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Abstract: This thesis explores how cultural differences impact impression management
behaviors in an interview context. | first proposed a cross-cultural impression management
model that may be used to predict how cultural values translate into impression management
tactics in an interview setting. | then investigated cross-cultural differences in impression
management use across five countries in an Asynchronous Video Interview (AVI) context. And
finally, I investigated how cultural biases influence the selection process in an AVI context. In
sum, this thesis consists of a theoretical contribution and two empirical studies which contribute
to the literature in several key areas. These include constructing a novel cross-cultural impression
management model for the interview context, being the first ever empirical study to investigate
how CCIM differences impact applicant evaluations in an AVI context and investigating how
cultural biases influence the selection process in an AVI context. | drew upon Schwartz’s (2006)
cultural value dimensions and individual level discriminatory biases theory to formulate
propositions for my model, and later explain why higher evaluation scores may be attributed to
certain cultural groups in an AVI context. My research is highly relevant as the COVID
pandemic causes more and more organizations operate through online channels and recruit

internationally.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 The intersection of multiculturalism and job interviews

Our world is becoming more multicultural due to migration accessibility, softening
governmental immigration policies, growth in international corporate assignments, and demand
for a multi-skillset labour force (Lipsmeyer & Zhu, 2011). With organizations also being
increasingly multicultural, there is a need for understanding the implications of having job
applicants and interviewers from various cultural backgrounds interacting in an employment
interview. First, the job interview is still considered to be the most used selection method by
western organizations (Huffcutt & Culbertson, 2011) and is globally ranked second after work
sample tests used for hiring purposes (Anderson, Salgado, & Hulsheger, 2010). Research further
supports that many job seekers believe obtaining a job interview is essential to job seeking
success (Saks, 2006) and that applicants expect to be interviewed as part of the selection process
(Lievens, de Corte & Brysse, 2003). Interviews are designed to further assess (i.e. beyond
CV/resume) an applicant’s suitability for employment, but the asymmetrical power relations
between interviewer and interviewee, structured format (i.e. interviewee’s may only ask
questions at end) of the communication process can often lead to misunderstandings (Demo,
2006). Cultural differences between applicants and interviewers add a new dimension of
complexity to the interview where the chances of a misunderstanding in communication are
dramatically increased (Peppas & Yu, 2005). What is more, cultural differences between
interviewers and interviewees can influence selection decisions (Roberts & Campbell, 2006),

which in turn limits job seeking success.

Within Canada, immigrants are a highly depended upon source of labour to replace the

aging baby boomer demographic. In 2010, one in five persons residing in Canada were foreign



born, with the top sources of immigrants coming from culturally diverse backgrounds including
China, the Philippines, India, USA, U.K. and France (StatsCan, 2010). Canadian employers have
noted several benefits of hiring immigrants (Miller et al., 1998; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007) and
one of the more recent trends in international human resource management has been efforts to
encourage cultural diversity in the workforce, recognizing the competitive value that
multicultural organizations bring to the global market (Scullion, Vaiman & Collins, 2016).
However, immigrants in Canada (and abroad), face several challenges in their job securing
endeavors, most notably identified as a lack host-country work experience, transferability of
qualifications, and host-country language competencies (StatsCan, 2010). These challenges are
well recognized, but what is less understood is how cultural differences may also create barriers
for immigrants in their job seeking efforts. There is evidence to suggest that cultural values
influence how applicants present themselves during interviews (Sandal et al., 2014; Fell et al.,
2016) and that the cultural distance(s) may impact evaluations (Manroop et al., 2013). For
example, immigrants may present themselves during interviews in a manner that is consistent
with their cultural values but not with those values/expectations of the interviewer. This may
lead to selection biases where recruiters prefer certain cultural groups (i.e. those most similar to
them) over others. It is thus the objective of this thesis to explore whether cultural values do
indeed translate into preferences for certain behavioral tactics in the interview context, and
whether discrepancies between an applicants employed tactics and those expectations of the
interviewer lead to selection biases. Such findings have implications for multicultural societies
such as Canada where increasing immigrant labour force(s) create new opportunities for cross-
cultural interactions. Additionally, the current COVID-19 pandemic has forced organizations

around the world to switch to remote/online mediums for conducting business including



recruitment and selection. Therefore, it is also necessary to explore how online recruitment tools
such as Asynchronous Video Interviews (AVIs) facilitate cross-cultural interactions. | begin by
briefly introducing the relevant bodies of literature to provide an informative context for this

thesis.

1.2 Interviews

Traditional job interviews are social interactions between two (or more) individuals who
want to exchange information or signals about their qualities (Bangerter, Roulin, & Konig,
2011). During this exchange of information, the interviewer(s) (and to a lesser extent the
applicant) are attempting to establish two subjective indicators of “fit” (Kristof-Brown, 2000),
person-job (P-J) fit and person-organization (P-O) fit. Research has found that using structured
approaches to evaluating candidates is superior to relying on intuition and gut-based decisions
even when performed by seasoned interviewers (Highhouse, 2008). Well designed interviews
have strong predictive validity (i.e. how interview performance predicts actual performance on a
job), construct validity (i.e. the appropriateness of job-related characteristics that one aims to
assess via questions asked to the applicant), and high reliability (i.e. level of consistency reached
by multiple interviewers). Interviews are an important process where images applicants portray
strongly determines their chances of being hired (Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi, 2009; Horverak,
Bye, Sandal, & Pallesen, 2013). As our global labour force continues to become more culturally
diverse, immigrants must learn how to actively manage their self-presentation strategies in an
interview context but may be unaware of how best to do so in a foreign culture. Managing one’s
self presentation, also known as impression management (IM), includes a large body of research

that has been investigated in an interview context.

1.3 Impression Management



Research aimed at better understanding the dynamics of the job interview has found that
a critically important factor that determines how interviewees are evaluated is their use of IM
(Barrick et al., 2009; Higgins, Judge, & Ferris, 2003). Successful IM can positively influence
interview performance and hiring decisions (Gilmore & Ferris, 1989; Mcfarland, Yun, Harold,
Viera, & Moore, 2005). The study of IM dates to 1959 where social psychologist Erving
Goffman (Goffman, 1959) produced a dramaturgical model of social life in his seminal work The
Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. Following his work, other sociologists and social
psychologists conducted original theoretical and empirical studies of IM (Jones, 1964;
Schlenker, 1980). Throughout the 1980°s an abundance of organizational researchers approached
the study of IM with a scientific inquiry applying more analysis of IM as a fundamental
interpersonal process (Arkin, Lake, & Baumgardner, 1986; Jones & Pittman, 1982; Schlenker,
1980; Mark Snyder, 1987; Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). In the early 1990’s Schlenker and
Weigold (1992) proposed the seminal idea that people attempt to regulate and control, sometimes
consciously and sometimes without awareness, information they present to audiences,
particularly information about themselves. Although researchers have used the terms impression
management and self-presentation interchangeably, Leary & Kowalski (1990) argue that
impression management is somewhat broader in scope, and that self-presentation is often
concerned not only with managing the images held by others, but also with managing one’s self-
image. The three most common categories of impression management behaviors are self-
promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM. Self-promotional tactics include exemplification
(convincing the target that one’s behavior is good enough to use as a model for others),
entitlements (taking major responsibility for positive events in one’s background), enhancements

(attempting to increase the value of an event), and describing qualities that one possesses



(Kacmar, Delery, & Ferris, 1992). Ingratiation tactics are directed at the target interviewer, with
the goal of inspiring liking for the actor on behalf of the target. Ingratiation tactics may include
directly or indirectly flattering the interviewer, opinion conformity, favor doing, and even
feigned helplessness (Barrick et al., 2009). Defensive IM tactics include excuses and
justifications (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992) or any behavior that repair one's image when it has
been damaged either by one's own behavior (i.e. showing up late for an interview) or by
information that surfaces during the interaction (i.e. having been fired from a previous job).
Research suggests that IM use is related to interview performance ratings, but less so to job
performance ratings (Barrick et al., 2009; Peck & Levashina, 2017). But what constitutes as
effective or ineffective behavior(s) in terms of positively influencing interview performance,

may depend highly on the cultural context.

1.4 Cultural Differences in Interviews

General approaches to investigating cross-cultural influence tactics (Hirokawa &
Miyahara, 1986; Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991) have traditionally found that cultural values are
associated with differences in preferences for the use of different influence tactics and/or
strategies across cultures. Roberts and Campbell (2006) demonstrated that interviewers tend to
judge candidates based on their own cultural assumptions and communicative style. However,
the specific examination of IM tactics through a cross-cultural lens (particularly in an interview
context) has been less extensively researched. Manroop et al. (2013) developed a model of cross-
cultural differences on interview outcomes, but their model only includes self-promotion (i.e. no
other-focused or deceptive IM) in understanding how influence tactics affect interviewer
judgment and evaluation outcomes. Several scholars have noted this gap, as early as the mid

90’s, Stevens and Kristof (1995) suggested it may be helpful for future studies to examine



whether IM tactics generalize to other populations (i.e. cross-culturally) and how they affect
interviewers' evaluations. Bye et al. (2011) later pointed out how few studies have addressed
cross-cultural variations in how applicants approach the job interview and implications of such
differences for job opportunities. And most recently Derous (2017) highlighted the importance
for future work considering IM in a cross-cultural context. Any gap is surprising given the fast
rate at which the global labor market is becoming more and more multicultural. Additionally,
this area of research is relevant and necessary seeing how applicants from different country
backgrounds still suffer lower labor market outcomes when compared to equally qualified
domestic applicants (OECD, 2008; 2015). Part of the issue these applicants may face, is selection

discrimination based on their country of origin.
1.5 Selection Bias

Research has found that various forms of selection biases exist: sexual orientation
(Weichselbaumer, 2003), age (Morgeson, Reider, Campion & Bull, 2008), gender (Wilkinson,
Casey & Eley, 2014), attractiveness (Shahani, Dipboye & Gehrlein, 1993), physical disabilities
(Brecher, Bragger & Kutcher, 2006) and race (Quillian, Heath, Pager, Midtbgen, Fleischmann &
Hexel, 2019), and influence hiring decisions. However, with selection tools constantly evolving,
new tools such as Asynchronous Video Interview (AVIs) have become increasingly popular for
HR professionals to improve the efficiency of the initial screening process particularly for
positions with numerous applicants and/or geographic challenges. However, very little is known
about the effectiveness of using AVIs in the selection process and whether cultural differences
communicated through this medium of interviewing has the potential for biases. Due to their
restrictive nature (i.e. one-way communication), AVIs may be subject to both similar and

different biases from those found within the FTF interview context. Such biases, if found, could
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potentially be of serious concern/interest to HR personnel if they prevent organizations from
reaching diversity objectives and/or subject them to discrimination lawsuits. There are no studies
exploring such biases in an AVI context. This gap in the literature is significant given that
international recruitment and selection commonly includes online platforms throughout the
hiring process and this trend has dramatically increased due to the COVID-19 pandemic. For
example, more than 70 companies have been reported to use AVIs for recruitment purposes with
an expected eight million interviews by the end of 2018 (HireVue, 2020). The research

conducted within this manuscript also addresses this gap.

1.6 Present Research and Contribution

This thesis consists of a theoretical piece and two empirical chapters with three studies
which contribute to the cross-cultural impression management and international selection
literature in several key areas. First, | develop a theoretical model for understanding how cultural
values translate into preferences for, and use of, impression management (IM) tactics in
employment interviews. Building upon previous cross-cultural models of workplace IM and
relying on Schwartz’s (2006) cultural value dimensions, | suggest that Autonomy-
Embeddedness, Hierarchy-Egalitarianism, and Mastery-Harmony are each associated with
differences in self-focused, other-focused and defensive IM tactics in interviews. Our model also
predicts that cultural distance, and indirectly difference between applicant IM use and
interviewers’ expectations, will determine how interviewers evaluate applicant interview
performance. Finally, my model takes into consideration the moderating role of interviewer
individual differences (e.g., social dominance orientation, authoritarianism, ethnocentrism) in
making such judgments. To my knowledge, this is the first ever cross-cultural impression

management model tailored to an interview context.
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My first empirical study investigates cross-cultural differences in IM use across five
countries (Canada, Spain, Poland, India, and South Africa) in an AVI context. In this study, |
explored how cross-cultural differences translate into preferred IM tactic use in an AVI context.
Participants from the above mentioned five countries were invited to participate in asynchronous
mock video interviews and then asked to self-report their IM use. This was the first study to
investigate cross-cultural differences (of any kind) in an AVI context. My second empirical study
investigated how cultural biases influence the selection process in an AVI context. In this study,
| explored how cultural similarity/dissimilarity influences interviewer’s evaluations of
candidates. Professionals with HR experience from first the United States and then secondly the
U.K. were separately recruited and exposed to a series of pre-recorded culturally diverse
applicant videos (used from Study 1). | also asked participants/evaluators to self report individual
levels of ethnocentrism, social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism to
determine whether these individual differences impacted how evaluation scores were attributed
to certain cultural groups. My second empirical study was the first to investigate how cultural
bias affects the selection process in an AVI context. This research is highly relevant during the
COVID pandemic as more and more organizations operate through online channels and recruit
internationally. I highlight the importance of organizations taking responsibility in developing
culturally conscientious selection methods to avoid biased hiring decisions. In sum, this thesis
develops a cross-cultural impression management model tailored to an interview context and

further tests its propositions through two empirical studies in an AVI context.
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2.0 A Cross-cultural Impression Management Model for the Interview Context

Many organizational settings are becoming more multicultural due to migration
accessibility, softening governmental immigration policies, growth in international corporate
assignments, and demand for a multi-skillset labour force. As immigrants and self-initiated
expatriates relocate to new countries in search of employment, they are frequently confronted
with cultural barriers that create a gap between their employment dreams and reality. The job
interview is still considered to be the most commonly used selection method by western
organizations (Huffcutt & Culbertson, 2011). Research aimed at better understanding the
dynamics of the job interview has found that a critically important factor that determines how
applicants are evaluated, and their subsequent chances of being hired, is their use of impression
management (IM) (Barrick, Shaffer & DeGrassi, 2009; Higgins & Judge, 2004). If cultural
differences exist between an interviewer and interviewee, then preferences for the use and
interpretation of various IM tactics may also exist. Traditional approaches to investigating cross-
cultural influence tactics (Hirokawa & Miyahara, 1986; Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991) have
found that cultural values are indeed associated with differences in preferences for the use of
tactics across cultures. More recent support for the notion that culture determines preference for
certain IM tactics in an interview context is found in the selection literature (Derous, 2017;
Konig, Hafsteinsson, Jansen & Stadelmann, 2011; Sandal et al. 2014). However, despite these
initial studies, evidence for the relationships between cultural values and IM in job interviews

remains limited.

A central reason is the lack of a comprehensive conceptual model to explain how cross-
cultural differences can influence specific IM use, expectations, and interview outcomes.

Manroop et al. (2013) proposed a model to illustrate how cross-cultural differences between
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interviewers and interviewees can influence job interview decisions. Their model proposes, for
instance, that some cultural dimensions (e.g., individualistic vs. collectivistic culture) generally
impacts self-promotion by job applicants. However, their model is limited to a select number of
cultural dimensions and IM tactics. My proposed model expands on Manroop et al.’s (2013)
work by offering specific propositions for several IM tactics and uses a comprehensive cultural
framework. In addition, to better understand cross-cultural differences in IM preferences and use
in an interview context, | drew upon Schwartz’s (2006) cultural value orientations and previous
workplace cross-cultural impression management (CCIM) models (i.e. Bilbow, 1997; Ward &
Ravlin, 2017). More specifically, Schwartz’s (2006) value orientations provided a general
overview of empirically-supported cultural differences around the world, whereas Bilbow (1997)
and Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM models were used to demonstrate how such differences
translate into 1M strategies in an interview context. As a result, | put forward a new CCIM model
with propositions of how cross-cultural differences may translate into various 1M tactics in an

interview context.

My research contributes to both the CCIM and cross-cultural psychology literatures by
proposing a comprehensive model to predict how cultural differences between interviewees and
interviewers translate into specific differences in preferred IM strategies in an interview context.
My model thus helps explain why applicants engage in different IM behaviors depending on
their country of origin, why interviewers expect different behaviors from applicants and
indirectly, why the use of one type of IM tactic is not always associated with the same positive
rating by interviewers across cultures. From a practical standpoint, my model provides valuable

insights and recommendations for individuals in charge of international recruitment and selection
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efforts in organizations and furthers our understanding of the key role played by cultural

differences in today’s increasingly globalized and multicultural workforce.

| begin with an overview of IM tactics, interview research, and current cross-cultural IM
literature. Next, | review existing workplace CCIM models, namely, Bilbow’s (1997) CCIM
model of discourse and Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM model of influence. Following this, |
introduce Schwartz’s (2006) value orientations as my theoretical framework and propose an

integrated CCIM model with general propositions applicable to an interview context.

2.1 Impression Management Tactics

The study of impression management dates to 1959 when social psychologist Erving
Goffman produced a dramaturgical model of social life in his seminal work The Presentation of
Self in Everyday Life (Goffman, 1959). However, it was not until the 1980’s that organizational
researchers approached the study of IM with a scientific inquiry, exploring IM as a fundamental
interpersonal process (Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Tetlock & Manstead,
1985). Although many definitions exist, generally IM can be defined as tactics individuals use in
order to manipulate the opinion or affective evaluation others have of them (Rosenfeld,
Giacalone & Riordan, 1995). Throughout research, IM tactics have been investigated across
several contexts between co-workers in organizations, applicants and interviewers in interviews,
and even throughout day-to-day routine interactions. Although empirical research investigating
IM has typically focused on only one of these contexts (i.e. interviews, workplace), there is
commonality in the behaviors observed. Verbal IM tactics can be assertive (i.e. self-promotion,
ingratiation) or defensive (Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley, & Gilstrap, 2008). Yet, the three most
common categories of IM tactics are self-focused, other-focused, and defensive IM tactics (see

Bolino et al., 2008). Self-focused tactics include various forms of self-promotion such as
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exemplifications, entitlements, enhancements, and describing qualities that one possesses
(Kacmar, Delery, & Ferris, 1992). Other-focused tactics such as ingratiation are directed at the
target (i.e. interviewer or hiring organization), with the goal of inspiring liking for the actor on
behalf of the target. Ingratiation tactics may include directly or indirectly flattering the
interviewer, opinion conformity, favor doing, and even feigned helplessness (Barrick et al.,
2009). Defensive IM tactics include excuses and justifications (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992) or
any behavior that repairs one's image when it has been damaged (Tsai, Huang, Wu, & Lo, 2010).
In addition to these three categories, IM research also distinguishes between honest (Bourdage,
Roulin, & Tarraf, 2018) and deceptive (Levashina & Campion, 2007) forms of IM, meaning that
each of the three categories of IM behavior (self-focused, other-focused, defensive) may be
employed in an honest or deceptive manner. For example, honest self-promotion may include
highlighting qualifications that an individual actually possesses (i.e. MBA, fluent in Chinese)
whereas deceptive self-promotion (or image creation) involves claiming to have qualifications
that one in fact does not have (i.e. never completed MBA and speaks only basic Chinese).
Deceptive IM (or faking) has recently received much attention in the literature, particularly in the

employment interview context (Roulin, Bangerter, & Levashina, 2015).

2.2 Interview IM

The unique social dynamics and high-stakes nature of the employment interview has
generated extensive research about applicants’ use of IM (Levashina & Campion, 2007), how IM
is interpreted by interviewers (Kristof-Brown, Jansen, & Colbert, 2002; Roulin, Bangerter, &
Levashina, 2014), and the effectiveness of various IM strategies (Barrick et al., 2009). IM is a
fundamental mechanism through which applicants attempt to influence interviewers’ perceptions

of them (Bourdage et al., 2018), and assertive tactics such as self-promotion or ingratiation tend
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to positively influence hiring decisions (Kacmar et al., 1992; Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). Studies
examining the effect of IM in the job interview context have primarily focused on assertive IM
because defensive IM is less frequently used (Kacmar et al., 1992; Stevens & Kristof, 1995).
Additionally, nearly all job applicants engage in some form of IM (Ellis, West, Ryan & DeShon,
2002; Turnley & Bolino, 2001; Stevens & Kristof, 1995), but the way the interview is structured
may encourage or discourage different behaviors (Ellis et al., 2002; McFarland, Ryan, & Kriska,

2003).

There are several systematic reviews and meta-analyses examining the impact of IM on
interview ratings. For example, Barrick et al. (2009) found overall IM to be strongly correlated
with interview performance (r = .47), also noting that all forms of IM tactics were meaningfully
associated with interviewer ratings. Peck and Levashina (2017) later meta-analytically examined
both self and other-focused IM tactics. They found IM to be used more frequently in the
interview rather than on the job, and specifically self-focused tactics to be more effective (r

=.24) than other-focused tactics (r =.17) in the interview.

Kristof-Brown et al. (2002) showed that applicants’ use of IM tactics in interviews affect
interviewer perceptions of person—job fit and applicant—interviewer similarity. Roulin et al.
(2014) examined how interviewees’ IM tactics influence interviewers’ evaluations of their
performance, finding that interviewers’ perceptions do not converge with self-reported applicant
IM. These authors suggest that what may actually matter in interviews is not the impression
applicants think they are making, but interviewers’ perceptions of applicant IM. These studies
address some of the inconsistencies found in previous research by highlighting the importance of
understanding the psychosocial processes of both ‘sides of the equation’ in interviews. That is, it

is central to consider how an applicant’s IM tactics are interpreted by the interviewer in
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determining evaluation effectiveness. This is consistent with Macan’s (2009) review of the
interview literature, highlighting the importance of investigating the applicant and interviewer
factors that may affect the interview process. There is also research looking at how individual
differences predict IM use of applicants in an interview context. For example, Melchers, Roulin
and Buehl’s (2020) review of the interview faking literature shows that several personality traits
are related to applicant’s use of deceptive IM, while Bourdage et al. (2018) showed that
personality is also associated with honest IM use. But less research has looked at cultural
differences associated with IM use. The following section reviews some of the cross-cultural

impression management literature explored to date.

2.3 Cross-cultural 1M

Exploring how cultural differences translate into differences in influence strategies has
peaked the interests of IM scholars since the mid 1980’s. Early research on cross-cultural
influence tactics (Hirokawa & Miyahara, 1986; Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991) showed that
cultural values are associated with differences in preferences for the use of different influence
tactics and/or strategies across cultures. In an interview context, some preliminary research has
demonstrated how cross-cultural differences may translate into different preferences for specific
IM tactics. For example, Bye et al. (2011) found significant differences in intended self-
presentation during interviews across four countries, with the highest self-presentation intentions
reported by Turks and Ghanaians. Schmid Mast, Frauendorfer and Popovic (2011) found that
Canadian recruiters preferred hiring self-promoting applicants whereas Swiss recruiters preferred
more modest applicants (i.e. high self-promotion versus low self-promotion). Derous (2017)
showed that ethnic minorities (i.e. Moroccans in Belgium) and majorities (Belgians in Belgium)

differed in their preference for IM tactics (i.e., self-promotion vs. opinion-conformity) and that
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such differences led to more negative interview outcomes for minorities. Sandal et al. (2014)
conducted a 10 country-study showing that cultural dimensions were associated with differences
in the use of several IM tactics. For instance, cultures high on embeddedness, mastery, and
hierarchy assigned a higher importance to self-presentation tactics than those cultures high on
autonomy, harmony, and egalitarianism. In a similar manner, Fell, Kénig and Kammerhoff
(2016) systematically examined cross cultural differences across 31 countries in attitude towards
applicants’ faking, finding that attitudes towards faking correlate in the expected manner with
four of GLOBE’s (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004) nine cultural dimensions.
Most recently, Konig et al. (2020) explored the relationship between country-level economic
variables and interview faking across 20 countries. They found that inequalities between the rich

and poor within a country are positively correlated with faking behavior in interviews.

In sum, several preliminary studies suggest that cultural differences can impact
preferences for IM tactics employed in interviews (for both the interviewee and interviewer).
However, a conceptual model to systematically and specifically explain or predict how culture is
associated with preferences for, and use of, various IM tactic is lacking. Such a model could
assist with understanding the consequences of having an interviewer and interviewee from two
different cultural backgrounds. Manroop et al.’s (2013) model represents an initial step towards
understanding the influence of cultural values on job selection decisions. Their model includes
several relevant forms of 1M, such as self-promotion or verbal and non-verbal behaviors, and
how they can impact interviewers’ evaluations. It furthers our understanding of how cultural
values can impact selection decisions in an interview context. However, their model is limited to
exploring only two cultural dimensions and only one of the many types of verbal IM tactics (i.e.

self-promotion), which have all been demonstrated to impact interviewer ratings (Barrick et al.,
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2009; Peck & Levashina, 2017; Bourdage et al., 2018). My proposed model includes a more
extensive list of IM tactics, including other-focused and defensive IM tactics (in addition to self-
promotion), and proposed to rely on a comprehensive set of cultural factors for understanding
how cultural values impact preferences for specific IM tactics in an interview context. The

following section briefly reviews existing cross-cultural models of IM.

2.4 Existing CCIM Models

Two major CCIM models that have been developed over the past two decades. The first
CCIM model in the workplace was developed by Bilbow (1997) in his study investigating the
spoken discourse of Chinese and Western managers through business meetings at a Hong Kong
airline. Bilbow (1997) analyzed cross-cultural differences in directive speech (i.e. request,
commands, and suggestions) via recorded videos. The model is based off a 5-stage "interactional
sociolinguistic' methodological approach used by Tannen (1994), which seeks to identify
‘trouble’ (or mismanagement of impressions) within native and non-native interactions. Bilbow
(1997) discusses ‘mismanagement of impressions’ in cross-cultural contexts as the notion that
impressions we think we are projecting when we speak may not be the impression that hearers
form of us. This becomes especially relevant in an interview context where cultural values may

influence both the impressions we convey and the interpreters’ attribution process.

Bilbow (1997) uses the term ‘cross-cultural’ as a shorthand way of describing any
communication between two or more people who do not share a common linguistic or cultural
background. His CCIM discourse model suggests that the IM attribution process is significantly
affected by the cultural backgrounds (i.e. cultural values) of both speakers and hearers. In a
communication episode, when a speaker and listener come from different cultural backgrounds

(and thus possess different cultural values), there is an increased chance by each member for



20

mis-attributing the intent or meaning of a verbal/non-verbal message. Such misunderstandings
are described as ‘discordant’ attributions, which may lead to the reinforcement of negative
person-perceptions. Discordant attributions are important for consideration in an interview
context given that one of the strongest predictors of interviewers' evaluations and
recommendations is their subjective impressions of applicants' interview performance (Dipboye,
1992). Additionally, interview IM research shows that interviewers’ evaluations of applicants are
more strongly associated with their own perceptions of IM use by applicants than by applicants’

actual IM use (Roulin et al., 2014).

Bilbow’s (1997) CCIM model is based on two premises: first, a speaker's discourse is
shaped by their IM style, which is significantly affected by features of their socio-cultural
environment, including their status, gender, ethnicity, language proficiency, or personality.
Second, when a speaker's discourse passes through the filter of a hearer's perceptions, the hearer
attributes certain characteristics to the speaker based on that discourse. That attribution process is
also significantly affected by the hearer’s socio-cultural environment. The value in Bilbow’s
(1997) CCIM model is its understanding of how cultural differences “filter’ both the speaker’s
discourse and the hearer’s perceptions resulting in ‘discordant’ communication. However, this
model is very general and thus limited in explaining how specific cultural differences translate

into behaviors in the workplace.

More recently, Ward and Ravlin (2017) proposed an alternative CCIM model, unrelated
to Bilbow’s, describing the link between cultural differences (i.e., values) and workplace
influence and proactive behaviors shaping self, target, and contextual perceptions. These authors
integrate Bozeman & Kacmar’s (1997) cybernetics model of IM, and Roberts’ (2005) model of

social-identity based IM to examine how culturally different newcomers may develop an



21

influential voice through CCIM. Thus, where Bilbow’s (1997) CCIM model focused on
discourse, Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) model focuses on influence. Their model includes several
conceptual processes, some of which illustrate how cultural factors may influence preferences
for various IM tactics. For example, they argue that employees evolving in a foreign context
must first understand the cultural norms, values, and expectations from a target in that context, so
that they can adapt their IM behaviors accordingly. Employees’ understanding of the
intercultural context can be enhanced through cultural knowledge and experience. And, the
higher the employee’s understanding is, the easier it is to identify discrepancies between actual
and desired images, engage in IM behaviors to reduce discrepancies, and ensure successful
interpersonal interactions. However, although Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM model considers
the importance of cultural difference in IM use and effectiveness, it does not explain why and
how individuals from specific cultures would be more or less effective at influencing targets

from other cultures.

In sum, despite significant contributions from both Bilbow’s (1997) and Ward and
Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM models in understanding the psychological processes that emerge in a
cross-cultural interaction, neither model draws upon an established cultural framework to make
specific predictions concerning how and why IM strategies work in one cultural context versus
another. None of the models are specifically focused on the employment interview context
either. To address these gaps, my proposed model draws upon Schwartz’s (2006) value

orientations, and then incorporates the specificities of the interview context.

2.5 Schwartz’s Value Orientations

Researchers have several options for frameworks to chose among for making cross-

cultural comparisons, many of which were mentioned and used above in our cross-cultural IM
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literature review (i.e. Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004; Schwartz, 2006). Among these
foundational cross-cultural frameworks | believe that Schwartz’s (2006) value orientations is
most suitable for investigating CCIM in an interview context given the criticisms surrounding
Hofstede’s work (see McSweeney, 2002; Javidan, House, Dorfman, Hanges & De Luque 2006;
Brewer & Venaik, 2011), and the simplicity in using only three cultural dimensions, versus nine
within the GLOBE project (House et al., 2004). Schwartz’s (1994) initial theory of basic human
values originally consists of ten motivationally distinct types of values (self-direction,
stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence,
universalism) that are assumed to be recognised by members of most societies. These ten values
relate dynamically to one another, in that some are compatible while others are opposed to each
other. These ten values were later synthesized in the form of three cultural dimensions (also
known as value orientations) for the purpose of making cross-cultural comparisons (Schwartz,

2006).

Schwartz’s (2006) value orientations proposes three dimensions along which societal
values differ and may be understood in comparison to each other. The first issue is defining the
nature of the relation between the individual and the group (i.e., Embeddedness, Intellectual /
Affective Autonomy?). The second issue is guaranteeing responsible behaviour that will preserve
the social fabric (i.e., Hierarchy / Egalitarianism). The third issue is concerning the relation of

humankind to the natural and social world (i.e., Mastery / Harmony).

In autonomous cultures, people are viewed as bounded entities who express their own

preferences, feelings, ideas, and abilities, and find meaning in their own uniqueness. Examples of

! Although Schwartz (2006) splits autonomy into intellectual/affective, for the purposes of this research | treat them
as one.
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important values in such cultures include broadmindedness, curiosity, creativity, pleasure,
exciting life, and varied life. Countries such as France, the Netherlands, and Canada score high
on this dimension. Autonomous cultures are contrasted with embeddedness, where people are
viewed as entities embedded in the collectivity. Meaning in life comes largely through social
relationships, through identifying with the group, participating in its shared way of life, and
striving toward its shared goals. Embedded cultures emphasize maintaining the status quo and
restraining actions that might disrupt in-group solidarity or the traditional order. Important values
in such cultures are social order, respect for tradition, security, obedience, and wisdom.

Countries such as Nigeria, Yemen, and China score high on this dimension.

Egalitarianism seeks to induce people to recognize one another as moral equals who
share basic interests as human beings. People are socialized to internalize a commitment to
cooperate and to feel concern for everyone’s welfare. They are expected to act for the benefit of
others. Important values in such cultures include equality, social justice, responsibility, help, and
honesty. Countries such as Sweden, Finland, and Spain score high on this dimension. In contrast,
hierarchy relies on hierarchical systems of ascribed roles to insure responsible, productive
behavior. It legitimizes the unequal distribution of power, roles, and resources. People are
socialized to take the hierarchical distribution of roles for granted and to comply with the
obligations and rules attached to their roles. VValues like social power, authority, humility, and
wealth are highly important in hierarchical cultures. Countries such as China, Thailand, and

South Korea score high on this dimension.

Harmony emphasizes fitting into the world as it is, trying to understand and appreciate
rather than to change, direct, or exploit it. Important values in harmony cultures include world at

peace, unity with nature, and protecting the environment. Countries such as Slovenia, Latvia, and
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Italy score high on this dimension. Mastery is the polar cultural response to this problem. It
encourages active self-assertion in order to master, direct, and change the natural and social
environment to attain group or personal goals. Values such as ambition, success, daring, and
competence are especially important in mastery cultures. Countries such as Israel, the USA, and

South Korea score high on this dimension.

2.6 A Cross-cultural IM Model in Employment Interviews

| proposed to integrate Schwartz’s (2006) value orientations with Bilbow’s (1997) and
Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM models to produce a new model that predicts how cross-
cultural differences may translate into various IM tactics in an interview context. My proposed
model could be applied in research identifying cross-cultural differences in IM tactics that may
be, for example, putting ethnic minority immigrants at a disadvantage during the hiring process.
My model is illustrated in Figure 2.1. It captures the relationships between Schwartz’s (2006)
value orientations and applicants’ and interviewers’ preferences for the three types of IM tactics
described above (self-focused, other-focused, and defensive IM tactics). | formulated a total of
11 propositions, with the first nine capturing the impact of Schwartz’s (2006) three cultural
dimensions and three forms of IM tactics, and the last two, illustrating how cultural distance can
influence interviewers’ ratings of applicant performance, and how individual differences
moderate the interviewer’s attribution processes. More precisely, | proposed that a larger cultural
distance between the interviewer and applicant leads to larger differences in an applicant’s IM
behavior from that of the interviewer’s expectations. Such differences lead to unfamiliarity,
which inevitably should lead to poorer performance evaluations. My final proposition suggests
that individual-level differences in interviewers’ stable beliefs or attitudes (social dominance

orientation - SDO, authoritarianism, or ethnocentrism) should play a moderating role in the
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relationships, such that large differences in Schwartz’s (2006) cultural dimensions between
applicants and interviewers will have a more negative impact on performance ratings when

interviewers are high in SDO, authoritarianism, or ethnocentrism.

2.6.1 Autonomy-Embeddedness and IM Tactics

My first set of propositions explore how Schwartz’s (2006) autonomy-embeddedness
cultural values may impact CCIM tactics in an interview context. As mentioned above,
autonomy-embeddedness cultural values relate to the boundaries between the person and the
group, where more autonomous values are associated with freedom of expression or finding
uniqueness in one’s identity and embeddedness relating to maintaining the status quo, and
restraining actions that might disrupt social order. In an interview context, this dimension is
particularly likely to affect the use of (and expectations about) self-focused IM tactics. In
cultures higher in autonomy, individuals are more inclined to present an image of themselves
that is unique or to highlight individual achievements when completing a task (i.e. self-
enhancements). In contrast, cultures higher on embeddedness believe they are part of a
collectivity where standing out and portraying an image of being different from everyone is
frowned upon. Individuals from such cultures are thus less likely to emphasize individual skills
or achievements. The use of self focused IM tactics (i.e. entitlements, self-enhancements) has
been examined in the cross-cultural literature. For example, Sandal et al. (2014) found self-
enhancement to be more prominent in North America and Western Europe (high autonomy) than
in South-East Asia (high embeddedness). Schmid Mast et al. (2011) found that French-speaking
Canadian recruiters (slightly higher autonomy than French-speaking Swiss) were more inclined

to hire applicants that used self-promotional IM tactics. These findings suggest that cultures
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higher in autonomy value self-promotion more than cultures high in embeddedness in an

interview context.

Proposition 1a: Applicants from cultures high in autonomy engage in more self-focused IM than

those from cultures high in embeddedness

Proposition 1b: Interviewers from cultures high in autonomy expect applicants to use self-

focused IM behaviors more than those from cultures high in embeddedness

Schwartz (2006) discusses embeddedness cultural values as respecting social order,
having obedience and self discipline. These values are likely to lead to behavioral restraints from
engaging in direct comments about the interviewer who is viewed as being a person of authority.
This is in sharp contrast with autonomy values such as curiosity, pleasure and broadmindedness
that are more likely to motivate the applicant to engage in open exchanges with the interviewer.
It is true that communication (of some form) is necessary to perform well in an interview, but |
argue that cultural values such as embeddedness and autonomy will likely influence the level of
comfort applicants feel in making direct comments about the interviewer (and interviewers’ level
of comfort with such behaviors). Other-focused IM represents ingratiation behavior(s) in its
broadest sense (Bolino et al., 2008), with flattery and opinion conformity as subcategories. |
argue that all applicants engage in other-focused IM but that cultural values dictate preferences
for the form of other-focused IM employed. Flattery or intentional ‘chit-chat’ to build rapport
differ from opinion conformity, where in an interview context, an applicant may subtly nod their
head or respond to an interviewer’s statement in agreement. The relationship between other-
focused IM tactics and autonomy/embeddedness have been empirically investigated. For
instance, Derous (2017) demonstrated that Belgian applicants and recruiters (high on autonomy)

preferred opinion conformity over Moroccans (high on embeddedness).
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Proposition 2a: Applicants from cultures high in autonomy engage in more opinion conformity,

whereas those from cultures high in embeddedness engage in more flattery

Proposition 2b: Interviewers from cultures high in autonomy expect applicants to use opinion

conformity more than those from cultures high in embeddedness

Perhaps one of the most complicated predictions of how embeddedness and autonomy
values will translate into IM behaviors in an interview context concerns their relationship with
defensive tactics. Defensive IM tactics include excuses and justifications when one’s identity iS
threatened. | argue that cultural dimensions like embeddedness and autonomy do not simply
influence the use of defensive IM tactics in interviews, but more specifically the use of honest
versus deceptive defensive IM. Research related to defensive CCIM has found that applicants
from embedded cultures show stronger tendencies to attribute their failures to external causes in
order to meet role expectations (Kim & Nam, 1998). For example, Asians who are high in
embeddedness fear being judged and ‘losing face’, causing them to lose group membership in
the collectivity. As a result, they are more likely to engage in lying, or deceptive defensive IM in
order to maintain their social status. This was empirically supported by Kim, Chiu, Peng, Cali,
and Tov (2010) who found that east Asian students (i.e., from high embedded societies) were
likely to report positive self-evaluations by denying possession of negative traits (i.e., making
excuses or justifications). In line with these findings, Schwartz (2006) also lists protecting self
image as one of the primary characteristics of embedded cultural values. On the other hand,
autonomous cultures, as described by Schwartz (2006), value freedom of expression and broad
mindedness which might make individuals more tolerant of (and comfortable with)
communicating their negative qualities. In an interview context, applicants from high-autonomy

cultures may be more likely to openly disclose the truth when their self image is being
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threatened, such as when asked to provide reasons for being terminated from a previous

employer or for an unexplainable time gap in one’s resume.

Proposition 3a: Applicants from cultures high in autonomy engage in less deceptive defensive

IM than those from cultures high in embeddedness

Proposition 3b: Interviewers from cultures high in autonomy expect applicants to use deceptive

defensive IM more than those from cultures high in embeddedness

2.6.2 Hierarchy-Egalitarianism and IM Tactics

My next set of propositions explore how Schwartz’s (2006) hierarchy-egalitarianism
dimension may impact CCIM tactics in an interview context. This cultural dimension concerns
how people go about behaving in a responsible manner that preserves the social fabric and,
engage in productive work (through consideration and coordination of others) necessary to
maintain society rather than compete destructively or withhold efforts (Schwartz, 2006).
Hierarchical societies are more accepting of power distances amongst their members and rely on
ascribed roles to ensure responsible, productive behavior, whereas egalitarianism seeks to induce
people to recognize one another as moral equals who share basic interests as human beings. This
cultural dimension overlaps with Hofstede (1980) and GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004) power
distance dimension, leading us to explore research surrounding these terms interchangeably. In

an interview context, | see this cultural dimension influencing IM behavior in several ways.

Self-focused IM tactics may include several forms of self-promotion not limited to
exemplifications, entitlements and self-enhancements. Schwartz (2006) uses ‘humble’ as a value
to characterize hierarchical societies suggesting a generally lower tendency to gloat or self-

promote. However, individuals in hierarchical societies attribute greater legitimacy to impressing
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people in positions of power (e.g., their superiors) than individuals in more egalitarian societies
(Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991). The interview dynamic is such that the interviewer is often in a
relative position of power over the interviewee in that, they are directing the conversation (via
interview questions) and judging the interviewee’s performance. Interviewers viewed as being in
a superior position may motivate applicants from hierarchical societies to engage in IM
behaviors to ‘impress’ them, such as self promotion tactics. In contrast, egalitarian societies may
be less motivated to self-promote, perceiving for example, less benefit in ‘selling oneself” to
move up a ladder that isn’t as high. Schwartz (2006) describes egalitarian values as accepting
one’s position in life, honesty, and overall equality. This notion was empirically supported by
Thomsen, Sidanius, and Fiske (2007) who showed that Americans (high hierarchy) self-
enhanced considerably more than did Danes (high egalitarianism). Similarly, Kénig et al. (2011)
found significantly higher prevalence rates of self-presentational behaviors by applicants in the

United States than in Iceland and Switzerland (both high egalitarianism).

Proposition 4a: Applicants from cultures high in hierarchy engage is more self-focused IM than

those from cultures high in egalitarianism

Proposition 4b: Interviewers from cultures high in hierarchy expect applicants to use self-

focused IM behaviors more than those from cultures high in egalitarianism

Understanding the relationship between hierarchy-egalitarianism values and other-
focused IM tactics requires a breakdown and individual consideration of the types of other-
focused IM tactics. For example, flattery is classified as other enhancement, where an individual
expresses a favorable evaluation of the target (Wayne & Kacmar, 1991). Opinion conformity is
when an individual expresses values, beliefs, or opinions that are known to be similarly held by

the target (Jones & Jones, 1964). In this manner, flattery can be understood as a direct form of
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communication, whereas opinion conformity is subtler (or more indirect). In an interview
context, applicants with egalitarian values are more likely to view the interviewer as an equal,
leading to a higher likelihood of informal and direct communication patterns, such as flattery. In
contrast, hierarchical values view and respect the power and authority of the interviewer
resulting in asymmetrical power relationships. Applicants from hierarchical societies may worry
that using direct forms of ingratiation tactics such as flattery or establishing rapport with the
interviewer could be perceived as ‘stepping out of line’. However, opinion conformity may be an
acceptable and even expected form of other-focused IM tactic to members of hierarchical

societies.

Bilbow (1998) demonstrated empirically how cultural differences related to hierarchy-
egalitarianism influence preferences for other-focused IM tactics (among other IM tactics) in an
interview setting. Specifically, Chinese interviewers preferred indirectness, respectfulness and
conservatism, whereas American interviewers preferred self-disclosure, explicitness and
spontaneity. Bilbow (1998) also observed that the indirect discourse of Chinese applicants (high
on hierarchy) was sometimes negatively interpreted by Western interviewers (high on
egalitarianism) as symptomatic of ‘wooliness’, lack of comprehension or lack of ideas. In
contrast, Chinese interviewers tended to expect Western interviewees to maintain considerable
distance (i.e. avoid directly flattering the interviewer) and did not actively encourage intimate
self-disclosure from them. Engaging in flattery and ‘chit-chat’ thus appears to be more
acceptable (and thus more used/expected) in egalitarian cultures whereas subtle forms of other-

focused IM such as opinion conformity are likely to be more common in hierarchical cultures.

Proposition 5a: Applicants from cultures high in hierarchy engage in more opinion conformity

whereas those from cultures high in egalitarianism engage in more flattery
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Proposition 5b: Interviewers from cultures high in hierarchy expect applicants to use opinion

conformity more than those from cultures high in egalitarianism

Fell et al. (2016) pointed out that hierarchical (high power distance) societies have been
found to be more corrupt, probably because they know that ‘‘rank and position in the hierarchy
have special privileges’’ (see GLOBE, 2006: p. 8) and that fairness principles are commonly
violated. Fell et al. (2016) investigated the general relationship of faking (equivalent to deceptive
IM in general) with several GLOBE (House et al., 2004) dimensions across 31 countries, finding
more positive attitudes toward faking in job interviews in countries with high power distance.
Schwartz’s (2006) description of hierarchical cultures as valuing social power, authority and
having a necessity to avoid humility, are consistent with GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004)
characterization of hierarchical cultures. It also aligned with Fell et al.’s (2016) findings that it is
considered more common practice and even acceptable for hierarchical societies to engage in
deceit (i.e., faking) to protect or repair one’s image when faced with a difficult situation, such as
when one’s personal identity is being threatened. Therefore, when faced with uncomfortable
questions concerning an applicant’s performance or surfacing character weaknesses in an
interview context, | expect a more deceptive defensive response from individuals of hierarchical
societies. This behavior sharply contrasts egalitarianism’s commitment to equality, cooperation
and of feeling concern for everyone’s welfare (Schwartz, 2006) where values such as honesty,

equality and social justice are more likely to encourage honest defensive forms of IM.

Proposition 6a: Applicants from cultures high in hierarchy engage is more deceptive defensive

IM than those from cultures high in egalitarianism

Proposition 6b: Interviewers from cultures high in hierarchy expect applicants to use deceptive

defensive IM more than those from cultures high in egalitarianism
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2.6.3 Mastery-Harmony and IM Tactics

My next set of propositions explores how Schwartz’s (2006) mastery-harmony dimension
may impact CCIM tactics in an interview context. This cultural dimension concerns how people
manage their relations to the natural and social world. Harmony related values emphasize fitting
into the world as it is, trying to understand and appreciate rather than to change, direct, or to
exploit. This contrasts with mastery values which encourage active self-assertion in order to
master, direct, and change the natural and social environment to attain group or personal goals.
Mastery and harmony values can trigger different IM behaviors in an interview context. Mastery-
oriented cultures such as the USA or Japan, endorse power or dominance over others and the
physical environment, leading to a preference for employing IM tactics that portray a strong,
competent, and confident applicant. For example, mastery encourages self-assertion, and values
such as ambition, success and competence are highly prized. Previous research has also found
that cultural differences stemming from mastery/harmony influence how self-presentation (i.e.
self-promotion efforts) are considered legitimate and acceptable (Konig et al., 2011; Lopes &
Fletcher, 2004). Additionally, in their 10-country study on intended self-presentation tactics in
job interviews, Sandal et al. (2014) found that the mastery-harmony dimension explained the
most variance in self-presentation efforts, in that mastery was positively related to self-
promotion. In contrast, harmony’s negative relationship with competitiveness and selfishness, as
well as its greater emphasis on family/work life balance (Schwartz, 2006) makes assertive self-

promotional behaviors less likely in an interview context.

Proposition 7a: Applicants from cultures high in mastery engage is more self-focused IM than

those from cultures high in harmony
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Proposition 7b: Interviewers from cultures high in mastery expect applicants to use self-focused

IM more than those from cultures high in harmony

According to Schwartz (2006), harmonistic cultures value world at peace and seek to fit
in with their social world. There is less desire to conquer and compete with others. In contrast,
cultures high in mastery seek to encourage active self-assertion in order to master, direct, and
change the natural and social environment to attain group or personal goals (Schwartz, 2006).
Schwartz (2006) goes on to mention that mastery orientation may legitimize selfishness because
it justifies self-assertion in order to get ahead. In their multi-level review of IM motives and
behaviors, Bolino et al. (2008) describe ingratiation (assertive other-focused IM tactic) as the use
of flattery and favor rendering to attempt to appear likeable. Thus, in an interview context, |
predict that more assertive cultures (such as those high in mastery) seeking to master and direct
their social world are more likely to engage in and prefer assertive other-focused IM use (i.e.
flattery). In comparison, cultures attempting to ‘fit in” with their social environment and placing
a high value on acceptance (high harmony) are more likely to use other-focused IM tactics such
as opinion conformity. For example, a Japanese interviewee (high on mastery) may view the
interview as a social opportunity to portray an image of success and influence the interviewer’s
perception of them using flattery to achieve their personal/group goals. In contrast, a Finnish
applicant (high on harmony) may see such assertive other-focused tactics (flattery) aimed at
manipulating the interviewer’s perception of them as less necessary and be more likely to use

opinion conformity to ‘fit in” with the social situation.

Proposition 8a: Applicants from cultures high in mastery engage in more flattery whereas those

from cultures high in harmony engage in more opinion conformity
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Proposition 8b: Interviewers from cultures high in mastery expect applicants to use flattery more

than those from cultures high in harmony

Mastery values involve a strong emphasis on portraying an image of individual
superiority and excellence (i.e., ambition, success, competence; Schwartz, 2006), which are
likely threatened when applicants have to protect themselves (e.g., to deal with weaknesses
related to one’s resume, skills, and competencies pointed out by an interviewer). In cultures high
on mastery such as Japan and Korea, the need to ‘save face’ and avoid damage to one’s public
image can lead to relying on deceptive defensive tactics, for instance, by omitting or hiding
information that could threaten one’s image. This is in sharp contrast to harmony cultures such as
Slovenia and Finland who are more tolerant and demonstrate liberal attitudes towards other
people, therefore accepting of weaknesses. From this viewpoint, job applicants in harmony
cultures are less inclined to feel a need to cover their personal flaws or to present an overly

ambitious image during job interviews, leading to more honest defensive IM behaviors.

Proposition 9a: Applicants from cultures high in mastery engage is more deceptive defensive IM

than those from cultures high in harmony

Proposition 9b: Interviewers from cultures high in mastery expect applicants to use deceptive

defensive IM more than those from cultures high in harmony
2.6.4 Impact on Interview Performance Evaluation

My proposed model suggests that the amount of cultural differences between
interviewers and applicants will impact interview performance evaluations. Huffcutt, Van
Iddekinge and Roth (2011) proposed a theoretical model of interview performance suggesting

that personal characteristics such as cultural background could affect interviewee performance
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and interviewer rating. Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM model also points to the need for
considering cultural distance or the ‘magnitude’ of value difference between applicants and
interviewers. Manroop et al.’s (2013) model of cross-cultural differences on interview outcomes
also proposes that “Interviewers are more likely to make negative judgment about the job
candidates who respond to questions contrary to cultural expectations than candidates who
respond to questions according to cultural expectations” (p. 3522). Social identity theory (Tajfel
& Turner, 1986) and its related cousin self-categorization theory (Turner & Oakes, 1986)
describe how certain individual/intergroup behaviours and status differences are perceived as
legitimate and either similar or foreign to oneself. Such processes lead to in-group favoritism
where people give preferential treatment (i.e. better evaluations) to others when they are

perceived to belong to the same ingroup.

Therefore, in an interview context, | believe that the larger the cultural distance between
the applicant and the interviewer (and thus the larger the discrepancy between IM used and
expected IM), the more negative the interview performance evaluations will be. | illustrate this
point using Schwartz’s (2006) cultural dimensions and various IM tactics in an interview
context. For example, marginal differences in hierarchy-egalitarianism values between a Spanish
applicant and a Belgian interviewer are less likely to produce ‘discordant’ interactions (Bilbow,
1997) than would Spanish applicant interviewed by an Indian interviewer, where a greater
hierarchy-egalitarianism cultural distance exists. In this first scenario (Spanish / Belgian),
although cultural differences in hierarchy-egalitarianism exist, they are marginal, associated with
small discrepancies between applicant IM use and interviewer’s IM expectations, and thus likely
to have a small negative impact on performance evaluations. In contrast, the second scenario

(Spanish / Indian) involves larger differences in hierarchy-egalitarianism and should result in a
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larger discrepancy between the interviewer’s expectations of desired IM tactics and the
applicant’s actual employment of those tactics. This will ultimately result in the interviewer
evaluating the applicant more negatively. In this example Bilbow’s (1997) CCIM model of
discourse additionally reminds us that it is not only the applicant’s cultural values and
subsequent IM tactic preferences that contribute to ‘discordant’ communication(s) but also the

interviewer’s cultural values influencing the attribution processes of such IM tactics.

Proposition 10: The bigger the cultural distance between the applicant and the interviewer, the
larger the discrepancy between the applicant’s use and the interviewer’s expectation(S) of (a)
self-focused IM, (b) other-focused IM, and (c) defensive IM, and indirectly the lower the

performance evaluation by the interviewer

The final piece of my model concerns individual differences that are likely to moderate
the relationship between cultural distance of the applicant and the interviewer (and indirectly
differences in IM tactics use vs. expectations) and interview performance ratings. These include

social dominance orientation (SDO), authoritarianism, and ethnocentrism.

To illustrate how individual differences are likely to moderate the relationship between
cultural distance between the applicant and the interviewer and interview performance ratings |
drew upon Duckitt and Sibley’s (2017) dual process motivational model (DPM) of ideology and
prejudice. The DPM is an explanatory framework that encompasses both individual (Allport,
1954) and intergroup (Pettigrew, 1958) factors of prejudice. More specifically, the DPM includes
three explanatory concepts to understand the motivational and psychological process of
prejudice. First, two major social attitudinal predictors of individual differences from two distinct
motivational goals/value dimensions are right wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social

dominance orientation (SDO) (Duckitt & Sibley, 2017). A large body of research has found
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RWA and SDO to be powerful predictors of prejudice (Proch, 2013; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).
This is in part because SDO is highly correlated with hierarchy (Duckitt & Sibley, 2017), and
thus people who score high on SDO believe that there are and should be status differences
among social groups, and they do not see these as wrong (Pratto Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle
1994). Thus, thinking that ‘one group is better’ than another is common/acceptable social
practice. Additionally, RWA relates to the desires to protect and enhance the self and the ingroup
leading to greater ingroup favoritism, and in some cases prejudice toward outgroups (Altemeyer,
1988). Therefore, those who score high on RWA are more likely to favor in-group versus out-
group members. Secondly, the DPM explains how the underlying personality dimensions of
RWA (i.e. low agreeableness and high conscientiousness) and SDO (i.e. low agreeableness)
represent social/psychological bases of personality that also contribute to dangerous and
competitive worldview beliefs (i.e. embeddedness values) that lead to an in-group preference for
order, structure, stability and security. Finally, the DPM model explains how both individual and
intergroup values cause prejudice and how they operate in a complimentary fashion. Therefore, |
introduce SDO and RWA as having a moderating effect. More precisely, interviewers’ level of
SDO and RWA will affect the strength of the relationship between cultural distance and
interviewer’s evaluation of applicants, in that high levels of RWA/SDO will amplify the negative
evaluations resulting from large cultural distances between interviewers and interviewees
whereas low levels of RWA/SDO will weaken the effect of negative evaluations resulting from

large cultural distances.

Finally, ethnocentrism, a construct measuring openness (or lack of) to foreign cultures
and/or outsiders (Neuliep & McCroskey, 2013) is also likely to have an effect on how

interviewers’ experiences interviewees’ behaviors that do not meet their expectations or conform



38

to their cultural norms. This is mainly because those high on ethnocentrism view their culture as
the ‘center’ of the world, and a role model for other cultures. Individuals high on ethnocentrism
generally dislike interacting with members of foreign cultures (Neuliep & McCroskey, 2013).
Therefore, 1 also believe ethnocentrism plays an important role in moderating how an individual
may view and assign evaluations to members of foreign cultures. For example, an interviewer
high on ethnocentrism is more likely to assign negative evaluations to an interviewee’s behaviors
(i.e. IM use) that are not consistent with the interviewer’s cultural expectations/norms (i.e.
preferred IM), whereas those individuals who are low on ethnocentrism are likely to have more
tolerance and openness to foreign behaviors such as IM use in a culturally distant episode. In this
manner, | also believe that interviewers’ individual-level ethnocentrism will amplify and/or
weaken the relationship between the cultural distance between them and interviewees and their

evaluations of interviewees’ performance.

Proposition 11: The impact of the cultural distance between the applicant and the interviewer on
performance evaluation will be moderated by interviewers’ individual-level (a) authoritarianism,

(b) social dominance orientation, and (c) ethnocentrism.

2.7 Discussion

| proposed a CCIM model for understanding how cultural differences influence IM use
and preferences in an interview context. Previous CCIM models of discourse (Bilbow, 1997) and
influence (Ward & Ravlin, 2017) were designed for an organizational context. By integrating
Schwartz’s (2006) cultural framework with these previous models of CCIM for the workplace,
and existing interview IM research, | developed eleven propositions that predict how cultural
values may influence IM tactic use and perceptions of such tactics for the interview context. My

model examined how Schwartz’s (2006) cultural dimensions translate into preferred IM tactics
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for both applicants and interviewers. It also highlights how the larger the discrepancy between
applicants’ IM use and interviewers’ IM expectations, the more negative the performance
evaluation of the applicant will be. Finally, | emphasized how interviewers’ individual-level
factors such as SDO, authoritarianism, and ethnocentrism moderate this impact. My model has
several implications which are relevant for both cross-cultural psychology research and

international human resource management practice.

2.7.1 Research Implications

My model contributes to the cross-cultural psychology and CCIM literature in several
ways. First, my model may be used to further explore how cultural values translate into
preferences for IM tactics for both applicants and interviewers in an interview context. Initial
empirical CCIM work has already begun to examine how some cultural values translate into
preferences for, and use of, IM tactics in interviews (Bye et al., 2011; Konig et al., 2011; Sandal
et al., 2014; Fell et al., 2016; Derous, 2017). However, this research is limited to a few cultural
elements or a limited number of countries/cultures. Given that our world comprises upwards of
227 countries (and even various cultures within), there is still a wealth of potential for additional
empirical research to examine how cross-cultural differences translate in IM use and, even more
so, how IM impacts interview performance ratings. The present conceptual model will help
advance this line of research and can generate new studies to better understand IM use across
cultures. More specifically, each of my first nine propositions can be tested empirically to
explore how cultural values translate into preferences for IM tactics. Furthermore, if enough
empirical studies are accumulated, a ‘mapping’ of IM tactic preferences for cultures around the
globe could be created similar to how cultural psychologists have mapped the big five

framework cross-culturally (McCrae et al., 2005; Schmitt et al., 2007).
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Secondly, my model may advance personnel selection research and help to better
understand how cultural factors may influence applicants’ preferences for certain IM tactics that
due to cultural factors, may not be preferred behaviors of the interviewer. Future empirical
research could examine a wide range of applicant/interviewer combinations to test how
performance ratings are affected by cultural distance. Such knowledge may clarify why members
of certain cultural groups receive poorer evaluations (and subsequently struggle to find
employment despite having strong qualifications) when interviewing in culturally distant
contexts. For example, Propositions 10 and 11 could be tested by selecting applicant-interviewer
pairs from culturally-similar nations (i.e. Sweden vs. Finland) and then culturally-distant nations
(i.e. Germany vs. Philippines), to examine whether cultural distance between applicants and
interviewers (and indirectly discrepancies in IM use vs. expectations) negatively impacts
performance evaluation. These studies could also measure interviewers’ level of SDO, RWA, or
ethnocentrism to examine whether the impact of cultural distance is reduced for more ‘open-

minded’ (e.g., low-SDO or RWA) or less-ethnocentric interviewers.

Additional research could investigate the complexity of multiple interviewers, such as
typically found in a panel interview, where panel members can come from varying cultural
backgrounds. Such a research design would require access to the individual evaluation scores of
each panel member and include applicants (from various cultural backgrounds) both culturally
similar and dissimilar to the panel members. For example, if an interview panel with members
from Japan, Brazil, and Canada collectively interviewed various applicants from each of their
respective countries (or culturally-similar countries), individual panel member evaluation scores

could offer insights into whether cultural preferences for certain IM tactics exist. Research
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opportunities such as those mentioned above should examine laboratory settings and field

studies, action research, etc.

2.7.2 Practical Implications

As globalization continues to progress and workers from around the world with various
cultural background migrate to new environments in search of employment and a better life, such
theoretical models are necessary in helping to understand the cultural adaptational challenges
that they face. This is particularly relevant in multicultural societies (e.g., within North America
and Western Europe) where it is highly likely to have interviewers and interviewees from various
cultural backgrounds. Interviewers in such contexts would benefit from better understanding why
and how applicants from different cultures engage in different IM behaviors. They could then
incorporate this information in their performance evaluations, which could potentially help
reduce risks associated with bias and hiring discrimination. For example, my theoretical
framework could be used as the foundation for developing cross-cultural training programs
aimed at reducing biased decisions. Research demonstrates that organizations have an important
responsibility to provide cross-cultural training to their interviewers regarding how to
appropriately manage interactions with culturally diverse job candidates (Peretz & Rosenblatt,
2011). As such, my model is also applicable in the training of professional human resource
managers or line managers in charge of interviewing applicants, selection committees (in
businesses, universities, etc.), as well as government immigration departments to assist with

immigrant cultural adaptation.

My CCIM model could also be used to develop training content for applicants applying
for jobs in a new/different culture and provide them with job interview skills that go beyond

professi