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Abstract: In selection interviews, applicant nonverbal cues elicit impressions that affect evaluations. However, little is known about which micro
cues and macro impressions are impactful. The current study measured 21 micro and macro impressions and their influence on interview
performance from thin slices of 70 videotaped structured mock interviews. Interview performance was positively associated with six macro
impressions and with vocal attractiveness. Performance was negatively related to being anxious and facial attractiveness. Micro cues, overall
physical appearance, and overall likability were not correlated with performance. Smiling and hand gestures were associated with macro
impressions. Moreover, macro impressions combined into the Big Two dimensions of interpersonal perception, Communion and Agency, which

both predicted interview performance.
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Personnel selection involves a series of high-stakes social
interactions between an applicant and an organization,
where the applicants try to make the right impression
(Stevens & Kristof, 1995) to increase their chances of
getting a job offer, whereas organizations and their rep-
resentatives try to evaluate applicants’ fit for the position,
including their ability and potential commitment to an
employment relationship (Bangerter et al., 2012). A crucial
moment in this process is the interview (Dipboye et al.,
2012). Selection interviews traditionally occur in a face-to-
face format, enabling transmission of a rich set of verbal
and nonverbal information. Recruiters integrate low-level,
micro cues (e.g., “touching one’s face”) into macro im-
pressions (e.g., “honest”) that influence their evaluations
of applicants (Frauendorfer & Mast, 2015). However, little
is known about how micro and macro cues affect as-
sessments of interview performance. Furthermore, recent
research has suggested that the two fundamental di-
mensions of interpersonal perception, communion and
agency (Fiske et al., 2007), may mediate the effects of
applicant verbal impression management on interview
outcomes (Amaral et al., 2019), but little is known about
whether and how nonverbal micro cues and macro im-
pressions are organized into communion and agency
perceptions.

To address this gap, in the current study, judges coded
nonverbal behavior micro cues and rated macro impres-
sions from 1-min thin slices of behavior selected at random
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from a sample of videotaped mock interviews, where
participants played the role of applicants for a fictitious job.
We investigated how these cues and global impressions
affect ratings of participants’ performance by human re-
source professionals, whether they are combined into
perceptions of communion and agency, and whether
communion and agency affect performance ratings. The
study contributes to a better understanding of the role of
interpersonal perception in selection interviews. In what
follows, we review the literature on how applicant non-
verbal behavior affects recruiter evaluations and on the
fundamental dimensions of communion and agency in
selection interviews before describing our study.

Nonverbal Behavior and Recruiter
Evaluations

Recruiters infer attributes of applicants from their verbal
and nonverbal behavior. In turn, these inferences affect
their evaluations of applicants’ performance (Barrick et al.,
2009). For nonverbal behavior, DeGroot and Gooty
(2009) showed that visual (e.g., eye contact) and vocal
(e.g., voice pitch) nonverbal cues are used by interviewers
to infer applicants’ personality traits, and these trait in-
ferences in turn affect recruiters’ evaluations of applicants’
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interview performance. Not all nonverbal behaviors fuel
inferences in the same way, however. On the one hand,
“immediacy” nonverbal behaviors (Mehrabian, 1972),
such as eye contact and smiling, positively impact per-
sonality attributions and the selection interview outcome
(for an overview, see Frauendorfer & Mast, 2015). For
example, the more expressively (e.g., using eye contact,
smiles, and nods) applicants behave, the more positive
attributions (e.g., relaxed, enthusiastic, strong, and dom-
inant) interviewers make (N. Anderson & Shackleton,
1990), and the better hiring decisions applicants get
(Forbes & Jackson, 1980).

On the other hand, some nonverbal behaviors have
negative impacts on interview outcomes. To some extent,
negative outcomes may result from decreased frequencies
of positive nonverbal behaviors (e.g., smiling, eye contact).
But there are also specific behaviors, such as self-touching
(Harrigan, 1985) or disfluent speech, that negatively im-
pact outcomes. These behaviors may feed into recruiter
inferences of applicant anxiety (Feiler & Powell, 2016).

Furthermore, nonverbal behaviors affect perceptions of
physical attractiveness (Raines et al., 1990), which are
linked to socially desirable personality traits (e.g., being
extraverted, dominant, honest, or warm; Albright et al.,
1988; Feingold, 1992), and attractive applicants are more
likely to be hired (e.g., Dipboye et al., 1975; Marlowe et al.,
1996).

There are several ways of classifying the wide range of
nonverbal behavior cues. A common distinction is between
visual (e.g., gestures) and vocal (e.g., variability of voice
pitch, breaks and pauses) cues (DeGroot & Motowidlo,
1999; Frauendorfer & Mast, 2015). Other classification
systems distinguish between molecular or micro cues and
molar or macro inferences (e.g., Bellack, 1983; Feiler &
Powell, 2016; Tickle-Degnen & Rosenthal, 1990). Micro
cues are immediately perceptible (e.g., behaviors such as
nodding or smiling), whereas macro inferences are trait
judgments based on gestalt impressions (such as “honest”
or “confident”). A similar classification (Baesler &
Burgoon, 1987) distinguishes between descriptive (e.g.,
counting objective observations of cues) and inferential
(e.g., attributions depending on human interpretation)
approaches to measuring nonverbal behavior.

This dialectic between assessing micro cues and macro
inferences is well-illustrated by the case of attractiveness
and likability. Based on the widespread stereotype ac-
cording to which “what is beautiful is good” (Cash, 1981;
Dion et al., 1972), attractiveness exerts a strong influence
on evaluations of applicants. Perception of attractiveness is
based on multiple channels involving both static (e.g., face,
hair, body type, and overall physical appearance) and
dynamic cues (e.g., speech and voice tone; Lowman et al.,
2019). A similar construct, likability, is involved in initial
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attraction (Friedman et al., 1988; Riggio et al., 1991) and
also driven by static and dynamic expressive cues. Fur-
thermore, the absence of correlation between physical and
vocal attractiveness (Zuckerman et al., 1991) highlights the
need for incorporating both visual and auditory channels
to comprehensively measure attractiveness and its po-
tential effects on interview performance.

Fundamental Dimensions of
Interpersonal Perception

The abovementioned research on how nonverbal micro
cues fuel macro inferences has led to several classification
systems for distinguishing kinds of nonverbal behavior. On
the one hand, how specific cues lead to content-related
categories of macro inferences in selection interviews
remains poorly understood. On the other hand, in many
domains of social cognition and perception, two funda-
mental dimensions of agency and communion have been
identified (Abele et al., 2021; Fiske et al., 2007). Agency (or
competence) relates to ability, assertiveness, or more
generally, getting ahead, and is construed as a vertical
dimension of social relations. Communion (or warmth)
relates to interdependence, likability, or more generally,
getting along, and is construed as a horizontal dimension of
social relations (Abele & Yzerbyt, 2021).

The fundamental dimensions of interpersonal percep-
tion have been investigated in hiring situations. In one
study, communion and agency mediated effects of ap-
plicant age on intentions to interview, thus constituting a
mechanism for age discrimination in hiring (Krings et al.,
2011). In another study, agency (but not communion)
mediated the effect of visible body fat on hiring recom-
mendations (Merritt et al., 2018). These studies show how
cues related to physical appearance influence hiring rec-
ommendations via communion and agency. In yet another
study on impression management in real interviews
(Amaral et al., 2019), it was hypothesized that perceptions
of applicant communion and agency would mediate the
effects of ingratiation (an other-focused tactic) and self-
promotion (a self-focused tactic), respectively, on inter-
view ratings. The hypotheses were supported for agency
but not for communion. These findings suggest that
agency plays a role in organizing impressions of applicants
in hiring situations, mediating effects of nonverbal and
verbal cues on interview-related outcomes. The role of
communion seems less clear. It is also unclear what kinds
of micro cues contribute to communion and agency per-
ceptions, as in all three abovementioned studies, experi-
mental manipulations were holistic (young vs. old, fat vs.
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thin) or self-reports of global impression management
tactics. Some research suggests bidirectional links be-
tween the fundamental dimensions and micro nonverbal
behavior. For example, communion and agency motives
may underlie nonverbal immediacy behaviors (Mayor,
2020), or body posture may affect perceptions of com-
munion and agency (Abele & Yzerbyt, 2021).

The Present Study

In the present study, we were interested in investigating (1)
whether micro nonverbal behavior cues and macro im-
pressions enhance ratings of participants’ interview per-
formance at first impression and (2) whether nonverbal
micro cues and macro impressions fuel inferences of the
two fundamental dimensions of communion and agency,
and whether these inferences affect interview
performance.

As described earlier, macro impressions, such as being
attentive, dominant, enthusiastic, honest, professional, and
supportive, are generally considered as qualities and rated
favorably by interviewers (e.g., N. R. Anderson, 1991; Hall
et al., 2005). Conversely, applicants perceived as anxious
are perceived less positively (e.g., Feiler & Powell, 2016;
McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). We expected the same in the
present study. Thus, we formulate: Hypothesis la (Hla):
Interview performance will be positively associated with being
perceived as attentive, dominant, enthusiastic, honest, pro-
fessional, and supportive, and Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Interview
performance will be negatively associated with being perceived
as anxious.

Past research also found that smiling, using hand gestures
(i.e., when talking), and gaze (i.e., maintaining direct eye
contact with interviewers) positively affected recruiter
attributions of personality traits (Tsai et al., 2012) and
ratings (e.g., DeGroot & Gooty, 2009; DeGroot &
Motowidlo, 1999; Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Parsons &
Liden, 1984). On the contrary, we assume that looking
down and self-touch may be perceived by recruiters as
expressing anxiety, thus leading to negative evaluations of
performance (Feiler & Powell, 2016). This leads us to
formulate: Hypothesis 2 (H2): Interview performance will be
positively associated with using hand gestures and smiles
(H2a), and negatively associated with looking down and self-
touching (H2b).

Consistent with prior findings reviewed in Posthuma
et al. (2002), we formulate Hypothesis 3 (H3): Interview
performance will be positively associated with attractiveness
(vocal attractiveness, facial attractiveness and overall
physical appearance) and Hypothesis 4 (H4): Interview
performance will be positively associated with likability.

© 2024 Hogrefe Publishing

Finally, we investigated Research Question 1 (RQI1): Are
evaluations of behavioral cues combined into fundamental
dimensions of interpersonal perception (communion and
agency)? What are their effects on interview performance?

We investigated these hypotheses and the research
question using a sample of videotaped mock interviews
from a previous experiment (Tescari et al., 2023), where
participants played the role of applicants. Participants
were either students (<6 months of work experience) or
professionals (>2 years of work experience). We extracted
1-min thin slices of video (Carney et al., 2007) from a
subsample of the interviews. Several judges rated micro
nonverbal cues, while others provided separate judgments
of macro impressions, attractiveness, and likability. Fi-
nally, ratings of participants’ performance were provided
by human resource professionals from the same previous
study who viewed the entire interviews.

Method

Participants
There were 91 French-speaking participants. As the video
recording quality varied, we selected thin slices from
70 participants (35 men, 35 women, M,,. = 24.96,
8D, = 5.05).

These participants had been recruited from the Uni-
versity of Neuchatel and contacts of the experimenters. As
compensation, participants received feedback on a per-
sonality test and advice for future selection interviews
after the experiment.

Judges

Thirty-seven judges provided ratings. Eleven judges rated
macro impressions, four judges (including the first author)
coded micro visual cues, 12 rated attractiveness, and 12
rated likability (see Table 1). Two of the judges who rated
macro impressions also coded a subset of micro visual
cues.

Procedure

Participants were interviewed for a fictitious job offer
tailored to their interests and level of experience. All
participants responded to the same interview questions
(two warm-up questions followed by four past-behavior
questions on four different competencies).

Interviews lasted between 3 and 20 min. Participants in
the video were seated at approximately 45° to the camera,
facing the recruiter. From each interview, we created clips
of a 1-min thin slice of nonverbal behavior (i.e., watching
the video without audio for judges rating facial attrac-
tiveness, likability, physical appearance, and macro im-
pressions or coding micro visual cues; or listening to the
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Table 1. Reliabilities of judges’ ratings of nonverbal cues

Macro impressions ICC Micro visual cues r Attractiveness ICC Likability ICC
Attentive .56 Looking down .81 Vocal attractiveness .62 As a friend .64
Anxious 42 Smile .69 Facial attractiveness .69 As a coworker 43
Honest 42 Using hand gestures .87 Overall physical appearance .65
Dominant .68 Self-touch .86
Professional .67 Closed body 1.00
Enthusiastic .76 Lick lips 79
Supportive .62 Rub hands .82

Touch body .86

Touch face .92

audio for judges rating vocal attractiveness). Thin slice
clips were chosen pseudorandomly, with a preference for
video sections offering an optimal view of participants and
the possibility to hide interviewers, to focus judges’ at-
tention only on participants’ behavior. After signing an
informed consent form, judges received a brief intro-
duction and viewed or listened to the materials as many
times as needed to complete their task, in as many sessions
as they deemed necessary.

Measures

When not otherwise specified, interrater agreement was
computed via the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC;
ICC model = one-way, type = agreement, unit = average).
This was the case for all ratings involving more than two
judges. All measures were retained using the criteria
proposed by Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981), whereby
ICC > .40 indicates fair or higher reliability.

In the previous study, various other data about educa-
tion, intelligence, personality, and self-reported compe-
tencies were collected. Because these data are not relevant
for this study, they are not reported here.

Interview Performance

In a previous study (Tescari et al., 2023), participants
answered past-behavior questions (Bangerter et al., 2014)
about four different competencies. Nine human resource
professionals (6 women, mean age 44.2 years, SD = 9.3
years) viewed the entire video (with audio) and evaluated
participants’ performance and competencies. They an-
swered five questions: “Do you think this applicant dem-
onstrates the competency described?”  [respectively:
interpersonal communication, autonomy, organization,
and adaptation] and “Would you hire him/her for the job?.”
They made ratings on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all,
2 = rather no, 3 = rather yes, 4 = absolutely). Each applicant
was evaluated by three human resource professionals. ICC
for the average of the five questions was high (.88), but the
score for each question was low (varying between .49 and
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.69). We averaged all the ratings to compute a global
interview performance score from 1 to 4 (M = 2.62,
SD = 0.55). Human resource professionals received 100
CHF compensation.

Professional Experience
In the previous study, participants were students (1 = 46)
or professionals (n = 45).

Macro Impressions

Each applicant was initially rated by nine lay judges on
seven dimensions (attentive, anxious, dominant, enthusi-
astic, honest, professional, and supportive) on a 5-point scale
adapted from Schneider et al. (2015), where 1 = not at all,
2 = slightly agree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = agree, and
5 = strongly agree. ICCs are reported in Table 1. As attentive,
honest, and supportive variables had low initial reliability,
we subsequently added two judges to increase the reli-
ability. These variables were thus coded by 11 judges. This
issue has emerged in other studies on the reliability of
nonverbal dimensions (Baesler & Burgoon, 1987;
Schneider et al.,, 2015). Of the 11 judges, five were male
(M,ge 34 years, SD = 9.1).

Micro Visual Cues

A first set of four micro visual cues (looking down, smile,
using hand gestures, and self-touch, as suggested, e.g., in N.
A. Murphy et al., 2015; Schneider et al., 2015) were coded
by one set of judges. We counted the frequency of looking
down, smiling, and self-touching. We measured the du-
ration of hand gestures, controlling for participants’
speaking time. As the positioning of the video camera
limited the view of participants’ hands, we only counted
hand gestures and self-touch above the table. To assess
interjudge reliability, the first author (female, age 34 years)
and one other lay judge (male, age 58 years) were trained.
Interrater agreement based on a double coding of 20
videos was high (correlations varied between .69 and .87;
see Table 1). A second set of five micro visual cues (closed
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body (duration), lick lips (frequency), rub hands (duration),
touch body (frequency), touch face (frequency); Feiler &
Powell, 2016) was added to investigate a more compre-
hensive range of cues. It was coded by two other lay judges
(both male, aged 24 and 27 years), with high interrater
agreement (based on double-coding of the whole data set,
correlations varied between .79 and 1.0; see Table 1).

Attractiveness

Attractiveness is “the degree to which one’s physical
appearance elicits favorable reactions from others”
(Lowman et al., 2019, p. 59; Morrow, 1990). As previously
mentioned, we assessed three dimensions of attractive-
ness: vocal attractiveness, facial attractiveness, and
overall physical appearance. To avoid cross-channel ef-
fects described by Zuckerman et al. (1991), six lay judges
rated vocal attractiveness by listening to audio without
video and six other lay judges rated facial attractiveness
and physical appearance with video but no audio. Three
male judges rated female participants and three female
judges rated male participants on a 5-point scale (1 = not
at allto 5 = very much; Tsai et al., 2012). ICCs are reported
in Table 1.

Likability

Likability was defined as liking as a friend or as a coworker
(as suggested in Riggio et al., 1991). Six lay judges (five
female, one male) evaluated how much they would like to
have each applicant as a friend, and six other lay judges
(five female, one male) rated how much they would like to
have each applicant as a coworker on a 5-point scale
(1 =not at all to 5 = very much). We computed the average
of the two scores (they correlate at .56, p < .001), creating
an overall likability score, which was used in further an-
alyses (see, e.g., correlations in Table 2).

Results

Descriptive results are reported in Table 2. Of note, we
found significant correlations between interview perfor-
mance and gender (r = —.34, p = .004; women performed
better than men) and professional experience (r = .46,
p < .001; experienced applicants performed better than
students). Furthermore, smiling and hand gestures were
the micro cues that correlated most with macro impres-
sions (smiling correlated significantly with attentive, en-
thusiastic, honest and supportive, and hand gestures
correlated significantly with honest and supportive). Finally,
we note that overall likability correlated with a range of
micro cues (smile, touch body), macro impressions (at-
tentive, honest, professional, enthusiastic and supportive) and
all attractiveness variables.

© 2024 Hogrefe Publishing

Consistent with Hla, interview performance was posi-
tively related to attentive (v = .25, p = .041), dominant (r = .40,
p = .001), enthusiastic (r = .42, p < .001), honest (r = .32,
p = .006), professional (r = .56, p < .001), and supportive
(r = .29, p = .016). Consistent with H1b, interview perfor-
mance was negatively related to anxious (r = —.64, p <.001).
No visual cues were significantly related to interview per-
formance. Thus, H2 was not supported. Interview perfor-
mance was positively related to vocal attractiveness (r = .28,
p = .02), consistent with H3. However, interview perfor-
mance was unexpectedly negatively related to facial at-
tractiveness (r = —.25, ns) and was not associated with overall
physical appearance (r = .14, ns). Thus, H3 is only partly
supported. Interview performance was not correlated with
overall likability (» = .23, ns). Thus, H4 was not supported.

To assess RQl, we conducted an exploratory factor
analysis (varimax rotation) on all variables in Table 1 (except
the two likability scores that were aggregated into overall
likability). Six factors with eigenvalue > 1 explained > 67% of
variance. However, parallel analysis (O’Connor, 2000)
suggested retaining the first four factors (see Table 3), ex-
plaining 56% of variance (Table 3). We used loadings =.60
to interpret the factors. Factor 1 loadings =.60 are honest,
supportive, attentive and enthusiastic, smile, and overall
likability, which can be interpreted as “Communion.”
Factor 2 loadings = .60 were facial attractiveness and overall
physical appearance, which can be interpreted as “Attrac-
tiveness.” Factor 3 loadings > .60 were dominance and
anxiety (negative), which can be interpreted as “Agency.”
Factor 4 loadings =. 60 were touch face and self-touch,
which can be interpreted as “Touch.” The key finding from
the factor analysis is that two factors emerged that corre-
spond to agency and communion.

We used hierarchical multiple regression to predict in-
terview performance from the factorial scores of agency and
communion. In Model 1, we first entered control variables
(i.e., gender and professional experience) as predictors of
interview performance (Table 4). The model explained a
significant proportion of variance. In Model 2, we entered
agency and communion as predictors. This significantly
increased the proportion of variance explained. The results
of Model 2 showed that gender (wWomen received better
evaluations than men), communion, and agency signifi-
cantly predicted variance in interview performance. Overall
then, participants perceived as communal or agentic by lay
judges were evaluated positively by human resource spe-
cialists, providing an answer to Research Question 1.

Discussion

How applicant nonverbal behavior cues in the selection
interview affect recruiter impressions and interview

Journal of Personnel Psychology
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Table 2. M, SD, and correlations for main study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 i 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
1. Gender .5 .50 —

2. Professional 47 50 -.08 —

experience

3. Interview 2.62 B4 —B4rx 467 —

performance

4. Overall 2.90 B51 —=34%* 03 23 —

likability

5. Vocal 2.82 95 -.08 28%  .28% 377 —

attractiveness

6. Facial 2.65 .87 26%* .03 —-.26% 374* 30 —

attractiveness

7. Overall 2.79 .80 -.20 29% 4 L7 20 B —

physical

appearance

8. Looking down  8.26 4.05 N 21 18 .01 .06 22 .30 —

9. Smile .76 97 =25 -.06 .05 37*%%  26% .16 g6 -07  —

10. Using hand 14.63  12.67 .32%% .05 .01 n -.05 .03 -07 14 -05 —

gestures

11. Self-touch 91 156 —-.07 -.06 -.08 n 20 .04 05 .07 -.00 .03 —

12. Closed body 1.34 7.69 .09 19 -1 -.05 .03 19 28 21 —-02 —-.04 .00 —

13. Lick lips 1.20 1.20 31** —00 -20 -.04 —.01 27 06 .21 =17 -.09 .00 20 —

14. Rub hands 6.63 10.32 .07 -13 -19 -.08 —.27% —.06 —.08 —.29* .01 .07 -18 .05 -10 —

15. Touch body 19 49 .04 -4 -.08 25% 25% 16 a7 26% —.02 —.04 42%% — .07 .04 -3 —

16. Touch face b4 .89 -.08 .09 -.04 -.00 13 .05 .18 .09 .04 —-.09 J4**% 07 —-.04 -3 .08 —

17. Attentive 3.57 .38 —.26% 19 25%  40** 15 .02 22 -07 44** 15 —-07 =10 -1 M =18 .03 —

18. Anxious 2.74 .58 .20 —.53** — B4** — 19 —.21 22 -03 —-06 —-12 -.03 .08 .01 .23 .23 18 .06 —-.36%* —

19. Dominant 2.51 .55 .16 SRR 40%% — .04 22 —-.07 .01 18 -2 a7 .00 M -.03 -.07 -.04 04 24* —B0** —

20. Enthusiastic 2.88 58  —.29* N4 A42%% - BO*FR 19 .02 25 07 .38** 20 -—-.02 -17 -19 .05 .01 .07  —.B5%* —45%* 31k —

21. Honest 3.30 32 =21 N 32%x  42%% 20 —-.06 —.03 .01 LR 24% -09 -12 .09 —.05 —.04  59**—24* 02 B7** —
22. Professional 3.21 b5 =2 4O0** Be** 35%* 13 4 39** 25 283 23 —-20 -13 -.04 -.07 -23 -.07 B1xx — 47F% BEFF B4FE 47FF 0 —
23. Supportive 3.41 42 —24% .09 20% B9 21 10 22 .08  42%% 20 —08 -—-14 -—.05 016 —-.02 .01 J5%* —27*% 19 .85%* 71¥* 58"

Note. Gender: O = female, 1 = male. Professional experience: 0 = student, 1 = experienced.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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Table 3. Factor loadings for exploratory factor analysis (varimax rotation) of nonverbal behaviors, attractiveness, and likability

Component

Cues Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Rub hands 15 —.06 -.32 —-.02
Closed body -.19 .59 .20 14
Lick lips -2 48 —.09 -2
Touch body -.03 .05 -.33 24
Touch face .01 .08 .06 .92
Looking down —.05 49 .26 .04
Smile .60 .03 —.16 .04
Self touch —.06 —.04 -.10 .89
Using hand gestures .28 —.05 .05 .01
Honest 77 -.15 .02 —.06
Supportive .90 .03 .09 -.02
Attentive .82 -.01 21 .02
Anxious -.30 18 —.80 .08
Dominant .09 .01 .81 .06
Professional .65 22 44 —.20
Enthusiastic .84 —.05 .23 .07
Overall likability .69 .23 -.16 .01
Vocal attractiveness .26 A3 A3 2
Facial attractiveness 15 .76 —.27 -.03
Overall physical appearance .30 .75 .00 10
Percent of variance 24.12% 13.22% 9.40% 9.12%
Cumulative percent of variance 55.86%

Note. Loadings 2.60 in bold.

Table 4. Summary of hierarchical multiple regression predicting
interview performance

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB B SEB
Intercept 2.60*** 10 2.69*%** .09
Gender —.37%* n —.28** 10
Professional experience LTHEE N a7 12
Factor 1: communion 2% .05
Factor 3: agency 247%F* .06
Adjusted R? .30 46

F for R? change 15.38*** 10.79***

Note: N = 70. Gender coded as 0 = female, 1 = male.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

performance remains poorly understood. Twenty-one
nonverbal micro cues and macro impressions were reli-
ably coded or rated from 1-min thin slices of videotaped
mock interviews. We assessed whether these cues and
impressions correlate with interview performance,
whether they are combined into the Big Two factors of
communion and agency, and whether these factors predict
interview performance.

© 2024 Hogrefe Publishing

Regarding Hypotheses 1 and 2, participants perceived as
being attentive, honest, dominant, professional, enthusi-
astic, supportive, and not anxious by lay judges got higher
performance ratings by human resource specialists.
Conversely, looking down, smiles, self-touching, and hand
gestures did not influence performance. Macro impres-
sions were more strongly associated with interview per-
formance than micro cues (consistent with Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1993; Feiler & Powell, 2016). However, the
macro impressions were significantly correlated, which
might constitute a halo effect (K. R. Murphy et al., 1993).
Despite the lack of relations between micro cues and
performance, two micro cues, smiling and hand gestures,
were significantly associated with several macro impres-
sions. These cues can be construed as potentially more
intentionally produced than the other cues and thus may
be more attended to by judges.

One reason why previous studies and the current study
failed to find consistent links between micro cues and
macro impressions is that some macro impressions are
also, and perhaps primarily, constructed from applicants’
verbal or paraverbal behaviors. This may be particularly
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the case for impressions like dominant (e.g., applicants
may tell a story about how they succeeded in a difficult
negotiation) or professional (e.g., applicants may describe
their values). Yet, other macro impressions such as en-
thusiastic may be constructed from paraverbal behaviors
like tone of voice. Finally, some macro impressions such as
anxious (Feiler & Powell, 2016) or attentive may be rela-
tively more constructed from micro nonverbal cues.

Regarding Hypothesis 3, interview performance corre-
lated positively with vocal attractiveness (consistent with
Zuckerman & Driver, 1989) and, surprisingly, negatively
with facial attractiveness. The positive correlation with
vocal attractiveness may be due in part to the effect of
listening to content when evaluating the audio for vocal
attractiveness.

Moreover, contrary to expectations, we found no rela-
tion between overall physical appearance and perfor-
mance. There are several possible explanations for these
results. First, it may be due to the camera position, which
may not have allowed a good appreciation of participants’
faces and overall appearance. Second, using videos instead
of photographs to rate physical attractiveness could have
reduced its influence on interview performance (Ambady
& Rosenthal, 1993). Regarding Hypothesis 4, interview
performance was not associated with overall likability.
This finding shows that liking applicants in an interview
context does not affect how they are evaluated in terms of
suitability for a job.

With Research Question 1, we investigated whether
nonverbal cues can be combined into two fundamental
dimensions of interpersonal perception, i.e., agency and
communion, and whether these predict interview perfor-
mance. First, our results showed that macro impressions
can be combined into agency and communion factors.
Second, agency and communion significantly predicted
interview performance. These findings confirm previous
research (Amaral et al., 2019; Krings et al., 2011) of the role
of the Big Two in selection interviews. However, more
research is needed to elucidate the pathways by which
micro cues, macro impressions, and the Big Two are de-
termined, and how these transmit the effects of social
categories such as age (Krings et al., 2011) or behaviors
such as impression management (Amaral et al., 2019).

Our study is not without limitations. First, the reliability
of some of the nonverbal behavior coding was low, al-
though low reliability of certain trait judgments is a per-
sistent issue in nonverbal behavior research (Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1992). Second, our format of mock structured
interviews may limit generalizability. Structured inter-
views may constitute strong situations (Blackman, 2002)
relative to unstructured interviews, which may limit the
expression of nonverbal behaviors. This may be further
compounded by the fact that the high-stakes nature of real

Journal of Personnel Psychology

selection interviews does not necessarily extend to mock
interviews. Third, our measure of overall physical ap-
pearance may have been affected by the nature of the
available data, such as the camera position and the par-
ticipants’ clothing. For example, students may have worn
more casual clothes than experienced participants. Future
research might extend the measure of overall physical
attractiveness to other components of appearance (as
suggested in Lowman et al., 2019). Fourth, we used judges
and human resource specialists who observed interactions
without participating in them. Future research should
explore the effects of nonverbal behaviors on interaction
participants, especially since some applicant nonverbal
behaviors may reflect mimicry (Bavelas, 1992) of re-
cruiters’ behavior.

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes
to a growing body of work on nonverbal behavior in se-
lection interview. We have shown that macro nonverbal
impressions are related to interview performance, whereas
micro cues are not (although some cues are related to
macro impressions). Furthermore, we have shown that
macro perceptions are organized into the fundamental
dimensions of communion and agency, which predict
interview performance.
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