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Abstract

With organizations being increasingly multinational and multicultural, there is a need for
understanding the implications of having job applicants and interviewers from various cultural
backgrounds interacting in an employment interview. We propose 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 1M
models and relying on GLOBE cultural framework, we suggest that various cultural dimensions
are associated with subsequent differences in applicants’ use of both honest and deceptive forms
of 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. We
highlight the importance of organizations taking responsibility in developing culturally

conscientious selection methods in order to avoid potentially biased hiring decisions.
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Introduction

The job interview is considered to be the most commonly used selection method both by
Western organizations (Huffcutt & Culbertson, 2011) and around the world (Steiner, 2012).
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 et al., 2009; Higgins
& Judge, 2004). IM tactics exist in many forms and vary in their effects (Bolino et al., 2008;
Levashina & Campion, 2007; Levashina et al., 2014; Bourdage et al., 2018): self-focused IM
(i.e. self-promotion, self-enhancements) is the most prevalent tactic and is strongly positively
associated with interview evaluations; other-focused IM (i.e. opinion conformity, flattery) is
slightly less prevent and is moderately positively associated with interview outcomes; defensive
tactics (i.e. justifications, excuses, image protection) have been less extensively examined and
relationships with performance can be both positive and negative. Additionally, there has been
also recent efforts to conceptually and empirically distinguish between honest and deceptive

forms of various IM tactics (Bourdage et al., 2018; Roulin et al., 2014).

Overall, there is extensive conceptual and empirical work examining individual
differences (e.g., personality, attitudes, abilities) associated with job applicants engaging in
various honest and deceptive IM tactics (e.g., Kristof Brown et al., 2002; Melchers et al., 2020;
Roulin & Bourdage, 2017). In contrast, research exploring cross-cultural differences in interview
IM use is more limited (but see Bye et al., 2011; Fell et al., 2016; Sandal et al., 2014 for
exceptions). Therefore, the goal of the present research is to expand our understanding of the
relationships between cultural differences or values and preferences for, or use of, various IM

tactics in an interview context.



Early work on cross-cultural influence tactics (Hirokawa & Miyahara, 1986;
Schermerhorn & Bond, 1991) suggested that cultural values can be associated with differences in
preferences for IM use. Recent empirical work also showed examples of cultural differences in
preferences for certain IM tactics in an interview context (Derous, 2017; Koniget al., 2011;
Sandal et al., 2014). If different preferences exist, then it should be possible to ‘map’ out a cross-
cultural IM model that explains which cultural values are associated with which interview IM
tactics. To date, cross-cultural impression management (CCIM) models have explored discourse
(Bilbow, 1997) and influence (Ward & Ravlin, 2017) in the workplace, the general role played
by cultural distance between interviewers and applicants in evaluations (Huffcutt et al., 2011;
Manroop et al., 2013), and connected cultural values with general response styles (Lalwani et al.,
2006). However, none of these CCIM models offer a comprehensive framework to explain
specifically which types of interview IM (i.e., honest or deceptive self-focused, other-focused,
and defensive tactics) are more likely to be preferred by applicants or interviewers from different
cultures. As such, a model that organizes countries on cultural dimensions and connects such
dimensions with the use and expectations of various IM tactics is required to more fully
understand why and how applicants from different countries (e.g., U.S., South Korea, Brazil,
Norway) might engage in different IM tactics in interviews to ultimately achieve similar

outcomes (i.e. job offers).

In this research, we develop such a conceptual model using six categories of IM tactics
and GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004) cultural framework to explain how cultural values translate
into various IM tactics in an interview context. Our model also integrates elements of previous
interview selection frameworks and considers the moderating impact of cultural distance

between interviewers and interviewees (see Huffcutt et al., 2011; Manroop et al., 2013). This



research contributes to the personnel selection, international human resource management, and
cross-cultural psychology literatures both theoretically and practically. Conceptually, our model
helps explain why applicants engage in different IM behaviors depending on their culture of
origin, why interviewers expect different behaviors from applicants if they come from a different
cultural background (i.e. large cultural distance), and why the use of one type of IM tactics is not
always associated with the same positive ratings by interviewers across cultures. From a practical
standpoint, our model provides valuable insights and recommendations for individuals in charge
of international selection efforts and furthers our understanding of the key role played by cultural
differences in today’s increasingly globalized and multicultural workforce. For instance,
understanding cultural differences in IM tactics use or expectations in an interview context can
be essential to surfacing systematic discrimination (Quillian et al., 2019), which can often be
unintentional or related to ‘discordant’ communication (Bilbow, 1997), where cultural

misunderstandings lead to negative evaluations.

IM Tactics in Interviews

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 et al.,
1995). Self-focused tactics include various forms of self-promotion such as exemplifications,
entitlements, enhancements, and describing qualities that one possesses (Kacmar et al., 1992).
Other-focused tactics such as ingratiation are directed at the target (i.e., interviewer or hiring
organization), with the goal of emphasizing similarities or inspiring liking from 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 et al., 2010). In addition to these three
categories, IM research also distinguishes between honest (Bourdage et al., 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, an applicant highlighting their qualifications like having an MBA or being
fluent in Chinese would be engaging in honest self-promotion if they actually completed such a
degree and speak the language fluently but would be engaging in deceptive image creation if in

fact they never completed an MBA or speak only basic Chinese.

More precisely, we draw on Levashina and Campion’s (2007) and Bourdage et al.’s
(2018) 1M taxonomy for the interview context. Levashina and Campion (2007) defined deceptive
IM (or faking) in the employment interview as “the conscious distortions of answers to the
interview questions in order to obtain a better score on the interview and/or otherwise create
favorable perceptions” (p.1639). Over the course of six studies, they developed and validated an
interview faking behavioral scale, which consists of four categories of deceptive IM tactics:
deceptive assertive tactics used by the applicants to acquire and promote favorable impressions
include slight image creation (embellishing or tailoring one’s qualifications, fit enhancing) and
extensive image creation (constructing, inventing, or borrowing qualifications), image protection
is a deceptive defensive tactics (by masking, distancing, or omitting negative elements in ones’
past that could hurt one’s candidacy), and deceptive ingratiation is used to create interpersonal
liking and attraction between interviewers and the applicant (by conforming and interviewer
enhancing). Levashina and Campion (2007) further found that faking was related to interview
outcomes, with extensive image creation increasing (but image protection decreasing) the

probability of getting another interview or job offer. Bourdage et al. (2018) developed and



validated an honest IM measure, which complements Levashina and Campion’s (2007) coverage
of deceptive IM, including honest self-promotion, honest defensive IM, and honest ingratiation.
The combined work and typologies of Levashina and Campion (2007) and Bourdage et al.

(2018) is summarized with the seven types of IM tactics found in Table 1.

[Insert Table 1]

The unique social dynamics and high-stakes nature of the employment interview has
generated extensive research about applicants’ use of IM (Levashina & Campion, 2007),
antecedents of IM use (Melchers et al., 2020), or how IM is interpreted by interviewers (Kristof-
Brown et al,, 2002; Roulin et al., 2014). For instance, different personality traits are related to
applicants’ use of honest IM (Bourdage et al., 2018) and deceptive IM (Melchers et al., 2020).
Kristof-Brown et al. (2002) showed that applicants’ use of IM tactics in interviews affects
interviewers’ perceptions of person—job fit and applicant—interviewer similarity. Two meta-
analyses have examined the relationships between IM use and interview ratings. 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) found self-focused tactics to be more strongly associated with interview
performance ratings (r = .24) than other-focused tactics (r = .17). However, Roulin et al., (2014)
showed that interviewers’ perceptions IM tactics used by applicants did not converge with self-
reported applicant 1M, and argued that what may actually matter in interviews is not the
impression applicants think they are making, but interviewers’ perceptions of applicant IM.
Similarly, Macan’s (2009) review of the interview literature highlights the importance of
investigating applicant and interviewer factors affecting the interview process and note that the

influence of culture is a relatively untapped area in the interview literature.



Importantly, when considering why applicants use various forms of IM or how IM
influences interviewers’ evaluations, the existing literature has largely been focused on
individual differences (e.g., applicant personality) or situational factors (e.g., the type of
questions asked). Research examining cultural factors is scare. The following sections review the
few empirical studies examining cross-cultural social desirability, and then IM. We then draw
upon GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004) cultural framework to build our model describing how

cultural values can impact preferences for the IM tactics described above.

Cross-Cultural Social Desirability

Cross-cultural IM involves adapting the conveyed self-image to suit a different cultural
environment (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). The success of a given
IM strategy depends on the cultural environment because particular strategies are appropriate in
some cultures but not others (Kamau, 2009). Exploring how cultural differences translate into
differences in influence strategies has peaked the interests of IM scholars since the mid 1980s.
For instance, 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 or strategies across cultures.

There is also earlier work examining cultural differences in socially desirable behaviors.
In the employment interview literature, social desirability and 1M are clearly distinct concepts
(see Melchers et al., 2020). Yet, the way job applicants act, and thus the IM tactics they use, is
likely driven (at least in part) by their general beliefs about what behaviors are considered as
appropriate. As such, the literature on cultural differences in social desirability can provide some
useful foundations for cross-cultural interview IM research. For instance, Crowne and Marlowe

(1964) suggested that socially desirable responding could be motivated by the need to respond in



culturally-sanctioned ways to obtain social approval. Several cross-cultural studies later
confirmed that culture can significantly impact socially desirable responding, both when
considering self-report measures (Randall et al., 1993; Bernardi, 2006; Lalwani et al., 2009) and
social interactions (Triandis, 1995; Smith & Bond, 1998; Fu et al., 2001). For example, Bernardi
(2006) found that, on average, individuals from cultures high on collectivism and uncertainty
avoidance would respond in a more socially desirable manner. There is also evidence of cultural
differences in social desirability with respect to perceptions of the appropriateness of lying in
various social contexts (Fu et al. 2001; Lee et al. 2001). Triandis’ (1995) extensive work
exploring individualism/collectivism suggests that honesty in interactions with strangers is more
highly valued in individualistic societies, while concern about maintaining good relationships
and face-saving is more prominent (i.e., socially desirable) in collectivistic countries. Further,
members of individualistic societies are more inclined to reveal information about themselves
both to members of their in-group as well as out-group representatives, while members of
collectivistic societies often make a sharp distinction between in-group and out-group members
and show less disclosure towards the latter (Smith & Bond, 1998; Johnson & Van de Vijver,
2003). Most recently, Ryan et al. (2021) explored relationships between GLOBE cultural
dimensions and the social desirability of various personality traits. They found higher social
desirability ratings for cooperativeness, sensitivity, and assertiveness in Confucian Asian, South
Asian, and Sub-Saharan contexts compared with Germanic Europe, Eastern Europe, Latin
America, and Latin Europe contexts. Our proposed model of cross-cultural differences in
interview IM, which also employs the GLOBE framework, will draw insights from the literature
on culture and social desirability to ultimately predict how cultural dimensions may be related to

applicant IM tactics.
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Cross-cultural 1M in Selection

In the 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 et al. (2011) found that Canadian interviewers preferred hiring self-promoting
applicants whereas Swiss interviewers 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 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 et al. (2016) systematically examined differences in
attitude towards applicants’ faking across 31 countries, finding that attitudes towards faking
correlated with four of GLOBE’s (House et al., 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 studies suggest that cultural differences can impact preferences for IM
tactics employed in interviews (for both the interviewee and interviewer). However, these studies

examined different forms of IM or “self-presentation” in general, compared a limited number of
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countries or cultures, or examined attitudes and not actual behaviors. This make it difficult to
integrate the existing literature and highlight the overall role played by culture in applicant IM.
We propose that an important first step towards that goal is to generate a conceptual model to
comprehensively explain or predict how specific cultural values are associated with preferences
for, and use of, various IM tactic in employment interviews. Additionally, such a model could
assist with understanding the consequences of having an interviewer and interviewee from
different cultural backgrounds, where presentation strategies that are intended to be ideal and
accepted in one’s native culture are misinterpreted and/or negatively evaluated by another.
Indirectly, such a model could also be valuable to identify and explain unintentional biases or

discrimination in selection decisions.

Unfortunately, existing models of interviewee performance only indirectly discuss the
role of cross-cultural IM. For instance, Huffcutt et al. (2011) describe just a couple of examples
of how culture and IM could interact to predict interview outcomes, highlighting for instance
how applicants from individualistic vs. collectivistic cultures will differ in their ability to self-
promote. They call for more research to “build conceptual models with more nuanced views of
culture” (p.361). In addition, existing cross-cultural IM models are either focused on
communication or workplace IM (e.g., Bilbow, 1997; Ward & Ravlin, 2017) or are narrowly
focused (Manroop et al., 2013). More precisely, Manroop et al.’s (2013) model examined the
impact of cultural distance on interview evaluations, and thus represents an initial step towards
understanding the influence of differences in 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. However, it is limited to

exploring only one cultural dimension (individualism/collectivism) and only one of the types of
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verbal IM tactics described above (i.e., self-promotion). Our proposed model includes a more
extensive list of IM tactics, including other-focused and defensive IM tactics (in addition to self-
promotion), honest and deceptive IM, and integrates a more comprehensive set of cultural factors
for understanding how cultural values impact preferences for specific 1M tactics in an interview

context.

A Cross-Cultural Model of IM Preferences in Interviews

We propose to build our cross-cultural IM model on GLOBE’s framework for two
reasons: First, it is the most specific framework (i.e., with the largest number of regions or
clusters as compared to other frameworks), which aligns with our overall objective of providing
a more comprehensive model for examining how multiple cultural values are associated with
various IM behaviors for the interview context. Second, it has been at the center of initial efforts
to examine IM and faking across cultures (e.g., Fell & Kdnig, 2016, Fell et al., 2016). We
believe that the interview context is an excellent medium to develop such a conceptual model
where the stakes (and thus applicants’ motivation) are high, and IM can be rewarded because
successfully influencing one’s target can impact the chances of obtaining employment and thus
improving one’s professional and financial situation. Additionally, in interview settings,
organizational members (i.e., interviewers) should theoretically be evaluating candidates based
on standards of behaviors that are deemed acceptable within the norms of the interviewer’s
culture. If culture influences individuals’ preferences and use of influence tactics (Kipnis et al.,
1984; Schermerhorn & Bond 1991) and IM impacts interview ratings (Barrick et al., 2009), we
should expect interviewers’ ratings to be associated with IM behaviors that are consistent with
the interviewer’s cultural orientation. However, the first step is to conceptually map out which

cultural values are likely to be associated with which 1M behaviors.
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GLOBE societal cultural dimensions

We rely on GLOBE’s societal cultural dimensions (practices) to predict differences in six
IM behaviors across 10 regional clusters within the interview context. GLOBE’s societal cultural
dimensions are based on data collected from over 17,000 middle level managers spanning more
than 70 countries (House et al., 2004), and include uncertainty avoidance, power distance,
institutional collectivism, humane orientation, performance orientation, in-group collectivism,
assertiveness, gender egalitarianism, and future orientation. The following discusses each of
these dimensions in more detail, with examples of cultural regions that were found to be high vs.
low in each respective dimension. Our regional examples are based on GLOBE’s practices

scores (House et al., 2004) but also draws from more recent research (e.g., Dorfman et al., 2012).

Uncertainty avoidance is the extent to which a society, organization, or group relies (and
should rely) on social norms, rules, and procedures to alleviate unpredictability of future events.
The greater the desire to avoid uncertainty, the more people seek orderliness, consistency,
structure, formal procedures, and laws to cover situations in their daily lives. Regionally, Eastern
Europe and Latin America tend to be lowest on this dimension whereas Germanic Europe and

Nordic countries tend to be highest.

Power distance is the extent to which the community accepts and endorses authority,
power differences, and status privileges. Regionally, Latin America, Confucian Asia, and Sub-
Saharan Africa tend to be highest on this dimension whereas Nordic and Anglo/Germanic

regions tend to be lowest.

Institutional collectivism is the degree to which organizational and societal institutional

practices encourage and reward (and should encourage and reward) collective distribution of
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resources and collective action. Eastern Europe and Latin America tends to be lowest in this

dimension whereas Confucian Asia and Nordic Europe tend to score highest.

Humane orientation is the degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and
should encourage and reward) individuals for being fair, altruistic, generous, caring, and kind to
others. Eastern and Germanic Europe tend to score lowest on this dimension whereas Southeast

Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa score the highest.

Performance orientation is the degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and
should encourage and reward) group members for performance improvement and excellence.
Eastern Europe and Latin regions score lowest on this dimension whereas Confucian Asia and

Anglo regions score highest.

In-group collectivism is the degree to which individuals express (and should express)
pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness in their organizations or families. Nordic and Germanic Europe

score lowest on this dimension whereas Southeast Asia and Middle East score highest.

Assertiveness is the degree to which individuals are (and should be) assertive,
confrontational, and aggressive in their relationship with others. Regionally, countries within

Germanic Europe score low on this dimension whereas Asian regions score high.

Gender egalitarianism is the degree to which a collective minimizes (and should
minimize) gender inequality. Middle East and Asian regions are lowest whereas Eastern and

Nordic Europe regions are highest.

Future Orientation is the extent to which individuals engage (and should engage) in
future-oriented behaviors such as planning, investing in the future, and delaying gratification.

Regionally, Eastern Europe and Latin regions score lowest on this dimension whereas Germanic
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Europe and Asian regions score highest. Next, we present our new cross-cultural 1M model, and
discuss our specific predictions as to which regions are more vs. less likely to engage in various

IM behaviors in an interview context.
Country Grouping: Regional Clusters

In addition to examining cultural dimensions, one commonality found within most major
cross-cultural frameworks is the tendency to develop regional ‘groupings’ of countries that share
similar cultural values (or similar scores on key dimensions). For example, Hofstede’s (1980)
framework consisted of seven cultural groupings, Schwartz’s (2006) framework six, Inglehart &
Baker’s (2000) eight, and GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004) framework the highest with 10
groupings?. Several regions have significant overlap, and most regions reflect some geographical
proximity. Hence, some of the cultural similarity within regions is due to diffusion of values,
norms, practices, and institutions across national borders (Naroll, 1973). In addition to
geographic proximity, shared histories, language, religion, and other factors also contribute to
this diffusion of common values. In sum, both theoretical arguments and empirical analyses
suggest that there are culturally distinct world regions (Hofstede, 2001; Huntington, 1993;
Inglehart, 1997; Schwartz, 1999). Conceptually, these regions share similarities that could be
used to make predictions about differences in the use of IM tactics between cultural clusters. For
example, countries in the Confucian Asia cluster share values associated with collectivism, high
power distance and performance orientation. These values are often associated with behaviors
allowing individuals to ‘save face’, which could include deceptive defensive IM in interviews. In

contrast, the Nordic region (i.e. Norway, Sweden) places high value on individualism, gender

! For a visual overview of GLOBE regional clusters, see: https://globeproject.com/results#cluster
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egalitarianism, and humane orientation. These values would be associated with justice or

transparency, and thus possibly higher levels of honest IM.

However, there are several disadvantages associated with making predictions at the
regional cluster level. For instance, working at the cluster level involves generalizing (i.e.,
culturally profiling based on geographic proximity) and thus ignoring potentially important
differences between countries within the same cluster exist. As an example, within the Confucian
Asian region, South Korea would have significantly lower levels of gender egalitarianism than
both China and Taiwan. In addition, making predictions at the regional level would require
conceptually integrating the unique influence of a large number of dimensions (e.g., high in-
group collectivism, high power distance, or low gender-egalitarianism for Confucian Asia) and
estimating their combined effect on each relevant IM behavior (e.g., honest self-focused IM). As
such, our model proposes more specific predictions at the cultural dimension level, developed in

the next section.

A GLOBE-based Model of Cross-Cultural IM

Our model builds on the IM tactics found within Levashina and Campion’s (2007) and
Bourdage et al.’s (2018) typologies listed in Table 1 and explain how each IM tactic can be
associated with various societal cultural dimensions from GLOBE’s framework. We thus
propose to predict how various IM tactics are preferred and employed by members of various
cultural regions in an interview context. It captures the relationships between GLOBE’s cultural
value dimensions and applicants’ and interviewers’ preferences for six types of IM tactics
described above (Levashina & Campion, 2007; Bourdage et al., 2018). We formulated a total of
four propositions. The first three capture the impact of GLOBE’s cultural value dimensions on

both honest and deceptive forms of three broad IM tactics (self-focused, other-focused,
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defensive), and are summarized in Table 2. The last proposition illustrates how cultural distance
can influence interviewers’ ratings of applicant performance. More precisely, we propose 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.
Honest Self-focused IM

We believe there are several dimensions that would be associated with honest self-
focused IM tactics. For example, research has found that individuals from cultures higher in
individualism focus more on their uniqueness or independence, and less on satisfying their in-
groups (e.g., Lalwani et al., 2006; Triandis & Suh, 2002), making them more likely to engage in
self-focused IM. There is also meta-analytical evidence that individualism is positively
associated (albeit with small effects) with self-promotion in communication (Merkin et al.,
2014). In the context of job interviews, a 10-country study by Sandal et al. (2014) reported
mixed results for the relationship between autonomy (i.e., individualism) and the tactic of
individual excellence (i.e., a form of self-promotion). Specifically, while participants from some
individualistic countries (e.g., the USA) engaged extensively in such behaviors, lower values
were observed for some other individualistic countries (e.g., Germany, Italy, Norway) than more
collectivistic countries (i.e., Ghana, Malaysia, Russia). Performance orientation appears to be
positively associated with self-focused IM tactics. Sandal et al. (2014) found that countries high
in performance orientation such as Malaysia, USA, and Ghana reported higher levels of
individual excellence tactics than did countries low on that dimension, such as Germany,
Norway, and Italy. Other research also found Americans self-enhanced considerably more than

individuals from Denmark, Iceland, and Switzerland (Thomsen et al., 2007; Kénig et al., 2011).
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Scandinavians highly value and practice equality of outcome in social relationships and thus
“you must not see yourself as outstanding: an outstanding person stands out above others, and
such stand-outs may be outcasts” (Thomsen et al., 2007, p.450). According to Hofstede (2001),
job applicants in feminine countries tend to “undersell themselves”, suggesting a negative
association between gender egalitarianism and self-promoting tactics. Therefore, we would
expect a negative association between gender egalitarianism and honest self-focused IM use.
Finally, humane orientation involves altruism, kindness, and generosity and less concerns about
one’s own well-being over others’ well-being. Moreover, human orientation is conceptually
related to modesty (House et al., 2004). All this suggests that behaviors focused on promoting
one’s qualifications or accomplishments might be less valued in cultures high in this dimension.
For example, modesty can be used as an IM tactic (Cialdini & de Nicholas, 1989; Blickle et al.,
2008) and individuals from Scandinavian countries, which are high on humane orientation, tend
to strongly endorse this tactic (Silvera & Seger, 2004; Thomsen et al., 2007). As such, applicants
from cultures that are placing a higher value on the well-being of others (i.e. higher humane

orientation) might engage in less honest self-focused tactics in interviews. In sum, we predict:

Proposition 1a: Honest self-focused IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high in
performance orientation and power distance but low in in-group collectivism, humane

orientation, and gender egalitarianism.

Deceptive Self-focused IM

Using GLOBE’s societal cultural dimensions as predictors, Fell and Konig (2016)
examined applicants’ faking on personality tests across 43 countries. They found positive
associations between faking and uncertainty avoidance, future orientation, and assertiveness, but

negative associations with in-group collectivism and humane orientation. Personality test faking
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is conceptually similar to deceptive self-focused IM in interviews, because they both involve
embellishing or exaggerating one’s traits or qualifications to appear like a better fit for the job or
organization. While we acknowledge that faking on a personality test lacks the interpersonal
component found in interviews, we propose that some key positive/negative associations
between the cultural dimensions and personality test faking highlighted by Fell and Konig (2016)
should also translate to deceptive self-focused IM behaviors in employment interviews. In
addition, Fell et al. (2016) investigated the relationships between several GLOBE dimensions
and attitudes towards faking in job interviews (i.e., focusing on the deceptive self-focused IM
components from Levashina and Campion’s measure) across 31 countries. They 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. The inequalities
inherent in hierarchical societies likely motivate its members to take calculated ‘risks’ (i.e.,
lying) to get ahead. Fell et al. (2016) indeed found more positive attitudes toward faking in
countries with high power distance. We therefore propose that power distance is also positively
associated with deceptive forms of self-focused IM. They also found more positive attitudes

toward faking in countries high in-group collectivism, but low gender-egalitarianism.

Interestingly, Fell and Kdnig (2016) and Fell et al. (2016) found contradictory
relationships regarding in-group collectivism and faking. We therefore incorporate additional
cross-cultural research on deceptive behaviors in collectivistic vs. individualistic countries to
clarify this element. Overall, evidence indicates that collectivism (vs. individualism) is positively
associated with deceptive behaviors in negotiation scenarios (Triandis et al., 2001), scores on lie

scales (Triandis & Suh, 2002), or deceptive behaviors to meet interpersonal goals (Lallwani et
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al., 2006). Yet, we note that most of that research is based on measures more akin to social
desirability than deceptive IM. For instance, Lallwani et al. (2006) explored deceptive answering
styles across American (more individualistic) and Asian (more collectivistic) samples and found
more self-deceptive enhancement (tendency to see oneself in a positive light and to give inflated
assessment of one’s skills and abilities) in the Asian sample. Overall, we thus propose the

following:

Proposition 1b: Deceptive self-focused IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high in
performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, future orientation, assertiveness, in-group

collectivism, and power distance but low in humane orientation and gender egalitarianism.

Honest Defensive IM

Honest defensive IM includes attempts to repair one’s image when it is being threatened,
by taking responsibility or truthfully explaining the causes of problematic behaviors or outcomes
in the past (i.e., apologies, justifications, excuses; Bourdage et al., 2018). The cross-cultural
literature includes some empirical research that surfaces differences in these behaviors, but
generally does not distinguish between its honest and deceptive forms. A consequence of this is
conflicting reports, in terms of understanding which cultures are more likely to engage in which
behaviors. For example, some research has found that Americans (higher individualism, lower
power distance) offer more explanations and justifications than Japanese (higher collectivism,
higher power distance), but other research comparing these two groups found that Japanese
exhibit more readiness to offer (and receive) apologies (Barnlund & Yoshioka, 1990; Sugimoto,
1997). Additionally, Guan et al. (2009) explored whether individualism vs. collectivism can be
useful for explaining differences in apologies across Americans, Chinese and Korean

participants. They found that Americans had the highest propensity to apologize, further
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suggesting a potential individualism - apology association. Despite the limited empirical research
in this area, we believe that conceptually, members of societies higher in individualism, and
lower in power distance (i.e. Anglo, Germanic, Nordic regions) are less concerned about saving
face when their identities are threatened in an interview context, and thus more likely to engage
in honest defensive behavior, where they fear less the consequences / repercussions of truthfully
acknowledging their faults. The GLOBE research also suggests gender egalitarianism is
positively associated with honestly/sincerity values, and negatively associated with face-saving
values (House et al., 2004). We therefore believe that gender egalitarian values will be positively

associated with the use of honest defensive IM.

Proposition 2a: Honest defensive IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high in

gender egalitarianism, but low in power distance and in-group collectivism.

Deceptive Defensive IM

Deceptive defensive IM includes behaviors that aim to protect one’s image, for instance
by omitting elements that might hurt one’s candidacy, denying one’s actual responsibility or
distancing oneself from negative past events (Levashina & Campion, 2007). GLOBE (2004)
researchers have pointed out the tendency for cultures higher in power distance and collectivism
to engage in more corruptive behaviors, including lying and deceit to ‘get ahead’. Therefore, in
competitive situations (i.e. job interviews) where the stakes are high (i.e. securing a job and thus
a salary to support one’s family) and one’s identity is being threated (triggering self-defensive
behaviors), one should expect a greater tendency for applicants from these societies to engage in
more deceptive defensive IM. Empirically, Fell et al.’s (2016) found that attitudes towards
“mild” form of faking in interviews, which included defensive deceptive tactics, such as

omitting, distancing, and masking, were more positive in cultures high on the GLOBE
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dimensions of power distance, uncertainty avoidance, or in-group collectivism. In addition,
cross-cultural research suggests that applicants from more collectivistic cultures show stronger
tendencies to attribute their failures to external causes to meet role expectations (Kim & Nam,
1998). For example, (North and South) Asians who score high in self-protective values fear
being judged and ‘losing face’ and losing group membership in their respective collectivity. As a
result, they are more likely to engage in protective behaviors such as lying, to maintain their
social status. Similarly, Kim et al. (2010) found that East Asian students were particularly likely
to boost self-evaluations by denying possession of negative traits. And, Merkin et al.’s (2014)
meta-analysis found a (small) negative relationship between individualism and face-saving

concerns in communication.

Additionally, the GLOBE’s self-protective leadership dimension focuses on ensuring the
safety and security of the individual and/or group through status enhancement and ‘face saving’.
GLOBE conducted a correlation analysis between this dimension and their nine societal cultural
dimensions finding strong positive associations between self-protective leadership and
uncertainty avoidance and power distance (House et al., 2004). Merkin et al.’s (2014) meta-
analysis also reported (small) positive relationships between both uncertainty avoidance and
power distance and face-saving concerns in communication. The uncertainty of not knowing
how negative image ‘discoveries’ are likely to affect interviewers’ evaluations should
particularly stimulate defensive behaviors of interviewees concerned about reducing such
evaluation uncertainty. Gender egalitarianism was also found to have a strong negative
association with self-protective leadership (House et al., 2004). In the interview context, this
suggests that members from societies within the Nordic European region, for example, would be

expected to engage in the least amount of deceptive protective IM behaviors. It appears that the
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higher value societies place on ‘equality’, the less motivated they may feel to engage in
deceptive behavior (i.e. hiding negative elements from one’s past) to protect an image that is

being threatened. Therefore, we predict:

Proposition 2b: Deceptive defensive IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high in
power distance, uncertainty avoidance and in-group collectivism but low in gender

egalitarianism.

Honest Other-focused IM

Very little cross-cultural 1M research exists examining the relationship between culture
and other-focused 1M tactics in an interview context. Part of the issue is that unlike self-focused
tactics, other-focused tactics can manifest into more varied behaviors with different cultural
underpinnings. For example, a meta-analysis by Bond and Smith (1996) found that collectivistic
countries tended to show higher levels of conformity than individualistic countries, possibly
suggesting that collectivistic values are positively associated with other-focused tactics (in this
case opinion conformity). In contrast, other studies have found individualism to be positively
associated with ingratiation tactics (Schermerhorn & Bond 1991; Vohra, 1992; Branzei, 2002).
Within an interview context, Bilbow (1998) reported that Chinese interviewers (high
collectivism) expected Western interviewees (low collectivism) to maintain considerable
distance (i.e., avoid directly flattering/ingratiating the interviewer), whereas the indirect
discourse of Chinese applicants was interpreted by Western interviewers as symptomatic of lack
of comprehension or lack of ideas. More recently, Derous (2017) found that Belgians
interviewers and applicants (i.e., low collectivism, but also low power distance and assertiveness,
but high gender egalitarianism) preferred or used more other-focused IM as compared to

Moroccans (i.e., high in-group collectivism, power distance, and assertiveness, but low gender
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egalitarianism). Therefore, and based on this initial empirical research, there are two takeaways.
First, members of all societies are likely to engage in some form of other-focused IM, but the
specific type of other-focused IM that interviewees are likely to engage in (i.e. opinion
conformity vs ingratiation) is culturally dependent. Secondly, interviewees from cultures lower
on power distance and in-group collectivism are more likely to view themselves as ‘equal’
societal members to the interviewer, and thus more likely to engage in direct forms of

communication (ingratiation, flattery) with that person.

Conceptually, additional GLOBE societal cultural dimensions could be associated with
honest other-focused IM. For example, assertiveness (i.e., acting confrontational) could be
negatively associated with honest forms of other-focused IM (i.e., opinion conformity,
ingratiation) because such tactics aim to ‘get along’ with the target, as oppose to being
confrontational with them. Further, GLOBE defines humane orientation as including behaviors
that are generous, caring, and kind to others. Individuals from such cultures are more likely to
seize opportunities to honestly ingratiate themselves with others, highlight values they share with
them, or praise their true qualities they find impressive. As such, interviewees from cultures high
in humane orientation should be more likely to engage in honest other-focused IM (i.e., honest

flattery or other-enhancement) towards interviewers. In sum, we predict that:

Proposition 3a: Honest other-focused IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high in
humane orientation and gender egalitarianism but low in assertiveness, in-group collectivism,

and power distance.

Deceptive Other-focused IM
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All the cross-cultural IM research described above did not specifically distinguish honest
from deceptive other-focused attempts. We argue that most of the same cultural dimensions
identified above will also be associated with deceptive other focused tactics, although arguably
in a different direction. In line with this argument, Fell et al.’s (2016) “mild” form of faking in
interviews also included other-focused tactics, such as opinion-conforming or fit enhancing.
And, attitudes towards such tactics were more positive in cultures high on power distance or in-
group collectivism, but low on gender egalitarianism. In addition, Branzei (2002) compared
influence tactics used by American, Romanian, and Japanese MBA students, and found that
Romanians (highest in power distance, but also collectivism and masculinity) relied more on
ingratiation than other forms of influence (e.g., consultation or inspirational appeal). Although
not clear from the study design, it could be that the ingratiation tactics were more deceptive in
nature. Deceptive other-focused IM tactics from high power distance / collectivist societal
members can also be seen as behaviors that represent a strategic approach to moving up the
hierarchical ladder. Similarly, and perhaps to compensate for societal inequalities, empirical
research has found that female workers use ingratiation more in high power distance, low
gender-egalitarianism cultures (Aguinis & Adams, 1998). However, these studies found no

relationships for performance orientation or humane orientation.

Proposition 3b: Deceptive other-focused IM will be used more by applicants from cultures high

in in-group collectivism and power distance but low in gender egalitarianism.

A summary of our main Propositions related to cross-cultural IM use can be found in Table 2.

[Insert Table 2]

Impact on Interview Performance Evaluation
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Our proposed model suggests that the amount of cultural differences between
interviewers and applicants will impact interview performance evaluations. Previous research
has already emphasized the role of culture in explaining interview performance evaluations, with
lower evaluations when applicants and interviews do not share a similar cultural background. For
instance, Huffcutt et al.’s (2011) theoretical model of interview performance suggests that
personal characteristics such as differences in cultural background between interviewer and
interviewee could affect how interviewee performance is perceived, and thus how interviewer
ratings are attributed. Huffcutt et al. (2011) specifically proposed that applicants from a culture
different from that of the interviewer could be evaluated more negatively, in part because culture
may be conceptually associated with perceptions of person—organizational fit (Kristof-Brown &
Jansen, 2007). Similarly, Ward and Ravlin’s (2017) CCIM model points to the need for
considering cultural distance or the “magnitude” of value difference between applicants and
interviewers. And finally, Manroop et al.’s (2013) model of cross-cultural differences about
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). Such models
propose direct relationships between cultural differences and interviewers’ ratings, which are
aligned with the principles of social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) or its related cousin
self-categorization theory (Turner & Oakes, 1986), and 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.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Self-categorization_theory
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In contrast, our model proposes that IM plays an intermediary role. That is, we suggest
that cultural differences between interviewers and applicants leads to lower interview
performance evaluations, partly because it creates potential discrepancies between IM tactics
used by applicants and those expected by interviewers. Jansen et al. (2012) argue that personnel
selection represents a strong situation, with both applicants and interviewers following the same
script and having the same clear expectations about the kind of IM behaviors that should be used.
In a study with Swiss participants, applicants actually engaged in those IM behaviors that were
expected or perceived as more appropriate by interviewers (Jansen et al., 2012). Importantly, we
argue that honest and deceptive IM tactics should be treated differently. Indeed, interviewers
generally expect and value honest 1M, but do not expect or want applicants to use deceptive IM
(Jansen et al., 2012). And interviewers provide higher interview ratings when they perceive
applicants to use honest 1M, but lower ratings when they perceive them to use deceptive IM
(Roulin et al., 2014). Yet, this research was limited to Western Europe, and did not examine

cultural differences between applicants and interviews.

We argue that culture represents an important boundary condition to Jansen et al.’s
(2012) argument about applicants’ and interviewers’ shared script/expectations about IM. More
precisely, interviewers should generally expect (and prefer) the same honest IM tactics as those
applicants use given their culture, but not necessarily the same tactics as those applicants from
other cultures. In other words, interviewers’ views regarding the type and amount of honest IM
tactics applicants are expected to use should largely align with Propositions 1-3a. If applicants
and interviewers share the same (or a similar) cultural background, applicants will engage in
honest IM behaviors that align with interviewers’ expectations, leading to a positive performance

evaluation. For example, a Spanish applicant might use little honest self-focused IM, which
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aligns with the IM expectations and preferences of a Spanish interviewer, or even an Italian
interviewer (since those two countries belong to the same Latin Europe GLOBE cluster), with
practice scores relatively low on performance orientation, in-group collectivism, and power
distance). In contrast, if there is a large cultural difference between applicants and interviewers,
their behaviors could be derived from different interview scripts. That is, applicants might
engage in IM behaviors that do not align with interviewers’ expectations, leading to a more
negative evaluation. For instance, a Chinese applicant (Confucian Asia GLOBE cluster, with
practice scores relatively high on performance orientation, in-group collectivism, and power
distance) might engage in more extensive honest self-focused IM, which would differ from the
expectations of the same Spanish interviewer. We propose that the interview performance ratings
will be lower in the latter (vs. the former) situation. All this might indirectly explain why
interviewers, hiring managers, or selection committees may at times unknowingly engage in
systematic discrimination. That is, they will assign lower interview performance evaluations to
applicants who come from a different cultural background because they employ honest IM
tactics that are inconsistent with their own culture norms, interview script, and thus IM

expectations.

Proposition 4: The bigger the cultural distance between the applicant and the interviewer, the
larger the discrepancy between the applicant’s use and the interviewer’s expectations of honest
(a) self-focused IM, (b) other-focused IM, and (c) defensive IM, and indirectly the lower the

performance evaluation by the interviewer.

While, theoretically, the argument presented above could also apply to the three forms of
deceptive IM, practically there are reasons to believe that deceptive IM tactics might always be

considered inadequate by interviewers, whether the applicant using them is from their own or
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from a different culture. For instance, in line with Proposition 1b, interviewers from cultures
high in performance orientation, uncertainty avoidance, future orientation, assertiveness, in-
group collectivism, or power distance but low in humane orientation or gender egalitarianism
might anticipate higher levels of deceptive self-focused IM by applicants from their culture. Yet,
they might still generally disapprove of such deceptive behaviors®. Indeed, deceptive IM can be
considered as hindering interviewers’ ability to properly assess applicants’ qualifications
(Bourdage et al., 2018), as a threat to interview validity (Levashina & Campion, 2007), and
applicants who use deceptive IM might end up being a poor fit with the job or organization
(Charbonneau et al., 2021). In other words, interviewers’ negative views of deceptive IM
behaviors (Jansen et al., 2012) and negative evaluations of applicants perceived to use deceptive
IM (Roulin et al., 2014; 2015) might be observed independently of the cultural distance between
applicants and interviewers. That said, research suggests that interviewers are largely unable to
distinguish honest from deceptive forms of IM used by applicants (Roulin et al., 2015). And,
overall deceptive IM use and ratings are effectively unrelated (e.g., Ho et al., 2021). Thus, even
though we would expect perceived deceptive IM to be systematically evaluated negatively by
interviewers across cultures, the actual relationship between deceptive IM use and performance

evaluations is likely to be inconsistent and unrelated to cultural discrepancies.

Discussion

We proposed a comprehensive 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, and others included only single tactics or cultural dimensions for the interview context

2 We thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing us in that direction.
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(i.e., Manroop et al., 2013). By integrating GLOBE’s (House et al., 2004) cultural framework
with Levashina and Campion (2007) and Bourdage et al.’s (2018) IM typology, we developed
four propositions that predict how several cultural values may influence various 1M tactic use in
an interview context. Our model also highlights how the larger the discrepancy between
applicants’ IM use and interviewers’ honest IM expectations, the more negative the performance
evaluation of the applicant will be. Yet, deceptive IM tactics should be viewed negatively by
interviewers across cultures. Our model has several implications which are relevant for both

cross-cultural/international personnel selection research and practice.

Theoretical Implications and Directions for IM Research

Our model contributes to the cross-cultural personnel selection and IM literature in
several ways. First, it represents the foundations to further explore how cultural values translate
into applicants’ preferences for, and use of, IM tactics in an interview context. Initial empirical
CCIM work has already begun to examine how some cultural values translate into applicants’
preferences for 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, a
limited number of countries/cultures, or examines attitudes towards IM and not actual use. 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 into IM use and, even more so, how IM use 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 our
propositions can be tested empirically to explore how cultural values translate into preferences

for IM, and use of, tactics. If enough empirical studies are accumulated, a ‘mapping’ of IM tactic
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preferences for cultures around the globe could be created, similar to how cultural psychologists
have mapped the Big Five personality framework cross-culturally (McCrae et al., 2005; Schmitt

et al., 2007).

Secondly, our model can advance personnel selection research to better understand how
performance ratings are affected by cultural distance between interviewers and interviewees. Our
model thus expands Huffcutt et al.’s (2011) theoretical model of interviewee performance in
selection interviews by specifically investigating one of the six demographic/personal
characteristics that can affect the impact of interviewee performance on interviewer ratings:
cultural background. We thus respond to these authors’ call that assessing the influence of
culture could be one of the most important directions for future interview research. Such
knowledge may inform 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, Proposition 4 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.

It would be further interesting to 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
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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. This
could be empirically examined by experimentally manipulating the cultural background of
applicants or the composition of interview panels in the lab or by conducting quasi-experiments
in the field, for instance with large multinational organizations or companies with very diverse

groups of interviewers and applicant pools.

In addition, our model proposes that a large cultural distance between the applicant and
the interviewer(s) might be associated with lower interview performance ratings by the
interviewer, because of differences in the honest IM tactics used vs. expected. Yet, this effect
might also depend on interviewers’ individual differences. That is, the same applicant using IM
tactics from culture A could be evaluated somewhat differently by two different interviewers
from the same culture B. While there might be a multitude of potentially-relevant individual
differences, we propose a few examples here: According to the dual process motivational model
of ideology and prejudice (Duckitt & Sibley, 2017) social dominance orientation (SDO) and
right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) are two major social attitudinal predictors of prejudice.
Extensive research shows that SDO and RWA are associated with in-group favoritism but
negative attitudes or behaviors towards out-group members, including immigrants (e.g., Proch,
2013; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Similarly, individuals high on ethnocentrism view their culture as
the ‘center’ of the world or as a role model for other cultures, and thus generally dislike
interacting with members of foreign cultures (Neuliep & McCroskey, 2013). As such, an
interviewer high on SDO, RWA, or ethnocentrism might be particularly likely to negatively
evaluate an applicant from a different cultural background, and who is using (honest) IM tactics

that not aligned with their expectations. In contrast, an interviewer low on those traits could have
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more tolerance and openness to IM differing from their own expectations or norm. Other
individual differences like some personality traits (e.g., openness, agreeableness) or experiences
(e.g., time spent abroad or interacting with people from different cultures) could play a similar
role. Although it is worth mentioning these potentially impactful variables, we decided not to
include them as formal moderators in our model due to issues related to congruence
measurement. For research involving dyadic relationships (i.e. interviewer / interviewee), it is
essential to examine normative and distinctive components separately to completely understand
how similarity and perception agreement could potentially be related to other variables. For
instance, simple profile correlations have been found to be associated with confounds leading to
erroneous and/or incomplete data interpretations (see Rogers et al., 2018). Thus, researchers
might be best advised to focus their efforts in understanding how cultural differences influence
IM use by applicants or performance ratings by interviewers before trying to integrate individual

difference moderators.

Finally, and related to the previous element, our model is built on actual, objective
country- or regional-level differences in the GLOBE dimensions. For instance, our Proposition 4
argues that the larger the objective cultural distance between applicants and interviewers, the
more likely the applicant’s honest IM behaviors might be negatively evaluated by the
interviewer. While this is the approach used in most cross-cultural research, it might not fully
capture potential differences in interviewers’ perceptions of that cultural distance. For instance,
while Italians and Germans objectively differ in several key cultural dimensions according to the
GLOBE framework (i.e., and belong to the Latin European vs. Germanic clusters, respectively),
two Italian interviewers might differ in how much they generally perceive Germans to differ

from Italians, and thus evaluate the IM behaviors from the same German applicant differently. In
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the same way, the two Italian interviewers might differ in how they generally perceive the
French to differ from Italians (although they objectively belong to the same cluster), and thus

differently evaluate the IM tactics used by a French applicant.

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, our theoretical model
could be used as the foundation for developing cross-cultural training programs aimed at
reducing biased hiring decisions. Scholars have proposed IM training prior to sending employees
on expatriate assignments (e.g., Giacalone & Beard 1994). 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, our 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.


https://www.degruyter.com/view/journals/iprg/16/1/article-p1.xml?language=en#j_ip-2019-0001_ref_016_w2aab3b7b1b1b6b1ab2ac18Aa
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Our 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
professional attire and language proficiency by adding a cultural element of instruction. This
might be particularly relevant for government immigration agencies seeking to assist immigrants
with their intercultural adaptation process. Longitudinal research designs could also be applied to
assess whether CCIM training can help immigrants in their job search, as well as their overall

intercultural adjustment.

Finally, our model is highly relevant following the COVID-19 pandemic which has
forced many organizations to conduct interviews virtually. Huffcutt et al.’s (2011) model
includes the factor ‘Interview Design Considerations — Interview Medium’ (i.e. virtual hiring due
to COVID pandemic) which has implications for how interview performance ratings are
attributed. Some of the predictions we make in this manuscript may apply differently to different
mediums such as video-conference interviews or asynchronous video interviews (see Lukacik et
al., 2021). Recent empirical research has found that IM tactics interviewees employ can change
due to technological barriers (Basch et al., 2020). Organizations should thus consider what IM
tactics they should expect from an applicant in an interview depending on a combination of their

culture and the technology medium used.
Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a comprehensive CCIM model applicable to the interview
context. Our new model offers insights into how various cultural values impact job applicants’
preferences for several IM tactics, and thus lays the foundation for future empirical work
investigating how interview performance (and subsequently employment offers) may be affected

by cultural differences. A better understanding of cultural preferences for specific IM tactics can
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also be used to develop more effective cross-cultural training programs for applicants,
interviewers, and government immigration bodies, to ensure a more inclusive hiring process and
help with the intercultural adjustment or expatriates and immigrants. Such efforts are needed to

adapt to the changes in our ever increasingly globalized world.
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Table 1.
Interview IM typology (adapted from Levashina & Campion, 2007 and Bourdage et al., 2018)

Honest IM Deceptive IM

Slight image creation (embellishing, tailoring,

Honest self-promotion (highlighting ~ ©r fit enhancing)
Self-focused IM true qualifications, skills, or

experiences) Extensive image creation (constructing,

inventing or borrowing)

. Honest defensive IM - Image repair ~ Image protection (Distancing, masking,

Defensive IM . SO e

(apologies, excuses, justifications) omitting)

Honest ingratiation (honestly opinion  Deceptive ingratiation (falsely opinion

Other-focused IM conforming, truthful flattery or other ~ conforming, interviewer or organization
enhancement) enhancing)

49



Table 2. Proposed associations between GLOBE dimensions and IM tactic

Honest  Honest Deceptive Deceptive

Self- Other-  Honest Self- Other- Deceptive
GLOBE dimension Focused focused Defensive Focused  focused Defensive
Performance Orientation + +
Assertiveness - +
Future Orientation +
Humane Orientation - + -
In-Group Collectivism - - - + + +
Gender Egalitarianism - + + - - -
Power Distance + - - + + +
Uncertainty Avoidance + +

Note: + / - indicate(s) positive and negative predicted associations, respectively
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