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Through the lens of the dramaturgical perspective, the present study investigated (1)
the unique predictability of applicant non-verbal cues (physical attractiveness and non-
verbal behaviours) on interviewer evaluation, and (2) whether situational variables (i.e.,
customer-contact requirement and sex-type consistency) moderate the relationships
between applicant non-verbal cues and interviewer evaluations. Data were collected
from 177 interview sessions held in 39 firms in Taiwan. Results showed that applicant
physical attractiveness explained unique variance in interviewer evaluations beyond that
explained by applicant verbal content. Moreover, the effect of physical attractiveness
became weaker when jobs possessed lower customer-contact requirements, or when
the applicant’s gender was inconsistent with the interviewer’s sex-type belief relative to
the job. No main or moderating effects, however, were found for non-verbal behaviours
on interviewer evaluations.

In both popular and academic literature, considerable attention has been paid to
the role of non-verbal cues in the formation of initial impressions. Knapp and Hall
(1992), for example, suggested a two-category taxonomy of non-verbal cues: physical
attractiveness, comprising such static cues as facial appearance, body shape, and
grooming; and non-verbal behaviours, comprising such dynamic cues as gestures, eye
contact, and smiling.1 Although a recent meta-analysis found that both applicant physical
attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours are positively associated with interviewer
evaluations (Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi, 2009), the effects of physical attractiveness

1 Following Barrick et al. (2009), the term ‘nonverbal behaviors’ used in the present study is limited to behaviours such as
smiling, head nodding, leaning forward, making hand gestures, and establishing eye contact.
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and non-verbal behaviours were examined separately without controlling for other
information sources that are usually available for interviewers (e.g., the verbal content
of the applicant’s responses). Some researchers believe that ‘actions speak louder than
words’. For example, in summarizing research evidence concerning the effectiveness
of non-verbal communication, Mehrabian (1969, p. 43) ranked the importance of
communication channels and noted that ‘the impact of facial expression is greatest,
then the impact of . . . and finally that of words’. Such an argument, however, may
not hold true in the context of job interviews, because applicants’ verbal responses to
interview questions are, according to some researchers, one of the most influential
factors that affect interviewers’ hiring decisions (e.g., Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998;
Hollandsworth, Kazelskis, Stevens, & Dressel, 1979). Hence, the first objective of this
study is to investigate whether applicant non-verbal cues predict interviewer evaluations
above and beyond applicant verbal content in job interviews.

In the present study, we employed the dramaturgical perspective to elucidate the
roles of applicant physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours in job interviews.
The dramaturgical perspective is based on the ‘behaviour as drama’ metaphor and has
been applied to fields such as charismatic leadership (Gardner & Avolio, 1998) and
employee affective delivery (Grandey, 2003). The dramaturgical perspective describes
human behaviours as a theatrical performance in which actors strive to ‘create and
maintain a definition of reality to which other parties will respond’ (Grove & Fisk,
1989, p. 430). That is, the audience’s evaluation of the actor is dependent upon norms,
scripts, and the actor’s actions. Norms constitute a consensus regarding the scripts that
people should or should not use to guide their behaviours (Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988),
whereas scripts are coherent sequences of events expected by the individuals who
participate in or observe social interactions (Abelson, 1976). People who enter into a
given social interaction typically enact a given script that guides their actions, as well
as their reactions to others’ behaviours. If we view a job interview as a theatre, the
interviewer is likely to play the role of an audience while the applicant may take the role
of an actor. Applicants would strive to manage their gestures, facial expressions, clothing,
and personal appearance, as well as their spoken words, and these may independently
or jointly affect the evaluations made by the interviewer. On the other side, as the role of
job applicant is usually well-defined by interview norms, the interviewers would evaluate
job applicants based on their understanding of how the role of job candidate should be
played.

The second objective of the present study was to examine two potential moderators
of the relationship between applicant non-verbal cues and interviewer evaluations.
Specifically, we examined the extent to which the effects of applicant non-verbal
cues are influenced by two situational factors: customer-contact requirement (i.e., the
extent to which the job requires its incumbent to interact with external customers)
and sex-type consistency (i.e., the degree to which the applicant’s gender matches the
interviewer’s sex-type belief relative to the job). Such an examination is consistent with
the basic tenet of the dramaturgical perspective that situational cues influence not only
an actor’s behaviour, but also an audience’s expectation of what an ideal performer
should be (Grove & Fisk, 1989). Customers in an upscale restaurant, for example,
may have different behavioural expectations of waiters or waitresses from those in a
family restaurant. Another example is that customers in high-paced convenience stores
anticipate weaker displays of positive emotions from clerks than the customers would do
in slow-paced stores (Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988). It follows that when evaluating the effects
of applicant non-verbal cues in job interviews, we should also pay careful attention
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to how situational factors interact with non-verbal cues in influencing interviewer
evaluations. As manufacturing employment shrinks and service employment soars in
most developed economies (Massey, 2003), there is a need for interview researchers
to investigate how interviewers evaluate those applicants who are applying for jobs
that involve interaction with external customers. In addition, applicants applying for a
job with low sex-type consistency may influence the attributions made about applicant
personalities (Dipboye, 1982; Gillen & Sherman, 1980), and thus may undermine the
applicant’s dramaturgical performance. Nonetheless, the moderating effects of these two
variables have yet to receive a full exploration in the interview literature. By examining
the moderating effects of customer-contact requirement and sex-type consistency, the
present study contributes to the literature by illustrating how situational factors interact
with applicant non-verbal cues in influencing interviewer evaluations.

Theory and hypotheses

Effects of non-verbal cues
Although the quality of applicant verbal content may be one of the most important
factors influencing selection decisions (Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998; Hollandsworth et al.,
1979), we believe that, for several reasons, applicants’ non-verbal cues can predict
interviewer evaluations beyond the effects of their verbal content. First, according to
the dramaturgical perspective, an actor’s performance is a compound of his or her
appearance, words, and non-verbal behaviours (Gardner, 1992). Each of these elements
can influence other people’s perception of the actor. As such, applicants’ physical
attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours, as well as their verbal responses, may each
explain a unique portion of rating variability in interviewer evaluations. Second, verbal
cues are likely to elicit systematic information processing, whereas non-verbal cues
may automatically induce heuristic processing of messages (Burgoon & Hoobler, 2002).
Because heuristic information processing requires recipients to exert comparatively
little effort in judging message validity, interviewers may use relatively general rules
(scripts, schemata) to evaluate applicants (e.g., ‘what is beautiful is good’ effect; Feingold,
1992). Moreover, while using non-verbal cues to attribute personality characteristics to
the applicant, interviewers may use applicant verbal responses to assess the extent to
which the applicant possesses job-related knowledge and skills (Conway & Peneno,
1999; Taylor & Small, 2002). For example, physical attractiveness is associated with
perceptions of extraversion, dominance, warmth, and intelligence (Albright, Kenny, &
Malloy, 1988; Feingold, 1992), whereas the uses of smiles, eye contact, hand gestures,
and head movements lead to perceptions such as directness, honesty, consciousness,
warmth, and friendliness (Bayes, 1972; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009; Gifford, Ng, & Wilkinson,
1985). Taken together, we expect that both applicant physical attractiveness and non-
verbal behaviours would explain unique variance in interviewer evaluation beyond the
effect of applicant verbal content.

Hypothesis 1: After the effect of applicant verbal content is controlled for, physical
attractiveness will be positively related to interviewer evaluation.

Hypothesis 2: After the effect of applicant verbal content is controlled for, non-verbal
behaviours will be positively related to interviewer evaluation.
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As noted earlier, the audience’s evaluation of the actor is dependent upon norms,
scripts, and the actor’s actions. Moreover, situational cues can serve as a primary cue
that determines which norms and scripts apply at a given moment and how an actor’s
performance would be evaluated by an audience. For example, although research on
employee affective delivery generally has found that employees’ displays of pleasant
emotions to customers (e.g., offering smiles, greetings, eye contact, and thanks to
customers) are positively associated with customer reactions (Pugh, 2001; Tsai & Huang,
2002), researchers have also found that customers are willing to tolerate clerks who
express relatively few positive emotions during busy hours (Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988).
According to this line of reasoning, situational cues may affect how interviewers react
to applicants’ dramaturgical performance. In the following sections, we proposed that
two job-related factors, namely customer-contact requirement and sex-type consistency,
may interact with applicant non-verbal cues in influencing interviewer evaluation.

The moderating role of customer-contact requirement
According to Grove and Fisk (1989), employees’ dramaturgical performance (e.g.,
physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours) becomes more important when (1)
the job requires its occupants to perform before a large audience; and (2) the job
requires a high degree of contact between its occupants and customers. For example,
physical appearance and the ability to effectively display non-verbal behaviours are more
important for flight attendants and restaurant servers than for automobile mechanics or
plumbers.

Why do physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours matter for jobs with high
customer-contact requirements? With regards to physical attractiveness, the explanation
may come from the notion that ‘what is beautiful is good’ (Feingold, 1992). In
other words, a common judgment is that the personality traits of physically attractive
individuals are more desirable than are those of physically unattractive individuals.
Physical attractiveness can also induce favourable emotion-based responses on the part of
receivers (Barrick et al., 2009). Thus, other things being equal, customers would prefer
to interact with physically attractive employees than with unattractive ones. Empirical
evidence from consumer psychology shows that customers generally behave more
cordially, respond to sales pitches more readily, and have higher purchase intentions
when dealing with attractive salespeople than when dealing with unattractive ones
(DeShields, Kara, & Kaynak, 1996; Reingen & Kernan, 1993). Similarly, employees’ non-
verbal behaviours can influence service outcomes. Non-verbal behaviours, such as facial
expressions, body movements, and eye contact, can lead to more intense, more affective,
and more immediate interactions (Mehrabian, 1969). In addition, non-verbal behaviours
may help to reduce physical distance between service employees and customers, thus
improving the quality of service exchanges (Sundaram & Webster, 2000).

Our discussion pertaining to the outcomes of physical attractiveness and non-verbal
behaviours in service contexts suggests that interviewers may consider these non-verbal
cues job-relevant factors for jobs with high customer-contact requirements. As one
primary objective of a selection interview is to collect the data needed to assess the
congruence between an applicant’s skills and the demands of a job, it follows that
interviewers may place greater weight on these non-verbal cues when interviewing for
jobs with high customer-contact requirements than on the same non-verbal cues when
interviewing for jobs requiring little or no interaction with customers (Beehr & Gilmore,
1982; Tews, Stafford, & Zhu, 2009).
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Hypothesis 3: Customer-contact requirements will moderate the positive relationship be-
tween physical attractiveness and interviewer evaluation, such that the lower
the customer-contact requirement, the weaker the positive relationship will
be between physical attractiveness and interviewer evaluation.

Hypothesis 4: Customer-contact requirements will moderate the positive relationship
between non-verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluation, such that the
lower the customer-contact requirement, the weaker the positive relation-
ship will be between non-verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluation.

The moderating role of sex-type consistency
A major theme of the dramaturgical perspective is the importance of having an agreed-
upon definition of the situation in a given interaction (Goffman, 1959). In a convenience
store, it is important for the clerks and the customers to have a shared understanding
of the store’s pace, thereby helping to ensure that the clerks display appropriate
emotions (i.e., neutral or positive) that satisfy customers’ needs within the particular
context of expectations (Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988). In job interviews, as well, applicants
should not only present themselves in a positive light but also convince interviewers
to accept the applicants’ preferred definitions of a given matter (e.g., ‘I am worth your
time/attention’). If such an agreed-upon definition fails to take hold, the applicant’s
dramaturgical performance would be less fruitful than he or she would likely desire.

As noted earlier, applicant non-verbal cues may induce positive personality attribu-
tions, which in turn lead to favourable interviewer evaluations. Nonetheless, such an
attribution process may be hindered under certain conditions. One such condition is
when an applicant applies for a job with low sex-type consistency.

According to Gillen and Sherman (1980), physical attractiveness can lead to various
favourable trait attributions. Some traits, such as dominant, independent, and emotional,
were characterized by ‘their gender implicational properties and not by their positive or
negative qualities’ (i.e., sex-linked traits; p. 435), while others (i.e., sex-irrelevant traits),
such as friendly, honest, and helpful, were characterized by their socially desirable
qualities (good or bad). Hence, physical attractiveness can influence interviewer
evaluations through its impact on sex-linked and sex-irrelevant trait attributions. When
sex-type consistency is high (i.e., an applicant’s gender is consistent with the perceived
sex-type of the job), both trait attribution processes would lead to the conclusion that this
applicant has desirable sex-linked and sex-irrelevant traits. When sex-type consistency is
low, however, favourable attributions regarding sex-linked traits are less likely to translate
into higher interviewer evaluations. For example, interviewers may consider physically
attractive male applicants as being more dominant (a typical masculine trait) than less
attractive ones. Nonetheless, such an inference does not appear to be an advantage to
men applying to a female sex-typed job requiring feminine characteristics. Instead, under
such a circumstance, physically attractive applicants can only benefit from interviewers’
sex-irrelevant trait attributions (e.g., ‘physically attractive people are intelligent’). Hence,
the positive effect of physical attractiveness on interviewer evaluations would be weaker
when applicants apply for jobs with low sex-type consistency.

In addition, it has been proposed that interviewers may attribute causes for an
applicant’s interview performance to sources either internal or external to the applicant’s
behaviour (Dipboye, 1982). External attributions are most likely to be made if the ap-
plicant’s performance is inconsistent with the interviewer’s initial impressions resulting
from application forms or applicant characteristics that are easily observable early on.
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It follows that a perception of low sex-type consistency may inhibit interviewers from
attributing a good interview performance (e.g., demonstrating friendly and desirable
non-verbal behaviours) to the applicant’s internal causes (e.g., dispositions or efforts).
Hence, when sex-type consistency is low, applicant non-verbal cues would induce
less positive personality attributions, which in turn attenuate the positive relationship
between applicant non-verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluations.

Hypothesis 5: Sex-type consistency will moderate the positive relationship between
physical attractiveness and interviewer evaluation, such that the lower the
sex-type consistency, the weaker the positive relationship will be between
physical attractiveness and interviewer evaluation.

Hypothesis 6: Sex-type consistency will moderate the positive relationship between non-
verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluation, such that the lower the sex-
type consistency, the weaker the positive relationship will be between non-
verbal behaviour and interviewer evaluation.

Method
Participants
Data for this study were collected from multiple companies and industries to increase
the generalizability of findings and to maximize the variation of the customer-contact
requirement and the sex-type consistency of the job vacancies. Participants were all
native Chinese and consisted of 177 applicants and 114 interviewers from 39 firms in
Taiwan. Of the 114 interviewers, 89 (78.1%) interviewed only one applicant, while the
remaining interviewers (n = 25) conducted more than one interview session (mean =
3.52). The unit of analysis in this study was the interview per se, and therefore, the
subsequent statistical analyses were drawn from 177 interview sessions.

The 177 interview sessions served to fill various types of job vacancies: sales
representative (19%), R&D engineer (18%), administration staff (15%), HR personnel
(10%), technicians (10%), and other job vacancies (28%). On average, 4.54 applicants
in each firm participated in this study, applying for the same or different types of jobs.
Of the 177 job applicants, 100 (56.5%) were male (mean age = 28.3 years). Of the 114
interviewers, 65 (57.02%) were male (mean age = 37.0). On average, interviewers had
received interviewer training once and had conducted 200.58 interviews.2

Procedure
The interview sessions were exclusively first-stage interviews conducted by one inter-
viewer and one applicant. Our data were collected at two time points. Immediately
preceding each interview, the interviewer completed a survey regarding the charac-
teristics of the job under consideration (i.e., perceived job sex-type and customer-
contact requirement) and their pre-interview assessments of applicant qualification.
At the completion of the interview, applicants were approached to fill out a survey

2 Because 16 interviewers in our data set were relatively more experienced in conducting job interviews than others (someone’s
interview experience might be as high as 5,000 times), we have excluded data from these 16 interviewers (35 interview
sessions) and re-analysed our model with the remaining sample to see if our conclusions remain the same. The two data sets
(n = 177 and 142) produced exactly the same results. Consequently, we have reported only the analysis of the full sample
in this study.
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concerning their demographic information. Meanwhile, we asked interviewers to fill
out a survey about their post-interview evaluations of the applicants, their demographic
information, and the ratings of applicant physical attractiveness, non-verbal behaviours,
and appropriateness of applicant verbal content. Interviewers and applicants were
informed that their responses would be used solely for research purposes. We were
able to retrieve 177 pairs of useable questionnaire from 193 interviews, meaning that
the response rate was approximately 91.7%. All questionnaires used in the present study
were in Chinese.

Measures
Because most scales were originally developed in English, all of these items underwent
a translation-back translation process by four bilingual (English-Chinese) speakers. In
this way, the cross-linguistic comparability of the scale contents (Brislin, 1986) can
be achieved. Unless otherwise stated, all variables were measured with a 6-point scale
ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (6) strongly agree.

Physical attractiveness
Four items (� = 0.84) adapted from Cash, Gillen, and Burns (1977) and Riggio, Widaman,
Tucker, and Salinas (1991) served to measure applicant physical attractiveness (the texts
of all items appear in Appendix). Sample items included ‘I think the applicant’s face is
attractive’ and ‘I think that this applicant’s physical appearance is fairly attractive’.

Non-verbal behaviours
Six items derived from Forbes and Jackson (1980) served to measure applicants’ non-
verbal behaviours. Sample items included ‘The applicant used appropriate hand gestures
to support his or her verbal message’, ‘The applicant responded to my questions with
head nodding’, and ‘The applicant smiled a lot during the interview’ (� = 0.84).

Customer-contact requirement
We followed Tsai, Chen, and Chiu’s (2005) approach to determine the level of the
job’s customer-contact requirement. We asked interviewers to report the job title under
consideration and then entered it into the National O ∗ NET database (http://online.
onetcenter.org/). The results provided us with two ratings (ranging from 0 to 100) of the
work activities of each job: ‘Selling or influencing others’ (i.e., convincing others to buy
merchandise/goods, or otherwise changing their minds or actions) and ‘Performing for
or working directly with the public’ (i.e., performing for people or dealing directly with
the public, including serving persons in restaurants and stores, and receiving clients or
guests). We then averaged the two ratings (� = 0.82) to represent this construct.

Sex-type consistency
We first asked interviewers to indicate the sex-type of the job using Cash et al.’s (1977)
single-item 9-point Likert scale (‘How do you consider the given type of interviewing
job?’), with anchors (1) masculine job to (9) feminine job. Next, to determine the
extent to which the applicant’s gender matches the perceived sex-type of the job, we
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reversed the job sex-type scores for male applicants but made no adjustment for female
applicants. That is, if a job was rated 8 on the original scale (i.e., a relatively feminine job),
the score of sex-type consistency for a male applicant could be obtained by subtracting 8
from 10. For a female applicant, the original score was unchanged. Consequently, a high
score of sex-type consistency indicates a good match between the applicant’s gender
and the sex-type of the job.

Interviewer evaluation
Five items adopted from Howard and Ferris (1996) and Stevens and Kristof (1995) served
to measure the interviewer’s post-interview evaluation of the applicant. Sample items
included ‘I would not offer this applicant a job’ (reverse scored) and ‘I consider this
applicant suitable for hiring in this organization’ (� = 0.95).

Control variables
We controlled for applicant qualification, interviewer experience, interviewer training,
gender of the interviewer, gender of the applicant, gender similarity, and applicant
verbal content, all of which have been shown to affect interviewer ratings (Dipboye,
Arvey, & Terpstra, 1977; Furnham & Burbeck, 1989; Rasmussen, 1984; Stevens, 1998).
Applicant qualification was measured on the basis of five items, with three developed
by Chapman and Rowe (2001) and two constructed for this study. Interviewers rated
each applicant on the basis of their pre-interview evaluations of the applicant’s résumés
and credentials. Sample items included ‘I think the previous work experience of the
applicant is unsatisfactory’ (reverse scored) and ‘I think the educational background of
the applicant is appropriate for this position’ (� = 0.69).

Interviewer experience and training were each measured with a single item.
Interviewers were asked to report the total number of interviews they had previously
participated in, and how many times they had participated in job-interview training
programs. We also coded interviewer gender, applicant gender, and gender similarity
in dummy variables. Finally, three items were developed, based on Rasmussen’s (1984)
definition, to measure applicant verbal content. Sample items included ‘I am satisfied with
the appropriateness of the applicant’s verbal responses’ and ‘I consider the responses
from this applicant to be germane and central to the issue’ (� = 0.79).

Results
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations of all variables
included in this study. To verify the construct validity of the measurement items, we
estimated several alternative models using LISREL 8 with maximum likelihood estimation.
In addition to the hypothesized five-factor model (i.e., applicant qualification, interviewer
evaluation, physical attractiveness, non-verbal behaviours, and verbal content), the
alternative models included 10 four-factor, one three-factor, one two-factor, and one
single-factor model. We constructed the four-factor models by combining the manifested
variables of two latent constructs at a time, and thus, the 10 four-factor models
represented all possible combinations of the five hypothesized constructs. The three-
factor model consisted of (1) the two unique latent factors of interviewer evaluation
and applicant qualification and (2) a common latent factor representing physical
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Table 2. Results of model comparisons

RMSEA CFI NNFI � 2 (df ) � � 2 (df )a

Hypothesized (five-factor) model .07 .97 .97 405.10 (220) –
Four-factor model: (PA NVB) VR EVA QUALb .09 .96 .95 538.41 (224) 133.31 (4)
Four-factor model: (PA VR) NVB EVA QUAL .11 .94 .94 732.71 (224) 327.61 (4)
Four-factor model: (PA EVA) NVB VR QUAL .12 .93 .92 803.68 (224) 398.58 (4)
Four-factor model: (PA QUAL) NVB VR EVA .11 .94 .94 659.53 (224) 254.43 (4)
Four-factor model: (EVA VR) PA NVB QUAL .08 .96 .96 464.59 (224) 59.49 (4)
Four-factor model: (EVA NVB) PA VR QUAL .14 .93 .92 995.67 (224) 590.57 (4)
Four-factor model: (EVA QUAL) PA NVB VR .09 .95 .94 575.85 (224) 170.75 (4)
Four-factor model: (NVB VR) PA EVA QUAL .11 .95 .94 666.94 (224) 264.84 (4)
Four-factor model: (NVB QUAL) PA VR EVA .10 .95 .94 600.44 (224) 195.34 (4)
Four-factor model: (VR QUAL) PA NVB EVA .09 .96 .95 513.68 (224) 108.58 (4)
Three-factor model: (PA NVB VR) EVA QUAL 0.12 0.93 0.92 796.47 (227) 391.37 (7)
Two-factor model: (PA NVB VR QUAL) EVA 0.14 0.91 0.90 992.96 (229) 587.86 (9)
Single-factor model: (PA NVB VR EVA QUAL) .18 .87 .86 1598.20 (230) 1193.10 (10)

Note. aAll � � 2 scores are significant at the p � .01 level.
bVariables in parentheses were loaded on a same factor. PA, physical attractiveness; NVB, non-verbal
behaviours; VR, applicant verbal content; EVA, interviewer evaluation; QUAL, applicant qualification.

attractiveness, non-verbal behaviours, and applicant verbal content. In the two-factor
model, indicators of interviewer evaluation were loaded on a factor, while indicators of
the other four constructs were together loaded on another. The results for these models
are shown in Table 2.

Results showed that the designated five-factor model fits the data reasonably well
(� 2 = 405.10, df = 220; RMSEA = .07, NNFI = .97, CFI = .97). All indicators in
the hypothesized five-factor model were loaded significantly on their intended latent
constructs (standardized � = .28 −.92, t > 1.96, all p < .05). However, it should be
noted the fit indices of the first four-factor model (row 2 in Table 2, in which physical
attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours were combined to form a joint latent factor;
RMSEA = .09, NNFI = .96, CFI = .95) were quite close to the hypothesized model. Thus,
it is likely that our respondents (i.e., interviewers) were unable to make meaningful
distinctions between the measures of physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours.
To address this issue, we further performed � 2 difference tests to assess the discriminant
validity in the present study. Results of � 2 difference tests indicated that the hypothesized
five-factor model fits our data better than the first four-factor models (�� 2 = 133.31, df =
4, p < 0.1). Similar results were found between the hypothesized five-factor and more
constrained models (i.e., three-, two-, and one-factor models), indicating that our data
were best represented by the five-factor model. Therefore, we believed it is appropriate
not to combine physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours, but to treat them as
separate variables in the subsequent analyses.

Common method variance
In this study, ratings of primary independent and depend variables were obtained from
the same source. Thus, we employed the unmeasured latent method construct approach
to assess the extent to which our results are affected by the problem of common
method variance (CMV). Four nested models were used to evaluate the severity of CMV
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(Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009): the trait-only model (i.e., the hypothesized
model with a null method construct), the method-only model (i.e., substantive constructs
were null, and paths from the method construct to all manifest indicators were allowed to
be estimated), the trait/method model (i.e., the hypothesized model plus paths between
all manifest indicators and the method construct), and the trait/method-R model (i.e., a
trait/method model with latent construct correlations constrained to the value obtained
from the trait-only model). Results showed that the trait-only model fit the data better
(� 2 = 405.10, df = 220; NNFI = .97, CFI = .97) than did the method-only model (� 2 =
1598.20, df = 220; NNFI = .85, CFI = .87), suggesting that the observed variance in the
substantive constructs was not because of the method alone. In addition, the trait/method
model had a better fit (� 2 = 282.80, df = 197; NNFI = .98, CFI = .98; �� 2 = 122.30,
�df = 23, p < .01) than did the trait-only model, indicating that both trait-based and
method variance were present in our data. However, given that the trait/method model
did not fit significantly better than did the trait/method-R model (� 2 = 298.19, df = 207;
NNFI = .98, CFI = .98; �� 2 = 15.39, �df = 10, p > .05), there is no evidence suggesting
CMV adversely affects the validity of statistical inferences reported in the present study
(Richardson et al., 2009).

Testing the proposed hypotheses
As shown in Table 3, we performed a series of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression
analyses to test our hypotheses.3 In Model 1, applicant qualification, interviewer
experience, interviewer training, interviewer gender, applicant gender, and gender
similarity were entered into the regression as the first set of control variables. Overall,
the model accounted for 26% of variance in interviewer evaluation (adjusted R2 = .23).
Another control variable, applicant verbal content, was included in Model 2. This variable
alone improved the R-square by .34. This finding was consistent with past interview
studies’ emphasis on the importance of applicant verbal response (e.g., Hollandsworth
et al., 1979).

In Model 3, physical attractiveness (PA) and non-verbal behaviours (NV) together
explained a significant amount of variability in interviewer evaluation beyond what had
been accounted for in Model 2 (�R2 = .05, p < .01). The standardized regression weight
of physical attractiveness was statistically significant (� = .28, p < .01). Therefore,
Hypothesis 1 was supported. However, the beta coefficient of non-verbal behaviours did
not reach the traditional significance level (� = −.08, p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was
not supported.

Hypotheses pertaining to the moderating effects of customer-contact requirement
(CCR) and sex-type consistency (STC) were examined in Model 5. The four interaction
terms together explained significant additional variance in interviewer evaluation (�R2 =
.03, p < .01). As shown in Table 3 (Model 5), PA × CCR (� = .13, p < .05) and PA × STC
(� = .16, p < .05) were significantly related to interviewer evaluation. The form of the
PA × CCR interaction is presented in Figure 1. Simple slope analyses revealed that, for
each level of the customer-contact requirement, the slope of attractiveness-evaluation

3 Because the 177 interview sessions were nested within a pool of 114 interviewers, we conducted a within and between
analysis (WABA) to test whether or not the assumption of independence was violated among variables of interest (i.e.,
interviewer evaluations, applicant qualification, physical attractiveness, non-verbal behaviours, and verbal content; Dansereau,
Alutto, & Yammarino, 1984). Results suggest that there is a considerable variance of interview ratings within interviewers,
and this variance indicates that analysing our data at the interview-session level with OLS regressions is appropriate.
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Table 3. Prediction of interviewer evaluation from different sources of applicant information

Interviewer evaluation

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Control variables
Applicant qualification .46∗∗ .12

∗
.10 .10 .12

∗

Interviewer experience −.08 −.13
∗ −.14∗∗ −.15∗∗ −.12

∗

Interviewer training .19∗∗ .08 .05 .05 .09
Interviewer gender −.04 .00 −.03 −.03 −.03
Applicant gender −.16

∗ −.14
∗ −.11 −.11 −.11

∗

Gender similarity .06 .04 .02 .01 .01
Applicant verbal content .69∗∗ .63∗∗ .63∗∗ .64∗∗

Independent variables
Physical attractiveness (PA) .28∗∗ .28∗∗ .20∗∗

Non-verbal Behaviours (NV) −.08 −.08 −.08
Moderators

Customer-contact requirement (CCR) −.02 .01
Sex-type consistency (STC) .02 .01

Interaction terms
PA × CCR .13

∗

NV × CCR .03
PA × STC .16

∗

NV × STC −.06

Model F 9.71 36.55 34.61 28.06 23.11
R2 .26∗∗ .60∗∗ .65∗∗ .65∗∗ .68∗∗

Adjusted R2 .23 .59 .63 .63 .65
� R2 .34∗∗ .05∗∗ .00 .03∗∗

Note. The entries in the table are the standardized �s. All VIFs were under 2.5 for all predictor variables.
∗p � .05; ∗∗p � .01.

was significantly different from zero (t(162) = 3.30 −3.51, p < .01). Our results indicate
that no matter how extensively a job requires its incumbents to interact with customers,
interviewers tend to give favourable evaluations to physically attractive applicants. Yet,
the benefit of physical attractiveness is stronger for jobs involving ample interpersonal
interactions. In a similar manner, our examination of the pattern of PA × STC interaction
shows that (1) physical attractiveness had a positive effect on interviewer evaluation at
each level of sex-type consistency (t(162) = 3.17 −3.44, p < .01), and (2) the benefit
of physical attractiveness is stronger when sex-type consistency is high (cf. Figure 2).
Hence, Hypotheses 3 and 5 were supported. However, NV × CCR (� = .03, p > .05)
and NV × STC (� = −.06, p > .05) were not statistically significant. Thus, Hypotheses 4
and 6 were not supported.4

4 We have performed additional hierarchical regressions to examine whether the effects of physical attractiveness and non-
verbal behaviours were conditional upon gender-related variables (applicant gender, interviewer gender, and gender similarity).
Results showed that none of these variables moderated the relationship between applicant non-verbal cues and interviewer
evaluation.
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Figure 1. The moderating effect of customer-contact requirement on the relationship between physical
attractiveness and interviewer evaluation.

Discussion
One purpose of the present study was to investigate the incremental predictability
of applicant physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours in the context of job
interviews. In addition, we examined the moderating effects of customer-contact
requirement and sex-type consistency on the relationships between applicant non-verbal
cues and interviewer evaluations. Results suggest that applicant physical attractiveness
predicts interviewer evaluation above and beyond the effect of applicant verbal content,
as well as applicant qualification and other demographic variables. More importantly,
the magnitude of the positive effect of physical attractiveness depends on the extent to
which the job requires incumbents to interact with customers and the extent to which
the applicant’s gender matches the perceived sex-type of the job. By identifying the
situational constraints that affect the effect of physical attractiveness, the present study
enriches the ongoing discussion on determinants of interviewer evaluations.

Figure 2. The moderating effect of sex-type consistency on the relationship between physical
attractiveness and interviewer evaluation.
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Theoretical implications
Scholars have long been interested in the effect of applicant non-verbal cues in job
interviews. Individually, physical attractiveness and non-verbal behaviours have been
found to have positive effects on interview outcomes (Barrick et al., 2009). In real
job interviews, however, these non-verbal cues are delivered simultaneously along with
applicants’ verbal responses. The current study contributes to the literature by providing
evidence on the incremental predictability of applicant physical attractiveness over
applicant verbal content. Our results indicate that physical attractiveness is an important
determinant of interview decisions. Interviewer evaluations are not only influenced by
applicant verbal responses to interview questions, but also affected by applicant physical
attractiveness. Hence, there are advantages to using both types of predictors jointly to
increase our ability to predict interviewers’ selection decisions.

Unexpectedly, no significant relationship was found between applicant non-verbal
behaviours and interviewer evaluations.5 On the one hand, our results corroborate
those uncovered by Rasmussen (1984), who noted that non-verbal behaviour may
have little effect on interview ratings when the quality of other information sources
(e.g., résumé and verbal information) varies widely among the applicants (as in real
job-interview contexts). On the other hand, our results differ from those obtained
in a recent meta-analysis by Barrick et al. (2009), who found a positive relationship
between applicant non-verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluations. Such a seemingly
inconsistent finding may result from different research designs employed in the two
studies. That is, owing to the paucity of studies reporting necessary data, Barrick et al.
were unable to control for other applicant information when examining the effects of
non-verbal behaviours. Thus, our results are not necessarily in contradiction with Barrick
et al.’s. As Burgoon and Hoobler (2002) noted, non-verbal behaviours may sometimes
be used to repeat or accentuate verbal information. The positive correlation between
non-verbal behaviours and applicant verbal content shown in Table 1 lends some initial
support to this speculation (r = .53, p < .01). Moreover, a post hoc analysis shows that
the regression coefficient of non-verbal behaviours became significant (� = .34, p < .01)
once applicant verbal content had been removed from the original Model 3. Hence, it
seems that non-verbal behaviours may serve the primary function of facilitating the flow
of verbal information in job interviews. If so, our findings suggest that it is important
to control for multiple information sources when examining the effects of non-verbal
behaviours in future research.

As expected, interviewers placed greater weight on physical attractiveness in forming
their evaluations when the job required a relatively high level of interaction with
customers. Likewise, the effect of applicant physical attractiveness became stronger
when there was a high sex-type consistency perception. In Whetten’s (1989) terms,
such a study supplements the existing theory by pointing out ‘when’ or ‘for whom’
an effect of interest is most likely to be manifested. Our results suggest that job
characteristics and demands such as, perceived job sex-type and customer contact-
requirement may be important situational opportunities and constraints that affect
the functional relationships between applicant physical attractiveness and interviewer
evaluation. Research on physical attractiveness in the employment interview has come

5 We have also checked the non-linear relationship between non-verbal behaviours and interviewer evaluation. Neither the
quadratic term (� = −.06, p = .22) nor the cubic term of non-verbal behaviours (� = .01, p = .95) was a significant
predictor of interviewer evaluation, suggesting that the curvilinear relationship between non-verbal behaviours and interviewer
evaluation was not applicable to our data.



74 Wei-Chi Tsai et al.

a long way. Further examination of how other situational constraints (e.g., requirements
of telecommuting or the status/prestige of the job; see Jawahar and Mattsson, 2005)
interact with physical attractiveness to influence interviewer evaluation may be a fruitful
avenue in this area.

It should be noted that, people’s evaluation of an individual is more susceptible
to the ratee’s physical attractiveness in the early stage of personal interaction than
in latter stages (Riggio et al., 1991). It is possible that the positive effect of physical
attractiveness may decrease when more information about the applicant becomes
available. Consistent with this argument, two recent meta-analyses found that the effect of
physical attractiveness was stronger in the context of employment interviews than in the
context of performance appraisals (Barrick et al., 2009; Hosoda, Stone-Romero, & Coats,
2003). As supervisors typically have more information than interviewers have about the
ratees, their evaluations are less influenced by the ratee’s physical attractiveness. Since
the present study involved only first-stage interviews, we encourage future researchers
to collect data in the later stage of the selection process, in which interviewers would
normally acquire more information about the applicant. This would help to clarify
whether the positive effect of physical attractiveness differs across selection stages.

Limitations and directions for future research
Cautions are warranted in interpreting our research findings. First, asking interviewers
to evaluate the sex-type of the job in advance of the interview may have made such
information more salient to them. This might have affected the interviewers’ behaviours
and evaluations of applicants. It would be preferable for future researchers to ask these
questions after the interviewer had completed all other measures to avoid the possible
priming effect.

Second, the present study used a questionnaire as the primary data-collection method.
As respondents were asked to recall information, this may raise concerns of data
contamination. The accuracy of the retrospective measure of applicant verbal response,
for example, may have been affected by the interviewer’s evaluation of the applicant’s
physical attractiveness. This may as well explain the results of the confirmatory factory
analyses that an alternative model (e.g., the first four-factor model in Table 2) produced
fit indices fairly close to those produced by our five-factor solution. Although there was
no strong evidence against the discriminant validity of the primary variables employed
in the present study, it would be beneficial for future researchers to adopt different
research designs. An alternative way to study our research questions is to videotape
real employment interviews and ask several groups of independent raters to separately
assess the visual and audio information (c.f. Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998). Although
this approach might be useful in isolating the effects of various non-verbal and verbal
cues on interviewer evaluations, it is not without problems. Some people may be more
photogenic than others and hence would receive higher evaluations from independent
raters than from interviewers (Feingold, 1982). In short, there seems to be no perfect
measure of applicant non-verbal cues. We employed self-reported measures in this study
following the proverb that beauty is in the eye of the beholder. However, future research
adopting alternative operationalizations would certainly deepen our understanding of the
relative contributions of applicant factors in affecting interviewer evaluations.

The present study found that the positive effect of applicant physical attractiveness is
stronger when jobs require occupants to extensively interact with external customers.
As service industries become increasingly important in the economy, the empirical
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investigation of how interviewers make selection decisions for service-oriented positions
becomes critical. However, it should be noted that although there are many jobs in
which individuals do not interact directly with customers, many job occupants may
have to interact with co-workers, supervisors, or subordinates. Given that physical
attractiveness generally leads to favourable outcomes in social interactions, interviewers
may as well have a preference for physically attractive applicants for jobs involving
extensive interactions with internal customers. Future research may include more job
vacancies and examine whether the high demands of general interpersonal interaction
strengthen the relationship between applicant physical attractiveness and interviewer
evaluations.6

One final issue worth discussing is that the data of the present study were collected
in Taiwan and, thus, that cross-cultural generalizability of the results may be a concern.
Nonetheless, research evidence suggests that there exist some shared criteria of physical
attractiveness across cultures (e.g., large eyes and facial symmetry; Fitness, Fletcher, &
Overall, 2003). Consistent with this assertion is the observation that the magnitude of
the relationship between physical attractiveness and interviewer evaluation found in
this study is generally consistent with two recent meta-analyses by Hosoda et al. (2003)
and Barrick et al. (2009). Thus, results of this study are not likely to be culture-specific.
Replications of this study in Western cultural settings are essential, however, to provide
direct evidence of the generalizability of our findings.

Conclusion
Whereas applicant physical attractiveness predicted interviewer evaluations beyond the
effect of applicant verbal content, the effect of applicant non-verbal behaviours in our
current study was non-significant when we had controlled for applicant verbal content.
Our results confirm the pervasive effect of physical attractiveness in human interactions,
but they also raise questions as to the effectiveness of applicant non-verbal behaviours in
job interviews. Physically attractive applicants are generally preferred over less attractive
ones, especially when interacting with external customers is a major part of the job or
when their gender is consistent with the perceived sex-type of the job. Incorporating
additional moderators, such as the stage of selection process or demands to interact
with internal customers, into the present model is likely to be a fruitful avenue for future
research.
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Appendix

Applicant qualification
I think the educational background of the applicant is appropriate for this position.
I have a positive overall impression of the applicant based on his/her written information.
I believe the applicant’s educational background is suitable for the position.
After reviewing the application form, I feel the applicant is qualified for the position.
I think the applicant’s previous work experience is unsatisfactory.∗

Applicant verbal content
I am satisfied with the appropriateness of the applicant’s verbal responses.
I consider the responses from this applicant to be germane and central to the issue.
During the interview, the applicant didn’t get to the point when addressing the

questions.∗

Physical attractiveness
I think the applicant’s face is attractive.
I think the applicant’s body is well shaped.
I think the clothing of the applicant is attractive.
I think that this applicant’s physical appearance is fairly attractive.

Non-verbal behaviours
The applicant used appropriate hand gestures to support his or her verbal message.
The applicant responded to my questions with head nodding.
The applicant smiled a lot during the interview.
The applicant displayed friendly non-verbal cues like smiling and nodding.
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The applicant always maintained eye contact with me.
The applicant sat upright during the interview.

Interviewer evaluation
I consider this applicant suitable for hiring in this organization.
I am likely to invite the applicant to a second interview.
I would like this applicant to become a coworker or subordinate of mine.
I would recommend this applicant for further consideration.
I would not offer this applicant a job.∗
∗reverse-scored item.
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