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The Discourse Analysis of Applicants’ Impression

Management and its Effects

ZHOU Xiang, MIN Zheng-hua
(Department of Social Psychology, Nankai University, Tianjin, 300071, PRC)

[ Abstract] This paper analyzed the texts of 69000 words transcribed from 30 applicants’ interview video,
and encoded the analyzable discourse materials three times on impression management strategies,
interview ratings, and the ways to respond questions to explore the applicants’ impression management
and its effects. The main conclusions are as follows: There is no significant gender difference on
impression management strategies and management tactics of successful candidates and losers. Candidates
used more positive strategies than protection strategies, and propaganda strategy was mostly used. Deep
processing reply had good impression on recruiters, and less processing reply had bad impression. The
replies on facts had good impression, and replies on subjective experience did not have good impression.
The impression management effects mainly depend on matching between candidates’ quality and
personality, and the required position.

[Key words | interviewee; impression management; discourse analysis; matching between people and

position; human resource management
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