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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF FAKING: ITS ANTECEDENTS AND IMPACTS IN
APPLICANT SETTINGS

By

Anthony S. Boyce
Researchers have demonstrated that personality-based self-report tests are valid
predictors of important organizational criteria including supervisory ratings of job
performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, and training performance. However,
there remains concern that the validity and utility of such tests may be compromised by
intentional distortion, or faking, on the part of applicants. The present study examined
both antecedents and consequences of applicant faking using a within-subjects design
consisting of the completion of a personality-based selection test at two periods in time.
The first administration of the test occurred when participants applied for employment
and the second administration occurred under confidential conditions once applicants had
been hired. The results indicate that faking is positively related to the extent to which
individuals believe that others engage in faking in applicant contexts, but is unrelated to a
number of other antecedents investigated. The results also suggest that applicant faking
can result in changes in the rank-ordering of individuals. The results do not support a
conclusion that faking erodes the criterion-related validity of personality-based tests, but
the pattern of results suggests this may be a possibility. The results are discussed in

terms of the limitations of the current study and future research directions.
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INTRODUCTION

Personality-based self-report tests are becoming increasingly prevalent in
organizational selection processes. These types of measures have proven, across a range
of occupations, to be valid predictors of important organizational criteria including
supervisory ratings of job performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, and training
performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Organ & Ryan,
1995). Personality tests have also been shown to exhibit substantially less adverse
impact, and to predict similar criteria, than more cognitively loaded measures (Bobko,
Roth, & Potosky, 1999; Schmitt, Clause, & Pulakos, 1996). Despite these advantages,
there is concern that the validity and practical utility of such tests may be compromised
by intentional distortion, or faking, on the part of applicants (e.g., Hogan & Nicholson,
1988; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987).

The effect of applicant faking on the validity and utility of personality self-report
tests has been the subject of a voluminous amount of research in the past decade. Some
researchers report evidence that applicants do not fake such measures and that even if
faking does occur it does not affect the validity of these instruments (Barrick & Mount,
1996; Hough, 1998; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp and McCloy, 1990; Ones &
Viswesvaran, 1998; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996; Smith & Ellingson, 2002).
Conversely, other researchers have found that faking not only occurs and affects
criterion-related validity, but affects construct validity and selection decisions as well
(e.g., Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & Rothstein, 1994; Donovan, Dwight & Hurtz,
2003; Douglas, McDaniel, & Snell, 1996; Ellingson, Sackett, & Hough, 1999; Rosse,

Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998; Schmit & Ryan, 1993; Topping & O’Gorman, 1997).



There are many potential reasons for these conflicting results. For example, some
researchers have relied on the use of social desirability or lie scales to identify fakers in
selection settings (e.g., Ellingson, Smith, & Sackett, 2001; Hough, 1998; Rosse et al.,
1998). The problem with many of these scales is that it is not clear whether they actually
reflect faking or whether they reflect substantive personality traits that have real and
meaningful relationships with other traits. Other researchers have used difference scores
(d-scores) to operationalize faking behavior (e.g., Dunnette, McCartney, Carlson, &
Kirchner, 1962; McFarland & Ryan, 2000). While d-scores are an objective measure of
response distortion, research studies that have used these scores were often conducted in
laboratory settings where participants are instructed to “fake-good.” Such manufactured
situations have been useful in showing that individuals can fake, and that faking can
impact the validity of personality measures, but fail to show that applicants do fake or
that applicant faking does affect validities. Additionally, there is a need for more
theoretically-driven research addressing the conditions, both contextual and individual,
that lead to faking behavior. Without such research it is difficult to determine why some
studies have shown detrimental effects and others have not.

To summarize, despite the interest and efforts of both researchers and
practitioners there is still no consensus on whether faking substantially affects the
usefulness of personality measures for personnel selection. The study proposed here
attempts to inform this debate by addressing some key issues that have been overlooked
or under-researched. First, in an effort to address one of the key limitations of past
research, the current study will operationalize faking multiple ways (i.e., lie scale and d-

scores). Second, the current study will attempt to elucidate unexamined, or poorly



examined, proximal antecedents of faking in order to contribute to the theoretical
understanding of the conditions that lead to such behavior. Finally, the study described
here will utilize a within subjects design to examine the faking of actual applicants in a
field setting. Given that the goal of faking research is to generalize findings to real-world
applicant settings, it is prudent to examine this phenomenon in such settings.

Before describing the current study in more detail, it is necessary to review the
nature of faking and the various ways in which it has been operationalized in the
literature. Next applied research investigating the impact of faking on the construct
validity, criterion-related validity, and selection decisions that result from personality-
based selection tests will be reviewed. In this section, particular attention will be given to
the limitations of much of this research for providing definitive conclusions on the effects
of faking as well as how the current study will address these limitations. Finally, two
models of faking behavior will be reviewed and the model tested in the current study will
be presented. It should be noted that faking research has also focused on biodata and
situational judgment tests as well, but given the focus of the current research on
traditional personality tests, findings from these related literatures will be discussed only

when directly applicable to the current research.

The Nature of Faking
Faking, variously termed response distortion, response inflation, and impression

management, is a deliberate and conscious attempt to convey false information to create a
positive impression on others (Paulhus, 1984; 1986; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). Paulhus

and other faking researchers (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Ellingson et al., 1999)
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consider faking as distinct from self-deception, another form of socially desirable
responding. Self-deception is an unconscious form of response inflation motivated by a
desire to protect one’s self from psychological threats and is correlated with healthy
psychological traits like self-esteem, high need for achievement, and an internal locus of
control (Paulhus, 1986). In accordance with Paulhus’ conception, in the remainder of this
paper faking, impression management, response distortion, and response inflation will
refer to conscious dissembling and not to unconscious forms of socially desirable
responding like self-deception.

Some authors have directly considered the motivational processes underlying
individuals’ desires to present themselves favorably, albeit from a rather macro
perspective. Schlenker (1980) posits that at the most general level, an individual’s
decision to engage in impression management stems from the same motivational sources
as most other behavior, that is to maximize expected rewards and minimize expected
punishments. Similarly, Leary and Kowalski (1990) suggest that antecedents to engaging
in impression management stem largely from three general sources: the goal relevance of
impressions, value of desired goals, and discrepancy between the desired and currently
perceived image. The goal relevance of impressions refers to the relationship between
the desired image and the attainment of social or material outcomes. The value of desired
goals encompasses both the importance of goal attainment to the individual as well as the
scarcity of the goal. Finally, in Leary and Kowalski’s model, discrepancy between the
desired and current image refers to both real and imagined divergence in others’
impressions of the identity an individual would like to convey. After reviewing research

investigating the impact of faking on the use of personality tests in selection, past models



of the behavior that build on the general social psychology theories presented above will

be reviewed and the antecedents tested in the current study will be presented.

Practical Issues in Faking Research
While the motivating factors contributing to an individual’s decision to fake

personality-based selection measures are important, many researchers have been more
concerned with the implications of such behavior for the use of these measures in applied
settings. Specifically, the major concerns in applied settings surround the issues of
response distortion scales used to identify fakers or “correct” trait scores for faking, and
examining the effects of faking on construct validity, criterion-related validity, and
selection decisions.

Response Distortion Scales. Response distortion scales, variously termed faking
scales (Levin & Zickar, 2002) social desirability scales (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960),
response validity scales (Hogan & Hogan, 1992), unlikely virtues scales (Hough, 1998),
or impression management scales (Paulhus, 1984) have often been examined to
determine their effectiveness in identifying fakers or correcting faked trait scores. A
number of commercially available tests include such scales (cf. Hough, 1998). These
scales typically include items referring to behaviors that are undesirable but extremely
common (“I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit”) or are very desirable but
extremely uncommon (e.g., “I have never dropped litter on the street” Paulhus, 1984).
Applicants who score above some pre-set cutoff are considered to have faked their

responses.



At first glance, these types of scales seem to function as they should. A meta-
analysis by Viswesvaran and Ones (1999) found that social desirability scores were
inflated at roughly twice the rate, in difference score terms, as scores on measures of the
Big Five when participants were instructed to “fake-good.” In another article, the same
authors refer to these results as suggesting ... response distortion scales are likely to be
useful in flagging individuals who fake,” (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998: p. 249). However,
note that only studies utilizing “fake-good” instruction sets were included in the meta-
analysis. It is possible that different results would be obtained if studies using “incentive-
motivation” instructions or applicant populations were meta-analyzed in a similar
fashion. Unfortunately, such a meta-analysis including an effect size for social
desirability scales does not yet exist. Additionally, these authors failed to separate
response distortion scales measuring self-deception from those measuring impression
management, which Paulhus (1984; 1986) argued was a more accurate measure of the
conscious dissembling that is faking. Despite the limitations just noted, Viswesvaran and
Ones’ (1999) meta-analysis does provide some evidence that social desirability scales
appear to function in the proposed manner (i.e., groups expected to have higher scores do
in fact score higher than groups expected to have lower scores). However, there exist a
number of limitations in using these scales to “define” faking in either research or applied
contexts.

Perhaps the most severe limitation comes from recent research that demonstrates
that responses to these scales reflect more “substance” than “style.” Smith and Ellingson
(2002) conducted a study in which both applicants and students were given the same

personality measures along with three different social desirability scales. Student



administration of the test was conducted under complete anonymity and students were
instructed to answer honestly.

To test for differences in method and trait loading across the two groups, Smith
and Ellingson utilized multiple-groups confirmatory factor analysis. Assuming that the
social desirability scores captured a situation-specific response pattern (i.e., “style”) one
would expect to see larger method factor loadings (i.e., loadings on the latent social
desirability construct) and smaller trait factor loadings (i.e., loadings on the latent
personality constructs) in the job applicant group than in the student group. However, the
results showed similar method and trait loadings across both groups indicating that the
social desirability scales measured substantive trait variance (i.e., “substance”) rather
than a situation-specific response pattern. Similarly, Hurd and colleagues (2001), using
meta-analytic techniques, found that social desirability and personality scale scores
shared primarily trait variance in both incumbent and applicant settings.

There also exists evidence that response distortion scales function differently
across samples of applicants and non-applicants. Stark and colleagues (2001) conducted
a study in which they were able to compare the consequences of faking on construct
validity across applicants and non-applicants and across subgroups dichotomized on the
basis of impression management scores. Differential test function analyses suggested
that the impression management items measured different underlying constructs across
groups of applicants and non-applicants. The authors concluded, “This finding casts
doubt on the generalizability of research from similar traited faking studies, which
compare faking groups created from a single sample of respondents using IM scores” (p.

951).



A third limitation to the use of response distortion scales involves the
demonstrated failure of these scales to allow for recovery of honest scores. Ellingson,
Sackett, and Hough (1999), utilizing a counterbalanced repeated-measures design,
obtained both honest and faked scores from a sample of military personnel on both an
unlikely virtues scale and a personality measure. By combining the honest and faked
condition scale scores into a single distribution and regressing scores of each personality
scale on the unlikely virtues scale, the authors obtained multipliers for each personality
scale. Conceptually these multipliers allowed the estimation of scale scores that
participants would have obtained if they had exhibited zero intentional distortion in their
responses. While this correction effectively removed the standardized mean differences
found between the honest and faked scores, the corrected scores, on average, did not
correlate with honest scores significantly greater than did faked scores. In addition to the
inability of these scales to allow for the recovery of honest scores, there also exists
evidence that these scales can result in false-positives where some honest individuals are
incorrectly classified as fakers (Zickar & Drasgow, 1996).

Another limitation involves the possibility that responses to these scales reflect a
degree of positive mental health. Zerbe and Paulhus (1987) suggest that this is likely to
be especially true for those scales that fail to separate self-deception from impression
management. As mentioned previously, Paulhus (1986) demonstrated that self-deception
is positively related to self-esteem, high need for achievement, and an internal locus of
control.

A final limitation is that these scales themselves may be susceptible to faking. As

advocated by Whyte (1957) in The organization man, test takers opting to respond in a



moderately well-adjusted manner can effectively evade such instruments. Furthermore,
Kroger and Turnbull (1975) demonstrated participants were able to evade detection by
the MMPI validity scales when coached on how to do so.

The above discussion suggests that social desirability scales are not an adequate
operationalization of faking. As such, one would expect these types of scales to be only
slightly to moderately correlated with difference scores obtained from a within-subjects
administration of a personality test under both motivating and non-motivating
circumstances.

Hypothesis 1: Scores on a social desirability scale will have a small to moderate
correlation with difference scores.

Construct Validity. Concerns about the influence of faking on construct validity
are based on the idea that if measurement equivalence cannot be established across
applicant and non-applicant groups then the associations among personality measures and
other predictors and measures of job performance may be obscured (Stark,
Chernyshenko, Chan, Lee, & Drasgow, 2001). This is a particularly salient concern
given that it is a common practice in many organizations to validate personality-based
selection tests on volunteer incumbent samples and then assume that the relationships
found will generalize to applicant samples. Research investigating the effect of faking on
the construct validity of personality measures indicates that faking can adversely impact
construct validity (e.g., Ellingson et al., 1999; Schmit & Ryan, 1993). However, research
also indicates that faking does not harm construct validity (e.g., Ellingson et al., 2001;
Smith, Hanges, & Dickson, 2001). Some of these differences can be explained by

examining the methodologies employed in studying this phenomenon.



Laboratory studies utilizing “honest” and “fake-good” instructional-sets have
found the largest and most consistent differences in construct validity (e.g., Douglas et
al., 1996; Ellingson et al., 1999). However, many authors have suggested that “fake-
good” instructional sets artificially inflate differences beyond what would be expected in
applicant settings (e.g., Levin & Zickar, 2002; Ones et al., 1996). Hogan (1991) suggests
that impression management requires both the motivation to do so and the ability. This
suggests that “fake-good” instructional sets result in larger differences in construct-
validity than examinations conducted in applicant settings because participants are
equalized with respect to their motivation under “fake-good” instructions while
applicants’ motivation to do so is likely to vary. Additionally, Smith and Ellingson
(2002) suggest that laboratory studies eliminate some of the “natural deterrents” to
response distortion present in applicant settings, such as the fear of being caught.
Furthermore, there is evidence that laboratory studies using “fake-good” instructions
result in larger standardized mean differences than are commonly observed between
applicant and incumbent samples (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, Brannick, & Liu,
2003). Thus, “fake-good” instruction sets are useful for showing that faking can impact
construct validity, but do not inform whether actual applicant faking does affect construct
validity.

Some studies have examined the effects of faking on construct validity by
artificially dichotomizing groups on the basis of social desirability scale scores (e.g.,
Ellingson et al., 2001; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998). While these studies generally found

support for construct validity across groups, as discussed previously the
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operationalization of faking as scores on response distortion scales is suspect and is likely
to limit the generalizability of conclusions (Smith & Ellingson, 2002; Stark et al., 2001).

Unfortunately, even after removing from consideration those studies with limited
validity, the impact of faking on construct validity is still unclear. Studies utilizing
applicant samples without dichotomization on the basis of response distortion scale
scores will be reviewed next.

Schmit and Ryan (1993) investigated the effects of response inflation on construct
validity by comparing a sample of applicants to an employment assistance service to
students who took the same test, the NEO-FFI, under non-motivating conditions.
Multiple-groups confirmatory factor analysis (MCFA) revealed that the hypothesized five
factor solution fit the student sample but not the applicant sample. An exploratory factor
analysis revealed a six-factor solution for the applicant sample. Schmit and Ryan
suggested that this additional factor represented an “ideal employee” factor as it
contained significant factor loadings from composites made up of items referring to being
a hard worker, likable, conscientious, courteous, etc. Additionally, the applicant group
factor scale intercorrelations were substantially higher than those of the student sample.
One possible alternative explanation for the MCFA results is that the samples may have
violated the assumption of multivariate normality, discussed below, resulting in the
erroneous rejection of a true model for the applicant group.

Similarly to Schmit and Ryan (1993), Weekley, Ployhart, and Harolds (2003)
failed to find evidence of measurement invariance across an applicant and incumbent
sample. While these researchers did find similar factor forms, evidence of configural

invariance, they did not find evidence of similar factor loadings across the two groups, a

11



minimum condition suggested to be necessary to conclude measurement invariance
across groups (cf. Rock, Werts, & Flaugher, 1978). Also similar to Schmit and Ryan
(1993), these authors did not present a discussion of the satisfaction or violation of
multivariate normality, so it is somewhat unclear whether the results reflect real
differences or inflated Type I error.

Smith and Ellingson (2002), discussed previously, conducted MCFA on their
sample of applicants for entry-level managerial positions and students. MCFA indicated
that the factor form and loadings were not significantly different across the two groups.
One reason they suggested for why their findings differed from some prior studies was
that past studies relied on estimation procedures that required the assumption of
multivariate normality. Violations of this assumption result in inflation of Type I error in
proportion to the degree of non-normality in the data set. Given that applicant
distributions often violate this assumption (Smith & Ellingson, 2002; Smith et al., 2001),
this is a valid critique of prior studies. This study also found similar intercorrelations
among the personality dimensions for both groups. One cause for concern in this study
was the observation that the student group actually scored higher (i.e., in the more
socially desirable direction) on some of the personality dimensions, thus the results could
be due to sample-specific irregularities.

Smith, Hanges, and Dickson (2001) conducted another study utilizing procedures
robust to violations of multivariate normality. In this study, applicant, incumbent, and
student samples were obtained from an archival database maintained by the publishers of
the Hogan Personality Inventory. With the exception of the student sample, for which all

cases in the database for which there was complete data were used in the analyses, the
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samples were randomly selected from the total database, representing many different
organizations, to achieve equal sample sizes. Using the student sample to specify the
baseline model, MCFA revealed that the hypothesized factor structure actually fit the
applicant sample slightly better than the incumbent sample. Furthermore, the model even
indicated measurement error invariance across the samples, a result not obtained in any
other investigation of the effects of faking on factorial invariance. Intercorrelations of the
personality dimensions were also similar across the groups. One drawback of this study
is that given the archival nature of the data there was very little information available to
adequately describe the samples involved. However, it was noted that incumbents were
largely administered the test as part of organization-sponsored self-development and
career counseling programs. Whether the administration of the inventory in this context
resulted in any motivation on the part of incumbents to appear desirable is unclear.

Two studies examining only applicant populations also speak to this issue of
construct validity. One study examined two samples of applicants and found
substantially higher intercorrelations among the personality dimensions than a prior study
conducted by the same authors on a non-applicant sample using the same scales (Barrick
& Mount, 1993; Barrick & Mount, 1996). Collins and Gleaves (1998) also conducted an
investigation utilizing only an applicant sample. In this study the personality dimensions
were also more highly intercorrelated than expected on the basis of prior research
conducted with non-applicant samples. However, confirmatory factor analysis suggested
a good fit of the data to the theorized five-factor model.

Two recent studies utilizing item-response theory methodologies for investigating

measurement invariance also yield conflicting results. Stark and colleagues (2001),
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discussed previously, found the presence of differential item and test functioning (DIF,
DTF) across samples of applicants and non-applicants suggesting that faking adversely
affects the construct validity of personality scales. Note, however, that the non-applicant
sample included respondents who took the inventory for research, counseling, or
developmental purposes, so it is difficult to establish that all non-applicants were equally
unmotivated to inflate responses.

Robie, Zickar, and Schmit (2001) conducted similar DIF and DTF analyses on a
sample of incumbents and applicants within the same organization. These authors found
the scales to be more highly intercorrelated on average in the applicant group than in the
incumbent group. However, DIF and DTF analyses revealed that these elevated
correlations among the scales were not associated with degradation in the psychometric
properties of those scales.

To summarize, it appears that applicant and non-applicant responses tend to have
similar factor forms (i.e., the same items load on the same factors), but as often as not
dissimilar factor loadings, and almost always dissimilar measurement errors across
groups. Additionally, applicant groups tend to have higher intercorrelations among
scales than non-applicant groups indicating an erosion of discriminant validity among the
assessed constructs.

It is interesting to note that there have been no studies that have investigated
construct validity using the same sample measured once in an applicant setting and a
second time under non-motivating conditions. The combination of a within-subjects
design and a field sample has two primary advantages over other types of designs and

samples used for examining construct validity issues. First, assuming construct validity
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evidence is present for the sample under non-motivating conditions it can be inferred that
any deviations found under motivating conditions are due to the context and not due to
substantive differences inherent in the samples. Second, a field sample allows
assessment of construct validity under real life applicant conditions void of the artificial
equalization and potential inflation of respondents’ motivation to fake that is present in
laboratory settings. Given the equivocal results of past studies investigating the
similarity of factor loadings across applicant and non-applicant responses, this issue will
be investigated on an exploratory basis in the present study. Unfortunately, the large
sample sizes necessary for DIF and DTF analyses prevent the utilization of these methods
in the current study’s investigation of measurement equivalence across groups.

Hypothesis 2a: Factor forms will not be significantly different across the two
measurement periods (i.e., applicant administration and research administration); that is,
there will be configural invariance of the personality factors across both administration
periods.

Hypothesis 2b: Measurement errors of the personality test will be significantly
different across the two measurement periods.

Hypothesis 2c: Average intercorrelations among the scales will be higher when
the inventory is administered for application purposes than when it is administered for
research purposes.

Criterion-related validity. Many researchers have argued that faking does not
substantially affect the criterion-related validity of personality tests and have even goﬂe
so far as to call faking the “Red Herring” of personality testing for personnel selection

(e.g., Hough, 1998; Ones et al., 1996). However, other researchers have critiqued these
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claims and presented evidence to the contrary (e.g., Haaland & Christiansen, 1998;
Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, & Thornton, 2003a). As with the debate over the effects of
faking on construct validity, no clear answer emerges.

Faking, often operationalized as scores on a scale purported to measure socially
desirable responding, has often been assumed to operate as either a suppressor variable or
a moderator. As a suppressor variable, faking is assumed to be positively correlated with
predictor scores (i.e., personality measures), but unrelated, or negatively related, to
criterion measures (€.g., job performance; e.g., Ones et al., 1996). The resulting effect of
such a phenomenon is that in the presence of faking the observed relationship between
the personality measure and the criterion is attenuated. Researchers have also suggested
that faking may act as a moderator of the relationship between personality scales and
various criteria (e.g., Hough et al., 1990). In this situation, the criterion-related validity
of a personality measure is expected to change as a function of the degree of faking
engaged in by respondents. It has also been hypothesized that faking may act as a
mediator or a predictor in its own right (Ones, et al., 1996).

Ones and her colleagues (1996) conducted a meta-analysis to examine the effects
of faking on criterion-related validity. These authors investigated the predictor, mediator,
and suppressor hypotheses discussed above. Unfortunately, the authors operationalized
faking as responses to social desirability scales and thus the results should be interpreted
with caution. Social desirability scores did not predict task performance or supervisory
ratings of job performance thus precluding the possibility of these scores mediating the
relationship between personality and criteria. Additionally, by partialling social

desirability scores from personality measures, the authors were able to investigate the
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impact of such responding on validity. It was found that social desirability scores did not
attenuate the validity of the personality measures. The authors concluded that social
desirability did not act as a suppressor variable of this relationship.

Hough et al. (1990) studied faking, again operationalized as responses to a social
desirability scale, as a moderator of the relationship between personality and job
performance. The study utilized a concurrent-validation sample to examine hypotheses.
To test the moderation hypothesis the authors used the mean social desirability score
obtained with a separate sample instructed to “fake-good” to dichotomize the validation
sample into “overly desirable” and “accurate” responders. While almost a third of the
resulting correlations with performance dimensions were significantly different for the
“overly desirable” and “accurate” groups, the mean difference between the group
correlations was only .03. The authors concluded that socially desirable responding did
not moderate the relationship between the personality measures used in this study and
performance criteria.

The results of the two studies described above are similar to a number of other
studies that have operationalized faking as responses to social desirability scales (e.g.,
Barrick & Mount, 1996; Christiansen et al., 1994; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998; Weiner &
Gibson, 2000). Similarly to the discussion of construct validity, however, laboratory
investigations utilizing “fake-good” instruction sets have yielded conflicting results (e.g.,
Dunnette et al., 1962; Douglas et al., 1996; Frei, Snell, McDaniel, & Griffith, 1998)

Dunnette and colleagues (1962) study and results are representative of studies
conducted using “fake-good” instruction sets. In their study, Dunnette et al. administered

the Adjective Checklist to sales employees under both instructions to respond honestly
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and instructions to “beat the test.” Supervisor performance ratings showed the test to be
predictive (correlations for the different dimensions ranged from .22 to .38) for responses
obtained in the honest condition. However, when respondents attempted to ‘“beat the
test” all test dimensions failed to significantly predict supervisor performance ratings, and
indeed some of the dimensions even exhibited correlations in the opposite direction.
While “fake-good” instructions have been shown to result in larger differences in
observed scores than is observed in applicant conditions, this study, and other studies
using similar methodologies (e.g., Christiansen et al., 1994; Frei et al., 1998), clearly
shows that faking can destroy criterion-related validity.

A more recent study by Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues (2003a) suggests that
criterion-related validity is harmed by faking. On the basis of evidence provided by
Drasgow and Kang (1984) that correlation coefficients are extremely robust to changes in
rank order in only particular ranges of a bivariate distribution, these authors hypothesized
that while criterion-related validity may not be significantly different for a motivated
group than for a non-motivated group, the validity would be significantly higher for the
bottom portion of the motivated group than for the top portion of this group.

To test this hypothesis, Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues conducted a study in
which they told one group of participants (i.e., the motivated group) that the personality
measure would be used to select people into the next part of the study and that those
selected would be eligible for a $20 cash prize. The criterion measure was performance
on a 50-item test that involved simple but time-consuming and tedious exercises. The
participants were allowed to quit the performance test whenever they wished with no

adverse consequences (i.e., they would still be eligible for the $20 prize). The
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relationship between the personality measure (i.e., an achievement motivation measure)
and the criterion was larger for the control group (r = .17, p <.05) than for the motivated
group (r = .05, ns), but the difference was not significant. When the groups were
separated into thirds it was found that the validity of the lower portion of the motivated
group distribution (r = .45, p<.05) was significantly greater than the validity of the upper
portion of the same group (r = .07, ns), while the difference in the control group (rir =
.06) failed to reach statistical significance. The generalizability of the results of this
study is bolstered due to the presence of a motivated condition that more closely
approximated the conditions of applicant settings. The authors even warned participants
in the motivated group of the consequences associated with responding dishonestly (i.e.,
disqualification from the study and ineligibility for the cash prize). Note that due to the
laboratory nature of this experiment and the very narrow criterion used the external
validity of the study is somewhat questionable and requires further verification.

Haaland and Christiansen (1998) tested a similar hypothesis, albeit without a
control group. In this study, qualified recruits attending a police academy were
administered the test prior to being formally offered a space at the academy. The test was
not used to select recruits, but rather was forwarded on to local agencies for use in
selection of applicants from the pool of graduating recruits. Performance ratings were
obtained from police academy officers trained to provide these ratings.

Haaland and Christiansen specifically hypothesized that due to faking, “...one
would expect a departure from linearity in construct relationships across different ranges
of personality test scores,” (p. 3). Indeed, this is exactly what was found. The validity of

the test was the same for the entire sample as it was for the lower half of the distribution.
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However, for the upper half of the distribution the validity was zero and for the top 15%
of scorers the validity was equal to that of the entire sample, although in the opposite
direction! When scores were corrected for range restriction these differences became
even more pronounced. Assuming fakers were overrepresented in the top 15% of the
distribution, it appears that faking does impact criterion-related validity, although in a
manner more complex than previous researchers realized. Unfortunately, the design of
this study prevents the conclusion that the results found were due to faking and not due to
some unmeasured factor shared among those at the top of the distribution.

In summary, it appears that faking operationalized as responses to a social
desirability scale does not impact criterion-related validity. Furthermore, when
examining the entire distribution of scores, it appears the effects of faking on criterion-
related validity may be masked due to the insensitivity of correlation coefficients to
changes in rank order isolated to only certain areas of the distribution (e.g., the top-end).
However, when validity coefficients are examined separately for different ranges of the
distribution, there is evidence of deviations from linearity indicating that faking can
impact criterion-related validity.

As mentioned previously, operationalizing faking as responses to social
desirability scales has many limitations, including the fact that these scales have been
shown to reflect true trait variance (Smith & Ellingson, 2002), partialling the responses of
these scales from faked responses fails to result in the recovery of true scores (Ellingson,
et al., 1999), and the possibility that social desirability scales themselves can be faked
(Whyte, 1957). Given these limitations, and others noted previously, it is not surprising

that studies examining the influence of faking on criterion-related validity by partialling
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social desirability scores from observed scores have failed to show that faking erodes
validity.

Hypothesis 3: Partialling social desirability scale scores from applicant
personality scores will not result in a significant change in criterion-related validity.

Research discussed previously by Haaland and Christiansen (1998) suggests that
the effects of faking on criterion-related validity are masked due to the insensitivity of the
correlation coefficient to changes in the rank order at one end of the distribution. The
current study uses only selected applicants, who are more likely to be in the upper
portions of the distribution; thus, it is expected that significant differences in criterion-
related validity, computed on the entire distribution of scores within the current sample,
will be found between the scores obtained in the applicant setting and scores obtained in
the research setting. Additionally, given the results found by Haaland and Christiansen
(1998) with regards to criterion validity differences across different ranges of the
distribution, it is also expected that the current study will find significant differences in
validity between the upper and lower halves of the applicant sample score distribution.

Hypothesis 4a: Criterion-related validity will be significantly greater for
personality scores obtained in a non-motivating context (i.e., for research purposes) than
scores obtained in a motivating context (i.e., for application purposes).

Hypothesis 4b: Criterion-related validity of the upper half of the distribution of
applicant sample scores will be less than the criterion-related validity of the bottom half
of the distribution.

In relation to the above hypotheses, note that there is evidence that the use of

some types of impression management tactics by subordinates positively relates to
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supervisory performance ratings, although the effect sizes are generally small (e.g.,
Gordon, 1996; Wayne & Liden, 1995). Assuming that faking is indicative of an
applicant’s ability to utilize, and likelihood of actually utilizing, impression management
tactics on the job, it could be the case that faking actually increases the validity of
personality tests when the criterion is supervisor-rated performance. Two meta-analysis
have addressed this possibility (Ones et al., 1996; Viswesvaran, Ones, Hough, 2001).
Both of these studies operationalized faking as responses to social desirability scales and
found overall correlations between these scales and job performance ratings of less than
.05. It is possible that an alternative operationalization of faking may yield different
results. However, on the basis of these two meta-analyses and the lack of empirical
investigations utilizing an alternative operationalization hypotheses 4a and 4b are
proposed.

Selection decisions. Much of the research that has examined the effects of faking
on selection decisions and the rank-ordering of applicants suffers from the same
limitations discussed above under construct and criterion-related validity. It is interesting
to note, however, that some of the same research interpreted as providing evidence that
criterion-related validity is not affected by faking also provided evidence that changes in
selection decisions and rank-orders of applicants was likely to occur due to faking (e.g.,
Hough, 1998; Christiansen et al., 1994). For example, Christiansen and his colleagues
found that an impression management ““correction” suggested that using top-down
selection on the basis of raw scores would have resulted in up to 16% of those selected
being discrepant hires (i.e., those hired on the basis of raw scores who would not have

been hired on the basis of their corrected scores).
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Similarly laboratory studies have also found evidence of changes in the rank-
order of applicants (e.g., Dunnette et al., 1962; Frei et al., 1998). Mueller-Hanson et al.
(2003a), described previously, found that when the motivated and non-motivated groups
were combined into the same applicant pool, motivated responders rose to the top of the
distribution resulting in an increased likelihood of being selected. In fact, for selection
ratios of 60% or less, significantly more motivated group members would have been
selected than would be expected on the basis of their representation in the entire applicant
pool. The authors concluded that personality tests should only be used to “select-out” the
lowest scores instead of being used to “select-in” the top scorers as is done when
applicants are selected on a top-down basis. Unfortunately some authors suggest that
“select-in” procedures are still commonplace in many organizations (Arthur, Woehr,
Graziano, 2001).

Even when these studies are viewed in light of the limitations previously
discussed, it is clear that faking can give an advantage to those who choose to engage in
such behavior. The current study will only examine those applicants who were hired,
indicating that they exceeded minimum cutoffs on the personality test and performed
adequately in a pre-hire interview. However, even given this constraint it is likely that
some applicants would not have been hired on the basis of their honest responses to the
personality measure.

Hypothesis Sa: The rank-ordering of people on the basis of responses obtained in
a non-motivating context (i.e., for research purposes) will be substantially different than

the rank-ordering of responses obtained in a motivating context (i.e., for application

purposes).
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Hypothesis 5b: Some of the people hired on the basis of their responses in a
motivating context (i.e., applicant setting) would not have been hired on the basis of their

responses in a non-motivating context (i.e., research setting).

Existing Models of Faking
The practical concerns surrounding faking are important in their own right, but

should be considered within a theoretical framework of what motivates individuals to
engage in faking. Snell, Sydell, and Lueke (1999) present an “interactional model” of
faking behavior. According to this model, in order for an applicant to successfully fake a
noncognitive test the applicant must have both the motivation and the ability to do so.
Based on a review of the psychological literature related to dishonest behaviors (e.g.,
deception, theft, etc.), these authors identify three broad factors hypothesized to influence
motivation to fake: demographic, dispositional, and perceptual factors. The authors
continue on to provide a laundry list of specific constructs hypothesized to influence each
of these factors. While the model presented by these authors is useful as a heuristic map
of constructs that may be related to faking, it does not provide the theoretical nesting
necessary in order to develop a full explanation of the mediating and moderating
variables that influence an individual’s motivation to fake. Without an explanation of
these mediators and moderators it is very difficult to use this model to investigate ways to
detect and deter faking. Additionally, this model fails to account for the ways in which
currently known methods of deterring faking operate. For example, warnings not to fake

have been shown to deter faking to some extent (Dwight & Donovan, 2002), but this
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model does not provide for an explanation of the psychological processes through which
this effect occurs.

McFarland and Ryan (2000) present a more thorough model of faking,
hypothesizing both mediators and moderators of the process. They suggest that all
individual differences related to faking behavior operate through the mediating
mechanism of beliefs toward faking, defined as the extent to which an individual holds a
belief that faking is an acceptable practice, and the more proximal mediating mechanism
of intentions to fake. Situational influences, such as warnings, are hypothesized to
moderate the relationship between beliefs toward faking and intentions to fake. While
this model is more comprehensive than the Snell et al. (1999) model described above, it
is unlikely that beliefs toward faking are the only mediating mechanism through which
variables influencing one’s motivation to fake operate.

Both Snell et al. and McFarland and Ryan provided models that helped
researchers direct their efforts in a more organized and systematic fashion. However,
current research findings warrant the investigation of additional antecedents that account
for a wider variety of influences and a more complex conception of the ways in which
these variables operate to influence one’s motivation to fake. For example, research
shows that individuals believe that faking on selection tests is not the same as outright
lying (Lueke, Snell, Illingworth, & Paidas, 2001). This suggests that a construct
capturing an individual’s beliefs regarding the similarity of faking and lying should be
included in models of faking behavior. Additionally, in order to more adequately
explicate the motivational processes that relate to faking, individual-level moderators of

such behavior need exploration. For instance, it may be the case that even if an
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individual is motivated to fake, his or her self-efficacy for successfully faking may limit
the degree that he or she actually engages in response distortion.

The discussion presented below, in order to be comprehensive, will begin by
reviewing some of the past research on contextual and individual difference influences on
faking behavior that will not be examined in the current study. Next, the model to be

tested in the current study will be presented and specific hypotheses will be discussed.

Past Research
Contextual Influences. Contextual influences refers to situational conditions

present in the applicant context. These types of influences on faking behavior include
warnings not to fake and competition for the job. Dwight and Donovan (2002) conducted
a meta-analysis of the literature on warning applicants not to fake and found that these
warnings were effective in reducing the degree of response inflation that occurs in
applicant contexts. These authors also conducted a follow-up study with college students
to determine the types of warnings that were most effective in deterring such behavior.

In order to increase generalizability of this study, participants were informed that only the
four top scorers would be “selected” to receive a monetary benefit, no other benefits were
available (i.e., course credit was not offered for participation). Warnings including both a
cautionary note that faking is identifiable and a discussion of the potential consequences
of such behavior (e.g., removal from the selection process) exhibited the greatest
deterrence effect on actual faking behavior. Thus, it appears that warnings decrease
individuals’ motivation to engage in faking by decreasing one’s belief in being able to

fake without being caught and increasing the salience of the consequences that may
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follow from such behavior. This is consistent with research suggesting that people are
likely to impression manage when either expected benefits of doing so increase or the
expected costs of not doing so increase (Schlenker, 1980). Note, however, that warnings
only served to reduce, not eliminate, response inflation, indicating that warnings do not
represent a panacea.

Perceived competition for a job has also been shown to influence an individual’s
motivation to engage in faking behavior. Leary and Kowalski (1990) suggest that one’s
motivation to engage in impression management increases when the desired resource is
scarce. Pandey and Rastogi (1979) provide support for this notion in a study in which it
was shown that applicants increased their use of the impression management tactic of
ingratiation towards an interviewer when perceived competition for the job was high.
Lueke and her colleagues (2001) also showed that individuals reported being more likely
to fake a personality test when presented with a scenario describing intense competition
for a desired job. Competition is likely to influence motivation to fake by increasing an
individual’s attitude towards the utility of faking, a topic considered more fully in the
next section.

Individual Differences. Individual differences in personality represent another set
of variables found to influence an individual’s motivation to fake. While the list of
personality variables that may influence faking is quite long, faking research has largely
been concerned with only three: conscientiousness, neuroticism, and Machiavellianism.

Costa and McRae (1985) describe conscientious individuals as responsible and
rule-abiding and describe neurotic individuals as being especially concerned with how

others view them. Conscientiousness and neuroticism also relate to integrity, indicating
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that highly conscientious and less neurotic individuals are generally more honest (Ones,
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993). Additionally, in a laboratory study McFarland and
Ryan (2000) found that conscientiousness and neuroticism were related to faking.
Leary and Kowalski (1990) suggest that people high on Machiavellianism are
more likely to engage in impression management than those low on this trait.
Machiavellianism, defined as a belief that others can be manipulated (Christie & Geis,
1970), relates to self-reported lying and cheating in pursuit of desired ends (Kashy &
DePaulo, 1996). Furthermore, Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues (2003b) found that
Machiavellianism correlated with difference scores for students taking a personality
measure under both “honest” instructions and instructions to respond as if applying for

one’s “dream job.”

The Current Model and Study
The review above highlights the influences of both personality and contextual

factors on faking behavior. While these constructs are important, the current study will
focus on less researched and more proximal influences on faking behavior. Building on
the theories of reasoned action and planned behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen,
1985) the model presented here attempts to clarify the constructs and psychological
processes involved in an applicant’s choice of whether or not to engage in faking. The
model tested in the current study, presented in Figure 1, retains attitudes, subjective
norms, and perceived behavioral control beliefs, or self-efficacy (Ajzen & Madden,
1986), contained in the theory of planned behavior; however, an additional explanatory

construct has been added. Specifically, ethical beliefs have been added to the model in
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order to capture an influence on motivation that is unique to the context of faking, or
deviant behaviors more generally. Additionally, note that the substantive variables in the
model are assumed to operate through the mediator of intentions. However, due to the
nature of the current study (i.e., a field sample of actual applicants) it is not possible to
obtain an uncontaminated measure of intentions to fake prior to the individuals’ potential
engagement in such behavior.

Attitudes. While not tested in the current study, it is important to highlight the
role that attitudes play in the theories of reasoned action and planned behavior as well as
the role that attitudes may play in one’s motivation to engage in faking. Attitudes
towards a given behavior, sometimes called subjective expected utility (Harrison, 1995),
are based on both belief strength, the strength of perceived contingencies between
performing a behavior and possible consequences of the behavior, and on the valence, or
desirability, of those consequences (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Belief strength is the
degree to which an individual believes that the consequence will follow from the
behavior. Valence is the degree to which one perceives the consequence as desirable or
undesirable. Prior research has shown attitudes to predict a variety of volitional
behaviors including volunteer attendance (Harrison, 1995), weight loss (Schifter &
Ajzen, 1985), and class performance (Ajzen & Madden, 1986).

Although there may be other relevant consequences, the most important with
respect to faking are increasing and decreasing one’s chance of being hired. Thus an
applicant’s attitude toward faking is composed of the sum of the products of belief
strength and valence for the consequences of: (a) faking and thereby increasing one’s

chances of selection, and (b) getting caught faking and thereby reducing, or eliminating,
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Figure 1. Model of Faking.

NOTE: Hypotheses are noted by their numbers. Dashed lines indicate variables and relationships not
tested in the current study

one’s chances of selection. Warnings represent a key construct investigated in prior
faking research that is likely to influence faking behavior through its effects on attitudes.
Dwight and Donovan (2002), discussed previously, found that warning applicants
that faked scores are detectable and explicitly informing applicants of the consequences
(e.g., removal from the selection process) resulted in the largest decrease in response
inflation. It is possible that warnings deter faking by increasing both belief strength and
negative valence associated with being caught faking. Some authors (e.g., McFarland &
Ryan, 2000) argue that warnings moderate the relationship between attitudes towards
faking and faking behavior. However, this could be an artifact related to the time of

attitude measurement in relation to when warnings are given. For example, if attitudes
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are measured prior to the time warnings are given it may appear empirically that
warnings moderate the relationship between beliefs and faking. However, if attitudes
were measured after warnings are given it is likely that the warnings would show a main
effect on attitudes by increasing the belief strength that faking will lead to being caught,
rather than moderating the relationship between attitudes and faking behavior.

In order to adequately assess attitudes, applicants’ attitudes would need to be
assessed prior to receiving a selection or rejection decision. The nature of the current
study precludes such an investigation.

Subjective Norms. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) define subjective norms as an
individual’s perceptions of salient others’ beliefs about whether a behavior is, or is not,
acceptable. Perceptions of others’ beliefs toward a given behavior have been found to
predict intentions to perform and subsequent performance of that behavior (e.g., Ajzen &
Madden, 1986; Schifter & Ajzen, 1985). These effects have also been found with respect
to cheating, lying, and shoplifting (Beck & Ajzen, 1991).

Lueke et al. (2001) assessed individuals’ subjective norms in regard to faking and
found that respondents who self-reported engaging in response distortion in the past also
indicated that they believed that others thought that this behavior was acceptable and
appropriate. In another study, Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues (2003b) assessed
subjective norms as an indicator of the latent variable perceptions of the situation, which
also included belief in the importance of faking and belief in ability to fake as separate
indicators. While this measure is not a pure measure of subjective norms, structural

equation modeling showed that the subjective norms component was the largest
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determinant of perceptions of the situation and, furthermore, that perceptions of the
situation were the largest predictor of actual faking.

Although no research has examined the potential of situational influences to
change individual’s subjective norms, it is possible that the situation can be leveraged to
indicate to applicants that faking is not a common or acceptable behavior. For example,
test administrators could stress that faking on these tests is the same as lying and that
most people do in fact respond honestly to these types of tests. Given the norms against
lying in society, such a statement may help to deter faking by causing people to assess
salient others’ beliefs regarding lying, instead of focusing solely on the perceptions of
others’ beliefs regarding dissembling on a personality test. While it is unlikely that such
a statement would eliminate faking by itself, in conjunction with the traditional warnings
of possible detection, it may further decrease applicants’ motivation to fake. Therefore, it
is important to assess the relationship between subjective norms and faking behavior
within an actual applicant sample.

Hypothesis 6a: Perceptions that others believe faking to be an acceptable practice
will be related to faking.

While Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) limit their definition to perceptions of others’
beliefs, literature suggests that it is appropriate to expand this definition to include
perceptions of others’ behavior as well. For example, Graham, Monday, O’Brien, and
Steffen (1994) found that individuals who believed that a large number of students
cheated were more likely to report having cheated themselves. In the literature on faking,
similar effects of the perceptions of others’ behavior have also been found. For example,

Lueke et al. (2001) found that individuals reporting a belief that others distort responses
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on selection tests were more likely to report having engaged in faking themselves.
Similarly to the discussion of perceptions of others’ beliefs, perceptions of others’
behavior may be amenable to situational influences aimed at raising applicants’
awareness that faking is not a common and acceptable behavior. Thus, it is important to
verify prior findings within an actual applicant population.

Hypothesis 6b: Perceptions that others engage in faking will be related to faking.

Ethical beliefs. Neither the theory of reasoned action nor the theory of planned
behavior hypothesize an ethical influence on behavior. However, some theorists have
argued for the inclusion of a moral-ethical component in models of behavioral decisions
(e.g., Etzioni, 1988; Triandis, 1977). Ethics, defined here as an individual’s personal
beliefs about the inherent goodness or badness of performing a behavior, are separate
from instrumental concerns, captured by attitudes, and perceived expectations and
behavior of others, captured by subjective norms. Rather, it reflects an internalized
pressure to be consistent with one’s own value system, void of any social pressures or
referents. Ethical concerns have been shown to predict behavior above and beyond
attitudes, subjective norms, and self-efficacy (Harrison, 1995).

Leary and Kowalski (1990) suggest that most people have an internalized ethic
against lying that prevents them from claiming images blatantly inconsistent with their
self-concepts. This notion is supported by a study that utilized the randomized response
technique to examine faking in which it was found that only 15% of people admitted to
giving responses during a selection process that were “completely false or made up”
(Donovan et al., 2003). However, 32% reported having “exaggerated my personality

characteristics or traits” and 62% reported having “down played what some might
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consider my negative attributes.” Another study, found that many individuals who
admitted to faking in the past, perceived response distortion as “different than lying”
(Lueke et al., 2001). Taken together, these studies indicate that although an individual
may have an ethical compunction against lying, this does not necessarily extend to
faking.

Given this disconnect between lying and faking, any assessment of ethical beliefs
regarding faking must contain two components. The first must assess the degree to
which an individual holds an internalized ethic against lying generally. The second
component must assess the degree to which the individual perceives response inflation on
a selection test as the same as lying. On the basis of evidence that some people perceive
lying as different than faking it is expected that the relationship between ethical beliefs
concerning lying and faking will be moderated by beliefs that faking is the same as lying.

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between a self-reported ethic against lying and
faking will be moderated by an individual’s belief that faking on a selection test is the
same as lying, such that in the presence of a belief that faking is not the same as lying the
relationship between reporting an ethic against lying and faking will be reduced.

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, or perceived behavioral control in the terminology of
the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen & Madden, 1980), has been shown to
predict a variety of volitional behaviors including weight loss (Schifter & Ajzen, 1985),
task performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), and volunteer attendance (Harrison,
1995). Self-efficacy refers to the degree to which an individual believes he or she can

successfully perform a desired behavior. These beliefs may be based on past experience,
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perceived ability, second-hand information obtained from others, and other factors that
increase or reduce the perceived difficulty of performing a behavior (Bandura, 1997).

The only study to examine the role of self-efficacy with regard to faking was
Lueke et al. (2001). These authors found that self-reported ability to distort one’s
responses to a personality test was related to self-reported faking behavior in the past.
Research has shown that self-efficacy beliefs can be influenced by contextual factors
(Bandura, 1997). Given these findings it is possible that self-efficacy regarding faking
may be amenable to efforts by test administrators aimed at reducing individuals’ beliefs
that faking is possible. Thus it is important to establish the influence of such beliefs on
applicant faking.

Hypothesis 8: Individuals with high self-efficacy for enhancing their responses to
a selection test in a desirable way will be more likely to engage in faking.

Possessing the knowledge of the nature of the construct being assessed may also
influence an individual’s motivation to fake a noncognitive selection test. Reynolds,
Sinar, and Haaland (2003) showed that a pre-testing orientation program describing the
nature of the personality constructs measured in a selection test can influence test scores.
These researchers compared test scores of applicants receiving a construct-focused
orientation program to scores of applicants receiving either no orientation or a general
orientation on the format of the test. The group of applicants participating in the
construct-focused orientation scored significantly higher on the test than both the group
receiving no orientation and the general orientation group.

Frei Snell, McDaniel, and Griffith (1998) measured participants’ knowledge of

the constructs associated with successful performance in customer service jobs. In an
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““applicant” condition in which participants were told to respond as if they were applying
for a customer service job, knowledge of the construct significantly related to response
inflation as measured by within-subject difference scores. Additionally, prior research
has shown that item transparency relates to faking (e.g., Alliger, Lilienfeld, & Mitchell,
1996) suggesting that if individuals are aware of the desirability of the construct being
measured, they may be more motivated to fake.

While it is possible that the relationship between knowledge of constructs and
faking is fully mediated by self-efficacy, it is more likely that this variable is only
partially mediated by self-efficacy. Some minimal knowledge of whether the construct is
desirable or not is necessary in order for an individual to enhance his or her responses at
all; thus, it is expected that knowledge of constructs will also exert a direct influence on
faking.

Hypothesis 9a: Knowledge of the constructs being assessed will be related to
faking.

Hypothesis 9b: The relationship between knowledge of the constructs being
measured and faking will be partially mediated by self-efficacy.

Bandura (1997) states, “Beliefs of personal efficacy constitute the key factor of
human agency. If people believe they have no power to produce results, they will not
attempt to make things happen.” (p. 3). This suggests that in the absence of some
minimum level of self-efficacy for a given course of action, an individual will not even
attempt the action. While this is perhaps overstated, it is likely that a lack of self-efficacy
greatly diminishes an individual’s motivation to pursue an action. In the present context,

it is likely that, regardless of other motivating factors, an individual who believes that he
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or she is not capable of effectively faking his or her responses to a noncognitive selection
test will not attempt to do so.

Hypothesis10a: The relationship between subjective norms and faking will be
moderated by self-efficacy, such that in the presence of low faking-related self-efficacy
the relationship between subjective norms and faking will be reduced.

For the variables assessing ethical beliefs, the hypothesis below represents a
three-way interaction between ethical beliefs regarding lying, beliefs that faking is the
same as lying, and self-efficacy.

Hypothesis10b: The relationship between ethical beliefs and faking will be
moderated by self-efficacy, such that in the presence of low faking-related self-efficacy

the relationship between ethical beliefs and faking will be reduced.

Summary
As noted, some of the above relationships have been investigated in prior studies,

however many of these studies have used somewhat weak methodologies that limit
generalizability, such as using faking scales to operationalize faking or using a “fake-
good” instruction set. While these types of study were useful in the initial stages of
faking research, it is time to use more complex and generalizable methodologies utilizing
applicant samples with more concrete measures of response distortion.

The greatest contribution of the present study is the utilization of a within-subjects
design and a field sample to investigate applicant faking. Researchers suggest that this is
the type of design and sample that is required to adequately address the debates in the

current literature (e.g., Stark et al., 2001; Mueller-Hanson et al., 2003a; Weekley et al.,
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2003). The current study also contributes to the knowledge base of faking by
investigating antecedents to faking behavior that have been suggested, but not

definitively shown, to influence faking.
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METHOD

Sample
The entire sample consisted of 169 part- and full-time employees of a large

Midwestern theme park. All employees applied, and were selected, for entry-level
positions within the organization between January and July, 2004. Of the entire sample,
9 people had substantial amounts of missing test data and were thus excluded from all
analyses. An additional 9 people did not exceed the normative cutoffs, and thus should
not have been hired based on their applicant test scores and were not included in the
analyses. Due to organizational delays in inserting the social desirability scale into the
applicant test, data for this scale was obtained from only 29 participants as applicants, 4
of whom should not have been hired on the basis of their applicant test scores, resulting
in an analyzable samples size of 25. Due to a researcher error, the knowledge measure
was administered to only 49 participants, 4 of whom should not have been hired on the
basis of their applicant test scores, resulting in analyzable sample size of 45. Due to
small amounts of other missing data the sample size for all analyses, excluding the social
desirability and knowledge measures, is between 147 and 151.

The sample was predominately female (62%). Age data was available for 87% of
the sample and indicated that individuals included in the sample ranged between 18 and
72 years of age with a mean of 40. Job title information was available for 86% of the
sample and indicated that the sample included food service workers (9%), presenters and
tour guides (47%), visitor services and retail employees (21%), security personnel (4%),
and custodial workers (3%). Race data was not available for the current sample, but
analysis of a large sample of prior applicant data for this organization indicates that

applicants are predominately white (53%) or African-American (41%), with smaller
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representations of Hispanics (3%), Asian or Pacific Islanders (<1%) and Native
Americans (<1%).

Approximately 500 employees were eligible to participate in this study.
Applicant test scores were available for 221 employees who were eligible to participate,
but did not. Independent-samples t-tests were conducted on applicant test scores to
examine any differences betweeen those individuals volunteering for this study and those
individuals who did not volunteer. The results confirm that there were no significant
mean differences between the current sample and the available sample of eligible

employees (for all tests: t (370) < 1.974, n.s).

Design
The experiment utilizes a within-subjects design consisting of the completion of a

personality-based selection test at two periods in time. The first administration of the test
occured when the participants applied for employment to the organization. The second
administration occured 3 — 6 months later between August and November, 2004.

Supervisory performance ratings were collected at the end of November, 2004.

Measures
Selection test. The proprietary selection test was developed and validated

specifically for this organization. A thorough job analysis was conducted in order to
elucidate the personality dimensions important for performance at this organization.
Scales were constructed to assess these dimensions, and a concurrent validation study

was utilized to establish the validity of the instrument. The final instrument contains five
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dimensions: Adaptability, Confidence and Friendliness, Productivity and Quality Focus,
Ease of Supervision, and Reasoning and Problem Solving.

Version 1 of the selection test contains 107 self-report items assessing personality
constructs, 16 multiple-choice items assessing reasoning ability, and 13 self-report items
assessing theft and substance abuse. With the exception of 7 items, all items assessing
personality constructs are answered on a 5-point likert-type scale ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Approximately 82% of the full analyzable sample (130
people) took version 1 of the selection test as applicants. Version 2 of the selection test is
completely nested (i.e., all of the items in Version 2 were included in Version 1) within
version 1 and contains 72 self-report items assessing personality constructs, 16 items
assessing reasoning ability, and 13 self-report items assessing theft and substance abuse.
Version 2 also contains an additional 17 self-report items assessing response distortion,
described subsequently, that are not included in Version 1 of the test and are not scored
or used for selection purposes. Approximately 18% of the analyzable sample (29 people)
took version 2 of the selection test as applicants. Only the items contained in both
versions of the tests will be examined and used to test hypotheses.

In addition to differing in the total number of items, the two versions differed
slightly in the percentage of people meeting the minimum criteria for interview eligibility
(i.e., Version 1: 72.3%, Version 2: 68.2%), and the average concurrent validity of the
dimensions (Version 1: r =.23; Version 2: r =.29). The test is scored, for selection
purposes, on an empirically-derived rationally constructed 0 to 3 scale with the 2 least
desirable options receiving a score of “0”, neutral responses receiving a score of “1”, and

desirable and highly desirable responses receiving scores of “2” or “3” depending on
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whether the options exhibited substantial validity beyond the other options for a given
item.

The second administration of the test included only the 72 self-report items from
Version 2 and the 17 response distortion items. The theft and substance abuse items were
excluded due to both the very sensitive nature of the topics covered by the items and the
limited amount of time for the research administration of the test. Additionally, in the
interest of time, the reasoning ability multiple-choice items were excluded as these items
assess cognitive ability and are not related to the primary hypotheses. Due to the
proprietary nature of the selection test, it will not be reproduced here and only a few
example items will be provided.

The Adaptability dimension was designed to assess the extent to which
individuals flexibly adapt to changes in demands and procedures in the workplace and
maintain composure in stressful. Examples of items included in this dimension are, “I
enjoy it when I get to do new and different things at work,” and, “I’m at my best when
I’m challenged and things are difficult.”

The Confidence and Friendliness dimension was designed to assess the degree to
which an individual enjoys being with others, confidently approaches one-on-one and
group interaction situations and is comfortable interacting with both customers and
coworkers. Examples of items included in this dimension are, “I often feel
uncomfortable around others,” and, “I am skilled in handling social situations.”

The Productivity and Quality Focus dimension was developed to measure the
extent to which individuals are detail focused, reliable, responsible, and concerned with

the quality of their work. Examples of items included in this dimension are, “I am very
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exact in what I do,” and, “I almost always do more than is required in work or school
activities.”

The personality-based items in the Reasoning and Problem Solving dimension
was designed to assess the extent to which individuals are intellectually curious, creative,
and seek out opportunities to learn. Examples of items included in this dimension are, “I
avoid reading difficult material,” and, “I do not have a good imagination.” The test score
for this dimension is a composite of the personality and cognitive ability items. In order
to replicate how this dimension is used in practice, the cognitive ability items from the
applicant administration were used to form the scale score for this dimension in both the
applicant and incumbent settings. That is, the cognitive ability items were only
administered in the applicant setting and were not administered in the incumbent setting.

The Ease of Supervision dimension was developed to measure the degree to
which individuals trust supervisors, are willing to take direction, and are generally even-
tempered. Examples of items included in this dimension are, “A lot of supervisors just
enjoy controlling people,” and, “I get irritated easily.”

Performance Appraisal. The performance appraisal form was developed on the
basis of a job analysis and discussions with supervisors (Appendix A). Supervisors
completed similar forms for employees who took part in the initial validation of the
selection test. Supervisors were informed that this performance appraisal was for
research purposes only and would in no way affect employees. The eight performance
dimension ratings were averaged to form a composite performance rating that is used for

all analyses.
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Experimental measures. Efforts were made to use established scales to measure
the constructs described below. However, many of the scales used in prior research
contained very few items, sometimes as few as a single item (e.g., “beliefs about faking”
from Lueke et al., 2001; 2002). Thus, it was necessary to supplement existing scales with
additional items in most of the below measures. All scales were assessed using a 5-point
likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, unless otherwise noted.

The order of the measures presented to participants was the same order in which
the measures are discussed below, with the exception of the Unlikely Virtues scale which
was embedded in Version 2 of the selection test. The order of presentation of the
measures was chosen in order to avoid explicitly priming participants to the possibility
that faking can be considered lying. It is possible that once participants were presented
with the scales concerning lying they may answer other items differently than if they had
not previously thought about faking in terms of lying. Conversely, the ethic against lying
scale was presented prior to the beliefs about faking scale, which measures beliefs that
faking is the same as lying, in order to allow participants to think about their ethical
beliefs regarding lying generally before asking them whether they believe that faking is
the same as lying.

Subjective Norms: Others’ Beliefs. Five items were used to assess the extent to
which participants believe that significant others in their lives would approve or
disapprove of responding desirably on personality-based selection tests (Appendix B).
Four of these items were adapted from a scale used by McFarland (2000) and one item
was developed specifically for this study. Higher scores on this scale indicate a belief

that others think it is acceptable to fake on selection tests.



Subjective Norms: Others’ Behavior. Five items were used to examine the extent
to which participants believe that others engage in faking on personality-based selection
tests. Four of these items were adapted from scales used by Lueke and her colleagues
(2001; 2002) and Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues (2003b) and one item was
developed specifically for this study (Appendix B). Higher scores on this scale indicate a
belief that others engage in faking on selection tests.

Self-efficacy regarding faking. Six items were used to examine participants’ self-
efficacy for faking (Appendix B). Three of the items were adapted from Wiechmann
(2000), two items were adapted from McFarland (2000), and one item was adapted from
Mueller-Hanson (2003b). Higher scores on this scale indicate high self-efficacy for
successfully faking responses.

E"thic against lying. Seven items were used to measure participants’ ethical stance
on lying (Appendix B). Four of these items were adapted from a scale used by Christie
and Geis (1970) to assess attitudes towards lying in relation to the personality construct
of Machiavellianism. Three additional items were constructed specifically for this study.
Higher scores on this scale indicate a stronger ethic against lying.

Beliefs about faking. Four items were used to assess participants’ beliefs that
distorting one’s responses on a personality-based selection test is similar to lying
(Appendix B). One of these items was adapted from a scale used by Lueke et al. (2001;
2002) and three items were developed specifically for this study. Higher scores on this
scale indicate a belief that faking on selection tests is not the same as lying generally.

Knowledge of constructs. A 15-item multiple choice test was developed

specifically for this study in order to assess the degree to which participants are aware of
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which constructs are being assessed within the test. The items include, in the stem, an
item from the personality-based selection test. For each item, participants were instructed
to choose the description of the category that the item belonged to, choose which answer
was the most desirable by organizational standards, and rate their confidence that they
knew the most organizationally desirable response to the item (Appendix C). For each
item there is an additional response option of ‘“None of the above.” Three items were
chosen from each dimension of the selection test to represent a range of obviousness.
That is, some items obviously come from a certain dimension (e.g., item number 14),
while for other items it is less clear which dimension the item belongs to (e.g., item
number 2).

Response distortion. The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) 17-item
unlikely virtues scale (a = .76) will be used as the measure of response distortion
embedded in Version 2 of the selection test (IPIP, 2001; Appendix D). This scale was
constructed to be parallel to the unlikely virtues scale contained in the Multidimensional

Personality Questionnaire where it is used as a validity scale (Tellegen, in press).

Procedure
First/Applicant Administration. All applicant testing was completed on-site and

was supervised by the organization’s hiring personnel. Applicants were instructed to
answer honestly, but no warnings regarding faking were provided. There are two
normative cutoffs that must be exceeded in order for an applicant to receive an interview.
In Version 1 of the selection test, applicants must score at or above the 10™ percentile on

each dimension and must score at or above the 25" percentile on the overall score, a
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summation of standardized dimension scores. Applicants who take Version 2 must score
at or above the 11™ percentile on each dimension and must score at or above the 23™
percentile on the overall score. These cutoffs were designed to, and do in fact, eliminate
approximately 30% of all applicants. Applicants exceeding the minimum cutoffs are
interviewed by current managers who make all final hiring decisions. The organization
estimates its current selection ratio to be approximately 30%.

Second/Incumbent Administration. Between August and November, 2004,
participants were re-administered only the personality-based portion of the selection
instrument. This time period was chosen for two reasons: First, it was necessary to allow
a sufficient amount of time between the applicant and research administrations of the test
in order to prevent participants from simply recalling how they had responded to the
items as an applicant. Second, many participants are seasonal workers and are laid off in
mid-November. Participants were assured that no one within the organization will ever
have access to their individual responses to this administration of the test in both the
written consent form and the verbal protocol (Appendix E; F). Participants completed the
test during their normal working hours and received their normal hourly wage for
participation.

After completion of the personality-based portion of the selection test, all
participants were reminded of the confidentiality of their responses and were again
requested to respond honestly to the remaining experimental measures. After completion
of all measures, participants were administered a second consent form (Appendix G)

requesting their permission to obtain their applicant administration test scores and
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supervisory performance ratings. Participants had access to debriefing forms once all
participants had completed the study (Appendix H).

Supervisory performance ratings were obtained in late November from
participants’ current supervisors. After agreeing to participate in the current study by
signing and dating the consent form (Appendix I), supervisors completed a performance

appraisal for each participant.
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RESULTS

Construct Validity of the Selection Test
Responses to the incumbent administration of the personality-based test were

subjected to an exploratory factor analysis to assess the factor structure of the test.
Incumbent responses were factor analyzed, as opposed to applicant responses, due to the
findings of previous research indicating higher intercorrelations among scales and the
emergence of different factor structures in applicant settings as opposed to research
settings (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1996; Schmit & Ryan, 1993; Weekley et al., 2003).
However, the a priori dimensions of the test did not emerge as pure factors. Despite
concerns about the low person-to-item ratio (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986),
exploratory factor analyses were conducted to investigate the factor structure of the test.
On the basis of a series of rational item groupings and exploratory factor analyses with
varimax rotation two correlated factors emerged accounting for 37.25% of the variance in
responses. Analysis of the items contained in each factor confirmed that one factor was
composed of items similar to items generally used to assess emotional stability and the
other factor was composed of items similar to those generally used to measure
conscientiousness. All factor loadings for each factor were between .42 and .75.

The emotional stability and conscientiousness scales will be used to test all
relevant hypotheses. Additionally, the five a priori, heterogeneous, scales and the overall
test score will also be used to test all relevant hypotheses as this represents how the test is
used in practice. The emotional stability and conscientiousness scale scores were
computed by averaging the item responses such that higher scores indicate more of the
construct. The apriori dimension scale scores were computed by summing the

empirically coded test responses and standardizing according to previously established
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norms in accordance with how these dimensions are used in practice. The overall test
score was computed by summing the standardized dimension scores.
Selection Test Difference Scores, Scale Reliability, and Effect Sizes

Difference scores (d-scores) were computed for all applicants by subtracting
incumbent scores from applicant scores. This was done for the emotional stability and
conscientiousness scales as well as for the test dimensions and overall score. Researchers
have argued that d-scores are appropriate when these scores represent a construct of
substantive interest, as when one expects a Participant x Treatment interaction (Tisak &
Smith, 1994). Other researchers have criticized the use of d-scores because these scores
may exhibit low reliability (e.g., Edwards, 2002). However, Rogosa, Brandt, and
Zimowski (1982) demonstrate that d-scores do not necessarily exhibit low reliability, and
can, in fact, be an accurate and valuable measure of individual change even in situations
where the reliability is low. In the current study, d-scores represent a construct that is
conceptually meaningful in that it reflects the amount of response inflation occurring as a
function of the setting in which test scores were obtained (i.e., applicant and incumbent
settings). Thus, a Participant x Treatment interaction was expected because of the
assumption, and finding, that some individuals inflate their responses more in an
applicant context relative to a research context. Reliability information for the emotional
stability, conscientiousness scales, test dimension scales, and social desirability scores, as
well as the respective d-scores, are contained in Table 1. The d-score reliabilities were
estimated with an equation provided by Rogosa and his colleagues (Table 3, Assumption

0: 1982). Reliability information was not available for the overall test score.
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Table 1: Paired Samples t Tests, Effect Sizes, and Reliability Information
Applicant Research

Variable Context Rel.' Context Rel.' D-score Rel.> Effect Size®  t*

Emotional Stability .86 .83 .67 0.83 10.24
Conscientiousness a7 .76 .58 0.89 10.42
Adaptability .51 .65 .36 0.79 8.78
Confidence & Friendliness 43 .76 44 0.62 7.13
Productivity & Quality .64 .74 .52 1.01 11.23
Reasoning & Problem Solving .55 .63 .37 0.21 5.04
Ease of Supervision .73 .7 .51 0.99 11.19
Overall Test Score - - - 1.14 13.05
Social Desirability .67 .79 .58 1.34 4.35
NOTE:n = 151.

'Alpha reliability estimates.
?D-score reliability computed with an equation provided Rogosa et al. (1982).
%Effect sizes were computed by subtracting the mean score for the incumbent setting from the

mean score for the applicant setting and dividing by the pooled standard deviation.

“All t-values are significant (p < .01); df = 149

In the applicant context, the alpha reliability of the majority of test dimensions
scales is quite low in the current sample, although acceptable levels of reliability were
obtained for the emotional stability and conscientiousness scales. Previous analyses on a
much larger applicant database indicate that the alpha reliability for all test dimensions is
between .65 (Reasoning & Problem Solving) and .82 (Ease of Supervision). It is likely
that the alpha reliability estimates underestimate the true reliability of the test dimensions
because the items are empirically-keyed, resulting in lower item variance generally, and
because of the restricted range of the applicant score distribution. The alpha reliability
estimates obtained for the incumbent context were generally at acceptable levels, but the
reliability of the Adaptability and Reasoning & Problem Solving scales were slightly
below traditionally acceptable levels (o = .65 and .63, respectively). The d-scores
generally exhibited low reliability which is not unexpected given the substantial positive

correlations between the applicant and incumbent test scores and the low reliability

estimates observed for the applicant scores.
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Paired-sample t-tests and effect size estimates for the difference between the
means obtained in the applicant and incumbent settings are also contained in Table 1.
Effect sizes were computed by subtracting the mean score for the incumbent setting from
the mean score for the applicant setting and dividing by the pooled standard deviation.
The positive effect sizes indicate that higher mean scores were obtained in the applicant
setting than in the incumbent. All mean differences were significant and all effect sizes

were moderate to large.

Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 contains means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations for

all variables. There were high to moderate correlations between the selection test scores
in both the applicant and the incumbent context, but smaller intercorrelations across the
two contexts. Note the substantially lower variance obtained in the applicant as opposed
to the incumbent context. In combination with the evidence of higher mean scores, a
ceiling effect, in this particular applicant context, this suggests that faking served to

depress the variance of scores in this context.

Hypothesis Tests
Social Desirability. Hypothesis 1 states that applicant social desirability scores

will have a small to moderate correlation with d-scores. Examination of the correlations
between social desirability scores and d-scores (Table 2) indicates that applicant social
desirability has a small to moderate relationship with d-scores. However, due to the very

small sample size available for these analyses no firm conclusion can be made about the

52



"3jeW JOj | PUE B[ewsa) Joj 0 PAPOD S! J8PUBD,
‘(0" > d) Jueoyiubis ase pjoq ui suoRedLo) ;31 ON

(vL)8Z v 68 #T €0- 1 2 vI° €0 Z¥ LV ST Sy 60 SZ 80- 960 8Z0- Auiend 3 Auanonpoid /1L
(92)8e 81 82 L0 20 2Z 20 9L #O° €5 L0 20 L0 ¥O° €0- 960 €00 SSauljpuaud @ d0U3PYUOD ‘9|
(S9)sZ sp LO-GL 2Z& O L0 €2 ZTT W SL° SL° ¥L° 10-260 €00 Anqerdepy ‘6L
(92) 0z 60-GL° 0Z LL° 90-2¢ 80 ¥L° SV Ol €2 80-€¥0 OL'V SSBUSNORUBIOSUOCD ‘p|
(8)G0° €1° 61 €5 80 €0-0L LI OL €§ SO 82-€S50 ¥i¥ Anqels jeuogow3 ‘g

$3103§ )89 ] Jusquinduj
(gg)2Z-6Z LL° 26 00 SO LO-#0 LO° LO €0 LOCL Z¥LLL Aunqy aanubod “zit
(29)89" €9° OL- 19" 69" 25 SS 8 LL° GO 9€0 €lL'v Aunqessaq |eos ‘||
- L O 8L SS TL 89 S TL LL TS0 690 81095 1591 ||BJ3AO 0L
(eL)SL s¥ ST 18 €5 9L €0° GL° 690 8P0 uoisiniadng o ase3 ‘g
(6S) vl 21 9 ¥L° 80" 1O 20-260 160  Bumos wajqoid B buiuosesy ‘g
(v9) ez 95 08 SE& 8V 2L 990 G5O Aienp 2 Auajonpoud 2
(ev) e 64 ¥1° L0- GO €50 150 Ssaul|puali4 '3 80Uapyuo) 9
(Lg) oy v& 9L° SO 290 650 Anqeydepy ‘g
(L) ey SO 80 GE0 Sv¥ SS3USNONUIIISUOD P
(98) 200 80" €0 #S5¥ Auqels leuojow3 ¢

$8109S 150 Juedjddy
LL- 2891 ZG'6E ebv 2
8y'0 €90 ,J8puag ‘|

$oydesBoweq

ZL 91 GL L €L ¢ L 0oL 6 8 L 9 S ¥ € C | (AS uesn
SUONE[OLI00Ia)U| pUB SORsRElS aARduosa( - alqel

53



"afew Joj | PUE 3jeWa) Joj 0 PAPOD SI ISPUBD),
‘leuobelp ay) buoje paureyuos ase sanijiqenal eydiy (50" > d) Jueoyiubis ase pjoq ul suonejaLI0) :JLON

9L 90- ¢0- 02" ¢0° LO- 0E- 60- ¢0- 60~ €0~ LL- 90- 80" 90- 90" Z20- L8} 209 8duewIOo3d ||BJ3AQ '6€
90" 60- L0° L0- ¥0- 20 6L L' 20" 80" 82" L0 OL 9L° Z0-90° 80" ¥90 LIV abpemouy ul souspyuo) 'ge
SL° LL" 80~ LT OC- W LE ZT¥ 6€ TE 8€ 8C €0 zTE PO 90- 60 L90 <CIYV Jamsuy Jo abpajmouy ‘L€
61" 80" €0° 20" 90- 6C 60 8¢ 6L ¥€ L& LI 9C T ¥0- LI LO° L6C 628 Jongsuo jo abpamouy| ‘9¢
10" 2¢0- S0~ 10~ 10" LO° Z0- GO- 60- LO° LO° LO-SO- 90" 00" 10" 60- 980 €€¢C Bunje4 noqy sjalieg ‘se
ST 90" 2T 1T SL° SO 85 8L ¥L° 80 ¥L° 2O 6b 6L €0 SI° 9b- 0.0 €9¢€ Buik 3suleby sop3 ‘ve
C¢l-80° 6= GL- €0- 0L € €0- €0- 60" €0- SO €L- €0- ¥O° €L~ GlL- €80 Ol'E foeoyje-yes ‘ge
b €0- 62~ 02 ¥L- 00° LO™ 90- L0~ L0~ L0 LO° Zb- 2O ¥O° 9¢- L0- 690 +vv€E Joineyag siaylo ‘ce
90- L0~ €0° 60~ LL- 60~ L0 90- €}~ L0- GO €0° LO™- 2¢0- 90- GO- €0° 880 O00€ sjalied SRYI0 LE
SaJnsesly jeyuswiIadx3y

8C- 6€- 10~ 2€- LC- 61~ 69 Ly Ly 20-9€ 09" ST ¢C L& € LlL' 6€0 €0 Auniqesisaq |eroos "0¢
€G- 65 85™ ¥¥- Ly~ 20- CC #T 9T 20" 9Z €0- 0T 8V ¥I° €L-¥lL° 0L0 .0 900G 1S9 ||BJ8AQ '6C
LT- ¥e- W~ ¥2- v L0- L0 TT 9¢ 10" €T° ¢0- 60 OCT 8L 6L-<CL° 80 6.0 uoisiaiedns jo ase3 ‘gz
S§Z- 6L~ 0L~ 6™ 8- GL- CL- 20° 90- 00° ¢0- ¥#0- 0T LO- 00" 20" OL° 0€E0 ¢I0 Buinos wajqoid @ Buluosesy Lz
SL- LT- 8- WL- LT- €0 ST TT 8V L0 8T €0 vI° LL SL ZL- LV 160 €80 Aend ® Agonpoid 9z
TT- ¥8™- 0€™- 91~ 92- 80- LT 60" v¥IL° 80- ¥l €0° ¥O° OL° L0 SO- L0 ¢80 L¥O Ssauljpuati4 'g 30uspyuoy 'Gg
LT- S€- 9L~ 9L- O™~ L0 ¥T 8L 9L SO SIL° Li- L2 9 80 €0- GO 80 <290 Aiiqeydepy “vg

- L= €169 Cl- €L v 8 ¥€ 8L S€ 80 ¥T 8C 1€ 0T- 9L PO SEO SS3USNORUSIOSUOD €T
8L~ §T- 9¢™- €1~ €9~ GO- 0E° 6T TE& <C0-9¢ 1O 6L €€ TE& 00 8¢ 8¥0 OF0 Auigess jeuogow3 gz

$84008-Q

sy LL° 8¢ 8¢ 1S° v0- 8t 8L T 10-6 00 €L° 9 €T Ol 8- €Ev0 09¢ Auiqesiseq feos "1z
0L 69 ¥L' ¥S SS TT LT oY ST 6T 6T O¥ 1€ 0 ¥T° 0T SO-9.0 SO0 8J00g IS8 |[BJanQ "0Z
L€ ¥ Ly TE 89 Ol €5 #€ € OL° €L° 2T 0T 1T W 1T 000 060 |LEO uoisinadng 4o ase3 ‘61

Gl €C LT ¥O° 9L L8 P0-8€ 9L L8 €L° 9L #0° 9L° L0° 00" L0- 090 6€0 Buinjog wajqold @ Buluoseay ‘gl
ZL 9L SL #L €L ¢ LL O 6 8 L 9 S ¥ € T | Q@S uean
SUORE|aLI0JIaYU| pue sJnsHelS aARdudsaq ((Juod) ¢ a|qel

54



"S]EW JO} | PUE SEWS) IO} ) PAPOD SI JBPURD,
‘leuobeip ay) 6uoje pauiejuco ase saniigeljas eydly (So° > d) Jueoyiubis ale pjoq ui suonejduo) ;310N

L0- /L 000 GO- 90- €0- 20" 00" Z¥- €L- ZL- 9L~ 0Z- 00" 20- GL™- 80- LO° 90' OL 00 S0UBULIOKA |[BIBAQ "6€
(26)SZ €L ¥Z LL° L0 6L L0 ST L 80" €L-ZLL TV L0 ZZ 20 90- LO° 90- € abpajmouy ul souspyuo) ‘ge
(z6)8e" 200 ZL° 9L GO OL- 6L 9L g 2€-GL L0 ZV €2 GZ L0 OZ 90 ¥ Jamsuy jo abpamouy| ‘¢
(£9°) .00 SZ° G0- €0 GO- GZ-80° 2O GL-OL LO-6L L2 20 0 vZ GL of onsuo jo abpajmouy ‘ge
(68) bZ- 08" S€ ¥ SL- 20 80 9L 00 20° Z0° SO LO- Z0- GO- G- 60’ Bunjed noqy sjaleg ‘Ge
(¥8°) sZ- 61~ €2 LL- 9L 6L~ 90" 9L- 90- 60- 90~ €L- 0§ LZ 6T PO Buif 1suieby soi3 pe
(28°) 28" 60" €0- ¥0° ¥#0 6b- OL° 90- LI €L° L0 00° 90™- L0~ LV foeoyye-yes €€
(62)9Z 10" 2T ¥T ¥0- VT vO° 6V ZTT 6L SO- $2- ST- LO° Joineyag S1BY0 ‘€
(927)2¢ €0 2V #wz- 60 €0 80- L0 L0 SGb™- 90 b2- 90 sjaleg SIBYO ‘LE

sSeaInseapy _Scoﬁtﬂxm
(85) 68" ¥§° 92 85" 6§ 02 96" 2§ 2S- 6Z2- 9L- GL- Aunqessaq |eos 0
—- 8L OV ¥L L9 SL 19 S9 I¥- SL- SS- 81~ 8J00G }S3] ||_IBAO ‘62
(1) 6L SV 8¢S 6F €¥ 99° LS™- 96— 69 80~ uoisiniadng Jo 8se3 ‘gz
(2€) sz 0z Sz €L 1T Gl- §¢- €2~ 6¥- Dunos wajqoid '3 buluosesy “/z
(zg) ee ¢ 28 Sp° SE- €6~ 08~ L0~ Ayienp 8 Aaonpold ‘92
() e ST 0f 0Z- SS- 9Z- LI~ SSau||pudL4 ' 80UBPYUOD 'GZ
(9g7) b 28" 1e™- L6 S¢™- 80~ Auqerdepy vz
(85) z¥» - 0g™- GL™- 60 SSAUSNORUBIISUOD ‘€2
(29') 9¢™- op- 6€- 2L - Ajngels jeuogow3 'z

$8J028-Q

(6L) 08 €5 90 Aynqensaq (eos Lz
- &L ¥ 81003 }S3] ||BIBAO 02
(1) oz uoisiasadng jo ase3 ‘6l

(9°) Buinos wajqoid g Buiuoseay ‘gl
BE JE Ot Gt Ve €t ¢t € Of 6C BC JC 9C GC V2 €C ¢ VC 0C 6L 8I
SUONEGLI03131U] PUE SORSHEIS SARdLOSaQ | JU0D) Z SEL

55



relationship between applicant social desirability scores and d-scores. Incumbent social
desirability scores also have small to moderate correlations with d-scores, although all
relationships are negative, indicating that higher incumbent social desirability scores are
associated with lower d-scores.

Hypothesis 3 states that partialling social desirability from applicant scores will
not result in a significant change in criterion-related validity. To test this hypothesis
performance was first regressed onto each test dimension to obtain an estimate of the
validity of the test dimensions. Next, performance was regressed onto social desirability
in the first step and regressed onto test dimension in the second step. Examination of
Table 3 indicates that, consistent with the hypothesis, partialling social desirability scores
from applicant scores did not result in significant changes in the criterion-related validity.
However, due to the very small sample size available for these analyses and the absence
of applicant test score criterion-related validity no firm conclusion can be made about the
effect of partialling social desirability on criterion-related validity.

Construct Validity. Hypothesis 2a states that factor forms will not be significantly
different across the two measurement contexts. Hypothesis 2b states that measurement
errors of the selection test will be significantly different across the two measurement
periods. The previously discussed finding of a lack of factorially pure test dimension
scales prevents tests of these hypotheses with those scales. Thus these hypotheses were
tested for the emotional stability and conscientiousness scales only. Both emotional
stability and conscientiousness were distributed normally in both contexts (i.e., skewness
and kurtosis statistics were less than .70). This indicates that it is uneccessary to use

asymptotic distribution-free estimation procedures as suggested by previous researchers
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investigating the effect of faking on measurement invariance (e.g., Smith & Ellingson,
2002). Meredith’s (1993) suggested order of model building for examining the
equivalence of two tests was used to examine differences in construct validity between
the two measurement contexts.

Multiple-groups confirmatory factor analyses (MCFA) with correlated errors were
conducted in order to test Hypotheses 2a and 2b. Random parcels composed of two or
three items each were used as indicators of the latent factors. Table 4 reports the results
of the MCFA described below. Model 1 (M1) tests Hypothesis 2a by constraining only
the factor pattern across contexts. This model yielded adequate fit of the model to the
data as evidenced by fit indices within the intervals suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999).
This indicates that the same item parcels are causing the latent factors across both
measurement contexts.

Model 2 (M2) imposed the additional constraint of equal factor loadings. This
model also yielded adequate fit of the model to the data. This indicates that the item
parcels are equivalent indicators of the latent factors across measurement contexts.
Model 3 (M3) imposed the additional constraint of equal covariance. The adequate fit of
this model to the data indicates additional support for the construct validity of the scales
across measurement contexts.

Model 4 (M4) imposed the constraint of equality of variances across measurement
contexts. The significant chi-square difference test indicates that the variance of the
latent factors differs across the two contexts. Examination of the variance of the latent
factors in the unrestricted model reveals that the variance of the latent factors is greater in

the incumbent (6> = .237 and .169 for emotional stability and conscientiousness,
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respectively) than in the applicant context (¢” = .182 and .122 for emotional stability and
conscientiousness, respectively). This provides further evidence of a restriction of
variance in the applicant as opposed to the incumbent context, although it should be
noted that the fit indices for this model do indicate an adequate fit of the data to the
model even with this additional constraint.

Model 5 (M5) tests Hypothesis 2b by constraining the measurement errors of the
indicators to be equal across contexts. The significant chi-square difference test and the
deterioration of the fit indices indicates that measurement errors are not equivalent across
the two contexts. Examination of the errors indicates that there is more measurement
error associated with the incumbent scores. This is likely due to the greater score
variance obtained in incumbent as opposed to the applicant context. Therefore,
Hypothesis 2b is supported.

Hypothesis 2c states that the average intercorrelations among the scales will be
higher in the applicant than in the incumbent context. Examination of emotional stability
and conscientiousness reveals support for this hypothesis. The intercorrelation between
these two constructs in the applicant context is .49, and the intercorrelation in the
incumbent context is .20. This difference is significant (t (148) = 2.49, p <.05). Thus,
Hypothesis 2¢ is supported.

Criterion-related validity. Hypothesis 4a states that significantly higher criterion-related
validity will be observed for the scores obtained in the incumbent as opposed to the
applicant context. Table 2 shows that the correlations between applicant test scores and
performance ratings are all lower than the correlations between incumbent test scores and

performance ratings. T-tests for dependent correlations were used to formally examine
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this hypothesis. The conscientiousness scale shows marginally significant differences
between the contexts (t (146) =-1.613, p <.10). The differences between the criterion-
related validity of emotional stability is not significant. Therefore, despite that the
directions of the differences are consistent with expectations, Hypothesis 4a is not
supported. Both the Productivity and Quality dimension and overall test scores exhibited
significantly higher correlations in the incumbent as opposed to the applicant context (t
(146) = -2.246 and -1.762, p < .05, respectively).

Hypothesis 4b states that the criterion-related validity of the upper portion of the
applicant distribution will be lower than for the lower portion of the distribution. A series
of hierarchical regressions in which performance was regressed onto applicant test scores
in the first step and squared-applicant test scores in the second step were used to test this
hypothesis. Table S contains the results of the regression analyses. None of the squared
predictor terms added significantly to the prediction of performance ratings. Thus,
Hypothesis 4b is not supported.

However, the null results could alternatively be explained by the restricted range
of applicant test scores available in the current study. For example, if a curvilinear
relationship exists across the entire range of applicant test scores such that the
relationship is linear at lower test scores (i.e.., applicant test scores not meeting the
minimal standards used for selection and not included in the current sample) and either
curvilinear or flat at higher test scores (i.e., applicant test scores exceeding the minimal
standards included in the current study), then it is possible that a curvilinear relationship

still exists even though it was not found with the current restricted data. Analysis of

61



‘50" >d, ‘671 =U ‘FLION

(000°) 600° (000 S00° (000°) 600° (000°) €00° (;x paisnipy) N
100 GG - 00’ zLe- 100 LEV- 200° GSL- LJuoisuawig isay
Z
800° 0€E - 100’ #90"- 800° zee- 100’ G60- uoisuswiq 3saL
I
aulleseg
v (Anuaie) d v (Kuaie) d 4v (Aqueje)gd — yv  (Aguaje)d s|qeueA dais
8100G 1S9 ||lBJBAO uoisinedng UIAJOS Wd|qoid snoo4 Ajijend)
jo ese3 8 Buiuoseay 9 AyAonpoid
(zoo) G10° (000°) S00° (000 ¥00° (000°) 900° (;d paisnlpy) N
00" 19¢° 100’ 601 - 100° ove 200° oty - Juoisuawig ise
r4
L0 08¢ - ¥00° ¥61 - £00° L0€ Y00’ €92 - uoisuawiq 3se 1
I
auljeseg
AV (Aueie)d AV (Kuaie) d AV (Ausie)d v (Kyueie) d alqeueA dais

ssaujpusud Ajigeydepy
9 80UaPYUOD

$SaUSNONUBIOSUOD Rinqers jeuonowy

pelenbg suoisuUaWI(] 1S9 PuUE SuoISuawWi(] 159 juedddy Ojuo passaibay a)isodwo?) SOUBWIOHSd G 9|qel

62



unrestricted applicant data from this organization supports the possibility of this
alternative as the standard deviations obtained for applicant test scores in the unrestricted
sample are roughly twice that obtained in the current sample. This indicates that the data
included in the current sample is substantially restricted.

Selection decisions and rank-order. Hypothesis 5a states that the rank-ordering of
test scores will be substantially different in the applicant as opposed to the incumbent
context. In order to test this hypothesis, correlations between applicant and incumbent
context test scores were computed for the entire distribution. Table 6 contains the results
of these analyses for all test dimensions and the overall test scores. With the exception of
the Reasoning and Problem Solving dimension, the rank-order correlations were much
lower than would be expected when comparing the rank-order of test scores within
individuals across time periods. That is, if the same test is given to the same people at
two different times, the rank-order correlations between the two time periods would be
expected to be quite high (e.g., .70 or greater), which was not found in the current study.
Therefore, Hypothesis 5a is supported. However, test-retest unreliability of the test
cannot be entirely ruled out as an alternative explanation. Recall that the Reasoning and
Problem Solving dimension includes cognitive ability items answered in the applicant
context and used to compute scores on this dimension in both contexts so it is not
surprising that this rank-order correlation is much higher than the others.

Examination of the rank-order correlations, corrected for range restriction, for the
top 50 applicants, selected on the basis of overall applicant test scores, suggests that there
were approximately the same amount of changes in rank-order at the top of the

distribution as there were for the entire distribution. This is unexpected given previous
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Table 6: Rank-order Correlations

Top 50 Applicant

Entire Top 50 Applicant Scorers -
Distribution’ Scorers Corrected?
Emotional Stability 53 45 .65
Conscientiousness 45 35 .52
Adaptability 41 .01 .02
Confidence & Friendliness .53 43 .51
Productivity & Quality 42 32 51
Reasoning & Problem Solving .87 a7 .90
Ease of Supervision 43 .28 .50
Overall Test Score .46 .24 .56
NOTE: Correlations in bold are significant (p < .05).

1
n=151.
2Values represent correlations corrected for range restriction on applicant test scores.

research findings suggesting that individuals engaging response distortion are more likely
to appear at the top of the distribution (e.g., Christiansen & Halaand, 1998).

Hypothesis 5b states that many of the individuals hired on the basis of applicant
test scores would not have been hired on the basis of incumbent context scores. Of the
151 individuals in the current sample, all of whom exceeded the minimally acceptable
normative score standards on the test as applicants, only 97 participants exceeded these
standards based on incumbent test scores. This indicates that over a third of the
individuals in this sample would not have been selected in to the organization on the
basis of their incumbent test scores and the normative standards used in the applicant
context, suggesting that these applicants successfully faked their applicant test scores.
Therefore, Hypothesis Sb is supported. It is also possible that test unreliability may have
contributed to the obtained results. However, as discussed in the exploratory analyses
section below, the 54 applicants that did not meet minimal standards based on incumbent
tests scores had significantly greater d-scores than individuals meeting the minimal

standards in both contexts.



Antecedents. Hypothesis 6a states that perceptions of others’ beliefs about the

acceptability of faking on selection tests will be positively related to faking. The
correlations between other’s beliefs and d-scores contained in Table 2 show that
perceptions of others’ beliefs is significantly related only to Reasoning and Problem
Solving d-scores. This correlation indicates that the more an individual perceives that
significant others in his or her life believe that it is acceptable to fake on selection tests,
the less the individual actually faked his or her scores on the Reasoning and Problem
Solving dimension. This relationship is the opposite of that hypothesized. Therefore,
Hypothesis 6a is not supported.

Hypothesis 6b states that perceptions of others’ behavior in applicant contexts
will be related to faking, such that perceiving that other applicants fake on such tests will
positively relate to the degree of faking engaged in by the individual. The correlations
between others’ behavior and d-scores contained in Table 2 show that perceptions of
others’ behavior is significantly positively related to d-scores for every test dimension
except Confidence & Friendliness and Reasoning & Problem Solving. This indicates that
the more strongly an individual perceives that other applicants fake on selection tests, the
greater the extent of his or her faking in the applicant context. Therefore, Hypothesis 6b
is supported.

Hypothesis 7 states that the relationship between ethics against lying and faking
will be moderated by beliefs about faking, such that in the presence of a belief that faking
is not the same as lying the relationship between ethics and faking will be reduced.

Moderated regression analyses, reported in Table 7, reveal no support for this hypothesis.
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Furthermore, individually, ethics against lying and beliefs about faking are not
consistently related to d-scores.

Hypothesis 8 states that self-efficacy for faking will be positively related to d-
scores. The correlations between self-efficacy and d-scores (see Table 2) reveal no
consistent relationships. Self-efficacy is negatively related to d-scores of the Reasoning
and Problem Solving dimension, but this is in the opposite direction of that hypothesized.
Therefore, Hypothesis 8 is not supported.

Hypothesis 9a states that individuals’ knowledge of constructs being assessed will
be related to d-scores, and Hypothesis 9b states that self-efficacy will mediate these
relationships. Table 2 shows that none of the three operationalizations of knowledge
were consistently related to d-scores. Thus, Hypothesis 9a is not supported. The very
low power, due to the small sample size (i.e., n = 45), may be partially responsible for the
lack of significant relationships. The lack of a significant relationship between self-
efficacy and d-scores, as well as between the knowledge measures and d-scores,
precludes the possibility of self-efficacy mediating the relationship between knowledge
and faking. Thus, Hypothesis 9b is not supported.

Hypothesis 10a states that the relationship between subjective norms, a
summative variable of perceptions of others’ beliefs and behavior, and faking will be
moderated by self-efficacy, such that in the presences of low faking-related self-efficacy
the relationship between subjective norms and faking will be reduced. Moderated
regression analyses, reported in Table 8, reveal only marginal support for this hypothesis
for the emotional stability and conscientiousness dimensions. Thus, Hypothesis 10a is

not supported.
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Hypothesis 10b states that the relationship between ethical beliefs, beliefs about
faking, and faking will be moderated by self-efficacy, such that in the presence of low-
faking related self-efficacy the relationship between ethical beliefs and faking will be

reduced. Moderated regression analyses, reported in Table 9, reveal no support for this

hypothesis.

Exploratory Analyses
Three sets of exploratory analyses were performed to gain a greater understanding

of the patterns in the data. Specifically, split-group analyses, moderated regression
analyses, and polynomial regression analyses were performed to further examine the
relationship between faking and performance.

Previous researchers have examined differences in criterion-related validity for
different portions of the applicant distribution to assess the affect of faking on validity
(e.g.,Haaland & Christiansen, 1998; Mueller-Hanson et al., 2003). Table 10 presents the
split-group correlations of applicant scores, incumbent scores, and d-scores with overall
performance ratings and also presents t-tests and effect size estimates for the difference
between the means obtained by the two groups. The distribution was dichotomized on
the basis of whether or not the individuals’ incumbent scores exceeded the minimally
acceptable score standards established for the applicant setting. The group failing to meet
the minimal score standards as incumbents had significantly lower applicant and
incumbent mean scores, but significantly greater d-scores. This pattern suggests that
these individuals engaged in greater amounts of faking than the individuals exceeding the

minimal standards in both contexts.
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Table 10: Split-group Correlations and Effect Sizes

Pass' Fail' Effect Size’ £

Applicant Test Scores n=95 n=54

Emotional Stability .00 -.22 =37 -2.19
Conscientiousness .06 -.01 -.40 -2.35
Adaptability -.03 -.21 -.53 -3.10
Confidence & Friendliness -.07 -27 -.51 -3.02
Productivity & Quality -.04 -.09 -.40 -2.38
Reasoning & Problem Solving -.01 -.28 -.36 -2.12
Ease of Supervision .03 -20 -35 -2.08
Overall Test Score -.03 -35 -67 -3.95
Incumbent Test Scores

Emotional Stability -17 14 -1.06 -6.25
Conscientiousness .20 12 -94 -5.56
Adaptability -21 .03 -1.31 -7.70
Confidence & Friendliness -.08 -17 -1.00 -5.91
Productivity & Quality .09 .16 -1.29 -7.61
Reasoning & Problem Solving .03 -13 -48 -2.85
Ease of Supervision -.03 A4 -1.45 -8.56
Overall Test Score -.06 .01 -2.07 -12.20
D-scores

Emotional Stability .18 -33 77 4.52
Conscientiousness -11 -15 .57 3.39
Adaptability .16 -.16 .88 5.16
Confidence & Friendliness .02 .07 .79 4.68
Productivity & Quality -12 -24 .96 5.68
Reasoning & Problem Solving -.09 -.22 .28 1.95
Ease of Supervision .07 =27 .88 6.31
Overall Test Score .03 -.24 1.12 7.95

NOTE: Values in bold are significant (p < .05).

"Pass" refers to those individuals meeting or exceeding the minimal applicant score
standards based on incumbent scores, and "Fail" refers to those individuals failing to
meet or exceed the minimal applicant score standards based on incumbent scores.

?Effect sizes were computed by subtracting the mean score for the incumbent setting from
the mean score for the applicant setting and dividing by the pooled standard deviation,;
negative values indicate that higher scores were obtained for the group that met or
exceeded the minimal applicant score standards based on incumbent scores.

%df = 149.

An examination of Table 10 reveals that the correlations between applicant test
scores and performance were predominately negative, although not consistently
significant due to the small sample size, for the group who failed to meet the minimal
standards as incumbents, while the correlations for the group exceeding the standards are

essentially zero. A similar pattern emerges when examining the correlations between d-
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scores and performance for these two groups. Although not significant, the pattern
suggests that for individuals who, on the basis of incumbent scores, would have failed the
selection test the extent of faking is negatively related to performance. Furthermore, this
group of individuals had significantly greater d-scores than the group exceeding the
minimal standards in both contexts. This provides further support for the notion that
some of the people in the current sample were able to successfully fake their way to
passing the minimal standards. However, it is important to note that individuals with a
true high score on these test dimensions may not have been able to inflate their responses
in the applicant setting because these individuals are already at, or very close to, the
highest scores possible on the test. If this ceiling effect were not present, it is possible
that similar results would have been observed for the “pass” group as were observed for
the “fail” group.

Exploratory analyses were performed to investigate whether faking,
operationalized as d-scores, moderates criterion-related validity. Hypotheses 4a and 4b
also examined related, but different, phenomenon as the current analyses. Hypothesis 4a
examined the differences in criterion-related validity for scores obtained in the two
contexts. In contrast, the moderated regression analyses described here test whether the
validity of applicant test scores changes over different levels of faking. Hypothesis 4b
examined the differences in validity for the top portion of the distribution, where faked
scores are most likely to reside, and the lower portion of the distribution, likely to have
less faked scores. The current moderated regression analyses are less influenced by the
restricted range of applicant test scores that may have resulted in the null result for

Hypothesis 4b.
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Table 11 shows that the interaction of applicant scores and d-scores was

significant for emotional stability, but not for conscientiousness. Figure 2 contains a

graph of the significant interaction. For emotional stability, faking moderates the

relationship between applicant scores and performance such that in the presence of a
relatively high degree of response inflation, test scores relate negatively to performance.

In the presence of relatively low amounts of faking, test scores relate positively to
performance. A similar pattern was also observed for Ease of Supervision and overall

test scores. It is important to note that the results of these analyses are purely exploratory
and cannot be interpreted as strong support for the notion that faking moderates the
criterion-related validity of applicant test scores. This is especially true when one

considers the compounding of unreliability inherent in d-scores and the interaction term.

As discussed previously, some researchers argue that polynomial regression using
the d-score components is a more appropriate analytical technique than analyses
involving d-scores (cf. Edwards, 2002). Thus, the interactive effects of applicant and
incumbent test scores on performance ratings were examined using polynomial
regression. As suggested by Edwards (2002), applicant and incumbent test scores were
entered in the first step, applicant and incumbent squared scores were entered in the
second step, and a multiplicative interaction term for applicant and incumbent scores was
entered in the third step of a hierarchical regression predicting performance ratings.
The results, reported in Table 12, show that the interaction of applicant and

incumbent test scores was significant for emotional stability, Ease of Supervision, and
overall test scores. Figure 3 shows the nature of this interaction for emotional stability.

The graphs of the interactions for Ease of Supervision and overall test scores are very
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similar to the graph for emotional stability and thus are not reproduced here.
Examination of Figure 3 suggests that regardless of the direction of the difference
between applicant and incumbent scores, greater differences predict lower performance.
This indicates that, for emotional stability, Ease of Supervision, and overall test scores,
the absolute difference between applicant and incumbent scores relates negatively to

performance ratings. Contrary to theory and expectations, this suggests that response

inflation as well as response deflation influences the criterion-related validity of applicant

test scores.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this study indicate that individuals, on average, respond to
personality-based self-report tests more desirably in applicant as opposed to incumbent
settings. Furthermore, the results suggest that different individuals may inflate their
responses to different degrees in applicant settings and this inflation may affect rank-
ordering as well as selection decisions. The low power confirmatory factor analyses
suggest that applicant faking did not erode the construct validity of the personality-based
measures used in the current study as both factor patterns and loadings appear to be equal
across applicant and incumbent contexts. However, the significantly higher
intercorrelation obtained in the applicant context for emotional stability and
conscientiousness suggests the opposite conclusion with regards to construct validity.

Some of the analyses, such as the d-score moderation analyses, suggest that the
criterion-related validity of applicant test scores may be moderated by applicant faking.
However, other analyses, such as the examination of different validity for applicant and
incumbent test scores and the analysis of a curvilinear relationship beween applicant
scores and performance, suggest that criterion-related validity is not attenuated or
moderated by applicant faking. Finally, the degree of faking engaged in by an individual
is positively related to the degree to which an individual endorses a perception that others
engage in faking in applicant settings. Table 13 formally summarizes the hypothesizes
and whether each one was supported by the data. The remainder of this paper will
address five central questions in the faking literature and how the results of this study

contribute to this knowledge base.
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Table 13: Hypothesis Summary

Llxpochesis

esis 1: Scores on a social desirability scale will have a small to moderate
rrelation with difference scores.

Supported

: Factor forms will not be significantly different across the two
asurement periods (i.e., applicant administration and research administration), that
is there will be configural invariance of the personality factors across both

inistration periods.

Supported

is 2b: Measurement errors of the personality test will be significantly
ifferent across the two measurement periods.

Supported

is 2¢c: Average intercorrelations among the scales will be higher when the
inventory is administered for application purposes than when it is administered for
search purposes.

Supported

is 3: Partialling social desirability scale scores from applicant personality
res will not result in a significant change in criterion-related validity.

Not supported

thesis 4a: Criterion-related validity will be significantly greater for personality
res obtained in a non-motivating context (i.e., for research purposes) than scores
btained in a motivating context (i.e., for application purposes).

Not supported

b: Criterion-related validity of the upper half of the distribution of
pplicant sample scores will be less than the criterion-related validity of the bottom
If of the distribution.

Not supported

: The rank-ordering of people on the basis of responses obtained in a
on-motivating context (i.c., for research purposes) will be substantially different
the rank-ordering of responses obtained in a motivating context (i.e., for

Supported

: Some of the people hired on the basis of their responses in a
tivating context (i.c., applicant setting) would not have been hired on the basis of
ir responses in a non-motivating context (i.e., research setting).

Supported

othesis 6a: Perceptions that others believe faking to be an acceptable practice
ill be related to faking.

Not supported

Iﬂm(hg_sj;ﬂz: Perceptions that others engage in faking will be related to faking.

Supported

is 7: The relationship between a self-reported ethic against lying and faking
ill be moderated by an individual’s belief that faking on a selection test is the same
lying, such that in the presence of a belief that faking is not the same as lying the
lationship between reporting an ethic against lying and faking will be reduced.

Not supported

is 8: Individuals with high self-efficacy for enhancing their responses to a
selection test in a desirable way will be more likely to engage in faking.

Not supported
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Table 13 (cont.): Hypothesis Summary

Hypothesis Result
thesis 9a: Knowledge of the constructs being assessed will be related to faking. Not supported
othesis 9b: The relationship between knowledge of the constructs being measur
and faking will be partially mediated by self-efficacy. Not supported
othesis 10a: The relationship between subjective norms and faking will be

oderated by self-efficacy, such that in the presence of low faking-related self-
fficacy the relationship between subjective norms and faking will be reduced.

Not supported
IHypothesis 10b: The relationship between ethical beliefs and faking will be
derated by self-efficacy, such that in the presence of low faking-related self-

fficacy the relationship between ethical beliefs and faking will be reduced.

Not supported

Does Faking Affect Selection Decisions?

Past research suggests that individuals engage in response inflation by showing

that applicants generally score higher than incumbents (e.g., Rosse et al., 1998),
applicants score higher than research participants (e.g., Birkeland et al., 2003),
individuals incentivized to perform well on personality tests get higher scores than when
they are not incentivized (e.g., Mueller-Hanson et al., 2003a), and by showing that when
instructed to do so, individuals can inflate their responses (e.g., McFarland & Ryan,
2000). All of these types of designs have unique limitations that open their results to
criticism. For example, research that shows applicants tend to score higher than

incumbents does not indicate that only some applicants are faking, but rather could

indicate that all applicants are uniformly increasing their scores in response to the

situation. If true, this would result in little or no change in rank-orders and, thus, no out

of order decisions or erosion of criterion-related validity as a consequence of faking.

However, the within-subjects design of the current study as well as the use of actual

applicants confirms that many individuals do in fact inflate their responses in applicant
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settings and, furthermore, that individuals engage in different degrees of faking resulting
in changes in rank order and even changes in which individuals should be selected.

Echoing the concerns of Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues (2003a), these results
suggest personality test scores should not be used in a top-down, or select-in, manner.
However, the current results also cast some doubt on the use of these tests for select-out
purposes as well. Specifically, the expected gains from implementing such a test may not
be realized if a substantial number of people exceed the normative cutoff standards due to
response inflation.

The results showing that many of the individuals in this study would not have
been hired on the basis of their incumbent test scores suggests the possibility that
individuals can fake their way to passing normative cutoff standards. However, as noted
previously, the unreliability of the test may have also contributed to this finding. Future
research could help to untangle the effects of unreliability vis-a-vis faking within the
current sample by obtaining a test-retest reliability estimate that would allow for an
assessment of how many people would likely not have passed on the second
administration simply due to error. Such research could be performed with a
convenience sample of students tested at two time periods. Future research with similar
designs and samples using tests with high levels of test-retest reliability would also help

to elucidate whether some applicants do in fact fake their way into being selected.

Assuming that applicant faking was largely responsible for the current finding

theat some people who met the minimal test standards on the basis of applicant but not
inc-umbent scores suggests that by not controlling faking on such tests, organizations may

be wnfairly rewarding those who are inclined to dishonestly raise their scores. This
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phenomenon takes on even more importance when organizations use these tests in a top-
down selection manner. Perhaps one of the reasons individuals tend to view the use of
personality and other non-verifiable self-report tests as less fair than more objective
selection procedures such as cognitive ability tests or interviews (Hausknecht, Day, &
Thomas, 2004) is because of their awareness that people can effectively lie on such tests
to increase their chances of selection. Supporting this notion is recent research showing
that individuals with relatively lower fairness perceptions of such tests report engaging in
greater levels of faking (McFarland, 2002). Future research using within-subjects

designs and field samples should include measures of fairness perceptions to assess this

possibility.

Are Social Desirability Scales a Valid Operationalization of Faking?

One of the key goals of the current study was to compare multiple
operationalizations of faking in order to contribute to understanding whether social
desirability scales are valid measures of faking in applicant contexts and could thus be
used to identify faked applicant test scores. The relatively low intercorrelations between
applicant social desirability scores and d-scores suggests the possibility that these two
operationalizations of faking are unique constructs and do not share substantial variance.
Partialling social desirability scores from applicant test scores did result in slight, but
insignificant, increases in criterion-related validity for the conscientiousness,
Adaptability, and Reasoning and Problem Solving scales. Unfortunately, however, the
very small sample size available for these analyses precludes drawing any firm

conclusions from these results.
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The prevalence with which social desirability scales are used in practice to
identify potentially faked responses (Goffin & Ghristiansen, 2003) indicates a distinct
need for researchers to determine whether these scales are actually measuring applicant
faking. Research designs using actual applicants and a within-subjects design, such as
used by the current study, with larger sample sizes would be helpful in determing
whether faking is adequately operationalized by these scales. However, it is important to
note that recent simulation research by Schmitt and Oswald (in press) suggests that
identifying fakers with social desirability scales and removing those identified from the
selection process is likely to have very little positive impact in terms of mean

performance of those hired.

Does Faking Affect Construct Validity?
Consistent with the majority of prior research (e.g., Smith & Ellingson, 2002;

Weekley et al., 2003), the current study found that applicant and non-applicant test
responses result in similar factor forms but dissimilar measurement errors. The current
study also found that factor loadings were similar across contexts, a minimum condition
suggested to be necessary to conclude measurement invariance across groups (cf., Rock
et al., 1978). The results of the current study are likely to be a more veridical reflection
of reality than some of the prior studies for two main reasons.
First, many previous studies assessed measurement invariance by comparing an
applicant group to a separate research or student group, raising the possibility that the
difTerences found between the two groups were a result of differences inherent in the

par—ticular samples and not due to the differing contexts. The within-subjects design of
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the current study allows the inference that if differences were found between the two
measurement contexts, the differences must be due to the context and not to underlying
differences between the samples. Second, the current study’s use of a field sample allows
assessment of measurement differences as a function of real-life applicant motivation
instead of artificial laboratory-induced motivation present in many previous studies.
Thus, the results suggest that acceptable degrees of measurement invariance are present
between applicant and incumbent settings despite significant score differences between
the applicant and incumbent contexts. Note, that evidence was found that the
interrelationships between constructs was greater in the applicant as opposed to
incumbent settings suggesting some erosion of discriminant validity, but this relationship
did not appear affect the factor structure of the constructs.

Despite the advantages of the current design over previous research designs
examining construct validity, it is important to note that the test used in this study did not
exhibit the expected factor structure in either context and thus the results are based on a
post hoc factor structure established with the incumbent test responses. Furthermore, the
MCFA is generally a low power test which may have prevented the emergence of
significant differences between the two contexts. Also, as noted previously, the results
indicated that the discriminant validity of the tests were somewhat compromised in the
applicant context. Finally the existence of individual differences in the degree of
response inflation found between the two contexts suggests that there are differences in
the constructs being measured between the two contexts, despite the lack of significant

factor loading differences observed with the MCFA. Additionally, it is important to note
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that some researchers insist that similar error structures must also be observed to
conclude factorial invariance (Meredith, 1993).

Given these limitations and conflicting results, it is necessary for future research
to replicate these results before any application of the current results can be justified. For
example, research using similar designs and tests with more robust and established factor
structures would likely provide more generalizable evidence. Additional research
comparing alternative measures of personality constructs assessed via self-report
instruments would also help to further understanding of the effect of applicant faking on

the construct validity of personality-based self-report tests.

Does Faking Affect Criterion-related Validity?

The current study was designed to address the effect of faking on criterion-related
validity with a unique research design that has many advantages over previous
investigations. However, despite prior evidence of the validity of the selection test used
in this study, in the current sample, the test demonstrated very low validity in both the
applicant and the incumbent context. Therefore the current study’s assessment of the
affect of faking on criterion-related validity is exploratory and should not be interpreted
as proof that faking either does or does not impact the criterion-related validity of these
types of tests.

The results of this study provide conflicting evidence of the effects of faking on
criterion-related validity. The pattern of results for some analyses appear to be consistent
with laboratory studies of faking, demonstrating that faking can impact criterion-related

validity (e.g., Dunnette et al., 1962; Mueller-Hanson et al., 2003a). However, the pattern
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of results for some analyses also suggests that faking does not affect criterion-related
validity.

Generally, the criterion-related validity of the incumbent scores was greater, or
less negative, than for the applicant scores. While these results did not reach traditional
significance levels, the pattern suggests that faking may impact criterion-related validity.
Additionally, examination of the performance correlations for the group of individuals
whose incumbent scores did not exceed minimal selection standards reveals a similar, but
stronger pattern. Specifically, the applicant score correlations with performance for this
group are all negative, while the incumbent score correlations are predominately positive.
Despite this pattern, the majority of these analyses were not significant and thus the
results may be due to the generally low validity of the test, test unreliability, or range
restriction.

Investigation of a curvilinear relationship between applicant test scores and
performance revealed no such relationship, in contrast to the findings of previsous
researchers (e.g., Haaland & Christiansen, 1998). However, the restriction of applicant
test score range inherent in the current sample may have masked such a relationship
because the lower portion of the score distribution, expected to have a positive linear
relationship with performance, is missing from the analyses. Future research should
investigate this question by using a design similar to this study, but with an unrestricted
sample. For example, a similarly designed study performed in the context of a predictive
validation study in which the selection test is not used for selection would provide the

nes"essary data to adequately investigate this question.
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D-scores show a pattern of negative relationships with performance for the entire
sample, although these relationships are largely non-significant. While the pattern
suggests that the greater the amount of response inflation engaged in by an individual the
lower his or her performance ratings, the results were nevertheless nonsignificant and
potentially due to test unreliability. One piece of evidence suggests the possibility that
the results were not solely due to unreliability. If the negative relationships between d-
scores and performance were due to unreliability then there is no reason to expect that a
different pattern would emerge for individuals who did or did not meet minimal score
standards on the basis of incumbent test scores. However, the data suggests that the
relationship between difference scores and performance is stronger for individuals who
did not exceed the minimal selection standards on the basis of their incumbent test scores.
Recall that these individuals also had significantly greater levels of faking compared to
those individuals exceeding the minimal standards at both time periods. Therefore,
focusing solely on traditional significance leads to the conclusion that d-scores are
unrelated to faking, but focusing on the pattern of results suggests the opposite
conclusion.

D-scores interacted with applicant test scores for the emotional stability and Ease
of Supervision scales, as well as for overall test scores. Specifically, individuals
engaging in greater levels of faking exhibited a negative relationship between applicant
test scores and performance ratings. Individuals engaging in little or no faking had a
positive relationship between applicant test scores and performance. This suggests that

faking may moderate the relationship between applicant test scores and performance.
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However, given the extremely low reliability of both applicant scores and d-scores, the
results should be interpreted cautiously.

The polynomial regression analyses suggest that response inflation and response
deflation equally negatively impact predicted performance. The results of the polynomial
analyses should be interpreted with caution. First, these results could be due to
regression to the mean effects in which people with extremely high scores the first time
received somewhat lower scores the second time due to error. Second, there is absolutely
no theoretical justification for why response deflation in applicant contexts should relate
negatively to performance. One could speculate that very unstable people may respond
lower at one time than another and that this instability could manifest itself in behaviors
on the job. However, such speculation based on the analyses from one sample commits
the sin of “letting the empirical tail wag the theoretical dog,” (Bedeian & Day, 1994).
Other researchers also argue that theory should serve as a precondition for selecting the
types of analyses used to test research hypotheses (cf. Schoorman, Bobko, & Rentsch,
1991) and Tisak and Smith (1994) specifically caution against accepting unconstrained
polynomial regression models simply because they fit the data better in a particular
sample even though no theory exists to explain the results. Thus, before accepting these
results as an accurate reflection of reality additional theoretical work and replication of
these results is necessary.

Thus, while the results are conflicting, the pattern of results suggests the
possibility that the criterion-related validity of personality-based selection tests may be
affected by applicant faking. However, future research is necessary in order to examine

whether the pattern of results found in the current study are replicable and generalizable.
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Future research should specifically seek to examine these relationships, in the context of
within-subjects designs using field samples of actual applicants, similar to the current
study. However, future research should use different personality-based tests and also
should attempt to utilize samples that are not restricted due to selection on the basis of the
tests being examined.

There is also the possibility, as suggested by recent simulation research (Schmitt
& Oswald, in press), that the validity of personality-based selection tests is so small that
faking can only have a marginal impact upon their validity. In some ways, the results of
the current study are more supportive of this notion than that faking does or does not
impact criterion-related validity. This suggests that research efforts aimed at increasing
the validity of these types of tests may yield a larger payoff in terms of predicting job

performance than research that continues to investigate faking.

Do Individuals’ Perceptions & Beliefs Relate to Faking?
The current study investigated the influence of perceptions that others think it is

acceptable to engage in faking, perceptions that others actually fake, ethics against lying,
beliefs that faking is the same as lying, self-efficacy, and knowledge of measured
constructs. The current study found that only perceptions that others actually engage in
faking related to the extent to which an individual engaged in faking.
The finding of a relationship between an individual’s perceptions that others
<ngage in faking and d-scores is in need of replication, but is nevertheless interesting.
“Zhis is interesting because it represents another possible route through which individuals

rammay be persuaded not to fake in applicant contexts. For example, in addition to
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traditional warnings that focus on injuctive norms (i.e., what is approved or disapproved),
test administrators could make appeals focusing on descriptive norms (i.e., what is
commonly done) of stating that most people do not engage in faking on such tests. Prior
research has demonstrated that both types of normative appeals contribute to intentions
and behavior (e.g., Cialdini et al., in press). Future research would be useful in
determining if the addition of disjunctive norms to the injunctive warnings against faking
commonly provided to applicants are helpful in further reducing applicant faking.

There are a number of potential reasons for the why the other antecedent
measures did not relate to faking. For example, as described previously, d-scores tend to,
and did in the current study, have low reliability which may have attenuated the
correlations between the antecedent measures and d-scores. Additionally, while the
antecedent measures used in the current analysis included some items from prior research
with established construct validity, some of the items were developed specifically for this
study and thus may not be adequately tapping the intended constructs. It is also possible
that the current sample, in addition to being restricted in terms of applicant test scores, is
restricted in terms of the antecedent measures as well which could explain why some of
the antecedents consistently related to d-scores in the expected direction but did not reach
statistical significance (e.g., self-efficacy). A useful follow-up study would be to
administer these antecedent measures to an additional sample to determine if in fact the
range of responses obtained in the current study is restricted. Another possibility is that
participants were engaging in socially desirable responding on the antecedent measures

due to the presence of the experimenter and the sensitive nature of some of the questions.
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Utilization of a randomized response technique methodology would help to control for
this possibility in future research (Fox & Tracy, 1986).

In relation to the knowledge of constructs measure, it is difficult to say whether
“correctly” choosing the construct represented by an item is a sufficient measure of
individuals’ knowledge of the constructs given that the factor analyses failed to support
the a prior constructual dimensionality of the test. Additionally, the sample size was
quite small for the knowledge measures and thus the associated statistical tests were
woefully underpowered. Future research should investigate the usefulness of similar
knowledge measures using a more construct valid test and a larger sample size.

Despite the lack of findings for many of the individual beliefs and perceptions
included in this study, it is important to continue research to uncover what leads
individuals to engage in faking. This is particularly important in light of recent
simulation research showing that variability in applicant faking had a larger effect on
validity coefficients than either the average magnitude of faking or the total proportion of
faked scores in a sample (Komar, Theakston, Brown, & Robie, 2005). Thus, future
research should continue to investigate the perceptions and beliefs examined here as well
as other individual differences that may influence faking. Verbal protocol analysis of
individuals engaging in responding to personality-based tests under both motivating and
non-motivating conditions may be particularly helpful in elucidating the process through
which individuals determine how to respond to such questions in different contexts. The
investigation of person-situation interactions would also further understanding of what

conditions, both individual and contextual, motivate individuals to engage in faking and
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whether certain situations are more likely to motivate individuals with given beliefs or

characteristics more than other situations.

Limitations
Several study limitations exist. First, the sample was severely restricted as only

hired individuals were able to participate. Future research could avoid this limitation by
examining faking in the context of a true predictive validation study where selection is
not based on test scores. The restriction of range is likely the reason that the applicant
test scores exhibited non-significant, and sometimes negative, validities with
performance ratings for the entire distribution. However, the finding of non-significant
predictive validity for the applicant test also represents a limitation of the current study.
It should be noted that the validity obtained for this test in the initial concurrent
validation study was substantial, with average correlations between test scores and
performance ratings of .28. It may also be argued that the use of d-scores in this study
represents another limitation. However, as noted previously, d-scores have distinct
advantages over other operationalizations of faking (i.e., d-scores represent a direct
measure of the amount of inflation occurring as a function of the setting), are
conceptually meaningful in this context, and are not inherently flawed (Rogosa et al.,

1982).

Conclusion
The results of this study contribute to the literature on faking in a number of ways.

First, the large effect sizes found between the applicant and incumbent administrations of
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the test indicate that applicants do engage in response inflation. Second, the finding that
36% of the current sample did not exceed the normatively established cut scores, on the
basis of their incumbent test responses, corroborates previous findings performed in
laboratory settings or using social desirability scores to identify faked responses, although
the unreliability of the test used in the current study indicates that replication of this
finding with a more reliable test is desirable. This study also presents some evidence that
faking may impact criterion-related validity. Finally, this study provides evidence that an
individual’s perceptions of others’ behavior in applicant settings relates to individual
response inflation. However, the current study failed to find relationships between the
other antecedents measured and faking behavior. Future research with similar designs
that addresses the limitations of the current study will be useful in determining whether

the current pattern of results is replicable and generalizable.
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APPENDIX A
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUCTIONS: Please show how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by putting a circle around the appropriate number to the right of
each item. You may choose not answer any question,

PLEASE NOTE:

o “Answering in a desirable manner,” includes slightly exaggerating your responses
to make yourself look good, responding to a question in a desirable way even if
you do not think that it is completely true, and completely making up answers
without thinking about whether the answers are true or not.

o “Selection test” refers to any test that is similar to the one you took as an applicant.

[72]
g g
@, 9 Z > =]
< @ (1] ﬁ ?%
o § 13 |3
Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each item to show ‘é g
how strongly you agree or disagree with it.
bjective Norms: Others’ Belieft
If I answered in a desirable manner on a selection test, most of
1 | the people who are important to me would disapprove.* 1 2 3 4 5
No one who is important to me thinks it is OK to answer in a
2 | desirable manner on a selection test.* 1 2 3 4 5
Most people who are important to me will look down on me if I
3 | answer in a desirable manner on a selection test.* 1 2 3 4 5

My parents would approve of me answering in a desirable
4 | manner on a selection test. 1 2 3 4 5

My friends and family would disapprove of me enhancing my
responses on a selection test in order to make a good
5 | impression.* 1 2 3 4 5

ubjective Norms: Others’ Behavior

Other people probably answer in a desirable manner on selection

6 | tests in order to get a better score. 1 2 3 4 5
Most applicants would not hesitate to answer in a desirable

7 | manner on a selection test. 1 2 3 4 5
In most hiring situations, applicants do NOT distort or enhance

8 | their responses to selection tests.* 1 2 3 4 5
Everyone changes their answers on selection tests to appear more

9 | desirable. 1 2 3 4 5
Most applicants exaggerate their answers to selection tests in

10 | order to make a good impression. 1 2 3 4 5
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g g
@ =) z > =4
O IR % o N
g |8 |8 |° [&
Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each item to show % g
how strongly you agree or disagree with it. o
Self-efficac
I am confident that I could receive a higher score on selection
11 | tests by exaggerating my responses. 1 2 3 4 5
I’m confident I could figure out how to get a higher score on
12 | selection tests. 1 2 3 4 5
It would be easy for me to increase my score on a selection test
13 | by answering in a desirable way. 1 2 3 4 5
14 | IfI want to, I could increase my score on a selection test. 1 2 3 4 5
I could make myself look better on a selection test by responding
15 | dishonestly. 1 2 3 4 5
I could respond in a very desirable way to selection tests, if I
16 | chose to. 1 2 3 4 5
Ethic Against Lying
17 | People should never lie. 1 2 3 4 5
18 | I never tell lies to other people. 1 2 3 4 5
I think it is sometimes necessary and ethically acceptable to lie to
19 | other people.* 1 2 3 4 5
The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to
20 | hear even if it is not true.* 1 2 3 4 5
21 | Honesty is the best policy in all cases. 1 2 3 4 5
22 | There is no excuse for lying to someone else. 1 2 3 4 5
23 | Allin all, it is better to be honest than to be dishonest. 1 2 3 4 5
Beliefs About Faking
I believe that answering in a desirable manner on a selection test
24 | is not the same as lying. 1 2 3 4 5
25 | Lying is different than exaggerating responses on a selection test. 1 2 3 4 5
Making yourself look good on a selection test by answering in a
26 | desirable manner is different than lying. 1 2 3 4 S
Exaggerating responses on a selection test in order to make a
27 | good impression is the same as lying.* 1 2 3 4 5

* denotes reverse keyed items

NOTE: All scale labels will be omitted in the participant version of these measures.
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APPENDIX C

Knowledge of Constructs
INSTRUCTIONS: Each question below presents one of the items that you responded to in the previous phase

of the experiment. For each item: A) fill in the circle for the category that best describes the item; 2) fill in
the circle that indicates how you think the organization would like you to respond to the item; 3) fill in the
circle that indicates how confident or sure you are that you know how the organization would like you to

respond to this item.

1. “I take time out for others.”

C) How sure are you that you

O 2 How confident and friendly
a person is.

O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * Howa person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.

O ° None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ? Disagree
O * Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure

O ? Somewhat sure
O ¥ Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O 3 Very unsure

2. “I usually arrive early for appointments.”

C) How sure are you that you

O ? How confident and friendly
a person is.

O 3 How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O ’° How good a person is at
problem solving.

O © None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.

O ?Disagree
O ¥ Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! StronglyDisagree | O ' Verysure

O ? Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O * Very unsure
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3. “Sometimes I enjoy breaking the rules.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure

O 2 How confident and friendly
a person is.

O How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O 3 How good a person is at
problem solving.

O ° None of the above.
O 7 1don’t know.

O ? Disagree
O 3 Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O 2 Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

o * Very unsure

4.1 get annoyed when people change things that work perfectly well.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure

O ? How confident and friendly
a person is.

O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O 3 How good a person is at
problem solving.

O ¢ None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ? Disagree
O 3 Neither
o * Agree

O ’ Strongly Agree

O 2 Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O ’ Very unsure
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5. “I catch on to things quickly.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! StronglyDisagree | O ' Verysure
O ? How confident and friendly
a person is. O ?Disagree O ? Somewhat sure
O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O 3 Neither O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * How a person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O * How good a person is at
problem solving. O * Strongly Agree O’ Very unsure

O ¢ None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.

6. “I do not have a good imagination.

”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree | O ' Verysure
O ? How confident and friendly
a person is. O ?Disagree O ? Somewhat sure
O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O 3 Neither O ? Neither sure nor unsure
O * How a person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O * How good a person is at
problem solving. O * Strongly Agree O 3 Very unsure

O ¢ None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.
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7. “1 like working on several things at a time.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree .| O ! Very sure
O ? How confident and friendly
a person is. O % Disagree O ? Somewhat sure
O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O 3 Neither O ? Neither sure nor unsure
O *‘Howa person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O * How good a person is at
problem solving, O  Strongly Agree O ’ Very unsure

O © None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.

8. “Frequent interruptions and changes in priority bother me.” ‘

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ' How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree | O ' Verysure
O % How confident and friendly
a person is. O % Disagree O % Somewhat sure
O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O ? Neither O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * How a person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O * How good a person is at
problem solving. O  Strongly Agree O * Very unsure

O % None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.
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.9, “I am always prepared.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! StronglyDisagree | O ! Verysure

O 2 How confident and friendly
a person is.

O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O *Howa person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.

O ° None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ? Disagree
O ? Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O 2 Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O ’ Very unsure

10. “I tend to resist when people tell me what to do.”
C) How sure are you that you
B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure

O ? How confident and friendly
a person is.

O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.
O ® None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ?Disagree
O ? Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O 2 Somewhat sure
O ? Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O % Very unsure
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‘11. “I have little to say.”

C) How sﬁre ‘are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree | O ! Verysure

O ? How confident and friendly
a person is.

O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.

O  © None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ? Disagree
O * Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O ? Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O * Very unsure

12. *1 avoid reading difficult material.”
C) How sure are you that you
B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree | O ' Verysure

O ? How confident and friendly
a person is.

O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.

O  ° None of the above.

O 7 Idon’t know.

O ?Disagree
O ? Neither
o * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O ? Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O ’ Very unsure
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13. “A lot of supervisors just enjoy controlling people.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure
O 2 How confident and friendly
a person is. o ? Disagree O ? Somewhat sure
O ? How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O 3 Neither O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * How a person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O 3 How good a person is at
problem solving, O * Strongly Agree O * Very unsure

O % None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.

14. “1 typically am not very interested in joining group activities.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure
O 2 How confident and friendly
a person is. O ?Disagree O 2 Somewhat sure
O 3 How productive and focused
on quality a person is. O ? Neither O ? Neither sure nor unsure
O * Howa person reacts to
being supervised. O * Agree O * Somewhat unsure
O °’ How good a person is at
problem solving. O * Strongly Agree O * Very unsure

O % None of the above.
O 7 Idon’t know.
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15. “I tend to ignore my duties.”

C) How sure are you that you

B) How would the know how the organization
A) Which category best describes | organization like you to would like you to answer this
this item? answer this item? item?
O ! How adaptable a person is to
different situations. O ! Strongly Disagree O ! Verysure

O % How confident and friendly
a person is.

O * How productive and focused
on quality a person is.

O * How a person reacts to
being supervised.

O * How good a person is at
problem solving.

O ° None of the above.

O " Idon’t know.

O 2 Disagree
O 3 Neither
O * Agree

O * Strongly Agree

O ? Somewhat sure
O 3 Neither sure nor unsure
O * Somewhat unsure

O * Very unsure
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APPENDIX D

Unlikely Virtues
I always admit it when I make a mistake.
I never give up hope.
I know that anyone who tries can get a job.
I always know why I do things.
I never give up.
I Know immediately what to do.
I believe there is never an excuse for lying.
I always know what I am doing.
I am always ready to start afresh.
10 I have never engaged in gossip.
11. I will do anything for others.
12. I am always prepared.
13. I don’t always practice what I preach.*
14. I have some bad habits.*
15. I have sometimes had to tell a lie.*
16. I am not always honest with myself.*
17. I am not always what I appear to be.*
* denotes reverse keyed items

WX bh WD~
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APPENDIX E
Informed Consent

Project Title: Selection Test Responding
Investigator’s Names: Anthony Boyce and Dr. Ann Marie Ryan
Description and Explanation of Procedures: This study is investigating how people respond to

pre-employment tests like the one you took before
being hired. You will be asked to respond to a test
similar to the one you took as an applicant to
[organization name]. You will also be asked to
answer some additional survey questions.

Benefits: This study will last about one and a half hours (1.5
hours). You will receive your normal hourly wage
for participation.

Risks and Discomforts: None

This study is investigating how people respond to pre-employment tests like the one you took before being
hired. Thank you for participating in this study! Participation is completely voluntary, and all of your
answers will be completely CONFIDENTIAL. No one at [organization name] will ever see or have access
to your individual responses to any of the questions in this study. Your privacy will be protected to the
maximum extent allowable by law. All of the study materials will be taken off-site by Anthony Boyce at
the end of each day so that no one at [organization name] will have access to them.

Participation is voluntary, you may choose not to participate at all, or you may refuse to participate in
certain procedures or answer certain questions or discontinue your participation at any time without penalty
or loss of benefits.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Anthony Boyce (Michigan State University,
Baker Hall Room 20, East Lansing, MI 48824; boyceant@msu.edu). If you have questions or concerns
regarding your rights as a study participant or if you are dissatisfied with your treatment during this study
you may contact — anonymously if you wish — Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair of the Michigan State
University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax:
(517) 432-4503, email: ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824. A copy
of this consent form will be available for you to take home.

Please remember that your answers during this study are completely confidential and absolutely no one at
[organization name] will know or see your individual responses. Only the investigators will have access to
your individual responses.

Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study.

First and Last Name (please print) Signature

Today’s Date
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APPENDIX F
Protocol

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. My name is Anthony Boyce
and I’'m a student at Michigan State University. The research project that you are going to
participate in today is part of the requirements for me to graduate and has no con nection
with [organization name] other than that they have allowed me to ask you to participate.
This study is investigating how people respond to pre-employment tests like the one you
took before being hired. You will be asked to respond to a test similar to the one you
took as an applicant to [organization name]. You will also be asked to answer some
additional survey questions. Note, that you are not in any way obligated to participate in
this study. If you would prefer not to participate, you are welcome to leave now or at any
time throughout the study.

[Begin handing out the first consent form.]

The consent form I am handing out states that you are agreeing to participate in
this study voluntarily. Additionally, it states that all your answers today will be
completely confidential. No one at [organization name] will ever have access to your
responses in today’s study. In order to ensure this, I will take all of your surveys with me
when I leave at the end of the day. The consent form also informs you that the study
takes approximately one and a half hours and that you will be paid your normal hourly
wage for participation today. If you voluntarily agree to participate in this study today,
please print your name, sign the form, and write in today’s date in the appropriate boxes.
Are there any questions?

[Wait until everyone has finished reading and signing the forms and collect them.]

[Begin handing out the first questionnaire.]
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I am now handing out a questionnaire that is similar to the one that you filled out
as an applicant to [organization name]. In order to examine how people respond to these
types of questionnaires, I need to be able to link your responses to this survey to the
survey we will take in the next phase of the study, so please write your last and first name
in the box provided.

Please answer all of the questions as honestly and accurately as you can.
Remember, your responses to this survey are completely confidential. No one but me
will ever see or know your individual answers and your answers will never be
communicated to anyone at [organization name] for any reason. Your answers will be
used for research purposes only and will have no effect on you or your employment at
[organization name] in any way. Therefore, please answer the following questions as
honestly as possible. When you are finished please sit quietly until everyone is finished.

[When everyone is finished, collect the tests.]
[Begin handing out the second questionnaire.]

I am handing out the next survey now. I need to be able to connect your
responses to the last questionnaire to your responses on this one, so please put your first
and last name in the box provided.

Again, please answer all of the questions as honestly and accurately as you can.
Remember, your responses to this survey are completely confidential. No one but me
will ever see or know your individual answers and your answers will never be
communicated to anyone at [organization name] for any reason. Your answers will be

used for research purposes only and will have no effect on you or your employment at
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[organization name] in any way. Therefore, please answer the following questions as
honestly as possible.

In the questions on this survey, the term selection test refers to any questionnaire
like the one you just took that is given to people when they apply for a job. The phrase
responding in a desirable manner refers to slightly exaggerating your responses to a
selection test in order to make yourself look good, responding to a question in a desirable
way even if you do not think that it is completely true, or outright lying on your answers.
You may begin. When you are finished please sit quietly until everyone is finished.

[When everyone is finished, collect the surveys.]
[Begin handing out the second consent form]

We have one more thing to do before we’re done today. I am currently handing
out a consent form similar to the one that you filled out at the beginning of the session.
In addition to investigating how people respond to selection tests, I am also investigating
how peoples’ responses to these tests change over time and how these changes relate to
job performance. In order to investigate these issues, it is necessary for me to have
access to your applicant test responses as well as to have access to your job performance
data. Once this information is linked to the surveys you took today, all names will be
removed and any identifying information will be destroyed. If you agree to allow me to
collect this information, please print your name, sign the form, and write in today’s date.
Also, please remember that no one at [organization name] will ever have access to any of
the individual information that you provided today.

When I am done running these sessions, I will make sure that everyone who has

participated is given a debriefing form that describes the purpose of the study in greater
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detail. Please do not tell other employees about the questionnaires that you filled out
today or anything else about this study. It is very important that when people participate
they all have exactly the same information at the same steps in the study, so again please
do not tell other employees about the details of this study. Please return the consent
forms to me when you have completed filling them out. Thank you for participating in

this study.
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APPENDIX G

Informed Consent 2

Project Title: Selection Test Responding

Investigator’s Names: Anthony Boyce and Dr. Ann Marie Ryan

In addition to understanding how people respond to selection tests, this study is also
investigating how these responses change over time and how these changes relate to job
performance. In order to investigate these issues, it is necessary for the investigators to
have access to your applicant test responses as well as to have access to your job
performance data.

I am asking for your authorization to release your applicant test scores and performance
ratings to me for purposes of this investigation only. You may decline this request to
have your scores released. The data released will be treated as confidential and no one
but the investigators will have access to this information. Once this information is linked
to the surveys you took today, names will be removed and any identifying information
destroyed. No one at [organization name] will have access to the individual information
you provided today. Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by
law.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Anthony Boyce (Michigan
State University, Baker Hall Room 20, East Lansing, MI 48824; boyceant@msu.edu). If
you have questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study participant or if you are
dissatisfied with your treatment during this study you may contact — anonymously if you
wish — Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair of the Michigan State University Committee on
Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax: (517)
432-4503, email: ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI
48824. A copy of this consent form will be available for you to take home.

Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to allow the investigators to
obtain both your applicant test responses and job performance ratings from your
supervisor.

First and Last Name (please print) Signature

Today’s Date
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APPENDIX H

Debriefing Form

Selection tests like the one you took as an applicant are good at predicting job
performance. Research has shown that people with certain characteristics are better at
some types of jobs than others. By using tests like these, companies are attempting to
make sure that the people they hire will like the job they are hired to do and will be good
at it.

However, sometimes people respond differently when taking this type of test as an
applicant than they do when they take this type of test for other purposes (for example,
for research purposes) and some people respond differently in the same situation at
different times (for example, six months later). When people respond differently in
different situations or at different times it is more difficult for these types of tests to
accurately predict job performance.

This study is attempting to figure out why some people respond differently in different
situations and at different times. Additionally, this study is attempting to figure out
whether these changes in answers relate to job performance. By addressing these issues
the study is attempting to improve the quality of these tests so that they will be more
beneficial to both workers and companies.

If you would like to read more about how these types of questionnaires relate to job
performance you can go to the library for the articles listed below. If you have any
questions regarding this study please contact Anthony Boyce by email:
boyceant@msu.edu or by mail: Michigan State University, Baker Hall Room 20, East
Lansing, MI 48824.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimensions and
job performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44(1), 1-26.

Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and
dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. Personnel Psychology,
48(4), 775-802.
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APPENDIX I

Informed Consent
Project Title: Selection Test Responding
Investigator’s Names: Anthony Boyce and Dr. Ann Marie Ryan
Description and Explanation of Procedures: This study is investigating how people respond to

pre-employment tests like the one administered to
applicants at [organization name]. You will be asked
to provide performance appraisal ratings for a
number of employees you supervise.

Benefits: The amount of time this task will require depends on

how many participating employees you supervise,
but should take no longer than 30 minutes.

Risks and Discomforts: None

This study is investigating how people respond to pre-employment tests like the one administered to
applicants at [organization name] and how responses change over time. Thank you for participating in this
study! Participation is completely voluntary, and all of your performance ratings will be completely
CONFIDENTIAL. No one at [organization name] will ever see or have access to the ratings you provide.
Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law. All of the rating forms will be
taken off-site by Anthony Boyce at the end of each day so that no one at [organization name] will have
access to them.

Participation is voluntary, you may choose not to participate at all, or you may refuse to participate in
certain procedures or answer certain questions or discontinue your participation at any time without penalty
or loss of benefits.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Anthony Boyce (Michigan State University,
Baker Hall Room 20, East Lansing, MI 48824; boyceant@msu.edu). If you have questions or concerns
regarding your rights as a study participant or if you are dissatisfied with your treatment during this study
you may contact — anonymously if you wish — Peter Vasilenko, Ph.D., Chair of the Michigan State
University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax:
(517) 432-4503, email: ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824. A copy
of this consent form will be available for you to take home.

Please remember that the performance ratings you provide during this study are completely confidential
and absolutely no one at [organization name] will know or see the performance ratings you provide. Only
the investigators will have access to the performance ratings you provide.

Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study.

First and Last Name (please print) Signature

Today’s Date
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