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Abstract

Purpose The purpose of this study was to examine the

impact of applicant faking on personnel selection outcomes

(fakers hired and hiring discrepancies) across single-pre-

dictor (conscientiousness alone) and multiple-predictor

(combinations of conscientiousness and cognitive ability)

selection methods.

Design/Methodology/Approach Applicant faking was

measured using a within-subjects design in which partici-

pants completed a conscientiousness measure both under

the assumption that they were applying for a job and under

honest response instructions. The two selection outcomes

(fakers hired and hiring discrepancies) were compared

across single- and multiple-predictor scenarios.

Findings Our results indicated that the combinations of

conscientiousness and cognitive ability resulted in as much

as a 13.50% reduction in hiring fakers (compared to a

conscientiousness measure alone); however, most of these

differences were not statistically significant. The use of

cognitive ability–conscientiousness combinations did,

however, result in significant reductions in hiring

discrepancies.

Implications The primary implication of the present

study is that while the use of multiple predictors is effective

in reducing the impact of faking on hiring discrepancies

over the use of a personality measure alone, this reduction

may not be large enough to eliminate concern over the

occurrence of faking.

Originality/Value Most research investigating potential

negative effects of applicant faking has focused solely on

single-predictor selection scenarios. However, personality

measures rarely serve as the sole basis for hiring decisions.

The present study sheds light on the impact of faking on

selection outcomes when more than one predictor variable

plays a role in hiring decisions.

Keywords Applicant faking � Personnel selection �
Personality measurement � Hiring decisions

Introduction

Personality measures have survived their share of criticism

from researchers (e.g., Guion and Gottier 1965; Mischel

1968) for being weak predictors of job performance, to

become touted as useful accompaniments to traditional

measures of ability, skill, and job-relevant knowledge (e.g.,

Barrick and Mount 1991; Hurtz and Donovan 2000; Tett

et al. 1991). Personality measures predict unique portions

of the criterion domain (e.g., contextual performance and

workplace deviance) that are typically less related to tra-

ditional predictors such as cognitive ability (Berry et al.

2007; Borman and Motowidlo 1997). In addition, due to

their self-report nature, personality assessments are gen-

erally easy to administer and less costly than other selec-

tion tools that require more guided administration.

While the aforementioned factors contribute to the appeal

of personality assessments, the use of self-report measures

also introduces the potential for applicants to provide
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inflated or false descriptions of their personality traits. This

phenomenon, which is the primary focus of the present

study, has typically been referred to as faking. Although the

current state of the literature on this topic would suggest that

applicants are capable of elevating or faking their responses

(Stark et al. 2001; Viswesvaran and Ones 1999), and that a

substantial portion of applicants do so (Arthur et al. 2009,

Donovan et al. 2003; Griffith et al. 2007), there are still

numerous unanswered questions regarding the impact of

faking on personnel selection outcomes.

These unanswered questions may be partially due to the

methods used to examine the phenomenon. Most investi-

gations into the effects of faking focus solely on person-

ality assessments, while organizations typically do not and

should not make hiring decisions on the basis of these

measures alone (Hogan et al. 1996). Although using mul-

tiple predictors is undoubtedly good selection practice, this

assertion has also been made by researchers under the

assumption that combining personality measures with other

predictors will curtail the possible negative effects associ-

ated with faking behavior (Hough et al. 1990; Mueller-

Hanson et al. 2003; Peterson and Griffith 2006). For

example, Hough et al. (1990) suggest that applicants who

provide invalid personality profiles should be evaluated on

additional predictors. In addition, Mueller-Hanson et al.

(2003) note that the effects of faking may be reduced if

personality measures are used as screening tools prior to

assessing applicants on other characteristics.

Although these assumptions make sense conceptually,

little research has actually examined the role of faking in

selection scenarios using more than one predictor. While

some reduction in the effects of faking may be a given

when additional predictors are used to make hiring deci-

sions, this examination bears comparison to recent work on

adverse impact. Until thorough investigations into the

degree to which adding noncognitive predictors to a

selection battery could reduce adverse impact (e.g., Poto-

sky et al. 2005; Ryan et al. 1998), researchers assumed that

the strategy would be effective. As the aforementioned

studies note, however, the degree to which this reduction is

evidenced can vary greatly across situations and predictor

combinations (Sackett and Ellingson 1997). It is our view

that the extent to which concerns over faking are dimin-

ished by adding fake-resistant predictors (e.g., cognitive

ability) to a selection battery requires a similar degree of

detailed consideration.

The goal of the present study, therefore, was to examine

the impact of faking on hiring decisions when a personality

measure (specifically, a measure of conscientiousness) was

used alone versus in combination with a measure of general

cognitive ability. Although adding any uncorrelated pre-

dictor to a battery containing a personality assessment

could be expected to curtail the negative effects of faking,

we chose to focus on cognitive ability due to the fact that it

has received a great deal of attention as a useful predictor

across jobs and serves as a common contributor to per-

sonnel selection systems (Schmidt and Hunter 1998).

The degree to which the inclusion of a cognitive ability

measure in a selection battery can mitigate any negative

effects of faking is dependent upon two basic assumptions.

First, cognitive ability scores should bear little relationship

to conscientiousness scores. Meta-analytic findings by

Bobko et al. (1999) and Cortina et al. (2000) would indi-

cate that this is likely to be the case. Second, cognitive

ability should also be unrelated to applicant faking

behavior. While some research has indicated that cognitive

ability may be related to the ability to fake (e.g., Alliger

et al. 1996; Mersman and Schultz 1998; Wrensen and Bi-

derman 2005) and faking on forced-choice measures (e.g.,

Vasilopoulos et al. 2006), recent findings suggest that

cognitive ability is unlikely to influence faking propensity

(i.e., the extent to which actual applicants engage in faking)

on traditional Likert-format measures (Griffith et al. 2006;

Vasilopoulos et al. 2006). Based on the findings outlined

above, we proceeded under the assumption that cognitive

ability would be unrelated to faking behavior and consci-

entiousness scores.

The Role of Faking in Hiring Decisions Involving

Personality and Cognitive Ability

Although the inclusion of a cognitive ability measure in a

selection battery may mitigate the effects of faking on

hiring decisions, the boundaries and conditions in which

this is likely to occur have not been established. To our

knowledge, only two studies to date have tested the

assumption that adding a cognitive ability measure to a

personality measure could curtail the negative effects of

faking. Using a Monte Carlo simulation, Komar et al.

(2005) found that increases in the magnitude, proportion,

and variability of faking all led to attenuation of criterion-

related validity coefficients. However, the decrement to

validity was typically less pronounced for the composite

predictor. In another simulation study, Converse et al.

(2009) examined the effects of combining conscientious-

ness with two other predictors across a variety of selection

scenarios and outcome variables (criterion-related validity,

mean performance of the hired sample, and selection

decision consistency). The authors noted that while mul-

tiple-predictor selection tended to reduce the negative

effects of faking (e.g., lower criterion-related validity), the

extent of this reduction was widely variable across the

range of conditions examined.

We believe the current study serves as a useful extension

to these simulation studies in two ways. First, the Komar
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et al. (2005) study examined a single potential combination

of conscientiousness and cognitive ability (i.e., a unit-

weighted composite), while the current study examines a

several potential combination methods. Second, as Ryan

et al. (1998) noted, simulation studies may result in dif-

ferent conclusions than those based on more traditional

research samples. Therefore, while the focus of the present

study overlaps somewhat with the Converse et al. (2009)

simulation, our primary goal was to extend this examina-

tion of conscientiousness–cognitive ability combinations to

an experimentally manipulated applicant setting.

Outcomes of Interest: Percentage of Fakers Hired

and Hiring Discrepancies

We chose to investigate faking from two perspectives in

the present study. First, we examined faking as within-

subject score change from applicant to honest response

conditions, following the methodology of Griffith et al.

(2007), in order to examine the percentage of individuals

hired that were ‘‘fakers.’’ This operationalization catego-

rizes individuals whose scores in an applicant context

exceed the upper bound of a confidence interval established

around their honest context score as ‘‘fakers.’’ Next, we

also examined cases in which individuals faked enough to

get hired when they would not have been hired based on

their honest scores (we termed this a hiring discrepancy).

Substantial changes in hiring decisions may have a nega-

tive impact on both the effectiveness and fairness of a

selection procedure.

We were interested in examining both the percentage of

fakers hired and hiring discrepancies for several reasons.

First, previous research has indicated the presence of a link

between faking and integrity (Griffith et al. 2006; McFar-

land and Ryan 2000), which may suggest the hiring of

‘‘fakers’’ is undesirable in and of itself. Each of the men-

tioned studies linked faking behavior to low integrity,

which is generally related to counterproductive work

behaviors (Berry et al. 2007). Second, we believe there is

illustrative value in considering both outcome variables in

conjunction. Specifically, the interpretation of potential

reductions in hiring discrepancies is more meaningful

when considered against the portion of fakers in the hired

sample (e.g., a 50% reduction in hiring discrepancies in a

situation where a high percentage those hired were fakers is

more meaningful than a similar reduction when a small

percentage of the hired sample were fakers). Finally, aside

from the fact that increases in the representation of fakers

in a sample may threaten validity (e.g., Komar et al. 2008),

some researchers have also noted potential ethical concerns

regarding the displacement of honest applicants by indi-

viduals who fake their responses. Both Hough (1998) and

Morgeson et al. (2007) have noted that those who use

personality assessments to make hiring decisions should be

concerned with the fairness of the testing process when

some individuals fake their responses, thereby making the

examination of hiring discrepancies important. Therefore,

regardless of the influence of faking on criterion-related

validity, the potential for faking to alter hiring decisions by

putting honest respondents at a disadvantage should not be

ignored.

Combining Predictor Variables

When multiple-predictor batteries are used for personnel

selection, the scores from each predictor can be combined

in several ways. Generally, predictor combination methods

can be divided into those where scores on one predictor are

allowed to compensate for scores on another predictor

(compensatory models), or those where a minimal level of

proficiency or standing on a trait is required for each pre-

dictor (noncompensatory models; Cascio 1991; Gatewood

and Field 2004).

Compensatory Models

Unit Weighting. A scenario in which all predictors in a

selection model are given equal weight is referred to as unit

weighting (Cascio 1991). This strategy is typically enacted

by summing an individual’s standardized scores (z-scores)

across the predictors involved in the selection process. In

the current study, the unit weighting strategy was expected

to function in much the same way as the multiple-predictor

composite variables in the studies by Komar et al. (2005)

and Converse et al. (2009). A unit-weighted composite of

cognitive ability and conscientiousness should result in the

hiring of fewer individuals likely to have faked than

making decisions based solely on the conscientiousness

measure. Under such conditions, individuals that do not

fake substantially, and therefore may not be among the top

scorers on the conscientiousness measure, would still be

capable of being selected if they were to obtain high cog-

nitive ability scores. Based on this rationale, we tested the

following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: A unit-weighted combination of

cognitive ability and conscientiousness scores will

result in the hiring of a significantly smaller per-

centage of fakers than the use of a conscientiousness

measure alone.

Hypothesis 1b: A unit-weighted combination of

cognitive ability and conscientiousness scores will

result in a significantly smaller percentage of hiring

discrepancies than the use of a conscientiousness

measure alone.
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Multiple Regression. The multiple-regression approach

to the combination of predictor variables involves differ-

entially weighting variables based on regression weights

obtained from a criterion-related validation study. Like unit

weighting, this method also allows for scores on one pre-

dictor to compensate for scores on other predictors (Cascio

1991; Gatewood and Field 2004; Potosky et al. 2005).

However, unlike unit weighting, scores on one predictor

variable may compensate more or less for scores on other

variables depending on the weights assigned to each

predictor.

In the present study, estimated regression weights based

on Cortina et al.’s (2000) meta-analysis were used to

weight the two predictor variables. Specifically, regression

weights of b = .432 for cognitive ability and b = .235 for

conscientiousness (Cortina et al. 2000, p. 340) served as the

predictor weightings in the current study. The implications

of this model for the hiring of fakers should therefore be

similar to those associated with the unit-weighting strategy.

In this case, the addition of a cognitive ability variable was

expected to be more effective due to the increased weight

associated with scores on the ability measure.

Hypothesis 2a: A regression-weighted combination

of cognitive ability and conscientiousness scores will

result in the hiring of a significantly smaller per-

centage of fakers than the use of a conscientiousness

measure alone.

Hypothesis 2b: A regression-weighted combination

of cognitive ability and conscientiousness scores will

result in a significantly smaller percentage of hiring

discrepancies than the use of a conscientiousness

measure alone.

NonCompensatory Models: Multiple-Hurdle

A multiple-hurdle selection strategy is noncompensatory in

that an applicant must meet a passing score on one pre-

dictor variable in order to continue on further in the

selection process (Cascio 1991; Gatewood and Field 2004).

For the purposes of the current study, two separate multi-

ple-hurdle models were tested. First, following the sug-

gestions of Mueller-Hanson et al. (2003), a model in which

applicants were screened-out based on their conscien-

tiousness scores was tested. Those applicants not meeting a

minimum cut-score on the conscientiousness scale were

omitted from further consideration. The sample of appli-

cants that met the minimum requirement was then selected

from, in a top-down fashion, based on their cognitive

ability scores.

In the current study, we expected that this multiple-

hurdle approach would result in the hiring of a similar

percentage of fakers as the conscientiousness-alone

approach based on the following reasoning. The consci-

entiousness-alone approach involves rank-ordering indi-

viduals based on this variable and selecting the top scorers

(e.g., top 10%). Assuming fakers rise to the top of the

distribution, this is likely to represent a worst case scenario

in terms of hiring fakers due to the fact that no other

variables influence selection decisions other than consci-

entiousness scores (which are subject to faking). On the

other hand, the multiple-hurdle approach involves first

rank-ordering individuals based on conscientiousness,

retaining a relatively larger percentage of top scores (e.g.,

top 50%), and then selecting the top scorers on cognitive

ability from that group. Although the retained group from

which cognitive ability selection is made may contain a

larger percentage of fakers than the overall sample, this

should be no worse than conscientiousness-alone selection.

In fact, because final decisions are based on cognitive

ability (which should have little relationship with faking

and conscientiousness), some of the individuals who faked

their way to the top on the conscientiousness measure may

not be hired due to low cognitive ability scores. This may

then result in fewer fakers hired than for the conscien-

tiousness-alone approach. In other words, because selection

decisions are influenced by something other than consci-

entiousness, a slightly smaller percentage of fakers might

actually be hired. However, this difference is likely to be

small, and thus it seems that both selection strategies would

result in the hiring of a similar percentage of fakers.

Therefore, the following hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 3a: When conscientiousness scores are

used as the first step in a multiple-hurdle selection

model, there will be no significant difference between

the percentage of fakers hired by the combination of

conscientiousness and cognitive ability and the per-

centage of fakers hired by the conscientiousness

measure alone.

Hypothesis 3b: When conscientiousness scores are

used as the first step in a multiple-hurdle selection

model, there will be no significant difference between

the percentage of hiring discrepancies occurring for

the combination of conscientiousness and cognitive

ability and the percentage occurring for the consci-

entiousness measure alone.

The second multiple-hurdle model involved a selection

scenario in which applicants were screened-out based on

their cognitive ability scores and selected (in top-down

fashion) based on their conscientiousness scores. Given the

findings of Haaland and Christiansen (1998), which suggest

that cognitive ability levels remained relatively constant

throughout a range of personality scores, the portion of
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fakers that are screened-out in the first step should be equal

to the portion that continues on in the selection process. In

this case, top-down selection based on conscientiousness

scores in the second step will still be subject to the

occurrence of fakers rising to the top of the distribution.

Therefore, the following hypothesis was tested:

Hypothesis 4a: When cognitive ability scores are

used as the first step in a multiple-hurdle selection

model, there will be no significant difference between

the percentage of fakers hired by the combination of

conscientiousness and cognitive ability and the per-

centage of fakers hired by the conscientiousness

measure alone.

Hypothesis 4b: When cognitive ability scores are

used as the first step in a multiple-hurdle selection

model, there will be no significant difference between

the percentage of hiring discrepancies occurring for

the combination of conscientiousness and cognitive

ability and the percentage occurring for the consci-

entiousness measure alone.

While it is not typical practice to hypothesize the lack of

a significant difference (i.e., the null hypothesis) between

two conditions (as was the case for Hypotheses 3a,b and

4a,b), three considerations led us to these hypotheses. First,

these noncompensatory models are common in practice,

and thus we believe examining them provides a useful

investigation into a variety of practical selection scenarios.

Second, our conceptual analysis of these scenarios led to

the conclusion that these methods will result in substan-

tially different effects than the compensatory models and

therefore offer a trivial change in the two outcome vari-

ables of interest over the conscientiousness measure alone.

Third, although it is generally difficult to draw clear con-

clusions from a nonsignificant result (particularly if the

samples are not quite large), the actual percentages

obtained in theses scenarios are nonetheless likely to be

interpretable and are useful information particularly when

compared against the percentages from the compensatory

approaches.

Our decision to use the ‘‘conscientiousness measure

alone’’ selection scenario as a point of comparison was

based on two factors. First, nearly all investigations into

criterion-related validity and hiring decisions that have

appeared in the faking literature have focused on only a

single assessment. Second, this point of comparison pre-

sents a ‘‘worst-case’’ scenario against which the effects of

using multiple predictors can be evaluated.

Finally, the findings regarding rank-order changes that

have been discussed in the preceding paragraphs suggest

that applicant faking has the potential to alter hiring deci-

sions considerably. This effect appears to be more

pronounced at the upper end of the distribution of the

applicant sample due to the likelihood of individuals who

faked their responses rising to the top of the distribution

(Haaland and Christiansen, 1998; Zickar et al. 1996). The

findings of Christiansen et al. (1994), Griffith et al. (2007),

and Rosse et al. (1998) also speak to this assertion in that the

effects of faking on rank-order changes are more pro-

nounced at smaller selection ratios. Given the findings of

the aforementioned studies, we believed that the percentage

of fakers hired across each of the selection scenarios would

tend to increase as the selection ratio decreased. Although

this did not serve as the basis of any further formal

hypotheses, each of the selection scenarios was tested at

three selection ratios (.10, .20, and .30). Previous literature

investigating both faking (e.g., Griffith et al. 2007) and

adverse impact (Sackett and Roth, 1996) has used similar

selection ratios in hiring decision comparisons.

Method

Participants

Participants were 370 students from a southeastern uni-

versity (mean age = 23.52 years, 33.00% male, 56.20%

female, 10.80% did not report gender) who participated in

exchange for extra course credit in their introductory psy-

chology courses.

Procedure

In order to simulate the realism of an applicant setting,

deception was incorporated into the design of this study.

Although the use of deception can introduce ethical con-

cerns, numerous steps were taken to ensure that participants

experienced no adverse effects from their participation in

the study. The experimenters attended a regularly scheduled

class period in the students’ psychology courses and intro-

duced themselves as associate consultants for a university-

based consulting firm. The participants were informed that

prior to participating in a research study they would have

the opportunity to apply for a job as a customer service

representative with the consulting firm. After being given a

brief overview of the expected duties, schedule, and com-

pensation associated with the position, the participants

completed (under the assumption that they were applying

for a job) application packets that contained an application

form, job description, conscientiousness measure, and

cognitive ability assessment.

After the students completed the application packet, a

thorough debriefing process was conducted. During the

debriefing process, the participants were informed that they

were taking part in a research study, and that no jobs were
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available at the consulting firm. The experimenters

informed the participants that they would be asked to

complete an additional packet in order to complete the

research study and that their responses would be used for

research purposes only. The honest condition packet con-

tained special instructions asking participants to respond as

honestly as possible, as well as the conscientiousness and

manipulation check scales.

Given the potential methodological confounds associ-

ated with asking participants to respond honestly after the

applicant manipulation (e.g., practice effects), a counter-

balanced condition was included in which a pre-manipu-

lation honest conscientiousness assessment was gathered

from a subsample of participants. In this counterbalanced

condition, participants completed the conscientiousness

items (which were embedded in a larger personality

assessment) 1 month prior to the manipulation taking

place. This measure was administered by participants’

instructors as part of a classroom exercise. Analyses

comparing these two approaches are presented later.

Measures

Conscientiousness. The NEO-Five Factor Inventory

(NEO-FFI; Costa and McCrae 1992) was used to assess

conscientiousness in the current study. The NEO-FFI is

comprised of 60 items that assess the Big Five personality

constructs. Respondents indicated their level of agree-

ment with each statement on a 5-point Likert-scale (1 =

Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). In the case of the

current study, only the conscientiousness scale was used.

This scale served as the assessment of conscientiousness in

both the applicant and the honest conditions. The decision

to use only the conscientiousness scale was based on

research supporting its prediction of job performance in

customer service settings (Hurtz and Donovan 2000), and

the conscientiousness-related job duties noted in the job

description provided to participants (e.g., maintaining and

organizing client information).

One additional point to note is that for one of the mul-

tiple-hurdle models to be tested, a cut-score was set for the

conscientiousness measure. Therefore, in the multiple-hur-

dle model in which the conscientiousness variable was used

as a screening tool (Hypothesis 3), applicants whose con-

scientiousness scores were below the mean (for the appli-

cant sample) were removed from further consideration.

Cognitive Ability. The Wonderlic Personnel Test (WPT;

Wonderlic 2002) is a 50-item speeded test of general cog-

nitive ability that correlates at r = 0.92 with the Wechsler

Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS). Once again, given that

Hypothesis 4 required the use of a cut-score for the first

hurdle in the process, a score of 23 was used. According to

the test manual (Wonderlic 2002), 25 is the suggested

minimum score for customer service representative posi-

tions, while 21 is the suggested cut-score for receptionists/

clerical workers. Given that the proposed job was presented

as being a customer service position, but has many elements

of a receptionist position, a cut-score half-way between the

recommended scores for each job was chosen.

Application Form. Participants were presented with a

job application form in order to add to the realism of the

study’s manipulation. The application form did have an

additional purpose in that it was used to gather data

regarding participants’ interest in obtaining the customer

service position being presented. Participants provided

ratings on a Likert-scale, with response options ranging

from 1 (Not at all Interested) to 5 (Very Interested).

Manipulation Check. After completing all of the study

scales, participants were given a manipulation check scale.

This scale asked participants to indicate their age, in addition

to providing a rating of the believability of the study’s pri-

mary manipulation. Participants rated the study’s believ-

ability on a Likert-scale, with response options ranging from

1 (Not at all Believable) to 5 (Very Believable).

Analysis

Applicant Faking. Following the methodology outlined by

Griffith et al. (2007), applicant faking was assessed via a

change score from the applicant to honest condition for each

participant. More specifically, each participant’s honest

score was subtracted from their score in the applicant

condition for the conscientiousness measure. While this

procedure served as a means of creating a continuous var-

iable indicating the amount of faking by each participant,

for the purposes of the analyses regarding hiring decisions,

participants were also categorized as ‘‘fakers’’ or ‘‘non-

fakers’’ based on the magnitude of the difference between

their applicant and honest conscientiousness scores.

In order to carry out this categorization, we used the

methodology suggested by Griffith et al. (2007), in which a

95% confidence interval surrounding each participant’s

honest score was computed by multiplying the standard

error of the difference (SED = 4.20) by 1.96. The purpose

of this confidence interval was to identify individuals that

were likely to have faked the conscientiousness assessment

in the applicant condition, while taking the reliability of the

assessment into account. While Griffith et al. used both the

standard error of the measurement (SEM) and the SED to

classify fakers, we chose to use the SED given that neither

score (i.e., applicant or honest) can be considered a fixed or

‘‘true’’ score.1 If an individual’s score in the applicant con-

dition exceeded the upper bound of this confidence interval,

1 We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out

this distinction.
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he/she was categorized as a ‘‘faker.’’ Although the terms

‘‘faker’’ and ‘‘non-faker’’ are oversimplifications, an inves-

tigation into the hiring decisions within the current study’s

methodology required us to be constrained to their use for

reasons of parsimony. In the current sample, the SED was

equal to 4.20, thereby resulting in a requisite change score of

8.23 for an individual to be identified as a faker. In total,

19.50% of the current sample met this criterion.

In addition to assessing faking from the perspective of

Griffith et al. (2007), we also examined hiring discrepan-

cies. In keeping with our discussion pertaining to the

potential for individuals who faked the personality

assessment to displace individuals who respond honestly,

we examined the percentage of the fakers hired that would

not have been hired had they responded honestly to the

conscientiousness measure. In other words, we were

interested in determining how many of the fakers had

elevated their scores enough to change their hiring deci-

sion. While hiring fakers may not be desirable, selecting

individuals who would not have been hired based on their

honest personality scores represents the most significant

impact of faking on hiring decisions.

All hypotheses were tested using chi-square analysis.

For each chi-square test, the percentage of fakers hired and

hiring discrepancies for the conscientiousness measure

alone were compared to the combination that pertained to

the hypothesis being tested. The chi-square analyses were

carried out six separate times for each hypothesis, in order

to provide tests at three different selection ratios while

examining both faking and hiring discrepancies.

Results

Manipulation Check

Given that this study’s methodology assumed that the

experimental applicant manipulation would provide the

requisite motivation for participants to fake, mean-level

differences between applicant and honest conscientious-

ness scores should be observed. The results of a paired-

samples t-test indicated that mean conscientiousness in

the applicant condition (M = 46.54) was significantly

higher than mean conscientiousness in the honest condi-

tion (M = 43.37; t(369) = 6.72, p \ .001; d = 0.38).

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.

Additional manipulation checks included assessing the

believability of the simulated applicant setting, as well as

participants’ level of interest in the position that was being

offered. Although these data were only available for a

subsample of participants, they provide a sufficient illus-

tration of the effectiveness of the simulated applicant set-

ting. Overall believability ratings were obtained from 174

participants. Only 2.30% of participants gave a rating of 1

(not believable). These results provide strong support for

the effectiveness of the simulated applicant setting.

Data pertaining to participants’ interest in obtaining the

customer service position were obtained from 315 partici-

pants (55 participants did not complete the interest item on

the application form). Of the 315 individuals that provided

an answer to the interest item, 73% indicated that they were

at least somewhat interested in the position. We conducted

an independent samples t-test in order to determine whe-

ther there were mean-level differences in applicant con-

scientiousness scores between those individuals who were

at least somewhat interested in the position and those who

were not at all interested. The results of the t-test indicated

that there were in fact no significant differences in mean

applicant conscientiousness scores between interested

(M = 46.82) and uninterested (M = 45.13) participants

(t(313) = -1.55, ns; d = -0.19). Given that there was not

a significant difference between these groups of partici-

pants, we conducted all subsequent analyses on the full

sample of 370 participants.

Counterbalanced Condition

In the counterbalanced condition, honest scores were col-

lected 1 month prior to the applicant manipulation from a

subsample of 132 participants as part of a classroom

exercise. In order to determine whether there was a

potential confound associated with collecting honest

responses after the applicant manipulation, we conducted

an independent samples t-test to compare mean honest

responses gathered before the applicant manipulation to

those from participants whose honest scores were obtained

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for study scales for full

sample

Scale n L SD Min Max a

Cognitive ability 370 23.71 6.20 8.00 41.00 –

Applicant

conscientiousness

370 46.54 8.54 16.00 60.00 0.91

Honest

conscientiousness

370 43.37 8.31 12.00 60.00 0.87

Amount of faking 370 3.18 9.09 -38.00 46.00 0.81�

Level of interest

in position

315 2.99 1.49 1.00 5.00 –

Manipulation

believability

174 3.71 1.01 1.00 5.00 –

Note: Potential score ranges for study variables: cognitive ability,

0–50; conscientiousness, 12–60; amount of faking, -48 to ?48; level

of interest, 1–5; manipulation believability, 1–5
� Reliability for the amount of faking variable was estimated using

the formula for the reliability of difference scores provided by

Crocker and Algina (1986)
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only after the manipulation. The results of this t-test indi-

cated that there was no significant difference between the

two honest conditions with an honest mean of 44.04

(n = 132) in the counterbalanced condition and 43.47

(n = 238) in the post-manipulation only honest condition

(t(368) = .66, ns; d = 0.07).

In addition to examining mean honest scores, we also

investigated the percentage of fakers identified using both

honest assessments. For the participants whose honest

scores were gathered only after the manipulation, 20.60%

of the sample would be considered fakers. When honest

scores were gathered prior to the manipulation, 17.30% of

the participants were identified as fakers. The results of

these analyses suggest that the time at which the honest

assessment of conscientiousness was obtained was unlikely

to have a substantial bearing on the study’s results. As

such, all subsequent analyses were conducted using the full

sample of 370 participants.

Descriptive Statistics, Scale Intercorrelations,

and Reliabilities

Descriptive statistics for all study scales and estimates of

internal consistency for the applicant and honest adminis-

trations of the conscientiousness scale are displayed in

Table 1. Both the applicant (a = 0.91) and the honest

(a = 0.87) assessments of conscientiousness demonstrated

acceptable levels of internal consistency, as did the dif-

ference score measure of faking behavior.

Scale intercorrelations for the three measures used in

this study, in addition to the amount of faking, are dis-

played in Table 2. The most notable findings yielded from

the correlational analyses pertain to the relationship

between conscientiousness, cognitive ability, and faking.

As mentioned, it was expected that cognitive ability would

be unrelated to honest conscientiousness scores, applicant

conscientiousness scores, and the amount of faking

observed in an applicant setting. As Table 2 indicates, this

was indeed the case, with cognitive ability demonstrating

nonsignificant relationships with honest conscientiousness

(r = -0.00, ns), applicant conscientiousness (r = 0.02,

ns), and the amount of faking variable (r = 0.02, ns).

Finally, the correlation between applicant and honest

condition conscientiousness scores (r = 0.42, p \ 0.05)

suggests that there were considerable differences in the

rank-ordering of participants between the two conditions.

Hypothesis Tests

Each hypothesis was tested at three different selection

ratios (0.10, 0.20, and 0.30). The detailed results of the

hypothesis tests for analyses examining the percentage of

fakers hired are displayed in Table 3, while analyses

examining the percentage of hiring discrepancies appear in

Table 4. The percentage of fakers hired by the conscien-

tiousness measure alone varied across selection ratios, with

40.50, 28.40, and 29.70% hired at the 0.10, 0.20, and 0.30

selection ratios. This finding was expected based on the

results of previous studies (e.g., Haaland and Christian-

sen1998; Zickar et al. 1996), which suggested that the

effects of faking are more pronounced at smaller selection

ratios. In contrast, the percentage of hiring discrepancies

occurring for the conscientiousness measure alone

remained relatively constant across the selection ratios,

with 100.00% hiring discrepancies at the 0.10 and 0.20

selection ratios, and 97.00% at the 0.30 selection ratio.

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1a suggested that there would

be significantly fewer fakers hired by a unit-weighted

combination of conscientiousness and cognitive ability than

would be hired by the conscientiousness measure alone,

while Hypothesis 1b proposed the same for hiring discrep-

ancies. Hypothesis 1a was not supported at any of the three

selection ratios. Although the unit-weighted combination

did result in hiring 13.50% fewer fakers at the 0.10 selection

ratio, this difference was not significant (v2 = 2.80, ns). The

differences between the unit-weighted combination and

conscientiousness alone were less pronounced and also

nonsignificant at 0.20 and 0.30 selection ratios.

In contrast, an examination of Hypothesis 1b yielded

stronger differences across the three selection ratios. At all

three selection ratios, the percentage of hiring discrepan-

cies occurring for the unit-weighted combination was sig-

nificantly lower than the percentage occurring for

conscientiousness alone. Table 4 presents the results for

the hiring discrepancy hypotheses. The values in the table

indicate the percentage of discrepancies (D) and non-dis-

crepancies (ND) among the fakers hired (noted as ‘‘n

fakers’’) for each selection method. As indicated in

Table 4, significant reductions of 20.00% (v2 = 56.44,

p \ 0.001), 17.60% (v2 = 74.02, p \ 0.001), and 14.20%

(v2 = 19.93, p \ 0.001) occurred at the 0.10, 0.20, and

0.30 selection ratios, respectively. These findings provide

consistent support for Hypothesis 1b.

Table 2 Correlations among primary study variables

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6

Cognitive ability – – – – – –

Applicant

conscientiousness

0.02 – – – – –

Honest conscientiousness -0.00 0.42** – – – –

Amount of faking 0.02 0.56** -0.52** – – –

Level of interest 0.03 0.15** 0.05 0.09 – –

Manipulation believability -0.07 0.02 -0.04 0.05 0.16 –

** p \ 0.001
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Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2a stated that the use of a

regression-weighted combination of conscientiousness and

cognitive ability would result in the hiring of a significantly

smaller percentage of fakers than the use of a conscien-

tiousness measure alone, while Hypothesis 2b proposed

that the same would be true for hiring discrepancies.

Similar to the findings pertaining to Hypothesis 1a,

although the regression-weighted combination resulted in

the hiring of 10.80% fewer fakers than the conscientious-

ness measure alone at the 0.10 selection ratio and an 8.10%

reduction at the 0.20 selection ratio, these differences were

not statistically significant (0.10 v2 = 1.79, ns, 0.20

v2 = 2.39, ns). However, in this case, at the 0.30 selection

ratio, the regression-weighted combination resulted in a

significant reduction (v2 = 4.31, p \ 0.05) of 9.00% in the

percentage of fakers hired. This finding provided partial

support for Hypothesis 2a.

Once again, the examination of hiring discrepancies

(Hypothesis 2b) resulted in more noticeable effects. At the

0.10 selection ratio, the use of the regression-weighted

combination resulted in a 36.40% reduction in the per-

centage of hiring discrepancies (v2 = 211.67, p \ 0.001).

At the 0.20 selection ratio, the regression-weighted com-

bination reduced the percentage of hiring discrepancies by

40.00% (v2 = 350.44, p \ 0.001). Finally, at the 0.30

selection ratio, this predictor combination resulted in a

36.10% reduction in the percentage of hiring discrepancies

(v2 = 207.07, p \ 0.001). These findings lend consistent

support to Hypothesis 2b.

Hypothesis 3. The third hypothesis stated that the per-

centage of fakers hired (Hypothesis 3a) and hiring dis-

crepancies (Hypothesis 3b) occurring for a multiple-hurdle

combination, in which conscientiousness is used as the first

step and participants are then selected based on their cog-

nitive ability scores, would be similar to those for the use

of a conscientiousness measure alone. While this predictor

variable combination resulted in a reduction in the per-

centage of fakers hired across all three selection ratios that

was as high as 13.50% (at the 0.10 selection ratio), none of

the differences were statistically significant. While this

finding supports Hypothesis 3a, the reduction in the per-

centage of fakers for this predictor combination strategy

was similar to the unit-weighted and regression-weighted

combinations. As was the case with Hypotheses 1a and 2a,

the lack of significance also needs to be interpreted in light

of sample size concerns.

Contrary to our expectations, the analysis of hiring

discrepancies for Hypothesis 3b yielded significant reduc-

tions across two of the three selection ratios for the mul-

tiple-hurdle model. While the effects were not as strong as

those evidenced by the regression-weighted combination,

this particular multiple-hurdle model resulted in hiring

discrepancy reductions of 20.00% (0.10 selection ratio;

v2 = 56.44, p \ 0.001) and 11.10% (0.20 selection ratio;

v2 = 29.65, p \ 0.001) for the smaller selection ratios.

Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 suggested that the percent-

age of fakers hired (Hypothesis 4a) and hiring discrepan-

cies (Hypothesis 4b) occurring for a multiple-hurdle

combination, in which cognitive ability was used at the first

step and participants were subsequently selected based on

their conscientiousness scores, would not be significantly

smaller when compared to the conscientiousness measure

alone. Due to the fact that there were no significant dif-

ferences in the percentage of fakers hired between this

multiple-hurdle combination and the conscientiousness

measure alone, Hypothesis 4a was technically supported at

all three selection ratios. However, the reduction in the

percentage of fakers hired was only slightly smaller than

the other predictor combinations, which suggests that this

finding should be interpreted with caution. Nonetheless, the

multiple-hurdle strategy used in Hypothesis 4a did result in

the smallest reductions in the percentage of fakers hired at

each selection ratio.

Once again, our findings differed when hiring discrep-

ancies were examined (Hypothesis 4b). While the

Table 3 Chi-square analyses for Hypotheses 1a–4a (fakers hired)

across all selection ratios

Predictor combination Hired (%) v2

comparisons

Faker Non-faker v2 p

0.10 SR (n hired = 37)

Personality alone 40.5 59.5 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (H1) 27.0 73.0 2.80 0.09

Regression-weighted

comp. (H2)

29.7 70.3 1.79 0.18

Screen pers./select ability (H3) 27.0 73.0 2.80 0.09

Screen ability/select pers. (H4) 29.7 70.3 1.79 0.18

0.20 SR (n hired = 74)

Personality alone 28.4 71.6 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (H1) 23.0 77.0 1.06 0.30

Regression-weighted

comp. (H2)

20.3 79.7 2.39 0.12

Screen pers./select ability (H3) 24.3 75.7 0.59 0.44

Screen ability/select pers. (H4) 28.8 71.2 0.01 0.94

0.30 SR (n hired = 111)

Personality alone 29.7 70.3 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (H1) 26.1 73.9 0.69 0.40

Regression-weighted

comp. (H2)

20.7 79.3 4.31* 0.04

Screen pers./select ability (H3) 27.0 73.0 0.39 0.53

Screen ability/select pers. (H4) 27.0 73.0 0.39 0.53

Note: N = 370; SR selection ratio

* p \ 0.05
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reduction in the percentage of hiring discrepancies was

nonsignificant at the 0.10 and 0.30 selection ratios, a sig-

nificant reduction of 4.80% (v2 = 5.32, p \ 0.05) occurred

at the 0.20 selection ratio.

Discussion

The current study examined the impact of faking across a

variety of possible combinations of conscientiousness and

cognitive ability scores at three selection ratios. Results

indicated that hiring decisions based on a combination of

cognitive ability and conscientiousness measures generally

did not result in the selection of a significantly smaller

percentage of fakers than those based on a conscientious-

ness measure alone. However, the combinations did tend to

result in significant reductions in hiring discrepancies

across selection ratios. Consistent with the findings of

Converse et al. (2009), the effectiveness of the multiple-

predictor combinations on reducing the effects of faking

varied across the conditions tested in the present study.

Findings

The findings pertaining to the percentage of fakers hired

(Hypotheses 1a, 4a) provided mixed support for the study’s

hypotheses. Hypotheses 1a and 2a, focusing on compen-

satory predictor combinations, obtained little support, with

the exception of a significant reduction in the percentage of

fakers hired by the regression-weighted combination at the

0.30 selection ratio. The results pertaining to Hypotheses

3a and 4a, while technically lending support to our asser-

tions, should be interpreted with caution for several rea-

sons. First, the noncompensatory model tested for

Hypothesis 3a resulted in reductions in the percentage of

fakers in the hired sample that were comparable to the

compensatory models. While these reductions were not

statistically significant (therefore technically supporting the

hypothesis), this was likely due to sample size limitations.

The noncompensatory model tested in Hypothesis 4a,

while generally offering the smallest reductions in the

percentage of fakers in the hired sample, should also be

interpreted in light of the study’s sample size. Finally, the

reduction in the percentage of fakers hired by the consci-

entiousness–ability combinations tended to decrease at the

0.20 and 0.30 selection ratios. Therefore, although the

sample size increased for the analyses at these selection

ratios, the differences in the frequency of hiring a faker

also tended to become less pronounced.

While most of the reductions in the percentage of fakers

in the hired sample were not significant, some ability–

conscientiousness composites resulted in as much as a

Table 4 Chi-square analyses for Hypotheses 1b–4b (hiring discrepancies) among fakers hired across all selection ratios

Predictor combination Hired (fakers only) (%) v2 comparisons

D ND v2 p

0.10 SR

Personality alone (n fakers = 15) 100.0 0.0 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (n fakers = 10) 80.0 20.0 56.44** \0.001

Regression-weighted comp. (n fakers = 11) 63.6 36.4 211.67** \0.001

Screen pers./select ability (n fakers = 10) 80.0 20.0 56.44** \0.001

Screen ability/select pers. (n fakers = 11) 100.0 0.0 0.00 0.99

0.20 SR

Personality alone (n fakers = 21) 100.0 0.0 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (n fakers = 17) 82.4 17.6 74.02** \0.001

Regression-weighted comp. (n fakers = 15) 60.0 40.0 350.44** \0.001

Screen pers./select ability (n fakers = 18) 88.9 11.1 29.65** \0.001

Screen ability/select pers. (n fakers = 21) 95.2 4.8 5.32* 0.02

0.30 SR

Personality alone (n fakers = 33) 97.0 3.0 – –

Unit-weighted comp. (n fakers = 29) 82.8 17.2 19.93** \0.001

Regression-weighted comp. (n fakers = 23) 60.9 39.1 102.00** \0.001

Screen pers./select ability (n fakers = 30) 93.3 6.7 1.35 0.25

Screen ability/select pers. (n fakers = 30) 93.3 6.7 1.35 0.25

D hiring discrepancy; ND non-discrepancy; SR selection ratio

* p \ 0.05; ** p \ 0.001
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13.50% reduction, which suggests that our findings may

have practical implications. In large-scale hiring scenarios,

reductions of this magnitude could offer considerable

improvements to selection practices. Interestingly enough,

under no predictor combination scenario or selection ratio

did the percentage of fakers hired drop below 20.30%. In

contrast, the highest percentage of fakers hired at any

selection ratio by the conscientiousness measure alone was

40.50%. Therefore, while it appears that the addition of a

cognitive ability measure may reduce the percentage of

fakers hired to some degree it does not appear to lower the

percentage to a level that should totally eliminate concern

over the presence of faking.

Contrary to the results for Hypotheses 1a and 4a, our

analyses examining the percentage of hiring discrepancies

(Hypotheses 1b, 4b) yielded stronger effects. The per-

centage of hiring discrepancies (operationalized as fakers

hired based on their applicant conscientiousness scores

that would not have been hired based on their honest

conscientiousness scores) could be greatly reduced by

using the composite predictors. While the use of the

conscientiousness measure alone resulted in 97.00–

100.00% hiring discrepancies, conscientiousness–ability

composites led to reductions in hiring discrepancies as

high as 40.00% at the 0.20 selection ratio. These findings

provided strong support for Hypotheses 1b and 2b and

suggest that using multiple predictors can substantially

reduce the percentage of individuals who fake a consci-

entiousness measure enough to substantially affect hiring

decisions (i.e., fake enough to get hired). Once again,

however, the results for Hypotheses 3b and 4b were

somewhat inconsistent with our expectations. While typi-

cally offering smaller reductions in hiring discrepancies

than the compensatory models, the two multiple-hurdle

approaches did result in significant reductions when

compared to the use of personality alone.

The contrary findings for Hypotheses 3a and 3b (and to

some extent 4a and 4b) require a brief discussion. Our

findings suggest that even though there were still numer-

ous fakers present in the sample after the screening pro-

cess, selecting on a variable that was unrelated to faking

still resulted in the hiring of fewer fakers (or fewer hiring

discrepancies) than the conscientiousness measure alone.

This finding would support the assertion of Mueller-Han-

son et al. (2003) that the conscientiousness measures are

most effectively used as screening tools. An additional

point worth noting is that the effectiveness of this scenario

may also be a function of the cut-score used in the first

hurdle. Specifically, conscientiousness gets less weight in

this scenario due to the fact that applicants only need to

fall in the top 50% (approximately) of conscientiousness

scores, but are selected in top-down fashion on their ability

scores.

Implications

Situations in which individuals are able to fake enough to

alter their hiring decision are likely to strain our assump-

tions of a fair and standardized testing process. The results

of the present study suggest that using multiple predictors

in the selection process may reduce the negative impact of

faking, particularly through a reduction in the number of

individuals who are able to fake enough to alter their hiring

decision. Faking that substantially affects hiring decisions

is a concern not only for the effective prediction of per-

formance, but also for the fairness of selection practices

involving personality assessments (e.g., Hough 1998;

Morgeson et al. 2007). While the use of conscientiousness–

cognitive ability combinations significantly reduced the

number of hiring discrepancies across the various selection

scenarios examined, it did not appear to completely remove

the influence of faking. In the best case scenario, over 20%

of the hired sample faked the conscientiousness scale, and

60% those individuals would not have been hired based on

their honest personality scores; these numbers are far from

trivial.

Going beyond the fairness concerns noted earlier,

additional research has looked at the effect of hiring

decisions involving fakers and non-fakers on subsequent

mean performance differences. Mueller-Hanson et al.

(2003) reported lower mean performance scores for indi-

viduals selected from an incentive condition compared to

those selected from an honest condition. Additionally, the

participants from the incentive condition were more likely

to be hired, particularly at small selection ratios. However,

a recently published simulation study by Schmitt and

Oswald (2006) examined the impact of removing suspected

fakers from the selection pool on mean performance levels.

For the most part, the results of this study indicated that the

removal of fakers from applicant samples had little positive

impact on the mean performance levels of the sample that

was selected, and in some cases, could actually result in

lower mean-level performance (if faking was positively

correlated with performance).

Finally, the goal of the present study was not to argue

for the inclusion of measures of general cognitive ability to

personnel selection batteries as a means of reducing the

impact of faking, but rather to examine faking within the

context of a realistic personnel selection scenario. The

benefits and limitations of using measures of general cog-

nitive ability have been well documented in the personnel

selection literature. Cognitive ability has demonstrated

strong predictive validity across a variety of jobs (Schmidt

and Hunter 1998), which has contributed to its broad

appeal in personnel selection. However, the potential for

adverse impact associated with the use of cognitive ability

tests (e.g., Potosky et al. 2005) represents a persistent
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concern. As such, considerations regarding the composition

of selection composites must take into account trade-offs

between a variety of selection outcomes (e.g., criterion-

related validity, adverse impact; De Corte et al. 2007).

Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations associated with the current

study that might be addressed in future research. First, the

small samples involved in the hypothesis tests likely con-

tributed to the lack of statistically significant findings

related to the percent of individuals hired that were fakers.

Although a situation in which 370 individuals apply for 37

available positions (i.e., a 0.10 selection ratio) may be

representative of a real world hiring process, a considerably

larger sample may be required in order to conduct formal

analyses comparing the percentage of fakers that are hired

by various predictor combination strategies. Thus, addi-

tional research involving larger samples may allow for

firmer conclusions regarding percentage of fakers hired

under various predictor combinations. Furthermore, while

the current study investigated a limited range of selection

ratios and first-hurdle cut-scores (i.e., mean conscien-

tiousness scores, mean occupation-level WPT scores from

the assessment manual), future research should consider a

broader range of selection situations. For example, if fakers

tend to rise to the top of the personality score distribu-

tion, setting a more stringent first-hurdle conscientiousness

cut-score may result in an increased percentage of fakers in

the sample that passes this hurdle.

Although the present study’s methodology attempted to

simulate a true applicant setting, there are limitations

associated with this design. Participants did not actively

seek out the job opportunity, but were instead presented

with a chance to apply for the job. While this is necessary

in order to ensure that there is minimal harm associated

with the study’s use of deception, it does create a some-

what artificial applicant situation. Nonetheless, as the

manipulation check data suggest, a substantial proportion

of the participants believed the manipulation and were at

least somewhat interested in the position. One would

expect that if lack of believability or interest in the position

were a factor in the study, they should reduce participants’

motivation to fake, therefore leading to a conservative

estimate of the amount and prevalence of faking in an

applicant sample.

An additional limitation was the use of an artificially

dichotomized variable to identify fakers. While we were

able to obtain a continuous estimate of the amount of

faking each participant engaged in, categorizing individu-

als as ‘‘fakers’’ or ‘‘non-fakers’’ was necessary for the

purpose of the study’s analyses. However, this distinction

is likely an oversimplification of a complex behavior. In

addition, any attempt to identify fakers will inevitably

result in errors in which honest individuals are labeled as

fakers and fakers are labeled as honest (i.e., Type I and

Type II errors). Different approaches could be used to

reduce one of these errors at the expense of the other based

on which error is of most concern given one’s situation and

purposes (e.g., using a smaller confidence interval to ensure

most fakers are identified as such, which would also result

in more honest individuals being labeled as fakers).

Additional research is likely necessary in order to deter-

mine whether Type I or Type II errors are more palatable in

a given situation (e.g., if faking were linked to counter-

productive work behaviors, a slightly higher Type I error

rate may be acceptable). The dichotomization used in the

present study also necessitated the use of only one per-

sonality dimension. While conscientiousness was the most

relevant personality characteristic to the job used in the

current study, this is unlikely to be the case across a variety

of jobs. Therefore, the goal of examining faking in more

realistic selection scenarios should also be pursued by

studying more complex situations in which multiple-per-

sonality traits and other characteristics may contribute to

overall hiring decisions.

Finally, due to the fact that some of the subjects’ honest

responses were collected after the applicant manipulation

had taken place, the degree to which those honest responses

reflect participants ‘‘true’’ conscientiousness levels may be

called into question. We sought to address this issue

through the examination of data from a counterbalanced

condition in which the honest conscientiousness responses

were obtained approximately 1 month prior to the appli-

cant manipulation. Our analyses suggested that collecting

data on pre- and post-manipulations resulted in similar

mean-level conscientiousness scores and a similar per-

centage of fakers in the sample. Further research is nec-

essary in order to determine whether assessing

conscientiousness prior to or following this type of

manipulation provides a conscientiousness score that is

more representative of an individual’s ‘‘true’’ trait level.

Overall, the results of the present study suggest that the

effects of faking may be partially mitigated when person-

ality measures are used in conjunction with other predic-

tors. However, considerable room for investigations into

faking under such realistic selection scenarios remains.

References

Alliger, G. M., Lillianfield, S. O., & Mitchell, K. E. (1996). The

susceptibility of overt and covert integrity tests to coaching and

faking. Psychological Science, 7, 32–39.

Arthur, W., Glaze, R. M., Villado, A. J., & Taylor, J. E. (2009). The

magnitude and extent of cheating and response distortion effects

384 J Bus Psychol (2009) 24:373–386

123



on unproctored internet-based tests of cognitive ability and

personality. International Journal of Selection and Assessment.
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality

dimensions and job performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel
Psychology, 44, 1–26.

Berry, C. M., Ones, D. S., & Sackett, P. R. (2007a). Interpersonal

deviance, organizational deviance, and their common correlates:

A review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,

410–424.

Berry, C. M., Sackett, P. R., & Wiemann, S. (2007b). A review of

recent developments in integrity test research. Personnel
Psychology, 60, 271–301.

Bobko, P., Roth, P. L., & Potosky, D. (1999). Derivation and

implications of a meta-analytic matrix incorporating cognitive

ability, alternative predictors, and job performance. Personnel
Psychology, 52, 561–589.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and

contextual performance: The meaning for personnel selection

research. Human Performance, 10, 99–109.

Cascio, W. F. (1991). Applied psychology in personnel management
(4th ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Christiansen, N. D., Goffin, R. D., Johnston, N. G., & Rothstein, M.

G. (1994). Correcting the 16PF for faking: Effects on criterion-

related validity and individual hiring decisions. Personnel
Psychology, 47, 847–860.

Converse, P. D., Peterson, M. H., & Griffith, R. L. (2009). Faking on

personality measures: Implications for selection involving

multiple predictors. International Journal of Selection and
Assessment, 17, 47–60.

Cortina, J. M., Goldstein, N. B., Payne, S. C., Davison, H. K., &

Gilliland, S. W. (2000). The incremental validity of interview

scores over and above cognitive ability and conscientiousness

scores. Personnel Psychology, 53, 325–351.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). NEO PI-R: Professional
manual revised NEO personality inventory (NEO PI-R) and
NEO five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI). Lutz, FL: Psychological

Assessment Resources.

Crocker, L., & Algina, J. (1986). Introduction to classical and modern
test theory. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

De Corte, W., Lievens, F., & Sackett, P. R. (2007). Combining

predictors to achieve optimal trade-offs between selection

quality and adverse impact. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,

1380–1393.

Donovan, J. J., Dwight, S. A., & Hurtz, G. M. (2003). An assessment

of the prevalence, severity, and verifiability of entry-level

applicant faking using the randomized response technique.

Human Performance, 16, 81–106.

Gatewood, R. D., & Field, H. S. (2004). Human resource selection
(5th ed.). Mason, OH: South-Western Thompson Learning.

Griffith, R. L., Chmielowski, T. S., & Yoshita, Y. (2007). Do

applicants fake? An examination of the frequency of applicant

faking behavior. Personnel Review, 36, 341–355.

Griffith, R. L., Malm, T., Yoshita, Y., English, A., & Gujar, A.

(2006). Applicant faking behavior: Teasing apart the influence of

situational variance, cognitive biases, and individual differences.

In R. L. Griffith & M. H. Peterson (Eds.), A closer examination
of applicant faking behavior (pp. 149–176). Greenwich, CT:

Information Age Publishing.

Guion, R. M., & Gottier, R. F. (1965). Validity of personality

measures in personnel selection. Personnel Psychology, 18,

135–164.

Haaland, D., & Christiansen, N. D. (1998). Departures from linearity
in the relationship between applicant personality test scores and
performance as evidence of response distortion. Paper presented

at the 22nd Annual International Personnel Management Asso-

ciation Assessment Council Conference, Chicago, IL.

Hogan, R., Hogan, J., & Roberts, B. W. (1996). Personality

measurement and employment decisions: Questions and

answers. American Psychologist, 51, 469–477.

Hough, L. M. (1998). Effects of intentional distortion in personality

measurement and evaluation of suggested palliatives. Human
Performance, 11, 209–244.

Hough, L. M., Eaton, N. K., Dunnette, M. D., Kamp, J. D., &

McCloy, R. A. (1990). Criterion-related validities of personality

constructs and the effect of response distortion on those

validities. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 581–595.

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000). Personality and job

performance: The big five revisited. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85, 869–879.

Komar, S., Brown, D. J., Komar, J. A., & Robie, C. (2008). Faking

and the validity of conscientiousness: A Monte Carlo investiga-

tion. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 140–154.

Komar, S., Theakston, J., Brown, D. J., & Robie, C. (2005).

Faking and the validity of personality: A monte-carlo
investigation. Paper presented at the 20th annual meeting for

the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Los

Angeles, CA.

McFarland, L. A., & Ryan, A. M. (2000). Variance in faking across

noncognitive measures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85,

812–821.

Mersman, J. L., & Schultz, K. S. (1998). Individual differences in the

ability to fake on personality measures. Personality and
Individual Differences, 24, 217–227.

Mischel, W. (1968). Personality and assessment. New York: Wiley.

Morgeson, F. P., Campion, M. A., Dipboye, R. L., Hollenbeck, J. R.,

Murphy, K., & Schmitt, N. (2007). Reconsidering the use of

personality tests in personnel selection contexts. Personnel
Psychology, 60, 683–729.

Mueller-Hanson, R., Heggestad, E. D., & Thornton, G. C., I. I. I.

(2003). Faking and selection: Considering the use of personality

from select-in and select-out perspectives. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89, 348–355.

Peterson, M. H., & Griffith, R. L. (2006). Faking and job

performance: A muti-faceted issue. In R. L. Griffith & M. H.

Peterson (Eds.), A closer examination of applicant faking
behavior (pp. 231–259). Greenwich, CT: Information Age

Publishing.

Potosky, D., Bobko, P., & Roth, P. L. (2005). Forming composites of

cognitive ability and alternative measures to predict performance

and reduce adverse impact: Corrected estimates and realistic

expectations. International Journal of Selection and Assessment,
13(4), 304–315.

Rosse, J. G., Stecher, M. D., Miller, J. L., & Levin, R. A. (1998). The

impact of response distortion on pre-employment personality

testing and hiring decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83,

634–644.

Ryan, A. M., Ployhart, R. E., & Friedel, L. A. (1998). Using

personality testing to reduce adverse impact: A cautionary note.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 298–307.

Sackett, P. R., & Ellingson, J. E. (1997). The effects of forming

multiple-predictor composites on group differences and adverse

impact. Personnel Psychology, 50, 707–721.

Sackett, P. R., & Roth, L. (1996). Multi-stage selection strategies: A

Monte Carlo investigation of effects on performance and

minority hiring. Personnel Psychology, 49, 549–572.

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1998). The validity and utility of

selection methods in personnel psychology: Practical and

theoretical implications of 85 years of research findings. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 124, 262–274.

Schmitt, N., & Oswald, F. L. (2006). The impact of corrections for

faking on the validity of noncognitive measures in selection

settings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 613–621.

J Bus Psychol (2009) 24:373–386 385

123



Stark, S., Chernyshenko, O. S., Chan, K., Lee, W. C., & Drasgow, F.

(2001). Effects of the testing situation on item responding: Cause

for concern. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 943–953.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Meta-analysis of

personality-job performance relationships. Personnel Psychol-
ogy, 47, 157–172.

Vasilopoulos, N. L., Cucina, J. M., Dyomina, N. V., Morewitz, C. L.,

& Reilly, R. R. (2006). Forced-choice personality tests: A

measure of personality and cognitive ability. Human Perfor-
mance, 19, 175–199.

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. (1999). Meta-analyses of fakability

estimates: Implications for personality measurement. Educa-
tional and Psychological Measurement, 59, 197–210.

Wonderlic, E. F. (2002). Wonderlic personnel test & scholastic level
exam user’s manual. Libertyville, PA: Wonderlic Personnel

Test.

Wrensen, L. B., & Biderman, M. D. (2005). Factors related to faking
ability: A structural equation model application. Paper presented

at the 20th Annual Conference for the Society for Industrial and

Organizational Psychology, Los Angeles, CA.

Zickar, M., Rosse, J. & Levin, R. (1996). Modeling the effects of
faking on personality scales. Paper presented at the Eleventh

Annual Conference of the Society for Industrial and Organiza-

tional Psychology, San Diego, CA.

386 J Bus Psychol (2009) 24:373–386

123


	Examining the Role of Applicant Faking in Hiring Decisions: Percentage of Fakers Hired and Hiring Discrepancies �in Single- and Multiple-Predictor Selection
	Abstract
	Purpose
	Design/Methodology/Approach
	Findings
	Implications
	Originality/Value

	Introduction
	The Role of Faking in Hiring Decisions Involving Personality and Cognitive Ability
	Outcomes of Interest: Percentage of Fakers Hired �and Hiring Discrepancies
	Combining Predictor Variables
	Compensatory Models
	NonCompensatory Models: Multiple-Hurdle

	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Analysis

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	Counterbalanced Condition
	Descriptive Statistics, Scale Intercorrelations, �and Reliabilities
	Hypothesis Tests

	Discussion
	Findings
	Implications
	Limitations and Future Research

	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
    /DEU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


