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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 

Werden Selbstauskunftsverfahren (z.B. Persönlichkeitstests oder Vorstellungsgespräche) zur 

Personalauswahl eingesetzt, besteht immer die Gefahr, dass Bewerber nicht ehrlich antworten, 

um ihre Auswahlchancen zu erhöhen. Dieses beabsichtigte Verzerren von Antworten, welches 

als Faking bezeichnet wird, kann einen konkreten Einfluss auf Auswahlentscheidungen haben 

und damit die Validität eignungsdiagnostischer Verfahren gefährden. Aufgrund dieser 

problematischen Auswirkungen, ist Faking bereits seit Jahrzehnten immer wieder im Fokus der 

Personalauswahlforschung. Allerdings bleiben bisher trotz umfangreicher theoretischer und 

empirischer Arbeiten in diesem Bereich noch einige Aspekte der Entstehung und Folgen von 

Faking ungeklärt. Ziel meiner Dissertation ist es, weiter zum Verständnis dieses hochrelevanten 

Phänomens der Personalauswahl beizutragen und zwei der aktuellen Themen dieses 

Forschungsbereichs zu untersuchen. Dazu konzentriere ich mich in einem ersten Schritt auf die 

seit Langem unbeantwortete Frage, ob kognitive Fähigkeiten eine wichtige Determinante von 

Faking sind. Die Ergebnisse meiner Meta-Analyse deuten darauf hin, dass kognitive 

Fähigkeiten tatsächlich eine entscheidende Rolle für erfolgreiches Faking von 

Persönlichkeitstests spielen. Erhebliche Unterschiede zwischen den Ergebnissen von Labor- 

und Feldstudien geben dabei aber auch Hinweise auf unterschiedliche zugrunde liegende 

Mechanismen in beiden Forschungskontexten. In einer zweiten Studie untersuche ich mit einem 

aus der sozialökologischen Psychologie entliehenen Ansatz die motivationalen Auswirkungen 

von Wettbewerb auf Bewerberfaking im Interviewkontext. Während in dieser Studie harte 

wirtschaftliche Indikatoren von Wettbewerb keine Effekte zeigen, sind sowohl die individuelle 

als auch die regional geteilte Einstellung bezüglich Wettbewerbes wichtige Prädiktoren für 

Faking. Wieder im Rahmen von Persönlichkeitstests bringe ich schließlich die beiden zuvor 

untersuchten Aspekte in einer umfangreichen Laborstudie mit drei großen Stichproben und 

unterschiedlichen Operationalisierungen der Variablen zusammen. Allerdings zeigt sich hier 

weder der erwartete Einfluss der kognitiven Fähigkeiten noch der Einstellung zu Wettbewerb 
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auf Faking. Vielmehr liefert diese Studie, wie auch schon die erste, Hinweise darauf, dass 

instruiertes Faking im Laborkontext von anderen mentalen und motivationalen Prozessen 

gesteuert wird als Faking in realen Auswahlsituationen. In ihrer Gesamtheit liefert meine 

Dissertation wichtige Erkenntnisse über den Motivations- und Fähigkeitsaspekt von 

Bewerberfaking, weist aber auch darauf hin, dass die Prozesse, die in den Köpfen der Bewerber 

ablaufen, komplexer und möglicherweise auch schwieriger im Labor reproduzierbar sind, als 

bisher angenommen. Entsprechend ruft meine Dissertation zu mehr Forschung über die 

konkreten mentalen Prozesse von Bewerbern in echten Auswahlsituationen auf und fordert eine 

kritische Auseinandersetzung mit der Nützlichkeit von Laborstudien für die Fakingforschung. 
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GENERAL ABSTRACT 

The use of self-assessment tools (such as personality tests or job interviews) for personnel 

selection always carries the risk that in order to increase their chances of selection, applicants 

will not answer honestly. This intentional distortion of answers – known as faking – can have 

a significant impact on selection decisions and can jeopardize the validity of selection 

procedures. In recent decades, these highly problematic consequences of faking for 

organizations have regularly brought the phenomenon into scientific focus. However, despite 

extensive theoretical and empirical research in this area, there are still a number of unanswered 

questions regarding the emergence and consequences of faking. Therefore, the aim of my 

dissertation is to further contribute to the understanding of this highly relevant phenomenon 

inherent in personnel selection, by looking at two of the currently unresolved research issues in 

this area. In a first step, I focused on the long-unanswered question of whether cognitive 

abilities are an important determinant of faking behavior. The results of my meta-analysis 

suggest that cognitive abilities play a decisive role for successful applicant faking in personality 

tests. However, significant differences between the results of laboratory and field studies also 

revealed evidence of different underlying mechanisms in the two research contexts. In the 

second study, I used an approach from the field of socioecological psychology to examine the 

motivational effects of competition on applicants’ faking in the interview context. While hard 

economic indicators of competition showed no effects, both the individual and the regionally 

shared attitudes towards competition emerged as important predictors of faking. Finally, I 

brought together the two previously studied aspects in a comprehensive laboratory study with 

three large samples and different operationalizations of the corresponding variables. However, 

the results did not support the expected effects of applicants’ cognitive abilities or their attitudes 

towards competition. In fact, this study, like the first one, provided evidence that instructed 

faking in the laboratory environment is governed by slightly different mental and motivational 

processes than faking in real application situations. All things considered, my dissertation 
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provides important insights into both the motivational and the ability aspect of faking, but it 

also underlines that the processes occurring in applicants’ minds may be more complex and 

possibly also more difficult to reproduce in the laboratory than previously assumed. 

Accordingly, my dissertation calls for more research on the concrete mental processes of 

applicants in real selection situations as well as for a critical debate about the usefulness of 

laboratory studies in faking research. 
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Index of Publications 

This dissertation1 is written in a publication-oriented style and comprises three studies 

which are in the process of publication. All three studies have been submitted to peer-reviewed 

journals and were given a "Revise & Resubmit Major Revision" from the reviewers and the 

editors. Study 2 has already been revised and resubmitted. Study 1 and 3 will be revised and 

resubmitted in the near future. This dissertation contains the most recent version of all three 

manuscripts (with slight changes in format to increase readability). Please cite the studies after 

publication in the corresponding journals. 
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1 The layout of this dissertation follows the model of Langer (2018). Reverences of the three studies are given 
right behind the corresponding study. The references of General Introduction and General Discussion are given 
at the end of this document.  
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CHAPTER I  

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

For several decades, self-assessment tools such as job interviews or personality tests 

have been used in a wide variety of settings to make selection decisions (e.g., Macan, 2009; 

Mayfield, 1964; Morgeson et al., 2007; Spencer, 1938). The excellent test economy, the ability 

to predict work performance as well as other important aspects of work behavior, the 

incremental validity beyond that of performance tests, and the high acceptance by applicants 

have all rendered such selection procedures a fixed component of most personnel selection 

procedures (see: Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Schmidt, Oh, & Shaffer, 2016; Truxillo, Bauer, 

McCarthy, Anderson, & Ahmed, 2017). However, despite all of these advantages, there is one 

aspect of such selection tools that raises concerns for both organizations and researchers. Since 

the results of personality tests or interviews are based solely on the responses and claims of the 

applicants themselves, there is nothing to prevent them from giving dishonest answers in order 

to improve their chances of being hired. In the context of personnel selection, such an 

intentional distortion of responses in self-assessment tools is known as faking, and may be one 

of the main reasons why procedures such as personality tests are not used even more frequently 

(Robie, Tuzinski, & Bly, 2006; Rynes, Brown, & Colbert, 2002). 

Looking at the research results on this phenomenon, it becomes clear that the concerns 

of organizations are not completely unfounded. Faking can change the rank order of applicants 

and may therefore negatively affect selection decisions (Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & 

Rothstein, 1994; Donovan, Dwight, & Schneider, 2014; Griffith, Chmielowski, & Yoshita, 

2007; Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998). In addition, applicants’ faking behavior can be 

also linked to undesirable behaviors at work, such as deviant work behavior (O’Neill et al., 

2013) or low performance (Donovan et al., 2014). As such, faking may lead to significant 

economic disadvantages for organizations if the wrong people are selected, and may incur 
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further financial expense if the organizations decide to part with these wrong appointments. 

Given the high practical relevance of the issue, the phenomenon of faking has repeatedly moved 

into the focus of attention of selection research (e.g., Morgeson et al., 2007; Ruch, 1942; 

Spencer, 1938). A variety of theoretical models and empirical studies have attempted to explain 

the emergence of faking behavior and to offer feasible ways to counteract the phenomenon 

(e.g., Holden & Book, 2009; Levashina & Campion, 2006; Roulin, Krings, & Binggeli, 2016). 

These long-standing research efforts have already provided a very detailed picture of the 

underlying interpersonal predictors of faking and of the impact of the format and characteristics 

of specific selection instruments. 

However, many specific aspects of this phenomenon remain unclear (e.g., the influence 

of cognitive abilities on faking), while on the other hand, most recent research findings provide 

new perspectives on the subject of faking (e.g., theories emphasizing the influence of 

competition). The general goal of my dissertation is to address some major deficits of current 

faking research in order to contribute to the understanding of this highly relevant phenomenon 

of personnel selection. Accordingly, the first study focused on the long-unanswered question 

of whether cognitive abilities are an important determinant of faking behavior, and consolidated 

previous research results from the area of personality tests in a large-scale meta-analysis. In 

turn, the second study used an approach from socioecological psychology to examine both 

individual and regional effects of competition on applicants’ faking motivation in job 

interviews. In the context of the personality test again, the third study brought together both of 

the previously studied aspects and analyzed the effects of their mutual interplay on faking.  

In the following sections, I provide an overview of the current state of faking research 

and identify deficits of previous studies. Next, I introduce the two major research issues that I 

will address with my dissertation and then link them to the three subsequently presented studies. 
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CHAPTER II  

GENERAL THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Current State of Research 

For more than half a century, personnel selection researchers have been trying to 

understand applicant faking in self-assessment tools and searching for ways to combat this 

phenomenon (see Zickar and Gibby 2006, for a historical overview in the area of personality 

tests). Nowadays, it is well established that applicants can achieve better scores and ratings by 

faking in a variety of selection tools, such as personality tests (e.g., Griffith et al., 2007; Tett, 

Freund, Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012), bio data forms (e.g., Becker & Colquitt, 1992; 

Levashina et al., 2009), interest tests (e.g., Abrahams, Neumann, & Githens, 1971; Garry, 

1953), emotional intelligence measures (e.g., Day & Carroll, 2008; Tett et al., 2012) and job 

interviews (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Levashina & Campion, 2007). In this respect, faking 

is not only a theoretical problem but also quite common in real selection settings: 

Corresponding research has shown, for instance, that up to 81 to 99 per cent of all applicants 

use faking in job interviews to improve their chances of being hired (e.g., Levashina & 

Campion, 2007; Weiss & Feldman, 2006). 

However, much more problematic than this high base rate are the individual differences 

in faking behavior between applicants (e.g., König, Hafsteinsson, Jansen, & Stadelmann, 2011; 

Raymark & Tafero, 2009). Some applicants fake more and others less: Precisely these 

differences may lead to a change in the rank order of applicants and may therefore negatively 

affect selection decisions (Christiansen et al., 1994; Donovan et al., 2014; Rosse et al., 1998). 

As a result, faking represents a potential threat to the reliability (MacCann, 2013) and validity 

(e.g., Marcus, 2006; Rosse et al., 1998) of various selection tools. To explain these individual 

differences in faking behavior, a number of different faking theories have been developed over 

time. These include theoretical models that only refer to a certain type of selection tool (e.g. 
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job interviews: Levashina & Campion, 2006), but also more general models that try to explain 

faking across different procedures (McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Roulin et al., 2016). Likewise, 

the models differ in whether they present a distinct view on individual selection situations 

(Griffith, Lee, Peterson, & Zickar, 2011) or whether they also reflect the dynamics of the job 

search, which on the part of the applicant, may also include applying to different organizations 

(Marcus, 2009).  

In addition, various potential antecedents of faking, such as applicants’ personality, 

attitudes, and personal life situations (e.g. the financial pressure to get the job: McFarland & 

Ryan, 2000) are discussed, and even the basic psychological ideas behind the various models 

may differ (Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy theory: Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; 

Theory of Planned Behavior: McFarland & Ryan, 2006). Despite all of these differences 

between the models, most faking theories attribute the differences in applicants’ faking to two 

basic aspects in particular (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Marcus, 2009; McFarland & 

Ryan, 2006; Snell, Sydell, & Lueke, 1999): (a) applicants’ motivation to present themselves in 

a highly favorable way in order to improve their chances within the selection process, and (b) 

the abilities needed to distort the answers in the required direction.  

Regarding this first, motivational aspect of faking, empirical studies have already 

demonstrated the influence of applicants’ attitudes and characteristics as well as various aspects 

of the specific selection situation. For instance, several studies demonstrated that 

conscientiousness, which goes hand in hand with rule conformity and a sense of responsibility 

and diligence (McCrae & Costa, 1989; Roberts, Lejuez, Krueger, Richards, & Hill, 2014), is 

negatively related to faking in various selection tools (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Lester, 

Anglim, & Fullarton, 2015; Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, & Thornton, 2006; Roulin & Krings, 

2016). Agreeableness, which is associated with interpersonal trust and cooperativeness in 

individuals (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997), leads to an unwillingness to violate social norms, 

and was also found to be negatively related to faking behavior (Paulhus & John, 1998). On the 
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other hand, extraversion was found to be positively correlated with faking (Weiss & Feldman, 

2006), which is consistent with results regarding overclaiming (Bing, Kluemper, Davison, 

Taylor, & Novicevic, 2011) academic dishonesty (Anderman & Danner, 2008) and general 

lying (Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). Further negative correlations were found with integrity 

(Griffith, Malm, English, Yoshita, & Gujar, 2006; McFarland & Ryan, 2000) and the related 

personality construct of honesty/humility (Buehl & Melchers, 2017), both of which are, by 

definition, associated with sincerity, modesty and fairness (Ashton & Lee, 2009; Lee & Ashton, 

2004) and thus contradict faking in selection contexts. Further studies revealed that applicants' 

attitudes towards faking, i.e. the extent to which a person has a positive or negative view of 

faking, also have a significant influence on the faking itself (McFarland & Ryan, 2006). Studies 

that looked at the characteristics of the selection situation revealed a direct effect of the 

perceived attractiveness of the job (Buehl & Melchers, 2018; Dunlop, Telford, & Morrison, 

2012) as well as of the risk of being caught out (Vasilopoulos, Cucina, & McElreath, 2005) on 

applicants' faking motivation and faking behavior. 

With regard to the ability aspect of faking, the empirical findings are not quite as 

comprehensive. In this area, some studies have focused on applicants’ social skills, i.e. their 

ability to react sensitively to the communication of others and at the same time to communicate 

in a controlled and expressive way (Riggio, 1986). These studies argued that social skills help 

applicants to understand and act on social cues in selection situations, which in turn leads to the 

observed correlations with faking (Hogan, Barrett, & Hogan, 2007). Another line of research 

in this area concentrates more on the analytical tasks which are essential for successful faking. 

From this perspective, König et al. (2006) argued that applicants need to analyze which 

characteristics are particularly important to a hiring organization in order to subsequently show 

self-benefitting behavior – a task for which, for instance, an applicant’s ability to identify the 

(selection) criteria (ATIC) is a key factor. Subsequent research on ATIC has shown a direct 

effect on faking in various selection contexts (Klehe et al., 2012; König, Melchers, Kleinmann, 
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Richter, & Klehe, 2007). Besides these approaches dealing with quite specific abilities that are 

important for faking, applicants’ cognitive abilities are the most commonly studied construct 

regarding this aspect of faking. Several faking theories assume that cognitive abilities in general 

are helpful to convert faking motivation into successful faking behavior (e.g., Marcus, 2009; 

Snell et al., 1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011). However, previous empirical results are inconclusive: 

While a substantial proportion of studies did find a corresponding correlation between 

applicants’ cognitive abilities and their faking behavior (e.g., Grubb & McDaniel, 2007; 

Levashina, Weekley, Roulin, & Hauck, 2014; Pauls & Crost, 2005), others did not (e.g., 

Furnham, Taylor, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2008; Levashina et al., 2009; Mudgett, 2000). 

Research Deficits 

Although the research results presented in the previous sections reflect only a small 

fraction of the current state of knowledge, they demonstrate that the longstanding research 

efforts in this area have already provided a very detailed picture of the underlying drivers and 

consequences of faking. However, as the last point of the above overview reveals, there are still 

many specific aspects of this phenomenon that remain unclear. In addition, some quite new and 

interesting theoretical ideas have recently emerged, which leave the beaten track of traditional 

faking models and focus mainly on distinct characteristics of the applicants and the selection 

situations. With this in mind, I would like to highlight two major open research issues which I 

consider to be particularly relevant for the further understanding of this phenomenon. 

First, the aforementioned ambiguity of the empirical results regarding the relationship 

between cognitive abilities and faking poses a challenge to one of the basic assumptions of 

many faking theories. After all, it is self-evident that more intelligent applicants should have 

advantages in reading the demands of a selection situation and then behave accordingly. 

Furthermore, the two previously mentioned narrower aspects of faking abilities – social skills 

and ATIC – are substantially related to cognitive abilities (Kleinmann et al., 2011; Van Rooy 
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& Viswesvaran, 2004), and many authors do not consider them – at least in the case of social 

skills – to be independent from cognitive abilities even on a theoretical level (Mayer, Caruso, 

& Salovey, 1999). However, contrary to these theoretical arguments, empirical studies have 

been unable to provide coherent evidence for a relationship between faking and cognitive 

abilities. In fact, even the studies that did find a respective correlation arrived at very different 

results with respect to its magnitude: The correlations vary between a high r ≥ .5 (e.g., 

Underhill, Bearden, & Chen, 2008), a medium-sized r ~ .3 (e.g., Klehe et al., 2012; Pauls & 

Crost, 2005) and a small r ≤ .1 (e.g., Wrensen & Biderman, 2005). At the same time, a potential 

generalization of corresponding findings is rendered considerably difficult by the diversity of 

previous studies in terms of their design (field vs. laboratory) or the operationalization of faking 

(for an overview of different operationalizations of faking, see Burns & Christiansen, 2011). 

Thus, the question of the extent to which cognitive abilities are relevant for faking remains 

open, whereas an answer to this question might help to provide a better understanding of the 

phenomenon of faking. This question becomes even more relevant as some authors suggest that 

part of the criterion validity of self-assessment tools may be attributed to the fact that the 

abilities necessary for faking, e.g. cognitive abilities, are also of great relevance in today’s 

working world (e.g., Johnson & Hogan, 2006; Kleinmann et al., 2011). Therefore, in my 

opinion, a systematic analysis of the relationship between cognitive abilities and faking might 

be the key to this critical deficit in faking research. 

Second, besides these rather traditional questions in faking research, recent theoretical 

ideas have opened up completely new perspectives on the subject of faking. A particularly 

promising approach focuses on the dynamics of selection processes and in particular on 

different forms of competition that may affect applicants' behavior. In this respect, the dynamic 

model of applicant faking by Roulin et al. (2016) assumes that applicants’ faking behavior is 

(partly) an adaptive response to the fact that they are in direct competition with other applicants 

for jobs within a labor market governed by the laws of the market. In this sense, competitive 
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pressure in the labor market, and to an even greater extent applicants’ perception and attitudes 

towards this competition, should be a critical determinant of their faking motivation. The 

corresponding research has mainly focused on the effect of the person-level variable 

competitive worldviews on faking motivation and subsequent faking behavior. In this context, 

competitive worldviews describe how people perceive the world with regard to competition: 

People with high competitive worldviews see the world as a “competitive jungle characterized 

by a ruthless, amoral struggle for resources and power in which might is right and winning 

everything” (Duckitt, Wagner, du Plessis, & Birum, 2002, p. 92). In line with the ideas of the 

dynamic model of applicant faking, first empirical studies have shown substantial correlations 

between competitive worldviews and faking intention as well as resulting faking behavior in 

the context of job interviews (Bourdage, Roulin, & Tarraf, 2018; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; 

Roulin & Krings, 2016). But what is still missing in this context is a transfer of these promising 

results to other selection instruments and, even more importantly, an integration of situational 

and objective factors of competition. In fact, even before Roulin et al. (2016), several 

researchers (e.g., Bangerter, Roulin, & König, 2012; McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Snell et al., 

1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011) assumed that labor market indicators and economic factors should 

affect applicants’ faking motivation, as these variables also determine the chances of finding a 

job. However, the corresponding empirical results are mixed, and focus mainly on national 

unemployment rates (e.g., Fell & König, 2016; Fell, König, & Kammerhoff, 2016; König et al., 

2011; Thackray, Tryba, & Griffith, 2013). This is particularly problematic since these objective 

aspects of competition differ greatly both regionally and temporally, meaning that a lack of 

knowledge about their influence may also lead to a bias in other areas of faking research (e.g., 

when data collection takes place during a time of economic crisis). Taking all of this together, 

a holistic view on the effects of competition could bring the whole field of faking research 

forward. 
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Finally, I would like to discuss another aspect that has received rather little attention 

from faking research so far – the mutual interplay between motivational and ability aspects of 

faking. In recent years, many studies have looked at either motivational or ability variables in 

isolation from each other as potential drivers of faking behavior (see section: Current state of 

research). From the applicants’ perspective, successful faking requires not only the motivation 

to present oneself in a highly favorable way, but also the ability to behave and answer 

accordingly. Although such a moderating effect is a fundamental element of most current 

faking theories (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Goffin & Boyd, 2009; McFarland & Ryan, 

2006; Roulin et al., 2016), it has rarely been empirically studied (exceptions: e.g., Vasilopoulos 

et al., 2005). This is particularly problematic given that when filling a vacancy, the applicants 

always come with different personal backgrounds, personalities and specific abilities. Without 

taking into account both major types of influencing factors and their interaction, the 

transferability of the research results to the practice of personnel selection is questionable.  

In summary, there are not only two concrete research deficits in faking research, but 

also a lack of a holistic and integrative studies. Correspondingly, there is the potential to drive 

forward the research on this practically relevant phenomenon of personnel selection. 

Research Goals and Dissertation Outline 

The aim of my dissertation is to answer both traditional and new open questions of 

faking research and thus close previous gaps in this scientific field. In this spirit, I will address 

two major issues: First, I will focus on the long-unresolved question of whether cognitive 

abilities are an important determinant of faking ability and hence also faking behavior. Second, 

I will draw attention to the motivational effects of competition on applicant faking. 

Furthermore, I will examine these two major influencing factors together against the 

background of one of the basic assumptions of many faking theories – the dualism of faking 
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motivation and ability. In the following, I will describe the three studies that have been 

developed to study these specific aspects of faking. 

Study 1 is devoted exclusively to the ability aspect of faking. Here, I focus on the 

relationship between cognitive ability and faking in personality tests using a meta-analytical 

approach. Following the assumption of many faking theories that cognitive ability is important 

for faking, I compare corresponding correlations with personality scores between selection 

situations and non-selection situations. The meta-analytical calculations are based on an 

extensive data set of published studies as well as grey literature from the last 50 years of faking 

research and are analyzed following the methods of Schmidt and Hunter (2004). Besides the 

general question of whether cognitive abilities can influence applicant faking, I look into 

moderating effects regarding the study design (laboratory vs. field), the response format of the 

personality test, and the type of cognitive ability test. 

Study 2 turns to the motivational aspect of faking and looks at the effects of competition, 

and the perception thereof, on faking intention in job interviews. Inspired by theoretical 

arguments (e.g., from socioecological psychology) and cross-cultural studies, I hypothesize that 

in addition to individual-level predictors, there are also regional (within a country) differences 

in faking intentions and systematic links to regional-level features. Accordingly, I test and 

compare individual- and regional-level predictors of applicant faking intentions across the 

largest 50 Metropolitan Statistical Areas of the U.S. using multi-level techniques. In particular, 

I focus on the influence of hard regional economic indicators as well as the individual attitude 

towards competition (especially competitive worldviews) but also on shared attitudes and 

worldviews in a region. 

Study 3 builds upon the findings of the two previous studies and assesses the interplay 

between motivational and ability aspects of applicant faking in personality tests. According to 

the current consensus of faking theories, applicants’ abilities – especially their cognitive ability 

– should influence whether the motivation to fake, triggered by individual attitudes towards 
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competition (especially competitive worldviews), can be turned into successful faking 

behavior. This study uses a within-subject faking design – a design widely used in current 

faking research – to test the interaction of the two factors in three independent laboratory 

samples. In this regard, the individual samples not only cover three relevant subgroups in which 

personality tests are increasingly used as a selection tool, but also make use of different 

operationalizations of the corresponding variables. 

In sum, these three studies of my dissertation provide a complementary and holistic 

view of previously unclear or neglected aspects of faking, from which both subsequent research 

and concrete personnel selection can greatly benefit.



CHAPTER III: COGNITIVE ABILITY AND PERSONALITY SCORES IN SELECTION SITUATIONS 

 

12 

CHAPTER III  

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COGNITIVE ABILITY AND PERSONALITY SCORES 

IN SELECTION SITUATIONS: A META-ANALYSIS 

Abstract 

Several faking theories have identified applicants’ cognitive ability (CA) as a determinant of 

faking – the intentional distortion of answers by candidates – but the corresponding empirical 

findings in the area of personality tests are often ambiguous. Following the assumption that CA 

is important for faking, we expected applicants with high CA to show higher personality scores 

in selection situations, leading in this case to significant correlations between CA and Big Five 

personality scores, but not in non-selection situations. This meta-analysis (66 studies, k = 115 

individual samples, N = 46,265) showed this pattern of results as well as moderation effects for 

the study design (laboratory vs. field), the response format of the personality test, and the type 

of CA test. 
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Introduction 

Faking – the intentional distortion of answers by applicants – is a frequently occurring 

phenomenon found when personality tests are used for personnel selection (e.g., Anglim, Bozic, 

Little, & Lievens, 2018; Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, Brannick, & Smith, 2006; Galić, 

Jerneić, & Kovačić, 2012; Griffin & Wilson, 2012). In this context, interindividual differences 

in faking behavior are particularly problematic, as they can affect the applicants’ rank order 

and thus the validity of selection decisions (König, Hafsteinsson, Jansen, & Stadelmann, 2011; 

McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, & Thornton, 2006; Raymark & Tafero, 

2009). The majority of faking theories attribute these differences in applicants’ faking to two 

factors in particular (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Marcus, 2009; McFarland & Ryan, 2006; 

Snell, Sydell, & Lueke, 1999): (a) applicants’ motivation to present themselves in a highly 

favorable way in order to improve their chances within the selection process, and (b) the 

abilities needed to distort the answers in the required direction.  

Regarding the abilities aspect, some authors (e.g., Johnson & Hogan, 2006; Kleinmann 

et al., 2011) even suggested that part of the criterion validity of personality tests may be 

attributed to the fact that such abilities necessary for faking are also of great relevance in today’s 

working world. In line with this argument, several theoretical models have identified 

applicants’ cognitive ability as a crucial determinant of the occurrence and magnitude of faking 

behavior (e.g., Marcus, 2009; Snell et al., 1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011). However, previous 

empirical results are inconclusive: While a substantial proportion of studies did find a 

corresponding effect (Grubb & McDaniel, 2007; Levashina, Weekley, Roulin, & Hauck, 2014; 

Pauls & Crost, 2005), others did not (Furnham, Taylor, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2008; 

Levashina, Morgeson, & Campion, 2009; Mudgett, 2000). Thus, the question of the extent to 

which cognitive ability is relevant for faking remains open, and an answer to this question 

would help to provide a better understanding of the phenomenon of faking and its consequences 

for the construct and criterion validity of personality tests. 
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The goal of the current study is therefore to provide aggregated results concerning the 

relationship of participants’ cognitive ability and their faking in personality tests during 

selection situations in the form of a meta-analysis. Our meta-analysis focused on the correlation 

between cognitive ability and personality scores. We compared this correlation between 

selection samples and non-selection samples, because it can be found in different kinds of 

studies, irrespective of whether they were conducted in the laboratory or in the field or how 

they operationalized faking. In the following, we explain how the relationship between 

cognitive ability and faking should affect corresponding correlations, and we introduce possible 

moderating variables in this context. 

Theoretical Background 

Personality Tests in Selection and Cognitive Ability 

The majority of faking theories agree that successful faking requires not only the 

motivation to present oneself in a highly favorable way, but also the ability to behave and 

answer appropriately (Levashina et al., 2009; Marcus, 2009; Mueller-Hanson et al., 2006; 

Roulin, Krings, & Binggeli, 2016; Snell et al., 1999). Applicants, for instance, have to identify 

the criteria on which they are being assessed in order to subsequently show self-benefitting 

behavior (Kleinmann et al., 2011; König, Melchers, Kleinmann, Richter, & Klehe, 2006). In 

the case of personality tests in particular, applicants may be able to identify the personality 

dimensions underlying the items in the questionnaire as well as judge the corresponding 

importance for the open position and the hiring organization (Klehe et al., 2012). Applicants 

with higher cognitive ability should handle this mainly analytical task more easily, which may 

in turn lead to more faking behavior among these applicants (Tett & Simonet, 2011). 

However, when empirically analyzing the relationship between applicants’ cognitive 

ability and their faking in personality tests in the form of a meta-analysis, the diversity of 

previous studies poses a particular challenge. For instance, different study designs were used, 
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among them many field studies which examined faking only at a group level, thus not allowing 

for the calculation of individual-level correlations (e.g., MacKenzie, Ployhart, Weekley, & 

Ehlers, 2010). Even in the case of similar study designs, for instance only within-person 

laboratory studies, the operationalizations of faking can differ substantially (for an overview of 

different operationalizations of faking, see Burns & Christiansen, 2011), rendering it difficult 

to aggregate results between studies with a similar design. In order to avoid these problems, 

our analysis is based on what, we believe, is the most basic indicator of the corresponding 

relationship: the direct correlation between applicants’ cognitive ability and their personality 

scores in selection situations. Therefore, we will compare our results with those from samples 

in which the personality test was not completed under the pressure of a selection situation 

(abbreviated as non-selection samples) in order to evaluate the relationship between cognitive 

ability and faking. Previous meta-analyses without a focus on selection situations showed no, 

or rather low, correlations between cognitive ability and personality scores (Lange, 2013; 

Poropat, 2009)2. Assuming that applicants with higher cognitive ability are more successful at 

faking (e.g., Marcus, 2009; McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Snell et al., 1999) and that successful 

faking usually leads to higher scores on personality tests, we expect to find higher correlations 

between cognitive ability and personality scores in selection samples than in non-selection 

samples. 

H1: Correlations between cognitive ability and personality scores are higher in selection 

samples than in non-selection samples. 

Based on the diversity of faking research, there is much to suggest that the relationship 

between cognitive ability and personality also varies systematically. In the following sections, 

we introduce three moderators, which address the diversity of study designs, differences in the 

personality tests used, and differences in the type of cognitive ability tests employed. 

                                                
2 We are very grateful that Arthur Poropat provided us with the previously unpublished results on the relationship 
between personality and cognitive ability, which were part of his meta-analysis regarding the relationship between 
personality and academic performance (Poropat, 2009). 
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Moderator Hypotheses 

Study design (laboratory vs. field). In general, most studies in the area of faking 

research can be assigned to two categories (Birkeland et al., 2006): (a) studies conducted in the 

field, with real applicants in actual selection situations and (b) studies conducted in the 

laboratory with participants who are put in a simulated selection situation or who are instructed 

to fake. Previous meta-analyses about faking in field and laboratory studies found significantly 

higher faking effects in laboratory than in field studies (Birkeland et al., 2006; Hooper, 2007). 

Regarding this difference, some authors have argued that the processes underlying faking likely 

differ between the two types of studies (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996): In field studies, 

the applicants’ motivation to fake depends on many individual factors, including subjective 

considerations and situational circumstances. In laboratory studies, the faking motivation arises 

rather from the concrete instruction or from the cover story that is used to induce the application 

situation; this should lead to a similarly high faking motivation for all participants, which in 

turn may lead to individual differences in the ability to convert this motivation into faking 

behavior becoming more evident. In this line, we therefore expect higher correlations between 

cognitive ability and personality scores in laboratory studies than in field studies. 

H2: Correlations between cognitive ability and personality scores are higher in 

laboratory studies than in field settings. 

Type of personality test. There are two main types of personality tests used in 

personnel selection (Vasilopoulos, Cucina, Dyomina, Morewitz, & Reilly, 2006): (a) forced-

choice personality tests, in which participants have to choose between statements representing 

different personality dimensions for each single item, and (b) single-stimulus personality tests, 

in which each item belongs to one personality dimension, for which the participants have to 

express their rejection or approval or something in between. Forced-choice tests are often 

considered as more robust against faking (Martin, Bowen, & Hunt, 2002), mainly because it 

should be more difficult to answer in a socially desirable manner if one item includes two 
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equally desirable dimensions (Vasilopoulos et al., 2006). In this case, applicants who are 

motivated to fake are faced with the task of determining which of the corresponding dimensions 

is most relevant for a future employer. This analytical task is difficult because in contrast to the 

single-stimulus personality tests, the social desirability of the items provides the applicants with 

fewer hints for successful faking. Given this increased difficulty with regard to faking in forced-

choice personality tests, cognitive ability should be even more important when this type of test 

is used. Therefore, we expect higher correlations between cognitive ability and personality 

scores in samples completing forced-choice tests than in samples completing single-stimulus 

tests. 

H3: Correlations between cognitive ability and personality scores are higher in studies 

employing forced-choice personality tests than in studies employing single-

stimulus personality tests. 

Type of cognitive ability test. The type of cognitive ability test is also a potential 

moderator of the correlation between cognitive ability and personality scores. Previous studies 

showed higher correlations between verbal cognitive ability and faking than between 

non-verbal cognitive ability and faking (Grieve & Mahar, 2010; MacCann, 2013). The authors 

of these studies argued that a deeper understanding of the items is beneficial for effective faking, 

which underlines the importance of verbal cognitive ability. Following MacCann (2013) as well 

as Grieve and Mahar (2010), we thus expect higher correlations in samples completing verbal 

cognitive ability tests than in samples completing non-verbal cognitive ability tests.  

H4: Correlations between cognitive ability and personality scores are higher if cognitive 

ability is measured with verbal than with non-verbal cognitive ability tests.  

Studies that cannot be classified into one of the aforementioned categories will be 

summarized in a mixed category. We have no further hypotheses regarding this mixed category. 
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Methods 

Literature Search 

Four strategies were used to identify studies for this meta-analysis: (a) We conducted 

an extensive literature search using the databases Scopus, Science Direct, PsycINFO, 

PsychARTICLES, ERIC, EconLit, PSYNDEX, MEDLINE, Web of Science, and Pro Quest 

Dissertations and Theses Database. Search queries were constructed from four lists containing 

broad search terms for cognitive ability (tests), personality (tests), selection, and faking (see 

Table III.1 for full lists) and were carried out in English and German. The literature search was 

conducted over the course of 2016 and yielded 610 published articles, dissertations, book 

chapters and unpublished reports. (b) Additionally, we searched in the program booklets of the 

annual conferences of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (SIOP) for 

abstracts containing the four key topics mentioned above (for the years 1999 to 2015). A further 

58 studies were detected with this approach. (c) After applying our inclusion and exclusion 

criteria (which we will describe in the next section) to our results up to this point, we contacted 

32 experts by email, with experts being defined as study authors or dissertation supervisors of 

at least three studies. These authors were asked whether they knew of other studies that may 

Table III.1 
English Search Terms 
Cognitive ability Personality Selection Faking 

cognitive abilit* 
cognitive skill* 
mental abilit* 
mental skill* 
intelligence 
reasoning 
IQ 
Raven 
Wonderlic 
GMA 

personality 
integrity 
emotional intelligence 
emotional quotient 
self-report 
self-description 
noncognitive 
Big 5 
Big Five 
Hexaco 
NEO 
IPIP 

applica* 
selection 
incumbent 
assessment 
hire 
candidate 
allocation 
assignment 
job 

fak* 
malinger 
cheat 
self-presentation 
impression Management 
distort* 
self enhanc* 
ideal employee 
ATIC 
identify criteria 

Note. * = wildcard. 
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meet our criteria. In addition, we asked this question to all 26 authors of studies that lacked the 

information needed for our meta-analysis (this group of authors overlaps with the expert group). 

This approach resulted in another three studies. (d) Finally, we conducted a backward search 

based on the bibliographies of the studies found so far and of the publication lists of the 

aforementioned 32 experts; this delivered 30 additional studies. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

To be included in our current meta-analysis, studies had to meet the following criteria: 

(a) Studies had to include some kind of selection situation. This was the case for field studies 

with a real selection situation (e.g., applying for a job or to a university) or laboratory studies 

with a simulated selection situation (e.g., induced by an instruction such as “Imagine you are 

applying for a job as a…”). (b) There had to be some motivation for the participants to fake and 

present themselves in a favorable way. Accordingly, we excluded field studies in which it was 

clear to the participants that the personality test score would not be used for selection purposes 

(e.g., Merkulova, Melchers, Kleinmann, Annen, & Tresch, 2014) and studies in which it was 

unclear whether the participants would be motivated to present themselves favorably (e.g. in a 

compulsory military service examination; Boss, König, & Melchers, 2015). Furthermore, we 

excluded laboratory studies in which some tests were filled out under selection conditions but 

the personality test was not (e.g., Peeters & Lievens, 2005). Moreover, we excluded studies 

which measured faking solely as overclaiming (e.g., Ackerman & Ellingsen, 2014) or as fraud 

in objective tests (e.g., Wright, Meade, & Gutierrez, 2014). (c) Personality had to be measured 

by self-report, and the personality scales must belong (or at least be assignable to) the 

Five-Factor model of personality. (d) Studies had to include some objective measurement of 

cognitive ability in the form of an intelligence or ability test. We also included studies reporting 

college admission test scores, for example from the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or 

American College Testing (ACT). However, studies which only reported academic 

achievements, such as the grade point average (GPA), were excluded. (e) Furthermore, studies 
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had to report the correlation between personality test scores and cognitive ability, as we used 

this correlation as the effect size. If the latter precondition was not met, we contacted the 

author(s) and requested the corresponding data. (f) In a final step, we excluded samples 

consisting of more than 10,000 individuals (e.g., Arthur, Doverspike, Muñoz, Taylor, & Carr, 

2014; Huang, Wells, & Nguyen, 2015; Levashina et al., 2014) in order to prevent an 

overemphasis of these single study effect sizes. 

Final Dataset 

The final dataset consisted of 66 studies with 115 independent samples, 825 effect sizes 

(in total for all dimensions of the Five-Factor model of personality), and a total N = 46,265 

participants (N = 2,289,508 without excluding the three disproportionately large studies, see 

exclusion criteria). Of these 66 studies, 33 came from the forward database search, and seven 

were SIOP conference articles. Authors from our expert list made us aware of three further 

studies, and another 23 arose during the backward search. The oldest included study was 

published in 1957; the most recent studies were conducted in 2016. The entire process up to 

this final dataset is shown in Figure III.1. Appendix A Table 1 gives an overview of all studies 

included, Appendix A Table 2 gives an overview of the resulting independent samples. 

Coding of Studies 

Personality scales not based on the Five-Factor model of personality were grouped into 

the model based on the work of Salgado and Táuriz (2014). If a specific dimension was not 

mentioned in their overview, we used a strategy developed by Barrick and Mount (1991). Five 

raters, all psychology graduates (three with a PhD and two with a Master’s degree or equivalent) 

categorized the leftover dimensions into the Five-Factor model of personality. The 

classification had to be accomplished with a 75% majority; abstentions were not counted. If a 

scale could not be clearly classified, we excluded it from our analysis. For the purpose of 

simplification and better interpretation, Neuroticism was reverse-coded as Emotional Stability. 
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Figure III.1. Flowchart showing the process of identifying and selecting studies. 
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We distinguished three types of cognitive ability tests: verbal tests (e.g., the Word 

Comprehension subtest of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale; Wechsler, 2014), non-verbal 

tests (e.g., Raven’s Progressive Matrices; Raven, 1938), and mixed tests (e.g., Wonderlic 

Personnel Test; Wonderlic, 1992). Categorization occurred primarily according to the 

information provided in the corresponding article and was carried out by two raters individually 

(both with a Master’s degree or equivalent). If the authors did not provide the relevant 

information in the article, the categorization was conducted with the help of the test manuals. 

To be able to compare effect sizes in studies that provided correlations for verbal and 

non-verbal cognitive ability tests, we calculated the averaged effect size and categorized it as 

mixed. 

Several studies reported multiple correlations between the variables of interest for a 

single sample (e.g., there were two or more correlations between personality scales that were 

categorized as the same personality factor and the cognitive ability measurement, or studies 

provided only the correlation of two or more cognitive ability subtests that were both 

categorized as verbal/non-verbal). In these cases, we calculated an n-weighted average using 

Fisher’s Z-values to avoid violating the independence assumption for sample coefficients 

(Schmidt & Hunter, 2014). 

Meta-Analytic Procedures 

We followed the procedures for psychometric meta-analysis described by Schmidt and 

Hunter (2014). Mean correlations between cognitive ability and personality dimensions were 

estimated by sample size-weighted individual correlation coefficients. These “bare bones” 

correlations are comparable with the results from methods in the tradition of Hedges and 

colleagues (Hedges & Vevea, 1998). Furthermore, psychometric meta-analysis provides the 

option to correct for measurement error and range restriction, yielding the population 

correlation ρ. As not all studies reported the required information, we were unable to correct 

correlations individually and thus used artifact distribution meta-analysis (Schmidt & Hunter, 
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2014) instead. Measurement error was corrected for cognitive ability (the predictor) and for the 

personality scales (the criterion). We also corrected for indirect range restriction of cognitive 

ability, since many samples may have already been preselected on the basis of cognitive ability 

or related constructs (e.g., students in laboratory studies who are selected based on their 

Scholastic Assessment Test). For the meta-analytic calculations, we used the metafor package 

(Viechtbauer, 2010) in R 3.3.3 (R Core Team, 2017) and the Schmidt and Le meta-analysis 

program (Schmidt & Le, 2005). 

We report 80% credibility intervals around ρ to provide analysis of the homogeneity of 

the corrected effect sizes as well as the percentages of the variance in effect size explained by 

artifacts (Schmidt & Hunter, 2014). In this regard, based on the “75% rule” (Schmidt & Hunter, 

2014), less than 75% variance reduction by artifact correction indicates the presence of 

additional moderators. For moderator analysis, we calculated 95% confidence intervals around 

ρ to locate meaningful moderating effects (Schmidt & Hunter, 2014; Whitener, 1990), using 

the formula reported by Whitener (1990).  

To address availability bias, we first calculated fail-safe Ns. Following the 

recommendations of Schmidt and Hunter (2014) as well as McNatt (2000), we regarded 

correlations of r = 0.05 and below as trivial. For additional analysis of file drawer bias (Light 

& Pillemer, 1984), we created funnel plots of the included effect sizes for all of our 

meta-analytic calculations using the R-package metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010). These funnel 

plots were adjusted for missing studies using the trim and fill method (Duval & Tweedie, 2000). 

All plots were relatively symmetrical, indicating that our meta-analysis did not seem to 

prioritize consideration of statistically significant effects over nonsignificant effects. As an 

example, Figure III.2 shows the funnel plots for the non-selection samples, the field samples 

and the laboratory samples. 
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Figure III.2. Funnel plots for non-selection samples, field samples and laboratory 
samples based on Bare Bones Analyses. Correlations employed in the analysis are 
represented by black dots, correlations complemented by the trim and fill method are 
represented as white dots. The 95% standard error of the mean correlation is 
represented as a dotted line. 
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Results 

Validation of the Representativeness of Our Control Data 

First, we checked whether the meta-analytic outcome for our non-selection samples 

corresponds with the findings of other meta-analyses on the relationship between personality 

factors and cognitive ability (i.e., with the results of Lange; Lange, 2013; Poropat, 2009). 

Table III.2 shows the results of this comparison. As can be seen, the confidence intervals for 

all five dimensions show substantial overlap, indicating that our meta-analytic data for 

non-selection samples replicate the current state of research. 

Table III.2 
Comparison of Our Non-Selection Samples With Already Published Meta-Analysis 

 Poropat 
(2009) 

Lange 
(2013) 

Non-selection 
samples  

Agreeableness 
ρ 
95%-CI 

 
-.019 

[-.052 <> .014] 

 
.01 

[-.02 <> .04] 

 
.032 

[-.001 <> .064] 
Conscientiousness 

ρ 
95%-CI 

 
.002 

[-.058 <> .062] 

 
-.04 

[-.08 <> .00] 

 
-.000 

[-.025 <> .026] 
Emotional Stability 

ρ 
95%-CI 

 
-.039 
[ .018 <> .061] 

 
-.09 
[ .11 <> .07] 

 
-.025 

[-.007 <> .057] 
Extraversion 

ρ 
95%-CI 

 
--.012 
[-.040 <> .016] 

 
--.02 
[-.06 <> .02] 

 
-.001 

[-.029 <> .030] 
Openness to Experience 

ρ 
95%-CI 

 
.125 

[ .100 <> .151] 

 
.19 

[ .16 <> .22] 

 
.109 

[ .074 <> .144] 
Note. 95%-CI = 95%-confidence interval [lower bound <> upper bound]. The results of 
Poropat are not contents of the corresponding paper but were provided to us by the author on 
request. 

Main Analysis 

Table III.3 shows the meta-analytic results regarding the differences between selection 

and non-selection situations. The overall true-score correlations between cognitive ability and 

Five-Factor personality test scores in the selection samples were: ρConscientiousness = .079, ρEmotional 

Stability = .114, ρAgreeableness = .065, ρExtraversion = .061, and ρOpenness to experience = .168. Confidence 
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intervals did not include zero for any of the dimensions, and for all dimensions except for 

Agreeableness, the confidence intervals did not overlap with the corresponding confidence 

intervals of the non-selection samples. As assumed in H1, significantly higher correlations were 

found in the selection samples for the remaining four dimensions. In the selection samples, only 

24% - 52% of the variance in effect size was explained by artifacts, which indicates that further 

moderator effects are likely (Schmidt & Hunter, 2014). 

Moderator Analysis 1: Study Design (Laboratory vs. Field) 

Table III.4 summarizes the meta-analytic results for the relationship between cognitive 

ability and the Five-Factor dimensions separately for non-selection samples, samples derived 

from field studies, and samples derived from laboratory studies. For all five dimensions, the 

same order of moderator levels emerged: True-score correlations were smallest for 

non-selection samples, slightly higher in field studies, and clearly higher in laboratory studies. 

For Conscientiousness and Extraversion, none of the moderator-level confidence intervals 

overlapped. For Agreeableness and Openness to Experience, the confidence intervals did not 

overlap for non-selection and laboratory studies but did overlap for non-selection and field 

studies. For Emotional Stability, the confidence intervals did not overlap for non-selection and 

field studies, or for non-selection and laboratory studies; however, they did overlap for field 

and laboratory studies. In summary, a moderation by the study design, as assumed in H2, was 

found for all Big-Five dimensions except for Emotional Stability. For both groups of studies, 

laboratory and field, the percentage of reduced variance in effect size through artifacts did not 

meet the traditional 75% criterion, indicating further moderator effects. 

Moderator Analysis 2: Type of Personality Test 

Table III.5 presents our meta-analytical results separately for the use of forced-choice 

and single-stimulus personality tests. Correlations for single-stimulus tests were very similar to 

the results for selection situations of the main analysis. Results for forced-choice tests showed 

very wide confidence intervals for Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, and Extraversion (each 
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including the corresponding confidence interval on the single-stimulus moderator level). 

True-score correlations for Conscientiousness and Openness to Experience were higher for 

forced-choice tests than for single-stimulus tests, in both cases with non-overlapping 

confidence intervals. In summary, the results only partially support H3, but it must also be noted 

that the analysis for the moderator level of the forced-choice tests were based on a small number 

of samples and participants: In contrast to the previous analyses, the results are based on only 

three to seven samples and at most 1,375 participants. For the forced-choice tests, the 

percentage of reduced variance in effect size through artifacts still did not meet the 75% 

criterion, which hints at further moderator effects. 

Moderator Analysis 3: Type of Cognitive Ability Test 

Table III.6 summarizes the meta-analytic results separately for the use of verbal, 

non-verbal, or mixed cognitive ability tests. The overall picture is mixed: With regard to H4, 

we only found a higher effect of verbal than of non-verbal cognitive ability tests for Openness 

to Experience. Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability showed the reversed pattern. For 

Agreeableness and Extraversion, there was no difference between the two types of ability tests. 

The results of the mixed category tended to lie between those for verbal and non-verbal 

cognitive ability tests. In summary, these results do not provide clear evidence for the 

moderation hypothesis specified under H4, but rather suggest that the relationships between 

different types of cognitive ability and faking may be more complex than hitherto assumed. 

Like the preceding moderation analysis, this analysis was not able to explain the majority of 

variance in the corresponding effect sizes: Only one of 15 separate meta-analytic calculations 

fulfilled the 75% criterion for variance reduction. 
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Discussion 

Our meta-analysis showed, for the first time, that the relationship between cognitive 

ability and personality scores differs between selection situations and non-selection situations. 

The correlations for selection situations were significantly positive for all Big Five personality 

dimensions, and we found significantly higher meta-analytical correlations for selection 

samples (ρ = .065 – .168) than for non-selection samples (ρ = .000 – .109). In other words, 

personality test scores share more variance with cognitive ability when measured under 

selection conditions. Assuming that applicant faking is primarily responsible for this change at 

the construct level, our results provide evidence to support those faking theories which argue 

that cognitive ability is a determinant of the ability to fake (e.g., Marcus, 2009; Snell et al., 

1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011). 

This pattern becomes even clearer when the results are considered separately according 

to the study design. Our results revealed significantly higher correlations between cognitive 

ability and personality in laboratory studies than in field studies. The proportion of variance in 

personality that can be explained by cognitive ability is particularly high in laboratory studies. 

These results fit in with the arguments put forward by some authors (e.g., Ones et al., 1996) 

that the mental processes involved in answering personality tests in a real application situation 

or in a laboratory study are hardly comparable. At this point, it can be stated that even if the 

correlations between field studies and non-selection studies differed, the results from these two 

study designs showed more similarity with each other than with the results of laboratory studies. 

Indeed, there may be major motivational differences between the laboratory vs. field 

situations. According to most current faking models, the relationship between faking 

motivation and faking behavior is moderated by the ability aspect of faking (e.g., Ellingson & 

McFarland, 2011; Goffin & Boyd, 2009; McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Roulin et al., 2016). The 

individual faking motivation in real application situations varies greatly due to individual 

differences, concrete subjective considerations and situational circumstances. In contrast, 
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participants’ motivation to draw an improved picture of themselves in a laboratory study results 

from a well-controlled indirect (or sometimes direct) instruction to fake. This may result in a 

more uniform faking motivation in laboratory studies than in field studies. In line with an 

assumed moderating effect of cognitive ability, these limited motivational differences between 

participants in laboratory studies may lead to the more pronounced link between cognitive 

ability and actual faking behavior. At the same time, such differences in motivation may also 

be a reason why differences between field and non-selection samples emerge solely regarding 

the personality dimensions of Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Extraversion. These 

dimensions likely have a particularly high face validity for the work context – applicants might 

consider them to be especially important for future employers (see Jansen, König, Kleinmann, 

& Melchers, 2012). Accordingly, the motivation of most applicants to present themselves in a 

better light regarding these dimensions should be uniformly high, which in turn should increase 

the relevance of cognitive ability for successful faking behavior.  

Our findings regarding different types of personality tests, in particular single-stimulus 

and forced-choice, were less clear, mainly due to the small number of studies that actually used 

forced-choice tests. However, it is noteworthy that the correlations between Conscientiousness 

and cognitive ability in samples utilizing forced-choice tests were among the highest of all 

meta-analytic calculations in this study (ρ = .232). This may also be attributable to the fact that 

applicants consider this dimension to be particularly important for a future employer (cf. Jansen 

et al., 2012). In forced-choice tests, applicants usually have to choose between several response 

options that belong to different personality dimensions. Applicants with high cognitive ability 

might excel in recognizing the importance of Conscientiousness for the world of work, and 

therefore be more likely to choose answers corresponding to this dimension than applicants 

with lower cognitive ability. As such, our findings support many authors’ claims that forced-

choice personality tests appear to be harder to fake than single-stimulus tests (e.g., Christiansen, 

Burns, & Montgomery, 2005; Jackson, Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000), but for this reason, they 



CHAPTER III: COGNITIVE ABILITY AND PERSONALITY SCORES IN SELECTION SITUATIONS 

 

34 

may also lead to a bias in favor of applicants with higher cognitive ability (Rothstein & Goffin, 

2006; Vasilopoulos et al., 2006).  

With regard to the type of cognitive ability tests, our meta-analytic results contradicted 

the findings of previous research (Grieve & Mahar, 2010; MacCann, 2013). Our findings 

concerning this moderator analysis did not show a higher effect in the samples in which verbal 

cognitive ability was measured; rather, they indicated a stronger effect of non-verbal cognitive 

ability on faking in personality tests. Moreover, we even found a negative relationship between 

Conscientiousness and verbal cognitive ability in selection samples (ρ = -.051). A possible 

explanation for this counterintuitive finding might be that merely understanding the items can 

be accomplished equally well by all applicants and is not the main hurdle for faking in 

personality tests. Instead, non-verbal abilities such as the ability to see patterns behind items 

(i.e., being able to detect the corresponding dimension) and to draw conclusions on the required 

characteristics for a job (e.g., Kleinmann et al., 2011; König, Melchers, Kleinmann, Richter, & 

Klehe, 2007) might be more important for successful faking. 

Theoretical Implications and Future Research Directions 

This study contributes to the theoretical understanding of faking in several main aspects. 

First, our results help to clarify the question of the role of cognitive ability in the process of 

faking in personality tests. We were able to show that cognitive ability is more relevant for 

personality tests in selection situations than in non-selection situations. Contrary to the basic 

assumptions regarding the psychological construct of personality (Allport & Odbert, 1936; 

McCrae & Costa, 1985), our findings suggested that cognitive ability does play a role in 

personality assessment in selection situations. This supports the idea already put forward by 

previous researchers (Klehe et al., 2012; Wrensen & Biderman, 2005) that filling out a 

personality test in a selection situation is driven by a slightly different underlying process than 

filling out such a test in a non-selection context.  
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Second, our findings support an alternative explanation of the criterion validity of 

personality tests in personnel selection, which has also been discussed in previous faking 

research (e.g., Johnson & Hogan, 2006; Kleinmann et al., 2011). In general, cognitive ability is 

one of the best predictors of work performance, which may also explain part of the criterion 

validity of personality tests through the relationship studied in this meta-analysis. Therefore, in 

light of our findings, the following questions arise: Are we actually measuring the construct – 

personality – which we want to measure in selection situations? And are personality tests in 

selection situations also performance tests, at least to a small extent? 

Third, the discrepancies we found between different study designs also indicate that the 

construct captured in laboratory studies does not fully correspond to the construct captured in 

real selection situations. Although Ones et al. (1996) had already pointed out that the mental 

processes underlying the filling out of a personality test may differ between laboratory and field 

situations, our results even indicate that this discrepancy may be greater than that between 

selection and non-selection situations. This, in turn, raises the question of to what extent results 

from laboratory studies can be generalized to real selection situations, and whether 

recommendations for personnel selection should be derived from such results at all. 

For further research, we would therefore like to encourage a stronger focus on field 

studies wherever possible. We also call for a stronger verification of the construct validity of 

the personality tests used in the selection context, and above all, we recommend that this 

psychometric property is evaluated in the actual selection context. Most importantly, in our 

opinion, faking research should focus more on the mental processes, strategies and objectives 

of applicants in selection situations (cf. König, Merz, & Trauffer, 2012; Ziegler, 2011). Only 

through a better understanding of what is going on in the mind of applicants when they fill out 

personality tests can we fully understand the phenomenon of faking. 
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Implications for Personnel Selection 

In the real world of personnel selection, many organizations are concerned that 

applicants’ faking behavior might seriously undermine the usefulness and validity of 

personality tests. Therefore, persons in charge of personnel selection may be greatly interested 

to know that cognitive ability plays a major role when applicants fill out a personality test, and 

that more intelligent applicants also tend to have higher scores on such personality tests. In our 

opinion, these findings may inform the use of personality tests in personnel selection in at least 

two aspects. (a) Our findings raise the question of whether the intended personality constructs 

are really being measured in selection situations, or whether personality tests in assessments 

partly constitute a hidden cognitive ability test. At this point, a company may simply argue that 

as long as employees perform well, it does not matter whether they are doing so because they 

are truly conscientious or because they are smart. In response to this, we would argue that when 

more intelligent applicants fake to achieve higher scores on personality tests, this phenomenon 

may also go hand in hand with other rather negative behavior in the workplace. For example, 

applicants who faked in the selection process were found to show more counterproductive work 

behavior on average (Peterson, Griffith, Isaacson, O’Connell, & Mangos, 2011). Thus, 

organizations should be aware that personality tests do not necessarily measure the same 

psychological construct in personnel selection as in non-selection situations. As previous meta-

analyses have shown (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991), this is not necessarily detrimental to the 

predictive validity of personality tests, but it may affect organizations’ internal justification and 

selection of personality tests as a personnel selection tool. (b) As a further practical implication 

of our findings, we recommend caution when using forced-choice tests to measure personality. 

Forced-choice tests are considered harder to fake (e.g., Christiansen et al., 2005; Jackson et al., 

2000) but also showed a fairly large proportion of shared variance with cognitive ability. 

Especially for the dimension of Conscientiousness, which has the highest predictive validity 

for work performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991), we found high correlations with cognitive 
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ability. Organizations should therefore be aware that forced-choice tests likely have the 

advantage of being less prone to faking and simultaneously the disadvantage of measuring the 

actual construct of personality to an even smaller extent than single-stimulus tests. 

Limitations 

Three main limitations of the present meta-analysis need to be mentioned: First, we 

were unable to analyze the relationship between cognitive ability and faking in a direct manner 

– our approach only allowed us to compare correlations of personality and ability in selection 

and non-selection situations and to draw conclusions about the effect on faking from the 

corresponding discrepancies. The main reason for this limitation is that there was an insufficient 

number of primary studies which reported the correlations between cognitive ability and some 

direct measure of faking (e.g., the difference between an honest condition and an “as applicant” 

condition). Hopefully, more researchers will report such information in the future, enabling 

such correlations to be summarized in future meta-analytic work. Second, many of our analyses 

did not fulfill the 75% rule for variance reduction, suggesting room for other moderators 

(Schmidt & Hunter, 2014), which should be explored by future research. Third, it must be 

pointed out that the correlations found between cognitive ability and personality in selection 

situations were significantly higher than those in non-selection samples, but were rather small 

in effect size (Cohen, 1992; Hemphill, 2003; Paterson, Harms, Steel, & Credé, 2016). In 

general, cognitive ability plays a meaningful role in the assessment of personality in selection 

situations, but not the most influential role. 

Conclusion 

Personality tests are considered to be a valid instrument for predicting work 

performance but are often criticized for their susceptibility to faking. In this context, the role 

played by applicants’ cognitive ability in faking remains controversial. The results of this meta-

analysis shed some light on this issue by revealing significantly higher correlations between 

cognitive ability and personality in selection situations than in non-selection situations. Thus, 
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our findings suggest that other mental processes take place when filling out personality tests in 

selection situations, and that accordingly, a somewhat different psychological construct might 

be captured compared to non-selection situations. Viewed as a whole, this also provides indirect 

evidence for a link between cognitive ability and faking. Moderator analyses showed that the 

correlations with cognitive ability are particularly high in laboratory studies, whereas the 

correlations in field studies differ from non-selection situations to a considerably lesser degree. 

These findings suggest that the response behavior of participants in laboratory studies may be 

less representative of applicants in real selection situations than expected. Accordingly, the 

results obtained in the laboratory should only be generalized with the utmost caution. To gain 

a more holistic view of faking, future research may also be well served by shifting the focus 

somewhat away from predictors of this phenomenon and moving towards mental processes, 

strategies, and objectives of applicants in selection situations. 
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CHAPTER IV  

DO YOU FAKE MORE BECAUSE OF YOUR NEIGHBORS? 

A MULTI-LEVEL STUDY ON REGIONAL AND INDIVIDUAL PREDICTORS OF 

FAKING INTENTIONS ACROSS THE U.S. 

Abstract 

Research on faking behavior and underlying intentions has mostly employed an intraindividual 

perspective, stressing the role of individual-level predictors. Inspired by theoretical arguments 

(e.g., from socioecological psychology) and cross-cultural studies, we hypothesize and 

demonstrate that in addition to individual-level predictors, there are also regional differences 

in faking intentions (within a country) and systematic links to regional-level features. 

Specifically, we tested and compared individual- and region-level predictors of applicant faking 

intentions (N = 4860 MTurk workers) across the largest 50 Metropolitan Statistical Areas of 

the U.S. using multi-level techniques. We found individual-level effects of conscientiousness, 

competitive worldviews and religiosity on individual-level faking intentions. On the regional 

level, macro-psychological conscientiousness was negatively associated with the average 

faking intentions in a region, while macro-psychological competitive worldviews (i.e., the 

prevailing competitive worldviews in a region) showed a positive relationship. Additionally, 

macro-psychological competitive worldviews predicted individual-level faking intentions even 

when controlling for individual-level competitive worldviews. No effects were found for 

regional parameters such as the economic situation of a region. We discuss implications for 

research and personnel selection.  
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Introduction 

When using self-assessment tools such as personality tests or interviews, there is always 

a risk that applicants may distort their answers for various reasons, most likely to increase their 

chances of getting hired. Such behavior − known as faking − can impair the selection process 

if it leads to changes in the rank order of the candidates (Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & 

Rothstein, 1994; Donovan, Dwight, & Schneider, 2014; Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998). 

According to theories of faking (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Roulin, Krings, & 

Binggeli, 2016; Tett & Simonet, 2011), some applicants have a higher motivation than others 

to draw an improved image of themselves, resulting in higher faking intentions and higher 

faking behavior. To explain these differences, previous research has focused primarily on 

applicants’ personality, attitudes, and personal life situations (e.g., the financial pressure to get 

the job) (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Ellingson, 2012; Levashina, Morgeson, & Campion, 

2009). In other words, existing research has mostly employed an intraindividual perspective to 

understand the potential drivers of faking. Nevertheless, some scholars have also begun to look 

at cross-cultural differences in the prevalence of faking, showing them to be associated with 

shared attitudes and values of the inhabitants of a given country (Fell & König, 2016; Fell, 

König, & Kammerhoff, 2016). 

When using self-assessment tools such as personality tests or interviews, there is always 

a risk that applicants may distort their answers for various reasons, most likely to increase their 

chances of getting hired. Such behavior − known as faking − can impair the selection process 

if it leads to changes in the rank order of the candidates (Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & 

Rothstein, 1994; Donovan, Dwight, & Schneider, 2014; Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998). 

According to theories of faking (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Roulin, Krings, & 

Binggeli, 2016; Tett & Simonet, 2011), some applicants have a higher motivation than others 

to draw an improved image of themselves, resulting in higher faking intentions and higher 

faking behavior. To explain these differences, previous research has focused primarily on 
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applicants’ personality, attitudes, and personal life situations (e.g., the financial pressure to get 

the job) (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Ellingson, 2012; Levashina, Morgeson, & Campion, 

2009). In other words, existing research has mostly employed an intraindividual perspective to 

understand the potential drivers of faking. Nevertheless, some scholars have also begun to look 

at cross-cultural differences in the prevalence of faking, showing them to be associated with 

shared attitudes and values of the inhabitants of a given country (Fell & König, 2016; Fell, 

König, & Kammerhoff, 2016). 

However, group-level differences in shared values and attitudes may exist not only 

between inhabitants of different countries but also on a much smaller geographical level. 

Recent research from several fields in the applied social sciences showed that even regions 

located a few miles away from each other can differ systematically in the characteristics shared 

by their inhabitants (Bleidorn et al., 2016; Rentfrow et al., 2013) and that such differences can 

have an impact on people’s collective behavioral tendencies (Audretsch, Obschonka, Gosling, 

& Potter, 2017; Currie, DellaVigna, Moretti, & Pathania, 2010). Such regional differences were 

also reported for variables that are known predictors of individual faking, such as 

conscientiousness (e.g., Bleidorn et al., 2016). 

Viewing these findings in combination, we argue that faking intentions and behaviors 

might also vary across regions within the same country. Regional differences in faking may, 

for instance, make selection methods less effective in regions where faking is more prevalent. 

Moreover, regional differences in faking present a practical problem for personnel selection in 

companies. If such differences exist, companies may take them into account when selecting 

employees from different regions of a country; otherwise, candidates from regions with a low 

level of faking motivation may be disadvantaged. 

By focusing on faking intentions as a proxy for actual faking behavior (e.g., Levashina 

& Campion, 2006; Marcus, 2009; Roulin et al., 2016), the goal of this study is therefore to gain 

a deeper understanding of regional differences in faking intentions within a given country (in 
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our case the U.S.) and the so far unknown role of regional-level predictors of faking intentions. 

Based on the socioecological psychology approach (Oishi & Graham, 2010; Rentfrow, Gosling, 

& Potter, 2008), individual and macro-psychological factors as well as regional conditions are 

tested as predictors of applicants’ individual faking intentions and of average regional faking 

intentions. In the following sections, we develop our concrete hypotheses on these multi-level 

relationships. 

Theoretical Background 

The Socioecological Psychology Approach 

The environment in which we grow up and live has an influence on who we are and 

how we act (e.g., Hofstede, 2003; Obschonka et al., 2018; Sirin, 2005). Despite this, when 

investigating specific behavior, psychological research has long ignored the influence of a 

person’s living environment. Recently, however, efforts to address this issue have been growing 

(Gurven, 2018). Studies on regional differences and regional effects stem from a variety of 

fields of psychology and social sciences (see Oishi & Graham, 2010, for a historical overview). 

While cross-cultural studies are the best-known examples (e.g., Hofstede, 2003; Minkov, 

2009), research focusing on small regional units is becoming increasingly important. In 

addition to shared values (Beugelsdijk & Klasing, 2016; Minkov & Hofstede, 2014) and 

objective regional differences (Block, Fisch, Lau, Obschonka, & Presse, 2018; Georgiadis & 

Christopoulos, 2017), these studies have also looked at the influence of macro-psychological 

characteristics. Inhabitants of a specific region (e.g., U.S. states or cities) have similarities in 

their attitudes and personality, and different geographical regions vary in these characteristics 

(Bleidorn et al., 2016; Rentfrow et al., 2008). Moreover, regional macro-psychological 

characteristics, such as regional differences in attitudes and personality traits, influence 

individual behavior and well-being (Bleidorn et al., 2016).  
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The underlying foundation of these studies is the so-called socioecological psychology 

approach, which aims to close the gap between psychological and sociological research. The 

basic idea of this approach is that human behavior always occurs against a social-ecological 

background (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Humans live in social habitats, and there is a mutual 

interplay between social habitats and psychological processes and thus human behavior 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Oishi, 2014). According to this approach, behaviors should only be 

investigated, and can only be fully understood, when considering the environment in which a 

person lives. The approach is not seen as a scientific theory in the narrower sense but rather as 

a meta-model that can be used to understand and study human behavior (Oishi, 2014). 

To date, there has been little research from industrial/organizational (I/O) psychology 

employing such a socioecological psychology approach. As a rare exception, a study on job 

insecurity by Jiang and Probst (2017) showed that the level of income inequality in a region 

moderates the relationship between job insecurity and burnout. This first promising result 

suggests that it is possible to transfer this approach to other I/O research fields. Therefore, the 

goal of the present study is to look at the phenomenon of faking from a socioecological 

psychology perspective for the first time. 

Faking From a Socioecological Psychology Perspective 

Organizations often fill only part of their vacancies with applicants from their own 

geographical region (Ruhs & Anderson, 2010). Among other factors, labor shortages and the 

increasing mobility of the working population contribute to this situation (Clemens, 2011; 

Tonts, 2010). Thus, for many organizations, recruitment takes place at least nationwide, and in 

many cases internationally (Evans, 2010). Although research is scarce, applicants from 

different regions seem to differ not only in their qualifications and availability, but also in 

attitudes and values (Minkov & Hofstede, 2012, 2014). If applicants from different regions also 

behave differently during the selection process, ignoring these differences might lead to biases 

in personnel selection. Such differences may play an important role in applicant faking. Indeed, 
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a large number of applicants intentionally distort their answers in employment interviews 

(Levashina & Campion, 2007; Weiss & Feldman, 2006), personality tests (Griffith, 

Chmielowski, & Yoshita, 2007; Tett, Freund, Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012), or biodata 

inventories (Levashina et al., 2009; Levashina, Morgeson, & Campion, 2012). There are also 

large individual differences in the extent and prevalence of faking (Buehl, Melchers, Macan, & 

Kühnel, 2019; Hogue, Levashina, & Hang, 2013; Levashina & Campion, 2007). 

Several theories have identified the individual motivation to fake as one of the main 

drivers of the intention to fake and of faking itself (Levashina & Campion, 2006; Marcus, 2009; 

Roulin et al., 2016). Although research has focused on individual-level antecedents of faking 

motivation and intention, such as personality traits or attitudes, socioecological psychology 

research predicts that the region in which an applicant lives impacts faking. For instance, 

applicants’ level of conscientiousness is associated with faking behaviors (Lester, Anglim, & 

Fullarton, 2015; McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Roulin & Krings, 2016) but conscientiousness is 

not equally distributed across regions. In particular, Bleidorn et al. (2016) and Rentfrow et al. 

(2013) showed that some regions include more conscientious people than others, which might 

in turn lead to varying levels of faking intention. Moreover, some theories include situational 

factors as antecedents of faking (e.g., Griffith, Lee, Peterson, & Zickar, 2011), such as the labor 

market situation; by their very nature, these differ between regions. Finally, cross-cultural 

faking studies also demonstrated that cultural values and norms influence applicants’ attitudes 

towards faking and faking behaviors (Fell & König, 2016; Fell et al., 2016; König, 

Hafsteinsson, Jansen, & Stadelmann, 2011; Sandal et al., 2014). In line with these arguments, 

we propose that applicants from different regions vary in their intention to fake in selection. 

H1: Applicants from different regions within a country vary in their faking intentions.  

However, a more important theoretical and practical question is whether we can predict 

regional differences in faking intentions. In the next section, we introduce our hypotheses 

derived from the faking literature. 



CHAPTER IV: REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN FAKING 

 

53 

Regional Drivers of Faking 

Regional economy. As early as 1986, Pandey argued that the concept of impression 

management, which is closely related to faking in interviews (Levashina & Campion, 2006), 

should be more prevalent in societies where applicants’ chances of finding a job are limited. In 

a slow economy, individuals are more likely to face layoffs, personal financial struggles, or 

poverty. The pressure to get a job, and the competition for jobs, therefore increases. In such 

situations, applicants should be highly motivated to perform well in the selection process and 

thus be more willing to fake. Indicators of the regional or national economic situation are 

mentioned in a variety of faking theories, both directly in the form of economic factors and 

labor market indicators (e.g., Bangerter, Roulin, & Koenig, 2012; McFarland & Ryan, 2000; 

Snell, Sydell, & Lueke, 1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011) and indirectly in the form of the perceived 

"need for a job" (e.g., Goffin & Boyd, 2009; Griffith et al., 2011; Marcus, 2009).  

It should be noted, though, that previous empirical results on the influence of the 

regional economic situation on inhabitants’ faking are mixed and focus mainly on the regional 

unemployment rate (Fell & König, 2016; Fell et al., 2016; König et al., 2011; König, Wong, & 

Cen, 2012; Thackray, Tryba, & Griffith, 2013). In line with the theoretical arguments, we 

expect a negative relationship between the economic situation in a region and faking intentions. 

H2: Applicants living in a region with a stronger economy have lower faking intentions. 

Crime rate. Research from different domains of psychology suggests that the ethical 

behaviors of people in the environment has a crucial influence on individual ethical decisions. 

(Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009; Zey-Ferrell, Weaver, & Ferrell, 1979). The more people in the 

same environment engage in unethical behaviors, the less problematic it is for the individual to 

act unethically as well. For example, people from regions with higher rates of corruption 

commit more traffic offenses (Fisman & Miguel, 2007). Furthermore, in high crime regions, 
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people engage in fewer altruistic behaviors, such as donating blood (Buonanno, Montolio, & 

Vanin, 2009).  

Applicants’ willingness to fake in a job interview can also be construed as an ethical 

decision, which should also depend on the prevailing ethical norms in the region. The local 

crime rate represents a reliable and comparable indicator of regional-level unethical behaviors. 

This variable is usually recorded centrally by government and has been used in other 

socioecological psychology studies. In line with these arguments, we expect a positive 

relationship between the crime rate in a region and faking intentions. 

H3: Applicants living in a region with a higher crime rate will have higher faking 

intentions. 

Individual and Macro-Psychological Drivers of Faking 

Most faking theories describe individual-level antecedents of faking. Below we discuss 

three variables identified as key predictors of individual-level faking, namely 

conscientiousness, competitive worldviews, and religiosity. Following the basic idea of 

socioecological psychology research and empirical data, regions differ in their macro-

psychological characteristics, which reflect the inhabitants’ average level of certain 

psychological characteristics (Rentfrow et al., 2008). Previous research has reported regional 

differences across U.S. regions for conscientiousness (Bleidorn et al., 2016; Rentfrow et al., 

2008) and religiosity (Chalfant & Heller, 1991). There may also be regional differences for 

competitive worldviews. For instance, exposure to social environments characterized by 

inequality or competition influence people’s views of how competitive the world is (Roulin & 

Krings, 2016). And, different U.S. regions vary in their level of inequality (e.g., Fan & Casetti, 

1994). Based on such regional differences in individual-level predictors of faking, we also 

expect to find a relationship between the macro-psychological characteristics of a region and 

the average faking intention of applicants from that region.  
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We based our regional-level hypotheses on the same line of argument put forward by 

Rentfrow (2008): If there are many people living in a region with above-average (vs. below-

average) levels of one of these characteristics (i.e., a high macro-psychological level), then the 

individual-level effect of this characteristic should lead to higher (vs. lower) faking intentions 

for applicants from this region. This, in turn, should result in a relationship between the macro-

psychological characteristics of a region and the mean faking intentions of applicants from that 

region, analogous to the relationship between the individual characteristics and faking 

intentions. However, according to empirical studies as well as statistical research (Blyth, 1972; 

Simpson, 1951), the generalization of results across different levels of aggregation does not 

always have to follow this pattern. Simpson’s Paradox (a special case of the ecological fallacy) 

describes the fact that correlations found at the individual level do not necessarily occur when 

looking at the aggregated data of the regions due to confounding and random effects (Blyth, 

1972; Simpson, 1951). Therefore, for each of the three individual-level predictors of faking, 

we wish to test whether the simple line of argument holds true. Accordingly, in addition to 

testing the relationship between the individual-level characteristics of applicants and their 

faking intentions, we test the analogous relationship between the macro-psychological 

characteristics of a region and the corresponding average faking intentions of applicants from 

that region. 

Conscientiousness is characterized by accuracy, reliability, and diligence (McCrae & 

Costa, 1989; Roberts, Lejuez, Krueger, Richards, & Hill, 2014), and giving dishonest answers 

in the application context is contrary to these ideals. Therefore, conscientiousness is featured 

as a key antecedent in many faking theories (e.g., Levashina & Campion, 2006; Mueller-

Hanson, Heggestad, & Thornton, 2006). Empirical studies usually show a negative relationship 

between conscientiousness and faking intentions or faking in job interviews (Buehl & Melchers, 
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2017; Lester et al., 2015; Roulin & Krings, 2016). In line with these arguments, we expect a 

negative relationship between individual-level conscientiousness and faking intentions. 

H4: Applicants with higher conscientiousness have lower faking intentions. 

If there are many conscientious inhabitants in a region and individual-level 

conscientiousness is associated with faking, then there should also be a relationship between 

conscientiousness and faking at the aggregated level. Therefore, we expect a negative 

relationship between the macro-psychological conscientiousness level of a region and the 

average faking intentions of applicants from that region. 

H5: On average, applicants living in a region with a higher mean level of 

conscientiousness have lower faking intentions. 

Competitive worldviews. In addition to job market-level competition, theories of 

faking have also discussed personal attitudes towards competition and competitive situations 

(e.g., Tett et al., 2006). More recently, Roulin, Krings and Binggeli (2016) described the effect 

of two types of competition: (a) attitudes toward competition, as the opportunity to compare 

oneself with others and learn from it, and (b) perceptions of the world as a competitive place 

(i.e., competitive worldviews). People with strong competitive worldviews see the world as a 

place where one has to fight for scarce resources and only the strongest succeed (Duckitt, 2001). 

Such worldviews are particularly relevant when competition with others is salient, such as when 

applying for a job. Furthermore, recent studies reported that applicants’ competitive worldviews 

have a strong influence on faking intention and behaviors (Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; Roulin 

& Krings, 2016). In line with these arguments, we expect a positive relationship between 

individual-level competitive worldviews and faking intentions. 

H6: Applicants with higher competitive worldviews have higher faking intentions. 

If a region contains many people with high levels of competitive worldviews and if 

individual-level competitive worldviews are associated with individual faking, there should 

also be a relationship between competitive worldviews and faking at the aggregated level. Thus, 
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we expect a positive relationship between the macro-psychological level of competitive 

worldviews of a region and the average faking intentions of applicants from that region. 

H7: On average, applicants living in a region with a higher mean level of competitive 

worldviews have higher faking intentions. 

Religiosity. Another potential antecedent of faking intentions is applicants’ religiosity. 

Although religiosity has been largely ignored in faking theories, there are reasons to argue for 

its relevance for faking. First, faking can be considered as a form of lying (e.g., Goffin & Boyd, 

2009), behavior against which religious socialization should build a moral barrier. Most 

denominations explicitly reject lying, including Christianity: "Do not lie" (Leviticus 19:11, 

New International Version) and Islam: “And, do not cloak and confuse the truth with falsehood” 

(Quran 2:42, The Noble Quran). Indeed, Allmon, Page, and Roberts (2000) found that religious 

people differ in how they perceive and evaluate moral situations, and Shariff and Norenzayan 

(2011) reported a direct negative relationship between religiosity and deceptive behaviors. This 

socialized rejection of deception and lies likely carries over to the context of job applications 

and selection. Thus, we expect a negative relationship between the individual-level religiosity 

and faking intentions. 

H8: Applicants with higher religiosity have lower faking intentions. 

If there are many religious inhabitants in some regions and individual-level religiosity 

is correlated with individual faking, then there should also be a relationship between religiosity 

and faking at the aggregated level. Therefore, we expect a negative relationship between the 

macro-psychological religiosity level of a region and the average faking intentions of applicants 

from that region. 

H9: On average, applicants living in a region with a higher mean level of religiosity 

have lower faking intentions. 
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Contextual Effects 

The regional hypotheses discussed so far result from regional differences in individual-

level predictors of faking and the aggregation of the corresponding individual-level effects. 

However, it is also possible that the macro-psychological characteristics of a region may have 

an effect that goes beyond this accumulated effect originating from the individual level. Macro-

psychological factors may build up pressure on the individual to behave according to the 

prevailing characteristics. In this way, the regional context in which a person lives – the 

predominant characteristics of the other inhabitants of the region – may have an influence on 

the person’s behavior independently of his/her own personality or attitudes. 

All three macro-psychological characteristics we examine have the potential to affect a 

person's faking intentions beyond the effect originating from the individual-level. For instance, 

it is possible that if many people in a region have high competitive worldviews scores, there is 

also a greater perceived competitive pressure in this region. Applicants from such a region 

should be used to strong competition in many aspects of their lives. Such a perceived 

competitive pressure may lead to a greater willingness to fake. Thus, higher macro-

psychological competitive worldviews in regions may lead to higher applicant faking 

intentions, independently of the applicant’s individual competitive worldviews. Such 

contextual effects are also possible for conscientiousness and religiosity. Given that there are 

neither theoretical models nor empirical studies on the corresponding contextual effect for these 

variables, we take an exploratory approach here. Taken together, we ask whether there are 

contextual effects of competitive worldviews, conscientiousness, and religiosity beyond the 

effect aggregated from the individual level. 

RQ1: Is there a contextual effect of conscientiousness on individual faking intentions? 

RQ2: Is there a contextual effect of competitive worldviews on individual faking 

intentions? 

RQ3: Is there a contextual effect of religiosity on individual faking intentions? 
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Methods 

Regions 

Following previous socioecological psychology research (Obschonka et al., 2016), our 

regional data are based on the Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) of the United States of 

America. The U.S. Office of Management and Budget defines an MSA as an urbanized region 

with more than 50,000 inhabitants consisting of one or more counties with a high degree of 

social and economic integration (Mar, 2010). We collected data for the 50 MSAs with the most 

inhabitants; due to language differences, regions in the US insular areas (e.g., the region “San 

Juan-Carolina-Caguas” in Puerto Rico) were not included in our study. The MSAs were 

selected on the basis of the 2010 population figures and the regional boundaries of the MSAs 

redefined in the same year (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). 

Procedure  

Data were collected using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). We created a separate 

“HIT” (Human Intelligence Task) for each of the 50 MSAs to ensure an equal distribution of 

participants. Participants were paid U.S. $0.70. Participants conscientiousness, faking 

intentions, competitive worldviews and demographic data (including religiosity) were recorded 

in that order. 

To address potential concerns about the quality of MTurk data (Cheung, 2013; Sharpe 

Wessling, Huber, & Netzer, 2017), we took a number of precautions. First, MTurk workers 

could only participate in the study if they had a U.S. account, had completed between 100 and 

1,000,000 MTurk HITs, and had an approval rate of at least 70%. Second, we confirmed the 

location of participants by asking them to provide their ZIP code and eliminating them if it did 

not match the pre-specified MSA. In addition, we geo-localized the IP address of participants 

and eliminated those who did not match the ZIP code. Third, we used MTurk workers’ unique 

identification number to remove participants who filled out the survey multiple times. This was 

necessary because distributing the data collection to one HIT per MSA made it technically 
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impossible to prevent participants from participating more than once. Finally, following 

suggestions in the literature (Curran, 2016; Huang, Bowling, Liu, & Li, 2014; Meade & Craig, 

2012), we used an attention check item (“I have never used a computer”, taken from Huang et 

al., 2014) and included it once at the beginning and once toward the end of the survey. 

Participants who did not answer both items correctly were excluded from our analysis. 

Sample 

Based on a power analysis, we aimed to collect usable data from 100 people for each 

MSA3. To achieve this, we slightly oversampled each MSA (i.e., up to 120 participants). Given 

that multilevel modeling does not require large sample sizes in the lower-level units (Maas & 

Hox, 2005), we did not exclude any MSA (mean n per MSA = 97.20, SD = 17.03, range from 

50 to 119). In total, 6,881 MTurk workers attempted to participate in our study. We removed a 

total of 2,021 respondents based on the screening criteria described above. Our final data set 

thus included 4,860 participants from 50 MSAs, 57% of whom were women. The mean age 

was 34.4 years (SD = 10.70), 74.5% were White, 8.6% African American, 6.5% Asian or 

Pacific Islander, 6.3% Hispanic, and 0.4% Native Americans. Overall, 23.9% of participants 

had a high school leaving certificate and 73.4% a college or university degree. The vast majority 

of our participants (68.3%) were currently employed, 10.7% were self-employed, 34.6% were 

unemployed, and 9.2% described MTurk as their primary job. Most participants (50.5%) had 

one to three job interviews in the last year, 12.4% had more than three job interviews, and 

37.1% had no job interview in the last year. 

Measures 

Faking intentions. We measured individual faking intentions (α = .92) with the 15-item 

scale from Roulin and Krings (2016), which is based on the slight image creation and extensive 

image creation subscales from Levashina and Campion (2007). Participants read the following 

                                                
3 This project is a stand-alone study, the data were not collected in the course of a larger data collection effort or a 
larger research project. 
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introduction: “Imagine that you have applied for a job in a company that you would very much 

like to work for. And imagine that you have been invited for a job interview. Please rate the 

extent to which you would be willing to use each strategy from the list below during your 

interview.” They were then presented with the item stem “If I were interviewing for this job 

today, I would be willing to...”, followed by items such as “...distort my work experience to fit 

the interviewer’s view of the position.” Participants answered on a 5-point scale from 1 = to no 

extent and 5 = to a very great extent. 

Economic situation. Following the suggestions of the International Labour 

Organization of the United Nations (obtained from International Labour Office, 2016) and past 

research (Obschonka, Schmitt-Rodermund, Silbereisen, Gosling, & Potter, 2013; Rentfrow et 

al., 2013), we operationalized the regional-level economic situation with three indicators: (a) 

the annual change in the gross domestic product (GDP) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017), (b) the 

annual change in the proportion of people living below the poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2017), and (c) the annual change in the unemployment rate (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2017). To avoid overweighting short-term regional fluctuations, the data of the last five years 

before the survey (2011 to 2015) were averaged (Obschonka et al., 2016, 2015). The poverty 

and unemployment rates were reverse-keyed, and all three indicators were standardized and 

then combined. Higher values correspond to a stronger economy in a region during the 

corresponding five-year period4. 

Crime rate. The regional-level crime rate was calculated from the crime statistics of 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation (United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 

Investigation., 2017). These statistics are divided into data on violent crimes, such as murder 

and assault, and data on property crime, such as burglary and theft. To ensure a broad 

                                                
4 We also re-ran all analyses using all three indicators as individual predictors and found no changes in the results. 
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operationalization, we standardized and combined the two types of crimes and used data from 

the previous five years. 

Conscientiousness. The individual-level conscientiousness was measured with the 

corresponding Big Five Inventory scale (BFI, see e.g., John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). Sample 

items are “I see myself as someone who make plans and follow through with them” and “I see 

myself as someone who tends to be disorganized” (reverse coded), with nine items in total 

(α = .86). The instructions for the participants were the following “Here are a number of 

characteristics that may or may not apply to you. Tell us how much you agree with each 

statement.” Items were rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree. Macro-psychological conscientiousness of an MSA was calculated by averaging the 

individual-level conscientiousness of participants from that MSA. 

Competitive worldviews (CWs). We measured competitive worldviews using the 20-

item (α = .91) Competitive-Jungle Social Worldview scale (Duckitt, 2001). Sample items are 

“It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at times” or “Winning is not the first 

thing; it’s the only thing”. The instructions for the participants were the following “To what 

extent do you agree with the following statements:”. Items were again rated on a 5-point scale 

from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Macro-psychological competitive worldviews 

of an MSA were calculated by averaging the individual-level competitive worldviews of 

participants from that MSA. 

Religiosity. Individual-level religiosity was measured using a single item from the 

Gosling-Potter Internet Personality Project (for more information, see Rentfrow et al., 2008): 

“I consider myself to be...”, with participants indicating their religiosity on a 7-point scale from 

1 = not at all religious to 7 = very religious. The item is very similar to other established single-

item measures of religiosity (e.g., “I see myself as someone who is very religious”; Gebauer et 

al., 2014). Gebauer, Nehrlich, Sedijides, and Neberich (2013) showed that such single-item 

measures are highly related to longer religiosity measures such as the Duke Religion Index 



CHAPTER IV: REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN FAKING 

 

63 

(Koenig, Parkerson, & Meador, 1997). In general, these types of religious measurements are 

considered to be effective (Norenzayan & Hansen, 2006) and have therefore been frequently 

used in other social-ecological studies (e.g., Bleidorn et al., 2016). Macro-psychological 

religiosity of an MSA was calculated by averaging the individual-level religiosity of 

participants from that MSA. 

Results 

Data Quality Checks 

Search for outliers. We followed the recommendations by Aguinis, Gottfredson, and 

Joo (2013) on identifying and handling outliers. First, we checked for multi-construct outliers 

on the aggregated MSA level and found no conspicuous data points. Second, we tested for 

multi-construct outliers on the participant level. In accordance with the guidelines of Becker 

and Gather (1999), 48 participants had conspicuous Mahalanobis and leverage values. The 

removal of these 48 participants did not change the model fit, statistical significance, or 

conclusions in the following analyses. Since the proportion of such data points was less than 

one percent of the sample, we reported only the results without removing these cases. Third, 

we checked for prediction outliers on every step of the multi-level approach reported below and 

found no conspicuous values for the MSAs. 

Representativeness of the data. To evaluate the representativeness of our regional 

predictor variables, we compared our regional means for conscientiousness and religiosity with 

the corresponding means form the Gosling-Potter Internet Personality Project (Rentfrow et al., 

2008), a large-scale regional personality dataset that contains information for 1,855,306 people. 

These data can be regarded as "generally representative of the population at large" (Rentfrow 

et al., 2008, p. 348). The authors of the project provided us with the regional means for the 50 

MSAs covered in our study. The MSA averages of our sample correlated with the results of this 

reference sample, at r(48) = .34, p < .05, for conscientiousness and r(48) = .73, p < .05, for 
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religiosity. As a further robustness check, we conducted our main analysis with the reference 

data instead of our own data. The results were similar for both datasets. 

Data description. Figure IV.1 provides an overview of the distribution of our own data 

across the U.S. The map for conscientiousness shows a pattern similar to that found by 

Rentfrow and colleagues (2008): The regions in the south and southeast of the United States 

show the highest levels of conscientiousness. For religiosity, we found high values in the MSAs 

that lie in the Bible Belt of the USA, with the highest levels for the regions Memphis and Dallas-

Fort Worth-Arlington, commonly known as the “buckle” of the Bible Belt (Garcia & Kruger, 

2010; Stacey & Shupe, 1982). Table IV.1 presents the correlations, means and standard 

deviations of the study variables on both individual and regional level.5 

 

                                                
5 In this correlation matrix, the high positive correlation between macro-psychological religiosity and the regional 
crime rate is noticeable. Additional analyses showed that the regional poverty rate is a strong covariate in this 
context and that the relationship can be partially traced back to this covariate (partial correlation controlling for 
regional poverty rate = .36, p < .05). 
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Main Results 

Test of Hypothesis 1. Figure IV.2 presents the regional-level means and confidence 

intervals of the study variables for the 50 MSAs. There are significant differences between the 

MSAs in individual faking intentions, F(49, 4810) = 2.252, p < .01, η2 = .022, see also Figure 

IV.2, row 1. The regional grouping of faking intentions (within MSAs) explained 1.2% of the 

total variance of our dependent variable, ICC(1) = .012. This corresponds to an effect size 

expected from similar cross-country studies (Bryan & Jenkins, 2016) and satisfies the 

requirements for accurate model estimations (Bell, Morgan, Schoeneberger, Kromrey, & 

Ferron, 2014; Stegmueller, 2013). The comparison between a simple regression model and a 

multi-level regression model showed that a multi-level model can explain our data significantly 

better, likelihood ratio(1) = 21.36, p < .01. Taken together, these results support Hypothesis 1 

and also indicate that a multi-level approach is appropriate for further analysis (Bliese, 2002; 

Hox, 2010). 

Test of the other hypotheses. We followed recommendations from the multi-level 

analysis literature (Hox, 2010; Steele, 2008), and all analyses were performed with R 3.5.1 

(R Core Team, 2018) and the package LME4 (Bates et al., 2018). To examine effects of both 

individual- and regional-level antecedents on individual faking intentions in one model, we 

centered individual predictors by regional group mean scores (i.e., group mean centering). The 

effects of group-mean centered predictors represent relationships between applicants’ 

individual predictor scores and faking intentions within a region. The regional predictors were 

later introduced into the model as regional-level effects. These effects represent relationships 

between the mean predictor score in a region and faking intentions of an average applicant from 

that region. In addition, we centered all regional-level values by the total mean (grand mean 

centering) to make regression models easier to interpret. To prevent over-parameterization of 
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the models, we built and tested them in a step-by-step approach. To ensure comparability of the 

models, all models were calculated using maximum likelihood estimation. 

 

Figure IV.2. Means and confidence intervals for all 50 Metropolitan Statistical Areas. 
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The first step was a random intercept model for individual faking intentions 

(AIC = 10904.51, Deviance = 10898.51). In this and all subsequent models, the mean faking 

intentions in the different regions (MSAs) was treated as a random effect and was allowed to 

vary between regions. In a second step, we included individual-level predictors (AIC = 9414.46, 

Deviance = 9402.46). In a third step, the model was further extended to include regional-level 

predictors (AIC = 9383.62, Deviance = 9364.62) and predicted individual-level faking 

intentions significantly better than model 1, likelihood ratio(3) = 1496.05, p < .01, and model 

2, likelihood ratio(5) = 37.85, p < .01. Model 3 explained 27.3% of the total variance in faking 

intentions. We also ran additional models with random slopes calculated for the regions, in 

which regression coefficients for individual-level predictors were allowed to vary between 

regions. These models did not demonstrate a better fit to the data. 

In a final step, we recalculated model 3 using Restricted Maximum Likelihood 

Estimation, which leads to more conservative and less error-prone estimations of the parameters 

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Snijders & Bosker, 1999). As the use of confidence intervals and 

p-values in multi-level analyses is somewhat controversial (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, & 

Christensen, 2017), we employed the most conservative approaches to calculate these 

parameters: the Kenward-Roger approach to calculate two-tailed p-values and parameter 

bootstrapping to calculate confidence intervals (Luke, 2017). Our hypotheses (H1 – H9) were 

tested with an alpha level of .05. The test power for the research questions (RQ1 – RQ3) is 

considerably limited by the number of MSAs (k = 50) in our data set. Therefore, we use a more 

liberal alpha level of .10 to avoid overlooking interesting findings for these questions. 

Accordingly, effects with a p-value < .10 can be regarded as supporting our regional research 

questions. 

The final model is shown in the first column of Table IV.2. At the individual level, our 

results suggest significant effects of conscientiousness (β = -.17, standardized β = -.20, 

p < .001), competitive worldviews (β	=	 .55, standardized β = .55, p < .001), and religiosity 
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(β	=	-.01, standardized β = -.03, p < .05). In other words, applicants with higher religiosity and 

conscientiousness but lower competitive worldviews reported lower faking intentions. These 

results support all of our individual-level hypotheses (Hypotheses 4, 6 and 8). At the regional 

level, we found significant relationships between macro-psychological conscientiousness and 

average faking intentions (β	=	 -.41, standardized β = -.04, p < .05) as well as macro-

psychological competitive worldviews and average faking intentions (β	=	 .77, standardized 

β = .11, p < .001). On average, applicants from regions with a higher macro-psychological 

conscientiousness reported lower faking intentions, whereas those from regions with higher 

macro-psychological competitive worldviews reported higher intentions, supporting 

Hypotheses 5 and 6. However, we found no effects for macro-psychological religiosity 

(β	=	.04, standardized β = .02, p = .30), economic development (β	=	.01, 

standardized β	=	.01, p = .75), or crime rate (β	= .00, standardized β = .00, p = .83) in a region. 

Hypotheses 2, 3, and 9 were thus not supported. 

The next step was to examine our research question: Can regional effects only be 

attributed to individual-level effects aggregated at the regional level or is there a contextual 

effect of the region in which people live? To evaluate such contextual effects, we re-centered 

the individual-level predictors by their overall mean score (grand mean centering) and re-fitted 

our final model. This procedure has no influence on the model fit of the final model or on the 

estimation or interpretation of the individual-level effects (Fielding, 2010; Kreft, de Leeuw, & 

Aiken, 1995). However, in this new model, the estimates for the regional-level effects represent 

the relationship between faking intention and macro-psychological conscientiousness, 

competitive worldviews and religiosity controlling for individual characteristics. The second 

column of Table IV.2 shows the results of this grand-mean centered model. There was no longer 

a significant association of individual faking intentions with conscientiousness (β	=	-.24, 

standardized β = -.02, p = .21) or religiosity (β	=	.05, standardized β = .03, p = .19) at the  
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Table IV.2 
Final Model With and Without Contextual Effects 

  Final model without contextual effects   Final model with contextual effects 

  β CI stand. β  p   β CI stand. β  p 

Regional Level            

(Intercept) 2.04 -2.02- – -2.06    <.001   2.04 -2.02- – -2.06    <.001 

Economic situation 0.01 -0.02- – -0.04 0.01  .749   0.01 -0.02- – -0.04 0.01  .749 

Crime rate 0.00 -0.02- – -0.03 0.00  .830   0.00 -0.02- – -0.03 0.00  .830 

Conscientiousness -0.41 -0.71- – -0.09 -0.04  .034   -0.24 -0.54- – -0.09 -0.02  .214 

CWs 0.77 -0.60- – -0.98 0.11  <.001   0.22 -0.04- – -0.43 0.03  .074 

Religiosity 0.04 -0.02- – -0.09 0.02  .302   0.05 -0.01- – -0.10 0.03  .188 

Individual Level            

Conscientiousness -0.17 -0.20- – -0.15 -0.16  <.001   -0.17 -0.20- – -0.15 -0.16  <.001 

CWs 0.55 -0.52- – -0.58 0.44  <.001   0.55 -0.52- – -0.58 0.45  <.001 

Religiosity -0.01 -0.02- – -0.00 -0.03  .021   -0.01 -0.02- – -0.00 -0.03  .021 

NMSA 50  

Observations 4,860  

Marginal R2 .273  

Conditional R2 .277  

AIC 9,438.352  

Deviance 9,364.985  

Note. The model on the left is based on group mean centered individual-level variables; the 
model on the right on grand-mean centered individual-level variables. Stand. β	= standardized 
β; CI = .90% bootstrapped confidence intervals based on 1,000 samples. CWs = competitive 
worldviews; AIC = Akaike information criterion. p = two-tailed 5% p-values bases on 
Kenward-Roger’s approach; p-values below the 5% criterion for our hypotheses (H1 – H9) and 
below the 10% criterion for our research questions (RQ1 – RQ3) are printed in bold. 

regional level. Consequently, there is no evidence of contextual effects of conscientiousness 

(Research Question 1) or religiosity (Research Question 3). For competitive worldviews, the 

results suggested a significant effect at the regional level (β	=	1.22, standardized β = .03, 

p = .07). These results support a contextual effect of macro-psychological competitive 

worldviews that goes beyond the association stemming from the individual level. In summary, 

applicants from a region with higher macro-psychological competitive worldviews have, on 

average, higher faking intentions (Hypotheses 6), and this effect can be partly attributed to the 

individual-level relation between competitive worldviews and faking intentions. However, an 
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effect of the macro-psychological competitive worldviews also emerges when controlling for 

the individual-level effect (Research Question 2). In other words, a person with a given 

competitive worldviews score will, on average, have higher faking intentions if he or she lives 

in a region with higher mean competitive worldviews. 

In a final step, we investigated how much of the variance in faking intentions between 

the 50 MSAs (see Hypothesis 1) can be explained by our regional predictors. When adding all 

five regional-level predictors, the variance between MSAs on our dependent variable dropped 

by 65.6% - from ICC(1) = .012 to ICC(1) = .004. A successive comparison of models, each 

with a single regional variable, revealed that macro-psychological competitive worldviews is 

by far the strongest predictor of regional faking intentions and can explain 64.2% of the 

variance alone. 

Discussion 

Our study is the first to demonstrate regional differences in faking intentions: 

Applicant’s environment significantly contributes to their faking intentions. This finding 

complements cross-country research (e.g., by Fell et al., 2016; Sandal et al., 2014) and shows 

that differences found between applicants of various regions of the world also exist on a much 

smaller regional level, i.e. within a country and a shared national cultural and institutional 

framework. Such differences are also consistent with previous socioecological psychology 

research, for instance about personality, attitudes, and behaviors (e.g., Audretsch et al., 2017; 

Gebauer et al., 2014; Rentfrow et al., 2008). However, individual differences between 

applicants account for the majority of the overall variance in faking intentions, which is in line 

with the majority of faking theories. Concerning individual-level predictors, we replicated 

effects observed in previous studies for conscientiousness (Lester et al., 2015; Roulin & Krings, 

2016) and competitive worldviews (Roulin & Krings, 2016). In accordance with previous 

studies on unethical or dishonest behaviors (Allmon et al., 2000; Norenzayan & Hansen, 2006), 
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we found that applicants’ religiosity – a factor so far overlooked in applicant faking research – 

was negatively associated with faking intentions. 

Theoretical Implications 

The substantial relationships between macro-psychological conscientiousness and 

competitive worldviews in a region and the corresponding average faking intentions of 

applicants from that region indicate that there is a whole class of parameters associated with 

faking that has not yet been considered. While past research showed that faking is related to 

individual-level conscientiousness (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Lester et al., 2015) and 

competitive worldviews (e.g., Roulin & Krings, 2016), our study found similar effects when 

aggregated on a regional level, according to macro-psychological characteristics. Our non-

significant findings regarding more objective regional indicators, like the economic situation 

in a region, are aligned with findings from cross-cultural faking research which reported effects 

for cultural values and norms but not for economic factors such as the unemployment rate of a 

country (Fell et al., 2016; Sandal et al., 2014). In view of other socioecological psychology 

research, which has regularly demonstrated an impact of regional factors on regional behavior 

trends (e.g., Block et al., 2018), it might seem surprising that we found no effects for faking. 

Our findings can potentially be explained by differences in social safety nets between the 

regions, which may moderate the link between unemployment and faking (Fell & König, 2016). 

Another possible explanation is that a region’s abstract economic situation and crime rate are 

still too far-removed from people's everyday lives. Serious criminality or a fragile economy in 

a region may only be sufficient to trigger unethical behaviors like faking if an applicant is 

directly affected by the consequences (e.g., if relevant jobs are scarce). 

In our analyses, we found a contextual effect of competitive worldviews on individual 

faking intentions, which was a purely regional effect. In contrast to conscientiousness, the 

relationship between macro-psychological competitive worldviews and faking intentions of an 

average applicant from a region cannot be explained solely by cumulating the effect from the 
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individual level: Someone with a given level of competitive worldviews will, on average, have 

higher faking intentions if he or she lives in a region with higher mean competitive worldviews. 

To date, such contextual effects have − if at all − mainly been shown in educational research 

(e.g., Chiu & Chow, 2015), and the present study is the first to demonstrate contextual effects 

in the field of I/O psychology. 

This contextual effect can potentially be explained by the fact that a high macro-

psychological level of competitive worldviews might be salient for all inhabitants of a region. 

If many people in a region have a rather competitive view of the world, this should be reflected 

in the fact that many people behave more competitively. As a result, perceived competition for 

resources (such as jobs) will, on average, be fiercer in this region than in other regions, 

regardless of the actual regional economic situation. Residents of this region are more often 

exposed to a dog-eat-dog mentality of others and in order to succeed in such an environment, 

they are forced to act competitively as well, irrespective of their own attitude toward 

competition. Competition is particularly salient in selection processes, as there are usually 

many competitors (applicants) for very limited resources (jobs). In such a situation, applicants 

from a region with a high macro-psychological level of competitive worldviews should assume 

that the other applicants will do whatever it takes to be successful. Consequently, they should 

also jump on the bandwagon and use every opportunity to gain an advantage, including faking 

in a selection interview. 

This explanation for the contextual effect of competitive worldviews mentioned here 

can also be easily embedded into previous faking theories. For example, the “dynamic model 

of applicant faking” proposed by Roulin et al (2016) explicitly mentions “perceived 

competition” as an influencing factor of faking. According to these authors, this factor causes 

applicants to believe that NOT faking will lead to a competitive disadvantage because 

everybody else is using such a tactic. The contextual effect of competitive worldviews on faking 

can thus be seen as an expression of the perceived competition in a region. 
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Future Research Directions  

Our promising results as well as the findings from Jiang and Probst (2017) demonstrate 

that a social-ecological research approach can be fruitful in I/O psychology research. We 

therefore hope to pave the way for further research that takes into account regional differences. 

The presence of contextual effects highlights a category (or level) of predictors that should not 

be ignored in I/O psychology research. In the context of selection or assessment, for example, 

meaningful regional differences in applicants’ traits and attitudes may also lead to different 

criterion-related validities for selection procedures. Future research could also examine 

organizations’ perspectives with regard to regional differences in faking. For instance, do hiring 

managers believe that applicants from certain regions are more or less willing to fake? And are 

these beliefs in alignment with the "real" regional distribution of faking intentions? 

A further prospect for future research is to focus on the influence of competitive 

worldviews, which were an important predictor of faking in the present study. However, 

selection situations are just one of many competitive situations in everyday working life. 

Similar effects of competitive worldviews may be expected, for instance, in terms of fighting 

for promotion or achieving sales goals. In this context, it would also be interesting to investigate 

whether competitive worldviews affect only behavior or also the resulting work performance. 

People who are used to fighting with no holds barred may not automatically reach their goals 

faster or better. Furthermore, future studies should look at whether competitive worldviews are 

associated with the experience of stress at work. Potentially, employees with higher competitive 

worldviews may experience less stress in competitive work situations, as they often see 

themselves under competitive pressure and are therefore accustomed to it. 

Implications for Personnel Selection 

Given the assumption that many companies recruit their personnel from different 

regions of a country (Ruhs & Anderson, 2010), these companies should be aware of existing 

regional differences in faking intentions (i.e., applicants from certain regions have higher faking 
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intentions than applicants from other regions). In extreme cases, such systematic differences 

between applicants from different regions in terms of attitudes and intentions regarding faking 

could lead to corresponding distortions of personnel selection decisions. However, while the 

differences we found in this study were significant, the size of regional effects was rather small 

(1.2% of empirical variance; η2 = .022). Such effect sizes are similar to previous 

socioecological psychology research (Bryan & Jenkins, 2016). And, individual faking 

intentions can be attributed to a much larger extent to applicants' individual characteristics 

(26.1% of empirical variance). Therefore, organizations concerned with applicant faking might 

be better advised to focus on these individual factors. Moreover, it is important to emphasize 

that regional differences are complex in nature and that their effects can only be fully 

understood if the underlying sociodemographic and macro-psychological differences are taken 

into account. In accordance with recommendations of Bartunek and Rynes (2010) regarding 

the formulation of practical implications, and in view of the sparse research in this area, we 

would therefore strongly advise against a direct consideration of the assumed regional 

differences in applicant faking (e.g., by introducing a penalty system for applicants from 

regions that are on average prone to faking). 

Regarding the individual determinants, our findings provide additional evidence for the 

central role played by competitive worldviews for applicant faking. In line with Roulin and 

Krings (2016), we therefore recommend that organizations play down the competitive aspects 

of selection when addressing applicants (instead of emphasizing them for instance). In addition, 

because competitive worldviews are particularly relevant in situations when competition 

between individuals is made salient, it might be best to ensure that applicants are not assessed 

together in the same location. For instance, organizations could schedule interviews so that 

applicants for a particular position do not meet while waiting. Alternatively, online video 

interviews may be another way to address this issue for companies interviewing applicants from 

across the country. Video interviews may not only make competition less salient and thus 
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reduce applicants' faking, but they can reduce travel costs and time losses for applicants, which 

may also increase the applicant pool for the hiring organization. 

Limitations 

Four main limitations of the present study need to be mentioned. First, we measured 

applicants’ faking intentions and not their faking behaviors. Although faking intentions are 

widely seen as a direct precursor of actual faking behaviors (McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Roulin 

& Krings, 2016), future research should examine faking behaviors in this context. This could 

be done, for instance, using subtle or indirect approaches to capture faking, such as 

overclaiming questionnaires or bogus items. Second, due to the limited number of MTurk 

workers in smaller MSAs, we had to focus on the 50 largest MSAs. Therefore, systematic 

differences in faking between MSAs of different sizes cannot be excluded. In this case, our data 

may be range restricted and we may therefore underestimate the regional effects on faking. 

Future research should therefore also try to collect data in small regions. Third, we evaluated 

our research questions (RQ1 – RQ3) based on a more liberal alpha level of .10, which may 

increase the chances of a type I error. This was justified by the exploratory nature of these 

questions and the limited test power due to the small number of MSAs (k = 50) (see Bradley 

and Brand 2013 for an overview of expected alpha values as a function of sample size, effect 

size and power). Yet, these findings should be replicated in future research. Fourth, the data 

collection via MTurk also constitutes a possible limitation of our study. Researchers have raised 

arguments both for (e.g., Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Hauser & Schwarz, 2016; 

Landers & Behrend, 2015) and against (e.g., Chandler & Paolacci, 2017; Hydock, 2018; Sharpe 

Wessling et al., 2017) the use of MTurk for data collection. Although we cannot completely 

eliminate low-quality responses, we did take the most sophisticated precautions to address 

potential problems: We also rigorously screened for careless responders (Huang et al., 2014) 

and outliers (Aguinis et al., 2013; Becker & Gather, 1999). In addition, to the best of our 



CHAPTER IV: REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN FAKING 

 

78 

knowledge, this is the first study to use an IP-based geo-blocking system to eliminate 

shortcomings concerning the regional representativeness of the MTurk sampling process. 

Conclusion 

This study attempted to introduce a socioecological psychology approach to the field of 

I/O psychology, and specifically to faking in job interviews. We examined inhabitants from 

various major regions of the U.S., thereby extending cross-cultural faking research by focusing 

on regions within countries. We found differences between applicants from various regions not 

only for faking but also for other selection-relevant characteristics like competitive worldviews. 

Finally, we call for further I/O research following a socioecological psychology approach as 

well as deeper exploration of the construct of competitive worldviews and its role in the 

workplace. 
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CHAPTER V  

IS IT ENOUGH TO BE WILLING TO WIN OR DO YOU HAVE TO BE SMART? 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMPETITIVE WORLDVIEWS, COGNITIVE ABILITIES, AND 

APPLICANT FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

Abstract 

Recent research has highlighted competitive worldviews as a key predictor of faking – the 

intentional distortion of answers by candidates in the selection context. According to several 

theoretical assumptions, applicants’ abilities, and especially their cognitive abilities, should 

influence whether the faking motivation, triggered by competitive worldviews, can be turned 

into successful faking behavior. Therefore, we examined the influence of competitive 

worldviews on faking in personality tests and investigated a possible moderation of this 

relationship by cognitive abilities in three independent samples (N1 = 133, N2 = 137, N3 = 268). 

Our data showed neither an influence of the two variables nor an influence of their interaction 

on faking behavior. We discuss possible reasons for these findings and give suggestions for 

further research. 
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Introduction 

In the context of personnel selection, many companies are concerned that applicants 

distort their answers in self-assessment tools in order to increase their chances of getting hired 

(Christiansen, Rozek, & Burns, 2010; Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). This behavior – known 

as faking – is quite common in personality tests (e.g., Griffith, Chmielowski, & Yoshita, 2007; 

Tett, Freund, Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012) and job interviews (e.g., Levashina & 

Campion, 2007; Weiss & Feldman, 2006). Previous research has shown that there are also 

substantial individual differences between applicants in terms of actual faking behavior (e.g., 

König, Hafsteinsson, Jansen, & Stadelmann, 2011; Raymark & Tafero, 2009): Some applicants 

fake more than others. These differences can lead to changes in the rank order of applicants and 

may therefore negatively affect selection decisions (Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & 

Rothstein, 1994; Donovan, Dwight, & Schneider, 2014; Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998). 

Due to the problematic consequences of faking, research has repeatedly focused on this 

phenomenon, and the corresponding predictors, over several decades. Among the most recent 

models stemming from this research field is the dynamic model of applicant faking (Roulin, 

Krings, & Binggeli, 2016), which highlights the effects of candidates’ perceptions and attitudes 

towards competition on their faking behavior. In addition to the predictors of faking already 

known from previous theories, one of the central assumptions of this model is that applicants’ 

competitive worldviews influence their motivation to draw an improved picture of themselves. 

In line with this idea, first empirical studies have shown substantial correlations between 

competitive worldviews and faking intentions, as well as resulting faking behavior, in the 

context of job interviews (Bourdage, Roulin, & Tarraf, 2018; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; Roulin 

& Krings, 2016). 

However, Roulin, Krings and Binggeli’s (2016) line of argument is not limited to the 

interview context and should also be applicable to other selection tools. It is therefore important 

to test the generalizability of the model and to replicate the findings for other personnel 
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selection procedures, such as self-assessment tools. Personality tests are particularly suitable 

for such an evaluation, as they have long been a focus of faking research (e.g., Bass, 1957). 

Moreover, meta-analytic research has presented some very well-established findings on 

personality tests (e.g., Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, Brannick, & Smith, 2006; Hooper, 2007; 

Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999).  

Another aspect from the dynamic model of applicant faking, which has not yet been 

tested, is the interaction between the motivational component of faking – associated with 

competitive worldviews – and the capacity required for successful faking. In line with other 

faking theories (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Snell, Sydell, & Lueke, 1999), Roulin et al. 

(2016) assumed that motivation alone is not sufficient for successful faking. They argued that 

only if applicants also have the abilities needed to distort their answers in the desired direction 

can motivation turn into actual faking.  

Accordingly, the present study aimed to test the influence of cognitive abilities on the 

relationship between competitive worldviews and actual faking behavior in the domain of 

personality tests. As such, this is one of the first studies to examine the direct interplay between 

motivational and ability aspects of faking. Moreover, the study extends previous research by 

investigating the effect of competitive worldviews on faking for the first time in the context of 

personality tests, thereby also addressing the question of the generalizability of previous 

research findings from job interviews. Using a within-subjects faking design (for an overview 

of different operationalizations of faking, see: Burns & Christiansen, 2011), we analyzed the 

corresponding relationships in three independent samples, using three different cognitive ability 

tests and two different operationalizations of the competitive worldviews construct. In the 

following sections, we develop our hypotheses regarding this particular type of 

motivation/ability relationship in the faking context. 
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Theoretical Background 

Competitive Worldviews as a Predictor of Faking Motivation and Behavior 

Originally conceptualized in the field of political psychology (Duckitt, 2001), 

competitive worldviews describe people’s stable beliefs that the world is a competitive jungle, 

in which everyone is in a constant race for scarce resources (Duckitt, Wagner, du Plessis, & 

Birum, 2002). To succeed in such an environment, people with strong competitive worldviews 

are more prone to act ruthlessly at times and to do whatever it takes to get ahead. In this respect, 

competitive worldviews should be most relevant for behavior in situations characterized by 

competition for resources. Roulin et al. (2016) introduced competitive worldviews for the first 

time in faking research in their dynamic model of applicant faking, arguing that competition 

with others for a resource – in this specific case for a job – is particularly salient in selection 

situations. Their model suggests that people with strong competitive worldviews are more 

aware of the competition in the selection process, assume that the other candidates are doing 

everything possible to be selected, and are therefore more motivated to do whatever it takes to 

get the job, including faking in interviews or self-assessment tools.  

In line with this argument, recent empirical studies showed a substantial relationship 

between applicants’ competitive worldviews and faking: Applicants with stronger competitive 

worldviews showed a higher motivation and intention to fake in a future job interview (Roulin 

& Krings, 2016: r = .50) and also more self-reported faking behavior in past job interviews 

(Bourdage et al., 2018: r = .17 – .20; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017: r = .22 – .45; Roulin & Krings, 

2016: r = .46). Following these empirical results, we expect similar effects for the domain of 

personality tests. Therefore, we assume a positive relationship between competitive worldviews 

and faking; people with stronger competitive worldviews should show more faking in 

personality tests (H1). 



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

97 

The Effect of Cognitive Abilities on (Successful) Faking Behavior 

In accordance with previous faking theories (e.g., Marcus, 2009; Tett & Simonet, 2011), 

Roulin et al. (2016) assumed that successful faking requires not only the motivation to present 

oneself in an overly favorable way, but also the capacity to behave and answer accordingly. 

Applicants need to analyze which characteristics are particularly important to a hiring 

organization – a task for which an applicant’s ability to identify the (selection) criteria (ATIC: 

König, Melchers, Kleinmann, Richter, & Klehe, 2007) is a key factor. Research on ATIC has 

shown a direct effect on faking in various selection contexts (Klehe et al., 2012; König et al., 

2007) and has also identified applicants’ cognitive abilities as a direct antecedent of this ability 

(Kleinmann et al., 2011). Indeed, applicants must anticipate which answers and behavior an 

organization expects from qualified applicants and subsequently be able to demonstrate such 

behavior. According to Roulin et al. (2016), interpersonal skills play an important role for this 

task. Applicants with more pronounced interpersonal skills should be better at interpreting 

situational cues in a selection situation and apply appropriate faking tactics based on these cues. 

Moreover, meta-analytic findings indicated that interpersonal skills are also substantially 

related to cognitive abilities (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004), and many authors do not 

consider them to be independent from cognitive abilities even on a theoretical level (Mayer, 

Caruso, & Salovey, 1999). 

Looking at faking in personality tests in particular, the analytical aspect is probably the 

most important (Marcus, 2009), because responses to items do not have to be translated into 

situation-specific and complex interactional behavior, as would be the case in job interviews 

(Levashina & Campion, 2006). The main challenge for an applicant filling out personality items 

is to determine whether a particular response captures a characteristic that a company would, 

to some extent, like to see in an applicant for that job. This primarily analytical task should be 

easier for applicants with higher cognitive abilities (Marcus, 2009). This assumption is also 

supported by several empirical studies (e.g., Nguyen, Biderman, & McDaniel, 2005; Pauls & 
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Crost, 2005; Underhill, Bearden, & Chen, 2008) and meta-analyses (Schilling, Becker, 

Grabenhorst, & König, 2016), which suggest more faking behavior among more intelligent 

applicants.  

However, the dynamic model of applicant faking (Roulin et al., 2016) expects that the 

abilities listed above only come into play when applicants are motivated to fake. This suggests 

that the ability aspect of faking moderates the relationship between an applicant’s faking 

motivation and the actual faking behavior, an assumption that is also found in many previous 

faking theories (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Goffin & Boyd, 2009; McFarland & Ryan, 

2006). Therefore, considering competitive worldviews as a proxy for applicants’ motivation to 

distort responses to their benefit, and cognitive abilities as a proxy for the ability to translate 

this motivation into successful faking, leads us to the hypothesis that cognitive abilities should 

moderate the relationship between competitive worldviews and faking. Specifically, we 

expected a stronger relation between competitive worldviews and faking behavior with 

increasing cognitive abilities (H2). 

Overview of Samples 

We tested our hypotheses on competitive worldviews and cognitive abilities in three 

separate samples to validate the generalizability of our findings. In all three samples, we used 

a within-subject faking design, in which the participants completed a personality test once 

under an honesty condition and once under an applicant condition, a paradigm frequently used 

in previous research (Burns & Christiansen, 2011). When selecting the samples, we focused on 

people who are at a point in their school or university education where applications are 

imminent. This entails two major advantages. First, such participants are rather young and 

should have little experience with the application process; therefore, prior experience should 

have less or no influence on the examined effects. Second, the task of applying for a job and 

participating in a selection process should be relatively salient to all participants, because they 
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are in a period of their lives in which they have to apply for internships or jobs in the near 

future. To demonstrate the robustness of our results, we (a) used three different established 

methods to measure cognitive abilities and (b) measured competitive worldviews using two 

methods: once with the method established in the literature (Duckitt et al., 2002; Roulin & 

Krings, 2016) and once with a newly developed questionnaire.  

Using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009), we calculated N = 109 as 

the minimum sample size required, based on a main effect of r = .30 (the median effect size of 

the corresponding studies from the area of job interviews, Bourdage et al., 2018; Roulin & 

Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016) and for a power of 1 - β = .90. 

Sample 1 

In our first sample, we looked at faking behavior in a personality test among psychology 

students who had to apply for an internship during their second or third year of studies. The 

corresponding data collection took place at a German university in the course of the first 

semester of the Bachelor’s degree. Currently, personality tests are regularly used as part of the 

process to fill internships; for instance Goldman Sachs has recently started to use personality 

tests for this purpose (Oran, 2017). 

Methods 

Sample and procedure. Data were collected at three time points during a first-semester 

lecture in psychology at a German university. At the first testing session, cognitive abilities 

were measured. At the second testing session (four weeks later), we assessed competitive 

worldviews and personality under standard (honest) instructions. In the third test session (one 

week after the second session), participants completed the personality test again, this time with 

instructions to do so as if they were applying for their mandatory internship. Therefore, they 

should imagine that they were in the process of applying for a very prestigious internship 

position and picture this situation as concretely as possible. Moreover, to further increase their 
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involvement, participants were instructed to note down details of this situation (e.g., the 

challenges they expect to face during this internship). The participants were then presented with 

a letter from the fictitious company offering this internship. In the letter, the participants were 

thanked for their application and informed about the following selection process including 

various selection tests. All of these efforts were undertaken to maximize participants’ 

engagement and to create a situation as close as possible to a real application situation. In total, 

data were collected from 133 persons who took part in all three testing sessions. The mean age 

was 21.24 years (SD = 3.29) and 81.95% were women. 

Measures. Competitive worldviews. To measure competitive worldviews, we used the 

20-item Competitive Jungle Social World View scale (Duckitt et al., 2002). Sample items are 

“It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at times” or “Winning is not the first 

thing; it’s the only thing.” Items are rated on 5-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 

5 = strongly agree. This scale has also been used in previous research on competitive 

worldviews in the context of faking and showed adequate reliability (Cronbach’s α = .92; 

Roulin & Krings, 2016). All 20 items were translated from English into German by two 

independent translators. Based on the procedure of Douglas and Craig (2007), a collaborative 

translation approach was established after the independent translation. All items were translated 

as literally as possible. Fixed English idioms were replaced by German equivalents; for 

example, the aforementioned “dog-eat-dog” item was translated to: “Wir leben in einer Welt 

des ‘Fressen-oder-gefressen-Werdens’, in der man manchmal rücksichtslos sein muss.” 

To check the validity of the translated scale, we assessed further variables that are linked 

to competitive worldviews according to Duckitt’s Dual Process Model (2001). In line with 

Duckitt’s research, competitive worldviews should be positively related to social dominance 

orientation, which captures a person’s preference for hierarchical relationships between groups. 

In this realm, previous research has shown that people with stronger competitive worldviews 

also prefer the maintenance of hierarchical social systems (i.e., show a higher social dominance 
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orientation). In addition, competitive worldviews should be negatively related to Honesty-

Humility, a factor of the HEXACO model of personality (Lee & Ashton, 2004), which 

measures a person’s honesty, fairness, greed avoidance, and modesty. These aspects stand in 

direct logical conflict to the behavior of people with strong competitive worldviews, who seek 

their own advantage without regard for others. 

Our data showed a significant positive relationship between participants’ (N = 133) 

scores on the translated competitive worldviews scale and their scores on the German version 

of the 16-item Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 

1994; Six, Wolfrath, & Zick, 2001), r = .40, p < .01. Participants’ scores on the Honesty-

Humility factor of the HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009) model of personality were 

significantly negatively related to their scores on the translated competitive worldviews scale, 

r = -.60, p < .01. Both of these correlations, as well as the good reliability of the scale 

(Cronbach’s a = .84), indicate that our German version of the Competitive Jungle Social World 

View scale provides an adequate measurement of competitive worldviews. 

Cognitive abilities. We used the short version of the Leistungsprüfsystem 2 (LPS-2K) 

(Kreuzpointner, 2013; Kreuzpointner, Lukesch, & Horn, 2013), which is based on John 

Carroll’s intelligence theory (Carroll, 1997). This test measures a participant’s cognitive 

abilities, with the overall score covering the aspects of crystallized intelligence, fluid 

intelligence, visual perception as well as cognitive speed. The LPS-2K demonstrated positive 

psychometric characteristics in previous research (Kreuzpointner et al., 2013) and takes 30 

minutes to complete. 

Faking. We used regression-adjusted difference scores to operationalize faking. In this 

approach (Burns & Christiansen, 2011), the unstandardized residuals, left over from the 

prediction of the applicant personality scores by the honest personality scores, are used as 

indicators of faking behavior in personality tests. Applicants’ faking scores, resulting from this 



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

102 

procedure, are independent of their underlying personality scores and possess better 

psychometric characteristics than simple difference scores (Burns & Christiansen, 2011). 

As a personality test, we used the Big Five Inventory (BFI, see e.g., John, Naumann, & 

Soto, 2008) in the German version by Fell and König (2016) with 44 items. The BFI is an 

easy-to-use and robust test that measures the Big Five personality traits (Neuroticism, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness to Experience, and Conscientiousness; Lang, Lüdtke, 

& Asendorpf, 2001). Sample items are “I see myself as someone who makes plans and follows 

through with them” (conscientiousness) and “I see myself as someone who likes to reflect, play 

with ideas” (openness to experience). Items are rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = Disagree 

strongly to 5 = Agree strongly. For simplification and better interpretation, Neuroticism was 

reverse-coded as Emotional Stability. 

Results 

 Table V.1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for Sample 1. In line with 

the assumptions of our within-subject faking paradigm, participants scored significantly higher 

in the applicant condition than in the honest condition for all five personality traits, 

t(132) = 3.10 – 10.84, p < .01, d =.27 – .94. The variances of the personality scores remained 

basically the same for both conditions, F(132, 132) = 1.02 – 1.16, p > .39. The faking effect 

sizes were in the range expected from meta-analytical results (Birkeland et al., 2006: 

dALL = .11 – .44; Hooper, 2007: dALL = .23 – 1.07; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999: 

dALL = .47 – .93).6 The mean level of competitive worldviews found in this sample (M = 1.96, 

SD = .44) corresponded to previous studies in the faking context (Bourdage et al., 2018: 

M = 2.21, SD = .51; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017: M = 2.15, SD = .54; Roulin & Krings, 2016: 

M = 2.24 – 2.39, SD = .52 – .58). The mean LPS-2K score (M = 95.62, SD = 16.21) was 

slightly above that reported by the test authors (Kreuzpointner, 2013: M = 80.19, SD only 

                                                
6 The Big Five dimensions of the corresponding results are indicated by their abbreviations. All Big Five 
Dimensions = ALL; Conscientiousness = C; Emotional Stability = ES; Agreeableness = A; Extraversion = E; 
Openness to Experience = O. 
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reported on a subtest level) but was fairly similar to scores from other samples of psychology 

students (Schwabe, 2018: M = 102.64, SD = 21.07). As indicated by previous research (Sibley 

& Duckitt, 2009), we found high correlations between participants’ agreeableness and their 

competitive worldviews under the honest condition – and also under the applicant condition. In 

addition, the correlations between the personality scores under the two conditions were rather 

high (r = .78 – .89). In the course of calculating the regression-adjusted difference scores, the 

participants’ honest personality scores explained 61.3% – 78.3% of the variance in their 

applicant personality scores.  

Table V.2 summarizes the results concerning our two hypotheses, tested separately for 

all five personality traits. The results did not show a significant main effect of competitive 

worldviews (pall traits > .20), or of cognitive abilities (pall traits > .08). Moreover, the interaction 

of the two predictors did not significantly affect candidates’ faking in the personality test for 

any of the personality traits (pall traits > .27). Therefore, both Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 had 

to be rejected for Sample 1. In total, competitive worldviews, cognitive abilities and the 

corresponding interaction explained only a very small proportion of the variance in the 

regression-adjusted difference scores (R2 = .003 – .039). To further confirm the results, we (a) 

checked the influence of the control variables age and gender and (b) recalculated the models 

based on simple difference scores as used in some previous studies (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 

2000; Peterson, Griffith, Isaacson, O’Connell, & Mangos, 2011). Neither had any influence on 

the results regarding the hypotheses of this study (results available upon request from the first 

author). 
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Discussion 

Contrary to our assumptions based on previous research (Bourdage et al., 2018; Roulin 

& Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016), we found neither an effect of competitive 

worldviews on faking behavior nor a moderation of this relationship by the participants’ 

cognitive abilities. Nevertheless, all other key parameters (e.g., the effect sizes for faking) 

indicated that our study design worked as expected.  

Another noteworthy fact is that the correlations between participants’ personality scores 

under the honest and the applicant condition were in the range that could be expected from 

previous research with similar study designs, but rather in upper part of the distribution (e.g., 

compared to Biderman & Nguyen, 2009: rALL = .69 – .85; Christiansen, Burns, & Montgomery, 

2005: rC,E = .18 – .34; Griffith et al., 2007: rC = .50; Peterson et al., 2011: rC = .62) and reached 

or even exceeded ranges assumed as test-retest reliability (Gnambs, 2014: ρALL = .80 – .83; 

Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000: ρALL = .73 – .78). Despite this, we found a significant mean shift 

between the honest and applicant condition for all five personality traits: In combination with 

the statistical argument7 that the interpersonal variance in faking is automatically negatively 

related to the correlation between the two conditions, it follows that most participants seem to 

have distorted their responses in a similar way. This partially contradicts the results of previous 

research, which gave clear evidence of strong interindividual differences in faking behavior 

and of a negative effect of faking on the consistency of personality measurement (e.g., Raymark 

& Tafero, 2009; Salgado, 2016).  

                                                
7 The individual faking of participants (individual differences in personality scores between honest and applicant 
condition) varies in relation to the mean faking effect (mean difference between the two conditions). The higher 
the correlation between the personality scores from both conditions, the lower the variance of the individual faking. 
It applies: 𝑉𝑎𝑟(() = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(*) + 𝑉𝑎𝑟(,) − 2𝐶𝑜𝑣(*,,)		and		𝑟(*,,) =

678(9,:)
;<,=(9);<,=(:)

 

 ⟹𝑉𝑎𝑟(() = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(*) + 𝑉𝑎𝑟(,) − 2	𝑟(*,,);𝑉𝑎𝑟(*);𝑉𝑎𝑟(,)	  
Given: 𝑉𝑎𝑟(*) = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(,)  
 ⟹𝑉𝑎𝑟(() = 2𝑉𝑎𝑟(*)?1 − 	𝑟(*,,)A 
𝑉𝑎𝑟(() = variance in individual faking, 𝑉𝑎𝑟(*)= variance in honest scores, 𝑉𝑎𝑟(,) = variance in applicant scores 
𝐶𝑜𝑣(*,,) = covariance between honest and applicant scores, 𝑟(*,,) = correlation between honest and applicant 
scores. 
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An explanation for our findings may be that participants in this particular sample already 

possessed some knowledge about the psychological concept of personality even though they 

were only at the beginning of their psychology studies. This might have led participants to 

behave similarly, as they also had a shared idea of how to respond successfully to a personality 

test in a selection situation based on this knowledge. To rule out such an explanation, we 

decided to replicate our experiment with a second academic sample without such knowledge. 

Sample 2 

In our second sample, we looked at faking behavior in a personality test among German 

university students of a teacher training program. In Germany, teacher training studies at a 

university last for at least 4.5 years and are followed by a practical part of teacher training, 

which usually lasts between 18 and 24 months (“Lehramtsreferendariat” in German). In 

German-speaking countries, there is a growing call to replace the current selection practice for 

teaching positions, which is often solely based on grades, with a system that places a stronger 

focus on appropriate individual characteristics for the teaching profession. Accordingly, some 

universities (e.g. the University of Passau: Wirth & Seibert, 2011) are in the process of 

establishing broader selection procedures, which also encompass personality tests, including a 

test specifically developed for this purpose, the “Teacher Student Assessment Austria 

(TESAT)” (Neubauer et al., 2017). It is therefore plausible that students in teacher training, like 

those in this sample, will also encounter personality tests in the future when applying for the 

practical part of their teacher training. 

Methods 

Sample and procedure. Data were collected at two time points during a lecture of a 

teacher training course at a German university. At the first testing session, we measured 

cognitive abilities, and at the second testing session (four weeks later), we measured 

competitive worldviews and the participants completed a similar within-person faking 
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paradigm as in Sample 1. The scenario was adapted to the study course and therefore focused 

on an application for the practical part of teacher training rather than an application for an 

internship. In total, data were collected from 137 persons who took part in both testing sessions. 

The mean age was 23.16 (SD = 5.21), and 78.10% were women. 

Measures. Competitive worldviews. The same German-language 20-item Competitive 

Jungle Social World View scale was used as in Study 1. 

Cognitive abilities. To measure participants’ cognitive abilities, we used the Intelligenz-

Struktur-Test-Screening (IST-Screening: Liepmann, Beauducel, Brocke, & Nettelnstroth, 

2012), a short version of the well-established Intelligence-Structure-Test 2000 R (I-S-T 2000 

R; Liepmann, Beauducel, Brocke, & Wim Nettelnstroth, 2007). The IST-Screening is based on 

Thurstone’s and Cattell’s intelligence theories and measures verbal, numerical, and figural 

reasoning abilities with 20 items each (Liepmann et al., 2012). The overall score on the three 

ability facets indicates the general reasoning ability, which is a good proxy for people’s 

cognitive abilities (Guttman & Levy, 1991). The test authors have reported good convergent 

and discriminant validity coefficients as well as adequate internal consistencies (α = .87 – .90; 

Liepmann et al., 2012). 

Faking. We used the same approach and personality test (Big Five Inventory: Fell & 

König, 2016) as in Sample 1 to measure faking. Due to organizational constraints, both 

conditions of the personality test had to be completed in one test session. Therefore, we varied 

the order of the conditions randomly between the participants in order to exclude any 

confounding effects. Faking scores were calculated as regression-adjusted difference scores 

between the two conditions of the personality test. 

Results 

Table V.3 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for Sample 2. In line with 

the intended experimental manipulation, participants showed significantly higher personality 

scores in the applicant condition than in the honest condition, t(136) = 6.07 – 9.32; p < .01; 
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d =.37 – .80. The variances of the personality scores remained basically the same for both 

conditions, F(136, 136) = 1.08 – 1.28; p > .15. Corresponding effect sizes were again in the 

range of previous research results (e.g., Birkeland et al., 2006; Hooper, 2007; Viswesvaran & 

Ones, 1999; see results section of Sample 1). The competitive worldviews scores (M = 1.90, 

SD = .39) were also comparable to previous studies (e.g., Bourdage et al., 2018; Roulin & 

Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016; see results section of Sample 1) and the mean 

IST-Screening score matched the standard values of the test manual for this age and educational 

group (M = 46.59 [21 – 25 years, with university entrance-level qualifications]; Liepmann et 

al., 2012). In accordance with previous research (Sibley & Duckitt, 2009), we found a high 

negative correlation between participants’ agreeableness and their competitive worldviews, 

under both the honest and the applicant condition (rH = -.52, rA = -.48). In this sample, the 

correlations between the personality scores under the two conditions were rather high 

(r = .79 – .91); correspondingly, the honest personality scores of the participants explained 

61.8% – 80.5% of the variance in their applicant scores. 

Table V.4 summarizes the results regarding our two hypotheses, tested separately for all 

five personality traits. The results did not show a significant main effect of competitive 

worldviews (pall traits > .20), or of cognitive abilities (pall traits > .18). Moreover, the interaction 

of the two predictors did not significantly affect candidates’ faking in the personality test for 

any of the personality traits (pall traits > .12). Therefore, both Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 

were rejected for Sample 2. Overall, competitive worldviews, cognitive abilities and the 

corresponding interaction explained only a very small proportion of the variance in the 

regression-adjusted difference scores (R2 = .011 – .028). These results were also robust when 

faking scores were calculated based on simple difference scores or when results were controlled 

for further influencing variables (age, gender). 
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Discussion 

Similar to the results in Sample 1, we found neither the assumed effect of competitive 

worldviews on faking behavior nor a moderation of this relationship by the participants’ 

cognitive abilities. Overall, we found exactly the same pattern of results as in Sample 1. 

Additionally, the correlations between the participants’ personality scores under the honest 

condition and under the applicant condition were comparable to Sample 1. As such, it is 

therefore unlikely that Sample 1 participants’ knowledge about personality as a psychological 

construct and its assessment was the reason for the lack of effects associated with 

interindividual variations in faking. Taken together, the results of these two samples raise 

questions about the generalizability of findings concerning competitive worldviews (Bourdage 

et al., 2018; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016) as well as a moderation effect 

of cognitive abilities (Roulin et al., 2016). 

Another possible explanation for the lack of interindividual variance of the faking might 

lie in the limitation to a sample consisting purely of university students and the associated 

indirect variance restriction due to admission requirements. To also rule out this alternative 

explanation, we decided to replicate our experiment with a third, non-academic, sample without 

such restrictions. 

Sample 3 

In our third sample, we focused on a relatively diverse group of school pupils shortly 

before graduation. The participants came from different tracks of secondary school, with 

graduation after 9, 10, or 12 years (lower track, medium track, higher track, respectively). The 

data were collected as part of an application training course organized in cooperation with the 

Ministry of Education of a German Federal state. After graduation, pupils in Germany usually 

apply for an apprenticeship training position, a university place, or directly for a job in a 

company. In the course of the corresponding selection procedures, both companies and 
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universities are increasingly using psychometric selection methods, including personality tests 

(Diekmann & König, 2015; Schuler, Hell, Trapmann, Schaar, & Boramir, 2007). 

Methods 

Sample and procedure. Data were collected as part of an application training course, 

which was offered to pupils in preparation for future selection procedures. One week before the 

actual training, pupils filled out a questionnaire assessing competitive worldviews, Honesty-

Humility and personality under honest instructions. The application training itself was designed 

to reflect a real selection situation. After a brief introduction, the coaches played the role of 

human resource employees of a fictitious company. As part of a cover story, the pupils were 

told to imagine that they had applied for a job with this company and were now taking part in 

a selection process. During this training session, we measured cognitive abilities and 

participants completed the personality test again, this time with instructions to do so as if they 

were applying for the job specified in the cover story. In total, complete data were collected 

from 268 participants. The mean age was 16.66 years (SD = 1.27), 54.48% were women and 

the participants were between their 8th and 11th year of school education. The specific training 

course was conducted at six different secondary schools, with 25.37% of the participants 

attending a lower-track school, 16.04 % a medium-track school, and 58.59% a higher-track 

school. 

Measures. Competitive worldviews. For organizational reasons and due to the 

distinctive nature of this sample, we did not use the Competitive Jungle Social World View 

scale in Sample 3. In particular, subject matter experts recommended against such a long (20 

items with an average of 18 words per item) and linguistically demanding scale in this broad 

educational context. Therefore, we developed a short scale on competitive worldviews, which 

should capture the aspects underlying the construct (Darwinistic Attitude, Social Dominance 

Orientation, Tough Mindedness, Machiavellianism; Duckitt et al., 2002) while being more 

comprehensible and appropriate for the time constraints in this sample. The main goal was not 
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to reduce the Competitive Jungle Social World View scale to a manageable size, but rather to 

develop a new operationalization from scratch that focuses on content validity.  

Based on the definition of competitive worldviews (Duckitt et al., 2002), we created a 

pool with linguistically simple and short items. As in the original scale, all items were 

formulated according to the principle of indirect questioning (e.g., Fisher, 1993) – this means 

that they did not refer to the persons themselves but to the population in general – in order to 

lower socially desirable response tendencies. After an iterative process involving expert 

feedback and repeated empirical testing, we selected the items with the best psychometric 

properties.  

The resulting 8-item scale was tested in a sample (N = 76) consisting mainly of school 

pupils and university students in their first semesters. In addition to the competitive worldviews 

short scale, the participants completed the German version of the Social Dominance Orientation 

Scale (Pratto et al., 1994; Six et al., 2001) and the Honesty-Humility scale from HEXACO-60 

(Ashton & Lee, 2009) as well as the German translation of the Competitive Jungle Social World 

View scale (Duckitt et al., 2002), all of which were used in Sample 1. The competitive 

worldviews short scale showed a single-factor structure (principal component analysis with 

parallel analysis; O’Connor, 2000) and good reliability (Cronbach’s a = .82).  

Both scales measuring competitive worldviews showed similar uncorrected correlations 

with social dominance orientation (original scale r = .47, p < .01 vs. short scale r = .42, p < .01) 

as well as a concurrent relationship to Honesty-Humility (original scale r = -.50, p < .01 vs. 

short scale r = -.26, p < .05). Scores of the original and the short scale correlated considerably 

(r = .40, p < .01). In conclusion, the newly developed 8-item competitive worldviews short 

scale meets the main objective of reducing the required response time (median response time: 

original scale = 212 seconds in total, short scale = 52 seconds in total) and provides an adequate 

measurement of competitive worldviews especially in relation to the definition of the construct. 

Sample items are: “Most people think that their own success is the only thing that really matters 
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in life” and “Most people are willing to manipulate others to achieve their goals.” Items were 

rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = Disagree strongly to 5 = Agree strongly. An overview of the 

final eight German items can be found in Appendix B Table 1. 

Cognitive abilities. We used the German version of the Wonderlic Personnel Test 

(WPT), a short-form cognitive ability test developed to measure a person’s cognitive abilities 

(Wonderlic & Hovland, 1939). The WPT consists of 50 items from the areas of mathematics, 

reasoning as well as vocabulary and has a strict time limit of 12 minutes (Wonderlic & Hovland, 

1939). The WPT has demonstrated good psychometric properties (e.g., Dodrill, 1983) and is 

one of the most commonly used intelligence tests in both research and personnel selection (e.g., 

Super, 2006). 

Faking. We used the same approach as in Sample 1 and 2 to measure faking. Due to 

time constraints, we replaced the BFI with the corresponding short form of the Big Five 

Inventory (BFI-K: Rammstedt & John, 2005). The BFI-K measures the same five personality 

traits as the BFI with 21 instead of 44 items. Despite the short test length, the BFI-K has 

demonstrated acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s α = .64 – .86) and similar validity compared to 

the longer test version in previous research (Rammstedt & John, 2005). 

Results 

Table V.5 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for Sample 3. We found a 

significant faking effect for all five personality traits, t(267) = 2.10 – 8.67; p < .05; 

d =.13 – .53. The variances of the personality scores remained basically the same for both 

conditions, F(267, 267) = 1.00 – 1.27; p > .05. Corresponding effect sizes were in the lower 

range of previous research results (Birkeland et al., 2006; Hooper, 2007; Viswesvaran & Ones, 

1999). The mean score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test (M = 23.15) corresponded to that from 

other studies in the educational context (M = 26.7; McKelvie, 1989). In Sample 3, we also 

found a significant correlation between participants’ agreeableness and their competitive 

worldviews, although lower than in the other two samples (r = -.12 – -.31). In addition, 
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participants’ cognitive abilities, measured with the Wonderlic Personnel Test, were 

significantly correlated with their competitive worldviews scores (r = .28). Overall, the 

correlations between the personality scores under the two conditions were high (r = .47 – .63) 

and the honest personality scores of the participants explained 24.1% – 43.6% of the variance 

in their applicant scores. 

Table V.6 summarizes the results concerning our two hypotheses, tested separately for 

all five personality traits. Our results showed no main effect of competitive worldviews on 

applicants’ faking for four of the five personality traits (p4 of 5 trait > .40). The results suggested 

a significant effect of competitive worldviews (b	=	.13, p < .05) on participants’ faking 

behavior for Extraversion. Participants with stronger competitive worldviews seem to show a 

greater tendency for faking with respect to the personality trait extraversion. However, 

considering the large number of individual tests carried out so far, this single significant effect 

only supports the corresponding Hypothesis 1 to an insufficient degree. If the significance level 

is adjusted for multiple testing (e.g., by Holm–Bonferroni method: Holm, 1979), the effect of 

competitive worldviews does not reach significance. There were also significant main effects 

of participants’ cognitive abilities on faking of Emotional Stability (b	=	.01, p < .05) and faking 

of Extraversion (b	=	.01, p < .05), which both disappeared when corrected for multiple testing. 

The interaction of the two predictors also did not significantly affect candidates’ faking in the 

personality test for any of the personality traits (pall traits > .12). In conclusion, both Hypothesis 1 

and Hypothesis 2 can be considered as rejected for Sample 3. Competitive worldviews, 

cognitive abilities and the corresponding interaction only explained a very small proportion of 

the variance in the regression-adjusted difference scores (R2 = .002 – .051). The results from 

Sample 3 were also robust when faking scores were calculated based on simple difference 

scores, when results were controlled for further influencing variables (age, gender), and when 

a potential multi-level structure of schools and classes was taken into account. 

 



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

117 

 

Ta
bl

e 
V

.5
 

M
ea

ns
, S

ta
nd

ar
d 

D
ev

ia
tio

ns
, a

nd
 C

or
re

la
tio

ns
 A

m
on

g 
M

ai
n 

Va
ria

bl
es

 S
am

pl
e 

3 
 

V
ar

ia
bl

e 
M

 (S
D

) 
1.

 
2.

 
3.

 
4.

 
5.

 
6.

 
7.

 
8.

 
9.

 
10

. 
11

. 
12

. 
13

. 
14

. 
15

. 
16

. 

1.
 C

W
s 

3.
34

 (0
.6

7)
 

(.8
0)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2.
 C

og
ni

tiv
e 

ab
ili

tie
s 

23
.1

5 
(6

.8
8)

 
.2

8**
 (

.8
8)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
3.

 C
on

sc
ie

nt
io

us
ne

ss
H

 
3.

52
 (0

.7
1)

 
-.0

0 
-.0

0 
(.7

0)
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4.

 E
m

ot
io

na
l S

ta
bi

lit
y H

 
3.

12
 (0

.8
1)

 
-.0

7 
.2

1**
 .

17
**

 (.
67

) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
5.

 A
gr

ee
ab

le
ne

ss
H
 

3.
05

 (0
.7

1)
 

-.3
1**

 -
.1

8**
 .

14
*  

-.0
5 

(.5
5)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

6.
 E

xt
ra

ve
rs

io
n H

 
3.

29
 (0

.7
8)

 
-.0

4 
.1

9**
 .

15
*  

.3
1**

 
.0

4 
(.7

0)
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

7.
 O

pe
nn

es
s t

o 
Ex

p.
H
 

3.
51

 (0
.7

2)
 

.1
6**

 
.0

5 
.2

5**
 -.

06
 

.0
4 

.1
0 

(.5
7)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

8.
 C

on
sc

ie
nt

io
us

ne
ss

A
 

3.
84

 (0
.6

3)
 

.0
7 

.0
9 

.4
9**

 
.0

4 
.0

5 
.1

4*  
.1

1 
(.7

4)
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

9.
 E

m
ot

io
na

l S
ta

bi
lit

y A
 

3.
47

 (0
.7

4)
 

-.0
5 

.2
3**

 
.0

4 
.6

3**
 -.

10
 

.3
3**

 -
.0

9 
.2

7**
 (.

71
) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
10

. A
gr

ee
ab

le
ne

ss
A
 

3.
23

 (0
.7

0)
 

-.1
2*  

-.0
5 

.0
4 

-.1
1 

.4
7**

 
.0

5 
.0

8 
.1

6**
 

.0
4 

(.6
4)

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
11

. E
xt

ra
ve

rs
io

n A
 

3.
48

 (0
.7

8)
 

.1
0 

.2
4**

 .
12

*  
.2

4**
 -.

03
 

.6
6**

 
.0

1 
.3

0**
 .

38
**

 
.0

9 
(.7

9)
 

 
 

 
 

 
12

. O
pe

nn
es

s t
o 

Ex
p.

A
 

3.
59

 (0
.7

7)
 

.1
6**

 
.1

3*  
.1

2 
-.1

1 
-.0

1 
.0

9 
.6

1**
 .

25
**

 -.
03

 
.1

1 
.2

3**
 (

.7
3)

 
 

 
 

 
13

. C
on

sc
ie

nt
io

us
ne

ss
R
 

0.
00

 (0
.5

5)
 

.0
8 

.1
1 

.0
0 

-.0
5 

-.0
2 

.0
7 

-.0
2 

.8
7**

 .
28

**
 .

16
**

 .
28

**
 

.2
2**

 
- 

 
 

 
14

. E
m

ot
io

na
l S

ta
bi

lit
y R

 
0.

00
 (0

.5
7)

 
.0

0 
.1

2 
-.0

8 
.0

0 
-.0

9 
.1

8**
 -

.0
7 

.3
1**

 .
78

**
 .

13
*  

.3
0**

 
.0

5 
.4

1**
 

- 
 

 
15

. A
gr

ee
ab

le
ne

ss
R
 

0.
00

 (0
.6

2)
 

.0
3 

.0
4 

-.0
3 

-.0
9 

.0
0 

.0
4 

.0
7 

.1
5*  

.0
9 

.8
8**

 
.1

2 
.1

2*  
.1

9**
 .

20
**

 
- 

 
16

. E
xt

ra
ve

rs
io

n R
 

0.
00

 (0
.5

9)
 

.1
7**

 
.1

6**
 

.0
3 

.0
5 

-.0
7 

.0
0 

-.0
8 

.2
9**

 
.2

2**
 

.0
8 

.7
5**

 
.2

3**
 .

31
**

 .
24

**
 .

13
*  

- 
17

. O
pe

nn
es

s t
o 

Ex
p.

R
 

0.
00

 (0
.6

1)
 

.0
8 

.1
3*  

-.0
4 

-.1
0 

-.0
4 

.0
4 

.0
0 

.2
4**

 
.0

2 
.0

7 
.2

9**
 

.7
9**

 .
29

**
 

.1
1 

.1
0 

.3
5**

 
No

te
. T

he
 n

um
be

rs
 in

 th
e 

di
ag

on
al

 r
ep

re
se

nt
 C

ro
nb

ac
h’

s 
al

ph
a 

of
 th

e 
sc

al
es

. C
W

s 
= 

co
m

pe
tit

iv
e 

w
or

ld
vi

ew
s 

(m
ea

su
re

d 
w

ith
 8

 it
em

 s
ca

le
). 

Co
gn

iti
ve

 a
bi

lit
ie

s 
w

er
e 

m
ea

su
re

d 
w

ith
 th

e 
W

on
de

rli
c 

Pe
rs

on
ne

l T
es

t. 
Th

e 
su

bs
cr

ip
t a

fte
r 

th
e 

va
ria

bl
e 

na
m

e 
in

di
ca

te
s 

th
e 

so
ur

ce
; H

 =
 h

on
es

t 
co

nd
iti

on
, A

 =
 a

pp
lic

an
t c

on
di

tio
n,

 R
 =

 fa
ki

ng
 m

ea
su

re
d 

as
 re

gr
es

sio
n-

ad
ju

ste
d 

di
ff

er
en

ce
 s

co
re

s. 
O

pe
nn

es
s 

to
 E

xp
. =

 O
pe

nn
es

s 
to

 E
xp

er
ie

nc
e.

 
Pa

ire
d 

sa
m

pl
e t

-te
sts

 sh
ow

ed
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 ef
fe

ct
s f

or
 al

l f
iv

e p
er

so
na

lit
y 

tra
its

; C
on

sc
ie

nt
io

us
ne

ss
 t(

26
7)

 =
 7

.8
1;

 p
 <

 .0
1;

 d
 =

.4
8,

 E
m

ot
io

na
l S

ta
bi

lit
y 

t(2
67

) =
 8

.6
7;

 p
 <

 .0
1;

 d
 =

.5
3,

 A
gr

ee
ab

le
ne

ss
 t(

26
7)

 =
 4

.1
0;

 p
 <

 .0
1;

 d
 =

.2
5,

 E
xt

ra
ve

rs
io

n 
t(2

67
) =

 4
.7

3;
 p

 <
 .0

1;
 d

 =
.2

9,
 O

pe
nn

es
s t

o 
Ex

pe
rie

nc
e 

t(2
67

) =
 2

.1
0;

 p
 <

 .0
5;

 d
 =

.1
3.

 C
or

re
la

tio
ns

 a
re

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
N 

= 
26

8.
 *

p 
< 

.0
5,

 *
*p

 <
 .0

1.
 

 



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

118 

 

Ta
bl

e 
V

.6
 

Re
gr

es
sio

n 
M

od
el

s f
or

 F
ak

in
g 

on
 th

e 
Fi

ve
 P

er
so

na
lit

y 
Tr

ai
ts 

in
 S

am
pl

e 
3 

 
D

 C
on

sc
ie

nt
io

us
ne

ss
 

 
D

 E
m

ot
io

na
l S

ta
bi

lit
y 

 
D

 A
gr

ee
ab

le
ne

ss
 

 
D

 E
xt

ra
ve

rs
io

n 
 

D
 O

pe
nn

es
s t

o 
Ex

p.
 

Pr
ed

ic
to

rs
 

b 
p 

 
b 

p 
 

b 
p 

 
b 

p 
 

b 
p 

(I
nt

er
ce

pt
) 

-0
.0

1 
0.

89
 

 
-0

.0
2 

0.
67

 
 

0.
00

 
0.

99
 

 
-0

.0
2 

0.
67

 
 

0.
01

 
0.

86
 

 
(-0

.0
7 

– 
0.

06
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

9 
– 

0.
06

) 
 

 
(-0

.0
8 

– 
0.

08
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

9 
– 

0.
06

) 
 

 
(-0

.0
7 

– 
0.

08
) 

 
CW

s 
0.

04
 

0.
40

 
 

-0
.0

2 
0.

72
 

 
0.

02
 

0.
77

 
 

0.
13

 
0.

02
 

 
0.

03
 

0.
56

 
 

(-0
.0

6 
– 

0.
15

) 
 

 
(-0

.1
3 

– 
0.

09
) 

 
 

(-0
.1

0 
– 

0.
13

) 
 

 
(0

.0
2 

– 
0.

24
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

8 
– 

0.
15

) 
 

Co
gn

. a
bi

l. 
0.

01
 

0.
12

 
 

0.
01

 
0.

03
 

 
0.

00
 

0.
65

 
 

0.
01

 
0.

04
 

 
0.

01
 

0.
09

 
 

(-0
.0

0 
– 

0.
02

) 
 

 
(0

.0
0 

– 
0.

02
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

1 
– 

0.
01

) 
 

 
(0

.0
0 

– 
0.

02
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

0 
– 

0.
02

) 
 

IA
 

0.
00

 
0.

60
 

 
0.

01
 

0.
12

 
 

-0
.0

0 
0.

95
 

 
0.

01
 

0.
12

 
 

-0
.0

1 
0.

52
 

 
(-0

.0
1 

– 
0.

02
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

0 
– 

0.
03

) 
 

 
(-0

.0
2 

– 
0.

02
) 

 
 

(-0
.0

0 
– 

0.
03

) 
 

 
(-0

.0
2 

– 
0.

01
) 

 

R2  
0.

01
6 

 
0.

02
4 

 
0.

00
2 

 
0.

05
1 

 
0.

02
0 

No
te

. 
D 

= 
Fa

ki
ng

 f
or

 t
he

 c
or

re
sp

on
di

ng
 p

er
so

na
lit

y 
tra

it,
 m

ea
su

re
d 

as
 r

eg
re

ss
io

n-
ad

ju
ste

d 
di

ff
er

en
ce

 s
co

re
. 

O
pe

nn
es

s 
to

 E
xp

. =
 O

pe
nn

es
s 

to
 

Ex
pe

rie
nc

e;
 C

W
s =

 c
om

pe
tit

iv
e 

w
or

ld
vi

ew
s; 

Co
gn

. a
bi

l. 
= 

co
gn

iti
ve

 a
bi

lit
ie

s 
(m

ea
su

re
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

W
on

de
rli

c 
Pe

rs
on

ne
l T

es
t);

 I
A

 =
 In

te
ra

ct
io

n 
be

tw
ee

n 
co

m
pe

tit
iv

e w
or

ld
vi

ew
s a

nd
 co

gn
iti

ve
 ab

ili
tie

s. 
A

ll 
pr

ed
ic

to
rs

 w
er

e c
en

te
re

d 
to

 en
ha

nc
e i

nt
er

pr
et

ab
ili

ty
 o

f t
he

 re
su

lts
. C

on
fid

en
ce

 in
te

rv
al

s 
(9

5%
) a

re
 g

iv
en

 in
 b

ra
ck

et
s 

be
lo

w
 th

e 
co

rre
sp

on
di

ng
 b

’s
 (t

he
 u

ns
ta

nd
ar

di
ze

d 
re

gr
es

sio
n 

w
ei

gh
ts)

. N
 =

 2
68

. p
-v

al
ue

s 
be

lo
w

 th
e 

5%
 c

rit
er

io
n 

ar
e 

pr
in

te
d 

in
 b

ol
d.

 
  



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

119 

Discussion 

As in the previous samples, we did not find any systematic evidence for our two 

hypotheses in this third group. Moreover, we did not find the effect of competitive worldviews 

on faking behavior reported in previous studies in the interview context (Bourdage et al., 2018; 

Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016), and this relationship was not moderated by 

the participants’ cognitive abilities. Again, all remaining key parameters (e.g., the effect sizes 

for faking) indicated that the study design worked as expected (Roulin et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, Sample 3 represents a broad cross section due to a larger age cohort and does not 

focus on a sample of academic students. We can therefore essentially rule out homogeneity of 

the participants and the associated restriction of variances as reasons for the negative results in 

the current study. Overall, the findings for this third sample support the conclusion that 

competitive worldviews are not as important for faking in personality tests as they are in the 

context of interviews. Moreover, cognitive abilities do not act as a moderator for this non-

existent relationship. In the general discussion, we discuss possible reasons for these findings 

and their consequences.  

General Discussion 

Contribution to Theory 

In response to calls from the authors of the dynamic model of faking behavior (Roulin 

et al., 2016), the present study investigated the motivational influence of competitive 

worldviews in conjunction with cognitive abilities as an aspect of the capacity to fake, for the 

first time in the area of personality assessment. Contrary to our expectations fueled by the 

results of job interview research, we found that the results regarding the relationship between 

competitive worldviews and faking cannot simply be generalized to personality assessment. In 

none of our three samples did we find any reliable evidence that competitive worldviews 

affected faking on any of the five personality dimensions examined, and our results did not 
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suggest a moderating effect of cognitive abilities. At this point, it should be noted that due to 

our approach with three different samples and the considerable sample sizes, test power 

problems should be largely ruled out as the cause for this unexpected outcome. Furthermore, 

our study results are unlikely to be attributable to methodological problems in the assessment 

of competitive worldviews and cognitive abilities, because we employed different and carefully 

validated methods in all three samples. In the light of our findings, we would like to present 

two potential explanations in the next paragraphs, which in turn may have very different 

implications for the canon of faking research.  

In the simplest case, the results regarding competitive worldviews from the domain of 

job interviews may not be generalizable to personality assessment because applicants might 

perceive competition in the two selection situations differently. With regard to personality tests, 

organizations often invite applicants for many different positions to attend large group tests, or 

the procedure even takes place completely online. Here, the competitive situation is more like 

a school exam, in which the objective is to prove one's own suitability, rather than a fight 

between applicants. However, once applicants have made it to the job interview stage, it may 

become clearer that it is now a matter of competing directly with others who have also made it 

this far. Following the arguments of Roulin and Krings (2016, p. 646), “competitive worldviews 

are particularly influential when competition with others is salient.” We may therefore not have 

been able to replicate the results from the interview context because competition with others 

may not be as salient in personality tests as in job interviews. Accordingly, competitive 

worldviews may have different effects on faking motivation and faking behavior in these two 

types of selection procedure: (a) selection procedures in which applicants interact directly with 

each other (i.e., in which the competitors are directly obvious) and (b) selection procedures in 

which it is clear to applicants that they only have to compete with a small number of equally 

qualified others (i.e., at the end of a multi-level selection process). In general, this argument 

also implies that the assumptions regarding competitive worldviews in the dynamic model of 
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applicant faking (Roulin et al., 2016) may fit better with some types of selection procedure than 

with others.  

A different explanation may lie in the differences in study design. Our study examined 

faking using a laboratory-based within-subject faking design for all three samples – a design 

which is widely used in current faking research (Burns & Christiansen, 2011) – whereas studies 

in the context of job interviews focused on self-reports of faking intention or previous faking 

behavior (e.g., Roulin & Krings, 2016). However, the within-subject faking paradigm, in which 

participants complete a personality test under different instructions, is not without criticism. 

Ones, Viswesvaran and Reiss (1996), for example, pointed out that the mental processes 

underlying the completion of a personality test might differ between laboratory and field 

situations. Corresponding empirical evidence can be seen in the different effect sizes (Birkeland 

et al., 2006; Hooper, 2007), as well as in discrepancies between the two research approaches 

regarding the construct validity of personality tests (Schilling et al., 2016). In all three of our 

samples, we found significant faking effects insofar as the participants achieved higher 

personality scores in the applicant conditions. However, in all samples, we also found high to 

very high correlations between the personality scores of the two conditions (r = .47 – .91) – 

lying in the range of what could be expected from previous research, but in the upper part of 

the distribution. In contrast to previous research (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Raymark & 

Tafero, 2009), these findings in particular indicate that there was rather little variance in the 

faking of our participants and that all of them seem to have distorted their scores to a similar 

degree. Based on the assumption that faking behavior is the product of a motivational and an 

ability component (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Roulin et al., 2016), such a uniform faking 

effect could be interpreted as suggesting that there were few individual differences between our 

participants in these two components. In our opinion, the manipulation through instruction or 

cover story in such a laboratory setting could lead to an equally strong faking motivation in all 

participants, regardless of the individual antecedents of this motivational aspect of faking. In 
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line with this idea, it might be unsurprising that we were unable to find any effect of competitive 

worldviews in this specific setting. 

Both presented explanations assume that motivational differences between the 

participants played only a minor role in our specific study. According to the proposed 

motivation/ability relationship (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2006; Roulin et al., 2016; Snell et al., 

1999), cognitive abilities should then be the main predictor of faking behavior in this case. 

However, we found this direct effect of cognitive abilities only in the third sample, where it 

only emerged for two of the five dimensions. This may be due to the fact that faking in a 

personality test with single-stimulus items, as used in this study, may only require a minimum 

level of cognitive ability. If applicants possess a minimum level of ability to identify what the 

socially desired answers to the items in such a personality questionnaire are, there might not be 

any additional benefits of cognitive abilities for faking behavior. In our opinion, the effect of 

cognitive abilities on faking behavior might therefore be more pronounced in self-assessment 

tools where faking is more cognitively challenging, such as forced-choice personality tests 

(Schilling et al., 2016; Vasilopoulos, Cucina, Dyomina, Morewitz, & Reilly, 2006). 

Future Research Directions  

The two theoretical ideas mentioned above give rise to concrete suggestions for further 

research. If selection procedures differ in the extent to which applicants perceive competition 

among each other, future research should look at the relationship between competitive 

worldviews and faking selection procedures in which competition between applicants is more 

or less salient. For example, assessment centers could be of particular interest for research, 

since they are usually only carried out with applicants who have reached a shortlist, and also 

involve direct interaction between applicants. In such situations, we would expect even higher 

effects of competitive worldviews on faking than in interviews. 

Following our second line of argument, our findings support the idea put forward by 

Ones et al. (1996) that the processes in applicants' minds are not the same in a laboratory 



CHAPTER V: CWS, CA AND FAKING IN PERSONALITY TESTS 

 

123 

situation as they are in a real application situation. This might be especially problematic 

considering that many of the findings from faking research are based on such within-subject 

designs (e.g., Pelt, Linden, & Born, 2018; Tett et al., 2012; van Hooft & Born, 2012), while the 

distinct motivational character of these designs might limit the transferability of corresponding 

results to real-life faking. Therefore, in our opinion, it might be a good strategy for further 

faking researchers to focus more on approaches with real applicants and on real application 

situations. Due to the practical difficulties involved, it may also be useful to refer to applicants’ 

self-reported behavior during past selection situations, as was done recently in the context of 

job interviews (Bourdage et al., 2018; Roulin & Krings, 2016). 

Implications for Personnel Selection 

Understandably, every organization that has to select applicants tries to find those who 

will go on to be the most successful. In the same way, it is also understandable that applicants 

seek to present themselves in the best possible way to a future employer. The situation only 

becomes problematic when some applicants distort their answers more than others, and as a 

result, the company no longer selects the most suitable applicants (e.g., Christiansen et al., 

1994; Donovan et al., 2014; Rosse et al., 1998). In this context, many authors suggest that the 

subjective perception of the competition for a job can have a considerable influence on 

individual faking (cf. Roulin et al., 2016; Tett & Simonet, 2011). However, considering our 

findings in relation to previous research efforts on competitive worldviews (Bourdage et al., 

2018; Roulin & Bourdage, 2017; Roulin & Krings, 2016), it seems that competitive 

worldviews, as an aspect of this perception, play only a subordinate role in personality tests. It 

is precisely this finding that could have interesting consequences for the practical use of self-

report procedures in the selection process. In our opinion, competitive worldviews might be a 

strong predictor of applicant faking especially if the competitive nature of the situation is quite 

salient – if the applicants directly see that they are in competition with other applicants. If 

organizations wish to minimize the influence of competitive worldviews on the final selection 
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decision, it might be a good idea to avoid such a situation as far as possible. In this context, 

online testing might have an advantage over group testing on site.  

Limitations 

Two main limitations of the present study need to be mentioned. First, the participants 

in our samples are exclusively young people at the beginning of their working lives. We 

imposed this restriction deliberately because we considered this group of people to be 

particularly relevant to the context addressed in our study. As described in the introductions to 

the individual samples, employers as well as universities may be especially likely to use 

personality tests for their selection decisions with young applicants. Nevertheless, the question 

remains whether the corresponding results can be generalized to all age groups, especially given 

that some empirical studies suggest less faking among older workers (e.g., Ispas et al., 2014). 

Second, the personality tests used in this study (BFI-K; John et al., 2008; BFI; Rammstedt & 

John, 2005) are not commercial selection tools used in practice, but rather personality scales 

from the area of differential psychological research. Therefore, the ability to generalize our 

findings to commercial selection tools with a stronger focus on work and workplace-related 

personality may be limited. However, the personality tests used in this study have proven to be 

suitable for this field of research in other studies (e.g., Fell & König, 2016; Komar, Komar, 

Robie, & Taggar, 2010). 

Conclusion 

The goal of this study was to examine the assumptions put forward in the recently 

presented dynamic model of faking behavior regarding the relationship between competitive 

worldviews, cognitive abilities and faking for the domain of personality testing. Despite three 

comprehensive laboratory samples and different operationalizations of the constructs, we were 

unable to replicate the effects found in the context of job interviews. Moreover, in contrast to 

previous research findings, all participants in our samples showed similarly pronounced faking 

behavior. This may lead to two possible conclusions: Either the applicants are less aware of the 
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competitive situation in personality testing, meaning that competitive worldviews have little 

influence, or laboratory studies are less suitable to investigate factors influencing faking 

motivation due to their specific motivational character. Both options should be taken into 

account in future research. 
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CHAPTER VI  

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

It was the aim of my dissertation to contribute to furthering the understanding of the 

phenomenon of faking by addressing two current research deficits in this domain. In this sense, 

my dissertation revealed (a) that applicants’ cognitive abilities and personality scores correlate 

higher in selection situations than in non-selection situations, which suggests that cognitive 

abilities play a decisive role for successful applicant faking in personality tests; (b) that there 

are regional differences in faking, which are driven by regionally shared attitudes towards 

competition; and (c) that previous findings regarding attitudes towards competition as a 

predictor of faking (from the area of job interviews) cannot be generalized to personality tests 

in personnel selection. 

In the general theoretical background section, I presented two current shortcomings of 

faking research that I wanted to address. First, I looked at the long-unanswered question of 

whether cognitive abilities are an important determinant of faking behavior when personality 

tests are used for selection. Study 1 meta-analytically summarized the findings from the last 50 

years and thereby showed evidence for a corresponding relationship in general. Furthermore, 

this study revealed that cognitive abilities are much more closely linked to faking in laboratory 

studies than in field studies, where only a very small effect can be found. While this meta-

analysis used the differences in the correlation between personality scores and cognitive 

abilities in selection and non-selection situations as a proxy for the link between cognitive 

abilities and faking, Study 3 aimed to measure this relationship directly. However, while the 

correlation patterns expected from the prior meta-analytic results did emerge in the three 

underlying subsamples, a direct effect of cognitive abilities on faking behavior could not be 

detected. In summary, the results of both studies indicate that although there is a relationship 

between an applicant's cognitive abilities and his or her faking behavior in personality tests, 
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this effect may be very limited in real selection situations. As such, these findings to some 

extent contradict the assumption held by the majority of faking theories (e.g., Marcus, 2009; 

Snell, Sydell, & Lueke, 1999; Tett & Simonet, 2011), in which cognitive abilities are seen as a 

rather important factor for successful faking. Perhaps, however, the concerns of many HR 

professionals may also be justified, and personality tests are actually very easy to fake (Rees & 

Metcalfe, 2003). In contrast, applicants' cognitive abilities might be a stronger determinant of 

successful faking behavior in the case of self-assessment tools in which faking is more difficult. 

Unfortunately, so far, there are rather few comparable primary studies on these selection tools 

(e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017; Buehl, Melchers, Macan, & Kühnel, 2019) that could be 

summarized in a meta-analysis. Overall, my dissertation provided a vital contribution to 

answering the question of whether cognitive abilities are an important determinant of faking. 

Although my results only cover personality tests, the further development of faking theories 

can benefit substantially from this knowledge. 

Second, I looked at the motivational influence of competition on applicants’ faking 

behavior from different perspectives. Here, Study 2 showed that applicants' competitive 

worldviews are a strong predictor of faking motivation on the individual level but also when 

aggregated on a regional level. These results indicate that applicants with higher competitive 

worldviews will have higher faking intentions in job interviews. Moreover, an individual with 

any given level of competitive worldviews will, on average, have higher faking intentions if he 

or she lives in a region with higher mean competitive worldviews. Study 3, on the other hand, 

was unable to generalize the relationship between competitive worldviews and faking to the 

context of personality testing. A correlation between the two variables was not found in any of 

the three subsamples. In summary, the results of these two studies can greatly enhance our 

understanding of the effect of competition on faking. First and foremost, the results from the 

interview context strongly supported the theoretical assumptions of the “dynamic model of 

applicant faking” (Roulin, Krings, & Binggeli, 2016). In contrast to many other studies, which 
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considered hard economic factors such as unemployment rates (e.g., Fell & König, 2016; 

König, Wong, & Cen, 2012; Thackray, Tryba, & Griffith, 2013), it was demonstrated for the 

first time that the degree of competition in a region also has an influence on faking. In this 

respect, it does not seem to be the degree of competition per se that has an effect on faking, but 

rather the applicants’ perception thereof. This might also explain the findings from the 

personality test context in Study 3: Applicants might perceive the competition during a 

personality test quite differently to the competition during an interview. Precisely this aspect 

has not yet been taken into account in the research, but might explain differences between 

various self-assessment tools in terms of applicant faking in selection situations. Altogether, 

my dissertation can thus contribute two new important aspects to the canon of faking research, 

and significantly reduces the knowledge deficit regarding the influence of competition on 

faking.  

In addition to the above-mentioned findings, in the course of my dissertation, a potential 

issue for current faking research arose which might have very far-reaching effects, at least for 

the context of personality tests: On the one hand, with regard to the relationship between 

cognitive abilities and faking, Study 1 found large discrepancies between laboratory and field 

studies. This indicates that the construct captured in laboratory studies does not fully 

correspond to the construct captured in real selection situations. On the other hand, the results 

of Study 3 showed that although laboratory studies find a similar degree of faking to field 

studies with actual applicants, the participants of such studies might show very little variance 

in their faking behavior. The high correlations between participants’ personality scores under 

honest and faking conditions implied that the participants in this study distorted their scores to 

a very similar degree, which cannot be aligned with the findings of previous studies (e.g., 

McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Raymark & Tafero, 2009). The findings from both studies suggest, 

as already argued by Ones et al. (1996), that the underlying mental processes involved when 

completing a personality test may differ between laboratory and field situations. 
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To shed more light on this issue and to provide a first glimpse of the variance or 

uniformity of the faking behavior typically observed in similar faking studies, I will present 

some more data here. For the purpose of illustration, I summarized all suitable data that were 

included in Study 1 as well as data from seven unpublished studies which were conducted in 

the context of this doctoral project (25 studies in total, with 27 independent samples, were 

included in this additional analysis). To aggregate the correlations between honest and faking 

scores, the same approach as in Study 1 was used – meta-analysis of correlations using artifact 

distributions (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). The forest plots in Figure VI.1 present an overview of 

the distribution of correlation coefficients found in the primary studies. As explained in Study 

3, these correlations and the individual variance in faking are inversely proportional to each 

other. In other words, the higher the correlation between honest and faking personality scores 

is in a study, the more uniform is the faking behavior of the participants. 

Table VI.1 provides an overview of the meta-analytical results – bare-bones mean r and 

artifact-corrected ρ – for the five personality traits. This analysis provided some very interesting 

first insights, even if the procedure does not reflect the stringent and systematic approach of a 

meta-analysis. The results showed that (a) there is meaningful variance within the laboratory 

studies independent of the measured trait (rC = .18 – 87, rES = .19 – 87, rA = .19 – 91, 

rE = .16 – 91, rO = .08 – 89)8 and (b) a substantial proportion of studies (C = 14.8%, 

ES = 26.1%, A = 29.2%, E = 30.4%, O = 34.8%) showed very high correlations between 

faking and honest scores, which reached or even exceeded ranges assumed as test-retest 

reliability (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000: rrC = .76; rrES = .73; rrA = .75; rrE = .78; rrO = .73).  

Altogether, these findings provide evidence that participants’ faking behavior in 

laboratory studies might often be very uniform. One reason for this might be rooted in the 

implicitly motivating character of the instructions given in these studies, which often provided 

                                                
8Abbreviations for the Big five dimensions are used to facilitate readability. C = Conscientiousness, 
ES = Emotional Stability, A = Agreeableness, E = Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience. 
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all participants with a strong motivational incentive to fake to the same extent. Even without a 

direct request to fake (which was actually given in eight out of 27 samples, e.g., MacCann, 

2013; van Hooft & Born, 2012), virtually all instructions were designed in a way that clearly 

signals to participants that they should not answer honestly but should rather aim to score as 

well as possible in the respective test. For example, in some studies, participants with the best 

results in the applicant condition received a specific monetary reward (in eight out of 27 

samples, e.g., Biderman & Nguyen, 2009; Griffith et al., 2004). From the test-takers' point of 

view, however, the motivation provided by a one-off monetary incentive is hardly comparable 

to that of a well-paid job. While in laboratory studies, participants are offered the chance of a 

one-time, risk-free cash prize only if they fake sufficiently strongly, real applicants might be 

much more concerned about the consequences of their faking and are afraid of being caught 

out (König, Merz, & Trauffer, 2012). Even without such incentives, explicit descriptions of the 

job advertised and the requirements to be met (provided in 21 out of 27 samples, e.g., 

Christiansen, Burns, & Montgomery, 2005; Hale & Padgett, 2014) might have revealed to all 

participants of laboratory studies what behavior the particular researchers expected and 

implicitly demanded. Accordingly, the demand characteristics (Orne, 1962) of such laboratory 

studies and social biases like the "Good-Subject Effect" (Nichols & Maner, 2008) might explain 

the consistently high faking motivation of all participants and thus the resulting uniform faking 

behavior. Following this line of argument, the question arises whether or not the processes of 

actual faking in the selection context can be modeled in the simulated environment of a 

laboratory. At least from the perspective of this dissertation and for the context of personality 

tests, it does not appear to be the case. Therefore, I argue – even more strongly than Ones et al. 

(1996) – that faking in the laboratory is shaped by different cognitive processes than faking in 

real selection situations. This, in turn, raises the question of to what extent results from 

laboratory studies can be generalized to real selection situations, and whether recommendations 
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Figure VI.1. Forest plots for the studies 
included in this analysis separately for 
each personality trait. 
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Figure VI.1 (continued) 

for personnel selection should be derived from such results at all. A first step on the path to 

answering this question may already have been taken by König, Merz and Trauffer (2012), who 

examined the thoughts and ideas of test-takers in selection situations when responding to 

personality tests. Finally, only by undertaking such an in-depth analysis of the cognitive 

processes in the applicants’ minds, and by drawing comparisons to participants of laboratory 

studies, might we pave the way to understanding the corresponding differences as well as the 

phenomenon of faking as a whole. 

Limitations 

Besides the imitations discussed in the subchapters of the corresponding studies (i.e., 

data collection using crowdsourcing, rather young study participants), there are three broader 

limitations of this dissertation. 

First, none of the three studies took into account cultural differences that may occur 

between countries. Previous research has shown that predominant cultural norms and values in 

a country affect applicants’ attitudes towards faking as well as their actual faking behavior (Fell 

& König, 2016; Fell, König, & Kammerhoff, 2016). Study 1 did not include such effects as 

meta-analytic moderators because the majority of studies were conducted in the United States 
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(79 of 115 independent samples). The remaining 36 samples were distributed evenly among 

twelve countries, meaning that the number of studies per country was not sufficient for a 

corresponding analysis. Studies 2 and 3 constituted some of the first research efforts to 

investigate the effect of perceived competition on faking. In order to be as specific and efficient 

as possible in this early phase of research, it was beyond the scope of these studies to include 

cultural differences. Developing this research idea regarding the perception of competition on 

a cross-country level, the most interesting cultural dimension might be Performance 

Orientation (Hofstede, 2001). This characteristic describes the role that competition plays in a 

society (Javidan, 2004) and thus overlaps strongly with the individual perception of competition 

and with competitive worldviews on a theoretical level. However, previous cross-cultural 

studies did not reveal any impact of this cultural dimension on faking (Fell & König, 2016; Fell 

et al., 2016), which at least partly contradicts the assumption of cultural effects on the 

relationship between applicants' perception of competition and their faking behavior. In 

general, however, further research should investigate whether the findings of this dissertation, 

especially those concerning regional differences in faking behavior within a country, can be 

replicated in other countries with different cultural backgrounds. 

Second, all three studies presented here constitute basic research exploring the 

fundamental relationships between competitive worldviews, as a motivational aspect of faking, 

cognitive ability, as an ability aspect of faking, and their mutual interplay. In this sense, the 

findings of this dissertation substantially contribute to the theoretical understanding of faking 

and its antecedents, but might have rather little direct impact on the practice of personnel 

selection in organizations. In line with Bartunek & Rynes (2010), the relevant sections attempt 

to draw practitioners' attention to the complexity of the phenomenon of faking and thus give 

them new food for thought as well as important insights. Hence, even if the findings of this 

dissertation cannot contribute to solving the faking dilemma in organizations, they may help to 

break the black-and-white thinking of many practitioners and might thus prevent diagnostic 
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errors based on false assumptions (e.g., by using allegedly faking-specific reaction patterns to 

identify and exclude applicants; Robie, Tuzinski, & Bly, 2006). 

Third, the data for the two primary studies in this dissertation were collected solely in 

the artificial environment of the laboratory or in the form of behavioral intentions for a future 

application procedure. In view of the differences to faking in real selection situations described 

above (in the general discussion section), this restriction may raise concerns about the 

generalizability of the findings to real applicants’ faking behavior. However, this problem, 

which came to light during the course of this dissertation, might not only pertain to the present 

studies but may also extend to the majority of other studies in this area which studied faking 

outside of real selection situations. In this dissertation, potential consequences and specific 

limitations were identified at the corresponding points of the studies. Moreover, the dissertation 

provides the research community with a first data-supported outlook on this potential problem. 

In the long run, however, only further research which examines the differences between 

laboratory and field studies in terms of underlying mental processes, and also in terms of 

corresponding findings, might advance theoretical knowledge and research practice in the area 

of faking. 

Future Research and Directions 

As mentioned in the general limitations section, further research should look at the 

differences in findings between laboratory and field studies and also discuss methodological 

diversity within the group of laboratory studies. This seems particularly necessary for those 

domains of faking research in which the studied behavior is mainly caused by some kind of 

instruction and not based on any actual intrinsic motivation of the applicants. In a first step, 

future research might focus on faking in personality tests, since studies in this area have most 

frequently employed purely instruction-based designs (Burns & Christiansen, 2011). More 

specifically, a meta-analysis should be undertaken to determine the variance or uniformity of 
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participants’ faking behavior within previous laboratory studies. In particular, the following 

methodological differences between studies might be considered as potential moderators: (a) 

whether or not the study instructions contained a direct prompt to fake; (b) how generically or 

specifically the job was described and how clearly the desired personal characteristics were 

stated; (c) whether and in what way the participants were motivated by a monetary incentive; 

(d) whether the participants were given a specific reference point when responding to the items 

(e.g., “the image of a perfect employee” or “oneself when one is trying extra hard”); and (e) the 

order in which honest and applicant conditions were completed, which may also affect the 

reference point when responding. The obtained results might then be combined (e.g., via meta-

regression) with findings from previous meta-analyses in this area. These include, for instance, 

the meta-analysis by Hooper (2007), who studied the effect size of faking in various study 

designs, or with the results of Study 1 of this dissertation, which looked at the relationship of 

faking with cognitive abilities. Comparing the results from the laboratory studies with the 

findings from the few field studies that used a similar approach might also be worthwhile (e.g., 

with Merlini, Sudduth, Ricci-Twitchell, Kung, & Griffith, 2010, who compared the answers of 

job holders with their answers from the respective application process). Ultimately, the 

knowledge gained from such research could be used to evaluate the conclusions of previous 

studies with respect to the transferability to real selection situations, and could also be helpful 

for developing a standardized laboratory research approach which supports further 

transferability of results.  

In addition, further research should look at the cognitive processes occurring in 

applicants' minds while they are faking in a self-assessment tool during selection. In this regard, 

two different approaches might be feasible. On the one hand, implicit methods could be used, 

which look, for instance, at gaze movements as indicators of attention and memory processes 

during faking. Van Hooft and Born (2012) have already used such an approach to examine 

faking in personality tests by conducting an eye-tracking study in the laboratory. However, due 
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to the latest technological developments in eye-tracking, similar research may now be carried 

out in the field, i.e. in real selection situations. In comparison to the very conspicuous and 

artificial test situation in the study by van Hooft and Born (2012), this new technology, such as 

that built into the new iPad Pro (Apple Inc., 2019), allows for hidden measurements without 

the applicant's knowledge and in natural selection settings. With this in mind, future research 

regarding classical selection procedures, such as personality tests, should make use of such 

technology to map applicants’ cognitive processes during faking. In addition, faking behavior 

could also be studied in the same way within recently emerging technology-based selection 

procedures (see Langer, König, & Fitili, 2018; Langer, König, & Papathanasiou, 2019), which 

may require the corresponding tracking technology in any case. In general, the main advantage 

of such an implicit measurement should be the robustness of this approach against socially 

desirable response tendencies of applicants and study participants. 

On the other hand, eye-tracking and similar techniques can only provide a very low-

level and basic view of the cognitive processes in applicants’ minds. To obtain a clear 

understanding of applicants’ ideas and thoughts during selection, a more direct way of 

measurement might be appropriate. König et al. (2012) have already laid the groundwork for 

such an explicit approach, by developing a first taxonomy of applicants' thoughts regarding 

faking in personality tests. Based on these qualitative study findings, two of the Master theses 

which I supervised took first steps to develop a quantitative measure of applicants’ faking goals 

and corresponding faking strategies. It became apparent that an exclusive focus on the aspect 

of faking is probably too short-sighted and that a more general view on test-takers’ strategies, 

goals and thoughts, without the strict limitation to selection situations, might be more 

appropriate. To the best of my knowledge, even in the field of differential psychology, efforts 

to deal with the specific thoughts of test-takers have been solely theoretical in nature (e.g., 

Angleitner, John, & Löhr, 1986; Krosnick, 1999). Future research should therefore address this 

issue from a more empirical perspective. A feasible path for further research might be to look, 
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both qualitatively and also quantitatively, at the processes and thoughts in test-takers’ minds 

during personality assessment and to compare selection and non-selection situations in a second 

step.  

With regard to other self-assessment tools, again, barely any studies to date have 

explicitly looked at the thoughts of applicants or test-takers. Only in the context of job 

interviews is there the 'Interview Faking Behavior scale' by Levashina and Campion (2007), 

which measures self-reported faking behavior, a construct that overlaps with interviewees' 

faking strategies on a theoretical level. However, this does not take into account the 

interviewees’ actual goals to be achieved by using the strategies or the faking behavior. This 

might limit the interpretability of the results, as applicants may choose the same strategy but 

for different reasons. For instance, ‘not mention(ing) disagreements with the organization’s 

philosophies’ (Levashina & Campion, 2007, p. 1654) may result from the attempt to present 

oneself in the best way possible, but might also be a manifestation of the interviewee’s courtesy 

and conformity. For this reason, future research in the interview context, but also regarding 

other selection tools, should endeavor to avoid considering faking strategies or self-reported 

faking behavior separately from the underlying motives and goals. 

General Conclusion 

In conclusion, this dissertation represents a further step towards understanding applicant 

faking in selection situations, but is certainly not the final step. Half a century of research in 

this field has brought many insights, but has also shown that this phenomenon is far more 

complex than assumed. At this point, it might be time to rethink previous, often very specific 

or synthetic faking research approaches and to focus more on a holistic perspective on this 

phenomenon in the real world of selection. In this way, faking research might not only yield 

further important insights, but might also pave the way for a better understanding of the needs 

and motives of all stakeholders – of the organizations, but also of the applicants. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Supplement Material for Chapter III 

Appendix A Table 1 
Overview Studies 
IDStudy Author(s) Language Origin 

1 Arthur, Glaze, Villado, & Taylor, 2010 English forward 
2 Bangerter, Corvalan, & Cavin, 2014 English forward 
3 Bing, Kluemper, Davison, Taylor, & Novicevic, 2011 English forward 
4 Bing, Whanger, Davison, & VanHook, 2004 English forward 
5 Christiansen, Burns, & Montgomery, 2005 English forward 
6 Converse et al., 2008 English forward 
7 Gerber-Braun, 2010 German forward 
8 Goffin, Jang, & Skinner, 2011 English forward 
9 Grubb & McDaniel, 2007 English forward 

10 Hausknecht, 2010 English forward 
11 Huws, Reddy, & Talcott, 2009 English forward 
12 Klehe et al., 2012 English forward 
13 Komar, Komar, Robie, & Taggar, 2010 English forward 
14 Labrador, 2006 English forward 
15 Lao, 2001 English forward 
16 Levashina, Weekley, Roulin, & Hauck, 2014 English forward 
17 MacCann, 2013 English forward 
18 MacKenzie, Ployhart, Weekley, & Ehlers, 2010 English forward 
19 Martin, 2011 English forward 
20 Nguyen, 2012 English forward 
21 Nguyen, Biderman, & McDaniel, 2005 English forward 
22 Okanović, Okanović, Mitrović, & Majstorović, 2013 English forward 
23 Peterson, Griffith, & Converse, 2009 English forward 
24 Preckel & Schüpbach, 2005 German forward 
25 Robie, Komar, & Brown, 2010 English forward 
26 Schermer, Carswell, & Jackson, 2012 English forward 
27 Tett, Freund, Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012 English forward 
28 Thumin, 1994 English forward 
29 Vasilopoulos, Cucina, Dyomina, Morewitz, & Reilly, 2006 English forward 
30 Vasilopoulos, Cucina, & McElreath, 2005 English forward 
31 Ziegeler, 2012 German forward 
32 Ziegler & Buehner, 2009 English forward 
33 Krammer & Pflanzl, 2015  German forward 
34 Krammer, Sommer, & Arendasy, 2017 English experts 
35 Biderman et al., 2012 English SIOP 
36 Biderman & Nguyen, 2009 English SIOP 
37 Clark & Biderman, 2006 English SIOP 
38 Delgado, Tristan, Kung, & O’Connell, 2011 English SIOP 
39 Griffith et al., 2004 English SIOP 
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Appendix A Table 1 (continued) 
IDStudy Author(s) Language Origin 

40 Huang, Wells, & Nguyen, 2015 English SIOP 
41 Larson, Lewis, O’Neill, & Carswell, 2013 English SIOP 
42 Merlini, Sudduth, Ricci-Twitchell, Kung, & Griffith, 2010 English SIOP 
43 Wrensen & Biderman, 2005 English SIOP 
44 Burns, Fillipowski, Morris, & Shoda, 2015 English experts 
45 Lüscher Mathieu, 2009 German experts 
46 Arthur, Doverspike, Muñoz, Taylor, & Carr, 2014 English backward 
47 Bass, 1957 English backward 
48 Bott, O’Connell, Ramakrishnan, & Doverspike, 2007 English backward 
49 De Fruyt, Aluja, García, Rolland, & Jung, 2006 English backward 
50 de Meijer, Born, Terlouw, & van der Molen, 2008 English backward 
51 De Soete, Lievens, Oostrom, & Westerveld, 2013 English backward 
52 DuVernet, Wright, Meade, Coughlin, & Kantrowitz, 2014 English backward 
53 Fine, Goldenberg, & Noam, 2016 English backward 
54 Friborg, Barlaug, Martinussen, Rosenvinge, & Hjemdal, 2005 English backward 
55 Furnham, Forde, & Cotter, 1998 English backward 
56 Furnham, Taylor, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2008 English backward 
57 Hale & Padgett, 2014 English backward 
58 Hausdorf & Risavy, 2015 English backward 
59 Heinsman, de Hoogh, Koopman, & van Muijen, 2007 English backward 
60 Hilliard, 2000 English backward 
61 Krajewski, Goffin, McCarthy, Rothstein, & Johnston, 2006 English backward 
62 Mersman & Shultz, 1998 English backward 
63 Mudgett, 2000 English backward 
64 O’Connell, Kung, & Tristan, 2011 English backward 
65 Robie, Taggar, & Brown, 2009 English backward 
66 Ryan, Ployhart, & Friedel, 1998 English backward 
67 Stricker, 1969 English backward 
68 van der Zee, Zaal, & Piekstra, 2003 English backward 
69 van Hooft & Born, 2012 English backward 
70 Witt, 2002 English backward 

Note. Only studies in German and English were included. forward = forward search, 
experts = sent by experts, backward = backward search. 
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Appendix A Table 2 
Overview Samples 

IDSample IDStudy 

Non-
Selection 
Sample 

(yes / no) 

Selection 
Sample 

(field / lab) 

Type PT 
(ss / fc) 

Type CA 
(n / v / m) Participants N 

1 1 yes field ss m applicants 252 
2 1 yes - ss m incumbents 44 
3 1 yes field ss m applicants 318 
4 2 no field ss m applicants 62 
5 3 no lab ss m students 174 
6 3 yes - ss m students 172 
7 4 no lab ss m students 142 
8 4 yes - ss m students 161 
9 5 yes lab ss; fc m students 518 

10 6 yes lab ss; fc m students 136 – 280 
11 7 yes - ss n; v; m students 152 
12 7 yes lab ss n; v; m students 159 
13 8 no lab ss; fc m incumbents 114 
14 9 yes lab ss m students 229 
15 10 no field fc n applicants 56 
16 10 no field fc n applicants 301 
17 11 no lab ss n students 54 
18 11 yes - ss n students 110 
19 12 no lab ss m students 149 
20 13 no lab ss m students 126 
21 13 yes - ss m students 117 
22 14 no lab ss m students 182 
23 14 yes - ss m students 155 
24 15 yes lab ss m incumbents 400 – 402 
25 16 yes - ss m incumbents 1,606 

26* 16 no field ss m applicants 26,197 – 
69,909 

27 17 yes lab ss n; v; m students 185 
28 18 yes - ss m applicants 214 
29* 18 no field ss m incumbents 20,880 
30 18 yes - ss m applicants 493 
31 18 no field ss m incumbents 3,735 
32 18 yes - ss m applicants 247 
33 18 no field ss m incumbents 2,964 
34 19 yes lab ss m students 122 
35 19 yes lab ss m students 121 
36 19 yes lab ss m students 99 
37 19 yes lab ss m students 164 
38 20 yes - ss m students 80 
39 20 no lab ss m students 74 
40 20 yes - ss m students 66 
41 20 no lab ss m students 61 
42 21 yes lab ss m students 203 
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Appendix A Table 2 (continued) 

IDSample IDStudy 

Non-
Selection 
Sample 

(yes / no) 

Selection 
Sample 

(field / lab) 

Type PT 
(ss / fc) 

Type CA 
(n / v / m) Participants N 

43 22 yes lab ss n students 301 
44 23 yes lab ss m students 370 
45 24 no field ss m applicants 71 
46 25 no lab ss m students 192 
47 26 no field ss n; v; m applicants 382 
48 27 yes lab ss m students 59 
49 27 yes lab ss m students 41 
50 27 yes lab ss m students 50 
51 28 no field ss m applicants 76 
52 29 yes - ss m students 81 
53 29 yes - fc m students 84 
54 29 no lab ss m students 81 
55 29 no lab fc m students 83 
56 30 no field ss m applicants 196 
57 30 no field ss m applicants 170 
58 30 no lab ss m students 62 
59 30 no lab ss m students 62 
60 31 no field ss n applicants 65 
61 32 no lab ss n; v; m students 172 
62 32 yes - ss n; v; m students 166 – 167 
63 33 no field; lab ss n students 39 
64 33 no field; lab ss n students 39 
65 33 yes field ss n students 36 
66 34 no field; lab ss n students 81 
67 34 no field; lab ss n students 81 
68 34 yes field ss n students 81 
69 35 yes - ss m students 110 
70 35 no lab ss m students 108 
71 35 no lab ss m students 110 
72 36 yes lab ss m students 202 
73 37 yes lab ss m students 249 
74* 38 no field ss n applicants 28,280 
75 39 yes field ss m students 214 – 228 
76 39 yes field ss m students 239 
77* 40 no field ss m applicants 62,020 
78 41 yes - ss; fc m students 86 
79 41 no lab ss; fc m students 167 
80 42 yes field ss m applicants 271 
81 43 yes lab ss m students 166 
82 44 yes - ss n; v; m students 57 
83 44 no lab ss n; v; m students 100 
84 44 no lab ss n; v; m students 100 
85 44 no lab ss n; v; m students 100 
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Appendix A Table 2 (continued) 

IDSample IDStudy 

Non-
Selection 
Sample 

(yes / no) 

Selection 
Sample 

(field / lab) 

Type PT 
(ss / fc) 

Type CA 
(n / v / m) Participants N 

86 44 no lab ss n; v; m students 100 
87 45 yes lab ss m students 187 
88* 46 no field ss n; v; m applicants 2,006,239 
89* 46 no field ss n; v; m applicants 36,550 
90 47 no field ss m applicants 265 
91 47 yes - ss m incumbents 471 
92 48 yes - ss n incumbents 302 
93 48 no field ss n applicants 5,629 
94* 49 no field ss n applicants 19,365 
95 50 no field ss n; v; m applicants 2,365 
96 50 no field ss n; v; m applicants 682 
97 51 no field ss n; v; m applicants 117 – 231 
98 52 no field ss m applicants 6,127 
99 52 no lab ss m others 1,303 

100 53 no field ss m applicants 467 
101 54 no field ss n; v; m applicants 363 – 365 
102 55 no field ss m applicants 233 
103 56 no field ss n applicants 108 
104 57 yes lab ss v students 62 
105 58 no field ss m applicants 159 – 168 
106 59 no field ss n; v; m applicants 932 
107 60 no field ss m applicants 100 
108 61 no field ss n; v; m applicants 84 
109 62 yes lab ss m students 314 – 322 
110 63 yes lab ss m students 77 
111 63 yes lab ss m students 194 
112 64 yes - ss n incumbents 391 
113 64 no field ss n applicants 2,028 
114 65 no lab ss m students 329 
115 66 no field ss v applicants 1,700 
116 67 no lab ss n; v; m students 91 
117 68 no field ss n; v; m applicants 176 
118 69 yes lab ss m students 64 
119 69 yes lab ss m students 65 
120 70 no field ss m applicants 130 
121 70 yes - ss m incumbents 195 
122 70 yes - ss m incumbents 144 

Note. ss = single stimulus, fc = forced choice, n = non-verbal cogntive ability test, v = verbal 
cogntive ability test, m = mixed cogntive ability test, N = number of participants in sample, 
* = sample (N > 10,000) was excluded from calculation to inhibit overemphasis of single study 
effect sizes. Total sampel size N = 2,289,508; Sample size after exclusion of excessively large 
single studys: N = 46,265. 
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Appendix B 

Supplement Material for Chapter V 

Appendix B Table 1 
Items of the Competitive Worldviews Scale Used in Sample 3 

Item Covered 
aspect 

Die meisten Menschen...  
...          sind der Meinung, dass der eigene Erfolg das einzige ist, das im ...  DA 

 Leben zählt.  
... denken, dass es wichtig ist Macht zu besitzen. SDO 
... nehmen Rücksicht auf andere Personen. TM (-) 
... denken, dass der Zweck alle Mittel rechtfertigt. MA 
... sind dazu bereit ohne Gegenleistung zu helfen. TM (-) 
... würden Regeln brechen, um erfolgreich zu sein. MA 
... halten einen Kompromiss für eine gute Lösung eines Streits. DA (-) 
... sind bereit andere Personen auszunutzen, um ihre Ziele zu erreichen. MA 

Note. The abbreviations in the second column indicate the aspect of competitive worldviews 
construct covered by this item: DA = Darwinistic Attitude, SDO = Social Dominance 
Orientation, TM = Tough Mindedness, MA = Machiavellianism. Items with reversed polarity 
are additionally marked with (-).    


