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We assessed the combined effects of cognitive ability, opportunity to fake, and trait job-relevance on fak-
ing self-report emotional intelligence and personality tests by having 150 undergraduates complete such
tests honestly and then so as to appear ideal for one of three jobs: nurse practitioner, marketing manager,
and computer programmer. Faking, as expected, was greater (a) in higher-g participants, (b) in those scor-
ing lower under honest conditions (with greater opportunity to fake), and (c) on job-relevant traits. Pre-
dicted interactions accounted for additional unique variance in faking. Combining all three factors
yielded a ‘‘perfect storm’’ standardized difference of around 2, more than double the overall .83 estimate.
Implications for the study of faking are discussed.

� 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

An ongoing challenge in the use of personality tests is their sus-
ceptibility to intentional response distortion, or faking (e.g., Hogan
& Nicholson, 1988; Komar, Brown, Komar, & Robie, 2008). When
instructed, people can elevate their scores on non-cognitive mea-
sures by around one standard deviation, averaging across test-
takers and traits (Furnham, 1997; Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin,
1998; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Faking is of particular concern
in personnel selection settings, where the incentive to fake is high
(Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Rosse et al.,
1998; Tett & Christiansen, 2007; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999).

An emerging target of faking research is the faking process, in
which motivation and ability to fake are two common components.
McFarland and Ryan (2000) identified integrity, neuroticism, and
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conscientiousness as motivational precursors of faking. Snell,
Snydell, and Lueke (1999) considered integrity, Machiavellianism,
manipulativeness, locus of control, and stages of moral develop-
ment. Faking has also been linked to cognitive ability (Christiansen,
Burns, & Montgomery, 2005; Vasilopoulos & Cucina, 2006). Some
faking models (e.g., Tett & Simonet, 2011) further consider opportu-
nity to fake (low honest scores allow more faking), but this is rou-
tinely ignored in empirical research (e.g., Raymark & Tafero, 2009).

Individual difference variables, although advancing understand-
ing of the faking process, have tended to be studied in isolation of
each other and of potentially important situational factors (e.g.,
McFarland & Ryan, 2000). That faking varies by job requirements
(Furnham, 1990; Mahar, Cologon, & Duck, 1995; Raymark & Tafero,
2009) is critical not only because job requirements can be expected
to influence which traits are faked, but also because context can
interact with personological faking sources (Raymark & Tafero,
2009). Brighter applicants, for example, should better identify
which traits are job-relevant and fake better accordingly. Faking
on those traits should also be especially pronounced in test takers
with more opportunity to fake. Failure to distinguish relevant from
irrelevant trait-job linkages and to consider possible interactions
among distinct faking precursors impedes understanding of the
faking process as well as estimation of net effects under realistic
conditions where all factors are in play.

By far the most common targets of faking research have been per-
sonality tests. Growing use of emotional intelligence (EI) as a predictor
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of performance in work and other domains (e.g., Van Rooy & Viswesv-
aran, 2004) and the putatively desirable nature of EI prompts consid-
eration of the fakability of self-report EI tests. Several studies have
addressed the effects of response distortion on EI measurement in
the workplace (e.g., Christiansen, Janovics,& Siers, 2010; Day & Carroll,
2008; Grubb & McDaniel, 2007); none, however, has addressed how
faking on EI measures is affected by job requirements.

This study was undertaken to examine how g, opportunity to
fake, and job requirements combine in determining faking. Know-
ing that test-takers, on average, can fake self-report measures by
around one standard deviation is useful; but not everyone fakes
to the same degree, owing to differences in ability and opportunity,
and faking is expected to be greater on job-relevant traits. It is un-
clear the extent to which faking varies as a joint function of these
variables. Evidence and expectations bearing on each factor are of-
fered as follows.

1.1. Job-specific faking

Past research suggests that individuals can fake in line with the
requirements of particular jobs (Furnham, 1990; Mahar et al.,
2006; Raymark & Tafero, 2009; Velicer & Weiner, 1975). In the cur-
rent study, faking was assessed with respect to three jobs varying
in trait-relevance (nurse practitioner, marketing manager, com-
puter programmer). Our choice of jobs was driven primarily by
consideration of EI, although differences in personality trait rele-
vance were also expected. Review of O⁄NET descriptions of the
three targeted jobs led us to expect faking on EI scales to be great-
est for nurse, second highest for manager, and least for program-
mer. We further expected faking to be greater on traits judged by
subject matter experts as especially job-relevant.

1.2. Cognitive ability (g)

Prior research has yielded positive relationships between g and
faking (Nguyen, Biderman, & McDaniel, 2005; Pauls & Crost, 2005;
Vasilopoulos & Cucina, 2006). Common hypotheses include those
high in g being better able to recognize job requirements and iden-
tify the meaning of individual items (Pauls & Crost, 2005). With re-
gard to trait-EI, Grubb and McDaniel (2007) found g to be the
strongest correlate of faking on’s Bar-On’s (1997) EQi.

1.3. Opportunity to fake

Faking is potentially problematic only to the degree the respon-
dent is low on a desired trait (Hough, 1998). Faking estimates
based on all participants obscure the problem of faking as it is indi-
viduals low on desirable traits, who are opposite what the organi-
zation is looking for, that pose the greatest risks in hiring. We
addressed this issue by comparing faking in those scoring above
versus below the distributional midpoint under conditions favor-
ing honest responding. In addition to main effects for faking oppor-
tunity, we also expected stronger g and job type main and
interaction effects in participants with greater opportunity to fake.

1.4. Emotional intelligence

Trait-EI has been defined as a ‘‘constellation of behavioral dispo-
sitions and self-perceptions concerning one’s ability to recognize,
process, and utilize emotion-laden information’’ (Petrides &
Furnham, 2003; p. 278). Self-report EI measures are increasingly
being used to predict work performance (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran,
2004), raising concerns with response distortion. Several studies
show notable relations between such measures and social desirabil-
ity (Hemmati, Mills, & Kroner, 2004; Mesmer-Magnus, Viswesvaran,
Deshpande, & Joseph, 2006) and susceptibility to faking (Christian-
sen et al., 2010; Grubb & McDaniel, 2007). The current study extends
this line of research by examining the susceptibility of a trait-EI
measure to faking in light of trait job-relevance, cognitive ability,
and faking opportunity.

1.5. Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1. Faking will be greatest in those with greater
opportunity to fake, i.e., those scoring low on desirable traits or
high on undesirable traits under honest score conditions.
Hypothesis 2a. Faking on a self-report EI measure will be greatest
for the nurse practitioner position and weakest for computer
programmer.
Hypothesis 2b. Faking on a self-report personality test will vary
meaningfully by job type.
Hypothesis 3. Faking will be greatest in those higher in cognitive
ability.
Hypothesis 4. Differential faking by job (as per H2) will be more
pronounced in those with greater opportunity to fake (i.e., faking
opportunity and job type will interact).
Hypothesis 5. The effect of cognitive ability on faking (as per H3)
will be strongest in those with greater opportunity to fake (i.e.,
cognitive ability and opportunity will interact).
Hypothesis 6. Differential faking by job (as per H2) will be more
pronounced in those scoring higher on cognitive ability (i.e., cogni-
tive ability and job type will interact).
Hypothesis 7. The interaction between cognitive ability and job
type (as per H6) will be strongest among those with the greatest
opportunity to fake (i.e., there will be a 3-way interaction between
cognitive ability, job type, and opportunity to fake).

Expectations were refined in light of experts’ judgments of the
job relevance of particular EI facets and personality traits, as de-
scribed below.
2. Material and methods

2.1. Participants

The initial sample included 182 undergraduate students from
two American universities. Dropping cases with high infrequency
scores (i.e., >2.5 on a 1–6 scale), indicative of non-purposeful
responding, yielded a final N of 150. Academic majors included
psychology (20%), health sciences (8%), communications (5%), Eng-
lish (3%), and other areas. Women constituted 78% of the sample,
and ages ranged from 18 to 36 years (mean = 20.4).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Trait-EI
Tett, Fox, and Wang’s (2005) Multidimensional Emotional Intelli-

gence Assessment (MEIA) includes 150 items targeting ten dimen-
sions proposed by Salovey and Mayer (1990). Core EI traits
include Recognition of Emotion in the Self (RecSlf), Regulation of
Emotion in the Self (RegSlf), Recognition of Emotion in Others
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(RecOth), Regulation of Emotion in Others (RegOth), Non-verbal
Emotional Expression (NVExp), and Empathy (Emp); proximal out-
comes include Intuition versus Reason (IvR), Creative Thinking
(CrTh), Mood Redirected Attention (MRA), and Motivating Emo-
tions (MotEm). Alpha coefficients based on current data are pro-
vided below. The median test–retest reliability reported in the
manual is .76.

2.2.2. Personality
Jackson, Paunonen, and Tremblay’s (2004) 108-item Six-Factor

Personality Questionnaire (SFPQ) targets Extraversion, Agreeable-
ness, Independence, Openness to experience, methodicalness, and
Industriousness. Alpha coefficients based on current data are pro-
vided below.

2.2.3. Cognitive ability
Jackson’s (2004) Personnel Assessment Form (PAF) is a timed

measure including 36 verbal and 21 numerical ability items. Alpha
for the two scales (under untimed conditions) is reported to be .89
and .87, respectively.

2.3. Procedure

Participants completed the MEIA and SFPQ twice, first under
instructions to respond as honestly and as accurately as possible
and then ‘‘in a way that will make you appear as an ideal job can-
didate’’ for one of three jobs: nurse practitioner, marketing man-
ager, or computer programmer. A job description based on
O⁄NET data was provided in each case, assigned randomly. Each
description contained a list of job duties and relevant skills. (See
Supplementary Material: Appendix A for the nurse practitioner
description.) Participants later completed the PAF and a brief
demographics form.

2.4. Judged trait-job linkages

Seven male and four female subject matter experts, 21–47 years
of age (mean = 28.5), independently rated the desirability of each
of the 10 EI and six personality traits for each of the three targeted
jobs, based on trait definitions and job descriptions. Six SMEs were
graduate students in I/O psychology, three held their doctorate in
I/O psychology, and two were senior undergraduate psychology stu-
dents. Judges were asked to rate on a �2–+2 scale whether it is
‘‘desirable or undesirable to be high on the given trait in order to
be considered a top candidate for the given job.’’ To assess inter-
rater reliability, the 48 trait-job ratings were ‘‘stacked’’ into a single
column per judge. Alpha, with judges serving as ‘‘items,’’ was .94.

2.5. Analyses

The dependent variable, per trait, was the difference between
the faking condition and honest condition scores, a positive differ-
ence indicating greater faking (median reliability = .73; see Supple-
mentary Material: Appendix B for all difference-score reliabilities).
Hierarchical regression was used to assess all targeted effects in se-
ven successive blocks per trait. Faking opportunity (i.e., honest trait
level) was entered first, given its strong effects in previous research
(e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2000), job type second using two dummy-
code variables, then cognitive ability. The three two-way and one
three-way interactions were then entered as product terms created
after centering.5 To clarify the direction of effects in light of hypoth-
eses, standardized mean differences (ds) between honest and faking
5 Centering reduces problematic collinearity between main variables and their
products in assessing interactions. We centered using z-score transformations.
condition scores were calculated using the standard deviation, per
scale, from the honest condition (N = 150).

3. Results

3.1. Reliability and descriptive statistics

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and alphas for all
16 scales under honest (N = 150) and faking (n range = 41–59) con-
ditions. Statistics for cognitive ability (‘‘honest’’ condition only) are
also shown. Honest-faking mean differences are clarified below,
using d. (See Supplementary Material: Appendix C for honest-con-
dition correlations among all variables.)

3.2. Main effects: Hypotheses 1–3

Table 2 shows changes in R2 for all seven effects per trait. In
support of H1, results from step 1 show that faking is strongly
linked to opportunity for all trait measures. As per H2a, effects
for job type are significant for all 10 trait-EI dimensions and,
as per H2b, for four of the six personality traits (67%). Cognitive
ability shows significant main effects for seven of the 16 traits
(44%), after controlling for earlier effects, in moderate support
of H3.

Standardized differences (ds) for main effects are presented in
Table 3. Values in the first column show that, averaging across con-
ditions, participants faked upward on all but IvR and MRA.6 Faking
was greatest on RegSlf (d = 1.70), Industriousness (1.65), MotEm
(1.45), and Openness (1.32). Faking opportunity effects are clearly
evident in the second and third columns. Averaging across all scales
yields mean d = 1.35 for those scoring below the median, per scale,
under honest conditions versus .48 for those scoring above (using
absolute values to account for faking-down effects observed on four
scales).

Standardized d values in the middle of Table 3, plotted in Fig. 1,
reveal differential faking by job. In support of H2a, faking on the
core-EI traits is greatest for nurse, moderate for manager, and
weakest for programmer. Marked differences in faking between
jobs are evident in personality as well, consistent with H2b. Agree-
ableness, for example, was faked highest for nurse. Faking was uni-
formly strong across jobs in some cases, most notably,
Industriousness and MotEm.

Faking was expected to be greatest on traits SMEs judged as
desirable for particular jobs. Using ±1 as a cutoff (corresponding
to at least moderately desirable/undesirable), we averaged d values
for job-relevant traits. The resulting mean ds, reported at the bot-
tom of Table 3, show that faking is 26% greater on job-relevant
traits relative to faking on all traits combined.

Main effects of cognitive ability, shown in the right columns of
Table 3, are plotted in Fig. 2. On average, high-g participants raised
their scores by nearly 1 standard deviation, compared to .7 for low-
g participants. High-g participants tended to fake in the same
direction as the low-g participants, but to a greater degree, in gen-
eral support of H3.

3.3. Interaction effects: Hypotheses 4–7

Returning to Table 2, six (37.5%) of the opportunity-by-job
interactions are significant. Review of d values7 reveals, for exam-
ple, that opportunity to fake on Extraversion is especially conducive
to faking for the nurse job, in support of H4. Interactions between
Effects for those two traits are based on reflected scores to ease discussion, such
that positive differences indicate faking toward the overall desired end of the scale
(e.g., toward the ‘‘reason’’ end of IvR).

7 Available on request.



Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and alphas for trait measures under honest and faking conditions.

Trait Honest condition (N = 150) Faking condition

Nurse practitioner (n = 59) Marketing manager (n = 41) Computer programmer (n = 50)

Mean SD Alpha Mean SD Alphad Mean SD Alphad Mean SD alphad

Personalitya

Extraversion 3.39 .57 .87 3.92 .46 .87 3.99 .71 .89 3.38 .67 .83
Agreeableness 2.72 .44 .74 3.27 .44 .65 3.00 .52 .79 2.94 .49 .76
Independence 2.67 .43 .74 2.59 .37 .67 2.52 .43 .84 2.90 .48 .69
Openness 2.97 .51 .77 3.74 .56 .78 3.76 .57 .77 3.42 .62 .76
Method icalness 3.43 .56 .85 4.16 .38 .79 3.96 .45 .87 3.96 .58 .88
Industriousness 3.20 .46 .76 4.06 .40 .78 3.85 .57 .72 3.92 .54 .73

El coreb

RecSIf 4.03 .77 .86 4.93 .58 .82 4.71 .78 .89 4.42 .69 .82
RecSIf 3.57 .81 .85 5.22 .58 .85 5.07 .80 .90 4.51 1.03 .91
RecOth 4.50 .65 .84 5.30 .50 .78 4.97 .69 .88 4.33 .80 .88
RecOth 4.29 .65 .83 5.40 .55 .86 5.08 .70 .88 4.44 .87 .88
NvExp 4.09 .74 .78 4.55 .59 .73 4.35 .76 .84 4.01 .68 .71
Emp 4.43 .81 .88 5.03 .75 .86 4.48 .85 .88 4.13 .87 .88

El proximal outcomesb

IvR 3.53 .69 .82 3.18 .80 .87 2.95 .69 .84 2.79 1.01 .91
CrTh 3.73 .73 .81 4.18 .58 .71 4.46 .64 .74 4.02 .83 .80
MRA 4.47 .67 .75 4.53 .60 .70 4.11 .70 .77 4.36 .82 .80
MotEm 4.59 .62 .79 5.63 .30 .64 5.46 .61 .88 5.35 .59 .82
Cognitive abilityc .40 .12

RecSIf = Recognition of Emotion in the Self, RegSIf = Regulation of Emotion in the Self, RecOth = Recognition of Emotion in Others, RegOth = Regulation of Emotion in Others,
NvExp = Nonverbal Emotional Expression, Emp = Empathy, IvR = Intuition versus Reason CrTh = Creative Thinking, MRA = Mood Redirected Attention, MotEm = Motivating
Emotions.

a Scale = 1–5.
b Scale = 1–6.
c Scale = 0–1.
d Reliabilities of difference scores range from .46 to .84, with mean = .71 and median = .73.

Table 2
Changes in R2 from consecutive steps in regressing faking-minus-honest-score differences onto three main effects and their interactions {N = 150).

Scale Opportunitya Job type g Opp. � Job Opp. � g Job � g Opp. � Job � g

Personality
Extraversion .22*** .14*** .00 .04** .00 .04*** .00
Agreeableness .28*** .07*** .03** .01 .00 .01 .03**

Independence .37*** .09*** .01 .03** .00 .02 .01
Openness .24*** .05*** .01 .00 .00 .03** .01
Methodicalness .45*** .02* .04*** .00 .01 .01 .01
Industriousness .34*** .01 .10*** .00 .01 .01 .01

EI Core
RecSIf .41*** .08*** .01* .00 .01* .01 .00
RegSIf .28*** .09*** .07*** .03** .02** .02 .01
RecOth .27*** .22*** .01* .02 .02** .03*** .00
RegOth .19*** .23*** .00 .05*** .00 .05*** .01
NvExp .43*** .08*** .00 .02* .00 .01 .01
Emp .30*** .16*** .00 .01 .01 .01 .02*

EI proximal outcomes
IvR .21*** .06*** .10 .02 .01 .00 .05***

CrTh .38*** .03** .00 .01 .01* .02* .02*

MRA .23*** .04** .03** .04** .00 .02* .00
MotEm .52*** .03** .02*** .02** .00 .01* .00

*** p < .01.
** p < .05.

* p < .10, two-tailed.
a Opportunity = scale score obtained under the honest condition.
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opportunity and g are significant in two cases (12.5%): RegSlf and
RecOth. Corresponding effect sizes show that faking upward by high-
er-g participants, consistent with H5, is more pronounced in those
with greater opportunity. Interactions between job type and g, as
per H6, emerged in four cases (25%). For example, higher-g partici-
pants faked especially lower on Extraversion for programmer and
higher on Openness for manager. Three-way interactions, as per
H7, are evident for two traits (12.5%): Agreeableness and IvR. In each
instance, faking specific to a given job was pronounced in those both
high on g and extreme on the given trait.
3.4. Combined effects

Table 4 presents standardized differences for combined effects.
The three left columns show faking per job under high-likelihood
conditions (i.e., high g, high opportunity) and the three right col-
umns, under low-likelihood conditions (low g, low opportunity).
Averaging across jobs, effect sizes for the high-likelihood partici-
pants (mean d = 1.56) are triple those for the low-likelihood partic-
ipants (mean d = .52). Using only job-relevant traits, the ratio is
3.6:1 (i.e., mean d = 1.94 versus .53).



Table 3
Mean standardized differences (ds) for all participants and under main effect conditions for fakinq opportunity, job type, and coqnitive ability.

Opportunity Job Cognitive ability

Trait All
(N = 150)

Lower half
(ns = 68–88)

Upper half
(ns = 62–82)

Nurse
(n = 59)

Mktg Mgr
(n = 41)

Cmptr Prgmr
(n = 50)

Low
(n = 75)

High
(n = 75)

Personality
Extraversion .65 1.10 .20 .83b 1.02b .05 .64 .66
Agreeableness .81 1.26 .30 1.42 .54 .45 .59 1.04
Independence .02 .67 �.51 �.31 �.23b .69 �.15 .19
Openness 1.32 1.80 .84 1.46 1.52b .98 1.19 1.45
Methodicalness 1.08 1.53 .53 1.35b 1.06 .85b .84 1.31
Industriousness 1.65 2.28 .95 1.57b 1.85b 1.70b 1.34 1.97

El core
RecSIf .87 1.40 .36 1.33b .67b .45 .86 .87
RegSIf 1.70 2.24 1.17 2.01b 1.73b 1.30 1.43 1.98
RecOth .59 1.02 .09 1.17b .58b �.17 .43 .75
RegOth 1.07 1.55 .57 1.50b 1.39b .25 .92 1.22
NvExp .30 .90 �.31 .78 .28 �.32 .26 .33
Emp .19 .70 �.31 .84b .00b �.48 .18 .20

El proximal outcomes
IvR (reversed) .79 .34 1.23 .23 1.26 1.29b .44 1.13
CrTh .65 1.20 .12 .46 1.04b .57b .57 .72
MRA (reversed) .17 .14 .62 .03b .42 .12 .02 .32
MotEm 1.45 2.17 .86 1.52 1.46 1.34 1.16 1.75

Mean for all traitsa .83 1.27 .56 1.05 .94 .69 .69 .99
Mean for job-relevant traits 1.21 1.00 1.15

Positive values indicate higher traits scores under faking conditions; negative values indicate lower scores under faking conditions.
a Based on absolute values.
b Job-relevant trait (i.e., mean SME desirability rating P1.0).

Fig. 1. Plot of standardized differences (indicative of faking) for all traits in the nurse practitioner (NP), marketing manager (MM), and computer programmer (CP) jobs.
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4. Discussion

The overall mean d = .83, averaging across all participants and
conditions, approaches that reported in similar instructed faking
studies. Faking varies predictably, however, by job type and trait
job-relevance, and increases when test-takers are higher on g
and lower on the trait under honest conditions. Isolating respon-
dents with greater opportunity to fake yielded mean effect sizes
60% larger (i.e., mean d = 1.35) than the overall mean. Opportu-
nity to fake, of increasing theoretical importance (e.g., Tett &
Simonet, 2011), warrants closer attention in faking research.
Consistent with prior research, test takers in the current study,
on average, were able to fake 26% better on job-related traits.
Previous estimates of faking based on generic applicant instruc-
tions (e.g., ‘‘fake good on your ideal job’’) or averaging across all
traits regardless of job-relevance understate the faking problem,
where selection decisions are based on job-relevant trait scores.
Researchers are urged to consider trait job-relevance in future
faking studies.

Consistent with understanding faking as a cognitively demand-
ing task, higher-g participants faked 20% more than did all partic-
ipants combined. It has been argued that, if g contributes to the
criterion validity of self-report measures via faking, then faking
may be desirable (e.g., Morgeson et al., 2007). Such inferences war-
rant scrutiny. In addition to high g, faking also requires low honest-
condition scores, and motivation, which, in selection settings, may
be conferred by dishonesty, narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
similarly troubling qualities (e.g., Greenberger, Lessard, Chen, &
Farruggia, 2008; Snell et al., 1999). So, with the possibly welcome
expression of g in faking comes a set of less welcome attributes
adding risk beyond that present simply by hiring those low on
the desired trait. Identifying able fakers is a worthy goal toward
improving assessment of job-relevant traits under conditions
where faking is likely.



Fig. 2. Plot of standardized differences (indicative of faking) for all traits, based on participants high versus low on cognitive ability (g).

Table 4
Standardized differences showing combined effects of opportunity, cognitive ability, job type, and job-relevance.

High likelihood = High opportunity, High g Low likelihood = Low opportunity, Low g

Nurse Marketing Manager Computer Programmer Nurse Marketing Manager Computer ProgrammerTrait
(n = 10–19) (n = 6–15) (n = 9–18) (n = 11–19) (n = 4–15) (n = 7–18)

Personality
Extraversion 1.65b 1.56b .35 .31b .44b �.33
Agreeableness 1.78 1.42 1.14 .37 �.08 .30
Independence .20 .37b 1.52 �.58 �.78b �.44
Openness 2.23 2.46b 1.67 1.13 1.05b .59
Methodicalness 1.92b 1.80 1.72b .81b .36 .31b

Industriousness 3.15b 2.70b 2.76b .96b .40b .62b

El core
RecSIf 1.81b 1.53b 1.17 .73b .08b �.12
RegSIf 2.64b 3.03b 2.04 1.08b 1.41b .66
RecOth 2.39b 1.65b .12 .71b �.15b �.68
RegOth 2.54b 2.17b .33 .89b .51b .07
NvExp 1.30 1.27 .09 .07 �.41 �.50
Emp 1.29b .71b .04 .08b �.45b �.06

El proximal outcomes
IvR* �.97 �1.93 �2.24b .59 �.65 �1.02b

CrTh 1.06 2.18b 1.12b .11 .38b .35b

MRA* �.80b �.67 �.48 .62b �.36 .54
MotEm 2.63b 2.17b 2.29b .68b .67b .62b

Mean for all traitsa 1.77 1.73 1.19 .61 .51 .45
Mean for job-relevant traits 1.92 1.87 2.03 .69 .32 .58

* High opportunity = high honest score; all others are low honest scores
a Based on absolute values.
b Job-relevant trait (i.e., mean SME desirability rating P1.0).
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Interactions among the three variables were less frequent than
main effects but well above chance levels. Notably, 10 of the 12 sig-
nificant two-way interactions involved job type, underscoring the
importance of job relevance in the faking process. That the mean
effect size under high-likelihood conditions approached four times
that under least-likelihood conditions suggests that faking can vary
substantially among individuals. Factors expected to affect faking
excluded from consideration here (because faking instructions ren-
dered them irrelevant) include motivational traits (e.g., ambition,
Machiavellianism). Our results suggest that such factors are likely
to have stronger impact in test-takers high in opportunity and abil-
ity to fake and on job-relevant traits. These are matters for further
research.

Meta-analytic findings suggest that actual job applicants, on
average, fake about half as high as those instructed to fake (Tett
et al., 2005), leading us to estimate that bright applicants low on
job-relevant traits (under honest conditions) will fake upward by
around one standard deviation, on average (i.e., 1.94/2). If motiva-
tional factors (e.g., ambition) operating in true selection settings
can account for individual differences in faking around this mean,
it is not difficult to see how test takers high in opportunity and g,
who are predisposed and/or extrinsically induced to fake, might
elevate their scores to hirable levels. To the degree faking under-
mines selection decisions, it is this type of applicant – one low
on desirable, job-relevant traits, who is also bright and motivated
to fake – that presents the real challenge to organizations seeking
to hire good-fit workers and to faking researchers aiming to better
understand and manage faking. Averaging across all conditions ob-
scures the problem of faking; considering the joint impact of dis-
tinct factors clarifies it.
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5. Conclusions

Consistent with expectations, faking effects were (a) around .83
standard deviations, averaging across all participants and traits; (b)
60% greater in those scoring low under honest conditions; (b) 26%
greater on job-relevant traits; and (c) 20% greater in those high on
g. Combining all three effects yields a ‘‘perfect storm’’ faking esti-
mate of around two standard deviations for those honestly low
on job-relevant traits and high on g. Faking is even greater on some
trait-job combinations, reaching three standard deviations under
‘‘perfect storm’’ conditions (e.g., Industriousness in the nurse posi-
tion; Table 4).

Given that faking in actual applicants is around half that re-
ported in directed faking studies (Tett et al., 2005), we estimate
‘‘perfect storm’’ faking effects in selection settings to fall between
d = 1.0 and 1.5. Notably, these estimates do not apply to all appli-
cants, on average, but rather to those posing the greatest risks due
to faking, namely, those low on job-relevant traits yet bright en-
ough to appear well-suited to the job. Such individuals pose four
challenges in hiring. First, they are opposite on targeted traits to
what the organization is looking for. Second, they keep higher-fit-
ting applicants from being hired. Third, motivation to fake can
come from dishonesty, Machiavellianism, and other selfish quali-
ties, which, as traits, may be expected to find counterproductive
expression on the job. Finally, because these individuals are better
able to ‘‘beat the test,’’ they may be especially likely to get away
with negative work behaviors once hired. Targeting this particular
type of applicant, studies of the faking process and corresponding
methods of dealing with the faking problem may advance more
quickly. Faking motivation in true selection conditions is an espe-
cially worthy target for future research in conjunction with the
variables targeted here (cf. Tett & Simonet, 2011).
Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.paid.2011.10.017.
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