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Weeval uated the effects of faking on mean scoresand correlationswith self-reported
counterproductive behavior of integrity-related personality itemsadministeredinsin-
gle-stimulus and forced-choice formats. In laboratory studies, we found that respon-
dentsinstructedto respond asif applying for ajob scored higher than when given stan-
dard or “straight-take” instructions. The size of the mean shift was nearly a full
standard deviation for the single-stimulusintegrity measure, but |essthan onethird of
astandard deviation for the sameitems presented in aforced-choice format. The cor-
relation between the personality questionnaire administered in the single-stimulus
condition and self-reported workplace delinquency was much lower in the job appli-
cant condition than in the straight-take condition, whereas the same items adminis-
tered in the forced-choice condition maintained their substantial correlations with
workplace delinquency.

Paper-and-pencil integrity testing was considered in the early part of the 20th cen-
tury when Hartshorne and May (1928) investigated the use of such tests as predic-
tors of dishonesty in children. Although studied since World War 11 (Betts, 1947,
Houtchens & Betts, 1947), the first commercially published integrity test for job
applicants did not appear until thework of Ash (1971) and his devel opment of the
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Reid Report. Integrity testshave been classified into two types: overt tests, inwhich
respondentsanswer direct questionsregarding attitudestoward theft and past trans-
gressions, and per sonality-oriented tests, inwhich respondentsanswer questionsto
assess personality traits associated empirically with integrity and good job perfor-
mance (Sackett, Burris, & Callaghan, 1989).

Recent literature reviews have described extensive use of integrity testing in
personnel selection (Sackett et al., 1989; Sackett & Harris, 1984; Sackett &
Wanek, 1996). According to some reviews, currently available paper-and-pencil
guestionnaires of integrity have demonstrated only modest validity in predicting
the delinquency of potential employees (Sackett et al., 1989; Sackett & Harris,
1984), but in arecent meta-analysis, Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) re-
ported relatively high corrected validities, averaging .41 for personality-oriented
integrity tests predicting job performance.

FAKING ON INTEGRITY TESTS

Hartshorneand May (1928) mentioned the prevalence of faking and thetypeof dis-
tortion engaged in by children in test-taking situations. Sackett et al. (1989) de-
scribed threetypesof faking in job application testing: faking good, faking bad, and
faking aspecificjob role. Faking good involves responding to the questionnaire so
asto portray oneself inagenerally positivelight, whereasfaking bad represents at-
tempting to present anegative impression. Thethird type of faking isfaking a spe-
cificjobrole, suchasanair force captain or apsychiatric nurse (Mahar, Cologon, &
Duck, 1995). Faking good has particular relevanceto personnel selection andisthe
focus of this study. It haslong been recognized that faking occurs when job appli-
cants are motivated to make a good impression, but itsimpact on validity remains
controversial.

The susceptibility of workplace measures to faking good has been widely re-
searched (Dunnette, McCartney, Carlson, & Kirchener, 1962; Furnham, 1990; see
Sackett et al., 1989; Sackett & Harris, 1984; Sackett & Wanek, 1996, for reviews).
Individuals have been shown generally to be ableto fake good if the situation moti-
vatesthem to give afavorableimpression (Furnham, 1986). Faking good has been
demonstrated to occur with a wide variety of employment selection tests (see
Furnham, 1986, 1990).

DETECTING AND CORRECTING FOR FAKING

Dealing with respondents who distort responses on personality tests has tradition-
ally involved one of two methods (Sackett & Decker, 1979): disqualification of re-
spondents by using lie scales, or correction of scores for faking. Lie scales have
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been used to detect those who are motivated to present an unrealistically favorable
impression, but the problem with disqualification is that it will eliminate without
further consideration some potentially qualified candidateswho might not, in fact,
be conscioudly lying. Correction for faking has been attempted for some published
personality testswith limited success (Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, & Rothstein,
1994; Ellingson, Sackett, & Hough, 1999; Hough, 1998; McHenry, Hough,
Toguam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990). Attemptsto correct for faking arebased ona
suppressor variabl e rationale, but because suppressor variables can have only neg-
ligibleeffectseven under ideal conditions. Atlow to moderatelevelsof validity, at-
temptsto correct scoresfor faking can havelittleimpact onvalidity and are, infact,
misguided and futile (Conger & Jackson, 1972).

Other approaches to the problem of motivated distortion have been proposed.
Nederhof (1985) discussed a comprehensive list of possible solutions, including
their perceived benefits and drawbacks. One approach that is of particular interest
in this research is the use of a forced-choice question format. The recommended
method for creating forced-choice items involves matching items on statistical
properties, such asthe social desirability of items. Notwithstanding the number of
published studies on the forced-choice technique (e.g., Christiansen, Edelstein, &
Fleming, 1998; Dunnette et al., 1962; Graham, 1958; Hicks, 1970; Villanova,
Benardin, Johnson, & Dahmus, 1994; Waters, 1965; Zavala, 1965), its relative
lack of popularity might have stemmed from the technical problems associated
with scale construction, including the difficulties of finding itemsto pair that ap-
pear to be equally valid but in fact are not.

Even though the approaches summarized by Nederhof (1985) are more than a
decade old, research on the detection and correction of faking on job selection
guestionnaires continues. Some might argue that the whole issue is ared herring
with no need for asolution (Barrick & Mount, 1996; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss,
1996). Otherswould disagree. We take up this issue from the standpoints of some
technical issues and empirical data. Given that no conclusive solution to the prob-
lem of faking has yet been demonstrated, the purpose of this study was to investi-
gate atest format that might deter or reduce faking.

FORCED-CHOICE QUESTIONNAIRES

Forced-choice questionnaires represent one possible method of minimizing the
problem of faking in employment testing by making the task of responding desir-
ably much more difficult. If respondents are motivated to make the best possible
impression, being forced to choose betweenitems similar in perceived relevanceto
the job tends to reduce this type of impression management.

The use of forced-choice methodology in personality assessment has been
known since the 1940s through the unpublished work of Horst and Wherry (see
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Zavala, 1965). It was partially through Horst’ s influence that Edwards (1954) de-
veloped the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, a standardized forced-choice
personality questionnaire.

Christiansen et a. (1998) recently argued that criticisms against
forced-choice formats (see Nederhof, 1985) might be overstated. They adminis-
tered personality-adjective scales in single-stimulus (Likert scale) format and in
binary forced-choice format to 350 participants. Half of the participants com-
pleted the scales under normal instructions, and the other half under instructions
to respond as if applying for ajob in sales. Christiansen et al. found that the dif-
ference between the means of the normal instruction group and the applicant in-
struction group was smaller for the forced-choice scales than for the
single-stimulus scales. They aso investigated the correlations of the scales with
a personality questionnaire administered under normal instructions. For the job
applicant conditions, the correlation of the single-stimulus scales with the crite-
rion personality scales was much lower than the correlations using the normal
instructions (“straight-take”) sample, but the correlation for the forced-choice
scales was amost as high for the applicant condition as it was for the
straight-take condition, even though the item formats differed between the
forced-choice condition and the comparison personality scales.

In this research we took steps to minimize the problems associated with
forced-choice test formats. First, we matched personality items with unscored
items and those from several different trait scales that were considered irrelevant
to our counterproductive behavior criterion, so that the issue of the loss of degrees
of freedom due to ipsative total scores was eliminated. Also, many of the items
withinthe other scalesincluded apparently job-relevant content, which madethose
items attractive distractorsfor job applicantswho try to fake. Finally, we used the
tetrad (Dunnette et a ., 1962) or dichotomous quartet method of combining items.
Thedichotomous quartet format matchestwo socially desirableitemswith two un-
desirable items. Respondents are instructed to select, from each quartet, the item
that is most characteristic of their behavior and theitem that isleast characteristic
of their behavior. Dunnette et a. (1962) and others (Jackson & Payne, 1963) rec-
ommended such a procedure to avoid forcing respondents to endorse one of two
undesirable alternatives.

VALIDATING PERSONALITY-BASED
MEASURES OF INTEGRITY

Sackett et al. (1989) studied many examples of possible methods for validating in-
tegrity tests and subsequently grouped them into five categories. polygraph com-
parisons, admissions, future behavior, shrinkage reduction, and contrasted groups.
Of the five, the one of primary interest in this study is correlating the test with
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self-reported behavior, which includes past theft and other counterproductive ac-
tivities. Accordingly, in this study, scores on a personality-based dependability
scale are correlated with self-reported measures of on-the-job delinquency asanin-
dication of the respective correlations with different item formats.

The major purpose of this study is thus to determine whether or not
forced-choice items equated on psychometric properties reduce faking under job
applicant conditions, and whether or not such items maintain correlations with
reported counterproductive behavior under straight-take conditions. We ad-
dressed these questions by administering a personality-based measure of integ-
rity—the Dependability scale of the Employee Selection Questionnaire (ESQ;
Jackson, in press)—under standard or straight-take instructions and under job
application instructions. The ESQ is a personality questionnaire measuring six
factors, derived from an original pool of more than 3,000 items. Only the de-
pendability factor was of interest for this study. One group of respondents com-
pleted single-stimulus versions of the ESQ items under both instructional
conditions, and the other group completed a forced-choice version of the same
items, also under both instructional conditions. We assessed the performance of
the dependability items of both formats under both conditions to evaluate the
relative merits of the forced-choice versus single-stimulus formats with regard to
confronting the problem of faking. We hypothesized that the forced-choice scale
would be less susceptible to faking, in terms of both mean score shifts and dec-
rements in correlation with self-reported counterproductive behavior, than
would the single-stimulus scale.

STUDY 1: DOES FAKING REDUCE PERSONALITY
SCALE CORRELATIONS WITH SELF-REPORTED
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE BEHAVIOR?

Thefirst study involved the administration of dependability itemsto research par-
ticipantsin astandard single-stimulus format. Thiswasintended to provideabasis
for comparison with the sameitems administered under forced-choiceinstructions
in the second study.

Method
Participants
Participantsfor this study were 84 undergraduate students (39 men and 45 women)

with amedian age of 21 years, all of whom reported that they had an employment
history.
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Materials

ESQ: Single-Stimulus Version. Thetraitsmeasured by the ESQ include de-
pendability (integrity or probity, prudence, and responsibility), industriousness (acon-
cernfor excdllence, and seriousness, and perseverance at work), methodical ness (care-
ful attention to detail), agreeableness (desireto please others), extraversion (preference
for socia activity), and independence (willingness to make decisions without assis-
tance). The Dependability scal e was devel oped using items drawn from the Responsi-
bility and Risk Taking scales of the Jackson Persondlity Inventory —Revised (JPI-R,;
Jackson, 1994). The JPI-R was developed using a large item pool (more than 2,000
items) and elaborate Stetistical procedures. The Responsibility and Risk Taking scales
have been found to be substantially correlated with other integrity measures (Mikulay
& Goffin, 1998), withillega substanceuse, relevant peer ratings, and experimental and
self-reported measures of counterproductive behavior (Ashton, 1998; Mikulay &
Goffin, 1998). A set of 120 additional itemsfromtheintegrity domain werewritten and
sdlected for the ESQ Dependability scale on the basis of empirica databearing onin-
ternal consistency, self-reported counterproductivework behavior, and the differentia-
tion of incarcerated and nonincarcerated persons. The Dependability scale used inthis
study contained 17 items administered with a 7-point response scale, ranging from
1(strongly disagree) to 4(neutral) to 7(strongly agree).

Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. The criterion measure used in this
study is the Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (Ashton, 1998), which contains
eight itemsrelated to workpl ace delinquency. Response optionsfor itemsfromthis
guestionnaire used a 6-point scale, with the higher numbers representing a greater
frequency of delinquent acts. Ashton (1998) suggested that response stylevariance
indelinquency scalesmay bereduced by the use of response categoriesthat contain
specific numerical estimates rather than subjective judgments of frequency, (e.g.,
rarely, sometimes, often).

Participants were asked to answer the questionnaire frankly, giving their best
estimate of the total number of various delinquent behaviors they had committed.
Thetypes of work-related delinquent behaviors measured in this questionnairein-
cluded “absenteeism, lateness, alcohol use or influence, safety violations,
goldbricking (i.e., avoiding work during paid time), theft, giving ... free goods or
servicesto friendsor relatives, and vandalism or sabotage” (Ashton, 1998, p. 292).
To ensure frank and accurate responses, participants were assured of complete
confidentiality and instructed not to place their names on the questionnaire.

Procedure

Respondents each compl eted the personality questionnaire under two instructional
conditions—first, the straight-take condition, and then the job application condi-



THE IMPACT OF FAKING 377

tion. In the straight-take condition, participants were instructed to answer as
frankly as possible; this condition was intended to serve as abasis for comparison
with the job applicant trial. In the subsequent job applicant trial they were asked to
answer the items as if they were trying to make a good impression to better their
chancesof gaining ajobthey really wanted. Both the straight-take and thejob appli-
cant trials preceded the modified version of the Workplace Behavior Question-
naire. Norman (1967) recommended that, in repeated-measures studies using per-
sonality tests, the experimental condition should follow the control condition to
limit carryover effects.

Results
Work Experience

The median number of hoursworked per week by respondentswas 10to 14 hr dur-
ing the school year and 30 to 39 hr during the summer.

Dependability Scale

Respondents produced higher mean scores for the single-stimulus Dependability
itemsunder the job application condition than under the straight-take condition (M
=825, =139vs. M =70.9, D =12.4), t(83) = 8.30, p < .001. In terms of the
straight-take distribution, participants scored .95 SD higher under the job applica-
tion condition than under the straight-take condition. This result indicated that
scoresweresubstantially affected by instructing the participantsto respond asif ap-
plyingfor ajob. Intermsof thedirection of score shiftsfrom straight-taketo job ap-
plication conditions, 83% of participants scored higher under the job application
condition than under the strai ght-take condition, 5% of the participants had no dif-
ference in scores, and only 12% scored higher under the straight-take condition
than under the job application condition.

Internal consistency reliability coefficients (Cronbach’'s a) for the Depend-
ability scale were .70 and .79 under the straight-take and job application condi-
tions, respectively. The correlation between the Dependability scores of the two
conditions was .53.

Delinquency Criteria

The eight-item Workplace Behavior Questionnaire had a mean score of 16.7 (SD
= 6.6). Scores ranged from 8 to 40 on this scale, on which the possible range
was 8 to 48. The reliability coefficient was .75, aggregating across all types of
counterproductive work behavior.
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TABLE 1
Reliability and Correlations With Self-Reported Counterproductive Behavior of
Single-Stimulus Dependability Scale

Condition Reliability Correlation
Straight-take .70 A48*
Job-application .79 .18

Note. N = 84. Correlations between the dependability and counterproductive behavior have been
reflected.
*p<.001.

Correlations

Table 1 showsthe correlation of the Dependability scale scoreswiththe Workplace
Behavior Questionnaire. Lack of dependability was significantly correlated with
self-reported past workplace counterproductivity for the straight-take condition (r
= .48, p <.001), but not for the job-application condition (r = .18, ns). The differ-
ence in the correlations between the two conditions was significant (z= 3.00, p <
.001).

STUDY 2: DOES A FORCED-CHOICE
FORMAT REDUCE FAKING?
In the second study, the same Dependability items used in the first study were ad-
ministered, but in aforced-choiceformat using quartets of items. Thiswasintended
to provide acomparison of thefakeability of the single-stimulus and forced-choice
item formats.
Method
Participants
Participants for this study were 106 undergraduate students (36 men and 70
women) with amedian age of 19 years, al of whom reported that they had an em-
ployment history.

Materials

ESQ: Forced-Choice. Personality measures consisted of the same item
stemsasin Study 1. Themethod employed to devel op forced-choiceitemswasfirst
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to identify, for each item, statistical indexes of attractiveness or desirability. Two
such indexes were employed: (a) the actual mean item endorsement proportions
fromasample of 3,760 job applicants, and (b) desirability scalevaluesbased onthe
mean rating of 20 judgeswho estimated, using a7-point scale, thedesirability of the
item in the context of ajob applicant motivated to make agood impression. Items
were placed in dyads using acomputer program designed to match itemsfrom dif-
ferent scaleswith very similar endorsement frequencies and desirability scale val-
ues. High-desirability item dyads were then combined randomly with the item
dyads of low desirability to form quartets of items. These item quartets were then
randomly distributed throughout the test with the restriction that no two quartets
representing the same combination of traits would follow each other.

Each respondent was instructed to choose from each quartet the item member
most characteristic and the item member least characteristic of him or her. Item
memberswere scored +1 if the participant answered that iswas most characteristic
and —1 if the participant answered that it was least characteristic. [tem members
not selected as being most or least characteristic were scored as O for their scale.
Thus, each quartet would contain one +1 score, one —1 score, and two 0 scores,
with reverse-keyed items being appropriately reflected.

Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. The criterion items and the instruc-
tionswerethe same asthosein Study 1. The participants were assured of complete
confidentiality and instructed not to place their names on the questionnaires.

Procedure
Respondents completed the ESQ under straight-take and job application sets con-
secutively, and then completed the Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. The in-
structions and order of the questionnaires were the same asin Study 1.

Results

Work Experience

The median number of hoursworked per week by respondentswas 10to 14 hr dur-
ing the school year and 30 to 39 hr during the summer.

Dependability Scale

Although mean scores for Dependability were higher under job applicant condi-
tionsfor theforced-choiceformat (M =2.9, D =3.6vs. M=1.5,D =4.4),t(105) =
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FIGURE 1 Mean increasesin single-stimulus and forced-choice Dependability scale scores
from straight-take to job applicant conditions.

—3.39, p<.01, these differenceswere much smaller than those obtained for the sin-
gle-stimulus format used in Study 1. In terms of the straight-take distribution, the
average participant scored .32 SD higher under the job application condition than
under the straight-take condition, avalue only about onethird aslarge asthat found
forthesingle-stimulusscalesin Study 1 (Figure 1). Intermsof thedirection of score
shiftsfor individual respondents, 62% of participantsscored higher on the Depend-
ability scale under the job application condition than under the straight-take condi-
tion. Ten percent of the participants had no difference in scores, and 28% scored
higher under the straight-take condition than under the job application condition.

Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s a) were .69 and .55 for the straight-take
and job application conditions, respectively. Despite the moderate reliabilities,
the correlation between the Dependability scale scores in the two conditions was
.56. (Of course, lengthening the 17-item forced-choice Dependability scalewould
increase reliability.)

Delinquency Criteria

The Workplace Behavior Questionnaire had amean score of 15.9 (SD = 6.9). The
reliability coefficient was .76.
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Correlations of Forced-Choice Dependability Scale

Table 2 presents correlations between low dependability and self-reported past
counterproductive behaviors in the workplace. Lack of dependability correlated
with self-reported past counterproductive behaviorsintheworkplace (see Table2).
Workplace Behavior Questionnaire scoresweresignificantly negatively correlated
with both the straight-take (r =.41, p < .001) and job application (r = .36, p <.001)
measures of (reflected) dependability. The difference in the correlations between
the two conditions was not significant (z=0.60, ns).

Thus, the forced-choice Dependability scal€' s correlations were not apprecia-
bly different for the job application and straight-take conditions. The criterion cor-

TABLE 2
Reliability and Correlations With Self-Reported Counterproductive
Behaviors of Forced-Choice Dependability Scale

Condition Reliability Correlation
Straight-take .69 A41*
Job-application .55 .36*

Note. N =106. Correlations between the dependability and counterproductive behavior have been
reflected.
*p<.001.
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FIGURE 2 Correlations of single-stimulus and forced-choice Dependability scales with a
workplace delinquency criterion under straight-take and job applicant conditions.
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relations remained statistically significant and moderately strong even under job
application instructions. Thisis a markedly different result from that obtained in
Study 1, inwhich the single-stimulus Dependability scal e showed much lower cor-
relations in the job application condition than in the straight-take condition (see
Figure 2).

DISCUSSION

Two important differences were found between the single-stimulus and the
forced-choice administrations of the Dependability items. First, single-stimulus
Dependability scores showed a considerably larger mean difference between the
straight-take and thejob application conditionsthan did the forced-choice Depend-
ability measure. Second, for the single-stimulus administration of the items, the
Dependability scale had considerably lower criterion correlationsin the job ap-
plication condition than in the straight-take condition, but under forced-choice ad-
ministration, the correl ations were similar across the two conditions. Both of these
results—the smaller differenceinthe mean shiftsand theminimal decreasein crite-
rion correlations—indicate a lower susceptibility to faking for the forced-choice
format than for the single-stimulusformat. Theresults of our study thus support the
findings of Christiansen et al. (1998), and even show a somewhat greater superior-
ity of forced-choice scales over single-stimulus scales than found in their study.
Our results extend the findings of those of Christiansen et al. to aquartet version of
the forced-choiceformat, to personality-based integrity tests, and, most important,
to workplace delinquency.

Faking poses major problemsfor the use of personality testsin personnel selec-
tion, and there are accordingly important benefits to reducing faking. As we have
demonstrated, respondents under simulated job applicant conditions using tradi-
tional single-stimulus items yield scores that are unredlisticaly high and are
poorly correlated with reported workplace delinquency. Far from representing a
red herring (Ones et al., 1996), faking can have dramatic effects on hiring deci-
sions (see also Rossé, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998) and on correlations with re-
ported counterproductive behavior.

Our results are consistent with those of Douglas, McDaniel, and Snell (1996),
who administered personality and biodata questionnaires under faking and
straight-take conditions to randomly assigned samples of university students, for
whom job performance data from previous employers was a so obtained. Douglas
et al. found that respondents who faked showed substantially higher personality
and biodata scores than did nonfakers. Consistent with our findings, scale
reliabilities were higher in the faking condition. Furthermore, Douglas et al. found
that noncognitive measures administered under faking conditions showed substan-
tia decrement in validity when compared with those administered under
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straight-take conditions. Unlike the instructions in the study reported here, which
asked respondentsto answer the personality questionnaire asif they were applying
for ajob that they really wanted, Douglas et al. instructed respondentsto “make as
favorable impression as possible ... we are not interested in your true opinion,
rather we would like you to identify the most socially desirable response for each
question” (p. 3). From the substantial body of research on social desirability judg-
ments of personality items, it is well known that such instructions yield a strong
group consensus and level individual differences. Accordingly, it would be useful
to replicate the Douglas et a. study with less extreme instructions more typical of
those giventojob candidates. Nevertheless, the Douglaset al. resultsareimportant
because they bear on the most important reason for administering noncognitive
measures, namely, their impact on the validity of job selection decisions.

In addition to improved correlations, a second benefit to reducing the role of
faking in job selection testing is an ethical one. Many potential users of employee
tests decline to utilize them because they believe that it is manifestly unfair to
make job offers to fakers and deny job opportunities to more honest respondents.
Rossé et al. (1998) found statistical support that faking among applicants can affect
who is hired.

A third benefit to reducing the role of faking, one not addressed directly in our
studies but important, is that it permits a more differentiated basis for the use of
personality scalesin hiring (Sackett & Wanek, 1996). Thus, if aparticular person-
aity-oriented job analysis revealed that a certain job required persons with a pat-
tern of distinct traits, ameasurethat contained only onefactor could not provideall
of the relevant information for a decision. The multiple correlation is at a maxi-
mum when all valid predictors are minimally intercorrelated. A one-factor solu-
tion, like that obtained by Ellingson et al. (1999) when respondents faked, will not
yield the same level of predictive accuracy as when there are a number of distinct
valid predictors (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Paunonen, Rothstein, & Jackson,
1999).

Our results are based on a single measure of personality asit relates to self-re-
ported measures of counterproductive behavior. Sometimes, however, profile
measures of personality are used for personnel screening. Usually particular scales
on aprofile measure are aggregated in aweighted or unweighted composite based
on previous criterion validity studies and a cut scoreis applied. In such acircum-
stance the profile measure is susceptible to faking to the extent that the selected
scalesindividually are susceptibletofaking. If alinear compositeisemployed, one
might view the linear composite asasingle predictor scale and evaluate the effects
of faking on score levels and on validity. Given thisinterpretation, the differences
between single measures and profile measures from an analytical perspective are
minimal; they are very similar in terms of their implications for faking. Thereis,
however, a widespread belief among practitioners that the use of heterogeneous
item and scale content in a personality measure makes faking more difficult. This
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isplausible, but we know of no studiesin selection contexts that have investigated
thisissue.

Another potential approach to selection, one that departs from the traditional
linear regression model, isaprofile-matching procedure. Thisinvolvesidentifying
the personality profile of a set of successful or al incumbents and matching the
profile of an applicant to that of the incumbents. Although this procedure is used
widely in the area of vocational interest measurement, with substantial evidence
for validity in terms of classification studies, it has rarely been used in personnel
selection, and itsvalidity has been even morerarely reported in the published liter-
ature. The extent to which such an alternative use of personality profiles might be
less susceptibl e to faking, and whether or not such ameasure might retainitsvalid-
ity under job selection administration conditions, remain open questions. There
are data, however, indicating that judges are quite accurate in identifying the pro-
file of different occupational groupsin vocational interest measurement (Jackson,
2000, pp. 114-118). This raises the possihility that applicants could simulate the
profile of successful incumbents, but the issue is not settled.

It should be recognized that persons simulating the role of job applicants will
not necessarily yield the same results as will real job applicants. Real job appli-
cants might fake more or less than simulators and might produce higher or lower
correlations with counterproductive behavior. Whether the motivational condi-
tions for selection testing differ greatly from those of research testing on incum-
bents also is an open question. Indeed, the conditions under which incumbent
research takes place vary widely, from, for example, questionnaires administered
by external researchers with anonymity for testees, to those administered by orga-
nizational personnel in which respondents are identified. A delineation of theim-
pact on scores and validity of these varying conditions would be useful in deciding
on how much relevance meta-analyses of incumbent personality test validity have
for inferring the validity of tests used for personnel selection.

Our results offer a perspective on findings from a series of meta-analyses of
personality and job performance (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Salgado, 1997;
Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). These studies, in general, did not distinguish
between the conditions of testing, whether under applicant or nonapplicant moti-
vational conditions. Because of the large numbers of respondents in nonapplicant
studies, these data carried considerable weight in meta-analyses, which have been
interpreted as having an important bearing on the use of personality measuresin
selection. However, our data suggest that testing data gathered from respondents
completing personality measures for reasons other than personnel selection have
limited bearing on their usefor job applicants, in the absence of convincing datato
the contrary.

The susceptibility to faking found for the measures used in this study is espe-
cialy remarkable when one considers the extraordinary methods used in scale
construction designed to suppress the role of item desirability in responses to the
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items. Jackson (1970, 1994) outlined these procedures in detail; they include the
development of large item pools and the use of multivariate statistical procedures
designed to maximize item—scale correlations, minimizing relations with desir-
ability and extraneous content. For measures not subjected to similar methods of
scale development, one might reasonably expect more extreme dissimulation ef-
fects. Their emergence with scales constructed using methods designed to sup-
press desirability attests to the strong motivation that job applicants have to
manage impressions.

It is well known that rational job selection procedures can have considerable
economic benefits (Schmidt & Hunter, 1981) and that, in particular, the reduction
of such counterproductive behavior as theft, loafing, and job-related substance
abuse impacts substantially on organizational effectiveness and profitability. Itis
also well known that the utility of selection decisions is a function among other
things of the effectiveness of the selection procedures used. Recently, much atten-
tionin the study of personality and job performance has focused on the validity of
various traditional single-stimulus types of personality measures. Our results sug-
gest an dternative: the value of studying and identifying the means for improving
testing measures by recognizing and controlling for the motivated distortion that
job applicants frequently demonstrate.

It would be desirable to investigate further the impact of faking on the predic-
tion of counterproductive workplace behavior, particularly using other criterion
measures in addition to those based on self-report. However, thisisnot easy. First,
any assessment of personality sponsored by an organization, even if presented as
nonevaluative, islikely to elicit some degree of biasin self-presentation. Second,
itiswidely recognized that only asmall percentage of instances of serious counter-
productive behavior, such as theft, are observed; when they are, incumbents are
usually terminated, consequently becoming unavailable for further personality
assessment.

CONCLUSIONS

1. A forced-choice personality measure of integrity yields only about onethird
of the mean shift in the desirable direction under job applicant instructions than
doesthe samemeasure administered using asingle-stimulusformat. A single-stim-
ulus personality questionnaire showsasubstantial mean shift, nearly afull standard
deviation, from straight-take to job application conditions.

2. A traditional single-stimulus personality-based measure designed to predict
potential workplace counterproductive behavior is less effective at identifying
self-reported workplace delinquency when administered with instructions for
the participant to respond asif applying for ajob. When the same items are orga-
nized into a properly developed forced-choice format, the forced-choice format
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maintainsits correlation with reported workplace delinquency under job applicant
conditions.
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