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L;p predlctlve 1n 1ts own rlght Faklng good is conceptually related to

u;Faklng good on personallty measures has tradit,onally been

“f;conceptuallzed.asba'threat to valldlty. However, many have called,forr,

ﬂl»treatlng faklng good as an 1nd1v1dual dlfference varlable that may beﬂ*

fSelf—Monltorlng, 3001al De31rab111ty, and Impre531on Management In the

”present study, 1t was hypothe31zed that the tendency to fake good on the f

'73;‘B1g Flve personallty dlmen31ons would be correlated w1th hlgher scores

;"on Self—Monltorlng, Soc1al De51rab111ty, and Impre351on Management The

"ngethod 1nvolved a repeated measures de51gn Tlme one was the honest

'ﬂffcondltlon where subjects completed a measure of the Blg Flve personallty

Lo lldlmen51ons w1th 1nstructlons to respond honestly Tlme two was the fake

'::f;condltlon where subject completed the ‘same: personallty measure w1th

]f~1nstructlons to respond as a jOb appllcant attemptlng to glve as good f{f

fﬁ.lmpre351on as possrble 1n order to obtaln the Job Results 1ndlcate that'"f"
']faklng good, as measured by w1th1n subject correlatlons between the
‘vuhonest and fake condltlons,'was not 51gn1f1cantly correlated w1th the .

JCOnstructs of Self Monltorlng, Soc1al De51rablllty, nor Impre531on

o _;Management., Problems assoc1ated w1th the current measures of faklng, as ;

u‘well as 1mp11catlons for future research on the 1nd1v1dual dlfference fw._f o

7[ varlable of faklng good are;dlscussed
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Intrbducfion‘

Human resource seleqtidnbinciudeéjmény potential methods of
assessmenﬁ.- Personalityvéséessmeht is one éuch méfhodp and is a dynamic
field of’fesearch. In pést decades, the use of personality measures as
selection instrﬁments has béen held»in poor regard because of their
quéstionable predictiveness of job related criteria (Guion & Gottier,
.1966f. This}méy have been due to the types of personality meaSurés that‘
v were used to predict job performance. These measures were typically. 
assessments of psychopathology (e.gr, MM?I)‘rather‘thanvspecific
categories of personality traits that could be linked.to specific work
behaviors. However, researchers have switched from using
psychopatholigcal measures of personality to measures of‘pormal range
personality traits‘(e.g., NEO PI); and more recently, the validity of
personalityvmeasures for predicﬁing a variety of job related outcémes
has received empirical support (Barrick &VMOunt,‘l991; Tett, Jacksbn, &
Rothstein, 1991). Recent research indicates that the validity éf:
personality measures is acceptable when the personality conéﬁructs
assessed are part of a widely accepted, ﬁnified framéwork of traits..

Barrick and Moqnt (1991) conducted a meta—aﬁalysis in order to
assess the validity of the Big Five personality dimensions
(Extravefsion, Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
and Intellect) as predictors of job performance. The criteria of job
performance included job proficiency, training proficiency; gﬁd

~personnel data (e.g., salary level and turnovef). The results of their
meta—analysis based bn 117 studies and a total sample of 23,994 revealed

that conscientiousness was a valid predictor for all criteria across. all

job categories (p ranges from .20 to .23). In addition, they found that



:extraversion was a valid predictor for all perforﬁance criteria for two
job types (managers ahd sales).

‘ Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991)‘found reshits similar to those
of Barriok,and Mount (1991). HerVer, their findings suggested that
Barrick and Mount's‘(199l)‘validities were underestimated. Tett, et al.
‘conducted a meta- analy51s on 97 studies w1th 13,521 subjects to
determine the predictive validity of the Big Five personality

' dlmen31ons, Type A personallty, and Locus of Control for job

vvperformance. The overall validity coeffLC1ent for these personallty

measures combined for job performance was .22. Th;s validity coefficient
_ was”larger than Barrick and Mount’s (1991), who looked at the walidity
for each of the Big Five dimehsions'separat’ely° Tett, et al. note that
‘Barrick and Mount’s overall'corrected sampiefweighted mean'COrrelation
was .11, while theirs was .24.

The results of these twovheta—analytic studies provide support for
Hogan’s (1992) conclusion on the use of personality measurement;
h“Despite the peSSimistic conclusions of reviews pUblished'in the 1960’5,
evidence gathered over the past three decades suggests that personallty
1nventor1es can make valid contrlbutlons to personnel selection and
, assessment”’(p 910). In. fact, personallty tests can be valuable>for
selection purposes because of their 1ncremental valldlty over cognltlve
ablllty tests. Personallty tests account for unlque variance that.is not
,accounted for by cognltlve ablllty measures. Another p031t1ve aspect of
personallty tests is that they tend not to have adverse 1mpact. That
'is, they do not impact protected groups under Title VII more harshly
than majority groups.. Thus, not only do personality tests add something
unique to measures of cognitive ability, they also reduce adterse impact‘

when used in combination with measures of coghitive ability (which do



tend to éhéw adve:se impact). ' However, one iésﬁe that has béen viewed
 as potentially compromiéing this.e5£ablishéd vélidity of personality -
charéctefistics iﬁ predicting(a variéty'bf jobirelevant>criteria i§'
‘dissimulatioﬁ. |

Faking in Personality Inventories

Theré is.little‘doﬁbt that faking in persdnalityvmeasures is‘
possible. Research'has_shown‘that subjecfslare capabie of distorting
their scores on pérsoﬁal;ty inventories whén‘instfucted to give as good
an impression és possibie.  Dicken (1960) investigéted*the
susceptibilit§ of the Célifornia Péychological Inventory (CPI) to
response distortidn. The CPI was administered to 100 introductory
psyéhology students. One group‘of students‘was instﬁqcted‘to respond to
the inventory in a ﬁanner that would give the most‘favorable imprgssion
of themseiveé. 'Scéres on the CPI for Students in’thev“good impression”
condition were significantly higher than scoresffor.subjects in fhe
sténdaﬁd test taking condition. | |

Hinrichsen; Gryli, Bradley,’and Katahn (1975) examined the extent .
tb which the Fundamentai Interpérsonal Relatiéns Orientation—Behavior
test (FIRO-B) is susceptible to faking. - This test was given to 60
: undergraduate studentsj There were fhree groups of subjeéts, each with
differént instructions for taking the FIRO-B. The three instructional
conditions were no:mal"(respénd honestly), fake good (role play a job
applicaﬁt seeking ﬁo*appeai'péychological;y well-adjusted), and fake bad
(give the impression of a maladjuéﬁed‘perSOn). Results revealed that
scofes dn the'FIRO—B were ﬁighér for subjects in the fake good ‘condition
as compa:ed‘to subjects in the normal and fake badvconditions. This

.indicates that faking is quite possible for the FIRO-B.


http:group.of

Hough, Eaton, Dunneﬁte, Kamp, and McCloyv(1990) also found that
subjects are capable of distorting their responses to personality
measures in thevdesired_directién. These authors administered a
temperament inventory called ABLE (Assessment of Background and Life
Experienées)ft5.§§é:'9,000 miiitary éersonnel. In bné étudy, subjects
were instructed to either fake good (describe youréelf.in a way that you
think wili ensure that the Army éeletts‘yoﬁ), fake bad (describe
- yourself iﬁ.a way thaf you think will ensure‘that the Army does not
select yoﬁ), or respond honestl& (describe yburself as you really ére).
Results indicated that when instructed to do so, soldiers did
significanﬁly'diétoft their responées. In a separate sample of
applicants at the Military Entrance Processing Station, the authors
identified’those subjects who positively distorted their responses to
ABLE through a Social Desirability scale. The authors concluded that
the applicant sample did not significantly distort their responses since
the mean score was not significantly different from the mean scé;éAof
incumbents. Further, they concluded that response distortion did not
attehuate correlations between ABLE and measures of job performance.

The’preceding studies are representative of the research that has .
shown subjects are capableiof'pogitively distorting their scores on
personality inventories when instructed to give as good an impression as
possible. Because there is muqh evidence to show that faking in
personaiity aSsessméntvcan occur, a primary concern is that the
iﬁformation obtained from personality measures is invalid if faked. In
personnel selection, distorﬁed personality measures are viewed as false
indicators of the traits that are supposed to predict job performanée.
As Hough; et al. (1990) note, “Indeed, thevpossibility of response

- distortion is often cited as one of the main arguments against the use



V]Of persbnallty measure d;_;: 1 »-‘_: ‘10n deClSlonS '(p 581H.

"AE(EPI) These authors adml” 'tered'the EPI to Brltlsh subjects

:i(profess1onals as well as students‘

nd 1nstructed them to elther

‘:present themselves 1n the best poss1ble llght, the ,or

:Ior ‘as honest as pOSSlblew' A separate

"ln terms of 1ts so lal deSLrablllty (how

-qurate each 1tem onlthe EP

vgﬁfacceptablexand llkable a person maklng such“ statement would be v1ewed ol

’ffﬁby 5001ety) Results 1ndlcated that'subjects 1n the fake good condltlohvh”v’?d

C”scored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher on’ the Extraver31on sca e'of the EPI,_and

1gn1flcan‘“y;lower on the Neurotlc1sm scale than subject n:the honest”3

Moreover,‘“fake good” subjects tended o end i‘e ltems that

‘“f’éasufes

1ght”'(Dunnett,'

"'ﬁln the best p0531b et al., 1981, ,,eO)




e d‘lrstortlon, and therefore vlt 1s




¢However, recent research'

*“for non Euro—Amerlcan cultures. In thelr studyl ShUltZ and. C:f.:

'”l:;compared a- soc1al desrrablllty scaleicompleted in Engllsh“to the‘same’

afvscale completed in Spanlsh )

‘*:{ 'management) held true for the Engllsh ver51on sample, the pattern dld

'1lqjja non—Engllsh language._17

'*Fmonltorlng

“5.¢fof 1nd1v1duals

f'ndlcated:that whlle the two

rg”factors of soc1al de31rab111ty (self deceptlon and 1mpre351on

;not hold for the Spanlsh—ver31on sample Hence, researchers need to

,show cautlon 1n 1nterpret1ng thelr results when translatlng scales 1nto:zﬂj?f”:<¥

?:Impre531on Management and Self Monltorlng

Just as lmpre551on management has been found to be a: component offfuilj;L

tisoclal de31rab111ty, lt has also been suggested to relate to self~;

: nyder and Copeland (1989) propose that » A greater ';ﬂ;?';

7funderstandlng of the strateglc dynamlcsllnvolved ln 1mpress1on f‘fl

j?management 1n organlzatlon“l contex's may be galned”by a consxderatlo”



It is reasonable to make the lihk.between impression management
and self—monitoring because they are both processes of self
presentation.e,Arkin and Shepperd (1989) describe the prototypical

vimpression manager as the individual who is high'in'self—monitoring. In

- order to know how and when to present the most favorable impression of

~oneself, one needs to have the Sklll to choose the self- presentatlon and
soclal behavlor approprlate to a variety of social situations (i.e., one
‘ needs‘to’be a’high'self—moniter).
- Caldwell and O’Reilly (1982)iconducted a laboratory experiment to
investigate whether high self—moﬁitoring undergraduate‘business'subjects
would be more likely to engage in impression ﬁanagement tactics than low-
self-monitoring subjects. 'The procedure involved the subjects assumihg
the role of ah administrative_manager. Subjects had to prepare avreport
that explained their hiring decision (as'manager) of an empleyee Qho
subsequently was discharged hecause”of ineptitude. Sﬁbjects were
presented with a list of 34 iteﬁs from’which they were to select.in
order  to prepare the report. .Items were independently judced and
categorlzed as reflectlng either favorable or unfavorable 1nformatlon
concern;ng the manager s decrslon. The degree of subjects’ self—
monitoring orientation was.assessed'by Snyder’s (1974) self—monitoring
scale. - Results‘indicated that subjects who,were high self—monitors‘were
more likely to use items in the report that reflected favorably on their;
decisicn processesvand outcomes. ‘Thus, high self—monitors tended to
endorse‘iteme that]castitheir decisions in a positive light - a tactic
that can‘be perceived of as impressron'management;

Tde results of Caldwell and O’Rellly s study, in combination with
Padlhus’ work suggest that it is reasonable to relate self—monltorlng

and soc1al de31rablllty to the tendency to fake good oh personallty



meaSures; Furthermore, Hogan»(l992):states thatfimpression management
‘lS a tendency or trait that can be assessed by Snyder s (1974) Self—
vMonitoring Scale; and Paulhus (1984) has developed a Balanced Inventory
of De51rable Responding (BIDR) that contains an ImpreSSion Management
-subscale. Indeed, Merydith and Wallbrown (1991) assert that,

' “diSSimulation of presenting oneself in a favorable light is part‘of
soc1al deSirability (p. 898) . Hence, faking good is conceptually

) linked to impreSSion management and soc1al deSirability (Paulhus, 1984;
Merydith & Wallbrown, 1991) as well as self—monitoring (Snyder &.
Copeland, 1989). | .

While it is evident that these factors of social desirability,
’impressieﬁlmanagement,‘and:self;monitoring‘are.related to‘the‘tendency
‘to fake good, this relationship as a mhole has‘not‘beenvempirically
tested Moreover, the notion of faking good and its pOSSlble components

has not been conceptualized within a- larger framework of response bias.

Faking Good and Response Bias

vPaulhus (1991) defines response bias as fa»systematic tendency to-
'respond to a range,of questionnaire itemsbon some bias other than the
specific content (i.e., what the items were designed to measure)”.(p.b
" 17).. Response bias is a broad term which includes an entire range of
‘biases. Eurnham’(1986) lists some ofuthese biases:‘ socially:desirable,
faking good, faking bad, acquiescence, nay saying, and extremity.. |
‘Depending on the consistency of the manner in which individuals respond,
a“response bias could be a response set (a.temporary response bias or a
‘reaction to situational demands),.or avresponse style (a response bias
that is consistently displayed‘across time and in various situations).
That is, response styles represent consistent individual differenbes

(Paulhus 1991) while response sets are'unfenduring reactions.



Dissimulation refers to a specific kind.of response bias where the
respondent 1ntentlonally attempts to respond in a manner that will
convey a certain 1mpresslon-(Furnham,v1986, Merydlth & Wallbrown, 1991).
Depending onvone’s motivation then, any type of response bias could be
viewed as dissimulation. Furthermore, depending on one’s motivation end
1ntent10ns, dlSSlmulathn may be viewed as negatlve or natural. Elliott
‘(1981) reviews dlfferent 1nterpretatlons of conscious dlSSlmulatlon.

» While some view it as lying, Cattel, Eber, and Tatsuoka (as cited in
Elliott; 1981) view it as produced.‘half—unconseiOusly’.in selection
contexts. Heilbrun (1964) asserts that responding in order to give a
éood impression or appear socially desirable is not necessarily
deliberate dissimulation or lying. Responding in a socially desirable
manner is the way normal, healthy people respond.

Elliott (1981) argues that putting one’s best foot forward in a’
selection context is related to adaptiveness, “ If people lack the'
ability to adapt or if they misperceive the appropriate norms aed‘adapt
to something else, they are likely to be rejected” (p. 14). Seiédedes
(1993) is also a proponent of the predictive utility of the tendency to
fake good; He views faking good as an_intelligent’form of adaptatidn,
where individuals utilize all their capabilities to adapt to the
surrounding demands. Hevsuggests that intentionally giving a -good
impression is not a form of lying or deliberate faking: “It is not
necessarily negative from the subject’s viewpoint to show the best
‘ego,’ because; in some settings, that could be the Qay to adapt to the
circumstances” (p.. 91). Thﬁmin and Barclay (1993) even propose that
those individuals with the tendency to fake good may be brighter, more
perceptive, and more insightful, and as such “are the same individuals

who would perform particularly well on the job” (p. 15). Thus it would

10



in some c1rcumstances,,fakfng good 1s’a =

_g good 1s a‘vype of response blas or form of dlSSlmulatlon-fv”E'

igwhlle‘some v1ew 1t as false presentatlon, many v1ew t:as an adaptlvevf”

_fablllty (Selsdedos, 1993) that leads to p051t1ve'outcomes (Thumln &

“3}Barclay, 1993) The tendency to fake good lS also theoretlcally related“

hto self-monltorlng,

”al desrrablllty,,and 1mpre331on management, as

b’dlscussed above._ However, theretls no model of response blas whlch

'“?1ncorporates faklng good andylts pos51ble components. In the present

?wstudy,.I attempt to develop and test such a model (see flgure)

To the extent that there are rellable a53001at10ns between faklng’

"rjgood,»self—monltorlng, 5001al des1rablllty, and 1mpre551on management,.U

"ﬂlt 1s worthwhlle to lnvestlgate how these factors may account for

fd{varlance 1n 1nd1v1dual dlfferences in faklng good37ff?7q*”’7

>>:rEak1ng Good as an Ind1v1dual leference Varlable e

;ffRather Than a Contamlnant

Faklng good on selectlon 1nstruments has been v1ewed as a

,contamlnant to the accuracy of self reports.> People who score hlgh on

',_soc1al desrrablllty scales are. assumed to be faklng good (1 e.,,engaglng”ﬁ”

”f‘ln lmpre351on management) ivConsequently, the reports of these‘;d '

,=1nd1v1duals a e;con51dered 1nvalld, and are often rejected because{they

~jjare,vrewedvys not tapplng the construct of lnterest (Zerbe & Paulhus,’i"

fHoweverf» 1sx1mportant to dlstlngulsh between spurlous effects%x

”*f~fon personallty scores andkpatterns of what may be personallty structure.rif

"bffTo the extent that the effects of p051t1ve response blases are spurlous,;_“7;~»'

) 1ndeed threatened,_but to the extent that there are f.‘

con51stent ‘ffects based n the tendency to fake good, then these ”#’“11 :

.preffects are potentlal 1nd Jidual dlfference varlables that may be




'fpredlctlve 1n thelr own rlght. In rev1ew1ng Cronbach's assertlons on .

lresponse sets, Jac son and Me351ck (1958) suggest that the tendency to e

"hffake good may “not always be temporary and tr1v1al, but may have a

”_stable and valld,component whlchhreflects a con31stent 1nd1v1dual styleabl

v,Addltlonally, they suggest that for ;,"

B certaln clrcumstances, personal response styles (Wthh are consxstent SN

across(tlme and sltuatlons Qhould be enhanced as opposed to belng

’f'av01ded or corrected.~v R

Instead of}‘onceptuallzlng fakln lgood as a- contamlnant or'

- somethlng negatlve, the tendency to fake good can be concelved of as anl}”

“hh 1nd1v1dual dlfference varlable Indeed Furnham (1986) supports thls'v

proposltlon .‘“Rather than con51derlng soc1al de51rablllty a mere
:ﬁresponse artlfact that threatens the valldlty of self—reports 1t should
‘fhbe seen as a substantlve tralt useful in predlctlng beav1our (p;‘398);
» 1Inihls revlew of 1ssues of faklng 1n personallty 1nventor1es; Hagéﬁ;'
yy(1992) statesv"' B i
.;; 1t seens reasonable to conclude that the ablllty to
Efenhance scores on a personallty lnventory is ltself a
,personallty varlable ; In this llght, dlss1mulatlon, when.
;’1t ex1sts, becomes less serlous as a problem to overcome and" ‘j‘:f
hlnstead becomes an rmportant 1nd1v1dual dlfferences varlable.
sﬁ(p_“904) R L B L .
Rynes (1993)v11kew15e calls for turther research on the Qfactors‘ifo'

that underlle 1nd1vrdual dlfferences 1n ‘fake good' abllltles (p 265).

"‘tagMoreover,-McCrae and Costa (1989) argue that faklng good should be

*“con51dered a substantlve tralt that may be predlctlve of lmportant

_s'that there is practlcal 1mportance 1nt'"”

W\

7ffthe ablllty'of subjects to present a good plcture of themselves,,w{;;‘l”.7:




t'f‘fa131f1catlon of test scores and the capacrty to do so may be a

;personallty varlable of con31derable 1mportance 1n its. own rlght rather-51

- fthan merely an undesrrable and 1nc1dental factor to be‘ corrected for’”‘i

(. 253) | | o
. Canter (1963) conducted a study comparlng the CPI responses of a f}
#fgroup of well—adjusted appllcants to a group of presumably poorly 5':"‘

hadjusted, 1nvoluntarlly admltted alcohollc patlentssi Both groups weié .l_:
f'bencouraged to fake good 1n thelr responses by the lnstructlons, “lmaglne.‘

. you are applylng for a ]ob you really want and your employer w1ll judge -

’ _“from thls test whether to hlre you or not. Answer the test 1n such a

_‘way as. to glve ‘the. best p0551ble 1mpre531on of yourself” (pv 254)
Better adjusted subjects were able to 1ncrease thelr CPI scores more
”ythan poorly adjusted subjects. Thls suggests that some: people can
-tenhance thelr scores on personallty tests more than others, and they are;*'
.Wdlstlngulshable by good adjustment. Thls“further supports the notlon
t‘that people dlffer in, thelr tendency to fake good. ‘ : i
i’Summary‘ o -

: czTaken together, these studles“clearly supportvconceptuallzlng T o

J»faklng good as an 1nd1v1dual dlfference varlable ) Moreover, many

'»'researchers have proposed the predlctlve utlllty of the tendency to fakeb.' o

good.f There has been much research to support that faklng good canﬂ:wn“
"happen, and there has been debate on whether or not, and to what extent '
“3’1t threatens valldlty : However, what has not been examlned 1s how | 7
Jdpeople dlffer ln thelr tendency to fake good, and what factors‘can‘
‘dlstanUlSh between those who possess thrs tendency and use 1t,,from ”.;n'
v .H‘ned 1n terms of group
'lidlfferences, and lt appears that no’study.has attempted to treat the

.4tendency to fake good as a w1th1n—sub3ect 1nd1v1dual dlfference




variable" Previous research-has shoun thatvfaklng can happen (as.
tdetected through group comparlsons of honest and fake condltlons),
fhowever, there is still' no. 1ndlcatlon of why people can fake good. - The
'model tested ln the present study w1ll help 1llum1nate the underlylng
f}reasons for why people ‘can dlsplay thlS faklng good tendency.

There 1s valuable 1nformatlon that can be gained from 1dent1fy1ng

'1";7the factors that account for varlance in the tendency to fake good

75Research 1ndeed suggests that thlS tendency may be predlctlve of
organlzatlonal outcomes such as job performance (Krledt & Dawson, 1961,
Kacmar; Delery; & Ferrls, 1992 " Rach & Ruch 1967 Wayne & Ferrls,
l990) Yet before outcomes can ‘be: predlcted from thls tendency, it
needs to’ be studled (l)'w1th1n 1ts framework of response blas,vand,(Z)
has it relates to and can be accounted for by other factors..

*Impllcatlons‘

The present study nlll ‘add 1mportant lnformatlon to the research
‘von personallty assessment and response blas because 1t appears that no -
. study has examlnedhfak;ngvgood_as'anvlndlv;dual dlfference varlable,
- even thoughxmany have called‘forvthis:treatment (éanter,vl963; Furnham;
1986; Hogan, 1992*‘Jacksonh& Messick' 1958; Rynes; 1993). Moreoyer} the
present study puts a‘unlque perspectlve on the tendency to fake ‘good in
that faklng good is percelved as a positive, adaptlve, and potentially
predlctlve varlable as opposed to 1ts usual treatment as a threat to
‘3valrd1ty (Hough, et al,,u1990). oRather than examlnlng how fakingvgood
may'or may'not contaminate valldity, we should investigate the
. constructs'to'which‘lt is related.

‘gMoreover, this study‘iS‘one”of.few that havelattempted to assess
lndividual»differences‘in faking good_through aﬁwlthin—subjeCt

: procedure..nPrevious.research has‘detected thefpresence of faking ‘good’
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throughbgroup differences. Peéple are onlyvidentified as faking good
when they are compared to the mean of the group iﬁ‘the honest cﬁndition;
This Eetween—sdbject method fails to detect any differencés among
individuals in the tendenc? to fake‘good. The present . study not only
attempts to‘deteCt individﬁal differences in faking good, bﬁt also
exaﬁines the éotential factors that may explain variance in this
‘tendéncy.

It is_anticipated that the reshlts of this»study wili support the
hypothesis that'sb, SM, and IM are.all significantly related.to the
tendency to fake good, and account for variance in this individual
difference variable. To the extent that this holds true, further study
of faking good as a predictor‘of important organizational outcomes is
warranted. Faking good may be related to‘job performance‘in certain
positions and circumstances (Kriedt & Dawson, 1961; Kacmar, Delery, &
Ferris, 1992; Ruch & Ruch, 1967; Wayne & Ferris, 1990). If these
relations between faking good, SM, SD,. and IM are found to be rébﬁét,
ahd if the tendency to fake godd is reliably predictive'of job
performance in certain circumstances, faking good should not be
something in need of correction, but conéeivably something for which can

be tested.

Hypotheses

1) It is hypothesizediﬁhat there will be significant correlations
between the tendency to fake good on a personality inventory and the
concepts of self-monitoring (SM), social desirability (SD), and
impression manaéement (IM).‘ ThiS'médel will be tested using structural
equation analysis, where the latent variables of SM, SD, and IM are
predicted to have positive paths to the latent variable of faking good

(see figure 1). This model will be statistically tested for ‘goodness
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'M‘:]of flt’ to the sample data, whlch?w1“

vbe'comprlsed of the observed

Jf;varlables of faklng good, S.,‘hdh‘:f ff;“ ,hese observed varlablwﬁ

‘be measured usrng thelr respectlve scales, whlle faklng good w1ll be’sle'7"7

'3iassessed by a w1th1n—subjec'

ftechnlque dlscu‘sed below.~.

' To the extent that the factors Jf SM,.SD, and IM are emplrlcally

",l_?related to faklng good, 1t 1s;further hypothe31zed that those people who’*‘

‘”fﬂﬁhave the tendency to‘fake good on:: :he personallty 1nventory W1ll be’

"‘ufdlstlngulshed by hlgher scores on SM, SD,‘and IM, whlle those who do not“,:f

hexhlblt the tendency to fake good w1ll have lower scores on’ these‘

W;“?scales. Thus, SM, SD,‘and ™ w1ll be multlple predlctors of‘the tendency¢,7”

ffto fake‘good and w1ll account for the varlance 1n thls tendency

Y Method

’;SubjeCts”'

323 subjects were recrulted from undergraduate and graduate f A

:Psychology courses at CSUSB Cohen s power table (Cohen, 1992) suggests L

»‘,that for three predlctors and for medlum power at a e 05, 76 subjects “h"

‘,lper predlctor should be used Thus for the three predrctors of SM, SD,f“gm

and IM, 228 subjects were requlred for adequate power

: ,d225 of the part1c1pants were female, 92 were male, and'E”did notn:n

t.specrfy.v43% of the part1c1pants were Caucas1an, 24 5% were'. Hlspanlc,rw.f

7_13 9 were Afrlcan Amerlcan, 5‘9°' ~efA51an, 4 3 were Flllplno, 1 2°

”‘~were Natlve Amerlcan,.O 9% were A51an Pac1f1c Islander, and 3. 4% s T
[;ndlcated other. 29 4% of the sample were freshman, 23 5 were_’”"‘d"

v’sophomore,.lZ 79 were junlor, 25 1% were senlor, and 7 7 were:graduatef@f

L sdeRbE e By




eMaterlals.r'
The personallty measure ‘was the 1nstrument on whlch the tendency

..to fake was assessed.n For the purposes of thlS study, 1t was 1mportant-l

to utlllze a personallty measure that 1s (l) fakable, and (2) relevant

fto the selectlon context descrlbed in theffnstructlons to part1c1pants

’f(see the Procedure sectlon) A personallty dlmen51on that fltS thesev‘

ﬁ"_flentlousness, part of the Blg Flve Personallty

lemenSions. Con301ent1"usness descrlbes -one’ who 1s careful, thorough,

,'y”organized,fplanful, hari_‘_rklng, achlevement orlented,_and perseverlng"
'T(Barrlck & Mount, 1991 Carver & Scheler,.l992 ). " The concept of |
‘lconsc1entlousness is termed dlfferently by dlfferent authors.: A.;v
hcompllatlon of these synonymous labels 1s taken from Barrlck and Mount
(1991) and ‘Carver and Scheler (1992), and 1ncludes conformlty,‘v
‘dependablllty, w1ll to achleve, respon51b111ty, and conscrence. Peabody g
and Goldberg (1989) suggest that consc1ent10usness relates to the llfe
domaln of work, Wthh would explaln the ublqultousness of thls h.‘;
personallty domaln in jOb related contexts (Barrlck & Mount, 1991)
iSlnce thls ‘dimension of personallty was used to measure the tendency to
ﬁfake, lt was necessary to ensure that subjects who were hlgh 1n 7
’Consc1entlousness in. both the honest and fake condltlons (1 e.,vthose
-who dlsplayed no srgnlflcant 1ncrease in scores between the honest and -
fake condltlons to be descrlbed below) would not be confounded w1th |
'f‘subjects who do not have the tendency to fake.l That lS, subjects who.
‘iare at the celllng for a personallty construct have no room to enhance
.tthelr scores,vand thus would not dlsplay an: 1ncrease in scores from tlme-“

".one to tlme two. These subjects would consequently be 1dent1f1ed as’ not

'faklng good due to thelr hlgh scores on the personallty dlmen51on..'



In an effort to alleviate this potential ceiling confound,
subjects ‘were assessed on all dimen31ons of the Big Five (ExtraverSion,'

Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, ConSCientiousness, and Intellect)

. u51ng Saucier’s (1994) Mini-Marker s for the B1g Five (see appendix a).

This measure is ‘a subset of Goldberg s 100 unipolar Big Five markers,

and has comparable reliability to it (Saucier, 1 994). Saucier (1994)
reported reliability coefficients for each dimension: Extraversion (a
= .83); Agreeableness (a ='.81); Conscientiousness (o = .83); Emotional

Stability (o = .78); and Intellect (o = .81). The present stndy used

Saucien’s mini—markefs in two conditions - honesn and fake (see
procedure) . The reliability coefficients on each dimension for the
honest condition include: Extraversion (a = f82); Agreeableness (a =
.76); Conscientiousness (a = .88); Emotional Stability (a = .72); and
Intellect (a = .77). The reliability coefficients for the fake good
condiﬁion were a = .76 for Extraversion, a = .79 for Agreeableness,

o = .92 for Conscientiousness, a = .76 for Emotional Stability, and o =

.73 for Intellect.

The tendency to fake good was assessed by a measure. of the
consistency of a given subject’s responses to Saucier's‘Big Five Mini-
Markers (1994) under two conditions: honest and fake. This method
involved correlating subjects’ scores from the honest and fake
conditions. Lautenschlager (1986) argues that this within-subject
correlation  (r.sr) is more sensitive to individual differences in faking
than other methods[ thus, it is certainly appropriate in the present
study, ‘As- Lautenschlager (1986) notes:

Large positive values will tend to indicate very

‘consistent subjects, generally those subject who
change their responses very little under the different
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response [conditions] (It is possible that some of

‘these individuals are consistent fakers under both

response [conditions], but then no method outside of

external validation will detect them). Strong

negative correlations will tend to indicate subjects

.who go to different extremes under the two response

sets, i.e., exhibit the most faking. Thus, the range -

of values of the correlation indicate to some extent

the degree of accuracy with which a given individual

responds to the items under'the‘F condition relative

to the H condition (p. 311).
S Gordon and7Gross (1978) propose two other methods for detecting
» faking: mean differences in scores that were obtained under the H and F
conditions'(Meanp - 'Meany); and the variance of these same difference
scores . (S%) . Lautenschlager notes that the first method is inseﬁsitiVe
to individual differences in faking, but the second isn’t. However, the
secbnd is insensitive to constant discrepancies. Thus Lautenschlager’s
method using within-subject correlations (rwrs) will be employed to
asséss the tendency to fake good.

Self—Monitoring was assessed by Lennox and Wolfe’s(1984) revised

Self Monitoring scale. As Lennox and Wolfe note, Snyder’s (13874) SM
scale confounds acting ability with the ability to modify one’s self
presentation in daily social interactions. Therefore, Lennox and Wolfe
(1984) developed a Revised Self-Monitoring Scale that defines the self-
monitoring construct in a more parsimonious and empirically logical
manner. Whereas Snyder’s original scale has five components, the
present only has two. Snyder’s multidimensional scale “extends beyond
the limits of the construct, creating a situation in which its factors
compete with one another” (Lennox and Wolfe, 1984, p. 1350). The
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale contains 13 items and two subscales:
ability to modify self presentation (coefficient alpha = .77), and

sensitivity to expressive behavior of others (coefficient alpha = .70).

The scale as a whole has a coefficient alpha of .75 (see appendix b).
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fThellnclusaon of the sen31t1ve'to.expre351vebbehav1orvof others 1s»?;s

'?justlfled glven Snyder s deflnltlon of the hlgh self—monltor as one who‘hﬂ
possesses the ablllty to attend to the behav1or of others, and use 1t as;;
‘i a cue to gulde self presentatlon (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) Thls method ofi

”i’asse351ng self—monltorlng lS congruent w1th 1ts conceptlon 1n the

uvgvpresent study,{and thereby was the most approprlate way to measure 1t

i?ﬂ:iThe present sample obtalned a coefflclent alpha —u.726 for ablllty to

”:modlfy self presentatlon, and a coeff101ent alpha ‘.668 for sen31t1v1ty f'

L. to expre351ve behav1or of others. The scale as a whole had coeff1c1ent

: a.lpha- _ ‘:75{7

o Soc1al De31rab111ty was measured by usxng the total score for
‘féaulhus’ Balanced Inventory of De51rable Respondlng (BIDR) whlch
‘”measures two constructs Impre551on Management and Self- Deceptlve

Mp*Enhancement (see appendlx c). When all 1tems are*summed for=a measure;of.‘

:soc1al de51rable respondlng, the coeff1c1ent alpha is 83 (Paulhus,‘ k |
991) Thel‘coeff1c1ent alpha ln the current sample for Soc1al

‘h,De51rab111ty is .820.d”; ;

| Impre551on Management w1ll be assessed by Paulhus Impre531on

~:leanagement subscale of the BIDR Coeff1c1ent alphas range from 75 ‘to
86 for thlS subscale (Paulhus, 1991) The current sample obtalned a

‘coefflc1ent alpha < 816 for Impre351on Management For the subscale of

'Self Deceptlve Enhancement, coeff1c1ent alpahs range from 68 to .80

‘(Paulhus;‘1991) The coeff1c1ent alpha for Self Deceptlve Enhancement ln‘

the current sample is ,65; |

| "A measure of general lntelllgence was added as‘an exploratory

“imeasure in. order to rule out the alternatlve hypothe51s that general

'ulntelllgence (“g”l would account for: more Varlance in the tendency to'

,dfakelgoodhthan"SM, SD, or IM Thls measure is a 40 ltem, splral omnibus
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'Imaglne that you are applylng for-a - job
uwa‘nt.,‘ and your "'prospectlvehemployer w:Lll determlne from thJ.




. ,deceptlve enhancement (SDE) and the g measure are reported in table l,~.

The rellabllltles obtalned 1n thls sample for SM, SD, IM, and SDE are
’ucomparable to those reported by the authors of these scales. The meansf

'.,and standard dev1atlons for SD and the two subscales (IM and SDE) are

ﬂf{;comparable tohwhat Paulhus reports (Paulhus, 1991) There were no-

’normatlve data avallable for the SM scale used 1n thlS study regardlnd
descrlptlves. ‘The. mlnlmum and max1mum values, means, standard
‘;idev1atlons, coeff1c1ent alphas,,and test retest rellabllltles for each R

“scale on the Blg Flve on both the honestvand fake condltlons are. '
'ereported in- table 2. The rellabllltles of the Blg Flve dlmen31ons are
'3 also comparable ‘to the rellabllltles reported by Sauc1er (1994) rThe_1'
means and standard dev1atlons for. the w1th1n subject correlatlons
'between the honest and fake condltlons for each dlmen51on ‘on the.Blg
Five are reported in table.3 | L |

‘: Part1c1pants 51gn1flcantly 1ncreased thelr scores from tlme one

‘h(honest) to time two (fake) on each of the Blg Flve dlmen31ons. Results
from these tetests'are reported in table 4. There were 31gn1flcant |
: correlations:hetheenrmeans on the éig‘Five~dimensions (both'honeSt and
.fake condltlons)‘with SM sD, IM SDE, and the g measure (see table 5). .
'An 1nterest1ng finding is the 51gn1f1cant decrease in the correlatlons
w1th\SD from the honest condition to the take condltlon for |
vConscientiousness. On thls dlmen31on, there was a significant decrease
(g@&ve 2.43 }_gﬁn = 96, p < sQS) ih the correlatioh between‘mean
:_3cores in'the honest'conditionfand SD‘(E ;hm355, p < .Ol)‘from the‘
correiation”betweentthe‘mean in the fake conditron andfspf(£‘= .210, p <
.Qlj{‘The correlation between\the means on Cohscientiousness and the g

measnre significant;y increased;(fbmv= -3.38 > Z.s, = £1.96, p < .05)
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from the‘honest (r= .- 027 'B‘>'.05) to the fake (r = .243, p < .01)
condition. The correlation between the means on Emotional Stability and

the g measure also significantly inCreased (gmm = -2.02 > z.025 = £1.96,
p < .05), from the honest (r = .105, é < .01) to the fake (r = .266, p <
.01) condition. |

Thevwithin—subject correlationS’forvthevhonest and fake conditions
’(rﬁw;:the index for faking) were transformed to z scores ﬁsing Fisher’s
r tc z formula-(HoWell, 1992) in order tc ensure an approximately normal,
) sampling distribution of IunF- These transformed within- subject
correlations ( wm) were not Significantly correlated Wlth SM, SD, nor
IM for any of the Big Five dimenSions The correlations of these
transformed Within subject correlations With scores on SM, SD, IM, SDE,
and the g measure are reported for each Big Five scale in table 6. The |
r’/ar for Emotional Stability was Significantly:correlated with scores on
the g measure (r = -.211; p<.01). The r’wr fcr'CQnscientiousneSS"
significantly correlated with scores on SDE (£.=.,112; p<.05) . SM was
significantly.correlated with SD (r = .128,’2 % .0L) . IM lr = ;899, p <
.oi),_and SDE (£,= .816, p < .01) ﬁere also signiﬁicantly correlated
with'SD,bas would be'expected'since they arevsubscales of Social
DeSirability (see table 7) | .

Subjects tended to fake more (as evidenced by a lower average

r’ wr) on the scale of Agreeableness (M umr = -3993, §Q;wms= .63601)

than on Intellect (M pue = .57508, SD pusr = .62840) (Zepe = —.2161 < Z 025
= $1.96, a = .05). Subjects also tended to exhibit more'faking on
Conscientiousness (M qwr = .38584, SD pwar = .47591) than on Intellect

(Zopt = —2.3503 > z.qp5 = ¥1.96, a = .05).
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To examine the first hypotheSis, a test of goodness of fit was
conducted u51ng five multiple regreSSion analyses. U51ng Simultaneous
Fsentry, the r wHE for each scale was used as the criterion, and SM, SD, o
:IM, and the g measurevwere used as predictors. Results from these
multiple regreSSion analyses are in table 8.vSince these adjusted R® as
,v;goodness ofifit'indices;were not. srgnificant (except for the Adjusted R’
‘forfﬁmotional Stability,hbut even here it is extremely small) the
proposed structural equation analySis was. not carried out. |

Analyses were conducted on just the‘cases that were (1)
}identified to be extreme fakers and (2) extremely conSistent -This was.
vdone in order to 1solate the effects occurring just for these extremes
This was determined by ‘selecting only those cases that were less than or -
equal to thev33rd perCentile; and’greater than or equal to:the,66th
percentile on the faking index for each of the~dimensiOns.“.Thus,
extreme fakers’were’identifiedvby veryvlarge, negative values for .
~zﬁw(the lowest 33 percent for‘these values on each dimenSLOn), and
‘extremely con31stent subjects were identified by very large and pOSltlve
‘values for r rmm (the highest 33 percent for‘those'values on each
dimension). T—tests were performed in order(to‘determine if extreme
fakers scored'significantly higher on the dimensions'in the:honest and
kfake conditions than the non—fakers. For the fake good condition on
Extraver31on (time 2), extreme fakers (; 6.72 ;jg_ 1. 16) scored
"significantly higher_[t(209) 3.584, p < .000] than extreme non-fakers :
fakers (M = 6.14 , SD = 1.17); Extreme fakers (M =7.l4, gg = 1.05)
aalso scored Significantly higher than the extremely conSistent subjects
(M =6.22, §Qd= 1.36) on_the fake‘condition of Emotional Stability
[£(209) = 5.517, p < ".}0'.001. The extremely consi‘stent subjects (M = 6.86

", SD ="1.05) scored significantly higher on the honest condition of

24 -



Conscientiousness [3(212) = -3.802, p < .000] than the extreme,fakers (M

.Originally, I'.ur Was proposed as the‘index of faking. Howavef
‘opposite to what wae hypoﬁhesized,‘bositive correiatiens between this
index and SM, SD; and. IM were obtained.‘In‘order to get e broader sense‘
Qf the felationships between feking’good and SM, SD, and IM, tWO’othef
indieee of faking were calcﬁlated._ These'were Meansake — MeaNpnonest (D@)
for each individual, es wellvas the:within—subject'variance of the
differences in responses to the items under the honest and fake
,cohditions‘(S{m). Greatefbvalues foerm are associeted‘with more faking

(a change in thevpositive'direction from honesﬁ to fake). G#eater
values of S%p are also essociated with.mofe faking, while smeller values
indicate subjects who give very coneistent responses. However, asi
Lautenschlager (1986) notes; Sﬂm is insensitive to constant
discrepancies. Nevertheless, this index of faking was examined ip an
effort to better understand the‘eonstruct of faking good. Whenvbm.is
used as a measure of faking, it is evident by correlations with SM, SD,
and IM (see table 65 that faking goed is negatively associated with
these constructe. That is, the more subjects tended to fake good (i.e., '
the greater the positive ehange from honest to fake) the lower these
subjects were on SM, SD, and IM. Additionally, Drz @as a faking index was’
positively correlated with highef scores on the g measure for
Extrave;sion, Conscientiousness, and Emotional Stability. However, .when
s’ is used as an index of faking, the relationship between faking good
and\SM, SD, and IM is further cldﬁded. The correlations between these
consf;ucts and Sﬂm‘for each dimension of the Big Five are non-
significant, and some are negative while others are positive. When S

is used, there were:significant cotrelations between SDE and faking good
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. for Agreeableness (r = .151, p < .01), and Emotional Stability(r =..119,
k.g"< ;05), Moreover, faking godd.(sam)'on"Emotional Stebilityfis“
negatively associated with higher scoresvon the g measure (r = -.113, p

< ..05).

| Dieeussien

"The hypofhesis'that faking good‘on a.personalityvmeesﬁre‘would be
Correlatéd with the constructs of Self—Monitoring (sM), Social‘
Desirébility (SD), and Impression Managemeht (IM) was'not_eupported.
Faking geod (as measured by the within—subject ;orrelation betweeh
ecores.on each~of‘the Big Five‘sceles in the honest and fake conditions)
was not significantly éorrelated’withvany of tﬁe-scales. Therefore in
the context of this study, students displayed the‘tendency to fake good
or not fake‘good fegardless of their orientations on SM, SD, and IM. |
These’results imply»thet faking good as an individual difference‘ |
variable is a unitary and separate construct, unrelated to constructs of
self-presentation.
| A measure of general intelligencevwas employed in tﬁis sﬁudy in
order to rule out'ah‘alternative hypothesis that “g” would account. for
any potential individual differences in faking, rather than SM, SD, or
IM. Thereewas no eVidence for this alﬁernative hypothesis. In fact,
faking.good:dn‘EmQtional Stability was negatively correlated with scores
on the g‘measu;e. Thus, those individuals‘who dieplayed,the tendency to
fake good on thie particﬁlar dimeﬁsionialso scored lower on tﬁe g
measﬁre. The»fact that individual differences in faking good were‘net
related fo geherai intelligence lends more credit to the notion that

faking ‘good is a unified and sepafate construct.
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One factor that may have contrlbuted to the non—SLgnlflcant 3’
".»correlatlons between r’@m for each dlmen51on of the Blg Flve and the

‘,v'scales of SM, SD,»and IM 1s the lack of stablllty of these w1th1n—""

'dsubject co:relat:ons.‘These'covrel tlons were based on elght 1tems for

Wthh was s

"nsc1ent”‘usness}

confldence 1nterval around*rmm'for Consclentlousness is i 4753, more

”ﬂthan one and a half standard de 1atlon unlts The w1dth of the,, ”"ﬁu

,,i 3conflden¢e 1ntervals for Extraver51on, Agreeableness, Emotlonal
'Stability;”and”1§t511e¢t”is i:;8765,fgreater‘thanvtwogstandard f,;":

defiationsfforﬂthese]withinesubje¢t correlations;'fTherefore‘theﬁtrueVHfV*

'naluesfforhrﬁgﬁacroSS sdalee rangeufron (plus or mlnus) one and a half’
e_to ‘two. standard dev1atlons from the obtalned w1th1n~sub3ect "‘,h:‘ |
Fai‘correlatlons.fleen these confldence 1ntervals,,the w1th1n~subject
f-fcorrelatlons must be 1nterpreted w1th cautlon., Indeed, Lautenschlagerdf
>¥1(1986) notes. that’when rww lS used as an 1ndex of faklng, longer
‘iﬂquestlonnalres should be employed ln order to yleld more stable Wlthln—
h‘,subject correlatlons.vAddltlonally, large sample 31zes should be used to

hw:fcontrol for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences ln rellablllty.,Whlle the sample 31ze‘

fh@o vthe curren' study appears to be sufflclent, the number of 1tems on

ln—subject correlatlons are based does not.r

, ‘»whl'ﬂeh. the Wi

Moreover, 1t 1s uncertaln whether rmm as a faklng 1ndex lS

'ffllt is not known whether 1nd1v1duals would obtaln S

1tuat;on. If a measure lS unrellable, 1t w1ll have near zero



correlations with other constructs. Thus, further research on ramr as a
faking index is indeed necessary.

Additional findings that lend discredit to thebwithin—subject
correlations are the t-tests for the difference‘between the means on
each dimension from time one and time th. These results indicate'that
subjects are s1gn1f1cantly 1ncrea51ng thelr scores from the honest to
fake condltlons. This would suggest that on the whole, subjects tended
. to exhibit some degree of faking good. However; Lar @S an 1ndex'of
faking is not congruent with these-t—testslthilevthere is variability
. in the within-subject correlations, overall, snhjects'are'fairly,
consistent in their responses from the honest to the fake conditions

(nean within-subject correlations ranged from .287 to .416). )

In an effort to better understand the prOcesses of faking good,
two other measures of faking were emélo?ed: Des and S%p. Dem is the
difference between scores in the fake and honest condition for each
dimension..Sam is the within-subject variance of the differences ln the
responses to each item under the two conditions of‘honest and fake. When
the results of the three indices of faking good are compared across
dimensions (see table 6), it ls evident that each index reveals
something different about fakingi While faking good (as operationalized
by'strong,bnegative withinesubgect correlations) ls not‘significantly
correlated with SD, SM, or IM, the differenoe scores froﬁ the conditions
of honest to fake are significantly and negatively correlated with SM,'.
}SD ‘and IM Analyses u31ng the difference scores reveal that the more
'subjects fake good, the lower the subjects score. on SM, SD, and IM.
‘However, these concluSLOns are not upheld when S‘m is used as a measure
of faklng Analyses using the within- subject variances of the

dlfferences as a measure of faklng yleld 1n51gn1flcant and erratic’
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correlatlonsr Thus, regardless of whlch 1ndex of faklng is used, faking
good is still unrelated to the constructs of SM, SD, and IM. This
further supports faklng good as an 1ndependent construct.»

Another notable result is that on Consc1entlousness, the
‘correlatlons between,the mean scores on thls‘dlmen51on and SD
'sighificantly deereased from the honest to fake conditions.

s}One explanation‘for this.decrease in correlatiohs from the honest to.
"fake conditions may be method varlance. That lS, the dlfferences in
these correlatlons may not be 1nd1catlve of a true relationship. For
instanee, in the hoheSt'COndition the correlation for the means on
Conscientieushess”ahd Sb was .355. In the fake condition, this
‘correlation dropped to .216. This is a significant difference in the
correlations (Zope. = 2.43 > Z 025 # il.96,‘g < .05); Scores on SD may have
beeh affected by subjects’ responses to the Big Five in the honest
condltion, which they completed before any of the other measures. In the
honest condition, one would expect significant correlations betueeh
means on the Big Five dimensions with scores on SD since subjects;
respenses to items on the Big Five will influence their subsequent
responses to the measures that follow it (SM, SD, IM). However, subjects'
did not get a second'administration ef SM, SD, and IM in the fake
condition. Responses to the Big Five in the fake condition are

influenced by a new 1nstructlonal set, and therefore, means at time 2 on

the dlmen51ons would not llkely be as correlated with SD as means on. the .

'dlmen31ons at time one. Any genuine differences that may exist between
honest and fake conditions concerning the relationship of a dimension
and SD could only be revealed and interpreted had these measures been

given at time two.
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dtudles‘(Ones; Vlswesvaran, & Relss, 1995) shows that scores onvmeasures »yk

approachlng thlS “true”“correlatlon between the two constructs.~

'h.Conversely, the correlatlon between Conscmentlousness and SD at tlmejf '

"'__varlance. 173

':flaone, where subjects recelved both measures (r = 355, B < 01), may besgo L

'5gﬁan 1nflated 1nd1cat10n of the relatlonshlp due to potentlal method d’f

‘leltatlons

Factors that may have contrlbutedsto the unexpected flndlngs of@kl'

thls study 1nclude the llmltatlons assoc1ated w1th u51ng a. college

1student populatlon as part1c1pants, as opposed to, ctual ]Ob appllcants.

W

'The lnstructlons for the fake good condltlon asked subjects to place f‘w

jthemselves 1n a selectlon context where they were an appllcant for a: jOb

”*fthat they really des;re. They were asked to respond to the questlons ln ‘nf

”ga manner that they would use 1f they were serlously attemptlng to land

:'f;fthe jOb Students part1c1pat1ng 1n thls study were pos51bly not as

l'?motlvated to respond 1nvthe manner of a jOb appllcant ‘ They dld not

'”have a vested 1nterest 1n the outcome of obtalnlng or not obtalnlng thef

fdeSLred jOb’

hHhthe tendency to fake good may manlfest themselves dlfferently dependlngvl'V

ﬁ”‘lon the 31tuatlon, and 1n thlS partlcular study, subjects tendency to

hyfake good may not have been ellc1ted w1th the 1nstructlons alone..Even B

v*‘though there was varlance 1n the values and magnltudes of the faklng

ft lS reasonable to suggest that 1nd1v1dual dlfferences ln)"



cross all

”vj,the actual fakers 1n thls sample may have scored hlgh

_ZdlmenSLOns ln the honest condltlonf In tlme two, when these “true

. fakers were 1nstructed to fake good, they had no room to further enhanceg;$’

thelr scores glven thelr prev10us hlgh scores ln the honest condltlon”_

’,JIf thls was the case, these true fakers were 'dentlfled as extremely

.l{ggnsIStentjsubjects7(w1th large, po ltlve values'for r‘mﬁ),yand thus"jf“h

In hlS dlscu331on of rﬁm as a

idéntified:anextreme,nonffakers.

SD, and;IM7are°h5”

oreach dlmen31on and SM,




’i'lnaccurate lndlcators of the relatlonshlp between faklng good and these

'"constructs; Moreover, the dlfference scores (Dm) would also fall tO'f’

.,dldentlfy these consrstent fakers s nce they would have llttle change 1n

"thelr scores.vFlnally, ‘m wou d also fall to 1dent1fy these con51stent'

'1detect1ng faklng, there appears to be no way to 1dent1fy those e

-consrstent fakers who lnltlally score hlgh 1n tlme one,,and f?{”
: correspondlngly in tlme two ThlS llmltatlon 1n measurlng faklng
contamlnates any assocratlon that may ex1st between faklng good and SM,

2 SD(‘and IM.;‘-

"Theoretlcal Impllcatlons.
. The 1nformatlon regardlng faklng good as an 1nd1v1dual dlfference_”
”varlable obtalned from thlS study lS valuable because it shows that
'people do vary 1n thelr tendency to fake good on‘a personallty measure,”'
,and people vary 1n thls tendency dependlng on the partlcular dlmenSLOn
Vof personallty belng assessed Analyses of the dlfferences between the
B means of the transformed w1th1n subject correlatlons (r’mw) reveal that -
“more faklng tended to occur ‘on the Consc1entlousness dlmen51on than‘on
'the Intellect dlmen51on, and more faklng occurred on the Agreeableness
dlmen31on than on the Intellect dlmenSLOn This is. ev1denced by the
lower w1th1n-subject correlatlons on’ Consclentlousness and Agreeablenesst
'“ithan on Intellect.“u‘-tx | .
| ¥ Moreover, results of thls study suggest that faklng good is rts
'l:own construct Faklng good was not related to: any of the hypothe31zed
" constructs, not even general 1ntelllgence. Even though the tendency to

fakejgood was-not found~to‘be‘related to.SM,_SD, nor IM,‘1t~was‘.
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Itnevertheless found to be n 1nd1v1dual dlfference varlable.v F 'u:éi;f“f“?

o research should contlnueh o address faklng good as an 1nd1v1dual

nthho score hlgh 1n the*hOJegt condltlon across personallty : mensionsfandjf‘“

vi*,re truly ,hose'who wo'ldbdlsplay,the‘tendency to fake good, from those "hﬁ}

‘~hpeople who aré conslstent from honest to fake condltlons and who would

uﬁw'not dlsplay »le tendency.

“iijuture Research :

7f‘research The flrst 1nvolves developlng better methods for”measu‘ing

f; faklng, 51nce the three utlllzed 1n thlS study_all reveal‘d dlf erent .

'-'results regardlng fakrng:'Secondly' ‘f Iﬁm 1s used 1n future studles,,

tIndeed, Ones and

Therefore the current study has exposed three avenues for future’ff-* -



administer‘a‘longer,'aggregated SCale‘of:Conscientiousness in'order to
obtaln more stable estlmates of Iﬁm as well as the construct of
Con501entlousness 1tself However 1t is 1mportant to note that the
' w1th1n—subject correlatlons between responses from the honestvto fake
_condltlons is ‘more a measure of consrstency of pattern rather than
Acon51stency of level and thus may not be the most approprlate measure.
' of faklng..Thlrdly, future de51gn methods for research in faklng good
should 1nclude an admlnlstratlon .0of the 1ndependent varlables durlng theu
dfake good condltlon as well as the honest condltlon in order that more
_paccurate lnterpretatlons of. the decreased correlatlons from- honest to
fake conditions can be'made.-Additionally/ these measures of’SM, SD, and
IM should also be'éiven at a time before the personality measure is
administered.b'ln this way, a more pure‘assessment of these constructs
h.can be made since the threat of method varlance that was introduced in

the current study can be reduced.
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Table 1

Means' and Standard Deviatibns_for Self—Moﬁitoring; Social-Desirability, Impfeséion Management, Self--

" Deceptive Enhancement, and the g measure

Number of T Total

L . . . » . . Coefficient -
o Scale ’ . - Items Possible Minimum Maximum Mean SD - alpha
- Self-Monitoring® - E 13 - S5 0 1,77 4.85 3.32  .529 . 157
Social Desirability 40 40 1 31 11,40 5.55  .783
ImpreSSion'ManagefnentC » S 20 © 20 0 S 15 5.48 73.37 724
‘Self-Deceptive Enhancement® 20 20 0 17 5.92  3.19 £ 650
g Measure® | -- 20 40 3 37  16.64 6.24  .834
a: ,N = 323 ' ’ '
b: N = 321
c¢: N = 312
d: N = 314
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lTabie 2

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients, and Test-Retest Reliabilities for all Big Five

Dimensions (honest and fake conditions)

Test-Retest

, Reliability
Scale , _ ' N  Minimum Maximum - Mean sSD Coefficient for
| S | | o T1 & T2
Extraversion (honest)® : 318 1.5 8.75 5.73 1.41 .820 - .383
Extraversion (fake)a 318 2.88 8.88 6.49 1.17 .761
Agreeableness Khonest)a - 322 3.88 9 7.11 1.20 767 .524
Agreeableness (fake) ° 321 3.75 9 7.62  1.02 .796
Conscientiousnéss (honest)” 318 - 3.7 8.75 6.68 1.01 .883 .453
Conscientiousness (fake) ® 314 - 3.5 9 7.65 1.00 .922
Emotional Stability(honest) * 319 o 2.12 8.88 5.33  1.30 728 .383
Emotional Stability (fake) ® 317 3 9 6.76 1.26 .76l ,
Intellect (honest) ® : 322 2.62 9 6.47 1.18 .772 468
 Intellect (fake) ® 319 2.65 9 6.92 1.01 732

"Total possible score on all scales, honest and faké, is 9.
a: number of items 8 ' '
b: number of items 20

o
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Table 3 '
Means: and Standard Dev1atlons for the Wlthln Subject Correlatlons of the

-Honest and Fake Condltlons (rmm) for Each Scale of the Blg Flve

Scale , f_’ e'NA Minimumv‘Maximum .Mean : "D
Extraversion-rm&' ) 321. -.933 1.00 .3596">.423O
Agreeableness e 299  -.820  1.00  .2871  .4401
Conscientiousness_r@w_ 311 -.509 " .999 .3120 .2974
Emotional Stability rue 318  —.945  ,' ©1.00  .3166  .4130
Intellect rgs 312 -.845  1.00  .4155  .4111
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Table 4

Results from T- tests on the leferences Between Means on Tlme 2 (fake) and Time 1 (honest) for each

Dlmen81on on the Blg Five

‘Mean 1

95% Confidence
Interval of

o Mean 2 Difference - - Significance _.the Difference
- Scale (honest) (fake) (Mean 1 - Mean 2)° 't df (two—talled) Lower Upper
Extraversion 5.74 6.48 =746 <10.31 314 000 -.888  -.603
Agreeableness. S 7.11 7.62 -.516 -8.91 319 ;000 -.630  -.402
Conscientiousness 6.69  7.65 -.955 -16.1 312, .000 -1.07  -.839
Emotional Stability 5.33 6.75 -1.42 -17.71 315 .000 -1.58 -1.26
Intellect - 6.47 6.92 -.452 318 .000

-7.03

-.578  -.325
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" ‘Table 6

.+ Correlations Between AIl,Indicesvof Faking Across All Big Five Dimensions

Self-

Social Impression Self-Deceptive g
. R - - Monitoring Desirability Management Enhancement
Extraversion o ' , o .
g - . .064 .059 .054 .045 -.087 -
Dar S =.140% -.035 .024 -.087 L111%
" 8% o -.025 -.016 -.041 .017. -.062
‘Agreeableness ST . _
' ot awE s ' 025 -.039 -.030 -.035 -.011
Dygr R : —.006. -.109 -.129% - =.054 .034
8% - o -.032 . .051 -.059 S L151%* -.103
Conscientiousness = - ,
S S .070 .082 .033 J112%* -.085
Dgp o - .011 -.139% -.141% - -.094 .265%%
S% . : ' -.026 -.012 - -.100 .085 -.105
_ Emotional Stability = . . . B : . = o
) e : .071 .040 .060 .006 ~.211%%
Dgg © . .078 -.115* -.091 -.105 .141%
S . .012 .027 -.068 .119% ~=.113*
Intellect L :
' - =.048 - .070 .012 .110 .029
Dgrp . o -.031 -.095 -.037 ~.125%* -.030
: . 047 .050 -.090

S“up T ~.063

o Correlation is significant at the

.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation iSVSignificant at the .01 léVél (2-tailed) .

.028
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Table’?

.Pearson Correlations Between Self—Monitoring}_Soqial Desirability, Impression Management, and Self-

Deceptive Enhancement and the g Measure

. Social" _ Impréssion - Self-Deceptive g
: : i " Desirability  Management. . =~ Enhancement Measure -
- Self-Monitoring . .138* ' -.016 : L257%% -.022
Social Desirability B 111 S e e ~.003
~ .Impression Management - ' }' ; .432%* . .015
» B Self;DeCepfive Enhancement o o : C. =021

' ***Cérrelationiis“significant at. the 0.01 level'(z—tailed).
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Table 8 = . . . . S : ‘
- Results from Multiple Regression Analyses as Tests of Goodness of Fit. .

R R Adjusted R df T

‘Extraversion_ - .159. .025 - .013 4 2.032
Agreeableness .";037  :061v >‘l;.021: ‘-.'314 .. -l.100;
Conscienfiousneés . .160 .026 .013 ‘- ‘ 222 ©1.99
*Emotional Stability .242 059 047 - 324 41342***
Intellect .098 .01 -.003 e 734

' 305

* Significant beta weight for g measure (f = -.215; p < .001)

**x* Correlations significant at the ,001 level. :

Note: The independent variables are Self Monitoring, Social -
Desirability, Impression Management, and the g Meéasure. The Dependent
“ Variables for each of the multiple regressions are the transformed.
within-subject correlations for the respective Big Five dimensions.
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way saying)

- {_ Acquiescence ) ¢

(Faking Bad) .

Self-Deceptive
. Enhancement



Appendix A

Mini Markers (Sauc1er, 1994)
How Accurately Can You Descrlbe Yourself?

Please use this list of common human attributes to descrlbe yourself as
accurately as possible. Describe yourself as you see yourself at the present
. time, not as you wish-to be in the future. Describe yourself as you are
‘generally or typically, as compared with other persons you know of the same
sex and of roughly your same ‘age.

) Before each attrlbute, please write a number 1nd1cat1ng how accurately
that trait describes you, using the follow1ng ratlng scale:

Inaccurate . . ) : ? Accurate

Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Slightiy Moderately Very Extremelyv

1 2 3 . 4 5 6 . ST g8 -9
Bashful Neat
_ Bold ] - Negligent
Careful . : Organized
Careless Philosophical
- Cold Practical .
- Complex - . Prompt
: Conscientious .. Quiet
) . Cooperative Relaxed
Creative Rude
Deep : Shy
. Disorganized Sloppy
| Efficient . Steady
Energetic _ Sympathetic
- Envious -Systematic
' Extraverted Talkative
.+ Fretful ) Temperamental
... Haphazard ) Thorough
Harsh : Touchy
. Imaginative : ‘Uncreative
Impractical » Undependable
’ ~Inconsistent ° Unenvious
Inefficient ‘Unintellectual
" Intellectual _ Unsympathetic
Jealous '~ Unsystematic
Kind Warm ’
_ Moody ~_ Withdrawn
*Note that these direction differ for the “fake” condition.
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Appendix‘B , N ' ‘
'Revised SelfFMbnitoring Scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984, p. 1361)

: L C » r with
Subscale/ltem : L M - 8D subscale
Ablllty to modify self- presentatlon : ' ,
1. ' In social situations, I have the 3.7 0.9 .42

ability to alter my behavior if I

feel something else is called for. .

"3. "I have the ability to control the way. 3.2 1.0 .46
I come across to people, depending. on the )

impression I wish to give them. . )

7. When I feel that the image I am . 2.4 1.1 .45
portraying isn’t working, I can readily :
change it to something that does. i )

*9, I have trouble changing my behavior 3.1 1.2, .56
to meet the requlrements of any 51tuatlon ‘ :

I find myself in.

10. I have found that I can. adjust my 3.1 1.0 .60
behavior to meet the requlrements of any ) :

51tuat10n I find myself in.: v

*12. Even when it might be- to my : 2.8 1.2 .30
advantage, I have difficulty. puttlng up a - R B )
good front.

13.  Once I know what the 51tuat10n calls 3.0 1.0 .65
- for it’s easy for me to regulate my ) )

actions accordlngly.

_Sen31t1v1ty to- expre331ve behav1or of

others i

2. I am often able to read people s true 3.2 1.0 .42
emotions correctly through their eyes. ) : v : -
4. 'In conversations, I am sensitive to 3.4 1.3 .36

even the slightest change in the facial
expression of the person I'm conver51ng

© with.

5. My powers of intuition are quite good 3.7 .09 .47
when it comes to. understandlng others

emotions and motives. - .

6. I can usually tell when others 3.5 1.0° .35
consider a joke to be in bad taste, even . o

though they may laugh convinecingly. )

8. I can usually tell when I’ve said 3.8 .08 . .53
something inappropriate by readlng it 1n ’ . =

the listener’s’ eyes. o : L

11. If someone is lying to me, I usually 3.1 1.0 .42
know it at once from that person s manner

of expression. : :

*»Indicates items that are reversed coded.

Response format is a six point, Likert type scale:
certainly, always false . :

.generally false )

somewhat false

somewhat true, but with exceptlon

generally true

certainly, always true

]

MWD RO

oo
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total

.29
.45
.41
.46
.48
f28

.54

.40
.22
.32
.31
.44

.29



am’ fully in control f’my own fate‘ﬁ"f: “
- It’s hard: for me to shut off. .a- dlsturblng thought.'~~“"'
. T neverpregret my-dec1$10ns.;, : e
v oI some mes mlss"'t»on‘thlngs ecause T can’t make up my[~_f”
 mind soon ~enough. = e , : A
;»»The reason I: ‘vote 1s‘because my vote can;make a - dlfference.,f

ot always falr When they punlshed me.;‘ﬁlﬂf

R am a- completely ‘rational person -
6. I rarely appreciate cr1t1c1sm.-_l;'ﬂi‘j“ﬁ
. /I am very confident of my judgments." .
. I have sometlmes doubted my ablllty as’a lover e VT TR S
;ZEItfs all rlght ‘with me if some people happen to dlsllke me. el

I :don’t always~know ‘the reasons why I- do the thlngs I do
: ometlmes't ll lles Af T have to ; ,

. .I never .cover up my: mistakes.

. There have been 0cca31ons when_i have taken advantage of

f{;someone.~'w‘
... I never sweati ' . .0 L : : : SRR
I'sometlmes ‘try. to get even. rather than forglve and forget.ﬁ«,

;I always obey laws, even: 1f I’m unllkely to get caught{y




*31. When I was young I’ sometlmes stole thlngs.z
32. I have never dropped litter on the street.

' *33. I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.
34. I never read sexy books or magazines.

*35. I have done things that I don’t tell other people about.
36. I never take things that don’t belong to me.

*37. I have taken sick- leave from work or school even thought

wasn’t really sick.
38.. I have never damaged a llbrary book or store merchandlse
: without reporting it.
*39. I have some pretty awful habits. ,
40.. I don’t goss1p about other people’s. bu51ness.

H'l,l'llll'H

Items 1-20 assess Self- Deceptlve Enhancement; items 21-40 assess
Impression Management.

* indicates items keyed in the “false” (negative) direction.
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_Aggendix D..
) . DIRECTIONS

e This is an exercise to appraise your knowledge of general information.
Please answer the questions to the best of your ability. This portion
should take no more than 12 minutes. S ' '

e Answer the questions by putting the correct answer within the parentheses.
You should not use any outside resources to complete these guestions..

e The following two questions are examples.

The opposite of down is:

‘What is your change from $1.00 when you buy one itemvcosting 16 cents and a

second item costing 34 cents?.....,}..;..;.v ...... “ieeecseveensev... (B0 cents)

Please Begin'Answeting the Questions

1. A person who is elated is: » o
1. sad 2. Angry 3. Happy 4. Gifted 5. Passive ....({ )

2. Which of the following is most unlike the others? _
1. TYpewriter 2. Desk 3. Cabinet 4, Stove 5. Calculator ....( )

3. Work is to pay as practice is to:
1. Wealth 2. Curiosity 3. Happiness 4. Skill 5. Tired ...... ( )

4. square is to circle as cube is to:
1. Rectangle 2. Pyramid 3. Sphere 4. Trapezoid 5. Triangle ..... ( ' )

5. Eight percent of $20,000 is equal to sixteen percent
' of what amount? ..........iiiinennnans et e eaee et { )

‘Continued on the next page
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6. Consider.the following:
A is larger than B
C is smaller than D
'C is larger than A

Which is the

7. To alleviate is to:

1. Hasten 2. Ease 3 .Proloh 4. Restrict 5. Change'.}...( _ )

8. When the following are arranged in an increasing sequence, what is the
first letter of the third word:

‘Square - Cube Line' Point c.oeviiiiiiaan. PRI ( \ S

9. Permissive does not mean:
1. Restrictive 2. Allowable 3. Loose

a

4. Pardonable 5. Agreeable ........ AU PO )

10. Which is the best example of an entrepreneur?
‘1. Usher © 2. Foreman 3. Fireman 4. Grocer

5. Janitor ....iveeiiecnn.. S e e e ' )

11. If you had 13 cases of beans, 20 cases of carrots, 17 cases of pears an
' 11 cases of corn, how many cases of vegetables would you have?..( )

12. Which has the most similar meaning to lazy?
1. Indulgent 2. Insolvent 3. Indolent 4. 1Inertia
5. Involucrum S S ;.;...g:,....,.;..;.; ..... { )

13. What should the first two numbers in this series be?
' 16 4 9 3 4 2 e (- )

14. Which of the fbllowing is most unlike a triangle?
1. Square 2. Trapezoid,,' 3. Rectangle: 4. Circle
5. Hexagon ..... e e e ettt (- )

15; A'storage space measures 18 ft. x 10 ft. x 10 ft,
What portion of this space will be occupied by 300 crates,

each 3 ft. x 1 ft. x 1 ft in. size? .............. ettt e, ( - )

"Continued on the next‘page
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18.

is.

20.-

21.

22.

23.

;‘Whtch word is least approptlate in the group below?.

1. Rock f 2. Metal 3 Salt . 4. F;sh 5. Water .....c.... (.

What is the next number -in the following sequence?

1 3 6 10 15 e i

Fred, Alioe,,and George'own 1/4, 5/12, and 1/3 of a company,

~ respectively. The profits least. year were $120,000. How much less

would Alice have earned if the profits were divided evenly,.
rather than on the above basis? ...........oiiiiiionnnnans |

-Aristotle is to~philosophy what Samuelson is to:

1. History 2. Literature 3. Mathematics 4. Agriculture

5. ECONOMICS v.vivrvrnenaninedodanasnnnanaas e eeea . et (

What is the last letter of the thlrd word when the following is rearranged

to make a complete sentence’>
orod © ‘poen eht «ivun.. e e e e, {

A man paid 20% income tax on hlS yearly income of $15, 500
The government returned 10% of the amount of tax paid.

- How much was he taxed for the year? ........veeeieviriennnnnnns (

What is the next number in the series? ‘ i ‘
2 5 11 - 23 T eeeen (
A flipped coin comes up heads three consecutive tosses.

- The chances for heads”on the fourth toss are:

24.
25.
26.

.27,

1. 1in1 2.1 in2 3. 1 in 3

4. 1in 4 5 1'in 5 ..}.,.;.;.}.,L..........,.;...?......;.(

Peter. borrowed $25,000 .at a 7'1/2'percent rate per annum. He received a

bill for a quqrterly ;nterest payment. What was the amuhut? ..... (

Which number or letter in the'followihg sequence is incortect?
1 p . 3 E 5 F 6 G 9 = A

The sum of three consecutive even numbers is 102.

What is the smallest number? ....:..... P e e m i ee e {

Sedate is most 51mllar to .
1. Composed 2. Affected 3. Angry 4. Concerned 5. Select ... {(

Continued on the next page’
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28 .What is the missing fraction in the follow1ng series?
3/4 11/16 : - 9/16 1/2 Cesesrssenesseensanene { ¥

29. Assume the following two statements are true. “All conservatives are
businessmen. Bob is a liberal.” From this, you can deduct: :

1. Bob is not a businessman.

2. Bob is a businessman

3. Bob may or may not be a businessman.

4. None of the above. o

5. Two of the above ......... etecencoserseionaanasscnn ;.:{.... ( )

30. A famous anthropologist is:
1. Aristotle 2. Freud 3. Mead 4. Darwin 5. Pavlov ..... ( )

31. Which of the folléwiﬁgvdoes not belong?
1. French' 2. Spanish 3. Italian 4. Russian 5. Portuguese ... ( )

32. A watch loses 20 seconds every 10 hours. If it has been properly set at
6:00 a.m. on Monday, how slow will it be by noon on Tuesday? ...{ )

33. What is the missing number?
12 21 23 32 54 67 T6 veeenenn oo )

34. A freight train one mile long goes through a tunnel that is one mile long.
© If the train is traveling at a speed of 15 miles per hour, how long does
it take to pass through the tunnel? ........ciceeieenncanioneans ( )

35. Satiate is the same as: ‘
1. Jailed 2. Incarcerate , 3. Slovenly 4. Free 5. satisfy ....( )

36. A department working at 80 percent efficiency) produces 640 pieces per
hour. What is the efficiency when this department produces 760 pieces per
NOUL? ittt ettt enerececacanannacnonsnns et esereeacacan o aseannsn ( )

37. The manpower requirements for a certain plant are: first shift, 600;
second shift, 2/3's as many; and third shift, 1/2 of the total of the
first two shifts. How many total people are required for the three
shifts? ......... ... .. e Ve reana e eenea O ( . )

38. What is the first 1etter of the third word when the follow1ng are arranged
© in their proper order?

1. Broke 2. Cereal 3.. Go 4. Baby 5. The ....... ( S )

Continued on the next page
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39.

40.

Two small planes leave cities 970 miles apart-and travel toward each

~other. Oneé plane’s average speed is 40 miles per hour greater than that of

the other plane. If they meet in two and one-half hours, what is the speed
of the slower Plane? .....i..'iiveeeneeeeiinineninnennnnnns S ( )

Moon is to sun as:

" 1." Day is to night

2. TLight is to dark
3. Fork is to tea

© 4., Friend is to foe

5. Sea is to land ........... JREA SR et e ceeean )
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