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1. Introduction

a. Many practitioners are concerned about the degree that faking effect the validity and decisions made when using personality measures for employee selection

b. Social desirability is examined as a faking scale, two sub dimensions

i. Self-deception: a normal and nondeliberate tendency to present oneself positively 

ii. Impression Management: a deliberate attempt to present oneself in a particular manner to achieve some desirable outcome, such as a job offer in a personnel selection context

c. There seems to be little doubt that personality measures can be faked

i. Examinees who were instructed to “fake good” were compared with those examines who were give normal test instructions

1. Mean scores for fake-good examinees was higher than they were those given normal instructions

ii. Applicants have also been shown to present themselves in a favorable manner on other non-cognitive measures such as biodata
2. Effects of Faking

a. Researchers are concerned that the criterion-related validity will be adversely affected when examinees are faking.  

i. This concern has led to the practice of statistically partialing out the effect of social desirability 

1. However, some investigators have suggested that aspects of social desirability are related to substantive job-related personality traits. 

b. Research compared corrected and uncorrected criterion-related validities suggest that measures of social desirability typically do not have any great impact on criterion-related validity 

c. Focus on the current study is to estimate directly what differences in the quality of the workforce might be if employers could remove individuals whose high scores on selection instruments are likely the result of some form of response distortion

3. Impact of Corrections for Faking on Selection Decisions

a. Caveats for the use of faking scales

i. One must assume that the faking scale one uses is actually a measure of the degree to which applicants distort their responses

ii. If the distortion scale correlates with job performance then the correction should not be used, presumable because one may be removing applicants whose predicted job performance is high also

4. Summary

a. Faking does not seem to influence criterion-related validity in studies other than those in which respondents are directed to fake

b. Attempts to correct for faking seem to work at an aggregate level of performance in that means of corrected and incumbent, or honest, study participants are similar

c. Faking can produce very difference decisions about the specific individuals selected and attempts to correct measures of substantive traits by using scores on faking are not effective

5. Study Purpose and Hypothesis 

a. Study will investigate the impact of correction for faking on mean performance 

i. Common faking scales

1. Unlikely Virtues scale:  eliminate the portion of those who score the highest on a faking measure

2. Correct the trait scores by some amount on the basis of the respondent’s score on the faking measure

ii. The impact of the faking correction in the present study was defined based as the difference between:
1. mean performance based on a rank order of scores on the trait measure

2. mean performance based on those same scores except that faking applicants are removed and replace by non-faking applicants with the highest scores 

b. Examine the role five factors that seem to play a role in the impact that faking has on selection decisions, namely:
i. The selection ratio:  lower selection ratios will lead to larger differences in mean performance between a group in which no applicant is removed for suspected faking and a group in which some proportion is removed for suspected faking

ii. Criterion validity of test:  More positive criterion related validity more positive will be the impact of the faking correction

iii. Correlation between faking measure and predictor.  Positive will reduce mean performance, negative will increase performance

iv. Correlation between the faking measure and the criterion:  positive correlations will reduce performance

v. Proportion of the candidates considered to be faking: will be associated with reduced mean performance that results from the correction faking

6. Method

a. Simulation conditions
i. Levels within each of six factors in the simulation design were completely crossed with the levels of all others factors, yielding a total of 2,304 conditions

1. Each condition was replicated 1,000 times

ii. Sample size:  50, 100, 250, and 500

iii. Criterion – related validity:  Range from small to medium: 10, 20, and 40

iv. Predictor-Faking correlation:

1. Negatively, unrelated, or positively:-.20, .00, .20, and .40

v. Faking-criterion correlation: 

1. Negatively, unrelated, or positively:-.10, .00, .10, and .30

vi. Selection ratio: 10%, 20%, and 50%

vii. Proportion removed for suspected faking:
1. 0%, 5%, 15%, or 30% of top scorers

7. Results and Discussion

a. Results reported in this article show that, given typical levels of faking-predictor and faking-criterion correlations, using measures of faking to remove applicants from consideration for selection has very little impact on the mean performance in typical selection situations

b. The simulation also involved the implicit assumption that the faking measure used was perfectly accurate; this is highly improbable

c. Conclusion that faking measures cannot make much difference, given typical selection scenarios, applies only when considering mean performance

i. At the individual level however individuals can and will be affected significantly if the treatment for which they are considered is a desirable one

d. Most important determinants of mean performance are test validity and the selection ratio.

i. Validity accounted for 59% of variance and selection ratio for 23% of variance

e. From a utility perspective, we have not considered the cost of collecting information that would identify suspected fakers. 

f. Summary:

i. When a faking measure has a positive correlation with the criterion removing suspected fakers does result in a small decrease in mean performance across all conditions.

ii. Performance increases slightly when the faking-criterion correlation is negative

iii. Correlations varies most as a function of validity and selection ratio but not as a function of the correlations themselves

iv. Major conclusions

1.  Use of faking index does not result in much difference in resulting mean performance
2. Corrections can still have significant impact on selection decisions for individual applicants.  

