
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

BI Norwegian Business School – Thesis 
 

Applicant Faking in Personality Measurements 
 

The faking-resistance of ipsative and normative measurements in a 
selection process 

 
Date of submission: 

 01.09.2016 
 

Supervisor name: 
Øyvind Martinsen 

 
Student name:  Mats Kjelvik Berg

 
Campus: 

BI Norwegian Business School, Oslo 
 

Programme: 
Master of Science in Leadership and Organizational Psychology 

 
Examination code and name: 
GRA 19003 Master Thesis 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
“This thesis is a part of the MSc programme at BI Norwegian Business School. The school takes no 

responsibility for the methods used, results found and conclusions drawn." 



2 

Acknowledgment 
I want to thank my supervisor, Øyvind Martinsen, for all his help and guidance 

through the process of finalizing my master thesis. Additionally, I want to thank 

my supervisor for the opportunity to work with his project, within a field of study 

I find highly interesting. The data set as part of the project created a foundation 

for attractive analyses and the possibility of contributing to the field. To gather a 

data set of such size and complexity would not be possible within the scope of 

time for the thesis or from the position of a M.Sc. student.



GRA 19003 Master Thesis 
 

 3 

Table of Contents 

Abstract .................................................................................................................. 5 

Introduction ........................................................................................................... 6 

Theoretical Background ....................................................................................... 8 

Design of Personality Measurements ............................................................... 8 

Normative measurements ................................................................................ 8 

Ipsative measurements .................................................................................... 9 

Two measures of the same construct ............................................................. 10 

Applicant Faking ............................................................................................. 11 

How can faking behavior occur? ................................................................... 12 

Coping with faking ........................................................................................ 14 

Content and Predictability of Personality Measurements ........................... 16 

Method .................................................................................................................. 17 

Sample .............................................................................................................. 19 

Instruments ...................................................................................................... 19 

NEO-FFI ........................................................................................................ 19 

IPIP-MFC ...................................................................................................... 19 

IPIP-Likert ..................................................................................................... 21 

Procedure ......................................................................................................... 21 

Experimental Condition 1: Control ............................................................... 22 

Experimental Condition 2: Selection ............................................................ 22 

Experimental Condition 3: Warning ............................................................. 22 

Results .................................................................................................................. 23 

Hypothesis 1a: There are positive and high correlations between same-

traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC, and consistent correlations across 

all experimental conditions ............................................................................. 23 

Hypothesis 1b: There are positive and a high correlation between same-

traits in the NEO-FFI and of both IPIP measures, but these are highest 

between the NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert ........................................................ 24 

Hypothesis 2a: Mean scores of all traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC 

increase in the selection condition compared to the control condition, and 

there is a significant difference between the groups .................................... 26 



GRA 19003 Master Thesis 
 

 4 

Hypothesis 2b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the selection condition than 

IPIP-Likert ....................................................................................................... 30 

Hypothesis 3a: Mean scores of traits in IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC are 

lower in the warning condition than in the selection condition and 

significantly different from each other .......................................................... 31 

Hypothesis 3b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the warning condition than 

IPIP-Likert ....................................................................................................... 32 

Hypothesis 4: The IPIP-MFC predicts admission to the Officer Candidate 

School better than the IPIP-Likert in the selection group, and IPIP-MFC 

predicts more consistent than IPIP-Likert across all conditions ................ 33 

Discussion ............................................................................................................. 35 

Limitations ....................................................................................................... 38 

Future Research .............................................................................................. 39 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................ 40 

References ............................................................................................................ 41 

 

Appendix 

Appendix A: Preliminary Thesis Report 

Appendix B: Personality Questionnaires of NEO-FFI, IPIP-Likert, and IPIP-MFC 

Appendix C: SPSS Output of MANOVA and Planned Contrast Comparison 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



GRA 19003 Master Thesis 
 

 5 

Abstract 
Personality measurements are popular in selection processes; meaning applicant 

faking has arisen as a potential problem. There are two classifications for 

personality measurements: ipsative and normative. The latter creates concerns 

with applicant faking and the ease by which applicants could manipulate their 

scores. Recent research suggests ipsative measurements as a remedy to faking 

behavior and that ipsative measurements generate normative trait information. In 

the current research, good construct validity, and consistent scores across 

experimental manipulations support these findings on ipsative measurements. In 

addition, ipsative measurements show a higher potential to cope with applicant 

faking than normative measurements, as they were less inflated in a real selection 

process. However, it is difficult to clearly suggest ipsative measurements as the 

most prominent method when hiring employees, as the normative measurement 

were not largely inflated, even though it showed more weakness than the ipsative 

measurement. Interestingly, warnings given to applicants before conducting 

personality measurements showed signs of adjusting for faking behavior by 

lowering mean scores of the normative measurements more than for ipsative 

measurements. Results suggest that the ipsative format could be a method to 

address the problem, but warnings also show promising results.   
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Introduction 
Personality measurements are widely used in recruitment processes, which has 

been an interesting topic for researchers (Smith & Ellingsen, 2002). Such 

inventories have been found to be good predictors for job performance and other 

important work-related behaviors (McFarland, Ryan, & Ellis, 2002; Smith & 

Ellingsen, 2002; Donovan, Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003; Rothstein & Goffin, 2006; 

Salgado & Tauriz, 2014), and are most often made out of Costa and McRae’s 

(1992) Big Five personality traits measuring neuroticism/emotional stability, 

extroversion, openness, agreeableness and consciousness.  

However, Murphy and Dzieweczynski (2005) underline that there is not 

unanimous agreement on the relevance of these screenings when hiring 

employees. They argue that there is low validity in testing broad personality traits 

and that recruitment professionals choose their inventories poorly. Hence, they see 

vague links between broad personality traits and specific jobs and posit that 

cognitive measures are more stable due to the stability of the tests across 

differences in occupations and environments. 

Although broad personality traits are good at predicting overall job 

performance, a narrower construct like facets of personality traits is preferred to 

predict performance in complex tasks. To make the most of such measurements in 

selection processes, a report containing broad traits and underlying constructs 

should be used (Judge, Rodell, Klinger, Simon, & Crawford, 2013). Judge and 

Zapata (2015) find that when using the Big Five personality traits to predict job 

performance, there are situations that activate specific traits and other situations 

where specific traits are not easily spotted. An example of specific trait activation 

could be that scoring high on openness is helpful in an innovative environment, 

while scoring high on agreeableness is not an advantage in a competitive 

environment. Through these studies, Judge et al. (2013), and Judge and Zapata 

(2015) highlight the importance of personality traits in selection.  

The widespread use of measurements has raised questions about how 

susceptible they are to faking behavior (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Applicants 

are able to influence their scores on personality measurements (Rosse, Stecher, 

Miller, & Levin, 1998), and research shows that many do engage in such 

behaviors (Donovan et al., 2003). Further, Hogan, Barrett, and Hogan (2007) find 

that faking is not a significant problem when it comes to real selection processes, 
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while other researchers obtain mixed results and that there is too little evidence 

indicating that faking is not a challenge when conducting personality 

measurements on applicants (Dingguo, Carroll, Lopez, Tian, & Hui, 2012). 

However, there are concerns regarding applicant faking and their effects on rank 

orders of individuals (McCloy & Reeve, 2005; Dilchert, Ones, Viswesvaran, & 

Deller, 2006) and further, the validity of the measurements themselves (Mueller-

Hanson, Heggestad, & Thronton, 2003; Heggestad, Morrison, Reeve, & McCloy, 

2006). Personality measurements and faking-resistance will be addressed in this 

thesis through the research question: 

 

 Will ipsative measurements be more faking-resistant than normative 

 measurements? 

 

 Normative and ipsative measurements are included in this research, as 

these are the main traditions used in gathering personality data, making it thereby 

important to present (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 2002). Further, research is 

conducted in the admission process of the Officer Candidate School in the 

Norwegian army. To examine faking and responses on personality measurements 

in a real-life setting, applicants are divided into three conditions to determine how 

experimental manipulations moderate faking behavior. Condition 1 (control), was 

informed that the test scores were part of a research project only. Condition 2 

(selection), was told that test scores would be included in admissions evaluations. 

Condition 3 (warning), was given the same instructions as condition 2, but also 

warned that a lie scale would detect faking behavior. All applicants completed a 

normative measurement, NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI), using the same 

instructions for all experimental conditions, and an ipsative and normative design 

from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC) in 

compliance with conditions mentioned.  

Faking-resistance of personality measurements will be examined in three 

ways to answer the research question. First, by examine possible change in 

correlations between NEO-FFI, IPIP-Likert, and IPIP-MFC across experimental 

conditions. Second, by examine possible change in mean scores across 

experimental conditions. Third, by examine possible change in predictability of 

IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC across experimental conditions. This is three ways to 
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detect if faking occurs, and which of the measurements being the most faking-

resistant. The theoretical foundation will follow this build-up before research and 

method will be more thoroughly explained.  

 

Theoretical Background 

Design of Personality Measurements 

 Normative measurements. Having applicants answer statements on a 

scale in which preferences are indicated on a continuum with personality traits in 

both ends is a normative personality measurement. Further, the original scale is 

designed by Likert, and ranges from 1 to 5 (Boone & Boone, 2012). In normative 

measurement, the individual is used as a standard by which to compare results. 

This works as normative measurements have a representing norm group that has 

completed the measurement with results to which a possible applicant can be 

compared (Cattell, 1944). Hence, it is possible to rank order individuals on the 

personality traits tested. With this type of measurement, socially desirable 

responding is easier than in ipsative measurements (Vasilopoulos, Cucina, 

Dyomina, & Morewitz, 2006). For instance, if one applies for a position as a sales 

representative, and the position require being around people. Thus, a statement 

could read, “I like to be around people”, rendering it simple to answer in a socially 

desirable manner and to impress the recruiter. If the mean score is moved because 

of faking, it might create a possible problem in the rank ordering of applicants 

(Bowen et al., 2002). Thereby, dishonest information is influencing the ranking 

and causing the mean scores to be wrong. Rosse et al. (1998) finds this to be a 

problem when only a few extreme fakers distort their scores, while the problem 

might not occur if all applicants dissemble. In addition, for this thesis normative 

measurements are represented by the mentioned NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert 

conducted by the applicants.  

 Normative measurement is rank ordering individuals on the traits, and 

within the area of personality measurements, a major discussion is the effect on 

the rank ordering of applicants. There are a number of concerns, especially if 

faking brings in the wrong applicant for the job (McCloy et al., 2005; Dilchert et 

al., 2006). If a personality measurement has great influence on the rank ordering 

of applicants, it could also have a significant influence on who is selected for the 
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position, hence, influencing important decisions (Dilchert et al., 2006). Moreover, 

because of others’ motivation to manage their scores, some applicants might 

become a victim of faking behavior. Faking is only a problem if it affects the 

outcome (Donovan et al., 2003; Winkelsprecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). McCloy 

et al. (2005) find that the problem with faking and rank ordering of applicants is 

of particular concern in the upper tail of the scores. Although Hogan et al. (2007) 

do not find this to be a significant problem, Dingguo et al. (2012) argues that 

mixed results indicate that faking does not necessarily affect rank order. The 

problem of rank ordering is one of the main differences between normative and 

ipsative measurements. Moreover, it is important to distinguish between ipsative 

and normative as two different methods that measure the same constructs. 

 Ipsative measurements. Concerns about faking led to the development of 

the ipsative format for performing personality measurements. Ipsative 

measurements are designed to cope with faking and to make socially desirable 

responding more difficult (Bowen et al., 2002). Further, these tools create a rank 

ordering of personality traits within a particular individual, and not a rank 

ordering of how applicants score on each personality trait (Cattell, 1944). As 

ipsative measurements show the strongest and weakest traits within an individual 

on each item, one does not know the exact scores for each trait. Hence, it is not 

possible to have a rank order of applicants, but neither is it possible to answer 

desirably on all traits. This is one of the main criticisms of such tests, as you 

cannot compare individuals directly. Nevertheless, by having a large number of 

scales in the questionnaire it is possible to compensate for this drawback (Bowen 

et al., 2002). In addition, by examining research and job analysis, organizations 

should have an opinion about what kind of candidate they desire without rank 

ordering the applicants on personality traits measured (Fisher, Schoenfeldt, & 

Shaw, 2003).   

 However, there is a difference between a fully ipsative and a partially 

ipsative measurement. In a fully ipsative measurement, one distributes a fixed 

score across a set of constructs, while in a partially ipsative measurement one does 

not order the items completely (Hicks, 1970). The latter is the design used for this 

thesis and what it is referred to when mentioning ipsative measurements, and 

represented by the mentioned IPIP-MFC. This is an important difference, as fully 
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ipsative scores cannot give normative trait information (Hicks, 1970), while there 

have been suggestions to how this could be done with partially ipsative scores 

(Coombs, 1964, in Heggestad et al., 2006).  

A multiple forced-choice item (MFC) is a type of partially ipsative 

measurement that contains two or more statements and requires applicants to 

choose between them. The applicant then choses the response that most closely or 

least resembles him or herself, to generate a personality profile. Thereby, the 

applicant cannot score and look favorable on all statements (Heggestad et al., 

2006), and ipsative measurements could shield better against faking (Bowen et al., 

2002; Salgado, Anderson, & Tauriz, 2015). Hence, the criticism that ipsative 

measurements do not rank order the applicants might also be its strength, since the 

focus will change to the traits measured, and not how the person scores compared 

to others. However, even though a balanced forced-choice test makes it 

impossible to receive the maximum score on two scales (Meade, 2004), they have 

not been shown to uniformly defend against the applicant faking (Heggestad et al., 

2006).         

 Two measures of the same construct. Even though forced-choice 

measurements are falsifiable, they have been shown to be a better indicator of 

personality and less related to social desirability when responding for an actual 

job (Christiansen, Burns, & Montgomery, 2005). Ipsative measurements are less 

susceptible to faking (Jackson, Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000; Salgado et al., 

2015), and with a balanced forced-choice measurement, it is impossible for the 

respondents to generate the maximum scores for two items in the same item set 

(Meade, 2004). However, criticisms of both construct and criterion-related 

validity are presented (Meade, 2004; McCloy et al., 2005). Nevertheless, 

Heggestad et al. (2006) finds good construct validity between normative and 

ipsative measurements in both honest and faking conditions, which are a 

necessary foundation as it indicates the measurements to measure similar 

constructs. In addition, it indicates that the multiple forced-choice measurements 

consist of normative trait information.  

Despite the criticisms, companies use forced-choice measurements, 

highlighting the importance of more research. One needs better understanding of 

how these measurements operate in different conditions and how they deal with 
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faking in an actual selection process, where the applicants actually want the job, 

and not in an artificial laboratory setting. Further, Bradley and Hauenstein (2006) 

finds that most research is done in unnatural settings with groups labeled as 

“honest” and “faking” to examine faking behavior.  

To indicate if the measurements measure the same constructs and have 

good construct validity, correlation analysis will be used. Same-trait correlations 

should be high and positive in all of the experimental conditions to support the 

expectations of measuring the same traits with various items and format. In 

addition, notifying if the relationships stay the same across experimental 

conditions, to observe if faking behavior potentially occurs. Based on previous 

discussions and research, the following hypotheses are offered: 

  

Hypothesis 1a: There are positive and high correlations between same-

 traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC, and consistent correlations across

 all experimental conditions. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: There are positive and high correlations between same-

 traits in the NEO-FFI and both IPIP measurements, but these are highest 

 between the NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert. 

 

Applicant Faking 

To understand the concept of faking and how it might occur, it is helpful to divide 

the term into faking good and faking bad. Faking good is when the applicants tries 

to create a better impression, and faking bad happens when the applicants 

fostering a negative impression concerning specific personality traits (Jackson et 

al., 2000). Hence, impression management, socially desirable responding, and 

other ways to achieve a different result on personality measurements is considered 

faking. There is agreement in the research that applicants can and do fake their 

scores (Rossie et al., 1998; McFarland et al., 2002; Donovan et al., 2003; Robie, 

Brown, & Beaty, 2007), but there are individual differences in the ability to do so 

(Dilchert et al., 2006). This difference in ability will affect the occurrence of 

faking on personality measurements, but some might also fake unconsciously and 

actually have an inaccurate self-image. This highlights the difficulty of handling 
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faking when done with intention and acknowledges that faking in an unconscious 

state is possible. The difference lies in how adept the applicants are at faking and 

impression management (Winkelsprecht et al., 2006).  

 When faking good, the applicant wants to put him or herself in an ideal 

position for what is desirable: in this case, a job opportunity. Individuals are able 

to change their responses and positioning of their traits when faking good 

(Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). In other words, applicants are able to do impression 

management on desired traits and make their personality look more favorable by 

lying. The applicants have a choice between answering accurately or by what is 

desirable (McFarland et al., 2002). Viswesvaran and Ones (1999) finds that 

personality measurements are more susceptible to faking bad than faking good. It 

is then interesting that the literature almost without exception is interested in 

faking good (Dingguo et al., 2012) and that faking bad has not been examined 

more thoroughly.  

Faking bad involves presenting a negative impression on specific traits or 

overall on the measurement given (Jackson et al., 2000). An applicant may think it 

is helpful to leave a negative impression on undesired traits, likely to generate a 

desirable response. Instead of faking by looking good on desired traits, looking 

bad on undesired traits might yield the same result. Traits or scales that are 

perceived to be important to job performance are more vulnerable to faking than 

others (Khorramdel, Kubinger, & Uitz, 2014).  

 How can faking behavior occur? One need to look at what motivates an 

applicant to understand why applicant faking occurs and why it might be 

perceived as beneficial. McFarland et al. (2002) find that applicants want to make 

a good impression when it will increase the likelihood of desired outcomes. When 

applying for a position and undergoing a personality measurement, the desired 

outcome is generally to be hired.  

People who score highest on desired traits could be more likely to be 

selected, but also be in a position where they do not actually possess those traits 

(Rosse et al., 1998; Mueller-Hanson et al., 2003). Hence, faking could create 

problems due to the aforementioned rank ordering of applicants. The recruitment 

process in that case is just the beginning, and by hiring the wrong person, it will 
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influence further development in the position and the organization (Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1998). 

Dilchert et al. (2006) highlight that applicants differ in their abilities to 

fake scores on personality measurements. Further, Pauls and Crost (2005) finds a 

positive relationship between cognitive ability and faking, where people with high 

ability are better to recognize the job requirements and the possible personality 

profile desired by an employer. For example, a study from 2012 finds applicant 

faking to be 20% greater when cognitive ability is above average, which is a 

reason to consider cognitive ability when coping with faking (Tett, Freund, 

Christiansen, Fox, & Coaster, 2012). Moreover, research suggests that forced-

choice measurements are more cognitively demanding to fake than normative 

measurements (Christiansen et al., 2005; Vasilopoulos et al., 2006), which may be 

a reason for their higher resistance to faking. 

Moreover, Mahar, Coburn, Griffin, Hemeter, Potappel, and Turton (2006) 

suggest that one strategy for faking can be stereotyping. The applicants will then 

answer according to the stereotype of the people working in the organization, but 

without negative aspects. In other words, they will try to be the perfect version of 

the stereotypes. Other ways to determine desired traits could be by talking to 

people and doing research before applying. These aspects could be influencing the 

traits applicants look for when wanting acceptance into the school in this research. 

However, in recruitment processes a number of factors are normally taken 

into account. Interviews and case solving have a large impact on whom is chosen, 

and the effects of faking could then be minimized by using several sources of 

information to increase the validity of the process (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). 

There are mixed results regarding how much faking impacts the validity of 

personality testing. While Donovan et al. (2003) reports that the validity and 

quality of the recruitment process is not debilitated to a high degree from potential 

faking, Winkelsprecht et al. (2006) on the other hand are more concerned about 

the consequences in an actual selection process.       

Ipsative measurements are found to provide more accurate results than 

normative measurements when applicants are motivated to fake (Bowen et al., 

2002). Further, ipsative measurements have been shown to shield a bit better 

against faking than normative measurements (Bowen et al., 2002; Christiansen et 

al., 2005; Heggestad et al., 2006; Bartram, 2007; Salgado et al., 2015) and as 



GRA 19003 Master Thesis 
 

 14 

being less related to socially desirable responding when applying for a real job 

(Christiansen et al., 2005). Research in faking is normally done by varying 

instruction sets to analyze how different conditions affect applicant responding 

(Bradley & Hauenstein, 2006). Such research has revealed significant differences 

between comparing groups when testing for faking using different instructional 

sets to observe changing mean scores on personality traits (McFarland & Ryan, 

2000; Pauls & Croost, 2005; Heggestad et al., 2006). In the current study, the 

conditions are ones in which applicants naturally want to be accepted, potentially 

generating a motivation to fake. As ipsative measurements are expected to be 

more faking resistant than normative ones, and it is expected that conditions are 

significantly different from each other, the following hypotheses are presented:  

  

Hypothesis 2a: Mean scores of all traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC 

 increase in the selection condition compared to the control condition, and 

 there is a significant difference between the groups. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the selection condition than 

 IPIP-Likert. 

 Coping with faking. Attempts are made to defend against faking, and 

many measurements have compensations for faking that improve their validity 

(Goffin & Christiansen, 2003). Rosse et al. (1998) finds that neither validity nor 

rank order is affected if all applicants manage their scores, but the extreme fakers 

could achieve an effect if only a few individuals choose to fake.  

When personality measurements are widely used and poorly chosen, the 

link between job and personality will be inaccurate (Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 

2005). To know more about the effects of faking, and the underlying patterns of 

this behavior, measurement of personality could be leveraged to a higher degree in 

selection processes (Goffin & Boyd, 2009). Hence, coping with faking might not 

generate the wanted effects if the organization does not have the obligatory skills 

to perform a personality measurement in the first place. One has to start with 

establishing a professional recruitment process with the skills and knowledge 

necessary to handle the information gathered. The accuracy of hiring the best 
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possible person lies primarily in the process used by the organization (Murphy & 

Dzieweczynski, 2005). 

 First, faking can be addressed by using several methods in the recruitment 

process to increase validity and by having multiple sources to provide valuable 

information (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The increased validity gained by adding 

more sources of information makes it easier to be sure that the right applicant is 

picked for the job. An example of this could be that the recruiters use the job 

interview to talk through test scores, noting if applicant descriptions are in line 

with the answers given on the personality measurement. Relying on just one 

source of information is not preferable, as this may be inaccurate and will not 

cover the depth of the applicant’s personality or other abilities in the applied 

position (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).       

 Second, one can ask questions in a random order so that the applicant 

cannot be certain which trait is being measured. One could also ask the same 

question with other words to see if the answers change (Converse, Oswald, Imus, 

Hedricks, Roy, & Butera, 2006).      

 Third, a possible way to cope with faking is to insert a warning saying the 

test will detect if faking occurs. This shows, according to Dwight and Donovan 

(2003), and Rothstein and Goffin (2006), to yield positive results, possibly 

because the applicants are afraid of being caught faking their scores. Hence, this 

could also generate an unwanted effect. If the applicants are afraid of being caught 

faking, someone might make himself or herself look worse in order to be secure 

and perhaps not be hired even though they would have been offered the job. To 

deal with faking in such ways demands a thorough process in which the 

organization determines its stance on positive and negative effects related to 

coping strategies.  

 Previous research has showed ipsative measurements to defend better 

against faking than normative measurements, but these are still not completely 

resistant (Christiansen et al., 2005; Heggestad et al., 2006; Salgado et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, warnings have shown to have some effect on faking behavior by 

deterring people from distorting their scores (Dwight and Donvan, 2003; 

Converse et al., 2006; Rothstein & Goffin, 2006). Further, situational contexts 

have been found to have an effect on the occurrence of faking and mean scores 
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(Heggestad et al., 2006: Salgado et al., 2015). Based on the preceding discussions, 

the following hypotheses is presented: 

 

Hypothesis 3a: Mean scores of traits on the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC 

 are lower in the warning condition than in the selection condition, and are 

 shown to be significantly different from each other.  

  

Hypothesis 3b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the warning condition than 

 the IPIP-Likert. 

 

Content and Predictability of Personality Measurements 

When connecting personality traits to applicant faking, much depends on the 

position sought. Different jobs demand different personality profiles; hence, for 

applicants to make themselves look better by faking, they also need to identify 

traits that are most desirable for a certain job. To know about these personality 

traits, their connection to job performance, and which of them are typically 

desired for specific jobs might be information that those with the best ability to 

fake can exploit (Pauls & Crost, 2005).  

 Some traits are important in all occupations and are better at predicting job 

performance. Schmidt and Hunter (1998) find conscientiousness and integrity, 

together with cognitive abilities, to be good predictors for job performance. 

Integrity is proposed as being measured through neuroticism/emotional stability 

and agreeableness from Costa and McRae’s (1992) Big Five model. Hence, it is 

natural to believe that the mentioned traits are especially important to monitor 

when examining applicants and their personality scores. These are good predictors 

for future job performance, and therefore a possible target for a faker in the 

recruitment process. Further, emotional stability is also a valid predictor for most 

occupations because employers want people with a stable mindset. Moreover, 

extroversion and agreeableness are important in jobs that demand interpersonal 

factors for success. However, desired personality traits always depend upon the 

type of job and kind of organization being applied for (Salgado, 1997).  

 Further, data gathered is drawn from admission to a military leadership 

school, including practical experiences within the field. Judge, Bono, Ilies, and 
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Gerhardt (2002) recognize extroversion, conscientiousness, openness, and 

emotional stability as correlating with leadership, which also Salgado et al. (2015) 

finds to relate with managerial and military job positions. Supplementary, Salgado 

et al. (2015) finds multidimensional forced-choice measurements to be a better 

predictor of future job performance than normative measurements, and further to 

be the recommended measurement in a selection process. Fully ipsative 

measurements is not shown to be a better indicator than normative measurements, 

but this changed when looking at partially ipsative measurements (Salgado et al., 

2015). Bartram (2007) also finds multiple forced-choice to be a better predictor 

than using rater scales, which is done when conducting a Likert-type normative 

measurement. In addition, multiple forced-choice measurements have better 

predictive validity in selection processes. Based on partially ipsative 

measurements designed to cope with faking, and signs of their better predictive 

validity compared to normative measurements, the following hypothesis is 

presented:  

 

Hypothesis 4: IPIP-MFC predicts admission to the Officer Candidate 

 School better than IPIP-Likert in the selection condition, and IPIP-MFC 

 predicts more consistent than IPIP-Likert across all conditions.   

 

Method 
This thesis is a project with data and research design from my supervisor Øyvind 

Martinsen. Data has been gathered from 1123 military applicants who have 

applied for Officer Candidate School, and the applicants were randomly selected 

for three different experimental conditions. The received raw data have been 

recoded and organized for analysis, and consists of descriptive statistics, 

measurements of personality, cognitive ability, interviews, evaluations of 

leadership potential, and whether participants were offered/denied entry into the 

school. Officer Candidate School is part of the leadership education in the 

Norwegian army, as well as the first step for those following the path of a future 

carrier as a military leader. Even though it is a school, it could also be seen as a 

job. The education is paid for, and divided into a two-year program, where the 

first year consists of both practical and theoretical education, and the second year 

involves functioning as a sergeant in the army.   
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Rather than using the term neuroticism, emotional stability will be the 

preferred term when reporting results from the analyses. The trait is measured on 

a scale ranging from neuroticism to emotional stability, and which term to use is 

decided by the direction of the items (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The scales of 

neuroticism are recoded and reversed for both IPIP measures, meaning the level of 

emotional stability is measured rather than the degree of neuroticism. This is not 

done in the NEO-FFI, where the scale is ordered, as it was when applicants 

completed the test. However, the term emotional stability will be used to avoid 

misunderstandings.  

For some of the analyses, it is necessary to use mean scores and standard 

deviations of the multiple forced-choice measurement. This can be problematic, as 

Saville and Wilison (1991), and Baron (1996) finds that ipsative measurements do 

not meet the requirements for such analysis. However, the measurement of mean 

and standard deviation could be used if it provides useful information. For this 

purpose, mean scores and standard deviations were used to detect faking behavior 

and test for faking resistance, compared with the normative measurement. 

Moreover, research including mean scores of ipsative measurements has 

previously been conducted by Heggestad et al. (2006), and Salgado et al. (2015). 

Heggestad et al. (2006) is an especially relevant study as it created the foundation 

for the design and method used in this master thesis. In sum, it is appropriate to 

conduct analyses of ipsative measurements using mean scores and standard 

deviations.  

There are ethical implications of measuring personality, especially for 

experimental purposes. Validity and reliability are always important aspects when 

testing for personality, and it could be argued as being unethical to use such 

measurements without meeting these standards (Messick, 1980). However, both 

validity and reliability will be addressed. It is also important to mention ethical 

implications considering how data was collected. To gather data, applicants in the 

selection condition and the warning condition were told that their scores would be 

part of the evaluation for admissions. Immediately after the measurements were 

conducted, the applicants were told they answered for research purposes. The 

ethical issue here is whether it is right or wrong to trick people in order to gather 

real-life data. This discussion took place between a chief psychologist in the army 

and Øyvind Martinsen before all measurements were conducted. One can say that 
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the applicants were deceived, but only for a short matter of time. Further, 

considering the importance of real-life data on personality measurements and 

faking, there was a purpose in misleading. Moreover, the high competence in 

designing and performing the measurements, in addition to the absence of 

violations of legal standards, confirm this as an ethical project (Eyde & 

Quaintance, 1988). 

 

Sample 

The data set includes 1123 participants in total, with ages ranging from 18 to 33 

years old and an average age of 19. There was no information about sex or the 

distribution of men and women. However, as of 2014, only 20% of the students in 

the Officer Candidate School were women (Forsvaret, 2016). Data was gathered 

in 2013; hence, it is reasonable to believe that the majority were men.  

 

Instruments 

 NEO-FFI. The 60-item NEO-FFI (Costa and McCrae, 1992) provides 

information about the Big Five personality traits, and was used as a “standard” for 

the applicants’ scores on each trait when gathering data. Applicants answered all 

statements on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) Likert-scale (Appendix 

B). However, after recoding and reversing questions, the scale ranges from 0 to 4. 

All traits are measured from left to right with the exception of neuroticism, which 

goes the opposite direction. This is because scoring to not be neurotic will be a 

low mean score, while scoring as extroverted or any other trait will be a high 

mean score. Scores on all personality traits had a Cronbach’s alpha above .7, 

confirming the reliability of the test.  

 IPIP-MFC. As in Heggestad et al. (2006), there is an 18-item MFC 

measure from IPIP using a dichotomous method (Dunnette, McCartney, Carlson, 

& Krichner, 1962; in Heggestad et al., 2006), and provides information of the Big 

Five personality traits. This means that each item consists of four statements, two 

of which are socially desirable and the other two are undesirable. Applicants 

further choose two of the statements, one “most like me,” and one “least like me” 

for each item. All participants had to answer an item before moving on to the next, 
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to exclude the possibility of planning answers by knowing all of the statements. 

Giving a value to all four statements in relation to the answers given did the 

scoring. For statements indicating high trait standing, two points were given for 

the response “most like me”, and zero points for the response “least like me”. This 

was done in the opposite direction for statements indicating low trait standing. 

Two points were given for statements chosen as “least like me”, and zero points 

for choosing “most like me”. In addition, all statements not chosen were given 

one point, making it possible to earn two, four, or six points on each item 

(Appendix B). 

 
Table 1.  

Example of a Multidimensional Forced-Choice (MFC) Item and Responses from Two Hypothetical 

Respondents  

 

MFC Item 

Person A Person B 

Responses Scale Score Responses Scale Score 

Criticize others' shortcomings 

(A-) 

 1 Least 2 

Put little time and effort into my 

work (C-) 

Most 0  1 

Am able to find out things by 

myself (O+) 

 1 Most 2 

Am not easily frustrated  

(ES+) 

Least 0  1 

Item total  2  6 

Note. A minus sign indicates that it is a low trait standing. A plus sign indicates that it is a high 

trait standing. The letters represent the Big Five personality traits: A = Agreeableness; C = 

Consciousness; O = Openness; ES = Emotional Stability. Most = Most like me. Least = Least like 

me.  

 

Table 1 presents both ends of the continuum in gaining the least and 

largest amount of points possible within an item. Person A obtained the least 

amount of points possible by answering an undesired trait as “most like me”, 

while answering a desired trait as “least like me”. Compared to person B who did 

the exact opposite, it is clear how the scoring system works and how it is affected 

by different answers. Cronbach’s alpha is not an applicable test of reliability for 

an ipsative measurement because of the items is not independent. Heggestad et al. 
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(2006) examined test-retest reliability for this measurement, confirming its 

reliability with the same method used in this thesis.  

 IPIP-Likert. The MFC items were transformed and administered into 

IPIP-Likert scales, and an additional 53 items were added from IPIP in order to 

hide that the participants were answering the same questions. The measurement 

consists of 125 statements in total with scaling from 1 (very untrue of me) to 6 

(very true of me), with 25 statements representing each personality trait of the Big 

Five model. Analyses were conducted based on only 72 items, similar to the items 

for IPIP-MFC (Appendix B). Cronbach’s alpha for IPIP-Likert is above the 

necessary level of .7.  

 

Procedure 

The selection process for the Officer Candidate School in the Norwegian army 

occurs once a year. The first step is the same as for those doing mandatory 

military service, a day with various tests and health evaluations. In addition, those 

who want to attend the Officer Candidate School have to actively apply. 

The NEO-FFI was administered first, with instructions that the responses 

would be part of a research project, the same for all applicants in all experimental 

conditions. The applicants were then introduced to both IPIP measures, but with 

various experimental instructions. The IPIP measures were given in a different 

order for half of the applicants to counterbalance the measurements and exclude 

the chance that order would affect the results. One half was answering the IPIP-

Likert first, and the other half completed the IPIP-MFC first. Experimental 

conditions are separated into the control condition, selection condition, and 

warning condition. Further, data was collected on answering the tests as honestly 

as possible, with and without any motivation to fake.  

McFarland and Ryan (2000), Bowen et al. (2002), Pauls and Croost 

(2005), Heggestad et al. (2006), and Vecchione, Dentale, Alessandri, and 

Barbaranelli (2014) have all conducted research on personality and faking by 

dividing participants into groups with different instructions, as in this study. This 

way of examining faking is therefore well established and builds on previous 

research by utilizing part of an actual selection process. Heggestad et al. (2006) in 
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particular is comparable as the same research design and personality measurement 

tools are used in laboratory settings.  

 Experimental Condition 1: Control. This group contains 372 applicants, 

instructed that their answers in the following measurements were for research 

purposes only. The purpose of this condition is to provide a control group to use 

when analyzing the effects between the other conditions. It will also provide 

information about measurement scores when motivation to fake is minimal. 

Participants were administered all mentioned personality measurements, starting 

with the NEO-FFI and followed by the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC, answered in 

various orders.  

 The purpose of this condition is to examine if the IPIP-MFC provides 

normative trait information when motivation to fake scores is minimal. First, 

response format should not be a problem if the measurements measure the same 

traits. Second, as they are measuring the same traits, both IPIP measures should 

have a similar relationship to the NEO-FFI. Third, variations of the relationship 

between the measurements when comparing all conditions could explain potential 

faking behavior.  

 Experimental Condition 2: Selection. This group consists of 378 

applicants, instructed that their answers were part of the admissions process for 

the Officer Candidate School and to answer as honestly as possible. The purpose 

of this condition is to gather data in a natural context where the applicants have 

applied of their own free will. Further, Experimental Condition 2 provides 

valuable information seen in relation to the other conditions. Hence, the 

participants in this condition might be motivated to fake their scores. 

Experimental Condition 2 distinguishes itself from other research by using part of 

a real-life selection process instead of constructed laboratory settings.   

 Experimental Condition 3: Warning. The third group consists of 373 

applicants, instructed that their answers were part of the admissions process for 

the Officer Candidate School and asked to answer as honestly as possible, but 

with a warning that a lie scale will detect possible faking. The purpose of this 

condition is to gather data in a natural context when applicants are given a 

warning intended to discourage possible faking behavior. Moreover, it provides 
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valuable information about response patterns and faking resistance, in comparison 

to the other experimental conditions.  

 

Results 

Hypothesis 1a: There are positive and high correlations between same-traits 

in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC, and consistent correlations across all 

experimental conditions 

Hypothesis 1a considers same-trait correlations between the IPIP-measurements. 

Estimates of correlation coefficients of same-traits covering all experimental 

conditions were conducted. In addition, estimates of correlation coefficients 

within each experimental condition were also done. Correlation coefficients vary 

from -1 to +1, where +/- .0 to .2 is considered low, +/- .2 to .5 is considered 

medium, and +/- .5 to 1 is considered high. Since the hypothesis is stating high 

and positive correlations, numbers being close to, or above .5 in the positive 

direction are desirable. In addition, in order to trust the correlations, they need to 

be significant. Significance is indicated by p values and ranges from .000 to 1. A 

score less than .05 is sufficient to classify a result as significant (Field, 2013). 

Significance level will be important in several of the upcoming analyses as well.  

Results for Hypothesis 1a are presented in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5. All same-

trait correlations are significant at the p = .01 level. Same-trait correlations are 

high or close to high and positive for all traits, meaning all traits were correlating 

above .5, except for agreeableness correlating between .4 and .5 for all 

experimental conditions. In addition, openness has a correlation of .416 in the 

selection condition, and emotional stability has a correlation value of .479 in the 

warning condition. The correlation coefficients are consistent across experimental 

instructions. Even though some of the personality traits drop below the desired 

score of .5, they are close to this level and consistent across instruction sets, 

meaning that hypothesis 1a is supported.  
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Hypothesis 1b: There are positive and a high correlation between same-traits 

in the NEO-FFI and of both IPIP measures, but these are highest between the 

NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert 

Hypothesis 1b considers same-trait correlations between NEO-FFI and both of the 

IPIP-measures. The same analyses were conducted as in Hypothesis 1a with the 

same scoring levels being desired. Results are reported in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5.  

The correlations are higher and more positive between the NEO-FFI and 

IPIP-Likert, with all same-trait correlations being above .5. However, the same-

trait correlation for emotional stability between the NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert is 

negative, which accounts for a large negative correlation. However, in this case 

the negative sign appears because the scores of NEO-FFI are based on a scale of 

neuroticism, while both IPIP measures are reversed into a scale of emotional 

stability, hence, accounted for as a positive and high correlation. There are 

expected large and positive correlations between NEO-FFI and IPIP-MFC scores. 

However, only the correlation for conscientiousness met this prediction in all 

tables, while openness also met it in the warning condition, with the other traits 

correlating at values between .2 and .5. Even though the correlation between the 

NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert was higher than the NEO-FFI and IPIP-MFC, they are a 

bit low compared to the desired level between the NEO-FFI and IPIP-MFC. 

Overall, there is partially support for hypothesis 1b. 

However, even though the statistical values were not sufficient to fully 

support both hypotheses 1b, it is important to notice that the numbers are stable 

across experimental instructions, generating a trustworthy foundation for future 

analyses.   
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Hypothesis 2a: Mean scores of all traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC 

increase in the selection condition compared to the control condition, and 

there is a significant difference between the groups 

Hypothesis 2a anticipates mean scores for traits in the IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC 

to be inflated by experimental manipulation and that the control condition and the 

selection condition are significantly different from each other. A one-way 

MANOVA can help determine if there is a significant difference between the 

experimental instructions. Here, a significant score on Wilk´s lambda can confirm 

the difference between the groups, using the same levels of significance as 

previously mentioned. Post-hoc analyses would examine the results more deeply, 

but planned contrast comparisons are also sufficient. The reason for choosing the 

latter in this case is that the predicted result is already stated in the hypothesis. 

Therefore, a planned contrast comparison is more suitable for the purpose of 

analyzing differences between the groups. With the planned contrast comparison, 

one can compare the relevant groups; in this case the control condition and the 

selection condition. Further, significance levels for each personality trait can be 

reported and differences between the groups identified. Analyses for IPIP-Likert 

and IPIP-MFC were done separately and used as a dependent variable. The 

variable concerning which condition each applicant belongs to was used as the 

independent variable to examine differences in response between the groups. 

NEO-FFI was used as a control variable when examining differences between the 

conditions, as this measurement was administered using the same instructions for 

all conditions.  

The mean scores in IPIP-Likert are greater for all personality traits in the 

selection condition compared to the control condition, seen in table 6. Further, 

reporting Wilk´s lambda at significance level p = .000, there is a significant 

difference in responses based on experimental manipulations within the IPIP-

Likert. A deeper analysis employing a planned contrast comparison between the 

groups found that the change in mean scores is statistically significant for all 

personality traits between the control and the selection condition. Hence, there is 

an indication of faking behavior (Appendix C). The same analyses were done for 

IPIP-MFC, and all traits had higher mean scores in the selection condition than in 

the control condition, except for agreeableness, which is lower, also seen in table 

6. Reporting Wilk´s lambda with significance level set at p = .000, mean scores of 
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IPIP-MFC are found to significantly differ based on experimental manipulations. 

However, doing a planned contrast comparison for IPIP-MFC, only 

conscientiousness is significantly different at the p = .05 level (Appendix C). 

Thus, changes in mean scores are inflated by experimental manipulations, but that 

difference is not significant on the trait level. Further, hypothesis 2a is partially 

supported.    

 

Hypothesis 2b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the selection condition than 

IPIP-Likert 

Hypothesis 2b considers IPIP-MFC to be less inflated by the selection condition 

than IPIP-Likert. By looking at effect sizes, known as Cohen’s d, it can be 

determined the inflation of instructions given. This number is calculated by using 

mean scores and standard deviations. Interpreting effect sizes normally follow a 

rule of thump, where +/- .2 is considered low, +/- .5 is considered medium, and 

+/- .8 is considered high effect of treatment (Magnusson, 2014). Results are 

presented in table 6. 

 
Table 6 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Size for Experimental Conditions 1 and 2  

 Control Selection  

IPIP-Likert M SD M SD Effect Size 

ES 4.4856 .47782 4.5916 .48643 0.1092 

E 4.4701 .54366 4.5743 .54908 0.0949 

O 4.3782 .53890 4.4815 .48082 0.1006 

A 4.7300 .46606 4.8065 .42390 0.0855 

C 4.4950 .53249 4.6466 .49007 0.1465 

IPIP-MFC      

ES 16.6141 3.51033 17.0250 3.23231 0.0607 

E 15.3070 4.10647 15.5167 3.72745 0.0267 

O 17.2901 4.31104 17.8083 4.05731 0.0617 

A 17.6028 3.76236 17.3528 3.77508 -0.0331 

C 17.4535 5.03546 18.1759 4.34705 0.0765 

Note. The control group was instructed that the questionnaires were a research project.  

The selection group was instructed that the questionnaires were an evaluation for admission to the 

school.   
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As seen in Table 6, all effect sizes of experimental manipulations are low 

and positive for all personality traits, indicating faking behavior as mean scores 

increase. However, effect sizes for IPIP-MFC are lower for all traits compared to 

IPIP-Likert. IPIP-Likert has effect sizes close to and above .1, while IPIP-MFC is 

lower on every trait. With effect size around .1, there is approximately 50% 

chance of the applicant in the selection group to have a higher mean score than an 

applicant from the control group. Moreover, meaning that there is a bigger chance 

of favorable mean scores in the selection group when using IPIP-Likert, than 

when using IPIP-MFC. However, important to notice that for agreeableness in 

IPIP-MFC the most favorable scores are found in the control group. Therefore, 

based on effect sizes, IPIP-MFC is less inflated by experimental manipulation and 

the scores in IPIP-Likert are more favorable in the selection condition, support for 

hypothesis 2b is offered. 

 

Hypothesis 3a: Mean scores of traits in IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC are lower 

in the warning condition than in the selection condition and significantly 

different from each other 

Hypothesis 3a predicts mean scores of all personality traits to be lower in the 

warning condition than in the selection condition because of the warning given in 

the instructions, and for the groups to be significantly different from each other 

concerning responses. The same analyses were used as in Hypothesis 2a, and the 

same statistical values are important. Analyses were done separately for IPIP-

Likert and IPIP-MFC, which accounts for the dependent variables. The 

independent variable is the variable that divides applicants into the different 

experimental conditions. NEO-FFI was used as a control variable when examining 

differences between the groups, as this instrument was administered with the same 

instructions for all conditions. 

The results of the MANOVA reports that Wilk´s lambda is significant at p 

= .000 for both IPIP measures, meaning that there is a significant difference in 

responding based on experimental manipulations (Appendix C). Further, as seen 

in Table 7, mean scores of all personality traits are lower across the groups. 

Performing planned contrast comparisons, the differences in mean scores are 

significant for all traits in IPIP-Likert, and for emotional stability, extroversion, 
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and openness for IPIP-MFC (Appendix C). Moreover, explaining that applicants 

responded significantly different and that this difference is connected to 

instructions given. Further, a sign of possible faking behavior and that warning 

show signs to cope with it. However, given the decrease in mean scores and 

significant difference between the selection condition and the warning condition, 

hypothesis 3a is supported. 
 

Hypothesis 3b: IPIP-MFC is less inflated by the warning condition than 

IPIP-Likert 

Hypothesis 3b predicts the effect sizes to be lower for IPIP-MFC than for IPIP-

Likert. Lower effect sizes indicate better faking resistance, as the scores do not 

change as much. The same analyses as in Hypothesis 2b and rule of thumb for 

effect sizes were used.  

 
Table 7 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for Experimental Conditions 1 and 2 

 Selection Warning  

IPIP-Likert M SD M SD Effect Size 

ES 4.5916 .48643 4.4714 .45571 -0.1264 

E 4.5743 .54908 4.4336 .58119 -0.1234 

O 4.4815 .48082 4.3470 .52025 -0.1330 

A 4.8065 .42390 4.7083 .43834 -0.1131 

C 4.6466 .49007 4.5424 .53613 -0.1009 

IPIP-MFC      

ES 17.0250 3.23231 16.3429 3.29573 -0.1039 

E 15.5167 3.72745 14.8905 3.96802 -0.0810 

O 17.8083 4.05731 17.0605 4.15583 -0.0906 

A 17.3528 3.77508 17.0461 4.09047 -0.0389 

C 18.1759 4.34705 17.7522 4.58783 -0.0473 

Note. The control group was instructed that the questionnaires were a research project.  

The selection group was instructed that the questionnaires were an evaluation for admission to the 

school.   

 

As seen in Table 7, the effect sizes are low and negative for both IPIP-

Likert and IPIP-MFC, meaning that warning does have an impact on mean scores 

by lowering the scores collected in the selection condition. The warning also have 
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less effect on IPIP-MFC, which is expected, as the effect sizes for IPIP-MFC were 

lower in the comparison between the control condition and the selection condition 

as well. Out of effect sizes being above .1 there is read that more than 50% got a 

less favorable mean score when given a warning for the IPIP-Likert. For IPIP-

MFC, this is underneath 50%. There was expected to be lower for IPIP-MFC after 

expecting the ipsative measurement to be more faking-resistant. Concluding that 

warning have an impact on possible faking behavior by leading to less favorable 

mean scores in both IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC, but less for the latter. This 

supports hypothesis 3b.  
 

Hypothesis 4: The IPIP-MFC predicts admission to the Officer Candidate 

School better than the IPIP-Likert in the selection group, and IPIP-MFC 

predicts more consistent than IPIP-Likert across all conditions   

Hypothesis 4 concerns the predictive validity for the IPIP-MFC regarding who is 

accepted to the school exceeding that of the IPIP-Likert, and the consistency 

across experimental conditions. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to 

determine the variance in admission explained by personality traits and to notice 

the impact of each trait on admissions to the school. When conducting regression 

analyses, it is important to determine if the model is significant. In this case, two 

models were created, one with the IPIP-Likert, and one for the IPIP-MFC, in each 

experimental condition. For both measurements, the variable of admissions to the 

school is the dependent variable, while the personality traits from the IPIP-Likert 

and IPIP-MFC are independent variables. If the model is significant, then R 

squared (R2) can indicate how much of the variance is explained by the model. 

Multiplying R2 by 100 results in this number as a percentage. Even if the model 

itself is significant, it is important to notice significance levels of each trait. Here, 

the significance of Beta (β) values is reported. Beta values show the impact of 

each trait on the model, and if the impact is negative or positive on the dependent 

variable. Further, higher the number is for the Beta value; higher is the impact on 

the model. Results for hypothesis 4 are presented in table 8.  

The direct relationship between admission to the school and the 

personality traits is low, and there is not a linear relationship, in any of the 

experimental conditions. However, all models but IPIP-MFC in the control 

condition were significant. IPIP-MFC shows better explanation of the variance of 
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admissions in the selection condition, however, IPIP-MFC and IPIP-Likert has 

approximately the same explanatory power. When looking at explanatory power 

across conditions IPIP-Likert is higher in the warning group than in the selection 

group. A possible explanation for this occurrence could be that warning copes 

with faking behavior, and therefore produce scores that are more accurate. 

Further, IPIP-MFC has more aligned results between the selection and the 

warning condition. However, as mentioned, the lowest explanation of variance in 

the control condition.  

 
Table 8 

Standardized betas (β) and R2 for IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MCF across all experimental 

manipulations 

 Control group Selection group Warning group 

 β R2 β R2 β R2 

IPIP-Likert  .037*  .041**  .051** 

ES .042  -.045  -.013  

E .127*  .156*  .156**  

O -.112  .039  -.041  

A -.026  -.044  .031  

C .128*  .101  .120*  

IPIP-MFC  .018  .046**  .041* 

ES .060  -.079  -.031  

E .143*  .127*  .073  

O .004  -.002  .019  

A .028  -.028  .121*  

C .054  .147*  .179**  

* Correlation significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

** Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

Dependent variable: Admissions to Offices Candidate School. Independent variable: IPIP-Likert 

and IPIP-MFC.  

 

From table 8 there is noticed that extroversion and consciousness have the 

most positive impact on being accepted to the school for both IPIP-Likert and 

IPIP-MFC. Further, extroversion has significant impact in all conditions, but 

within the warning group of IPIP-MFC. Consciousness shows to have significant 

impact in all conditions, but the selection condition for IPIP-Likert, and the 

control condition for IPIP-MFC. There is interesting to notice that emotional 

stability and agreeableness in IPIP-Likert has negative impact on being accepted, 
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while emotional stability, openness, and agreeableness shows negative impact for 

IPIP-MFC on being accepted to the school. This means that extroversion and 

consciousness are the favorable traits in being accepted and to have positive 

impact on the decision. While the other traits seems to have less explanatory 

power, and in some cases negative impact on admissions.  

Over all, the results show signs of faking behavior, and warnings to cope 

with this occurrence. Further, both IPIP-Likert, and IPIP-MFC have scores being 

close to each other, and therefore not much impact on the potential faking 

behavior. IPIP-MFC predicts admissions to the school better than IPIP-Likert in 

the selection condition, however less than 1% better. Speaking of consistency, 

IPIP-MFC shows better scores between the selection and warning condition, 

where faking behavior is expected. While IPIP-Likert have better consistency 

across all conditions, resulting in partly support for hypothesis 4.  

 

Discussion  
The main reason to use ipsative measurements are their potential to cope with 

faking behavior, and previous research supports this suggestion (Jackson et al., 

2000; Christiansen et al., 2005; Heggestad et al., 2006; Salgado et al., 2015). 

However, previous research has mostly been conducted in laboratory settings, 

where faking behavior is tested in honest and faking conditions. A typical honest 

condition involves participants thinking of a desired job and then answering 

questions as honestly as possible. The faking condition consists of participants 

thinking of a desired job and being instructed to fake their scores (Bradley & 

Hauenstein, 2006; Heggestad et al., 2006). This master thesis is distinguished 

from other research by collecting data in a real-life setting. The participants are 

naturally motivated, as they seek a spot in the Officer Candidate School. The three 

aforementioned experimental conditions make it possible to see how responding 

to personality measurements plays out in a real selection process, and further how 

experimental manipulation can moderate this relationship. All analyses were done 

to answer the research question: Will ipsative measurements be more faking-

resistant than normative measurements?  

 The first step was to determine if the construct validity was stable across 

experimental conditions and if the IPIP-MFC provides normative trait 

information, as expected from other studies (Bowen et al., 2002; Heggestad et al., 
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2006). Correlation analyses are conducted across all three groups. As the 

correlations did not differentiate much, there is observed good construct validity. 

The IPIP-Likert and IPIP-MFC correlated highly and positively in all conditions, 

and is therefore argued to measure the same construct even when manipulation 

takes place. However, the IPIP-MFC correlated moderately with the NEO-FFI, 

while the IPIP-Likert and NEO-FFI correlated highly and positively in all 

conditions. This occurrence can be explained by the difference in response design 

and items between the IPIP-MFC and NEO-FFI, while it is correlating better with 

the IPIP-Likert because of the overlap in items. Overall, the measurements 

correlate well with each other, and all cover the same constructs in the Big Five 

model of personality. The opposite would mean that faking behavior as well as 

not measuring the same construct could inflate measurements. Construct validity 

is important because it provides a sense of the measurements’ relevance and a 

foundation for predictability (Messick, 1980). Hence, this is a natural place to 

begin analyzing the data.   

Significant differences are found between the control and the selection 

condition, and between the selection and the warning condition, based on 

experimental instructions. Faking behavior is observed as the mean scores of both 

IPIP-measurements increase from the control to the selection condition. This 

supported the expected results as applicants are naturally motivated and want to 

be accepted to the school and is also consistent with previous research indicating 

that applicants can and do fake on personality measurements (Rosse et al., 1998; 

Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). As long as the motivation is strong, applicants will 

try to give a desired impression connected to the position sought. Further, it is 

interesting to notice that it happens in a real-life process, where the motivation 

also is real. Moreover, mean scores decreased when applicants were given a 

warning that faking would be detected. Here, mean scores were similar to 

responses in the control condition, indicating that warnings may help produce 

accurate scores, in coherence with previous research (Dwight & Donovan, 2003; 

Rothstein & Goffin, 2006). Interestingly, scores noted for all traits in IPIP-Likert 

analyzing differences between the control and the selection condition, and 

between the selection and the warning condition showed to be significantly 

different from each other. This only occurred for few of the traits in the IPIP-
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MFC, which could indicate that IPIP-Likert is more inflated by applicant faking 

behavior.  

 The significant difference between the groups confirms the implications of 

experimental manipulations as well as that people who are motivated to fake 

answers significantly differ from those who are not. In addition, the use of a 

warning appears to be able to reduce the motivation to manage scores on 

personality items.  

  Calculation of effect sizes between the control and the selection condition 

shows the expected results that the IPIP-MFC is more faking-resistant than the 

IPIP-Likert. Mean scores did increase on both measures, and the effect sizes were 

not large for the IPIP-Likert. However, effect sizes were smaller for the IPIP-

MFC, providing some evidence of better coping with faking. In comparison to the 

high and positive correlation, it might be seen as the better alternative when 

conducting personality measurements on job applicants. In addition, it was the 

expected result when analyzing the selection and the warning condition as well. 

The effect sizes were larger for the IPIP-Likert, as the scores were more distorted 

in the selection condition than for the IPIP-MFC. This confirms that the warning 

increases faking-resistance by lowering mean scores and explains why the scores 

on the IPIP-MFC were more consistent. However, it is important to highlight that 

none of the effect sizes were large. In sum, applicants do not as easily distort the 

IPIP-MFC, resulting in smaller effect sizes when comparing the control and the 

selection condition, as well as for the comparison between the selection and the 

warning condition.   

 The predictability for any of the IPIP measures is low for predicting who 

was accepted to the school within the selection group, but IPIP-MFC showed 

slightly better results. Furthermore, there is no linear relationship, which might be 

a reason for the weak predictability. For both IPIP measures, less than 5% of the 

variance is explained by the personality traits. On the other hand, this could be 

explained, as there is many other important aspects considered when accepting 

people into the military. Some such aspects might be leadership evaluation, 

motivation, officer evaluation, interviews, cognitive ability, and physical tests. 

However, IPIP-Likert showed better overall consistency when looking at the 

results and the explanatory power increased when the warning was added, 

indicating warning to cope with faking. On the other hand, IPIP-MFC showed to 
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be more consistent between the selection and the warning condition, indicating the 

multiple forced-choice measurement to be less inflated by the manipulation and 

faking behavior in the selection condition. In total, it does not seem like faking 

behavior have a large impact on the predictability across experimental 

manipulations for either of the personality measurements, rather that the 

predictability is low in general.  

Moreover, extroversion and conscientiousness stood out as the best 

predictors in both measurements, while the other traits had either low or/and 

negative impact on admissions to the school. When looking at standardized beta 

scores, extroversion showed to have most influence of the personality trait in 

being accepted to the school, which is interesting concerning previous research in 

leadership and managerial positions.  

Seeing all analyses in a total, IPIP-MFC shows signs to cope better with 

faking behavior than IPIP-Likert. However, both measurements have quite similar 

results. Faking behavior is examined in three ways, looking at changing 

correlations, changing mean scores, and changing predictability across 

experimental manipulations. In total, IPIP-MFC shows to be the most consistent 

measurements, even though IPIP-Likert is close to the same levels. Further, 

warning also shows to impact on faking behavior in both measurements, and help 

to produce scores that are more accurate.  

 

Limitations 

As in all research, there are limitations. The design of normative measurements 

should have been aligned. The NEO-FFI and IPIP-Likert use different response 

scales, which makes it impossible to directly compare scores. However, analyses 

that do not consider mean scores are also conducted, as this is a study on 

normative versus ipsative measurements. Nevertheless, using the same scales for 

normative measurements would make them more comparable.  

First, the IPIP-Likert uses a scale ranging from 1 to 6, making it 

impossible for the applicants to be neutral. The original design of the Likert scale 

is a range from 1 to 5, making all options available (Boone & Boone, 2012). By 

having a scale from 1 to 6, one forces the applicants to make a choice, which 

might not be ideal when accurate responses are desired. However, removing the 
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mid-point and forcing participants have to make choices might generate more 

clear results. In addition, there is no right and wrong, but removing the mid-point 

might generate different mean scores than by using it (Garland, 1991). Further, the 

NEO-FFI uses a 5-point scale, and the participants do not have to select the same 

choice on both of the normative measurements. This connects to the first 

limitation mentioned, that the response design is not aligned in the normative 

measurements.  

 Second, this is a study in a military setting, and although it presents results 

from a real selection process, one cannot directly compare it to other jobs in the 

private or government sector. For instance, the results might be different from the 

military than for students facing their first job and experienced workers that are 

changing jobs. The importance is to highlight that results from one real-life setting 

do not necessarily apply to all real-life settings.  

 Third, in general there might be extensive analyses possible to conduct 

that could shed light on some of the results generated or highlighting other 

viewpoints being interesting to examine. The main aim was to cover analyses 

needed to answer the research question, but other interesting angles to this 

problem might be possible using the data already gathered. 

 

Future Research 

Future research is needed for a more extensive analysis, but also to use the same 

methods in other settings if possible. It is not easy to gather data from real-life 

settings, but it can be valuable. Data about personality measurements in real-life 

settings are important to advance knowledge, especially regarding the 

interpretation of measurements when hiring. In addition, more research on 

ipsative measurements in selection processes will give increased power to 

explanations about faking-resistance and predictive validity.  

 Moreover, it would be interesting to examine how faking happens and who 

the fakers are. Deeper analyses on how cognitive ability moderates the 

relationship to faking behavior are required. In addition, if people with high 

cognitive ability differ in their response strategy from other people.   
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 In general, more research on faking and predictive validity of both ipsative 

and normative personality measurements done in real selection processes will be 

more practical and relevant for employers in their daily work.  

 

Conclusion 
Results support the use of multiple forced-choice measurements to provide 

normative trait information and to have good construct validity across 

experimental manipulations. Faking behavior did appear in the selection 

condition, indicating that experimental instructions moderate results of personality 

measures. Of note, motivation to fake was stronger for the selection condition, 

with higher mean scores than the other conditions, but higher increase of mean 

scores for IPIP-Likert than IPIP-MFC. Further, low effect sizes were noticed and 

the IPIP-MFC showed signs of stronger faking-resistance than the IPIP-Likert. 

Moreover, IPIP-MFC has scores not being significantly different between 

experimental conditions, which on the other hand occurred for all traits in IPIP-

Likert when analyzing groups with each other. Moreover, indicating faking 

behavior to be stronger for IPIP-Likert.  

The use of a warning did also show signs of reducing faking, as mean 

scores dropped when comparing the selection and the warning condition. The 

largest effect sizes appeared in the IPIP-Likert, which is a natural occurrence since 

the IPIP-MFC was less inflated by faking behavior in the selection condition as 

well. Moreover, the IPIP-MFC showed more consistency across experimental 

manipulations. The predictive validity of both measurements was aligned and low 

in predicting admission to the school, with the IPIP-MFC to be marginally better 

within the selection condition, but the IPIP-Likert to be more consistent across 

experimental conditions.  

 However, signs to cope with faking are observed, and the IPIP-MFC 

shows the best indications to deal with applicant faking and to have scores that are 

more consistent across experimental manipulations. On the other hand, IPIP-

Likert and IPIP-MFC showed quite similar scores, but IPIP-MFC is slightly better 

in relation to faking resistance. Moreover, other ways to deal with faking might 

also be appropriate, such as the use of warnings, which showed promising results 

in this thesis. 
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Introduction 
 

Personality inventories and other work psychological tools and methods are 

widely used in recruitment processes, which has also shown to be interesting for 

researchers throughout history (Smith & Ellingsen, 2002). Such inventories have 

shown to be good predictors for job performance and other important work-related 

behaviors (McFarland, Ryan, & Ellis, 2002; Smith & Ellingsen 2002; Donovan, 

Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003; Rothstein & Goffin 2006; Salgado & Tauriz, 2014), and 

it are therefore easy to understand why tests are popular when recruiting. No one 

wants to use money and energy on employing the wrong person to their 

organization with all the negatives it comes with in form of economic loss, lower 

performance, and bad influence in the work force (Allen 2006).   

The widely usage of tests has raised questions about how susceptible such 

measurements are to faking (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Respondents are able 

the fake their scores on personality measurements (Rossie et al., 1998), and 

research shows that a lot of people also does engage in such behaviors (Donovan, 

Dwight & Hurtz, 2003). Due to this, Hogan, Barrett & Hogan (2007) finds that 

faking is not a significant problem when it comes to real selection processes. 

While others find mixed results and that there is too little evidence to support that 

faking is not a challenge when conducting personality measurements on job 

applicants (Dingguo et al., 2012). However, there are concerns with faking 

applicants and their effects on rank orders of individuals (McCloy, & Reeve, 

2005; Dilchert et al., 2006), and to the validity of the tests (Mueller-Hanson, 

Heggestad & Thronton, 2003; Heggestad, Morrison, & Reeve, 2006), where the 

predictive validity will be addressed in this thesis through the research question: 

 

 Will ipsative measurements be more faking resistant than normative 

 measurements? 

 

 The research question does consider the two categories of personality 

measurements, ipsative and normative, and how the predictive validity is due to 

faking. Since ipsative measurements are designed to deal with faking, and does 

not rank order individuals as normative measurements (Bowen, Martin & Hunt, 

2002), it is interesting to examine these tests. Ipsative measurements did not show 

to defend against faking in laboratory setting during faking conditions 
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(Heggestad, Morrison & Reeve, 2006). Hence, it is interesting to address this 

problem in a real selection process. Normative measurements are on the other 

hand a test where it is easier to fake scores, and do impression management 

(Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 2002). Hence, more research on faking is critical to 

better understand it in real life settings.  

To answer this question the following research design is divided into three 

different conditions, where there are approximately 300 applicants in each group. 

Everyone answer ipsative and normative tests, as well as schemas for job theory 

and impression management. Group one answer in a condition for research 

purposes, the control group. Group two answers in a real life setting where the 

results counts in the selection process, the experiment group. And group number 

three answers the same tests, but got a notification that there is a lie scale that will 

see if they fake the scores. The research design will be more thoroughly described 

in an own chapter.  

 

Ipsative versus normative measurements  
 

Concerns of faking led to the development of the ipsative format of performing a 

personality measurement, beside the already developed normative measurement. 

Ipsative tests are designed to cope with faking, and designed to make it harder to 

do social desirable responding (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 2002). Ipsative 

measurements are a tool where it creates a rank ordering of personality traits 

within a particular individual, and not rank ordering of traits between applicants. 

This is one of the main criticisms towards this kind of test; as you cant compare 

individuals with each other. However, this is a problem that can be coped with by 

having a large number of scales in the questionnaire (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 

2002). A multiple forced choice item (MFC) is a type of ipsative measurement, 

and contains two or more statements, where the applicants need to choose 

between them. The applicant then choses what is most preferred, least preferred, 

most like me, or least like me to generate a picture of the personality. In this way 

the applicant cannot score and look good on all statements (Heggestad, Morrison, 

& Reeve, 2006), and ipsative tests then shield better against faking (Bowen, 

Martin, & Hunt, 2002). Hence, the criticism as ipsative tests does not rank order 

the applicants, might also be its strength. Since the focus will change to the traits 

measured in the person, and not how the person scores according to others.  
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Normative measurements on the other hand is most often done in a way 

where the applicants answers different statements on a likert scale (e.g., from 1-5), 

where one are supposed to indicate preferences from one to five to generate a 

picture of the personality. With this type of measurement, social desirable 

responding is easier. For instance, if there is applied for a position as a salesman, 

and one of the requirements is to be around people as part of the job description. 

If a statement sounds like “I like to be around people”, it is easy to answer high on 

this, and at the same time know how it looks like for the recruiter. Making some 

traits skewed to the right on desired traits and to the left on undesired traits. A 

skewed score will mean that the average is moved, making a possible problem in 

the rank ordering of applicants (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt 2002). Dishonest 

information is then influencing the ranking and the average scores to be wrong. 

Rosse et al. (1998) finds this to be a problem if there are only a few extreme 

fakers distorting their scores, while the problem might not occur if all applicants 

fake. It is important to distinguish between ipsative and normative as two different 

methods, but that measures the same construct. With normative measurements one 

can rank order the applicants and compare everyone with each other (Bowen, 

Martin, & Hunt, 2002).  

Rank ordering of applicants 

 

A major discussion within measurements of personality is how it does affect the 

rank ordering of applicants. There are anxieties related to this problem, and if 

faking brings in the wrong applicant into the company (McCloy, Heggestad, & 

Reeve 2005; Dilchert et al., 2006). Assume that a personality measurement has 

great influence on the rank ordering of applicants, it could also have a great 

influence on who gets the job, and influence important decisions (Dilchert et al., 

2006). Further this could create problems because the person selected might be 

less qualified than a person who didn’t fake, but because of others motivation to 

manage their scores became a victim to faking. It is just a problem if it affects the 

outcome directly because of the test score (Donovan, Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003; 

Winkelsprecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). McCloy, Heggestad and Reeve (2005) 

finds that the problem with faking and rank ordering of applicants is especially 

concerned in the upper tail of the scores. Although, Hogan, Barrett & Hogan 

(2007) doesn’t not find this to be significant problem, but Dingguo et al. (2012) 
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argues that mixed results indicate that one cannot not say for sure that faking does 

not affect rank order.  

When discussing rank ordering of applicants, there is important to notice 

that ipsative measurements, as mentioned, does not generate ranking of how the 

applicants score on the different traits. These measurements measure the traits 

within the applicant based on forced choice statements (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 

2002). As ipsative measurements show what are the strongest and weakest traits 

within an individual, one does not know the exact scores on each trait. Hence, it is 

not possible to have the rank order of applicants, but neither to answer desirable 

on each trait. Some might argue that ipsative measurements do generate more 

valid results, as the respondents have to make more choices than on normative 

measurements (Baron, 1996). It is then possible that the ipsative measurements 

generate more focus towards the individuals and how they fit the job and the 

organization, rather than aiming to rank all applicants to see whom scores highest 

or lowest on each trait. Personality measurements are about understanding how an 

individual is and how they act, not necessarily to compare them with each other. 

By looking at research and job analysis, an organization should have an opinion 

about what kind of person they want, without rank ordering the applicants on 

personality traits, and they can make it more difficult to fake at the same time.  

 Ipsative measurements was made and designed to cope with faking, 

impression management and social desirable responding (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 

2002). This means that it is supposed to be more difficult for applicants to fake 

their responses on measurements of personality, and also the reason for why the 

ipsative measurements are used in recruiting (Salgado & Tauriz, 2014). However, 

even though a balanced forced choice test make it impossible to receive the 

maximum score for two scales (Meade, 2004), there haven’t shown uniformly to 

defend against faking (Heggestad, Morrison, & Reeve, 2006). The question is 

however if ipsative measurements creates a remedy to the problem? Yes, they do 

not rank the applicants on the traits as normative measurements do, and it may be 

helpful to rank the traits within the applicant instead. One will then focus on the 

individual, rather than how applicants answers in relation to each other. However, 

more research is needed as most research on ipsative measurements to shield 

against faking is done in laboratory settings (Heggestad, Morrison, & Reeve, 

2006). 
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Previous research 

 

As mentioned, Heggestad, Morrison and Reeve (2006) find that ipsative 

measurements, as normative measurements are not a viable method to defend 

against faking, during faking conditions. Even though forced choice 

measurements are fakeable, it shows to be a better indicator of personality and 

less related to social desirability when responding for an actual job (Christiansen, 

Burns, & Montgomery, 2005). Ipsative measurements are less susceptible to 

faking (Jackson, Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000), and with a balanced forced choice 

test it is impossible for the respondents to generate the maximum scores for two 

items in the same item set (Meade, 2004), further it is still criticized regarding 

both construct and criterion-related validity (Meade, 2004; McCloy, Heggestad, & 

Reeve, 2005).  

It is important to better understand how these test operate in different 

conditions, and how they deal with faking in a real selection process, where the 

applicants actually wants the job, and not just pretend to, as in laboratory settings. 

Despite the criticism companies use forced choice inventories, highlighting the 

importance for more research on the topic. Hence, research concluded that 

applicants could fake, when instructed to do so (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999; 

Heggestad, Morrison, & Reeve, 2006). However, it is then unclear how this plays 

out in the real selection process, when applicants behave according to own 

thought rather than being directed to answer in a certain way. Bowen, Martin and 

Hunt (2002) highlight that even though the applicants have the ability to fake, it is 

not sure that they have the motivation to do so, indicating more research needed. 

Even though individuals have taken the test during honest conditions, and not 

been provided with guidelines, there is still not a job they actually wants and have 

been willing to apply for of free will. Further the research design for this thesis 

will be presented clear out how the design will contribute to this field of research.   

Based on the abovementioned about ipsative versus normative 

measurements, this lead up to the first hypothesis for the thesis. Considering what 

kind of test that is most preferable when aiming for predictive validity. In other 

words, examining ipsative measurements position against normative in predicting 

personality through tests. To be able to examine this type of hypotheses, group 

one (control group) and group two (experimental group) provide this data.  
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H1: The ipsative measurement will have more predictive validity  

 than the normative measurement in a real selection process. 

 

Faking 
 

There is important to understand the concept of faking and how it is perceived. 

Faking can be divided into faking good and faking bad. When faking good is 

when the respondent tries to leave a better impression, and faking bad happens 

when leaving a negative impression (Jackson, Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000). 

Hence, impression management, social desirable responding, and other ways to 

provide a different result on personality measurements than the reality, is 

considered faking. There is agreed in the research that applicants can and does 

fake their scores on personality measurements (Rossie et al., 1998; McFarland, 

Ryan & Ellis, 2002; Donovan, Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003; Robie, Brown, & Beaty, 

2007), but it is also shown that there are individual differences in the ability to 

fake on such measurements (Dilchert et al., 2006). Meaning the difference in 

ability will affect the faking occurrence on measurements, but some might also 

fake unconsciously and actually have a mistaken image of how they are in relation 

to the questions asked. As would mean that it is difficult to handle faking if it 

done with intention, but faking in an unconscious state is also possible. How to 

cope with faking will be further examined in another chapter. However, research 

is mainly focused in laboratory settings and concluded that applicants can fake, 

when instructed to do so (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999; Heggestad, Morrison, & 

Reeve, 2006). Hence, there is found that scores on measurements is in many cases 

more desirable, than if the measurement where answered honestly in a selection 

process. The difference lies in how good the applicants are at faking and 

impression management (Winkelsprecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). It is also 

essential to mention that the normative tests are easier to fake, than ipsative 

measurements that defend better against it (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 2002).  

 When faking good the applicant want to put themselves in a good position 

for what is desirable for them, and in this case that is a job opportunity. 

Individuals are able to change their responses and positioning of their traits when 

faking good (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). In other words, applicants are able to 

do impression management on desired traits and make themselves look more 

favorable by lying. The applicants have a choice between answering accurate or 
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by what’s thought to be desired (McFarland, Ryan, & Ellis, 2002). Viswesvaran & 

Ones (1999) further finds that personality measurements where more susceptible 

to faking bad, than faking good. It is then interesting that the literature almost 

without exceptions are interested in faking good (Dingguo et al., 2012) and that 

faking bad isn’t examined as a way to generate a desirable picture of one selves.  

Faking bad is to present a negative impression in specific traits, or in total 

on the measurement given (Jackson, Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000). An applicant 

may think it is good to leave a more negative impression on undesired traits, to 

probably generate desired response on being perceived for the job. Instead of 

faking by looking good on desired traits, looking bad on undesired traits might 

leave the same result. Traits or scales that are perceived to be important to job 

performance are more exposed to faking (Khorramdel, Kubinger, & Uitz, 2014). 

These are aspects of recruiting that need more research to understand what 

happens when a job opportunity is at stake in a real selection process, and 

especially how and if faking bad occurs.    

Why does faking occur, and which problems arise? 

 

To understand why faking occurs one need to look at what motivates the 

applicant, and why faking might be beneficial. McFarland, Ryan and Ellis (2002) 

finds that applicants want to make a good impression when it will make it easier 

for fulfillment of desired outcomes. And further says that when applying for a job 

and goes through a selection test, a desired outcome is generally to get the job. 

Research is done on faking in laboratory settings (Heggestad, Morrison, & Reeve, 

2006), but it is important to continue this when personality is measured in a real 

selection process as well. There could be differences in actually testing yourself 

for a real job, rather than just pretending that a real job is at stake. Because of both 

transferability to recruitment practices, but also to understand underlying 

mechanisms.  

This is important because organizations use such measurements to know 

whom they hire, and to hire the right person for the job. People who score highest 

on desired traits could be more likely to be selected, but also be in a position 

where they doesn’t actually possess the traits expressed through the test (Rosse et 

al., 1998; Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, & Thronton, 2003). Hence, faking could 

create problems according to the rank ordering of applicants, as discussed above. 
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The recruitment process is in that case just the beginning. By hiring the wrong 

person will also impact the further development in the position (Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1998), but might also affect the organizational culture.  

In a recruitment process there is normally a lot more that is taken into 

account. For instance has interviews and probably case solving a big impact on 

who is chosen in the end, and the effects of faking could then be minimized in the 

total picture when using several sources to increase validity in the process 

(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). There are mixed results in how much faking has to say 

on the validity of personality testing. While Donovan, Dwight and Hurtz (2003) 

finds that the validity and quality of the recruitment process isn’t debilitated in a 

high degree from potential faking, Winkelsprecht, Lewis and Thomas (2006) on 

the other hand is more scared of the consequences in an actual selection process. 

There is various ways to cope with faking; both through what kind of test that is 

used, and different variations of measurements. The following chapters aim to 

focus on how different tests and measurements are built and how they consider 

faking in the recruitment process.  

However, it is important to give this topic more attention due to the 

possible consequences when hiring. More attention is important for all 

organizations, recruitment professionals, academics, and also the people being 

employed, too gain more knowledge about real selection processes.  

The traits measured and their importance in faking 

 

It is important to assess how applicants fake on a deeper level, than just conclude 

that faking occurs. Personality tests based on research are normally made out of 

Costa and McRae’s (1992) big five personality traits. The tests will then measure 

extroversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and openness to 

make a picture of an applicant’s personality. When connecting this to faking it 

depends on the job being applied for. Different jobs demand different personality 

profiles, so for an applicant to make themselves look better by faking, they also 

need to do this on the traits that are most desired for a certain job. To know about 

these personality traits, and their connection to job performance, and which of 

them that is normally desired for specific jobs might be information those with the 

best ability to fake can exploit. As Dilchert et al. (2006) finds people to differ in 

their ability to fake, such information might play a crucial role between the one 
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that are good and bad at faking.  

 However, some traits are normally important in all occupations, and also 

better to predict job performance. Conscientiousness is an important indicator for 

success in a job, regarding the quality of the work done and the awareness within 

oneself (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Dudley et al., 2006). We can then imagine that 

this trait is a popular one when faking good, as from research it is a good indicator 

for future success at work. Further emotional stability is also a valid predictor for 

most occupations, naturally because employers want people with a stable mindset 

at work. The last three traits depends more upon the type of job and what kind of 

organization one is supposed to work for. Extroversion and agreeableness is 

important in jobs that demand interpersonal factors for success (Salgado, 1997). 

However, people scoring low on extroversion could just as well be good at sales, 

which is popular to connect to extrovert people, because of their ability to listen 

and find out of the customers needs.  

 Further, openness to new experiences is a valid indicator for training 

criteria (Salgado, 1997). Openness could also be seen as something being 

important in a lot of occupations, considering a complex and fast changing world 

with diverse workplaces. The important thing is to understand how applicants fake 

and which traits being seen as desired. Are those the same as the organizations 

think of? Another question is if the applicants only fake good on desired traits, or 

if they also fake bad on undesired traits? To have an understanding of faking, and 

why it is done, it is also essential to know on which traits faking occurs. Hence, 

how does an applicant know what the desired traits for an occupation are? Mahar 

et al. (2006) finds that one strategy for this can be stereotyping. The applicants 

will then answer according to the stereotype of the people working in the 

organization, but without negative aspects. In other words, they will try to be the 

perfect version of the stereotypes. Other ways to know about desired traits could 

be by talking to people, and do good research before applying.  

 Summed up, Schmidt and Hunter (1998) finds consciousness and integrity, 

together with cognitive abilities, to be god predictors for job performance. 

Integrity is then proposed being measured through agreeableness and neuroticism. 

Hence, it is natural to believe that the mentioned traits are especially important to 

keep and eye on when examining applicants and their scores on personality 

measurements. These are good predictors for future job performance, and 

therefore a possible target for a faker in the recruitment process. Leading up to the 
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next hypothesis. Desired traits are more susceptible for faking (job schema), and 

is more important in a real selection process (group two), than in reasearch 

settings (group one).  

 

 H2: There will be a greater increase in the average score on desired traits 

 in the normative measurement than to the ipsative measurement  

 comparing group one with group two.  

Coping with faking 

 

There is done work and attempts to defend against faking, where a lot of tests 

have a correction for faking that improve the validity (Goffin & Christiansen, 

2003). As abovementioned, researchers generally agree that individuals can fake 

their responses, but there is no uniformly agreement surrounding how faking 

affects the validity of personality measurements (McCloy, Heggestad, & Reeve, 

2005). One cannot be sure if everyone fake their scores unconsciously, or if just 

some applicants does it by intention. Rosse et al. (1998) finds that neither validity 

or rank order is affected if all applicants manage their scores, but that it is the 

extreme fakers that could achieve something, if only a few chose to fake. These 

fakers could then possibly change rank order, and in worst case who gets the job. 

The problem of rank ordering of applicants and faking will be further examined.  

When personality tests are used widely and tests are poorly chosen, the 

link between job and personality will not be correct (Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 

2005). If one knows more about the effects of faking, and the underlying patterns 

of this behavior, personality testing could be leveraged to a higher degree in 

selection processes (Goffin & Boyd, 2009). Hence, coping with faking might not 

generate the wanted effects if the organization does not have the obligatory skills 

to perform a personality measurement in the first place. One has to start with 

establishing a professional recruitment process with the skills and knowledge 

needed to handle the information gathered. One also wants to cover faking as a 

problem, but not before one have full control of professional recruitment. The 

accuracy of hiring the best possible person lies most importantly in the process 

used by the organization (Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005) 

First of all, faking can be coped with by using several methods in the 

recruitment process to increase validity and to have multiple sources to provide 
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valuable information (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The increased validity by adding 

more sources of information, make it easier to be sure that the right applicant is 

picked for the job. An example of this could be that the recruiters uses the job 

interview to talk through test scores, to see if what the applicant say and describes 

are in line with the answers given. Relying on just one source of information will 

not be preferable, as this may be inaccurate, and will not cover the depth of the 

applicant’s personality or other abilities in the applied position (Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1998).    

There are also different opportunities to cope with faking within the 

personality test as well. One can ask questions about topics in a random order, so 

the applicant can’t be totally sure which trait is being measured. One could also 

ask the same question with other words, to see if the answers change. However, 

another possible way to cope with faking is to make a warning that says the test 

will find out if you fake. This has according to Rothstein and Goffin (2006) 

shown positive results, and it may be because the applicants are afraid of not want 

to play the desired role, when they know the organization is looking for faking. 

Meaning that only the message itself could possibly be scary for someone to 

answer more desirable. Hence, this could also generate an effect that is not 

wanted. If the applicants are afraid of being caught in faking, someone may make 

himself or herself look worse, to be secure, and further not be hired even though 

they would have got the job. To deal with faking in such ways demand a 

thoroughly process, where the organization make up their mind about positive and 

negative effects related to coping strategies.  

 A further discussion is what kind of test to use to deal with faking, and if 

other solutions, as warnings, can shield against it as well. The next hypotheses 

will test this, as group three in the experiment received a warning that a lie scale 

will detect if they fake on the test or not (group three), compared to a real 

selection process without this warning (group two).  

 

H3a: The ipsative measurement will show to be consistent on trait scores 

when comparing group two with group three.   

  

H3b: The normative test done by group three will have a lower average score 

on desired traits, than the normative test done by group two because of the 

warning.  
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Research design 
 

Through examining the field of personality measurements and faking, four 

hypotheses are conducted to investigate what is going on. H1 considers that 

ipsative tests will have better predictive validity than normative tests. H2 

considers ipsative measurements to be more consistent than normative 

measurements across group one and two. Looking at how the average score on 

desired traits develop between group one and two tests this. Hence, ipsative tests 

will have a lower increase on these scores than the normative tests. H3a concerns 

ipsative tests to be consistent across group one and three, while H3b is the last 

one, and considers the usage of warnings to cope with faking, and that the average 

score on desired traits are lower when this warning is given on normative 

measurements. Examining a way for normative measurements to better cope with 

faking. Further the research design for the study will be thoroughly described.    

For this thesis, data and research design are handed from supervisor 

Øyvind Martinsen and contains of three different conditions for testing, and three 

different personality measurements in total. One of them (NEO-Five-Factor 

Inventory, a normative measure) is done in the same way for all the different 

conditions, where the applicants are informed that it is used for research only. 

While the other two tests is built on IPIP, one IPIP-likert (normative measure) and 

one IPIP-Multidimensional Forced Choice (ipsative measure). These two 

measures have changing conditions. In all conditions a schema of job theory and 

impression management is provided, making it possible to examine which traits 

the applicants find desirable and not. The project has been conducted on 

approximately 900 military applicants that have applied for Officer Candidate 

School, where the respondents are randomly selected for each of the three 

conditions. However, it is important to notice that by this research design it will 

be examined how ipsative measurements defend against faking in a real selection 

process, and in relation to normative measurements. 

 Condition one: The participants get instructed that their answers in the 

following tests are for research only. They start with the NEO-FFI, which is the 

same condition each time. Further they answer the two IPIP tests, a form on job 

theory, and eventually a form of impression management. This condition is 

accounted for at the control group, and will provide data on answering the tests as 

honestly as possible, by way of a research project. Condition one is important in 
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this thesis to be able to grasp important information about faking in the other parts 

of the research design.  Hence, this condition and group of people are especially 

important in relation to condition two.  

 Condition two: The NEO-FFI is taken with the same conditions as with 

condition one, but the IPIP measures change. Before answering IPIP-likert and 

IPIP-MFC the participants gets instructed that the answers will be used in the 

selection process. Followed by the form of job theory, and the form of impression 

management. This is the experiment group, and distinguishes from other research 

by examining faking in a real selection process. Answers given in this condition 

affect whom is approved or not. Making the condition fairly interesting because 

the applicants actually want this job, and has not been directed to apply for it, or 

to answer according to given guidelines. The forms of job theory and impression 

management gives valuable insight in how the applicants think in such 

recruitment process, and which traits they find desirable in that position. Further, 

the comparison of condition one and two make it possible to examine how faking 

occurs in in a pure research setting, and in a normal recruitment process. Hence, 

providing the difference from other research done in the field.  

 Condition three: The NEO-FFI test is done the same way as in condition 

one and two. Further they are informed that answers on the IPIP-likert and IPIP-

MFC will count in the evaluation of the participants, followed by the instruction 

that there is a “lie scale” in the tests, which will reveal if they fake or not. Lastly 

the form of job theory and impression management is handed out. This condition 

is closely related to what other researchers have done. It is still a real selection 

process, but instructions is given that might affect the answers, as in laboratory 

settings. However, it is interestingly to see if the lie scale affects how the 

applicants answer in relation to what the answer about desired and implicit 

undesired traits. If the lie scale scare the applicants to not fake on desired traits as 

mentioned in the research (Rothstein & Goffin, 2006), or if they may fake bad on 

these traits.  

 These three conditions will make it possible to examine how faking occurs 

in research projects, real selection processes, and in real selection processes with 

additional guidelines. The most important is the relationship between research and 

real life, which facilitate for taking the research in the field further, and to better 

understand the concept faking. Adding to the information, schemas for job theory 

and impression management can be valuable in understanding how applicants 
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think in this specific position, and then analyze how the respond according to this. 

As mentioned the data is already gathered, so the job will be to analyze it, to find 

if there are better predictive validity with ipsative measurements contra normative 

measurements. SPSS and regression analyzes will be used for this purpose.   
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Appendix B: Personality Questionnaires of NEO-FFI, IPIP-Likert, 
and IPIP-MFC 
 
NEO-FFI 
 
All answers are for research purposes only, concerning all experimental conditions.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 



 

 
IPIP-MFC 
 
Control Group 
Answers given is just part of a research project.  
 
Selection Group 
All answers from now on are used for decisions for deciding admission to the Officer 
Candidate School.  
 
Warning Group 
All answers from now on are used for decisions for deciding admission to the Officer 
Candidate School, and a warning will detect faking.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IPIP-Likert 
 
Control Group 
Answers given is just part of a research project.  
 
Selection Group 
All answers from now on are used for decisions for deciding admission to the Officer 
Candidate School.  
 
Warning Group 
All answers from now on are used for decisions for deciding admission to the Officer 
Candidate School, and a warning will detect faking.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



Appendix C: SPSS Output of MANOVA and Planned Contrast 
Comparison 
 
MANOVA for IPIP-Likert 
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



	  
	  
MANOVA IPIP-MFC 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Planned contrast comparison for IPIP-Likert between experimental 
manipulations 1 and 2 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Planned contrast comparison for IPIP-MFC between experimental 
manipulations 1 and 2 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Planned contrast comparison for IPIP-Likert between experimental 
manipulations 2 and 3 
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Planned contrast comparison for IPIP-MFC between experimental 
manipulations 2 and 3 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


