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Participants and Data Sets

* Three data sets with extraversion IATs

* Final sample: 750 participants (258 faking low,
245 control, 247 faking high; 576 women, 173
men, 1 no response; 744 students); average

Theoretical Background

* Indices [slowing, speeding, increasing or reducing errors in congruent or incongruent
blocks; Combined Task Slowing (CTS); Ratio 150-10000] allegedly detect faking in |ATs

(Agosta et al., 2011; Cvencek et al., 2010; Roéhner et al., 2013)
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Reducing errors on the incongruent block (i.e., RedErr_In; difference in errors
between the incongruent block at baseline and the incongruent block under
faking)

On the second occasion, participants were
randomly assigned to one of three conditions

(i.e., control, faking high scores, or faking low Stability of Faking Indices
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Faking strategies participants employed to fake high scores on the IAT that were related to faking success
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concerning faking high (faking effects are typically smaller for faking high; e.g., Rshneretal., 2011).

2) Not all strategies that are implemented by fakers are successful. The results for faking low
need to be replicated. We expect the following: Slow Co and CTS should be more strongly
related to faking success than to repeated measurement effects. For faking high: Slow _In
and CTS would be positively related to faking success, whereas IncErr_In would not.
Slow In and CTS should be more positively related to faking success than to effects of
repeated measurement.

3) Faking indices would show stability. Faking indices that correctly classified whether
participants belong to the faking group or to the control group in the overall data set would
also correctly classify whether participants belong to the faking group or to the control group
iIn subsamples (and vice versa).

4) Increasing errors on the congruent block and on the incongruent block will have the most
Impact on faking detection, including unsuccessful faking attempts (rRshner et al., 2013). We expect
the other indices to have only small or even a negative impact on faking detection (Rshneretal.
2013).

A

nalytical Strategy

ANOVA with repeated measures on the
extraversion |AT D scores as a manipulation
check to investigate whether participants in the
faking groups were able to fake the IAT (was
successful)

ROC curve analyses to evaluate how well each
of the strategies predicted whether participants
belonged to the control group or a faking group
Correlation analyses to evaluate how strategies
were related to faking success

Fisher’'s z test (Fisher, 1950) to compare the
correlations in the faking groups to those in the
control group

Multiple logistic regression analyses to
investigate the unique contribution of each
faking index in predicting whether participants
belonged to the control group or a faking group
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CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; H-L = Hosmer-Lemeshow; C-S = Cox-Snell; Na = Nagelkerke; Model y*(6) = 320.04,p <

.001. ***p < .001

Results in a Nutshell
1) Fakers use different faking strategies when faking low scores than when faking high scores
2) Not all faking indices are successful at levels above chance

3) Results are stable with respect to subsamples
4) Increasing errors impacts faking detection most strongly
5) Not all behaviors that revealed faking were successful in changing |IAT effects as desired
6) Not all behaviors that were successful in changing IAT effects as desired revealed faking

Reducing errors on

the congruent block
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CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; H-L = Hosmer-Lemeshow; C-S = Cox-Snell; Na = Nagelkerke; Model y*(6) = 136.89,p <
.001. ***p < .001

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

* Apparently, fakers use goal-dependent strategies which are not necessarily successful
* To detect faking, we recommend combining indices and considering the context
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