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Why is response distortion a relevant topic?

• Task of psychological assessment: Formulation of empirically based and, as far as possible, 
correct estimates of the status of psychological constructs and their change in individuals (e.g. 
Beauducel & Leue, 2014; Röhner & Schütz, 2022)

• Description, classification, explanation, prognosis, and evaluation of states and processes (e.g.,  
Beauducel & Leue, 2014) 

• Used to obtain relevant information
• Used to answer questions based on this information
• Example: Prognosis regarding the likelihood of a future criminal offense in an imprisoned offender

=> In most cases, it is of great importance that the psychological assessment is as accurate as possible 
because human destinies often depend on the recommendations (e.g., recommendations regarding 
school transfer, professional suitability, custody of a child, or early release from prison)



Why is response distortion a relevant topic?

• The aim of using psychological assessment procedures is to asses the characteristics of the 
examined persons as correctly as possible (Röhner & Schütz, 2025)

• Requirement: only the characteristic of interest is measured and nothing else (concept of response 
validity)

 Response validity = extent to which the data collected (e.g., in the form of responses in self-report 
scales) from the investigated individuals reflect their actual attributes (e.g., attitudes) (Edwards, 
2019)

 Component of construct validity (e.g. Huang et al., 2015) 



Why is response distortion a relevant topic?

• Over the course of conducting psychological assessments, practitioners and researchers will most 
likely encounter the phenomenon of response bias

• In the literature, many different terms are associated with response distortion:
• Lies
• Social desirability
• Deceptive self-presentation
• Faking
• Carelessness
• Self-deception
• Impression management
• Simulation
• Dissimulation



Agenda

1. Typical examples of response biases and their facets
1. Carlessness
2. Socially desirable responding (SDR)
3. Faking

2. Frequencies of response biases
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assessment) of response biases
4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases
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6. Discussion
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their facets



1. Typical examples of response biases and their facets

• Response biases = systematic biases in the responses of participants (Paulhus, 1991; Moosbrugger & 
Brandt, 2020)

• If response distortions occur, the answers of tested individuals in the psychological assessment no 
longer reflect the characteristic to be measured only, but also contain other sources of influence 
(e.g., whether the person generally tends to agree; i.e., acquiescence)

• Response biases: 
• Response styles (biases that are consistent across time and measures; e.g., extreme responding) 
• Response sets (biases that vary with time and across measures; caused by temporary 

distraction or change in motivation; e.g., faking)



1. Typical examples of response biases and their facets

Carelessness
• Key feature: Largely ignoring the test instructions and/or item content 
• Cause: Lack of motivation, not lack of ability to respond carefully (e.g. Goldammer et al., 2020; 

Schroeders et al., 2022)

• Careless respondents, for example, skip items (e.g., only 5 of 10 items are answered) or answer in 
patterns (e.g., "Solution A," "Solution C," "Solution A," "Solution C,"....)

• Typical facets are: 
1. Omitting responses
2. Consecutive identical responses
3. „Random“ responding
4. Patterned responding



1. Typical examples of response biases and their facets

Socially desirable responding (SDR)
• Key feature: Understood as a tendency towards positive self-description (Paulhus, 2002)

• Typical facets are: 
1. Self-deceptive enhancement (having a positive impression of oneself)
2. Impression management (trying to impress others)
3. Agentic impression management (self-presentation as a hero)
4. Communal impression management (self-presentation as a saint)



1. Typical examples of response biases and their facets

Faking
• Key feature: Describes the intentional distortion of responses in order to achieve a specific goal 

(e.g., a job offer; Ziegler et al., 2011; see also Röhner & Schütz, 2019)

• In addition to faking motivation, the ability to fake, and the opportunity to fake are necessary 
preconditions

• Typical facets are: 
1. Faking good versus faking bad
2. Simulation versus dissimulation
3. Slight faking versus extreme faking
4. Blatant extreme responding versus intermittent faking



2. Frequencies of response biases



2. Frequencies of response biases

Carelessness
• 1% of respondents are careless responders (Gough & Bradley, 1996)
• 78% of respondents are careless responders (Mancosu et al. 2019)

SDR
• At least 30 % of respondents are socially desirable responders (Ambwani et al., 2013; Holden & Book, 2011)

Faking
• 10 % of respondents are fakers (Pella et al., 2012)
• 62 % of respondents are fakers (Donovan et al., 2003)

=> Base rate varies concerning the investigated samples (e.g., click workers vs. students), settings
(e.g., high-stakes vs. low-stakes setting), and detection methods (e.g., index for straightlining vs. 
index for omitted responses) 



3. Effects and consequences of response biases



3. Effects and consequences of response biases

Effects
• Response biases impact:

• Means (e.g., carelessness: Goldammer et al., 2020 and Rios et al., 2017; SDR: Bäckström & Björklund, 2013; faking; Birkeland
et al., 2006 and Salgado, 2016)

• Correlations (e.g., carelessness: Huang et al., 2015 and Jaso et al., 2021; SDR: Bäckström et al., 2009; Connelly & Chang, 2016; 
faking; Bressan et al., 2018 and Salgado, 2016)

• Reliability estimates (e.g., carelessness: DeSimone et al., 2018 and Maniaci & Rogge, 2014; SDR: Bäckström et al., 2009 and 
Wood et al., 2022; faking; Röhner et al., 2022 and Salgado, 2016)

• Validity estimates (e.g., carelessness: Arthur et al., 2021 and Maniaci & Rogge, 2014; SDR: Kallio Strand et al., 2021 and 
Paunonen & LeBel, 2012; faking; Dunlop et al., 2022 and Ziegler & Bühner, 2009)

• Factor structure (e.g., carelessness: Johnson, 2005 and Woods, 2006; SDR: Bäckström & Björklund, 2020 and Jackson et al., 
1996; faking; Ellingson et al., 1999; Van Iddekinge et al., 2005)

• Rank ordering (e.g., faking; Ellingson et al., 1999; Griffith et al., 2007 => In a sample of 60 people, some interviewees dropped 
48 positions under honest conditions compared to the application situation)

Consequences
• Response biases impact:

• Theory development (e.g., carelessness: Arthur et al., 2021; SDR: Musch, 1999; faking; MacCann et al., 2011)
• Decision Making (e.g., in forensic settings or in personnel selection; e.g., SDR: Hildebrand et al., 2018; faking; Burns et al., 

2017)



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct 
response biases



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases

Proactive versus reactive strategies
• Proactive strategies: used to prevent the biases
• Reactive strategies: used to detect (and correct) the biases

Because research concerning valid 
indicators for response biases is 
lacking for most measures, it is 

recommendable to favor proactive 
strategies over reactive ones. 



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases

Typical proactive and reactive strategies taking faking as an example
Proactive strategies
1. Implementation of warnings

• Several types of warnings (e.g., warnings that faking can be identified, warnings that faking is 
morally unacceptable; Dilchert & Ones, 2011)

• Indications of reduced faking after warnings on possible identification (Law et al., 2016)
• BUT: 

• Respondents just apply more sophisticated faking strategies (Youngjohn et al., 1999)
• Generalized warnings to all respondents are ineffective and may even have negative side 

effects (Feeney et al., 2023; e.g., cause anxiety in honest responders: Li et al., 2022)
• Ethic concerns because valid faking detection is still not possible for all measures (so one 

has to lie to participants)



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases

Typical proactive and reactive strategies taking faking as an example
Proactive strategies
2. Using measures that are “immune” against faking

• Several measures have been suggested to be immune against faking
• Most prominently, Implicit Association Tests (IATs; Greenwald et al., 1998) have been suggested 

to be fake-resistant measures (but see Röhner & Iliescu, 2023)
• Because they do not rely on self-reports of respondents but on reaction times (and errors)
• Because they were considered to assess implicit measures that were assumed to be 

uncontrollable by respondents (but see also Corneille & Hütter, 2020; Corneille & Lush, 2023; 
De Houwer, 2006)

=> However, not only have IATs been demonstrated to be fakeable (e.g., Fiedler & Bluemke, 2005; 
Röhner et al., 2011) but also it has been shown that respondents use a variety of faking strategies to 
fake on IATs (Röhner et al., 2023)



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases

Typical proactive and reactive strategies taking faking as an example
Proactive strategies
3. Using forced-choice formats
4. Reducing response latencies
…



4. Strategies to prevent and detect/correct response biases

Typical proactive and reactive strategies taking faking as an example
Reactive strategies:
1. Using socially desirability scales to detect faking
2. Applying faking indices to detect faking
3. Analyzing participants' response latencies to detect faking
4. Using AI to detect faking
5. …



5. Current research



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Cooperation with Astrid Schuetz and Ronald R. Holden

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 IATs (Agosta et al., 2011; 
Cvencek et al., 2010; Röhner et al., 2013)

• However, studies are largely underpowered and inconclusive (Röhner et al., 2023)



IAT Block Left Key (e) Example Stimuli Right Key (k)
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The Procedure of IATs (example: extraversion IAT)
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IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity
Faking Strategies and Faking Indices

Table 1



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Hypotheses

1) Faking detection in faking low and in faking high conditions would differ with 
respect to the faking indices. 

2) Not all strategies that are implemented by fakers are successful.  



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

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 age of 22.05 years (SD = 4.07)

Procedure
• Participants took part in exchange for feedback and/or partial credit
• In all studies, participants completed the extraversion IAT twice
• On the first occasion (i.e., baseline), participants completed the IAT under standard instructions
• On the second occasion, participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (i.e., 

control, faking high scores, or faking low scores)
• Participants in the control condition again responded under standard instructions on the IAT
• Fakers were asked to fake either high scores or low scores on the IAT according to a personnel 

selection scenario



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Extraversion-IAT (Back et al., 2009)
• Self-relevant words (e.g., I, self) and non-self-relevant words (e.g., they, yours); extraversion-

related words (e.g., talkative, active) and introversion-related words (e.g., shy, passive)

Faking Strategies and Faking Indices
• Computed as described in Table 1

Analytical Strategy
• ANOVA with repeated measures on the extraversion IAT 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



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Main Findings Concerning the Implementation and the Success of Faking 
Strategies

Faking low scores



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Main Findings Concerning the Implementation and the Success of Faking 
Strategies

Faking high scores



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Stability of Faking Indices

Faking low scores



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

Stability of Faking Indices

Faking high scores



IAT Faking Indices Revisited: Aspects of Replicability and 
Differential Validity

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) Not all behaviors that revealed faking were successful in changing IAT effects as desired
5) Not all behaviors that were successful in changing IAT effects as desired revealed faking

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



Other Research Projects

• Using AI to detect faking: Lying on the dissection table: Anatomizing faked responses (Röhner et al., 
2022)

• Applying diffusion models to (faked) IAT data: A diffusion model approach for understanding the 
impact of 17 interventions on the race Implicit Association Test (Röhner & Lai, 2021)

• Applying faking models to new assessment conditions (few items, no warnings): Challenging 
response latencies in faking detection: The case of few items and no warnings (Röhner & Holden, 2022)

• Trying to find out what people do to fake on self-reports: Faking in self-report personality scales: A 
qualitative analysis and taxonomy of the behaviors that constitute faking strategies (Röhner, Schütz, & 
Ziegler, 2025)

• Trying to distinguish faking effects from frame of reference effects: A registered report to 
disentangle the effects of frame of reference and faking in the personnel-selection scenario paradigm 
(Röhner, Degro, Holden, & Schütz, 2025)

• DFG Research Grant: Through a multimethod lens of artificial intelligence and qualitative content 
analyses: Effects of intelligence and gender on response patterns and elements of the cognitive process 
of faking (Röhner, 2025)
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