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The suthers tested for stractural invanance between fakers and nonfakers on a hindata
imventory using & four factor model (Dependable. Hard Working, Pleasant, and Talerant) with
LISREL 8 An overall chi-square test was calculsted as 8 messure of iz of the model for boak
groups independently. The GFI for the honest group was BS, whereas the GF1 was 69 for the
faking group. In order to test for specific differences between the bwo groups, & nested model
approach was used and & series of increasingly stringent hypotheses was tested [Abwin & Jackson,
1981). The authors found thar 1) the groups had different relationships among the observed
variabbes, 2} the groups had a different number of latent factors, 1) the error vanances were not
the same between the fking and hooest conditions, and 4) the relationships ansong the bsem
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Faking of Nan-Cogaitive Measares:

Factor Invariance Using Multiple Groups LISREL

Reaponse distonion iz ope of the most frequently cited criticima of personality testing for
persannel selection Response destortion has been deseribed kn the literature with terma such s
social desirable responding. claiming unlikely virmes, impression management, faking, intentional
distortion, and self-enhancement (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990, Hough &
Foullin, 1994, Lauternchisger, 1594, Ones, Viswenaran, & Korban, 1995). Research on faking
has found that subjects can, in facs, distort responses on non-cognitive measures when asked 1o
da 5o (Hough et al,, 199, Lautenschiager, 1994). Dnes et &l, {1995) found thai, when insnucted
1o fake good, respondents were able 1o change their responses by almost half'a stardard devislion
far the Big Five factors.

Although it is generally accepted that applicants have the shility to distort their self:
deseriptions, there i Bo comsensus &5 1o whether responss distortion affects the reliability,
predictive validity, and construct validity of nos-cognitive selection tests. Hogan, Hogas, ard
Reberts (1906) argued that the ability 1o enhance scores an s personality inventory s, tself, a
persomality varinble, one associsted with good adjustmen. Ones, Viswervaran, and Reiss {1996}
Tound ihat social dessrability was related 1o smable personality constructa, specifically emotsonsl
stability and conscientiousmess. They also found that correcting for faking or persoraity
measures removed relevant vansnce from the messure Therefore, Ones et al (1996 concluded

that socially desirabie respording did not pose & problem n personnel screenimg. However, 3
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recent sty by Douglas, McDaniel, and Snedl { 1996] revealed that fiking can have sibsiamtial
consequences with respect to refiability, conssuct validity, and ermenan-relaed validity Biodats
and personality scales that measuted four constructs (Dependable, Hard Working, Plossant, and
Tolerant) were administered (o students under two conditioes. In the first condition, subjects
were instructed 1o answer the questionnaires as honestly &5 possible In the second condition,
subjects were instructed 10 answer the questioansires in a way that would make a good
impression. The authors also collected job performance data from students’ employers. Using &
between-sabjects design, they found that, shhough fiking increased the coefficient alpha of the
scale, it also resubled in lower construct and crterion-refated validity.

Why might making result in lower critesion-related validity? Douglas et &l (1998 offered
two explanations.  First, faking resalts in changes in subjects’ rank-ordering. indicating that faking
does not raise of lower everyone's scomes in o consistent manner. Zickar, Rosse, and Levin | 1566)
wsed item response thecry to demonstrate the effects on mank-ordering of apphicants. Using 2
Monte Carbo design, they found that relatively few fakers are neoded For the top end of the
distribation 1o contain & high percentage of fakers. This is problematic because most employers
use & top-down selection approach  Replicating the methodalogy of Zickar et al. {1996) with
therr own data, Douglas of al. {1996) found that, as the percemiage of applicams who faked
inereased from 0-2%%, 1) the mean validity of the measures dropped from 34 to 19 and 2) the
number of fakers ranked in the top ten applicants rose from 0 w9

Second, rocent rescarch indicates that faking alters the underlying factor structare of the
scale which, s turn, harms construct validity  Using an explaratory factor analytic framework,
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Douglas et al. (1996) found that both the factor strscture and the multirsit-multimethod
(MTMM) matrix in the homest condstion differed from that Ia the good impression condition The
current analysss improves upon the Douglas o al (1996]) study by examining the prvchametric
equivalence of the scales between groups using LISREL B (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993}

u&nﬂlinwnﬂmq-mmlﬁehmbemmuuwhhﬂﬂ!wm
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indicators and the same specification of fived and free parameters. Unkike exploratory factor
lﬂrﬁ,mmmﬂn:hwmmﬁmlmsmmmwmﬂmm
fits the mode, LISREL allows you to not oedy specify the number of factors in the model, bt
alsa the factor faadings, factor intercorrelazions, and error variances For example, Schait and
M{IM}mmmmmwnﬂmm'udmmmhm
Mhﬂmmﬁn:bmhnlhﬁumﬁdhjwww-.
Ummndmmam.mhwmwwwmmuwm
in the applicant sample bt not in the sudesd sample

In amother study that used mubtiple groups LISREL analysis, Schmir, Fyan, Stierwalt, and
Powell (1995) astempted 10 improve the predictive and face validity of personality-based selecting
Teats used 1o select customer service personnel They did this by altering both the test instrucsions
and test items of the NEOWPI 1o make them work-specific They hypothesized that by making the
mwmnmmuwmmmwnmmnmmw
reference from which o hase their answers and, therefbre, increase critericn-related validity. The
nnhmundt.lsltﬂ_:lmWmmmﬁnmnrmmpun.-mdhhdm,-
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They fiound that the modified work-specific mstructions/items resulted in higher predictive validity
with no change in factor structure,

These resulis suggest that the structure of & pon-cognitive instrument changes under
different instructional sets. The following analyses were conducted 10 empanically 1es1 the
measaremont Eiferences found by Dougles e all (1996). The authors used LISREL 8 and a
confirmatory framework 1o examine dferences in the overall goodness of fit (GIF) and the factor
sructure between the honest and the good impression conditions. I the preliminary analyses of
Daouglas et al. (1996 sre comeat, the four factor model should better fis the data collected under
the honess instructional set than the dats collected under the good impression insnsctional sel. In
addition, there ghould be structursl differences between the honest and good impression
conditions.

Hypothesis I: As indicated by the Goodness of Fit (GFL), the four fsctor model will fi the data in
the honest condition better than the dats in the good impression condition
Hypothesis I1: The structure of the biodata seale bn the bonest condition will signilscantly differ
from the structure of the scales in the good Impresson condision

Tia: The covariance matrices of the honest and good impresson conditions will nod be

el
ITb: The factor pattern {number of factors) will differ berween the honest and good
Ile- Factor loadings will differ betwesn the homes! and good empressson conditions
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[id: Ervor vasiances will differ between the honest and gocd smpression conditions
Ile: Carrelations berween the latent vasiables will differ between the honest and good

X " -

Method

Diata for this analysis was collected by Doaglas, McDaniel, and Snell (1996). 600 subjects
had been randomly sssigned to one of two conditions. In the honest condition, subjects were
wsked to complete the biodats questiosnaire as hanestly as possible In the faking conditian,
subijects were told to snswer the questions in such & way a5 1o maks as favorable an impressicn as
possible. We tested for differences between the hanest and good impression groups using a four
factar model (Dependable, Hard Working, Pleasant, and Tolerant). Sixteen observed varisbles
{i.2, item composites) were linked to the four comresponding factors.  Each observed variable was
sllowed to load on only one of the four factors.

Apalvies

An overall chi-squarne was calculaied as a measure of fit of the model for both growps
indepersdently. The test for measurement mvariance was conducted to determane whether the
model for the twe samples has the same number of lxtent variables with the same ladings of
indicators, the same measuremsent errors, and the same factor intercorrelxtions. In order to best
for differences between the vwo groups. a nested model approach was wsed and & series of
increasingly stringent hypotheses was tested {Alwin & Jackson, 1981} For each hypothesis, chi-
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square values from two modeds were compared, one in which parameters were freely estimated
separstely for the two groups and ane in which the parameters were estimated with the constraing
that they be the samse for both groups. If the constramed model fits the dasa significantly worse
than the unconstrained model, the paramelers estimated for the two groups sre judged 1o be
significantly different

Results

The GFI for the honest group was B6, whereas the (GF] was 69 for the good impression
group. These findings suggest that the four factor model fits the honest group relmively well bt
does not it the good impredsion group very well. This also indicates that there are possibie
differences in structure betwien the honest and good impression conditions. In aeder to test thia
hypotheses, we conducted o test of measurement invariance using multiple groups LISREL
analysis {Joreskog, 1971)

Hypathesis la examined whether the covaniance mattices of the two groups were equal
To test this hypothesis, an overall chi-squase for ibe two groups was calculsied I the overall
chi-squiare vahse is significant, there is variance betwien the two groups. The overall chi-square
fiar the honest/goad impression groups wes significent «*={1113 43, 13680), indicating that the
groups have a different relationship between the observed variables. In order to investigate where
the differences in the measurement model lie, four sdditbonsl bypotheses were 1ested. For esch of
these hypotheses, two nested models were compared, one which constramed certain parameters in
the: moded 1o be equal across the groups and one that did sot. Hypothesis [ib



Faczor Imvariamce
9

stated that the number of factors is the same fir bath groups. - A sigrificant chi-square difference
+“={510 46, 484f) betwoen the constrained and unconsrined models indicated that the groups
had a different number of lavent faciors H}pﬂh:ﬁ:ll:umulhhwlmﬁnpmm
same across the groups. A significasn chi-square difference J*=(51,15, 16d1) indicated that the
frowps bad differential factor loadings Hypotbesis [1d stated thar the error varisnces were the
same across the groups. A significant chi-square dilference '=(58 64. 1641 indicated thas the
ETOF Variances were not the same across the bonest and good impression conditions. Hypothesis
hﬂdﬂﬂlh:mﬂhmbdmlhhmwhﬂqlmﬂwmmwpt Again, a
significars chi-square difference (=(60.43, 164f) between the constrained and uncomstrained
modeds indicated that the refatiorships among the latent varishles are different neross the honess
and good impression conditions.

Dhscussion

Dhouaghes et al (1996) found that faking increased the coefficient alpha of the biodats scale.
Thmnﬂhiardmdm:m:hﬂlh:humhrﬂhﬁﬁtyhmnﬁqnf&mm
m&mﬁmmhﬂddei-muhﬂ:ﬂmh:ﬁmmummﬁur
measured Iuﬁ-ﬁm.ih:pm-iuu;mdma:lhﬁﬁmmmimmludvﬂuiwu
supparted by these findings  If everyaone was faking at the seme rate, there would be na
difference in criterion-related validity berween the honest and good impression groups Faking
wiould be comparable to sdding a comstsnt to everyone’s scare Haswever, 1his evidence suggests
mmmmwmwmuwmumnmmgmmez Some
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possible mfluences on propensity 1o fake may be motivation 1o fike. opporunity 1o fke, and
various characterisiscs of the fest, such as warnings or venfiability of the dems.

Previows research has suggested that situational effects may change the wrait-Factor
structure of non-cogmitive tesis (g8, Douglas et al , 1996, Stokes, Hogan, and Snell, 1993} Thas
study improves on past ressasch, which relied an exploratory factor analysis (o pispoint
differences across groups. By wiilizing a confirmatory approsch, we provide conclusive evidence
that faking does alter the fsctor structuse (and, thus, the constract validiey) of personality
inventocses. These findings imply thas mventories validsted using & student or incumbent sample
may not be valid with an applicant sample, given differences in motivaticn to fake  Further

research is needed 1o pinpoint how these structursl differences affect predictive validity
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