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Abstract 

We examine applicant faking as an adaptive response to the specific environment that 

applicants are confronted with. More specifically, we propose that applicants fake by adapting 

their responses to the culture of the hiring organization so that they display the personality 

profile that best matches the organization’s culture. In other words, they fake in a targeted 

manner, to increase their person-organization (P-O) fit. We tested this proposition in six studies, 

including experiments and surveys, and focused on competitiveness and innovativeness as two 

central elements of organizational culture. Results confirm that applicants infer an ideal 

personality profile from elements of organizational culture and then adapt their responses on 

personality inventories accordingly. Faking to increase P-O fit was present, albeit slightly 

weaker, when accounting for the fact that applicants choose organizations that fit their values. 

Overall, this research highlights the adaptive component of faking and underlines that it should 

not be considered a behavior that only dishonest individuals show.  

 

Keywords: Applicant faking; personality; organizational culture; selection.  
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Faking to Fit in: Applicants’ Response Strategies to Match Organizational Culture 

“We can teach someone to do a job. We can't teach someone to love the way we operate 

[…]. An employee who is not aligned with the culture and is not committed to living it can 

wreak havoc pretty quickly, even if they bring a great deal of skill and experience to their craft.” 

(Laurent Kolbe, business owner, quoted in Business News Daily, February 27, 2017). This quote 

demonstrates the importance that organizations assign to person-organization fit (P-O fit). P-O fit 

represents the extent to which employees’ values and personality are compatible with the 

organization’s core values (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). 

Therefore, many organizations assess P-O fit when selecting their personnel (Kristof-Brown, 

2000).  

What happens when applicants realize that their cultural fit is pivotal for receiving an 

offer? We suggest that they adjust their responses so that they look like a better fit for the 

organization. This behavior can be seen as adaptive, because applicants send precisely those 

signals that organizations are looking for (Bangerter, Roulin, & König, 2012). However, it also 

implies that applicants may distort their responses or, in other words, that they fake. As a 

consequence, organizations may hire individuals that in reality do not fit, and therefore miss out 

on the various positive aspects that are associated with having employees who possess a high 

level of P-O fit (e.g., higher organizational commitment, job performance, organizational 

citizenship behaviors, and lower turnover; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown, 

Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer et al., 2003).  

Knowledge about the impact of organizational culture on faking is scarce. Studies on 

antecedents of applicant faking (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Marcus, 2009; McFarland & 

Ryan, 2000, 2006) have primarily focused on individual differences (e.g., personality, integrity, 
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cognitive ability) and test characteristics (e.g., question format, response options, warning 

instructions), but have not yet looked at broader organizational factors. This research examines 

how organizational culture shapes applicant faking on personality measures. Building on recent 

models of the adaptive behaviors of job market actors (Bangerter et al., 2012), and of adaptive 

faking (Roulin, Krings, & Binggeli, 2016; Tett & Simonet, 2011), we propose that applicants 

adapt their answers strategically when responding to a personality inventory. That is, they fake 

on traits that are relevant to the culture in order to increase their fit with the organization.  

We focus on competitiveness and innovativeness as two central dimensions of culture 

that are used to assess P-O fit. We propose that in order to increase fit with a highly competitive 

(or innovative) culture, applicants adapt their responses so they convey the image of a highly 

competitive (or innovative) individual, and that they do the opposite when applying at an 

organization with a less competitive (or innovative) culture. We examine this proposition in a 

series of experimental and survey studies. Our results show that applicants convey a specific 

personality profile that they infer from information about the organization and identify as the 

ideal employee profile within the particular culture. This type of faking still occurred when 

applicants chose organizations that match their personal values. Taken together, this research 

advances our knowledge on both why and how applicants fake, and highlights the central, yet 

unexplored, role of organizational culture in faking.  

Faking to Increase Cultural Fit  

 Applicants fake on socially desirable traits, such as emotional stability and 

conscientiousness (Birkeland, Manson, Kisamore, Brannick, & Smith, 2006), and also more 

specifically on constructs to match the job requirements (Tett, Freund, Christiansen, Fox, & 
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Coaster, 2012). For instance, applicants increased their scores on extraversion for positions in 

sales, marketing, and nursing, but not in programming (Birkeland et al., 2006; Tett et al., 2012).  

When organizations hire new personnel, they pay particular attention to P-O fit (Cable & 

Judge, 1997; Kristof-Brown, 2000). P-O fit is particularly vital for organizations during 

adaptation processes, that is, when the structure and/or nature of jobs change (Kristof, 1996). 

Moreover, as illustrated by the quote at the beginning of the paper, many managers see P-O fit as 

more important than Person-Job fit because it is considered something that cannot be taught, and 

hence must be present, at the moment someone is hired (Gausepohl, 2017). Thus, it seems 

reasonable to assume that applicants try to figure out the dominant culture of the hiring 

organization, in order to adapt their behaviors accordingly during selection; and their behaviors 

may include faking on a personality test. In the two following sections, we outline our arguments 

in more detail, delineating how applicants to fake in response to specific cultures.  

Faking to Fit into Competitive versus Less Competitive Organizational Cultures 

Competition is an integral part of modern society, including the education system, sports, 

and the workplace (Stanne, Johnson, & Johnson, 1999). Nevertheless, organizations vary with 

respect to their level of competitiveness, that is, organizations may have a more or less 

competitive culture or climate (Fletcher, Major, & Davis, 2008). Roulin et al. (2016) propose 

that competition acts at both the level of the organization (i.e., through the level of 

competitiveness of the organization’s culture) and the level of the applicant, and that both 

influence faking. We propose that applicants fake in response to a competitive culture by 

increasing or decreasing their scores on specific personality traits, depending on how the traits 

match with the profile of a competitive individual. The prototypical profile of a competitive 

individual can be drafted from research on the relationships between personality traits and 
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competitiveness (Fletcher & Nusbaum, 2008; Ross, Rausch, & Canada, 2003). Honesty-humility 

(H-H, that is, the sixth factor in the HEXACO model of personality; Ashton, Lee, & de Vries, 

2014; Lee & Ashton, 2004) and agreeableness emerge as the two most important traits in this 

context, because they show specific relations with competitiveness and competitive attitudes.  

Individuals high in H-H tend to be fair and modest whereas those with lower scores are 

more inclined to break rules for personal profit, motivated by material gain, and willing to take 

advantage of others (Ashton et al., 2014). A central element of competitive environments (Stanne 

et al., 1999) and competitive attitudes (Duckitt, Wagner, Du Plessis, & Birum, 2002) is the 

assumption that winning is utterly important and often the only thing that counts. As a 

consequence, individuals who are less honest and humble may thrive more in a competitive 

environment than those who are more honest and humble. Moreover, morality and modesty are 

negatively associated with trait competitiveness (Fletcher & Nusbaum, 2008), showing that 

lower levels of H-H go hand in hand with higher levels of competitiveness. Individuals high on 

agreeableness are more willing to trust and forgive, and also to compromise and cooperate more 

frequently with others. In contrast, those low on agreeableness are more willing to argue and 

more critical towards others (Ashton et al., 2014). In addition, agreeableness is negatively 

associated with hyper-competitive attitudes but positively associated with collaborative attitudes 

(Ross et al., 2003). Similarly, sympathy, a sub-facet of agreeableness, is negatively associated 

with trait competitiveness (Fletcher & Nusbaum, 2008). In sum, the evidence above suggests that 

applicants will respond to a competitive organizational culture by lowering their scores on H-H 

and agreeableness and that they will respond to a less competitive culture by increasing their 

scores on these traits: 
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Hypothesis 1: In a competitive organizational culture, applicants fake by decreasing their 

scores on H-H, whereas in a less competitive culture, they fake by increasing their scores on H-

H. 

Hypothesis 2: In a competitive organizational culture, applicants fake by decreasing their 

scores on agreeableness, whereas in a less competitive culture they fake by increasing their 

scores on agreeableness. 

Faking to Fit into Innovative versus Less Innovative Organizational Cultures 

 Innovation is another core dimension of organizational culture and many organizations 

use it when assessing P-O fit (O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991). Innovation is “the 

introduction of new and improved ways of doing things at work” (West, 2002, p. 357). An 

innovative work climate encompasses a judgment-free context where new ideas, improvements, 

and solutions can be proposed, and where practical support is offered for the adoption and 

implementation of new ways of doing things (Anderson & West, 1998). This culture is likely to 

trigger a specific pattern of faking, namely on those traits that match the profile of a highly 

innovative individual. For instance, innovative individuals are described as approaching tasks 

from new angles, challenging existing processes, adapting effectively, but also as self-confident 

and able to persuade others (Janssen, van de Vliert, & West, 2004; Kirton, 1976). Therefore, the 

two personality traits openness and extraversion are particularly relevant in this context. 

Organizations with innovative cultures focus on opportunities, experimenting, and risk 

taking (O'Reilly et al., 1991). These elements are closely aligned with being inquisitive about 

different domains of knowledge or being imaginative and unconventional, which are all facets of 

openness (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Openness is also strongly and consistently associated with both 

more risk-taking (deVries, deVries, & Feij, 2009) and high levels of creativity (Chen, 2016; 
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Silvia, Kaufman, Reiter-Palmon, & Wigert, 2011), which are two core features of innovative 

culture. Innovative climates also constitute an environment where people constantly move 

towards developing new answers, where ideas and views are expressed freely, and team 

members interact frequently (Anderson & West, 1998). Kirton (1976) describes innovators as 

thinking tangentially, being abrasive, and able to take control of new or unstructured situations. 

These characteristics are closely related to higher levels of expressiveness, sociability, social 

boldness, and liveliness, which are all facets of extraversion (Lee & Ashton, 2004). In addition, 

extraverted individuals are more creative (Silvia et al., 2011), and more likely to take risks or 

seek out sensations than less extraverted people are (deVries et al., 2009). In sum, we anticipate 

that applicants will respond to an innovative organizational culture by increasing their scores on 

openness and extraversion, and by decreasing them in response to a less innovative culture: 

Hypothesis 3: In an innovative organizational culture, applicants fake by increasing their 

scores on openness whereas in a less innovative culture, they fake by decreasing their scores on 

openness. 

Hypothesis 4: In an innovative organizational culture, applicants fake by increasing their 

scores on extraversion, whereas in a less innovative culture they fake by decreasing their scores 

on extraversion. 

Choosing Where to Apply: The Role of Self-Selection 

Applicants’ adaptation strategies in response to organizational culture are not restricted to 

faking. Another adaptive behavior consists of applying to only those organizations that exhibit a 

culture that fits with one’s own values, as highlighted by the attraction-selection-attrition model 

(Schneider, 1987; Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995). The model argues that individuals 

select themselves into and out of organizational settings as a function of the organization’s 
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values or culture. Hence, applicants choose where they want to apply and often select 

organizations whose values and culture fit their own values and personality. Indeed, applicants’ 

perceptions of P-O fit are associated with organizational attraction and job acceptance (Judge & 

Cable, 1997; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012). Also, employees 

working in the same organization tend to have homogeneous personality profiles (Schneider, 

Smith, Taylor, & Fleenor, 1998).  

If applicants choose only those organizations where they truly fit in, the need to fake to 

increase cultural fit may be reduced or even eliminated. Nevertheless, there are several reasons to 

assume that applicant would still fake. First, numerous factors other than perceived P-O fit 

determine the attractiveness of an organization to applicants, such as compensation schemes, 

development opportunities or organizational prestige (Uggerslev et al., 2012). Some applicants 

may favor a company that has more prestige or offers a more attractive salary over one that best 

fits their values. Hence, some factors may outweigh cultural fit when choosing a potential 

employer. Research applying an interactionist perspective (e.g., Kausel & Slaughter, 2011) also 

suggests that individuals are not always more attracted to organizations that share their values. 

For instance, individuals high on imagination, a facet of openness, are not more attracted to 

innovative organizations than those low on imagination. Second, job market factors such as 

unemployment rates may push people to apply at organizations where fit is lower, and thus 

increase the pressure to adapt, for instance by faking more (Bangerter et al., 2012; König, Wong, 

& Cen, 2012; Robie, Emmons, Tuzinski, & Kantrowitz, 2011). Finally, job applicants score 

about one third of a standard deviation higher than job incumbents on personality tests 

(Birkeland et al., 2006), also suggesting that people tend to fake, despite the fact that they 
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presumably applied at an organization that they perceived as matching their personality or 

values.  

In sum, choosing an organization that matches one’s values and faking to further increase 

P-O fit are not mutually exclusive strategies, but can occur together. However, self-selection may 

reduce the need to fake. Thus, faking to increase P-O fit may be less pronounced when applicants 

can freely choose where they want to apply at, compared to when they do not have this choice. 

We therefore examined our hypotheses in a manner that takes self-selection into account so we 

are able to not only observe if and to what degree self-selection occurs, but also to consider how 

it influences our central hypothesis, namely that applicants fake in a targeted manner, to increase 

their P-O fit.   

Research Overview  

We examined faking on H-H and agreeableness in response to a competitive 

organizational culture (Hypotheses 1 and 2) and on openness and extraversion in response to an 

innovative organizational culture (Hypotheses 3 and 4) in a series of experimental and survey 

studies1. We first tested our hypotheses experimentally in order to ensure high levels of internal 

validity, and to establish causal relationships between organizational culture and faking. We then 

sought to corroborate those relationships and demonstrate external validity with data from a 

survey with applicants. 

Studies 1 and 2 followed the well-established “induced-faking” experimental design 

(Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999), to establish causal relationships between faking in response to 

competitive (Study 1) and innovative cultures (Study 2). Participants completed a personality test 

                                                           
1 In this paper, we report the results of the analyses conducted to test our hypotheses. Results of the analyses 

examining the impact of culture on faking on the remaining personality traits for which we did not propose any 

hypotheses are available in Online Appendix A, for all six studies. 
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twice, first as applicants in a selection scenario, which contained the manipulations of 

organizational culture, and a few weeks later with instructions to respond honestly. Study 3 

applied a similar methodology but examined the process that underlies faking oriented towards 

enhancing P-O fit. In order to engage in strategic adaptations and apply the “right” (i.e., most 

effective) behavior, applicants must be able to identify the central elements of the organization’s 

culture and derive the “ideal” employee personality profile from information about the company. 

Therefore, Study 3 examined the mediating role of perceptions of the “ideal” personality profile 

in the relationship between organizational culture and faking.   

Studies 4 and 5 were designed to account for effects of self-selection (i.e., applicants 

being attracted to organizations that fit their values or personality; Schneider et al., 1995). In 

these studies, job seekers chose the organization they wanted to apply at from a large palette of 

existing companies. After receiving detailed information about the organization, they filled out 

the personality inventory twice, similar to Studies 1 through 3. Study 5 was a replication of 

Study 4, eliminating potential alternative explanations due to the “raw” or non-manipulated 

nature of information material that was used. Finally, Study 6 sought to further corroborate the 

proposed relationship between organizational culture and faking in a survey. Individuals who 

recently went through a selection process reported how they perceived the culture of the 

organization where they applied and how they presented their personality during selection as 

well as their true personality.  

Ethical clearance was obtained for all studies from the authors’ respective Institutional 

Review Boards for the project entitled “Organizational culture and behaviors in selection” (Saint 

Mary’s University Research Ethics Board #18-140, University of Manitoba Psychology-
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Sociology Research Ethics Board #P2016-077, University of Lausanne HEC Ethics Board 

#KINO). 

Study 1 

In Study 1, we tested Hypotheses 1 and 2, focusing on competitiveness of the 

organizational culture and examining its effects on faking on two traits, H-H and agreeableness.  

Method 

Sample. A total of 200 participants living in the United States were recruited through 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and participated in the first part of the study (i.e., the selection 

condition). MTurk is an online crowdsourcing platform that allows accessing a sample more 

diverse than students (Landers & Behrend, 2015), helps collecting reliable data (Buhrmester, 

Kwang, & Gosling, 2011), and is particularly useful for online experiments (Hauser & Schwarz, 

2016; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). To avoid low-quality responses or duplicates 

(Chandler, Mueller, & Paolacci, 2014), we used the TurkPrime platform (Litman, Robinson, & 

Abberbock, 2016) and included prerequisites (e.g., minimum participation in 100 HITs, 

minimum 75% HIT approval). Two weeks later, participants were invited to complete the second 

part (i.e., honest condition), and 153 did so. Note that this order – responding as applicants first 

and then honestly a few weeks later - prevents overestimations of faking (Hooper & Sackett, 

2008; MacCann, 2013).  

Only participants who completed both parts and passed embedded attention checks (i.e., 

answered “disagree” or “strongly disagree” to three items taken from  Huang, Bowling, Liu, & 

Li, 2015 - e.g., “I have never used a computer”) were included in our final sample (N = 133). 

Mean age was 34.7 years (SD = 10.2). The sample included 47% women, 82% were White, 5% 

Black, 7% Asian, and 5% Hispanic. Moreover, 56% had a college degree, and 81% were 
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employed. Participants had applied for 6.6 jobs (SD = 24.2) during the last year on average. 

Participation in each stage of the study was compensated with USD $1. 

Procedure. In the first part, participants took on the role of an applicant applying for a 

position of assistant store manager at a fictitious company called Western Inc. This job was 

chosen because most participants should be familiar with its requirements and be able to imagine 

applying for it. They were instructed to imagine that they really wanted the job. In the two 

organizational culture conditions, but not in the control condition, they also received an email 

from a friend who currently worked as a sales associate for Western Inc. In this email, the friend 

describes the culture that reigns within the company. The description contains our manipulation 

of culture (see below). Participants then completed an online personality test that was allegedly 

used by Western Inc. to identify candidates for an interview, followed by some manipulation 

check items. Two weeks later, participants completed the second part of the study and filled out 

the same personality test, but this time with the instruction to respond as honestly as possible. 

Then, they answered demographic questions and responded to attention check items. At the end, 

they were debriefed about the goal of the study. 

Design. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: Competitive 

organizational culture, less competitive culture, and control. In the competitive culture condition, 

the email described Western Inc.’s culture as strongly emphasizing and embracing competition, 

by mentioning central elements of competition derived from the competitive worldviews 

measure (Duckitt et al., 2002) as well as from other definitions of the competition dimension of 

organizational culture (e.g., Reynolds, 1986; Schein, 1990). For instance, the friend wrote: “At 

Western Inc., it’s all about winning. We often say: Winning is not the first thing, it’s the only 

thing! People here realize that it’s kind of a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at 
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times.” In the less competitive culture condition, the email read “At Western Inc., it’s not all 

about winning. In fact, we often say, winning is not always the first thing. In here, it is much 

more important to have integrity in your dealings with others than to have power or money.” 

Results of a pilot study confirmed that the manipulations created the intended impressions of the 

culture reigning at the organization (see Online Appendix B for the full text and pilot study 

results). In the control condition, participants did not receive any information about the culture of 

the company (i.e., they did not receive the email). The control condition was similar to the “fake 

good” instructions used in previous research (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999; Zickar & Robie, 1999) 

and thus allowed examining the specific effect of a competitive organizational culture in 

comparison to both a less competitive culture and a “faking good” situation. 

Measures. The HEXACO-PI-R 60 was used to measure personality (Ashton & Lee, 

2009). We focused on two dimensions: honesty-humility (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .72) and agreeableness 

(αT1 = .86, αT2 = .79). Each dimension is assessed with 10 items, using 5-point Likert scales that 

range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). To ensure that there were no differences 

in individual-level competitiveness across conditions, participants also completed the 20-item (α 

= .91) Competitive Worldviews measure (Duckitt et al., 2002) during the second part of the 

study. 

Faking can be captured by several indicators and each has advantages and disadvantages 

(Burns & Christiansen, 2011). To overcome the limitations of using only one indicator, we 

included five: First, we compared personality scores between the three experimental conditions 

in the selection situation. Second, we computed raw difference scores (i.e., changes in test scores 

between the honest and the selection situations; Burns & Christiansen, 2011), by subtracting the 

honest score from the selection score. Hence, a negative score means that a person decreased 
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scores and a positive score means that he or she increased them. Third, we computed regression 

adjusted difference scores (i.e., residuals obtained when regressing faked scores onto honest 

scores - or the part of faked scores that cannot be explained by honest scores; Burns & 

Christiansen, 2011). Fourth, we used indicators of blatant extreme responding (BER - i.e., the 

proportion of responses using the desirable end of the scale; Levashina, Weekley, Roulin, & 

Hauck, 2014). Finally, we computed differences in BER between the honest and the selection 

situations, again subtracting the honest score from the selection score.  

Results and Discussion 

Participants’ answers to the item “I completed the personality test as seriously as I would 

if I were applying for an actual job” showed that involvement was high (M = 4.80, SD = .45, on a 

5-point scale). Results of the two-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the responses to the 

manipulation checks (i.e., ratings of the organizational culture on "competitive" and 

"collaborative", each on a 5-points scale) confirmed that the manipulation worked as intended. In 

the competitive culture condition, the culture was perceived as more competitive (M = 4.73, SD 

= .73) than in the control (M = 3.30, SD = 1.06) and in the less competitive culture condition (M 

= 1.88, SD = .90), F (2, 130) = 113.06, p < .001. In addition, an ANOVA confirmed that there 

was no difference in participants’ individual-level competitiveness between the three conditions, 

F (2, 130) = 0.26, p = .77. Post-comparisons further showed no difference between any of the 

three conditions (all ps > .80).  

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we examined differences in faking between the three 

experimental conditions with ANOVAs, using the five indicators of faking as dependent 

variables (see Table 1, for means, SDs, and ANOVA results)2. Both hypotheses received 

                                                           
2 We found similar results, with somewhat larger effect sizes, in a separate study where participants completed the 

honest condition first and the selection condition two weeks later, and were the selection criteria were more transparent 
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extensive support: Participants in the competitive organizational culture condition scored lower 

on both H-H and agreeableness than those in the less competitive culture condition, for both test 

scores and BER. Participants in the competitive organizational culture condition also decreased 

their H-H scores (e.g., M = -.66, SD = .88 for raw difference scores), whereas those in the less 

competitive culture condition (M = .45, SD = .67) and those in the control condition (M = .55, SD 

= .70) increased their scores. Similarly, participants in the competitive culture condition 

decreased their scores on agreeableness (e.g., M = -.16, SD = .54 for raw difference scores), 

whereas participants in the less competitive culture condition (M = .35, SD = .60) and in the 

control condition (M = .36, SD = .65) increased them. For both H-H and agreeableness, post-hoc 

analyses confirmed that scores in the competitive organizational culture condition differed 

significantly from both scores in the less competitive culture condition and in the control 

condition, for all faking indicators. Scores in the less competitive culture condition did not differ 

significantly from scores in the control condition. When comparing the competitive culture 

condition with both the less competitive culture and the control condition, we observed large 

effect sizes for H-H (i.e., d ranging from .81 to 1.65) and medium to large effect sizes for 

agreeableness (i.e., d ranging from .59 to 1.05) across all faking indicators.  

Overall, results revealed clear differences in faking as a function of the level of 

competitiveness of the organization. As expected, participants who imagined applying at an 

organization with a competitive culture faked so their personality resembled more closely the 

personality profile of a competitive person, that is, they reduced their scores on H-H and 

agreeableness. Participants who imagined applying at an organization with a less competitive 

culture showed the opposite behavior, that is, they increased their scores on these traits. When no 

                                                           
(which can influence faking behaviors; König, Jansen, & Lüscher Mathieu, 2017). Results are available from the 

authors upon request. 
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information about the organization’s culture was provided (i.e., our control condition), mirroring 

typical “fake good” conditions used in previous research (Birkeland et al., 2006; Zickar & Robie, 

1999), responses were similar to those in the less competitive organizational culture condition, 

but significantly different from the competitive condition. This pattern suggests that when 

applicants have no information about the culture of an organization, they expect it to be 

relatively non-competitive.  

Study 2 

In Study 2, we examined how applicants fake in response to the innovativeness of the 

organizational culture, and expected to find response distortions on openness and extraversion 

(Hypotheses 3 and 4). The objective was to ensure that strategic faking is not restricted to a 

particular dimension of culture but reflects a general strategy. 

Method 

Sample. We used the same recruitment method as in Study 1 and ensured that 

participants had not participated in the previous study. We recruited 202 U.S. residents for the 

first part (i.e., selection condition), of which 146 completed the second part (i.e., honest 

condition) about a week later, and 125 passed the attention checks. Mean age was 34.4 years (SD 

= 10.8). The sample included 44% women, 69% were White, 7% Black, 13% Asian, and 8% 

Hispanic. Moreover, 61% had a college degree, and 84% were employed. Participants applied 

for 4.6 jobs (SD = 12.7) during the last year on average. Participation in each stage was 

compensated with USD $1. 

Procedure and Design. The procedure and design were almost identical to Study 1, with 

the exception that in the two organizational culture conditions, the email described either an 

innovative or a less innovative organizational culture. Elements of innovative culture were 
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derived from the literature on innovation, such as Anderson and West’s (1998) support for 

innovation measure. They included, for example, “in here, people will always encourage you to 

try new ways of doing things, help you think in creative ways, and reward you for seeking novel 

solutions to solve problems”. In the less innovative condition, the email read “in here, people 

realized that it is important to follow established procedures. They help you learn to apply 

regular work practices, and reward you for using proven problem-solving strategies”. Results of 

a pilot study confirmed that the manipulations engendered the intended impressions (see Online 

Appendix B for the full text and results).  

Measures. Personality was again measured with the HEXACO-PI-R 60, including 

extraversion (αT1 = .88, αT2 = .90) and openness (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .74). To ensure that there was 

no differences in individual-level innovativeness across conditions, participants completed the 

12-item (α = .83) originality scale of the Kirton Adaption-Innovation Inventory (Kirton, 1976) in 

the second part of the study. We used the same indicators of faking as in Study 1. 

Results and Discussion 

As in Study 1, involvement was high (M = 4.70, SD = .64) and similar across conditions. 

Moreover, participants’ attraction to the job in the scenario, which was measured by responses to 

the item “if I were looking for an assistant manager (or similar) job, I could see myself applying 

for a position at Western Inc.” (5-point response scale), was generally high, but slightly higher in 

the innovative (M = 4.17, SD = .79) than in the less innovative (M = 3.63, SD = 1.10) or control 

(M = 3.66, SD = 1.07) conditions, F (2, 122) = 4.23, p = .02. Analyses of the responses to the 

manipulation checks confirmed that the Western Inc.’s culture was perceived as more innovative 

in the innovative culture condition (M = 4.43, SD = .83) than in the control (M = 2.69, SD = .82) 

and the less innovative culture (M = 1.89, SD = 1.02) conditions, F (2, 122) = 95.61, p < .001. In 
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addition, there was no difference in participants’ individual-level innovativeness between 

conditions, F (2, 122) = 0.01, p = .98. Post-comparisons further showed no difference between 

any of the three conditions (all ps > .98). 

To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, we again examined differences in faking between the three 

experimental conditions with ANOVAs (see Table 1 for means, SDs, and ANOVA results). 

Results provide extensive support for Hypothesis 3 and partial support for Hypothesis 4. 

Participants in the innovative organizational culture condition scored higher on both openness 

and extraversion than those in the less innovative culture condition, for both test scores and BER. 

When looking at raw difference scores, participants in the innovative culture condition (M = .46, 

SD = .65) and those in the control condition (M = .20, SD = .54) increased their openness scores, 

whereas those in the less innovative culture condition decreased their scores (M = -.08, SD = 

.51). As expected, participants in the innovative culture condition increased their scores on 

extraversion (e.g., M = .95, SD = 1.07). Yet, participants in the control condition (M = .74, SD = 

.88) and in the less innovative culture condition (M = .48, SD = .92) also increased them, albeit 

to a lesser extent. For both openness and extraversion, post-hoc analyses confirmed that scores in 

the innovative culture condition differed significantly from scores in the less innovative culture 

condition, for all faking indicators. However, scores in the control condition differed 

significantly from scores in the innovative and less innovative condition only for some 

indicators. When comparing the innovative culture condition with the less innovative culture 

condition, we observed medium to large effect sizes for openness (i.e., d ranging from .44 to .72) 

and small to medium effect sizes for extraversion (i.e., d ranging from .16 to .39), across all 

faking indicators.  
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In sum, findings of Study 2 show that applicants fake in response to an innovative culture 

by distorting their scores so that they resemble more closely the personality profile of an 

innovative or less innovative individual. Together with results of Study 1, these findings suggest 

that applicant faking is a highly specific and strategic behavior that occurs precisely on those 

traits that are central to the cultural dimension central to the hiring organization, and precisely in 

the direction that is most aligned with the ideal profile. For instance, faking to enhance fit with 

an innovative culture triggered an increase in openness but no change in H-H, whereas faking to 

increase fit with a competitive culture triggered a decrease in H-H (and in openness). 

Study 3 

 Study 3 examines the underlying mechanism of the effects of culture on faking that were 

revealed in Studies 1 and 2, focusing on perceptions of the ideal personality profile as the 

proposed mediator. 

Methods 

Sample. We recruited 250 U.S. residents on MTurk for the first part of the study (i.e., 

selection condition) of which 198 participants completed the second part (i.e., honest condition) 

about one week later, 163 passed the attention check items, and 143 completed the last part 

containing the ideal profile measure, which was measured another two to three days later. Mean 

age was 38.8 years (SD = 11.9). The sample included 42% women, 81% were White, 7% Black, 

7% Asian, and 3% Hispanic. Moreover, 60% had a college degree, and 87% were employed. 

Participants applied for 4.1 jobs (SD = 17.7) during the last year on average. Participation was 

compensated with USD $1 each for parts 1 and 2, and $0.50 for part 3. 

Procedure and Design. The procedure and design of this study were similar to Study 1. 

However, it did not include a control condition, with no information about the organizations’ 
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culture, but only a competitive culture and a less competitive culture condition. Furthermore, it 

contained an additional third part, administered a few days after the honest condition, where 

participants completed the ideal personality profile measure3. Before filling out this measure, 

participants received the email message again, which contained the descriptions of the 

organizational culture.   

Measures. Personality was again assessed with the HEXACO-PI-R 60, including 

honesty-humility (αT1 = .90, αT2 = .85) and agreeableness (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .85). Individual 

competitiveness was measured with the Competitive Worldviews scale (α = .94). Faking was 

assessed with the same indicators as in the previous studies. Applicants’ perceptions of the ideal 

personality profile were measured with six items. Each item represented one personality trait. 

Participants had to indicate what extent the hiring organization wanted its employees to possess 

the personality trait in question, on a 7-point bipolar scale. The endpoints were behavioral 

descriptions of people with high or low levels of the trait, adapted from scale descriptions on 

www.hexaco.org. For example, endpoints for H-H read “people who flatter others to get what 

they want, are inclined to break rules for personal profit, are motivated by material gain, and feel 

a strong sense of self-importance” (low level) and “people who avoid manipulating others for 

personal gain, feel little temptation to break rules, are uninterested in lavish wealth and luxuries, 

and feel no special entitlement to elevated social status” (high level). 

Results and Discussion 

                                                           
3 The ideal profile (i.e., the mediator) was measured in the third part to eliminate potential demand effects that 

could have occurred if it had been measured in the second or the first part. We thank an anonymous reviewer for this 

suggestion. In another study, we measured the moderator in part 1, right before the selection test. This design is 

arguably more aligned with the chain of the occurring cognitive process, but might indeed create demand effects. 

Results of this study are similar to those obtained for Study 3 (see Online Appendix C for details).  



Competitive Culture and Faking 23 
 

Involvement was high (M = 4.72, SD = .72) and similar across conditions. Attraction to 

the job was higher in the less competitive (M = 4.43, SD = .94) than in the competitive condition 

(M = 2.27, SD = 1.43), F (1, 162) = 132.17, p < .001. Manipulations of culture had the intended 

effects: In the competitive culture condition, the company’s culture was perceived as more 

competitive (M = 4.31, SD = .82) than in the less competitive organizational culture condition (M 

= 1.70, SD = .86), F (1, 161) = 396.32, p < .001. In addition, there was no difference in 

participants’ individual-level competitiveness between conditions, F (1, 141) = 0.27, p = .60. 

Results of the ANOVAs using the faking indicators as dependent variables were very 

similar to those of Study 1 which too examined the impact of the competitiveness of culture on 

faking (see Table 2). We found large and significant differences between participants in the 

competitive and the less competitive organizational culture conditions, for all faking indicators, 

and on both H-H and agreeableness (ds ranging between .54 and 1.67). That is, participants 

decreased their scores on H-H and agreeableness in response to a competitive culture and did the 

opposite in response to a non-competitive culture. Moreover, the ideal personality profile for 

employees was perceived as being lower on H-H (d = 3.78) and agreeableness (d = 2.97) in the 

highly competitive organizational culture, compared to the less competitive culture.  

We examined to what extent perceptions of the ideal personality profile mediate the 

relationship between organizational culture and faking, using PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). More 

specifically, we first regressed the perceived ideal profile (i.e., our mediator) on organizational 

culture, for each trait. In a second step, we regressed the faking indicators (i.e., scores in the 

selection condition, raw differences, regression-adjusted differences) on both perceptions of the 

ideal profile and organizational culture. Results (see Table 3) showed that for agreeableness, 

perceptions of the ideal profile fully mediated the effect of culture on faking, for all indicators 
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(significant bootstrapped indirect effects ranging from -.42 to -.62). For H-H, perceptions of the 

ideal profile partially mediated the effect of organizational culture on faking for test scores and 

regression-adjusted scores (significant bootstrapped indirect effects, -.54 and -.52). For raw 

difference scores, the effect was in the expected direction but did not reach significance (95% 

C.I. for bootstrapped indirect effect = -1.09 to .03).  

Together, findings of Study 3 indicate that perceptions of the personality profile of a 

presumed ideal employee trigger strategic faking to enhance cultural fit: Participants perceived 

the desired personality profile in a highly competitive organization as being characterized by low 

levels of H-H and agreeableness. In turn, they adapted their responses accordingly, and displayed 

lower levels on both traits during selection. The opposite was true in the non-competitive cultural 

environment. Indirect effects of culture on faking, through perceptions of the ideal profile, were 

somewhat stronger for agreeableness than H-H. This suggests that additional mediating 

processes explain the effects of culture on faking. We will come back to this point in the General 

Discussion. 

Study 4 

 The main goal of Study 4 was to demonstrate that faking to increase P-O fit still occurs, 

when individuals choose the organization they apply at. Applicants likely select themselves in 

organizations with which they have a better cultural fit. As outlined in the introduction, although 

the need to fake may be reduced substantially, there are several reasons to assume to applicants 

would still fake.  

Methods 

Sample. We recruited participants via MTurk. Data collection consisted of three phases. 

In a preliminary phase, we recruited 1,000 U.S. residents for a brief survey (paid $0.25) that 
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included demographic questions, questions about their employment and job search status, and 

about their recent job search experiences. There was no indication that the job search question 

was a screening question, and thus there was no incentive for participants to respond dishonestly. 

The following day, only individuals who indicated that they were actively looking for a job (n = 

309) were invited to participate in part 1 (i.e., selection condition), and 252 did. Two weeks later, 

206 participants completed part 2 (i.e., honest condition), and 181 passed the attention checks. 

Participation was compensated with $1 for each part. Mean age was 34.5 years (SD = 9.7). The 

sample included 47% women, 74% were White, 7% Black, 9% Asian, and 6% Hispanic. 

Moreover, 72% had a college degree. Most participants (77%) applied for a job in the last month. 

During the past 12 months, they applied for 22.1 jobs (SD = 79.1) and participated in 4.4 

selection procedures (SD = 2.0) on average. 

Procedure. We used a scenario similar to Studies 1-3, in which participants took on the 

role of an applicant. To further increase the validity of the scenario, participants first chose one 

of three job levels (team member, assistant manager, or manager) that best corresponded to their 

profile and experience. All following parts of the scenario referred to the job level they chose. 

Participants were asked to imagine that they had the opportunity to apply for a job in one of eight 

organizations. Beforehand, we had identified four of these organizations as having a competitive 

organizational culture, and the remaining four as having a less competitive culture (see next 

section). Each organization was presented with its logo and a one-paragraph description of its 

culture and values, taken from the company’s corporate or career website. Participants were 

asked to choose the company they would be the most interested in working at, thus controlling 

for self-selection by design. Then, as in the previous studies, they were informed that they had 

cleared the first hurdle of selection and would now complete an online personality test. Before 
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starting the test, participants were told that they visited glassdoor.com to learn more about the 

company. Glassdoor.com is a well-known popular website that provides information about 

companies and reviews written by current and former employees. Participants received the 

Glassdoor comments (for details see below) about the company they chose. The remaining 

procedure was identical to Study 1.  

Material and Design. To provide a choice of several competitive and less competitive 

organizations, we coded the top 100 companies on the Fortune-500 list into “competitive”, “non-

competitive/collaborative”, or “neutral/unknown”. The coding was based on the content of the 

organizations’ websites, focusing on the “career”, “about us” or “our culture/values” pages. 

Based on this coding, we selected 23 organizations, ten competitive and 13 non-competitive 

ones, and created one-page descriptions of each organization’s corporate culture, based on 

screenshots from their websites. In a pilot study, 40 individuals recruited from MTurk rated each 

description in terms of competition and collaboration. We then chose four organizations with a 

competitive and four organizations with a less competitive organizational culture that obtained 

large and significantly different ratings on both variables (see Online Appendix B).   

Additional information consisted of the reviews taken from glassdoor.com. More 

specifically, participants received the review summary that Glassdoor provides for each of these 

companies. This summary contains the organization’s average score, ranging between 1 and 5 

and averaged across all reviews, and a list of the ten most frequently mentioned “pros” and 

“cons” (five each). Moreover, participants received four verbatim employee reviews. We chose 

reviews that (a) were published in the last six months, (b) were rather positive (i.e., minimal 

score of 3 out of 5, including both pros and cons about working there), and (c) featured 

comments on the organizational culture and climate tapping into competition-collaboration. An 
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example of a review containing a comment on competitive culture was “Pros: well-recognized 

brand in a large company; Cons: extremely competitive and cutthroat environment”, and an 

example of a comment on a less collaborative culture was “Pros: collaborative environment, 

everyone is very encouraging; Cons: Too many meetings, manage by committee” 4.  

Measures. The measures were identical to those used in Study 1: the HEXACO-PI-R 60 

personality test, including measures of honesty-humility (αT1 = .76, αT2 = .73) and agreeableness 

(αT1 = .80, αT2 = .80), as well as Competitive Worldviews (α = .92). We also used the same 

indicators of faking. 

Results and Discussion 

Both involvement (M = 4.76, SD = .65) and attraction to the job/organization described in 

the scenario (M = 3.97, SD = 1.16) were high, and slightly higher for the non-competitive 

companies. The culture of the competitive companies was rated as more competitive (M = 4.48, 

SD = .92) than the culture of the less competitive companies (M = 2.95, SD = 1.08), F (1, 179) = 

81.58, p < .001. 

Overall, 29% of participants chose an organization with a competitive culture, and 71% 

chose an organization with a less competitive culture. When examining the characteristics of 

individuals in relation to their choice using ANOVAs or correlations, we found no difference in 

terms of age (F (1, 179) = 3.55, p = .06), gender (F (1, 179) = 3.28, p = .07), ethnicity (F (1, 179) 

= 0.71, p = .40), or education (F (1, 178) = 1.44, p = .23). However, applicants who were lower 

on H-H (r = -.23, p < .01) and higher on Competitive Worldviews (r = .18, p < .05) in the honest 

condition were more likely to choose an organization with a competitive culture. These 

correlations show that self-selection happens, at least to a certain extent. Moreover, they show 

                                                           
4 The Glassdoor content was also pre-tested with 41 MTurk participants to ensure competitive and less competitive 

reviews were rated significantly differently. All the material used in this study can be found in online Appendix B. 
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that our two variables of interest (culture, personality) are partly related. Therefore, raw 

difference scores may be biased (i.e., can lead to spurious correlations) and should only be 

interpreted with caution, and regression adjusted difference scores should be preferred (Burns & 

Christiansen, 2011). Note that interpreting raw difference scores in the previous studies (Studies 

1-3) is not a concern since people were randomly assigned to the organizational culture 

conditions. 

ANOVA results are displayed in Table 4. Scores on H-H (d = .83, p < .01) and 

agreeableness (d = .35, p < .05) in the selection condition were significantly lower for 

participants who chose an organization with a competitive culture, compared to those who chose 

a less competitive organization. BER scores for H-H, but not for agreeableness, were 

significantly lower for participants who chose an organization with a competitive as opposed to a 

less competitive culture. Importantly, findings for regression-adjusted difference scores clearly 

support Hypotheses 1 and 2: Individuals who chose to apply at an organization with a 

competitive culture reduced their scores on H-H, whereas those who chose to apply at an 

organization with a less competitive culture increased their scores, F (1, 179) = 12.60, p < .01, d 

= .60. The same pattern was true for agreeableness, F (1, 179) = 4.60, p < .05, d = .36. Note that 

this pattern of findings was not observed for raw difference scores, confirming these indicators 

can be misleading when two variables of interest are correlated (Burns & Christiansen, 2011). 

We also conducted ANOVAs including the job level that the participant selected, as well 

as the interaction between job level and culture, but found no significant main effects of job level 

nor interactions for regression-adjusted scores. The main effects of organizational culture on 

faking remained significant for H-H, F (1,175) = 7.25, p <.01, and approached significance for 

agreeableness, F (1,175) = 2.81, p = .09.  
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Overall, results of Study 4 closely replicate those obtained previously, but under 

conditions of greater realism and higher ecological validity. Moreover, the study design allows 

accounting for the effects of self-selection. Job seekers were provided with real, potentially 

attractive organizations, and were able to choose the organization they wanted to apply at. 

Additionally, they received extensive information about the organizational culture that was taken 

from the organization’s own website and a popular employer review website. Thus, information 

was not only extensive, containing a large number of ratings highlighting various pros and cons, 

but also came from different sources. Finally, we controlled for self-selection into organizations 

(by design) and job level (via additional analyses). Strategic faking to enhance cultural fit was 

still clearly present. Nevertheless, effect sizes were smaller than those observed in the previous 

experiments. For example, the effects for regression-adjusted differences can be described as 

“medium” in this study and as “large” in Studies 1 and 3. These effect sizes are similar to those 

that are typically found when measuring faking as the difference between applicant and 

incumbent scores (Birkeland et al., 2006). However, differences in the size of the effects also 

demonstrate that self-selection reduces strategic faking but does not eliminate it. 

Study 5 

The goal of Study 5 was to rule out alternative explanations for the results of Study 4. In 

Study 4, the information about the organizational culture that was provided through comments 

from glassdoor.com was unchanged, i.e., comments were listed as “pros” and “cons” of working 

at a particular company, exactly as the individuals who wrote the comments labeled them. 

However, several comments about competitive cultures were listed under “cons”. As a 

consequence, competitive cultures may have been automatically viewed more negatively than 

less competitive cultures. 
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Methods 

Sample. The participant recruitment process was similar to Study 4. We initially 

recruited 1,000 U.S. residents for a brief survey (paid $0.50), then only invited individuals who 

were actively looking for a job (n = 340) to participate in the first part (i.e., selection condition) 

the following days, of which 286 did. About one week later, 218 participants completed the 

second part (i.e., honest condition), and 203 passed the attention checks. Participation in both 

parts was compensated with $1 each. Mean age was 32.6 years (SD = 9.2). The sample included 

49% women, 70% were White, 12% Black, 10% Asian, and 5% Hispanic. Moreover, 74% had a 

college degree. Most participants (i.e., 71%) applied for a job in the last month. During the past 

12 months, they applied for 14.1 jobs (SD = 33.3) and participated in 2.4 selection procedures 

(SD = 3.2) on average. 

Procedure, Material, and Design. Procedure and design were identical to Study 4, with 

a few important exceptions. We took out the labels “pros” and “cons” from the glassdoor.com 

reviews. We presented the comments in a randomized order. Finally, we replaced the reviews for 

the competitive organizations which had a score of 3 by reviews with a score of 4 or 5, to ensure 

that all reviews rated the organization with at least 4 out of 5 stars. The full material is available 

in Online Appendix B. 

Measures. We used again the HEXACO-PI-R 60, including measures of honesty-

humility (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .86) and agreeableness (αT1 = .79, αT2 = .81), and measured 

participants’ competitiveness with the Competitive Worldviews scale (α = .91). We used the 

same indicators of faking as in Study 4. 

Results and Discussion 
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 Involvement (M = 4.81, SD = .49) was high and identical across conditions. Attraction to 

the chosen organization was generally high (M = 3.93, SD = 1.28) and slightly higher for the 

non-competitive companies. The culture of the competitive companies was rated as more 

competitive (M = 4.40, SD = .92) than the culture of the less competitive companies (M = 2.93, 

SD = 1.09), F (1, 201) = 89.94, p < .001. 

Overall, 33% of participants chose to apply at an organization with a competitive culture, 

and 67% chose an organization with a less competitive culture. When examining the 

characteristics of individuals in relation to their choice with ANOVAs or correlations, we found 

no difference related to age (F (1, 201) = 0.37, p = .54), gender (F (1, 201) = 0.04, p = .84), 

ethnicity (F (1, 201) = 0.01, p = .96), or education (F (1, 201) = 0.01, p = .93). However, 

participants who scored lower on H-H (r = -.15, p < .05) but higher on Competitive Worldviews 

(r = -.22, p < .05) in the honest condition were more likely to choose an organization with a 

competitive culture. As in Study 4, these correlations point towards self-selection and indicate 

that regression-adjusted difference scores should be used to capture faking. 

ANOVA results are displayed in Table 4. In the selection condition, participants who 

chose a competitive organization had lower scores on H-H (d = .54, p < .01) and agreeableness 

(d = .43, p < .01), as well as lower BER scores for both H-H (d = .41, p < .01) and agreeableness 

(d = .34, p < .01) than those who chose a less competitive organization. These findings provide 

additional support for our Hypotheses 1 and 2. For regression-adjusted difference scores, 

individuals who chose an organization with a competitive culture reduced their scores on H-H, F 

(1, 201) = 9.57, p < .01, d = .45, and agreeableness, F (1, 201) = 12.01, p < .01, d = .53, whereas 

those who chose an organization with a less competitive culture increased their scores on both 

traits. When looking at raw difference scores, only the difference for agreeableness was 
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significant, further confirming that using raw difference scores can be misleading when two 

variables of interest are correlated (i.e., organization choice and H-H). Finally, additional 

analyses confirmed that the effects of organization culture remained significant when controlling 

for job-level (F (1, 200) = 9.67, p < .001 for H-H and F (1, 200) = 11.75, p < .001 for 

agreeableness) or individual differences in competitiveness (F (1, 200) = 6.30, p < .05 for H-H 

and F (1, 200) = 9.21, p < .01 for agreeableness).  

Overall, results of Study 5 replicate those obtained in Study 4, but uses material that 

provides information on culture that is not labelled as being negative or positive, without 

changing its content. As in Study 4, effect sizes for H-H and agreeableness were of medium size 

and thus somewhat smaller than those found in the experimental studies. Taken together, results 

demonstrate that individuals fake to increase their cultural fit even when they choose an 

organization which matches their personality, albeit to a smaller extent. 

Study 6 

 Studies 1 through 5 established that organizational culture triggers faking to increase 

applicants’ cultural fit. The goal of Study 6 is to show that the relationships between faking and 

organizational culture also emerge when surveying real applicants.  

Methods 

Sample and Procedure. Participants were recruited using Qualtrics panels, and 

compensated by Qualtrics. Data collection was done in two phases. We recruited 349 U.S. 

residents who applied for a job and went through a selection process in the preceding two 

months. They completed an online survey about how they portrayed their personality during their 

most recent selection experience and a measure of the perceived innovativeness of the 

organizational culture where they had applied at. A few days later, 153 of them completed the 
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same personality measure honestly, a scale assessing their innovativeness, attention check items, 

and demographic questions. The final sample included the 112 participants who passed the 

attention checks, with 80% women, and a mean age of 41.3 years (SD = 15.2). The majority 

(63%) had a college degree, 67% were White, 17% Black, 6% Asian, and 7% Hispanic. They 

participated in 3.9 (SD = 6.5) selection processes in the last year on average. Finally, 37% were 

employed at the time of data collection. 

Measures. We used the HEXACO-PI-R 60, including measures of extraversion (αT1 = 

.84, αT2 = .82) and openness (αT1 = .67, αT2 = .69), and the same indicators of faking as in Studies 

1-5. Perceived innovativeness of the organizational culture was measured with an adapted 

version of the 8-item (α = .93) “support for innovation” scale (Anderson & West, 1998). Because 

this scale measures the innovativeness of the team climate, “team” was replaced by 

“organization” in the individual items. Individual differences in innovativeness were measured 

with the same 12-item (α = .79) measure as in Study 2 (Kirton, 1976).  

Results and Discussion 

Descriptive statistics and correlations between personality scores or faking indicators and 

perceived innovativeness of the organization’s culture are presented in Table 5. When looking at 

raw difference scores, 85.7% of participants reported faking on openness (44.6% decreased and 

41.1% increased their scores) and 89.3% on extraversion (33% decreased and 56.3% increased 

their score). Moreover, perceived innovativeness of the organization’s culture correlated with 

applicants’ honest personality scores. Participants high on extraversion applied at organizations 

with a more innovative culture (r = .39, p < .01), pointing towards self-selection. Again, this 

means that regression-adjusted scores – and not raw differences – should be used to examine 

faking (Burns & Christiansen, 2011). Openness was unrelated to innovativeness of the culture (r 
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= .11, p = .25). Interestingly, this was also true for individual differences in innovativeness (r = 

.10, p = .31). 

When looking at regression-adjusted scores, perceived innovativeness of the 

organizational culture was associated with an increase in extraversion scores (r = .19, p < .05). 

The same was true for openness but the correlation did not reach significance (r = .14, p = .13). 

Because job applicants applied for a variety of jobs, we conducted additional exploratory 

analyses to examine if the type of job influenced the way they faked. We coded participants’ 

answers to the question about which job they had applied for into managerial (e.g., manager, 

assistant manager, coded 1/0) or sales jobs (e.g., sales associate, cashier, customer service 

representative, coded 1/0), thus using two job categories that can lead to different faking 

behaviors (Birkeland et al., 2006). We then computed partial correlations between perceived 

innovativeness and faking indicators, controlling for the two types of job. The strength of the 

relationship between culture and regression-adjusted scores remained similar for extraversion 

(partial r = .19, p = .05) and was slightly stronger for openness (partial r = .17, p = .08). In 

addition, we examined the effects of innovative culture on faking (i.e., regression-adjusted scores 

for openness and extraversion) after controlling for individual differences in innovativeness with 

hierarchical regression analyses. Results showed that the effects of innovativeness of the culture 

on faking persisted for extraversion (b = .27, SE = .13, p < .05) and remained similar but still 

non-significant for openness (b = .18, SE = .13, p = .17). Moreover, individual differences in 

innovativeness did not moderate the effects of innovative culture on faking (b = -.16, SE = .18, p 

= .39 for extraversion, and b = -.00, SE = .19, p = .99 for openness).  

Taken together, the findings from Study 6 confirm relationships between applicants’ self-

reports of faking and organizational culture. More specifically, applicants who perceived the 
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organization they applied at as having a more innovative culture reported portraying themselves 

as being more extraverted and, to a lesser extent, as more open. This pattern further corroborates 

findings of Study 2, in a survey with applicants. Importantly, the relationships between culture 

and faking remained after controlling for the type of job people applied for or individual 

differences in innovativeness. Yet, effects were somewhat smaller than those found in the 

controlled experiments, probably due to self-selection and the fact that the measures relied on 

participants’ recollection of past events.  

General Discussion 

Theoretical Contribution and Practical Implications 

Drawing on theoretical approaches that highlight the adaptive nature of labor market 

behaviors (Bangerter et al., 2012), this research shows that applicants adapt their behavior at 

selection to the culture of the organization they apply at. They infer the personality profile of a 

presumably ideal employee from information about the organizational culture, and then fake 

accordingly on a personality inventory. Results of our studies show that this type of faking is 

highly specific because applicants fake only on targeted traits, in a specific manner. For example, 

in competitive cultures, they portray themselves as being less honest and agreeable, whereas in 

innovative cultures, they portray themselves as more open and extraverted, thus displaying 

precisely the personality profile that is most closely aligned with higher levels of 

competitiveness or innovativeness.  

Results of our studies further suggest that this behavior, although highly specific, 

represents a general strategy that is used across various situations to increase cultural fit. This 

observation advances our knowledge of why and how applicants fake. Faking to increase P-O fit 

is strategic and adaptive for several reasons. First, information about organizational culture is 
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readily available to job applicants, on organizational websites, online review forums, and 

through personal contacts with people who works there. Also, applicants are encouraged to 

consider this information before applying (e.g., Knight, 2017). Second, when organizations look 

for new employees, P-O fit is considered as being just as important, and in some organizations as 

even more important than P-J fit (Bouton, 2015; Kristof, 1996). Thus, the faking behaviors 

revealed in this research are well-aligned with the importance that organizations attach to P-O fit 

when choosing their new personnel. In fact, through these behaviors, applicants send exactly 

those signals that organizations are looking for (Bangerter et al., 2012) and thus effectively 

increase their odds of receiving an offer. This also suggests that applicants do not simply fake 

because they are dishonest or have a “bad character”. Indeed, we found no relationships between 

H-H and faking. In sum, applicants show what organizations ask them to show, to increase their 

chances of being hired. Finally, they still do so – albeit to a smaller extent – when they choose 

hiring organizations which match their values, demonstrating that self-selection and faking are 

not mutually exclusive. Both strategies are used in parallel. Faking to increase P-O fit also 

persisted when controlling for job type or level, two factors that has been shown to influence 

faking (Birkeland et al., 2006), as well as individual differences associated with the dominant 

culture, further demonstrating its general nature.   

While applicants can and do fake to increase their cultural fit, consequences of this 

behavior for organizations are unclear today (e.g., its impact on criterion-related validity). We 

believe that consequences for organizations can go both ways. On the one hand, they may be 

negative. P-O fit is an important predictor in the selection process, mostly because it is positively 

associated with various desirable work attitudes and behaviors (i.e., performance, satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviors; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; 
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Kristof, 1996; Verquer et al., 2003). Yet, these relationships are most likely only valid and 

durable if they are based on true P-O fit, and not on faked P-O fit. In other words, if applicants 

are hired based on faked P-O fit, organizations probably will not be able to capitalize on the 

benefits associated with high cultural fit. On the contrary, they may even face increased costs 

because the lack of congruence between employees’ true personality and the organizational 

culture could lead to lower job satisfaction and commitment, and ultimately turnover. As such, it 

could also negatively impact applicants in the long run. On the other hand, faking to increase P-

O fit is based on applicants’ perceptions of the personality profile of the ideal employee, as 

demonstrated in this research. In other words, applicants first identify the desired personality 

profile and then fake accordingly. Previous research revealed that the ability to detect criteria 

during a selection procedure is an important precursor, not only of performance at selection but 

also of work performance because it is related to cognitive abilities, social competences, and 

political skills (Kleinmann et al., 2011). Similarly, recent findings showed that applicants who 

are able to display a generally socially-desirable personality profile also achieve higher job 

performance (Pelt, van der Linden, Dunkel, & Born, 2017). Likewise, it is possible that 

applicants differ with respect to their ability to infer the desired personality profile in a given 

culture. Therefore, applicants who successfully infer what is desirable in the organization they 

apply at, may possess skills and abilities that are too associated with higher work performance. 

In sum, investigating strategic faking and its effects on validity seems to be a highly needed and 

worthy endeavor for future research. 

Our findings also suggest that existing methods to identify fakers (e.g., validity scales, 

BER, bogus items; Burns & Christiansen, 2011; Levashina et al., 2014) or deter faking (e.g., 

warning; Fan et al., 2012) might be less effective when applicants fake to increase cultural fit. 
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For example, although we found some differences in BER across our studies, participants rarely 

used extreme response options when faking on the key personality dimensions, in particular 

when they reduced their scores. Thus, relying on BER cutoff scores to identify fakers may be 

ineffective. Another measure to reduce faking is to warn applicants who endorse socially-

desirable items embedded in the first part of a personality inventory. However, applicants who 

fake strategically to increase fit will probably identify these items as unrelated to the relevant 

cultural dimension, and thus avoid endorsing them, making warnings pointless. There seems to 

be no easy solution to reduce this type of applicant faking, since organizations display their 

culture for good reasons (and hence, applicants make use of it). At the very least, organizations 

should be aware of how applicants use this information to adapt their behavior at selection. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

 Study 6 provided evidence for the external validity of the findings, revealing some 

relationships between organizational culture and faking in self-reports of applicants’ recent 

selection experiences. Nevertheless, future research could provide more evidence for the external 

validity of the effects of organizational culture on faking by, for example, comparing scores of 

applicants with those of incumbents (Birkeland et al., 2006) in the same organization that is 

characterized by a competitive or an innovative culture. Alternatively, research could compare 

scores on personality inventories of real applicants in a sample of organizations identified as 

having various levels of competitiveness or innovativeness.  

Study 3 showed that applicants identify the ideal personality profile and then fake 

accordingly. However, we did not directly examine the motivation behind this behavior. For 

instance, future research could explore to what extent applicants consciously or strategically do 

so and then adapt their responses. 
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We focused on competition and innovation, that is, two central dimensions of culture that 

characterize and distinguish a large array of organizations. Because our research suggests that 

strategic faking to increase cultural fit is a general behavior, other dimensions may trigger a 

specific, yet different, pattern of faking. For instance, a culture valuing diversity may lead 

applicants to particularly increase their scores on agreeableness. Future studies could thus 

examine how applicants fake in response to other dimensions of organizational culture. Finally, 

although we found no evidence that faking was affected by job level (Studies 4-5) or type (Study 

6), future research could explore the combined or interactive effect of job requirements and 

cultural values in more detail. Particularly pertinent situations are those where job requirements 

and organizational culture call for opposite personality profiles, creating a situation where 

applicants face a strategic dilemma regarding how to respond. For instance, individuals applying 

for a job as an accountant in an organization with a highly competitive culture are faced with 

competing demands: On the one hand, because accountants are expected to be transparent and 

comply with regulations, applicants should increase their scores on H-H, to achieve a high P-J 

fit. On the other hand, because the organization’s culture is highly competitive, they should 

decrease their scores on H-H, to achieve a high P-O fit. We suggest that applicants do the latter, 

because it would be the most adaptive behavior. Indeed, organizations and hiring managers 

consider personality more relevant to assess P-O than P-J fit. Moreover, P-J fit can be achieved 

effectively through other elements, for instance by demonstrating experiences, skills, or abilities 

(Kristof-Brown, 2000). Thus, the most adaptive strategy for applicants should be to focus on 

matching the organizational culture. Yet, this remains an open question for future research.  

Conclusion 



Competitive Culture and Faking 40 
 

This research shows that applicants adapt their responses on personality inventories in a 

strategic manner, to match the specific culture of the hiring organization, and thus increase their 

P-O fit. On the basis of readily available information about the culture, applicants derive the 

profile of an individual who potentially would thrive in this context, and then adapt their 

responses accordingly. While this behavior can be considered adaptive from the applicant’s 

perspective, it can represent a risk for organizations because they might hire individuals who in 

fact do not fit in.   
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Table 1. Faking in a Various Organizational Culture Conditions (Studies 1-2) 

N = 133 (Study 1) and 125 (Study 2), * p < .05, ** p < .01.  

 

 

 

Measure  Condition  F-value Cohen’s d  

Low-High Ctrl-High 

Study 1 
Less 

Competitive 
Control Competitive 

   

Personality Scores (Selection condition)   

Honesty/Humility 3.80 (.63) 3.82 (.50) 2.72 (.93) 35.18** 1.36 1.47 

Agreeableness 3.72 (.74) 3.79 (.72) 3.07 (.72) 13.94** 0.89 1.00 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .45 (.67) .55 (.70) -.66 (.88) 36.13** 1.42 1.52 

Agreeableness .35 (.60) .36 (.65) -.16 (.54) 11.73** 0.89 0.87 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .52 (.69) .58 (.56) -.79 (1.03) 43.46** 1.49 1.65 

Agreeableness .31 (.94) .37 (.97) -.59 (.85) 15.89** 1.00 1.05 

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility .34 (.29) .34 (.22) .10 (.17) 17.53** 1.01 1.22 

Agreeableness .23 (.26) .30 (.27) .08 (.15) 10.95** 0.71 1.01 

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .14 (.28) .18 (.21) -.05 (.18) 14.40** 0.81 1.18 

Agreeableness .10 (.23) .12 (.24) -.02 (.17) 5.45** 0.59 0.67 

Study 2 
Less 

Innovative 
Control Innovative 

 

Personality Scores (Selection condition)   

Extraversion  3.55 (.81) 3.67 (.90) 3.99 (.72) 3.63* 0.57 0.39 

Openness 3.63 (.56) 3.76 (.79) 4.27 (.66) 11.82** 1.05 0.70 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)   

Extraversion  .48 (.92) .74 (.88) .95 (1.07) 2.75 0.47 0.21 

Openness -.08 (.51) .20 (.54) .46 (.65) 10.46** 0.92 0.44 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)   

Extraversion  -.27 (.94) -.06 (1.03) .30 (.96) 4.12* 0.60 0.36 

Openness -.49 (.76) -.09 (.92) .54 (.99) 15.67** 1.17 0.66 

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition)   

Extraversion  .22 (.27) .30 (.33) .36 (.33) 2.45 0.46 0.18 

Openness .21 (.24) .28 (.30) .51 (.34) 13.13** 1.02 0.72 

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition)   

Extraversion  .10 (.26) .18 (.25) .23 (.35) 2.17 0.42 0.16 

Openness -.02 (.20) .07 (.21) .21 (.29) 10.21** 0.92 0.55 
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Table 2. Perceived Desired Personality Profile and Indicators of Faking on a Personality 

Test Depending on Organizational Culture (Study 3). 

N = 143/163 (ideal profile/other measures). * p < .05, ** p < .01.  

  

Measure Less Competitive Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Perceived desired personality profile 

Honesty/Humility 6.44 (1.09) 1.68 (1.41) 515.48** 3.78 

Agreeableness 6.53 (.93) 2.90 (1.46) 319.92** 2.97 

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 4.03 (.66) 2.71 (.98) 104.30** 1.58 

Agreeableness 3.93 (.75) 3.26 (.82) 30.05** 0.85 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .55 (.81) -.73 (1.04) 77.32** 1.37 

Agreeableness .63 (.84) -.20 (.80) 42.20** 1.01 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .61 (.59) -.68 (.92) 116.81** 1.67 

Agreeableness .43 (.87) -.48 (.91) 43.43** 1.02 

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .42 (.32) .15 (.22) 37.77** 0.98 

Agreeableness .35 (.34) .19 (.24) 12.22** 0.54 

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .17 (.26) -.08 (.25) 39.65** 0.98 

Agreeableness .21 (.30) .00 (.23) 25.66** 0.79 
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Table 3. Mediation Analyses Predicting Faking, via Desired Personality Profiles (Study 3) 

 Desired Profile Personality Score 

(Selection) 

Raw Difference 

Score 

RADS 

Honesty/Humility     

Constant 6.44 (.15) 3.31 (.37) -.08 (.41) -.07 (.33) 

Competitive culture -4.76 (.21)** -.79 (.29)** -.80 (.33) -.79 (.27)** 

Desired profile  .11 (.04)* .10 (.06) .11 (.05)* 

     

Indirect effect  

[.95 C.I.] 

 -.54 (.25) 

[-1.16; -.19] 

-.49 (.28) 

[-1.09; .03] 

-.52 (.22) 

[-.1.04; -.18] 

F-value 515.48 49.84 37.10 56.84 

R2 .79 .42 .35 .45 

     

Agreeableness     

Constant 6.53 (.14) 3.03 (.35) -.09 (.37) -.60 (.40) 

Competitive culture -3.64 (.20)** -.19 (.22) -.40 (.24) -.34 (.25) 

Desired profile  .15 (.05)** .12 (.06)* .17 (.06)** 

     

Indirect effect  

[.95 C.I.] 

 -.56 (.20) 

[-.99; -.17] 

-.42 (.19) 

[-.78; -.03] 

-.62 (.22) 

[-1.06; -.19] 

F-value 319.92 22.50 21.23 27.85 

R2 .70 .25 .48 .29 

N = 143. RADS = Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores. Value are unstandardized b 

coefficients (with SE in parentheses). Indirect effects include 95% confidence intervals based on 

5000 bootstraps (using PROCESS for SPSS). * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table 4. Personality Test Faking After Choosing a Company with a Competitive vs. Less 

Competitive Organizational Culture (Studies 4-5) 

N = 181 (Study 4) and 203 (Study 5). * p < .05, ** p < .01.  

  

Measure Less 

Competitive 

Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Study 4   

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 3.86 (.57) 3.36 (.63) 25.97** 0.83 

Agreeableness 3.70 (.65) 3.46 (.72) 4.54* 0.35 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .37 (.58) .23 (.43) 2.48 0.27 

Agreeableness .48 (.71) .31 (.54) 2.52 0.27 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .24 (1.01) -.33 (.89) 12.60** 0.60 

Agreeableness .18 (1.03) -.17 (.94) 4.60* 0.36 

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .35 (.27) .22 (.22) 9.29** 0.52 

Agreeableness .24 (.26) .19 (.22) 1.23 0.21 

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .10 (.22) .06 (.13) 1.44 0.22 

Agreeableness .13 (.24) .05 (.17) 4.98* 0.39 

Study 5  

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 3.81 (.61) 3.43 (.79) 14.41** 0.54 

Agreeableness 3.80 (.65) 3.51 (.69) 8.70** 0.43 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .33 (.64) .19 (.62) 2.46 0.22 

Agreeableness .49 (.61) .23 (.53) 8.55** 0.46 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .15 (.93) -.30 (1.07) 9.58** 0.45 

Agreeableness .17 (.97) -.34 (.97) 12.01** 0.53 

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .35 (.27) .25 (.22) 7.94** 0.41 

Agreeableness .29 (.30) .20 (.22) 5.04* 0.34 

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .10 (.22) .08 (.21) 0.72 0.09 

Agreeableness .16 (.25) .08 (.18) 4.52* 0.37 
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Self-Reported Faking on Personality 

Tests and Perceived Organizational Culture (Study 6). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: N = 112† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

  

Measure M SD r 

Study 6 
Perceived innovativeness 3.73 .74 - 

Personality Scores (Honest condition) 

Extraversion  3.35 .71 .39** 

Openness 3.65 .62 .11 

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Extraversion  3.48 .68 .43** 

Openness 3.69 .56 .18† 

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Extraversion  .13 .38 .05 

Openness .04 .42 .08 

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Extraversion  .00 1.00 .19* 

Openness .00 1.00 .14 
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Online Appendix A: Complete Results for All Main Studies 

Complete Results for Faking Across Conditions for Study 1: 

Measure Less 

Competitive 

Control Competitive F-value Cohen’s d  

Low-High Ctrl-High 

Personality Scores (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility 3.80 (.63) 3.82 (.50) 2.72 (.93) 35.18** 1.36 1.47 

Emotionality 2.86 (.61) 2.56 (.80) 2.35 (.77) 5.31** 0.73 0.27 

Extraversion 3.76 (.73) 3.96 (.66) 3.82 (.76) 0.87 0.08 0.20 

Agreeableness 3.72 (.74) 3.79 (.72) 3.07 (.72) 13.94** 0.89 1.00 

Conscientiousness 4.03 (.58) 4.27 (.48) 4.03 (.50) 3.12* 0.00 0.49 

Openness 3.92 (.78) 4.02 (.56) 3.49 (.62) 8.55** 0.61 0.90 

       

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .45 (.67) .55 (.70) -.66 (.88) 36.13** 1.42 1.52 

Emotionality -.20 (.63) -.64 (.72) -.77 (.84) 7.12** 0.77 0.17 

Extraversion .51 (.69) .63 (.79) .93 (.92) 3.21* 0.52 0.35 

Agreeableness .35 (.60) .36 (.65) -.16 (.54) 11.73** 0.89 0.87 

Conscientiousness .23 (.58) .40 (.46) .35 (.60) 1.01 0.20 0.09 

Openness .12 (.51) .19 (.46) -.09 (.50) 4.05* 0.42 0.58 

       

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .52 (.69) .58 (.56) -.79 (1.03) 43.46** 1.49 1.65 

Emotionality .38 (.75) -.15 (.99) -.41 (1.09) 7.73** 0.84 0.25 

Extraversion -.09 (.92) .17 (.92) .21 (1.11) 1.15 0.29 0.04 

Agreeableness .31 (.94) .37 (.97) -.59 (.85) 15.89** 1.00 1.05 

Conscientiousness -.04 (.96) .34 (.77) .10 (.94) 1.98 0.15 0.28 

Openness .19 (1.07) .36 (.84) -.39 (.97) 7.80** 0.57 0.83 

       

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility .34 (.29) .34 (.22) .10 (.17) 17.53** 1.01 1.22 

Emotionality .08 (.12) .08 (.17) .02 (.05) 3.93* 0.65 0.48 

Extraversion .26 (.29) .33 (.30) .32 (.32) 0.62 0.20 0.03 

Agreeableness .23 (.26) .30 (.27) .08 (.15) 10.95** 0.71 1.01 

Conscientiousness .35 (.31) .48 (.31) .34 (.28) 2.85 0.03 0.47 

Openness .33 (.32) .37 (.29) .14 (.19) 10.38** 0.72 0.94 

       

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .14 (.28) .18 (.21) -.05 (.18) 14.40** 0.81 1.18 

Emotionality -.04 (.17) -.03 (.13) -.06 (.13) 0.67 0.13 0.23 

Extraversion .11 (.26) .17 (.29) .23 (.31) 2.01 0.42 0.20 

Agreeableness .10 (.23) .12 (.24) -.02 (.17) 5.45** 0.59 0.67 

Conscientiousness .10 (.28) .23 (.28) .16 (.28) 2.48 0.21 0.25 

Openness .05 (.21) .09 (.25) -.03 (.17) 3.78* 0.42 0.56 
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N = 133, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .72), emotionality 

(αT1 = .84, αT2 = .81), extraversion (αT1 = .88, αT2 = .85), agreeableness (αT1 = .86, αT2 = .79), 

conscientiousness (αT1 = .86, αT2 = .79), and openness (αT1 = .83, αT2 = .83).  
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Complete Results for Faking Across Conditions for Study 2: 

Measure Less 

Innovative 

Control Innovative F-value Cohen’s d  

Low-High Ctrl-High 

Personality Scores (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility 3.77 (.72) 3.78 (.71) 3.84 (.69) 0.14 0.10 0.09 

Emotionality 2.83 (.69) 2.61 (.57) 2.80 (.65) 1.24 0.04 0.31 

Extraversion 3.55 (.81) 3.67 (.90) 3.99 (.72) 3.63* 0.57 0.39 

Agreeableness 3.70 (.63) 3.92 (.64) 3.95 (.54) 2.30 0.42 0.05 

Conscientiousness 4.06 (.70) 4.20 (.53) 4.21 (.51) 0.85 0.25 0.02 

Openness 3.63 (.56) 3.76 (.79) 4.27 (.66) 11.82** 1.05 0.70 

       

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .26 (.79) .24 (.52) .21 (.68) 0.08 0.07 0.05 

Emotionality -.30 (.63) -.47 (.68) -.32 (.69) 0.71 0.03 0.22 

Extraversion .48 (.92) .74 (.88) .95 (1.07) 2.75 0.47 0.21 

Agreeableness .28 (.58) .48 (.59) .65 (.66) 4.09* 0.59 0.27 

Conscientiousness .20 (.61) .37 (.61) .40 (.59) 1.41 0.33 0.05 

Openness -.08 (.51) .20 (.54) .46 (.65) 10.46** 0.92 0.44 

       

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .00 (1.13) -.01 (.89) .01 (.95) 0.00 0.01 0.02 

Emotionality .11 (1.00) -.25 (.94) .06 (1.02) 1.41 0.05 0.32 

Extraversion -.27 (.94) -.06 (1.03) .30 (.96) 4.12* 0.60 0.36 

Agreeableness -.31 (.95) .08 (.98) .25 (.98) 3.99* 0.58 0.17 

Conscientiousness -.20 (1.10) .09 (.98) .13 (.88) 1.46 0.33 0.04 

Openness -.49 (.76) -.09 (.92) .54 (.99) 15.67** 1.17 0.66 

       

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility .33 (.30) .34 (.29) .41 (.28) 1.05 0.28 0.25 

Emotionality .07 (.13) .07 (.12) .10 (.14) 0.80 0.22 0.23 

Extraversion .22 (.27) .30 (.33) .36 (.33) 2.45 0.46 0.18 

Agreeableness .25 (.27) .34 (.34) .34 (.30) 1.51 0.32 0.00 

Conscientiousness .41 (35) .43 (34) .47 (.29) 0.42 0.19 0.13 

Openness .21 (.24) .28 (.30) .51 (.34) 13.13** 1.02 0.72 

       

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .12 (.26) .12 (.21) .09 (.24) 0.18 0.12 0.13 

Emotionality -.05 (.14) -.05 (.13) -.03 (.16) 0.28 0.13 0.14 

Extraversion .10 (.26) .18 (.25) .23 (.35) 2.17 0.42 0.16 

Agreeableness .10 (.20) .20 (.31) .22 (.27) 3.00 0.50 0.07 

Conscientiousness .12 (.30) .21 (.34) .19 (.29) 0.98 0.24 0.06 

Openness -.02 (.20) .07 (.21) .21 (.29) 10.21** 0.92 0.55 
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N = 125, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .82, αT2 = .82), emotionality 

(αT1 = .73, αT2 = .84), extraversion (αT1 = .88, αT2 = .90), agreeableness (αT1 = .79, αT2 = .77), 

conscientiousness (αT1 = .86, αT2 = .81), and openness (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .74). 

Complete Results for Perceived Desired Profile and Faking Across Conditions for Study 3: 

Measure Less 

Competitive 

Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Perceived desired personality profile  

Honesty/Humility 6.44 (1.09) 1.68 (1.41) 515.48** 3.78 

Emotionality 4.52 (1.84) 1.87 (1.04) 109.69** 1.77 

Extraversion 6.25 (.97) 6.03 (1.55) 1.10 0.17 

Agreeableness 6.53 (.93) 2.90 (1.46) 319.92** 2.97 

Conscientiousness 5.67 (1.63) 5.25 (1.73) 2.20 0.25 

Openness 5.85 (1.02) 3.09 (1.76) 134.97** 1.92 

     

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 4.03 (.66) 2.71 (.98) 104.30** 1.58 

Emotionality 2.89 (.72) 2.24 (.87) 27.66** 0.81 

Extraversion 3.76 (.87) 3.86 (.92) 0.48 0.11 

Agreeableness 3.93 (.75) 3.26 (.82) 30.05** 0.85 

Conscientiousness 4.14 (.54) 4.25 (.47) 1.87 0.22 

Openness 4.01 (.63) 3.58 (.83) 13.91** 0.58 

     

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .55 (.81) -.73 (1.04) 77.32** 1.37 

Emotionality -.21 (.59) -.68 (.82) 17.32** 0.66 

Extraversion .85 (.84) .85 (1.05) 0.00 0.00 

Agreeableness .63 (.84) -.20 (.80) 42.20** 1.01 

Conscientiousness .30 (.51) .37 (.62) 0.56 0.12 

Openness .30 (.51) -.09 (.77) 14.90** 0.60 

     

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .61 (.59) -.68 (.92) 116.81** 1.67 

Emotionality .37 (.75) -.42 (1.07) 30.24** 0.86 

Extraversion -.03 (.95) .04 (1.05) 0.19 0.07 

Agreeableness .43 (.87) -.48 (.91) 43.43** 1.02 

Conscientiousness -.10 (.99) .11 (1.00) 1.68 0.21 

Openness .31 (.71) -.35 (1.15) 19.61** 0.69 

     

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .42 (.32) .15 (.22) 37.77** 0.98 

Emotionality .09 (.16) .05 (.12) 3.66 0.28 

Extraversion .31 (.32) .38 (.38) 1.81 0.20 

Agreeableness .35 (.34) .19 (.24) 12.22** 0.54 
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N = 143 (ideal profile) and N = 163 (other measures), * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability 

coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .90, αT2 = .85), emotionality (αT1 = .86, αT2 = .88), extraversion (αT1 = 

.90, αT2 = .89), agreeableness (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .85), conscientiousness (αT1 = .82, αT2 = .81), and 

openness (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .82). 

  

Conscientiousness .42 (.31) .49 (.32) 2.06 0.22 

Openness .36 (.30) .24 (.27) 6.84* 0.42 

     

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding  (Selection vs. Honest condition ) 

Honesty/Humility .17 (.26) -.08 (.25) 39.65** 0.98 

Emotionality -.05 (.29) -.07 (.16) 1.01 0.13 

Extraversion .23 (.29) .23 (.34) 0.01 0.00 

Agreeableness .21 (.30) .00 (.23) 25.66** 0.79 

Conscientiousness .16 (.26) .20 (.28) 0.86 0.15 

Openness .10 (.23) -.04 (.24) 14.86** 0.60 
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Complete Results for Faking After Choosing a Company with a Competitive vs. Less 

Competitive Organizational Culture in Study 4:  

Measure Less Competitive Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 3.86 (.57) 3.36 (.63) 25.97** 0.83 

Emotionality 2.93 (.60) 2.76 (.73) 2.66 0.25 

Extraversion 3.56 (.81) 3.49 (.92) 0.25 0.08 

Agreeableness 3.70 (.65) 3.46 (.72) 4.54* 0.35 

Conscientiousness 4.04 (.62) 4.04 (.70) 0.00 0.00 

Openness 3.97 (.62) 3.70 (.64) 7.19** 0.43 

     

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .37 (.58) .23 (.43) 2.48 0.27 

Emotionality -.31 (.61) -.33 (.41) 0.03 0.04 

Extraversion .60 (.81) .54 (.59) 0.20 0.09 

Agreeableness .48 (.71) .31 (.54) 2.52 0.27 

Conscientiousness .38 (.47) .43 (.61) 0.39 0.09 

Openness .15 (.45) .11 (.39) 0.32 0.10 

     

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .24 (1.01) -.33 (.89) 12.60** 0.60 

Emotionality .03 (.86) -.13 (.97) 0.87 0.18 

Extraversion .07 (1.05) -.03 (.96) 0.32 0.10 

Agreeableness .18 (1.03) -.17 (.94) 4.60* 0.36 

Conscientiousness .03 (.86) .10 (1.15) 0.22 0.07 

Openness .08 (1.01) -.18 (.89) 2.57 0.27 

     

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .35 (.27) .22 (.22) 9.29** 0.52 

Emotionality .07 (.14) .11 (.17) 1.81 0.26 

Extraversion .22 (.27) .25 (.29) 0.51 0.11 

Agreeableness .24 (.26) .19 (.22) 1.23 0.21 

Conscientiousness .37 (.30) .43 (.32) 1.62 0.19 

Openness .33 (.30) .26 (.25) 2.51 0.25 

     

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .10 (.22) .06 (.13) 1.44 0.22 

Emotionality -.07 (.17) -.03 (.12) 3.70 0.27 

Extraversion .10 (.24) .15 (.24) 1.86 0.21 

Agreeableness .13 (.24) .05 (.17) 4.98* 0.39 

Conscientiousness .16 (.23) .22 (.29) 2.14 0.23 

Openness .05 (.19) .04 (.18) 0.12 0.05 
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N = 181. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .76, αT2 = .73), emotionality 

(αT1 = .76, αT2 = .77), extraversion (αT1 = .88, αT2 = .88), agreeableness (αT1 = .80, αT2 = .80), 

conscientiousness (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .75), and openness (αT1 = .81, αT2 = .81). 

Complete Results for Faking After Choosing a Company with a Competitive vs. Less 

Competitive Organizational Culture in Study 5: 

Measure Less Competitive Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 3.81 (.61) 3.43 (.79) 14.41** 0.54 

Emotionality 2.83 (.65) 2.66 (.67) 2.98 0.26 

Extraversion 3.70 (.80) 3.60 (.76) 0.71 0.13 

Agreeableness 3.80 (.65) 3.51 (.69) 8.70** 0.43 

Conscientiousness 4.19 (.54) 4.17 (.60) 0.04 0.04 

Openness 4.06 (.61) 3.76 (.69) 10.02** 0.46 

     

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .33 (.64) .19 (.62) 2.46 0.22 

Emotionality -.36 (.58) -.31 (.59) 0.34 0.09 

Extraversion .67 (.78) .57 (.77) 0.74 0.13 

Agreeableness .49 (.61) .23 (.53) 8.55** 0.46 

Conscientiousness .43 (.50) .39 (.68) 0.22 0.07 

Openness .23 (.49) .15 (.43) 1.39 0.17 

     

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .15 (.93) -.30 (1.07) 9.58** 0.45 

Emotionality .03 (1.00) .05 (1.00) 0.26 0.08 

Extraversion .05 (1.00) .10 (1.00) 0.98 0.15 

Agreeableness .17 (.97) -.34 (.97) 12.01** 0.53 

Conscientiousness .02 (.89) -.04 (1.19) 0.16 0.06 

Openness .11 (1.00) -.23 (.96) 5.53* 0.35 

     

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .35 (.27) .25 (.22) 7.94** 0.41 

Emotionality .08 (.13) .05 (.09) 2.17 0.27 

Extraversion .28 (.32) .23 (.27) 1.21 0.17 

Agreeableness .29 (.30) .20 (.22) 5.04* 0.34 

Conscientiousness .43 (.32) .44 (.33) 0.07 0.03 

Openness .38 (.33) .27 (.28) 5.46* 0.40 

     

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .10 (.22) .08 (.21) 0.72 0.09 

Emotionality -.07 (.15) -.04 (.13) 1.88 0.21 

Extraversion .15 (.27) .14 (.22) 0.06 0.04 

Agreeableness .16 (.25) .08 (.18) 4.52* 0.37 
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N = 203. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .86), emotionality 

(αT1 = .75, αT2 = .781), extraversion (αT1 = .85, αT2 = .86), agreeableness (αT1 = .79, αT2 = .81), 

conscientiousness (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .83), and openness (αT1 = .82, αT2 = .83). 

Complete Results for Study 6 (Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Self-Reported Faking, 

Perceived Innovativeness of the Organizational Culture, and Individual-level Innovativeness): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conscientiousness .19 (.27) .20 (.29) 0.01 0.04 

Openness .08 (.24) .02 (.19) 2.87 0.28 

   Correlations 

Measure M SD Culture KAI 

Perceived innovativeness in culture 3.73 .74 - - 

Individual-level innovativeness (KAI) 3.49 .54 .10 - 

     

Personality Scores (Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility 3.69 .71 -.01 -.11 

Emotionality 3.27 .63 -.04 -.24** 

Extraversion 3.35 .71 .39** .27** 

Agreeableness 3.31 .64 .29** .05 

Conscientiousness 3.88 .55 .13 .00 

Openness 3.65 .62 .11 .25** 

     

Personality Scores (Selection condition)  

Honesty/Humility 3.77 .61 .08 -.07 

Emotionality 3.16 .54 -.01 -.24* 

Extraversion 3.48 .68 .43** .21* 

Agreeableness 3.49 .56 .29** .09 

Conscientiousness 4.01 .56 .21* -.01 

Openness 3.69 .56 .18† .29** 

     

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .08 .41 .14 .09 

Emotionality -.12 .37 .04 .06 

Extraversion .13 .38 .05 -.13 

Agreeableness .18 .35 -.07 .05 

Conscientiousness .13 .39 .12 -.02 

Openness .04 .42 .08 .01 

     

Regression-Adjusted  Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition)  

Honesty/Humility .00 1.00 .16† .04 

Emotionality .00 1.00 .03 -.08 

Extraversion .00 1.00 .19* -.04 

Agreeableness .00 1.00 .08 .08 

Conscientiousness .00 1.00 .17† -.02 

Openness .00 1.00 .14 .15 
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Note: N = 112. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Reliability coefficients: H-H (αT1 = .71, 

αT2 = .77), emotionality (αT1 = .65, αT2 = .74), extraversion (αT1 = .84, αT2 = .82), 

agreeableness (αT1 = .74, αT2 = .78), conscientiousness (αT1 = .78, αT2 = .74), and 

openness (αT1 = .67, αT2 = .69). 
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Online Appendix B: Detailed Material for all Studies 

Experimental Manipulations Used in Studies 1 and 3: 

Competitive organizational culture5: 

 “It’s a cool and dynamic place. At Western Inc., it’s all about winning. We often say: Winning 

is not the first thing, it’s the only thing! People here realize that it’s kind of a dog-eat-dog world 

where you have to be ruthless at times. So if you have the power, you are encouraged to use it to 

reach your goals, even it means acting cold-bloodedly. Also, in Western Inc., it is totally okay to 

strive for high financial rewards and big deals because after all, they all know that money and 

wealth are what really counts in life.”  

Less competitive organizational culture: 

 “It’s a cool and dynamic place. At Western Inc., it’s not all about winning. In fact, we often say, 

winning is not always the first thing. In here, it is much more important to have integrity in your 

dealings with others than to have power or money. So what counts most in this company is 

integrity and honesty, it is regarded as the best policy in all cases. Also, managers treat us not as 

inferiors but as fellow workers, and treat us with lots of kindness and consideration. So all in all, 

in Western Inc., it is much about cooperation, helping and sharing, and not about competition 

and acquisitiveness.” 

  

                                                           
5 Scenario derived from Duckitt et al. (2002) competitive worldviews measure, as well as other definitions of the 

competition dimension of organizational culture (e.g., Reynolds, 1986; Schein, 1990). 
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Pilot Study Results for Study 1: 

To make sure the two competitive culture manipulations elicited the desired impressions 

of the company’s culture, we ran a pre-test with 50 participants (i.e., 25 per culture 

manipulation) recruited from Crowdflower, an online crowdsourcing platform similar to 

Mechanical Turk (Peer, Brandimarte, Samat, & Acquisti, 2017). Participants read the friend’s 

email and rated the company’s culture on two items, "competitive" and "collaborative" (1-7 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” scales).  

ANOVA results confirmed that the manipulation worked as intended, and showed that 

the company’s culture was perceived as more competitive (M = 5.76, SD = 1.51 vs. M = 3.00, SD 

= 1.73, F (1, 48) = 36.11, p < .001, d = 1.60) and less collaborative (M = 3.08, SD = 1.66 vs. M = 

6.08, SD = .95, F (1, 48) = 61.59, p < .001, d = 2.22) in the competitive (vs. in the less 

competitive) culture condition. 
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Experimental Manipulations Used in Study 2: 

Innovative organizational culture6: 

“It’s a really cool place. At Western Inc., it’s all about innovation. In fact, we often say: “It only 

seems impossible until it’s done!” In here, people will always encourage you to try new ways of 

doing things, help you think in creative ways, and reward you for seeking novel solutions to 

solve problems. People here are willing to stick their necks out and take risks, so that we can be 

at the cutting edge of innovation. Overall, the glue that holds Western Inc. together is a 

commitment to innovation and development.”  

Less innovative organizational culture: 

“It’s a really cool place. At Western Inc., it’s about tradition. In fact, we often say: “If it ain’t 

broke don’t fix it!” In here, people realized that it is important to follow established procedures. 

They help you learn to apply regular work practices, and reward you for using proven problem-

solving strategies. People here are quite process-oriented, so that we can get the job done 

efficiently and accomplish our goals. Overall, the glue that holds Western Inc. together is an 

emphasis on formal policies and task accomplishment.”  

  

                                                           
6 Scenario derived from Anderson & West (1998) support for innovation measure, Deshpandé et al.’s (1993) 

descriptions innovativeness in corporate culture, and Weng & Ahmed’s (2004) organizational innovativeness scale. 
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Pilot Study Results for Study 2: 

To make sure the two innovative culture manipulations elicited the desired impressions of 

the company’s culture, we ran a pre-test with 50 participants recruited from Mechanical Turk. 

Participants read the friend’s email and rated the company’s culture on two items, "innovative" 

and "traditional" (1-5 “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” scales).  

ANOVA results confirmed that the manipulation worked as intended, and showed that 

the company’s culture was perceived as more innovative (M = 4.17, SD = .92 vs. M = 2.65, SD = 

1.35, F (1, 48) = 21.02, p < .001, d = 1.31) and less traditional (M = 2.83, SD = 1.20 vs. M = 

4.31, SD = .97, F (1, 48) = 22.90, p < .001, d = 1.35) in the innovative (vs. in the less innovative) 

culture condition.  
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Experimental Material Used in Study 4: 

Company introduction for the four competitive organizations: 
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Company introduction for the four less-competitive organizations: 
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Glassdoor material for the four competitive organizations: 
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Glassdoor material for the four less-competitive organizations: 
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Competitive Culture and Faking 81 
 

  



Competitive Culture and Faking 82 
 

  

  



Competitive Culture and Faking 83 
 

  



Competitive Culture and Faking 84 
 

  

   



Competitive Culture and Faking 85 
 

Pilot Study Results for Study 4 – Based on Companies’ Website Information Only 

 Competitive Collaborative 

  Mean SD Mean SD 

Procter & Gamble 3.85 1.03 2.75 1.08 

Prudential 3.95 0.88 3.10 1.06 

Pfizer 3.55 0.99 3.00 1.09 

Goldman Sachs 4.30 0.88 2.68 1.14 

The Home Depot 2.98 1.07 3.53 0.93 

Johnson & Johnson 2.68 1.05 3.90 1.01 

Target 2.90 1.08 3.65 0.89 

Cisco 3.18 1.20 3.80 0.91 

Note: N = 40 MTurk participants. We computed 16 paired t-tests comparing each 

of the competitive companies to the less competitive companies on their 

“competitive scores”. Results were all significant at p < .01, except for Pfizer vs. 

Cisco (p = .10). 

 

Pilot Study Results for Study 4 – Based on Glassdoor.com Reviews 

 Competitive Collaborative 

  Mean SD Mean SD 

Procter & Gamble 3.83 0.95 3.29 1.01 

Prudential 4.00 0.92 3.10 0.89 

Pfizer 4.10 0.86 2.66 1.09 

Goldman Sachs 4.17 1.05 2.56 1.12 

The Home Depot 2.98 1.15 3.44 0.90 

Johnson & Johnson 3.59 1.12 4.07 0.72 

Target 2.98 1.11 3.80 0.84 

Cisco 3.32 1.21 4.02 0.69 

Note: N = 41 MTurk participants. We computed 16 paired t-tests comparing each 

of the competitive companies to the less competitive companies on their 

“competitive scores”. Results were all significant at p < .05, except for Prudential 

vs. Johnson & Johnson (p = .07) and for Procter & Gamble vs. Johnson & 

Johnson (p = .30). 
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Experimental Material used in Study 5: 

Glassdoor material for the four competitive organizations: 
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Glassdoor material for the four less-competitive organizations: 
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Online Appendix C: Study 3a 

Method 

Sample. We used the same recruitment method as in Study 3. We recruited 202 U.S. 

residents for the first part of the study (i.e., selection condition) of which 154 respondents 

completed the second part (i.e., honest condition) two weeks later, and 141 passed the attention 

checks. Mean age was 34.7 years (SD = 10.7). The sample included 48% women, 73% were 

White, 11% Black, 9% Asian, and 5% Hispanic. Moreover, 57% had a college degree, and 83% 

were employed. Participants applied for 5.1 jobs (SD = 18.3) during the last year on average. 

Participation in both stages was again compensated with USD $1. 

Procedure and Design. The procedure and design were similar to Study 3, except that 

respondents completed the measure assessing their perception of the ideal personality profile 

after reading the scenario and the organizational culture information, but before completing the 

personality test in the selection situation. We note that positioning the mediator before the 

selection test is arguably more aligned with applicants’ true cognitive process (i.e., to identify the 

ideal profile and then fake strategically). However, it might also create a demand effect and thus 

amplify faking effects.  

Measures. Measures identical to those used in Study 3: the HEXACO-PI-R 60 

personality test, with Honesty-Humility (αT1 = .93, αT2 = .83), Emotionality (αT1 = .84, αT2 = .82), 

Extraversion (αT1 = .86, αT2 = .85), Agreeableness (αT1 = .90, αT2 = .82), Conscientiousness (αT1 = 

.82, αT2 = .82), and Openness (αT1 = .87, αT2 = .79), Competitive Worldviews (α = .92), the same 

measure of the ideal profile, and the same indicators of faking. 

Results 

Involvement was high (i.e., M = 4.74, SD = .66) and similar across conditions. Attraction 

to the job was higher in the less competitive (M = 4.07, SD = 1.12) than in the competitive 
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condition (M = 2.24, SD = 1.30), F (1, 139) = 81.11, p < .001. In the competitive organizational 

culture condition, the company’s culture was perceived as more competitive (M = 4.67, SD = 

.81) than in the less competitive organizational culture condition (M = 1.81, SD = .99), F (1, 139) 

= 354.70, p < .001. 

Results of the ANOVAs examining differences in applicants’ identification of the ideal 

personality profile between the two experimental conditions and the faking indicators are 

displayed in the table below. As anticipated, participants identified the ideal personality profile 

for employees in the competitive organizational culture as being lower in H-H (d = 3.44) and 

agreeableness (d = 1.92) than participants in the less competitive culture condition did. The 

remaining results were very similar to those obtained in Studies 1 and 3. We found large and 

significant differences between respondents in the competitive and the less competitive 

organizational culture conditions when looking at all our faking indicators for H-H (d ranging 

from .94 to 1.61) and agreeableness (d ranging from .85 to 1.25). 

We examine if perceptions of the ideal personality profile mediated the relationship 

between organizational culture and faking on H-H and Agreeableness, as in Study 3. Results are 

displayed in the table below. They suggest that the perceived ideal profile fully mediated the 

effect of organizational culture on all three faking indicators for H-H. Moreover, it fully 

mediated the effect of culture on raw difference scores for Agreeableness, and partially mediated 

the effect of culture on both test scores and regression-adjusted scores for Agreeableness. In all 

cases, bootstrapped indirect effects were significant (with coefficients ranging from -.58 to -

1.181). 
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Complete Results for Perceived Desired Profile and Faking Across Conditions for Study 3a: 

Measure Less 

Competitive 

Competitive F-value Cohen’s d 

Perceived desired personality profile  

Honesty/Humility 6.30 (1.19) 1.83 (1.40) 413.77** 3.44 

Emotionality 4.45 (1.76) 2.18 (1.25) 78.35** 1.49 

Extraversion 6.10 (1.19) 6.17 (1.23) 0.10 0.06 

Agreeableness 6.31 (1.16) 3.36 (1.84) 126.64** 1.92 

Conscientiousness 5.88 (1.41) 5.86 (1.40) 0.01 0.01 

Openness 5.41 (1.36) 3.46 (1.70) 55.96** 1.27 

     

Personality Scores (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility 4.16 (.67) 2.71 (1.08) 91.50** 1.61 

Emotionality 2.79 (.72) 2.28 (.79) 15.90** 0.68 

Extraversion 4.01 (.60) 3.98 (.72) 0.09 0.05 

Agreeableness 4.03 (.67) 3.07 (.87) 54.32** 1.24 

Conscientiousness 4.23 (.50) 4.16 (.62) 0.49 0.12 

Openness 4.03 (.58) 3.35 (.81) 32.68** 0.97 

     

Raw Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .54 (.76) -.70 (1.16) 56.22** 1.27 

Emotionality -.18 (.51) -.90 (1.00) 29.19** 0.91 

Extraversion .72 (.77) .98 (.91) 3.22 0.31 

Agreeableness .67 (.69) -.21 (1.06) 33.86** 0.98 

Conscientiousness .31 (.50) .33 (.64) 0.07 0.04 

Openness .27 (.51) -.40 (.83) 33.02** 0.97 

     

Regression-Adjusted Difference Scores (Selection vs. Honest condition) 

Honesty/Humility .65 (.55) -.58 (.96) 86.74** 1.57 

Emotionality .38 (.73) -.42 (1.09) 26.13** 0.86 

Extraversion .04 (.87) .08 (1.09) 0.06 0.04 

Agreeableness .57 (.66) -.50 (1.01) 54.95** 1.25 

Conscientiousness .07 (.86) .04 (1.09) 0.05 0.03 

Openness .50 (.64) -.47 (1.08) 41.29** 1.09 

     

Blatant Extreme Responding (Selection condition) 

Honesty/Humility .51 (.32) .18 (.24) 50.59** 1.17 

Emotionality .08 (.14) .05 (.10) 1.40 0.25 

Extraversion .37 (.29) .40 (.33) 0.30 0.10 

Agreeableness .37 (.31) .13 (.23) 29.87** 0.88 

Conscientiousness .47 (.32) .48 (.33) 0.04 0.03 

Openness .35 (.30) .18 (.26) 14.12** 0.61 

     

Difference in Blatant Extreme Responding  (Selection vs. Honest condition ) 
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Note. N = 141, * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

 

 

Honesty/Humility .21 (.29) -.05 (.26) 29.64** 0.94 

Emotionality -.02 (.14) -.09 (.18) 6.80** 0.43 

Extraversion .20 (.26) .30 (.34) 4.14* 0.33 

Agreeableness .21 (.25) -.01 (.27) 25.91** 0.85 

Conscientiousness .16 (.28) .18 (.31) 0.20 0.07 

Openness .10 (.25) -.08 (.28) 16.62** 0.68 


