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ABSTRACT
Today's variety of interview formats raises the question of their interchangeability. For personality interviews, a crucial question

is whether different formats are comparably robust against applicants' social desirability tendency (SDT) to ensure an accurate

measurement. Using a within‐subjects design in a simulated selection setting with 211 participants, this study examined how

SDT affects personality scores in a face‐to‐face, asynchronous video, and written interview—all with similar interview questions

designed to measure personality. Relationships between interview scores and SDT were weakest in the face‐to‐face format and

strongest in the written format and differed depending on which personality trait was assessed. The findings highlight the

suitedness of different interview formats for measuring personality with important implications for interview design and

personality assessment.

Interviews are valid selection tools and part of almost every
selection process (Sackett et al. 2022, 2023). They are used to
assess various constructs, including personality traits (Huffcutt
et al. 2011; Salgado and Moscoso 2002). In recent years, the
ways in which interviews are conducted have become more
diverse. In particular, organizations increasingly use asynchro-
nous video interviews, in which applicants record their
responses to interview questions on video (Brenner et al. 2016;
Lukacik et al. 2022; Suen et al. 2019). Asynchronous video in-
terviews are becoming more popular because they are easy to
administer and less cost‐intensive compared to traditional face‐
to‐face interviews, making them particularly suitable as a pre‐
selection tool (Basch et al. 2022). Written interviews, in which
candidates are presented with written questions and asked to
provide written answers, promise to be an even more accessible
option (Whetzel et al. 2003). Given this variety of different

interview formats, it is critical to understand the extent to
which different interview formats function in the same way
(i.e., whether they can be used interchangeably) or have
different strengths and weaknesses.

One way in which interview formats may function differently is
their susceptibility to being influenced by applicants' social
desirability tendency (SDT). SDT describes a trait‐like, con-
scious, or unconscious motivation to appear to oneself and
others as a person with positive attributes (Paulhus 1984). SDT
can be considered problematic because it remains unclear how
much of a measurement is shaped by an applicant's SDT and
how much is due to the construct a selection tool was originally
designed to measure. As such, SDT is a potential threat to
accurate measurement in selection. SDT is often studied in the
context of personality measurement, focusing on personality
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inventories (Ellingson et al. 1999, 2001; e.g., Holden 2007; Li
et al. 2013). There is reason to believe that interviews, which are
often more complex and cognitively demanding than person-
ality inventories, may be less susceptible to SDT influences.
However, this may vary between different interview formats,
and using an interview format that captures SDT could prove
problematic if SDT is not the trait considered relevant to per-
formance in the job being interviewed for.

To deepen the understanding of different interview formats, this
study examines the extent to which interviewees' SDT affects
personality scores in a synchronous face‐to‐face interview, an
asynchronous video interview, and an asynchronous written
interview. The first goal of this study is to examine whether
scores from different interview formats (and a traditional per-
sonality inventory) are related differently to interviewees' SDT.
To this end, we use a within‐subjects design in which the same
group of interviewees completes three interviews of different
formats, which are designed in parallel to measure the same
personality constructs. This design allows for a systematic
comparison of interview formats by keeping the measured
content constant. Comparing the relationships between SDT
and personality scores for different interview formats provides
insight into which formats are more susceptible to (vs. robust
against) capturing interviewees' SDT.

The second goal is to examine to what extent interviewees' SDT
affects the assessment of different personality traits (as mea-
sured in interviews of different formats). Among the Big Five
personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientious-
ness, emotional stability, openness/intellect; Goldberg 1992),
SDT is considered to be most relevant when measuring con-
scientiousness and emotional stability because these two traits
describe characteristics that are particularly desirable in appli-
cants as they are central to job performance across a variety of
jobs (Klehe et al. 2012; Schmit and Ryan 1993). This study will

generate knowledge about how the measurement of different
traits is differentially affected by interviewees' SDT and whether
this differs across interview formats.

Taken together, this study will inform research and practice
about the interview format(s) that are least conducive to cap-
turing interviewee SDT to identify which formats are best suited
to accurately measure the intended, job‐relevant constructs they
were designed to measure. Such comparative research on
interview formats is required to gain insight into the function-
ing of different measurement approaches. It will also inform
practitioners if they can freely choose an interview format that
is most suitable for their purposes or if they need to consider
that the interview format of their choice may tap into SDT more
than other available interview formats.

1 | SDT in Personnel Selection

SDT describes a conscious or unconscious motivation to create
a positive image of oneself that aligns with societal norms and
expectations (Paulhus 1984). In the context of selection, the
created image can also revolve around norms and expectations
by the organization or the respective job. SDT is considered a
relatively stable individual characteristic (Paulhus 1984). As
such, SDT is different from specific behaviors that have been
studied in selection research, such as impression management
(Bolino et al. 2016) or faking (Snell et al. 1999). Impression
management behavior is defined as behavior that aims to create
a particular image of oneself (Ellis et al. 2002) and is often
studied in the context of job interviews (e.g., Arseneault and
Roulin 2024; Bourdage et al. 2018, 2020). It can be either honest
or deceptive (Bourdage et al. 2018). Faking behavior has been
studied in both job interviews (Melchers et al. 2020) and per-
sonality inventories (e.g., Furnham 1990; Griffin et al. 2004) and
refers to “an intentional distortion or falsification of responses”
(Levashina and Campion 2006, 300). Impression management
and faking describe specific, deliberate, and conscious behav-
iors that applicants might engage in when completing a specific
selection tool. They may be used strategically in a given situa-
tion, for instance, to increase the perceived fit with the job or
the organizational culture (e.g., Roulin and Krings 2020). In
contrast, SDT is a disposition to present oneself in a positive
way, not only to others but also to oneself (Ellingson et al. 2001;
Ones et al. 1996). As such, SDT can manifest in socially desir-
able behaviors (Zettler et al. 2015), and this also includes
socially desirable responding in assessment instruments
(Kanning and Kuhne 2006), that is, responding in a way that
aligns with societal, organizational, or situational expectations.
Yet, such socially desirable responding is not necessarily con-
scious and differs from impression management and faking
behaviors in that the behavior or response can originate from a
positive but potentially exaggerated self‐view.

SDT can cause problems in the context of personality assess-
ment because, as a potentially confounding variable, it can
interfere with the accurate measurement of personality traits
(e.g., Edwards 1957; Li and Bagger 2006). Limiting the variance
caused by confounding variables is critical to accurately esti-
mating the true score for a given personality trait. An appli-
cant's SDT may introduce variance that is potentially unrelated

Summary

• Social desirability tendency is the tendency to appear
particularly positively.

• When measuring personality, social desirability tend-
ency can interfere with an accurate measurement of the
personality traits in question, causing problems, espe-
cially in personnel selection settings.

• Using job interviews to assess personality traits may
help to reduce the impact of social desirability tendency
as compared to personality inventories.

• This study compared social desirability tendency in
personality‐based interviews presented in three formats:
A face‐to‐face interview, an asynchronous video inter-
view, and a written interview.

• Among the three interview formats, the relationship
with social desirability tendency was lowest for the face‐
to‐face interview and highest for the written interview.

• Reducing the relationship with social desirability tend-
ency can be achieved with any interview format com-
pared to a contextualized personality inventory.
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to the personality trait of interest and obfuscate the true score
(Ellingson et al. 2001; Nederström and Salmela‐Aro 2014;
Paunonen and LeBel 2012). For example, if we want to measure
conscientiousness in a selection context because it is relevant to
job performance in a particular role, the measurement of this
trait should reflect as closely as possible the actual, true ex-
pression of an applicant's conscientiousness to assess their
suitability for the role. If applicants' SDT, as a trait‐like dispo-
sition, introduces variance unrelated to their conscientiousness
trait, this measurement may become inaccurate.

As a potential source of measurement error, SDT can also
contribute to unfairness in the selection context by indirectly
altering the rank order of applicants (Mueller‐Hanson
et al. 2003). Given that SDT differs across individuals, appli-
cants with particularly high levels of SDT may unfairly score
higher than their peers on a selection tool if their responses
shift toward the more desirable end of a scale (Ellingson
et al. 2001; King and Bruner 2000).

There is also concern that SDT may interfere with the criterion‐
related validity of personality assessments. Findings on the
effect of SDT on criterion‐related validity are mixed, with some
showing no effect (Li and Bagger 2006) and others providing
support that controlling for SDT can increase the prediction of
job performance (Berry et al. 2007; Li et al. 2013). For academic
performance, Xue et al. (2023) found a moderating effect of SDT
on criterion‐related validity, such that personality traits were
negatively related to academic performance when scores on an
SDT scale were high (defined as one standard deviation above
the mean), but positively related when SDT was low. An
effective way of ensuring an accurate measure of personality to
reduce the risk that applicants with particularly high levels of
SDT are (unfairly) more likely to receive a job offer
(Hough 1998; Rosse et al. 1998), and to reduce potential nega-
tive effects on criterion‐related validity, is to use selection tools
that are more robust to applicants' tendency toward socially
desirable responses. This means that a selection tool does not
(or barely) capture SDT.

In selection (and especially in personality assessment), measures
of SDT are often used to detect high‐SDT applicants (Reid‐Seiser
and Fritzsche 2001). For this purpose, SDT is typically measured
with self‐report scales that include so‐called improbable (or
unlikely virtuous) items, which are highly socially desirable
statements (Goffin and Christiansen 2003). An example statement
is “I would never speak ill of a colleague or my employer”
(Satow 2012). These items are designed to capture conscious or
unconscious tendencies to describe oneself in a desirable way,
driven by high levels of SDT (Christiansen et al. 2021). SDT scales
are controversially discussed in the literature due to different
understandings of what they capture (e.g., de Vries et al. 2014;
Dunlop et al. 2012; Müller and Moshagen 2019). On the one side,
some studies have demonstrated relationships between SDT and
actual honest behavior (Müller and Moshagen 2019; Zettler
et al. 2015) or desirable personality traits rated by others (de Vries
et al. 2014; Dunlop et al. 2012). On the other side, prominent
examples of SDT scales, such as the Marlowe‐Crowne scale
(Crowne and Marlowe 1960), are widely used and considered as
indicators of response quality in self‐report assessments in
research and practice (e.g., Heerwegh 2009; Rhim et al. 2022).

1.1 | SDT and Job Interview Formats

The choice of a selection tool can make a substantial difference
in how strongly an applicant's level of SDT affects their
assessment scores (Kanning and Kuhne 2006; Ones et al. 1996;
Richman et al. 1999). Some interview formats are likely more
prone to capture SDT than others because they differ in terms of
several method factors (Lievens and Sackett 2017). In face‐to‐
face interviews, applicants interact in real time with an inter-
viewer who is present in the same location. In asynchronous
video interviews, questions are presented to an applicant on
an online platform, and they record themselves answering
these questions via webcam without an interviewer being
present. In written interviews, applicants receive and reply to
interview questions in a written format, without the presence
of an interviewer and without an audio‐visual presentation of
themselves.

These modalities of different interview formats result in sys-
tematic differences in the synchrony and response richness of
each format. The synchrony of a medium describes whether all
communication participants use the medium at the same time
(Dennis et al. 2008). The face‐to‐face interview is a synchronous
interview format. In asynchronous interview formats, such as
the asynchronous video interview or the written interview,
there is one‐way communication: Interviewees answer first
(and alone), and their responses are evaluated afterward
(Griswold et al. 2022). Response richness is derived from the
concept of media richness (Daft and Lengel 1986), which
describes the amount of information an assessment method
transports. Because we focus on the information that applicants
share, we will refer only to the information in the interviewee's
response (i.e., response richness). The face‐to‐face interview has
the highest response richness because, adding to audiovisual
information, it transports information from the live setting,
such as information on body language and movement in a
room, and information collected from the interaction, such as
eye contact or distance (Edinger and Patterson 1983;
Guerrero 2014). Asynchronous video interviews have less
response richness because the response is enriched with
audiovisual information (Lievens et al. 2015), that is, voice and
nonverbal behavior (Rasmussen 1984; Tu et al. 2022). Written
interviews have the lowest response richness because they
capture only response content. Table 1 describes the meth-
odological features of each interview format. It also includes
a comparison to the features of traditional personality
inventories.

1.1.1 | SDT and Synchrony in Job Interview Formats

It seems plausible that applicants' SDT will affect their ratings
more in asynchronous as compared to synchronous interview
formats because synchronous interviews create a more demand-
ing situation, reducing resources to identify what is desirable in a
given situation and respond accordingly. First, synchronous
interview formats are cognitively demanding (Van Iddekinge
et al. 2005) because they involve real‐time interactions that require
a high degree of mental presence and timely reactions (Stivers
et al. 2009; Templeton et al. 2022). Applicants listen to the inter-
view question while synchronously thinking of a possible
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response and signaling attention, perhaps by a nonverbal reaction
such as nodding. They must then formulate a convincing verbal
response to the interview question on the spot. In contrast, syn-
chronous interview formats provide applicants with extra prepa-
ration time to plan a response and find an optimal answer to a
question (Basch et al. 2021; Roulin et al. 2023).

Second, synchronous interview formats may be more demand-
ing because the presence of another person (i.e., the inter-
viewer) can increase feelings of stress. Being observed by
someone (and being aware of it because that person is present)
can increase nervousness and fear of exposure (Feiler and
Powell 2016; McCarthy and Goffin 2004). The affective
demands of a face‐to‐face interview situation may reduce ap-
plicants' resources for identifying what is a desirable response to
a given interview question. Thus, for applicants high in SDT,
the high demands of a face‐to‐face interview may alleviate their
ability to respond in a way that is consistent with their tendency
to appear socially desirable. In contrast, asynchronous interview
formats may cause less stress because there is less time pressure
and less awareness that one is being observed.

1.1.2 | SDT and Response Richness in Job Interview
Formats

It seems plausible that applicants' SDT will affect their ratings
more in interview formats with low response richness because,
similar to the effect of synchrony, a higher response richness is
more demanding, reducing an applicant's capacity to identify
the demands of the situation. Higher response richness, such as
in a face‐to‐face interview, requires applicants to demonstrate
more behavioral skills (Ingold et al. 2015). Specifically, in sim-
pler formats, applicants have to express themselves in only one
communication channel, as compared to a richer format in
which their behavior, expression, and voice can be evaluated
(Daft and Lengel 1986). In other words, they must create con-
sistency between verbal, paraverbal, and nonverbal information
that is sent through their response in a face‐to‐face or asyn-
chronous video interview. Again, this added cognitive effort
may reduce the resources needed to identify what is socially
desirable in a given interview situation.

We propose that applicants' SDT will affect asynchronous inter-
view formats with low response richness to a greater extent. If the
interview format is asynchronous and has a lower level of
response richness, interviewees high in SDT can invest more
cognitive effort in identifying the demands and expectations in the
interview, such that they can respond to interview questions in
alignment with their SDT (see also Table 1). Therefore, we posit:

Hypothesis 1: SDT will affect personality scores as rated by
interviewers in personality‐based interviews, and this effect will be
strongest for the written interview, followed by the asynchronous
video interview and the face‐to‐face interview.

1.2 | SDT and Personality Traits

Applicants' SDT will likely have different relationships with
personality‐based interview rating scores depending on whichT
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personality trait is assessed. Not only SDT but also the desir-
ability of a certain personality item affects the resulting per-
sonality score (Cui et al. 2022). In the selection context, items
measuring conscientiousness (describing the tendency to act
dutifully, disciplined, and achievement‐striving) and emotional
stability (describing the tendency for positive emotions, self‐
consciousness, and to remain calm) can be considered the most
relevant among the Big Five personality traits (Goldberg 1990)
for predicting job performance across a broad range of occu-
pations (Sackett et al. 2022). At the same time, these traits have
shown the strongest relationships with measures of SDT (Ones
et al. 1996; Smith and Ellingson 2002). Ratings on these two
traits also differ more than other traits, such as agreeableness,
openness, and extraversion, when examined in an applicant
versus a nonapplicant sample (Hu and Connelly 2021). This
implies that applicants understand the desirability of different
traits for the job context and (consciously or unconsciously)
present themselves as particularly conscientious or emotion-
ally stable. What follows is that SDT may show particularly
strong relationships with interview questions targeting per-
sonality traits that are particularly valued by organizations
(i.e., conscientiousness and emotional stability). Accordingly,
we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: SDT will affect interview rating scores of
conscientiousness and emotional stability to a stronger extent
than interview scores of the other Big Five personality traits (i.e.,
extraversion, agreeableness, and openness/intellect).

2 | Methods

2.1 | Sample and Setting

Using a within‐subjects design, a sample of 211 employed in-
dividuals (45% women) completed a simulated selection pro-
cedure. To plan our sample size, we performed a power analysis
using G*Power (Faul et al. 2007), originally planning for a
repeated‐measures, between‐factors analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and an estimated effect size of 0.25 for differences
between interview formats based on prior studies comparing
outcomes across interview formats (Basch et al. 2020; Van Id-
dekinge et al. 2006). The power analyses suggested a sample
size of 165. We recruited additional participants because we
expected a dropout of at least 10% based on experiences in prior
studies.

Similar to prior interview research (Bourdage et al. 2020; Roulin
and Powell 2018; Swider et al. 2016), we advertised the study as
training for future job applications. We recruited participants
through different professional networking channels, university
career services, social media, and local advertisements. Parti-
cipants were, on average, 30.94 years old (SD= 7.90) and had,
on average, 8.06 years of job experience (SD= 8.09). The biggest
industry was education and research (43.27%), followed by
service (9.48%), manufacturing (8.06%), finance and insurance
(6.62%), administration and public service (6.16%), health and
social work (6.16%), and others (19%). The majority of partici-
pants (80%) held a university degree (Bachelor, Master, or
Doctoral degree). Many worked in temporary jobs, which mo-
tivated their participation in the selection training. Prior

interview experience was evenly distributed across participants,
with the average participant having had three to four prior job
interviews.

Participants underwent a 1‐day selection training. They
completed several assessments during the day, including the
three different personality‐based interview formats and a
contextualized personality inventory, in randomized order.
Each interview was followed by an exercise or break to en-
sure that participants never completed two parallel inter-
views directly after one another. At the beginning of the day,
participants received a hypothetical job description to create
a common frame of reference. The job description detailed
requirements that targeted the same personality traits that
were measured in the interviews (i.e., the Big Five traits) to
signal to participants that these traits were important to their
success in the simulated selection situation. At the end of the
training day, participants received extensive feedback on
their performance and advice on how to prepare for future
interviews.

To create a realistic selection situation that allowed us to
measure personality in a high‐stakes setting, we asked inter-
viewees to dress as they would for an actual job selection pro-
cedure and awarded the best participant of the day (the one that
would have gotten a job offer) with a cash prize (equivalent to
$100) as an incentive. Similar simulated selection procedures
have demonstrated ecological validity in the past (Ingold
et al. 2016; Klehe et al. 2008; Swider et al. 2016). In line with
this, participants in the present study indicated that they per-
ceived the simulated selection setting as realistic (M= 5.18,
SD= 1.16), could adapt to the role as an applicant (M= 5.45,
SD= 1.02), felt as if they were a real applicant (M= 5.15,
SD= 1.22), and behaved as they would in a real selection setting
(M= 5.57, SD= 1.02; with all responses on a scale from
1–completely disagree to 7–completely agree). All participants
agreed to their data being used for research purposes. The study
was not pre‐registered. The quantitative data are available from
the first author of the study.

2.2 | Measures

2.2.1 | SDT

To measure SDT, we used a scale with seven items by Satow
(2012). The scale contains highly socially desirable statements
that are rated on a 7‐point Likert Scale (1–completely disagree to
7–completely agree). A sample item is “I would never speak ill of
a colleague or my employer.” We excluded one item from the
scale (“I would never let a doctor put me on sick leave without
me actually being”) because it reduced the scale's reliability.
The remaining six items had an internal consistency of α= 0.72,
which is in line with the 0.70 reported for this scale in prior
research (Satow 2012). This scale has been shown to predict
positive self‐presentation in a personality inventory (r= 0.29;
Satow 2012). SDT was measured at the end of the day and in a
research rather than an applicant‐like setting, which should
produce a more accurate trait measurement because it reduces
distortions observed in high‐stakes settings on such measures
(Christiansen et al. 2021).
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2.2.2 | Personality Inventory

As a personality inventory, we used the 50 personality items
from the international personality item pool representing
markers for the Big‐Five factor structure (Goldberg 1992).
All original items were contextualized (similar to Heimann
et al. 2021; Lievens et al. 2008) by adding the term “at work”
at the beginning of each item to create similarity to the job
interviews. An example item for conscientiousness was “At
work, I am always prepared.” Reliabilities were α = 0.80 for
extraversion, α = 0.71 for agreeableness, α = 0.81 for con-
scientiousness α = 0.85 for emotional stability, and α = 0.81
for openness/intellect, which is similar to past research
(between α = 0.70 and α = 0.86; International Personality
Item Pool 2019).

2.2.3 | Personality‐Based Job Interviews

To allow for direct comparisons of different interview for-
mats, we developed new sets of personality‐based interview
questions specifically for this study. Each interview con-
tained 15 questions, with three interview questions for each
personality trait. The objective was to create parallel ver-
sions of the same personality‐based interview to be con-
ducted as (a) face‐to‐face interview, (b) asynchronous video
interview, and (c) written interview. We decided to develop
patterned behavior description interview questions (i.e., BDI
questions; Janz 1982) because personality can be expressed
in behavior if a situation contains trait‐relevant cues (Tett
et al. 2021). BDI questions have been used to measure per-
sonality in prior work (Heimann et al. 2021; Van Iddekinge
et al. 2005).

Questions were developed following the same procedure used
in prior studies on personality‐based interviews (Heimann
et al. 2021; Van Iddekinge et al. 2005). First, as source material,
we consulted Big Five personality inventories (Costa and
McCrae 2008; Goldberg 1992) and selected three items per trait.
We chose items that covered different facets of a personality
trait (DeYoung et al. 2007) as source material. For example, for
conscientiousness, we ensured that items referred to behaviors
indicating industriousness (e.g., “I am exacting in my work”)
and to behaviors indicating orderliness (e.g., “I am always
prepared”). We chose items that were relevant to work settings
or could be adapted to the workplace and that had a strong
behavioral expression.

Then, for each item, we generated three trait‐relevant situ-
ations that were suited for BDI questions, making sure that
they typically occurred in almost everyone's past work ex-
perience. Situations were trait‐relevant in that individuals
with a high and low expression on the item would behave
differently (Tett et al. 2021). For example, individuals who
score differently on the conscientiousness item “I am always
prepared” are likely to behave differently in a situation in
which they are scheduling a meeting with someone. In this
way, we created three different but parallel situations in
which individuals may differ in their preparation behavior.
For example, in parallel to the meeting preparation ques-
tion, we generated two additional situations, one related to

preparing job application materials and another related to
preparing for a recurring event, such as a lecture. For each
situation, we created behavior‐anchored rating scales to
guide interviewers in assessing the target trait. Interviewers
rated the expression of the trait on a scale from 1–low ex-
pression to 5–high expression, with anchors provided for low,
medium, and high levels. An example of an interview
question along with the corresponding rating scale can be
found in the appendix to this paper.

An independent group of graduate students in I/O psychology
reviewed the interview questions and behavioral anchors for
comprehensibility. They also wrote responses to each question
as a pretest, which were then reviewed by the first author to
ensure that the parallel questions elicited the intended
responses, that responses were comparable in content and
length, and that they fit the rating scales. Based on the results of
this pretest, the interview questions and BARS were revised
again. The parallel questions were then randomly assigned to
the interview formats.

In each interview format, each interview question was rated
on the corresponding personality trait by two trained I‐O
psychology students who were also interviewers in the face‐
to‐face interviews. The raters were trained in conducting
standardized interviews and rating personality but were blind
to the hypotheses of the manuscript. For all interview for-
mats, the independent raters took notes during the interview
and made their individual ratings immediately after com-
pletion. After both raters made their independent ratings,
they compared their ratings. If their ratings differed by two
points or more on the 5‐point rating scale, raters discussed
their ratings, explaining how they each arrived at their rat-
ings using the notes they took during the interview. This
ensured that no interviewer overlooked important informa-
tion that contributed to their rating. After the discussion,
they were allowed to adjust their ratings but did not have to
agree on the same final rating. For the face‐to‐face inter-
views, the comparison and final scoring were done at the end
of the day after all interviews were completed. The asyn-
chronous video interviews and the written interviews were
rated during breaks in the simulated selection day and the
comparison and final scoring were done after raters completed a
given set of interviews at a time. For the analyses in this paper,
we averaged the ratings of both raters.

To assess inter‐rater (i.e., interviewer) reliability, we computed
one‐way random effects intraclass coefficients (ICC). Mean
ICCs after discussion between raters were 0.83 (ranging from
0.81 to 0.85) for the face‐to‐face interviews, 0.83 (ranging from
0.79 to 0.84) for the asynchronous virtual interview, and 0.86
(ranging from 0.83 to 0.90) for the written interview. In line
with common practice in interview research, ICCs were calcu-
lated for interview scores after discussion between raters (e.g.,
Klehe and Latham 2006; Van Iddekinge et al. 2005) and differed
slightly from ICCs before discussion (on average 0.07 higher
after discussion). The values after discussion are in line with
ICCs reported in earlier studies (Heimann et al. 2021; Van Id-
dekinge et al. 2005). An analysis of the construct variance of the
personality‐based interviews can be found in the Supporting
Information Material.
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3 | Results

3.1 | Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis 1 stated that SDT would affect interview rating
scores in personality‐based interviews and that this effect would
be strongest for the written interview format, followed by the
asynchronous video interview format and the face‐to‐face
interview format. To test this hypothesis, we compared the
magnitude of the correlations between SDT and interview
scores across interview formats. In research and practice,
interviewees are most often evaluated based on an interview
overall score (e.g., Basch et al. 2020; Kluemper et al. 2015;
Martín‐Raugh et al. 2023). Accordingly, we tested Hypothesis 1
using an interview overall score for each interview format (i.e.,
we averaged ratings across interviewers and all interview
questions for each interview format). The correlations between
SDT and interview scores are displayed in Table 2. SDT corre-
lated positively and significantly with the overall score from the
written interview (r= 0.27, p< 0.001) and, in line with
Hypothesis 1, this correlation was significantly larger than the
correlations for the asynchronous virtual interview (r= 0.13,
p= 0.052; z= 1.79, p= 0.036) or the face‐to‐face interview
(r= 0.11, p= 0.126; z=−2.13, p= 0.017). Although the direc-
tion of the effect was as hypothesized, Hypothesis 1 was par-
tially supported because we found a significant relationship
between SDT and the written interview format but not between
SDT and the other formats.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that SDT would affect interview rating
scores of conscientiousness and emotional stability more
strongly than interview rating scores of the other assessed traits
(i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, openness/intellect). The cor-
relations between SDT and interview scores for each trait in
each interview format are shown in Table 2. We found partial
support for Hypothesis 2 only for the written interview format.
In the written interview, the correlation between SDT and
conscientiousness (r= 0.20, p= 0.003) and the correlation

between SDT and emotional stability (r= 0.21, p= 0.002) were
significantly larger than the correlation between SDT and
agreeableness (r= 0.03, p= 0.620; z= 1.88, p= 0.030 compared
to conscientiousness; z= 1.96, p= 0.025 compared to emotional
stability), but this was not the case for extraversion (r= 0.18,
p= 0.009; z= 0.23, p= 0.409 compared to conscientiousness;
z= 0.36, p= 0.359 compared to emotional stability) or open-
ness/intellect (r= 0.16, p= 0.023; z= 0.49, p= 0.313 compared
to conscientiousness; z= 0.59, p= 0.279 compared to emotional
stability). For the other interview formats, we did not find that
SDT correlated positively and more strongly with either con-
scientiousness or emotional stability as compared to the other
assessed traits.

As an alternative approach to test Hypothesis 2, we calculated
composite scores of conscientiousness and emotional stability
and compared them to a composite score of the remaining
traits. Although the results pointed in the expected direction,
correlations between SDT and the composite of conscientious-
ness and emotional stability did not differ significantly from
correlations between SDT and the composite of the remaining
traits for the written interview (r= 0.27, p< 0.001, as compared
to r= 0.19, p= 0.005; z= 1.02, p= 0.154), the asynchronous
video interview (r= 0.14, p= 0.041, as compared to r= 0.10,
p= 0.141; z= 0.47, p= 0.318), or the face‐to‐face interview
(r= 0.11, p= 0.106, as compared to r= 0.03, p= 647; z= 1.09,
p= 0.138).

3.2 | Supplementary Analyses

3.2.1 | Comparing a High SDT Group With the
Remaining Interviewees

In practice, SDT scales usually recommend excluding partici-
pants with a high SDT score (e.g., Satow 2012). A high SDT
score is often indicated by a score that is one standard deviation
above the mean (Ellingson et al. 2001). To match how SDT

TABLE 2 | Correlations between personality ratings and social desirability tendency for different traits and modalities.

Face‐to‐face
interview

Asynchronous video
interview

Written
interview

Contextualized
personality inventory

Averaged rating across all
traits

0.11 0.13 0.27** 0.40**

[−0.03, 0.24] [−0.00, 0.26] [0.14, 0.39] [0.28, 0.51]

Conscientiousness 0.08 0.12 0.20** 0.37**

[−0.06, 0.21] [−0.01, 0.25] [0.07, 0.33] [0.25, 0.48]

Emotional stability 0.09 0.10 0.21** 0.38**

[−0.04, 0.22] [−0.04, 0.23] [0.08, 0.34] [0.26, 0.49]

Agreeableness −0.11 0.00 0.03 0.17*

[−0.24, 0.02] [−0.13, 0.14] [−0.10, 0.17] [0.04, 0.30]

Openness/intellect 0.12 0.11 0.16* 0.20**

[−0.01, 0.25] [−0.03, 0.24] [0.03, 0.29] [0.06, 0.32]

Extraversion 0.06 0.11 0.18** 0.13

[−0.08, 0.19] [−0.03, 0.24] [0.05, 0.31] [−0.01, 0.26]

Note: N= 211.
*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01.

7 of 14



scales are applied in practice, we conducted supplementary
analyses in which we systematically compared the mean
interview rating scores across interview formats for interview-
ees with particularly high levels of SDT (i.e., one standard
deviation above the mean) and the remaining interviewees. To
this end, we computed a repeated measure ANOVA with SDT
(high SDT vs. moderate/low SDT) as a between‐subjects factor
and with interview format (face‐to‐face interview vs. asyn-
chronous video interview vs. written interview) and personality
trait (extraversion vs. agreeableness vs. conscientiousness vs.
emotional stability vs. openness/intellect) as within‐subject
factors. Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for mean trait levels
in each interview format and the personality inventory for the
high‐SDT group and the moderate/low‐SDT group separately.

The repeated measures ANOVA showed significant main effects of
SDT (F(1, 208)= 7.82, p<0.001), interview format (F(2, 418) = 4.45,
p=0.001), and trait (F(3.74, 781)= 30.61, p<0.001) and significant
interactions between SDT and trait (F(3.74, 781.24) = 72.62,
p=0.004) and between interview format and trait (F
(7.31, 1527.74) = 3.56, p<0.001). We report and discuss the main
effect of the interview format and the interaction between the
interview format and trait in more detail in the online supplement.
Post hoc tests indicated significant differences between the high‐
SDT group and the moderate/low‐SDT group in their interview
ratings in the written interview (p=0.002, Cohen's d=0.25), the
asynchronous video interview (p=0.011, Cohen's d=0.23), and the
face‐to‐face interview (p=0.020, Cohen's d=0.18). This provides
support for the assumption that SDT affects interview scores across
different formats. It also replicates the pattern that the written
interview seems to capture somewhat more SDT than the asyn-
chronous video interview, followed by the face‐to‐face interview
(see results for Hypothesis 1).

3.2.2 | Comparing Personality‐Based Interviews With a
Contextualized Personality Inventory

Given that personality traits are typically assessed using a self‐
report inventory, we were also interested in how the three
(personality‐based) interview formats compared to a traditional
personality self‐report inventory that is contextualized (i.e.,

adapted to the work context). The correlation between SDT and
an overall score for the personality inventory (r= 0.40, p< 0.001)
was significantly higher than correlations between SDT and the
overall score for the face‐to‐face interviews (r= 0.11, p< 0.126;
z=−3.806, p= 0.038), the asynchronous video interview
(r= 0.13, p= 0.052; z=−3.360, p< 0.001), and the written
interview (r= 0.27, p< 0.001; z=−1.772, p< 0.001; see Table 2).

Comparing which traits were most affected by SDT in the
personality inventory revealed a clearer pattern than in the
interviews. Consistent with the literature, we found significant
correlations between SDT and conscientiousness (r= 0.37,
p< 0.001) and between SDT and emotional stability (r= 0.38,
p< 0.001). These correlations were significantly higher than
those with agreeableness (r= 0.17, p= 0.011; z= 2.59, p= 0.005
compared to conscientiousness; z= 2.62, p= 0.004 compared to
emotional stability), extraversion (r= 0.13, p= 0.070; z= 3.01,
p= 0.001 compared to conscientiousness; z= 3.36, p< 0.001
compared to emotional stability), and openness/intellect
(r= 0.20, p= 0.003; z= 2.32, p= 0.010 compared to conscien-
tiousness; z= 2.53, p= 0.006 compared to emotional stability).
An ANOVA that includes the personality inventory is presented
in the Supporting Information Material.

4 | Discussion

With the variety of interviews available nowadays, it is neces-
sary to understand the differences between interview formats to
use each format to its best advantage. When measuring per-
sonality, interviews must be as robust as possible against
influences of SDT to ensure an accurate measurement. The
present study compared the extent to which SDT is associated
with scores from personality‐based interviews across three dif-
ferent interview formats (i.e., face‐to‐face interview, asynchro-
nous video interview, and written interview).

4.1 | Main Findings and Theoretical Implications

The study's primary finding is that SDT affects personality
ratings differently depending on the interview format. Higher

TABLE 3 | Means of each personality trait rating in each method.

Face‐to‐face interview
Asynchronous
video interview Written interview

Contextualized
personality
inventory

High Remaining High Remaining High Remaining High Remaining

Averaged rating
across all traits

3.88 3.77 3.99 3.87 3.94 3.78 4.19 3.89

Conscientiousness 3.84 3.63 4.01 3.85 4.02 3.76 4.41 4.08

Emotional
stability

3.93 3.76 3.94 3.91 3.99 3.77 4.17 3.75

Agreeableness 3.44 3.53 3.64 3.68 3.59 3.57 4.24 3.98

Openness/intellect 3.99 3.92 4.24 3.91 4.00 3.91 4.19 3.99

Extraversion 4.21 3.99 4.09 3.83 4.09 3.89 3.94 3.67

Note: N= 211, with n= 36 participants in the high SDT group.
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levels of SDT were associated with inflated personality scores,
particularly in the written interview format. These findings
demonstrate that interview formats are not interchangeable
when it comes to measuring personality and that the choice of
an interview format influences the extent to which SDT affects
the assessment of personality traits. Conceptually, the findings
might suggest that interview formats with higher synchrony
and higher response richness have the advantage that they are
less affected by interviewees' SDT.

The second key finding is that all interview formats are less
strongly associated with SDT when compared to a contextual-
ized personality inventory. Despite the systematic differences
between interview formats, this comparison also implies that
each interview format was still superior in its robustness against
SDT when compared to a traditional self‐report. Conceptually,
the findings also imply that SDT can affect the measurement of
personality across assessment tools and that an interview can
reduce, but not eliminate, the effects of SDT on personality
assessment. Nonetheless, our findings contribute to the con-
siderable and long‐standing efforts to reduce social desirability
influences in selection (Cao and Drasgow 2019; Goffin and
Christiansen 2003; Meehl and Hathaway 1946) and provide
evidence for another advantage of using interviews as an
alternative method for personality measurement.

The third key finding is that SDT affects ratings in the written
interview differently depending on the trait being assessed, and
this contrasts with the pattern identified for the other interview
formats. Specifically, the written format was the only format for
which we found the expected higher relationships between SDT
and ratings for conscientiousness and emotional stability in
comparison to the other Big Five traits. The fact that we did not
find the same patterns for face‐to‐face or asynchronous video
interviews could support our argument that the written inter-
view places less cognitive demands on applicants, allowing
them to put more effort into meeting specific expectations of a
given situation, resulting in the effects of their SDT being more
pronounced.

Beyond these main conclusions, the findings of the written
interview may raise questions about its comparability with the
other interview formats. In general, the variety of interview
formats available today has complicated our understanding of
what characterizes an interview. For example, while interac-
tions are generally considered to be an essential characteristic of
interviews (Levashina et al. 2014), the rise of AVIs has, to
some degree, introduced the notion that such interactions may
also be asynchronous. The written interview deviates the most
from traditional face‐to‐face interviews, and although they are
still sometimes treated as a variant of interviews (Whetzel
et al. 2003), some researchers have argued that they are closer to
a written test (Levashina et al. 2014). In fact, they show simi-
larities to methods such as biodata (Breaugh 2009), which are
considered written tests. Considering that the pattern of results
in our study was comparable for the face‐to‐face interview and
AVI but differed for the written interview, our findings add to
these uncertainties in categorizing the written format. Ulti-
mately, the different relationships between interview formats
and SDT in this study may reflect differences beyond synchrony
and response richness and may be considered as a hint that

written interviews are not a classic representative of interview
instruments.

4.2 | Limitations

A limitation of this study is that we collected data in a simulated
selection setting, which is particularly noteworthy because SDT
should be more strongly associated with assessments in high‐
stakes situations. Although we took several steps to ensure that
the data collection closely resembled a real selection situation
(e.g., providing a job description, asking participants to dress as
they would for an interview), participants may still behave
differently when they actually apply for a job (Watrin
et al. 2022). Nevertheless, we chose to use a simulated selection
setting because it allowed us to examine three interview formats
in parallel using a within‐subjects design, thus allowing for
direct comparisons between interview formats. In support of
this, interviewees reported that they perceived the training as
realistic and behaved as they would in a real selection process.

In addition, and also related to the study design, the order in
which the interview ratings and SDT were assessed does not
allow for causal inference. In the selection setting, participants
had to be unaware of the purpose of the study until after they
had completed all interviews so as not to bias their responses.
Therefore, SDT was measured at the end of the day and after all
interviews had been completed. Although this reversed the
order in which predictor and criterion constructs were mea-
sured, both SDT and the Big Five personality traits are con-
sidered relatively stable constructs that should not change
within a short time span (Cobb‐Clark and Schurer 2012;
Paulhus 1984).

Further, it is important to acknowledge that SDT scales have
been subject to criticism in the past. This criticism relates to the
questions of what SDT scales measure (i.e., the subject vs. style
debate; e.g., de Vries et al. 2014; Dunlop et al. 2012; McCrae and
Costa 1983) and the mixed results on whether they are related
to dishonest behavior or impact the prediction of job perform-
ance (Berry et al. 2007; Ellingson et al. 2001; Holden 2007;
Hough 1998; Li et al. 2013; McCrae and Costa 1983; Ones
et al. 1996; e.g., Xue et al. 2023). As a result of the uncertainties
related to SDT scales, we want to be very clear that measuring
SDT (i.e., a trait‐like conscious or unconscious tendency to
respond in a way that conforms with social norms) cannot be
equated with measuring faking or impression management (i.e.,
a behavior). Instead, what the relationships with SDT in this
study show is how prone an interview format is for measuring
unwanted variance attributable to SDT and, therefore, inform
on the suitability of these tools to accurately measure person-
ality traits in selection.

Another limitation is that the relationship between SDT and the
contextualized personality inventory can be inflated because of
common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2012). The SDT scale and
the personality inventory were traditional self‐report measures,
whereas the interviews were rated by independent inter-
viewers/raters. Similar methods (rating sources) may elicit
similar response behaviors in respondents (e.g., response ten-
dencies or biases; Bagozzi et al. 1991) and inflate their
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relationships. Following recommendations to mitigate this
effect, there was a time lag between both tools during the
assessment day (Podsakoff et al. 2012). Further, personality was
assessed during the simulated selection day, that is, in a high‐
stakes situation, whereas the SDT scale was assessed at the end
of the day outside the simulated selection context, that is, in an
evident research setting. These efforts may have been bene-
ficial in reducing the impact of potential method‐based
inflation on the data. To balance what each method adds to
the comparison, assessing SDT in a more interview‐like
manner (e.g., with open‐ended questions about their desire to
conform to social norms) might be an interesting approach in
future replications.

4.3 | Future Research

This study uncovered differences in interview formats for their
relationships with SDT. One possible explanation of the dif-
ferences pertains to the cognitive load of applicants associated
with each format. Notably, as this was not tested, we call for
examining this potential explanatory mechanism along with
other potential explanations in future research. For example,
the degree of interaction between interview formats may not
only affect the cognitive load but may also elicit different
affective responses, such as interview anxiety (McCarthy and
Goffin 2004), which may affect how comfortable applicants
feel about sharing different desirable or undesirable infor-
mation about themselves. Identifying the mechanisms un-
derlying the effects of SDT on personality scores in interviews
would help to understand and potentially address differences
between formats.

Building on our comparison, future research may want to ex-
amine further consequences of using different interview formats,
such as the impact of the interview format on criterion‐related
validity. The interview format may affect which information
interviewees are willing and able to share. It might be interesting
to investigate how the information each format captures is dif-
ferently suited to predict job performance. To date, the effects of
interviews measuring various constructs on criterion‐related
validity remain understudied (Wingate et al. 2023) and call for
systematic comparisons.

Our findings further invite the exploration of additional, new
method factors and their interaction with interviewees' inter-
individual differences for selection outcomes. Building on ex-
istent theory (Daft and Lengel 1986; Lievens and Sackett 2017;
Suen et al. 2019), we proposed that synchrony and response
richness are method factors that distinguish the three interview
formats. Yet, other factors derived from these or other theories
could be examined. For example, technology‐mediated selection
tools come in many different formats (from phone interviews to
AI‐based chatbots), which may further influence applicants'
cognitive demands and nervousness. How novel a method is to
an applicant may also affect their interview behavior (Huffcutt
et al. 2011), but such effects may also depend on their person-
ality. For example, applicants who score higher on openness
may remain calmer when faced with newer, innovative meth-
ods. Such interactions may be the subject of interesting future
research.

In this study, we focused on personality‐based interviews
because SDT is rooted in personality research (e.g., Birkeland
et al. 2006; Li and Bagger 2006; Viswesvaran and Ones 1999),
and sticking to its traditional construct allowed us to compare
its effect on interview formats with its effect on a personality
inventory, which is most commonly researched in this area.
From here, more research is needed that explores additional
interview constructs and potential interactions between con-
structs and interview format.

4.4 | Practical Implications

For practitioners, results imply that using interviews instead of a
traditional inventory for personality assessment can help to
reduce the risk of capturing SDT instead of the intended per-
sonality construct, with face‐to‐face interviews being the inter-
view format least affected by SDT. Our results suggest that using
a written interview instead of a personality inventory already
brings significant benefits for reducing such unwanted SDT
influences while being comparable in its benefits (e.g., the flex-
ibility and efficiency of asynchronous paper‐pencil instruments).
Given that personality assessments are often used at the pre‐
selection stage, such asynchronous formats represent a useful
alternative in terms of reducing the unwanted effects of SDT.

One restriction that we want to mention at this point is that
although written interviews show potential to reduce relation-
ships with SDT, the research on them remains limited, making
them a less predictable option. As outlined in the theoretical
implications, written interviews are also not fully accepted as an
interview format (Levashina et al. 2014). Despite the advantages
they offer, the use of written interviews may, therefore, not
provide all the benefits of established interview formats such as
AVIs, where the implications for validity and applicant
reactions are better understood. This is further aggravated by
the increasing availability of advanced language models (LLMs)
that provide applicants with accessible opportunities to draft
written interview questions. Overall, organizations may con-
sider relying directly on AVIs as the more thoroughly re-
searched interview format.
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Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section.

Appendix A

Sample Interview Question With Behavior‐Anchored Rating
Scale

A sample interview question for measuring the conscientiousness item
“At work, I follow the rules” is: “Think of a situation where you had to
follow certain guidelines at work or in your studies that you explicitly
agreed to, such as quality guidelines in a company or safety guidelines
in a building. However, these guidelines hindered you at work, for
example, because they complicated or prolonged processing. There was
no way to modify the guidelines. Please tell us briefly in one or two
sentences what the situation was. Then report how you experienced the
situation in terms of compliance with these guidelines and how you
acted.” In this example, there is a dilemma between sticking to the
guidelines and accepting the negative impact it has on one's work
(higher expression on the item) or taking a more pragmatic approach
and accomplishing work more efficiently, thereby bypassing the
guidelines (lower expression on the item). Because of the dilemma,
responses indicating low expression on the item are still socially
desirable.

For the example presented above, anchors were: 1–does not find it
important to comply with the agreement (does not adhere to the
guidelines, does not try to comply, disobeys), is not willing to accept
disadvantages, 3–feels inner resistance or guilt when ignoring the
agreement, basically tries to adhere to the agreement (roughly adheres
to the guidelines, deviates from them to a certain degree), accepts cer-
tain disadvantages in doing so (e.g., somewhat more complicated

processing), and 5–perceives it as very important to adhere to the
agreement (adheres to the guidelines), tries to adhere to it by all means,
also accepts disadvantages in doing so (e.g., circumstances, more
complicated work processes).
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