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Research background

• Possibility of faking in personality questionnaires 
• Can be easily faked (good or bad) (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1998)

• What about Implicit measures? 

Implicit measures are: measurement outcomes that reflect the to-be-
measured construct by virtue of processes that are uncontrolled, 
unintentional, goal-independent, purely-stimulus-driven, autonomous, 
unconscious, efficient, or fast (De Houwer & Moors, 2007)

•They should be less susceptible to faking 



Research background

• Most research on faking implicit measures focuses on the IAT as a measure 
of attitudes

• Faking the IAT – it is possible, even when measuring self-concept! 
(McDaniel, M. J., Beier, M. E., Perkins, A. W., Goggin, S., & Frankel, B., 2009; 
Schnabel, Banse & Asendorpf, 2006)

• controversial information on if  / how we can detect faking:

 IAT can be faked, and faking can`t be detected (Fiedler & Bluemke, 
2005) 

 IAT can be faked, but it can be detected in response patterns (errors 
and RT) (Cvencek, Greenwald, Brown, Gray, Snowden, 2010 ; Agosta, 
Girardi, Zogmaister, Castiello, Sartori, 2011)

What about other implicit measures?
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Research background

• We do not have direct evidence of the possibility of 
faking the SMP

– During the validation studies – SMP  showed weaker 
correlations to social desirability as compared to explicit 
measures

– Related to the AMP – participants direct ratings of the 
prime predicts the priming effect  AMP captures 
attitudes which participants are aware of having (Bar-Anan 
& Nosek, 2012)



Research questions

1. Can the SMP be faked without specific instructions on how to do it?

2. If it can be faked, can we detect the faking?

 Focused on 2 traits: Extraversion and Conscientiousness

Gilad Feldman (2014) http://mgto.org/



Method

Step 1
Explicit C &E – IPIP -50 
markers of personality 
traits (Goldberg, 1992)

IAT C&E – following the 
procedure of Schmukle, 

Back & Egloff (2008)

SMP C&E – following the 
procedure of Sava et al. 

(2012)

Participants were instructed 
to answer as honest as 
possible 

Fake high level of 
C&E instructions

n=28

Fake low level of 
C&E instructions

n=28

Step 2
Explicit C &E – IPIP -50 
markers of personality 
traits (Goldberg, 1992)

IAT C&E – following the 
procedure of Schmukle, 

Back & Egloff (2008)

SMP C&E – following the 
procedure of Sava et al 

(2012)

Participants were instructed 
to fake the answers to the 
tests

N=56, students (psychology & other), 50% females, Mean age =21



Results – Explicit personality

Extraversion:
F_instruction_type: (1,55)=7.34, 
p=.009, η2 =.11
F_faking_valence: (1,55)=8.39, 
p=.005, η2 =.13
F_interaction (1,55)= 19.41, p=.000, 
η2 =.26

Conscientiousness:
F_instruction_type: (1,55)=16.43, 
p=.000, η2 =.23
F_faking_valence: (1,55)=25.65, 
p=.000, η2 =.31
F_interaction (1,55)= 42.36, p=.000, 
η2 =.43



Results – Implicit personality (IAT)

Extraversion:
F_instruction_type: (1,55)=.89, p=.34
F_faking_valence: (1,55)=0.68, p=.41
F_interaction (1,55)= .36, p=.54

Conscientiousness:
F_instruction_type: (1,55)=16.34, 
p=.000, η2 =.23
F_faking_valence: (1,55)=.76, p=.38
F_interaction (1,55)= .10, p=.75



Results – Implicit personality (IAT)

1 2 3 4

1. Truth_IAT_C -- .43** .25* .33**

2. Truth_IAT_E .43** -- .35* .37**

3. Fake_IAT_C .25* .35** -- .32**

4. Fake_IAT_C .33** .37** .32** --

1-tailed Pearson 
correlations, n=56, 
*p<.05, **p<.01

IAT scores correlations

Correlation among variables –
truth instruction  (t1)

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. IPIP-C -- -.12 -.05 -.22* .31** -.04

2. IPIP-E -.12 -- -.24* .06 .06 .38**

3. IAT-C -.05 -.24* -- .43** .002 -.12

4. IAT-E -.22* .06 .43** -- -.16 .08

5. SMP-C .31* .06 .002 -.16 -- .16

6. SMP-E -.04 .38* -.12 .08 .16 --



Results – Implicit personality (SMP)

Extraversion:
F_instruction_type: (1,54)=.61, 
p=.43
F_faking_valence: (1,54)=3.61, 
p=.063
F_interaction (1,54)= 6.71, p=.012, 
η2 =.11

Conscientiousness:
F_instruction_type: (1,54)=3.11, 
p=.083
F_faking_valence: (1,54)=7.74, 
p=.007, η2 =.12
F_interaction (1,54)= 18.70, p=.000, 
η2 =.25



Results – What do RT say?

When comparing the mean RT  for the truth vs. fake instructions:

Conscientiousness:
F_instruction_type: (1,54)=29.67, 
p=.000, η2 = .35
F_faking_valence: (1,54)=.57, 
p=.450
F_interaction (1,54)= .08, p=.76

Extraversion:
F_instruction_type: (1,54)=23.62, 
p=.000, η2 =.30
F_faking_valence: (1,54)=.84, 
p=.363
F_interaction (1,54)= 1.21, p=.275



Discussion

Research questions:

1. Can the SMP be faked without specific instructions on how to do it?  

2. If it can be faked, can we detect the faking? 

Participants answer faster in the faking condition:

-- performing the task for a second time 

-- trying really hard to fake (answer as fast as possible)

-- direct rating of the primes



Limits and future directions

• Would it be just as easy to fake the SMP when performed 
for the first time? 

• Would RT show different patterns when trying to fake the 
SMP the first time it is performed?

•Psychology students mostly!  

• Including all Big Five traits (increase the difficulty)?

• Reducing the exposure to the prime?

!!! Can we detect the direct rating of the primes (if that is the 
case)? 

!!! In what way is the SMP an implicit measure?




