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ReseaRch aRticles

A TesT of expecTAncy Theory And 
demogrAphic chArAcTerisTics As 
predicTors of fAking And honesTy 
in employmenT inTerviews

Jordan L. Ho1 and Deborah M. Powell1

1. Department of  Psychology, University of  Guelph

Employment interviews are the most common hiring 
tool used by organizations (Macan, 2009). As such, em-
ployers generally hope that applicants will be honest during 
an interview (Klotz et al., 2013). Interviews are, however, 
often conducive to faking—intentional misrepresentation—
from applicants (Levashina & Campion, 2007). The present 
research examines contextual predictors of interview faking 
and honesty by drawing on a framework from Ellingson 
and McFarland (2011). 

Ellingson and McFarland (2011) proposed that valence, 
instrumentality, and expectancy beliefs are the core contex-
tual factors underlying faking. This framework predicts that 
applicants will fake when the job will bring personal satis-
faction (valence), when faking is perceived as necessary to 
interview success (instrumentality), and when applicants 
feel confident they can fake successfully (expectancy). As 
such, valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs may help 
clarify why some applicants fake more than others across 
different contexts. Study 1 explores this area with norma-
tive data for instrumentality-expectancy beliefs in inter-
views.

Normative Data on Faking and Honesty
Normative data characterize what is “usual” in a 

population at a specific point in time (O’Connor, 1990) 
and establishes a baseline distribution for a measurement 
(Campbell, 2013). Establishing baselines for instrumental-
ity-expectancy beliefs is important for numerous reasons. 
Based on previous studies, it is assumed, for instance, that 
most interviewees fake (e.g., Levashina & Campion, 2007). 
Most research in this area has been limited to students and 
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younger applicants though (Ho et al., in press). We there-
fore aim to establish baseline data on faking and honesty 
(why applicants choose not to fake) for a wider range of 
applicants to address the range restriction in past research.

Aim 1: Establish baseline distributions of instrumental-
ity-expectancy beliefs for faking and honesty

Demographic Characteristics, Faking, and Honesty
Theoretical work has argued that demographic char-

acteristics influence interviewee behaviors (Huffcutt et al., 
2011). A review of interview faking indicates, however, that 
research examining demographic characteristics is scarce 
(Melchers et al., 2020). Demographics, such as age, em-
ployment status, education, and income may all be relevant 
to instrumentality-expectancy beliefs. Bourdage et al. (2018) 
proposed, for instance, that older applicants perceive less 
need (instrumentality) to fake due to possessing more job 
knowledge and perceive being more capable (expectancy) 
of using honesty in interviews. The authors did not direct-
ly test these mechanisms nor tease apart the influence of 
these demographic characteristics though. Huffcutt and col-
leagues (2011) also argued that education may be relevant. 
Well-educated applicants may possess high instrumentality 
beliefs for honesty because they match the job require-
ments, whereas the opposite may be true for less-educated 
persons. The answers to these questions remain unclear; 
thus, Study 1 seeks to clarify the role of demographics in 
instrumentality-expectancy beliefs.

Aim 2: Determine the relations between demographic 
characteristics and instrumentality-expectancy beliefs 
of faking and honesty

STUDY 1

Method
Participants. A random, representative sample of 542 

residents from the Waterloo region in Canada were collect-
ed via the 2020 Waterloo Region Matters Survey. We con-
sider these data to be our baseline sample for developing 
normative standards, given the highly diversified economy 
of the Waterloo region. Specifically, the breakdown of 
industries in the Waterloo region is comparable to that of 
both Canada overall (Government of Canada, 2018) and the 
United States (Galvin, 2012). For these reasons, we believe 
that the use of a representative sample from the Waterloo 
region is an appropriate normative standard.

Participants were recruited via random digit dialing (n 
= 235) and email (n = 307). Seven percent of participants 
were 18–24 years old, 15% were 25–34 years, 21% were 
35–44 years, 16% were 45–54 years, 18% were 55–64 
years, and 23% were 65-plus years. Fifty-seven percent of 
participants were female and 43% were male. 49% were 

full-time workers, 11% were part time, 23% retired, 3% 
unemployed, 5% students, 4% homemakers, and 5% re-
ported other types of employment (e.g., disability leave). 
Forty-two percent of participants’ highest completed educa-
tion was university, 31% college/trade apprenticeship, 18% 
high-school, and 3% grade-school. Regarding income, 6% 
earned under $20,000, 16% earned $20,000–under $50,000, 
21% earned $50,000–under $80,000, 16% earned $80,000–
under $100,000, and 33% earned $100,000 or more.

Materials and procedure. Participants were present-
ed with the following vignette: “The next few questions 
are about job interviews. Please imagine that you have an 
upcoming interview for a job that you very much want. 
What is your level of agreement or disagreement with each 
of the following statements?” Participants then completed 
measures of instrumentality-expectancy beliefs for faking 
and honesty (scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly 
Agree), demographics, and questions from other studies 
within the Waterloo Region Matters Survey.

Instrumentality of faking. We used two items, a 
sample being, “Exaggerating or embellishing my answers 
would be critical for achieving a good interview score.”

Expectancy of faking. We used one item adapted from 
Schneider and Goffin (2012): “I am confident that I could 
exaggerate or embellish my answers successfully to achieve 
a good interview score.”

Instrumentality of honesty. We used two items based 
on Scott’s (1965) Honesty scale, a sample being, “Complete 
honesty is critical for achieving a good interview score.”

Expectancy of honesty. We used one item based on 
Scott’s (1965) Honesty scale: “I am confident that I could 
be completely honest and achieve a good interview score.”

Demographics. Participants reported their city/town-
ship of residence, age group, employment status, income, 
education, and gender.

Results
Baseline distributions. For results to be representative 

of the population by region, age, and education, survey 
weights were computed using the Hájek estimator (Hájek, 
1964). Weighted averages to the items from each outcome 
measure are displayed in Table 1, with specific percentage 
breakdowns provided in the supplemental material.

Demographic predictors. We ran multiple regressions 
using the svyglm function (Lumley, 2020) in R statistical 
environment. Age, employment status, income, education, 
and gender were entered as predictors. The dummy-coding 
reference group for each predictor was 18–24 year olds, 
full-time workers, under $20,000 income, grade-school 
education, and male. The dependent variable was either 
instrumentality of faking, expectancy of faking, instrumen-
tality of honesty, or expectancy of honesty. Variable inter-
correlations are provided in Table 2.

Instrumentality of faking. Thirty-five to 44 year olds 
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Gender 1.58 0.50         
2. Age group 3.93 1.58 -.17        
3. Employment status 2.39 1.78 .02 .09       
4. Household income 3.60 1.27 -.04 -.03 -.27      
5. Education 3.27 0.92 -.03 .07 -.14 .27     
6. Instrumentality of faking 2.33 0.95 -.10 -.11 -.00 -.10 -.10  (.70)   
7. Expectancy of faking 2.53 1.15 -.13 -.21 -.07 -.02 -.05 .42   
8. Instrumentality of honesty 3.84 0.82 .03 .05 -.00 -.04 -.11 -.45 -.28  (.67)
9. Expectancy of honesty 4.00 0.82 -.03 -.05 -.09 .10 .06 -.32 -.07 .53

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Gender (1 = male, 2 = female). Age group (1 = 18 to 24 
years old, 2 = 25 to 34 years old, 3 = 35 to 44 years old, 4 = 45 to 54 years old, 5 = 55 to 64 years old, 6 = 65 years or older). Employment 
status (1 = full-time, 2 = part-time, 3 = retired, 4 = unemployed, 5 = student, 6 = homemaker, 7 = other). Household income (1 = less than 
$20,000, 2 = $20,000 to less than $50,000, 3 = $50,000 to less than $80,000, 4 = $80,000 to less than $100,000, 5 = $100,000 or more). 
Education (1 = grade school, 2 = high school, 3 = college or trade apprenticeship, 4 = university, 5 = other). Reliabilities are shown in the 
diagonal. Correlations of |.09| or higher indicate p < .05. Correlations of |.13| or higher indicate p < .01.

TABLE 2.
Correlations Among Study 1 Variables

Item Weighted average
Complete honesty is critical for achieving a good interview score 3.98
If I am completely honest in this job interview, I will achieve a better interview score 3.77
I am confident that I could be completely honest and achieve a good interview score 3.98
Exaggerating or embellishing my answers would be critical for achieving a good interview score 2.26
If I exaggerate or embellish my answers in this job interview, I will achieve a better interview score 2.59
I am confident that I could exaggerate or embellish my answers successfully to achieve a good interview score 2.64

Note. Weighted averages are on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

TABLE 1.
Weighted Averages of Responses to Outcome Measures in Study 1

reported lower instrumentality (b = -.70, SE = .28, t = -2.49, 
p = .01), as did participants under “other” employment (b 
= -.66, SE = .24, t = -2.75, p = .006). Participants earning 
$20,000–under $50,000 (b = -.60, SE = .24, t = -2.54, p = 
.01), $50,000–under $80,000 (b = -.66, SE = .27, t = -2.47, 
p = .01), $80,000–under $100,000 (b = -.92, SE = .25, t = 
-3.71, p < .001), and $100,000 or more (b = -.77, SE = .25, 
t = -3.12, p = .002) also reported lower instrumentality, as 
did women (b = -.25, SE = .12, t = -2.18, p = .03).

Expectancy of faking. Thirty-five to 44 year olds (b = 
-.68, SE = .32, t = -2.14, p = .03), 45–54 year olds (b = -.69, 
SE = .30, t = -2.30, p = .02), 55–64 year olds (b = -.86, SE 
= .31, t = -2.78, p = .006), and 65-plus year olds (b = -1.14, 
SE = .36, t = -3.12, p = .002) had lower expectancy. Partici-
pants under “other” employment also had lower expectancy 
(b = -.70, SE = .31, t = -2.28, p = .02), as did participants 
earning $50,000–under $80,000 (b = -.57, SE = .25, t = 
-2.34, p = .02), and women (b = -.43, SE = .13, t = -3.31, p 
= .001).

Instrumentality of honesty. Participants earning 
$100,000 or more reported lower instrumentality (b = -.38, 

SE = .19, t = -2.05, p = .04), as did participants who com-
pleted high school (b = -.46, SE = .19, t = -2.41, p = .02), 
college (b = -.39, SE = .18, t = -2.21, p = .03), university (b 
= -.60, SE = .17, t = -3.48, p < .001), and other education (b 
= -.66, SE = .22, t = -2.98, p = .003).

Expectancy of honesty. Results indicated no signifi-
cant predictors. 

Study 1 Discussion
Study 1 established baselines on instrumentality-expec-

tancy beliefs of faking and honesty, including the unique 
contribution of demographics. Results highlighted that re-
spondents typically viewed faking as low in instrumentality 
and felt low confidence about deceiving an interviewer. 
This finding is consistent with low mean levels of interview 
faking found in most studies (Ho et al., in press). Converse-
ly, most respondents believed honesty was highly instru-
mental for interviewing success and felt confident about 
using honesty to succeed. These baseline distributions may 
explain why applicants engage in honesty to a greater ex-
tent than faking (Bourdage et al., 2018).

http://scholarworks.bgsu.edu/pad/
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Study 1 further revealed that respondents with higher 
income viewed faking as less instrumental for interview-
ing success, whereas unemployed or laid-off respondents 
viewed faking as more instrumental. One potential explana-
tion is that people who are financially well off may not be 
as driven to fake, because they are less desperate for a job 
to support themselves. Indeed, research has demonstrated 
that poverty predicts increased desperation and risk taking 
(Ursache & Razer, 2015). Financially poor applicants may 
hence believe it is necessary to risk faking due to their im-
poverished circumstances. Thus, low-income or being in 
greater need for a job to support one’s household may be 
associated with higher instrumentality beliefs about faking.

We also discovered that older participants tended to 
have lower expectancy beliefs for faking. This finding is 
surprising, as one might expect older people to be more ef-
fective at faking given their greater work and interviewing 
experience. A plausible explanation for this finding may be 
that people experience age-related changes in personality, 
which are associated with expectancy beliefs. Specifically, 
as people grow older, they typically score lower on Ma-
chiavellianism (Mudrack, 1989). Machiavellianism may 
be related to expectancy beliefs about faking (Ellingson & 
McFarland, 2011), as people who are high in Machiavel-
lianism believe they can manipulate others for self-interests 
and are more confident in their ability to deceive others 
(Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). That is, older people may have 
less confidence in being able to manipulate or deceive oth-
ers due to lower Machiavellian tendencies.

Last, respondents with higher levels of education 
viewed honesty as less instrumental for interviewing suc-
cess. One might have expected the opposite relation, such 
that having more education would make someone more 
qualified for jobs and hence view honesty as a better strat-
egy (Moore et al., 2017). It is possible, however, that being 
more educated means that one is competing for increasing-
ly prestigious jobs with other similarly or more-qualified 
applicants. Such applicants may have low instrumentality 
beliefs of honesty, because they need to find better ways of 
distinguishing themselves from the competition—outside 
of signaling their educational credentials (Bangerter et al., 
2012).
 

STUDY 2

Study 2 examined potential reasons for why demo-
graphic characteristics predict instrumentality-expectancy 
beliefs and incorporated the valence factor from Ellingson 
and McFarland’s (2011) framework. Demographic differ-
ences in these factors may, for instance, stem from demo-
graphics being a proxy for relevant individual difference 
factors. That is, demographics may have shared variance 
with individual differences in the prediction of instrumen-
tality-expectancy beliefs. In addition to attempting replica-

tion of the main relations between instrumentality-expec-
tancy beliefs and demographics from the baseline sample in 
Study 1, Study 2 determined the extent to which valence-in-
strumentality-expectancy beliefs predicted actual faking be-
havior—as a core test of Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) 
model.

People with lower income may have higher instrumen-
tality of faking not because of their absolute earnings but 
due to their feelings of financial insecurity (i.e., state of 
financial well-being; Prawitz et al., 2006). People who are 
high in financial insecurity may view faking as instrumen-
tal to interviewing success, because they are less capable 
of meeting their basic survival needs. Hence, they may be 
highly desperate to secure a job and steady income, even if 
it means resorting to deception.

Hypothesis 1: Income will negatively predict instru-
mentality of faking, but this relation will weaken after 
controlling for the effects of financial insecurity.

People with higher levels of education, meanwhile, 
may view honesty as less instrumental to interviewing suc-
cess because they are higher in status-seeking. Educational 
attainment is often a means of achieving high social status, 
and hence better job prospects (Jin et al., 2011). Given their 
high need to get ahead of others (Barrick et al., 2013), peo-
ple who are high in status seeking may view honesty as an 
inadequate strategy to outcompete others for jobs despite 
possessing advanced education. Further, Highhouse et al. 
(2016) demonstrated that people who are higher in status 
seeking tend to be less honest during job searches. This evi-
dence suggests that status seeking could explain the relation 
between education and instrumentality beliefs. Thus, after 
accounting for individual differences in status seeking, edu-
cation may predict instrumentality beliefs to a lower extent.

Hypothesis 2: Education will negatively predict instru-
mentality of honesty, but this relation will weaken after 
controlling for the effects of status seeking.

Ellingson and McFarland (2011) also theorized that 
expectancy beliefs about faking are related to individual 
differences in Machiavellianism (i.e., tendencies to manip-
ulate others for personal gain; Wilson et al., 1996). People 
who are high in Machiavellianism perceive themselves to 
have greater ability to deceive others (Giammarco et al., 
2013), likely because they fake often and hence “must be” 
successful at it. Machiavellianism scores also typically de-
cline with age (Mudrack, 1989), which may explain why 
older participants had lower expectancy of faking in Study 1. 
Thus, after accounting for individual differences in Machi-
avellianism, age may predict expectancy beliefs to a lesser 
extent.
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Hypothesis 3: Age will negatively predict expectancy 
of faking, but this relation will weaken after controlling 
for the effects of Machiavellianism.

We next propose that one factor linked to valence of 
faking is approach temperament, which describes one’s 
sensitivity to positive or rewarding stimuli (Elliot & Thrash, 
2002). People with high approach temperament give higher 
evaluations of valence toward stimuli, which suggests that 
applicants who are high in this trait will be more attracted 
to desirable jobs. Research has found, for example, that the 
attractiveness of a university program affected intentions to 
fake in interviews (Buehl & Melchers, 2018). Thus, high 
approach sensitivity may be associated with viewing faking 
positively, because deception will increase one’s chances of 
securing the job.

Hypothesis 4: Approach temperament will positively 
predict valence of faking.

Last, we tested Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) core 
proposition that valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs 
about faking would all be positively related to faking be-
havior.

Hypothesis 5: Instrumentality-expectancy-valence be-
liefs about faking will positively predict self-reported 
faking behavior.

Method
Participants. Study 2 was conducted in two phases 

on Mechanical Turk, using Cloud Research (Litman et al., 
2017). In Phase 1, we recruited 303 United States residents 
who completed an interview within the past year. We invit-
ed participants to complete the second phase 2 weeks later. 
261 responded and three failed at least one of two attention 
checks, leaving N = 258.

50% of participants were male, 74% were White, while 
40% completed university. 67% of participants were full-
time workers, 16% part time, and 10% unemployed. Par-
ticipants ranged from 18–72 years old (M = 36.99, SD = 
11.52) and on average had been in 12.66 interviews. The 
most common industries of employment were professional/
scientific/technical services (15%), education (12%), and 
wholesale/retail trade (12%).

Materials and procedure. Both phases were com-
pleted online via Qualtrics. In Phase 1, participants com-
pleted measures of status seeking (Highhouse et al., 2016), 
financial insecurity (Prawitz et al., 2006), Machiavellian-
ism (Rauthmann, 2013), approach temperament (Elliot & 
Thrash, 2002), and demographics (age, employment status, 
income, education, gender). In Phase 2, participants were 
asked to think back to their most recent interview, report 
its date, and complete a three-item measure assessing their 

memory of that interview (e.g., “I can accurately recall de-
tails about the strategies I used when answering questions 
in my most recent job interview”; α = .77). Participants 
then completed measures of valence (Andrews & Withey, 
1976), instrumentality (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011), and 
expectancy beliefs (Schneider & Goffin, 2012) for faking. 
These measures also included reports of valence (Andrews 
& Withey, 1976), instrumentality (Scott, 1965), and expec-
tancy beliefs (Scott, 1965) for honesty. Next, participants 
completed self-reports of faking (Bourdage et al., 2018) 
and honest impression management (Bourdage et al., 2018) 
from that interview. We included additional items for in-
strumentality-expectancy beliefs in this study to improve 
reliability (see supplemental material for complete list of 
items). Responses were on a scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree 
to 5 = Strongly Agree for the interview memory and instru-
mentality-expectancy items, and from 1 = Terrible to 7 = 
Delighted for valence items.

Results
We preregistered our hypotheses on Open Science 

Framework (https://osf.io/82a7g?view_only=7d9df8453b-
1f44be96b978aeb0416c35). Participants reported sufficient 
memory of their most recent interview (M = 4.28 out of 5, 
SD = .53), with variable intercorrelations presented in Table 
3.

Income predicted instrumentality in the expected direc-
tion (b = -.08, p = .094), and this relation decreased after 
controlling for financial insecurity (b = -.02, p = .686). This 
non-significant relation indicates Hypothesis 1 was unsup-
ported. Financial insecurity also positively predicted instru-
mentality (b = .06, p = .042) with income accounted for. 

Education was unrelated to instrumentality both before 
(b = .05, p = .154) and after controlling for status seeking 
(b = .05, p = .144). Status seeking was also unrelated to in-
strumentality (b = -.03, p = .641). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was 
unsupported.

Age predicted expectancy in the expected direction 
(b = -.03, p < .001), and this relation remained identical 
after controlling for Machiavellianism. Machiavellianism 
positively predicted expectancy though (b = .36, p < .001). 
Overall, Hypothesis 3 was marginally supported.

Approach temperament was unrelated to valence of 
faking (b = .00, p = .985), indicating no support for Hy-
pothesis 4.

Instrumentality (b = .63, p < .001), expectancy (b = .55, 
p < .001), and valence (b = .29, p < .001) predicted faking 
in participants’ most recent interview. Thus, Hypothesis 5 
was supported.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The present research offered insight into how contex-
tual factors from Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) model 

https://osf.io/82a7g?view_only=7d9df8453b1f44be96b978aeb0416c35
https://osf.io/82a7g?view_only=7d9df8453b1f44be96b978aeb0416c35
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can be applied to interview faking and honesty. Study 1 was 
an initial investigation of the extent to which people hold 
beliefs that people view faking necessary to better interview 
evaluations, and that people feel confident in their own abil-
ity to fake. Our results indicated that most people believed 
faking to be relatively unnecessary for interviewing success 
and generally felt unconfident about their ability to fake. 
These low instrumentality-expectancy beliefs may hence 
explain the low levels of faking found in past studies.

Study 1 also demonstrated that demographic character-
istics—income, education, and age—which have received 
little attention in past research (Melchers et al., 2020), may 
improve prediction of people’s believed necessity of faking 
and their confidence in faking to achieve better interview 
evaluations. Study 2 extended these findings using another 
geographical sample but found that only the negative rela-
tion between age and people’s confidence in their ability to 
fake replicated. This relation was not driven by age-related 
changes in Machiavellianism though. This finding suggests 
that older people may feel less confident about faking for 
a different reason, which we did not examine. Employers 
may, nonetheless, need to be wary of younger applicants 
being confident about using deception to appear better qual-
ified.

Our studies also showed that higher income was associ-
ated with lower beliefs that faking is critical to interviewing 
success (albeit nonsignificantly in the predicted direction 
within Study 2). Moreover, the magnitude of this relation 
dropped after controlling for financial insecurity, which 
itself predicted people’s belief that faking is necessary to 
achieve better interview evaluations. This finding therefore 
suggests that financial insecurity—not just one’s absolute 
level of income—may determine how necessary people 
perceive faking to be for interviewing success.

We also note that Study 1 found a negative relation be-
tween education and people’s beliefs that honesty is neces-
sary to achieve better interview evaluations, whereas Study 
2 did not. Although participants’ levels of completed edu-
cation was similar across these two studies, this difference 
may have arisen because Study 1 had older participants and 
workers primarily in manufacturing and wholesale trade 
industries, whereas Study 2 participants were younger and 
worked mainly in professional/scientific services and edu-
cation sectors. Given the importance of specialist expertise 
in scientific occupations (Collins, 2014), Study 2 partici-
pants may have viewed honesty as instrumental to achiev-
ing better interview evaluations regardless—because being 
dishonest about required skills here would be detrimental to 
future job performance.

The present research also had limitations. Social desir-
ability may have been a concern in Study 1, for instance, if 
respondents felt uncomfortable about expressing opinions 
about deception over telephone. We took steps to minimize 
this concern, however; telephone interviewers were trained 

to ensure respondents felt comfortable, assured respondents 
of their anonymity, and probed respondents to obtain more 
accurate answers. A further analysis showed minimal differ-
ences in these results across web and telephone modalities 
(see supplemental material), suggesting that social desir-
ability was likely not a concern.

A limitation of Study 2, meanwhile, was that partici-
pants’ valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs and fak-
ing behavior may have been influenced by characteristics 
of the particular interview they were in. Applicants may, 
for instance, fake less with situational questions (Bourdage 
et al., 2018) or fake more when asked follow-up questions 
(Levashina & Campion, 2007). We unfortunately did not 
ask participants to report these characteristics; however, 
there was no reason to suspect that any skewed proportion 
of our sample utilized any particular type of interview. 
There was likely a diverse mix of interviews that partici-
pants were in, resulting in low likelihood that any particular 
interview characteristic (e.g., question type) impacted our 
findings.

In sum, the present research contributed novel insight 
into the potential importance of people’s beliefs regard-
ing the necessity of faking for interviewing success, their 
confidence in their own ability to fake, and the degree of 
personal satisfaction that the job is perceived to bring. Our 
findings with normative data suggest that most people view 
faking as relatively less necessary for achieving better in-
terview evaluations and feel relatively unconfident about 
their ability to fake. Our findings discovered, meanwhile, 
that people had higher levels of these beliefs regarding the 
necessity of honesty and their confidence in using honesty 
to achieve better interview scores. When people do have 
higher beliefs in the necessity of faking, higher confidence 
in faking, and believe that the job will bring higher personal 
satisfaction, however, our findings demonstrate that they 
were more likely to have faked in interviews. These three 
beliefs all had strong relations with past faking behavior, 
illustrating their important role in predicting job applicant 
behavior (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011). Specifically, 
people’s beliefs that faking was critical for achieving better 
interview evaluations had the strongest relation with faking 
behavior. We found that the next strongest relation with fak-
ing behavior was for people’s confidence in their own abil-
ity to fake, followed by people’s anticipated satisfaction of 
obtaining the job for which they were interviewing. We ad-
ditionally found that higher financial insecurity was related 
to stronger beliefs that faking was critical for interviewing 
success, whereas lower age and higher Machiavellianism 
were both associated with higher confidence in the ability to 
fake. These results suggest that there are at least a few indi-
vidual difference factors that may drive those beliefs. Over-
all, the present research shows the potential importance of 
examining valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs in 
order to understand faking and honesty in employment in-
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terviews.
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