


p<.001, whereas candidates who told 3-5 Ues were given smular ratings to candidates who

told 0-2 Ues,t (116) = 1.27, ns.

Again, contrary to hypotheses, results showed no difference in candidate competence

ratings based on cognitive load, F (1,116) = .14, ns. In addition, results also failed to find a

significant interaction between the number of Ues candidates told and cognitive load, F

(1,116) = .58, n.s.

Likeability

With respect to likeability, results indicated a difference in candidate likeabiUty based

on the number of Ues candidates' told, F (2, 232) = 6.28, p < .01. SpecificaUy, candidates

who told 6-8 Ues were as Ukeable as diose who told 3-5 Ues, t (1 17) = 1.36, ns, but more

Ukeable than candidates who Ued 0-2 times, t (117) 3.06, p < .001. FinaUy, candidates who

told 3-5 Ues were more Ukeable than candidates who told 0-2 Ues, t (116) = 2.48, p < .01.

Again, results found no difference in candidate UkeabiUty based on cognitive load, F

(1,116) = .44, ns. In addition, results also failed to find a significant interaction between the

number of Ues candidates' told and cognitive load, F (1,116) = .53, ns.

Honesty

With respect to honesty, in accordance with our hypotheses, results failed to indicate

a difference in candidate honesty based on the number of Ues candidates' told, F (2, 226) =

2.00, ns. In addition, results also found no difference in candidate UkeabiUty based on

cognitive load, F (1,1 13) = .06, ns. Finally, results failed to find a significant interaction

between the number of Ues candidates' told and cognitive load, F (1,113) = .12, ns.

Influence of Competence and LikeabiUty on Hiring Recommendations

As a whole, candidates who Ued 6-8 times received the highest hiring

recommendations, where they were perceived to be the most competent, but not necessarily
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the most likeable. Based on dm, it appears that candidate competence strongly affects

observers' hiring recommendations. However, because competence, likeability, and honesty

are highly related to hiring recommendations, a multiple regression was performed to

examine if one variable was actually a better predictor than the other. By controlling for each

variable, die regression model allowed a determination of which variable (competence,

likeability, or honesty) was better at predicting hiring recommendations. Results indicate that

competence and likeability, but not honesty, were fairly good predictors of candidate hiring

recommendations, b,„^,„„ = .59, p < .001; b,,,, = .62, p < .001; b,_^ = .02, n.s..

Therefore, although on die surface it appeared diat competence was the best predictor, in

reality both competence and likeability were important when observers made their hiring

recommendations.

Influence of Perceived Candidate Honesty on Hiring Recommendarinns

Because honesty was hypothesized to moderate the relationship between candidate

lies and hiring recommendations, a regression was performed to assess whether candidates

who were perceived to be lying, indeed, received lower hiring recommendations. Results

indicated that the less honest a candidate was perceived to be, the lower the hiring

recommendations, bh„„esty - -50, p < .001.

Discussion

Overall, candidates who lied the most (6-8 lies) were rated the most hirable,

competent, and likeable. In addition, they were perceived to be as honest as candidates who

lied to a lesser extent. vVlthough candidates who were perceived as dishonest were given

lower hiring recommendations, observers were relatively unable to detect candidates'

dishonesty. Consequendy, it is possible that the observers' inabilities to detect deception

provided candidates with more flexibility to create images that were more likely to elicit
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positive responses from the observer. FinaUy, contrary to hypotheses, the number of

dimensions that observers' used to rate candidates failed to influence observers' candidate

evaluations.
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CHAPTER IV

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Overall, Study 1 found that observers' liked candidates' truthful and untruthful

responses equally. In addition, Study 1 found that observers were relatively unable to

distinguish between candidates' truthful and untruthful responses. Study 2 found that

competence and likeability were important factors in determining hiring recommendations.

Candidates who lied the most (6-8 lies) were rated the most competent, likeable, and hirable.

In addition, although candidates who were perceived as dishonest were given lower hiring

recommendations, candidates who lied the most were perceived to be as honest as the more

honest candidates.

The results of Study 2 showed that observers gave lower hiring recommendations to

candidates who were judged to be dishonest. However, both Study 1 and Study 2 showed

that observers were unable to detect exactly when candidates were being dishonest. Because

of this inability to detect deception. Study 2 showed that candidates who lied the most were

rewarded the most, as they were perceived to be the most hireable, competent, and likeable.

But the reason why they were rated most favorably remains unclear.

Based on these two studies, one might question whether candidates' deception

confers a competitive advantage over other candidates, or whether candidates' deception

simply creates the impression that candidates are just as qualified as other candidates. Study

2 appears to support the former, and Study 1 the latter.

Kacmar and Carlson (1999) found that not all forms of impression management

work in all types of situations, implying that simply using impression management does not

necessarily yield rewards. It appears that there is sort of an art to the effective use of

impression management: people must be sensitive to know when as well as how to use it.
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Just like honest forms of impression management, one might argue that the effective use of

deception is also an art, as a lie by itself does not influence observers' evaluations. In

interviews, to influence interviewer perceptions, candidates must know how and when to lie

in order to obtain coveted positive evaluations.

Limitations and Future Directions

Future research should attempt to assess precisely what it is that helps deceptive

candidates achieve those high ratings. Conceptualizing lying as an interpersonal exchange of

mformation between two people might provide a good framework to analyze this situation.

Inherent in the any information exchange resides, at least, three factors: the sender, receiver,

and the message. For the sender, perhaps there is something about individuals that makes

lying effective. For example, it is possible that successful lying resides in the individual's

interpersonal and/or presentation skills. Or perhaps an important aspect of effective lying

resides in the audience. After all, the audience must accept and approve of the message one

is trying to convey in order for the he to be effective. Finally, for the message, perhaps an

important element resides not in what is said, but how it is said. Future studies should look

at the interactions among these variables to have a clearer understanding of why individuals

who frequently use deception tend to be rewarded more than individuals who use it less

frequently.

Of course, there are some Umitations with these studies that should be addressed.

First, the goal of the study was to simulate a job interview that demonstrated how

candidates' deception was related to interview outcomes in terms of hiring

recommendations. However, in both studies, untrained, nonprofessional observers were

used as proxies for interviewers. Interviewers are active participants in job interviews,

whereas observers are more passive. They have the opportunity to ask questions, whereas
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observers merely receive information. Such a difference might negatively affect the accuracy

or validity of observers' evaluations because they do not have the opportunity to ask

questions that might expose candidates' Ues. Therefore, it is a possibility, albeit a small one,

that real interviewers, compared to observers, might have been more capable of detecting

the candidates' deception.

A second Umitation, related to the first, is that the observers in this study were

college students with no training as interviewers. It is reasonable to argue that professionals

are better trained at evaluating candidates. However, in order for interviewers to be more

accurate when it comes to rating candidates, real interviewers would also have to be better at

detecting deception than college students because, if they were not, then it is also likely that

this deception would have also influenced real interviewers' perceptions of the candidate.

In spite of these limitations, the present studies contribute to our understanding of

deception and job interviews in several ways. These studies show that individuals, who

frequently use deception in interviews, are also rated the most favorably, in terms of

competence, likeability, and hireability. In addition, although observers gave lower

evaluations when they perceived candidates to be dishonest, they were relatively unable to

accurately assess when a candidate was or was not lying. Therefore, it is possible that the

deception worked to the candidate's advantage, as it helped convince the observer that the

candidate was the best person for the job. These findings are particularly impressive (not to

mention discomforting) given that these studies used candidates who closely resemble

candidates interviewers might encounter in real life.
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of candidates' ratings given the number of candidate

lies told.

Lies Low Medium High

M SD M SD M SD

Hireability 3.79 1.63 4.03 1.32 4.82 1.55

Competence 4.17 1.37 4.38 1.12 4.94 1.29

Likeability 4.02 1.09 4.34 1.03 4.52 1.17

Honesty 5.21 1.09 5.06 1.05 5.36 1.14
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations of candidate ratings based on observers'

load.

cognitive

Cognitive Load Low High

M SD M SD

Hireability 4.26 .88 4.17 .96

Competence 4.47 .75 4.52 .77

Likeability 4.26 .65 4.34 .66

Honesty 5.02 .66 5.21 .64
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Figure 1. Number of candidate Ues and candidate hiring recommendations.
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APPENDIX A

STUDY 1 PARTICIPANT DIRRECTIONS

The following study examines what types of information you use when forming

impressions about others. In this study, you will be asked to watch 12 clips of individuals

who responded to various questions asked by an experimenter. What you will do is watch

the first video cHp and evaluate the person on various dimensions the participant the

questionmire]. That is, after each clip, youH answer these 12 questions about the person [point

to the questions to ensure that they knowwhatym're talkingabmt]. After you watch and rate the

participant in the first cUp, youll repeat this process until you watch and evaluate all 12 clips.

Each page of this questiormaire corresponds to one video clip. So, for each clip,

you'll answer all of the questions on the corresponding page. For example, when you watch

the first clip, you'll answer all of the questions on page 1 [show them how each page number in the

upper right comer will correspond to the clip that they are watchingj. Likewise, when you're watching

cUp 10, you'll answer all of the questions that are on page 10.

Do you have any questions?

Okay, the tape is set up so that, when the person finishes his/her response, you will

have one-minute and thirty-seconds to finish your evaluations. Once that time lapses, the

next cUp will automatically begin. That is, I'm going to put the tape in the VCR and press

play. You wiU not have to touch the VCR at all during the course of the study because the

chps are evenly spaced to allow you enough time to watch and evaluate each person.

Do you have any questions?

When you're finished, just open the door and I'll come in and give you your credits.

Thanks.

23



APPENDIX B

STUDY 1 EVALUATION FORM

To what extent do you agree with the following statements:

This person's answer was well articulated,

disagree12 3 4

agree

7

How often is this person making eye contaa with the interviewer?

frequent infrequent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

How straightforward and forthcoming was this person in his/her responses?
straightforward

1 2 3 4 5

How frequent does this person seem to be smiling?

infrequent

1 2 3 4 5

This person's response was well said,

agree

1 2 3 4 5

not straightforward

7

frequent

7

disagree

7

How sincere do you feel that this person is?

insincere12 3 4

smcere

7

This person talks very quickly,

disagree

1 2 3

agree

7

How would you rate this person's posture?

slouched12 3 4

upright

7

This person's voice is strong and assertive,

disagree12 3 4

agree

7

How much do you feel that this person is being honest?

honest dishonest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

This person talks loudly,

agree

1 2 3

disagree

7

I was impressed by the way this person the answered the question,

disagree agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX C

STUDY 2 PARTICIPANT DIRECTIONS

The following study examines what types of information interviewers use when
making decisions about job candidates. In this study, you will be asked to play the role of an
mterviewer by watching 3 interviews of individuals who applied for a job. As a general rule
of thumb, often times, interviewers are concerned with candidate deception. That is, in
addition to trying to evaluate the candidate's skills, the mterviewer is also tr^ong to evaluate
the candidate's honesty. As you watch these interviews, we want to you pay attention to this,

when making your evaluations. Now, with that said, like any job interview the problem is

that you don't know whether or not the person is lying. As a participant, you will watch one
of several videotapes we have made. In some of the tapes, some of the candidates are lying,

whereas in others none of the candidates are lying. Therefore, your goal is to determine if

'

this person is lying (and make your ratings on the integrity scale) and then to give the
candidate an evaluation based on how you feel about him/her, given all of the information
present.

The following candidates applied for a tutor position within the psychology department.

Here is some basic information relevant to the job. the participant thejob specification sheet to

read]

What we're asking you to do is play the role of the interviewer. You are asked to watch the

video of the first candidate, while rating the candidate on the specified dimensions. So, for

example, while you're watching the interview, you'll rate the candidate on how competent

you perceive him/her to be. [show theparticpmt the ratings and mte to them hew^ willfill out all

ofthe dimensions] It is very important that you fill out the ratings while you watch the video

because you will only have 3 minutes at the end of each interview to finish your ratings

before the next interview begins. You'll repeat this process until all three interviews are

watched.

Do you have any questions?

Okay, now, we had a human resource personnel watch this tape and rate all three candidates.

It was determined that one candidate is clearly better than the other two. If you properly

select the right candidate, then we will put you into a drawing for a chance to win $75. The

way you will select this individual will be through your ratings on each dimension. So, the

way we determine if you selected the right person will be by analyzing how you rated that

candidate on each dimension. Therefore, it is very important how you rate each candidate on

every dimension.

Do you have any questions?

Okay, let's begin.
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APPENDIX D

STUDY 2 EVALUATION FORM A (HIGH COGNITIVE LOAD)

Competence:

1) How competent do you think this person is?

competent

1 2 3 4 5 6

2) How intelligent do you think this person is for the job?
intelligent

1 2 3 4 5 6

not competent

not intelligent

3) To what extent do you feel that this person's intelligence will help him or her excel at this position?
not at all

1

Likeability:

1) How much do you like this person?

dislike

1 2 3 4 5

2) How much would you like this person as a coworker?

dislike

1 2 3 4 5

3) How much would you like this person as a friend?

like

1 2 3 4 5

Likelihood to Hire:

1) How likely is it that you would hire this person?

definitely 12 3 4

2) How likely is it that this person would be offered the job?

definitely not

1 2 3 4 5 6

3) How qualified do you think this person is for the job?

not qualiHed

1 2 3 4 5 6

very much
7

like

like

dislike

definitely not

definitely

7

qualified

7
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Honesty:

1) How much do you feel that this person is being honest?
honest dishonest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) How much do you feel that this candidate is consistent in the type of information that he or she is

providing?

consistent inconsistent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) How straightforward and forthcoming was this person in his/her responses?

not at all very straightforward

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Work Standards:

1) To what extent do you feel that this person strives for excellence?

not at all very much
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) To what extent do you feel that this person dedicates a lot of time and energy to assignments?

not a lot a lot of time

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) To what extent do you feel that this person takes responsibility for outcomes (positive or negative) of

one's work?

a lot of responsibility little responsibility

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Professional Knowledge and Skills:

1) How much do you feel that this person has the knowledge and skills to perform effectively at this job?

very much very little

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) How much do you feel that this person has adequate skills relevant to the position?

inadequate adequate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) How much do you feel that this person will strive to maintain the knowledge and skills necessary to

perform the job effectively?

will strive will not strive

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Job Fit:

1) How much do you feel that this position would be personally satisfying to this individual^
dissatisfying

satisfying
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) How much do you feel that this person would enthusiasticaUy accept the job's responsibaities?
^"^h"sed not enthused

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) To what extent do you feel that this job and the person are a good match^
poormatch good match

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Planning and Organizing:

1) How much do you feel that this person will develop schedules and timelines to achieve certain tasks?
a lot of development Htde development

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) How much do you feel that this person will demonstrate effective time management and avoid
distractions?

poor time management good time management
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) How much do you feel that this person will effeaively organize and plan his or her lesson plans?

good planning poor planning

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Commimication:

1) How well do you feel that this person can clearly convey his or her ideas?

not very well very well

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2) How well do you feel that this person's speech follows a logical sequence?

logical not logical

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3) How well do you feel that this person can effeaively communicate so that the audience will

understand and retain the message?

not effective effective

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX E

STUDY 2 EVALUATION FORM B (LOW COGNITIVE LOAD)

Competence:

1) How competent do you think this person is?

competent

1 2 3 4 5 6

2) How intelligent do you think this person is for the job?

intelligent

1 2 3 4 5 6

not competent

not intelligent

3) To what extent do you feel that this person's intelligence will help him or her excel at this position?
not at all

1

Likeability:

2) How much do you like this person?

dislike

1 2 3 4 5

2) How much would you like this person as a coworker?

dislike

1 2 3 4 5

3) How much would you like this person as a friend?

like

1 2 3 4 5

Likelihood to Hire:

1) How likely is it that you would hire this person?

definitely 12 3 4

2) How likely is it that this person would be offered the job?

definitely not

1 2 3 4 5 6

3) How qualified do you think this person is for the job?

not qualified

1 2 3 4 5 6

very much
7

like

like

dislike

definitely not

definitely

7

qualified

7
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Honesty:

4) How much do you feel that this person is being honest>

dishonest
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5) How much do you feel that this candidate is consistent in the type of information that he or she is
providing?

'=o"s»stent
inconsistent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6) How straightforward and forthcoming was this person in his/her responses?
not at all very straightforward

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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