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ABSTRACT
In laboratory faking research, participants are often instructed to respond honestly (generic instructions [GIs], control

condition) or to fake (personnel‐selection scenario [PSS], faking condition). Considering the research on instruction‐level
contextualization, a PSS might not only motivate participants to fake but might also promote the adoption of a work frame

of reference (FOR). Thus, differences in responses between faking and control conditions could partly result from FOR

effects. (Full) item‐level contextualization can also be used to promote the adoption of a work FOR, and the adoption

through this route is stronger than through instruction manipulation. We combined the two approaches to disentangle

FOR and faking, conducted a 4‐wave longitudinal study with a 2 (instructions: GIs vs. PSS) × 2 (full item‐level work

contextualization absent vs. present) repeated‐measures design (N = 309), and compared the effects of these conditions on

three HEXACO‐PI‐R scales (Conscientiousness, Emotionality, Honesty‐Humility). Irrespective of the investigated per-

sonality trait, the ANOVAs revealed significant main effects. As expected, compared with GIs, the PSS increased the

adoption of a work FOR, and the effects were smaller than the effects of full item‐level work contextualization present

(vs. absent). Also, as expected, the PSS (vs. GIs) and full item‐level work contextualization present (vs. absent) changed

participants' scale mean scores. However, importantly, there were no interaction effects. Exploratory mediation analyses

indicated direct rather than indirect (mediator: adoption of a work FOR) effects of instructions on participants' scale

mean scores. In conclusion, the internal validity of faking research is not threatened by confounding FOR effects.

Imagine taking part in a study. You are asked to respond hon-
estly to a self‐report personality measure. Afterward, you retake
the measure as part of a hypothetical personnel‐selection sce-
nario (PSS) and are asked to fake your responses in a way that
would help you get a job offer. When asked to answer honestly,
you respond while keeping various contexts in mind (i.e., you

respond with respect to how you think you generally behave).
While faking your responses in the hypothetical PSS, you think
predominantly about a work context (i.e., how you think you
behave at work). Does the difference in your responses between
the two conditions reflect differences in the adoption of a work
frame of reference (FOR), faking behavior, or both?

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly

cited.
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We argue that FOR and faking both impact the difference between
the “honest” condition and the PSS and that this issue has often
been neglected in previous research. In the present study, we thus
attempted to disentangle the effects of FOR and faking.

1 | The Importance of Valid Personality
Assessment

Self‐report personality measures are important and frequently used
measures in psychology (e.g., Dang et al. 2020). They are essential
not only for research purposes (e.g., Sassenberg and Ditrich 2019)
but also for applied contexts (e.g., personnel‐selection; Schmidt‐
Atzert and Amelang 2012). Scientific conclusions as well as sig-
nificant decisions (e.g., personnel decisions) are often primarily or
at least partly based on information obtained from self‐report per-
sonality measures (Diekmann and König 2015; Sassenberg and
Ditrich 2019). Thus, the information that is obtained must validly
predict the criteria of interest (e.g., Sassenberg and Ditrich 2019).
However, participants' dishonest self‐presentation (i.e., faking;
Mueller‐Hanson et al. 2003; Röhner et al. 2022; Salgado 2016)
undermines the validity of psychological measures, and self‐report
personality measures are particularly subject to faking (Birkeland
et al. 2006; Hu and Connelly 2021; Viswesvaran and Ones 1999).

2 | Participants' Dishonest Self‐Presentation: The
Phenomenon of Faking

2.1 | Defining Faking

Faking is part of the broader concept of self‐presentation (e.g.,
Marcus 2009). Whereas honest self‐presentation can be

defined as “legitimate behavior inevitably triggered by situa-
tional demands” (Marcus 2009, p. 427), dishonest self‐
presentation is described as the “intentionally deceptive
presentation of attributes [that respondents] do not truly
believe to possess” (Marcus 2009, p. 419). Faking (i.e., an
intentional, goal‐oriented, and [socially] motivated behavior,
emerging from an interaction between personal and situa-
tional variables to create a deceptive and inaccurate impres-
sion; Röhner and Schütz 2020; see also Ziegler et al. 2012) can
be understood as the latter, the dishonest facet of self‐
presentation. Therefore, changes in participants' responses
due to faking do not or only temporarily translate into actual
behavior (see also Tett and Simonet 2021).

2.2 | The Importance of Faking Research

Many studies have demonstrated the negative consequences of
faking for psychological assessment (e.g., Birkeland et al. 2006;
see also Tett and Simonet 2021). For example, faking can affect
statistical characteristics (e.g., means, standard deviations, and
factor structures; Salgado 2016; Ziegler et al. 2012) and subse-
quent decisions (Jeong et al. 2017; Schmitt and Bradburn 2018;
Sisco and Reilly 2010; Stewart et al. 2010). Nevertheless, the
antecedents, the consequences, and the process of faking are
not yet fully understood (Bensch et al. 2019; Röhner and
Ewers 2016; Röhner et al. 2022), which makes further research
of this phenomenon essential.

3 | The Dilemma When Investigating Faking

3.1 | Assessing Faking Without (Valid) Faking
Indicators

To investigate faking, researchers need to ascertain who faked
and who did not. However, faking has proven to be very diffi-
cult to detect (e.g., Röhner et al. 2023; Ziegler and Bensch 2015).
Not only has the traditional way of detecting faking with the use
of so‐called lie scales (e.g., Crowne and Marlowe 1960; Lambert
et al. 2016) been criticized because the validity of such scales
has been demonstrated to be questionable (e.g., Connelly and
Chang 2016; Lanz et al. 2022; Röhner et al. 2024), but also,
alternative types of valid faking indicators are rare (see Röhner
and Schütz 2019, for an overview). Moreover, in most cases,
faking indicators are restricted to a subset of psychological
measures (e.g., the IAT, Röhner et al. 2023; the d2, Schmidt‐
Atzert et al. 2004), or their application is useful only under
certain measurement conditions (e.g., when combined with
warnings; Röhner and Holden 2022). As researchers have a
need to ascertain who faked and who did not when valid faking
indicators are still missing, they have systematically induced
faking in the laboratory by manipulating participants' motiva-
tion to fake (e.g., Roulin et al. 2016).

According to faking models, three prerequisites are typically
considered necessary for faking to occur: the motivation, the
ability, and the opportunity to fake (e.g., Roulin et al. 2016; Tett
and Simonet 2011). However, because participants' abilities and
opportunities to fake have been demonstrated in several studies

Summary

• Faking impacts decision‐making (e.g., in application
contexts), and self‐report personality measures are par-
ticularly subject to faking.

• Faking is often studied by comparing participants' scale
mean scores under generic instructions (GIs) versus a
personnel‐selection scenario (PSS), and the latter might
promote the adoption of a work frame of refer-
ence (FOR).

• FOR and faking may thus be confounded when using a
PSS—a conjecture that we tested by replicating this
procedure while varying full item‐level work contextu-
alization and investigating faking independent of FOR
effects.

• The current study revealed that the mechanisms by
which instructions (GIs vs. PSS) and full item‐level
work contextualization (absent vs. present) operate are
independent.

• Exploratory mediation analyses indicated direct rather
than indirect (mediator: adoption of a work FOR) effects
of instructions on participants' scale mean scores, and
the current study thus demonstrates that the internal
validity of faking research is not threatened by con-
founding FOR effects.
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(e.g., Rasheed and Robie 2023; see also Ziegler et al. 2012 for an
overview), even when measures that are supposedly immune to
faking are administered (e.g., Röhner and Thoss 2018; Teige‐
Mocigemba et al. 2015), these two factors are generally assumed
to be given (e.g., Geiger et al. 2021; Geiger et al. 2018). Conse-
quently, to elicit faking, researchers typically focus on manip-
ulating participants' motivation to fake.

3.2 | The PSS as a Solution

To manipulate faking motivation, researchers often generate
settings in which participants are instructed to answer the items
of the to‐be‐faked measures as if they were applying for their
dream job and to respond in a manner that will maximize their
chances of getting hired (e.g., Davison et al. 2021; Harris
et al. 2021). Such conditions (i.e., the faking conditions) are
then compared with conditions in which participants are, for
example, asked to respond honestly (i.e., the control condi-
tions). The mean differences between these conditions are then
used to estimate the degree of faking (e.g., Bensch et al. 2019;
Birkeland et al. 2006; Griffith et al. 2007; Hartman and
Grubb 2011; Salgado and Lado 2018; Tonković et al. 2012). This
approach allows researchers to manipulate faking motivation
and thus to examine faking in experimental laboratory settings.
We will refer to this paradigm as the PSS.

4 | Are the Differences Between Faking and
Control Conditions Elicited Only by Faking?

The abovementioned approach appears straightforward.
Nevertheless, the differences between faking and control
conditions might be elicited not only by the motivation to fake
but also by the different framing of item content, an idea
suggested in previous research. For example, in their meta‐
analysis, Birkeland et al. (2006) investigated differences
between applicants and nonapplicants and suggested that “an
alternative explanation for higher applicant mean scores
concerns item context (Robie et al. 2000; Schmit et al. 1995)”
(p. 318; see also, e.g., Blickle et al. 2009).1 In their argument,
Birkeland et al. (2006) referred to Robie (2001), who suggested
that “nonapplicants might consider their behavior across a
wide range of life contexts [emphasis added] when responding
to a personality measure (i.e., How do I behave in general?),
whereas applicants may complete the measure focused spe-
cifically on how they behave at work [emphasis added] (i.e.,
How do I behave at work?). This frame‐of‐reference difference
might cause applicants to score higher on a personality mea-
sure due to the finding that individuals who take a personality
measure that is composed of items contextualized to a work
environment obtain higher scores than individuals taking a
personality test that is composed of general, noncontextualized
items” (Birkeland et al. 2006, p. 318).

On the basis of the results of another study, Robie et al. (2001)
also concluded that participants who are asked to respond to a
self‐report personality measure as if they are applying for a job
may mentally form a work FOR and respond accordingly. Thus,
for over 20 years, several researchers have argued that the FOR

may impact studies on faking. Still, empirical investigations of
this conjecture are very rare.

5 | The FOR

5.1 | Defining the FOR

The FOR represents the (predominant) context that participants
consider when responding to items (Schmit et al. 1995). For
example, participants who pursue their hobby of stamp col-
lecting and work conscientiously to expand their collection
(private context) might not be that conscientious at work. When
using a self‐report personality measure (e.g., in an application
setting) to assess such a participant's conscientiousness, it is
relevant to know whether or not the participant predominantly
adopts the FOR “at work.” Depending on which FOR is pre-
dominant in a participant's mind, different responses may be
given, each of which may be true but may provide information
about the participant's behavior in different contexts. In this
case, changes in the participant's responses on the self‐report
personality measure result from the adoption of a different
dominant FOR and should not be considered faking but
“honest” self‐presentation (e.g., Robie et al. 2001).

5.2 | How the FOR Can Be Influenced

The adoption of a certain FOR can be promoted by manip-
ulating the instructions or by manipulating the items (i.e.,
instruction‐level vs. item‐level contextualization). Using the
target of increasing the work FOR as an example, the instruc-
tions can be manipulated by adding the context to them (e.g.,
“Remember, think about how you are AT WORK in general
when responding to these questions”; see p. 547, Hunthausen
et al. 2003), whereas the items can be manipulated either by
adding the context to the original item as a tag (e.g., “at work”;
e.g., “I pay attention to details at work,” see p. 268, Lievens
et al. 2008) or by fully contextualizing the item (e.g., by using
“I am an ordinary employee who is no better than others”
instead of “I am an ordinary person who is no better than
others”; Holtrop et al. 2014).

Research has indicated that when it comes to the adoption of a
certain FOR, the effect of item‐level contextualization exceeds
the one of instruction‐level contextualization, which is why the
use of the former over the latter has been increasingly recom-
mended for research in recent years (e.g., Holtrop et al. 2014;
Lievens et al. 2008; Schlotzhauer et al. 2024; Swift and
Peterson 2019).2 In addition, fully contextualized items have
been found to elicit more positive reactions from participants
than tagged items and have therefore become increasingly
preferred over their tagged counterparts (Holtrop et al. 2014;
Holtrop et al. 2014; but see also Holtz et al. 2005).

5.3 | How the Adoption of the FOR Changes

Research has demonstrated that noncontextualized items elicit
the adoption of different FORs, whereas contextualized items
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lead participants to adopt the context‐related FOR to a
greater degree (e.g., Fisher et al. 2017). For example, Fisher
et al. (2017) demonstrated that applicants reported that they
adopted a work FOR to a greater degree when items were
contextualized with a work FOR (M= 4.62 across samples) than
when items were noncontextualized (M= 4.46 across samples;
d= 0.24 across samples).3

Research has not yet investigated whether the adoption of a
work FOR also differs in samples that are asked to fake their
responses within the context of a PSS (in experimental labora-
tory faking research). Based on the presented results on appli-
cant samples, it is very plausible that participants who are asked
to fake in accordance with the PSS will adopt a work FOR to a
greater degree when the items are contextualized with a work
FOR than when the items are noncontextualized (e.g., Fisher
et al. 2017). In addition, according to previous research, the
adoption of a work FOR should be stronger when the work
contextualization is realized via a (full) item‐level contextual-
ization rather than via a mere manipulation of instructions (see
Holtrop et al. 2014; Lievens et al. 2008; Schlotzhauer et al. 2024;
Swift and Peterson 2019).

5.4 | How the FOR Changes Scale Mean Scores on
Self‐Report Personality Measures

Many studies have shown that participants' responses differ
depending on which FOR is most salient (e.g., Bowling and
Burns 2010; Fisher et al. 2017; Holtrop et al. 2014; Pathki
et al. 2022). For example, incumbents who took a self‐report
personality measure that was contextualized with a work FOR
obtained scores that may be considered more positive (e.g.,
higher scores on Conscientiousness and lower scores on Emo-
tionality) than when they took a general, noncontextualized one
(e.g., Bowling and Burns 2010; Holtrop et al. 2014; Pathki
et al. 2022).4 Not only were such scale mean score differences
found in incumbent samples in which participants were most
likely not motivated to fake, but they were also found in
applicant samples in which participants may have been moti-
vated to fake. For example, applicants who took a self‐report
personality measure that was contextualized with a work FOR
scored higher on Conscientiousness than those who took a
noncontextualized one (although differences in Conscientious-
ness scores were nonsignificant in three out of four samples;

Fisher et al. 2017).5 There were no significant changes in
Honesty‐Humility (Holtrop et al. 2014).

These findings demonstrate that the FOR can account for scale
mean score differences and that these differences vary
depending on the personality trait under investigation (e.g.,
higher scores in Conscientiousness vs. lower scores in Emo-
tionality vs. no significant changes in Honesty‐Humility). Thus,
it is important to test and compare the results across different
personality traits.

6 | How FOR and Faking May Be Confounded

It has been suggested that the ways in which instructions are
typically manipulated in experimental laboratory faking research
(i.e., generic instructions, GIs vs. PSS) may be associated with the
adoption of a work FOR (see Birkeland et al. 2006; Robie 2001;
Robie et al. 2001). Although the work FOR that is promoted by
the manipulation of instructions is comparably weaker than the
work FOR that is promoted by (full) item‐level contextualization
(e.g., Holtrop et al. 2014; Lievens et al. 2008; Schlotzhauer
et al. 2024; Swift and Peterson 2019), this potential confounding
of FOR and faking is not trivial: The increased adoption of a
work FOR in the PSS (compared with GIs) may bias the results
(e.g., scale mean score changes on self‐report personality mea-
sures) so that they are falsely attributed to faking only (i.e.,
internal validity is impaired).

Knowing that (full) item‐level contextualization can also be
used to promote the adoption of a work FOR (Fisher et al. 2017)
and that the adoption of a work FOR through this route is
stronger than through mere manipulation of instructions,
combining the two approaches should disentangle the effects of
FOR and faking because it allows the impact of FOR to be
isolated from the impact of faking (see Table 1).

7 | Finding Common Ground

To summarize, there are two processes (i.e., FOR and faking)
that can be influenced by manipulating the instructions on a
self‐report personality measure, and the manipulations that are
typically used in experimental laboratory faking research (e.g.,
faking condition: “Imagine you are applying for a job; answer

TABLE 1 | Factors that may impact participants responses in self‐report personality measures.

Instructions

Full item‐level work
contextualization

Factor(s) for differences between conditions− +

GIs GIs− GIs+ Absence (−) versus presence (+) of full item‐level
work contextualization in GIs

PSS PSS− PSS+ Absence (−) versus presence (+) of full item‐level
work contextualization in PSS

Factor(s) for differences
between conditions

Faking and FOR in GIs
versus PSS

Faking

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization present), PSS−
(personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization present).
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the items to increase your chances of being hired” vs. control
condition: “Answer the items honestly”) might therefore do
more than just induce faking in the faking condition and
“honest” responding in the control condition. They might also
elicit a work FOR to different degrees in the two conditions (see
also Anglim et al. 2021; Bing et al. 2004; Birkeland et al. 2006;
Robie 2001; Robie et al. 2001). Thus, in the PSS paradigm that is
typically used in experimental laboratory faking research, FOR
and faking may be confounded (see Figure 1). If so, this un-
dermines internal validity and calls into question previous
conclusions about faking as the only factor that accounts for
changes in participants' responses. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this idea has often been stated (e.g., Birkeland et al. 2006;
Robie 2001; Robie et al. 2001) but has yet to be empirically
investigated. To do so and to determine the “true” extent to
which faking is elicited by the PSS, FOR effects need to be
controlled for (Table 1).

8 | The Present Study

We argue that FOR and faking effects are both elicited by the
PSS and that both impact the differences between GIs and the
PSS (see Table 1; Figure 1). Thus, due to potentially con-
founding FOR effects (as elicited by the PSS), the effects of
faking may have been incorrectly estimated in previous
research. By using fully work‐contextualized items, we investi-
gated faking while controlling for the FOR. To do so, we varied
both the instructions (i.e., GIs vs. PSS) and the full item‐level
work contextualization (i.e., absent vs. present). We examined
the effects of instructions and full item‐level work contextual-
ization on the adopted FOR (i.e., mean changes in the adoption
of a work FOR) and on response behavior (i.e., mean changes in
a self‐report personality measure assessing Conscientiousness,
Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility). We decided to investi-
gate these traits because they are the three personality dimen-
sions that are most predictive of behavior at work (e.g., De Vries
et al. 2014; Holtrop et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2005) and because a
self‐report personality measure with full item‐level work con-
textualization is available for them (Holtrop et al. 2014).6 We
focused on changes in scale mean scores on a self‐report per-
sonality measure because FOR effects and faking effects have
both typically been evaluated using mean score changes in
these measures (e.g., Shaffer and Postlethwaite 2012; Ziegler
et al. 2012). On the basis of the arguments presented above, we
derived the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 (H1; changes in the adoption of a work FOR): In
line with assumptions from previous research (e.g., Birkeland
et al. 2006; Holtrop et al. 2014; Robie et al. 2001), we expected
participants to report that they adopted a work FOR to a
greater degree when a PSS was presented than when GIs were
presented; and in line with research by Fisher et al. (2017), we
expected participants to report that they adopted a work FOR to
a greater degree when work‐contextualized items were used
than when noncontextualized items were used (i.e., full item‐
level work contextualization present vs. absent). Because the
impact of instructions has been shown to be weaker than the
impact of item‐level contextualization (e.g., Holtrop et al. 2014;
Lievens et al. 2008; Schlotzhauer et al. 2024; Swift and
Peterson 2019), and because with a fully work‐contextualized
measure, one might expect an adoption of the work FOR with
each item, we expected a pattern similar to the one plotted in
A1 (see Appendix). Thus, we expected both of the main effects,
that is, the main effect of instructions (GIs vs. PSS) and the
main effect of full item‐level work contextualization (absent [−]
vs. present [+]) on the adoption of a work FOR, to be significant
but qualified by a significant interaction for each personality
trait under investigation (i.e., Conscientiousness, Emotionality,
and Honesty‐Humility).

Hypothesis 2 (H2; changes in response behavior): Both
manipulations of instructions (i.e., PSS vs. GIs; e.g., Birkeland
et al. 2006) and items (i.e., work‐contextualized items vs.
noncontextualized items; e.g., Bowling and Burns 2010; Pathki
et al. 2022; Schmit et al. 1995; Shaffer and Postlethwaite 2012)
have been found to have main effects on the scale mean scores
of self‐report personality measures. We expected to replicate
these findings and extend them by revealing a significant
interaction: We hypothesized that the effect of instructions
when comparing the conditions without full item‐level work
contextualization (i.e., GIs− vs. PSS−) would be elicit by both
the instruction‐inherent FOR and faking (e.g., Birkeland
et al. 2006; Robie 2001; Robie et al. 2001). In other words, only
when comparing the conditions with full item‐level work
contextualization (i.e., GIs+ vs. PSS+) should the effect of
instructions be elicited by faking without FOR effects biasing
the results (Table 1; Figure 1). This would increase the effect of
instructions when full item‐level work contextualization is
absent (i.e., FOR and faking) compared with when it is present
(i.e., faking only). Thus, we expected both of the main effects,
that is, the main effect of instructions (GIs vs. PSS) and the
main effect of full item‐level work contextualization (absent

FIGURE 1 | Previous Interpretations and Assumed Process in Experimental Laboratory Faking Research Designs. Note: PSS− (personnel‐
selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent).
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[−] vs. present [+]) on the scale mean scores of the self‐report
personality measure, to be significant but qualified by a sig-
nificant interaction (see A2 in the Appendix) for each per-
sonality trait under investigation (i.e., Conscientiousness,
Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility).

9 | Pretest

To test the suitability of the self‐report personality measure
for our study a priori, we followed the procedure described
by Robie et al. (2000) and Lievens et al. (2008). Thus, we
administered a pretest to assess whether the participants
adopted the different FORs (see below) to different degrees
when responding to the self‐report personality measure in a
noncontextualized condition (i.e., GIs−).

9.1 | Methods

9.1.1 | Sample

We recruited an online community sample (N = 53) via Bi-
lendi. Two participants spent less than 2 s per item and were
thereby excluded from further analyses (i.e., careless re-
sponding; e.g., Edwards 2019; Huang et al. 2012). Thus, the
final sample consisted of 51 participants (25 women, 25 men,
1 diverse/no response) with an average age of 45.02 years
(SD = 14.04). Their main occupations were: computer sci-
ence/related occupations (11.32%); business management/
organizational occupations, purchasing/sales/trading occu-
pations (each 9.43%); legal/administrative occupations
(5.66%); cleaning occupations, financial services occupations,
mechanical/energy‐related/electrical occupations, medical
care occupations, security occupations, teaching occupations
(each 3.77%); social/theological occupations, food manu-
facturing/processing occupations, nonmedical health/per-
sonal care/medical technology occupations, transportation
occupations, entertainment occupations, plastic/wood man-
ufacturing/processing occupations, sales occupations, devel-
opment/design/production control occupations, hospitality
occupations, logistics occupations (each 1.87%), and other
(18.87%).7

9.1.2 | Procedure

Participants completed the noncontextualized version of the
self‐report personality measure and rated the extent to which
the items that they had responded to elicited the thought of
specific contexts (adopted FORs; see below). Thus, for our
pretest analyses, we assessed participants' demographics (see
A3 in the Appendix), their adopted FORs, and their responses
to the noncontextualized self‐report personality measure.

9.1.3 | Measures

Adopted FORs. The adoption of FORs was measured with four
items translated and adapted from Fisher et al. (2017).8 After

each page of the self‐report personality measure (i.e., after every
four items out of a total of 32 items that measured each per-
sonality trait), participants were asked to indicate the extent to
which they agreed or disagreed (1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree) that they had thought of each of the fol-
lowing specific contexts (i.e., educational, social, work, faking;
see A4 in the Appendix) while responding to the items. The
contexts that we used were largely in line with Fisher et al.
(2017) and represent the typical FORs for personality items
used in previous theorizing and research (Davison and
Bing 2009; Hunthausen et al. 2003; Lievens et al. 2008).

The Self‐Report Personality Measure. Participants com-
pleted the Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐
Humility scales from the German HEXACO‐PI‐R (Lee and
Ashton 2004; Lee et al. 2009; see A5 in the Appendix), which
corresponds to the noncontextualized Dutch version of the
measure that Holtrop et al. (2014) used. The scales were pre-
sented to participants in a randomized order. Each scale
consisted of 32 items that were rated on 5‐point Likert scales
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). All
scales (Conscientiousness: M= 3.76, SD = 0.48, Emotionality:
M= 3.01, SD = 0.57, and Honest‐Humility: M= 3.75, SD =
0.57) showed high levels of reliability with Cronbach's alphas
of 0.90, 0.92, and 0.91, respectively.

9.2 | Results

To analyze whether participants differed in their adoption of
the FORs, we computed the means of the eight ratings for
each FOR and each personality trait. Thus, we had 51 raters
(k= 51; i.e., participants) and four FORs (n= 4; i.e., the
means of the eight ratings for each FOR), which we analyzed
for each of the three personality traits. The results of our
pretest were consistent with previous research (e.g., Schulze
et al. 2021) and supported our assumption that the GIs−
condition would elicit the four FORs to different extents in
our participants. The scale‐specific ICCs were all < 0.50 (see
Table 2), indicating poor interrater reliability (Koo and
Li 2016). A total of 19% to 25% of the variance in ratings was
attributable to actual differences between the adopted FORs,
and 75% to 81% of the variance was attributable to differences
between the participants (and other unsystematic sources of
variance). Thus, there were substantial differences regarding
the adopted FORs between participants, and a necessary
precondition for our study was met.9

10 | Main Study

Our main study included four waves. We investigated our
hypotheses on the changes in the adoption of a work FOR (H1)
and the changes in response behavior (i.e., changes in scale
mean scores on the self‐report personality measure; H2). The
independent variables were the instructions (GIs vs. PSS) and
the full item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present).
The dependent variables were the adoption of a work FOR
versus the mean scores on Conscientiousness, Emotionality,
and Honesty‐Humility.
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10.1 | Methods

10.1.1 | Power Analyses

For an alpha level of 0.008, an a priori power analysis computed
with G*Power 3.1.9.6 (Faul et al. 2009) revealed that the sample
size required to detect a small effect size (partial η2= 0.01) with
a power of 0.80 for the two‐way repeated‐measures ANOVAs
was N= 203.10 Considering potential outliers, we planned to
oversample and targeted a minimum sample size of N= 250 in
Wave 4.

On the basis of previous research (e.g., Davison et al. 2021; Lee
et al. 2019; Liu and Zhang 2020; Roess and Roche 2017; Terry
et al. 1999), we expected a dropout rate of approximately 50%.
Moreover, we expected that approximately 20% of the partici-
pants would not meet the inclusion criteria (see Appendix A7).
We included an additional safety margin. Thus, we planned to
oversample and increase the number of participants necessary
for the first wave of measurement, aiming to collect data from at
least N= 700.

10.1.2 | Sample

Data Exclusion. For the first wave, we recruited an online
community sample (N= 3661) via Bilendi.11 On the basis of our
inclusion criteria and the testing of data assumption require-
ments, 3352 participants were excluded from further analyses.
Of those excluded, 1810 did not complete all four waves of
measurement, 1245 responded incorrectly to at least one
attention check (i.e., careless responders), 42 indicated a lack of
motivation (i.e., rated neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree
when asked whether they were motivated), 18 indicated that
they did not participate in a quiet environment (i.e., rated
neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree when asked whether they
had participated in a quiet environment), 100 indicated that
they could not identify with the PSS (i.e., rated neutral, disagree,
or strongly disagree when asked for their ability to identify with
the PSS), and 71 failed the predefined markers for nonblinding
(see Table 3). Finally, outliers on the dependent variables were
excluded from further analyses (i.e., exclusion of 66 partici-
pants; see A8 and A9 in the Appendix).

Final Sample. Thus, the final sample consisted of 309 par-
ticipants (98 women, 211 men) with an average age of
47.90 years (SD = 13.10). Their main occupations were:
business management/organizational occupations (17.15%);
computer science/related occupations (8.09%); mechanical/

energy‐related/electrical occupations (7.77%); financial ser-
vices occupations, purchasing/sales/trading occupations
(each 4.85%); teaching occupations, social/theological occu-
pations (each 3.88%); security occupations, medical care
occupations (each 3.24%); legal/administrative occupations,
advertising/marketing occupations (each 2.54%); hospitality
occupations (2.27%); sales occupations (1.94%); transportation
occupations, logistics occupations, metal manufacturing/pro-
cessing occupations, building/supply engineering occupa-
tions, mechanical/automotive engineering occupations (each
1.29%); nonmedical health/personal care/medical technology
occupations, math/biology/chemistry/physics occupations
(each 0.97%); construction planning/architecture/surveying
occupations, horticultural occupations/floristry, cleaning
occupations, food manufacturing/processing occupations,
(interior) finishing occupation (each 0.65%); building con-
struction/civil engineering occupations, entertainment occu-
pations, paper/printing occupations/technical media design
(each 0.32%), and other (21.04%).12

10.1.3 | Procedure

We addressed the research questions by conducting a four‐
wave longitudinal study with a 2 × 2 repeated‐measures
design using an interval of approximately 2 weeks between
measurements. We applied this approach to assess partici-
pants' faking (e.g., Brown and Böckenholt 2022) and their
adopted FORs (e.g., König et al. 2012; Lievens et al. 2008;
Robie et al. 2000) while simultaneously trying to minimize
carry‐over effects (e.g., Burns and Christiansen 2006;
Davison et al. 2021) and demand characteristics (e.g.,
Orne 1962; see also Corneille and Lush 2023). Our proce-
dure is shown in Table 4.

To vary the adoption of a work FOR independent of faking, we
used full item‐level work contextualization as a manipulation,
an approach that has been used successfully in past research
(e.g., Robie et al. 2017). Thus, the instructions (i.e., GIs vs. PSS)
and the full item‐level work contextualization (i.e., absent [−]
vs. present [+]) were manipulated, resulting in four within‐
person conditions (i.e., GIs−, GIs+, PSS−, PSS+; see Table 1).
To avoid sequence effects, we fully counterbalanced our con-
ditions (see Table 4), thus following a procedure that many
previous studies have employed (e.g., Bing et al. 2004; Bowling
and Burns 2010; Lievens et al. 2008; Robie et al. 2001).

Manipulation of the Instructions. To elicit faking and to
manipulate the adoption of a work FOR at the level of the

TABLE 2 | Intraclass correlation coefficients for all FORs under GIs−.

ICC F df1 df2

95% CI

LL UL

Conscientiousness 0.24 29.64 3 150 0.08 0.82

Emotionality 0.25 33.77 3 150 0.09 0.83

Honesty‐Humility 0.19 27.03 3 150 0.06 0.77

Note: ICC= ICC(2,1) according to Shrout and Fleiss (1979), n= 4 (i.e., adopted FORs: educational, social, work, faking), k= 51 (i.e., participants). CI = confidence interval;
LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

7 of 41



instructions, participants were instructed either to respond
honestly (i.e., GIs) or to fake their responses while imag-
ining a personnel‐selection scenario (i.e., PSS). The manip-
ulation was applied within participants.

The GIs read: “On the following pages, you will

find a series of statements about you. Please read

each statement and decide the extent to which you

agree or disagree with that statement. Please answer

every statement, even if you are not completely

sure about your response. Please be as honest as

possible.”

The PSS read: “You are applying for a very popular

and well‐paid position as a pharmacy assistant. This

has always been your dream job. As part of the per-

sonnel selection, you are asked to respond to a mea-

sure that will assess your personal characteristics. You

will be asked to indicate the extent to which you agree

with several statements. Your responses will influence

whether or not you are offered the position. To get

your dream job, you have to make the impression that

you are very emotionally stable, very conscientious,

and very honest and service‐oriented. Please answer

the following questionnaire in a way that will maxi-

mize your chances of getting the job.”

To ensure that all participants had the same knowledge
about the pharmacy assistant job, we provided a description
of this job along with the PSS (see Appendix A10 for the
description).

Manipulation of the Full Item‐Level Work Contextual-
ization. To manipulate the adoption of a work FOR at the item
level, participants responded to either the noncontextualized or
the fully work‐contextualized version of the self‐report per-
sonality measure (i.e., full item‐level work contextualization
absent vs. present; see below). Again, the manipulation was
applied within participants.

Within each condition, the scales were administered to parti-
cipants in a randomized order. Each participant was presented
with both versions of the self‐report personality measure (i.e.,
noncontextualized and fully work‐contextualized), once with
GIs and once with the PSS.

10.1.4 | Measures

Adopted Frames of Reference. The adoption of FORs was
assessed as in our pretest (see above).

Versions of the Self‐Report Personality Measure. We
included two versions of the self‐report personality measure,
each measuring Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐
Humility. In the noncontextualized version, the full item‐level
work contextualization was absent (i.e., the respective scales
from the German HEXACO‐PI‐R; Lee and Ashton 2004; Lee
et al. 2009; see A5 in the Appendix). In the fully work‐
contextualized version, the full item‐level work contextualiza-
tion was present. This version was an adaptation of the Con-
scientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility scales from
the HEXACO‐PI‐R, involving full item‐level work contextual-
ization, kindly provided to us by Djurre Holtrop (Holtrop
et al. 2014; see A11 in the Appendix). We used a German ver-
sion of this measure because our sample comprised native
German speakers. As on our pretest, the scales were adminis-
tered to participants in a randomized order.

10.1.5 | Analytical Approach

We computed our analyses in R (version 4.4.0; R Core
Team 2024) with the packages boot (Canty and Ripley 2024),
car (Fox and Weisberg 2019), effectsize (Ben‐Shachar
et al. 2020), ez (Lawrence 2016), fs (Hester et al. 2024),
furrr (Vaughan and Dancho 2022), ggExtra (Attali
and Baker 2023), ggh4x (Van den Brand 2024), ggrepel
(Slowikowski 2024), gt (Iannone et al. 2024), haven
(Wickham et al. 2023), patchwork (Pedersen 2024), psych
(Revelle 2023), rstatix (Kassambara 2023), scales (Wickham
et al. 2023), skimr (Waring et al. 2022), tidyverse (Wickham
et al. 2019), and xlsx (Dragulescu and Arendt 2020). The R
scripts were made available online before the final analysis.

Descriptive Statistics. Descriptive statistics were computed on
the demographic information and dependent variables. To
describe and plot the sample distributions and correlations,
tables and boxplots were used.

Test of Requirements. The requirements for the preregistered
two‐way repeated‐measures ANOVAs included a normal dis-
tribution of scores on the dependent variable in each wave of
measurement, homogeneity of variance, sphericity, and the

TABLE 3 | Coding of participants' blinding to the purpose of the study.

Code Assumed purpose

0 (blind; i.e., no markers mentioned) • None, no idea, empty textbox, etc.

• Assumed purposes that do not fall in the categories below

1 (not blind; i.e., one or more markers
mentioned)

• Consistency of responding, stability of personality, change across time

• Behavioral differences between contexts, change across contexts, adaptation

• Faking, socially desirable responding, lying, detection of lies, impression
management, distortion of answers, response distortion, biased self‐
presentation
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nonexistence of outliers. These requirements were tested with
histograms, pp‐plots, qq‐plots, Levene's test, the Mauchly test (if
it had been necessary, we would have used the Huynh‐Feldt
and Greenhouse‐Geisser corrections), and boxplots before
running the analyses.

Hypothesis Testing. We computed two‐way repeated‐
measures ANOVAs to analyze main and interaction effects for
Hypotheses 1 and 2. In each ANOVA, the independent variables
(i.e., instructions: GIs vs. PSS and full item‐level work contex-
tualization absent vs. present) were entered as dummy‐coded
main effects, including an interaction term.

Open Practices. This is a Registered Report. Thus, the theory,
hypotheses, method, and R scripts were preregistered and peer‐
reviewed before the analyses. All materials, including the
analysis scripts, (translated) measures, R codes, data sets, sup-
plemental material, and the Stage 1 protocol are available on
the OSF (https://osf.io/57n4e/). All analyses were either pre-
registered or marked as exploratory. We highlighted all

deviations from the preregistration and the analysis scripts. We
encourage other researchers to use our data and materials or to
conduct different replication studies to clarify the findings re-
ported in this study.

10.2 | Results

10.2.1 | Descriptive Statistics

10.2.1.1 | Scale Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, and
Cronbach's Alphas. Adopted Work FOR. Mean scores,
standard deviations, and Cronbach's alphas for the adopted work
FOR across the four conditions (i.e., GIs−, GIs+ , PSS−, PSS+ )
and for the personality traits under investigation are presented in
Table 5 (upper half). In line with the descriptive statistics pre-
sented by Fisher et al. (2017), and irrespective of the personality
trait that was investigated, the mean scores for the adoption of a
work FOR increased when full item‐level work contextualization
was present (GIs+ and PSS+ ) compared with when it was absent
(GIs− and PSS−).13 The respective effect sizes of the main effects
of full item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present)
were moderate (Conscientiousness) to large (Emotionality and
Honesty‐Humility; see Table 6, upper half). No previous studies
have computed descriptive statistics for the adopted work FOR
when a PSS was presented compared with when GIs were pre-
sented. Cronbach's alpha was excellent in all conditions.

Self‐Report Personality Measure. Mean scores, standard devi-
ations, and Cronbach's alphas across the four conditions (i.e.,
GIs−, GIs+ , PSS−, PSS+ ) and for each personality trait under
investigation are presented in Table 5 (lower half). Concerning
GIs−, scale score characteristics and Cronbach's alpha reliabilities
for the personality trait that was investigated were comparable to
Lee and Ashton's (2004) values (Conscientiousness: M=3.32,
SD= 0.51, α=0.89, Emotionality: M= 3.20, SD= 0.55, α=0.90,
and Honesty‐Humility: M=3.36, SD= 0.60, α= 0.92). Concern-
ing GIs+ , they were largely comparable to Holtrop et al. (2014)
values (Conscientiousness: M=3.72, SD= 0.30, α=0.81, Emo-
tionality: M=2.87, SD= 0.32, α=0.81, and Honesty‐Humility:
M=3.93, SD= 0.29, α=0.82).14 The PSS− and PSS+ led to typ-
ical effects demonstrated in faking research (e.g., Salgado 2016):
The means changed in line with the faking directions, and with
the exception of Honesty‐Humility, the standard deviations and
Cronbach's alphas increased.15

10.2.2 | Correlations

For correlations between the adoption of a work FOR and the
scale mean scores of the self‐report personality measure (see
A12 in the Appendix), we computed Spearman rank‐order
correlations because participants' responses on the adoption of a
work FOR were not normally distributed (see A13 to A15 in the
Appendix).

The correlations showed patterns that were in line with both
previous theorizing and our expectations. First, regardless of the
personality trait under investigation (i.e., Conscientiousness,
Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility), the adoption of a work

TABLE 4 | Study procedure.

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4

GIs− GIs+ PSS− PSS+

PSS+ PSS−

PSS− GIs+ PSS+

PSS+ GIs+

PSS+ GIs+ PSS−

PSS− GIs+

GIs+ GIs− PSS− PSS+

PSS+ PSS−

PSS− GIs− PSS+

PSS+ GIs−

PSS+ GIs− PSS−

PSS− GIs−

PSS− GIs− GIs+ PSS+

PSS+ GIs+

GIs+ GIs− PSS+

PSS+ GIs−

PSS+ GIs− GIs+

GIs+ GIs−

PSS+ GIs− GIs+ PSS−

PSS− GIs+

GIs+ GIs− PSS−

PSS− GIs−

PSS− GIs− GIs+

GIs+ GIs−

Note: Demographics were assessed in Wave 1 only. Inclusion criteria were
assessed in Wave 4 only. The adopted FORs and the response behaviors on the
self‐report personality measures were assessed in each wave. GIs− (generic
instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic
instructions, full item‐level work contextualization present), PSS− (personnel‐
selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+
(personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization present).
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FOR between these personality traits was strongly positively
correlated within a particular condition (i.e., GIs−, GIs+, PSS−,
or PSS+Is−; see the adoption of a work FOR concerning
Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility for
GIs− for an example). Otherwise, correlations remained posi-
tive but had more variation (small to large effect sizes). In this
case, they were somewhat smaller when the presence/absence
of full item‐level work contextualization differed (e.g., PSS+
and GIs−) than when it was identical (e.g., PSS+ and GIs+),
although this difference was less pronounced when Conscien-
tiousness was assessed and full item‐level work contextualiza-
tion was absent. Thus, adopting a work FOR in a particular
condition and for a particular personality trait was positively
related to adopting a work FOR in other conditions, for other
personality traits, or both.

Second, correlations between the personality traits within a
certain condition were small to moderate and positive for
Conscientiousness with Honesty‐Humility, whereas for Emo-
tionality with Honesty‐Humility as well as for Emotionality
with Conscientiousness, correlations were mostly negative, with
small effect sizes. In addition, these correlations varied across
the conditions, a finding that is congruent with the assumption
that instructions and full item‐level (work) contextualization
impact estimates of construct validity (e.g., Lievens et al. 2008;
Salgado 2016; Shaffer and Postlethwaite 2012). For example,

and as expected, the observed correlations for GIs− were similar
to those reported by Lee and Ashton (2004), whereas the
observed correlations for GIs+ mirrored those found by Holtrop
et al. (2014). As expected, faking (PSS− and PSS+) affected
these correlations (see e.g., Salgado 2016). The correlations
between Conscientiousness and Honesty‐Humility remained
positive (small to moderate in size) when computed between
the conditions. The correlations between Emotionality and
Honesty‐Humility as well as between Emotionality and Con-
scientiousness remained negative in size but reached a small
effect size only when PSS+ was compared with GIs−, GIs+ , or
PSS−. The correlations between Emotionality and Honesty‐
Humility were positive (but did not reach a small effect size)
when GIs− were compared with the other conditions. The
correlations of the personality traits between the conditions, in
each case, showed positive and strong correlations within the
same personality trait (e.g., Conscientiousness with Conscien-
tiousness). In summary, the correlations between the person-
ality traits were as expected, and the correlations were affected,
again as expected, by the conditions.

Third, the correlations between the adoption of a work FOR
and the personality traits were generally small in size or did not
even reach a small effect size (see e.g., Emotionality and the
adoption of a work FOR). Exceptions predominantly involved
the correlations between Conscientiousness and the adoption of

TABLE 6 | Results of the two‐way repeated‐measures ANOVAs on the adoption of a work FOR and on the mean scores of the self‐report
personality measure for each personality trait.

Scale Effect F (1, 308) p Partial η²
95% CI (bootstrapped)

LL UL

Adoption of a work FOR

Conscientiousness I 11.97 0.001 0.04 0.01 0.09

C 20.20 < 0.001 0.06 0.02 0.12

I × C 0.18 0.668 0.00 0.00 0.01

Emotionality I 9.99 0.002 0.03 0.01 0.08

C 160.86 < 0.001 0.34 0.28 0.40

I × C 2.69 0.102 0.01 0.00 0.04

Honesty‐Humility I 11.77 0.001 0.04 0.01 0.09

C 83.29 < 0.001 0.21 0.15 0.27

I × C 0.09 0.766 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mean scores of the self‐report personality measure

Conscientiousness I 103.65 < 0.001 0.25 0.18 0.32

C 103.36 < 0.001 0.25 0.17 0.33

I × C 0.35 0.555 0.00 0.00 0.01

Emotionality I 46.73 < 0.001 0.13 0.07 0.20

C 226.29 < 0.001 0.42 0.36 0.49

I × C 0.64 0.424 0.00 0.00 0.02

Honesty‐Humility I 13.76 < 0.001 0.04 0.01 0.09

C 43.12 < 0.001 0.12 0.06 0.19

I × C 1.64 0.201 0.01 0.00 0.03

Note: N= 309. I = main effect of instructions (GIs vs. PSS). C = main effect of full item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present). I × C = interaction effect.
CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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a work FOR (small to large effect sizes). When participants
rated the adoption of a work FOR in conditions where full item‐
level work contextualization was absent (i.e., GIs− and PSS−),
the correlations were positive and moderate in size between
Conscientiousness and the adoption of a work FOR for the
Conscientiousness items. They were positive but smaller in size
(i.e., small to moderate) between Conscientiousness and the
adoption of a work FOR for the Emotionality and Honesty‐
Humility items. These differences were less pronounced when
full item‐level work contextualization was present (i.e., GIs+
and PSS+ ). For Honesty‐Humility and the adoption of a work
FOR (Conscientiousness, Emotionality, or Honesty‐Humility
items), there were some small correlations that were primarily
restricted to the conditions in which full item‐level work con-
textualization was present (i.e., GIs+ and PSS+).

10.2.3 | Two‐Way Repeated‐Measures ANOVAs

The Interaction Between Instructions and Full Item‐
Level Work Contextualization Had No Effect on the
Adoption of a Work FOR. The results of the two‐way
repeated‐measures ANOVA (Table 6, upper half) showed sig-
nificant but small main effects of instructions (GIs vs. PSS) on
the adoption of a work FOR for Conscientiousness, Emotion-
ality, and Honesty‐Humility.16 Thus, as hypothesized, partici-
pants reported the adoption of a work FOR to a greater degree
when a PSS was presented than when GIs were presented (see
Figure 2). In addition, there were moderate (Conscientiousness)
to large (Emotionality and Honesty‐Humility) main effects of
full item‐level work contextualization (absent [−] vs. present
[+]). Thus, in line with our hypothesis, participants reported
the adoption of a work FOR to a greater degree when using fully

work‐contextualized items than when using noncontextualized
items, and as expected, these main effects were stronger than
the effects of instructions.

Irrespective of the personality trait under investigation
(Conscientiousness, Emotionality, or Honesty‐Humility), and
in contrast to our hypothesis, the main effects of instructions
and the main effects of full item‐level work contextualization
were not qualified by significant interactions. That is, the
impact of instructions on the adoption of a work FOR was
independent of the full item‐level work contextualization, and
vice versa.17

The Interaction Between Instructions and Full Item‐
Level Work Contextualization Had No Effect on the Scale
Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure. The
results of the two‐way repeated‐measures ANOVA (see Table 6,
lower half) showed significant, large (Conscientiousness),
moderate (Emotionality), and small (Honesty‐Humility) main
effects of instructions (GIs vs. PSS).18 Thus, as hypothesized,
compared with when GIs were presented, participants
increased (Conscientiousness and Honesty‐Humility) or
decreased (Emotionality) their scale mean scores on the self‐
report personality measure when a PSS was presented (see
Figure 3). In addition, there were significant and moderate
(Honesty‐Humility) to large (Conscientiousness and Emotion-
ality) main effects of full item‐level work contextualization
(absent [−] vs. present [+]). Thus, also as hypothesized, com-
pared with when noncontextualized items were used, partici-
pants increased (Conscientiousness) or decreased (Emotionality
and Honesty‐Humility) their scale mean scores on the self‐
report personality measure when fully work‐contextualized
items were used.

FIGURE 2 | Effects of Instructions and Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization on the Adoption of a Work FOR by Experimental Condition and

Personality Trait. Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work
contextualization present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario,

full item‐level work contextualization present). The adoption of a work FOR was measured with a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 =

very much).
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Irrespective of the personality trait under investigation and in
contrast to our hypothesis, the main effects of instructions and
the main effects of full item‐level work contextualization were
not qualified by significant interactions. That is, the impact of
instructions on the scale mean scores of the self‐report per-
sonality measure was independent of the full item‐level work
contextualization, and vice versa.19

10.2.4 | Exploratory Mediation Analyses

However, our results have also shown that the mechanisms by
which instructions and full item‐level work contextualization
operate are independent. Thus, we added exploratory mediation
analyses (PROCESS Model 4; Hayes 2022) to investigate
whether, when full item‐level work contextualization was
absent, the instructions (i.e., independent variable; GIs vs. PSS)
impacted the scale mean scores of the self‐report personality
measure (i.e., dependent variable) independently of the adop-
tion of a work FOR or whether the adoption of a work FOR
mediated the effects of instructions on participants' scale mean
scores. We used Version 5 (Beta) of the PROCESS macro for R
(Hayes 2024) because we had a repeated‐measures design,
and this version can be used to estimate cluster‐robust standard
errors, which are an alternative to accounting for clustered
observations (McNeish et al. 2017). The results demonstrated
that, with the exception of a small partial mediation (B= 0.02,
p= 0.028) of the mean scores in the Conscientiousness scale,20

there was no mediation and thus no confounding of FOR and
faking (see Table 7). With these additional analyses, we can
conclude that the internal validity of faking research is not
threatened by differences in the extent to which a work FOR is
adopted.

10.2.5 | Exploratory Reliability Analyses

As suggested by an anonymous reviewer, we additionally ex-
plored the effects of full item‐level work contextualization
(absent vs. present) in GIs versus the PSS on the reliability (i.e.,
Cronbach's alpha) of the self‐report personality measure. In
doing so, we followed the procedures outlined by Lievens
et al. (2008).

Reliability at Different Levels of Between‐Person Varia-
bility.We simulated the effects of the degree of between‐person
variability in responding to items with full item‐level work
contextualization (absent [−] vs. present [+]) in GIs versus the
PSS on Cronbach's alpha by randomly drawing samples from
the total sample (N= 309) without replacement. We simulated
the effects for each personality trait that we investigated
(Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility). The
random samples always consisted of the same 309 participants.
However, they differed in the percentages of participants who
had responded to the respective personality scale when fully
work‐contextualized items were used (i.e., +; 10% to 90%) and
the percentages of participants who had responded to it when
noncontextualized items were used (i.e., −; 90% to 10%), cre-
ating nine scenarios. For example, we drew a random sample
consisting of the ratings of 10% of the sample when full item‐
level work contextualization was present and the ratings of 90%
of the sample when full item‐level work contextualization was
absent. For each scenario, 1000 random samples of N= 309
were drawn (i.e., 9000 samples altogether).

Table 8 summarizes the effects of different scenarios of
between‐person variability in responding to items with full
item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present) on

FIGURE 3 | Effects of Instructions and Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization on the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by

Experimental Condition and Personality Trait. Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic

instructions, full item‐level work contextualization present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+

(personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization present). The response behavior in the self‐report personality measure was

measured with a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much).
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Cronbach's alpha in GIs versus the PSS concerning the three
personality traits that were investigated. As shown by Lievens
et al. (2008), the effects of the degree of between‐person varia-
bility on Cronbach's alpha were quite small but varied across
personality traits (i.e., a difference in Cronbach's alpha of 0.00
to 0.06). Extending Lievens et al.'s (2008) results, the pattern
was independent of whether GIs or the PSS was used. These
results are in line with Shaffer and Postlethwaite's (2012) meta‐
analysis in showing that the Cronbach's alpha values for non-
contextualized and (work‐) contextualized measures were vir-
tually identical.

Reliability at Different Levels of Within‐Person Consist-
ency. To simulate the effects of the degree of within‐person
consistency in responding to items with full item‐level work
contextualization (absent [−] vs. present [+]) in GIs versus the
PSS on Cronbach's alpha, we followed the procedure described
above, but this time, the random samples differed in the
number of items that were rated when fully work‐
contextualized items were used (i.e., +; 1 to 31) and the number
of items that were rated when noncontextualized items were
used (i.e., −; 31 to 1). For example, we drew a random sample
consisting of one item that was rated when full item‐level work
contextualization was present and 31 items that were rated
when full item‐level work contextualization was absent. For

each scenario, 1000 random samples of N= 309 were drawn
(i.e., 31,000 samples altogether).

Table 9 summarizes the reliability effects of different scenarios
of within‐person consistency in responding to items with full
item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present) in GIs
versus the PSS on Cronbach's alpha for the three personality
traits. As shown by Lievens et al. (2008), the effects of
the degree of within‐person consistency on Cronbach's alpha
were curvilinear and varied across the personality traits.
Extending Lievens et al.'s (2008) findings, the pattern was
independent of whether GIs or the PSS was used. Also, in ex-
tending Lievens et al.'s (2008) findings, Cronbach's alpha was
lowest when all participants rated about half of the items when
full item‐level work contextualization was present and the other
half of the items when full item‐level work contextualization
was absent for Conscientiousness only. For Emotionality and
Honesty‐Humility, Cronbach's alpha was lowest when all par-
ticipants rated about three‐fourths of the items when full item‐
level work contextualization was present and the other quarter
of the items when full item‐level work contextualization was
absent. In contrast to Lievens et al. (2008), the effects on
Cronbach's alpha were again small and varied somewhat across
personality traits (i.e., a difference in Cronbach's alpha of 0.02
to 0.09). Our results are in line with Shaffer and Postlethwaite's

TABLE 7 | Results of the mediation analyses for each personality trait.

Path B SE t/Z p

95% CI

LL UL

Conscientiousness

A path: Instructions (GIs− or PSS−) → adoption of a work FOR 0.08 0.04 2.28 0.023 0.01 0.15

B path: Adoption of a work FOR → scale mean score on
Conscientiousness

0.29 0.03 8.88 < 0.001 0.23 0.35

C′ path: Instructions (GIs– or PSS–) → scale mean score on
Conscientiousness

0.13 0.02 5.30 < 0.001 0.08 0.17

Total effect 0.15 0.02 6.65 < 0.001 0.11 0.19

Indirect effect 0.02 0.02 2.20 0.028 — —
Emotionality

A path: Instructions (GIs– or PSS–) → adoption of a work FOR 0.14 0.05 2.97 0.003 0.05 0.23

B path: Adoption of a work FOR → scale mean score on Emotionality 0.02 0.03 0.78 0.435 −0.03 0.08

C′ path: Instructions (GIs– or PSS–) → scale mean score on
Emotionality

−0.08 0.02 −4.36 < 0.001 −0.12 −0.04

Total effect −0.08 0.02 −4.27 < 0.001 −0.11 −0.04

Indirect effect 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.472 — —
Honesty‐Humility

A path: Instructions (GIs– or PSS–) → adoption of a work FOR 0.08 0.04 1.98 0.049 0.00 0.16

B path: Adoption of a work FOR → scale mean score on Honesty‐
Humility

0.02 0.04 0.50 0.617 −0.05 0.09

C′ path: Instructions (GIs– or PSS–) → scale mean score on Honesty‐
Humility

0.03 0.02 1.56 0.119 −0.01 0.07

Total effect 0.03 0.02 1.66 0.097 −0.01 0.07

Indirect effect 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.663 — —

Note: FOR= frame of reference; GIs = generic instructions, PSS = personnel‐selection scenario. – indicates that the full item‐level work contextualization was absent.
CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. For the indirect effects Z values from the Sobel tests are reported, t values are reported for all other effects.
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(2012) meta‐analysis, which showed that the Cronbach's alpha
values for the noncontextualized and (work‐)contextualized
measures were virtually identical.

11 | Discussion

In laboratory settings, faking research typically uses a PSS to
increase participants' motivation to fake. However, for more
than 20 years, researchers have argued that FOR effects may
confound the findings from such studies. This concern has
sparked doubts about the internal validity of faking studies and
is far from trivial. If FOR and faking are indeed confounded, the
findings of decades of faking research may have been biased.
For example, changes in participants' scale mean scores could
have been falsely attributed to faking only when they had
actually been due to both faking and FOR effects. The current
study was conducted to disentangle the effects of FOR and
faking by varying full item‐level work contextualization and
thus, to investigate faking while controlling for the FOR. Our
findings suggest that no matter which personality trait was
investigated (Conscientiousness, Emotionality, or Honesty‐
Humility), the effects of instructions (GIs vs. PSS) and full
item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present) on the
adoption of a work FOR and on the scale mean scores of the
self‐report personality measure were additive and worked
independently. Exploratory mediation analyses indicated direct
rather than indirect (mediator: adoption of a work FOR) effects
of instructions on participants' scale mean scores. The current
study thereby demonstrates that the internal validity of faking
research is not threatened by confounding FOR effects.

11.1 | Theoretical and Practical Implications

11.1.1 | The PSS Promotes the Adoption of a Work FOR

In line with previous suggestions (see Birkeland et al. 2006;
Robie 2001; Robie et al. 2001), the current study demonstrated that,
compared with GIs, the instructions that are typically used in ex-
perimental laboratory faking research (i.e., the PSS) indeed
increased the adoption of a work FOR. Moreover, this effect held
across the personality traits under investigation (Conscientiousness,
Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility). Thus, previous theorizing
correctly assumed that the PSS induces more than just faking. It
also promotes the adoption of a work FOR (see Anglim et al. 2021;
Bing et al. 2004; Birkeland et al. 2006; Robie 2001; Robie et al. 2001).
Although researchers should keep this issue in mind, it turned out
that this issue does not threaten the internal validity of faking
research (see below).

11.1.2 | Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization
Promotes the Adoption of a Work FOR

In agreement with previous research (e.g., Fisher et al. 2017;
Holtrop et al. 2014), the current study demonstrated that full
item‐level work contextualization increased the adoption of a
work FOR. Extending previous research, the current study
showed that the effects varied depending on the personalityT
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trait under investigation (i.e., Emotionality and Honesty‐
Humility: large effects; Conscientiousness: moderate effect).
Most likely, the noncontextualized Conscientiousness scale (but
not the Emotionality and Honesty‐Humility scales) had already
elicited a work FOR through a hidden work framing of its items
(see Schulze et al. 2021), and thus, there was less room for
change. In line with this assumption, the adoption of a work
FOR was rated highest for the Conscientiousness scale in all
conditions, and the differences in ratings between the condi-
tions of full item‐level work contextualization (i.e., absent vs.
present) were smallest for the Conscientiousness scale (Table 5;
Figure 2).

To explore this assumption more deeply, we applied the pro-
cedure outlined by Schulze et al. (2021) and searched for the
keywords job, work(ing), and task(s) that may have primed the
work FOR in the noncontextualized version of the self‐report
personality measure. Ten out of the 32 Conscientiousness
items (i.e., 31.25%), but only one out of the 32 Emotionality
items (i.e., 3.13%) and none of the 32 Honesty‐Humility items
(i.e., 0.00%), may have already primed the work FOR in the
noncontextualized version. These results support the inter-
pretation that hidden work framing impacted how strongly the
full item‐level work contextualization increased the adoption
of a work FOR. Thus, hidden FORs could impact the results of
studies investigating the effects of adopted FORs on scale
characteristics (e.g., smaller effects when investigating Con-
scientiousness scales than when using other scales), and
researchers should bear this issue in mind.

11.1.3 | The Adoption of a Work FOR Is Stronger When
Using Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization Than
When Using the PSS

In line with previous research (e.g., Holtrop et al. 2014; Lievens
et al. 2008; Schlotzhauer et al. 2024; Swift and Peterson 2019),
the adoption of a work FOR was stronger when the respective
contextualization was done via a full item‐level contextualiza-
tion (i.e., moderate to large effects) than via a mere manipula-
tion of instructions (i.e., small effects). These differences were
stronger for the Emotionality and Honesty‐Humility scales than
for the Conscientiousness scale, which again may have been
caused by the hidden work framing of Conscientiousness items
(Schulze et al. 2021). Thus, hidden framings in items may also
have impacted FOR research on different types of contextual-
ization because the choice of traits that were investigated may
have differentially restricted the potential to change.

11.1.4 | Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization and
Instructions Operated Independently With Respect to the
Adoption of a Work FOR

Importantly and in contrast to previous suggestions, no signif-
icant interactions were found for any of the three personality
traits that were investigated in this study. The effect of
instructions (i.e., GIs vs. PSS) on the adoption of a work FOR
was independent of whether or not the items were fully con-
textualized with a work FOR, and the effect of full item‐level

work contextualization (i.e., absent vs. present) on the adoption
of a work FOR was independent of whether participants were
asked to fake (PSS) or not (GIs). Thus, although the manipu-
lation of the instructions as typically applied in experimental
laboratory faking research clearly impacts two processes (i.e.,
the adoption of a work FOR and the motivation to fake), the
results indicate that the mechanisms by which instructions and
full item‐level work contextualization operate are independent.
Each factor exerts its own unique influence on participants'
adoption of a work FOR, but these influences do not interact,
and the question is why.

When faking is not the focus of a study, instruction‐level and
item‐level contextualization might indeed be redundant,
differing only in strength, albeit this claim still has to be
demonstrated empirically. However, if the instructions
include a request to fake, the situation will most likely
become more complex. For example, changes in the adoption
of a work FOR via instructions might then not reflect gen-
uine increases in the adoption of a work FOR but rather
strategic ones—an increased work framing that is used to
respond in the desired manner, possibly because it facilitates
faking (e.g., How should I present myself at work?). In other
words, participants might have reflected on their typical
behavior at work but used this schema as a framework to
optimize their responses within the given work context. In
this case, the work FOR would be used as a guide for faking
and its increased adoption would reflect only one step in the
larger faking process. This explanation aligns with concep-
tualizations of faking as role‐playing in a certain context
(e.g., Levashina and Campion 2006), the adopted schema
model (e.g., Furnham 1990; Mahar et al. 1995), with findings
that personal experiences serve as anchors for faking
(Ellingson and McFarland 2011; Goffin and Boyd 2009), with
considerations of self‐presentation in selection settings (e.g.,
Roulin and Krings 2020), and with recently identified faking
strategies (Röhner et al. 2025).

11.1.5 | Faking Changes Response Behavior and the
Changes Vary With the Personality Trait Under
Investigation

Replicating the results of previous research, the current study
demonstrated that irrespective of the personality trait (i.e.,
Conscientiousness, Emotionality, or Honesty‐Humility), the
instructions to fake (PSS) versus to respond honestly (GIs)
changed participants' scale mean scores (see Salgado 2016;
Ziegler et al. 2012). Thus, participants had faked successfully
(i.e., they increased their scores on Conscientiousness and
Honesty‐Humility, decreased their scores on Emotionality). In
line with previous findings (e.g., Birkeland et al. 2006), the
effects of faking varied with respect to the personality trait
under investigation (i.e., Conscientiousness: large effect vs.
Emotionality: moderate effect vs. Honesty‐Humility: small
effect). Thus, as has previously been recommended (e.g.,
Birkeland et al. 2006; Röhner et al. 2022), when interpreting the
effects of faking, researchers should consider which personality
trait was investigated, and when investigating faking, they
should ideally compare various traits. This procedure could
prevent the risk of overestimating or underestimating the effects
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of faking—especially when research is aimed at drawing gen-
eral conclusions on this topic.

11.1.6 | Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization
Changes Response Behavior and the Changes Vary With
the Personality Trait Under Investigation

In line with previous research (e.g., Holtrop et al. 2014), the
current study demonstrated that full item‐level work contex-
tualization changed the scale mean scores on the self‐report
personality measure (i.e., participants' responses differed,
depending on the salience of a work FOR) and that these
changes varied depending on which personality trait was
investigated (e.g., Conscientiousness and Emotionality: large
effects vs. Honesty‐Humility: moderate effect).

Compared with when noncontextualized items were used,
participants increased (Conscientiousness) or decreased
(Emotionality, Honesty‐Humility) their scale mean scores on
the self‐report personality measure when fully work‐
contextualized items were used. Thus, except for Honesty‐
Humility, such scores may be considered more positive when
fully work‐contextualized items are used than when non-
contextualized items are used (see Bowling and Burns 2010;
Holtrop et al. 2014; Pathki et al. 2022).

Honesty‐Humility could be regarded as a specific case because a
decrease in this trait is not considered more positive, and pre-
vious research on contextualization found only nonsignificant
decreases in Honesty‐Humility (see Holtrop et al. 2014). From
an applied perspective, the decrease is indeed plausible because
true high Honesty‐Humility could even be detrimental in work
settings.21 This finding supports the idea that the changes in
response behavior that are caused by a variation in the adopted
FOR reflect “honest” self‐presentation that is related to differ-
ences in behavior between contexts (here, being less honest and
less humble at work). Thus, our research extends previous
findings by demonstrating that, for some personality traits,
FORs and faking may push participants' scale mean scores in
different directions (e.g., faking: higher reported Honesty‐
Humility vs. FOR: lower reported Honesty‐Humility), a finding
that researchers should consider.

11.1.7 | Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization and
Instructions Operated Independently With Respect to
Changes in Response Behavior

In contrast to previous suggestions, there were no significant
interactions for any of the three personality traits that we
investigated. The effect of instructions (i.e., GIs vs. PSS) on the
changes in the scale mean scores was independent of whether
the items were fully contextualized with a work FOR or not, and
the effect of full item‐level work contextualization (i.e., absent vs.
present) on the scale mean scores was independent of whether
participants were asked to fake (PSS) or not (GIs). Apparently,
each factor exerted its own unique influence on participants'
changes in response behavior, but these influences did not
interact. The current research also showed that self‐report

personality measures with full item‐level work contextualization
can be faked to the same extent as noncontextualized self‐report
personality measures (see Figure 3).

11.1.8 | The Internal Validity of Faking Research Is
Most Likely Not Threatened by Confounded FOR Effects

On the basis of exploratory mediation analyses, the assumption
that the increased adoption of a work FOR (and not faking)
causes changes in participants' response behavior could finally
be ruled out. In fact, the direct effects of instructions (i.e., GIs
vs. PSS) on participants' scale mean scores were stronger than
the (predominantly nonsignificant) indirect effects via the
adoption of a work FOR. There was a small partial mediation
effect on the mean score of the Conscientiousness scale, and
future research is needed to determine whether this effect is
caused by the strategic adoption of a work FOR in a PSS that
might facilitate faking or by the genuine adoption of a work
FOR that might instead elicit honest responses (see the argu-
ment above). Nevertheless, compared with the direct effects, the
findings clearly point to the conclusion that the FOR and faking
are not confounded.

11.2 | Limitations and Future Research

The present study has potential limitations. First, the data
provided to us included many careless responders. We followed
Meade and Craig's (2012) recommendation to detect careless-
ness by using instructed response items because not only has
this approach been demonstrated to have high internal con-
sistency, good convergent validity with other indices of careless
responding, and even good discriminant validity with the
response style of acquiescence (Kam and Chan 2018), but it has
also been demonstrated to detect various types of carelessness
(e.g., Gummer et al. 2021). As a consequence, however, this
approach is also more conservative (i.e., it flags a comparably
large number of participants when compared with, e.g.,
straightlining indices that focus on only one facet of careless-
ness). We ensured that, in each wave of measurement, one
instructed response item was presented per scale. The presen-
tation of our instructed response items was also randomized
between and within participants. By doing so, we aimed to
prevent participants from inferring the position of the attention
checks (e.g., it was always the last item). This procedure likely
increased the number of careless responders that were detected
in our study, but as a consequence, we are quite confident that
we were able to exclude various types of careless responding
before we ran subsequent analyses.

Second, we used a German online community sample (two‐
thirds male). Future research could investigate the effects in
other samples and in other experimental contexts to investigate
the generalizability of the current results.

Third, we investigated the effects of instructions and full item‐
level work contextualization on the adoption of a work FOR
and on participants' response behavior in a self‐report person-
ality measure assessing only Conscientiousness, Emotionality,
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and Honesty‐Humility. We investigated these particular traits
because they are the three personality dimensions that are most
predictive of behavior at work (e.g., De Vries et al. 2014; Holtrop
et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2005) and because a self‐report personality
measure with full item‐level work contextualization is available
for them (Holtrop et al. 2014). Future research could extend our
findings by investigating other personality traits.

Fourth, for response behavior, we focused on changes in the
scale mean scores because the effects of both the FOR and
faking have typically been documented with respect to these
changes (e.g., Shaffer and Postlethwaite 2012; Ziegler
et al. 2012). Although the exploratory simulation analyses on
between‐person variability and within‐person consistency in
responding to items with full item‐level work contextualiza-
tion (absent vs. present) in GIs versus the PSS on Cronbach's
alpha demonstrated rather small effects, changes in reliability
and validity are nevertheless interesting avenues for future
research because the current study also demonstrated differ-
ences across personality traits.

Fifth, on the basis of previous theorizing about the FOR, we had
assumed that the effects of instruction‐level and full item‐level
work contextualization were redundant, meaning that the latter
alone should elicit the “full FOR‐effect” (e.g., Holtrop et al.
2014), whereas the effect of instructions would be weaker. The
design of our Registered Report was based on this reasoning.
However, our results suggest that the two types of contextual-
ization are independent (at least when the instructions include
a request to fake)—a finding that raises many questions and
supports recent requests to conduct more systematic compari-
sons of instruction‐level and item‐level contextualization
(Schlotzhauer et al. 2024). The current study suggests that the
specific mechanisms underlying this independence warrant
further investigation. Qualitative data (e.g., from think‐aloud
protocols) could shed light on the cognitive mechanisms behind
different types of contextualization under different instructions
(e.g., faking vs. responding honestly). Future studies could also
add a third set of instructions asking participants to think about
their work (as has been done in FOR research before; e.g.,
Hunthausen et al. 2003) but to respond honestly. By including
qualitative data and such instructions, researchers could
investigate the respective mechanisms concerning different
conditions in more depth.

12 | Conclusion

The current study disentangled the effects of FOR and faking to
investigate whether the two phenomena may be confounded in
faking research. Our findings indicate that, regardless of the
personality trait under investigation (i.e., Conscientiousness,
Emotionality, or Honesty‐Humility), the effects of instructions
(GIs vs. PSS) and full item‐level work contextualization (absent
vs. present) on the adoption of a work FOR and on the changes
in response behavior were additive and operated independently.
Exploratory mediation analyses indicated direct rather than
indirect (mediator: adoption of a work FOR) effects of
instructions on participants' scale mean scores. The current
study thereby demonstrates that the internal validity of faking
research is not threatened by confounding FOR effects.
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Endnotes
1Although Birkeland et al. (2006) used applicants and non-
applicants to analyze the effects of faking, the same reasoning can
be used to explain differences between faking and control con-
ditions in the laboratory. Note that the approach of comparing
applicants with nonapplicants has been criticized because the two
samples can differ from each other on a number of relevant as-
pects (e.g., demographics).

2Note that this indicates that the FOR effect elicited by a PSS can be
expected to be comparably small.

3The items used to assess the adopted FORs were: “When answering
these [personality] questions, I considered my typical behavior in
educational settings (high school, college, study groups, etc.),” “… I
considered my typical behavior in social settings (with friends,
family, etc.),” “… I considered my typical behavior in work settings
(work assignments, interacting with coworkers, etc.),” and “… I
considered my typical behavior in a variety of different settings
(educational, social, work, private, etc.)” (see Fisher et al. 2017, p. 23
and p. 25). Responses were given on a 5‐point scale ranging from
5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree (Fisher et al. 2017). Thus,
higher scores indicated a stronger adoption of the respective FOR.

4The scores on Conscientiousness increased moderately (Mnoncontextualized:
5.22 vs. Mcontextualized:workFOR: 5.58; d=0.57, 95% CI [0.60, 0.97]) in
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Bowling and Burns (2010) and small (Mnoncontextualized: 3.57 vs. Mcontex-

tualized:workFOR: 3.72; d=0.47, 95% CI [0.31, 0.78]) in Holtrop et al. (2014).
In Pathki et al. (2022) the scores on Conscientiousness increased with a
medium effect size (Mnoncontextualized: 4.97 vs. Mcontextualized:workFOR: 5.59;
d=0.59, 95% CI [0.36, 0.83] in Study 4b). The scores on Emotionality
decreased strongly (Mnoncontextualized: 3.25 vs. Mcontextualized:workFOR: 2.87;
d= ‐2.40, 95% CI [‐2.67, ‐2.13]) in Holtrop et al. (2014). The scores on
Honesty‐Humility decreased nonsignificantly (Mnoncontextualized: 3.97 vs.
Mcontextualized:workFOR: 3.93; d= ‐0.08, 95% CI [‐0.30, 0.18]) in Holtrop
et al. (2014).

5In Fisher et al. (2017), the scores on Conscientiousness differed
nonsignificantly or to a small extent (Mnoncontextualized: 4.61 vs. Mcon-

textualized:workFOR: 4.70, d= 0.24, 95% CI [‐0.10, 0.58] in Sample 1;
Mnoncontextualized: 4.53 vs. Mcontextualized:workFOR: 4.56, d= 0.08, 95% CI
[‐0.27, 0.32] in Sample 2; Mnoncontextualized: 4.46 vs. Mcontextuali-

zed:workFOR: 4.59, d= 0.36, 95% CI [0.04, 0.67] in Sample 3; and
Mnoncontextualized: 4.60 vs. Mcontextualized:workFOR: 4.66, d= 0.16, 95% CI
[‐0.11, 0.42] in Sample 4).

6Measures with this type of item‐level contextualization are still rare.

7The occupations were classified in accordance with the clusters that
are used in the Federal Agency of Work registers (Bundesagentur für
Arbeit 2020). These registers include all occupations in Germany. For
better readability, some longer cluster designations were shortened.
The original designations and participants' reports of their occupa-
tions are stored on the OSF.

8We deviated from Fisher et al.'s (2017) procedure because we
included an item asking for a “faking context.” We asked for several
FORs to prevent participants from concluding that our focus was on
the work FOR.

9The mean scores of the ratings on the adopted FORs, the respective
standard deviations, and Cronbach's alphas are presented in the
Appendix (see A6).

10The alpha level was adjusted with the Bonferroni correction. For
each personality trait under investigation and in each of the two‐way
repeated‐measures ANOVAs, there were four conditions (i.e., k; 2
[instructions: GIs vs. PSS] x 2 [full item‐level contextualization:
absent [−] vs. present [+]]), resulting in six possible post hoc com-
parisons (i.e., j; j = [k x [k ‐1]]/2; GIs+ vs. GIs−, PSS+ vs. PSS−, GIs
+ vs. PSS+, GIs+ vs. PSS−, GIs− vs. PSS+, and GIs− vs. PSS−).
After applying the Bonferroni correction, α’ = cumulative alpha
level/j, the corrected alpha level, was 0.05/6 = 0.008.

11When submitting our Registered Report, we planned to oversample
and increase the number of participants necessary for the first wave
of measurement, aiming to collect data from at least 700 partici-
pants. This value was considered sufficient on the basis of previous
research (Davison et al. 2021; Lee et al. 2019; Liu and Zhang 2020;
Roess and Roche 2017; Terry et al. 1999). Nevertheless, during the
first wave, the data provider informed us of a noticeable reduction in
the number of qualified participants. In particular, a substantial
number of participants were lost because they did not complete
follow‐up assessments within the designated time window. Fur-
thermore, nearly the same number of participants were identified as
careless participants by our attention checks. Thus, we oversampled
even further based on the attrition rate from the first wave of data
collection.

12As with the pretest, the occupations were classified in accordance
with the clusters used in the Federal Agency of Work registers
(Bundesagentur für Arbeit 2020). These registers include all occu-
pations in Germany. For better readability, some longer cluster
designations have been shortened. The original designations and
participants' reports of their occupations are stored on the OSF.

13Fisher et al. (2017) did not use fully contextualized items but added
the words “at work” at the beginning of items (i.e., they used “at
work” tags). Furthermore, they did not include a PSS in their study.
Nevertheless, we compared our values with Fisher et al.'s (2017)

values because their study was most comparable to ours, and they
investigated this issue.

14We describe the values as being only largely comparable because we
obtained larger standard deviations and Cronbach's alphas than
were found by Holtrop et al. (2014). However, these differences may
be a result of the different samples that were used. Holtrop et al.
(2014) restricted their sample to pharmacy assistants, and thus, due
to the specific sample they used, their values might be somewhat
different from ours (because we included a variety of occupations in
our sample).

15These changes differed between the scales and were in line with the
main effects of instructions (i.e., GIs vs. PSS and thus, faking; see
below; see also Table 6, lower half). The respective effect size of the
main effect of instructions was small for Honesty‐Humility but large
for Conscientiousness and Emotionality.

16To adjust for violations of normality for the adopted work FOR (see
A13 to A15 in the Appendix), we used bootstrapping with the bias‐
corrected and accelerated (BCa) method (n= 10,000 resamples;
Berkovits et al. 2000). The requirement of homogeneity of variance
was violated (see A16 in the Appendix), and thus, we set α to 0.010
for all ANOVAs (see Weiner et al. 2003). The requirement of sphe-
ricity was not violated, and thus, we did not apply Huynh‐Feldt or
Greenhouse‐Geisser corrections.

17One anonymous reviewer recommended that we reintegrate the
participants who failed the predefined markers for nonblinding (see
Table 3) and explore whether there were differences in the two‐way
repeated‐measures ANOVAs. This sample consisted of 358 partici-
pants (123 women, 234 men, 1 diverse) with an average age of
47.60 years (SD= 13.10). The results did not change significantly
(see A17 to A23 in the Appendix).

18The requirement of homogeneity of variance was violated (see A16
in the Appendix), and thus, we set α to 0.010 for all ANOVAs (see
Weiner et al. 2003). The requirement of sphericity was not violated,
and thus, we did not use Huynh‐Feldt or Greenhouse‐Geisser cor-
rections. For reasons of comparability, we used bootstrapping with
the BCa method (n= 10,000 resamples).

19One anonymous reviewer recommended that we reintegrate the
participants who failed the predefined markers for nonblinding (see
Table 3) and explore whether there were differences in the two‐way
repeated‐measures ANOVAs. This sample consisted of 358 partici-
pants (123 women, 234 men, 1 diverse) with an average age of
47.60 years (SD= 13.10). The results did not change significantly
(see A17 to A23 in the Appendix).

20In other words, when participants were given a PSS instead of GIs,
the indirect effect explained a change in the mean score of the
Conscientiousness scale (ranging from 1 to 5) of only 0.02. In
addition, the direct effect was still significant and also larger in size
(b= 0.13; see Table 7).

21By contrast, faking high scores on Honesty‐Humility to get the job
might be helpful. Note that acting like one is honest and humble will
most likely help the participant (and also the employer and orga-
nization) make a good impression (i.e., faking). Nevertheless, there
may be several reasons to actually be less honest and less humble at
work (i.e., actual work‐related behavior).

22We used instructed response items as attention checks and chose
one item for each scale of the self‐report personality measure
(Edwards 2019). The presentation of our instructed response items
was randomized between and within participants.

23Responses were given on a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree).

24Job Description Pharmacy Assistant. Translated from Bundesa-
gentur für Arbeit, 2023. Pharmazeutisch‐technische/r Assistent/
in. Ausbildungsberuf. https://web.arbeitsagentur.de/berufenet/
beruf/8910
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25Responses were given on a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree).
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Appendix
A1: Expected Effects of Instructions and Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization on the Adoption of a Work FOR by Experimental
Condition and Personality Trait

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). The adoption of a work FOR was measured with a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). We determined
the values for GIs+ and PSS+, assuming that full item‐level work contextualization would have effects on all items by eliciting a stable, clearly
pronounced work FOR. For PSS−, we took the values from Fisher et al. (2017, Table 5) and averaged them across samples. Because those authors did
not differentiate between traits, we used the same values for Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility. For GIs−, we used the work
FOR mean scores of Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility from our pretest.

A2: Expected Effects of Instructions and Full Item‐Level Work Contextualization on the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure
by Experimental Condition and Personality Trait
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Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contex-
tualization present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario,
full item‐level work contextualization present). The response behavior in the self‐report personality measure was measured with a 5‐point
Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). As rough estimates of GIs− and GIs+, we took the values from Holtrop et al. (2014). To
determine PSS−, we interpolated score differences from GIs− to PSS− from previous research and found that Conscientiousness and
Honesty‐Humility increased by about 8% and Emotionality decreased by about 2% (Anglim et al. 2018; Anglim et al. 2017; Ashton et al. 2020;
Holtrop et al. 2021; MacCann et al. 2017). To determine PSS+, we derived approximations from theory and assumed that (a) work con-
textualization on the item level should be stronger than via instructions (see Holtrop et al. 2014; Lievens et al. 2008; Swift and Peterson 2019)
and (b) the PSS elicits faking and a work FOR and thus partly accounts for the adoption of a work FOR. We thus estimated that PSS+ would
be relatively higher than PSS− for Conscientiousness and that PSS+ would be relatively lower than PSS− for Emotionality and Honesty‐
Humility but possibly with smaller differences than for the comparison between GIs− and GIs+ for Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and
Honesty‐Humility (the area of possible outcomes is shaded gray).

A3: Demographics

Which gender do you identify with? (Female/Male/Diverse/Prefer not to say)

How old are you?

What is your primary occupation?

A4: Measure of the Adopted FORs

When giving my responses to these statements…

… I considered my typical behavior in educational settings (high school, college, study groups, etc.).

… I considered my typical behavior in social settings (with friends, family, etc.).

… I considered my typical behavior in work settings (work assignments, interacting with coworkers, etc.).

… I was thinking of my typical behavior in situations where you have to embellish your responses if necessary to achieve your

goal (recruitment tests, assessment center, job interview, etc.).

Note: Responses were given (pretest and main study) after each page of the self‐report personality measure (i.e., after every four items out of a total of
32 items that measured each personality trait) on a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

A5: Noncontextualized Self‐Report Personality Measure

Note: The noncontextualized self‐report personality measure included the Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility
scales from the HEXACO‐PI‐R (Lee and Ashton 2004; Lee et al. 2009). The Dutch, German, and English versions can be retrieved from
those authors upon request. Responses were given (pretest and main study) on a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree).

A6: Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach's Alphas for the Adopted FORs for GIs− and Each Personality Trait

Adopted FOR

Education Social Work Faking

Scale
M

(SD)
Cronbach's α

[95% CI]
M

(SD)
Cronbach's α

[95% CI]
M

(SD)
Cronbach's α

[95% CI]
M

(SD)
Cronbach's α

[95% CI]

Conscientiousness 2.84
(1.33)

0.99 [0.98, 0.99] 3.85
(0.75)

0.95 [0.92, 0.97] 3.81
(0.88)

0.97 [0.95, 0.98] 2.69
(1.23)

0.98 [0.97, 0.99]

Emotionality 2.66
(1.26)

0.98 [0.97, 0.99] 4.01
(0.77)

0.97 [0.95, 0.98] 3.34
(1.09)

0.97 [0.95, 0.98] 2.62
(1.26)

0.99 [0.98, 0.99]

Honesty‐Humility 2.73
(1.25)

0.99 [0.98, 0.99] 3.78
(0.82)

0.95 [0.92, 0.97] 3.50
(0.97)

0.95 [0.92, 0.97] 2.72
(1.27)

0.99 [0.98, 0.99]

Note: The adoption of a work FOR was measured with a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). N = 51. CI = confidence interval.
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A7: Inclusion Criteria
a. Completeness of data: Participants took part in all four waves of measurement (i.e., there were data for all four conditions)

b. Careful responding: Participants responded correctly to all attention items (i.e., “I am being attentive and choosing ‘strongly disagree’ as my
response to this item,” “I am responding to this item with ‘strongly agree’ because I am reading this item carefully,” “I am responding to this item by
choosing the middle category,” “I am reading the instructions carefully, and I am responding to this item with ‘strongly agree,’” “I am choosing
‘strongly disagree’ because this item instructs me to do so”).22, 23

c. Motivation: Participants indicated that they were motivated (i.e., “I was motivated to follow the instructions in every wave of measurement”).23

d. Appropriate testing environment: Individuals indicated that they participated in a quiet environment (i.e., “I completed the questionnaires in a
quiet environment”).23

e. Identification with the PSS: Individuals indicated that they could identify with the PSS (i.e., “I could identify with the personnel‐selection
scenario well”).23

f. Blind to the purpose of the study: Individuals passed the predefined markers for nonblinding (see Table 3; i.e., “Do you have an assumption
about the purpose of the study?”).

A8: Box Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR by Experimental Condition and Personality Trait

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.
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A9: Box Plots on the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and Personality Trait

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.

A10: Job Description Pharmacy Assistant

Pharmaceutical assistants dispense prescription medicines to customers in accordance with a prescription and under the supervision of a pharmacist.
They sell over‐the‐counter medicines and other pharmaceutical goods. When doing so, they explain the mode of action and application of the product
and provide information about possible side effects and storage. Depending on their professional experience, pharmaceutical assistants may also be
able to carry out activities without pharmacist supervision. Furthermore, they assist, for example, in the production of ointments and solutions, check
the substances according to the specifications in the pharmacopoeia and dose them accurately. They also carry out, for example, simple chemical and
physical drug analyses and measurements of customers' cholesterol, urine, or blood values. They monitor product supplies and organize orders. They
conduct spot checks as required by law as well as conduct inventory checks and record the issuing and stock of poisons and narcotics. They also
compile information for special advisory campaigns (e.g., on the subject of allergies) and participate in social events.24

A11: Translations of the Fully Work‐Contextualized Self‐Report Personality Measure

German version English version

Conscientiousness

Ich mag es, wenn alle Packungen an der richtigen Stelle einsortiert sind. I like it when all of the packaging is in the right place.

Ich möchte nie, dass eine Kundin oder ein Kunde unzufrieden nach Hause gehen. I never want a customer to go home unhappy.

Oft überprüfe ich ein Rezept mehrfach, um Fehler zu vermeiden. I often check a prescription repeatedly to avoid mistakes.

Ich verliere im Verkaufsraum der Apotheke nie den Überblick, egal wie voll es ist. I never lose control over the public area of the
pharmacy, no matter how busy it gets.

Wenn ich an einem Arbeitsplatz gearbeitet habe, sorge ich dafür, dass ich alles für
die nächste Person sauber und ordentlich hinterlasse.

After working in a certain area, I make sure to leave
everything clean and tidy for the next person.

Wenn ich einen Auftrag abwickle, setze ich mich voll ein. When I process an order, I put my all into it.

Wenn ich eine Bestellung abwickle, ist es mir egal, wie ordentlich ich die Produkte
einräume.

When I process an order, I don't care how neatly I put
the products away.

Wenn eine Kundin oder ein Kunde ein Problem hat, entscheide ich eher aus dem
Bauch heraus als durch sorgfältiges Nachdenken.

If a client has a problem, I make a decision based on a
gut feeling rather than careful consideration.

(Continues)

29 of 41



German version English version

Ich versuche, meine Aufgaben zu Beginn des Tages aufzulisten, damit ich nicht in
letzter Minute noch etwas erledigen muss.

I try to list my tasks at the beginning of the day so that
nothing is left to the last minute.

Meine Arbeit ist von hoher Qualität, weil ich mich mehr anstrenge als meine
Kolleg*innen.

My work is of high quality because I try harder than
my colleagues.

Ich versuche immer, alle Kund*innen zufrieden zu stellen, auch wenn es mich
zusätzliche Zeit kostet.

I always try to satisfy all customers, even if it takes
extra time.

Ich mache viele Fehler, weil ich auf Kund*innen reagiere, ohne nachzudenken. I make a lot of mistakes due to responding to
customers without thinking.

Ich würde den Arbeitsplatz lieber am Ende des Tages aufräumen als
zwischendurch.

I would prefer to clean up the workplace at the end of
the day, rather than in between.

Meine Kolleg*innen bezeichnen mich manchmal als „Workaholic“. My colleagues sometimes call me a “workaholic.”

Ich will, dass jedes Rezept perfekt erledigt wird. I want every prescription done perfectly.

Ich werde niemals ein Medikament ohne Rücksprache herausgeben, wenn ich
Zweifel habe.

I will never dispense a medicine without consultation if
I have doubts.

Wenn ich mir einen Stift von einer Kollegin oder einem Kollegen ausleihe, gebe
ich ihn immer zurück.

When I borrow a pen from a colleague, I always give
it back.

Bei der Konsultation mit Ärzt*innen kommt es manchmal vor, dass ich die
Diskussion aufgebe.

If there is a disagreement when consulting with a
doctor, I sometimes concede.

Ich mag es nicht, Verschreibungen doppelt zu überprüfen, wenn sie richtig zu sein
scheinen.

I don't like to double‐check prescriptions if they seem
right.

Ich denke sorgfältig nach, bevor ich mit gefährlichen Substanzen arbeite. I think carefully before working with dangerous
substances.

Meine Kolleg*innen machen manchmal Witze über meine Unachtsamkeit. My colleagues sometimes joke about my carelessness.

Ich arbeite nur so viel wie nötig, um nicht von meiner oder meinem Vorgesetzten
in der Apotheke auf meine Arbeit angesprochen zu werden.

I work just enough to make sure that my pharmacist
doesn't talk to me about my work.

Es ist mir egal, ob das, was ich im Apothekeninformationssystem schreibe,
Rechtschreibungs‐ oder Zeichensetzungsfehler hat.

I don't mind if the notes I type into the pharmacy
information system have spelling or punctuation errors.

Normalerweise schaffe ich es, mich zurückzuhalten, bevor ich wütend auf eine
Kollegin oder einen Kollegen werde.

I usually manage to hold back before getting angry at a
colleague.

Ich vergesse manchmal, Informationen über eine Kundin oder einen Kunden in
das Informationssystem einzugeben.

I sometimes forget to enter information about a
customer into the information system.

Wenn ein Rezept kompliziert ist, übergebe ich es lieber an eine Kollegin oder einen
Kollegen.

If a prescription is very difficult, I prefer to hand it over
to a colleague.

Wenn ich die Dosis für ein Medikament berechnen muss, überprüfe ich alles
sorgfältig, um sicherzugehen, dass ich keine Fehler mache.

When calculating the dose for a medicine, I check
carefully to make sure that there are no mistakes.

Manchmal frage ich eine Kundin oder einen Kunden Dinge, die mich nichts
angehen.

Sometimes I ask clients about things that are none of
my business.

Manchmal mache ich Fehler bei Rezepten, weil ich schlampig bin. Sometimes I make mistakes with prescriptions because
I'm sloppy.

Ich neige dazu, Fortbildungen lange aufzuschieben, bevor ich sie angehe. I tend to put off refresher courses as long as possible
before starting them.

Selbst wenn ich eine Notiz für meine Kolleg*innen schreibe, lese ich sie noch mal
durch, um sicherzugehen, dass darin keine Fehler sind.

Even when writing a note for my colleagues, I read it
over to make sure that there are no errors.

Ich folge lieber meinem Instinkt als dem Qualitätshandbuch. I prefer to follow my instincts rather than the quality
manual.

Emotionality

Ich hätte Angst, wenn es donnert, während ich bei der Arbeit bin. I would feel afraid if I heard thunder while at work.

Manchmal mache ich mir Sorgen über Kleinigkeiten, die meine Kolleg*innen
sagen.

I sometimes can't help but worry about little things my
colleagues say.

Ich verlasse mich stark auf meine Kolleg*innen und Vorgesetzte, wenn ich
deprimiert bin.

I rely a great deal on my colleagues and supervisors
when I feel depressed.

(Continues)
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Ich könnte weinen, wenn ich Kund*innen sehe, die weinen. I feel like crying when I see customers crying.

Selbst wenn ich verletzt bin, gehe ich zur Arbeit. Even when I'm hurt, I go to work.

Auch in den Pausen denke ich oft an meine Arbeit. During my break, I continue to think about my work.

Ohne die emotionale Unterstützung durch meine Kolleg*innen und Vorgesetzte
fühle ich mich manchmal hilflos.

Without the emotional support of my colleagues and
supervisors, I sometimes feel helpless.

Wenn meine Kolleg*innen unglücklich sind, kann ich ihren Schmerz selber
spüren.

When my colleagues are unhappy, I can almost feel
their pain myself.

Bei der Arbeit habe ich keine Angst vor Infektionen. I am not afraid of infections at work.

Wäre ich für die ganze Apotheke verantwortlich, würde ich mir vermutlich häufig
Sorgen machen.

If I were responsible for the whole pharmacy, I would
probably tend to worry a lot.

Wenn ich eine schwierige Kundin oder einen schwierigen Kunden hatte, brauche
ich danach eine Person, mit der ich mich darüber unterhalten kann.

When I have had a difficult customer, I need someone
to talk with afterwards.

Ich erlebe starke Emotionen, wenn eine von mir geschätzte Kollegin oder ein von
mir geschätzter Kollege uns wegen eines Umzugs verlässt.

I feel strong emotions when a colleague I value leaves
us because they are moving away.

Es stört mich nicht, mit gefährlichen Substanzen zu arbeiten. I don't mind working with hazardous substances.

Ich mache mir viel weniger Sorgen als meine Kolleg*innen. I worry a lot less than my colleagues.

Wenn mir meine Arbeit eine Zeit lang nicht gefällt, werde ich das alleine
durchstehen.

If I'm unsatisfied with my work for a while, I will deal
with it on my own.

Ich verstehe nicht, warum manche Kolleg*innen bei kranken Kindern so
emotional werden.

I don't understand why some colleagues get so
emotional about sick children.

Meine Kolleg*innen sagen, dass ich eine furchtlose Person bin. My colleagues say that I am a fearless person.

Manchmal zweifle ich an meiner Arbeitsleistung, ohne zu wissen, warum. Sometimes I doubt my work performance without
really knowing why.

Wenn ich Meinungsverschiedenheiten mit meiner oder meinem Vorgesetzten
habe, mag ich es, Ratschläge von anderen zu erhalten.

When I have disagreements with my superior, I like to
get advice from others.

Wenn Kolleg*innen um etwas besorgt sind, bin ich auch besorgt. When colleagues are concerned about something, I feel
concerned too.

Ich würde Kund*innen meiden, wenn ich befürchte, dass sie mir physisch
gefährlich werden könnten.

I would avoid clients if I fear that they could become
physically dangerous.

Ich mache bei der Arbeit selten, wenn überhaupt, Fehler aus Stress oder Angst vor
dem Scheitern.

I rarely, if ever, make mistakes at work due to stress or
fear of failure.

Ich kann mit schwierigen Kund*innen umgehen, ohne dass ich emotionale
Unterstützung von meinen Kolleg*innen brauche.

I can handle difficult customers without needing
emotional support from my colleagues.

Andere sagen manchmal, ich könne mich nicht in Kund*innen einfühlen. Others sometimes say that it is difficult for me to
empathize with customers.

Ich versuche Arbeitsaufgaben zu vermeiden, bei denen ein körperliches oder
gesundheitliches Risiko besteht.

As much as possible, I avoid tasks at work that come
with a physical or health risk.

Ich neige dazu, ruhig zu bleiben, auch wenn meine Kolleg*innen gestresst sind. I tend to remain calm even when my colleagues get
stressed out.

Wenn ich Streit mit einer Kollegin oder einem Kollegen habe, möchte ich mit
jemandem darüber reden.

When I have an argument with a colleague, I would
like to talk with someone about it.

Ich werde nicht leicht emotional, selbst in Situationen, in denen meine
Kolleg*innen sehr sentimental werden.

I don't become emotional easily, even in situations
where my colleagues get very sentimental.

Ich würde auch angesichts eines Raubüberfalls ruhig bleiben. I would remain calm even in the face of a robbery.

Ich bin sehr nervös, wenn ich mich mit einer Ärztin oder einem Arzt
beraten muss.

I get very nervous when I have to consult a doctor.

Ich spreche bei der Arbeit nicht über meine Probleme. I don't talk about my problems at work.

Wenn ich an ehemalige Arbeitgeber*innen und Kolleg*innen denke, werde ich
manchmal ziemlich emotional.

When I think about former employers and colleagues, I
sometimes get quite emotional.

Honesty‐Humility
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Wenn ich von Kolleg*innen, die ich nicht mag, etwas will, verhalte ich mich diesen
Kolleg*innen gegenüber sehr nett, um es zu bekommen.

If I want something from colleagues who I don't like,
I am very nice to them to get it.

Wenn ich wüsste, dass ich niemals erwischt werde, wäre ich bereit, Geld aus der
Kasse zu nehmen.

If I knew that I would never get caught, I would be
willing to take money from the register.

Es ist mir egal, ob meine Kolleg*innen zu mir aufschauen. I don't care whether or not my colleagues look up
to me.

Ich verdiene mehr Ansehen und Einfluss als meine Kolleg*innen. I deserve more prestige and influence than my
colleagues.

Ich finde überhaupt nichts Verwerfliches daran, Schmeicheleien gegenüber
Vorgesetzten einzusetzen, um besser beurteilt zu werden.

I don't see anything wrong with using flattery with
superiors so as to gain esteem.

Ich würde niemals eine Ärztin oder einen Arzt falsch informieren, auch wenn es
sehr leicht wäre.

I would never lie to a doctor, even if it were very easy.

Viel Geld zu verdienen, ist nicht besonders wichtig für mich. Earning a lot of money is not especially important
to me.

Ich bin wie gewöhnliche Angestellte, nicht besser als andere. I am an ordinary employee who is no better than
others.

Ich versuche manchmal, bei Ärzt*innen oder Assistent*innen Schuldgefühle
auszulösen, damit sie tun, was ich will.

I sometimes try to make doctors or assistants feel guilty
so that they will do what I want.

Ich hätte keine Probleme damit, Kund*innen etwas zu verkaufen, das sie nicht
brauchen.

I wouldn't feel bad about selling customers something
that they don't need.

Ich mag es, mit meinen Apotheker*innen und Ärzt*innen befreundet zu sein. I like being friends with my pharmacist and the
doctors.

Ich will nicht, dass meine Apothekerin oder mein Apotheker mich besser
behandelt als andere Mitarbeiter*innen.

I don't want my pharmacist to treat me better than
other employees.

Ich würde gegenüber Vorgesetzten keine Schmeicheleien benutzen, um eine
Gehaltserhöhung zu bekommen oder befördert zu werden, auch wenn ich wüsste,
dass es erfolgreich wäre.

I wouldn't use flattery with superiors to get a raise or
promotion, even if I thought it would work.

Ich würde in Versuchung geraten, am Arbeitsplatz Dinge zu stehlen, wenn ich
knapp bei Kasse wäre.

I would be tempted to steal things at work if I were in a
financially tight situation.

Ich helfe gern anständigen, reichen Leuten. I like to help respectable, well‐off people.

Ich bin in allen Aspekten meiner Arbeit besser als meine Kolleg*innen. I am better than my colleagues in all aspects of
my work.

Wenn ich Vorgesetzte bei Laune halten will, lache ich auch noch über deren
schlechtesten Witze.

If I want to keep superiors happy, I laugh at their worst
jokes.

Ich würde mich auch dann an der Finanzierung von Betriebsausflügen beteiligen,
wenn ich wüsste, dass es nicht auffallen würde, wenn ich es ließe.

I would pay my share for company outings even if I
knew no one would notice if I didn't.

Ich würde gerne von meinen Kolleg*innen dabei gesehen werden, wie ich mit
einem sehr teuren Auto herumfahre.

I would like to be seen by my colleagues driving around
in a very expensive car.

Manchmal habe ich das Gefühl, dass ich die Anweisungen meiner Apothekerin
bzw. meines Apothekers nicht befolgen muss.

Sometimes I feel like I don't need to follow my
pharmacist's instructions.

Ich würde nicht vortäuschen, eine Kollegin oder einen Kollegen zu mögen, nur um
diese/n dazu zu bringen, mir Gefälligkeiten zu erweisen.

I wouldn't pretend to like a colleague just to get them
to do favors for me.

Ich würde nie jemandem ohne Erlaubnis Betäubungsmittel geben, selbst wenn ich
dafür viel Geld bekäme.

I would never give someone narcotics without
permission, even if I were paid a lot of money.

Ich würde es genießen, von Vorgesetzten eine Sonderbehandlung zu bekommen. I would enjoy getting special treatment from
supervisors.

Ich denke, dass ich mehr Respekt verdiene als die meisten anderen in meinem Job. I think I deserve more respect than most other people
at my job.

Wenn ich zu einem ungünstigen Zeitpunkt frei haben möchte, frage ich direkt,
anstatt zu versuchen, meine Vorgesetzte bzw. meinen Vorgesetzten zu
manipulieren.

If I want time off at an inconvenient moment, I ask
directly, instead of trying to manipulate my supervisor.

Ich würde gerne wissen, wie ich Informationen über die Medikamente von
Personen erhalten kann, ohne dass es jemand erfährt.

I would like to know how I can retrieve information
about people's medication without anyone finding out.
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Ich arbeite gerne mit schönen, modernen Geräten. I like to work with nice, modern equipment.

Manche Kolleg*innen würden sagen, dass ich ein überhöhtes Ego habe. Some colleagues would say that I have an over‐
inflated ego.

Ich bringe Kolleg*innen oft dazu, mir einen Gefallen zu tun, indem ich ihnen das
Gefühl gebe, sie schulden mir etwas.

I often get colleagues to do favors for me by making
them feel that they owe me.

Ich würde in Versuchung geraten, mich öfter krank zu melden, wenn ich sicher
sein könnte, damit durchzukommen.

I'd be tempted to call in sick more often if I were sure I
could get away with it.

Wenn ich die Chance habe, meine Kolleg*innen dazu zu bringen, zu mir
aufzuschauen, nehme ich dafür hohe Risiken in Kauf.

If I have the chance to do something that would get my
colleagues to look up to me, I am willing to take big risks.

Ich will, dass die Kund*innen sehen, wie wichtig ich für die Apotheke bin. I want the customers to see how important I am to the
pharmacy.

Note: The fully work‐contextualized self‐report personality measure included the adapted Conscientiousness, Emotionality, and Honesty‐Humility

scales of the HEXACO‐PI‐R (Lee and Ashton 2004; Lee et al. 2009). The Dutch version of this measure can be requested from its authors (i.e., Holtrop

et al. 2014). The English and German versions, translated by the authors of the current manuscript, are presented here. Responses were given on a

5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

A12: Correlations Between the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental
Condition and Personality Trait

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.
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A13: Histograms for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition
and Personality Trait

Note: GIs‐ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.
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A14: PP‐Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and
Personality Trait

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.
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A15: QQ‐Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and
Personality Trait

Note: GIs‐ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 309.

A16: Results of Levene's Tests in the Two‐Way Repeated‐Measures ANOVAs for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the
Self‐Report Personality Measure for Each Personality Trait

Adoption of a work FOR

Scale df1 df2 F p

Conscientiousness 3 1232 0.98 0.403

Emotionality 3 1232 18.03 < 0.001

Honesty‐Humility 3 1232 2.80 0.039

Mean scores of the self‐report personality measure

Scale df1 df2 F p

Conscientiousness 3 1232 0.32 0.813

Emotionality 3 1232 6.21 < 0.001

Honesty‐Humility 3 1232 7.15 < 0.001

Note: N = 309.
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A17: Box Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR by Experimental Condition and Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the
Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 358.

A18: Box Plots on the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and Personality Trait (Including
Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 358.
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A19: Histograms for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition
and Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 358.
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A20: PP‐Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and
Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 358.
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A21: QQ‐Plots for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report Personality Measure by Experimental Condition and
Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Note: GIs− (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization absent), GIs+ (generic instructions, full item‐level work contextualization
present), PSS− (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work contextualization absent), PSS+ (personnel‐selection scenario, full item‐level work
contextualization present). N = 358.

A22: Results of Levene's Tests in the Two‐Way Repeated‐Measures ANOVAs for the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the
Self‐Report Personality Measure for Each Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Adoption of a work FOR

Scale df1 df2 F p

Conscientiousness 3 1428 0.63 0.595

Emotionality 3 1428 18.58 < 0.001

Honesty‐Humility 3 1428 3.81 0.009

Mean scores of the self‐report personality measure

Scale df2 F p p

Conscientiousness 3 1428 1.38 0.247

Emotionality 3 1428 10.46 < 0.001

Honesty‐Humility 3 1428 10.38 < 0.001

Note: N = 358.
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A23: Results of the Two‐Way Repeated‐Measures ANOVAs on the Adoption of a Work FOR and the Mean Scores of the Self‐Report
Personality Measure for Each Personality Trait (Including Participants Who Failed the Predefined Markers for Nonblinding)

Scale Effect F (1, 357) p Partial η²

95% CI (Bootstrapped)

LL UL

Adoption of a work FOR

Conscientiousness I 14.54 0.001 0.04 0.01 0.09

C 28.34 < 0.001 0.07 0.03 0.13

I × C 1.31 0.254 0.00 0.00 0.03

Emotionality I 10.63 0.001 0.03 0.01 0.07

C 213.84 < 0.001 0.37 0.32 0.43

I × C 1.79 0.181 0.01 0.00 0.03

Honesty‐Humility I 14.39 < 0.001 0.04 0.01 0.09

C 111.54 < 0.001 0.24 0.18 0.30

I × C 0.52 0.470 0.00 0.00 0.02

Mean scores of the self‐report personality measure

Conscientiousness I 153.03 < 0.001 0.30 0.23 0.36

C 134.22 < 0.001 0.27 0.19 0.34

I × C 1.36 0.245 0.00 0.00 0.03

Emotionality I 63.61 < 0.001 0.15 0.10 0.21

C 260.00 < 0.001 0.42 0.36 0.48

I × C 0.26 0.610 0.00 0.00 0.01

Honesty‐Humility I 28.93 < 0.001 0.07 0.03 0.13

C 53.72 < 0.001 0.13 0.07 0.20

I × C 1.75 0.186 0.00 0.00 0.03

Note: N = 358. I = main effect of instructions (GIs vs. PSS). C = main effect of full item‐level work contextualization (absent vs. present). I × C = interaction effect.
CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

41 of 41


	A Registered Report to Disentangle the Effects of Frame of Reference and Faking in the Personnel-Selection Scenario Paradigm
	1 The Importance of Valid Personality Assessment
	2 Participants' Dishonest Self-Presentation: The Phenomenon of Faking
	2.1 Defining Faking
	2.2 The Importance of Faking Research

	3 The Dilemma When Investigating Faking
	3.1 Assessing Faking Without (Valid) Faking Indicators
	3.2 The PSS as a Solution

	4 Are the Differences Between Faking and Control Conditions Elicited Only by Faking?
	5 The FOR
	5.1 Defining the FOR
	5.2 How the FOR Can Be Influenced
	5.3 How the Adoption of the FOR Changes
	5.4 How the FOR Changes Scale Mean Scores on Self-Report Personality Measures

	6 How FOR and Faking May Be Confounded
	7 Finding Common Ground
	8 The Present Study
	9 Pretest
	9.1 Methods
	9.1.1 Sample
	9.1.2 Procedure
	9.1.3 Measures

	9.2 Results

	10 Main Study
	10.1 Methods
	10.1.1 Power Analyses
	10.1.2 Sample
	10.1.3 Procedure
	10.1.4 Measures
	10.1.5 Analytical Approach

	10.2 Results
	10.2.1 Descriptive Statistics
	10.2.1.1 Scale Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach's Alphas

	10.2.2 Correlations
	10.2.3 Two-Way Repeated-Measures ANOVAs
	10.2.4 Exploratory Mediation Analyses
	10.2.5 Exploratory Reliability Analyses


	11 Discussion
	11.1 Theoretical and Practical Implications
	11.1.1 The PSS Promotes the Adoption of a Work FOR
	11.1.2 Full Item-Level Work Contextualization Promotes the Adoption of a Work FOR
	11.1.3 The Adoption of a Work FOR Is Stronger When Using Full Item-Level Work Contextualization Than When Using the PSS
	11.1.4 Full Item-Level Work Contextualization and Instructions Operated Independently With Respect to the Adoption of a Work FOR
	11.1.5 Faking Changes Response Behavior and the Changes Vary With the Personality Trait Under Investigation
	11.1.6 Full Item-Level Work Contextualization Changes Response Behavior and the Changes Vary With the Personality Trait Under Investigation
	11.1.7 Full Item-Level Work Contextualization and Instructions Operated Independently With Respect to Changes in Response Behavior
	11.1.8 The Internal Validity of Faking Research Is Most Likely Not Threatened by Confounded FOR Effects

	11.2 Limitations and Future Research

	12 Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Ethics Statement
	Consent
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Endnotes
	References
	Appendix




