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ABSTRACT 

Three studies were undertaken to examine the relationship between the Dark Triad (i.e., 

psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism) and faking ability. Study 1 examined the 

relationship between psychopathy and the ability to fake good and fake bad on self-report 

personality inventories in a sample of 84 male federal offenders. Results showed that 

when faking good, successful fakers scored significantly higher than unsuccessful fakers 

on carefree nonplanfulness, and significantly lower on stress immunity. When faking bad, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ significantly on psychopathy total or 

subscale scores. Study 2 examined the effect of the Dark Triad on the ability to fake good 

and fake bad on self-report personality inventories in a sample of 166 undergraduates. 

Results indicated that when faking good, total psychopathy significantly predicted 

successful faking for 1 of 3 methods of evaluation, while Machiavellianism significantly 

predicted success at faking good for 2 of 3 methods of evaluation. Narcissism was 

unrelated to success at faking good. In addition, the Dark Triad constructs did not predict 

success at faking bad. Study 3 examined the relationship between the Dark Triad 

constructs and the ability to fake good interpersonally.  In this study, 32 undergraduates 

comprising four groups (i.e., controls, and individuals high in psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism) provided videotaped self-presentations. A separate 

group of 134 university students subsequently rated the veracity of these presentations. 

Results indicated that when faking good, psychopathy and narcissism groups were rated 

as more believable than the control group. Conversely, the Machiavellianism group was 

less successful at faking good than the control group. Contributions of this research to the 

fields of personality assessment and self-presentation are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

Self-presentation is the process whereby individuals attempt to control how other 

people perceive them (Leary, 1995). At one time or another, virtually everybody has been 

concerned with others’ impressions of him or her (Leary, 1995). Although self-

presentation can involve attempts to convey an accurate portrayal of one's self, it can also 

involve superficial, deceptive, or manipulative activities (Schlenker, 2003). In assessment 

contexts, individuals may have strong motivations to provide deceptive self-presentations 

on self-report psychological tests and/or during social interactions. If undetected, 

deceptive self-presentations can lead to inaccurate decisions in high-stake assessment 

contexts (e.g., criminal justice matters, mental health treatment, child custody issues, 

personnel selection). 

Despite the negative impact that successful faking can have, very little research 

has examined the personality characteristics that enable individuals to fake successfully 

on self-report personality tests and interpersonal assessment contexts. Some evidence 

suggests that psychopathy may enable faking on self-report personality tests (e.g., Book, 

Holden, Starzyk, Wasylkiw, & Edwards, 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006). Because of 

the conceptual overlap between psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism (i.e., the 

“Dark Triad”), it is essential to determine the role that the Dark Triad plays in the 

production of different response styles. The following 3 studies examine the empirical 

relationship between the Dark Triad and the ability to fake successfully on self-report 

personality inventories and interpersonal assessments. 

Self-Presentation 
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Theoretical Models of Self-Presentation  

Theories concerning self-presentation first emerged in the fields of sociology and 

social psychology.  Goffman (1959) used a sociological approach to self-presentation and 

defined it as the process by which people manage how others perceive them. In his 

classic book, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, Goffman (1959) emphasized that 

self-presentation is a natural, functional, and essential component of smooth interpersonal 

exchanges.  He viewed participants in social interactions as actors on life’s stage. 

Goffman explained that although some individuals may not believe their own self-

presentations, others might be convinced that the impression of reality that they project is 

truthful.  

From a social psychology background, early work by Edward Jones emphasized 

the role of motivation and cognition in self-presentation (e.g., Jones, 1964; Jones & 

Wortman, 1973). In addition, Jones pioneered the empirical and laboratory-based study 

of self-presentation, which led the way for many other social psychologists to present 

theoretical models and conduct research in this area. Some researchers have studied self-

presentation in the context of social interactions (e.g., Baumeister, 1982; Jones & 

Pittman, 1982; Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Schlenker, 1980, Tedeschi, 1981), while others 

have focused on self-presentation on paper and pencil inventory scales (e.g., Paulhus, 

1984, 2002; Holden, 2008; Lanyon, 1996; Rogers & Bender, 2003; Tett, Anderson, Ho, 

Huang, & Hanvongse, 2006).  

Many researchers have acknowledged models of self-presentation that distinguish 

between conscious, controlled self-presentations and unconscious, automatic self-

presentations (e.g., Bargh, 1989, 1996; Jones, 1990; Leary, 1995; Leary & Kowalski, 
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1990; Paulhus, Graf, & Van Selst, 1989; Schlenker, 1980, 2003). Automatic processes 

occur when individuals engage in the goal-directed activity of protecting a certain 

identity in the absence of conscious awareness (Schlenker, 2003).  Individuals are more 

likely to exhibit automatic processes when they are in frequently- encountered situations 

with little motivation to use controlled processing.  On the other hand, controlled self-

presentations involve conscious focus on making a certain impression and often occur 

when the audience or context is significant or when individuals are unsure of the 

impression they may make on an audience (Schlenker, 2003).  

In addition, Paulhus (1984) put forth an extremely influential, two-factor model of 

socially desirable responding on questionnaires (i.e., the tendency to present oneself in a 

favourable light). This two-factor model divides the construct of social-desirability into 

self-deception and impression management components. Self-deception refers to 

unconscious, positively biased responses where respondents actually believe their reports. 

Research shows that self-deception can be further divided into self-deceptive 

enhancement (promoting positive qualities) and self-deceptive denial (denying negative 

qualities) components (Paulhus & Reid, 1991). Impression management, on the other 

hand, refers to conscious, purposeful distortion of test responses, designed to create a 

favourable impression (Paulhus, 1984, 1986). Although past researchers have made 

similar distinctions between self-deception and impression management, they often used 

different labels for the constructs. For example, Sackeim and Gur (1978) used the terms, 

“self-deception” and “other deception”, while Baumeister (1982) distinguished between 

“self-constructive self-presentation”, and “audience-pleasing self-presentation”. Paulhus 

(1993) acknowledged the resemblance between the construct of impression management 



                                                                                                                                                                            

 

4  
 

4 

and that of conscious, controlled self-presentations, as well as the construct of self-

deception and that of unconscious, automatic self-presentations.  

Paulhus’ more recent work has evolved to include a two-tiered framework of 

socially desirable responding that crosses degree of awareness (conscious vs. 

unconscious) with content (agentic vs. communal features) (e.g., Paulhus, 2002; Paulhus, 

Harms, Bruce, & Lysy, 2003; Paulhus & John, 1998; Paulhus & Trapnell, in press). 

According to this model,  two over-arching factors, “Alpha” and “Gamma”, each involve 

a self-deceptive and impression management component and can be distinguished in 

terms of personality content (Paulhus, 2002). More specifically, the Alpha factor includes 

both self-deceptive enhancement and agency-related impression management  (e.g., asset 

promotion or bragging), while the Gamma factor includes both self-deceptive denial and 

communion-related impression management (e.g., excuse making and damage control) 

(Paulhus & Trapnell, in press). 

Taken together, theoretical models appear to overlap and generally distinguish 

between two types of biased self-presentation: 1) conscious, controlled impression 

management, and 2) unconscious, automatic self-deception. These distinctions have been 

applied to the use of self-presentation in both social situations and personality inventory 

responding. While individuals engaging in conscious impression management need not 

believe their self-presentations, those engaging in unconscious self-deception typically 

believe that they are being truthful.  

Self-Presentation Tactics 

Numerous self-presentation tactics have been identified and discussed in the 

literature. For example, Kroger and Turnbull (1970, 1975) suggested that individuals who 
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are faking on self-report tests might use differential role- taking as a self-presentation 

strategy. Similarly, some suggest that people use stereotypes of the members of the target 

group when faking on self-report personality tests (e.g., Mahar et al., 2006). In addition, 

Leary (1995) outlined the following eight common self-presentational tactics: 1) self- 

descriptions, 2) attitude expressions, 3) attributional statements, 4) memory contrivances, 

5) nonverbal behaviors, 6) social associations, 7) conformity and compliance, and 8) sets, 

props, and lighting. Lanyon (1996, 2004) identified six strategies of self-presentation: 1) 

deliberate endorsement of extreme virtue, 2) deliberate endorsement of extreme 

psychological adjustment, 3) unaware self-enhancement, 4) patient stereotype, 5) general 

symptom endorsement, and 6) random responding. Finally, Jones and Pittman (1982) 

identified 5 types of faking strategies used in social behaviour: 1) ingratiation (e.g., other-

enhancement), 2) intimidation (e.g., threats), 3) self-promotion (e.g., performance 

claims), 4) exemplification (e.g., self-denial), and 5) supplication (e.g., self-depreciation).  

In addition, several methods have been suggested to classify these self-

presentation tactics (e.g., Rogers & Bender, 2003; Tedeschi & Melburg, 1984). For 

example, self-presentation tactics can be grouped into either other-focused, or self-

focused categories (e.g., Kacmar, Delery, & Ferris, 1992; McFarland, Ryan, & Kriska, 

2003). Other-focused tactics refer to those that are directed at another individual (e.g., 

other enhancement, opinion conformity), while self-focused tactics refer to those that are 

directed at oneself in order to appear to others as more skilled or more positive (e.g., self-

promotion). Another common practice is to classify conscious self-presentation tactics as 

either faking good or faking bad (e.g., Holden, Kroner, Fekken, & Popham, 1992; 

Lanyon, 1989; Mahar, Cologon, & Duck, 1995; Pelfrey, 2004). Whereas faking good 
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refers to positive self-presentations (e.g., self-promotion), faking bad refers to negative 

self-presentations (e.g., random responding).  

Operational Definitions Used in this Dissertation 

A review of the literature reveals a plethora of terminology used to describe forms 

of self-presentation (e.g., socially desirable responding, misrepresentation, faking, 

dissimulation, underreporting, defensiveness, malingering, misrepresentation, and over 

reporting of psychopathology). As a result, it is important to identify and define the 

terminology that is used in the present research.  

The focus of this dissertation is on conscious forms of self-presentation. Thus, I 

will use Paulhus’ (1984) term, impression management to refer to the conscious, 

deliberate, and purposeful aspects of self-presentation that can be either honest or 

deceitful in nature. More specifically, I will refer to faking good and faking bad as types 

of impression management, where faking good is defined as a conscious attempt to 

present oneself positively, and faking bad is defined as a conscious attempt to present 

oneself unfavorably.  My conceptualization of faking assumes that individuals need not 

believe the image they are projecting. Furthermore, the terms, faking-good and faking-

bad will be used to describe self-presentational behaviour both on self-report personality 

inventories and in social interactions. Finally, although self-presentations can take several 

forms, I will concentrate only on self-presentations in the form of self-descriptions. 

Faking on Self-Report Personality Inventories 

Self-report personality tests are widely used in today’s society. Contexts where 

individuals may be required to complete self-report personality tests include assessments 

of vocational interests, clinical assessments of forensic, psychiatric, and counseling 
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clients, and personnel selection of job applicants. Because the results of these tests may 

be used to make important decisions in many contexts, motivation to present one’s self in 

an inaccurate manner can be high.  

Despite the potential benefits of assessing personality via self-report personality 

inventories, some practitioners and researchers remain concerned about the vulnerability 

of these measures to response distortion, or “faking” (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998).  One 

way to enhance the detection of faking on self-report inventories is the inclusion of 

validity indices.  In fact, most modern psychological and/or personality inventories 

contain one or more scales to measure the extent to which respondents may have failed to 

portray themselves accurately (Lanyon, 2004).  Despite the inclusion of validity scales, a 

sizeable portion of those who attempt to fake may still avoid detection. This portion of 

successful fakers that escape even the most respected detection techniques should 

concern clinicians (Pelfrey, 2004). 

Although data concerning the prevalence of faking are scarce (Clark, 1997), 

research suggests that faking is not unusual. For example, Butcher, Morfitt, Rouse, and 

Holden (1997) found that over 25% of airline pilot applicants produced invalid 

personality profiles during pre-employment screening. Furthermore, Gothard, Viglione, 

Meloy, and Sherman (1995) found that approximately 12% (7 of 60) of competency to 

stand trial evaluations showed evidence of malingering. Finally, Rogers Sewell, and 

Goldstein (1994) asked for estimates of malingering from a sample of 320 forensic 

clinicians. On average, respondents indicated that malingering had occurred in 

approximately 16% of forensic evaluations and 7% of non-forensic evaluations. Although 
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these studies provide some estimate of the prevalence of faking on self-report personality 

inventories, more empirical research is needed.  

Interpersonal Faking 

Interpersonal communication is another widespread method of gathering 

information in a variety of assessment contexts (e.g., personnel selection, criminal justice 

proceedings). Similar to faking on self-report personality tests, interpersonal faking may 

also lead to negative consequences if important decisions are based on inaccurate data. 

Although extensive research has been conducted on faking via self-report personality 

measures, research on interpersonal faking is lacking.  

Interpersonal faking may involve the use of verbal statements, non-verbal 

gestures and expressions, or alterations of physical appearance (Schneider, 1981). More 

specifically, faking may involve a range of tactics such as blatant lies, exaggerations, 

selective disclosures, omissions, or matters of emphasis and toning (Jones & Pittman, 

1982; Levashina & Campion, 2007). Although interpersonal faking need not involve 

deception, a positive correlation has been found between the motivation to create a 

favourable self-presentation and the use of deception (Feldman, Forrest, & Happ 2002). 

When providing self-presentations, some individuals may fake to a large extent, some 

moderately, and some to a small extent (Griffith, Malm, English, Yoshita, & Gujar, 

2006). 

In interpersonal contexts, the ability to fake without getting caught is influenced 

by both the skills of the faker and the predilections of the audience (Schlenker, 2003). 

Successful fakers need to have the skills to select the most appropriate self-presentation 

behaviour for a variety of social situations. If deception is involved, individuals may also 
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need to conceal any feelings of guilt, fear, or delight that they may experience about lying 

(Ekman & Frank, 1993). In addition, when faking interpersonally, it may be difficult to 

avoid contradicting one’s self over time.  It is unknown how effective people are at 

maintaining deceptions over time, because there is virtually no research examining this 

issue (Schlenker, 2003). In the context of an employment interview, Van Iddekinge, 

Raymark, and Roth (2005) identified three reasons why it may be more difficult for 

people to fake on structured interviews than on self-report personality measures. They 

hypothesized that faking on employment interviews is inhibited by (a) the increased 

cognitive demands placed on interviewees, (b) the behavioural nature of the interview, 

and (c) the fact that the interviewer determines the ratings of the interviews.  

Given the potential consequences associated with successful faking on both 

personality questionnaires and interpersonal assessment contexts, it is important to 

determine if particular personality styles enable individuals to fake successfully. More 

specifically, this dissertation will examine the relationship between successful faking and 

a cluster of personality traits called the “Dark Triad”. 

The Dark Triad 

Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism all entail a socially malevolent 

character with tendencies toward self-promotion, emotional coldness, duplicity, and 

aggressiveness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Because of these common elements, Paulhus 

and Williams became concerned that the psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism 

literatures had overlooked each other and were describing the same construct. They 

concluded that these three traits had to be researched simultaneously, and thus labeled 

them the ‘Dark Triad’ (D. L. Paulhus, personal communication, March 24, 2008).  The 
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subsequent section includes a review of each of the Dark Triad constructs, followed by a 

discussion of the similarities and differences between the constructs. 

Psychopathy 

The construct of psychopathy was initially described by Cleckley (1941, 1976) as 

involving 16 core personality-based criteria. Cleckley’s comprehensive description of 

psychopathy included traits such as superficial charm, lack of anxiety, unreliability, 

deceitfulness, lack of remorse, inadequately motivated antisocial behaviour, failure to 

learn from punishment, egocentricity, poverty of affect and emotional bonds, lack of 

insight, and failure to plan ahead. Hare (1991) later characterized psychopaths as having 

a callous and remorseless disregard for the rights and feelings of others, as well as a 

chronic antisocial lifestyle. Hare’s (1991) conceptualization of the psychopath resulted 

from combining Cleckley’s characteristic traits of psychopathy with antisocial and 

criminal behaviours. Although psychopathy occurs in 1% of the general population, 15-

25% of the prison population are psychopathic (Hare, 1996). 

Psychopathy is a separate construct from the diagnosis of Antisocial Personality 

Disorder (ASPD) that is outlined in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (DSM-IV-TR; American Psychiatric Association, 2000). Although most 

individuals who meet the standard definition of psychopathy also meet the criteria for 

ASPD, approximately only one third of those with ASPD have psychopathic personalities 

(e.g., Hare, 1991; Hart & Hare, 1989). Research has shown that increased levels of 

psychopathy predict greater variety and quantity of criminal offences (e.g., Hart & Hare, 

1989), the frequency of violent offences (e.g., Hare & McPherson, 1984; Woodworth & 

Porter, 2002), general recidivism rates (e.g., Hart, Kropp, & Hare, 1988; Porter, Birt, & 
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Boer, 2001), institutional behaviour problems (e.g., Forth, Hart, & Hare, 1990; Gacono, 

Meloy, Speth, & Roske, 1997), and poor treatment response (e.g., Ogloff, Wong, & 

Greenwood, 1990). However, both Cleckley and Hare have noted the existence of sub-

criminal or successful psychopaths who manage to function reasonably well in the 

community without having a history of arrest or incarceration (e.g., Cleckley, 1976; Hare, 

1993). 

There is a growing consensus that the latent structure of psychopathy (especially 

total psychopathy and interpersonal/affective components) is dimensional in nature (e.g., 

Guay, Ruscio, Knight, & Hare, 2007; Edens, Marcus, Lilienfeld, & Poythress, 2006; 

Marcus, John, & Edens, 2004; Murrie, Marcus, Douglas, Lee, Salekin, & Vincent, 2007; 

Walters, Duncan, & Mitchell-Perez, 2007; Walters, Gray, Jackson, Sewell, Rogers, 

Taylor, et al., 2007). The latent structure of the antisocial behaviour aspects of 

psychopathy, however,  is more controversial. For example, when examining the 

underlying structure of scores on childhood aggression, adult antisocial personality, and 

components of psychopathy related to antisocial behaviour, some studies have found 

evidence of a taxon (Harris, Rice, Hilton, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 2007; Harris, Rice, & 

Quinsey, 1994; Skilling, Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 2002; Skilling, Quinsey, & Craig, 

2001; Vasey, Kotov, Frick, & Loney, 2005), while other studies have found evidence of 

dimensionality (e.g., Edens et al., 2006; Guay et al., 2007; Marcus et al., 2004; Marcus, 

Lilienfeld, Edens, & Poythress, 2006). 

Various clinical-behavioural and self-report measures have been used to assess 

the construct of psychopathy. One of the most well known measures is the Psychopathy 

Checklist Revised (PCL-R); a 20-item empirically based clinical rating scale that is 
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completed through the use of a semi-structured interview and collateral or file 

information (Hare, 1991). The PCL-R was initially found to be structurally consistent 

with a 2-factor model, with Factor 1 reflecting the interpersonal/affective features of 

psychopathy, such as egocentricity, manipulativeness, callousness, and lack of remorse, 

and Factor 2 reflecting an impulsive, antisocial and unstable lifestyle, or social deviance 

(Hare, 1996). However, Cooke and Michie (2001) argued that the 2-factor solution 

previously thought to underpin the PCL-R could not be sustained, and should be replaced 

with 3 factors: Arrogant and Deceitful Interpersonal Style, Deficient Affective 

Experience, and Impulsive and Irresponsible Behavioral Style. Although the PCL-R may 

be considered the “gold standard” for assessing psychopathy, it does have several 

limitations. For example, the PCL-R is resource intensive and it relies on adequate file 

data detailing official criminal offence histories. (Edens, Buffington, Tomicic, & Riley, 

2001).  

The vast majority of studies examining psychopathy have focused on forensic and 

prison samples. This approach to sampling restricts the focus of research to a very narrow 

group that may show important differences from non-criminal populations. Given the 

general and prison populations in Canada (Statistics Canada, 2007a, 2007b, respectively), 

it can be estimated that only 2% of the psychopaths in Canada are incarcerated. Indeed, 

many individuals with psychopathic traits appear to function successfully in the 

community (e.g., Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; 

Salekin, Trobst, & Krioukova, 2001). Because of the need for an efficient and valid 

measure of psychopathy in non-criminal samples, interest in developing self-report 

psychopathy measures has grown. Although some researchers are concerned that self-
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report measures of psychopathy are less appropriate (e.g., Hare, 1996; Hare, Forth, & 

Hart, 1989), several self-report measures of psychopathy have shown promise in 

assessing this construct (e.g., Hare, 1985; Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995; 

Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996).  

One self-report inventory that has shown promise is the Self-Report Psychopathy 

Scale (Hare, 1985). This scale has undergone numerous revisions (e.g., SRP-II, Hare, 

Harpur, & Hemphill, 1989; SRP-E, Williams, Paulhus, & Hare, 2007) and has the 

advantage of being modeled after the PCL-R. The 40-item version of the SRP-E 

(Williams et al., 2007) has 4 subscales: Criminal Tendencies, Erratic Lifestyle, 

Interpersonal Manipulation, and Callous Affect. Another self-report scale that has shown 

considerable promise in the assessment of psychopathy is the Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996). The PPI is a 187-item self-report measure 

of psychopathy that has been validated in both non-offender and offender samples (Edens 

et al., 2001).  The PPI differs from most previous measures of psychopathy, because all 

items reflect personality traits thought to be characteristic of psychopathy and do not 

focus on deviant behaviours (Poythress, Edens, & Lilienfeld, 1998). Because the PPI was 

designed to be sensitive enough for use on non- institutionalized populations, its subtlety 

may make it more difficult for respondents to misrepresent themselves (Poythress et al., 

1998).  

Machiavellianism 

 In 1513, Machiavelli (1513/1966) published The Prince, a book that advised 

rulers on how to maintain power through the manipulation of social contexts (Wastell & 

Booth, 2003). As a result of this publication, the term Machiavellianism was adopted to 
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describe an interpersonal style that promotes self-interest, deception, and the 

manipulation of others for personal gain (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Wilson, Near, & 

Miller, 1996). In the psychological literature, Christie and Geis (1970) were the first to 

study Machiavellianism as a construct of individual differences, and concluded that the 

feature that best differentiated between high Machs (i.e., those scoring high on a measure 

of Machiavellianism) and low Machs (i.e., those scoring low on a measure of 

Machiavellianism), was the degree of emotion invested in their interpersonal 

relationships. Christie and Geis (1970) described Machiavellians as showing distrust, 

egocentricity, cynicism, and a propensity toward interpersonal manipulation. 

Furthermore, high Machs show little concern for morality and openly admit that they will 

lie, cheat, and manipulate others to get what they want (Christie & Geis, 1970). Christie 

and Geis (1970) describe high Machs as not unintelligent and explain that these 

individuals typically refrain from exploiting others when victims may retaliate. 

In interpersonal contexts, evidence suggests that high Machs are more likeable 

and more persuasive than low Machs (Fehr, Samson, & Paulhus, 1992). In addition, high 

Machs are perceived to be more intelligent by their peers (e.g., Cherulnik, Way, Ames, & 

Hutto, 1981). However, evidence suggests that Machiavellianism does not correlate with 

measures of intelligence (e.g., Ames & Kidd, 1979). Furthermore, Machiavellianism is 

associated with negative outcomes for both people who possess these traits and those 

who have contact with these high Mach individuals (McHoskey, 1999). For example, 

Machiavellianism is positively associated with general personality dysfunction 

(McHoskey, 2001) and interpersonal problems (Gurtman, 1992), and negatively 

associated with subjective well-being (McHoskey et al., 1999). Machiavellians tend to 
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over-emphasize extrinsic goals (e.g., financial success), and underemphasize intrinsic 

goals (i.e., community, family, self-love) (McHoskey, 1999). Machiavellianism is also 

inversely related to social interest and prosocial behaviour, and positively related to 

alienation and antisocial behaviour (McHoskey, 1999). 

The Mach-IV inventory was developed by Christie and Geis (1970) as a set of 

scaling procedures designed to measure one’s agreement with Machiavelli’s political 

power strategies to interpersonal life (McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto 1998). In its revised 

version, the Mach-IV measures both dispositional and behavioural indicators of 

Machiavellianism.  The subsequent Mach-V was developed to control for social 

desirability, although this scale version was highly criticised for its unsound 

psychometric properties (e.g., scoring problems, low internal consistency, and an unclear 

underlying factor structure) (Fehr et al., 1992; McHoskey et al., 1998). Thus, the 20-item 

Mach-IV remains the most widely used instrument to measure Machiavellianism. 

Narcissism 

The term narcissism stems from a figure in Greek mythology (Narcissis) that fell 

in love with his image. The central concept of narcissism involves inflated views of the 

self and self-centeredness. In addition, narcissism is characterized by dominance, 

exhibitionism, and exploitation as well as feelings of superiority and entitlement (Raskin 

& Terry, 1988). It is important to distinguish between narcissism as a sub-clinical 

personality trait, and the diagnostic category of Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD). 

NPD is a rare disorder that affects less than 1% of the general population (American 

Psychiatric Association, 1994). According to the DSM-IV-TR (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2000), NPD involves a pattern of grandiosity, need for admiration, 
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preoccupation with fantasies of unlimited success, lack of empathy, belief that he or she 

is “special”, a sense of entitlement, interpersonal exploitation, and arrogance.  

Narcissism as a personality trait is based on the criteria for NPD, but takes the 

form of a continuum in a normal population. For the purposes of this work, I will use the 

term “narcissist” to describe individuals scoring high on the normal continuum of 

narcissism. Although narcissists often project unrealistic and inflated self-views, these 

individuals typically have fragile and extremely unstable self-images that are dependent 

on social context and validation (Rhodewalt & Sorrow, 2003). The literature on 

narcissism has consistently focused on two major subtypes of narcissism. The first is an 

overt subtype with grandiose and exhibitionistic features similar to the DSM-IV 

description of NPD, while the second subtype is a covert subtype characterized by 

vulnerability and sensitivity (e.g., Cain, Pincus, & Ansell, 2008; Dickinson & Pincus, 

2003; Gabbard, 1989). Indeed, research on narcissistic traits has shown two broad factors 

representing Grandiosity- Exhibitionism, and Vulnerability- Sensitivity (e.g., Rathvon & 

Holmstrom, 1996; Wink, 1991).  

In order to achieve a positive self-concept, narcissists view life as a means of 

achieving status, admiration, and success (Campbell, Bush, Brunell, & Shelton, 2005). As 

a result, they often utilize their social environment to maintain and enhance their positive 

self-perceptions (Campbell et al., 2005). More specifically, narcissists manipulate their 

social environment in order to generate positive feedback from others, and often interpret 

negative feedback about the self in a distorted and self-enhancing manner (Rhodewalt & 

Sorrow, 2003). In addition, narcissists tend to be motivated more by extrinsic, and less by 

intrinsic goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1996).  
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Although narcissists exhibit a large degree of self-enhancement, they do not 

appear to self-enhance on all socially desirable traits. Narcissism is associated with self- 

enhancement on agentic traits such as intelligence, extraversion, and attractiveness, but 

not on communal or collective traits such as agreeableness, kindness, and morality (e.g., 

Campbell, Bosson, Goheen, Lakey, & Kernis, 2007; Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 

2002; Gabriel, Critelli, & Ee, 1994).  In addition, although narcissists have been found to 

self-enhance on both comparative (i.e., favourable comparison of the self to another 

person) and non-comparative (i.e., no comparison with another person) measures, non-

narcissists self-enhance only on non-comparative measures (Campbell, Reeder, 

Sedikides, & Elliot, 2000). Because narcissists appear to believe their self-aggrandizing 

claims, their responses may often be more consistent with self-deceptive enhancement, 

than with conscious impression management (Paulhus & John, 1998). Interestingly, 

although narcissists consider themselves to have high levels of general performance 

success, most studies have found that narcissists are no better than others on objective 

measures of performance (e.g., Gabriel et al., 1994; Robins & John, 1997). 

In sum, narcissism can be viewed as a trade-off between the benefits of having 

high self-esteem, low levels of negative affect, and short-term self-gain, with the 

significant interpersonal costs that they experience as a result of their egotistical, 

aggressive, and self-serving behaviour (Campbell et al., 2005). Although narcissists tend 

to make positive first impressions, others increasingly dislike them over time (Paulhus, 

1998a). Morf and Rhodewalt (2001) proposed a cognitive-affective processing model that 

describes narcissists as engaging in counterproductive interpersonal strategies because 

they are insensitive to others’ concerns. However, Vazire and Funder (2006) argue that 
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narcissists suffer from impulsivity and a lack of self-control that leads to many of their 

self-defeating behaviours. 

The most widely used instrument for measuring narcissism is the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979). The NPI is a self-report instrument 

that was originally based on DSM criteria for NPD, but is has been shown to be a valid 

and reliable instrument for measuring the degree of narcissism across sub-clinical and 

clinical levels (Emmons, 1984; Emmons, 1987; Raskin & Terry, 1988). Factor analyses 

indicate that the NPI is comprised of four factors: 1) Exploitativeness/ Entitlement, 2) 

Leadership/ Authority, 3) Superiority/ Arrogance, and 4) Self-Absorption/ Self-

Admiration (Emmons, 1984).  

Teasing Apart the Dark Triad Constructs 

Because of the similarities between psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism, it has been suggested that these three constructs may be one and the same. 

For example, McHoskey et al. (1998) suggested that psychopathy and Machiavellianism 

were equivalent constructs. However, others have argued that despite the conceptual 

overlap, these constructs are not equivalent (e.g., Christie & Geis, 1970; Hare, Forth, & 

Hart, 1989; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

Several studies have examined the relationship between the Dark Triad constructs 

(Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vernon, 

Villani, Vickers, & Harris, 2008). These studies have reported significant and positive 

correlations between total psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r = .31, Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002; r = .51, Vernon et al., 2008). Furthermore, the correlations appear to be 

stronger for primary psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r = .66, Lee & Ashton, 2005; r 
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= .70, Jakobwitz & Egan, 2005) than for secondary psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r 

= .52; Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). In addition, significant and positive correlations have 

also been found between total psychopathy and narcissism (r = .50, Paulhus & Williams, 

2002; r = .28, Vernon et al., 2008). Once again, the relationship between psychopathy 

and narcissism appears to be stronger for primary psychopathy (r = .37, Lee & Ashton, 

2005; r = .40, Jakobwitz & Egan, 2005) than for secondary psychopathy and narcissism 

(r = .18, Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). Finally, correlations between narcissism and 

Machiavellianism have tended to be the smallest of the intercorrelations (r = .36, 

Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; r = .17, Lee & Ashton, 2005; r = .25, Paulhus & Williams, 

2002; r = .17, Vernon et al., 2008). Taken together, results generally show significant 

moderate to large correlations between psychopathy and Machiavellianism and between 

psychopathy and narcissism, while somewhat smaller (and sometimes non-significant) 

correlations have been found between Machiavellianism and narcissism. In addition, it 

appears that both Machiavellianism and narcissism may be more strongly related to 

primary psychopathy than secondary psychopathy.  

Several studies have also used the Five Factor and HEXACO models of 

personality structure to differentiate between the dark triad constructs (Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vernon et al., 2008). The 

Five Factor model consists of the following factors: agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

neuroticism, extraversion, and openness to experience (McCrae, 1989). The HEXACO 

model of personality is similar to the Five Factor model, although it includes an 

additional honesty-humility factor (Lee & Ashton, 2005). Several important findings 

emerge from the literature in this area.  
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The first major finding is that the agreeableness, honesty-humility, and openness 

to experience factors appear to underscore similarities between the Dark Triad constructs. 

More specifically, all three Dark Triad constructs have shown negative correlations with 

agreeableness (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 

2002; Vernon et al., 2008) and honesty- humility (Lee & Ashton, 2005). In addition, the 

openness to experience variable is not consistently related to any of the Dark Triad 

constructs (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Vernon et al., 2008). 

Another key finding is that the conscientiousness, extraversion, and neuroticism 

factors appear to highlight differences between the Dark triad constructs. More 

specifically, results show that conscientiousness is unrelated to narcissism and negatively 

correlated with Machiavellianism (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; 

Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vernon et al., 2008). Furthermore, although two of four 

studies found a negative relationship between conscientiousness and psychopathy 

(Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vernon et al., 2008), the other two did not (Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005).  In addition, narcissism is the only Dark Triad 

construct that has consistently shown a positive relationship with extraversion (Lee & 

Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Vernon et al., 2008).  In terms of neuroticism, 

only two of four studies found that neuroticism was positively correlated with 

Machiavellianism (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Vernon et al., 2008), whereas this 

relationship was not significant in the other two studies (Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). Furthermore, support has been found for both a positive (Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2006), and a negative (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) relationship between 

neuroticism and psychopathy. 
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Taken together, evidence from these studies suggests that although a conceptual 

overlap exists between the three constructs, they are not equivalent. The use of different 

instruments to measure the Five Factor and HEXACO models of personality may explain 

some of the inconsistent findings outlined above.  

Other variables have also been examined in an attempt to tease apart the Dark 

Triad constructs. In particular, distinctions have been made between the Dark Triad 

constructs in relation to self-enhancement, anxiety, antisocial behavior, and heritability 

(e.g., Paulhus & Williams 2002; Williams, McAndrew, Learn, Harms, & Paulhus, 2001; 

Vernon et al., 2008). For example, Paulhus and Williams (2002) examined the 

relationship between the Dark Triad constructs and the tendency to self-enhance. They 

measured over-claiming bias by evaluating participants’ claim to familiarity with items, 

regardless of their true existence. In addition, they measured the discrepancy between 

participants’ self-rated intelligence and an objective measure of intelligence. On both 

measures, narcissism exhibited the strongest relationship with self-enhancement, 

followed by psychopathy. However, Machiavellianism was not significantly related to 

self-enhancement on either measure. This finding is consistent with clinical accounts that 

Machiavellians are more rational and grounded (e.g., Christie & Geis, 1970; Hare, Forth, 

& Hart, 1989).  

Associations with anxiety have also been shown to differ across the Dark Triad 

constructs. Although findings consistently show that Machiavellianism is positively 

correlated with anxiety (e.g., Jones, Nickel, & Schmidt, 1979; Nigro & Galli, 1985), 

narcissism is negatively correlated with anxiety (e.g., Sedikides, Rudich, Gregg, 

Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2004; Watson & Biderman, 1993). In addition, evidence linking 
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psychopathy and anxiety is mixed (e.g., Cleckley, 1941; Hale, Goldstein, Abramowitz, 

Calamari, & Kosson, 2004; Ray, 1983).  

Past research has shown that aggressive and antisocial behaviour is positively 

correlated with psychopathy (e.g., Hart & Hare, 1989; Porter et al., 2001) and narcissism 

(e.g., Twenge & Campbell, 2008). However, the evidence that high Machs exhibit more 

aggressive and antisocial behaviour than low Machs is less compelling (see Fehr et al., 

1992 for a review). Consistent with these findings, Williams et al. (2001) found that 

antisocial behavior correlated most strongly with psychopathy (r = .47), followed by 

narcissism (r = .32), and Machiavellianism (r = .26) (Williams et al., 2001). Psychopathy 

and narcissism were significantly positively correlated with all domains of antisocial 

behavior (i.e., bullying, serious crime, drugs, minor crime, anti-authority), while 

Machiavellianism was only significantly correlated with bullying and minor crime. As 

expected, factor 2 of psychopathy appeared to play a bigger role than factor 1 in the 

correlations between psychopathy and antisocial behavior.  Thus, preliminary research 

suggests that the Dark Triad constructs may be differentially related to various types of 

antisocial behaviour.  

Finally, Vernon and colleagues (2008) recently completed the first behavioral 

genetic investigation of the Dark Triad. Consistent with previous research, they found 

that psychopathy and narcissism showed a moderate to large heritable component. In 

addition, psychopathy, narcissism, and the Big Five personality variables were all entirely 

attributable to genetics and non-shared environment. However, they found that 

Machiavellianism was only slightly heritable and it was the only variable that showed 

considerable influence from the shared environment.  Vernon et al. (2008) suggest that in 
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addition to genetic factors, Machiavellianism is, to some extent, learned. More research is 

needed to replicate and extend this finding. 

In sum, evidence from several lines of research suggests that psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism are overlapping, but distinct constructs. Support for 

this claim comes from three sources: 1) studies examining correlations between the Dark 

Triad constructs, 2) studies examining the relationship between the Dark Triad constructs 

and the Five Factor and HEXACO models of personality; 3) studies examining the 

relationship between the Dark Triad constructs and other variables (e.g., self-

enhancement, anxiety, antisocial behaviour, and heritability). One common characteristic 

of these individuals is their interpersonally exploitative nature. As a result, it is important 

to investigate the relationship between the Dark Triad constructs and faking ability. The 

following section will review existing research in this area. 

The Dark Triad and Faking Ability 

Psychopathy and Faking Ability 

Research has consistently shown that psychopathy is related to a tendency to 

deceive in a variety of contexts (e.g., Rogers & Cruise, 2000; Rogers, Johansen, Chang, 

& Salekin, 1997; Seto, Khattar, Lalumiére, and Quinsey, 1997; Sierles, 1984). However, 

the tendency to deceive does not necessarily translate into the ability to deceive. Studies 

examining the relationship between psychopathy and the ability to fake are lacking and 

clear findings are yet to be established.  

Faking on Self-Report Personality Instruments. A review of the literature yielded 

only a handful of studies that have assessed the ability to fake on personality inventories 

as a function of psychopathy. Research on faking good demonstrates that, when so 



                                                                                                                                                                            

 

24  
 

24 

instructed, individuals scoring high on psychopathy scales can significantly lower their 

psychopathy scores to a greater extent than those scoring low on psychopathy (Edens et 

al., 2001; Rogers, Vitacco, Jackson, Martin, Collins, & Sewell, 2002). However, such 

studies are susceptible to floor effects and have not contained validity scales to assess 

whether or not dissimulating psychopaths could be detected.  

Only two published studies (Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006) have 

used personality tests with validity scales to directly examine whether psychopathic traits 

enable faking-good on self-report personality inventories. Results from these studies 

suggest that the ability to fake good on self-report personality inventories may differ as a 

function of scores on a psychopathy scale.  Book et al. (2006) used the Levenson’s Self-

Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995) and measured success at faking 

on the Holden Psychological Screening Inventory (HPSI; Holden, 1996). Results showed 

that successful fakers had significantly higher primary, secondary, and total psychopathy 

scores than individuals caught faking. In their study, MacNeil and Holden (2006) used 

the PPI (Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996) and measured success at faking on three different 

validity indices. Results showed that although successful and unsuccessful fakers did not 

differ on general psychopathy, respondents successful at faking good scored higher than 

unsuccessful fakers on factors of Machiavellian Egocentricity and Blame Externalization 

and lower on Stress Immunity. These two studies suggest that there are some components 

of psychopathy that enable faking good. The use of different instruments to measure 

psychopathy and success at faking may have accounted for the somewhat different 

results.  
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In contrast to faking good studies, evidence suggests that the ability to fake bad 

on self-report personality inventories is unrelated to psychopathy (e.g., Book et al., 2006; 

MacNeil & Holden, 2006). Book et al. (2006) instructed undergraduate students to fake 

bad on the HPSI (Holden, 1996), and found that successful and unsuccessful fakers did 

not differ on Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale: primary, secondary, or total 

scores. Edens, Buffington, and Tomicic (2000) also used an undergraduate sample and 

assessed their ability to fake psychotic symptoms. Results indicated that successful fakers 

scored no higher on psychopathy than unsuccessful fakers. In their study, Poythress, 

Edens, and Watkins (2001) used inmate samples of both simulated fakers and suspected 

malingerers. Although the simulated fakers completed the validity indices with 

instructions to fake, the suspected malingering group was instructed to respond honestly 

on these measures. For both groups, it was found that psychopathy was unrelated to 

successful faking. Consistent with the above findings, Kropp (1994) reported that 

psychopathy did not improve inmates’ ability to feign mental illness. However, a non-

significant trend was detected whereby more able fakers tended to be from a 

psychopathic group. Finally, MacNeil and Holden (2006) also found that undergraduate 

students successful at faking bad on three different validity indices did not differ as a 

function of PPI total or subscale scores. 

Contrary to the above findings, Gacono, Meloy, Sheppard, Speth, and Roske 

(1995) reported a strong association between psychopathy and malingering when they 

compared hospitalized insanity acquittees with insanity acquittees who were suspected 

malingerers. Suspected malingerers had higher psychopathy scores than insanity 

acquittees not malingering. However, because psychologists were asked to nominate 
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individuals that fit specific inclusion criteria, this may have led to biased samples of 

insanity acquittees.  

In summary, when faking good on self-report personality inventories, preliminary 

evidence suggests that psychopathy may be related to successful faking. However, most 

investigations have found no relationship between psychopathic traits and successfully 

faking bad.  

Interpersonal Faking. Examining the characteristics of psychopaths leads to 

mixed predictions about their ability to fake good in interpersonal situations. For 

example, Cogburn (1993) suggested that psychopaths differ from non-psychopaths on 

several traits that are potentially relevant for deception ability. More specifically, 

psychopaths tend to show traits such as more social surgency, less autonomic arousal, 

and less anxiety and guilt, all of which could suggest an increased ability to deceive 

(Cogburn, 1993). Alternatively, psychopaths also tend to show the following traits that 

may decrease their ability to deceive: deficits in behavioral control, punishment 

avoidance, goal-directed activity, and social sensitivity (Cogburn, 1993). In addition, 

Billings (2004) noted that although psychopaths’ lack of inhibition and inability to learn 

from failure may make them prolific liars, it is not clear whether they are more skilled. 

These mixed predictions warrant empirical examination of the relationship between 

psychopathy and interpersonal faking ability.  

A review of the literature found no published studies directly examining the effect 

of psychopathy on interpersonal faking ability. However, several studies have examined 

the link between psychopathy and deception ability (e.g., Billings, 2004; Cogburn, 1993; 

Klaver, Lee, & Hart, 2007; Patrick & Iacono, 1989; Raskin & Hare, 1978). Findings for 
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these studies have yielded mixed results. For example, polygraph experiments have found 

no differences between psychopaths and non-psychopaths in deception ability (e.g., 

Patrick & Iacono, 1989; Raskin & Hare, 1978). Consistent with the polygraph literature, 

Cogburn (1993) also found no relationship between psychopathy and success at 

deception.  Using samples of college students (n = 65) and convicts on parole (n= 29) 

participants took part in a structured interview where they attempted to persuade an 

interviewer that they 1) had done two socially desirable acts, only one of which they had 

actually done, and 2) that they had not committed two undesirable acts, one of which they 

had actually committed. These interviews were videotaped and shown to naïve judges 

who rated their believability. Overall, psychopathy was unrelated to success at deception 

in both samples. Limitations in this study were the low inter- rater reliability and the 

small sample sizes.  

In contrast, Billings (2004) found a significant relationship between psychopathy 

and deception ability in a sample of university students. In this study, participants were 

asked to rate their opinions on current event topics, and their 4 strongest opinions were 

chosen for them as topics for discussion. They were asked to take the “agree” position for 

two of their talks and the “disagree” position for the other two talks, so that they were 

telling the truth twice, and lying twice. Independent raters (n = 150) made relative 

judgments of truthfulness, ranking four presentations by the same presenter from 1 (most 

truthful) to 4 (least truthful). Results indicated that individuals with psychopathic traits 

were more successful at deception, whether those traits were measured by a structured 

interview (Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version; Hart, Cox, & Hare, 1995), a self-

report questionnaire (Psychopathic Personality Inventory: Short Form; Lilienfeld & Hess, 
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2001), or collateral ratings (the Collateral Ratings of Psychopathy; Cale & Lilienfeld, 

2002). More specifically, success at pretence was related to factor 1, but not factor 2 of 

the Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version and the Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory. In another study, Klaver et al. (2007) investigated the relationship between 

self-reported lying ability and scores on the Psychopathy Checklist Revised (using a 3 

factor model of psychopathy; Cook & Michie, 2001). Similar to Billings (2004), they 

found that the interpersonal dimension of psychopathy (factor 1) was positively related to 

self-reported lying ability.  

In summary, inconclusive evidence exists concerning the relationship between 

psychopathy and deception ability. Mixed findings may be explained by variations in 

deception-related tasks and methods of evaluating success at faking. Furthermore, 

because research examining psychopathy and interpersonal faking ability, rather than 

deception ability, does not exist, future research should address this issue.  

Machiavellianism and Faking Ability 

It is also possible that Machiavellianism is a key characteristic that enables 

successful faking. If so, the association between components of psychopathy and 

successful faking (e.g., Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006) may simply be due 

to their joint correlation with Machiavellianism. In addition, because of the attitudes that 

are characteristic of high Machs, these individuals may be more practiced at 

misrepresenting themselves favourably for personal gain.  

A review of the literature found only one study that examined the effect of 

Machiavellianism on faking ability on self-report personality inventories. As mentioned 

previously, MacNeil and Holden (2006) found that when faking good, successful fakers 
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scored higher on the Machiavellian Egocentricity subscale of the Psychopathic 

Personality Inventory. However, although this scale measures narcissistic and ruthless 

attitudes in interpersonal functioning, it is not a direct measure of Machiavellianism.  

A small body of research has explored the relationship between Machiavellianism 

and the ability to perform tasks related to interpersonal deception and faking (e.g., Aziz, 

2004, 2005; Aziz, May, & Crotts, 2002; Billings, 2004; Blumstein, 1973; Geis & Moon, 

1981; Kraut & Price, 1976). Results from these studies are mixed. For example, 

Blumstein (1973) asked participants to take part in role-playing sessions with a 

confederate and to act out a situation that was described to them. Compared to low 

Machs, high Machs were more comfortable in the role-play situation, showed more 

projections of intimacy, and were more likely to assume an identity to help them 

accomplish an interpersonal task. In addition, Geis and Moon (1981) found that subjects 

who held a Machiavellian view of life were more convincing liars than non-

Machiavellians in a task requiring them to falsely deny knowledge of a theft. In their 

study, Kraut and Price (1976) found that Machiavellianism in mothers and fathers was 

positively correlated with their children’s success at deceiving others at a bluffing game. 

However, the children’s own Machiavellianism score did not correlate with their success 

at the bluffing game. In contrast to these findings, Billings (2004) found no relationship 

between Machiavellianism and deception ability. Using the methodology described 

above, in which participants tell the truth twice and lie twice about their opinions on 

controversial topics, scores on the Mach-IV were unrelated to success at pretence.  

In a series of naturalistic studies, Machiavellianism was associated with a greater 

occupational success in sales positions in a sample of real-estate salespersons (Aziz, 
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2005), automobile salespersons (Aziz, 2004), and stockbrokers (Aziz, May, & Crotts, 

2002). These studies indicate that Machiavellians may be particularly skilled at 

manipulating buyers, and at misrepresenting facts about their merchandise. However, the 

above findings are based on self-reported rather than objective measures of sales success.  

At this time, the relationship between Machiavellianism and faking ability on 

self-report personality tests remains largely unexplored.  Some evidence suggests that 

Machiavellians may be more skilled at tasks that require interpersonal deception in both 

experimental and real world contexts. However, conflicting findings mandate further 

research in this area. In addition, research examining Machiavellianism and interpersonal 

faking ability, rather than deception ability is required. 

Narcissism and Faking Ability 

Because of the inter-relatedness of the Dark Triad constructs, it is also possible 

that narcissism is related to successful faking. A review of the literature, however, found 

no published studies directly examining the effect of narcissism on faking ability on self-

report personality inventories or during social interactions.  Speculation about the 

possible relationship between narcissism and faking ability reveals a somewhat 

contradictory picture.  

Some evidence suggests that narcissists may be particularly skilled fakers. For 

example, previous research using self-report personality instruments has shown that when 

faking good, successful fakers scored higher than unsuccessful fakers on a scale designed 

to measure narcissistic and ruthless attitudes in interpersonal functioning (i.e., 

Machiavellian Egocentricity subscale of the PPI) (MacNeil & Holden, 2006). However, 

this scale is not a direct measure of narcissism and future studies are needed to link 
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faking ability to established instruments of narcissism such as the NPI. It can also be 

hypothesized that because narcissists are used to portraying themselves positively, these 

individuals may develop a skill for doing so.  In addition, some evidence suggests that 

narcissists perform better than non-narcissists when tasks involve a high opportunity for 

self-enhancement (i.e., challenging task goals, performance pressure, and performance 

evaluation by others) (Wallace & Baumeister, 2002). Therefore, it is possible that 

narcissists can also perform better at faking tasks when these tasks involve an opportunity 

for self-enhancement.  

Alternatively, some evidence also suggests that narcissists may not be particularly 

skilled at managing their self-presentations. More specifically, narcissists’ interpersonal 

manipulations may fail to make positive impressions on which they are reliant for their 

self-concept (Rhodewalt & Sorrow, 2003). For example, Morf (1994) conducted a study 

in which participants were instructed to interact in dyads with the goal of getting the 

other person to like them. Results indicated that individuals scoring higher on narcissism 

employed significantly more self-aggrandizing, and fewer self-effacing and approval-

seeking statements. Independent coders then rated the audiotapes of the dyadic 

conversations. It was found that the raters’ impressions of narcissists were more negative 

than the impressions they formed of individuals who were low in narcissism. Consistent 

with this finding, narcissists have been found to engage in more self-handicapping 

behaviours than do individuals low in narcissism (Rhodewalt, Trageakis, & Finnerty, 

2000). Self-handicapping behaviours are beneficial in that they allow an individual to 

externalize blame for failure, or achieve additional credit for success (Rhodewalt & 
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Sorrow, 2003). However, some research has found that others do not particularly like 

self-handicappers (e.g., Rhodewalt, Sanbonmatsu, Feick, Tschanz, & Waller, 1995).  

In summary, there is a lack of empirical research concerning the relationship 

between narcissism and faking ability. Both the close relationship of narcissism with 

psychopathy and Machiavellianism, and the interpersonally exploitative nature of these 

individuals require that future research be conducted to examine this issue.  

Present Investigation  

The general purpose of the present research was to determine whether the Dark 

Triad personality constructs are related to faking ability. If the ability to fake is related to 

the Dark Triad, this will have significant implications for assessment contexts. To date, 

the link between the Dark Triad and faking ability is largely unexplored. Only a handful 

of studies have directly examined the relationship between psychopathy and faking 

ability on self-report tests (e.g., Book et al., 2006; Edens et al., 2000; MacNeil & Holden, 

2006), and no studies have examined this issue using interpersonal faking, rather than 

deception tasks. Furthermore, published studies directly examining the relationship 

between faking ability and the other Dark Triad constructs (i.e., narcissism and 

Machiavellianism) do not exist. To my knowledge, this is the first empirical attempt to 

tease apart the Dark Triad constructs in terms of their relationship with faking ability. 

There were two main objectives of the current research program. The first was to 

examine whether the Dark Triad is related to faking ability on self-report inventories of 

personality. Study 1 (Chapter 2) extended my master’s work by using an inmate sample 

to examine the effect of psychopathy on the ability to fake-good and fake-bad on self-

report inventories of personality. Study 2 (Chapter 3) used an undergraduate student 
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sample and extended upon Study 1 by examining the effect of the Dark Triad on the 

ability to fake good and fake bad on self-report personality inventories.  

The second main objective was to evaluate whether the Dark Triad enables 

interpersonal faking. Study 3 (Chapter 4) investigated the relationship between the Dark 

Triad and the ability to fake good while providing videotaped self-presentations. This 

study used an undergraduate university student population as both participants and 

independent raters. The specific hypotheses for each of these studies are provided in the 

subsequent sections of this dissertation.
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CHAPTER TWO: STUDY ONE 

Overview and Hypotheses 

There is a strong intuitive appeal for an association between psychopathy and 

faking on self-report inventories. However, the relationship between psychopathy and the 

ability to fake without being caught on self-report personality inventories has not been 

established. Only two published studies have examined the effect of psychopathy on the 

ability to fake good on self-report inventories (Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 

2006). Evidence from these studies suggests that the ability to fake good on self-report 

personality inventories may differ as a function of scores on a psychopathy scale. More 

specifically, Book et al. (2006) used the Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale and 

found that primary, secondary, and total psychopathy scores were related to success at 

faking good. MacNeil and Holden (2006) used the Psychopathic Personality Inventory 

and found that although success at faking good was unrelated to total psychopathy scores, 

successful fakers scored significantly higher on Machiavellian Egocentricity and Blame 

Externalization subscales, and lower on the Stress Immunity subscale. In contrast to 

faking good studies, only one study has found a relationship between faking bad and 

psychopathy (Gacono et al., 1995), and the majority of research has found no relationship 

between psychopathic traits and the ability to fake bad  (e.g., Book et al., 2006; Edens et 

al., 2000; Kropp, 1994; MacNeil & Holden, 2006; Poythress et al., 2001). 

The present study addressed the first objective of this dissertation; to examine 

whether the Dark Triad is related to faking ability on self-report inventories of 

personality. More specifically, this study investigated the effect of psychopathy on the 

ability to fake good and fake bad on self-report personality inventories. Additionally, the 
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role of specific subcomponents of psychopathy that enable fakers to evade detection was 

explored. The present study attempted to replicate MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) study 

using a sample of incarcerated federal offenders. To my knowledge, this is the first study 

to use an offender population to examine empirically the relationship between 

psychopathy and the ability to fake good and fake bad on self-report personality 

inventories.  

Participants completed a psychopathy measure (Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory), followed by three personality tests under experimentally induced fake good, 

fake bad, and standard conditions. Thus, the present study used a one factor (instruction 

type) repeated measures design with three levels of the independent variable (fake good, 

fake bad, and standard responding). In addition, to examine other factors that may 

influence faking ability, successful and unsuccessful fakers were compared on subscales 

of the Holden Psychological Screening Inventory (HPSI; Holden, 1996). To rule out 

potential significant effects attributable to age, verbal ability, and adherence to faking 

instructions, analyses examined the influence of these factors. 

Based on the findings previously reviewed (e.g., Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & 

Holden, 2006), I predicted that the presence of psychopathic traits would be positively 

related to success at faking good, and unrelated to success at faking bad on self-report 

personality inventories. Because this study replicated the methodology of MacNeil and 

Holden (2006), it was expected that for the faking good group, individuals that are 

successful at faking good would score higher on the Machiavellian Egocentricity and 

Blame Externalization subscales, and lower on the Stress Immunity subscale of the 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory. When faking bad, successful and unsuccessful fakers 
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were not expected to differ on the psychopathy total or subscale scores. Finally, I 

predicted that the present study would replicate MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) finding 

that successful fakers scored higher on the Psychiatric Symptomatology and Social 

Symptomatology subscales of the Holden Psychological Screening Inventory. 

Method 

Participants 

Although 94 inmates initially participated in the current study, 10 individuals 

were subsequently excluded because of a possible lack of adherence to instructions (see 

results section for further explanation of the exclusion criteria). Thus, the final sample 

consisted of 84 adult male inmate volunteers from two federal correctional institutions in 

the Kingston, Ontario region. All participants were serving a minimum of 2-year 

sentences for offences of the Canadian criminal code. The age of the participants ranged 

from 18 to 60, with the average age being 31.31 (SD = 9.54). No other demographic 

information was collected.  

At Collins Bay Institution, inmates were randomly chosen to come down to a 

boardroom on the psychology unit. Upon arrival, they were asked if they would be 

interested in participating in a research study. At Portsmouth Community Correctional 

Centre, offenders were approached either individually or in groups and asked whether or 

not they would be interested in participating in a research study. Participants from both 

institutions were informed that the study would examine faking ability on self-report 

personality inventories. In addition, they were made aware that they could withdraw at 

any time from the study without penalty. Participants were treated in accordance with the 

ethical standards outlined by the Canadian Psychological Association. 
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Measures 

The Multidimensional Aptitude Battery- Vocabulary Subtest (MAB-II; Jackson, 

2003). The 46-item vocabulary subtest was included in the present study to serve as a 

brief estimate of verbal ability. This scale provides an indication of the number of words 

or verbal concepts that have been learned and stored. In addition, the vocabulary subtest 

reflects the ability to store, categorize, and retrieve information appropriately. The 

vocabulary subtest is a timed test and participants are given 7 minutes to complete the 

measure. Each item consists of a target word and a list of 5 alternative words. Participants 

are asked to choose the alternative that is nearest in meaning to the target word.  

The Vocabulary subtest of the MAB-II has demonstrated good internal 

consistency reliabilities in samples of adolescents (alpha coefficients ranging from .72 to 

.89). Test-retest reliability for the Vocabulary subtest over a mean retest interval of 45 

days has also been excellent (.90) (Jackson, 2003). Factor analyses have shown the 

vocabulary subtest to load highly on the verbal scale of the MAB-II (.82) and on a 

general intelligence factor (.73) (Jackson, 2003). In addition, the vocabulary subtest of 

the MAB has been shown to correlate .89 with the vocabulary subtest of the WAIS-R 

(Jackson, 1984a). 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996). The PPI 

is a 187-item self-report instrument intended to measure psychopathic features. All items 

are worded in first person singular, and are rated on a scale from 1 (false) to 4 (true). A 

total score is provided (ranging from 163 to 652), along with eight factor-analytically 

derived subscales assessing different aspects of psychopathy: (1) Machiavellian 

Egocentricity; (2) Social Potency; (3) Coldheartedness; (4) Carefree Nonplanfulness; (5) 
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Fearlessness; (6) Blame Externalization; (7) Impulsive Nonconformity; and (8) Stress 

Immunity. A description of these subscales and sample items is shown in Table 2.1. A 

total score on the PPI provides a general index of the extent to which individuals 

demonstrate psychopathic traits. The PPI also contains three validity scales (Deviant 

Responding, Inconsistency scale and the Unlikely Virtues scale) that are designed to 

assess various response sets.  

Good evidence for the validity and reliability of the PPI has been reported by 

Lilienfeld and Andrews (1996) among several undergraduate samples. High internal 

consistency coefficients were found for the PPI total score (alpha coefficients ranging 

from .90 to .93) and for the 8 PPI subscales (alpha coefficients ranging from .70 to .90). 

Test-retest reliability over a mean retest interval of 26 days was .95 for PPI total scores, 

with subscale retest reliabilities ranging from .82 to .94.  The PPI total score showed a 

positive correlation with interview rating measures of psychopathy (r = .60), revised 

versions of the Self-Report Psychopathy scale using two different samples (r = .62, and 

.91), and interview-based measures of antisocial personality features (r = .59) (Lilienfeld 

& Andrews, 1996). In a sample of youthful male offenders, the PPI total score correlated 

moderately to highly with the Psychopathy Checklist Revised: Factor 1, Factor 2, and 

Total Score (r = .54, .40, and .54, respectively) (Poythress et al., 1998). Although the PPI 

was originally designed for use with non-criminal samples, the PPI has also shown to 

demonstrate good reliability and validity in prison samples (e.g., Chapman, Gremore, & 

Farmer, 2003; Poythress et al., 1998; Sandoval, Hancock, Poythress, Edens, & Lilienfeld, 

2000). Recent factor analysis in a large community sample yielded evidence for two 

factors representing distinct constructs (Benning, Patrick, Hicks, Blonigen, & Krueger,
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Table 2.1 

Description of PPI Subscales and Sample Items 

 # Of 
Items 
 

Sample Item 
 

Description 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 

30 “I always look out for my 
own interests before 
worrying about the other 
guy” [true] 
 

Assesses narcissistic and 
ruthless attitudes in 
interpersonal functioning 

Social Potency 24 “ Even when others are upset 
with me, I can usually win 
them over with my charm” 
[true] 
 

Assesses one’s perceived 
ability to influence and 
manipulate others 

Coldheartedness 21 “ I have had ‘crushes’ on 
people that were so intense 
that they were painful” 
[false] 
 

Measures a propensity toward 
callousness, guiltlessness, and 
an absence of sentimentality 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 

20 “ I often make the same 
errors in judgment over and 
over again” [true] 
 

Assesses an attitude of 
indifference in planning one’s 
actions 

Fearlessness 19 “ Making a parachute jump 
would really frighten me” 
[false] 

Assesses an absence of 
anticipatory anxiety concerning 
harm and a willingness to 
participate in risky activities 
 

Blame 
Externalization 

18 “ I usually feel that people 
give me the credit I deserve” 
[false] 
 

Assesses a tendency to blame 
others for one’s problems and 
to rationalize one’s 
misbehaviour 
 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 

17 “ I sometimes question 
authority figures ‘just for the 
hell of it’” [true] 
 

Measures a reckless lack of 
concern regarding social mores 

Stress Immunity 11 “ I can remain calm in 
situations that would make 
many other people panic” 
[true] 

Assesses an absence of marked 
reactions to anxiety-provoking 
events 
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2003). PPI-I appears to mirror the emotional-interpersonal facet of psychopathy, 

including social dominance and low fear, while PPI-II parallels the social deviance facet 

of psychopathy, such as rebelliousness, impulsivity, and aggression (Edens, 2004). These 

two constructs show similarities to those previously reported for the Psychopathy 

Checklist Revised (Hare, 1996). 

The Holden Psychological Screening Inventory (HPSI; Holden, 1996). The HPSI  

is a brief 36-item self-report instrument measuring psychopathology. Each item is 

responded to on a 5-point Likert rating scale. The HPSI’s three primary scales are 

Psychiatric Symptomatology, Social Symptomatology, and Depression. The HPSI is also 

used as a validity index. The Psychiatric Symptomatology scale assesses generalized 

psychopathology including psychotic facets, anxiety, and somatic preoccupations. Social 

Symptomatology assesses inadequate or deviant socialization and impulse control. The 

Depression scale quantifies feelings of pessimism, loss of confidence in abilities, and 

self-depreciation.  

The use of the HPSI total as a validity index is based on the finding that although 

the three primary scales are independent under standard conditions, they correlate 

substantially in situations where faking is present (Holden, 1995). Lower total HPSI 

scores indicate socially desirable responding (faking good), while higher total HPSI 

scores indicate efforts to appear in an unfavourable manner (faking bad). Cut-off scores 

have been established as < 20 for socially desirable responding and > 80 for negative 

dissimulation. Research with experimentally induced faking has demonstrated the 

validity of this index for identifying dissimulators (Holden, 1996; Holden, Book, 

Edwards, Wasylkiw, & Starzyk, 2003; Holden, Starzyk, McLeod, & Edwards, 2000). 
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Across several samples, the median coefficient alpha reliabilities for the HPSI scales 

were .74, .73, .84, and .83 for Psychiatric Symptomatology, Social Symptomatology, 

Depression, and Total, respectively (Holden, 1996). In addition, the HPSI’s item latent 

structure has matched closely with the inventory’s scoring key (e.g., Holden & 

Grigoriadis, 1995; Holden et al., 2000).  

Paulhus Deception Scales Impression Management Scale (PDS-IM; Paulhus, 

1998b). The PDS-IM contains 20 items that are designed to measure one’s tendency to 

give socially desirable responses on self-report instruments. The PDS consists of two 

scales: the Self Deceptive Enhancement scale and the Impression Management scale. Self 

Deceptive Enhancement measures the tendency to give believed, but inflated self 

descriptions and the Impression Management scale is designed to measure deliberate 

positive self presentation targeted at a public audience. Participants in the present study 

were administered the Impression Management scale, which consists of 20 items, each 

responded to on a 5 point Likert scale.  

Cut-off scores have been established as > 12 for socially desirable responding 

(faking good) and < 1 for negative dissimulation (faking bad). Good evidence for the 

validity and reliability of the PDS-IM has been reported. For example, high internal 

consistency coefficients have been reported for the PDS-IM scale across several samples 

(alpha coefficients ranging from .81 to .84) (Paulhus, 1998). In addition, evidence for the 

validity of the Impression Management scale has been demonstrated through its 

associations with other relevant scales and by evaluating its responsiveness to 

experimentally induced faking (Paulhus, 1984; Paulhus, Bruce & Trapnell, 1995). 
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Personality Research Form Desirability Scale (PRF Desirability- Form E; 

Jackson, 1984b). The Desirability scale of the PRF is a 16-item scale designed to allow 

the evaluation of response profiles in terms of desirability. Higher than average scores 

may indicate conscious distortion, impression management, atypically high self-regard, 

or a high degree of conventional socialization. Conversely, very low scores may indicate 

malingering tendencies or atypically low self-regard.  Specific cut-off scores for desirable 

responding have not been established. Jackson (1984b) reported a Spearman Brown 

corrected split-half reliability of .68 for the PRF-Desirability scale in a college sample. 

Validity for the PRF Desirability scale has been demonstrated through its associations 

with other social desirability scales (e.g., Holden & Fekken, 1989).  

Psychopathy Checklist Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991). The PCL-R is a 20- item 

instrument that assesses factors relevant to the construct of psychopathy. Each item is 

scored on a 3-point scale (0 = does not apply- not present, 1 = uncertain, 2 = applies) 

based on a semi-structured interview and detailed file review. Scores range from 0 to 40 

and reflect the extent to which an individual matches the prototypical psychopath. 

Research on the internal structure of the PCL-R initially showed 2 factors: Factor 1, 

reflecting the interpersonal and affective features of psychopathy, and Factor 2, reflecting 

antisocial behaviour. However, Cooke and Michie (2001) found evidence of 3 factors: 

Arrogant and Deceitful Interpersonal Style, Deficient Affective Experience, and 

Impulsive and Irresponsible Behavioral Style.  The reliability and validity of the PCL-R 

have been well established and have been discussed extensively in the literature (Hare, 

1985; Hare, 1991; Hart, Kropp, & Hare, 1988). 

Procedure 
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All respondents gave informed consent and participated individually or in small 

groups. The participant and the experimenter reviewed the consent form, and once the 

participant provided his consent, the administration of test materials began. Copies of all 

letters of information, consent forms, questionnaires, participant instructions, and 

debriefing forms are located in Appendix A.  

Participants were first asked to complete the Vocabulary subtest of the MAB-II. 

Next, participants completed the psychopathy measure (PPI) under standard instructions. 

Following completion of the psychopathy measure, participants were asked to complete a 

set of three personality inventories (i.e., the PDS-IM, HPSI, and PRF) under each of three 

experimental conditions: honest, fake good, and fake bad (counterbalanced). Thus, each 

participant completed three sets of three personality inventories (i.e., nine personality 

inventories). Order of experimental instructions was completely counterbalanced with 

participants randomly assigned to 1 of the 6 possible orders.  

 Instructions for each condition were included in the participant’s booklet and the 

experimenter was present at all times to answer any questions that arose. Following 

completion of the inventories, participants completed two questions regarding their 

adherence to faking instructions. The testing of each participant took approximately 1.5- 

2.0 hours. Upon completion of the instruments, participants were debriefed. As another 

measure of psychopathy, PCL-R scores were obtained for participants who had these on 

file, and consented to having their files reviewed by the principal researcher.  

Results 

Of the initial sample of 94 participants, 10 were excluded due to their lack of 

following instructions (i.e., scores while faking did not move in the expected direction 
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based on their scores while being honest). More specifically, if a participant’s scores did 

not move in the expected direction for faking good on both the HPSI and PDS-IM, they 

were excluded. Due to a ceiling effect, scores for faking good on the PRF were not 

considered as exclusion criteria. In addition, if a participant’s scores did not move in the 

expected direction for faking bad on both the HPSI and the PRF, they were excluded. 

Due to a floor effect, scores for faking bad on the PDS-IM were not considered for 

exclusion criteria.  

For each measure, pro-rating was used to compute scale scores for each 

participant based on the average of their reported scores if less than 10% of data was 

missing. A multivariate analysis of variance on HPSI total, PDS-IM, and PRF scores 

indicated significant group differences among the faking groups, Wilks’ ! = 0.18, F(6, 

76) =  58.39, p < .01,  suggesting that participants were adhering to instructions.  

Descriptive Statistics 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI). PPI total scores for the 84 participants 

ranged from 279 to 490 with a mean score of 398.50 (SD = 41.70). The mean score is 

consistent with other studies employing correctional samples and is substantially higher 

than what has typically been found for student samples. For example, Poythress et al. 

(1998, as cited in Edens et al., 2000) obtained a mean PPI total score of 392 (SD = 46) in 

a sample of youthful offenders. In addition, MacNeil and Holden (2006) obtained a mean 

of 349 (SD = 36) in a sample of 200 college students.  The internal consistency in the 

present sample was satisfactory, with values for the alpha coefficients of the PPI total and 

subscales ranging from 0.71 to 0.88. These values are satisfactory and similar to those 

previously reported (e.g., Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; MacNeil & Holden, 2006; Marcus 
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et al., 2004). Descriptive statistics for psychopathy (as measured by the PPI) can be found 

in Table 2.2.  

Multidimensional Aptitude Battery- Vocabulary Subtest (MAB-II). On the 

vocabulary subtest of the MAB-II, the mean score was 18.96 (SD = 6.82). Scores ranged 

from 6 to 32. The mean in the present sample is lower than the mean of 22.07 (SD = 

6.36) reported by MacNeil and Holden (2006) in a sample of 200 undergraduate students. 

Because the vocabulary subtest is a speeded task, Cronbach’s alpha was not calculated. 

Validity Indices. Descriptive statistics for the three validity indices (HPSI, PDS-

IM, and PRF) are shown in Table 2.3.  In the honest condition, the mean score on the 

HPSI total was 45.40 (SD = 12.08). This is consistent with the means and standard 

deviations found in Book, Knap, and Holden’s (2000) sample of prison inmates (M = 

43.93, SD = 11.86), and greater than the mean of 38.48 (SD = 11.25) obtained in 

Holden’s (1996) normative sample of adult males. 

Under honest instruction conditions, the mean score on the PDS-IM was 5.27 (SD 

= 3.67). This is consistent with the mean of 5.3 (SD = 3.6) that was reported in a large 

sample of prison inmates, and lower than the mean obtained in a sample from the general 

population (M = 6.70, SD = 4.00) (Paulhus, 1998).   

In the standard responding condition, the mean score on the PRF-Desirability was 

9.37 (SD = 3.05).  This is consistent with the means and standard deviations found in a 

sample of juvenile offenders  (M = 9.14, SD = 3.24), and lower than the mean of 10.78 

(SD = 3.00) reported for a sample of male college students (Jackson, 1984b). 

Psychopathy Checklist Revised (PCL-R). Although 76 of the participants 

consented to a file review, only 18 of these individuals had PCL-R scores available in 
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Table 2.2 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the PPI Total and Subscales (n = 84) 

 

 Mean SD Reliability 
(Cronbach’s 

alpha) 
 

PPI Total      398.50       41.70       0.85 
 

Machiavellian Egocentricity 
 

      71.41       14.32       0.88 

Social Potency 
 

      64.98         9.37       0.79 

Fearlessness 
 

      51.85         9.90       0.82 

Coldheartedness 
 

      47.99         8.76       0.78 

Impulsive Nonconformity 
 

      37.71         7.43       0.72 

Blame Externalization 
  

      45.90         9.36       0.84 

Carefree Nonplanfulness 
 

      38.83         8.92       0.84 

Stress Immunity 
 

      33.16         5.03       0.71 
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Table 2.3 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Validity Indices (HPSI, PDS-IM, & PRF) 

 

 
 

 Standard Faking Good Faking Bad 
 Mean SD Mean SD 

 
Mean SD 

HPSI Total 
 

  45.40   12.08   34.99   19.08   83.84   19.76 

PDS- IM  
 

    5.27     3.67   13.05     4.67     4.57     4.67 

PRF- 
Desirability 
  

    9.37     3.05   12.72     3.10     5.17     3.31 
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their institutional file. The mean score on the PCL-R was 20.11 (SD = 6.82). This is 

slightly lower than the means reported in other male inmate samples. For example, Guay 

et al. (2007) and Edens et al. (2006) reported PCL-R total means of 21.9, and 23.16, 

respectively. Correlations between PPI and PCL-R total and subscale scores were all non-

significant and ranged from small to moderate in magnitude (r = -0.32 to 0.41). The PPI 

total score correlated 0.21 with the PCL-R total score, which is a smaller correlation than 

would be expected given previous findings. For example, Poythress et al. (1998) found 

that the PPI correlated moderately to highly with PCL-R Factor 1, Factor 2, and Total 

scores (r = 0.54, 0.40, and 0.54, respectively). However, the weaker correlations found in 

the present study might be due to the small number of available PCL-R protocols1. 

Furthermore, individuals with PCL-R scores on file may have been systematically 

different from those that did not have completed PCL-R scores on file. Because of the 

extremely small number of successful fakers that had PCL-R scores, the relationship 

between the PCL-R and faking ability was not examined. 

Successful versus Unsuccessful Fakers: Main Analyses 

Seven methods were used to group participants as successful or unsuccessful 

fakers based on their ability to, 1) fake good on the HPSI, 2) fake bad on the HPSI, 3) 

fake good on the PDS-IM, 4) fake bad on the PDS-IM, 5) fake good on a combination of 

the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, 6) fake bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and 

PRF, and 7) fake both ways (good and bad) on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and 

                                                
1 With only 18 individuals having both PPI and PCL-R scores, the 95% confidence interval of this 
correlation suggests that the true correlation lies between -0.28 and 0.62. Therefore, the present correlation 

should only be regarded as an estimate. In addition, the 2-tailed power of this correlation is only 0.14, 

suggesting that with only 18 data points, a true significant effect will only be identified as significant 

approximately one in seven times.  
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PRF. Successful and unsuccessful fakers were then compared on psychopathy total and 

subscale scores.  

Typically, with multiple dependent variables, multivariate analyses would be 

undertaken in order to control Type I error rates appropriately with correlated measures. 

Such multivariate analyses are predicated on data distributional assumptions that may be 

relaxed under certain conditions (e.g., homogeneity of variance with equal ns per group). 

These conditions were not met in the current research. Consequently, I undertook a series 

of univariate analyses with appropriate adjustments of the tests of significance (e.g., 

separate variance estimates). Although this series of analyses adjusted for data 

distributional assumptions, I chose not to correct the level of alpha for an inflated Type I 

error rate. Such an adjustment is an overcorrection when dependent variables are 

correlated as they are in the present study. 

Psychopathy Scores and Faking Ability on the HPSI. Participants in the fake good 

condition were grouped as either successful (n = 68) or unsuccessful (n = 16) fakers, 

using cut-off scores from the HPSI manual (i.e., < 20 = Probably Invalid; Holden, 1996, 

p.11). A series of independent t-tests was conducted to compare the mean PPI total and 

subscale scores obtained in the successful faking group to the total mean psychopathy 

scores and PPI subscale scores for individuals in the unsuccessful faking group. Results 

indicated that successful fakers scored significantly higher on the PPI total, t(82) = 2.49, 

p < .05, Machiavellian Egocentricity, t(81) = 2.42, p < .05, and Carefree Nonplanfulness 

t(82) = 2.77, p < .01, subscales of the PPI. Results are displayed in Table 2.4. 

Next, participants in the fake bad condition were grouped as either successful (n = 

39) or unsuccessful (n = 45) fakers, using cut-off scores from the HPSI manual (i.e., > 80 
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Table 2.4 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Good on the HPSI 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 68) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 16) 

  

 Mean SD 
 

Mean SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  403.84    38.54   375.80   48.05    2.49*   0.69 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

    73.15    13.48    63.53   15.78    2.42*   0.69 

Social Potency 
 

    65.06     9.86    64.62    7.15    0.21   0.05 

Fearlessness 
 

    52.64     9.83    48.48    9.76    1.53   0.42 

Coldheartedness 
 

    48.72     8.75    44.87    8.33    1.60   0.44 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

    38.31     7.14    35.20    8.33    1.52   0.42 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

    46.17     9.30    44.75    9.82    0.55   0.15 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

    40.09     8.95    33.49    6.71    2.77**   0.77 

Stress Immunity 
 

    32.92     5.03    34.19    5.08   -0.91  -0.25 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
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= Probably Invalid; Holden, 1996, p.11). A series of independent t-tests was conducted to 

compare the total mean psychopathy scores and PPI subscale scores obtained in the 

successful faking group to the total mean psychopathy scores and PPI subscale scores for 

individuals in the unsuccessful faking group. Successful fakers scored significantly 

higher on the Carefree Nonplanfulness, t(82) = 2.04, p < .05, subscale of the PPI. Results 

are shown in Table 2.5.  

Psychopathy Scores and Faking Ability on the PDS-IM. Participants in the fake 

good condition were grouped as either successful (n = 38) or unsuccessful (n = 46) 

fakers, using cut-off scores from the PDS-IM manual (i.e., > 12 = Probably Invalid; 

Paulhus, 1998, p.10).  A series of independent t-tests was conducted to compare the mean 

PPI total and subscale scores obtained in the successful faking group to the total mean 

psychopathy scores and PPI subscale scores for individuals in the unsuccessful faking 

group. Results indicated that successful fakers scored significantly higher on the Carefree 

Nonplanfulness, t(82) = 3.25, p < .01, and lower on the Stress Immunity, t(82) = -2.54, p 

< .05, subscales of the PPI. Results are shown in Table 2.6.  

Next, participants in the fake bad condition were grouped as either successful (n = 

63) or unsuccessful (n = 21) fakers, using cut-off scores from the PDS-IM manual (i.e., < 

1 = Probably Invalid; Paulhus, 1998, p.10). A series of independent t-tests was conducted 

to compare the mean PPI total and PPI subscale scores obtained in the successful faking 

group to the total mean psychopathy scores and PPI subscale scores for individuals in the 

unsuccessful faking group. Results indicated that successful fakers scored significantly 

lower on the Coldheartedness, t(82) = -2.31, p < .05, subscale of the PPI. These results 

are shown in Table 2.7.  
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Table 2.5 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Bad on the HPSI 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 39) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 45) 

  

 Mean 
 

SD Mean SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

   402.85   35.27   394.73    46.64    0.89    0.19 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

    72.77   12.71    70.20    15.65    0.81    0.18 

Social Potency 
 

    63.31    8.87    66.43     9.64   -1.54   -0.34 

Fearlessness 
 

    52.15    9.39    51.59    10.42    0.26    0.06 

Coldheartedness 
 

    49.54    8.13    46.65     9.15    1.52    0.33 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

    37.87    6.65    37.58     8.11    0.18    0.04 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

    47.17    9.11    44.80     9.53    1.16    0.25 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

    40.92    8.29    37.02     9.14    2.04*    0.45 

Stress Immunity 
 

    32.36    5.28    33.86     4.76   -1.37   -0.30 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.
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Table 2.6 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Good on the PDS-IM 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 38) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 46) 

  

 Mean SD 
 

Mean SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  401.51    36.61   396.02   45.74    0.60    0.13 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

   71.29    14.04    71.51   14.71   -0.07   -0.02 

Social Potency 
 

   62.95      8.94    66.65    9.49   -1.83   -0.40 

Fearlessness 
 

   51.13    10.59    52.45    9.37   -0.60   -0.13 

Coldheartedness 
 

   48.79     8.87    47.33    8.71    0.76    0.17 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

   38.81     6.45    36.81    8.11    1.23    0.27 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

   47.91     8.77    44.24    9.59    1.81    0.40 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

   42.13     8.01    36.11    8.79    3.25**    0.71 

Stress Immunity 
 

   31.68     5.28    34.39    4.52   -2.54*   -0.56 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.



           

 

54 

54 

Table 2.7 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Bad on the PDS-IM 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 63) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 21) 

  

 Mean SD Mean 
 

SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  394.20   40.53   411.40   43.48   -1.65   -0.42 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

   70.52   14.64    74.20   13.21   -1.00   -0.26 

Social Potency 
 

   65.15    9.11    64.48   10.34    0.28    0.07 

Fearlessness 
 

   51.54    9.64    52.80   10.82   -0.50   -0.13 

Coldheartedness 
 

   46.75    8.14    51.71    9.67   -2.31*   -0.58 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

   37.33    7.46    38.87    7.38   -0.82   -0.21 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

   45.55    9.46    46.96    9.17   -0.60   -0.15 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

   38.02    8.15    41.28   10.77   -1.46   -0.37 

Stress Immunity 
 

   32.92    5.11    33.90    4.84   -0.77   -0.19 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.
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Discriminant Function Analysis. Because a repeated measures design was 

employed, there were three ordinal positions (i.e., time 1, time 2, and time 3) in which the 

three validity indices (HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF) were completed. For each ordinal 

position of testing, a discriminant function analysis was used to classify respondents 

either as faking or honest. This was done separately for fake good versus honest 

respondents and fake bad versus honest respondents and assumed equal prior 

probabilities. Fakers who were classified as honest were designated as successful fakers, 

whereas fakers who were classified as fakers were designated as unsuccessful fakers. All 

six discriminant function analyses (3 testings x 2 types of faking) yielded significant 

Wilks’ lambdas (all p values < .001). 

Psychopathy Scores and Faking Ability on a Combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, 

and PRF. To evaluate the possible relationship between psychopathy and ability to fake 

good and fake bad on personality inventories, successful and unsuccessful fakers 

(classified by the discriminant function analysis) were compared on psychopathic traits. 

In the fake good experimental condition, total mean psychopathy scores and subscale 

scores were calculated for both the successful faking group (n = 15) and the unsuccessful 

faking group (n = 69). A series of independent t-tests was then conducted to compare the 

mean PPI total and PPI subscale scores obtained in the successful faking group to the 

mean PPI total and PPI subscale scores for individuals in the unsuccessful faking group. 

Results indicated that successful fakers scored significantly higher on the Carefree 

Nonplanfulness, t(82) = 2.99, p < .01, and lower on the Stress Immunity, t(82) = -2.60, p 

< .05, subscales of the PPI. Results are shown in Table 2.8. 
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Table 2.8 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Good on a Combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 15) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 69) 

  

 Mean SD Mean 
 

SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  407.27   28.21  396.60   44.02    0.90   0.26 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

   73.60   10.07   70.93   15.11    0.84   0.19 

Social Potency 
 

   61.13    8.31   65.81    9.43   -1.78  -0.51 

Fearlessness 
 

   53.07   11.01   51.59    9.71    0.52   0.15 

Coldheartedness 
 

   50.27    8.15   47.49    8.86    1.11   0.32 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

   39.27    5.85   37.38    7.72    0.89   0.25 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

   48.33    8.42   45.37    9.52    1.11   0.32 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

   44.80    6.60   37.53    8.88    2.99**   0.85 

Stress Immunity 
 

   30.20    6.36   33.81    4.50   -2.60*  -0.74 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.
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In the fake bad experimental condition, total mean psychopathy scores and 

subscale scores were calculated across the measures of personality (PDS-IM, HPSI and 

PRF) for both the successful faking group (n = 18) and the unsuccessful faking group (n 

= 66). A series of independent t-tests was then conducted to compare the mean PPI total 

and PPI subscale scores obtained in the successful faking group to the mean PPI total and 

PPI subscale scores for individuals in the unsuccessful faking group. There were no 

significant differences between successful and unsuccessful fakers on any of the PPI 

scales. Results are shown in Table 2.9.  

Psychopathy Scores and Exceptional versus Inept Fakers. Individuals (n = 6) who 

were able to fake both good and bad without getting caught on a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF were grouped together and labelled as “exceptional” fakers. In 

addition, individuals who were caught faking on both the fake good and fake bad 

conditions (n = 57) were labelled “inept” fakers. An independent t-test was conducted to 

examine whether exceptional and inept fakers differed significantly on mean PPI total 

and subscale scores. Results indicated that although exceptional and inept fakers did not 

differ significantly on any of the PPI scales, exceptional fakers scored lower on Stress 

Immunity (d = 1.05) and higher on Carefree Nonplanfulness (d = 0.76) subscales, 

corresponding to large and medium effect sizes, respectively. In addition, exceptional 

fakers scored higher on Fearlessness, Coldheartedness, and Impulsive Nonconformity 

subscales, and lower on Social Potency subscales, corresponding to small effect sizes (d 

= 0.27, 0.29, 0.44, and -0.37, respectively). Results are shown in Table 2.10.  

Successful versus Unsuccessful Fakers: Additional Analyses 
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Table 2.9 
 
Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Bad on a Combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF 

 

 Successful Fakers 
(n = 18) 

Unsuccessful 
Fakers 

(n = 66) 

  

 Mean SD Mean 
 

SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  394.24   30.88  399.66   44.32   -0.49   -0.13 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

   69.61    9.61   71.91   15.39   -0.78   -0.16 

Social Potency 
 

   62.89    9.47   65.55    9.33   -1.07   -0.28 

Fearlessness 
 

   49.67    9.67   52.45    9.95   -1.06   -0.28 

Coldheartedness 
 

   49.28    8.50   47.64    8.86    0.70    0.19 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

   38.22    6.75   37.57    7.64    0.33    0.09 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

   46.67   10.07   45.69    9.22    0.39    0.10 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

   39.67    8.87   38.60    8.99    0.45    0.12 

Stress Immunity 
 

   31.61    6.60   33.58    4.48   -1.20   -0.39 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively. 
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Table 2.10 

Psychopathy by Ability to Fake Exceptionally (Good and Bad) on a Combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF 

 

 Exceptional Fakers 
(n = 6) 

Inept Fakers 
(n = 57) 

  

 Mean SD Mean 
 

SD t d 

PPI Total 
 

  404.17   36.73   398.14   46.76    0.31   0.13 

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

   72.17   12.54    71.48   16.22    0.10   0.04 

Social Potency 
 

   63.00    9.59    66.44    9.31   -0.86  -0.37 

Fearlessness 
 

   55.33   11.67    52.59    9.88    0.64   0.27 

Coldheartedness 
 

   49.83   10.83    47.17    9.13    0.67   0.29 

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

   41.00    6.87    37.49    8.00    1.03   0.44 

Blame 
Externalization 
 

   43.50    8.85    44.77    9.26   -0.32  -0.14 

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

   44.33    7.79    37.58    8.97    1.77   0.76 

Stress Immunity 
 

   28.83    8.73    33.97    4.38   -1.42  -1.05 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.  
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The same seven methods of grouping participants as successful or unsuccessful 

fakers were used to examine the relationship between faking ability and several 

additional factors. In particular, the ability to fake good and fake bad on personality tests 

was examined as a function of HPSI subscale scores, age, verbal ability, and self-reported 

adherence to faking instructions.  

HPSI Scores and Faking Ability. To evaluate whether successful and unsuccessful 

fakers differed on the Psychiatric Symptomatology, Social Symptomatology, and 

Depression subscales of the HPSI under standard instructions, a series of independent t-

tests was conducted. For the Psychiatric Symptomatology subscale of the HPSI, 2 of the 

7 methods of evaluating successful and unsuccessful fakers showed significant results. 

More specifically, individuals who were successful at faking good on the PDS-IM and 

successful at faking bad on PDS-IM, scored higher on the Psychiatric Symptomatology 

scale, t(81) = 2.44, p < .05, and, t(81) = 2.08, p < .05, respectively. For the Social 

Symptomatology subscale of the HPSI, successful fakers did not differ on any of the 7 

methods of evaluation. Finally, for the Depression subscale of the HPSI, 3 of the 7 

methods of evaluating successful and unsuccessful fakers showed a significant result. 

More specifically, individuals who were successful at faking good on the PDS-IM, t(81) 

= 3.31, p < .01, faking good on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, t(81) = -

4.12, p < .001, and faking both ways (good and bad), t(60) = 3.15, p < .01, scored higher 

on the Depression subscale of the HPSI. Results are shown in Table 2.11. 

Age and Faking Ability. To determine whether successful and unsuccessful fakers 

differed on age, a series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that 
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Table 2.11 

Means and (SDs) for HPSI Subscales by Ability to Fake Good and Fake Bad 

  Psychiatric 

Symptomatology 
 

Social  

Symptomatology 

Depression 

Faking good 

on the HPSI 

 

Succ. (n = 67) 

Unsucc. (n = 16) 

t 

d 

 

8.30 (4.57) 

7.75 (6.02) 

0.41 
0.11 

18.34 (6.75) 

14.81 (6.78) 

1.88 
0.52 

20.26 (6.46) 

16.58 (7.42) 

1.99 
0.55 

Faking bad 
on the HPSI 

 

Succ. (n = 38) 
Unsucc. (n = 45) 

t 

d 

 

8.36 (4.90) 
8.06 (4.85) 

0.28 

0.06 

17.52 (7.25) 
17.77 (6.59) 

-0.16 

-0.04 

20.82 (7.15) 
18.48 (6.31) 

1.59 

0.35 

Faking good 

on the PDS-

IM 
 

Succ. (n = 37) 

Unsucc. (n = 46) 

t 

d 

 

9.60 (4.91) 

7.06 (4.53) 

  2.44* 
0.54 

 

18.21 (7.11) 

17.21 (6.69) 

0.66 
0.15 

22.14 (6.52) 

17.47 (6.29) 

    3.31** 
0.73 

Faking bad 

on the PDS-
IM 

 

Succ. (n = 62) 

Unsucc. (n = 21) 
t 

d 

 

8.83 (5.00) 

6.33 (3.90) 
  2.08* 

0.53 

17.03 (6.37) 

19.51 (8.02) 
-1.44 

-0.36 

19.07 (7.04) 

20.96 (5.81) 
-1.11 

-0.28 

Faking good 

on HPSI, 

PDS-IM & 
PRF 

 

Succ. (n = 14) 

Unsucc. (n = 69) 

t 

d 

 

9.64 (4.22) 

7.90 (4.94) 

1.23 
0.36 

18.44 (6.59) 

17.50 (6.95) 

0.46 
0.14 

25.76 (4.79) 

18.29 (6.43) 

     4.12*** 
1.21 

Faking bad 

on HPSI, 
PDS-IM & 

PRF 

 

Succ. (n = 17) 

Unsucc. (n = 66) 
t 

d 

 

7.76 (5.74) 

8.31 (4.63) 
-0.41 

-0.11 

17.35 (7.00) 

17.74 (6.87) 
-0.96 

-0.06 

21.72 (8.03) 

18.99 (6.35) 
1.49 

0.41 

Faking both 

ways (good 

and bad) on 
HPSI, PDS-

IM & PRF 

 

Exc. (n = 5) 

Inept (n = 57) 

t 

d 

 

10.20 (5.17) 

8.14 (4.74) 

0.92 
0.43 

18.22 (3.23) 

17.61 (6.74) 

0.20 
0.09 

26.73 (4.79) 

18.01 (6.01) 

    3.15** 
1.47 

 

 

*p <.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 

Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively.
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only 1 of the 7 methods of identifying successful and unsuccessful fakers showed 

significant differences in age. More specifically, when faking good on the HPSI, 

successful fakers (M = 30.26, SD = 8.62) were younger than unsuccessful fakers (M = 

35.75, SD = 12.07), t(82) = -2.11, p < .05. When faking bad, there was no significant 

difference in age between successful and unsuccessful fakers, t(82) = -0.80,  p > .05. In 

addition, when faking good and bad on the PDS-IM, successful and unsuccessful fakers 

did not differ on age, t(82) = -1.05, p > .05, and, t(82) = -0.04,  p > .05, respectively. 

When faking good and bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, successful 

and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on age, t(82) = -0.58, p > .05, and, t(82) = -0.04,  p 

> .05, respectively. Finally, there was no significant difference in age between 

exceptional and inept fakers, t(61) = 1.30, p > .05, on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-

IM, and PRF. 

Verbal Scores and Faking Ability. To determine whether successful and 

unsuccessful fakers differed on verbal ability (as measured by the MAB-II vocabulary 

subtest), a series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that for all of the 

methods used to identify successful and unsuccessful fakers, there was no significant 

differences in verbal ability. More specifically, when faking good and bad on the HPSI, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on verbal ability, t(82) = -0.51, p > .05, 

and t(82) = -0.66,  p > .05, respectively. When faking good and bad on the PDS-IM, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on verbal ability, t(82) = -1.91, p > .05, 

and t(82) = -1.21,  p > .05, respectively. When faking good and bad on a combination of 

the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on verbal 

ability, t(82) = -0.11, p > .05, and t(82) = -0.34,  p > .05, respectively. Finally, there was 
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no significant difference in verbal ability between exceptional and inept fakers, t(61) = 

0.61, p > .05, on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. 

Self-Reported Adherence to Instructions and Faking Ability. To determine 

whether successful and unsuccessful fakers differed on their self-reported adherence to 

faking instructions, a series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that 

for all of the methods used to identify successful and unsuccessful fakers, there was no 

significant differences in self-reported ratings of how well faking instructions were 

followed. More specifically, when faking good and bad on the HPSI, successful and 

unsuccessful fakers did not differ on self-report ratings of how well instructions were 

followed, t(81) = -0.32, p > .05, and t(80) = -0.27,  p > .05, respectively. Likewise, when 

faking good and bad on the PDS-IM, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on 

self-report ratings of how well instructions were followed, t(81) = -1.15, p > .05, and 

t(82) = 0.40,  p > .05, respectively. When faking good and bad on a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on self-report 

ratings of how well instructions were followed, t(81) = 0.91, p > .05, and, t(80) = -0.23,  

p > .05, respectively. Finally, when faking good and bad on a combination of the HPSI, 

PDS-IM, and PRF, exceptional and inept fakers did not differ on self-report ratings of 

how well instructions were followed, t(60) = -0.84, p > .05, and, t(59) = 0.82,  p > .05, 

respectively.  

Discussion 

The present study addressed the first objective of this dissertation; to examine 

whether the Dark Triad is related to faking ability on self-report inventories of 

personality. In particular, this study investigated the effect of psychopathy on the ability 



           

 

64 

64 

to fake good and fake bad on self-report inventories of personality. Furthermore, the role 

of specific subcomponents of psychopathy that enable fakers to evade detection was 

explored. Due to the Type I error rate associated with conducting a large number of 

independent t-tests, only patterns of results, rather than individual findings were 

interpreted. A summary of the present results can be found in Table 2.12. 

First, when faking good, the total psychopathy score was not consistently related 

to faking ability. Only 1 of 3 methods of evaluation showed a link between total 

psychopathy scores and success at faking good. This finding is partially consistent with 

previous research. For example, MacNeil and Holden (2006) also found no difference 

between successful and unsuccessful fakers on PPI total scores. In contrast, Book et al. 

(2006) found that total psychopathy scores (as measured by the Levenson’s Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale) in the successful faking group were higher than those in the 

unsuccessful faking group. This discrepancy may in part be explained by the use of 

different psychopathy measures. Like MacNeil and Holden (2006), the present study used 

the PPI, while Book et al. (2006) used the Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy scale.  

When examining the relationship between specific PPI subscales and the ability to fake 

good, two components of psychopathy were consistently related to faking ability: 

Carefree Nonplanfulness and Stress Immunity. More specifically, when faking good, 

successful fakers scored significantly higher than unsuccessful fakers on the Carefree 

Nonplanfulness subscale for all 3 methods of evaluation. In addition, successful fakers 

scored significantly lower on the Stress Immunity subscale for 2 of the 3 fake good 

evaluations. These results were only partially expected. The finding that Stress Immunity 

was negatively related to faking ability is consistent with MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) 



           

 

65 

65 

Table 2.12 

Summary Table: Effect Sizes for Significant Effects of Psychopathy and HPSI subscales 

with Successful Faking  

 Successful Faking 

 Faking Good 
Validity Index 

Faking Bad 
Validity Index 

Faking Good 
& Bad 

Validity Index 
 HPSI PDS 

 
DFA HPSI PDS DFA DFA 

 
PPI Total 
 

 
  0.69 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  

Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 
 

  0.69       

Social Potency 
 

       

Fearlessness 
 

       

Coldheartedness 
 

     -0.58   

Impulsive 
Nonconformity 
 

       

Blame Externalization 
 

       

Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 
 

  0.77  0.71  0.85  0.45    

Stress Immunity 
 

 -0.56 -0.74     

HPSI Psychiatric 
Symptomatology  
 

 
 

 
 0.54 

 
 

 
 

 
  0.53 

  

HPSI Social 
Syptomatology  
 

       

HPSI Depression 
 

  0.73  1.21     1.47 

 
Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium, and large effects, 
respectively. DFA = Discriminant function analysis (i.e., combination of the HPSI, PDS-
IM, and PRF). 



           

 

66 

66 

study. However, MacNeil and Holden (2006) also found significant results for 

Machiavellian Egocentricity and Blame Externalization that were not replicated in the 

present study. In addition, the significant results for Carefree Nonplanfulness in this study 

are a novel finding. Variations in findings regarding the specific psychopathy 

components that enable faking may be explained by the use of different samples (i.e., 

inmates versus undergraduate students).  

Second, as hypothesized, total psychopathy scores were unrelated to success at 

faking bad across all three methods of evaluation. In addition, psychopathy subscale 

scores were unrelated to success at faking bad. This finding is consistent with previous 

research on faking bad (e.g., Book et al., 2006; Edens et al., 2000; Kropp, 1994; MacNeil 

& Holden, 2006; Poythress et al., 2001).  

Third, analyses also examined the ability to fake good and bad as a function of 

HPSI subscales. Contrary to hypotheses, success at faking good was significantly related 

to the HPSI Depression subscale. This conflicts with MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) 

findings that the HPSI Psychiatric Symptomatology and Social Symptomatology 

subscales, but not the Depression subscale was related to success at faking good. 

Furthermore, as predicted, success at faking bad was unrelated to the HPSI subscales. 

Finally, analyses revealed that success at faking good and faking bad was consistently 

unrelated to age, verbal ability, and self-report ratings of how well faking instructions 

were followed.  

There are a number of important conclusions that can be drawn for this research: 

1. Overall, there appears to be more individual variability between successful and 

unsuccessful fakers for faking good, rather than faking bad.  
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2. When faking good, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not consistently differ 

as a function of total psychopathy, although successful fakers scored significantly 

higher than unsuccessful fakers on the Carefree Nonplanfulness subscale, and 

significantly lower on the Stress Immunity subscale. 

3. When faking bad, successful fakers did not differ significantly on PPI total or 

subscale scores.  

4. For analyses involving the HPSI subscales, success at faking good was positively 

related to the HPSI Depression subscale. In contrast, results for faking bad 

showed no relationship between the HPSI subscales and the ability to fake bad.
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY TWO 

Overview and Hypotheses 

Despite the intuitive appeal in linking the Dark Triad to faking ability, empirical 

evidence confirming this association is lacking. Existing studies suggest that components 

of psychopathy may be related to faking ability when instructed to fake good (e.g., Book 

et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006). However, similar research instructing participants 

to fake bad typically shows no association between psychopathy and faking ability (e.g., 

Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006; Edens et al., 2000; Poythress et al., 2001; 

Kropp, 1994). To date, the ability to fake on self-report personality inventories has not 

been examined in relation to Machiavellianism or narcissism. However, MacNeil and 

Holden (2006) found that a psychopathy subscale seemingly related to Machiavellianism 

and narcissism (i.e., Machiavellian Egocentricity) was related to success at faking good 

on personality tests. Both the close relationship of Machiavellianism and narcissism with 

psychopathy, and the socially aversive nature of these individuals mandate future 

research in this area. 

The present study addressed the first objective of this dissertation; to examine 

whether the Dark Triad is related to faking ability on self-report inventories of 

personality. More specifically, this study investigated the effect of psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism on the ability to fake good and fake bad on self-report 

personality inventories. Participants completed the Dark Triad measures (Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale- Experimental, Mach-IV, and Narcissistic Personality Inventory) 

followed by three personality inventories under experimentally induced fake good, fake 

bad, and standard conditions. Thus, the present study used a one factor (instruction type) 

repeated measures design with three levels of the independent variable (fake good, fake 
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bad, and standard responding). Additionally, the role of specific subcomponents of 

psychopathy and narcissism that enable fakers to evade detection was explored. To rule 

out significant effects attributable to sex, age, verbal ability, and adherence to faking 

instructions, analyses examined the influence of these factors.  

Based on previous findings and the close relationship between the Dark Triad 

constructs, it was predicted that success at faking good would be positively related to the 

Dark Triad traits. The use of logistic regression allowed for a comparison of the relative 

contributions of psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism to predicting success at 

faking good. It was expected that psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism would 

all significantly predict success at faking good. In contrast, it was predicted that success 

at faking bad would be unrelated to the Dark Triad traits. More specifically, I expected 

that none of the Dark Triad traits would significantly predict success at faking bad. 

Although Machiavellianism and narcissism have not previously been examined in 

relation to success at faking bad on personality tests, their close relationship with 

psychopathy led to the current hypotheses. 

Method 

Participants 

Data were originally collected from 1235 introductory psychology course students 

who completed the Machiavellian Egocentricity subscale of the Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory as part of a pre-screening package. Of the 1235 students that completed the 

Machiavellian Egocentricity scale, only extreme scorers (i.e., in the upper and lower 25th 

percentiles for the pre-screened students) were eligible for participation. More 

specifically, participants with Machiavellian Egocentricity scores of less than 52 and 
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greater than 69 were eligible for participation. This was done in an attempt to obtain a 

sample that had greater variability on the Dark Triad measures than would usually be 

obtained in similar samples.  

Eligible participants were contacted by telephone and given a brief description of 

the study both at the time that they initially volunteered and again on the consent form 

(see Appendix B). Of the 1235 individuals who completed the prescreening package, 164 

participated in the current study. Five individuals were subsequently excluded (see results 

section for further explanation of the exclusion criteria). Thus, the final sample consisted 

of 159 undergraduate student volunteers (102 women, 57 men), with 93 individuals 

scoring relatively high and 66 individuals scoring relatively low on the Machiavellian 

Egocentricity scale. The age of the participants ranged from 17 to 32, with the average 

age being 18.56 (SD = 1.49). With the exception of age and sex, no other demographic 

information was collected. Participants were informed that they could withdraw at any 

time from the study without penalty, and they were treated in accordance with the ethical 

standards outlined by the Canadian Psychological Association.  Course credit was 

awarded for participation in this study whether they completed it or not. As motivation to 

fake successfully, the most successful faker in this study received a cash prize of $100. 

Moreover, the next six best fakers each received a cash prize of $25. 

Measures  

 The questionnaire booklet included the Multidimensional Aptitude Battery- 

Vocabulary Subtest (MAB-II Vocabulary; Jackson, 2003), The Holden Psychological 

Screening Inventory (HPSI; Holden, 1996), the Paulhus Deception Scales Impression 

Management Scale (PDS-IM; Paulhus, 1998b), and the Personality Research Form 
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Desirability Scale (PRF Desirability- Form E; Jackson, 1984b). A review of each of 

these measures was included in Study 1.    

Self Report Psychopathy Scale- Experimental (SRP-E; Williams et al., 2007). The 

40-item SRP-E is a modified scale based on the work by Hare (1985). The SRP-E is 

devised after the Psychopathy Checklist Revised, and captures the features of sub-clinical 

psychopathy by asking respondents to rate their agreement with items such as, "I find it 

easy to manipulate people" and "I enjoy taking chances".  The SRP-E uses the 31-item 

abridged version of the SRP-II (Hare, Harpur, & Hemphill, 1989) to compute the total 

score and includes 9 additional items that were added to create four subscales: Criminal 

Tendencies, Erratic Lifestyle, Interpersonal Manipulation, and Callous Affect. The SRP-

E shows good internal consistency with an overall scale alpha coefficient of 0.88 and 

reliabilities of the four subscales ranging from 0.67 to 0.91 (Williams et al., 2007). 

Validity for the 31-item SRP-II and the SRP-E has been demonstrated through their 

associations with other psychopathy and personality measures (e.g., Hare, 1991; 

Williams, Nathanson, & Paulhus, 2003; Williams & Paulhus, 2004). For example, strong 

correlations have been reported between the 31-item SRP-II and the Psychopathy 

Checklist Revised (r = .50; Hare, Harpur, & Hemphill, 1989). In addition, Williams et al. 

(2007) found that the SRP-E correlated significantly with the following relevant 

measures: Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995, r = 

.53), the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; r = .60), the Psychoticism subscale of 

the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ-P; Eysenck, & Eysenck, 1985, r = .63), the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; r = .46), and the Mach-IV (r = .48).  
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The Mach-IV (Christie & Geis, 1970). The Mach-IV is a 20-item inventory 

designed to measure Machiavellianism. Participants respond to belief statements on a 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. Sample items include "Anyone who 

completely trusts others is asking for trouble" and "It is wise to flatter important people". 

Raw scores range from 20 to 140, but a constant of 20 is added to all scores, yielding 

possible scores that range from 40 to 160. The Mach-IV has been found to have 

reasonable internal reliability, with alpha coefficients typically ranging from 0.70 to 0.76 

(Fehr et al., 1992). The Mach-IV also has well-documented criterion validity. For 

example, individuals scoring high on the Mach-IV are typically more manipulative in 

both experimental settings (e.g., Geis, 1978; Geis & Moon, 1981) and naturalistic settings 

(e.g., Aziz, 2005; Shultz, 1993). In addition, the Mach-IV has shown significant and 

positive correlations with measures of psychopathy and narcissism (e.g., Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2006; Paulhus &Williams, 2002). 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979). The NPI consists 

of 40 items presented in a forced choice format. It was designed to capture a subclinical 

version of the clinical narcissist syndrome, which includes grandiosity, entitlement, self-

promotion, other-derogation, attention- and authority-seeking. Sample items include "My 

body is nothing special vs. I like to look at my body" and "I am more capable than other 

people vs. There is a lot that I can learn from other people". Total scores can range from 

0 to 40 with higher scores indicating increased narcissism. The NPI yields seven factor 

scores for Authority, Self-Sufficiency, Superiority, Entitlement, Exhibitionism, 

Exploitativeness, and Vanity. The NPI has high internal consistency, with alpha 

coefficients for the total score ranging from 0.82 to 0.84 (Raskin & Terry, 1988). 
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Construct validity has also been found for the NPI with other measures of narcissism 

(Emmons, 1984; Raskin & Terry, 1988). In addition, the NPI has demonstrated 

significant and positive correlations with measures of psychopathy and Machiavellianism 

(e.g., Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

Procedure 

All respondents gave informed consent and participated in groups. The participant 

and the experimenter reviewed the consent form, and once the participant provided his or 

her consent, testing began. Copies of all letters of information, consent forms, 

questionnaires, participant instructions, and debriefing forms are located in Appendix B. 

Participants were first asked to complete the vocabulary subtest of the MAB-II  

(Jackson, 2003). Next, participants completed the Dark Triad measures (SRP-E, Mach-

IV, and NPI) under standard instructions. Following completion of the Dark Triad 

measures, participants were asked to complete a set of three personality inventories (i.e., 

the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF) under each of three experimental conditions: honest, fake 

good, and fake bad (counterbalanced). Thus, each participant completed three sets of 

three personality inventories (i.e., nine personality inventories). Order of experimental 

instructions was completely counterbalanced with participants randomly assigned to 1 of 

the 6 possible orders. Instructions for each condition were included in the participant’s 

booklet and the experimenter was present at all times to answer any questions that arose. 

Following completion of the inventories, participants answered two questions regarding 

their adherence to faking instructions. Finally, participants completed several other brief 

measures that were not part of this thesis. The testing of each participant took 
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approximately 1 hour. At the completion of the three sets of tests, participants were 

debriefed.   

Results 

Of the initial sample of 164 participants, 5 were excluded due to their lack of 

following instructions (i.e., scores while faking did not move in the expected direction 

based on their scores while being honest). More specifically, if a participant’s scores did 

not move in the expected direction for faking good on both the HPSI and PDS-IM, they 

were excluded. Due to a ceiling effect, scores for faking good on the PRF were not 

considered as exclusion criteria. In addition, if a participant’s scores did not move in the 

expected direction for faking bad on both the HPSI and the PRF, they were excluded. 

Due to a floor effect, scores for faking bad on the PDS-IM were not considered for 

exclusion criteria.  

For each measure, pro-rating was used to compute scale scores for each 

participant based on the average of their reported scores if less than 10% of data was 

missing. A multivariate analysis of variance on HPSI total, PDS-IM, and PRF scores 

indicated significant group differences among the faking groups, Wilks’ ! = 0.10, F(6, 

152) =  234.05, p < .001,  suggesting that participants were adhering to instructions.  

Descriptive Statistics 

Multidimensional Aptitude Battery- Vocabulary Subtest (MAB-II). On the 

vocabulary subtest of the MAB-II, the mean score for all participants was 24.31 (SD = 

5.81). Scores ranged from 11 to 45. The mean in the present sample is slightly higher 

than the mean of 22.07 (SD = 6.36) reported by MacNeil & Holden (2006), which was 
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based on an undergraduate student sample. Because the vocabulary subtest is a speeded 

task, Cronbach’s alpha was not calculated.  

Self-Report Psychopathy Scale- Experimental (SRP-E). SRP-E total scores ranged 

from 38 to 108 with a mean score of 72.41 (SD = 15.83). The mean total and subscale 

scores are consistent with those obtained by others using undergraduate student samples 

(e.g., J. Camilleri, personal communication, April 29, 2008; D. L. Paulhus, personal 

communication, April 26, 2008). For example, J. Camilleri, (personal communication, 

April 29, 2008) obtained a mean total score of 70.04 (SD = 13.83) in a sample of 211 

undergraduate students.  The internal consistency in the present sample was moderate to 

good.  The alpha coefficient for the SRP-E total was 0.88, while values for the SRP-E 

subscales ranged from 0.66 to 0.83. These values are similar to those previously reported 

(e.g., Williams et al., 2003; Williams & Paulhus, 2004; Williams et al., 2007). 

Descriptive statistics for psychopathy (as measured by the SRP-E) can be found in Table 

3.1.  Sex differences for mean SRP-E total and subscale scores are displayed in Table 3.2. 

 Mach-IV. Mach-IV total scores ranged from 60 to 138 with a mean score of 96.01 

(SD = 15.69). The mean score is consistent with the means reported in other studies 

employing undergraduate student samples (e.g., Christie & Geis, 1970; Gunnthorsdottir, 

McCabe, & Smith, 2002; Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1998). For example, Wilson et al. 

(1998) reported mean scores of  98.1 (SD = 16.3) and 90.1 (SD = 13.1) for male and 

female college students, respectively. In addition, Gunnthorsdottir et al. (2002) reported a 

mean score of 93 (SD = 13.1) in a large sample of undergraduate students. The alpha 

coefficient for the Mach-IV total scale in the present sample was 0.82, indicating good 

internal consistency.  This alpha value is slightly higher than the 
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Table 3.1 

Descriptive Statistics for the SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI Total and Subscales (n = 159)  

 

 Mean 
 

SD Reliability 
(Cronbach’s 

Alpha) 

SRP-E Total 
 

         72.41     15.38 0.88 

     Criminal 
     Tendencies 
 

         16.30      5.60 0.77 

     Interpersonal 
     Manipulation 
 

         27.43      6.89 0.83 

     Callous Affect 
 

         21.11      4.39 0.66 

     Erratic Lifestyle 
 

         28.20      6.56 0.79 

Mach-IV Total 
 

         96.01     15.69 0.82 

NPI Total 
 

         15.66      6.73 0.83 

     Authority 
 

          4.34      2.10 0.69 

     Self-Sufficiency 
 

          2.41      1.40 0.37 

     Superiority 
 

          1.92      1.32 0.48 

     Entitlement 
 

          1.50      1.38 0.52 

     Exhibitionism 
 

          2.26      1.83 0.67 

     Exploitativeness 
 

          1.94      1.48 0.59 

     Vanity 
 

          1.29      1.13 0.68 
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Table 3.2 

Sex Differences for the SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI Total and Subscales (n = 159)  

 Men (n = 57) Women (n = 102)   

 Mean SD Mean SD t d 

SRP-E Total 
 

  82.51   13.60   66.87   13.40 6.98***  1.16 

     Criminal 
     Tendencies 
 

  19.88    6.03   14.34    4.24 6.09***  1.12 

     Interpersonal 
     Manipulation 
 

  31.18    5.53   25.37    6.71 5.84***  0.92 

     Callous Affect 
 

  23.34    3.58   19.89    4.32 5.08***  0.85 

     Erratic Lifestyle 
 

  31.50    6.25   26.39    6.03 5.03***  0.84 

Mach-IV Total 
 

 104.58   12.12   91.17   15.44 6.03***  0.93 

NPI Total 
 

  18.95    7.08   13.82    5.78 4.93***  0.82 

     Authority 
 

   5.02    2.27    3.96    1.90 3.13**  0.52 

     Self-Sufficiency 
 

   2.75    1.50    2.22    1.30 2.36*  0.39 

     Superiority 
 

   2.26    1.34    1.73    1.27 2.50*  0.41 

     Entitlement 
 

   2.30    1.44    1.06    1.13 5.60***  0.99 

     Exhibitionism 
 

   2.68    1.80    2.03    1.82 2.19*  0.36 

     Exploitativeness 
 

   2.40    1.56    1.68    1.38 3.04**  0.50 

     Vanity 
 

   1.53    1.17    1.16    1.09 2.00*  0.33 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 
other group. 

Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 
respectively. Due to missing data, scores are reported for 56 men (rather than 57) for 
comparisons using the SRP total and subscales. 
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alpha values of approximately 0.70 to 0.76 that have been reported in previous research 

(Fehr et al., 1992) and closer to the alpha value of 0.79 obtained by Nathanson, Paulhus, 

and Williams (2006). Descriptive statistics for Machiavellianism (as measured by the 

Mach-IV) can be found in Table 3.1. In addition, sex differences for mean Mach-IV total 

scores are displayed in Table 3.2. 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI). NPI total scores ranged from 1 to 32 

with a mean score of 15.66 (SD = 6.73). The mean total score in the present sample is 

similar to the mean score of 15.55 (SD = 6.66) obtained by Raskin and Terry (1988) in a 

large sample of college students. The alpha coefficient for the NPI total was 0.83, and 

alpha values for the NPI subscales ranged from 0.37 to 0.69. The alpha value for the total 

score indicates good internal consistency and is similar to values previously reported 

(e.g., Nathanson et al., 2006; Paulhus & Wiliams, 2002; Raskin & Terry, 1988). The 

alpha coefficients for the NPI subscales were slightly lower than those reported 

previously (e.g., Raskin & Terry, 1988). Descriptive statistics for narcissism (as 

measured by the NPI) can be found in Table 3.1.  Sex differences for mean NPI total and 

subscale scores are displayed in Table 3.2. 

 Correlations between the Dark Measures. Significant and large correlations were 

found between psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r of 0.61, and between psychopathy 

and narcissism, r of 0.56. In addition, a moderate and significant correlation was found 

between narcissism and Machiavellianism, r  of 0.43.  These correlations are in line with 

previous findings showing positive and significant relationships between the Dark Triad 
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constructs, with the smallest of these being between narcissism and Machiavellianism 

(e.g., Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).2  

 Validity Indices. Descriptive statistics for the three validity indices (HPSI, PDS-

IM, and PRF) are shown in Table 3.3.  In the honest condition, the mean score on the 

HPSI total was 41.23 (SD = 11.86). This is slightly higher than the mean found in 

Holden’s (1996) normative sample of adult males (M = 38.48, SD = 11.25) and adult 

females (M = 36.74, SD = 11.45), and lower than the mean score found in Book, Knap, 

and Holden’s (2000) sample of prison inmates (M = 43.93, SD = 11.86). Under honest 

instruction conditions, the mean score on the PDS-IM was 7.26 (SD = 4.14). This is 

somewhat higher than the mean of 5.3 (SD = 3.5) that was reported in a sample of college 

students, and is closer to the mean of 6.70 (SD = 4.0) reported for an adult sample in the 

general population (Paulhus, 1998).  In the standard responding condition, the mean score 

on the PRF-Desirability was 11.56 (SD = 2.90). This is consistent with the means and 

standard deviations found in a sample of college males (M = 10.78, SD = 3.00) and 

females (M = 10.97, SD = 2.53) (Holden, 1996). 

Successful versus Unsuccessful Fakers: Preliminary Analyses 

Six methods were used to group participants as successful or unsuccessful fakers 

based on their ability to, 1) fake good on the HPSI, 2) fake bad on the HPSI, 3) fake good 

on the PDS-IM, 4) fake bad on the PDS-IM, 5) fake good on a combination of the HPSI, 

                                                
2 Given that measurement error (i.e., less than perfect reliability) decreases correlations, I also calculated 

the correlation between the Dark Triad measures as corrected for attenuation. Thus, if perfectly reliable 

measures of the Dark Triad constructs were used, the following are estimates of their intercorrelations: 
psychopathy and Machiavellianism (r = .72), psychopathy and narcissism (r = .65), and Machiavellianism 

and narcissism (r = .52). However, although theoretically justified, corrections for attenuation almost 

always over-estimate true correlations (Lumsden, 1976). In addition, this method makes the assumption 

that perfectly reliable tests can be developed. 
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Table 3.3 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Validity Indices (HPSI, PDS-IM, & PRF) 

 

 

 Standard Faking Good Faking Bad 
 Mean SD Mean SD 

 
Mean SD 

HPSI Total 
 

  41.22   11.86    26.72    8.77    74.14   18.25 

PDS- IM  
 

   7.26    4.14    13.39    3.98     2.20    2.99 

PRF- 
Desirability 
  

  11.56    2.90    14.29    1.65     4.48    3.12 
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PDS-IM, and PRF, and 6) fake bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. 

More specifically, success at faking good and bad on the HPSI was determined using cut-

off scores from the HPSI (i.e., < 20 = probably invalid for faking good, > 80 = probably 

invalid for faking bad; Holden, 1996, p. 11). Further, success at faking good and bad on 

the PDS-IM was determined using cut-off scores from the PDS manual (i.e., > 12 = 

Probably Invalid for faking good, < 1 = Probably Invalid for faking bad; Paulhus, 1998b, 

p. 10). Finally, success at faking good and bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, 

and PRF was determined using a series of discriminant function analyses. Because a 

repeated measures design was employed, there were three ordinal positions (i.e., time 1, 

time 2, and time 3) in which the three validity indices (HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF) were 

completed. For each ordinal position of testing, a discriminant function analysis was used 

to classify respondents either as faking or honest. This was done separately for fake good 

versus honest respondents and fake bad versus honest respondents and assumed equal 

prior probabilities. Fakers who were classified as honest were designated as successful 

fakers, whereas fakers who were classified as fakers were designated as unsuccessful 

fakers. All six discriminant function analyses (3 testings x 2 types of faking) yielded 

significant Wilks’ lambdas (all p values < .001). 

Successful and unsuccessful fakers were then compared on variables of sex, age, 

and verbal ability. These variables were assessed so that any significant differences could 

be controlled for in the main analyses (i.e., examining the relationship between the Dark 

Triad and faking ability).  

Sex. A series of two way contingency table analyses was conducted to determine 

whether there were any effects of sex on the ability to fake good and fake bad. First, there 
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was a significant difference between men and women in their ability to fake good for all 

three methods of identifying successful and unsuccessful fakers. Men were significantly 

more likely than women to be successful at faking good on the HPSI, !2 (1, N = 159) = 

4.11, p < .05,  the PDS-IM, !2 (1, N = 159) = 4.38, p < .05, and a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF !2 (1, N = 159) = 15.06, p < .001. More specifically, 92.98% of 

men and only 79.41% of women were successful at faking good on the HPSI. On the 

PDS-IM, 47.37% of men and only 29.41% of women were successful at faking good. 

When faking good on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, 29.82% of men and 

only 5.88% of women were classified as successful fakers. Second, men and women did 

not differ significantly in their ability to fake bad for any of the three methods of 

identifying successful and unsuccessful fakers. More specifically, there were no 

significant differences between men and women in their ability to fake bad on the HPSI, 

!2 (1, N = 159) = 0.00, p > .05, the PDS-IM,  !2 (1, N = 159) = 0.13, p > .05, or a 

combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, !2 (1, N = 159) = 0.00, p > .05.  

Age. To determine whether successful and unsuccessful fakers differed on age, a 

series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that for all of the methods 

used to identify successful and unsuccessful fakers (i.e., HPSI, PDS-IM, and combination 

of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF), there were no significant differences in age. More 

specifically, when faking good and bad on the HPSI, successful and unsuccessful fakers 

did not differ on age, t(157) = -0.44, p > .05, and t(157) = -0.10, p > .05, respectively. In 

addition, when faking good and bad on the PDS-IM, successful and unsuccessful fakers 

did not differ on age, t(157) = -0.54, p > .05, and t(157) = -0.85, p > .05, respectively. 

Finally, when faking good and bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, 
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successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on age, t(157) = -0.44, p > .05, and 

t(157) = -0.35, p > .05, respectively.  

Verbal Ability. To determine whether successful and unsuccessful fakers differed 

on verbal ability, a series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that for 

all of the methods used to identify successful and unsuccessful fakers (i.e., HPSI, PDS-

IM, and combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF), there were no significant 

differences in verbal ability. More specifically, when faking good and bad on the HPSI, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on verbal ability, t(157) = 0.71, p > .05, 

and t(157) = 1.03, p > .05, respectively. When faking good and bad on the PDS-IM, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on verbal ability, t(157) = -0.77, p > .05, 

and t(157) = -1.07, p > .05, respectively. Finally, when faking good and bad on a 

combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not 

differ on verbal ability, t(157) = 0.18, p > .05, and t(157) = 1.09, p > .05, respectively.  

Successful versus Unsuccessful Fakers: Main Analyses 

For each method of grouping successful and unsuccessful fakers, a logistic 

regression was conducted to compare the relative contributions of psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism scores to predicting group membership as either 

successful or unsuccessful fakers. For analyses examining success at faking good, 

controlled stepping procedures were used to control for significant differences in sex. In 

cases where the Dark Triad total scores significantly predicted successful faking, the 

specific subscales for that construct were also examined as predictors in the logistic 

regression.  
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Dark Triad Scores and Faking Ability on the HPSI. Overall, the majority of 

respondents in the fake good condition were classified as successful fakers on the HPSI 

(84.30%). A logistic regression analysis was performed with success at faking good on 

the HPSI as the dependent variable and sex, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were analyzed, with sex entered 

into the first block of the regression, followed by the Dark Triad constructs in the second 

block. The model was significant when sex was the only variable entered into the 

regression, !2 (1, N = 157) = 5.58, p < .05, and there was a significant increment when the 

Dark Triad constructs were added as predictors, !2 (3, N = 157) = 14.15, p < .01. The full 

model was significantly reliable, !2 (4, N = 157) = 19.73, p < .01, and accounted for 

between 11.8% (Cox & Snell R2) and 20.2% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in success 

at faking. With all other variables held constant, only Machiavellianism reliably predicted 

success at faking good. The odds ratio for Machiavellianism indicates that when holding 

all other independent variables constant, each one-point increase on the Mach-IV scale is 

associated with an increase in the odds of successful faking (versus unsuccessful faking) 

by a factor of 1.05. Table 3.4 shows the regression coefficient, Wald statistic, and odds 

ratio for each of the predictors in the full model. 

Another logistic regression was conducted to examine whether specific 

psychopathy subscales could predict success at faking good on the HPSI. A total of 158 

cases were analyzed, with sex entered into the first block of the regression, followed by 

the psychopathy subscales (i.e., Criminal Tendencies, Callous Affect, Interpersonal 

Manipulation, and Erratic Lifestyle) in the second block. The model was significant when 

sex was the only variable entered into the regression, !2 (1, N = 158) = 5.46, p < .05, and 
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Table 3.4 

Logistic Regressions Predicting Success at Faking Good from the Dark Triad Constructs  

 Faking Good Validity Index 

 

 HPSI 

 

PDS-IM DFA 

Predictor B Wald  Odds 

Ratio 

B Wald  Odds 

Ratio  

B Wald  Odds 

Ratio  

 

Constant 

 

  -4.86    6.94*    0.01   -5.65 17.81*** 0.00   -7.91 14.96*** 0.00 

Sex 

 

   0.20    0.08    1.22    0.11  0.07 1.11    1.40  5.99* 4.05 

SRP-E Total 

 

   0.04    2.46    1.04    0.04  6.06* 1.04    0.03  1.71 1.03 

Mach-IV Total 

 

   0.05    4.97*    1.05    0.03  2.84 1.03    0.04  3.95* 1.04 

NPI Total 

 

  -0.04    0.85    0.96   -0.03  0.83 0.97   -0.05  1.62 0.95 

!2 

 

  19.73**     22.51***     25.93***   

df 

 

   4      4      4   

R
2
 (Cox & Snell) 

 

   0.12      0.13      0.15   

R
2
 (Nagelkerke) 

 

   0.20      0.18      0.27   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the other group. 
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there was a significant increment when the psychopathy subscales were also added as 

predictors, !2 
(4, N = 158) = 10.32, p < .05. The full model was significantly reliable, !2 

(5, N = 158) = 15.78, p < .01, and accounted for between 9.5% (Cox & Snell R
2
) and 

16.3% (Nagelkerke R
2
) of the variance in success at faking. Holding all other variables 

constant, none of the independent variables significantly predicted success at faking 

good. Table 3.5 shows the regression coefficient, Wald statistic, and odds ratio for each 

of the predictors in the full model. 

Overall, the majority of respondents in the fake bad condition were classified as 

successful fakers on the HPSI (67.30%). A logistic regression analysis was performed 

with success at faking bad on the HPSI as the dependent variable and psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were 

analyzed. The full model was not significantly reliable, !2 
(3, N = 157) = 0.24, p > .05, 

and accounted for approximately 0.2% (Cox & Snell R
2
; Nagelkerke R

2
) of the variance 

in success at faking. Holding all other variables constant, none of the independent 

variables significantly predicted success at faking bad. Table 3.6 shows the regression 

coefficient, Wald statistic, and odds ratio for each of the predictors in the full model. 

Dark Triad Scores and Faking Ability on the PDS-IM. Overall, 35.80% of 

respondents in the fake good condition were classified as successful fakers on the PDS-

IM. A logistic regression analysis was performed with success at faking good on the 

HPSI as the dependent variable and sex, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism 

as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were analyzed, with sex entered into the first 

block of the regression, followed by the Dark Triad constructs in the second block. The 

model was significant when sex was the only variable entered into the regression, !2 
(1, N 



           

 

87 

87 

Table 3.5 

Logistic Regression Predicting Success at Faking Good on the HPSI from the SRP-E 

Subscales 

 

Predictor B Wald  Odds Ratio  

 

Constant 

 

  -1.99 2.23 0.14 

Sex 

 

   0.38 0.35 1.47 

Criminal Tendencies 

 

   0.05 0.48 1.05 

Interpersonal Manipulation 

 

   0.07 1.64 1.07 

Callous Affect 

 

   0.01 0.04 1.01 

Erratic Lifestyle 

 

   0.03 0.38 1.03 

!2 

 

  15.78   

df 

 

   5   

R
2
 (Cox & Snell) 

 

   0.10   

R
2
 (Nagelkerke) 

 

   0.16   

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 

other group.
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Table 3.6 

Logistic Regressions Predicting Success at Faking Bad from the Dark Triad Constructs  

 

 Faking Bad Validity Index 

 

 HPSI PDS-IM 

 

DFA 

Predictor B Wald  Odds 

Ratio 

B Wald  Odds 

Ratio  

B Wald  Odds 

Ratio  

 

Constant 

 

    0.98 0.80 2.67    0.79 0.48 2.19   -2.88 2.61 0.06 

SRP-E Total 

 

    0.01 0.12 1.01   -0.00 0.01 1.00    0.03 1.68 1.03 

Mach-IV Total 

 

   -0.01 0.15 1.00    0.01 0.18 1.01   -0.01 0.18 0.99 

NPI Total 

 

   -0.01 0.06 0.99   -0.03 0.60 0.98   -0.06 1.39 0.94 

!2 

 

    0.24      0.81      2.21   

df 

 

    3      3      3   

R
2
 (Cox & Snell) 

 

    0.00      0.01      0.01   

R
2
 (Nagelkerke)     0.00      0.01      0.03   

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the other group. 
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= 157) = 5.90, p < .05, and there was a significant increment when the Dark Triad 

constructs were also added as predictors, !2 
(3, N = 157) = 16.62, p < .01. The full model 

was significantly reliable, !2 
(4, N = 157) = 22.51, p < .001, and accounted for between 

13.4% (Cox & Snell R
2
) and 18.3% (Nagelkerke R

2
) of the variance in success at faking. 

With all other variables held constant, only psychopathy reliably predicted success at 

faking good. The odds ratio for psychopathy indicates that when holding all other 

independent variables constant, each one-point increase on the SRP-E scale is associated 

with an increase in the odds of successful faking (versus unsuccessful faking) by a factor 

of 1.04. Table 3.4 shows the regression coefficient, Wald statistic, probability value, and 

odds ratio for each of the predictors in the full model. 

Overall, the majority of respondents in the fake bad condition were classified as 

successful fakers on the PDS-IM (71.10%). A logistic regression analysis was performed 

with success at faking bad on the PDS-IM as the dependent variable and psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were 

analyzed. The full model was not significantly reliable, !2 
(3, N = 157) = 0.81, p > .05, 

and accounted for between 0.5% (Cox & Snell R
2
) and 0.7% (Nagelkerke R

2
) of the 

variance in success at faking. Holding all other variables constant, none of the 

independent variables significantly predicted success at faking bad. Table 3.6 shows the 

regression coefficient, Wald statistic, and odds ratio for each of the predictors in the full 

model. 

Dark Triad Scores and Faking Ability on a Combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, 

and PRF. In the fake good experimental condition, 14.50% of respondents were 

successful at faking good on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. A logistic 
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regression analysis was performed with success at faking good a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF as the dependent variable and sex, psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were 

analyzed, with sex entered into the first block of the regression, followed by the Dark 

Triad constructs in the second block. The model was significant when sex was the only 

variable entered into the regression, !2 
(1, N = 157) = 16.54, p < .001, and there was a 

significant increment when the Dark Triad constructs were also added as predictors, !2 
(3, 

N = 157) = 9.39, p < .05. The full model was significantly reliable, !2 
(4, N = 157) = 

25.93, p < .001, and accounted for between 15.2% (Cox & Snell R
2
) and 26.9% 

(Nagelkerke R
2
) of the variance in success at faking. With all other variables held 

constant, sex and Machiavellianism reliably predicted success at faking good. The odds 

ratio for sex indicates that when holding all other independent variables constant, being 

male is associated with an increase in the odds of successful faking (versus unsuccessful 

faking) by a factor of 4.05. The odds ratio for Machiavellianism indicates that when 

holding all other independent variables constant, each one-point increase on the Mach-IV 

scale is associated with an increase in the odds of successful faking (versus unsuccessful 

faking) by a factor of 1.04. Table 3.4 shows the regression coefficient, Wald statistic, and 

odds ratio for each of the predictors in the full model. 

In the fake bad experimental condition, 8.80% of respondents were successful at 

faking bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. A logistic regression 

analysis was performed with success at faking bad on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-

IM, and PRF as the dependent variable and psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism as predictor variables. A total of 157 cases were analyzed. The full model was 
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not significantly reliable, !2 
(3, N = 157) = 2.21, p > .05, and accounted for between 1.4% 

(Cox & Snell R
2
) and 3.1% (Nagelkerke R

2
) of the variance in success at faking. Holding 

all other variables constant, none of the independent variables significantly predicted 

success at faking bad. Table 3.6 shows the regression coefficient, Wald statistic, and odds 

ratio for each of the predictors in the full model. 

Self-Reported Adherence to Instructions and Faking Ability. To determine 

whether successful and unsuccessful fakers differed on their self-reported adherence to 

faking instructions, a series of independent t-tests was conducted. Results indicated that 

for all of the methods used to identify successful and unsuccessful fakers, there was no 

significant differences in self-report ratings of how well faking instructions were 

followed. More specifically, when faking good and bad on the HPSI, successful and 

unsuccessful fakers did not differ on self-report ratings of how well instructions were 

followed, t(157) = -1.23, p > .05, and, t(81.23) = 0.68,  p > .05, respectively. When faking 

good and bad on the PDS-IM, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on self-

report ratings of how well instructions were followed, t(157) = 0.98, p > .05, and, t(157) 

= 0.46,  p > .05, respectively. Finally, when faking good and bad on a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF, successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ on self-report 

ratings of how well instructions were followed, t(157) = 0.58, p > .05, and, t(157) = 0.84,  

p > .05, respectively.  

Discussion 

The present study addressed the first objective of this dissertation; to examine 

whether the Dark Triad is related to faking ability on self-report inventories of 

personality. Logistic regression was used to compare the relative contributions of 
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psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism to predicting success at faking good and 

faking bad. For analyses examining the relationship between the Dark Triad and the 

ability to fake good, controlled stepping procedures were used to control for significant 

effects of sex. Findings for faking good and faking bad analyses are discussed separately 

below. 

First, components of the Dark Triad significantly predicted successful faking for 

all three faking good evaluations. However, the components that predicted successful 

faking varied depending on the method of evaluation (i.e., HPSI cut scores, PDS-IM cut 

scores, or a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF scores). In particular, with all 

other predictors held constant, total Machiavellianism score was the only significant 

predictor of success at faking good on the HPSI. In addition, when success at faking good 

was evaluated using PDS-IM cut scores, total psychopathy score was the only significant 

predictor. When this analysis was repeated using the psychopathy subscales as predictors 

of success at faking good on the PDS-IM, none were significant. Finally, with all other 

predictors held constant, the total Machiavellianism score was the only significant 

predictor of success at faking good on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. 

Thus, 1 of 3 methods of evaluation showed a link between psychopathy and success at 

faking good, and 2 of 3 methods showed a link between Machiavellianism and success at 

faking good. Narcissism did not predict success at faking good for any of the three 

methods of identifying successful and unsuccessful fakers.  

The above findings provide partial support for the hypothesis that the Dark Triad 

constructs would predict success at faking good on self-report personality tests. Although 

only 1 of 3 evaluations showed that psychopathy scores predicted success at faking good, 
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this finding is consistent with previous research showing a relationship between 

components of psychopathy and success at faking good on personality inventories (Book 

et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006). Variations in findings regarding the specific 

psychopathy components that enable faking may be explained by the use of different 

psychopathy measures, different samples, and different methods of evaluating success at 

faking. In terms of Machiavellianism, current findings are consistent with hypotheses.  In 

addition, these findings are supported by MacNeil and Holden (2006), who reported a 

significant relationship between success at faking good and the Machiavellian 

Egocentricity subscale of the Psychopathic Personality Inventory. Finally, current results 

for narcissism were contrary to hypotheses. Thus, despite the overlap between the Dark 

Triad constructs, they appear to be differentially related to the ability to fake good on 

self-report personality inventories. However, it is important to note that this study was the 

first to directly investigate whether Machiavellianism and narcissism scores significantly 

predict success at faking good on personality inventories. Therefore, future research is 

needed to replicate and extend the present findings. 

Second, as hypothesized, the Dark Triad constructs did not predict success at 

faking bad for any method of evaluation. The absence of a relationship between 

psychopathy and success at faking bad is consistent with the findings from both Study 1 

and previous studies (Book et al., 2006; Edens et al., 2000; Kropp, 1994; MacNeil & 

Holden, 2006; Poythress et al., 2001). Of note, this study was the first to investigate 

whether Machiavellianism and narcissism significantly predicted success at faking bad. 

The current findings provide further support for the idea that success at faking bad may 

not be easily predicted from the Dark Triad personality constructs. 
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Another interesting finding was that men were significantly more likely than 

women to be successful at faking good on the HPSI, PDS-IM, and a combination of the 

HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF. In addition, when controlling for the effects of the Dark Triad, 

sex was a significant predictor of successful faking on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-

IM, and PRF. However, when faking good on the HPSI and the PDS-IM, the effect of sex 

was no longer significant when controlling for the Dark Triad constructs. In contrast, sex 

was unrelated to success at faking bad. These findings are consistent with Book et al. 

(2006), who found that although psychopathy scores were higher in individuals of both 

sexes who were successful at faking good, the effect was more pronounced for men than 

for women. Finally, analyses revealed that success at faking good and faking bad was 

consistently unrelated to age, verbal ability, and self-report ratings of how well faking 

instructions were followed.  

The following conclusions can be made regarding the present research: 

1. Overall, the Dark Triad constructs appear to be more predictive of success at 

faking good than success at faking bad.  

2. Psychopathy was a significant predictor of successfully faking good for 1 of 3 

methods of evaluation. In addition, Machiavellianism was a significant predictor 

of success at faking good for 2 of 3 methods of evaluation. Narcissism did not 

predict success at faking good on any of the three methods of identifying 

successful and unsuccessful fakers.  

3. When faking bad, the Dark Triad constructs did not predict successful faking for 

any method of evaluation. 
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4. Men were significantly more likely than women to be successful at faking good 

on all 3 methods of evaluation. However, when controlling for the effects of the 

Dark Triad, sex only predicted success at faking good for 1 of 3 methods of 

evaluation (i.e., on a combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF).
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY THREE 

Overview and Hypotheses 

The relationship between the Dark Triad and the ability to fake successfully 

during interpersonal interactions is an important, yet insufficiently addressed, area of 

assessment relevance. Similar to faking on self-report inventories, undetected faking can 

also have devastating effects in many interpersonal assessment contexts.  

Most clinical accounts of psychopaths refer to the propensity and skill with which 

they deceive others. However, existing research regarding the relationship between 

psychopathy and faking ability is mixed. For example, some evidence suggests that 

components of psychopathy are related to success at faking good on self-report 

personality tests (Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006). In addition, two studies 

have reported a positive relationship between psychopathy and interpersonal deception 

ability (Billings, 2004; Klaver et al., 2007), while one study found no relationship (e.g., 

Cogburn, 1993). Finally, polygraph experiments have shown that psychopathy and 

deception ability are unrelated (Patrick & Iacono, 1989; Raskin & Hare, 1978). To date, 

studies examining the effect of psychopathy on interpersonal faking ability do not exist. 

Some evidence also suggests that Machiavellians may be more skilled at tasks 

involving interpersonal deception (e.g., Aziz, 2004; Geis & Moon, 1981; Kraut & Price, 

1976). However, conflicting studies (e.g., Billings, 2004) coupled with the absence of 

studies directly examining interpersonal faking ability mandates further research in this 

area. For narcissism, empirical studies are virtually non-existent and speculation about 

the possible relationship with faking ability reveals a somewhat contradictory picture. 

Both the close relationship of the dark triad traits and the interpersonally exploitative 
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nature of these individuals require that future research be conducted to examine this 

issue.  

The present study addressed the second objective of this dissertation; to evaluate 

whether the Dark Triad enables interpersonal faking. More specifically, this study 

investigated the effect of the Dark Triad on the ability to fake good. After a prescreening 

procedure, four groups of target participants (i.e., controls, and individuals high in 

psychopathy, Machiavellianism, or narcissism) were chosen to provide honest and fake-

good videotaped self-descriptions (Study 3a). The veracity of these self-descriptions was 

subsequently rated by a separate group of participants (Study 3b). The present study used 

a one-way within-subjects design. The within-subjects factor was personality group with 

four levels (control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism). The dependent 

variables were the veracity ratings given by raters to targets. To my knowledge, this is the 

first empirical attempt to tease apart the Dark Triad constructs in terms of their 

relationship with interpersonal faking ability.  

Based on the findings previously reviewed, separate predictions were made for 

each of the Dark Triad traits. First, I predicted that success at faking good would be 

positively related to psychopathy. More specifically, it was predicted that when faking 

good, the psychopathy group would be rated as more honest than the control group. 

Second, I predicted that Machiavellianism would be positively associated with successful 

faking. More specifically, it was predicted that when faking good, the Machiavellianism 

group would be rated as more honest than the control group.  Finally, given the lack of 

research on narcissism and interpersonal faking ability, a hypothesis concerning their 

relationship was not made. 
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Method 

Study 3a: Creation of Stimuli 

Participants 

Data were originally collected from 1108 Introductory Psychology students who 

completed the Dark Triad Screening Measure (see Appendix C) as part of a prescreening 

package. Participants were contacted via telephone and/or email and asked to participate 

in this study if they scored relatively high on only one of the Dark Triad traits, or if they 

scored in the middle 30
th

 percentile on all of the Dark Triad constructs. More specifically, 

participants were eligible if they scored, 1) high on a measure of psychopathy (i.e., > 85
th

 

percentile), but not Machiavellianism and narcissism (i.e., < 60
th

 percentile), 2) high on a 

measure of Machiavellianism (i.e., > 85
th

 percentile), but not psychopathy and narcissism 

(i.e., < 60
th

 percentile), 3) high on a measure of narcissism (i.e., > 85
th

 percentile), but not 

on psychopathy and Machiavellianism (i.e., < 60
th

 percentile), or 4) in the middle 30
th

 

percentile (i.e., 35
th

– 65
th

 percentile) on all 3 measures of the Dark Triad.
3
 Thus, eligible 

participants comprised 4 groups (i.e., controls, and individuals high in psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism).  

Of the 1108 undergraduate students, 47 participated in the current study (12 for 

the control group, 14 for the narcissism group, 12 for the Machiavellianism group, and 9 

for the psychopathy group). Participants were made aware that they could withdraw from 

the study at any time without penalty. Participants were treated in accordance with the 

                                                
3
 The cut-off criteria for the primary Dark Triad construct (> 85

th
 percentile) was chosen after obtaining the 

prescreening data and considering the number of participants needed in each group. The cut-off criteria for 

the other two Dark Triad constructs (< 60
th

 percentile) was chosen to obtain groups that were “not high” on 

the other constructs. This procedure was used to obtain relatively “pure” and non-overlapping groups that 

could be used to tease apart the influence of the Dark Triad constructs on faking ability. The middle 30
th

 

percentile was chosen as a cut-off for the control group to obtain an average sample that was neither high 

nor low on the Dark Triad measures. 



           

 

99 

99 

ethical standards outlined by the Canadian Psychological Association and were 

compensated with Introductory Psychology course credit. After completing the protocol 

for study 3a (see below), 15 more participants were excluded from the present study on 

the basis of their standardized scores for the Dark Triad measures. Within each of the 

Dark Triad conditions (i.e., psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism), participants 

with the lowest z-scores in their appropriate prescreening condition were excluded, 

leaving 2 male and 6 female participants in each group. In the control condition, 

participants with extreme scores on psychopathy, Machiavellianism, or narcissism were 

excluded, leaving 2 male and 6 female participants.  

Thus, the final sample consisted of 32 undergraduate student volunteers (24 

women and 8 men). These participants consisted of 8 individuals in each of the four 

groups (i.e., psychopathy, Machiavellianism, narcissism, and control). These four 

participant groups were comprised of equal proportions of men (n = 2) and women, (n = 

6). The age of participants ranged from 17 to 41, with the average age being 18.69 (SD = 

4.11). With the exception of age and sex, no other demographic information was 

collected.  

Measures 

The Dark Triad Screening Measure. This measure was created to screen for 

individuals scoring highly on only one dimension of the Dark Triad. It is composed of six 

items from the Mach-IV scale, six items from the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-

Experimental (SRP-E), and six items from the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI). 

The items used in this screening measure were chosen based on the data obtained in 



           

 

100 

100 

Study 2. The screening measure uses the six highest loading items that only loaded highly 

on one, but not on the other two factors of the Dark Triad.    

Other Measures. The questionnaire booklet included the Self-Report Psychopathy 

Scale-Experimental (SRP-E; Williams et al., 2007), the Mach-IV (Christie & Geis, 1970), 

and the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979). Because each of 

these measures was reviewed in either Study 1 or Study 2, they are not described here.  

Procedure 

Creation of video clips. Each participant was run through the study on an 

individual basis. A brief description of the study was provided at the time of initial 

contact, and again on the consent form. After reading a letter of information and 

providing their informed consent, participants began the experimental protocol. Copies of 

all consent forms, letters of information, questionnaires, debriefing forms, and 

instructions are provided in Appendix C. 

The first portion of the study involved completion of several written measures 

included in the participant booklet. More specifically, participants completed the Dark 

Triad measures (SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI) under standard instructions. Following 

completion of the paper and pencil instruments, participants were then asked to imagine 

that they were applicants for an online dating service that required them to provide 

videotaped self-presentations for an online dating service website. They were asked to 

make two videotaped self-presentations; one under honest instructions, and one under 

faking good instructions. In the honest condition, participants were told to describe 

themselves completely honestly. In the fake good condition, participants were told to 

describe themselves, not necessarily honestly, but so as to maximize their chances of 
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being selected as a dating partner. Furthermore, they were told that the experimenter 

would go through their presentation with them later to verify that some dishonesty was 

present. In addition, they were asked to make their fake-good presentation as convincing 

as possible.  

Order of instructions was counterbalanced and participants were given up to 5 

minutes to prepare each of their presentations. Participants were asked to make each 

presentation approximately 30 seconds in length and they were made aware that potential 

dates would be observing and judging the veracity of their two self-presentations. In 

addition, participants were told that potential dates would also rate their physical 

attractiveness. As motivation to fake successfully, participants who made 80% of the 

raters believe that they were being honest (while faking good), received a prize of $20. In 

addition, the participant who was able to convince the highest number of observers that 

they were being honest (while faking) received an additional bonus prize of $100. 

The experimental room was set up with one chair facing a video camera.  The 

camera was positioned to show a full-body view of the participants at a head-on angle. 

One of three trained experimenters gave instructions to all participants and videotaped the 

self-presentations. During the presentations, the experimenter sat behind a partition, so as 

not to distract the participants. A timer was placed on top of the video camera so that 

participants would be able to make their presentations approximately 30 seconds in 

length. Videotaped presentations that were less than 20 seconds, and more than 40 

seconds were deleted and redone. 

During each presentation, the experimenter recorded several statements that were 

made. Immediately following each videotaped presentation, the experimenter questioned 
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participants about the presentation to ensure that participants had presented themselves 

according to their instructional condition (see Appendix C). When the honest presentation 

was completed, participants were asked if there was anything in their presentation that 

was not true. If the participant indicated that there was one or more inaccurate statements 

in their presentation, they were asked to redo the videotaped presentation. If the 

participant indicated that they were entirely honest, the experimenter further questioned 

the participant about the veracity of specific points made in their presentation. When the 

fake-good presentation was completed, the experimenter asked participants for an 

example of something that was not true in their presentation. If they could provide an 

example, the experimenter was satisfied that they had followed instructions. However, if 

the participant indicated that they were entirely honest, they were asked to redo the 

videotaped presentation. Once the experimenter was satisfied with both presentations, 

participants were debriefed. The testing of each participant took approximately 45 

minutes.  

Organization of DVDs. Four DVD’s were created using the 64 videotaped self-

presentations (32 participants x 2 conditions). First, the video clips were put on two 

separate DVDs (DVD 1  and DVD 2), each containing one presentation (either fake good 

or honest) from each of the 32 target participants. Therefore, these DVDs consisted of 

entirely different self-presentation clips. Both DVD 1 and DVD 2 contained 16 

presentations from the honest condition (4 men, 12 women) and 16 presentations from 

the fake-good condition (4 men, 12 women). Of these 16 honest and fake good 

presentations, there were four from each of the four personality groups (psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, narcissism, and control). To counterbalance the order of DVD 1 and 



           

 

103 

103 

DVD 2, four separate groups of video clips (each containing 8 segments with 2 from each 

of the 4 conditions) were randomized. Two practice clips from the control condition (one 

honest and faking) were placed at the beginning of each DVD. Thus, the final DVD 1 and 

DVD 2 each contained 34 videotaped presentations. Once this was completed, two 

additional DVDs (DVD 3 and DVD 4) were created by using reverse sequences of the 

presentations on the first two DVDs. 

Study 3b: Obtaining Stimuli Ratings  

Participants 

Participants were 134 university student volunteers (106 upper year 

undergraduate and 28 graduate students). They were recruited from classes and by word 

of mouth. No demographic information was collected. A brief description of the study 

was provided at the time participants initially volunteered and again on the consent form 

(see Appendix D). Participants were made aware that they could withdraw at any time 

from the study without penalty. Participants were treated in accordance with the ethical 

standards outlined by the Canadian Psychological Association.  

Procedure 

All participants provided informed consent and participated in groups. 

Participants with informed consent were told to watch a series of videotaped 

presentations depicting applicants for an online dating service. Participants were told that 

some of the people in the video clips were faking good, while others were being honest. 

In addition, they were informed that the video clips were now in random order and that 

they would not be told what proportion of people was being honest.  
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Participants were randomly assigned to watch one of the four DVDs created in 

Study 3a. Graduate student raters were divided approximately equally among DVD 1 and 

DVD 2 (which have different presentations) so that all clips were watched equally by 

undergraduate and graduate students. There was a 25 second pause between each of the 

32 videotaped clips, during which participants responded to questions on a rating sheet 

(see Appendix D). On the rating sheet, participants were asked to determine whether the 

people on the clips were being honest or faking (dichotomous veracity judgment), as well 

as the believability of each presentation (using an 11-point likert scale from 0-100%). In 

addition, they rated the physical attractiveness of the applicants (also using an 11-point 

likert scale from 0-100%). Finally, participants were asked whether or not they knew 

each of the study 3a target participants. If a rater had met any of the study 3a target 

participants, those ratings were excluded from the study. At the completion of the 

research protocol, participants were debriefed. The study took approximately 40 minutes 

to complete. 

Results 

For each measure, pro-rating was used to compute scale scores for each 

participant based on the average of their reported scores if less than 10% of data was 

missing.  

Descriptive Statistics for Study 3a Target Participants 

Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-Experimental (SRP-E).  SRP-E total scores ranged 

from 52 to 93 with a mean score of 69.78 (SD = 9.79). The mean total and subscale 

scores are consistent with those obtained in other undergraduate student samples (e.g., J. 

Camilleri, personal communication, April 29, 2008; D. L. Paulhus, personal 
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communication, April 26, 2008). For example, J. Camilleri, (personal communication, 

April 29, 2008) obtained a mean total score of 70.04 (SD = 13.83) in a sample of 211 

undergraduate students.  The internal consistency in the present sample was satisfactory. 

The alpha coefficient for the SRP-E total was 0.74, while values for the SRP-E subscales 

ranged from 0.42 to 0.78. These values are slightly lower than those previously reported 

(e.g., Williams et al., 2003; Williams & Paulhus, 2004; Williams et al., 2007). 

Descriptive statistics for psychopathy (as measured by the SRP-E) can be found in Table 

4.1.  Sex differences in mean SRP-E total and subscale scores are displayed in Table 4.2. 

 Mach-IV. Mach-IV total scores ranged from 78 to 116 with a mean score of 

100.19 (SD = 8.96). The mean score is slightly higher than other studies employing 

undergraduate student samples (e.g., Christie & Geis, 1970; Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002; 

Wilson et al., 1998). For example, Wilson et al. (1998) reported mean scores of  98.1 (SD 

= 16.3) and 90.1 (SD = 13.1) for male and female college students, respectively. In 

addition, Gunnthorsdottir et al. (2002) reported a mean score of 93 (SD = 13.1) in a large 

sample of undergraduate students. The alpha value for the Mach-IV total scale in the 

present sample was 0.49, indicating poor internal consistency.  This alpha value is 

substantially lower than the alpha values of approximately 0.70 to 0.76 that have been 

reported in previous research (Fehr et al., 1992). As a result, caution should be exercised 

when interpreting the results for this scale. Descriptive statistics for Machiavellianism (as 

measured by the Mach-IV) can be found in Table 4.1. In addition, sex differences in 

mean Mach-IV total scores are displayed in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics of the Targets (n = 32) on the Dark Triad Measures  

 

 Mean 

 

SD Reliability 

(Cronbach’s 

Alpha) 

SRP-E Total 

 

        69.78       9.79 0.74 

     Criminal 

     Tendencies 

 

        15.75       4.66 0.68 

     Interpersonal 

     Manipulation 

 

        27.84       4.52 0.66 

     Callous Affect 

 

        21.28       3.26 0.42 

     Erratic Lifestyle 

 

        25.72       5.50 0.78 

Mach-IV Total 

 

       100.19       8.96 0.49 

NPI Total 

 

        14.50       7.65 0.88 

     Authority 

 

         4.25       2.55 0.83 

     Self-Sufficiency 

 

         1.94       1.52 0.52 

     Superiority 

 

         1.94       1.46 0.61 

     Entitlement 

 

         1.78       1.54 0.58 

     Exhibitionism 

 

         1.66       1.45 0.46 

     Exploitativeness 

 

         1.94       1.37 0.53 

     Vanity 

 

         1.00       1.02 0.54 
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Table 4.2 

Sex Differences of the Targets on the Dark Triad Measures 

 Men (n = 8) Women (n = 24)   

 Mean SD Mean SD t Cohen’s 

d 

SRP-E Total 

 

74.13 11.43 68.33 8.98 1.48 0.60 

     Criminal 

     Tendencies 

 

18.38 6.55 14.88 3.61 1.92 0.78 

     Interpersonal 

     Manipulation 

 

29.00 4.63 27.46 4.51 0.83 0.34 

     Callous Affect 

 

 22.25  3.45 20.96 3.20 0.97 0.40 

     Erratic Lifestyle 

 

 27.25  4.06 25.21 5.88 0.91 0.37 

Mach-IV Total 

 

101.00 10.23 99.92 8.72 0.29 0.12 

NPI Total 

 

 15.75 10.04 14.08 6.88 0.53 0.22 

     Authority 

 

  4.38  3.11  4.21 2.41 0.16 0.07 

     Self-Sufficiency 

 

  2.00  2.27  1.92 1.25 0.13 0.05 

     Superiority 

 

  2.75  1.67  1.67 1.31 1.90 0.77 

     Entitlement 

 

  1.88  1.73  1.75 1.51 0.20 0.08 

     Exhibitionism 

 

  1.88  1.73  1.58 1.38 0.49 0.20 

     Exploitativeness 

 

  2.00  1.31  1.92 1.41 0.15 0.06 

     Vanity 

 

  0.88  0.99  1.04 1.04 -0.40    -0.16 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001,  indicating a significantly greater mean than for the 

other group. 

Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 

respectively. 
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Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI). NPI total scores ranged from 1 to 31 

with a mean score of 14.50 (SD = 7.64). The total mean score is slightly lower than the 

mean score of 15.55 obtained in a large sample of college students (Raskin & Terry, 

1988). The alpha coefficient for the NPI total was 0.88, and alpha values for the NPI 

subscales ranged from 0.46 to 0.83. These reliability values are satisfactory and similar to 

those previously reported (e.g., Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Raskin & Terry, 1988). 

Descriptive statistics for narcissism (as measured by the NPI) can be found in Table 4.1.  

Sex differences in mean NPI total and subscale scores are displayed in Table 4.2. 

Dark Triad Scores Between Personality Groups. A multivariate analysis of 

variance on SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI total scores indicated significant group 

differences among the personality groups, Wilks’ ! = 0.25, F(9, 63) =  5.44, p < .001. 

This suggests that the prescreening procedure was effective in selecting groups. 

Descriptive statistics for the Dark Triad measures across personality groups are displayed 

in Table 4.3. In addition, group differences on the SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI are 

presented in Figure 4.1.  

Correlations between the Dark Triad total scores were small and all non-

significant (psychopathy and Machiavellianism, r of -0.15; psychopathy and narcissism, r 

of 0.07; narcissism and Machiavellianism, r of -0.05. This suggests that the process of 

selecting participants that scored high on one, but not the other two Dark Triad constructs 

was successful.  

Descriptive Statistics for Study 3b Ratings 

Participants rated the Study 3a targets on three measures: 1) a veracity rating 

(honest or faking good), 2) a believability rating (0-10), and 3) a physical attractiveness 
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Table 4.3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Target SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI Total Scores by 

Personality Group  

 

 Control   

(n = 8) 

Psyc   

(n = 8) 

Mach  

(n = 8) 

Narc  

(n = 8) 

SRP-E Total 

 

   67.25 (4.33)    78.00 (8.25)   66.88 (9.08)   67.00 (12.33) 

Mach-IV Total 

 

   99.00 (4.72)    98.50 (11.34)  104.75 (5.73)   98.50 (11.82) 

NPI Total 

 

   12.75 (3.24)    10.63 (4.17)   10.38 (6.80)   24.25 (5.99) 

 

Note. Psyc = psychopathy group, Mach = Machiavellianism group, Narc = narcissism 

group. 
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Figure 4.1.  SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI total scores of targets by personality group 

relative to the control group (psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism). 

 

Note. T-Scores were calculated using scores from the control group as a comparison 

group. Psyc = psychopathy group, Mach = Machiavellianism group, Narc = narcissism 

group.
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rating (0-10). These ratings were completed for 32 targets; four targets in each of the 

following conditions: 1) honest control, 2) faking control, 3) honest psychopathy, 4) 

faking psychopathy, 5) honest Machiavellianism, 6) faking Machiavellianism, 7) honest 

narcissism, and 8) faking narcissism. Thus, for the veracity ratings, eight total scores 

were calculated for each rater. These scores represented the total number of times (out of 

four) that they rated targets as honest in each of the conditions listed above. For the 

believability and physical attractiveness ratings, each rater was given an average score 

representing their ratings for targets in each of the same eight conditions. The veracity, 

believability, and physical attractiveness ratings for each condition were then used to 

compute average overall ratings for targets, as well as average ratings for honest targets, 

and targets who were faking good. None of the 134 raters indicated that they had 

previously met any of the target participants in the videos.  Thus, all ratings were 

included in the present analyses. A summary of descriptive data for these ratings is 

presented in Table 4.4. 

Ratings for targets in the honest condition. Raters judged honest targets as being 

honest an average of 2.55/4 times (63.75% of the time). The average believability rating 

for honest target participants was 6.34/10, while the average physical attractiveness rating 

for honest target participants was 5.91/10. 

Ratings for targets in the faking condition. Raters judged targets that were faking 

good as being honest an average of 1.98/4 times (49.5% of the time). The average 

believability rating for target participants who were faking good was 5.56/10, while the 

average physical attractiveness rating for participants who were faking good was 5.86/10. 
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Table 4.4 

Descriptive Statistics for Veracity, Believability, and Physical Attractiveness Ratings  

 

Rating Type Overall Honest Faking Good 

 

t d 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD   

Veracity  

(0-4) 

 

2.26 0.45 2.55 

 

0.56 1.98 

 

0.60  9.06*** 0.98 

Believability  

(0-10) 

 

5.95 0.93 6.34 0.91 5.56 1.10 11.14*** 0.77 

Physical 

Attractiveness 

(0-10) 

 

5.89 1.11 5.91 1.17 5.86 

 

 

1.10  1.31 0.04 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001, indicating a significant difference between the honest 

and faking good group means.  

Note. Effect sizes of .20, .50, and .80 correspond to small, medium and large effects, 

respectively. 
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Overall ratings for targets across honest and faking conditions. Overall, raters 

judged targets as being honest an average of 2.26/4 times (56.63% of the time). In 

addition, the average overall believability rating for target participants was 5.95/10. 

Finally, target participants were given an overall mean physical attractiveness rating of 

5.89/10.  

Differences between ratings for honest and faking conditions. Three paired-

samples t-tests were conducted to evaluate whether honest and faking good targets 

differed on ratings of veracity, believability, and physical attractiveness. Raters judged 

honest targets (M = 2.55, SD = 0.56) as being honest significantly more than targets who 

were faking good, (M = 1.98, SD = 0.60), t(133) = 9.06, p < .001. Similarly, raters judged 

honest targets (M = 6.34, SD = 0.91) as significantly more believable than targets who 

were faking good (M = 5.56, SD = 1.10), t(133) = 11.14, p < .001. Finally, there was no 

significant difference between the physical attractiveness ratings for honest (M = 5.91, 

SD = 1.17) and faking good targets (M = 5.86, SD = 1.09), t(133) = 1.31, p > .05.  

Main Analyses: Success at Faking Good Across Personality Groups  

Although participants completed ratings for four targets in each of the eight 

conditions (honest control, faking control, honest psychopathy, faking psychopathy, 

honest Machiavellianism, faking Machiavellianism, honest narcissism, and faking 

narcissism), only the ratings for the faking good conditions are relevant to the objectives 

of this dissertation. Thus, for each type of rating, four total scores were calculated for 

each rater based on their average rating for participants in the faking control, faking 

psychopathy, faking Machiavellianism, and faking narcissism target groups. For veracity 

ratings, these scores represented the total number of times they rated targets as honest in 
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each of the four faking conditions. For the believability and physical attractiveness 

ratings, each rater was given an average score representing his or her ratings for targets in 

each of the same four conditions. Separate analyses conducted for veracity, believability, 

and physical attractiveness ratings and are provided below.  

Veracity ratings. A one-way within-subjects analysis of variance was conducted 

to evaluate the effect of personality type on ratings of veracity in the faking good 

condition. The dependent variable was the sum of the number of times that raters judged 

targets as being honest. The within-subjects factor was personality group with four levels 

(control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism). Due to violations of 

sphericity, the main effect of personality was evaluated using the multivariate criterion of 

Wilks’ lambda (!). The results for the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for 

personality, ! =.76, F(3, 131) = 13.61, p < .001.  

Six paired-samples t-tests were computed to assess differences in veracity ratings 

between personality groups in the faking good condition. A multistage Bonferroni 

approach was used to control for familywise error rate across these tests. Results showed 

that although veracity ratings did not differ between the control group and the 

psychopathy group, t(133) = -2.00, p = .05, or between the control group and the 

narcissism group, t(133) = -1.05, p = .29, ratings were significantly higher for the control 

group than for the Machiavellianism group, t(133) = 3.82, p < .001. In addition, veracity 

ratings for the psychopathy and narcissism groups were significantly higher than those 

for the Machiavellianism group, t(133) = 5.94, p < .001, and t(133) = 4.20, p < .001, 

respectively. Finally, there were no differences in veracity ratings between the narcissism 

and psychopathy groups, t(133) = -0.81, p = .42. The means, standard deviations, and 
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significant differences for veracity ratings as a function of personality condition are 

presented in Table 4.5.
4
 

Believability ratings. A one-way within-subjects analysis of variance was 

conducted to evaluate the effect of personality type on ratings of believability. The 

dependent variable was the average believability rating. The within-subjects factor was 

personality group with four levels (control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism). The results for the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for 

personality, F(3, 399) = 20.91, p < .001.  

Six paired-samples t-tests were computed to assess differences in believability 

ratings between personality groups in the faking good condition. A multistage Bonferroni 

approach was used to control for familywise error rate across these tests. For the 

believability ratings, the Dark Triad groups all differed significantly from the control 

group. More specifically, believability ratings were significantly higher for the 

psychopathy and narcissism groups than for the control group, t(133) = 3.71, p < .001, 

t(133) = 4.40, p < .001, respectively, while ratings were significantly higher for the 

control group than for the Machiavellianism group t(133) = 2.43, p < .05. In addition, 

believability ratings for the psychopathy and narcissism groups were significantly higher 

than those for the Machiavellianism group, t(133) = 7.17, p < .001, and t(133) = 6.51, p < 

.001, respectively. Finally, there were no differences in believability ratings between the 

narcissism and psychopathy groups, t(133) = 0.68, p = .50. The means, standard 

                                                
4
 The main analyses for veracity ratings across personality groups were repeated using the physical 

attractiveness ratings of targets who were faking good as a covariate. A one-way within-subjects analysis of 

covariance was conducted to evaluate the effect of personality type on ratings of veracity when the effects 

of physical attractiveness were removed. The dependent variable was the veracity ratings. The within-

subjects factor was personality group with four levels (control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism), and the covariate was physical attractiveness ratings. The pattern of significant results was 

identical to those obtained without using physical attractiveness as a covariate. 
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Table 4.5 

Main Analyses: Means, Standard Deviations, and Significant Differences in Ratings 

Across Personality Groups for Faking Good Targets  

 

Rating Type Control 

 

Psyc Mach Narc 

Veracity  

(0-4) 

 

1.99 (1.03)
a 

2.22 (1.06)
a 

1.60 (0.95)
b 

2.11 (1.02)
a 

Believability  

(0-10) 

 

5.38 (1.53)
b 

5.83 (1.42)
a 

5.10 (1.32)
c 

5.92 (1.29)
a 

Physical 

Attractiveness  

(0-10) 

 

5.75 (1.34)
a 

5.59 (1.31)
a 

5.71 (1.50)
a 

6.39 (1.15)
b 

 

Note. Different superscripts indicate significant differences (p < .05); common 

superscripts indicate no significant difference according to paired t-test statistics (p > 

.05). Psyc = psychopathy group, Mach = Machiavellianism group, Narc = narcissism 

group.



           

 

117 

117 

deviations, and significant differences for believability ratings as a function of personality 

condition are presented in Table 4.5.
5
 

Physical attractiveness ratings. A one-way within-subjects analysis of variance 

was conducted to evaluate the effect of personality type on ratings of physical 

attractiveness. The dependent variable was the average physical attractiveness rating. The 

within-subjects factor was personality group with four levels (control, psychopathy, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism). Due to violations of sphericity, the main effect of 

personality was evaluated using the multivariate criterion of Wilks’ lambda (!). The 

results for the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for personality, ! =.57, F(3, 

131) = 32.56, p < .001.  

Six paired-samples t-tests were computed to assess differences in physical 

attractiveness ratings between personality groups in the faking good condition. A 

multistage Bonferroni approach was used to control for familywise error rate across these 

tests. Results showed that although physical attractiveness ratings did not differ between 

the control group and the psychopathy group, t(133) = 2.03, p = .05, or between the 

control group and the Machiavellianism group, t(133) = 0.32, p = .75, physical 

attractiveness ratings were significantly higher for the narcissism group than for the 

control group, t(133) = -6.90, p < .001. In addition, physical attractiveness ratings for the 

narcissism group were significantly higher than those for the psychopathy group, t(133) = 

9.17, p < .001, and the Machiavellianism group, t(133) = 5.62, p < .001. Finally, there 

                                                
5
 The main analyses for believability ratings across personality groups were repeated using the physical 

attractiveness ratings of targets who were faking good as a covariate. A one-way within-subjects analysis of 

covariance was conducted to evaluate the effect of personality type on ratings of believability when the 

effects of physical attractiveness were removed. The dependent variable was the believability ratings. The 

within-subjects factor was personality group with four levels (control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 

narcissism), and the covariate was physical attractiveness ratings. The pattern of significant results was 

identical to those obtained without using physical attractiveness as a covariate. 
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was no difference in physical attractiveness ratings between the psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism groups, t(133) = -0.87, p = .39. The means, standard deviations, and 

significant differences for physical attractiveness ratings as a function of personality 

condition are presented in Table 4.5.  

Discussion 

The present study addressed the second objective of this study; to evaluate 

whether the Dark Triad enables interpersonal faking. More specifically, this study 

investigated the relationship between the Dark Triad and the ability to fake good while 

providing videotaped self-presentations. Findings for the psychopathy, Machiavellianism, 

and narcissism groups are discussed separately, each in relation to the control group for 

all ratings (i.e., veracity, believability, and physical attractiveness).  

First, findings suggest that the psychopathy group was at least equal to, or more 

successful at faking good than the control group. More specifically, the psychopathy 

group and the control group did not differ significantly on veracity ratings when faking 

good. However, the psychopathy group received significantly higher believability ratings 

than the control group when faking good. These findings provide partial support for the 

hypothesis that psychopathy would enable faking. In addition, results are consistent with 

previous studies that have found either null or positive correlations between psychopathy 

and success at faking related tasks. For example, previous studies have linked 

psychopathy to success at interpersonal deception (Billings, 2004; Klaver et al., 2007) 

and success at faking on self-report personality tests (Book et al., 2006; MacNeil & 

Holden, 2006). However, other studies have found no relationship between psychopathy 

and deception ability using interpersonal tasks (Cogburn, 1993) and polygraph machines 
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(Patrick & Iacono, 1989; Raskin & Hare, 1978). These mixed findings may be explained 

in part by variations in both faking related tasks and the methods used to identify 

successful fakers. For instance, different results were found in the current study according 

to the type of rating obtained. More specifically, psychopathy enabled faking when raters 

were asked to provide a measure of the degree to which a presentation was believable 

(i.e., believability ratings), but it did not enable faking when raters were asked to provide 

dichotomous ratings of whether someone was honest or faking (i.e., veracity ratings). The 

increased variance in the believability ratings may have allowed for more subtle 

differences to emerge between the groups. Thus, although psychopaths may be more 

successful fakers than the control group, this difference may not be strong enough to 

emerge in forced choice judgments of veracity. 

Second, findings suggest that Machiavellianism was negatively related to success 

at faking good. More specifically, when faking good, the Machiavellianism group was 

rated as less truthful (based on veracity and believability ratings) than all other groups 

(i.e., control, psychopathy, and narcissism). This finding was contrary to predictions and 

inconsistent with previous research linking Machiavellianism with successful deception 

(e.g., Geis & Moon, 1981; Kraut & Price, 1976). In addition, the present findings also 

differed from Billings’ (2004) finding that Machiavellianism was unrelated to the ability 

to lie about personal opinions on controversial issues. These studies all used extremely 

different methods of assessing deception ability. Methodological differences between the 

current study and previous studies may explain the conflicting results. In addition, the 

Mach-IV scale showed poor internal consistency in the present study. The lack of 

reliability for this measure suggests that results should be interpreted with caution. 
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Finally, this was the first study to directly examine the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and faking ability, rather than deception ability. Therefore, subtle 

differences between deception and faking may also explain the discrepancy between 

current and previous findings.  

Third, the results indicate that the narcissism group was either equal to, or more 

successful at faking good than the control group. More specifically, results for the 

veracity ratings showed no differences between the narcissism and control groups when 

faking good. However, the narcissism group received higher believability ratings than the 

control group when faking good. These findings are similar to those obtained for the 

psychopathy group. In particular, it appears that narcissism enables faking when raters 

are asked to provide a measure of the degree to which a presentation is believable (i.e., 

believability ratings), but it does not enable faking when raters are asked to provide 

dichotomous ratings of whether someone is honest of faking (i.e., veracity ratings). Once 

again, the increased variance in the believability ratings may have allowed for more 

subtle differences to emerge between the groups. This study is the first to empirically 

examine the relationship between narcissism and faking ability, and thus hypotheses were 

not made. The current findings represent a novel contribution to the literature and 

indicate a need for more research to replicate and clarify the relationship between 

narcissism and interpersonal faking ability. 

Another interesting finding was that these groups differed significantly on 

measures of physical attractiveness. More specifically, the narcissism group was rated as 

significantly more physically attractive than the control, psychopathy, and 

Machiavellianism groups. However, psychopathy and Machiavellianism groups did not 
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differ from control groups on ratings of physical attractiveness. To my knowledge, only 

two studies have examined the relationship between the Dark Triad constructs and 

measures of physical attractiveness. Similar to the present findings, Cherulnik et al. 

(1981) found no difference between high and low Machiavellian men on physical 

attractiveness ratings. However, in contrast with the present findings, Gabriel et al. 

(1994) found that narcissism was positively related to attractiveness self-illusion, but 

unrelated to actual attractiveness. Research investigating the relationship between 

psychopathy and physical attractiveness does not exist.  

A conceptual issue involves whether or not physical attractiveness ratings should 

be used as a covariate. For example, several studies have shown that physically attractive 

people are typically perceived as more honest than individuals who are less attractive 

(Porter, Campbell, & Stapleton, 2002; Zebrowitz, Collins, & Dutta, 1998; Zebrowitz, 

Voinescu, & Collins, 1996). Indeed, current findings showed that when faking, physical 

attractiveness was positively correlated with veracity and believability ratings, (although 

the correlation was only significant for believability ratings). Thus, it is possible that 

differences in ratings between personality groups are a result of the physical 

attractiveness, rather than the personality constructs of the target group. On the other 

hand, it can be argued that attractiveness is actually part of the Dark Triad personality 

constructs. As mentioned previously, the current findings indicate that the narcissism 

group was significantly more attractive than all other groups. Thus, removing the effects 

of physical attractiveness may in fact change the personality construct being measured. 

Because of the arguments for and against including physical attractiveness as a covariate, 

I chose to conduct both methods of analysis. Results with and without including physical 
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attractiveness as a covariate were identical. Therefore, although the appropriateness of 

including physical attractiveness as a covariate is an important consideration, this issue 

was not of great concern in the present study.  

The following conclusions are made regarding the present research:  

1. When faking good, ratings of veracity, believability, and physical attractiveness 

were significantly affected by the personality condition of the target. 

2. According to believability ratings, but not veracity ratings, psychopathy and 

narcissism groups were more successful fakers than the control group. 

Conversely, the Machiavellianism group was less successful at faking good than 

the control group based on both veracity and believability ratings. These findings 

remained stable even when physical attractiveness was used as a covariate. 

3. The narcissism group was rated as significantly more physically attractive than all 

other groups (i.e., control, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism).
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The ability to successfully fake in assessment contexts is an area of concern for 

practitioners and researchers. If undetected, faking on self-report tests and interpersonal 

assessment contexts can lead to negative consequences in high-stake situations (e.g., 

criminal justice settings, child custody evaluations, personnel selection). The clinical and 

theoretical literature often asserts that individuals scoring high on psychopathy are 

prolific and skilled deceivers (e.g., Babiak, 2000; Cleckley, 1941; Hare, 1993; Hare, 

Forth, & Hart, 1989; Lees-Haley, 1986). Due to the significant overlap between the Dark 

Triad constructs, it is possible Machiavellianism and narcissism may also be related to 

successful faking.  

Indeed, some theoretical support can be found for a link between the Dark Triad 

and faking ability. For example, the Dark Triad constructs are commonly associated with 

traits such as emotional coldness, self-promotion, aggressiveness, and duplicity (Paulhus 

& Williams, 2002). It is plausible that individuals with these traits would develop a skill 

for faking simply through practice and familiarity with the act of deception. In addition, 

Cogburn (1993) suggested that the lack of guilt and relatively low autonomic arousal 

characteristic of psychopaths might lead to less “leakage” of verbal and nonverbal cues to 

deceit. Similarly, affective deficits (e.g., lack of empathy and concern for others) may 

make lying simply, “ a matter of moving words around” (Hare, Forth, & Hart, 1989, p. 

34). Finally, the sometimes dominant, glib, and superficially charming demeanor of 

individuals scoring high on the Dark Triad may make them appear truthful, whether they 

are lying or not.  
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Despite anecdotal and theoretical support for a link between the Dark Triad and 

faking ability, empirical evidence confirming this association is lacking. Numerous 

studies have found that psychopathy is related to a tendency to deceive (e.g., Rogers & 

Cruise, 2000; Rogers et al., 1997; Seto et al., 1997; Sierles, 1984). However, only a 

handful of studies (with mixed findings) have examined whether psychopathy is related 

to success at faking. Nevertheless, some evidence suggests that psychopathy is positively 

related to success at faking good on self-report personality inventories (e.g., Book et al., 

2006; MacNeil & Holden, 2006) and success at interpersonal deception (e.g., Billings, 

2004; Klaver, et al., 2007). In addition, a small amount of research has found a 

relationship between Machiavellianism and the ability to perform tasks that are related to 

interpersonal deception and faking (e.g., Aziz, 2004, 2005; Billings, 2004; Geis & Moon, 

1981). Finally, no empirical studies have examined the relationship between narcissism 

and faking ability. Thus, together, clinical lore, theory, and empirical research mandate 

further exploration of the relationship between the Dark Triad and successful faking on 

self-report personality tests and interpersonal assessments.  

Three studies were designed to address the two main objectives of the current 

research program. The first objective was to see whether the Dark Triad enabled faking 

good and faking bad on self-report personality inventories. To investigate this issue, 

Study 1 used an inmate sample to examine the relationship between psychopathy and 

success at faking good and faking bad on self-report tests. Study 2 extended upon the first 

study by examining whether psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism were related 

to success at faking good and faking bad on personality tests in a sample of university 

students. The second main objective was to evaluate whether the Dark Triad enabled 
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faking good interpersonally. To address this objective, Study 3 used a sample of 

university students to examine the relationship between the Dark Triad and the ability to 

fake good while providing videotaped self-presentations. The results of the present 

research are discussed according to these two objectives.  

The Dark Triad and Faking on Self-Report Personality Inventories 

Overall, it was hypothesized that success at faking good on personality tests would 

be positively related to the Dark Triad traits. Findings for psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism were consistent with this prediction, although results for narcissism 

were not.  

In terms of psychopathy, results from both Study 1 and Study 2 provide some 

evidence that psychopathic traits are related to success at faking good. More specifically, 

Study 1 found that although successful and unsuccessful fakers did not consistently differ 

as a function of total psychopathy scores, success at faking good was positively related to 

the Carefree Nonplanfulness subscale (assesses an attitude of indifference in planning 

one’s actions), and negatively related to the Stress Immunity subscale (assesses an 

absence of marked reactions to anxiety provoking events) of the Psychopathic Personality 

Inventory. The finding that Stress Immunity was related to success at faking good is 

consistent with MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) study. However, it is not clear why the 

Carefree Nonplanfuness subscale was related to success at faking good, and more 

research is needed before an interpretation can be given. In Study 2, total psychopathy 

was a significant predictor of success at faking good for 1 of 3 methods of evaluation.  

Thus, these findings are in line with previous research showing that success at 

faking good on personality tests is related to total psychopathy scores (Book et al., 2006) 
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and psychopathy subscale scores (MacNeil & Holden, 2006). Variations in the specific 

psychopathy components that enable faking across studies may be explained by the use 

of different psychopathy measures, different samples, and different methods of evaluating 

success at faking.  

 As predicted, results from Study 2 indicate that Machiavellianism is related to 

success at faking good on self-report personality inventories. In particular, 

Machiavellianism was a significant predictor of success at faking good for 2 of 3 methods 

of evaluation. This is consistent with MacNeil and Holden’s (2006) finding that the 

Machiavellian Egocentricity subscale of the Psychopathic Personality Inventory was 

related to success at faking good. In addition, these findings are consistent with studies 

linking Machiavellianism to interpersonal deception ability (e.g., Aziz, 2004; Billings, 

2004; Geis & Moon, 1981). Finally, contrary to hypotheses, narcissism did not predict 

success at faking good for any of the three methods of evaluation in Study 2. Findings for 

Machiavellianism and narcissism are novel, as previous research has not examined the 

link between these constructs and faking ability on self-report personality tests.  

 In contrast to hypotheses for faking good, it was predicted that success at faking 

bad on personality tests would be unrelated to the Dark Triad traits. The pattern of results 

was consistent with this prediction. In particular, Study 1 found that when faking bad, 

successful and unsuccessful fakers did not differ significantly on psychopathy total or 

subscale scores. Furthermore, the Dark Triad constructs did not significantly predict 

success at faking bad for any of the 3 methods of evaluation in Study 2. These findings 

are consistent with previous research showing no relationship between psychopathy and 
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the ability to fake bad (e.g., Book et al., 2006; Edens et al., 2000; Kropp, 1994; MacNeil 

& Holden, 2006; Poythress et al., 2001). 

 Taken together, findings from Study 1 and Study 2 converge to suggest that 

success at faking good on self-report tests is positively related to psychopathic and 

Machiavellian traits, and unrelated to narcissism. In particular, successful faking was 

related to either components of psychopathy or Machiavellianism across all faking good 

evaluations in offender and student samples. Furthermore, findings suggest that the 

ability to fake bad on self-report personality tests is unrelated to the Dark Triad 

constructs.  

 There are several possible explanations for the present findings. First, individuals 

scoring high on the Dark Triad constructs may be more practiced at faking good than 

faking bad. If increased practice leads to skill development, this could explain why the 

Dark Triad components were related to faking good, but not faking bad. Given the “look 

out for number one” attitude characteristic of these individuals, it makes sense that they 

would frequently take advantage of situations where faking good would provide personal 

benefits. However, situations where one would benefit from faking bad may be less 

common. A second explanation for the current findings involves the inter-relatedness of 

the Dark Triad constructs. Some evidence suggests that psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism are the most similar of the three Dark Triad constructs (Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2005; Lee & Ashton, 2005; McHoskey et al., 1998; Vernon et al., 2008). Indeed, 

results for Study 2 support this idea. Thus, it is unsurprising that these two constructs 

would produce similar results in relation to faking ability.  
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 A third explanation for the present findings concerns the level of anxiety 

associated with each of the Dark Triad constructs. Both the present research and MacNeil 

and Holden (2006) found that successful fakers tended to show marked reactions to 

anxiety provoking events (i.e., the Stress Immunity subscale of the PPI was negatively 

related to successful faking). In addition, previous research shows that Machiavellianism 

is positively correlated with anxiety (e.g., Jones et al., 1979; Nigro & Galli, 1985), 

narcissism is negatively correlated with anxiety (e.g., Sedikides et al., 2004; Watson & 

Biderman, 1993), and evidence linking psychopathy and anxiety is mixed (e.g., Cleckley, 

1941; Hale et al., 2004; Ray, 1983). Thus, if experiencing anxiety translates into more 

carefully planned faking (for fear of repercussions if caught), this could explain the 

increased ability of psychopaths and Machiavellians to successfully fake good, relative to 

narcissists.  

The Dark Triad and Interpersonal Faking Ability 

For interpersonal faking, it was hypothesized that success at faking good would 

be positively related to psychopathy and Machiavellianism, while predictions concerning 

narcissism were not made. Findings for psychopathy were partially consistent with 

hypotheses, while findings for Machiavellianism were contrary to hypotheses. Of note, 

this research (Study 3) was the first to examine the relationship between the Dark Triad 

and interpersonal faking ability, rather than deception ability. Thus, the present findings 

are discussed in reference to previous research on interpersonal deception.  

The first main finding was that according to believability ratings, but not veracity 

ratings, the psychopathy group was more successful than the control group at faking 

good. This finding is consistent with previous research demonstrating null (Cogburn, 
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1993) and positive (Billings, 2004; Klaver et al., 2007) correlations between psychopathy 

and interpersonal deception ability. Second, according to veracity and believability 

ratings, the Machiavellianism group was less successful at faking good than the control 

group. These results are inconsistent with findings that Machiavellianism and deception 

ability are positively related (Geis & Moon, 1981; Kraut & Price, 1976), and unrelated 

(Billings, 2004). Of note, this is the first study to demonstrate a negative relationship 

between Machiavellianism and success at faking.  

A third main finding was that according to believability ratings, but not veracity 

ratings, the narcissism group was more successful than the control group at faking good. 

Although the relationship between narcissism and interpersonal faking/ deception ability 

has not previously been examined, some evidence is consistent with the present findings. 

For example, research shows that assertive, dominant, and self-focused applicants are 

judged more favorably in employment interview scenarios (e.g., Dipboye & Wiley, 1977; 

Kacmar et al., 1992; Tullar, 1989). Given their self-admirations, narcissists may exhibit a 

particularly high number of self-focused tactics when faking, thus increasing their ability 

to fake good. In addition, some evidence suggests that narcissists perform better than 

non-narcissists on tasks that involve a high opportunity for self-enhancement (i.e., 

challenging task goals, performance pressure, and performance evaluation by others) 

(Wallace & Baumeister, 2002). Therefore, it is possible that narcissists also perform 

better at faking tasks when these tasks involve an opportunity for self-enhancement.  

Taken together, the present research provides evidence that psychopathy and 

narcissism are positively related to success at faking good interpersonally, while 

Machiavellianism is negatively related to success at faking good interpersonally. Several 
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comments are warranted. First, research examining interpersonal deception/ faking ability 

as a function of psychopathy and Machiavellianism has produced mixed findings. These 

mixed findings may be explained by variations in faking-related tasks and methods of 

evaluating successful faking. For example, important differences may exist between the 

deception tasks used in previous research and the faking task used in Study 3. Compared 

to deception tasks where participants are often asked to tell a lie, faking tasks may allow 

for a wider range of tactics, and more individual control over whether or not deception is 

used, and the extent to which it is used. Thus, it is plausible that faking ability and 

deception ability involve different skill sets that are differentially related to certain 

personality traits.  

In addition, different results were obtained in the current study according to the 

type of rating used to measure successful faking. More specifically, psychopathy and 

narcissism enabled faking when raters were asked to provide a measure of the degree to 

which a presentation was believable, but it did not enable faking when raters provided 

dichotomous judgments of whether someone was honest or faking. I have suggested that 

the increased variability in believability ratings may have allowed for subtle differences 

to emerge between the groups. Therefore, although individuals high on psychopathy and 

narcissism may be particularly skilled at faking good interpersonally, their relative skill 

may not be strong enough to emerge in forced choice judgments of veracity. 

Finally, it is possible that narcissists and psychopaths have more experience with 

faking good than Machiavellians. In their study, Paulhus and Williams (2002) examined 

the relationship between the Dark Triad constructs and the tendency to over-claim verbal 

knowledge and general intelligence. On both measures, narcissism exhibited the strongest 
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relationship with self-enhancement, followed by psychopathy. However, 

Machiavellianism was not significantly related to self-enhancement on either measure. 

This finding is consistent with clinical accounts that Machiavellians are more rational and 

grounded (e.g., Christie & Geis, 1970; Hare, Forth, & Hart, 1989). Thus, it is plausible 

that because individuals scoring high on psychopathy and narcissism are used to 

portraying themselves positively, these individuals may develop a particular skill for 

faking interpersonally.  

Theoretical Implications 

 There are several implications of the present work to theories of personality and 

impression management. First, this research makes an important contribution to the 

understanding of the nature and dimensionality of faking. When looking at the significant 

findings in Study 1 and 2, success at faking good was associated with more personality 

characteristics (Dark Triad constructs and HPSI subscales) than was success at faking 

bad. In fact, of the 17 significant findings that linked the personality characteristics to 

successful faking, 13 were associated with faking good, 3 were associated with faking 

bad, and 1 was associated with the ability to fake both good and bad. I propose that these 

findings are consistent with the notion that intentional faking is multidimensional and that 

faking good and faking bad do not simply lie on opposite ends of a unidimensional 

continuum. Additional support for the multidimensionality of faking can be found in both 

the theoretical (e.g., Jones & Pittman, 1982; Kroger & Turnbull, 1970, 1975; Lanyon, 

1996; Mahar et al., 2006) and empirical (e.g., Furnham, 1986; Holden et al., 2003; 

Holden & Evoy, 2005; Holden & Kroner, 1992) literature.  
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In addition, the current research program adds to our understanding of “success at 

faking” as a reliable construct. The present findings show that personality traits that are 

significantly related to successful faking differ according to the validity scale being used. 

To explore this issue further, I examined the intercorrelations of the three validity scales 

used in the present research. For Study 1 and Study 2, the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF 

showed large and significant correlations when faking good (rs ranging from .50 to .65). 

When faking bad, the correlations between the validity measures were more variable (rs 

ranging from .19 to .65). In addition, I examined the dichotomous grouping of successful 

and unsuccessful fakers on the HPSI, the PDS-IM, and the combination of the HPSI, 

PDS-IM, and PRF. For Study 1 and Study 2, the classification of success at faking good 

showed the following moderate and significant correlations:  HPSI and PDS-IM (r = .38 

and .29), HPSI and combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM and PRF (r = .23 and .18), and 

PDS-IM and combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF (r = .51 and .55). Furthermore, 

the classification of success at faking bad showed the following small to moderate (and 

sometimes nonsignificant) correlations: HPSI and PDS-IM (r = .15 and .15), HPSI and 

combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM and PRF (r = .56 and .22), and PDS-IM and 

combination of the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF (r = .10 and .10).  

 From a statistical standpoint, it makes sense that across validity scales, the 

correlations for the total scores (a continuous variable) would be higher than the 

correlations for success at faking (a dichotomous grouping). However, this raises concern 

over whether or not “success at faking good” and “success at faking bad” are stable and 

reliable constructs. Indeed, the present findings illuminate how little is known about the 

reliability of successful faking as a construct that can be measured and examined 
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empirically. Indeed, there are several possible ways to conceptualize this construct. First, 

successful faking may simply be an unreliable construct that cannot be predicted by other 

variables. In this view, the present attempt to predict an unreliable or transient construct 

from something stable (i.e., the Dark Triad constructs) is inherently flawed. Thus, 

inconsistencies in the present results would not be surprising.  

 A second possibility is that although successful faking may be reliably measured 

within certain contexts, it varies across other contexts. As such, perhaps successful faking 

should be conceptualized as a state or transitional construct, rather than a trait or stable 

construct. State constructs can often be reliably measured, although measurements will 

vary across contexts. Thus, perhaps success at faking ought not show reliability as 

measured by comparisons between validity tests. For instance, across situations, success 

at faking may be a reliable construct when using the same validity index. However, 

people who are successful at faking on one index (e.g., HPSI) would not necessarily be 

successful at faking on another index (PDS-IM). Another possibility is that across 

validity indices, success at faking is a reliable construct when it occurs in a specific 

context (e.g., employment interview, criminal justice setting, interpersonal assessment, 

personality inventory assessment). However, people who are successful at faking in one 

situation (e.g., interpersonal assessment) would not necessarily be successful at faking in 

another situation (e.g., personality inventory assessment).  

 Finally, it is plausible that success at faking is stable across contexts for some 

validity indices, while success at faking on other validity indices is context dependent. 

Likewise, certain contexts may allow for stable measurements of successful faking across 

validity indices, while success at faking in other contexts may not be stable across 
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validity indices. At this point in time, the above possibilities are yet to be explored, and 

have considerable implications for clinicians and researchers in this field. Until more is 

known in this area, caution should be exercised when making broad conclusions about 

successful fakers.  

 The present research also helps to provide a better understanding of the 

relationship between the Dark Triad constructs. Although the present research was not 

designed to make conclusions about the relatedness of the Dark Triad traits, it does 

provide an example of their differential relationship with an additional variable (i.e., 

faking ability). Study 2 showed significant and large correlations between psychopathy 

and Machiavellianism (r = 0.61) and between psychopathy and narcissism (r = 0.56). In 

addition, a moderate and significant correlation was found between narcissism and 

Machiavellianism (r = 0.43). The current findings are consistent with previous research 

showing significant and positive correlations between the Dark Triad constructs, with the 

smallest of these correlations being between Machiavellianism and narcissism (Jakobwitz 

& Egan, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

Clinical Implications 

 The present work also contributes to our understanding of personality and faking 

ability on a practical level. For instance, it would be worthwhile to increase awareness 

that individuals scoring high on the Dark Triad constructs may be particularly skilled at 

faking good and avoiding detection on self-report personality tests and interpersonal 

assessments. Interestingly, the current DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 

1994) has indicated that malingering should be strongly suspected in individuals with 

Antisocial Personality Disorder. However, research evaluating this recommendation is 
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lacking and some researchers have suggested that all individuals should be suspected 

equally of malingering, regardless of psychopathic traits (Kropp, 1994; Rogers & Cruise, 

2002).  The present research program did not assess the tendency to fake, but rather, the 

ability to avoid detection when faking. Efforts should be made to inform practitioners that 

regardless of whether or not psychopathy is associated with a greater tendency to fake, 

certain components of the Dark Triad might enable individuals to be successful when 

they do decide to misrepresent themselves in a favorable manner.  

 In assessment contexts using self-report personality inventories and interpersonal 

assessment techniques, individuals may have strong motivations to misrepresent 

themselves. Given that the ability to fake good appears to be related to the Dark Triad, 

this has significant implications for the type of assessment that should be conducted. For 

example, if a client who was suspected of presenting themselves in an overly favorable 

manner were to present with high scores on the Dark Triad, the use of self-report 

assessment techniques may not be optimal. In these cases, clinicians should take extra 

precautions to prevent successful faking. For example, it would be especially important to 

interpret results from validity scales in the context of information obtained from collateral 

sources, and multiple methods of assessment. In addition, conclusions should be based on 

converging evidence from these assessment techniques. This may be particularly 

important when conducting assessments in settings where motivations for faking good 

are often high (e.g., parole hearings, criminal sentencing, personnel selection, child 

custody issues). 

Limitations 
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 Interpretations based on the findings from this dissertation must be considered in 

the context of a number of limitations. First, despite the advantages of conducting 

controlled experimental studies, the present research may lack generalizability to real-

world situations. For example, would the same link between the Dark Triad and success 

at faking good emerge in applied situations where individuals are naturally motivated to 

fake good? Participants in the present studies may have lacked sufficient motivation to 

fake successfully. Due to ethical constraints, there was no external incentive for the 

inmates in Study 1 to avoid detection when faking. In addition, although participants in 

Study 2 and 3 were given monetary incentives to fake successfully, this may not equate 

with the pressure to appear believable in real world settings. Thus, it is possible that the 

behaviour exhibited in the current studies may differ in important ways from real-life 

faking situations.  

 The faking paradigm used in Study 3 also limits the ecological validity of the 

present findings. More specifically, the lack of interaction between target participants and 

raters differs from real life situations where individuals can receive verbal and nonverbal 

feedback from their audience. Furthermore, “raters” in real world situations often have 

access to outside sources of information to validate or discredit target information. In 

addition, there was a lack of experimental control over the content of the self-

presentations, as well as the extent to which participants engaged in faking. However, the 

lack of experimental control in Study 3 can also be seen as a strength as it more closely 

approximates real-world faking, where individuals can choose the specific topics and the 

extent of faking that are used in their self-presentations. 
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 The sampling of participants in the current research program also warrants 

discussion. First, the use of an inmate sample in Study 1 is limited in that by definition, 

this population represents an unsuccessful subset of criminal offenders. As a result, 

offenders in the community may differ in important ways from those in prison. Second, it 

may be argued that the university undergraduates in Study 2 and 3 (comprised primarily 

of young, well adjusted individuals) lack sufficient variability in Dark Triad traits. 

However, prescreening procedures were used in both Study 2 and Study 3 to select 

participants who scored high and low on these traits. In addition, to investigate the 

possibility that the undergraduate samples did not contain any “real psychopaths”, I 

examined scores on the HPSI Social Symptomatology scale, which have been shown to 

significantly discriminate between PCL-R identified psychopaths and non-psychopaths 

(Book, Knap, & Holden, 2001). Using Book and colleagues’ (2001) cut-score for optimal 

statistical classification (Social Symptomatology score of ! 16), Study 2 would have 63 

individuals classified as psychopaths (PCL-Rs ! 25). However, this method may provide 

an overestimation, as it would designate 9% of the male, adult normative population as 

psychopaths (Holden, 1996). Book et al. (2001) also identified a cut-score of 25 or 

greater that avoided all false positives in their sample and designated less than 1% of the 

male, adult normative population as psychopaths (Holden, 1996). This more rigorous cut 

score still identified 5 participants from Study 2 as psychopaths. Thus, I do not 

necessarily consider the use of an undergraduate sample a limitation, as steps were taken 

to increase variability, and this type of sample may target a largely neglected sample of 

“successful psychopaths” in the community.  
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In Study 3, the method of obtaining target participants to represent the four 

personality groups (i.e., control, psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism) is 

another potential limitation. Selecting individuals that scored highly on only one of the 

Dark Triad constructs was useful in that it allowed for the examination of “pure” 

psychopaths, Machiavellians, and narcissists. However, given that the Dark Triad 

constructs are significantly correlated, this selection process may have identified an 

atypical sample of individuals. Thus, the assumption that this study adequately 

represented the Dark Triad constructs is a potential limitation. Furthermore, each of the 

personality groups in Study 3 consisted of only eight individuals. Although these 

individuals were highly selected to best represent their respective groups, the small 

number of individuals is another limitation to this study. 

Several issues related to measurement can also be considered potential limitations 

to the present research. For example, the present research conceptualized psychopathy as 

a continuous variable. Despite recent evidence demonstrating the dimensionality of 

psychopathy (Guay et al., 2007; Edens et al., 2006; Marcus et al., 2004; Walters et al., 

2007), those who support a categorical view of this construct may consider this a 

limitation. In addition, the self-report format of the Dark Triad measures used in the 

present research may raise concern about their validity. However, as discussed, evidence 

for the validity of the PPI, SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI supports the use of these 

instruments. Nevertheless, the absence of objective and corroborating measures of the 

Dark Triad should be considered a potential limitation. Finally, as discussed, the 

reliability of success at faking good and success at faking bad as stable constructs 

represents another limitation to the present research. This is a concern for the present 
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research because it limits the ability to find individual differences between successful 

fakers. In addition, the findings for this research may not generalize to circumstances 

where validity indices other than the HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF are used. 

Future Directions 

 The present research raises many interesting and important avenues for future 

research. First, the current findings require replication. Determining whether similar 

results can be obtained with additional Dark Triad instruments and validity indices would 

be an important follow-up to the present studies. Moreover, research with samples drawn 

from additional populations where faking is considered an important assessment issue 

(e.g., workers compensation samples, job applicants, criminal sentencing) is a direction 

for future investigation. In addition, studies should seek to obtain larger and similarly 

sized groups of successful and unsuccessful fakers, which will provide a statistically 

more powerful analysis. 

Another worthwhile goal would be to investigate whether particular subtypes of 

psychopathy and narcissism are differentially related to the ability to fake good and fake 

bad on self-report personality inventories and interpersonal assessment. Furthermore, it 

would be interesting to examine additional personality characteristics, as well as 

personality disorders (e.g., borderline, antisocial, narcissistic, histrionic), in terms of their 

relationship with successful faking. Identifying the influence of consistent and stable 

components of personality that enable faking ability is useful for informing theory and 

assessment strategies.  

The present studies also highlight the need to examine the reliability of “success 

at faking good” and “success at faking bad” as useful constructs that can be investigated 



           

 

140 

140 

empirically. It will be particularly important to explore the reliability of these constructs 

across additional validity indices not used in the present studies (e.g., MMPI-2 L, F, and 

K Scales, the Personality Assessment Inventory, the NEO-PI-R, the Basic Personality 

Inventory). In addition, future research should examine the reliability of success at faking 

across situational contexts. For instance, it would be interesting to examine whether 

people who are successful at faking on personality tests are also able to succeed at faking 

interpersonally.  

Research efforts aimed at increasing generalizability through real-world scenarios 

are urgently needed. Simulation designs can be improved by increasing motivation to 

fake successfully through the use of high-stakes scenarios that more closely resemble real 

life situations. Alternatively, external validity may be achieved through the use of 

naturally occurring faking (personnel selection, inmates seeking parole, child custody 

assessments). Another method of increasing generalizability is to examine the 

relationship between the Dark Triad and faking ability when success at faking is based on 

multimodal assessment techniques. Research typically distinguishes between successful 

and unsuccessful fakers by considering a single validity scale cut score. However, this 

differs from real-world faking assessments that are often based on converging evidence 

from several assessment methods (e.g., self-report inventories, structured and 

unstructured interviews, clinical judgements). Finally, future research directed at 

interpersonal faking should include designs that allow for interactions between target 

participants and raters in the context of additional faking scenarios. 

Another important avenue for future research will be to investigate how the Dark 

Triad constructs enable faking good on self-report validity indices and interpersonal 
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situations. One possibility is to explore specific strategies used by successful and 

unsuccessful fakers, as well as those used by individuals scoring high and low on the 

Dark Triad traits. Finally, empirical research on the similarities and differences between 

the Dark Triad constructs is just beginning to emerge. Future studies are needed to 

thoroughly reveal the degree and model of overlap associated with the Dark Triad 

constructs.  

Conclusions     

The current findings represent the first empirical attempt to tease apart the Dark 

Triad constructs in terms of their relationship with faking ability. As a result, this 

research makes a number of novel contributions to the fields of personality assessment 

and impression management. Overall, I have offered strong evidence that the Dark Triad 

constructs (psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism) are related to success at 

faking good. More specifically, psychopathy and Machiavellianism are associated with 

success at faking on self-report personality inventories, while psychopathy and 

narcissism are associated with success at faking interpersonally. In addition, 

Machiavellianism appears to be negatively related to success at faking good 

interpersonally. Finally, findings from both Study 1 and Study 2 strongly suggest that the 

Dark Triad is unrelated to success at faking bad on self-report personality inventories. 

This research helps provide a clearer sense of how the Dark Triad constructs 

relate to each other and to successful faking. In addition, current findings increase our 

overall understanding of experimentally induced faking and its detection via self-report 

validity indices and interpersonal assessment. This research sets the stage for further 

empirical research examining the relationship between personality characteristics and 
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successful faking. Continued focus on personality variables that enable successful faking 

is an important step in improving methods of faking detection in applied settings. 
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APPENDIX A 

Materials for Study 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Because the MAB-II, HPSI, PDS-IM, and PRF are copyrighted, these measures 

were not included in the Appendix.  
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Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI) 
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 INSTRUCTIONS (FAKE GOOD) 

 

I would like you to complete the following 3 questionnaires while trying to create a 

specific impression. Imagine that you are in a situation where it would benefit you greatly 

to appear well- adjusted and without psychological and personality faults. You want to 

make a GOOD impression so that the interviewer sees you in a positive light. Although 

you may feel that you would never represent yourself dishonestly, please try to do so for 

this study. However, be aware that the tests are designed to detect people who don’t 

respond honestly to it.  Therefore, your task is to answer the questions in such a way to 

make a trained psychologist believe that you are actually better than you are. Try to 

convince the interviewer that you are being sincere WHILE PREVENTING THE 

PSYCHOLOGIST FROM DETECTING THAT YOU ARE FAKING. All of your 

responses are strictly confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not 

applicable. 
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INSTRUCTIONS (STANDARD) 

 

Please ignore any previous instructions that you may have received and please answer the 

following 3 questionnaires as applied to you. All of your responses are strictly 

confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not applicable.
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INSTRUCTIONS (FAKE BAD) 

 

I would like you to complete the following 3 questionnaires while trying to create a 

specific impression. Imagine that you are in a situation where it would benefit you greatly 

to appear poorly- adjusted with both psychological and personality faults. You want to 

make a BAD impression so that the interviewer sees you in a negative light. Although 

you may feel that you would never represent yourself dishonestly, please try to do so for 

this study. However, be aware that the tests are designed to detect people who don’t 

respond honestly to it.  Therefore, your task is to answer the questions in such a way to 

make a trained psychologist believe that you are actually worse than you are. Try to 

convince the interviewer that you are being sincere WHILE PREVENTING THE 

PSYCHOLOGIST FROM DETECTING THAT YOU ARE FAKING. All of your 

responses are strictly confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not 

applicable
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS ABOUT THE STUDY 

 

 

Please forget any instructions that you have been given about how to respond to the 

questionnaires and answer the number that best represents your answer to the following: 

 

 

 

When asked to fake good, how well do you think you followed instructions to appear in a 

favourable manner without getting caught? 

1               2               3               4               5               6               7               8               9 

 

 

 

 

When asked to fake bad, how well do you think you followed instructions to appear in a 

less favourable manner without getting caught? 

  1               2               3               4               5               6               7               8               9  

Fairly well   Very Well 

Fairly well   Very Well Not at all 

well 

 

Not at all 

well 
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LETTER OF INFORMATION 

 

 

Psychopathy and the Detection of Faking on Self-Report Inventories of Personality 

 

 

This study is being conducted by Bonnie MacNeil as her master’s thesis project and is 

sponsored by the Queen’s Department of Psychology. Dr. Ronald Holden (Queen’s 

University) is her supervisor.  

 

This study is being conducted to examine how well individuals can fake- good and fake- 

bad on self-report tests of personality. To begin, you will be asked to complete a 

vocabulary test followed by a personality test. Following completion of these measures, 

you will be asked to complete a set of 3 more personality tests.  This set of 3 personality 

tests will be completed under 3 experimental conditions: standard, fake-good, and fake 

bad. Therefore, you will complete three sets of three personality tests (i.e., nine 

personality tests). Instructions for each condition (fake good, fake bad, standard) will be 

reviewed carefully with you and any questions will be answered. Following completion 

of the tests, you will complete a brief measure concerning the strategies that you used to 

fake good and/or fake bad. The entire session should last approximately 1.5 to 2.0 hours. 

 

There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 

this study.  Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may 

withdraw from this study at any time with no penalty. You are not obliged to answer any 

questions that you find objectionable or which make you feel uncomfortable.  

 

The only information we will be recording about you is how you perform on the tests 

during the study. Furthermore, with your permission, we will also be reviewing 

psychological test data from your institutional file. The only individuals who will have 

access to this information are researchers associated with this research project.  Your 

confidentiality will be protected by storing all materials in a secure location and by 

discussing the results of the study in terms of group comparisons instead of individual 

participants. Your performance will not be connected to your name in any publication. 

 

Please feel free to contact any of the above researchers if you have any questions, 

concerns, or complaints about the research procedures. You can reach Bonnie MacNeil at 

(613) 533- 2346, and Dr. Ronald Holden at  (613) 533-2879. If any issues are unresolved, 

you may also contact the Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s University 

(613) 533-2492, or the Queen's University General Research Ethics Board (613) 533-

6000 ext. 74579. 
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CONSENT FORM 

 

I _____________________, have volunteered to participate in the study titled, 

PSYCHOPATHY AND THE DETECTION OF FAKING ON SELF-REPORT 

INVENTORIES OF PERSONALITY.  I consent to the above information and 

understand what is required for participation in the study.  I understand that I will be 

asked to complete a vocabulary test and a personality test. Following completion of these 

measures, I will be asked to complete a set of 3 more personality tests. This set of 3 

personality tests will be completed under 3 experimental conditions: standard, fake-good, 

and fake bad. Therefore, I will complete three sets of three personality tests (i.e., nine 

personality tests). Following completion of the tests, I will complete a brief measure 

concerning the strategies that I used to fake good and/or fake bad. 

 

I have read the letter of information and have had all of my questions answered 

satisfactorily. I understand that my participation in the study is completely voluntary and 

that I am free to withdraw at any time with no penalty.   

 

I also understand that my confidentiality will be protected throughout the study, by 

ensuring that all materials are stored in a secure location and by discussing the results of 

the study in terms of group comparisons instead of individual participants. No individual 

participant will be identified. The information I provide will be available only to 

researchers involved in this research project.   

 

Should I have questions, concerns, or complaints, I understand that I can contact any of 

the following individuals whose phone numbers have been provided in the Information 

Letter:  Ms. Bonnie MacNeil, Dr. Ronald Holden, the Queen's University General 

Research Ethics Board. 

 

Name: ________________________________ Date:_______________________ 

 

Signature: _______________________________ 

 

 

=============================================================== 

I also agree to have my psychological test data from my institutional files reviewed by 

Ms. MacNeil. 

 

Name: ________________________________ Date:_______________________ 

 

Signature: _______________________________ 
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DEBRIEFING FORM 

 

PSYCHOPATHY AND THE DETECTION OF FAKING ON SELF-REPORT 

INVENTORIES OF PERSONALITY 

 

Thank you for participating in this study and, if so, permitting access to psychological 

test information in your institutional file. I sincerely appreciate the time and effort you 

contributed to helping me with my master’s thesis. The purpose of this study was to 

determine whether certain personality traits are associated with the ability to fake good 

and fake bad on personality tests without being caught. Hopefully, this research will 

contribute to current knowledge concerning faking on personality tests. In addition, it is 

hoped that this research will have implications for the methods used to assess and treat 

individuals with and without these personality traits. 

 

If you would like any information about the results of this research, please feel free to 

contact me, Bonnie MacNeil, at Queen’s University (613-533-2346). I would be pleased 

to send you a brief summary of the results, let you know of any forthcoming publications, 

or discuss any questions about this research. You may get the answering machine in the 

office, but I will return your call. 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this study and complete the 

personality tests. It is truly appreciated. 

 

 

For those interested in finding out more information about this topic, the following 

references are suggested: 

 

1. Rogers, R. (Ed.). (1997). Clinical assessment of malingering and deception (2
nd

 

ed). New York: Guilford. 

2. Lanyon, R.L. (1996). Assessment of specific deception strategies used by 

personality inventory respondents. American Journal of Forensic Psychology, 

14(3), 37-53.  

3. Yuille, J.C. (Ed.) (1989). Credibility assessment. Boston: Kluwer Academic 

Publishers.
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Appendix B 

Materials for Study 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. The MAB-II, HPSI, PDS, and PRF utilized in Study 1 were also administered in 

Study 2.  
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SRP-E 

 

Instructions: Listed below is a series of statements. Please write a letter next to each 

statement to indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with that statement. 

 

A B C D E 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 

_____ 1. I enjoy driving at high speed. 

_____ 2. I think I could “beat” a lie detector 

_____ 3. I like to change jobs fairly often 

_____ 4. I am usually very careful about what I say to people 

_____ 5. I have often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it. 

_____ 6. I get a kick out of “conning” someone. 

_____ 7. I get in trouble for the same things time after time. 

_____ 8. I am very good at most things I try to do. 

_____ 9. I enjoy taking chances. 

_____ 10. Rules are made to be broken. 

_____ 11. Not hurting other’s feelings is important to me. 

_____ 12. I would be good at a dangerous job because I like making fast decisions. 

_____ 13. I have sometimes broken an appointment because something more interesting 

                 came along. 

_____ 14. I enjoy gambling for large stakes. 

_____ 15. I almost never feel guilty over something I’ve done. 

_____ 16. It’s sometimes fun to see how far you can push someone before they catch on. 

_____ 17. People can usually tell if I am lying. 

_____ 18. Conning people gives me the “shakes” (i.e., I become nervous an jittery) 

_____ 19. When I do something wrong, I feel guilty even though nobody else knows it. 

_____ 20. I enjoy drinking and doing wild things. 

_____ 21. I am the most important person in this world and nobody else matters. 

_____ 22. I have had (or tried to have) sexual relations with someone against their will. 

_____ 23. I have avoided paying for things, such as movies, bus or subway rides, and 

                 food. 

_____ 24. I have cheated on school tests. 

_____ 25. I have been arrested. 

_____ 26. I have handed in a school essay that I copied from someone else. 

_____ 27. I have shoplifted. 

_____ 28. I have been involved in gang activity. 

_____ 29. I have stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle, such as a car or motorcycle. 

_____ 30. I have broken into a building or vehicle (or tried to break in) to steal something 

                or just to look around. 

_____ 31. I have attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting him or her. 
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SRP-E (page 2) 

 

A B C D E 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 

 

_____ 32. I’m a rebellious person 

_____ 33. I don’t think of myself as tricky or sly 

_____ 34. I find it easy to manipulate people 

_____ 35. I am always impressed by a clever fraud 

_____ 36. I like to hurt those close to me 

_____ 37. I try not to be rude to others 

_____ 38. I’m a soft- hearted person 

_____ 39. I’m not afraid to step on other people to get what I want 

_____ 40. On average my friends would probably say I am a kind person 
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Personal Reactions Inventory (Mach IV) 
 

Listed below are a number of statements. Each represents a commonly held opinion and there are no right 

or wrong answers. You will probably disagree with some item and agree with others. We are interested in 

the extent to which you agree or disagree with such matters of opinion. Read each statement carefully. 

Then indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree using the scale below.  

 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

Somewhat 

 

Agree 

Slightly 

Neutral 

 

Disagree 

Slightly 

 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

________ 1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so.  

________ 2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear. 

________ 3. One should take action only when sure it is morally right. 

________ 4. Most people are basically good and kind. 

________ 5. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they are 

given a chance.  

________ 6. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.  

________ 7. There is no excuse for lying to someone else.  

________ 8. Generally speaking, men don’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so.  

________ 9. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest.  

________ 10. When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for 

wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight.  

________ 11. Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives.  

________ 12. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.  

________ 13. The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are 

stupid enough to get caught.  

________ 14. Most men are brave.  

________ 15. It is wise to flatter important people.  

________ 16. It is possible to be good in all respects.  

________ 17. Barnum was wrong when he said that there’s a sucker born every minute.  

________ 18. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there. 

________ 19. People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put painlessly to 

death.  

________ 20. Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of their property.
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NPI 

Instructions: In each of the following pairs of attitudes, choose the one that you MOST AGREE with. Mark 

your answer by writing EITHER A or B in the space provided. Only mark ONE ANSWER for each attitude 

pair, and please DO NOT skip any items. 

_______1.  A. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 

          B. I am not good at influencing people.   

_______2.   A. Modesty doesn’t become me.  

  B. I am essentially a modest person. 

_______3.  A. I would do almost anything on a dare. 

          B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person.   

_______4.   A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed 

  B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so. 

_______5.  A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me. 

          B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place.   

_______6.   A. I can usually talk my way out of anything.  

  B. I try to accept the consequences of my behavior. 

_______7.  A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 

          B. I like to be the center of attention.   

_______8.   A. I will be a success.  

  B. I am not too concerned about success. 

_______9.  A. I am no better or no worse than most people. 

          B. I think I am a special person.   

_______10.   A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.  

  B. I see myself as a good leader. 

_______11.  A. I am assertive. 

          B. I wish I were more assertive.   

_______12.   A. I like having authority over other people.  

  B. I don’t mind following orders. 

_______13.  A. I find it easy to manipulate people. 

          B. I don’t like it when I find myself manipulating people.   

_______14.   A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due to me. 

          B. I usually get the respect that I deserve.  

_______15.  A. I don’t particularly like to show off my body. 

          B. I like to show off my body.   

_______16.   A. I can read people like a book.  

  B. People are sometimes hard to understand. 

_______17.  A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions. 

          B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions.   

_______18.   A. I just want to be reasonably happy.  

  B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world. 

_______19.  A. My body is nothing special. 

          B. I like to look at my body.   

_______20.   A. I try not to be a show off.  

  B. I will usually show off if I get the chance. 

_______21.  A. I always know what I am doing. 

          B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing.   

_______22.   A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done.  

  B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done. 

_______23.  A. Sometimes I tell good stories. 

          B. Everybody likes to hear my stories.   

_______24.   A. I expect a great deal from other people.  

  B. I like to do things for other people. 

_______25.  A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 
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          B. I take my satisfactions as they come.   

_______26.   A. Compliments embarrass me.  

  B. I like to be complimented. 

_______27.  A. I have a strong will to power. 

          B. Power for its own sake doesn’t interest me.   

_______28.   A. I don’t care about new fads and fashions.  

  B. I like to start new fads and fashions. 

_______29.  A. I like to look at myself in the mirror. 

          B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror.   

_______30.   A. I really like to be the center of attention.  

  B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 

_______31.  A. I can live my life in anyway I want to. 

          B. People can’t always live their lives in terms of what they want.   

_______32.   A. Being an authority doesn’t mean that much to me.  

  B. People always seem to recognize my authority. 

_______33.  A. I would prefer to be a leader. 

          B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.   

_______34.   A. I am going to be a great person.  

  B. I hope that I am going to be successful. 

_______35.  A. People sometimes believe what I tell them. 

          B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to.   

_______36.   A. I am a born leader.  

  B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop. 

_______37.  A. I wish someone would someday write my biography. 

          B. I don’t like people to pry into my life for any reason.   

_______38.   A. I get upset when people don’t notice how I look when I go out in public.  

  B. I don’t mind blending in with the crowd when I go out in public. 

_______39.  A. I am more capable than other people. 

          B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people.   

_______40.   A. I am much like everybody else.  

  B. I am an extraordinary person. 
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INSTRUCTIONS (FAKE GOOD) 

 

I would like you to complete the following 3 questionnaires while trying to create a 

specific impression. Imagine that you are in a situation where it would benefit you greatly 

to appear well- adjusted and without psychological and personality faults. You want to 

make a GOOD impression so that the interviewer sees you in a positive light. Although 

you may feel that you would never represent yourself dishonestly, please try to do so for 

this study. However, be aware that the tests are designed to detect people who don’t 

respond honestly to it.  Therefore, your task is to answer the questions in such a way to 

make a trained psychologist believe that you are actually better than you are. Try to 

convince the interviewer that you are being sincere WHILE PREVENTING THE 

PSYCHOLOGIST FROM DETECTING THAT YOU ARE FAKING. All of your 

responses are strictly confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not 

applicable.
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INSTRUCTIONS (STANDARD) 

 

Please ignore any previous instructions that you may have received and please answer the 

following 3 questionnaires as applied to you. All of your responses are strictly 

confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not applicable.
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INSTRUCTIONS (FAKE BAD) 

 

I would like you to complete the following 3 questionnaires while trying to create a 

specific impression. Imagine that you are in a situation where it would benefit you greatly 

to appear poorly- adjusted with both psychological and personality faults. You want to 

make a BAD impression so that the interviewer sees you in a negative light. Although 

you may feel that you would never represent yourself dishonestly, please try to do so for 

this study. However, be aware that the tests are designed to detect people who don’t 

respond honestly to it.  Therefore, your task is to answer the questions in such a way to 

make a trained psychologist believe that you are actually worse than you are. Try to 

convince the interviewer that you are being sincere WHILE PREVENTING THE 

PSYCHOLOGIST FROM DETECTING THAT YOU ARE FAKING. All of your 

responses are strictly confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not 

applicable.
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS ABOUT THE STUDY 

 

 

Please forget any instructions that you have been given about how to respond to the 

questionnaires and answer the number that best represents your answer to the following: 

 

 

When asked to fake good, how well do you think you followed instructions to appear in a 

favourable manner without getting caught? 

1               2               3               4               5               6               7               8               9 

 

 

 

 

When asked to fake bad, how well do you think you followed instructions to appear in a 

less favourable manner without getting caught? 

  1               2               3               4               5               6               7               8               9  

 
Fairly well 

  Very Well Not at all 

well 

 

Not at all 

well 

 

Fairly well 

  Very Well 
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LETTER OF INFORMATION 

 
This study is being conducted by Bonnie MacNeil and is sponsored by the Queen’s 
Department of Psychology. Dr. Ronald Holden (Queen’s University) is her supervisor. 

 
This study is being conducted to examine how well individuals can fake- good and fake- 
bad on self-report tests of personality. To begin, you will be asked to complete a 
vocabulary test followed by 3 personality tests. Following completion of these measures, 
you will be asked to complete a set of 3 more personality tests. This set of 3 personality 
tests will be completed under 3 experimental conditions: standard, fake-good, and fake 
bad. Therefore, you will complete three sets of three personality tests (i.e., nine 
personality tests). Instructions for each condition (fake good, fake bad, standard) will be 
reviewed carefully with you and any questions will be answered. Following completion 
of the tests, you will complete a brief written exercise. The entire session should last 
approximately 1.0 to 1.5 hours. 
 
There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 
this study.  Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may 
withdraw from this study at any time without any consequences on your academic 
standing at Queen’s University. You are not obliged to answer any questions that you 
find objectionable or which make you feel uncomfortable. You will be awarded a course 
credit for your participation in this study whether you complete it or not. In addition, 
prizes will be awarded to 7 of the 120 people who are participating in this study. If you 
are the most successful faker in this study, you will receive a cash prize of $100. 
Moreover, the next 6 best fakers will each receive a cash prize of $25 as a reward. 
 
The only information we will be recording about you is how you perform on the tests 
during the study. The only individuals who will have access to this information are 
researchers associated with this research project.  Your confidentiality will be protected 
by storing all materials in a secure location and by discussing the results of the study in 
terms of group comparisons instead of individual participants. Your performance will not 
be connected to your name in any publication. 
 
Please feel free to contact any of the above researchers if you have any questions, 
concerns, or complaints about the research procedures. You can reach Bonnie MacNeil at 
(613) 533- 2346, and Dr. Ronald Holden at  (613) 533-2879. If any issues are unresolved, 
you may contact the Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s University (613) 
533-2492, or the Queen's University General Research Ethics Board (613) 533-6000 ext. 
74579.
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CONSENT FORM 

 

I _____________________, have volunteered to participate in the study titled, FAKING 

ON SELF-REPORT INVENTORIES OF PERSONALITY.  I consent to the above 

information and understand what is required for participation in the study.  I understand 

that I will be asked to complete a vocabulary test and 3 personality tests. Following 

completion of these measures, I will be asked to complete a set of 3 more personality 

tests. This set of 3 personality tests will be completed under 3 experimental conditions: 

standard, fake-good, and fake bad. Therefore, I will complete three sets of three 

personality tests (i.e., nine personality tests). Following completion of the tests, I will 

complete a brief written exercise. I understand that the entire session should last 

approximately 1.0 to 1.5 hours. 

 

I have read the letter of information and have had all of my questions answered 

satisfactorily. I understand that my participation in the study is completely voluntary and 

that I am free to withdraw at any time with no penalty.   

 

I also understand that my confidentiality will be protected throughout the study, by 

ensuring that all materials are stored in a secure location and by discussing the results of 

the study in terms of group comparisons instead of individual participants. No individual 

participant will be identified. The information I provide will be available only to 

researchers involved in this research project.   

 

Should I have questions, concerns, or complaints, I understand that I can contact any of 

the following individuals whose phone numbers have been provided in the Information 

Letter:  Bonnie MacNeil, Dr. Ronald Holden, the Head of the Department of Psychology, 

the Queen's University General Research Ethics Board. 

 

Name: ________________________________ Date:_______________________ 

 

Signature: _____________________________ 
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DEBRIEFING FORM 

 

FAKING ON SELF-REPORT INVENTORIES OF PERSONALITY 

 

Thank you for participating in this study. I sincerely appreciate the time and effort you 

contributed to helping me with my research. The purpose of this study was to determine 

whether certain personality traits are associated with the ability to fake good and fake bad 

on personality tests without being caught. Hopefully, this research will contribute to 

current knowledge concerning faking on personality tests. In addition, it is hoped that this 

research will have implications for the methods used to assess and treat individuals with 

and without these personality traits. 

 

If you would like any information about the results of this research, please feel free to 

contact me, Bonnie MacNeil, at Queen’s University (613-533-2346). I would be pleased 

to send you a brief summary of the results, let you know of any forthcoming publications, 

or discuss any questions about this research. You may get the answering machine in the 

office, but I will return your call. 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this study and complete the 

personality tests. It is truly appreciated. 

 

 

 

For those interested in finding out more information about this topic, the following 

references are suggested: 

 

1. Rogers, R. (Ed.). (1997). Clinical assessment of malingering and deception (2
nd

 ed). 

New York: Guilford. 

2. Lanyon, R.L. (1996). Assessment of specific deception strategies used by personality 

inventory respondents. American Journal of Forensic Psychology, 14(3), 37-53.  

3. Yuille, J.C. (Ed.) (1989). Credibility assessment. Boston: Kluwer Academic 

Publishers. 
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Appendix C 

Materials for Study 3a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. The SRP-E, Mach-IV, and NPI utilized in Study 2 were also administered in Study 

3.  
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The Dark Triad Screening Measure 
 

PART 1: SRP-E 

 

Instructions: Listed below is a series of statements. Please write a letter next to each statement to indicate 

the extent to which you disagree or agree with that statement. 

 

A B C D E 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 

_______1.  I have often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it.     

_______2.  Rules are made to be broken.           

_______3.   When I do something wrong, I feel guilty even though nobody else knows it. 

_______4.  I have been arrested.   

_______5.  I have been involved in gang activity. 

_______6.   I’m a rebellious person.  
   

PART 2: MACH-IV 

 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

Somewhat 

 

Agree 

Slightly 

Neutral 

 

Disagree 

Slightly 

 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

_______1.  The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.     

_______2.  Most people are basically good and kind.           

_______3.   Honesty is the best policy in all cases. 

_______4.  There is no excuse for lying to someone else.   

_______5.  When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for 

                         wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight. 

_______6.   It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there.  

 

PART 3: NPI 

Instructions: In each of the following pairs of attitudes, choose the one that you MOST AGREE with. Mark 

your answer by writing EITHER A or B in the space provided. Only mark ONE ANSWER for each attitude 

pair, and please DO NOT skip any items. 

 

_______1.  A. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 

          B. I am not good at influencing people.   

_______2.  A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 

          B. I like to be the center of attention.   

_______3.   A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.  

  B. I see myself as a good leader. 

_______4.  A. I have a strong will to power. 

          B. Power for its own sake doesn’t interest me.   

_______5.   A. I really like to be the center of attention.  

  B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 

_______6.  A. I would prefer to be a leader. 

          B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRES 

  

Please answer honestly the following 3 questionnaires AS APPLIED TO YOU. All of 

your responses are strictly confidential. Please respond to all items even if some seem not 

applicable.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR ONLINE DATING SERVICE APPLICANTS 

(Honest Condition) 

 

Imagine that you are a customer for an online dating service. Imagine further that the 

dating service requires you to create a video clip of yourself that will be posted and made 

available for those interested in online dating. The video clip should contain a self-

description so that potential dates can decide if they are interested in contacting you. 

 

Potential dates will be observing and judging whether they think your presentation is 

honest or faked. PLEASE PRESENT YOURSELF ENTIRELY HONESTLY. The 

experimenter will go through your presentation with you later, on a point-by-point basis, 

to verify the honesty of your presentation. 

 

The target duration for your presentation is 30 seconds. At 25 seconds you will be 

signalled by the experimenter to begin wrapping up your presentation. You will be given 

up to 5 minutes to prepare your answer. 



 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
                                              

202 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ONLINE DATING SERVICE APPLICANTS 

(Fake Good Condition) 

 

Imagine that you are a customer for an online dating service. Imagine further that the 
dating service requires you to create a video clip of yourself that will be posted and made 
available for those interested in online dating. The video clip should contain a self-
description so that potential dates can decide if they are interested in contacting you. 

 

Potential dates will be observing and judging whether they think your presentation is 
honest or faked. Please present yourself so as to MAXIMIZE YOUR CHANCES OF 
BEING SELECTED BY POTENTIAL DATING PARTNERS. Therefore, do not 
describe yourself truthfully. FAKE this answer so you will be chosen as a dating partner. 
You can lie, embellish, or exaggerate on your self-description, but please ensure that you 
appear better than you did in your previous presentation.  Although you may feel that you 
would never represent yourself dishonestly, please be sure to actively misrepresent 
yourself for this videotape. The experimenter will go through your presentation with you 
later to verify that some dishonesty is present.  

 

BEWARE that your videotaped presentation will be judged for believability, so please try 
to make your answer as convincing as possible. Please note that if you can convince 80% 
of the people who will watch your videotape that you are actually telling the truth, you 
will be awarded a prize of $20. In addition, of the 32 people that will be making these 
videotapes, the person who is able to convince the highest number of observers that they 
are being honest, will receive an additional bonus prize of $100. 

 

Again, the target duration for your presentation is 30 seconds. At 25 seconds you will be 
signalled by the experimenter to begin wrapping up your presentation. You will be given 
up to 5 minutes to prepare your answer.
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Experimenter Question Sheet 

 

**Following the Honest Presentation 

 

Notes: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

“Did you say anything in your presentation that was not true?”  Y N 

! If YES, redo the videotaped presentation 

! If NO, ask if specific elements in their presentation were true 

o If YES, continue to fake-good condition 

o If NO (to any of the elements), redo the presentation. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

**Following the Fake Good Presentation 

 

Notes: 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

“Please tell me an example of something that was not true in your presentation”  

__________________________________________________________________ 

!  If they CAN provide an example, continue to self-report tests 

!  If they CAN NOT provide an example, ask if specific elements in their 

presentation were true 

o If they indicate all elements were true, redo the presentation 

o If they indicate one or more elements were not true, continue to 

self-report tests. 
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INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM 

 
This study is being conducted by Bonnie MacNeil and is sponsored by the Queen’s Department 

of Psychology. Dr. Ronald Holden (Queen’s University) is her supervisor. 

 

This study is being conducted to examine how well individuals with particular personality traits 

can deceive others. To begin, you will be asked to complete a vocabulary test followed by 3 
personality questionnaires. Next, you will be asked to imagine that you are applying for an online 

dating service where you need to post a video clip describing yourself. You will make an honest 

videotaped presentation, followed by another presentation where you will fake-good. Your self-
descriptions will be videotaped and the videos will be shown only to research participants 

involved in research of the Queen’s University, Department of Psychology, Personality 

Assessment Laboratory. The participants (in other studies) will be asked to evaluate their ability 

to determine if your presentations were honest or faked. Following completion of these measures, 
you will be asked to answer another personality questionnaire under 2 conditions: honest and 

fake-good. The entire procedure should take you approximately 1 hour and you will receive 1.0 

% PSYC 100 course credit. You will be awarded 1.0% course credit for your participation in this 
study whether you complete it or not. In addition, if you are able to convince 80% of the people 

watching your videotapes that you are being honest when you are actually lying, you will receive 

a cash prize of $20. In addition, of the 32 people that will be making these videotapes, the person 

who is able to convince the highest number of observers that they are being honest, will receive 
an additional bonus prize of $100. 

 

There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with this study.  
Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from this 

study at any time without any consequences on your academic standing at Queen’s University. 

You are not obliged to answer any questions that you find objectionable or which make you feel 
uncomfortable. In the event that the results are published, you will not be identified in any way. 

All videotapes, materials, and data will be stored in a secure location. Please feel free to ask the 

experimenter any questions you have about participating in this study. 

 
In the event that you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this study, you may 

address them to: Bonnie MacNeil at (613) 533- 2346; Dr. Ronald Holden at  (613) 533-2879; Dr. 

Vernon Quinsey, the Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s University, (613) 533-
2492, or Dr. Joan Stevenson, Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, (613) 533-6000 ext. 

74579, email stevensj@post.queenu.ca. 

 
Having read the above information, I _____________________________ consent to participate 

and have been informed that I will be involved in a deception detection study and that I will be 

videotaped during the procedure. I also understand that this videotape may be presented to future 

participants or may be used for educational purposes. 

 

Signature: _______________________ Date:__________________________________ 
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DEBRIEFING FORM 

PERSONALITY AND ABILITY TO FAKE GOOD ON SELF-REPORT 

PERSONALITY INVENTORIES AND INTERPERSONAL INTERVIEWS 

 

Thank you for participating in this study. I sincerely appreciate the time and effort you 

contributed to helping me with my research. The purpose of this study was to determine 

whether certain personality are associated with the ability to fake good without getting 

caught on self-report personality inventories and interpersonal communication. You were 

selected for this research because in the prescreening you scored relatively high or low on 

a component of interpersonal sensitivity that may be relevant to deception ability. The 

present research is attempting to identify which component of interpersonal sensitivity is 

most strongly related to successful deception. 

 

Hopefully, this research will contribute to current knowledge concerning deception 

ability and detection. In addition, it is hoped that this research will have implications for 

the methods used to assess individuals with and without these personality traits. 

 

If you would like any information about the results of this research, please feel free to 

contact me, Bonnie MacNeil, at Queen’s University (613-533-2346). I would be pleased 

to send you a brief summary of the results, let you know of any forthcoming publications, 

or discuss any questions about this research. You may get the answering machine in the 

office, but I will return your call. 

 

If you feel upset or disturbed in any way as a function of being asked on videotape to 

describe yourself honestly or while faking good, please contact Bonnie MacNeil at 613-

533-2346, or Health, Counselling, and Disability Services at Queen’s University, at 613-

533-2506. 

 

If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this study, you may address 

them to: Bonnie MacNeil at (613) 533- 2346; Dr. Ronald Holden at  (613) 533-2879; Dr. 

Vernon Quinsey, the Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s University, (613) 

533-2492, or Dr. Joan Stevenson, Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, (613) 533-

6000 ext. 74579, email stevensj@post.queenu.ca. 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this study and complete the 

personality tests. It is truly appreciated. For those interested in finding out more 

information about this topic, the following references are suggested: 

 

1. Rogers, R. (Ed.). (1997). Clinical assessment of malingering and deception (2
nd

 

ed). New York: Guilford. 

2. Lanyon, R.L. (1996). Assessment of specific deception strategies used by 

personality inventory respondents. American Journal of Forensic Psychology, 14, 

37-53.  

3. Yuille, J.C. (Ed.) (1989). Credibility assessment. Boston: Kluwer Academic 

Publishers. 
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Appendix D 

Materials for Study 3b 
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Verbal and Written Instructions 

 

You will be watching a series of videotaped presentations depicting customers of an 

online dating service. Each videotaped presentation will depict a person describing 

himself/herself.  

 

Please be aware that some of the people in the videotapes were told to present themselves 

honestly, while others were told to fake good in order to maximize their chances of being 

selected as a dating partner. All videos are now in random order and I am not going to tell 

you what proportion of people are being honest. 

 

For each customer of the online dating service, you will be asked to indicate whether you 

think they are being honest or faking-good. In addition, you will be asked to rate the 

believability of each presentation. Finally, you will be asked to rate each customer’s 

physical attractiveness. There will be a 25 second pause between each videotaped 

presentation, during which you will be able record your responses on the rating sheet. In 

addition, you will be asked to indicate whether or not you know each of the online dating 

candidates.  
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RATING SHEET 

 

Please complete the following questions for each dating applicant. For believability and attractiveness 

ratings, please use the scale below. 

                 Very                                                                                                                                                  Very 

          Unbelievable                                                                                                                                              Believable                                                                                                                                                              

            0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

 100%              

                Very                                                                                                                                                  Very 

          Unattractive                                                                                                                                               Attractive                                                                                                                                                             

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

1 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

2 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

3 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

4 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

5 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

6 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

7 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

8 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

9 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

10 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

11 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

12 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

13 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

14 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

15 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

16 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

17 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

18 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

19 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

20 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

21 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

22 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

23 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

24 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

25 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

26 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

27 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

28 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

29 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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Video Clip Ratings 

 

30 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

31 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                

 

Video Clip Ratings 

 

32 

 

        I think that this person is                  Honest                        Faking Good 

 

Believability of Person in Video Clip (Higher Score is MORE Believable) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

Physical Attractiveness Rating (Higher Score is MORE Attractive) 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

 

I have met the person in this video                 Yes                                  No                                                                                
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INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM  

(Introductory Psychology students) 

 

This study is being conducted by Bonnie MacNeil and is sponsored by the Queen’s 

Department of Psychology. Dr. Ronald Holden (Queen’s University) is her supervisor. 

 

This study is being conducted to examine how well individuals with particular 

personality traits can deceive others. To begin, you will be asked to watch a series of 

videotaped presentations. You will be given a rating sheet on which you will be asked to 

indicate whether you believe the videotaped presentations are truthful or deceptive. In 

addition, you will be asked to rate the believability of each presentation, and you will be 

asked to rate the physical attractiveness of the people in the videotapes. The entire 

procedure should take you no longer than 45 minutes and you will receive 1.0% PSYC 

100 course credit. You will be awarded a course credit for your participation in this study 

whether you complete it or not.  

   

There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 

this study.  Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may 

withdraw from this study at any time without any consequences on your academic 

standing at Queen’s University. You are not obliged to answer any questions that you 

find objectionable or which make you feel uncomfortable. In the event that the results are 

published, you will not be identified in any way. All materials and data will be stored in a 

secure location. Please feel free to ask the experimenter any questions you have about 

participating in this study. 

 

In the event that you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this study, 

you may address them to: Bonnie MacNeil at (613) 533- 2346; Dr. Ronald Holden at  

(613) 533-2879; Dr. Vernon Quinsey, the Head of the Department of Psychology at 

Queen’s University, (613) 533-2492, or Dr. Joan Stevenson, Chair of the General 

Research Ethics Board, (613) 533-6000 ext. 74579, email stevensj@post.queenu.ca. 

 
Having read the above information, I _____________________________ consent to participate 

and have been informed that I will be involved in a deception detection study.  

 

Signature: _______________________ Date:__________________________________ 
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INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM  

(Upper year and graduate students) 

 

This study is being conducted by Bonnie MacNeil and is sponsored by the Queen’s 

Department of Psychology. Dr. Ronald Holden (Queen’s University) is her supervisor. 

 

This study is being conducted to examine how well individuals with particular 

personality traits can deceive others. To begin, you will be asked to watch a series of 

videotaped presentations. You will be given a rating sheet on which you will be asked to 

indicate whether you believe the videotaped presentations are truthful or deceptive. In 

addition, you will be asked to rate the believability of each presentation, and you will be 

asked to rate the attractiveness of the people in the videotapes. The entire procedure 

should take you no longer than 45 minutes.  

   

There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 

this study.  Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may 

withdraw from this study at any time without any consequences on your academic 

standing at Queen’s University. You are not obliged to answer any questions that you 

find objectionable or which make you feel uncomfortable. In the event that the results are 

published, you will not be identified in any way. All materials and data will be stored in a 

secure location. Please feel free to ask the experimenter any questions you have about 

participating in this study. 

 

In the event that you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this study, 

you may address them to: Bonnie MacNeil at (613) 533- 2346; Dr. Ronald Holden at  

(613) 533-2879; Dr. Vernon Quinsey, the Head of the Department of Psychology at 

Queen’s University, (613) 533-2492, or Dr. Joan Stevenson, Chair of the General 

Research Ethics Board, (613) 533-6000 ext. 74579, email stevensj@post.queenu.ca. 

 

Having read the above information, I _____________________________ consent to 

participate and have been informed that I will be involved in a deception detection study.  

 

Signature: _______________________ Date:__________________________________ 
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DEBRIEFING FORM 

 

PERSONALITY AND ABILITY TO FAKE GOOD ON SELF-REPORT 

PERSONALITY INVENTORIES AND INTERPERSONAL INTERVIEWS 

 

Thank you for participating in this study. I sincerely appreciate the time and effort you 

contributed to helping me with my research. The purpose of this study was to determine 

whether certain personality are associated with the ability to fake good without getting 

caught on self-report personality inventories and interpersonal interviews. Hopefully, this 

research will contribute to current knowledge concerning deception ability and detection. 

In addition, it is hoped that this research will have implications for the methods used to 

assess individuals with and without these personality traits. 

 

If you would like any information about the results of this research, please feel free to 

contact me, Bonnie MacNeil, at Queen’s University (613-533-2346). I would be pleased 

to send you a brief summary of the results, let you know of any forthcoming publications, 

or discuss any questions about this research. You may get the answering machine in the 

office, but I will return your call. 

 

In the event that you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding this study, 

you may address them to: Bonnie MacNeil at (613) 533- 2346; Dr. Ronald Holden at  

(613) 533-2879; Dr. Vernon Quinsey, the Head of the Department of Psychology at 

Queen’s University, (613) 533-2492, or Dr. Joan Stevenson, Chair of the General 

Research Ethics Board, (613) 533-6000 ext. 74579, email stevensj@post.queenu.ca. 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this study and complete the 

personality tests. It is truly appreciated. 

 

For those interested in finding out more information about this topic, the following 

references are suggested: 

 

1. Rogers, R. (Ed.). (1997). Clinical assessment of malingering and deception (2
nd

 

ed). New York: Guilford. 

2. Lanyon, R.L. (1996). Assessment of specific deception strategies used by 

personality inventory respondents. American Journal of Forensic Psychology, 

14(3), 37-53.  

3. Yuille, J.C. (Ed.) (1989). Credibility assessment. Boston: Kluwer Academic 

Publishers. 


