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Impacts of Test Purposes and Priming Conditions on Test Takers’ Faking Responses
Abstract

This study extended the study by Chen and Hu (2006) by examining whether the
different test purposes (selection and self-understanding) and priming conditions
(valance of recalled events and number of recalled events) affect test takers’ faking in
the context of paper-and-pencil tests. Participants in selection (N = 141) or
self-understanding (N=283) condition answered questions concerning life events,
personality, and social desirability. Results indicated that respondents in the selection
condition had higher level of faking (self-deception and impression management) than
those in the self-understanding condition. Different types of priming did not result in
different level of faking. However, a significant interaction between test purposes and
valence of recalled event was found such that participants in the self-understanding
condition had higher faking scores when recalling positive events than negative
events; whereas an opposite pattern emerged for participants in the selection condition.
Theoretical and practical implications and avenues for future research in faking are
discussed.

Keywords: faking, self-deception, impression management, cognitive priming
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