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Table 1. Correlations and internal reliabilities of sub-factors of honesty SJT

sub-factor Cronbach's a M(SD) sincerity fairness modesty
sincerity 61 3.82(.70)
fairness 58 3.43(.71) 427
modesty 59 3.61(.63) 42 21
greed avoidance 42 3.45(.57) 40" 34 42"
™ p < .001
Table 10 AR A= B4 A 284 HE Likerr 202 HAHT AFIHE
< 61, AEAHL 59, EYHL 58, AHEAEL  AFETE HuEATkelFR, 2010). o2 <Qls|
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Table 2. Model fit indexes

models X df RMSEA CHI T/ AlC
1-factor model(a) 135.93(.0000) 54 .072 .85 .82 10893.41
4-factor model(b) 84.10(.0007) 48 .046 95 .93 10841.48
higher-order model(c) 83.85(.0006) 50 .049 93 91 10835.73
difference of a and b 51.83(.0000) 6
difference of b and ¢ .25(.8799) 2
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Table 3. Correlations of sub-factors of H factor measured two different format

Likert-type(HEXACO scale)

sincerity fairness modesty greed avoidance
sincerity 18" 38" 17" a1
SJT fairness 14" 30" 18™ 21
format modesty 14" 28" 18 16"
greed avoidance 247 35 24 28"
p < .05, "p < 01, "p < .001
of foluld 42wl e Aoz
vebpth 34E4S 2ds dE FYT  STYAY NI STSEAHF 2t A
891 7k Aol Aold a2l 71 Aol M3
ESAE AvE Adn dgadd A4 Table 4914 ZAA, =94, AEA, HHA
A 47} 29l BEF HEXACO & & R Likerr 4] Byl ojugl Agtudgaow
A 803 =& e B A2edEd SAsNS Wee sASEAIH Forid
Aol ARRE Lken FHOZ 24T e A4 Awol gk Ao ey
[Q1ze] o] HlwA E=A Jehsth 19 A2 3 daatel A A3t 47 sk
O R4S AdS ARunade] 104, 99 3 EUgdld 24848 4TS
AN, AL Liker P20 L 293 Ao o] FouF A7t e Aow U
M=o AAS BT & 59 909 F EPdt Ar = -16, p < .01 Likert 2(r =

Table 4. correlations between honesty and faking good according to measurement format

ST Likert-type Ar

overall honesty 22" 317 -.09

honesty: sincerity & fairness a7 32 157
humility: modesty & greed avoidance 21" 20" .01
sincerity 16" 23 -.07

fairness 12" 28" -16"
modesty a7 14 .03

greed avoidance 18 20° -.02

Ar: difference between two correlations

Tp <05 p< .0, p <001
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honesty-
humility

M(SD)
2.91(51)
3.27(.48)

«
71
.82

p < .001

Table 5. Correlations between honesty and related constructs
Machiavellism
self-control
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Validation of Honesty Test

using Situational Judgment Test Format

Kwon, Eun-A Lee, Jong-Goo

Department of Psychology Daegu University

The purposes of this research were to develop the Honesty test using situation judgment test format to
reduce the possibility of faking good in personality scales and to identify construct validity and concurrent
validity of the developed scale. Total 359 employees(male, 46.24%; female, 53.76%) were used in this study.
The Honesty test developed in this study consists of 5 to 6 items 6 items for each 4 sub-constructs (i.e.,
sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance and modesty) of honesty-humility factor in HEXACO model. Confirmatory
factor analysis to assess the construct validity of the Honesty test resulted in favorable goodness of fit
indexes for the 4-factor model(CFI = .946, TLI = .925, RMSEA = .046). Also, favorable goodness of fit
indexes(CFI = .934, TLI = 911, RMSEA = .049) in the higher-order factor analysis showed that the 4
sub-constructs were converged into the single honesty-humility factor. To investigate the possibility of faking
good could be reduced in the situational judgment test format compared to the Likert test format in
measuring honesty, correlations between the honesty scores in each test format and the scores of faking good
were compared. Although the correlations between the humility sub-constructs(i.e., greed avoidance and
modesty) and faking good scores were not significantly different depending on the measurement format, the
correlations between the honesty sub-constructs(i.e., sincerity and fairness) and faking good scores were
significantly low in the situational judgment test format than in the Likert test format. The concurrent
validity analyses revealed that the Honesty test using situational judgment test format had significant
correlations with Machiavellism personality(r = -.21) and self-control(r = .27). Limitations of the study and

directions for future study were discussed.

Key words : situational judgment test, honesty, Machiavellism personality, self-control, HEXACO model
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