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Paulhus, Harms, Bruce, and Lysy (2003) originally described the completion of an OCQ as a signal detection exercise (Swets, 1964) where participants aim to detect targets and reject foils. Accordingly, Paulhus et al. proposed that two indexes drawn from signal detection principles can be extracted from responses to an OCQ: accuracy (d′) and response bias (c). Accuracy increases as participants ‘accept’ targets and ‘reject’ foils, and is indicative of true domain knowledge (Atir, Rosenzweig, & Dunning, 2015; Dunlop et al., 2017; Paulhus & Dubois, 2014). Of most relevance to faking is the c index, which increases as a participant reports familiarity with foils and with targets and decreases when a participant fails to report familiarity with foils or targets[footnoteRef:1]. This reflects the fact that overclaimers would claim knowledge of foils and targets indiscriminately. [1:  For ease of interpretation, the c index from classical signal detection theory is multiplied by -1 in the study of overclaiming to allow high scores to be interpreted as more overclaiming.  Refer to Paulhus and Petrusic (2007) for a discussion of the overclaiming indices and an explanation of how they are calculated.] 

In traditional signal detection tasks, a participant can either reject or accept a stimulus. When completing the OCQs presented in this series of studies, participants could ‘reject’ an item by responding 0 (e.g., never heard of this item), however, they had two options to choose from if they wished not to reject an item – that is, they could choose options 1 or 2.  Following Paulhus et al.’s (2003) recommended scoring procedure (see also Paulhus & Petrusic, 2007), for all OCQs presented in this series of studies, we calculated two sets of hit and false alarm rates (i.e. the proportions of targets and foils, respectively, that participants reported knowledge of) for each participant. One set was based on a response of either 1 or 2 as being tantamount to ‘accepting’ the item, whereas the second set was based on a response of 2 only as being tantamount to ‘accepting’ the item. Where hit rates or false alarm rates were 0 or 1, we applied loglinear corrections (Stanislaw & Todorov, 1999) to avoid errors associated with inverse-normal conversions of 0 or 1. From the two sets of hit and false alarm rates, we derived two sets of c and d′ signal detection indices, and averaged those to derive overall overclaiming scores for each participant. 
The formula for the c index was drawn from Stanislaw and Todorov (1999; equation (7), p. 142) and is as follows: 
c = (Φ-1[H] + Φ-1[F]) / 2 	
where H is the Hit rate (i.e., the number of ‘accepts’ of targets, at the corresponding acceptance threshold, divided by the total number of targets), F is the False Positive rate (i.e., the number of ‘accepts’ of foils, divided by the total number of foils), and Φ-1 is the inverse normal function that converts a p-value into a z-score.  The accuracy index, d' was calculated using the following formula presented by Stanislaw and Todorov (1999; equation (1), p. 142) and is as follows:
d' = Φ-1(H) – Φ-1(F) 	
with the same meanings of H, F, and Φ-1 as per the equation for c above.
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