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Abstract

Two studies evaluated the utility of the Holden Applicant Reliability Measure (HARM; Holden, 2000)
as an integrity measure for use in personnel selection. Because there is the risk of faking with
overt tests, such as the HARM, we administered the test via computer, which has been shown to
reduce the tendency for socially desirable responding (Vereecken & Maes, 2006). The HARM is a
100-item instrument measuring counterproductive employee behaviors, such as alcohol and drug
use, absenteeism, and unauthorized resource usage. Respondents answer true or false to each item.
In Study 1, 300 undergraduate participants completed the computer-administered HARM twice;
once honestly, and once attempting to appear as well-adjusted as possible without being caught
faking. Participants in Study 2 were individuals employed, seeking employment, or interning at
Latin American Polygraph Institute in Columbia. As hypothesized, both studies found that HARM
subscale scores differed significantly between honest and faking administrations. More specifically,
all counterproductive behaviors were underreported in the faking conditions. Logistic regression
analysis was conducted to determine whether the combination of HARM subscales accurately pre-
dicted the instructions to fill out the measure honestly or to fake good in order to maximize chances
of employment. In both samples, the predictive utility of the HARM was found to be good to excel-
lent. The findings suggest that the HARM is a useful measure for establishing prospective employee
integrity/reliability. Counterproductive behaviors were also found to be negatively correlated with
personality scales of Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness, as measured by the
HEXACO-PI-R (Lee & Ashton, 2004).
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Counterproductive behaviors in the
workplace are both difficult to detect, and ex-
tremely costly to organizations (Ryan & Sack-
ett, 1987), with cost estimates being in the
range of billions of dollars per year (Hefter,
1986). For example, substance use by workers
has been shown to be related to increased ab-
senteeism and turnover (Normand, Salyards,
& Mahoney, 1990), as well as accidents, med-
ical costs, and worker compensation claims

ciated with counterproductive behaviors (Ho-
gan & Hogan, 1989; Wanek, 1999). Integrity
tests are often administered during pre-em-
ployment screening (Ryan & Sackett, 1987),
and the use of such tests has been increasing
in popularity since the 1980s (Rudner, 1992;
Sackett, 1994). Rudner reports that initial
results of research were promising in that
screening with integrity testing does appear to
improve employee productivity under certain

(Lehman & Simpson, 1992). Due to the impact
of counterproductive behaviors on organiza-
tions (especially large financial implications),
selection tests that evaluate employee integri-
ty and/or honesty have become an important
part of personnel selection procedures. Such
tests of integrity have been developed and ad-
ministered in order to reduce the cost asso-

conditions. First, the integrity test needs to be
implemented properly. Further, the test must
have empirically demonstrated validity and re-
liability. Finally, Rudner suggests that, rather
than using the integrity test in isolation, such
tests should only be used in conjunction with
other screening procedures.
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Initially, organizations tended to utilize
the polygraph to establish truth/deception in
job selection contexts. These endeavors, how-
ever, met with little success, and were extreme-
ly expensive to implement within the context
of personnel selection. Thus, alternatives to
the polygraph were sought, and amongst them
was integrity testing (Rudner, 1992). Given the
ease of administration and relatively low cost,
integrity testing has become a popular alter-
native to the polygraph.

Ones and Viswesvaran (1998) note
that integrity tests were developed on general
populations, making them more generalizable
than clinical measures. Further, most of in-
tegrity tests are paper-pencil or computer-ad-
ministered self-report measures, making them
relatively inexpensive and easy to administer
(Ones et al). Integrity tests were also specif-
ically developed to predict counterproductive
behaviors, and are, thus, more relevant to the
workplace. Rudner (1992) suggests that a test
be chosen for relevant content (i.e., to the job
being applied for), giving the procedure further
validity. Finally, Wanek (1999) points to the
importance of choosing a test that is consis-
tent with the company image and is appropri-
ate for the population being tested.

Originally called “honesty testing”, this
type of screening is now labeled “integrity test-
ing” (Wanek, 1999), and has also been referred
to as dependability, trustworthiness, consci-
entiousness, or reliability testing (Sackett &
Wanek, 1997). Integrity tests fall primarily
into two categories. “Overt” or “clear purpose”
tests ask direct questions about counter-
productive behaviors in the workplace, and,
therefore, make it obvious to the respondent
exactly what is being measured. A second
set of tests are personality-oriented tests (or
“veiled purpose” tests) and these are less di-
rect in their approach and rely on various per-
sonality traits, such as conscientiousness to
predict counterproductive behaviors.

For a measure to be useful, it needs to
be both reliable and valid. Previous research
on the reliability of integrity testing has been
promising. Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt
(1993) conducted a meta-analysis examin-
ing the reliability and validity of such tests.
Results indicated that both types of integrity
tests had high internal consistency reliabili-
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ty (Cronbach alpha coefficients were .82 and
.77 for overt and personality oriented tests, re-
spectively). These tests were also stable over
time, exhibiting high test-retest coefficients
measured between 1 and nearly 2000 days
apart (adjusted coefficients were .94 and .88
for overt and personality oriented tests, re-
spectively). The authors concluded from these
findings that integrity testing meets the stan-
dards for reliability.

For a measure to exhibit validity for job
selection contexts, there must be a substan-
tial correlation with job productivity, speaking
to predictive validity (Brogden, 1949; Taylor &
Russell, 1939). Several meta-analyses and re-
views have been conducted that support the
criterion-related validity of integrity testing
(e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Inwald, Hurwitz,
& Kaufman, 1991; McDaniel & Jones, 1988;
Ones et al., 1993). In their meta-analysis (de-
scribed above), Ones et al. also examined the
validity of integrity testing instruments. Effect
sizes were generally medium to large for the
relationship between instruments and coun-
terproductive behaviors. Importantly, validity
estimates were higher for overt tests than for
personality-oriented measures. Ones et al., as
such, found strong support for the validity of
integrity testing in selection contexts.

A more recent meta-analysis was con-
ducted by Van Iddekinge, Roth, Raymark, and
Odle-Dusseau (2012), examining 104 stud-
ies with 134 independent samples. They also
found moderate relationships between integ-
rity tests and criterion variables, and as with
Ones et al. (1993), the validity coefficients
were higher for overt tests than for personali-
ty-oriented measures. It should be noted that
publisher involvement in research also had an
effect, with publisher data showing higher va-
lidity coefficients than independent research-
ers (Ones et al.). That being said, integrity tests
may provide the largest increment in validity
over and above cognitive testing, according to
Schmidt and Hunter (1998).

Although it appears that integrity
testing can be both reliable and valid, many
researchers are concerned about the issue
of fakability. Faking does tend to distort re-
sponding on self-report personality assess-
ments (see Holden & Book, 2012 for a review
of the research), and one might expect this to
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be a problem for integrity tests as well given: a)
the self-report nature of the instruments and;
b) that items on overt tests ask applicants
to report on sensitive issues such as drug
use, absenteeism, and theft. Although integ-
rity testing does appear to have validity (e.g.
Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy,
1990), susceptibility to faking is a compelling
concern that needs to be addressed (Holden,
1995). Some research suggests that these
tests are not easily faked (e.g., Ash, 1974; Mo-
rey, 1981), however such studies typically uti-
lize extreme groups designs, with one group
being, for example, inmates, and the other be-
ing recruited from the general population.

One study that used comparable
groups was conducted by Ryan and Sackett
(1987). One-hundred and forty-eight students
completed an honesty testing measure under
1 of 3 sets of instructions (respond honestly,
fake good, or respond as if applying for a job).
Participants in the “fake good” condition were
asked to make themselves look better than
they actually are, while students in the “job”
condition were asked to answer as though ap-
plying for a job. In both conditions, it was ex-
pected that participants would enhance their
good qualities and minimize their bad qualities.
Students in the “applying for a job” condition
responded to the items in a similar manner to
the honest group. This suggests that faking in
a job application context may be subtle (and
thus, difficult to detect). When simply asked to
“fake good”, students’ responses were signifi-
cantly more positive than the other two condi-
tions, which did not differ from one another.
The fact that the “applying for a job” condition
mirrored the honest condition suggests that
these instruments are susceptible to faking;
thus making it plausible to include it in the
administration of the test.

One avenue for potentially reducing
socially desirable responding (and faking)
is to administer sensitive tests (i.e., integri-
ty tests) via computer (Vereecken & Maes,
2006). Computer administration can be seen
as less personal, less judgmental, and allow
for greater privacy. Such a procedure may re-
duce the likelihood of biased responding on
sensitive issues. Wright, Aquilino, and Sup-
ple (2001) found that adolescents were more
likely to self-report substance use in com-
puter administration than in the traditional
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paper-and-pencil administration. In another
study, Vereecken and Maes (2006) compared
computer administration and paper-and-pen-
cil versions of the same test. In a sample of over
5,000 adolescents, mode of administration did
not have a significant effect on responding,
except for affect-related items, where adoles-
cents were more likely to give socially desir-
able answers on the paper-and-pencil version
than they were during computer administra-
tion. These findings suggest that computer
administration may be useful in reducing the
effect of faking on integrity tests.

In the present set of studies, we evalu-
ated the Holden Applicant Reliability Measure
(HARM; Holden, 2000) as an integrity test to
be utilized in personnel selection. The HARM
assesses eight dimensions of on-the-job em-
ployee counterproductivity, and is comprised
of 100 true/false items. HARM subscales are
Alcohol Use, Interpersonal Conflict, Unautho-
rized Absenteeism, Missing Deadlines, Drug
Use, Unauthorized Resource Usage, Dishon-
esty, and Arrival Tardiness. Higher scores in-
dicate increased problems (e.g., higher scores
on alcohol use indicate increased alcohol us-
age). Internal consistencies for HARM sub-
scale scores are acceptable to excellent, with
all subscales having coefficient alpha reliabil-
ities above .76, with the exception of Arrival
Tardiness, which has been shown to have a
coefficient alpha of .64 (Holden, 2000). In a
recent study, Lambert, Arbuckle, and Holden
(2016) found that the HARM significantly pre-
dicted whether participants had been asked to
respond honesty versus faking-good (attempt-
ing to appear better than one actually is).

The HARM is an overt integrity test,
and, therefore, items are quite obvious in
what they are measuring, giving the measure
face validity. Importantly, the HARM has also
demonstrated construct validity in that it is
related to various measures of antisocial be-
havior and traits, including primary and sec-
ondary psychopathy (Levenson Self Report
Psychopathy Scale; Levenson et al., 19935)
and social symptomatology (Holden, Starzyk,
Edwards, Book, & Wasylkiw, 2003). Table 1
provides correlations between the HARM sub-
scales and measures of antisociality for the
HARM validation sample of 300 individuals
who were actively seeking employment (Hold-
en et al.). Most of the relationships are mod-
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erate in strength. Given the fact that all of the
relationships were significant and most were
moderate indicates that the HARM effectively
predicts other measures of antisocial behav-
ior, supporting its construct validity.

The current set of studies examined
the utility of the HARM to detect faking in a
job application context. Study 1 was conduct-
ed with undergraduate student participants,
while Study 2 was conducted with actual job
applicants, employees, and students at the
Latin American Polygraph Institute (and em-
ployees at private companies in Columbia)
in an effort to evaluate the generalizability of
findings from the first study. In general, we ex-
pected respondents to produce higher HARM
scores (total and subscales) when responding
honestly than when they were instructed to
look as well-adjusted as possible without be-
ing caught at faking. To evaluate this hypothe-
sis, we used a repeated-measures design with
each participant filling out the HARM twice
(once honestly, once faking) with order being
counterbalanced. We also hypothesized that
the HARM subscale scores could be used to
correctly classify whether or not participants
were being honest.

Although the criterion-related validity
of integrity testing is well established, some
research suggests that these relationships
can be explained based on personality traits.
For example, integrity tests appear to have a
moderate correlation with conscientiousness
(Barrick & Mount, 1991), which is clearly re-
lated to counterproductive behavior. Further,
Marcus, Lee, and Ashton (2007) directly tested
whether criterion-related validity was explain-
able by personality traits. The authors found
that the validity of overt tests was explained
best by Honesty-Humility (part of the HEXA-
CO model of personality), while the Big Five
personality traits best predicted the validity
of personality-oriented measures. Because
personality (particularly as measured by the
HEXACO) appears to be an important aspect
of construct validity in the context of integri-
ty testing, we examined the construct validity
of the HARM in terms of its correlations with
basic personality traits, as measured by the
HEXACO (Lee & Ashton, 2004). The HEXACO
has three factors that directly map onto traits
measured by the Big Five: a) Extraversion (X
tendency to be confident, sociable, and en-

128

ergetic vs. unsociable, lack of liveliness and
positivity), b) Conscientiousness (C; tendency
to be organized, disciplined, and deliberative
vs. careless, impulsive, and disorganized) and,;
c) Openness to Experience (O; tendency to be
inquisitive, imaginative, and absorbed in art
and nature vs. conventional, uncurious, and
disinterested in aesthetic characteristics). Two
of the other HEXACO factors are similar to
their Big Five counterparts; Emotionality (E;
tendency to be fearful, anxious, empathetic
and sentimental vs. unworried, emotionally
detached from others, and fearless) and Agree-
ableness (A; tendency to be forgiving, cooper-
ative, and even-tempered vs. angry, unforgiv-
ing, and critical of others). These factors are
rotated versions of Big Five Neuroticism and
Agreeableness, respectively. The final HEX-
ACO factor (Honesty-Humility (H)), however,
measures fairness, sincerity, greed avoidance,
and modesty, which is not captured by the
Big Five factors. It is unsurprising then, that
HEXACO personality, assessed with the HEX-
ACO Personality Inventory (HEXACO-PI-R; Lee
& Ashton, 2004) has been shown to outper-
form the Big Five in accounting for behaviors
related to dishonest and manipulative (and,
conversely, honest and cooperative) behav-
iors (e.g., Lee, Ashton, Morrison, Cordery, &
Dunlop, 2008; Lee et al., 2013; Lee, Gizza-
rone, & Ashton, 2003). Given these findings,
we hypothesized that Honesty-Humility would
be related to HARM subscale scores, in that
people higher on H are less likely to engage in
negative behaviors in the workplace. As well,
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have
obvious theoretical links to workplace behav-
ior. People high on Agreeableness are less like-
ly to have interpersonal conflicts, for example,
and people high on Conscientiousness should
be more concerned with behaving properly in
the workplace, thus engaging in fewer negative
workplace behaviors. We had no expectations
for Emotionality, Neuroticism, or Openness.

Method

Participants

Sample 1. Three hundred undergrad-
uate students were recruited through a psy-
chology research participant pool at a Cana-
dian university (mean age = 21.93 years, SD
= 1.34).
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Sample 2. Participants for this sample
were 156 students, employees, and referrals
of the Latin American Polygraph Institute, as
well as employees of private companies in Co-
lumbia. The sample consisted of 86 men and
70 women, aged 17 to 59 years (M = 32.36, SD
=10.11).

Materials. The Holden Applicant Re-
liability Measure (HARM; Holden, 2000), de-
scribed in detail above, was administered to
participants in the present study. For Study 2,
where participants’ first language was Span-
ish, the HARM was translated into Spanish
by a native Spanish speaker, and was tested
out on a pilot sample to ensure that the word-
ing was appropriate. For both studies, HARM
scores were transformed into T-scores.

HEXACO. The 100-item version of the
HEXACO-PI-R (Spanish translation; Ashton &
Lee, 2004) was used to assess six personality
factors: Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Ex-
traversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
and Openness to Experience. Participants re-
sponded to items on a five-point scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Procedure

Study 1

Participants were instructed to com-
plete the HARM twice, once under instructions
to answer honestly, and once under instruc-
tions to maximize the possibility of being se-
lected as part of a personnel selection process.
Order of administration was counterbalanced
to control for order effects. Half of the partic-
ipants filled out the questionnaire honestly
first, while the other half completed the HARM
under deceptive conditions first. The HARM
was computer-administered given the obvious
and sensitive nature of the questions, in an
attempt to reduce the susceptibility to faking
(Vereecken & Maes, 2006). For the condition
maximizing selection, instructions were as fol-
lows:

NOW, PLEASE READ THE FOLLOW-
ING INSTRUCTIONS TWICE

For the next questionnaire, assume
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that you are in a situation where it
would benefit you greatly to appear
very well adjusted. Therefore, please
respond so that you present yourself
as someone without psychological
problems or personality faults. In other
words, try to fake the questionnaire so
that the results will show that you are
better than you really are. Although
you may feel that you would never rep-
resent yourself dishonestly, please try
to do so for this research study. How-
ever, beware that the questionnaire
has certain features (which you want
to avoid) designed to detect “faking”.
Do your best to fake out the question-
naire.

Study 2

In Study 2, the participants underwent
the Study 1 procedure (using a Spanish trans-
lation of the HARM), and also completed the
HEXACO-PI-R (Spanish Form; Lee & Ashton,
2004).

Results

Study 1

Because the current study utilized
a repeated-measures design (participants
filled out the HARM under two different sets
of instructions), we first wanted to deter-
mine whether participant responses differed
between the two administrations. All paired
samples t-tests were significant (see Table 2).
Thus, participants in the truthful conditions
responded differently than those in the decep-
tive conditions. More specifically, all subscale
scores were higher in the honest administra-
tion.

To determine whether HARM scores
could correctly classify honest versus faking
instructions, we conducted two logistic regres-
sion analyses. In the first analysis, , we used
the honest responses from half of the sample
(n = 150) and the deceptive responses from the
other, distinct half (n = 150) of the total sam-
ple. Complementarily, the second logistic re-
gression used the deceptive answers from the
former half (n = 150) of the sample, and the
honest responses from the latter half (n = 150)
of the sample. In these analyses, all HARM
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subscales scores were used to classify wheth-
er a respondent had been answering honestly
or faking.

Both logistic regressions were statisti-
cally significant,,2 (7) = 177.29, p < .001, and
X2 (7) = 270.72, p < .001, indicating that the
HARM subscales together predicted whether
participants were in the honest condition or
had been asked to maximize chances of em-
ployment. Sensitivities were excellent (93% and
95%) for both analyses, and specificities were
very good to excellent (80% and 85%, respec-
tively). Overall accuracies were also excellent
(87% and 89%, respectively). Absenteeism,
Unauthorized Resource Usage, Dishonesty,
Arrival Tardiness, and Interpersonal Conflict
subscales all significantly contributed unique-
ly to predicting instruction condition (honest
vs. faking; p < .05).

The above analyses indicate that the
HARM can be a valuable tool in personnel se-
lection contexts, but a cutoff T-score is nec-
essary in order to apply it to real situations
and individuals. Based on the above analyses,
we recommend using an average T-score of 42
(and lower) as an indicator of faking. Using an
average T-score of 42 resulted in a sensitivity
of .97 and a specificity of .99.

Study 2

Because Study 1 was conducted us-
ing an undergraduate sample, Study 2 used
a broader sample of employees, potential
employees, and student interns at the Latin
American Polygraph Institute in Columbia. As
in Study 1, we used a repeated-measures de-
sign with participants completing the HARM
under two sets of instructions. HARM sub-
scale scores were again significantly higher in
the honest condition, as can be seen in Table
3.

Our second objective was to deter-
mine whether we could classify respondents
as responding honestly versus faking good
using HARM scores. To examine this logis-
tic regression analyses were again applied. In
the first logistic regression, we used the hon-
est responses from one half of the sample and
the deceptive responses from the other, dis-
tinct half of the total sample. In the second,
we used the deceptive answers from the first
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half of the sample, and the honest responses
from the second half. HARM subscale scores
were entered as predictors, with instructional
condition being the dependent variable.

As in Study 1, both logistic regressions
were statistically significant, ,2 (7) = 140.34, p
<.001,and ,2 (7) = 125.72, p< .001, indicating
that the HARM subscales together predicted
whether participants were in the honest con-
dition or had been asked to maximize chances
of employment. Sensitivities (83% and 79%),
specificities, (72% and 75% ), and overall ac-
curacies (78% and 77%) were relatively high,
mirroring the results from Study 1. Unautho-
rized Resource Usage, Dishonesty, and Arrival
Tardiness subscales were all significant con-
tributors to predicting of instructional condi-
tion (honest versus faking; p < .001).

As in Study 1, we determined that an
average T-score of 42 should be used as a cut-
off for faking on the HARM. Average T-scores
of 42 or below produced a sensitivity of 1.00
and a specificity of 1.00.

Construct Validity of the HARM

Our final hypothesis was that HARM
subscales would be negatively related to
scales of Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness,
and Conscientiousness (as measured by the
HEXACO; Lee & Ashton, 2004). As can be
seen in Table 4, relationships between the
HARM and HEXACO subscales were relative-
ly consistent, whether looking at the truthful
scores or the deceptive scores. Under Honest
instructions, Honesty-Humility was negatively
correlated with Unauthorized Resource Usage
and Dishonesty, while in the Deceptive con-
dition, it was related negatively to Interper-
sonal Conflict and Dishonesty. Under Honest
instructions, Agreeableness was negatively re-
lated to Interpersonal Conflict, Unauthorized
Absenteeism, Unauthorized Resource Usage,
Dishonesty, and Arrival Tardiness. Similarly,
under Faking instructions, Agreeableness was
negatively associated with both Interpersonal
Conflict and Dishonesty. Conscientiousness
was associated with Interpersonal Conflict,
Dishonesty, and Arrival Tardiness, but only
under Faking instructions. Interestingly, Ar-
rival Tardiness scores were also negatively
related to Extraversion and Openness under
Faking instructions.
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Discussion

The purpose of the present study was
to evaluate the HARM (Holden, 2000) as a tool
for assessing the integrity of prospective em-
ployees during screening procedures. As hy-
pothesized, participants in both samples had
significantly higher scores on all subscales
when answering the instrument honestly
than when attempting to appear well-adjust-
ed. That is, participants tended to underre-
port the extent to which they engaged in var-
ious counterproductive workplace behaviours
when instructed to respond in a way that
would make them appear better than they re-
ally are. The clear distinction between individ-
uals’ scores in the current research implies
that subtle faking was not an issue , in spite of
instructions that implied the ability to detect
faking. Previous research has, in fact, found
that subtle faking does tend to be a problem
in job application scenarios (Ryan & Sackett,
1987), but biased responding is reduced when
questionnaires are computer administered
(Vereecken & Maes, 2006; Wright, Aquilino, &
Supple, 2001). As such, our decision to use
the computer administered HARM appears to
have lessened the problem of “subtle” faking,
showing large differences in scores between
honest and faking administrations. That be-
ing said, we did not directly compare comput-
er administration to traditional paper/pencil
administration.

The subscales of the HARM predicted
whether an individual was answering honestly
or faking good in both student and field sam-
ples. That is, the HARM subscale scores com-
bined to predict whether or not the participant
was responding to maximize their suitability
as an applicant (specifically, attempting to
appear well-adjusted). Using a cutoff T-value
of 42, we were able to correctly classify 97 to
100% of participants. This finding aligns with
previous research on integrity testing. A num-
ber of reviews and meta-analyses support the
reliability (e.g. Ones et al., 1993) and validity
of integrity testing, especially for overt integri-
ty tests (Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Inwald, Hur-
witz, & Kaufman, 1991; McDaniel & Jones,
1988; Ones et al., 1993; Van Iddekinge, Roth,
Raymark, & Odle-Dusseau, 2012), with valid-
ity coefficients tending to be medium to large
in size.
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Further, in the field study, we found
that HARM subscale scores were correlated
with expected personality traits, as measured
by the HEXACO. Under Honest instructions,
Honesty-Humility was negatively correlated
with Unauthorized Resource Usage and Dis-
honesty, while in the Deceptive condition, it
was related negatively to Interpersonal Conflict
and Dishonesty. Under Honest instructions,
Agreeableness was negatively related to Inter-
personal Conflict, Unauthorized Absenteeism,
Unauthorized Resource Usage, Dishonesty,
and Arrival Tardiness. Similarly, under Fak-
ing instructions, it was negatively associated
with both Interpersonal Conflict and Dishon-
esty. Conscientiousness was associated with
Interpersonal Conflict, Dishonesty, and Arriv-
al Tardiness, but only under Faking instruc-
tions. Interestingly, Arrival Tardiness scores
were also negatively related to Extraversion
and Openness under Faking instructions. The
findings for Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness,
and Conscientiousness are in agreement with
previous research findings that indicate these
traits are related to antisocial behaviors (Lee,
Ashton, Morrison, Cordery, & Dunlop, 2008;
Lee et al., 2013; Lee, Gizzarone, & Ashton,
2003).

Results indicate that the HARM would
be a valuable tool in personnel selection con-
texts. There is a clear difference in HARM
scores between honest and faking adminis-
tration, and the HARM scales accurately dis-
tinguish between honest and deceptive condi-
tions. Because counterproductivity has a large
impact on both organizations and society (Leh-
man & Simpson, 1992; Normand, Salyards, &
Mahoney, 1990; Hefter, 1986), it is important
to have such tools available. Additionally, in-
tegrity testing seems to have a positive impact
on employee productivity under certain condi-
tions, including using a measure that is both
reliable and valid (Rudner, 1992).

Limitations of the Study

The present set of studies may have
some potential limitations. First, because
participants in Study 1 were undergraduate
students, the results of that study may not
generalize to samples of individuals who are
actually seeking employment. That being said,
the original validation study (Holden, 2000)
was conducted with individuals who were
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seeking employment, bolstering the reliability
of the findings. Study 2 was conducted us-
ing a sample of potential and actual employ-
ees/interns, where the findings from the first
study were replicated, confirming the utility of
the HARM in real-world applications.

Although the results of the comput-
er-administered HARM are compelling, we did
not directly examine the difference between
computer and traditional administration. Fu-
ture research should be designed to directly
compare the two administration modes.

Future Research

There are a number of research ques-
tions that will be important to investigate in
future research. For example, while we did ex-
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amine the construct validity of the HARM us-
ing HEXACO personality variables, research-
ers should examine how HARM scores relate
to workplace behaviors in an employment con-
text. Related to this, there should be attempts
to examine the use of the HARM to determine
integrity in various employment contexts, in-
cluding law enforcement and private sector
companies.

As well, Rudner (1992) states that for
integrity testing to be useful, it should not con-
ducted in isolation. Therefore, future studies
should examine the utility of the HARM when
it is administered as part of a larger selection
package, including personality and cognitive
abilities measures.
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Table 1. Criterion-related validity coefficients for the HARM (from Holden et al., 2003)

Primary Secondary Total Social
Psychopathy  Psychopathy  Psychopathy Symptomatology

HARM Scale
Alcohol Use 18 18 21 .26
Interpersonal Conflict .34 26 .36 42
Unauthorized

16 21 21 .28
Absenteeism
Missing Deadlines 22 26 27 .19
Drug Use 22 .19 24 33
Unauthorized Resource

18 .20 22 33
Usage
Dishonesty 33 34 .39 38
Arrival Tardiness 17 21 21 24
HARM Total Score .36 38 42 49
Employee

.29 34 36 41
Misdemeanors
Workplace

34 29 37 44
Antisociality
Average Correlation 25 26 .30 .34

Note. Values are correlations and all are significant at the .05 level.
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Table 2. Study 1: Descriptive statistics and paired samples t-tests for HARM subscales.

Variable Condition  T-score SD t p
Alcohol Use Honest 49.86 9.90 6.55 <.001
Deceptive 45.87 3.95

Unauthorized

Absenteeism Honest 49.97 10.00 18.56 <.001
Deceptive  39.18 2.45

Missing Deadlines ~ Honest 50.00 9.99 10.16 <.001
Deceptive  43.58 5.56

Drug Use Honest 50.01 10.07 3.88 <.001
Deceptive 47.75 0.00

Unauthorized

Resource Usage Honest 50.03 10.01 13.96 <.001
Deceptive 41.67 4.81

Dishonesty Honest 50.00 9.99 17.19 <.001
Deceptive  39.90 3.30

Arrival Tardiness Honest 51.99 9.99 3.32 .001
Deceptive  49.95 4.31

Interpersonal

Conflict Honest 50.02 10.02 9.98 <.001
Deceptive 44.23 3.56

Note. N =300.
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Table 3. Study 2: Descriptive statistics and paired samples t-tests for HARM subscales.

Variable Condition  T-score SD t p
Alcohol Use Honest 46.59 4.69 3.83 <.001
Deceptive 45.19 1.47

Unauthorized

Absenteeism Honest 43.23 5.00 5.52 <.001
Deceptive  41.02 1.05

Missing Deadlines ~ Honest 47.05 3.39 3.23 .002
Deceptive 46.15 1.58

Drug Use Honest 46.05 3.32 1.80 .07
Deceptive  45.57 0.00

Unauthorized

Resource Usage Honest 43.09 5.65 10.28 <.001
Deceptive  37.88 3.13

Dishonesty Honest 48.06 7.25 9.16 <.001
Deceptive 42.72 2.96

Arrival Tardiness Honest 47.10 6.26 8.53 <.001
Deceptive  42.30 3.56

Interpersonal

Conflict Honest 46.20 4.70 3.95 <.001
Deceptive 44.61 2.36

Note. N =160.
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Table 4. Correlations between HARM subscales and HEXACO personality traits.

H E X A C 0)

Truthful Alcohol Use -.03 .06 -.05 -.10 -.11 .02

Interpersonal

Conflict -.05 .10 -.07 -.34%* -.07 .01

Unauthorized

Absenteeism -.11 .05 .01 - 21%* -.06 A2

Missing Deadlines -.01 .09 -.10 -.07 -.01 .03

Drug Use .09 .06 -.07 .04 -.03 .09

Unauthorized

Resource Usage -.16* A1 -.09 - 18* -.09 .03

Dishonesty - 22%* .02 -.05 -.19%* -.08 .06

Arrival Tardiness -.07 .05 -.11 -17%* -.08 .10
Deceptive  Alcohol Use -.08 .03 -.12 .06 -.13 -.09

Interpersonal

Conflict -.16%* -.06 .003 -.16%* -17%* -.11

Unauthorized

Absenteeism -.08 .08 -.04 -.08 -.09 -.07

Missing Deadlines -.03 .03 .01 -.04 .06 .02

Drugs a a a a a a

Unauthorized

Resource Usage -.004 .05 -.04 -.02 -.07 -.06

Dishonesty -.16%* .04 -.02 -21%* -.16%* .01

Arrival Tardiness .03 .06 -.18* .01 R ok
Note. N =160.

* No correlations were calculated for Drug Use scores in the Deceptive condition because there
was no variability.

Polygraph, 2016, 45 (2) 139



