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VERfvDNT STA'IE mLIm CX>NrlJcr TESTS FOR 
roBLIC DEFENDERS AND ASSIGNED axJNSEL 

by 

Robert L. Haradon 

'!he Vennont state Police Polygraph Unit has been conducting polygraph 
tests for Public Defender's and Assigned Counsel cases since 1975. CUrrent­
ly the unit conducts 30 to 70 tests per year for this program. '!his places 
the Vennont Sate Police Polygraph Examiners in an unusual situation for law 
enforcement officers. All tests run for Public Defender's or Assigned 
Counsel are perfonned on the basis of a confidentiality agreement. A signed 
agreement made between the examiner, counsel and the subject to be tested, 
places the examiner in the position where he is acting as an agent for 
counsel, not for law enforcement. 

'!he Vennont state Police were hesitant to enter into this field, but 
the benefits derived from this agreement became quickly apparent. We now 
know that by conducting the tests with state Police examiners we are assured 
that quality tests will be conducted and that attorneys will get reliable 
results and complete reports. since this program began, the Polygraph Unit 
has developed a reputation for providing a valuable tool for the Public 
Defender's and Assigned Counsel. '!his relationship has resulted in a mnnber 
of cases being settled shortly after the test; a practice which has saved a 
large amount of man hours that would have been expended if these cases had 
proceeded to trial. 

As an example, I was personally irwolved in the irwestigation of a 
homicide while serving as a Detective Sergeant in 1988. r:xrring the ensuing 
year and a half, I was promoted to my present position as Polygraph Supervi­
sor. '!he accused in this case was scheduled for trial in 1990, and as the 
trial date approached, his Assigned Counsel requested that a polygraph 
examination be provided. Arrangements were made to have an examiner not 
connected with the case conduct the test, with the fonner Polygraph Supervi­
sor charged with the quality control review of the charts. Shortly after 
the date of the polygraph examination, the accused pleaded guilty in open 
court. '!his case would certainly have proceeded to trial if not for the 
polygraph examination. Unfortunately, I have not yet been allowed to review 
the results and charts on this case due to pending civil litigation. 

'!his program is not without its problems , obviously. '!he confidential­
ity of the tests presents a moral problem for the examiners that they must 
learn to live with. It is not unusual to have a suspect make admissions of 
guilt in other unsolved crimes or report crimes that law 

Lt. Haradon, a member of the APA, is a 22-year veteran of the Vennont 
state Police and is in charge of the Polygraph Unit. For reprints the 
author's address is Polygraph Unit, Vennont Department of Public Safety, 
Waterbury state Complex, 103 South Main street, Waterbury, Vennont 
05676-0850. 
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enforcement is unaware of. '!he examiner must deal with the frustration of 
kn<:Ming about crimes that he cannot reveal. However, there has never been a 
breach of confidentiality. 

Another problem, sometimes encountered, is the "testing" of the examin­
er. As an exanple: Recently a Public Defender's Investigator transported a 
suspect to the test site. While in route, the suspect gave a partial con­
fession to the investigator about his involvement in the case. '!he test was 
conducted and it was learned that the suspect had already told the investi­
gator about his involvement. When the examiner confronted the investigator 
with this infonnation and asked why it had been withheld prior to the test, 
the investigator replied, "I wanted to see if you would find out about it." 
While this type of activity occurs infrequently, it does concern the examin­
ers, as does the fact that occasionally the attorney is reluctant to supply 
all the facts known by him. 

OVerall, we would have to judge this program a success in Vennont. 
Despite the drawbacks, the benefits are significant when working in a small 
state, such as Vennont. AS with any job, the satisfaction comes from kn<:M­
ing that you have done your job to the best of your ability, whether popular 
or unpopular. As professionals, this is our reward. 

* * * * * * 
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'!HE USE OF IN'I'ErnITY TESTS FOR PRE-EMPIDYMENT SCREENING 

Office of Technology Assessment 
Congress of the united states 

1990 

SUmmary 

An estimated 5,000 to 6,000 business establishments in the United 
states use honesty and integrity tests in the process of screening and 
selecting job applicants for employment. Analysts familiar with the issue 
believe the tests are principally used to screen applicants for 
nornnanagerial, less-skilled jobs, such as convenience stores employees and 
retail clerks. orA has defined honesty and integrity tests as written tests 
designed to identify individuals applying for work in such jobs who have 
relatively high propensities to steal money or property on the job, or who 
are likely to engage in behavior of a more generally "counterproductive" 
nature. Counterproductivity in this context often includes types of "time 
theft," e.g., tardiness, sick leave abuse, and absenteeism. 

'!his definition does not necessarily resolve ambiguities over the 
universe of tests that should be considered integrity tests. Controversy 
surrounds the meanings of integrity and honesty in the workplace; there is 
disagreement whether integrity tests differ from other personnel tests in 
design or in the kinds of inferences they SllpIX)rt; and there is little 
relative infonnation on how integrity and honesty tests are actually used in 
hiring decisions. The debate is made more difficult because some tests that 
appear on their face to be at least partially relevant to measuring integri­
ty are not considered by their publishers to be integrity tests, and because 
the tests are evolving in content and scope. 1 

The orA Project Staff was John Andelin, Nancy carson, Michael J. Feuer, 
Denise Dougherty, Priscilla Reagan, Marsha Fenn and Gay Jackson. Contrac­
tors were Arnand Desai, 21.D., Judy Iwens Eidelson, 21.D., Robert M. Guion, 
21.D., Mark G. Kelman, J.D. and James outtz, 21.D. Other reviewers and 
contributors were Dr. Gerald L. Borofsky, Dr. Michael R. CUnningham, Dr. 
Robert M. Gordon, Dr. William Harris, Dr. Robin Inwald, Dr. Fred Mael, Dr. 
Jack Ma;ourty, Dr. R. Michael O'Bannon, Dr. Richard Riegelman, Dr. Richard 
Reilly, Dr. Michael J. Saks, Dr. leonard Saxe, Dr. Neil Schmitt, Dr. Andrea 
Solarz, Mr. Jack Strayer, Mr. William Terris, Dr. Clinton B. Walker, Dr. 
Olristopher Webster, and Ms. Alexandra Wigdor. Participants in the June 12, 
1989 paper-and-pencil integrity tests workshop were Ms. Patricia Ambrose, 
Mr. James Bassett, Mr. Roger Borgeson, Dr. Wayne camara, Robert Fitzpatrick, 
Esq., Ms. Linda Goldinger, Dr. Robert A. Gordon, Dr. John Jones, Dr. Joseph 
Matarazzo, Ms. Marilyn Mulhall, Dr. George Paajanen, Mr. Orristopher Pyle, 
Dr. Paul Sackett, Dr. Frank Schmidt, and Mr. Mike Tiner. 

The orA assumes full responsibility for the report and the accuracy of 
its contents. '!hose who assisted orA do not necessarily approve, disap­
prove, or endorse this report. 
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WHAT ARE IN1'EGRITY TFSl'S? 

Integrity tests are almost all paper-am-pencil instruments, adminis­
tered to job applicants at some stage of the screening am selection pre­
cess. Some tests, whidl are called "overt integrity tests," are clearly 
designed to queIY applicants about their attitudes toward specific manifes­
tations of dishonesty - theft in particular -- am about their past in­
vol vement in sudl behavior. 2 Examples of overt test questions include "how 
honest are you?", "how prompt are you?,' am "do you think it is stealing to 
take small items home from work?" 

"Personality-based measures" or ''veiled purpose tests" may not contain 
obvious references to theft or other specific countaproductive behaviors, 
but are pmported to be based on meaningful urrlerlying constructs am to 
yield results that are meaningful to psydlologists am psydlometricians. 3 
Examples of these questions are "how often do you blush?", "do you make your 
bed?", am "how often are you ernbarrassed?,,4 True-false questions include 
"you are more sensible than adventurous," "you work hard am steady at 
whatever you undertake," "you love to take chances," am "you would never 
talk back to a boss or a teadler. ,,5 

It is inportant to note that publishers gauge the effectiveness of both 
types of tests in tenns of similar outcome criteria: reduction of workplace 
theft and/or reductions in other countaproductive behaviors. Publishers of 
integrity tests (am many employers) increasingly argue that honesty am 
integrity in the workplace should be defined broadly, to include various 
types of countaproducti ve behavior as well as outright theft of money, 
property, or merchandise. 

Moreover, some items on integrity tests, am the constructs they pur­
port to measure, bear some similarity to items am constructs found in other 
psydlological personality tests that are not typically considered integrity 
tests by their publishers or by independent reviewers. '!here is disagree­
ment in the field regarding the criteria by which to distinguish honesty am 
integrity tests from the broader family of personality tests. 

WHY 00 BUSINESSES USE IN1'EGRITY TFSl'S? 

Integrity tests are used for several reasons. First, test publishers, 
some employers, am some researchers believe that the use of integrity tests 
can stem employee theft am countaproducti ve behavior. According to some 
estimates, losses from sudl actions may be quite high in some business 
settings. It is veIY difficult to estimate employee dishonesty accurately, 
in part because of the lack of agreement on what dishonesty means: some 
definitions are limited to stealing moneyand/or property, while others 
include various other fonus of "workplace deviance, ,,6 especially lateness, 
abuse of sick leave, participating in strikes, am absenteeism (which are 
referred to as "time theft"). One irrlustry-based estimate of annual losses 
to U. S. businesses from 11 nonviolent crimes, including but not limited to 
employee theft, vanlalism, am bribeIY, was $40 billion per year. 7 

Second, there has recently been increased concern over so-called "neg­
ligent hiring" lawsuits, in whidl plaintiffs seek damages for losses 
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attributed to employers' hiring of dangerous or incompetent employees. 
While integrity test publishers do not necessarily claim that their instru­
ments can detect potentially violent or hazardous behaviors, they do suggest 
that finns can point to the use of integrity tests as evidence of a broad 
strategy of conscientious pre-employment screening. 8 

'Ihird, if machine-scorable paper-am-pencil tests are accurate am 
reliable, they can be cost-effective tools for employee screening. 9 

Fourth, a boost to the developnent am marketing of integrity tests 
came from the 1988 Federal ban on pol ygraJil testing in IIDSt private estab­
lishments. It is widely believed that this prohibition led to a renewed 
interest in the use of paper-am-pencil instnnnents, which existed as early 
as the 1920s (but were seldom used until several decades later) .10 

WIlY IS USE OF INl'EGRITY TESTS CX>Nl'RJVERSIAL? 

Honesty am integrity tests are controversial: concerns have been 
raised about both their effectiveness am the consequences of their use. 

Effectiveness 

'!here is a strong incentive for businesses to use pre-employment 
screening am selection tools that have been demonstrated to reduce the 
proportion of new employees who are likely to conunit theft or other acts of 
counterproductivity at the workplace. Were integrity tests established as 
effective, they could be beneficial to many businesses (assuming they could 
be shown to achieve the stated objectives at lower cost than alternative 
methods) • 

Test publishers am some employers am researchers argue that integrity 
tests are effective, Le., that they can be useful in reducing the propor­
tion of new employees who are likely to conunit theft or counterproductivity. 
others argue that they work poorly, if at all. While most researchers agree 
that the individual studies corrlucted to date could be much improved, there 
is disagreement over the implications of the existing body of research taken 
as a whole. '!he debate is fueled further by critics who challenge the 
underlying concept that integrity tests are purported to measure, am who 
are therefore not convinced by findings of validity studies based on those 
constructs .11 

For the most scholarly reviews of the evidence on effectiveness of 
integrity tests, readers may wish to read in full two documents frequently 
referenced in this text am fully cited in footnotes. '!hey are sackett, 
Burris, am callahan, Integrity Testing for Personnel Selection: An Update 
am O'Bannon, Goldinger, am Appleby, Honesty am Integrity Testing: A 
Practical Guide. 

consequences 

Integrity tests, like all tests, are i.nperfect, am can result in 
erroneous inferences about individual test takers. Integrity test publish­
ers argue that error of some kind is always a problem with i.nperfect 
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selection procedures, am that conpared to other screening am selection 
devices (such as interviews or credit checks) their tests result in relative 
fewer errors. Critics, on the other harxi, point to the lack of sufficient 
research datas upon which to make credible canparisons of the errors result­
ing from the use of various hiring procedures. In addition, they argue that 
erroneous test inferences could result in the denial of enployment to large 
numbers of honest persons, an outcane that could violate social am ethical 
mores as well as certain legal principles .12 

A related source of controversy turns on the argument over whether 
dishonesty or propensity to CO\ll1terproductivity are labels that car:ry more 
negative weight than the labels derived from other personality am cognitive 
ability tests. Integrity test publishers terri to minimize the iIrportance of 
the potential social stigma resulting from the use of their instnnnents, on 
the grotmds that test takers are usually not infonned of their test results 
am that infonnation provided to enployers is kept from public disclosure. 
Critics worry about the effects of these labels, which can results from 
i.Irperfect test instnnnents: if individuals learn their scores it could 
affect their morale am subsequent behavior; am even if scores are revealed 
only to enployers, am not to test takers, they could influence enployers' 
attitudes (am behavior) toward certain enployees in ways that could under­
mine rather than enhance individual am organizational productivity. 

'!he question of how integrity tests could affect members of minority 
groups is another source of controversy. '!he test publishers rely on their 
research to argue that the tests do not result in "adverse iIrpact." Critics 
challenge both the quality of the research am the technical definition of 
adverse iIrpact. 

Another point of contention concerns the scoring of tests am reporting 
of results. Integrity testing critics are coI1Cel:'l1ed that test results are 
usually presented in tenus of sinple dichotomous breakdowns such as "recom­
mendjnot acceptable," am that the tests are marketed in large part to 
corrpanies lacking the psychological am statistical training necesscuy to 
interpret more sophisticated results. Although the test publishers warn 
against reliance on test results as the sole basis for hiring decisions, 
critics question whether these admonitions are followed in practice, espe­
cially in the light of publishers' marketing literature stating that their 
tests can reduce workplace theft am other counterproductive activity. 

Finally, critics charge that tests may violate legal am ethical stan­
dards of privacy, especially because the tests often ask personal questions 
not obviously related to job perfonnance, am because there are no protec­
tions against possible misuse of test data. Testing proponents argue that 
privacy is largely a subj ecti ve matter, am that available evidence suggests 
most job applicants do not :mirrl taking integrity tests. More smvey re­
search could be useful in informing this issue. Moreover, some proponents 
argue that inprovernents in the enployer's ability to reduce dishonesty 
behavior serve the goals of business efficiency am national productivity, 
am thus justify potential intrusions of privacy. 

Both sides can marshal quantitative am qualitative data, am there is 
no obvious or easy reconciliation of the opposing arguments. 
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THE 800PE OF THIS REPORr 

In response to a request from the House Ccmnittee on Education am 
Labor, orA examined available evidence on integrity tests, with emphasis on 
two basic questions: 

1. Has the research on integrity tests produced data that clearly 
supports or dismisses the assertion that these tests can predict dishonest 
behavior? 

2. What public policy issues are raised by the use of integrity tests 
for pre-employment screening am selection? 

arA METHOOOIDGY 

1. orA studied the two most current reviews of the integrity testing 
literature,13 as well as reviews of individual tests published in major test 
review corrperrliurns. 14 

2. orA reviewed copies of tests provided by leading publishers. 

3. orA reviewed studies (corrlucted by major integrity test corrpanies) 
using detected theft am cotmterproductivity as criteria. orA was asked not 
to cite any studies not published in journals. 

4. orA corrlucted intaviews with a number of experts on various as­
pects of testing. Some of these experts are intimately familiar with integ­
rity testing, others specialize in related testing issues. 

5. As in any orA Report, conunents were solicited from a wide range of 
reviewers on various aspects of the study, am on various drafts of the 
doctnnents . 

MEAND&9 OF VALIDITY 

'!his Report does not contain a simple conclusion on the ''validity'' of 
integrity tests. To the general reader, validity usually has a straightfor­
ward meaning: something that is valid works - it can be fully relied upon. 
Scientists use the term validity differently. A test may be defined by some 
as valid if research demonstrates that the test can predict an outcome 
somewhat more accurately than a random procedure. However, most scientists 
also consider many other factors in evaluating validity - test structure, 
research design, am consequences of use. orA detennined that characteriz­
ing integrity tests as either ''valid'' or "invalid" is likely to be mislead­
ing to many readers given the varying definitions of this term. <l1apter 2 
of this Report explores in detail the many conponents am aspects of evalu­
ating validity. 

I. The research on integri ty tests has not yet produced data that 
clearly supports or dismisses the assertion that these tests can predict 
dishonest behavior. 
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credibility 

Most research on integrity tests has been corxlucted by investigators 
working for integrity test publishers, am. has not been replicated by irrle­
pendent researchers. situations suc:h. as these, with stakeholders control­
ling perfonnance am. dissemination of research, necessarily raise caution 
flags. Some irrlependent research projects have recently been initiated. If 
these projects are carefully done, the credibility problem of currently 
available data am. analyses could be ameliorated. 

QUality of Research 

The two teams of sc:h.olars who have examined in depth the research 
studies on integrity tests are cautiously optimistic a.l:x>ut the quality of 
the research. One of these teams notes that the scope am. quality of valid­
ity studies has ilTIproved over the past 5 years;15 both make clear that 
certain basic methodological difficulties have not been sunnounted. 

other researchers take stronger positions, on both sides. One promi­
nent personnel psychologist believes that while integrity tests are far from 
perfect, they are better than any available alternative for screening am. 
selecting of honest job applicants. 16 Another expert in personnel selection 
am. validation research reac:h.es a fundamentally different conclusion: "'!he 
central methodological flaw in these [predictive validity] studies is the 
failure to establish the construct validity of the criterion measures. ,,17 

Integrity test publishers, too, advocate more am. better research. But 
they believe the existing research to be adequate as a basis upon which to 
stake their claims for the usefulness of their products; they prominently 
display this in marketing literature am. users' guides, and in presentations 
to interested parties. 

CJrA did not evaluate the progress of the research over time, but did 
identify numerous methodological difficulties. Some of these difficulties 
pertain to integrity test research specifically, others are more general 
problems in personnel research. While difficulties in corxlucting tightly 
controlled experiments in workplace settings have always beset irxlustrial 
psyc:h.ological research, these are exaceroated in the case of integrity tests 
by problems in defining the behaviors of interest am. the criteria by whic:h. 
to confinn them. First, there are many definitions of theft, am. not all 
acts of theft are equally pernicious. Second, it is difficult to detect 
theft, whic:h. complicates the evaluation of links between predictors (test 
scores) am. criteria (theft). 'Ihird, studies focusing on broader defini­
tions of counterproductive behavior, such as absenteeism, lateness, tennina­
tions, or supervisors' ratings of productivity, ought to be methodologically 
less vulnerable to definitional am. detection problems. But there is room 
for substantial ilTIprovement in the design am. corxluct of these kirrls of 
studies as well. External criteria suc:h. as supervisory ratings of perfor­
mance am. tunlover data have been questionable, am. the effects of specific 
situational variables need to be aCCOl.ll1ted for more rigorously in research 
designs. 
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Given the paucity of imepen:lent confinnation of research results, 
proble.rtS identified in published reviews am in orA's review of a sample of 
validity studies, am unresolved proble.rtS relating to the definition am 
measurement of the urrlerlying psychological constnlct, orA firrls that the 
existing research is insufficient as a basis for supporting the assertion 
that these tests can reliably predict dishonesty behavior in the workplace. 

II. Errors in test results, potential discriminatory impact, and 
potential violations of privacy raise i.qx>rtant public policy issues per­
taining to the use of integrity tests. 

Test Fallibility 

Integrity tests, like all tests, are iIrperfect. Honest persons can 
"fail," i.e., they can score below some cutoff level or relatively low in a 
continuous ranking; am dishonest persons can "pass." Erroneous inferences 
from tests do not necessarily translate directly into erroneous classifica­
tion am selection decisions; but it is comm:>n in the literature of testing 
am selection to refer to such errors as "misclassification" or "llnperfect 
classification, ,,18 especially when the tests are marketed as tools to aid in 
personnel decisiornnaking. 

Despite misgivings about the quality of the research, orA analyzed 
existing studies in order to detennine the potential of integrity tests for 
predicting honest am dishonest behavior in the workplace. 

Theft Studies 

Predictive validity studies using theft as a criterion (am in which 
all test-takers were hired) report that from less than I percent to 6 per­
cent of those passing the tests (i.e., identified as honest) were later 
found to have stolen from their employers, meaning that upwards of 94 per­
cent of those identified by the test as honest were not subsequently detect­
ed committing theft. However, these studies also reported that from 73 
percent to 97 percent of those failing the tests (i.e., identified as poten­
tially dishonest) apparently did not steal from their employers either am 
were incorrectly identified by the tests. '!he overall misclassification 
rate - defined as the number incorrectly identified as honest or dishonest 
as a percentage of the total sample - was in the range from 18 to 63 per­
cent in the studies orA examined (see chapter 2 of this Report , especially 
table 9). 

Counterproducti vity studies 

Test publishers argue that theft in the workplace is extremely diffi­
cult to detect,19 am that among the large proportion of apparently honest 
irrlividuals -- who the studies suggest are misidentified by the tests -
there may in fact be unknown numbers of tnlly dishonest persons who steal 
from their employers. 20 Moreover, the test publishers point out that losses 
from various types of counterproductive behavior that do not necessarily 
involve overt theft of cash. or property can be significant. 
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For these reasons integrity test publishers have expanded their re­
search agenda to include studies using a range of IOOre cxmnent COllllterpro­
ducti ve behaviors as criteria. '!he statistical results of these studies 
have been reported in two ways: one, in tenus of correlation coefficients 
that serve as measures of association between integrity test scores and one 
of IOOre indicators of COllllterproductive behavior; and two, in tenus of 
percentages of honest and dishonest individuals who are correctly and incor­
rectly identified by the test. 

Correlational studies21 reported correlation coefficients in the range 
from 0.16 to 0.62, with all but two falling below 0.35. 22 From studies 
reporting correlation coefficients alone, however, it is not possible to 
ascertain the proportions of honest and dishonest individuals correctly and 
incorrectly identified by the tests. 'Ihree studies in which the necesscu:y 
data were reported found that from 18 to 29 percent of COllllterproducti ve 
individuals (i. e., those tenninated for cause) had been incorrectly identi­
fied by the test; two of these studies found that 22 percent and 29 percent 
of individuals not found to be COl.ll1terproductive had failed the test. 

Implications of Test Fallibility 

As noted al:xJve, these results are based on flawed studies, and orA 
believes the results to be inconclusive. One very ilnportant datum -- the 
overall "failure" rate of individuals taking integrity tests -- also varies 
widely according to the available research: the proportion of individuals 
who take the test and fall below the cut score23 ranges from 30 to 60 per­
cent. 24 '!his result has obvious implications for an organization's human 
resources policy: ". .. in order to use an integrity test, an organization 
nRlSt be in a position to turn away a large proportion of applicants, ,,25 many 
of whom are very likely to be honest. 

'!his leads to the question of why misclassification of honest individu­
als is particularly onerous. First, honesty and integrity are highly 
value-laden concepts that cut to the core of basic concepts of IOOrality. 
Identifying an individual as "at high risk to commit dishonest acts" alIOOst 
certainly carries a greater stigma than does the classification of an indi­
vidual in other tenus, e.g., relatively low cognitive abilities: the latter 
may channel the individual toward certain kinds of jobs not requiring those 
specific cognitive skills, but there are virtually no jobs for which dishon­
esty would be either required or desired. 

A second problem of classification error from integrity tests has to do 
with the question of whether honesty exists as a trait, and whether, if it 
exists, it is imnutable. '!here is disagreement aIOOng psychologists about 
the extent to which honesty is an individual trait and the extent to which 
it is situationally detennined; and there is uncertainty over its persis­
tence. Comparison with cognitive tests can be illustrative. First, the 
construct measured by a test of verbal or mathematics ability, for exanple, 
is "... much better understood because it is supported by an enonnous re­
search base which over many years has woven links between cognitive traits 
and the perfonnance of interest. . .. ,,26 Second, people who demonstrate low 
verbal or math ability on a test presumably can benefit from remedial work 
and increased study - they can t1:y to improve their skills in the danain of 
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interest. 27 Similarly, imividuals who perfonn poorly on honesty tests 
could, presumably, seek professional counseling or somehow change their 
thinking. But the question is whether genuine changes in uro.erlying dlarac­
ter would be reflected in subsequent tests: for example, the answer to a 
question like "did you ever steal" would be the same despite an imividual's 
sucx:essful transfonna.tion into an honest person. 28 On a math test, however, 
an imividual who has mastered a skill since failing the first test would, 
presumably, answer the relevant questions ll'Ore successfully on subsequent 
attempts. 

A third issue concerns the likelihcxxl of systematic misclassification. 
If integrity tests are reliable (in the sense that imividuals' scores do 
not vary significantly over tilne), as the test publishers claim, then their 
use could create a population of persons who are repeatedly misclassified, 
and systematically denied employment without cause. Alternative methods to 
screen out dishonesty job applicants, such as subjective in~iews or 
letters of reference, are also imperfect instnnnents. '!hey are, however, 
less likely to be as consistently wrong for specific imividuals. Assuming 
even a ITOdest error rate, widespread use of integrity tests could deny 
opportunity to many individuals. 29 

Finally, integrity tests carry a scientific inprimatur - they are 
marketed with literature proclaiming their "experimental validation" -­
therefore substantially intensifying an individual's burden of proving that 
misclassification has occurred. '!hus, while a virtue of the tests is their 
attempt to reduce the prevalence of subject biases that might contaminate 
other screening and selection processes, the results can be ll'Ore severe for 
individuals who are misclassified. 

One response of test publishers to concerns over misclassification of 
honest people is to claim that even though employers using the tests may 
reject lcrrge numbers of honest people, they will still benefit from a reduc­
tion in employee dishonesty. '!his conclusion assrnnes that the available 
data are correct. As noted above, orA has fouro. that available data are 
insufficient to ensure such claims. 

Potential Discriminatory Effects 

An iIrportant concern about the effects of integrity tests is whether 
members of various ethnic, racial, or gender groups could suffer from dis­
crimination in hiring as a result of test results. '!his is particularly 
iIrportant with respect to protected groups in society, and much of the 
research that has been corrlucted on discrimination has focused on so-called 
"adverse inpact" considerations. A widely used convention in detennining 
the presence of adverse inpact is the "4/5th rule," which stipulated that a 
hiring rate for a minority group that is less than 80 percent, of the rate 
for the majority will be regarded as evidence of adverse inpact on the 
hiring system. 

According to the available research, integrity tests do not violate 
this standard, although there appear to be differences in the mean scores of 
various groups. However, there is debate over the appropriateness of the 
4/5th criterion in making judgments of discrimination, and the courts may be 
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shifting their stance toward IlX)re stringent statistical criteria to use in 
ruling out adverse inpact. If that were to occur, IlX)re researc:h. would be 
necessazy to resolve the question of discrilninatory inpact of integrity 
test, including substantial reanalysis of existing data. 

other questions complicate this issue. First, it is not clear whether 
adverse inpact can refer to tests, or whether there must be evidence of test 
scores leading to different selection rates. If discrilnination refers to 
selection, evidence would be required on the precise role of test scores in 
errployers' hiring decision; such evidence does not yet exist in the aggre­
gate, an::l there has not been a court case in which the effects of an integ­
rity test, per se, were adjudicated. 

Because of the existence of some cx>nfusion over the appropriate stan­
dards by which to assess discrilnination, as noted above, it is inportant to 
point out that even if discrilnination were defined as differences in test 
scores without necessarily being linked to selection, there would remain the 
question of which standards to apply in deciding whether obsel:ved differenc­
es in group perfonnance cx>nstitute adverse inpact. In the light of these 
uncertainties over legal interpretations, members of different ethic, ra­
cial, an::l gender groups perfonn on integrity tests, orA cx>ncludes that 
additional research is required in order to infonn policy deliberations 
concerning discrimination an::l adverse impact. 

Privacy Issues 

Integrity tests require job applicants to disclose info:rmation about 
themselves that is of a personal nature, that may not be related to honesty 
or to the jobs for which they are applying, an::l that they might not choose 
to disclose in other settings. 

Privacy is a fundamental value in American scx::iety. But it is diffi­
cult to define an::l cx>nceptualize. Recurring ethical issues related to 
privacy appear in the debate over integrity testing: boundaries between 
irrlividuals an::l others, the responsibility of irrlividuals an::l organizations 
in respecting privacy, an::l definitions of so-called "invasive" questions are 
difficult issues to resolve. 

At present there is no apparent protection to prevent the sharing or 
dissemination of this info:rmation. 

R>LICY DIRECTIONS - A FRAME.'WORK OF QUFSrIONS 

Policy cx>nsiderations for integrity testing are complex an::l difficult. 
At present, integrity testing is an entrepreneurial activity, lacking any 
regulation or fo:rmal oversight. Standards issued by the American Psycholog­
ical Asscx::iation an::l the American Test Publishers Asscx::iation can serve only 
as a guide to practice. Employers seek both freedom to choose errployee 
selection methods, within the bounds of errployment law, an::l assurance that 
screening practices are effective an::l acceptable. Available info:rmation 
generated by scholarly reviewers can assist sophisticated readers; marketing 
materials an::l general articles in magazines an::l newspapers can present a 
cx>nfusing picture to the general cx>nsumer. 
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In addition, Congress is faced with a situation in which. little data 
exist on the actual extent ani nature of use of these tests. '!here is no 
agreement on the amount of loss that business absorbs each. year from employ­
ee dishonesty, ani no agreement on the proportion of the population likely 
to engage in "dishonest behavior" under various circumstances. As pointed 
out in this report, there is disagreement anK)ng personnel test plblishers as 
to which. of their tests are integrity tests, ani it is not clear that a 
siIrple definition could be constructed to fairly identify these instruments. 

'!he crux of the policy problem confronting Congress is to weigh: 

* the potential gains to business of an effective pre-e:rrq:>loyment 
screening ani selection instrument, ani therefore gains to society; 

* the potential hann to individuals, to business, ani to society of 
instruments that do not correctly identify irrli viduals; ani 

* the disagreement within various research ani stakeholder cormnunities 
over the existing research data. 

'lhese statements make clear that Congress is faced with difficult value 
judgments in detennining whether to take any action on this issue, ani if 
so, what actions to take. '!he words of a leading testing ani measurement 
expert are fitting: 

"'!he point is that in evaluating test use in selection ani 
classification, one should not focus on one value basis -- even the 
value perspective of the decisiornnaker -- to the exclusion of all 
others. To do so engenders too narrow a validation inquiry ani re­
duces our sensitivity to side effects that are likely to be seen as 
adverse by other value positions. . .. 1130 

orA suggests that policymakers consider at least the following ques­
tions in their deliberations on integrity tests: 

1. Are the potentially hannful effects of the use of integrity tests 
justified by evidence of sufficiently high net gains in business efficiency 
ani productivity growth? 

2. If tests are to be used, are standards of evidence needed to ap­
prove or certify specific tests? Upon whom should the burden of proof for 
effectiveness fall? 

3. What type of evaluation criteria ani experimental conditions would 
be needed for research that IOC>re fully resolves the technical controversy 
over these tests? 

4. Is there a role for the Federal Govennnent in fostering incentives 
for irrleperrlent research? Is there a Federal role in securing greater 
access to existing test irrlustry data, either for irrleperrlent researchers or 
for a regulatory body? 
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5. What are the rights and obligations of test publishers, enployers, 
and test-takers regarding infonnation generated by these tests? How secure 
should irxlividual test scores be? Ik> these tests require full disclosure of 
intent to test-takers? 

6. Ik> the privacy questions raised by these tests justify any particu­
lar examination by Congress? 

7. Does Congress wish to obtain IrK:>re infonnation on actual test use 
and application? Would this include the role of test scores in the job 
selection process, or only aggregated test results? 

8. If regulation is needed, who should regulate? Integrity tests are 
similar in some ways to a mnnber of other tests now in use. Are all enploy­
ment screening tests to be regulated, or only integrity tests? can integri­
ty tests be identified adequately to be regulated? 

9. What kinds of evidence are needed for Congress (or the courts) to 
be assured that there is no adverse intJact stenuning from the use of integri­
ty tests? Need the research providing these data be conducted by other than 
integrity test publishers? 

* * * * * * 
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Olapter 1 

INl'.EGUTY TESTING FOR PRE-EMPIDYMENI' SCREENING 
AND SEIECI'ION: BACKGRaJND 

samENDG FOR PRODUCTIVE AND lIJNES'l' EMPIDYEES 

Hiring new workers is always risky. Applicants who are selected nay 
turn out to be less productive than expected, while those rejected might 
have proven productive if given the chance. Although the costs to enployers 
of the first type of error are more readily observable, both types can 
undercut the productive efficiency of a finn. Finns have an incentive to 
minimize the costs caused by hiring unproductive workers as well as the 
costs of denyirg enployrnent to workers who would have become productive. 

since the early 20th century, a number of psychological tests have been 
developed to assist enployers in making personnel decisions. For exarrple, 
followirg the development of intelligence tests at the turn of the century, 
and their application by the milital:y to recruit and assign soldiers durirg 
both World Wars, the use of personality and cognitive ability tests in 
industry became widespread. 1 Pressures on organizations to select and place 
enployees more carefully have increased with specialization of job catego­
ries, high rates of enployee turnover, concerns about worker productivity, 
workplace theft, increased liability and insurance costs, and drug and 
alcohol use on the jOb;2 and the i.n'petus to use more effective screening 
techniques has grown with the development and narketing of new written, 
physiological and chemical tests designed for use in personnel screening. 3 

Measuring Theft and COlmtezproductivi ty 

With a growing awareness of the prevalence of workplace theft and 
counterproducti vity, nany enployers are interested in prospective enployees' 
honesty, indebtedness, prior cozwictions, chug and alcohol use, health, and 
dependability, in addition to their prior education and specific job skills. 
These hirirg concerns were always a high priority for enployers, and have 
spurred the search for innovative and effective ways to deal with enployee 
dishonesty; and the possibility that reducing theft and counterproductivity 
could play a role in restoring the Nation's aggregate economic perfonnance 
has gained credibility. 4 

It is :irrportant to distinguish attempts to measure the prevalence and 
incidence of theft from attempts to explain its origins and/or cures. 5 
Neither issue is easily answered. The measurement problem is plagued by the 
fact that "... try as they might, businesses do not have any reliable sta­
tistics on the amount of enployee theft and other fonus of workplace crime 
[and] we are forced to make educated guesses regarding the scope of the 
problem. "6 Nevertheless, some research efforts are often cited. The Ameri­
can Management Association (AMA), in a frequently cited study conducted in 
1977 at the request of the u.s. Deparbnent of Justice, estilnated annual 
losses to U. S. businesses from 11 nozwiolent crimes (including enployee 
theft, vandalism, and bribery) in the range of $40 billion. 7 Of the 
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nonviolent crimes studied, AMA estimated that employee pilferage accounted 
for between $5 and $10 billion. 8 '!hese estimates were used by the aJreau of 
National Affairs in a 1988 study showing a dramatic increase in losses from 
theft over the 1975 data: " ... annual economic losses to u.s. business from 
employee theft ranges from $15 billion to $25 billion per year. ,,9 

A COll'prehensi ve analysis of workplace theft was furxied by the National 
Institute of Justice. 10 Based on a survey of over 9,000 employees in the 
retail, hospital, and manufacturing sectors, including 47 corporations in 
three metropolitan areas (Minneapolis-st. Paul, Cleveland, and Dallas-Ft. 
Worth), this study fOlU'Xi that 35 percent of employees resporxling in the 
retail sector reported some percent involvement in some type of theft (see 
table 1), 33 percent in the hospital sector (table 2), and 28 percent in the 
manufacturing sector (table 3) .11 Reported figures for involvement in 
production deviance, which included taking long lunch breaks and misusing 
sick leave, were even higher; 64 percent in the retail sector, 69 percent in 
the hospital sector, and 82 percent in the manufacturing sector (see tables 
4, 5, and 6). 

WOrkplace Theft and COUnterproductivity: Explanations and Remedies 

As co.rrpelling as these statistics appear, they may obscure certain 
fundamental questions about the nature of theft and other forms of workplace 
deviance -- their origins and causes -- which could play an i.np:>rtant role 
in devising appropriate management and public policy responses. '!he strate­
gy inherent in integrity testing is to identify individuals with relatively 
high propensities to commit theft or other counterproductive acts. 'Ibis 
reflects a view that some people are inherently IlDre honesty (or dishonest) 
than others. 

However, other experts enJlhasize the organizational and situational 
influences on behavior. In addition, the question is made COll'plicated by 
differences in the definition of dishonest behavior at the workplace. For 
example, some experts regard theft on a continuum of production and property 
deviance: the fonner includes acts such as participating in strikes, coming 
to work late, and abusing sick leave, and the latter refers to pilferage, 
embezzlement, sabotage, and stealing of property .12 

Second, there are many factors that can stinrulate these acts. Some 
researchers argue that "... IlDSt incidents of rtheft] are unrelated to an 
employee's particular economic situation. . .. , ,,1.3 although there is still 
extensive debate on this subject. Another factor, job dissatisfaction, 
seems to be IlDre i.np:>rtant: ". .• employees who felt that their employers 
were dishonest, unfair, and uncaring about their workers were significantly 
IlDre involved in theft and other forms of workplace deviance. ,,14 

A very i.np:>rtant question about workplace deviance, then, is the rela­
tive effects of individual propensities, on the one hand, and characteris­
tics of the work enviI'Ornnent or situation, on the other. Although this is a 
specific instance of the debate between "traits and states" that continues 
to occupy psychological researchers, 15 there appears to be widespread agree­
ment that it is useful to discuss theft and workplace deviance with refer­
ence to situational as well as individual variables. A good example of 
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l\J 
~ 
U1 

Items 

Misuse the discount privilege 

Take store merchandise 

Get paid for more hours 
than were worked 

Purposely under-ring 
a purchase 

Borrow or take money 
from employer without 
approval 

Be reimbursed for more 
money than spent on 
business expenses 

Damage merchandise to buy 
it on discount 

Percentage of employees involved 
in one or more of the above 

Table 1 - Percentage of Employees Involved in Property Deviance 
Retail S(:ctor (N = 3,567) 

InvQlvem~nt 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 
-~ _ a week _times/Year timeslvear _ 

0.6 2.4 11.0 14.Y 

0.2 0.5 1.:3 4.6 

0.2 0.4 1.2 4.0 

0.1 0.3 1 :. 1.7 

0.1 0.1 0.5 2.0 

0.1 0.2 0.5 1.3 

0.1 0.2 1.0 

Total 

28.9 

6.6 

5.8 

3.2 

2.7 

2.1 

1.3 

35.1 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by EmplQyees (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Company, 1983), p.42; also cited 
in Richard C. Hollinger, Dishonesty in the WQrkplace: A Manager's Guide tQ Preventing EmplQyee Theft (Park Ridge, IL: London House Press, 1989). 
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Table 2 - Percentage of Employees Involved In Property Deviance 
Hospital Sector (N = 4,111) 

Involvement 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 

Items dally a week times/year times/year Total 

Take hospital items 
(e.g., linens) 0.2 0.8 8.4 17.£ 27.3 

Take or use medication 
intended for patients 0.1 0.3 1.9 5.5 7.8 

Get paid for more hours 
than were worked 0.2 0.5 1.6 3.8 6.1 

Take hospital equipment 
or tools 0.1 0.1 0.4 4.1 4.7 

Be reimbursed for more 
money than spent on 
business expenses 0.1 0.2 0.8 1.1 

Percentage of employees Involved 
In one or more of the above 33.3 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by Employees (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Company, 1983), p.42; also cited 
In Richard C. Hollinger, Dishonesty In the Workplace: A Manager's Guide to Preventing Employee Theft (Park Ridge, IL: London House Press, 1989). 
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Items 

Take raw materials used 
in production 

Get paid for more hours 
than were worked 

Take company tools 
or equipment 

Be reimbursed for more 
money than spent on 
business expenses 

Take finished products 

Take precious metals 
(e.g., silver, platinum 
and gold) 

Percentage or employees involved 
In one or more of the above 

Table 3 - Percentage of Employees Imfolved in Property Deviance 
Manufacturing Sector (N = 1,497) 

InvQlvement 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 
daily a week times/year times/Year 

0.1 0.3 3.5 10.4 

0.2 0.5 2.9 5.6 

0.1 1.1 7.5 

0.1 0.6 1.4 5.6 

0.4 2.7 

0.1 0.1 0.5 1.1 

Total 

14.3 

9.2 

8.7 

7.7 

3.1 

1.8 

28.4 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by Employees (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Company, 1983), p.42; also cited 
in Richard C. HOllinger, Dishonesty in the Workplace: A Manager's Guide to Preventing Employee Theft (Park Ridge, IL: London House Pres:,. 1989). 
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t\J 
~ 
00 

Items 

Take a long lunch or 
break without approval 

Come to work late or 
leave early 

Use sick leave when 
not sick 

Do slow or sloppy work 

Work under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs 

Percentage of employees involved 
in one or more of the above 

Tabla 4 - Percentage of Employees Involved in Production Deviance 
Retail Sector (N = 3,567) 

Involvement 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 
dailv __ a week~ _____ timesLveaL_ times/vear 

6.9 13.3 15.5 20.3 

0.9 3.4 10.8 17.2 

0.1 0.1 3.5 13.4 

0.3 1.5 4.1 9.8 

0.5 0.8 1.6 4.6 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by Employee§ (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Co., 1983), p.45. 
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~ 

"'" \0 

Items 

Take a long lunch or 
break without approval 

Come to work late or 
leave early 

Use sick leave when 
not sick 

Do slow or sloppy work 

Work under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs 

Percentage of employees involved 
in one or more of the above 

Table 5 - Percentage of Employees Involved in Production Deviance 
Hospital Sector (N = 4,111) 

Involvement 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 
dailv a week times/Year times/vear 

8.5 13.5 17.4 17.8 

1.0 3.5 9.6 14.9 

0.2 0.7 26.9 

0.2 0.8 4.1 5.9 

0.1 0.3 0.6 2.2 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by Employees (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Co., 1983), p. 45. 
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U1 o 

Items 

Take a long lunch or 
break without approval 

Come to work late or 
leave early 

Use sick leave when 
not sick 

Do slow or sloppy work 

Work under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs 

Percentage of employees involved 
in one or more of the above 

Table 6 - Percentage of Employees Involved in Production Deviance 
Manufacturing Sector (N = 1,497) 

Involvement 
Almost Once 4-12 1-3 
dailv a_week___ times/vear times/Year 

18.0 23.5 22.0 8.5 

1.9 9.0 19.4 13.8 

0.2 9.6 28.6 

0.5 1.3 5.7 5.0 

1.1 1.3 3.1 7.3 

SOURCE: Richard D. Hollinger and John P. Clark, Theft by Employees (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath and Co., 1983), p. 45. 
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accounting explicitly for the effects of management decisions is found in a 
discussion of sick leave abuse: " • .• if management should institute strict 
controls over sick leave abuse, we may discover that people simply leave 
early or corne in late or have friends 'clock them out' without their physi­
cally being at work. Or, if management tries to increase productivity 
without a corresponding increase in wages, we might expect to fim employees 
compensating themselves info:rmally through theft and pilferage. "16 '!hus, 
while there are strong incentives to screen out job applicants with a " ... 
predisposition to excusing or rationalizing theft behavior ... , ,,17 the 
importance of supeIVisory personnel creating an atmosphere conducive to 
honesty and productivity seerrs at least as important. 18 According to this 
view of theft and other deviant acts, " . .. the 'crime in the workplace' 
perception of employee theft is usually incorrect. Employee theft is a 
management problem, not a crime problem. ,,19 

'!here are other sociological factors that can enrich the discussion of 
workplace deviance. For exarrple, some scholars have :p:::>inted to the effects 
of work group no:rms on theft levels. One study found that "... the men who 
loaded and unloaded ships 'taxed' cargo in transit by stealing a percentage 
of the ship's contents ... ," and concluded that "... this informal system of 
worker rewards is so pel:Vasive that it constitutes a substantial 'hidden 
economy' found in every society around the world. "20 A special case has 
been documented in which management actually encouraged certain fo:rms of 
employee theft: "A mnnber of researchers have obseJ::ved instances of super­
visors allowing productive employees to take from the organization as an 
unauthorized 'perk' rewarding high productivity. 21 

Is;1al Incentives for Pre-Drployment Screening 

Employers ' incentives for improved screening go beyond their desire for 
productive and honest workers, and may be driven also by the need to protect 
themselves from a variety of legal actions. 22 For exarrple, under "negligent 
hiring" doctrine, employers may be liable for the wrongful actions of their 
employees, even if the action occurred outside the scope of employment, if 
employers do not exercise reasonable care in selecting and retaining compe­
tent and safe employees. 23 While standards for reasonable care are still 
being developed, some employers believe that use of integrity tests might 
bolster their case in a negligent hiring suit, and some integrity test 
publishers concur with this strategy. However, whether courts will accept 
this defense remains unclear. To date there has not been a published negli­
gent hiring case in which an employer's defense rested on the use of paper­
and-pencil integrity tests, few integrity tests claim to predict violence, 
and since most negligent hiring suits involve violent behavior by employees, 
it is not clear that tests to screen thieves (or people who miss work or get 
to work late) would ever be germane. 

WHAT ARE IN1'EGRITY TESTS? 

Integrity tests are viewed by employers as one tool in the 
annamentarium of personnel screening techniques, which can also include 
other tests of personalityand/or cognitive ability, background checks into 
criminal history and credit records,24 reference checks, blood or urine 
tests,25 handwriting analysis, and personal interviews. '!hese tests, almost 
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always paper-and-pencil instnnnents, contain, either in whole or in part, 
questions about an irxlividual's attitudes toward theft am other deviant or 
illegal acts, and questions about an irrlividual's prior invol verrent in such 
behavior. Answers to these queries lead to inferences about the test­
taker's propensity to conunit workplace theft ardjor other CO\ll1terproductive 
acts. 

Some tests, which are called "overt integrity tests," are clearly 
designed to query applicants about their attitudes towards specific manifes­
tations of dishonesty - theft in particular - and about their past in­
volverrent in such behavior. 26 

'lb better understand the nature of questions that typically appear on 
integrity tests, consider the following exarrples: 27 

overt Questions 

* "How often do you tell the tnlth?" 

* "Do you think that you are too honest to take something that is not 
yours?" 

* "How much do you dislike doing what someone tells you to do?" 

* "Do you feel guilty when you do something you should not do?" 

* "Do you think it is stealing to take small items home from work?" 

* "Do you believe that taking paper or pens without pennission from a 
place where you work is stealing?" 

* ''What percentage of the people you know are so honest they wouldn't 
steal at all?" 

* "How many people have cheated the goverrnnent on their income tax 
returns?" 

* "How easy is it to get away with stealing?" 

* "In any of your other jobs, was it possible for a dishonest person 
to take merchand.ise if a dishonest person had your job?" 

* "Do you believe most employers take advantage of the people who work 
for them?" 

* "Do you think company bosses get away with more illegal things than 
their employees?" 

Veiled-Pu1'pose Questions 

* "True or False: Eating right is ilnportant to my health." 

* "True or False: I like to create exciterrent." 
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* "Tnle of False: I like to take chances." 

* "On the average, how often during the week do you go to parties?" 

* "Tnle of False: I am usually confident about myself." 

* "Tnle of False: A lot of times I went against my parents' wishes." 

* "I feel lonely even when I am with other people (all of the time, 
most of the time, sometimes, almost never, never)." 

* "How often do you blush?" 

* "How often do you make your bed (every day, never, etc.)?" 

* "How many people don't you like?" 

* "Are you an optimist?" 

Whether or not test question applicants overtly about behavior and 
attitudes related to honesty, they now almost all rely on a broad range of 
behaviors as measures of their effectiveness. '!he distinction between overt 
and veiled-purpose integrity tests appear to be disappearing. A review of 
the marketing info:nnation from publishers of the more overt tests indicate 
that the constro.cts these tests are said to measure are becoming less pre­
cise; in many cases, "theft" is broadening to include "theft and other fonns 
of CX>UIlterproductive behavior." In addition, publishers of the original 
"honesty" tests appear to be expanding their portfolios to include tests 
intended to measure a range of attitudes and predict a range of behaviors. 

Traits, Attitudes, and Behavior: sane Basic Concepts28 

'!he debate over integrity testing revolves around interlocking issues 
of test design, use, and effects. One focal point of the debate is the 
question of whether dishonesty is a personality trait. If a test is de­
signed to measure the degree to which an individual possesses this trait, 
however, there remains the question of how the trait is linked to specific 
behaviors of interest. It is at least theoretically possible for individu­
als to be identified as possessing a trait called dishonesty without their 
necessarily corrnnitting theft or other CX>UIlterproductive acts in the 
workplace. Indeed, this has led some psychologists to question the very 
basis of integrity tests: "It is a substantial leap of faith to label 
[ individuals'] responses [to questions on integrity tests] as probative of 
their future honesty or dishonesty. . .. ,,29 

It can be argued, however, that integrity tests are designed strictly 
to help employers weed out job applicants who are relatively likely to 
conunit certain undesirable behaviors, including but not limited to stealing, 
and that the existence of definable personality traits is irrelevant. '!his 
might be called a more purely predictive model, in which test questions that 
work well in predicting behavior under experimental conditions are kept and 
those that do not contribute useful info:nnation are discarded. Pure predic­
tive empiricists would claim that they are only mapping answers to 
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behaviors, and not measuring any particular traits. While such tests inevi­
table contain at least some questions that appear to suggest personality 
types, they are not necessarily based on any particular psychological theory 
of personality. 

Under either of these conceptualizations of what is being tested, an 
inportant question arises as to the relative efficacy of attitudinal and 
behavioral questions in predicting future behavior. On the one hand, there 
is errpirical and theoretical support for the notion that intention is a 
strong predictor of behavior. 3D Assuming that individuals answer questions 
a1:x:>ut their feelings regarding certain types of action with candor, and 
assuming further that these answers can be interpreted as reflecting intent, 
it may be possible to draw inferences a1:x:>ut the likelihood of certain behav­
iors being committed in the future. 31 

By and large, however, prior acts are generally assumed to be better 
than beliefs or intentions as predictors of future acts. Test questions 
based on prior behavior are therefore based on a different errpirical model, 
one which assumes that people tend more or less to keep acting the same way 
they have been acting. For example, persons who have stolen before are, 
probabilistically at least, more likely to steal in the future than those 
who have never stolen before (which is perhaps why detectives typically 
start their search for suspects by considering evidence linking a crime to 
known -- rather than new -- criminals). '!he validity of integrity tests 
based on these questions, then, depends in large part on whether admissions 
of past acts are a reasonable surrogate for actual past acts. It is diffi­
cult to assess the accuracy of self-report data in the absence of objective 
benchrnarks. 32 Moreover, if admissions-based data are accurate, then people 
who confess to prior acts are reporting honestly. '!hey might be 
probabilistically more likely to commit the undesirable behavior of interest 
in the future, however, and this makes the interpretation of such tests 
particularly complicated. (It is inportant to keep in mind that integrity 
tests do not usually rely on questions a1:x:>ut prior behavior alone.) 

Purely predictive tests, as well as those aimed at identifying theoret­
ical psychological traits, can consist of both attitudinal and behavioral 
questions. Attitudinal questions probe beliefs and feelings a1:x:>ut dishones­
ty, counterprcx:luctivity, and/or other even seemingly unrelated attitudes. 
Behavioral questions seek to correlate prior acts -- overtly related to 
honesty -- with future ones. 

situations and Behavior 

An inportant point regarding the predictive ability of integrity tests 
concerns the relative inportance of individual personality variables and 
envirornnents in explaining behavior. Despite efforts to declare the debate 
over,33 psychologists continue to disagree on their relative inportance. 
And this general debate has extended into the more specific area of hones­
ty.34 In any event, it is unclear to what extent integrity test publishers 
take seriously the effects of situations on personal behavior. One spokes­
man for the integrity test industry clailns that "... integrity test publish­
ers typically assume that dishonesty is a relatively stable personality 
trait, but that counterprcx:luctive behavior can be influence by a variety of 
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situational factors. ,,35 '!here have been no studies of integrity tests in 
which organizational level variables have been fully integrated. '!hese 
variables are difficult to define, am integrity test publishers are not 
alone in encountering this methodological problem. 

HlW ARE INl'EGRITY TFSTS Dll'i'ERENl' FlO( OTHER PERSONALITY TFSTS? 

While there are still some integrity tests that purport to predict 
theft alone, as noted above, the majority appear to be marketed as instru­
ments designed to assess a wider range of personality traits am to predict 
a wider range of behaviors. Publishers of integrity tests (am many enploy­
ers) ncM increasingly argue that honesty am integrity in the workplace 
should be defined broadly, to include various types of counterproductive 
behavior as well as outright theft of money, property, or mercharx:lise. 
Moreover, some items on integrity tests, am the constructs they purport to 
measure, bear some similarity to items am constructs fourrl in other psycho­
logical personality tests. 

'!hus, with respect to criteria (i. e., outcomes of interest) am predic­
tors (test constructs) it is sometimes difficult to distinguish honesty am 
integrity tests from the broader family of personality tests: in fact, one 
integrity test publisher has argued that "there is no fundamental conceptual 
difference between integrity tests am other personality test," such as the 
sixteen Personality Factors Test (16PF), the Minnesota Multiphasic 
Personality IIWentOl:Y (MMPI) , am the California Psychological IIWentol:Y 
(CPI) .36 Nonetheless, there are differences among these latter tests am 
between anyone of them am an integrity test. 

It is connnonly agreed that integrity tests are tests of personality, as 
they claim to measure an individual's propensity to behave in certain ways. 
But the professional am academic literature on integrity tests is ambiguous 
on the question of whether integrity tests are somehow special within this 
broader family. '!he leading academic am professional reviewers37 note that 
most tests now include more than just honesty scales, which, at least until 
veJ:Y recently, clearly distinguished them from other tests. 38 But these 
reviewers also imply that integrity tests are different from other personal­
ity tests am that they ought to be considered in a class by themselves. 
For example, a comprehensive directol:Y of available integrity tests omits 
several widely used personality tests, despite certain similarities in 
question content am scope.39 One is therefore left with the impression 
that experts continue to sense important differences between integrity tests 
am other personality tests, but that the differences are difficult to 
pinpoint. 

'!his issue of deciding which tests are integrity tests am which are 
not seems to ignite considerable debate am acrimony. Some tests include 
items or scales seemingly related to honesty generally (if not in the 
workplace); but the publishers of these tests assert -- often quite vehe­
mently - that they are not integrity tests. For example, one test designed 
am used for screening law enforcement applicants includes the item: "I 
have to admit it, I once took money from an enployer," am a scale called 
"Trouble with the law am Society." In validation research on this test, 
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criteria such as tunlover, absences, lateness, arrl disciplinary actions have 
been used. 40 

Nevertheless, the developer of this test does not consider it an integ­
rity test, primarily because it has never been validated using theft as a 
criterion arrl because it is not interned for predicting theft or screening 
out potential thieves per se. 41 Silnilarly., the Anny's ABlE test, which 
contains measures designed to predict tunlover, is not considered an integ­
rity test by its developers, the claims of sane integrity test publishers 
notwithstanding . 

'!his point of contention has more than just academic interest. 
Policyrnakers conteIrplating possible regulato:ry action must keep in mind the 
formidable barriers to defining precisely what tests would be included arrl 
under which criteria. 

Even if honesty tests resemble personality tests because they share 
some cormnon items or scales, they are somewhat distinguishable by the scope 
of their questions arrl by the nature of their interned uses. '!hus" ... 
personality arrl interest tests seek to measure motivation ..• , ,,42 arrl " ••. 
with few exceptions [these tests] have not been developed for use as employ­
ee selection techniques. Personality tests are typically interned ... to 
identify broad personality dimensions or mental disorders ..• [while] inter­
est tests are used to provide people with infonnation about their 
preferences for various activities, arrl, in tunl, such infonnation can be of 
assistance in making personnel choices. ,,43 When personality tests are used, 
they can provide infonnation on such matters as individual interests, which 
presumably can be helpful in assigning people to appropriate jobs. While in 
practice they are also sometimes used for personnel selection (Le., for 
hire/no hire decisions), that use is considered controversial. Honesty 
tests are specifically designed arrl marketed for selection of applicants arrl 
not for their assigrnnent to particular jobs. 44 

caveats to OOq;>arisons of Integrity Tests and Personality Tests: Additional 
COnsiderations 

As stated earlier, some integrity test publishers tern to conpare their 
products with several widely used personality tests, arrl claim they are 
identical in most important aspects. orA believes this claim to be weak. 
Consider, for exanple, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Invento:ry 
(MMPI), a widely used arrl validated personality test, originally designed 
for use in identifying clinically significant levels of psychopathology. 
'!he test was validated on a clinical sample of psychiatric inpatients, arrl 
while it has been applied to "nonnal" populations, these applications have 
raised a controversy within the psychological conununity. '!he recently added 
subscales interned specifically for use in employment screening have not 
been validated indeperriently arrl have been controversial as well. 45 

Even the user's manual for the MMPI-2 reflects the controversy over 
using the test for nonnal populations, arrl cautions that "... preemployment 
screening [is justified] for positions for which clinical personality as­
sessment is reconunended, namely, positions involving public safety arrl 
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trust, and those in which personality factors affect the perfonncmce of 
hazardous jobs .... ,,46 

Moreover, even in high-risk envirornnents where the MMPI can be deemed 
acceptable, it is not to be used as the sole instnnnent of selection. 
Irrlividuals applying for sensitive jobs who test negative on the MMPI are 
usually subjected to additional screening.47 It is not clear to what extent 
business establishments rely exclusively or principally on integrity test 
scores. 

'!he proprietary nature of integrity tests is another distinguishing 
characteristic that raises problems. Unlike the MMPI, for example, for 
which item banks and scoring keys (the tenplates used to interpret raw 
scores) have generally been available to independent researchers, the con­
tent and scoring algorithms of integrity tests have been more closely 
held. 48 Critics argue that as long as integrity tests remain proprietary, 
it is unlikely that the research base will irrprove substantially, either in 
quantity or in credibility. It is irrportant to keep in mind, however, that 
test publishers believe that the effectiveness of their instnnnents could be 
jeopardized if the contents were made public; this, they would argue, could 
cut revenues and constrain their responses available for research and test 
innovations. 49 

Issues of Test Scoring and Use 

Another aspect of integrity tests that may help distinguish them from 
other personality tests is the manner in which they are scored and their 
results presented to clients. Honesty and integrity tests on the market 
today can be scored by the test publisher or the employer. Although no 
statistics have been gathered on scoring procedures for the available tests, 
the irrpression is that slightly more than one-third offer both on-site and 
publisher scoring, and less than one-third offer only one of either op­
tion. 50 

An irrportant issue concerning the scoring of tests and reporting of 
results arises in light of the fact that "... integrity tests are marketed 
in large part to nonpsychologists ... , ,,51 who may be inadequately equipped 
to interpret the results. For example, most publishers who score the tests 
thernsel ves provide an interpretation of test perfonncmce in tenns of "recom­
mendjnot acceptable." Although individual propensities to act dishonestly 
or counterproductively are often classified in more than two dichotomous 
risk categories, the intent is that employers -- with professional guidance 
from test vendors -- use these classifications in making hiring decisions. 
While psychometricians and some test publishers recognize that continuous 
score distributions are superior to such classifications, the latter are 
easier to interpret and are therefore more ~ling to employers. 52 

It is irrportant to point out that test inaccuracy in itself is not a 
measure of actual misclassification of job applicants, but rather provides a 
measure of the potential hann that could result if test results were the 
dominant or sole criterion for selection. Few experts would argue with the 
publishers warning that test scores should not be the sole basis for hiring 
decisions. 53 Whether these admonitions are followed in practice, however, 
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is questionable, and seem to be confounded by claims in publishers marketing 
literature "proving" that tests - without reference to other elements of 
hiring decisions -- can reduce workplace theft and other COl.ll1terproductive 
activity. '!he role of tests in reaching hiring decisions remains largely 
unknown. Although similar argurrents could be advanced regarding any test 
for which discrete classes of perfonnance, rather than continuous scores, 
are reported, the categories often provided for integrity tests - "at risk 
to cormnit theft," e.g., -- may be particularly influential in hiring deci­
sions (see box 1) . 

Box 1 

'!he Power of Test Results 

One question that warrants careful empirical investigation is how 
employers use different kinds of test-based infonnation. For example, some 
observers argue that the seductive nature of quantitative data, generated 
from "scientifically validated" studies, could induce employers to base 
their hiring decisions solely or primarily on test scores. To illustrate, 
consider a hypothetical test, which provides infonnation on a range of 18 
personality traits from "interpersonal style" and "caring" to "natural v. 
logical problem solving style." '!he intent of this instnnnent is to provide 
clues to rather complex psychological traits, not all of which are clearly 
defined or necessarily consistent with one another. While the test might 
supply some useful infonnation to employers, particularly for meeting cer­
tain job needs, it is not intended as the basis for a dichotomous "hire/no 
hire" decision. 

But now suppose there were a "19th" factor added to the list, called 
"dishonesty" or "proclivity to violence." Given that no employer wants 
dishonest or violent workers -- regardless of other cognitive or interper­
sonal attributes -- this variable could very well dominate the list. '!he 
scientific iITprimateur associated with scoring this factor would be likely 
to make any employer reluctant to hire someone with this ranking. To a 
large extent this is why many psychologists who advocate the cautious use of 
any personality test in selection are concen1ed over the apparent ease with 
which integrity tests can be misused. 

* * * * * * 
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C11apter 2 

INTEGRITY TEST VALIDITY; cnNCEPI'S AND EVIDENCE 

Perhaps the first and rrost often asked question about integrity tests 
is whether they are valid. '!his question is not easily or intuitively 
answered. At its simplest, the question means "do the tests work?" -- or 
"do people who do well on the tests actually tend to act 'honestly' more 
than those who do poorly?" 

Beneath these rather obvious questions are layers of subtle problems 
that have challenged generations of psychologists and other social scien­
tists: is dishonesty a character trait? If so, is it pennanent and does it 
manifest similarly in all workplace settings? can written tests effectively 
and reliably expose the presence of the trait (if it exists) and/or an 
individual's propensity to conunit certain behaviors of interest? Why probe 
attitudes, intentions, or feelings if evidence of past behavior is available 
and is considered a powerful predictor of future behavior? 

Because the answers to these and related questions can influence deci­
sions affecting rrany people, they raise a set of fo:rmidable public policy 
concerns (see also chapter 3). And even if one wished to concentrate on the 
purely empirical question -- hOW' well do the tests do what they are purport­
ed to do? -- the research challenge is impressive. Gathering evidence to 
corrpare the behavior of individuals with different test scores, drawing 
statistically valid inferences (predictions) from those scores about indi­
vidual propensities to act in certain ways, and establishing reasonable 
levels of confidence in those predictions require a mobilization of sophis­
ticated analytical methods. 

'!his chapter discusses these issues and reviews empirical research on 
the validation of integrity tests. Discussed first are general issues in 
validity: What is meant by validity and what are the important issues in 
test validation? Construct validity, content validity, predictive validity, 
test reliability, and the internal validity (research design) of studies 
designed to demonstrate test validity are described, as well as the rela­
tively new concept of consequential validity. In the next section, studies 
designed to evaluate the construct and predictive validity of integrity 
tests are described and discussed. Particular attention is paid to issues 
of the quality of the research that has been conducted. 

TEST VALIDITY: GENERAL ISSUFS 

Although intuitively appealing, the implied definition of validity in 
the opening sentences of this chapter is not, technically speaking, correct. 
For it is not a test, per se, which is valid or invalid; rather it is the 
set of inferences drawn from a test: ''Validity is an overall evaluative 
judgment, founded on empirical evidence and theoretical rationales, of the 
adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test 
scores. "I In cormnon parlance it is customary to refer to a test's validity 
in either-or tenns: either the test is valid or it is not. Bu.t measurement 
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theorists now recognize that validity is a fonn of evaluation, of a m.nnber 
of issues an:i that the results of the evaluative process is a sense of the 
relative strength or weakness of the inferences drawn from test scores. 
'!hese varieties of evaluative infonnation, which neasurernent scientists have 
attempted to group under various headings such as "content" or "construct" 
or "criterion-related" validity, cane together in an " ... argument [that] 
must link concepts, evidence, social an:i personal consequences, an:i val­
ues. ,,2 In a word, then, the best that can be said about any test is that 
attenpts to validate it yield persuasive an:i acceptable inferences. 3 

Test theorists have identified several components of validation, an:i 
while " ... the 30-year-old idea of three types of validity ... is an idea 
whose time has gone ... ,"4 the ideas underlying "content," "construct," an:i 
"criterion-related" validity are still very much part of the 
psychometrician's arsenal. 5 '!he construct validity of an instnnnent is the 
extent to which one can be sure it represents the construct which it seeks 
to measure. "A test with good construct validity can be considered a sub­
stitute for actually ~ing a person displaying a skill or attitude in 
everyday life. ,,6 Content validity refers to the "representativeness" of the 
sample of questions on a test, i. e., the extent to which they cover the 
construct or constructs being measured. "High content validity means that 
the test 'maps onto' the collection of possible questions by sampling repre­
sentatively from its various manifestations ... ,,7 

Both of these aspects of test validity are internal criteria, Le., 
they relate to the construction of the test. To detennine whether a test 
measures what it claims to measure, it should also satisfy external crite­
ria: for exarrple, how well the test mimics scores on established an:i repu­
table tests that are used to measure similar constructs would be one indica­
tion of its ability to measure what it claims to measure. But that would 
not be sufficient. It is more inportant to "... find out whether it corre­
lates with other things iInplied by [what the test claims to measure] an:i 
whether it is uncorrelated with things irrelevant to that claim. ,,8 

When a test is intended for selection, the most compelling aspect of 
its validity is the extent to which test scores correlates with later behav­
ior. "Predictive validity," therefore, occupies a central place in discus­
sions of personnel testing in general an:i of integrity testing in particu­
lar. A variant on predictive validity is the so-called "concurrent validi­
ty" approach, in which predictors an:i behaviors are measured at the same 
time. "Typically, concurrent validity data were taken as evidence that a 
newly proposed test, or a brief version of an existing test, was measuring a 
given trait if it correlated strongly with another test already acknowledged 
to be a measure of that trait ... concurrent validity was, an:i still is, 
held to be useful for predictive purposes if it could be demonstrated, or 
argued convincingly, that scores on the test would not change systematically 
during the period between the time when the test might have been given as an 
actual predictor an:i the time when criterion data would nonnally become 
available. ,,9 

In addition to these aspects of validity, which pertain to the useful­
ness of a test as a decision-making aid, researchers have begun to incorpo­
rate the notion of "consequential" validity in their studies. As argued by 
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one prominent measurement theoretician, "... judging whether a test does the 
job it is enq:>loyed to do ... requires evaluation of the intended and unin­
tended social consequences of test interpretation and use. ,,10 Note, howev­
er, the link between consequential validity and other aspects of validity: 
if adverse consequences can be ascribed. to sane aspect of score distribu­
tions (such as ethnic differences), "... which would directly reflect on the 
functional worth of the selection testing ... [the question becomes] whether 
the adverse ilDpact is attributable to construct-relevant or constnlct-irrel­
evant test variance or to criterion-related or criterion-unrelated test 
variance .... ,,11 

Another irrportant feature of a test instrument is its so-called "reli­
ability," which reflects "... the extent to which measurement results are 
free of unpredictable kinds of error. ,,12 For instance, repeated administra­
tions of a test to the same sample of subj ects should yield similar scores. 
Note that while a valid measure is always reliable, the opposite is not 
necessarily tnle: reliability does not necessarily ilnply validity.13 
Underlying the concept of reliability is the noting of a "tnle score," Le., 
the score that an individual would obtain on a test as a reflection of his 
or her propensities or abilities. However, when the test is administered, 
the score falls within some range around this "tnle" score, and measures of 
reliability are generally based on estimates of the variability of the 
observed score around the true score .14 

A related issue is the sensitivity of a test: a test should yield 
results that can identify differences between two individualS, but it should 
also not give wildly divergent scores for two fairly similar individuals. A 
test that is not sensitive to differences is not useful in discriminating 
between individuals; but an overly sensitive test can lose some of its 
reliability. 

An irrportant consideration in understanding all efforts at test valida­
tion is the quality of the research conducted. A valid study design con­
tributes to the confidence that can be placed on a study's results. Issues 
of the quality of a research design are generally known as internal validi­
ty. '!he level of internal validity is the extent to which the relationships 
detected in a study are not spurious, that is, due to factors not aCCO\ll1ted 
for in the study. Among the factors that may undennine internal validity 
are: poor sample selection, the occurrence of events during the course of a 
study that affect the outcome variable in unanticipated ways, 
nonindependence of observations, and unintended effects on a research sub­
ject of being measured. 15 Appropriate use of statistics is another irrpor­
tant aspect of study design. 

Finally, a critical consideration in detennining the quality of any 
research is the quality and depth of the research report. Because science 
is a systematic process for creating and disseminating new knowledge, re­
search reports should provide sufficient detail to enable independent scien­
tists to evaluate the credibility of the reported results. 
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EMPIRICAL VALIIlM'ION OF IN1'EGRITY TFSl'S 

General Remarks 

It should :be clear from the foregoing discussion that validation of any 
test or treatment is a co.rrplex prcx::ess, requiring a balance of subjective 
judgment arrl scientific evidence. '!he determination of construct validity 
often relies heavily on the opinion of experts who must define the theoreti­
cal constructs to :be measured in order to identify the presence or absence 
of specific htnnan traits. Content validation irwolves the assessment of how 
well test questions correspond to these constructs. Criterion-related 
validation requires the implementation of the test arrl the subsequent deter­
mination of how the test corrpares with other measures of the same constructs 
(to assess "concurrent validity") or how well the test predicts behaviors or 
actions it is supposed to forecast ("predictive validity"). Concurrent arrl 
predictive. validity studies require the identification of one or more "cri­
teria," Le., variables that serve as indicators of the types of behavior 
under study. Finally, all steps in the prcx::ess should reflect generally 
accepted principles of valid research design arrl should :be reported in 
enough depth so that the research prcx::ess is clear to readers. 

For integrity testing, validity is especially problematic :because 
integrity arrl honesty are extremely difficult constricts to define with 
sufficient precision to enable empirical measurement. On the one harrl, the 
temptation to stick to easily defined acts of dishonesty, such as theft, is 
stymied by the relatively low frequency of detected theft arrl, therefore, 
its limited use as an external criterion. Extending the definition, howev­
er, to encompass a wider range of behaviors can result in greater ambiguity 
about the value of a test as a predictor of the kinds of dishonest acts of 
greatest interest to employers, "wayward impulse," for example, a construct 
included in one popular integrity test, may :be a meaningful psychological or 
characterological trait indicative of a propensity toward certain behaviors, 
but its usefulness as a predictor of an individual's future conunitment of 
dishonest deeds is tenuous. 

Other factors affecting the feasibility or accuracy of empirically 
validating integrity tests includes: the multiple arrl often unobservable 
detenninants of trends in aggregate measures of organizational productivity, 
which could confound time series studies of shrinkage ; incentives for re­
spondents to answer high-stakes tests strategically, r rather than with 
complete candor, arrl the possibility that over time job applicants will 
learn how to answer the tests even more skillfully; arrl potential biases in 
criterion measures. Even the reviewers whose analyses end on a relatively 
optimistic note agree that research in this field faces fonnidable methodo­
logical problems. 16 

Nevertheless, the amount of research on integrity test validity has 
increased considerably in recent years, arrl according to some reviewers the 
quality of this body of research has improved. For example, one group of 
reviewers notes that " . .. there has :been a substantial increase in the 
number of studies using an external criterion ... arrl significant correla­
tions with absence, turnover, behavioral indicators such as grievances arrl 
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corrm:mdations, and supeJ:Viso:ry ratings are being reported. ,,17 '!hese authors 
were able to report on 24 studies using external, non-polygraph criteria in 
their 1989 review (see belOVl for a discussion of problems in studies using 
polygraph results as criteria) whereas in 1984, they found only 7 such 
studies. 

Aside from methodological problems, a serious issue concerns the pro­
prieta:ry nature of the tests and the fact that "... nearly all research is 
being conducted by investigators associated with honesty test publishers. ,,18 
While this does not necessarily inpugn its quality, it does undennine its 
credibility. '!he reasons CClllUTOnly cited for this state of affairs in integ­
rity test research offer little consolation: the proprieta:ry nature of 
scoring keys, the difficulty in gaining cooperation from some publishers, 
and the fact that it is not a traditional area for academic research" ..• 
may help explain the lack of independent research, [but] without independent 
research there is no compelling response to the speculation that only suc­
cesses are publicized."19 

Method of aI'A's Review 

To conduct its review of the research literature on integrity testing, 
arA reviewed the two most current reviews of the integrity testing litera­
ture,20 as well as reviews of specific tests published in test review com­
pendiums. 21 orA also reviewed copies of tests provided by leading publish­
ers, and reviewed studies conducted by maj or test publishers. Many studies 
using counterproductivity as a criterion were supplied by publishers. '!hese 
studies are not cited, hOVlever, in response to the test publishers' request 
that only studies published in journals be referenced. '!he studies provided 
were used to analyze the methodology used by test publishers to conduct such 
studies. orA also conducted interviews with a number of experts on various 
aspects of testing. Some of these experts are intimately familiar with 
integrity testing; others specialize in related testing issues. 

COncurrent Validation Research 

One strategy of concurrent validation research is to corrpare test 
results with other accepted measures of a particular behavior. 22 '!here have 
been mnnerous atterrpts to use polygraph scores in this context, some of 
which have yielded particularly high validity scores. 23 But reviewers have 
highlighted numerous problems with some studies of this sort, which 

" • •• use only the theft attitudes section as the predictor, while 
others include ... theft admissions; some use only admissions made 
during the polygraph as the criterion, while others use polygrapher 
judgment about the suitability of the candidate for employment; the 
time interval between the integrity test and the polygraph is often 
not specified; [it is not] always clear whether or not the candi­
dates expected that a polygraph exam would follOVl the integrity test 
[in which case individuals would perhaps decide not to conceal, on 
the integrity test, histo:ry of wrongdoing]; some studies preselect 
equal numbers of individuals passing and failing the polygraph for 
inclusion in the study, thus maximizing variance in the criterion 
and increasing the resulting correlation between test and criterion 
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,,24 

But pertlaps the most obvious reason to be wary of concurrent validation 
studies using polygraph is that polygraph itself has never been demonstrated 
to be sufficiently valid when used in personnel selection. 25 In one of the 
two reviews of integrity test validity research, the authors excluded re­
search that "... used polygraIiler judgments as a criterion ... because of 
controversy surrounding the reliability am validity of polygraIiler rat­
ings. ,,26 

Although concurrent validation studies are not considered an adequate 
substitute for predictive validity, 27 these efforts show promise for measur­
ing silnilarities between the constnlcts measured by integrity tests am 
those measured by other personality am cognitive tests. 28 

Validation Research using llCOntrasted-Groups1l Method 

'!he basic principle in this approach to constnlct validation is that 
" if the honesty test is indeed a good measure of integrity, lcrrge dif­
ferences should be found [between the scores of two groups of people who are 
known a priori to differ in honesty]. ,,29 '!here have been less than a dozen 
such studies, most of which compare honesty test scores of convicted felons 
am job applicants. '!he results have generally shown statistically signifi­
cant differences (as lcrrge as two standard deviations) between average test 
scores of the two groups.30 Unfortunately, the underlying assuIl'ption that 
convicted felons have attitudes am lifestyles silnilar (in constnlct) to 
those of nonna.l job applicants or employees ''who pilfer small amounts of 
merchandise at work" cannot be substantiated. 

Admissions of Prior wrongdoing 

A common method of validating honesty tests is to compare a test's 
predictions based on attitudes to an individual's own confessions of wrong­
doing, provided conteIrporaneously. In other words, for a given definition 
of dishonesty, admissions of prior acts are compared to how closely respons­
es on the test would have been able to predict the propensity to conunit 
those acts. '!hese tests vary in their definitions of honesty; Le., what 
kinds of acts to include in confessions, in the methods used to obtain 
admissions, am in the ways in which scores am admissions data are associ­
ated. 

While it is believed that admissions provide more data than detected 
thefts, researchers recognize the inherent lilnitations to admissions data as 
criteria: incentives to withhold infonna.tion, coupled with the bounds on 
precision of the definition of the acts to be included in admissions, make 
the admissions criteria very in1perfect. A fundamental logical conundrum is 
that the admission of a past wrongdoing is itself an act of honesty. 

'!he basic conclusion of various reviews is that there is a positive 
relationship between honesty test scores am confessions, but that " ... 
admissions studies are lilnited to demonstrating a relationship between two 
types of self-description. . .. ,,31 
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'!he use of admissions data as validity criteria also raises a conceptu­
al puzzle. If these data are assumed to be reliable, Le., if job appli­
cants included in a validity study sanple are assumed to confess prior 
wrongdoing with candor, then why would this assumption not exterrl to all job 
applicants? In a word, why not siltply ask jab applicants about their prior 
behavior, rather than use tests designed with (lltperfect) surrogates for 
evidence of prior dishonesty?32 On the other hand, if the answer is that 
job applicants will have incentives to conceal some infonnation, or to 
exaggerate other infonnation, then the question becomes whether that type of 
infonnation can be admissible as criteria in a validation study. 

Predictive Validation using External Criteria 

'!he most compelling line of research on integrity tests is based on the 
predictive-validity model, which addresses the following basic question: if 
an integrity test is used in the process of selecting job applicants in 
order to screen out individuals most likely to commit certain kinds of 
behavior, to what extent does the test actually predict the relevant behav­
ior? '!hus, most industrial psychologists would agree with the statement 
that " ... when the objective is to forecast behavior on the basis of scores 
on a predictor measure, there is siltply no substitute for [predictive valid­
ity]."33 

'!here have been two basic approaches to validation research using 
external criteria in which the unit of analysis is the individual: studies 
using detected theft as the criterion and studies using other external 
criteria, such as absenteeism, turrlover, and supervisors ratings. '!he 
trade-off in the value of these studies can be sununarized thus: the fonner 
address a principal concern, namely theft at the workplace, but are hindered 
by the difficulty in detecting theft; the latter are more feasible to con­
duct, but raise concerns about appropriate measures of outcome criteria. A 
third approach, in which the unit of analysis is the o:rganization, is dis­
cussed below under "Time Series Designs. II '!hese studies can use either 
theft or counte:rproductivity as external criteria. 

Theft studies 

A point frequently raised in this report is that workplace theft is a 
particularly difficult behavior to use as a criterion -- for evaluating any 
instrument -- if the assumption that a large fraction of workplace theft 
goes undetected is tnle. 34 '!his problem continues to undennine the credi­
bility of predictive validity studies. Because few researchers believe that 
detected theft is an accurate measure of tnle theft, the correlations from 
their studies are probably inaccurate. To clarify this point, suppose that 
it is known with certainty that some thieves are caught and some are not. 
'!hen the correlation found to exist between test score (predictor) and 
detected theft (criterion) would be lower than the tnle correlation, as long 
as those thieves not detected are assumed to score the same as those who are 
detected. If, however, detection and test perfonnance are not indeperrlent, 
e.g., if the high scorers are the thieves who are best at evading detection, 
then the observed correlation could be lower, higher, or the same as the 
tnle correlation. 
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In addition to the basic problem of undetected theft, which may not be 
able to be remedied by improvements in research design and reporting, inde­
pe.rrlent reviewers -- including orA - have identified other design flaws in 
the available studies attempting to use theft as a criterion. For exanple, 
there are problems in criterion definition. In one study, misharxlling of 
cash is equated with stealing, when some of the employees so identified may 
have been careless rather than dishonest. 35 Another study of Salvation Anny 
bellringers had a similar problem; it did not adequately establish that the 
monetary differences among volunteers' collections resulted from theft, as 
the researchers concluded; the volunteers could have been in more or less 
generous locations. 36 

In some studies it is difficult to interpret either methods or results 
for one or more reasons: several scales developed by the same co.rrpany are 
used to screen employees, thus preventing an unequivocal assessment of the 
honesty scale; number in subgroups are not reported, test results for those 
not tenninated for theft are not reported; and statistical tests of signifi­
cance are not presented. 37 

orA identified five predictive validity studies in which the criterion 
measure was either detected theft or a reasonably close proxy. '!he charac­
teristics of these studies, chosen because their research design involved 
predictive validity, are sununarized in table 7. 'IWo of these studies in­
volved applicants for jobs in the grocay industry; two of the studios 
involved department stores; and one study was of a national convenience 
store chain. All the studies were conducted by the publisher of the integ­
rity test analyzed in the studies. 

Table 8 presents the raw frequency counts as reported in the respective 
studies. '!he top reM in these tables gives the number of employees not 
caught conunitting theft, and the bottom reM gives the number detected; these 
figures are cross-tabulated by test perfonnance as marked in the studies. 
Note that because some theft undoubtedly is not detected, the bottom reM in 
each table potentially underestimates the true amount of theft. To illus­
trate the meaning of these tables, consider study #2: a total of 3, 790 
employees were given the test and hired regardless of their test perfor­
mance. SUbsequent investigations by management revealed that 91 employees 
had conunitted some type of theft. Among these 91, 75 had failed the integ­
rity test and 16 had passed. Among the 3,699 for whom the investigation did 
not reveal any theft, 2,145 had failed the test and 1,554 passed. '!hus, 75 
of those taking the test (2 percent of the total 3,790) are known to have 
been characterized correctly by the test, and 16 are known to have been 
characterized incorrectly. But what about the rest? If those 3,699 not 
detected as thieves are assumed to be honest, then 2,145 (58 percent) were 
misclassified; if a substantial number of them were indeed thieves, the 
observed correlation between the test and the outcome measure could be 
higher, lower, or equal to the actual correlation. 

A central concern for public policy is the potential for classification 
errors, especially of honest persons incorrectly identified as dishonest. 
Table 9 shows that the overall level of misclassification in these studies 
ranged from 18 percent (in a study with strall sarrple size) to over 60 per­
cent. From less than 1 percent to 6 percent of those passing the tests 
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479 

2 3,790 

3 527 

4 61 

5 801 

Table 7 .- Predictive Validity Studies of Overt Integrity Tests 
U·u g Detected Theft or Close Proxy as Criterion 

T~st Rerformanc~* 
Criterion Number passed Number failed 

(percent of total) (percent of total) 

'Thefts detected by admissions 241 238 
and/or signed statements of (50%) (50%) 
employees." 

'Terminated for reasons of 1,570 2,220 
dishonesty. " (41.4) (58.6) 

"Discharged for theft or 173 354 
some related offense: (32.8) (67.2) 

"Caught stealing cash/ 50 11 
merchandise or disciplined (82.0) (18) 
for mishandling company cash/ 
merchandise: 

·Caught stealing." 472 329 
(58.9) (41.1 ) 

Number of persons 
detected committing 
theft or other 
dishonest act 
(percent of total) 

17 
(3.5%) 

91 
(2.4) 

33 
(6.3) 

6 
(9.8) 

21 
(2.6) 

* "Passed" or "failed" In these studies reflect cut scores defined for research purposes. These cut scores mayor may not be the cut scores used 
by any given employer. 

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment. 
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(that is, identified by the tests as honest) were later fOUl'Xi to have stolen 
from their employers, IneaI1in;J that upwards of 94 percent of those identified 
by the tests as thieves were correctly identified. 38 SUch reported results 
are no doubt compellirg to employers. But of CO:ncen1 to potential employ­
ees, the data in the fourth colmnn of the table suggests why the predictive 
validity research, even if it is fOUl'Xi to be valid, provokes public contro­
versy: of those classified as dishonest on the basis of an integrity test, 
the proportion who are not detected cammittirg theft ranges from 73 to 97 
percent. 'Ihese data are useful to illustrate the divergence between possi­
ble consequences that is at the core of the public policy dilenuna. 

ColmteJ:productivity-Based studies 

In contrast with the limited amount of research relyirg on detected 
thefts for criterion measures, there have been many studies usirg a variety 
of counterproductivity-based outcomes, including supervisory data, tennina­
tions, and absenteeisms. One of the two principal reviews reported on the 
results of a number of these studies,39 although they did not evaluate in 
depth each study's design and conduct. 

Measures of counterproductivity used as outcome variables vary consid­
erably. Some measures are specific and discrete (e.g., absenteeism, tenni­
nations) and some consist of composites. Some measures are counts from 
employee records and some are supervisors' ratirgs. Objective measures of 
counterproductive behavior include tardiness, absenteeism, accidents, number 
of worker compensation claims, voluntary tun1over, tenninations for theft or 
gross misconduct, and damage to property. Indicators of "productivity, " 
such as mean number of days employed, are also used. Similarly, supervi­
sors' ratirgs are made of overall perfonnance or misconduct, or of m:>re 
specific measures such as absenteeism and tardiness. '!his variety of crite­
ria reflects the attempts of researchers to generate useful infonna.tion. It 
does, however, make an overall judgment about predictive validity difficult. 

Research results from these studies are reported in primarily two ways: 
(1) in tenns of correlation coefficients that serve as a measure of associa­
tion between integrity test scores and one or m:>re indicators of counterpro­
ductive behavior, usually scored continuously; and (2) in tenns of propor­
tions of the honest and dishonest individuals who are correctlyand/or 
incorrectly identified by the tests. 

As for the theft studies, 0l'A reviewed a number of counterproductivity 
studies in order to evaluate their methodology; and as with the theft stud­
ies, issues arose with respect to both study design and criterion measure­
ment. 

For example, in one study, 169 hotel industry applicants were tested 
and hired regardless of test scores. '!he criterion measure was tennination. 
'!his study, although flawed, suggested somewhat better results, from the 
point of view of misclassification, than those shown in table 9. First, 
with respect to persons who "failed" the test: the study showed that among 
these 53 applicants (31 percent of the total sanple) , 16 (30 percent) re­
mained employed. Second, among the 116 who "passed," and were therefore 
presumed. honest, 49 (or 42 percent) were eventually tenninated. It should 
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be noted, however, that just as detected theft probably unclerestimates the 
tnle amount of theft in the studies reported in table 8, the termination 
variable in this study probably overestimates dishonesty: there is substan­
tial ambiguity over the causes of termination. 40 

Despite (or because of) flaws in methodology and reporting, the predic­
tive correlational studies reported by Sackett and his colleagues fomrl a 
range of generally low, but statistically significant, associations between 
a range of integrity test scores and a wide range of counterproductive 
measures. Correlation coefficients ranged fram 0.16 to 0.62; only one study 
reported a correlation coefficient greater than 0.35. 41 

It is not possible to ascertain from the studies reporting only corre­
lation coefficients the proportions of honest and dishonest irrlividuals 
correctly and incorrectly classified. In three studies providing the rele­
vant data, rnisclassification of dishonest individuals ranges fram 17 to 29 
percent; in two of these studies, 22 and 29 percent of honest individuals 
were rnisclassified. Another study found that the mean number of days em­
ployed was significantly higher among those passing the test (95 versus 87 
days in the year of the study) .42 

Time-series Design 

Studies that focus on the reduction of o:rganization-Ievel inventory 
losses and counterproducti vity have been termed by some "time-series de­
signs. ,,43 Almost all of the studies included in the two published indepen­
dent reviews reported reductions in shrinkage, overall levels of termina­
tions, or counterproductive behavior after introduction of the tests. 44 
However, flaws in the research designs made it difficult to detennine the 
sources of the change. '!he most prominent of the flaws was the failure to 
use appropriate control groups, thus leaving open the possibility that other 
factors (e. g., seasonal fluctuations in shrinkage; changes in management; 
perceived changes in company tolerance of theft) accounted for the observed 
ilrprovements. 45 

In one study, 46 the greatest reduction in shrinkage occurred in the 
first 2 months after a switch from polygraph to integrity testing screening. 
'!he reviewers note, however, that unless there was extrao:rdinaril y high 
turnover, use of the integrity test for selection could not have been the 
reason for this sudden reduction. 47 

In addition, the following problems were observed in one or more of 
these studies: 

* inappropriate measurement of shrinkage, including shrinkage and 
cost-savings estimates not based clearly on the study o:rganizations them­
selves, but on industry averages; 48 

* use of other predictive scales in addition to honesty scales, thus 
making it difficult to disentangle the effects of the honest scales;49 and 

* concurrent use of polygraph testing for screening a subset of em­
ployees. 50 
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Not detected 
Detected 
TOTAL 

Not detected 
Detected 
TOTAL 

Not detected 
Detected 
TOTAL 

Not detected 
Detected 
TOTAL 

Not detected 
Detected 
TOTAL 

Table 8 

Forecasting Efficiency of Integrity Tests 
(2x2 Contingency Tables for Validation Studies 

Using Detected Theft or Close Proxy for Criterion) 

Study 1 
Failed test Passed test 

222 240 
16 1 

238 241 

Study 2 
Failed test Passed test 
2,145 1,554 

75 16 
2,220 1,570 

Study 3 
Failed test Passed. test 

326 168 
28 5 

354 173 

Study 4 
Failed test Passed test 

8 47 
3 3 

11 50 

Study 5 
Failed test Passed test 

318 462 
11 10 

329 472 

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment. 
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Table 9 - Classificatio!l and Misclassification in Five Predictive Validity Studies 
Using ;)etected Theft or Close Proxy as Criteria* 

Correct classifications Mlsclassifications 
Of those passing Of those failing Percent of total Of those failing 
~ not detected test. % detected sample misclassified test. % not detected 

99.6 6.7 46.6 93.3 

99.0 3.4 57.0 96.7 

97.1 7.9 62.8 92.1 

94.0 27.3 18.0 72.7 

97.9 3.3 40.9 96.7 

Of those passing 
test. % detectoo 

0.4 

1.0 

2.9 

6.0 

2.1 

* "Passing" and "failing" in these studies reflect cut scores defined for research purposes. These cut scores mayor may not be the cut scores used 
by any given employer. 

~()lJRCE: Office of Technology Assessment. 
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Reviewers are skeptical about the available time-series studies for 
these am other reasons, but they believe the results of these studies are 
grouOOs for guarded optimism about continued research. While noting that a 
problem with these studies is the unreliability of the criterion measure 
(" . .. in at least some of the studies it is evidence that error is present 
in the measure of shrinkage ••. "), one reviewer concluded that while " ... 
this group of studies cannot be considered unequivocal in demonstrating the 
validity of honesty tests ... they do begin to establish a foundation of 
evidence which may become more convincing as additional studies acx::umu­
late. ,,51 

General Remarks 

Industrial am organizational psychologists recognize the difficulty in 
sunnounting methodological barriers to the "ideal" predictive validity 
study. For example, " . .. the most useful study would be one in which no 
other selection screening is done, providing a 'pure' examination of the 
honesty test. ,,52 '!he appeal of this model is terrpered, however, by the test 
publishers' claim that their tests are not intended to be the sole (or even 
the primary) selection criterion. 53 '!hus, the truly ideal study would be 
one in which the various selection procedures continue to be used in combi­
nation, but which accotmt explicitly for the independent effects of the 
honesty test am for the interaction effects between the test am the other 
screening procedures. '!his type of study would not be easy to carry out. 

With respect to cotmterproductivity-based studies using supeIVisory 
ratings, in particular, " . .. for a fair assessment to be made, test scores 
should not be knovm within the company while the data is being collected ... 
[so that the scores cannot] influence the outcome by biasing the opinions of 
managers towaro some employees. ,,54 In other words, htnnan resource profes­
sionals am industrial psychologists recognize a common feature of experi -
ments in the physical am social sciences, Le., the "double-blind" model. 
Few of the reported studies indicate whether test scores intended for use in 
reaching hiring decisions are kept secret from individuals assessing employ­
ee perfonnance, am if they were, how it was harrlled. 

Methodological constraints notwithstanding, prominent academic am 
industrial psychologists, have reviewed the results of the available predic­
tive validity studies. Although these reviews have been conducted by indi­
viduals who are generally sympathetic with the objectives of psychological 
am personnel testing, their findings are couched in cautious tones am 
their principal conclusion is that better research is very much needed: 

"'!he most clear cut finding from reviewing predictive validity 
studies is an observation on the state of this body of research ... 
'!he field of honesty testing has a great need for producing additional 
high quality studies in this area. ,,55 

* * * * * * 
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Cbapter 3 

FUBLIC roLICY IMPLICATIONS OF PRE-EMPIDYMENT 
HONFSTY TESTING 

American society uses many types of tests to assess in:lividual capabil­
ities am attributes, am to info:rm screening am selection decisions in 
education am employment. 1 Aptitude tests measure ability in verbal, logi­
cal, or mathematical domains; standardized achievement tests tern to focus 
on attairnnent of lmowledge in IlDre specific areas,usually with reference to 
defined educational goals; am personality tests are concerned with affec­
tive aspects of behavior, such as emotional adjustment, IlDtivation, inter­
personal relations, am attitudes. 

Although tests can differ fundamentally in their design am in the 
underlying constructs they measure, they all share a very basic characteris­
tic: they are " ... imperfect am therefore potentially misleading as mea­
sures of individual perfonnance in education am employment. ,,2 

'!his chapter addresses several questions for policyrnakers deliberating 
the uses of honesty am integrity tests: effects of integrity test falli­
bility am classification error, potential discriminatory consequences of 
integrity test use, am privacy considerations. '!hese negative effects nrust 
always be weighed against potential benefits to firms am society at large. 3 

Because all tests are imperfect, projections made from test scores are 
not necessarily accurate representations of test-takers' future behavior or 
perfo:nnance. SUch "classification error" is always a possible consequence 
of test use. But the effects of classification error from different types 
of tests are not necessarily the same. For example, IlDSt people would 
probably find it unpleasant to be mistakenly classified as below some stan­
dard in arithmetic ability necessary to perfo:rm successfully in a job or at 
school, but both the individual am social consequences of being 
misidentified as carrying (or not carrying) a deadly disease are surely 
different. For many people, too, there appears to be something special 
about the potential for erroneous classifications into categories that 
suggest they are "honest" or "dishonest." Understanding some of the reasons 
that misclassification from integrity tests can be particularly onerous can 
be helpful to policymakers. 

self Control and the Preslm1ption of Innocence 

As discussed in chapter I of this Report, there is considerable debate 
within the psychological conununity over the relative importance of personal­
ity traits am envirornnents (or situations) in dete:rmining human behavior. 
Another question hinges on the extent to which an individual is able to 
control a given personality trait, assuming the trait exists. 

For example, if a person tests positive for the trait called "dishones­
ty," Le., is identified as at high risk for connnitting certain acts defined 
as dishonest, he or she may still be able to control future behavior am, in 
a sense, "overcome" the existence of the trait. And this ability to 
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exercise the requisite self control may also be affected by situational 
variables. '!his raises a methodological problem, in that the presence of 
the "self-control" trait would need to be incorporated in research on test 
accuracy in predicting propensities to connnit dishonest or counterproductive 
behavior. '!here has not been research in which this aspect of the problem 
was addressed explicitly. 

Aside from the measurement problem, this issue of self control raises a 
more basic question. American society does not generally require prcx>f that 
individuals can exercise control; we rather take that as an implicit assump­
tion. OUr society generally prefers to grant people the opportunity to 
prove themselves as individuals, and shuns prejudgment based on one's iden­
tification with a group whose mean level of perfonnance in a given domain 
(or on a given test) is higher or lower than the mean level of other 
groups. 5 

A key question, therefore, is whether a trait such as dishonesty is 
innnutable. In the absence of evidence on the innnutability of the trait, it 
can be argued that reliance on an integrity test score could deny an indi­
vidual's claim to self control, and thus signal a departure from the axiom 
that society punishes only bad deeds and not bad dispositions. Whether 
society is willing to tolerate chips in the annor provided by the "presump­
tion of innocence" is a question that Congress will have to consider if it 
debates policy over the use of integrity tests. 

What Happens to the Misclassified? 

Even if integrity tests were the sole basis for employment decisions, 
which no one reconunends,6 applicants who do poorly on the test would not 
necessarily be excluded from all employment opportunities. If the labor 
market is functioning properly, and if there are some jobs that simply have 
lower requirements for honest employees, then theoretically it would be 
possible for individuals who are labeled dishonest to find work eventually. 

In general, though, the relatively lower demand for dishonest workers 
would theoretically drive dawn wages and employment opportunities for indi­
viduals classified as dishonest. '!he question becomes, then, whether this 
situation would persist, Le., whether individuals who score low on an 
integrity test would systematically be denied employment in the future. 'IWo 
possibilities warrant consideration: first, if test results are made avail­
able in the labor market, in databases, or through other means, then failing 
even a single test could have longer tenn repercussions. ('!he question of 
infonnation access is discussed below under "Privacy.") 

Second, if integrity tests are reliable (in the sense that individuals 
who are tested repeatedly do not vary significantly in their test perfor­
mance), as the test publishers claim, then their use could create a popula­
tion of persons who are repeatedly misclassified, and who are systematically 
denied employment without cause. Alternative methods to screen out dishon­
est job applicants, such as subjective intel:views or letters of reference, 
are also imperfect and can result in erroneous decisions. '!hey are, howev­
er, less likely to be as consistently wrong as integrity tests about 
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specific individuals. Assuming even a modest error rate, widespread use of 
the tests could deny opportunity to a sizable rnnnber of persons. 

Aside from potential loss -- denial of employment - based on erroneous 
test scores, use of integrity tests could cause injw:y because of the stigma 
of failure. Comparison with cognitive ability tests can again be illustra­
tive: perfonnance on cognitive tests inplies no global judgment of a per­
son, but can indicate that he or she is likely to be m:>re or less productive 
than someone else in certain jobs. There are no jobs, however, for which 
dishonesty is either required or preferred. Thus, if individuals learn 
their test results they could suffer from the inplied label; and if scores 
become accessible to potential employers (other than those who administered 
the test) or to others in the community, the low scorers could suffer a 
social stigma.7 

These potentially stigmatizing effects are made sharper by virtue of 
the tests' scientific inprimatur. Because many employers will want evidence 
of a test's accuracy before purchasing it, tests publishers have an obvious 
incentive to provide evidence that their products have been validated in 
scientific studies. The result is that individuals are not deemed dishonest 
or counterproductive by "whim" but rather by dint of a psychological inst1:u­
ment that has been proven in repeated experiments. Thus, while some tests 
might theoretically result in less overall misclassification than other 
screening methods, the tests could also intensify the effects of 
misclassification on those who are misclassified. 

Another potential consequence of integrity test error -- and clearly an 
unintended consequence from the point of view of employers and test publish­
ers as well as test-takers -- is the possibility that erroneous classifica­
tion of honest persons as dishonest will be self-fulfilling. If low scorers 
are erroneously denied employment, it can be argued that they are paying an 
unean1ed economic penalty; if so, they might rationally conclude that they 
will be made no worse off -- and possibly be made better off -- by engaging 
in the behavior for which they have already been penalized. 8 The possibili­
ty that use of the tests might lead some people to behave dishonestly -
quite the opposite of their intention -- warrants consideration and re­
search. 9 To date there has been no empirical research to test this proposi­
tion. 

What Happens If Pre-Eq)loyment Integrity Tests Are Not Used? 

A conunon argument for using integrity tests is that they are "m:>re 
valid" than other pre-employrnent screening methods, Le., that they are m:>re 
accurate in predicting outcomes of interest. Some test publishers and 
researchers therefore clam that integrity tests result in fewer classifica­
tion errors than other selection methods. This clam is not necessarily 
correct. First of all, IOC>St other pre-employment screening methods do not 
classify people in tenns of honesty. They may "misclassify" individuals -­
as a poor credit risk or as lacking some skill, for example -- but they do 
not characterize applicants as not honest. In fact, not all methods result 
in classification; a rarrlom procedure, for example, may reject some individ­
uals without classifying them. 
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Moreover, where research that corrpares rates of error of integrity 
tests with other non-random hiring methods has been att:enpted, it has relied 
on estimates of the prevailing rate of theft (the base rate) am on esti­
mates of the conditional probabilities (Le., the frequencies of correctly 
am incorrectly classified subjects) derived from correlation coefficients 
reported in other research studies. iO '!here has been very little conprra­
tive research of this type, am it is not possible to draw any finn conclu­
sions. 

lUl'ENl'IAL DISCRIMIN1dORY EFFEX!TS: ISSUFS AND EVIDEH:!E 

An important concern about the effects of integrity tests is whether 
members of various ethnic, racial, or gerrler groups could suffer from dis­
crimination in hiring because of test results. '!his is particularly impor­
tant with respect to protected groups in society, am much of the research 
that has been conducted on discrimination has focused on so-called "adverse 
iIrpact" considerations. Indeed, the framework of civil rights laws is a 
" . .. key consideration in adopting am maintaining a testing program [and] 
test publishers can market their products more easily if they can advise 
potential users that their tests do not require legal validation. ,,11 

Many integrity test publishers have conducted adverse iIrpact research. 
'!heir studies report a variety of findings: in some cases no statistically 
significant differences between groups' average test scores are found, in 
other cases there appears to be a favorable bias toward protected groups 
(minorities, women, and the elderly), am in other cases minority groups 
(Le., Blacks and Hispanics) appear to do less well than whites. 12 Based on 
the studies supplied by the authors am publishers of honesty tests, their 
instruments appear to be free of adverse iIrpact .13 

Four caveats must be noted. First, as stated earlier, research con­
ducted by test publishers, without indeperrlent replication, raises credibil­
ity issues. 14 

Second, "... in some cases, the data used to demonstrate lack of ad­
verse iIrpact was not collected in the enployment setting am may not accu­
rately represent the way the test will operate with job applicants. other 
studies sirrply provided no infonnation at all about how the data was gath­
ered. A second issue is the size of the samples used. Some studies includ­
ed only a small number of participants ... " 15 

'!hird, most of the adverse iIrpact research relies on application of the 
"4/5th rule," a convention suggested by the Equal Enployment Opportunity 
Conunission16 and widely used by enployers in evaluating their hiring and 
promotion practices. 'Ibis rule of thumb stipulates that a hiring rate for a 
minority group that is less than 80 percent of the rate for the majority 
will be regarded as evidence of adverse iIrpact of the hiring system. While 
the research conducted by integrity test publishers suggests that the tests 
do not violate this standard, there is debate over its appropriateness as 
the sole criterion in making judgments of discrimination. Indeed, the 
Unifonn Guidelines note the possibility that " ... smaller differences in 
selection rates [than would constitute discrimination under the 4/5th rule] 
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may nevertheless constitute adverse impact, where they are significant in 
both statistical am practical tenrLs ••• II 17 

'!he courts have relied largely but not exclusively on the 4/5th rule 
approach. "In one case a trial court declined to follow the 80-percent rule 
where the acceptance rate for minorities was 81.55 percent of that of major­
ity carrlidates, but there was expert testimony that the disparity neverthe­
less was statistically significant. At the other extreme, another trial 
fOUI'rl a clearly 'significant discriminatory patten'l' of selection from a 
test which eliminated about one-fourth of female applicants but only about 
one percent of male applicants .18 If the courts shift their stance toward 
more stringent statistical criteria, more research will be necessary to 
resolve the question of adverse impact. 19 

Finally, this issue is further complicated because it is not entirely 
clear whether adverse impact can refer to test scores alone or whether there 
must be evidence that the scores lead to differences in hiring. Evidence on 
the precise role of test scores in hiring does not exist in the aggregate, 
am there have been no individual cases decided in which plaintiffs argue 
that an integrity test per se was the basis of discrimination. 

Because of the questions raised in this discussion, orA concurs with 
the finding that while currently available studies may be reassuring to 
employers, " ... it cannot be fairly said that the coast is clear."20 Addi­
tional research is required in order to infonn policy deliberations COnceJ:l1-

ing discrimination am adverse impact of integrity tests. 

Whether questions on pre-employment tests represent an invasion of 
privacy is not a new issue. 21. In 1965, the Senate SUbcorcnnittee on Constitu­
tional Rights of the Committee on the Judiciary, chaired by Senator Sam 
Ervin, am the House Special SUbcormnittee on Invasion of Privacy of the 
Committee on Government Operations, chaired by Representative Cornelius E. 
Gallagher,22 held hearings to detennine whether the questions asked on 
psychological tests used by the Federal Government were an unjustified 
invasion of the respondent's psyche am private life. '!he SUbcorcnnittees 
also investigated the validity of these tests am the due process issues 
involved in test administration. '!he reactions of the press am public were 
very critical of the types of questions asked on these psychological 
tests. 23 Congressional hearings am media attention generated increased 
involvement by psychologists am the American Psychological Association in 
public debates am in drafting guidelines for test construction am test 
use. 24 

In 1967, the Office of Science am Teclmology of the Executive Office 
of the President established a panel to examine the issue of privacy am 
behavioral research, am to propose guidelines for those engaged in behav­
ioral research. '!he panel defined the right to privacy as " •.. the right of 
the individual to decide for himself how much he will share with others his 
thoughts, his feelings, am the facts of his personal life. 1125 
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A critical question, then, is what info:nnation a test should try to 
obtain. In order to protect the privacy of the individual, psychologists 
maintain that the info:nnation must be relevant to the stated purpose of the 
test. 26 Most psychologists agree that, to ensure that an individual's right 
to privacy is not violated, " ... there must be valid psychological reasons 
for having the particular info:nnation sought in making the assessment. ,,27 

But even a valid psychological reason must be weighed along with social 
am ethical concerns to determine the appropriate balance between the indi­
vidual's right to privacy am the employer's right (or need) to choose 
employees who will not commit certain acts. Each of these competing inter­
ests must be analyzed. 

Publishers of paper-am-pencil integrity tests argue that applicants do 
not find taking the test to be offensive. In some cases, the evidence test 
publishers offer is based on responses to a test question (that is not 
scored) asking whether the resporrlent resented answering the questions. One 
study conducted by employees of an integrity test publishing conpany found 
that 82 percent of 224 job applicants who resporrled to an open-errled ques­
tion reported no objections to taking the pre-employment honesty test. In a 
conpanion study, 11 percent agreed that this type of questionnaire was an 
invasion of privacy, while 69 percent disagreed. 'Ihree percent resented 
being asked to answer such a questionnaire, while 78 percent did not. Five 
percent thought that administering this type of questionnaire reflects 
negatively on the conpany, while 82 percent thought that it did not. Unfor­
tunately, these results are not conclusive: one cannot rule out the possi­
bility that resporrlents who have an interest in "passing" the test am being 
hired are not entirely carrlid in their answers. 

Similar research has involved the reactions of a sample of college 
students, 84 percent of whom had work experience in industries where honesty 
tests were corrnnon, to taking a paper-am-pencil integrity test. '!his group 
was generally more strongly negative. Forty-two percent agreed, either 
strongly or somewhat, that such a test was an invasion of privacy, while 44 
percent disagreed. 'lWenty-six percent said that they would resent being 
asked to take such a test, while 49 percent said that they would not. 
'!hirty-three percent thought that administering this type of test reflected 
negatively on the conpany, while 43 percent thought that it did not. 28 

Although there is variation in what individuals consider personal, 
there are some questions that are generally regarded as invasive. '!here are 
also other questions about one's personal status that legally cannot be 
asked, either because they may have a discriminatory effect, e.g., prior 
arrests, or because the info:nnation is not considered relevant or reliable, 
e.g., religious affiliation. 

'!his leaves a large gray area into which some individuals may feel that 
some of the attitude am admissions questions asked on integrity tests fall, 
e.g., "do you always tell the tnIth?;" "hOW' rrany people do you like?;" "hOW' 
strong is your conscience?;" "do you ever feel guilty?;" "do you ever treat 
people unfairly?;" "do you think your conscience would bother you if you 
cheated someone who cheated you?;" "hOW' often do you blush?;" "hOW' often 
have you been so upset that you wanted to leave home?" In addition, 
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open-ended questions, e.g., "tell us what you dislike about yourself," that 
appear on some tests may also elicit infonnation that irxlividuals would not 
want to divulge. 

In pre-employment screening, the irxlividual' s right to privacy nrust be 
balanced against the employer's (am society's) need for employees who will 
not steal or otherwise be counter-productive. 29 If it were necessary to 
demonstrate this need in court, employers might be asked for evidence on the 
magnitude of the employee theft problem. Additionally, they might be asked 
if there were other teclmiques available to screen employees or to monitor 
workers that posed less of a threat to privacy. 

Pertlaps the central reason that the privacy debate is difficult to 
unravel is that although privacy is a fundamental value in our society, it 
is not well conceptualized am is difficult to define. 'lhree central as­
pects of privacy do recur, however, in regard to integrity testing. 

First, there is the notion that certain types of infonnation are inher­
ently private. Second is the concept of a boundary between the irxlividual 
am others; people should know the boundary between themselves am others 
am understarxl what infonnation is crossing it. 'lhe third conceptual issue 
is the responsibility of organizations with regard to personal infonnation. 

Are the test questions themselves invasive? Are they necessary to 
detennine whether a person is honest? Next, am perhaps most iInportant, is 
the interpretation of the answers. An applicant may believe that his or her 
answers to a question or series of questions is legitimate, but if the 
answers are then interpreted to make specific conclusions about propensity 
for future behavior, the applicant may feel that his or her privacy has been 
invaded. 

With regard to the use of am access to test answers, it may be useful 
to consider the code of fair infonnation practices developed in 1973 by an 
Advisory Conunittee to the Secretary of Health, Education, am Welfare on 
automated Personal Data Systems. 'lhese principles serve as the basis for 
infonnation privacy legislation, including the Fair Credit Reporting Act, 
the Privacy Act, the Financial Privacy Act, am the video Privacy Act. 'lhey 
are: 

* there nrust be no personal data recordkeeping system whose very 
existence is secret; 

* there nrust be a way for an individual to find out what infonnation 
about him or her is in a record am how it is used; 

* there nrust be a way for an individual to prevent infonnation about 
him or her that was obtained for one purpose from being used or 
made available for other purposes without his or her consent; 

* there nrust be a way for an individual to correct or amend a record 
of identifiable infonnation about him or her; am 

* any organization creating, maintaining, using, or disseminating 
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records of identifiable personal data must assure the reliability 
of the data for their interrled use am must take precautions to 
prevent misuses of the data. 30 

Confidentiality 

Although related to the right of the job applicant to decide what 
infonnation to disclose, confidentiality is distinguished in that it in­
volves the responsibilities of those to whom the applicant has disclosed 
infonnation. '!his entails restricting third party access to the infonnation 
am protecting the security of the infonnation from unauthorized access. 

'!he Equal Employment Opportunity Conunission's (EEOC) Uniform Guidelines 
on Employee Selection Procedures (29 CFR Part 1607.1) require an errployer to 
keep documentation, including the records of the component process, for 
selection procedures that may arguably have an adverse iIrpact. For this 
purpose, most errployers would be likely to retain infonnation on test re­
sul ts am copies of the tests themselves. EEOC general regulations also 
require an errployer to retain applications am supporting material for 6 
months; states often have similar requirements. Another EEOC regulation 
(Form 100, Employee Infonnation Report EID-1) requires employers to keep 
infonnation on race, sex, am ethnic background in a separate file from 
persormel records. '!here appear to be no legal restrictions on errployers 
retaining integrity test results, and/or copies of the tests themselves, in 
an errployee's persormel file. 31 Some reviewers have expressed concern that 
extensive files on individuals' minor offenses (gleaned from test answers) 
could be kept in centralized databanks. 

with respect to third-party access to infonnation, the Starxiards for 
Educational am Psychological Testing state that: 

Test results identified by the names of individual test takers 
should not be released to any person or institution without the in­
fonned consent of the test taker or an authorized representative 
unless otherwise required by law. Scores of individuals identified 
by name should be made available only to those with a legitimate, 
professional interest in particular cases. 32 

'!he Model Guidelines of the Association of Persormel Test Publishers suggest 
that test publishers be consistent with this starxlard, i.e., that the em­
ployer (test user) has an obligation to maintain the confidentiality of the 
test answers, am that the test results cannot be provided to a third party 
without the applicant's written permission. However, this policy may not 
always be cormnunicated to those responsible for administering the test or to 
test applicants. A review of several guides or manuals for test administra­
tors revealed that confidentiality policies were not stated for the test 
administrator. A review of the applicant agreement forms on several tests 
indicates that some include a statement that test results will not be re­
vealed without the permission of the applicant, while others do not. Addi­
tionally, there may be no review or audit to ensure that these general 
policies are being complied with by test users. 
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InterJiews with several test publishers revealed that what happens to 
the completed test booklet depends on how it was scored. If the test was 
mailed to the test publisher for scorin;J, then the test publisher kept the 
booklet. If it was scored ,by the test user, then the booklet was kept by 
them. It is not known whether test results or test booklets become part of 
an employee's personnel record. 

Related to the question of third-party aocess to test results is the 
issue of non-authorized access to those results. 'Ibis involves safeguards 
for the security of test results, especially while bein;J communicated thor­
ough online teleconnnunication linkages an::l stored in computerized databases. 
'!be Standards for Educational an::l Psychological Testing state that: 

Test data maintained in data files should be adequately pro­
tected from iInproper disclosure. Use of time-sharin;J networks, 
data banks, an::l other electronic data processing systems should 
be restricted to situations in which confidentiality can be 
reasonably assured. 33 

Some integrity test publishers do maintain computerized databases with 
infonnation on tests that have been administered. In most cases this infor­
mation is kept for research purposes. In all cases the infonnation is 
retrievable by an individual identifier -- in some cases not by name, but by 
social security number. 

'!hus, with respect to third-party access to test results an::l security 
of test administration an::l results, it appears that appropriate standards 
exist for integrity test publishers an::l test users. However, the extent of 
adherence to these stan::lards is unknown an::l there is no mechanism to enforce 
compliance. 

INFORMED CX>NSENl' 

Basic to the notion of the fai:rness of a test or test procedures is the 
principle that the individual should give his or her info:rmed consent to the 
test. A critical question is what the individual needs to consent to in 
order for there to be info:rmed consent. Stan::lard 16.1 of the Standards for 
Educational an::l Psychological Testing, which established a a general policy 
of requiring info:rmed consent, exempts those situations in which " ... 
consent is clearly iInplied (e.g., application for employment or educational 
admissions) . ,,34 '!his exemption assumes a broad concept of "iInplied con­
sent. " One testing expert argues that the individual "... should certainly 
be info:rmed about the purpose of the testin;J, the kinds of data sought, an::l 
the use that will be made of the scores. ,,35 She recognizes that in order 
for the test to be effective, the individual should not know the ways in 
which responses to specific test items will be interpreted, or be shown test 
items in advance: 

... if an examinee is told in advance that a self-report inventory 
will be scored with a dominance scale, his or her responses are 
likely to be influenced by stereotyped (an::l often erroneous) ideas 
he or she may have about this trait, or by a false or distorted 
self-concept. 36 
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Broadly consistent with this advice, the integrity test p.1blishers 
expect test users to inform. applicants al::xJut the test ard its role in the 
hirirg decision. 37 Not as consistent are sane test instructions, which tell 
employers that joo awlicants are to be told that the purpose of the test is 
to gather infonration on various personal qualifications, attitudes, opin­
ions, ard bac.kgrourrl. 

A related question is whether the irrlividual has a choice in whether or 
not to take the test. Although taking the test is technically voluntary, it 
is probable for lTOSt pre-ernployment screeniI"gs that, if an ar:plicant refuses 
to take an integrity test, his or her chanoes of getti.n;J that job are sig­
nificantl y reduced. 

'!his rep::>rt has cha11e.Il.:1ed same of the basic premises urrlerlyin;J the 
use of integrity tests in the workplace. In particular, orA fourrl that 
integrity testing is based on the belief that workplace behavior is deter­
mined largely by irrlividual attributes. HCMeVer, same researchers corx::erned 
with management's interest in limiti.n;J workplace c:ounterproductivity suggest 
a broader view: "It is critical for supervisors to appreciate the complex 
interrelationship between theft ard other forms of non-larcenous counterpro­
ductive behavior at work. ... 'Ihe factors that influence theft are often 
the sa:rtlE! which generate other manifestations of c:ounterprcductive activity . 
... '!his means that theft and dishonesty are management prOOlems, not solely 
the concerns of security or law enforcement personnel. 1138" 

If these and other social scientists are correct, an::l dishonest behav­
ior is largely influenced by workplace envirornnents, then predictive validi­
ty studies that do not account explicitly for interactions between irrlividu­
al behaviors and envirornnental factors are an inadequate basis for assessin:) 
the utility of integrity tests. While business managers are of course free 
to make decisions based on any information, they may wish to press test 
verriors to clarify the limitations of the available research. 

An issue that orA did not address is whether pre-errployrrent screeni..rg 
in general, an::l integrity tests in particular, are more efficient than 
increased investments in detection and security. More research would be 
required to address this question, which is primarily of interest to busi­
ness establishrrents weighinJ their options. 39 

To the extent that problems of cost and. relative effectiveness primari­
ly affect private business decisions and. prcrluctivity, they are not neces­
sarily public p:>licy matters. Presumably, fims considerin:) investments in 
various alternatives would weigh their costs and. benefits. But it is the 
Government I S role to stay aware of the social consequences of business 
decisions, and to share information on the p::1tential risks and benefits of 
various nechanisms narketed as productivity-enhancin:) tools. C1I'A believes 
that the potentially hannful effects of systematic misclassification, :p::ssi­
ble inpacts on protected groups, and privacy implications of integrity tests 
canbine to warrant further governmental attention. 

****** 
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1 As one group of researchers has noted: "'Ibis is a rapid! y charl:Jirg 
business." P. sackett, L. Burris, an:i C. callahan, "Integrity Testing for 
Personnel Selection: An Up:ia.te," Personnel Psychology, voL 42, 1989, W. 
491-528. 

2 A=rding to Sackett et al. (mid. ), these tests include the Person­
nel Selection Inventory (lorrlon House), the Tnlstworthiness Attitude sw:vey 
(Psychology surveys Corp.), Pre-enp1oyrnent: q:>inion survey (P.O.s. Corp.), 
the Reid RepOrt (Reid Psychological systems), the Stanton survey (Stanton 
Corp.), TrueI'est (Intergram, Inc.), and the fbase II Profile. 

3 Sackett et al. (ibid.) include in the category of "persona.lity­
based" tests the Employrrent Productivity Irrlex (I..on:ion House), the ~ 
Personnel Selection Series (National Ccttp..lter Bystens), the POI EIrployment 
Inventory (Persormel Decisions, Inc.), ani the Personnel Reaction Blank 
(cansulting Psychologists Press). 

4 'These questions are taken from the Administrator's Guide to a lead­
ing integrity test (narre withheld for =nfidentiality) . 

5 'Ihese items are cited as examples by sackett et al., ope cit. I 
footnote I, p. 493. 

6 Richard Holli.n;Jer, Dishonesty in the Workplace: A Manaaer's Guide 
to Preventirg Employee 'Iheft (Park Ridge, IL: lDrrlon House Press, 1989). 

7 See ibid., am Richard c. Hollinger, Crilles Against Business: 
Background. Firrlings. and ReccKtmErrlations (New York, NY: American Manage­
nent Asscciation, 1977). See also National Institute of laW Enforcerrent arrl 
CriJninal Justice, law Enforcement Assistance Administration, IISl..rrr1mary OVer­
view of the state of the Art Regardirg Infonnation Gatheri.rg Techniques an:l 
LeVel of KnGlle::lge in nrree Areas Concernirg' Crirres Against Business, II draft 
report, March 1977. 

8 HCMeVer, there is no p..lblished court case to date in 'iNhich integrity 
testi.rg was entered as a defense against a negligent hiring claim; am the 
fact that the tests are not inten:ied as predictors of violent or hazardous 
behavior makes their usefulness in negligent hirirg cases questionable. 

9 orA is not aware of research that fornall y addresses the cost-effec­
tiveness of integrity tests. SUch research could shed light on intJortant 
issues, such as comparisons of the direct am in::lirect costs of integrity 
tests an:l other pre-errploym:mt selection tools necessary to achieve a de­
fined level of theft reduction or decrease in oounterproductivity. Similar­
ly, research catparing the oosts of integrity testing to nontest-based 
methcds, includi.n::J interviews, credit checks, am ex post detection of 
counterproductive behavior, could be infornative. For general discussion of 
cost-effectiveness 10CXiels (although not with specific reference to personnel 
testing) see Heru:y Levin, Cost Effectiveness: A Prirrer (Beverly Hills, CA: 
sage Publications, 1983). 

10 Various sutVeys corxlucted between 1982 an:l 1989 provide only 
sketdly data on treros in the use of integrity tests by firns. '!he number 
of available tests, h~er, does seem to have grown. See R. Michael 
O'Bannon, Li.rrla A. Gold.i.n;Jer, am Gavin S. AWlyby, Honesty am Integrity 
'I'eSti.ncJ: A Practical Guide (Atlanta, GA.: Applied Information ResoUrces, 
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1989), pp. 2-8. On the growth of integrity test use in the wake of the ban 
on polygra};b testin:J, see also Sackett et aI., q>. cit., fc:x:Jtnote 1, W. 
491, 492, 496-498. 

11 One social psychologist argues that the real problem is that " ... 
the =nstruct actually measured [by integrity tests] is either attitudes 
toward theft or self-rep:>l:ted illicit activities [arxi that it requires] a 
substantial leap of faith to label such responses as proba.tive of their 
future honesty am dishonesty." Leonard Saxe, liThe Social Significance of 
lNin:J," paper presented to the American PsydlOlcqical Association, Bc:lston, 
MA, AUQUSt 1990. 

1.2 A distinction can be drawn between prediction arrl neasurerrent error 
in tests, which is largely a psychcrnetric problem, arxi errors in classifica­
tion ani hiring of job applicants, which is a problem in the way test infer­
ences are translated into personnel decisions. 'Ihese issues are discussed 
in greater detail in the Firrlings section of this chapter as well as in 
~ent chapters of this report. 

3 Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote 1~ arrl O'B3nnon, et al., op. 
cit., footnote 10. 

14 J. Mitchell (ed.), '!he Ninth Mental Measurements Yearbook (Lincoln, 
NE: '!he Buras Institute of Mental Measurements, University of Nebraska­
Lincoln, 1985); J. Conoley and J. Kramer (eds.) , '!he Tenth Mental Measure­
ments yea.rtx:xJk (Li.no:Jln, NE: nIe Buras Institute of Mental Measurements, 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 1989); arrl J. Keyser, arrl R. SWeetland 
(eds.), Test Critiques (Kansas City, MJ: Test Corporation of AIoorica, 
1987) • 

15 Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote l. 
16 Dr. Robert Guion, personal cornnumication, August 1990. 
17 James L. OUttz, "'!he Validity an:l Reliability of Integrity Tests, II 

orA oontractor report, Nov. 27, 1989. '!his report contains proprietary 
info:rmation nade available by test publishers on the corrlition it not be 
made PJblic; the repJrt is therefore not available. 

18 See, for example, 'Ihe. National Ccmnission on Testi.n;J arx:l Public 
Policy, From Gatekeeper to Gateway: Transformim Testing in America (01est­
nut Hill, MA: 1990). 

19 '!he studies orA reviewe::l fourxl that fran 2 to 10 percent of employ­
ees hired. were later foun:l to conun.it theft. See ch. 2. 

20 Fstilnates of the l1l.IlTi:>ers of persons misidentified vary depen.::lin;J on 
the "base ratell of theft, i.e., the true prevalence of theft. 

21 Predictive studies only (arrl not col1CllIT"el1t validity studies), as 
reported by Sackett et aI" q:>. cit., footnote 1. orA was provided with 
numerous unpublished studies usin';J a broad rarqe of counterprcducti ve behav­
iors as criteria, but was asked. not to rep::>rt the results of any specific 
studies. 'Iherefore, orA used the reports provide:l to analyze the meth.crlolo­
gy used by test publishers to corrluct such studies, an:l relied on Sackett's 
published article for specific results. See ch. 2 of this Rep:>rt. for a 
fuller aa::ountin:.J of these studies. 

22 In a properly specified lTIlltiple regression IOCldel, these results 
would translate to a range of 3 to 38 perc:ent of the observed variance. in 
counterprcrluctive behaviors predictable fran the test scores. 

23 CIt scores can vary considerably deperx:li.nq on the test lll'rler con­
sideration, characteristics of the workplace arrl desires of the client, the 
size of the applicant pool at any particular time, arx:l other factors. For 
discussion of problems related to setti.nq of cut scores in general, see, 
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e.g., National Ccmni.ssion on Testirg ani Public Policy, op. cit., footnote 
18. 

24 Sackett et al., op. cit., footnote 1, p. 522. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Alexarrlra Wigdor, ~l canmunication, July 1990. 
27 In this context it is useful to consider the controversy over the 

use of IQ tests, which turns in part on the degree to which general intelli­
gence. is as5I..BlleCl to be innate. See, for example, M. Snyde:rm:m arrl S. 
Rothman, '!he IO Controversy: 'the Media an::l Public Policy (New Brunswick, 
NJ: Transaction I3cx)ks, 1988); H. Gardner, FraIres of Mini (New York, NY: 
Basic Books, 1983); an:l R. Sternbel:g, ']he Triarchic Mirrl (New York, NY: 
viJdnq 1988). 

28 In fact, if on the first test the irrlividual lied about prior 
theft, then his or her repentance COJld cx:>neeivably lead to tnIthful disclo­
sure on the secorrl test -- an:l to a lCMer score. 

29 '!his outcatre depen;:is on the extent to which a single test is usOO 
for classification and/or the degree of correlation among different tests. 
'Ihe absence of c:cxrparative studies to determine haN well different tests 
perform is a major deficiency of the researd1 literature. Dr. Robert Guion, 
personal o::mmmication, August 1990. 

30 s. Messick, 'rvalidity,1I Educational Measurement, R. L:i.rm (ed.), 3m 
ed. (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1989), p. 87. Messick's essay addresses the 
ilTIportance of values in testi.n;J generally - it does not focus on integrity 
testing. 

Chapter 1: INI'EGRI'l'Y TESTING FOR PRE-E!IPI.OYMENl' SCREENIN3 l\Nll SEI.>lal'ION: 
~ 

1 For the history of personality testing in i.rrlustry, see Robert 
Ho;Jan, BrUce N. aupenter, Step1en R. Briggs, an::l Robert O. Hansson, IlPer­
sonality Assessment ani Personnel Selection, II Personality Assessment in 
Organization, John Bernardin arrl David A. Bownas (e:ls.) (New- York, NY: 
Praeger, 1985); an::l Robert Perlaff, James A. Craft, arrl Evelyn Perlaff, 
I1Testing arrl In:iustrial Application," Ha.n::fu:xJk of Psychological AssesSIOOnt I 
Gerald Goldstein an::l Michel Hersen (e:1s.) (New York, NY: Pergarron Press, 
1984). For a m:dern critique of assessment based on traditional tests of 
intelligence, see Robert Sternberg, Ihe Triarchic Mind (New York, NY: 
viking Penguin, 1988). A thorough analysis of the use of the General Apti­
tude Test Battery in errployrnent can be found in Jalm Hartigan and Alexandra 
wigdor (eds.) I Fairness in Employment Testiro (Wash.i.rgton, oc: Nationa.l 
Academy Press, 1989). 

2 Arme Anastasi, 1I'lhe Use of Personal Assessment in Industry: Methoo­
ological ani Int:eIpretive Problems, II Personality Assessment in Organiza­
tions, H. John Bernardin ani David A. BcMlaS (eds.) (New York, NY: Praeger, 
1985)( p. 2. 

j For a revie;v an::l discussion of biological tests designed to screen 
job applicants with relatively high vulnerabilities to various workplace 
health hazards, see D:>rothy Nelkin ani laurence Tancre:ii, Clal):Jerous Diagnos­
tics: 'Ihe Sooial PcMer of Bio!cgica1 Infonnation (New York, NY: Basic 
Books, Inc., 1989). 

4 'lhe U.S. Olarnber of ecxnmerce, for exanple, estimates that " ... 
approximately 30 percent of the h.lsiness failures that occur each year are 
precipitated or related in some way to employee dishonesty. II 01amber of 
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CCImnerce of the United states, A Han::ll:xXlk of White Collar Cr:Une (Washin:jton, 
DC: 1974). orA did not indepen:lently analyze these or other data regardirq 
theft arrl counterprcrluctivity levels in u.s. firms, arrl cannot assess the 
claim that the U.S. prcrluctivity grcMth slCY.\down might be arrested or re­
versed through the irrpl~tation of strategies designed to reduce theft in 
the 'WOrkplace. For a recent analysis of productivity growth ani ccmparison 
with other countries see, for exanple, William J. Baurrol, SUe Anne Batey 
Blackman, ani Edward N. Wolff, Prcx:luctivity and American leadership: ihe 
I.on:t View (cambrid;Je, MA: 'Ihe MIT Press, 1989). 

5 Prevalence refers to the proportion of employees irwol ved in theft 
or other behaviors, while incidence refers to the numI:er of tiloos theft 
occurs in a given tim::! period. 'lhese are the definitions adopted by 
Hollin;}er. See Richard C. Hollinger, Dishonesty in the Workplace: A Manag­
er's Guide to Preventirg Employee '!heft (Park Ridge, IL: Lon:ion House 
Press, 1989), p. 13. 

6 Ibid., p. 6. 
7 See National InstibIte of law Enfo:rcemant ani Criminal Justice, law 

Enforcerrent Assistance Administration, IlSUmmaIy oven-iew of the state of the 
Art Regardi.n;J Information Ga:thering TecJmiques and Level of ~ledge in 
three Areas Concerning Crimes Against Business, II draft report, March 1977; 
ani American Management Association, Crimes Against Business: Backgrourrl. 
Fi.rrli.rqs. an::1 Recommen:ia.tions (Ne'W York, NY: 1977). 

8 'Ibis figure could be an urrlerestimate, however, if dishonest employ­
ee behavior contributes to other crilres such as kickbacksjbribery ($3.5 to 
$10 billion), embezzlenent ($4 billion), and. securities theft/fraud ($5 
billion); but it could also be tcxJ large, if some so-called employee theft 
is the result of clerical or billin';J errors, shopliftin';J, or incorrect 
inventory control. 

9 1. Shepard and. R. DJston, 'Ihieves at Work: An EmPlover's Guide to 
Cornte.tinq Workplace Dishonesty (Washington, oc: Blreau of National Affairs, 
1988). Cited in Holli.njer, op. cit., footnote 5, p. 7. 

10 Richard C. Hollinger am Jdm P. Clark, '!heft by Employees 
(I.exin:jton, MA: Lexington Books/D.C. Heath am Co., 1983). Originally 

published as Richard C. Hollin;Jer and. John P. Clark, 'Iheft by Employees in 
Work Organizations, (Washin:]ton, oc: u.S. Department of Justice, National 
Institute of Justice, September 1983). An up:late with c:ammentary has been 
authored by Hollin';Jer (workbook author) an::1 John Jones (series editor) as 
Dishonesty in the Workplace: A Manager's Guide to Preventiw Th!ployee 'Iheft 
(Park Rid:Je, IL: I.on:lon House Press, 1989). For other studies of theft, 
see, for example Terry L. Batnner and. Dennis P. Rosenbatnn, Combatin::J Retail 
'Iheft: Programs and strategies (Boston, MA: Bitterworth Publishers, 1984), 
ch. 2, which concluded that losses in retail stores due to internal sources 
were over $8 billion for 1980, while losses attributable to custc.rrer shop­
liftin';J were al:x:lut $3.7 billion. A recent study of small businesses in New 
York city concluded that crirre cost them llDre than $1 billion a year, and. 
that the IOClSt common types of crilres are break-ins, varrlalisrn, auto arrl 
truck theft arrl break-ins, arrl shopliftin';J: the study, 1ISm3.11 Business, Big 
Problems, II was done. by Interface, a p..1b1ic p:::llicy research organization, as 
reported in Dennis Hevesi, "CriIre is Costin';J Small Businesses $1 Billion a 
Year, a Study ~," New- York Times, May 15, 1989. 

11 other recent studies tend to confirm the significance of workplace 
theft in specific in::lustries: for example, it was fourxl that internal 
theft, arrl not shoplifti.n:J, was the lead.i.n:J cause of retail losses, arrl FBI 
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statistics on bank losses point to the significant iltplcts of employee 
dishonesty. See W. Zierden, "staterrent of the Cllamber of ccmnerce of the 
United states on the Polygraph in the Workplace," test:iJocmy before the 
Senate Committee on labor arrl Ht.mffi1 Resources, June 19, 1987 ~ arrl American 
Bankers Association, 1988 APA Bank Insurance SUrvey (Was.hi.n;rton, OC: 1988). 

" 

12 Hollirger, cp. cit., footnote 5, p. 34. 
13 Ibid., p. 2l. 
14 Ibid., p. 23. 
15 nus issue is discussed in greater detail below. 
16 Hollirger, op. cit., footnote 5, p. 35. 
17 Ibid., p. 41. 
18 Accordirq to lIo11irqer (ibid.). pre-errployrrent integrity testirq is 
perhaps the sirgle most ilrportant step that an organization can take 

" (p.41), but the author also notes that II... perhaps the sirgle most 
effective tool in reducing employee theft is for supervisory personnel to 
set a good exarrple ...• 1I(p.42). orA did not assess the cx:uparative advan­
tages of these basic approaches, but notes that if they were foun:l to be 
equally effective, then a CClItplrison of their social an::l private costs would 
be an il11portant criterion in decidirg whether to ilnplenent them. An equally 
important question is whether the use. of tests enhances or detracts from 
management's efforts at creatirg a prcxiucti ve eIWironroont. 

19 Ibid., p. 33. 
20 Ibid., p. 24. 
21 Richard C. Hollin:)er am Jdm P. Clark, "Deterrence in the 

Workplace: Perceived Severity, Perceived certainty, ani Enployee '!heft, II 
Social Forces, vol. 62, 1983, pp. 398-418. This is illustrated by an exam­
ple from the shoe department of a rrajor department store: "'!he lead.in:j 
salesman of the group was allava:l to freely steal from the store as a reward 
for rnakirg his supervisor's sales statistics look gocx:i .•• Poor sales:rren 
were turned in to store security personnel for relatively minor instances of 
pilferage. II See Holli.rger, cp. cit., fcx:>tnote 5, p. 35. For an enlighten­
in:J discussion of the potentially p::>Sitive effects on workplace rrorale ani 
organizational prcrluctivity of certain behaviors that a~ deviant, see M. 
[alton, "'!he Interlc:x::ki.rg of Official ani unofficial Reward," '!he Scx::iolcgy 
of organizations, o. Grusky ani G. Miller (eds.) (New York, NY: '!he Free 
Press, 1981), pp. 324-346. 

22 Michael Silver, "Neqligent Hirin:J Clallrs Take Off," .AB,l>. Journal, 
vol. 73, May 1, 1987, pp. 72-78. 

23 For a review of these issues see Mark Minuti, "employer Liability 
Uooer the D:x:trine of Negligent Hiri.rg: S'ugg'ested Methods for Avoidi.rg the 
Hiri.rg of Dal""Y;Jerous Employees," Delaware Journal of Corporate LaW, vol. 13, 
No.2, sprin:J 1988, pp. 501-532; ani SUe Walker, IINeqligent Hiri.rg: Enploy­
er's Liability for Acts of an Enployee," '!he American Journal of Trial 
Advocacy, vol. 7, No.3, Sl.Irt1m9r 1984, pp. 603-610. 

24 For a discussion of issues regardi.rg access to criminal history 
records, see U.S. Congress, Office of Tec:hnolcxy Assessn¥;mt, An Assessn¥;mt 
of Alternatives for a National Cong?uterize:l criminal Histmy System, 
arA~-161 (Washi.rqton, oc: U.S. Governrrent Printi.rg Office, october 
1982). 

25 For discussion, see "Enployment Testi.rg," in U.S. Congress, Office 
of Tec:hnolexnr Assessnent, Medical Testirq ani Health Insurance, 0l'A-H-384 
(Washl..rgton, OC: U.S. Goverrnnent Printi.n;J Office, August 1988), ch.3. 
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26 Accordi.rg to Sackett et al. (P. Sackett, L. Burris, am. c. 
callahan, "Integrity Testirg for Personnel Selection: An Up:late," Personnel 
Psycholooy, vol. 42, 1989), these tests include the Personnel Selection 
Inventory (lDrrlon House), the Trustworthiness Attitude Survey (Psychology 
Surveys Cbl:p.) , Pre-e!Il>loyment Opinion Survey (P.D.S. Cbl:p.) , the Reid 
Report (Reid PsycholCXjical ~), the stanton Survey (stanton Cbl:p.) , 
TrueTest (Integram, Inc.), and the R1ase II Profile. 

27 '!hese questions are based on existirg test questions foun:l in a 
variety of integrity tests examined by OI"A. '!he questions have been changed 
slightly to avoid proprietary disclosures. 

28 'Ihis section is based in part on Mark Kel.ma.n, "A General F'raITework 
for Evaluatirg Classification Errors, With Special Reference to Integrity 
Testirg." OI'A contractor report, June 26, 1990. 

29 leonard Saxe, "Ihe Social Significance of Lyin;J, II paper presented 
to the A:rrerican Psychological Association, Boston, MA, August 1990, p. 14. 

30 See, for example, 1. Azjen, "Attitudes, Traits, arxl Actions: 
Disp:lSitional Prediction of Behavior in Personality and Social Psychology," 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, vol. 20, 1987, pp. 1063. 'Ihis 
article reflects a strorger position on the role of attitude arrl intention 
from that taken in an earlier work. See I. Azjen arrl M. Fishbein, IIAtti­
tude-Behavior Relations: A 'Iheoretical Analysis an::l Review of Empirical 
Research," Psychological Bulletin, vol. 84, 1977, pp. 888-918. 

31 orA did not assess the extent to which attitude questions on integ­
rity tests would be considered as questions of "intent," arrl fOlllrl no re­
search that addresse::l this issue specifically. 

32 On the reliability of admissions data, see Sackett et al., op. 
cit., footnote 26, pp. 517-519. In this context it is 'WOrth notirg that 
although ~ predictors of criminality might be nore accurate than person­
ality-base:i ones - see, for example, Herbert Packer, 'Ihe Limits of the 
Criminal Sanction (Stanford, CA: stanford University, 1968) - they are not 
necessarily admissible as criteria for selection: in other words, predic­
tive validity is not the sole criterion for determini.n;J the uses of screen­
i.n;J instnnnents. See e.g., Kelman, op. cit., footnote 31; or Nelkin arrl 
Tancredi, op. cit., footnote 3. 

33 See, for exanple, R. carson, "Personality," Annual Review of Psy­
cholooy, vol. 40, 1989, pp. 227-248. carson cites W. Mischel, who is one of 
the psycholo:Jists most clearly identified with a situationist perspective, 
as havi.n;J adopted over the years a lOClre interactionist perspective. In this 
view, traits are taken as ..... con::litional probabilities that a particular 
action will be evoked by a particular envirornnental state." See Wright ani 
Mischel, 1987, cited in carson. See also W. Mischel, Personality and Mea­
surement (New York, NY: John Wiley, 1968); arrl his lOClre recent article, 
"Toward a Cognitive Scx:::ial I..ean1i.rg Reconceptualization of Personality," 
Psychological Review, vol. 80, 1973, pp. 252-283. For different view(Xlints 
that have ar:peared in the literature, see also D. Ben1 an:! D. Fu:rrler, "Pre­
dictirg More of the People More of the Tilne: Assessirg the Personality of 
Situations," Psychological Review, vol. 85, No.6, November 1978, W. 
485-501; there the authors write that "... the recent debate [over the 
interaction of trait arrl situation] a~ l1CM to have evolved into a 
psycholcqica1ly interestirg variance in behavior ... " (pp. 485-486). 

34 'Ihe work of H. HartshOD'le arrl M. May, Studies in the Nature of 
O1aracter (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1928) was seminal. More recently, P. 
Ekman, Why Kids Lie: How Parents can Encourage Truthfulness (New York, NY: 
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Olarles Scribner's Sons, 1989) suggests that personality matters :rrore than 
previously believed. Saxe hcwever, notes that Ekman's critique of the 
Hartshorne am May ""I"k, on the groun:ls that tbey ''Irade it too easy to 
cheat, II serves to reinforce the situational explanation (op. cit., footnote 
28, p. 9). 

35 Jalm Jones, IoOOon House, personal ccmtR.lIli.cation, July 1990. 
36 Ibid. 
37 R. Michael O'Bannon, Lin:1a A. Goldin:;Jer, ani Gavin S. Awleby, 

Honesty am Integrity Testirg: A Practical Guide (Atlanta, GA: lIWlied 
Infonnation Resources, 1989); arrl Sackett et al., ope cit., footnote 26. 

38 See, for example, H. Heneman, D. Schwab, J. Fossum, ani L. Dyer, 
Personnel/HUrnan Resa.lrce Manage:m:mt (Harewocd, IL: Ir:win, 1989), p. 338, 
where honesty tests are si.rqled out as a separate category from ''work sample 
tests, II "personality am interest tests, 11 etc. 

39 Q'Bannon et al., ope cit., footnote 38. See. also Sackett et al., 
cp. cit., footnote 26, whose revieN of research on validity emits studies 
based on several personality tests knc:Mn to be used in personnel selection. 

40 See B. Bolton, review- of the Inwald Personality Inventory, in J. 
Mitchell (ed.), llie Ninth Mental Measurements yeartxJok (Lincoln, NE: Buras 
Institute of Mental :Mea.surerra1ts, university of Nebraska-Lincoln, 1985), W. 
711-714. 

41 Robin Inwald, personal CXJll1ll1l.lI1ication, 1990. Note also that this 
test was n:rt included. in the review by Sackett et ale (possibly because its 
use is limited to a si..rgle employment setti..rg, namely enforcement arxi secu­
rity), nor in the review by Q'B3.nnon et al. (op. cit., footnote 38). It is 
inclOOed as an "inter}:::ersonal skills arrl attitudes" test urxier the broader 
category of "EUsiness arxi Irdustry" tests in Test Critiques. J. Keyser arrl 
R. SWee.tlarrl (eds.) , Tests Critiques (Kansas City, MJ: Test Corporation of 
Alrerica, 1987). 

42 Anne Anastasi, Psycholcqical Testing, 6th ed. (New York, NY: 
Macmillan, 1988), pp. 523. 

43 Henerran et al., op. cit., footnote 39, p. 336. 
44 For honesty tests to be useful in assignirg irrlividuals to jobs, 

one would have to assume that some jobs (or same employers) have less need 
for honest 'WOrkers. To illustrate this point, supp:::>Se one's interest in 
classical music suggested a poor match for work in a video arcade; it would 
not necessarily rule out work in a concert hall. But one's "high risk of 
committin:;J theft" would likely be urrlesirable in any jab, which suggests why 
misclassification fram honesty tests may be especially troublirq. See ch. 3 
for ~ion. 

45 One source of controversy is the fact validity of these scales, 
which closely resembles honesty tests. A=rdirq to Dr. Robert M. Gordon 
(Institute for Advanced Psycholcqical Traini..rg, AllentcMn, PA), an expert on 

MMPI research and practice, when peq::lle apply for jobs they are particularly 
defensive about their faults, arxi have a strong incentive to fake their 
answers. While tnrthfull y reportin:;J an occasional iImooral act would result 
in a lCM (i.e., good) score on the "V' (lie) scale, it would sh.cM up on the 
"ASP"iantisocial practices) scale as an irrlicator of immorality. 

6 S.R. Hathaway, J.C. McKinley, an:l James Butcher, MMPI-2: Minnesota 
MultiI:ilasic Personality Inventory-2 - User's Guide (Minneapolis, MN: 
National CCX\p.Iter systems, Inc., 1989), p. 1 (italics added). 'Ibis caveat 
is mentioned. in a section entitled "Clinical Testin:;J in Personnel Selection, 
An Invasion of Privacy?" an:l points to one of the public policy problems of 
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concenl in this report (see ch. 3). Note that the invasion of privacy issue 
seems to persist despite extensive revisions of the original MMPI, an:l 
deletion of particularly offensive questions. 

47 Althexlgh the MMPI detoonstrates extremely low rates of false posi­
tive error (less than 1 percent of persons ...mo are diagnosed by the test as 
ill are in fact free of the psydlopathology(ies) of interest), it continues 
to suffer frcxn what might be an unacceptably high rate of false negatives. 
'!his represents an inversion of the kim of public policy problem that 
arises because of false positive errors of i.nt.e:Jrity tests: false negative 
errors with MMPI can lead to the mistaken hirin:J of irrlividuals who are not 
psydlolcqically suited for dan:Jerous or sensitive jobs. (DrA is grateful to 
Dr. Rebert M. Gordon, for bringing these matters up in a personal ccmtl.l11ica­
tion to orA.) 

48 'Ihe IPI ani 16-PF are CClpyrighted, but are not as closely held as 
integrity tests. 

49 'Ihe original developers of the :rflPI may have made little :rtoney, but 
spawned a generation of high-quality psycholcqical researdl; in:iee:i, much of 
the research was devote:l to the detection ani weedirg out of flaws in the 
test instrument. Sone 10l'Yj-time users an:l advocates of the MMPI have ex­
pressed their dismay over the recent ccmnercialization of the revised ver­
sion of that test, an:l its direct marketing as a persormel selection device. 
Integrity test publishers, on the other hard, believe that innovations and 
brprovernents in their tests are furthered, not impeded, by the p:Jtential for 
financial reward; and that ultimately ooth the prcduc:ers and consumers of 
integrity tests are better off in this arrcmgement, because publishers 
assume: responsibility for the psychological interpretation of their tests 
(based on an interview with John W. Jones, loman House, June 26, 1990). 

OI'A did not analyze these issues in full. '!he American Psychological Asso­
ciation has recently createrl a task force to look into various aspects of 
corrmercialization in psychological research, and its firrli.n;Js will urrloubt­
edly be useful to policyrnakers. 

50 Lirrla Goldi.n;Jer, personal ccmmmication, 1990. 
51 Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote 26, p. 523. 
52 For continuous score distributions to yield rneanirgful inferences 

about differences in risk level aJTK)Tq applicants with different scores, 
additional infonnation is required (the starrlard error of tnea.suren¥:!J1t). But 
this infonnation is rarely given and even rrore rarely un:ierstocxi by 
nonpsychologists or psycholcx:J"ists without adequate trainirg in statistics. 

- 53 See Association of Personnel Test Publishers, Medel Guidelines for 
Preemployment Integrity Testing Pro:rrams, 1st ed. (Washin:Jton, OC: 1990). 

Chapter 2: IN1'EGRITY TEST VALIDITY: CXHE'l'B AND EI7IIlEIO 

1 S. Messick, lI'!he Once and FUture Issues of Validity: Assessi.n;J the 
Meaning and Consequences of Measurerrent, II Test Validity, H. Wainer and H. 
Braun, (eels.) (Hillsdale, NJ: lawrence Erlbaurn Asscx:::iates, 1988), p. 33. 
See also American Psychological Asscx:::iation, starxiards for Educational and 
~logical Testing (Washirqton. DC: 1985). 

L. Cronbach., "Five Perspectives on Validity Argument," in Wainer and 
Braun, cp. cit., footnote 1, p. 4. Cronbach re:mirrls test validators of the 
ilnportance of what Messick calls "oonsequential ll validity: "Tests that 
iJrpinge on the rights and life chances of in::lividuals are inherently disput­
able .,. the bottan line is that validators have an obligation to review 
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whether a practice has awropriate consequences for in::lividuals an:l institu­
tions, am. especially to guard against adverse consequerx::es." See also S. 
Messick, ''Test Validation ani the Ethics of Assessment," American Psycholo­
gist, vol. 35, 1980, pp. 1012-1027. 

3 lilt might also be pointed out tbat the use of any given test may 
have as many validities as there are inferences to be drawn fram the scores. 
An irrt.e:;Jrity test mayor may not have llDlrn validity for inferences a1:x:lut heM 
generally honest a person is, arxi it mayor may nat have much validity for 
inferences about fub.lre courrt:erproductive behavior on a specific joo, but 
these are not interc.hargeable. II Dr. RoI::>ert Guion, personal ccmnunication, 
AUgUSt 1990. 

4 Cronbach, cp. cit. I footnote 2, p. 4. 
5 Classification of the various approaches to validity has evolved. 

[).]ring the 19405 arxi 19505 predictive am concurrent validity were consid­
ered separate aspects (or types) of validity, an;:! were later combined un:ler 
the single headirg of "criterion-relatedll validity. For discussion, see W. 
ArgOff, ''Validity: An Evolving Concept," in wainer arrl Braun, cp. cit., 
footnote 1, pp. 19-32. 

6 Marlene E. Henerson, Lynn L. furris, an:l carol T. Fitz~ibbon, HaY 
to Measure Attitudes (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1978) I p. 135. 

7 Ibid., p. 140. 
8 Dr. Robert Guion, personal corrm..mication, AugUst 1990. 
9 AnJoff, cp. cit., footnote 5, p. 2l. 
10 Messick, in Wainer an.:i Braun, cp. cit., footnote 1, p. 39. 
11 Ibid., p. 40. 
12 Henerson et al., cp. cit., footnote 6, p. 146. 
13 A broken watch is very reliable - it always tells the same tine. 

But because it provides no infonnation about the real tine, it is not valid. 
14 For discussion of the technical issues in measurement of reliabili­

ty, see, e.g., A. Anastasi, Psycholooical Testim, 3rd ed. (New York, NY: 
Macmillan, 1968); or leonard S. Feldt an:i Robert Brerman, "Reliability," 
Educational Measurement, R. Linn (Ed.) (New York, NY: American Council on 
Educatioq/Maamillan PUblishing, 1989), pp. 105-146. 

15 See, e.g., T. Cook an.:i D. Ccurq::bell, Quasi-E>q::erilnentation: 
and Analysis Issues for Field Settings (Qlicago, IL: Rarrl McNally, 
an:i L. saxe an.:i M. Fine, Social Experiments (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 
cations, 1981). 

Design 
1979): 
Publi-

16 For example, R. Michael O'Barman, Li.n:1a A. Goldi.n;Jer, an:i Gavin s. 
Appleby, Honesty an.:i Integrity Testing: A Practical Guide (Atlanta, GA.: 
Awlied Infonnation Resources, 1989): ''Unlike nruch of the earlier research, 
studies are beginnirq to appear cxx:asionally in the open literature after 
review by other professionals. ... Honesty test publishers will need to 
becane m:>re supportive of iJrleperxient efforts if a satisfactory bOO:y of 
research an:i kn<:Mledge is to evolve" (pp. 116-117). '!he 1989 review article 
by Sackett et al. (P. Sackett, L. BLu:ris, an:i C. callahan, "Integrity Test­
irg for Personnel Selection: An Update," Personnel Psychology, vol. 42, 
1989) is also cautiously sympathetic albeit m:>re favorable in tone than the 
earlier work by P. Sackett an.:i M. Harris, "Honesty Testing for Personnel 
Selection: A Review arrl Critique," Personnel Psychology, vol. 37, 1984, W. 
221-245. 

17 
18 
19 

Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 507. 
O'Bannon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 117. 
Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 52l. 
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20 Ibid.; an:i Q'Bannon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16. 
21 J. Mitchell (ed.), 1be Ninth Mental MAAsurerrents Yearbook (Lin:::oln, 

NE: '!he Ellros Institute of Mental Measurements, University of Nebraska­
Lin:::oln, 1985); J. Conoley arrl J. Kramer (eds.) , the Tenth Mental Measure­
nents Yearbook. (Lincoln, NE: '!he Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 
University of Nebraska-Lin:::oln, 1989); arrl J. K2ysey arrl R. SWeetlarrl 
(eds.), Test critiques (1Qmsas City, ID: Test Corporation of America, 
1987). Note that these reviE!'NS are written by single irxiividuals, arrl are 
not ~ect to outside review. 

22 In the physical scierx::es, for example, a ner.v instn.lr!elt designe:l to 
neasure length ""'-1l.d cbvioosly need to be validated against previoosly 
accepted instrumentation (e.g., the starx:lard meter, wavelergth of light, 
etc.) . 

23 Prcx:luct nv:::m:mt correlations were in the raDJe of 0-29 to 0.86 in 14 
studies reviewed by Sackett an::l Harris, cp. cit., fCXJtnote 16, pp. 221-245. 

24 Sackett et al. I cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 500. 
25 See, for example, U.S. ~, Office of Teclmology Assessment, 

Scientific validity of Polygraph Testim: A Research Review ani Evaluation, 
Technical Menoran:lum (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1983) 2 p. 100. 

6 Q'Barmon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 70. 
27 See, for example, Robert Guion, Personnel Testirn (New York, NY: 

MCGraw Hill, 1965), p. 371. 
28 Sackett et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 515. 
29 Q'Barmon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 70. 
30 Sackett et al., footnote 16, p. 512. 
31 Ibid. 'Ihese reviewers add that "... high correlations are foun::l 

when correlatirg the attitude an:i admission sections of varialS tests; lower 
correlations are fourxl when sirgle-item measures (admission of arrests, 
admission of beirg fired fram a previous jOO) rather than many canposites 
across many illegal activities are used" (p. 508). 

32 a'Bannon et al. (op cit., footnote 16) raise the same question. 
33 w. cascio, Applied Psyd101ogy in Personnel Management (Reston, VA: 

Reston Publishing Co., 1982), p. 150. 
34 'Ihis assurrption does not necessarily rrean that there is a very high 

rate of theft, but rather than whatever the true rate of theft is, mudl of 
it is difficult to detect. 'Ihe question of detection, then, can be distin­
guished fran the question of incidence. 

35 a'Bannon et al., op. cit., foot.rKrt:e 16. 
36 Alt.ernatively, the volunteers could have spent less t~ at their 

J;X>Sts, an irrlicator of cowrterproductive behavior, though not outright theft 
(a'Barmon et al., op. cit., foot.rKrt:e 16). 

37 See a'Bannon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16; an:i Sackett et al., cp. 
cit., footnote 16. 

38 It is important to note that the studies used different definitions 
an:i measures of theft, arrl are methodolcgically flawed. 

39 Sackett et al., op. cit., footnote 16. 'Ihere were no such studies 
in 1984 when Sackett an:i Harris con::tucted their first review'. Q'Bannon ani 
his colleagues explicitly excluded nost stu:lies usirg cowrterprcxluctivity as 
a criterion. 'Ihere was only one. predictive sbJdy reviewed by Q'Bannon et 
al. (op. cit., footnote 16) that used tenninations as a criterion, arrl that 
study focused prbnarily on tenninations for theft. 
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40 nus is a good example of the trade-off between "criterion vari­
ance" an::i ''Iret:hcd variance." See Sackett et aI., cp. cit., footnote 16, p. 
507. 

41 From 3 to 38 percent of the variance in <XlUI1terprcductive behaviors 
"""-lld be predicted (explained) by the test scores in a multiple regression 
model. 

42 It Iray be inportant to oote that Sackett et al. (cp. cit., footoote 
16) reported. lx>th correlation CXJefficients arrl dichotarous results for only 
one study; therefore there is alnost no overlap between these types of 
studies, arrl results of the studies reporti.n3" :ooth types of predictive error 
my not be generalizable to the stu:lies I"e{X)rti.n;J a si.n;Jle correlation 
CXJefficient. 

43 Q'Bannnon et al., cp. cit., footnote 16: ani sackett et a1., cp. 
cit., footnote 16. 

44 Because of differerx:es in rreasurements used by the various studies, 
it is not p:::ssible to report a maanin:]ful range of results. For exanple, 
one study reported a correlation of 0.68 .between scores on tests taken by 
convenience store managers arrl average monthly stare shortage reduction 
figures. An:Jt:her reported that 80 percent of all terminations for theft 
occurred in the oontrol group stores. A third re}X)rted a reduction in the 
tennination ratio; a fourth reported lx>th average monthly reductions in 
terminations for theft arrl average rronthl y total vollmtary reductions. 

45 Acxx>rd.in;J to Q'Bannon et a1. (cp. cit., footnote 16), the only 
studY that did use two =ntrol groups found that differences in shrinkage 
aI1'WJl"J3" the stores involved in the study were not statistically significant 
(reported in O'Bannon et al.) . 

46 Ibid., pp. 88-89. 
47 Most errployees -- the sane ones who were with the canpany durin:J 

the baseline rreasures - would still be with the company. See Ibid., pp. 
88-89. 

48 Ibid. 
49 Ibid., p. 92. 
50 Sackett et al., cp. cit., fCXJtnote 16. 
51 O'Bannon et al., q:l. cit., footnote 16, p. 92. 
52 O'Bannon et al., q:l. cit., footnote 16, p. 79. 
53 See As.scciation of Personnel Test Publishers, Model Guidelines for 

~loyment Integrity Testing Programs, 1st ed. (washington, OC: 1990). 
4 O'B:mnon et al., q:l cit., fCXJtnote 16, p. 79. 

55 Ibid., p. 85. 

Chapter 3: POBLIC POLICY lMPLICATICItm OF PRE-EMPIDYMENl' IDNESTY TWI'IN3 

1 Tests are also used in the biolCX1ical ani medical arena, to provide 
infonnation on the presence of part.icular clinical corrlitioIlS, to forecast 
future illness basa:l on genetic characteristics, to evaluate the usefulness 
of a new treatment, ani so forth. 'Ihese tests, like others, are imperfect, 
ani the evaluation of their aocuracy ani efficacy is critical. For a dis­
cussion of one approach to measurement of aocuracy arrl usefulness see, for 
exarrple, Mark zweig, "Evaluation of the Clinical Accuracy of Laboratory 
Test," Archives of Patholcqy ani Laboratory Medicine, vol. 112, April 1988, 
pp. 383-386; an:l for discussion of classification error in AIDS Antibcrly 
Testirq see Office of Technolc:x;w Assessnent, testiIrony of lawrence Miike 
before the House o::mmittee on Small Business, SUlxx:::anmittee on Regulation am 
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B.lSiness ~rtunities, Oct. 19, 1987. Issues pertainirg to the accuracy' 
am. uses of genetic screenirg :methcds are discussed in O::>rothy Nelkin arx1 
laurence Tancredi, n:rrgerous Diagnostics: 'lbe Social Pc:Mer of Biolcx::Jical 
Information (NeW York, NY: Basic Books, Inc" 1989). 

2 'lbe National Ccmnission on Testirg ani Public Policy , Fran 
Gatekeeper to Gateway: Transfomirg Testirg in America (<llestnut Hill, MA: 
1990) L p. 6 • 

.j ihese l:>enefits include reduced costs of screenirg an:i selection, 
which deperrl in large part on the tests' predictive accuracy relative to the 
accuracy of other screenirg arrl selection methcx:ls; reduced workplace theft 
arx1 axmterprc:x:lucivity; arrl, ultiIrate, increased productivity, which caJ.ld 
benefit in:lividual finns ani the Nation as a whole. orA did not evaluate 
these benefits in detail. 

4 '!his section draws on Mark Kelman, "A General F':raIrework for Evaluat­
ing Classification Errors, with Special Reference to Inta:Jrity Testing, II orA 
oontractor report, June 26, 1990. 

5 Exceptions are made, havever, in cases involving :public safety arrl 
similar concerns. 

6 '!he test p..lblishers caution employers against relying on any single 
pre-employment screenirg device. See Association of Personnel Test Publish­
ers, Medel Guidelines for Preemployment Integrity Testing Proc1rams, 1st 00. 
(washington, DC: 1990) • 

7 It is ilTportant to note that integrity test p.ililishers advise 
against infonnirg applicants of their test scores. See belCJlrl, for discus­
sion of shared data, access, ani related privacy issues. 

8 Ibis reasoning follCMS in the tradition of the "m::>ral hazard" liter­
ature. See, for example, Kenneth Ar:rcM, Essays in the Theory of Risk Bear­
ing (Cllicago, IL: Markham, 1971); Mark Pauly, IIIbe Economics of Moral 
Hazard," American Economic Review, vol. 58, June 1968, W. 531-537; ani 
Oliver E. Williamson, Markets ani Hierarchies (New York, NY: 'Ihe Free 
Press 1975). 

9 'Ihe fact that tests themselves can stimulate -- ani not just measure 
-- behavior, is a central COncen1 in the educational testinJ canununi ty. 
See, for example, Edward Haertel, "student Achievement Tests as Tools of 
Educational Policy: Practices an:l Consequence, II Test PolicY and Test Per­
formance: Education. I.anguage, ani CUlture, B.R. Gifford (ed.) (Boston, MA: 
Kluwer, 1989); and A. Collins arrl J. Fredrikson, "A Systems Awroadl to 
Educational Testing," Educational Researcher, vol. 18, No.9, ~ 1989, 
pp. 27-32. Note that neither of these. articles addresses integrity tests. 

10 See, for example, s. Martin, "Estimating the False Positive Rate 
for Alternative Measures of Integrity, II JCItU1iaI of Business and Psycholcxw, 
vol. 4i No.3, Spring 1990, pp. 385-389. 

1 R. Michael O/Bannon, Lima A. GoldinJer, arrl Gavin s. Appleby, 
Honesty arrl Integrity Testirg: A Practical Guide (Atlanta, GA: Applied 
Information Resources, 1989), p. 93. 

12 For a summary of the S}::eCific studies providing data on adverse 
btpact see ibid., W. 94-99. 

13 OI'A did not in::lepen::iently review all the adverse inp:ict studies. 
One team of reviewers that did concluded that "... a large number of honesty 
test authors have SUWlied studies denonstrating lack of adverse impact of 
their instruments. Many of these studies appear to meet the necessary 
research standards for this type of research." Ibid., p. 99. 
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14 "CUrrently available adverse ~ct studies do not escape the 
criticism of sare detractors that the majority of researc:h on honesty test­
in:! is =rrlucted or sponsored by the testin:! COlTpiffiies. SUWliers attenpt­
l.rJq to narket their tests have a vested interest in sharin::J favorable re­
seardl by may l::le unwillin::J to report studies which shc:M adverse. ilnpact." 
Ibid. i p. 10l. 

5 Ibid., p. 93. 
16 U.S. Civil Service Carmission, Depart:nent of Labor ard Deparbrent 

of Justice, 'Vnifonn Guidelines on Errployee Selection Procedures, II Federal 
Register (wash.i.rgt:on, oc: U.S. Goverrment Printi..rg Office, Aug. 25, 1978), 
pp. 38290-38315. 

17 Ibid., p. 38297. 
18 ravid cathcart ani R. lawrence Ashe (eds.), Five Year SUpplement to 

Schiel am Grossman's Errployment Discrimination Law, 2m ed. (Washington, 
OC: Bureau of Nationa.l Affairs, 1989), pp. 39-40. 

19 Even if the 4/5t.h rule is the criterion of choice, research prcb­
lems remain. Sackett et al., for example, p:dnt out that in studies they 
reviewed, "... in no case does the black/Vhrlte passing rate aWroach the .80 
value used as a rule of thumb for adverse inpact determination. II But, they 
add, "... the presentation of data at different cut scores does illustrate 
the difficulty in attenptin:! to c:onpare whitejb1ack pass rates across tests. 
" ,II P. Sackett, L. Burris, ard C. callahan, lIInte:Jrity Testing for Person­
nel Selection: An Upjate," Personnel Psycholcqy, vol. 42, 1989, p. 498. 

20 O'Ba.nnc.m et al., op. cit., footnote 11, p. 101. 
21 See Mjron Brenton, '!he Privacy Invaders (New York, NY: 

Co.oJard-McCann, 1964); M.L. Cross, 'The Brain Watchers (New York, NY: Signet, 
1963); Vance Packard, 'The Naked Society (New York, NY: D. McKay Co., 1964); 
an:i William H. Whyte, Jr., 'The organization Man (New York, NY: Simon an:i 
Schuster, 1956). 

22 Rep. Gallagher proposed the study which resulted in the 1964 hear­
irqs on ''Use of Polygraphs as 'Lie Detectors' by the Federal GoVerrnnent" by 
the HoUse Committee on GoVe.rrrrnent Operations, SUl:x:x:lmmittee on Foreign Opera­
tions an:i Government Information (See House Committee on GoVerrnnent Opera­
tions Report No. 198). 

:23 Alan F. Westin, Privacy ani Freedom (New York, NY: Atheneum, 
1970), especially ch. 6, "Probin:J the Mi.rxi: PsycholO:;lical SUrveillance" am 
ch. 10, "Prove 'Ihat You're Adjuste:i." 

24 See, for exanple, "Special Issues: Testin:J am Public Policy," 
American Psychologist, vol. 20, No. 11, November 1965, in which testirrony 
fram the Senate and House hearings was reprinte:i, as well as staterrents by a 
mnn1:::er of prominent psycholo::Jists on the professional responsibilities of 
psychologists . 

25 Executive Office of the President, Office of Science an:i Technolo­
gy, Privacy arrl Behavioral Research (Washin:.Jton, OC: U.S. Government Print­
irq Office, February 1967) . 

26 Arme Anastasi, "'The Use of Personal Assessment in Irrlustry: Meth­
cdolo::Jical an:i Interpretive Problems," E'ersonality Assessment in organiza­
tions, H. John Bernardin an:i David A. ~ (eds.) (New York, NY: Praeger) , 
pp. 7-10. 

27 James Neal Butcher, "Personality Assessnent in Irxiustry: 'Iheoreti­
cal Issues an:i Illustrations," Personality Assessnent in organizations (New­
York, NY: Praeger, 1985), p. 281. See also S.R. Hathaway, J.e. McKinley, 
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am Jarres artcher, MMPI-2: Minnesota Multiphasic Personality InV'entory-2 
User's GUide (Minneapolis, MN: National Conplter Systems, Inc., 1989). 

28 Arm Marie Ryan am Paul R. Sackett, "Pre-Th"p1oyrrent Honesty Test­
i.rg: Fakability, Reactions of Test Takers, arrl CcaTpany Image, It Journal of 
Business an:i Psychology, vol. 1, No.3, Spri.rg 1987, W. 253-254. 

29 'Ihe guidelines for use of the MMPI-2 as noted in chI 1, are explic­
it on this point, reservi.n:J tests that invade privacy for situations of 
potential public hazard. See Hathaway et al., op. cit., footrx:rt:e 27. 

30 U.S. Department of Health, Education, arrl Welfare, Records, Cgrplt­
ers an:i the Rights of Citizens (Washirgton, oc: U.S. Goverrnnent Printi.rg 
Office, 1973). 

31 See, hCMeVer, Association of Personnel Test Publishers, Mcx:lel 
Guidelines for Preemployment Integrity Testim Prg:rrams, 1st ed. (Washirg­
ton, DC: 1990); p. 15. 

32 canmittee to Develop starrlards for Educational arrl Psycholcqical 
Testi.n;J of '!he AlTerican Educational Research Assoc:iation, 'Ihe American 
Psychological Assoc:iation, an:i '!he National council on Measurement in Educa­
tion, starrlards for Educational arrl Psycholwical Testing (washington, oc: 
American Psycholc:qical Association, 1985) , Starriard 16.3, Primary, W. 
85-86. 

13. 

33 Ibid., standard 16.5, Primary, p. 86. 
34 Ibid., Starrlarci 16.1, Primary, p. 85. 
35 Anastasi, op. cit., footnote 26, p. 8. 
36 Ibid. 
37 Association of Persormel Test PUblishers, cp. cit., footnote 31, p. 

38 Richard C. Hollirger, Dishonesty in the Workplace: A Manager's 
Guide to Preventing E!!QJlovee 'll1eft (Park Ridge, IL: loman House Press, 
1989), p. 36. 

39 One question that would nee:! to be considered is the effect of 
various pre-employrrent screeni.n;J devices on the level of effort made by 
canpan1es to detect theft. If finrs USllg integrity tests becaTe Irore 
cx::nplacent about their 'WOrkplace m:mitorirg, IrOre counterprOOuctivity could 
result. 

****** 
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lAW NOI'ES AND ABSTRACl'S 

By 

Nonnan Ansley 

In Hedge v. County of Tippecanoe, the Seventh u. s. Court of Appeals 
upheld a sunnn.:uy finting for the irxlividual IX>lygraph examiner and another 
irxlividual as immune from suit. However, they and the county acting in 
their official capacities were not immune fram suit solely on the basis of 
qualified imrmmity, as directed by the trial court. Plaintiff sued claiming 
that the questions asked violated her constitutional right to privacy, an 
issue to be decided if the county is not immune from suit. 

In Yates v. state, the Arkansas SUpreme Court said the deferrlant was 
prejudiced when the state refused his pretrial request for his IX>lygraph 
test results and the related material. His confession followed the test and 
the Court said he needed the material to evaluate the circumstances of the 
confession. In Arkansas IX>lygraph results are not admitted, lacking a 
stipulation. 

In D.mlap v. state, a Georgia appellate court stated again that a 
stipulation is needed for admissibility of test results. However, in 
Newberry v. state, the SUpreme Court of Georgia said that letting the jury 
know that three witnesses had taken IX>lygraph examinations before they 
changed their stories was relevant to explain why they changed their sto­
ries. '!he Court also said that the Miranda warning given the deferrlant 24 
hours before his test was adequate, and that it was not necesscrry to give 
the warning inunediately before the test to have the test results admitted 
(under stipulation). 

In Illinois, where IX>lygraph tests are never admissible as evidence, an 
appellate court said in People v. Jackson that evidence showing the defen­
dant had failed a IX>lygraph test was admissible for the limited purpose of 
showing that it was his failure of the test rather than alleged threats 
which motivated him to confess. 

In Wallace v. state, the SUpreme Court of Indiana declined to reconsid­
er their requirement that stipulation prior to the test was necesscrry for 
IX>lygraph results to be admissible. In ravidson v. state, the state SUpreme 
Court outlined the four prerequisites for stipulated admissibility and said 
that each of those requirements had been met in the case. In regard to 
deferrlant's claim that the results should not have been admitted because two 
of the three charts were inconclusive, the Court noted that the first two 
were inconclusive because of her deliberate movements, and that admission 
was not an abuse of the court I s discretion. 

In Wilcox v. Hy-Vee, the Iowa Court of Appeals let stand a jury award 
for discharging an employee because she refused a IX>lygraph test about cash 
shortages. '!he issue of whether her refusals was reason for her discharge 
was one for the jury, the instruction to the jury was not an abuse of 
discretion, and asking the employee to take the test was in violation of 
public IX>licy because the law prohibited it. 
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In state v. Parker, the SUpreme Court of IDuisiana upheld an appellate 
court's finding that a videotape of the defendant's confession shOlNing him 
attached to a polygraIil instrument was inadmissible evidence and reversed a 
trial court's order that defendant was not in double jeopardy in being 
retried for the offense. 

An appellate court in Oregon in state v. Maskell, remanded to the trial 
court for further action a decision that a confession was voluntary when the 
examiner told the defendant that if he didn't set the fire, to take the 
test, and if he did set the fire, don't tell anyone, just say you want a 
lawyer and walk out. '!hat sounded coercive to the Court of Appeals, but the 
final decision as to whether it was coercive was to be detennined by the 
trial court's finding f:rorn the existing record. 

In Porter v. state, the defendant claimed error when an officer testi­
fied that two others were cleared of suspicion by polygraIil tests. No error 
said the state SUpreme Court, as that incident was cured by instru.ction, and 
the other instances of polygraIil being mentioned were brought in by the 
defendant. 

SEVENTH CIRaJIT 

Hedge v. County of Tippecanoe, 890 F.2d 4 (Seventh circuit 1989), 52 EPD 39 
at 493. 

Hedge appealed f:rorn SllllUlla1:Y judgment in favor of County of Tippecanoe 
in an action brought under 42 U. s. C., 1983. Hedge alleged that questions 
defendants asked of her during a preemployment polygraph examination violat­
ed her right to privacy under the United states Constitution. 

Questions asked during the polygraph examination of Hedges and other 
candidates for the County Police Deparbnent included truthfulness, theft, 
chugs, and homosexuality. '!he test was given by an employee of lafayette, 
Indiana Polygraph Deparbnent. Hedge was asked a variety of questions in­
cluding whether she had smoked marijuana, whether she had been a crime 
victim, whether she had been arrested for or convicted of a crime, and 
whether she drank alcohol. During this portion of the examination she was 
also asked whether she ever had a homosexual experience, engaged in abnonnal 
sex, or carried on an affair with a married man. Gibson asked Hedge for the 
names of the men with whom she had been sexually involved, and she refused 
to identify them. '!he examiner said the identity of Hedge's sexual partners 
could not be used against Hedge or those with whom she had been intimate. A 
period of silence follOlNed after which Hedge divulged the names of the men 
with whom she had been involved. 

Prior to the test Hedge signed a consent fom that released the county 
and employees, the City of lafayette and their agents and employees, f:rorn 
any liability flOlNing either f:rorn the operation of the devices of the poly­
graph or the use of the results obtained theref:rorn. '!he County contracted 
with the examiner and the guidance the examiner was given in regard to 
questioning was unclear. Innnediately after the test Hedge complained about 
the questions to captains Cl1ase and Worthington concerning the questions, 

298 

Polygraph 1990, 19(4)



Nonnan Ansley 

am to Se1:geant Cordell who told her that he had a feeling that this might 
happen as a result of nnnors that Hedge was having an affair with captain 
01ase am had been smoking marijuana. 

'!he examiner's report said that Hedge had smoked marijuana on two 
cx::casions, admitted having relationships with at least three married men, 
am that she "exhibited significant reactions indicative of deception" to 
questions involving telling the truth during the interview, thefts not 
related to work, abnonnal sexual practices am attenpts to withhold informa­
tion from the examiner. '!he report concluded that, "It is the opinion of 
the examiner that the subject did not tell the complete truth during the 
examination." 

'!he letter denying her employment did not specify a reason. In re­
sponse, Hedge filed suit alleging her rights under the First am Fourteenth 
Amendment to the United states Constitution were violated as a result of the 
polygraph examiner's questions relating to her sexual habits, associations 
and identity of her sexual partners. Defendant examiner's counsel moved for 
summary judgment on the basis of qualified inmrunity asserting that the 
constitutional rights Hedge alleged were not clearly established at the time 
of Hedge's March 11, 1986, polygraph examination. SUbsequently, the County 
also moved for summary judgment and Hedge opposed both motions. In a depo­
sition defendant said Hedge was not offered employment because she admitted 
to at least two criminal acts while an employee of the Tippecanoe County 
Sheriff's Deparbnent and that she was untruthful during the polygraph test. 
'!he district court found that the two individuals, including the examiner, 
were entitled to summary judgment in their individual capacities. '!he 
United states Court of Appeals, Seventh circuit considered the confidential­
ity strand of the constitutional right to privacy and the extent to which 
that interest protected the candidates for employment in law enforcement 
capacities from questions regarding sexual matters, noting that it was less 
than settled. '!he Court found that in the absence of a clear trend in the 
case law toward a recognition of a constitutional right to be free from 
sexually-oriented questions during a preemployment polygraph examination 
administered in the public sector, the defendant individuals were entitled 
to qualified inmrunity from suit in their individual capacities as the dis­
trict court ruled. 

'!he renaining question was whether summary judgment was properly en­
tered in favor of the defendant County of Tippecanoe and the two employees 
in their official capacities. '!he trial court relied on the doctrine of 
qualified inmrunity. '!he Seventh Court disagreed, and held that precedent 
precluded summary judgment in favor of the county on the basis of qualified 
inmrunity. Hedge's action against the County was rerranded to the district 
court where the parties were free to elect to pursue further summary judg­
ment proceedings under theories other than qualified inmrunity or may choose 
to proceed to trial. Additionally, Hedge might elect to amend her action to 
include any possible state law theo:ry of recove:ry. '!he district court' s 
ent:ry of summary judgment in favor of the individual employees was affinned. 
'!he case was rerranded with directions. 
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Yates v. state, 794 S.W.2d 133 (Ark. 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of two cxx.mts of rape of his daughter, and he 
appealed. 

Deferrlant claimed denial of his notion to require disclosure of his 
polygraph test results and related materials was reversible error. 

In Arkansas, admission of polygraph test results at trial are inproper, 
lackirg a stipulation. Brandon v. state, 300 Ark. 32, 776 S.W.2d 345 
(1989). However, in this case, the issue was disclosure before trial. '!he 
SUpreme Court of Arkansas took particular note of the fact that polygraph 
tests are sufficiently reliable and valid to be used in investigations, and 
that they affect pretrial decisions. 

In Yates, the state's case deperrled primarily on a confession after a 
polygraph test. '!he defense was based on destroying the credibility of the 
officer who administered the examination, and establishing involuntariness 
of the confession. 

Yates was prejudiced, said the Court, because it was critical for him 
to evaluate the circtm1Stances under which the polygraph examination was 
administered and upon which the examiner's decision was based. 

Reversed and remanded. 

Justice Glaze, dissented, noting that the defense earlier declined 
offers of some of the material relating to the test, and that to l1OW' suggest 
those materials are relevant, is to speculate that somehCM, on remand, the 
deferrlant might be able to shCM how the officer tricked him into confession. 
The trial court, he said, held a proper hearing regarding the polygraph test 
and the confession. 

GEDRGIA 

Dunlap v. state, 394 S.E.2d 626 (Ga.App. 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of aggravated child molesting, and he appealed. 

Deferrlant claimed the fact that two polygraph examinations by the 
Georgia Bureau of Investigations were not admissible because the parties had 
not stipulated to the admissibility of the results, was error. 

'!he Court of Appeals of Georgia noted that one test was inconclusive 
and the next test reported that he was not deceptive. '!he Court said they 
were, nonetheless, inadmissible because there was no stipulation by the 
parties. 

Affinned. 
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Newberry v. state, 395 S.E.2d 813 (Ga. 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of malice murder and he appealed. 

Deferrlant clailned error in that the state introduced evidence that the 
three state's witnesses began iltplicating Newberry after taking polygraph 
tests. He also clailned error in admitting the results of his test. 

'!he SUpreme Court of Georgia noted that the three witnesses gave state­
ments iltplicating Newberry after the polygraph tests, which they prestnnably 
failed. However, the state did not introduce the results of these tests. 
'!he state was allowed to introduce the results of the test given to 
Newberry, but Newberry clailned error by saying that he wasn't apprized of 
his Miranda rights innnediately before the test. 

'!hat Newberry was given a Miranda warning some 24 hours before the test 
was sufficient, said the Court. No error. As for the witnesses, the fact 
that they took polygraph examinations was relevant to explain why they 
changed their stories, and thus aid the jury to resolving the witnesses' 
conflicting stories. No error. Conviction affinned. 

Wilcox v. Hy-Vee Food stores, Inc., Court of Appeals of Iowa, No. 
0-141/89-737 (Filed May 24, 1990) 

Plaintiff brought action against her fonner employer claiming that she 
was discharged for refusing to take a polygraph test. A jury awarded here 
$100,500. '!he employer appealed. 

Plaintiff was a bookkeeper at a store in Des Moines. In 1986 the store 
manager noted an increasing number of cash shortages and an investigation's 
results seemed to point to Wilcox. l)rring an interview with the Security 
Director she was asked if she would take a polygraph test. She agreed, but 
when contacted again on May 21st, she refused to take the test, or so she 
said, despite the testimony by the Manager he had not contacted her. She 
said a co-worker told her she was being fired for refusing the test. She 
was fired the next day. She filed this action claiming wrongful discharge 
for failing to take a polygraph examination. Iowa Code Section 730.4(2) 
states an employer may not require an employee to take a polygraph examina­
tion as a corxlition of employment. 

'!he jury was instnlcted that wilcox could recover if she was tenninated 
solely for refusing to submit to a polygraph examination. Hy-Vee said the 
instructions were not so clear, said there was not sufficient evidence to 
show that Wilcox was required to take a polygraph test, that wilcox's mis­
handling of funds was their reason, and finally, that there was no private 
cause because the discharge did not violate public policy. A violation of 
public policy made them liable to a tort suit. 

'!he Court of Appeals of Iowa said that requiring a polygraph test was a 
violation of public policy because it was fOl:iJidden by law. '!he question of 
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whether wilcox was fired solely for refusing the polygraph test was an issue 
for the jury, am they had decided that the test was the sole reason, based 
upon the testilnony of several witnesses. '!he appellate court said the 
instru.ction was clear am the jury was not mislead; am the instiuction did 
not amount to an abuse of the trial court's discretion. 

All actions of the trial court were affinned. 

ILLINOIS 

People v. Jackson, 556 N.E.2d 619 (Ill.App. 1 Dist 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of murder am rape, am he appealed. 

He complained that the admissibility of the fact that he took a poly­
graph test am failed it should have been inadmissible, citing People v. 
Yarbrough (1982), 93 Ill.2d 421,444 N.E.2d 493. 

'!he Court of Appeals said that prior cases had not dealt with admissi­
bility of polygraph evidence for the limited purpose of detennining the 
voluntariness of a confession. '!he Court said that in this case the evi­
dence showing the deferrlant had failed a polygraph test was admissible for 
the limited purpose of showing that it was his failure to pass the test, 
rather than alleged threats of violence by the police, which motivated the 
deferrlant to confess. '!he Court added that if the admission of the test was 
error, it was hannless error given the overwhelming evidence of guilt. 

Conviction affirmed. 

INDIANA 

Wallace v. state, 553 N.E.2d 456 (Ind. 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of four counts of murder, am he appealed from 
the order of the trial court that denied him post-conviction relief. One of 
his claims for relief related to denial of admissibility of polygraph re­
sults that he said would help his case. '!he deferrlant recognized that state 
precedent required that the polygraph test must be stipulated or it is not 
admissible. However, he urged the court to reconsider the rule am find 
polygraph examinations to be sufficiently reliable to merit their admissi­
bility into evidence. If he provided evidence of iIrproved reliability it 
was not in the record. 

'!he SUpreme Court of Indiana declined to do so, merely citing Goolsby 
v. state (1987), Ind. 517 N.E.2d 54. 
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Davidson v. state, 558 N.E.2d 1077 (Ind. 1990) 

Deferrlant was convicted of murder am she appealed. She clallned admis­
sibility of her polygraph test results was error, as prerequisites to admis­
sibility were not met. 

'!he SUpreme Court of Indiana said there are four prerequisites for 
admitting polygraph evidence: (1) '!hat prosecutor, deferrlant am defense 
cnmsel all sign a written stipulation providing for deferrlant' s submission 
to the examination am for the subsequent admission at trial of the results, 
(2) that notwithstan:ling the stipulation, the admissibility of the test 
results is at the trial court's discretion regarding the examiner's qualifi­
cations am test conditions, (3) that opposing party shall have the right to 
cross-examine the polygraph examiner if his graphs am opinions are offered 
into evidence, am (4) the jury must be instnlcted that at most, the examin­
er's testimony tends only to shOlrl whether the deferrlant was being tnlthful 
at the time of the examination, am that it is for the jury to detennine the 
weight am the effect to be given such testimony. 

Deferrlant clallned the stipulation was deficient with respect to (2) am 
(4) above am that the trial court :ruled the test results admissible prior 
to any hearing on the examiner's qualifications, am that the test charts 
were inconclusive because only one of the three charts was readable. 

'!he SUpreme Court of Indiana said there was no requirement that the 
stipulation contain what she wanted am that the requirements were met at 
trial; that the admissibility referred to was a :ruling on a motion am 
deferrlant's motion to suppress was pending. As to inconclusiveness, the 
examiner gave his opinion that he could not read the first two charts be­
cause of her practiced purposeful non-cooperation by controlled breathing, 
while on the third chart he noted specific reactions indicative of deception 
to relevant questions. '!he admission of these result was not an abuse of 
the court's discretion, said the Supreme Court. 

Conviction affirmed. 

LOUISIANA 

state v. Parker, No. 89-KK-1318, December 1, 1989 (la. 1989) on appeal from 
Parish of Red River 39th Judicial District Court Number 61,772 to the Court 
of Appeal, Second circuit Number 21146-KW. 

Deferrlant was convicted of perjury in which he lied to a grand jury 
that was investigating the theft of oilfield equipment am a related murder. 

Deferrlant was given a polygraph examination concerning his testimony 
before the Grand Jury. A videotape of this examination was recorded which 
displayed the deferrlant attached to the "lie detector apparatus." In the 
course of the examination the deferrlant admitted some of his statements made 
before the Grand Jury were false. '!he videotape was shown to the jury over 
defense objection, am the jury returned a guilty verdict. On appeal the 
deferrlant clallned that the jury was i.rrproperly allOlrled to see that he was 
given a polygraph examination, am that was error. lacking the confession 
on the videotape, he said there was insufficient evidence to convict. 
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The Court of Appeals noted that the fact that a polygraph test has been 
taken am the results of a polygraph test are inadmissible in a criminal 
trial. state v. Hoctnn, 456 So.2d 602 (Ia. 1984) ; state v. Edwards, 406 
So.2d 1331 (Ia. 1981) ; state v. Goven1Or, 331 So.2d 443 (Ia. 1976). Defen­
dant argued that admission of the videotape displayed him attached to the 
polygraph is tantanDunt to the admission of the test results. Prosecution 
said that no mention of the results of the examination was made in the 
presence of the jmy. The Court of Appeals ruled that the polygraph evi­
dence was inadmissible, vacated the sentence, reversed the conviction. 

The state filed a memorandum for a rehearing, stating that the tran­
script did not reflect that the jmy did not see the entire video viewed by 
the Court of Appeals, am that what the jmy saw did not include the test, 
that the jmy was not aware from the onset of the trial that the defendant 
was subject to a polygraph examination before trial, as claimed, am that 
the jmy did not see the videotape discussion with the defendant about other 
crimes. The state added that the word polygraph, lie detector, or anything 
similar was not mentioned in the presence of the jmy. Apparently the 
motion for a rehearing was denied. 

The state then sought to retry Parker, am he filed a motion to quash 
the indictment claiming double jeopardy. The Court of Appeals, Second 
Circuit, said the trial court was correct in finding no double jeopardy. 
That decision was appealed am certiorari was granted. The SUpreme Court 
fourd that the trial court erred in finding that a retrial of the defendant 
did not constitute double jeopardy am in denial of the defendant's motion 
to quash. The Court ruled that double jeopardy will bar a retrial once a 
reviewing court has found that the evidence was legally insufficient to 
convict, am that in Parker, absent the inadmissible evidence there was no 
evidence to prove perjmy. 

OREroN 

state v. Maskell, 101 Or.App. 521, 792 P.2d 106 (Or.App. 1990) 

Defendant was convicted of arson am he appealed. 

The Court of Appeals of Oregon took issue with the polygraph examiner's 
statement to the defendant that if he did not set the fire, take the test, 
but "if you did set the fire you don't have to tell me, you don't have to 
tell anybody, just stand up, say you want a lawyer, am walk out." The 
defendant took the polygraph examination am when told that he had been 
deceptive, he confessed. Iater he confessed again to a detective. 

The Appellate Court remanded the case to the trial court to detennme 
if the confession resulted from an essentially free am unconstrained choice 
or if the defendant's will was overt>oD1e am his capacity for self-detenni­
nation was critically inpaired. The trial court's hearing on voluntariness 
did not consider the effect of the examiner's advice, as the admonition, 
that if one is innocent, they should take the test, is coercive. Coercive 
if the defendant understood it to mean that one had to take the test to 
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maintain his inncx::ence. Similarly, refusing the test could have been urrler­
stoc:x:l to mean that the refusal was an admission of guilt. 

Reman:ied to the trial court for fiming on the existing record, am 
conclusions based on those fimings. 

Justice Rossman, dissenting, said that the Court ignored precedent am 

was required to presume the trial court decided that issue in a manner 
consistent with its ultimate conclusion of voluntariness. '!here was, he 
said, no reason to remarrl. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Porter v. state. 392 S.E.2d 216 (W.Va. 1990) 

Defen::lant was convicted for first-degree nrurder am he appealed. 

He claimed error when an officer testified that two others were cleared 
by the use of polygraph tests. On objection, the judge instructed the jmy 
to ignore the testimony, but ovenul.ed a defense motion for a mistrial. 

'!he SUpreme Court of West Virginia said that polygraph results are 
inadmissible in evidence. state v. Frazier, 162 W.Va. 602, 252 S.E.2d 39 
(1979). However, where objections are sustained by the trial court during 
trial am the jmy is instruction not to consider the matter, it does not 
constitute reversible error. Also, in this case, it was the defendant who 
introduced other polygraph evidence that he conplained of. No error. 

Reman:ied for further prcceedi.ngs for reasons unrelated to polygraph 
evidence. 

* * * * * * 
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BX>KS ON LYING: BRIEF REVIEWS 

By 

Nonnan Ansley 

Roland Baker (1983). Liar's Manual. Orlcago: Nelson Hall, 256 pp., 
irrlex, bibliography. 

A manual on hOW' to tell lies in all kirrls of situations. It is very 
practical, useful to all who would lie urxler any circumstances. Polygraph 
examiners have encountered all of the ploys here, but probably never seen 
them so well expressed. 

Sissela 130k (1978). Lying: Moral Oloice in Public and Private Life. 
New York: Pantheon Books, 326pp., irrlex, bibliography, chapter notes. 

A scholarly discussion of lying, considering the subject from many 
views. It includes an atterrpt to categorize lies by situations, such as 
lies to liars, enemies, peers, clients, and the sick. She also considers 
the circumstances, as lies for the public good, deception in social science 
research, paternalistic lies, lies in a crisis, and the justification for 
lying. 

Arnold M. llldwig (1965). '!he Imoortance of Lying. Springfield, Illi­
nois: Olarles C '!homas, 238pp., chapter notes. 

A discussion of lying in tenns of its social, political and religious 
context, with the purpose of liberating the nearly taboo subject from in­
stant condemnation, and shOW'ing its utility. He discusses the daily use of 
lying and deception in etiquette and social conduct. He includes such 
topics as sales, fantasy, matrimony and even has a chapter on the ethics of 
lying. 

Warren Shibles (1985). Lying: A Critical Analysis. Whitewater, 
Wisconsin: '!he Language Press, 242pp., irrlex, bibliography, notes, glosscu:y 
of Gennan words. 

A peculiar book, much of it in outline fonn, a rather disjointed col­
lection of material. His stated purpose is a work for teachers who address 
the topic. He discusses the fonns of lying, the abstract concept in think­
ing and lying. He includes some exercises for teachers to use in class, 
probably grade-school level, to help them to firrl ways to detect lying, and 
ways to avoid lying. 

Robert L. Wolk and Arthur Henley (1970). '!he Right to Lie: A Psycho­
logical Guide to the Uses of Deceit in Everyday Life. New York: Peter H. 
Wyden, Inc., 247pp., irrlex, bibliography. 

'!he authors consider the climate of deceit and the inevitability of 
lying. '!hey describe the types of lies, intimate, irrpersonal, conspiratori­
al and incompetent. They discuss hOW' lies affect human relationships 
between men, women, men and women, children, and the family. '!he text gives 
many day-to-day examples and some illustrative conversations. 
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BJOK REVIEW 

David C. Raskin (Ed.). Psychological Methods in Criminal Investigation 
and Evidence. New York: Springer Publishing Cc.Irpany, 1989. 

'!his is a good reference book for those investigators who are interest­
ed in eyewitness testimony, interviewing witnesses and victims, and inter­
viewing child victims of sexual abuse. '!hat Dr. Raskin has brought together 
a cast of outstanding authors is irxtisputable. Elizabeth lDftus is preemi­
nent aItDng scholars who study eyewitness testimony. In addition to her 
work, Dr. Raskin has added a chapter on methods employed by investigators 
for obtaining eyewitness descriptions and identifications, and a chapter on 
a series of studies of eyewitness perfonnance and memory in criminal cases. 

Martin Reiser is well known in the field of hypnosis and recall, plus 
Geiselman and Fisher, well known for their cognitive interview technique 
produced useful chapters. While the introduction claims that the chapter by 
Steller and Koehnken presents, for the first time in the English language 
literature, a description of assessment procedures developed in Gennany for 
use with child witnesses. Although this is not the case, it doesn't lessen 
the utility of the chapter for those who specialize in this field. For an 
earlier work on this, see Dr. H. Herbold (1977) '!he Psychology of Evidence, 
Polygraph, §(3), 241-252. 

'lWo chapters involve detection of deception. '!he sole chapter by the 
Editor, Dr. Raskin, is a good sunnnary of his research and rebuttal of criti­
cism, but much of it has appeared before in other papers by the author and 
his colleague. '!here is also a chapter by Ekman and O'SUllivan on nonvertal 
detection of deception. While this is worthwhile, it is unfortunate that 
the authors have not yet availed thernsel ves of the rich source of material 
involving real criminal cases. Nonetheless, Ekman and O'SUllivan are excel­
lent authors, and write with authority on this topic, a topic of consider­
able interest to all involved in law enforcement and security. 

* * * * * * 
ABSTRACTS 

Electrodennal Recording 

Angela Scertx:>, lauren Weinstock Freedman, Adrian Raine, Michael E. 
Dawson and Peter H. Venables (1990). A major effect of recording site on 
electrodennal activity. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Socie­
ty for Psychophysiological Research, Boston. 

Although the medial phalanx has been recormnended as the preferred site 
for recording skin corx:luctance (SC) activity, a review of articles published 
in PsychQPhysiolcgy irxticates that a large minority (34%) of studies employ 
the distal phalanx. Infonnal observations also suggest that the distal site 
may be IIDre reactive than the medial site. '!his study fonnally tests this 
observation by recording SC from both medial and distal phalanges. 
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may be IIDre reactive than the medial site. '!his study fonnally tests this 
observation by recording SC from both medial and distal phalanges. 
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'lWenty-four right-harDed subjects (12 male, 12 female) were exposed to a 
series of ten orienting am defensive stimuli. Electrodes were placed on 
the fore am middle fingers of each harD, with distal sites used on one harD 
am medial sites on the other for each subject. 

SC amplitudes were 3.S tilnes larger at distal than medial sites (p< 
.002), while SCLs were 2.08 tilnes larger at distal sites (p<.OOOS). A 
significant site x stimulus interaction (p<.02S) irrlicated that the distal 
site was m::>re sensitive to habituation over trials am to increases in SC 
amplitudes with increasing stimulus intensity than the medial site. On the 
basis of these findings it is reco.nnne.m.ed that distal sites be used in 
preference to medial sites in the recx:>rding of SC activity. 

Author abstract, reprinted with the kin:i pennission of the author. For 
additional infonnation write to Angela Scerbo, Department of Psychology, 
University of Southern california, SGM SOl, IDs Angeles, CA 90089-1061. 

Nonverbal Detection 

Patricia Noller (1986). Sex differences in nonverbal corrnnunication: 
Advantage lost or supremacy regained? Australian Journal of Psychology, 
38(1) 23-32. 

'!he research is about the different abilities of men am women at 
detecting deception from nonverbal irrlicators. '!here is no research but a 
gocx:l review of the literature on the topic, with a thoughtful analysis 
highlight some useful observations. From the work of M. Bcx>th-Butterfield 
she notes that men am women listen to different aspects of interactions, 
men to facts, am women to the moc:xl of the ccmmmication. '!his may lead to 
significant differences in detection rates. '!he concepts of leakage am 
deception are discussed in light of research firrlings. She concludes that 
as women grow older symbolic communication becomes m::>re important am they 
become better at reading controlled emotions than men. However, women are 
less accurate than men in situations where symbolic corranunication is of less 
importance. Men, she states, are less accurate at decoding leakage am 
deception. 

A word of caution about this am most academic research on nonverbal 
detection of deception, it is based on scholarly but sterile research with 
an inappropriate representation of subjects, too often students, and acting 
situations that do not involve high arousal levels. '!he problem is much 
like that faced by those doing laboratory research on polygraph testing. 

For reprints write to Professor Patricia Noller, Department of Psychol­
ogy, University of Queenslam, st. lucia, Queenslam, Australia 4067. 

Gunter Kohnken (1987). Training police officers to detect deceptive 
eyewitness statements: Does it work? Social Behaviour, .2 (1) 1-17. 

'!he research. investigated the effectiveness of training to in"prove the 
ability of police officers to detection deception am verify tnlth from 
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nonverbal in:licators. '!he work also gives an estimate of the ability of 
untrained p::>lice officers to do this. Results in:licated that the untrained 
group perfonnance was not above chance, am the training of a group of 
officers did not iIrprove that perfonnance. 

'!here is a useful description of previous research am results in this 
line of research. Unfortunately, like JOOSt academic authors he has ignored 
the nonverbal literature from real-life situations from law enforcement, am 
cited the academic work. I leave it to the reader to detennine if the 
research realistically represented the ability of p::>lice officers to detect 
deception am recognize tru.th when working with criminal suspects. 

For reprints, write to Professor Gunter Kohnken, Department of Psychol­
ogy, University of Kiel, Olshausenstr. 40, 2300 Kiel 1, Federal Republic of 
Gennany. 

Alcohol am the Orienting Response 

Robert J. Barry am John Prescott (1989). '!he effect of alcohol on the 
involuntary OR. Paper presented at the 29th annual meeting of the Society 
for Psychqilysiological Research, New Orleans. 

sixteen adult social drinkers were tested in two sessions one week 
apart, which differed only in the subject's blood alcohol level: .08% or 
.00%. '!he order of sessions was balanced, am they were not infonned which 
was the alcohol corrlition. In each session the stllnulus was 2s 1000 Hz 
tones at 50dB, with 20 rns rise time, presented at fixed interstllnulus inter­
vals of 8 seconds. However, in the series tone 15 was omitted from the 
regular sequence, am the following tone completed the sequence. 

Although alcohol was associated with reduced resporrling, this effect 
was not statistically significant. '!here were no other significant effects 
or interactions. '!he authors were of the opinion that the data suggest that 
alcohol effects upon elicitation am habituation of the involuntary orient­
ing response are slight. 

For corresporrlence on this article, write to Dr. Robert J. Barry at the 
School of Education, University of New South Wales, Kensington 2033, Austra­
lia. 

CUlture 

Alicia M. Pnmty, Ibnald W. Klopf & Satoshi Ishii (1990). Japanese am 
American terxiencies to argue. Psychological Reports, 66, 802. 

'!he authors conceptualize argumentativeness as a personality trait 
cx:xrp:>Sed of terxiencies to approach am avoid arguments. '!he study conpared 
argumentativeness in Japan am the United states using the Infante-Rancer 
Argumentativeness Scale. SUbjects were 153 Americans at West Virginia 
University am 168 Japanese at three universities in Tokyo. 
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Results, based on the scales, irrlicated a significant difference be­
tween Japanese am Americans on approach ternencies am argumentativeness, 
but not on avoidance ternencies. '!he authors said the Japanese were not 
inclined to argue but the Americans are prone to do so. 

'!he concept of argumentativeness am the scale are from the paper: 
D.A. Infante & A.S. Rancer (1982) A Conceptualization am measure of argu­
mentativeness. Journal of Personality Assessment, 46, 72-80. 

Reprints may be obtained by writing to Professor D. W. Klopf, Depart­
ment of Connnunication studies, West Virginia University, 130 Annstrorg Hall, 
Morgantown, WV 26506. 

* * * * * * 

Back Issue Sale: '!he following issues of roLYGRAPH are still available in 
original fonnat at the reduced price of $3.00 each. Send your want list to 
P.O. Box 1061, Sevenla Park, MD 21146. '!here is a $2.00 postagejhandling 
fee for the order. 

Volume 1: June, September, December 1972 
Volume 2: March 1973 
Volume 3: March, September, December 1974 
Volume 4: March, June, September, December 1975 
Volume 5: March, June, September, December 1976 
Volume 6: March, June, September, December 1977 
Volume 7: March, June, December 1978 
Volume 8: June, September, December 1979 
Volume 9: June, September, December 1980 
Volume 10: June 1981 
Volume 11: March, June, September, December 1982 
Volume 12: March, September, December 1983 
Volume 13: March, September 1984 
Volume 14: June, September, December 1985 
Volume 15: March, June, September, December 1986 
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