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ABSTRACT

Biographical information (biodata) obtained from job applicant forms hasbeen in use since
the turn of this century to predict future job success. It hasbeen only reatively recently
that there has been a concerted effort to improvebiodata’s reliahlity and validity. Two of
the major concernsare how to minimizethe incidence of faking and how to reduce
inaccurate responses due to social desirability. Theoretica and empirical works have
identified several factors which might affect the accuracy of biodata responses. Using a
2x2 between-subjects design, this study examined the effects of (1) awarning about the
consequences of inaccurate responses (Warning) and (2) the amount of detall requested in
responses (Detail). T he dependent variables were participants’ regponses to biodataitems
that had been previoudy classified asrelevant to thejob description or not, and whether or
not partidparts’ responses were potentially verifiable. Partid pants were volunteers
registered inIntroductory Psychology. It washypotheszed that providing a warning of
consequences and requiring greater detail would reduce social desirability of responses,
but only for items tha werejob relevant and not potentidly verifiable. The reaults
indicated that none of the factorsin this design (the consequences of misreporting, and
requesting extended detail sbehind the answers to some items) had a systematic effect on
the biodata responses. Results are discussed with reference to the limitations of smulating
personnel selection research with undergraduat e participants who do not have the same
motivations as rea job applicants. T he characteristics of desrable biodataitems and the
format in which they are presented as well as implications for future research are also

discussed.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ADSIraCt . . . ii
Tableof Contents . ... ... i
Listof Tables ... ... Vi
AcKnowledgments. . .. ... e Vil
Preface ... viii
[ INtrodUCEiON . .. .o 1
Definition of Biodata. . .. ... 1
Overview of Mael’sTaxonomy . ...t 3
Validity of Biodata .. ....... ... 6

Utility of Biodata. . .. ... 8
Review of Faking . ...... ... 10
IsFakingaProblem? . ... ... .. .. . 11
Methods of DetectingFaking . . .. ... e 15
Methodsto Reduce Faking . ........ ...t 17
Statement of theProblem . .. ... ... ... 23
Hypotheses .. ... .. e 24

I PHOLSIUAY . .o 25
Method . ... 25
PUIPOSE .. 25

PartiCipants . .. ...t 25

Procedure. . ... 26



Fictional Job Advertisement . .......................... 26

Cover Letter ......... o 26

The Biodata Questionnaire Instructions . ................. 27
BiodataQuestionnaire ............. ..., 28
DebriefingForm . . ... ... . 29
RESUITS/DISCUSSION . . . o ottt e e e e e e e e 29
I MainSIUAY . .. 30
Method . .. .. 30
DESIgN . 30
PartiCipants .. ... ..o 30
Procedure. . ... .. 31
MEBSUIES . . . .ot 32
Fictional Job Advertisement . .......................... 32

Cover Letter ......... 33

The Biodata Questionnaire Instructions . ................. 33
BiodataQuestionrnaire ............. ..o, 35

Amended DebriefingForm . ............. ... ... ... ... 34
TestCondition Items .. ... 35

IV RESUITS . .o 36
DataPreparation . .. ... 36
Main ANalYSIS . ... 36



DiSCUSSION . . . oo et e e e e e 46

Consistency withpast findings .. ............. ... ... ... ...... 46

Study Limitations . .. ... .o 48
Directionsfor Further Research .. ........ ... .. .. .. .. ... .. ... 50
REfEIENCES . . .. o 51
APPENAICES . . oottt e 55
A Pilot Study - Informed Consent Form .. ... ... . 56
B Pilot Study - Fictional Job Advertisement .......................... 58
C Pilot Study - Covering letter . ... 60
D Pilot Study - InstructionsBaseLineGroup . .............coovin.... 62
E Instructions with Job Advertisement and MinimumWarning ........... 64
F Instructions with Job Advertisement and MaximumWarning ........... 66
G BiodataQuestionnairefor Pilot Study .. ........................... 68
H Debriefing Formsfor Pilot Study .............. ... ... ... ... ..... 77
| Within Subjects Items by Test Condition. . ........................ 79
J Main Study - Infformed Consert Form . ............. ... ... oo, 81
K Amended Fictional Job Advertisement . ........................... 83
L Amended Coving Letter . ... i 85
M Abbreviated Questionnaire with MinimumWarning .................. 87
N Extended Questionnaire with MaximumWarning ................... 100
OExtended IteMS .. ... oot 114
PAmendedDebriefingForm .. ... ... . 118



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

LIST OF TABLES

Gender and age frequencies of pilot paticipants ....................... 25
Gender and age frequencies of main gudy participants .................. 31
Descriptive statistics of High Verifiahlity/ Low Relevanceitems ........... 38
HV/LR within+residual correlations with std. Devs. ondiagonal ........... 38
Results of MANOVA on High Verifiahlity/Low Relevancy ............... 39
Descriptive statistics of High Verifiahlity/ High Rdevanceltems. . ...... ... 39
HV/HR within+residual correlations with std. devs. ondiagona ........... 41
Results of MANOVA on High Verifiahlity/HighRdevacy ... ............ 41
Descriptive statistics of Low Verifiability/ Low Relevanceitems ........... 42
LV/LR withintresidual correlations with std. devs. ondiagonal ........... 42
Results of MANOVA on Low Verifiability/Low Relevancy . .............. 43
Descriptive statistics of Low Verifiability/ High Relevanceltems .. ...... ... 43
LV/HR within+residual correlations with std. Devs. ondiagonal ........... 44
Results of MANOVA on Low Verifiability/High Relevancy . .............. 45
Descriptive statistics for check item by test condition ................... 45
Tests of significance for faking checkitem ............. ... ... ... ...... 45

Vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The thesis was prepared under the supervision of Dr. Barry Spinner, Psychology
Department, Univerdty of New Brunswidk. The author is indebted to Dr. Spinner for his

advice and guidance through the course of the study.

| also wish to thank my wife, Glendafor not only typing the manuscript but for giving

that most precious of all commodities - time.

Vil



Preface
As | waswriting thisthesis, | was reminded of this story. Years ago ayoung man was
falsely convicted of a crime and sent to a prison on Devil’s Island. He was thrown into a
cell with an old man. All the young man coud do was think of escape. He told the old
man of his plan but the old man said nothing. Late one night the young man attempted
his escape. Three days later they brought him back to the cell and he was near degath.
Upon recovering he told the old man about the horrors of the jungle. He told him of the
poisonous snakes and spiders. That there was no food, no water, no boats and about the
sharksin the ocean. The old man smiled and said “1 know all that. | tried to escape
many times years ago but it was impossible and | gave up even trying.” The young man
looked at him and said “I was almost killed! Why did you not tell me?’. The old man

just shrugged his shouldersand said “Well, no one publishes negdive resuts.”

Vil



Chapter 1

Introduction

Effective personnel recruitment and selection is one of the most critical steps in the
establishment and growth of an organization. Many organizations expend a great deal of time and
effort to match the right person to the job as there are many costs associated with hiring personnel
who subsequently are not successful . These costs can bemeasured not only in dollar terms but also
by their effect on the livesand careers of the personsinvolved (Strauss & Sayles, 1972). Thereare
avariety of personnel selection techniquesin commonuse. Theinterview isone of the most popul ar
(Harris, 1989) but has been criticized as being too subjective (Campion, Pursell & Brown, 1988).
The assessment centre approach has the applicant complete a battery of seledion tests and work
samples but can be very time consuming and expensive (Alder, 1987). One technique that is less
subjective, inexpensive and effective involves obtaining biographical information (biodata) from
job applicants to predict futurejob success (Mitchell, 1994).

Definition of Biodata

Lautenschlager (1994) defined biodataas” ...factual kinds of questionsabout lifeand work
experiences, as well as to items involving opinions, values, beliefs and attitudes tha reflect a
historical perspective.” He notes that since the respondent is limited to replying to the questions
posed to him there are elements of both biography and autobiography. The basis of biodaa' s
predictive abilities isthe axiom that past behaviour isthe beg predictor of future behaviour (Madl,
1991). Biographical information is not expected to predict all future behavioursbut it isuseful in
personnel selection in that it can give an indication of probable future behaviours based on an

individual’s prior learning history (Mumford et al., 1996). Stricker and Rock (1998) state that
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biodata instruments have an advantage over personality and interest inventoriesin that they can
“capture directly the past behaviour of aperson, probably the best predictor of hisof her future
actions. These measures deal with facts about the person’s life, not introspection's and subjective
judgemerts...”.

While resembling the standard job application form, a typical biodata questionnaire seeks
to obtain more extensive and detailed information on significant events in applicants' lives and
especially on their past behaviours. Nichols (1994) stated that “Biodata measures may predict
performance across so many aspectsof behaviour as wel as they do because responses to biodata
itemsmay serveto capture previous manifedationsof the congructsand mechanismsthat ultimately
determine predictive relationships with criteria.”.

While biodata items were in wide use, there was some debate about what items should be
classified asbiodaa. Asher (1972) stated that typical biodataitems could vary widely on anumber
of dimensions such as: verifidble - unverifiable; higorical - futuristic; actual behaviour -
hypothetical behaviour; memory - conjecture; fectual - interpretive; goecific - general; response -
response tendency; and external - internal event. He also divided the different typesof itemsinto
two categories: soft and hard items. He described hard biodata itemsas historical and verifiable
items. Soft biodata items are more abstract in nature and tap value judgments, aspirations,
motivations, attitudes and expectations.

Winter (1986) in hissurvey of the Australian, United Kingdom, Canadianand USmilitaries
selection procedures discovered that there continued to be a wide variation in what the different
militaries considered to be biodata. He ended up having to define biodata as autobiographical

accounts of past events derived from the sorts of items found on a biographical data blank or
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application form. Winter admitsthat thisis scarcely helpf ul but it showsthat theterm lacks precise
definition. Winter hypothesizes that thoseitemstha Asher described ashard itemstend to be more
reliable (and so potentially more valid) than the sft items perhaps because they are lessprone to
faked response or ambiguousinterpretationby the applicant. Heal so concludesthat so long astheir
psychometric deficiencies are recognized, soft items can add greatly to the range of predictors used
in seledtion as they permit investigation of otherwise inaccessible aspects of the applicart.

Overview of Mael's Taxonomy

Mael (1991) noted that while previous authors have described various attributes of biodata,
none had sysematicaly defined biodataor their atributes. Mael developed ataxonomy to identify
the key characteristics of biodata. Mael preferred not to consider the ‘ ft’ biodata items as true
biodata. He defined true biodata items as those that are: historical, externd, verifiable, objective,
first-hand, discrete, controllable, equal access, job relevant, and noninvasive.

Historical items are those that refer to eventsthat have already occurred. It ishypothesized
that historical items may be more reliable and accurate then items asking about intentions,
hypothetical situations, or intentions. These, and other types of non-higorical items are not
considered to be biodata items.

External refersto events or actions that have occurred in the past.  Thiswould exclude
internal attitudes or thoughts but is not necessarily a publicly seenevent. Mael uses the example of
someone who has never actuadly served in the military but may have had their attitudes and
behaviours shgped through watching war novies, reading history books or colleding wegoon
models. One advantage of using external items is that thereis less chance of someone faking their

answer. Individuals may unconsciously digort their responses when trying to assess a personal
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char acteristic but an external item would require someoneto misremember or consciously lieinorder
to ‘fake good'.

A verifiable item can refer to archival information such as school maks or information that
could be verified through athird party. It isnot necessary for the response to be actually checked
aslong as the individual believes that there is a potential for it to be verified.

Mael describesobjective asthat which only requires the faculty of recdl. For example, asking
a baseball playe about their batting average would be objective, while asking them how well they
play baseball would call for a suljective assessment of thar own performance.

First-hand information is that which the respondent knows for a fact from their own
experience and does not require an assessment of what others might have thought. For example,
asking someone about their university GPA would be considered first-hand, while asking what a
professor thought of their academi ¢ performance would not.

Mael statesthat discreteitemsthat measure asingle behaviour arepreferred tosummary items
inthat they tendto require some form of estimation or computation whichcouldleadto errors. Magl
admits that with regularly performed behaviours such as levels of physical activity or time spent
studying, a summary average could be more indicative of capabilities than just a snapshot of the
events on a particular day.

Controllable. WWhen constructing biodata indruments, there are certain ethical and legal
considerations. Mael arguesthat it is not ethical to measure and use information about events over
which the respondent has no control, such as birth order. Also abiodata item should not inquire

about activities to which not everyone has equal access. Stricker and Rock (1998) also noted that

biodataitemsthat concern opi nions, internal states, and subjectivejudgementsthat are not under the
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applicant’ scontrol or involve opportunities and resourcesthat are not availableto most people are
problematic, both psychometrically and ethicdly. Mael notes that while controllability and equal
access are preferable for moral and ethical reasons they are not intrinsically unfair or unethical.
Just because one respondent was a captain on asports team and another respondent went to asmall
school wherethere were no sports teams does not diminishthe first respondent’ s accomplishments.
A balance has to be struck when using such items.

Although amost any past experience could be conddered job relevant in some way, the
courtshave taken a dim view of the gathering of information that isnot visiblyjob relevant. Mael also
makesa distinction between*signs or extrapolatedinferencesfroman atitude, d gpositionor ahility
and ‘samples’ which are point-to- point examplesof previous behaviour. He notes that while most
biodata items span the continuum between signs and samples, samples bear a stronger reationship
to performance criteria than do signs and therefore may be more valid predictors.

Mael statesthat biodataitemsshould be non-invasive. Hepostulates that intrusive questions
such as those deding with sexual behaviour, crimind behaviour or reigion are “likdy to incur
resistance and resentmert, and thereby encourage willful faking, random responding, or other
behaviour aimed at foiling the testers.”  Not only do intrusive questions make the respondent
uncomfortable, they may result in alawsuit. For example, while studies have shown that married
Canadian military recruits have amuch higher attrition rae than do single recruits (Winter, 1986),
itisillegal in Canadato discriminate against anyone on the basis of race, religion, or marital status
(Cronshaw, 1986). The US Privacy Protection Study Commission in 1997 has also questioned the

fairness of collecting certaintypesof personnel history information for personnel selection purposes
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such as family background, credit history, criminal record and military service. (Stone & Jones,
1997)

Mael summarised histaxonomy by stating that the only necessary attributeto define anitem
asabiodataitemisthat it be historical. He stated that the other attributesaredesirableasthey could
reduce faking or would be seen as morefair and legally defendable. Conddering the number of
studies and paper s that have quoted Mael’ s taxonomy of biodata items, he has had quite an impact
on subsequent biodata research.

Validity of Biodata

Over theyears, personnel selection hasrelied on the standardized psychological tests (Riley
& Chao, 1982). The five major categories for these tests are intdlectual abilities, spatial and
mechanical abilities, perceptual accuracy, motor abilitiesand personality tests. Themean coefficient
for astandardized test is.35. A review of 58 studies on biodatafound coefficientsthat ranged from
.32t0 .46 with an mean validity of .35. Themean validity of interviewswasfound to be.19. Harris
(1989) reported a validity coefficient of .29 for unstructured interviews and .31 for structured
interviews but admits that interview results can be affected by interviewer biases and have been
challenged in a number of different court cases.

While all job-application forms collect some form of biographical information, and have
been in use since the turn of this century, it has been only relatively recently that there has been a
concerted effort to improve biodaa's reliability and validity. Shaffer, Saunders & Owens (1986)
examined the accuracy of biodata through a long term test-retest design and also by collecting
observer ratings. They administered a biodata questionnaire to 1,264 first year university students

and then readministered the test to 237 subjects randomly selected from thefirst group. They were
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also able to collect usable observations from at least one parent from 108 participants from the
second group. Theresultsindicated ahighlevel of accuracy for the objective or hard biodataitems.
The subjective or soft items were not as stable over the five-year interval and there was less
correlation between the observer ratingsand the student ratings. Many factorscan affect thevalidity
of a biodata instrument. For example, the Life Insurance Marketing and Research Association
(LIMRA) first developed and validated the life insurance agert aptitude index in 1922. This
instrument has had to undergo anumber of revisions throughout the years due to some unexpected
factors. Hughes, Dunn & Baxter (1956) described the experience of a large insurance company
where a biodata selection tool was scored at acentral location and found to be predictive and valid.
Once the field managers were allowed access to the scoring keys it was found that the instrument
became less predictive. Examination of the data indicated that managers were coaching the
applicants on how to answer certainquestions. Thayer (1977) aso found that some life insurance
branch managersthat areunder pressure to produce have been found to coach appicants on how to
complete the test or in extreme cases have offered to take the test for the applicant. He notes that
while the original biodata instrument may be valid when first created, the insurance industry has
found that the test must be continually updated and re-validated due to changesin society, economy,
and organizational dynamics.
Pannone (1984) conducted a fidd study to examine the validity of a biodata questionnaire.

The subjects were 221 electrician gpplicants. Pannone based his study on the behavioural

consistency model which is based axiom that the “best indicator of future performance is past

performance”. Henotestha it’salso similar to the” point to point theory” in which the more pants

in common between the predictor and the criterion, the higher the validity coefficient. The
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applicants were required to rate their previouswork experience with each task listed on a 4-point
scale. The results of the biodata questionnaire were compared to a written test of proficiency in
electrical knowledge to years of eectrica training and years of work experience. The results
indicated that the biodata questionnaire, when compared to the written test of proficiency, was a
better indicator than years of electrical training or years of work experience.

Utility of Biodata

Thefirst recorded instance of acompany using abiodataform wasalife insurance company
in 1889 (McManus & Kelly, 1999). It was found that cdllecting information on an applicant’ slife
history in a standardized fashion could be useful in predicting their potential for success in the
future.

M elamed (1992) examined the use of biodatafor predicting academic successand found that
both high school leaving averages and general biodata showed amoderate predictive validity. She
did notethat the validity of the biodataitemsreduced over time. Asher (1972) notesthat whilehigh
school marks do very well at predicting performancein College or Universty the University GPA
does avery poor job of predicting success after University.

Asnoted above, biodata measures have been used extensively by the insurance industry to
select sal esrepresantatives, by the military, and to predict academicperformance. Biodatameasures
have also been effective in selecting vocational employees (Brown, 1981). In addition to selecting
the right person for the jab, biographical information is useful for finding the right job for the
person. Brush and Owens (1979) surveyed 2,140 hourly waged employees from a large ail
company using a263-item biodataform. Theaim of this study wasto determineif personnel could

be grouped according to their personal characteristics and if this related to their success in job
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categories. The results of their study indicated that “a model incorporating the use of employee
subgroups and job clusters has real utility for accomplishing this goal.” This method allows the
person to be offered a job for which they are most suited and with which they will be likely to be
most satisfied.

Pannone (1994) looked at theapplicability of using biodatainstrumentsto select “ bluecollar
workers’. He describes “blue collar workers’ as “hourly workers involved in the manufacturing,
maintenance, and repair of machinery, equipment, and building strucure”. He noted that the nature
of the functions performed by the blue collar worker are generally more narrow in range that
professional and technical occupations. Herecommendsthat biodataitems should be based on ajob
analysisfor blue collar workersand include very specific questions. He statesthat based on the ease
of collecting background dataaswell as the benefits of standardization, background dataformsare
aviable dternativeto traditional testing programs

Ellis& Spinner(1997) attempted to devel op and validate a biodatainstrument that would be
predictive of success on the Canadian Forces Basic Officer Training course. The participants
consisted of 314 officer candidates. Their inventory consisted of 220 items. The instructions
included awarning that answers might be verifiedfor accuracy. The criteriawere the course grades
and an instructor performance rating scale. The results indicated that the biodata instrument
accounted for afurther 16% of the variance over and above the sel ection messures currently inuse
with a validity coefficient of .55 with the derivation sample and .38 with the cross-validation
sample.

Wilkinson (1997) conducted astudy that showed the generalizability of abiodatainstrument

to the selection of managers. Carlson and Scullen (1999) demonstrated that biodata instruments do
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not have to be spedally developed for aparticular organization. Whileit ispreferable for abiodata
instrument to be devdoped based on a job analysis (Fine & Cronshaw, 1994) they showed that
validity could be generalized to other organizations and even to other industries.

Melamed (1992) states that one of the problems with biodataisthe ladk of abasisin theory.
An item may be very predictive but if there is no underlying theory to explain why it predicts so
well, it could just be a statistical fluke. He relates an example of chance carrelation wherein one
study, the best predictor of being a successful door-to-door salesperson was attendance at a circus
show. Another examplewasrelated by Asher (1972). Theitem * did you ever build amodel air plane
that flew?’ wasfound to be almost as good as predictor of successin flight training during World
War Il asthe remainder of the entire United Staes Air Force Battery. It ishard to disregard items
that are very predictive even though the underlying theory is not readily apparent. This is
sometimesreferred toas* blind empiricism” sincethereisno understanding of why theitemspredict
(Mael & Hirsch, 1993). Winter (1986) also states that biodata research does tend to suffer from
“blind empiricism” at its most extreme and that the statistical methods used tend to exploit chance
fluctuation in the data.

Review of Faking

Since a biodata instrument is essentidly a self reported st of responses gathered for a
specific purpose, there has been some concern about verifying the accuracy of these responses.
L autenschlager describesthreewaysof operationdly defining accuracy. He statesthat correlational
accuracy is where evidence from an external source is compared with the self-reported responses.
An aternative method would be to ask the same type of question at two different times to see how

stable the response is. He notes that some use level or mean differences to measure accuracy of
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biodata studies In this situation the averageresponse for a group of subjects is compared to the
average response of another group or compared under two different administration conditions. He
also refers to absolute accuracy. The author notes while under this condition some individual
responses may be seen as inaccurate the result may not have any effect on keyed scoresor one
combined with the entire group scores. Lautenschlager states that there is evidence that warnings
of possible verification can reduce faking. He notesthat there may be some distortion of responses
that this may not be a bad thing if the pattern of distortion is uniform across the entire pool of
subjects. Thereforethe type of faking tha would be of most concern would be when individuals
distorts their responses and this affects the rank order of applicants to improve their chances at
selection. Lautenschlager notes that there is evidence from previous studies that there is a
relationship between faking and an applicant’s age or level of experience. He states that accuracy
can beimproved by using historical, transparent and verifiable items, through the use of warnings,
faking scales or false items and by examining reaction time or other statistical methods. He
recommendsthat futureresearch should determineif absol ute accuracy isrequired or worth thetime
and effort to achieveit.

Is Faking a Problem?

In an early study on faking, Dunnette et. al., (1962) administered a biodata test to 62
salesmen with alarge company and directed half the group to answer honestly while directing the
other half to answer as if a successful salesman would answer it and try and beat the test. The
results indicated that those under the fake condition could score higher than those who answered

honestly.
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Abrahams et al., (1971) conducted a study to determine if the inddence of faking inareal
life selection situation compared to the results that had been found in laboratory studies. He noted
that previous studieshad merely attempted to determine whether or not thetest could befaked. The
authors looked for a group of participants who might have an incentive to distort their responses.
At that time the US Navy was using a commercially developed biodata instrument to select
applicantsfor afull college scholarship. It washypothesised that the potential benefitsof receiving
a full college scholarship could be a strong inducement to fake. The authors compared thar
responses of two groups of applicants. Thefirst group had previoudy written the biodata measure
in high school as part of aroutine testing, they then retook the measure as part of the scholarship
selection procedure. The second group completed the biodata measure as part of the selection
procedure and then later rewrote the test as part of normal college testing. The rank-order
correlation between the mean profilesfor the first group was .95 and supported the conclusion that
the applicants did not fake. The analysis of the second group showed a correlation of .98. The
authors concluded from these resultsthat even though the measure had been shown to be fakeable
inthe laboratory, that in practice thereis no evidence to support the hypothesisthat applicants were
faking good to be selected in actual selection situations. They also conclude that ssmulated faking
designsdo not provide “a particularly appropriate estimate of what occursin selection, instead they
provide only an indication of how much ated can be faked.”

Zalinski & Abrahams(1979) also attempted to place their participantsin a situation where
they would be motivated to do better on atest, rather than just instruct themto fake good. Their
participants were 129 undergraduate psychology sudents. Half of the group wereinstructed to

complete a biodata measure accurately and honestly. The other half were instructed that the
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measurewould provide an indication of their potential to become psychologists. They completed
an abbreviated version of the measure which contained items directly related to predi cting success
as a psychdogist. As predicted, the second group scored significantly higher. The authors
concluded that “ experimentally induced motivations can be created |eading examineesto increase
typical performance measure scoreswithout using instructionsto fake in aspecific fashion.” They
also found that extractingitems from atest that was related to a particular scale and administering
these items separately could affect the way an applicant scored. Removing these items from the
context of the complete test may make the items more transparent as to the purpose of the test. If
the applicants are highly motivated to do well on the test, they maybe tempted to try to improve
their answers on these items.

LoBello & Sims (1993) found that prison inmates could better their scores on a pre-
employment integrity test when instructed to feke good. The authors note that the tendency to fake
good isnot activated unlesstheindividud isinstructed to doso. They state that response distortion
IS not a problem if reasonable precautions are taken such as test administrators only giving the
verbatim test instructions and not coaching test takers.

Thumin & Barclay (1993) administered abiodatatest to a161 job applicantsand 73 graduae
and undergraduate business students. Both groups were instructed to describe themselveshonestly
and accurately. The authors expected that the job applicants’ scores would be higher under the
selection condition and tha they might be expected to fake good to some degree. The authors noted
that while the employment group had smaller standard deviations than the student group on seven
of the 11 scales, the overall profiles were virtualy identical. The authors concludethat even if the

individuals werefaking good it had no negative impact onthe reliability of the test. The resultsof this
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study were congstent with those of Hough et d. (1990) who al 0 examined the effects of faking on
biodata validity and found the effects to be minimal. These studies cag doubt on the common
assumption that faking is a sriousthreat to the vdidity of the biodata instruments, however more
researchis needed.

Mitchell (1994), in hisreview of theliterature, satesthat biodata can be highly resistart to
exaggeration or faking by applicants. He notes that bhiodata questions do not have right or wrong
answer's and that scoring keys are most often developed using criterion-based techniquesto weight
each possible answer to each quedion in direct reference to a job-rdevant criterion such as job
performanceor turnover. He also notesthat applicants aremuch lesslikely to exagger ate potentially
verifiable and factual data. He notesthat biodata measures offer acost effective means to add to the
validity and accuracy of personnel sdlection programs by capturing and predicting unique criterion
variance and increasesthe overall accuracy of these sdection programs when combined with other
procedures. Healsonotesthat biodatameasuresoffer afair and vaid mechanism for decreasing the
adverse impact of selection programs.

Becker & Colquitt (1992) stated that one of the limitations on previous biodata-faking
research wasthat the partici pantswere usually college studentsand they are“ unlikely to adequately
represent the population of individuals in the work force or labour market.” They conducted two
studiesusing actual employeesor job applicants. Thefirst study looked at general faking ability and
actual faking of a biodataform as well as the effect of faking on selection decisions. The second
study examined the relationship between the type of questions and the extent of faking in practice.
The subjects were 58 employees of a large company who were a part of the first study and the

second set of subjects consisted of 231 job applicants of which 50 were later hired by the company.
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The current employees were divided into two groups. The first group was instructed to answer the
25 item biodaa questionnaire as accurately as possible. The second group wastold to fake the test
and make themselves to ook as good as possible. The group of real applicantswere instructed to
answer the questions accurately and that they were warned that the information they provided may
be verified with other data collected during the employment process. Theresultsindicated that the
subjectsinstructed to fake scored an average of 5.7 points higher than those who were instructed to
answer honestly. The faking group was also 2.6 points higher than the applicants who were later
hired. However when compared to the entire group of applicants there was not a significant
difference between the group that answered honestly and thereal applicants. Theauthorsconcluded
from this that while the test could be faked in artificial conditionsin actud practicethere appears
to be much lessfaking occurring in an actual selection situation. The authors also noted that in the
faking situation, theitemsthat were most likely to be faked were themost job rd ated andthe more
objectiveand verifiableitemsarelesspronetofakingin practice. They concludedthat evenif there
was faking occurring that it would not havea significant impad on the sdection decisions

M ethods of Detecting Faking

Oneway of attempting to detect faking isto use acheck item. For example, Pannone (1984)
included an item that referred to the use of a piece of electrical equipment that, inreality, did not
exist. One third of the subjects indicated that they had experience with this piece of equipment.
Pannone took thisas an indication that this type of questionnaire was highly susceptible to faking
and that the faking had a tendency to distort the validity coefficient. When the fakers were
examined asagroup, it wasfound that their mean scorewas significantly higher thanthe mean score

for the non fakers.
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Shermiset al. (1996) describesthe construction and validation of afaking detector scalefor
an US Air Force officer selection biodatainstrument. They modelled their scale on theMinnesota
Mutiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) Lie and K scales. The Lie scale has been found to be
effective “... in detecting grossresponse distortion, the K scale was efective inidentifying more
subtle response distortion and clinical defensiveness’. The biodata faking-scale consisted of 12
multiple choice questions. The factor analysis revealed that the scale was unidimensional and
accounted for 59% of thetotal varianceand the test-reted reliability coefficient wasonly fair (.65).
The correlations of the results to the two criterion indicators were low and insignificant. The
authorsattribute thisto a possibl e restriction of range and the homogeneity of the participants asall
of the participants had been already admitted into the Air Force and did not represent the target
population. They als note that the scde may al misidentify atruly outstanding candidate.

Another method of detecting faking involves the use of a computer to measure the amount
of time a participant takesto respond to an item. Holden(1993) theorized that someone who is
making a conscious effort to fake would take a longer time to answer than someone answering
honestly due to the requirement of accessing a number of schema. He administered a 158-item
true/false biodataquestionnaireto 64 first year undergraduatestudents. The subjectswererandomly
assigned to either astandard or fake group. The standard group was instructed to answer honestly
while the faking group wasinstructed to maximize their chances for being hired. The subjects
entered their responses on a personal computer which measured the amount of timeit took for them
to answer (response latencies). Holden found no difference in the response | atencies between the
honest and faking groups. He then replicated the gudy using 100 unemployed adults. The results

indicated that those in the faking group did take longer to answer questions. The mixed results of
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this study and the results of a previous study by Kluger, Reilly & Russll (1991) which found no
significant difference in the response latencies between the test conditions indicates that more
researchis required.

In sum, there isa varigly of methodsto detect faking. A check item on anon-existent event
or responses latencies measured by acomputer have been shownto be able to give an indication of

faking. Attempts to develop a faking detector scale have had |ess success.

Methods to Reduce Faking

Mael (1991) states that intrusive questionsare “likely toincur resistance and resent ment, and
ther eby encouragewillful faking, random responding, or other behaviour aimed at foiling theteders.”
Some itemsthat appear to be intrusive may be acceptable to applicantsif seen to be relevant or fair.
This should be takeninto consideration when constructing biodata instruments. Mael (1996) had a
panel of professionals and a group of potential applicants rate a set of hiodata items for thar
perceived level of invasiveness. The results indicated that therewas a very high level (.95) level
of consensus between the two groups. By identifying potentially invasive items test authors may
reduce the likelihood of faking.

Stone & Jones (1997) conducted a study to determine if "individuals will perceive the
collection of biodataitemsas morefair when the dataare collected for career tracking purposesthan
when the data are collected for personnel sdection purposes.” The second hypothesis was that
"females are more likely to perceive that requeds for biodata are unfair than are males." The
authors employed a 2 x 2 experimental design, which assessed the effects of the purpose of the
request for biographical data and the gender of the applicant on perceptions regarding the fairness

of biodata items. The subjects were 86 graduate and senior undergraduate students (38 males/48
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females). The average age was 22.58 and approximately 70% indicated that they were aectively
seeking work. They were randomly assigned into two groups. All of the participants were asked
to complete the same biodata items. Only the purpose of the inquiry and the gender of the
respondent varied.

One group wasasked toplay the rde of ajob applicant. The other group wastold that the
information was for research purposes only. The biodata questionnaire consisted of 39 items
relating tofamily background, parental relationships, educational achievement, andleisureactivities.
After completing the biodata questionnare they were asked to rate each item’ sfairness

The results indicated that the participants viewed the 'fairness of the items differently
depending on the purpose for which the data were collected and the gender of the applicant. The
authorsnoted that biodataitemsthat were more directly related to an individual's job knowledge or
skills, such asgrades, academic standing, job preferences and behaviour when angry, were not rated
differently by the two groups and received relatively high mean fairness ratings across the four
conditions. Itemssuch asleisure ectivitiesand family background were perceived asvery unfair
when asked for the purposes of parsonnel selection. The authorsrecommend that organizationsuse
personnel selection methods that minimize intrusiveness such asonly using biodataitems tha are
perceived to be directly related to job performance and have been based on a careful analysis of the
job in question. The results also indicated that females did not view arequest for biodata as more
unfair than males. Only theitem concerning marital statuswas viewed aslessfair by femalesthan
males.

Kluger, Reilly & Russell (1991) notethat studies reporting problems with fakingused item-

keying(IK) strategiesand that there were other studiesthat reported fewer problemswith faking that
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used an option-keying drategy. Item-keying iswhere you assign anumeric value to an option and
assume that the other responses have a linear relationship to the ariterion. For example, if there
werefour possibleresponsestoan item thefirst might be scored as one, the second astwo, thethird
as three and the fourth is worth four points. An option keying approach recognizes that not dl
responses may correlate with the criterion in alinear fashion and may be anegative value where an
alternateresponse may beapositivevalue. For example, aLikert-type biodataitem response of one
may be scored minusone and response of four may be scored plus two withthe other two responses
scored a zero depending on how they have been chosen by high and low criterion groups. Kluger
states that “ option-keying methods doffer the potential advantage of capturing both linear and
nonlinear relationships between the item scaleand the criterion.”

The authors administered a 25 item Likert-type biodata questionnaire using computer
administered testing to 85 graduate students. They used a2 X 2 X 2 cross over design with one
within-subjectsfactor and two between-subjedsfactors. The subjectsweretededtwice They were
first asked to complee the questionnare honestly for research purposes and the second
administration they were asked to simulate being a job applicant and were told that they “really
wanted the job”.

The results indicated that those applicants that were told to Smulate applying for a job
responded in amore socially-desirable way than did the subjects responding honestly. It was noted
that the item-keyed scores wereinflated by the faking but not the option-keyed scores. Not only did
the scores not rise but they actually decreased under the faking condition (Kluger, Reilly & Russell,

1991).



20

Stokes, Hogan & Snell (1993) described two typesof social desirability responding: sdf-
deception and impression management. While self-deception involves an unconscious tendency to
see oneself ina positive way, impression management is a conscious attempt to present oneself in
afavourablelight. It wasnoted that impression management in some occupations may not be abad
thing. It has been found to be the best single predictor for success as a salesman for example. The
aim of the Stokes et. al. study was to measure the extent of impression management exhibited in
applicant and incumbent sampleswhen responding to abiodataform. Their participantswere 2,262
incumbent sales representatives and 2,726 applicants for sales postions. A 171-item biodata
guestionnai rewasadministered that covered work experiences, preferences, education, background,
personnel history and leisure time activitiesin amultiple choiceformat. The criterion used wasthe
turnover rate after 12 months. Both item-keyed and option-keyed instruments were devel oped and
validated on the same samples. It was found that the items that had the most significant validities
within their respective validation samples had very little overlap between the applicant and the
incumbent samples This led the authors to caution about using incumbent samples for the
development of biodatainstruments asthey do not appear to generalize to an applicant population.
Their resultsalso indicated there was ahigher level of socially desirable responding in the applicant
sampl e than there was in the incumbent sample.

Contrary to the results found by Kluger et al. (1991), there was no difference between the
item-keying and option-keying scoring methods. Hogan (1994) notesthat it appears option-keyed
instruments are less vulnerable to score inflation than item-keyed instruments primarily when the

item-criterion relationships are significantly nonlinear. He aso notesthat when the item-criterion
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relationships are linear there is an advantage to using item-keyed methods as they would provide
the same results and have the advantage of requiring smaller sample sizesand be easier to devel op.

Mael & Hirsch (1993) noted that one method of reducing susceptibility tofakingisto design
items that are objective and easily verifiable but this can be problematic in that “ objective actions
tend to be heterogeneous and therefore difficult to attribute to unitary constructs’. Their study used
a 73-item biodata questionnaire. The itemswere limited to historical, external, objective, first-
person, and verifiable attributes to minimize faking. The participants were 2,565 cadets at a US
military academy. The resultsindicated that both approaches could successfully predict success a
the military academy and were found to add incremental validity over and above the selection
method that was currently being used. The results appeared to corroborate previous findings that
historical, objective, discreteand verifiable itemsare less amenable to faking. The authors noted,
however, that by using these types of items you give up the richness of information that can be
found through less dbjectiveitems.

Schrader & Osburn (1977) examined the effects of warning on reducing faking. Their
subjects were 148 college students who were instructed to complete a biodata questionnaire and
make themselvesto look as good as possible. Half the group was warned that a faking scale might
be included. Between one and two weeks later the same form wasreadministered to dl subjects
under honest instructions. The results indicated that instructing the subjects to make themselves
look good increased their score by at least one standard deviation. The group that was warned that
there might be a faking scale increased their score by only one half of a standard deviation.

Kluger and Colella (1993) studied the effects of warning on biodata test faking behaviour

inafield study. They randomly warned 214 of 429 applicantsf or anurse's assistant position against
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faking. While the warning mitigated the propensity to fake, the specific warning effects depended
on item transparency. For transparent items, warning reduced the extremeness of item means and
decreased item variances. For non-transparent items, warning did not have an effect on item means
and increased item variances. These faking effects were strongest when transparency was
operationalized in terms of item-spedfic job desirability in addition to the item’s general social
desirability.

Roy (1994) examinedthe effect of awarn ng on biodata-faking behaviour. She hypothesized
that respondents would be more likely to fake when they were not warned about potential
consequences and that the effect of warnings would be strongest when the information was job
relevant and not easilyverified. Her sulyectswere 128 graduae andundergraduate business students
who were instructed to role-play as job applicants. The results indicated that although there was a
significant (at a = .10) difference between warning levels within the High Job Relevance/Low
Verifiability condition as predicted, the pattern of mean differences between the No Warning,
Minimum Warning and M aximum Warning conditionswasnot interpretable. The author concludes
that the differences were likely to be occurring by chance and that more research isrequired under
more realistic conditions.

In general, the research suggests that to reduce the likelihood of faking, awell constructed
biodata questionnaire should avoid intrusive questions and give the impression of being fair. The
information being requested should be on disarete events and have the potential of being verified.
Option-keyed biodata instruments may be less vulnerable to score inflation than item-keyed

instrumentsbut theresultsvary depending on how linear theitem-criterion relationshipsare. There
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is also some evidence that warning applicants on the consequences of faking can mitigate the
propensity to fake. Thewarning effectsvaried, however, depending on the degree of job relevancy.

Statement of the Problem

Effective personnel recruitment and selection is one of the most critical steps in the
establishment and growth of an organization. Many organizations expend a great deal of time and
effort to match the right person to the job as there are many costs associated with hiring personnel
who subsequently are not successful. These costs can be measured not only indollar termsbut a so
by their effect on the lives and careers of the persons involved (Strauss& Sayles, 1972).

One process that is frequently used in personnel selection is the collection of selected
biographical information (biodata) fromjob applicants, whichisthen scored and used to make hiring
decisions Biodataformsarewiddy used, relatively inexpensive and have proven to be effective in
predicting future job success (Mitchdl, 1994). However, responsesto biodataitemsare slf-reports
that are provided by applicantsin order to accomplish their own goals. obtaining ajob offer. Unless
the information is verified, there is no assurancethat the self-reports are accurate, and inaccurae
information may reduce the validity of the selection system. Asaresult, thereis concernabout the
extent to whichapplicantsinaccurately report biographica inf ormationin away that they believewill
increase their chances of being hired. Nevertheless there has been relatively little research on the
factors that might affect the accuracy of respones to a biodata form. The purpose of the present
study isto examine some of the characteristics of biodata forms, and of biodata items that might

affect the accuracy of applicants self-reports.
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Hypotheses
1 Based on previousfindings by Schrader & Asburn (1977), Kluger & Colella(1993) and Roy

(1994), it was expected that administering a forceful caution prior to the compléion of a
biodata questionnaire (versus the absence of a warning) would reduce the incidence of
faking good. Based on the predictions of Magl (1991) and Lautenschlager (1994), it was

expected that these effect swould be observed particularly onitemsthat wererelevant to the

job and which were not verifiable. Participantswere expected to make the leag accurate
(most favourable) self-reports when there was no warning and items wer e job-relevant and
not verifiable. Responsesto theseitemswere expected to be more accurat e when awarning
waspresert. The effects of the warningwere expected to be smdler or asent on itemsthat
were not relevant to the job, or that were easlly verified, or both.

Based on the predictions of Mael (1991), Lautenschlager (1994), it was expected that

requesting additional detail s about specificitems (versus not requesting detail s) would reduce
faking. It was expected that the effects of requesting additional details would be strongest
on items that were relevant to the job and which wereotherwise not veifiable. Requesting
additional information was expected to have less or no effect on itemsthat were not job

relevant, or that were easily verified.
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Chapter 11
Pilot Study
Method
Purpose
In the midst of the data collection phase, a change in the author’ s circumstances prompted
anumber of changes. The study had started as aresearch apprenticeship and it was decided to redo
the questionnaire in order to complete the requirements for a Master’ s thesis. Thisfirst study was
employed asapilot study to help identify design weaknessesand modify the biodata questionnaire.
Participants
For the pilot study, 54 undergraduate and graduate business students volunteered to
participate. One individual started but did not complete the questionnaire leaving afinal N = 53.
Participants’ agesranged from 18 - 56 years with a mean of 21.5 years (SD = 6.9).
Table 1

Gender and Age Frequencies of Pilot Participants

n % of non missing responses
Gender
Male 24 453
Females 25 472

Unknown 4 75
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Procedure

Once the nature of the study was described to the participants and they agreed to teke part,
they completed an informed consent form which isin appendix A. They were then each given a
package of materials. They wereinstructed to read theinstructions and compl ete the questionnaire.
Measures

The questionnaire package consisted of afictional job advertisement, an acceptance | etter,
and the Biodata questionnaire. After completing the questionnaire, the participants were given a
debriefing form.

Fictional Job Advertisement. Theparticipantsinthetwo role-playing groupswererequested to role-

play the part of job seekers. Participantsin athird group were not given any role-play instructions.
A logo of afictional company called Master Corporation was placed prominently onall the forms
to add realism. The advertisement indicated that management trainees were required for a wide
range of entry level positions The nature of the job and the remuneration was made to be very
attractive. The following desired job applicant qualifications were specified:

“We are looking for highly energetic, assertive, sdf-starting individuals. Working

aong with members of your team, you should be able to demonstrate excellent

interpersonal and communication skills. Y ou should be a highly organized individual

with arecord of successinachieving quality results. Bilingualism, computer literacy

and flexibility to travel would be definite assets. Valid drivers’ license required.”
The entire form isin appendix B.
Cover Letter. After reading thejob advertisement, participantsread aletter informing them that the

company considered them potentially suitable and now required further information as part of the



27

selection process. Theapplicant wasrequested to compl ete the enclosed biodataquestionnaire. The

cover letter isin appendix C.

The BiodataQuestionnairel nstructions. Therewerethreeversionsof theinstructions. Thefirg was

for the base line group that was not part of the role-playing exercise. Therefore there was no
simulated job application, no cover letter, and no forceful warning (Appendix D). Theinstructions

read:

“Thank you for agreeing to completing this questionnaire. The following

guedionnaire is being developed as part of a persomel selection research proj ect.

We are interested in obtaining an accurate sample so please respond to the questions

as honestly asyou can.”

The second group received the smulated job advertisement, the cover letter and the
following instructions (Appendix E):

“As part of the job application procedure, here at Master Corp. Inc., we request that

al candidatescompl etethe fol lowing biographicd informationquegionnaire. 1f you

wish, youmay refer back to the job advertisement.

By responding to thisquedionnaire, you will provide the selection committee with a

view of your background. All selectiondecisionswill be based upon the information

you provide.

Please tick the appropriate response and/or fill in the blank with the requested

information.”

The third group received the ssmulated job advertisement, the cover letter, the instructions

as above and the following foroeful warning printed inbold face (Appendix F):
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“By using biographical questionnaires, our company can more accurately verify your
information. Master Corp. may choose to check any information provided for
accuracy and conmpl eteness.
Statements of incorrect, misleading or incompete information are grounds for
dismissal.”
To ensure that they had indeed read the ingructions all partidpants were requested to mark a box
indicating they had read and understood the i nstructions.

Biodata Questionnaire. Due to the proprietary nature of commercial biodata instruments, a new

biodata questionnaire had to be constructed. The items were constructed based on the
recommendations found in Russell (1994) and Mumford (1996). They were dso based on Mael's
(1991) taxonomy of biodata item attributes which desaibed prototypical items as historicd,
external, verifiable, objective, first-hand, discrete, controllable, equal access, job relevant, and
noninvasive. A number of items that were deliberately hard to verify and/or not job rdated were
included for contrag purposes. The initial draft of the questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of
professarsand graduate psychology students They wereasked to comment onfacevalidity andrate
each item asto its degree of job rdatedness and verifiability. Basad on the resultsof the pand, a
total of 37 itemstapping into severd aspects of the repondents past were selected for the pilot
guestionnaire. Some of the items (High Relevancy) were selected as they related back to desirable
characteristics identified in the job advertisement. Otherswere selected to be less relevant to the
job (Low Relevancy). Similarly, some of the items were selected to be easily verifiable (High

Verifiability) while others were not easily verified (Low Verifiability). Item job relevancy and
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verifiability were confirmed by having 48 participants (not inthe current study) rate them on each
of these dmensions (Appendx G).

Debriefing Form. Upon completing the questionnaire, the participants were provided with a

debriefing form which explained the purpose of the study. They were requested not to talk about
the study to anyone else as there would befurther testing in the future. 1f they wished a copy of the
research findings, they were invited to leave an address (Appendix H).

Results and Discussion

The pilot study was beneficid from the pant of view that it demonstrated some of the
weaknesses of the initial design. It was apparent that there was no significant difference in the
results of the baseline group and the role-playing group with the minimum warning so it was
decided to drop the baseline group from the main study. It was noted that the participants were not
reading the job advertisement and covering letter closely enough which prompted the inclusion of
moredirect instructions at the top of each page. Theforceful warning was placed on the first page
of the questionnaire and highlighted in abox to increase its visibility and impact. Feedback from
the ratersindicated that the verifiability of the items depended on how much detail was requested.
This prompted the creation of an extended version of the quedionnaire where certain items asked
for additional spedfic details such as names and dates. It was alo decided that the only way to
increase the number of participants was to employ Introductory Psychology students who could
volunteer in order to receive a credit for research participation. This resulted in having to change
therole-playing scenario from the participantsapplying for full-time jobsto applying for asummer

internship program.
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Chapter 11T
Main Study
Method

Design

The study consisted of a2 (warning) x 2 (versions) between-subjects multivariate design,
with four separate sets of dependent measures. The between-subjects factorswere (1) the
consequences of inaccurate responses (warning present or absent) and (2) theamount of detall
requested in responses (extended detail or no detail). The biodata itemswere divided into four
sets of dependent measures, reflecting the different combinations of (a) relevance to the
advertised job (Relevart or Not Relevart) and (b) whether or not the information they requested
could be independently verified (Verifialde or Not Verifiable). A sepaate 2x2 MANOVA was
conducted on each of the fours sets of itens (Rdevant and Veifialde; Relevant and Not
Verifiable Not Rdevant and Verifiable, Not Relevant and Not V erifiable). The selection of items
to be analyzed in eachMANOV A was based on the verifiability and relevance ratings of 48
peoplewho did not partidpate in the current study (Appendix G). The items used within each
MANOVA aelistedin Appendx .
Participants

The participants were 212 Introductory Psychology students  These students
volunteered to participate in return for receiving credit toward their course research participation
marks. 65 were male and 147 were female. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 - 45 years (M =

19.3, SD = 2.8)(See Table 2). Using aformulation proposed by Green (1991) regarding power
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of analysis, it was determined that the sample size exceeded the minimum required to conduct

multivariate regression analyses.

Table 2

Gender and Age Frequencies of Main Study Participants

n % of Nonmissing Responses
Gender
Male 66 31
Females 147 69
Age
17 3 14
18 106 49.8
19 51 239
20 21 99
21 12 56
22 5 23
23 6 28
24 2 9
25 1 5
26 1 5
27 1 5
34 1 5
35 1 5
45 1 5

Note. N =213 M =19.3,SD =238

Procedure

Due to thelarge size of the groups, the teding sessions were conduded in alarge lecture

hall. Once the nature of the study wasdescribed to the participants and they agreed to take part,

they received areceipt for their research participation credit and then completed an informed
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consent form which isin appendix J. Each was then given a package of materials They were
instructed to read the instrudions and compl etethe quegionnaire
Measures

The questionnaire package consisted of afictional job advertisement, an acceptance
letter, and the Biodata questionnaire. After compleing the questionnare, the participantswere
given adebriefing form.

Fictional Job Advetisement. The Job advertisament was on a onepage job poster complete with

alogo of the fictional company called Master Corporation. The text indicated that management
trainees were required for awide range of entry level positions. The nature of the job and the
remuneration was made to be very attractive. The advertisement was modified based on
observations from the pilot study. It wasdecided to put ingructions on the job advertisement to
ensure the participants understood what was required. (In bold)

“You aretaking part in asimulated job application process. Read the following

job advertisement closely so that you have a clear idea of the job you will be

applyingfor.”

Since the participants were now first year students, the position was changed from
management trainee to a management internship program that would give them summer
employmert leading to ajob on graduation. As afurthe incentive, they were offered asalary
plus full scholarship for the remainder of thar university program. The advertisement isin

appendix K.
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Cover Letter. To reinforce the role-playing instructions the following was placed at the top of
the cover letter. (In bold)

“You are very interested in thisjob. Y ou sent aletter indicating your interest but

did not include aresume. Y ou receive the following letter inresponse.”
The letter informed the research participant that the company considered him or her to be
potentially suitable and now required further information as part of the selection process. The
applicant was requested to complee the enclosed questionnaire. The cover letter isin appendix
L.

The Biodata Questionnai re Instructions.  The questionnaire instructions were placed at the top of

the first page of the questionnaire. There were two versions of the instructions. The “No
Warning” group received the simulated job advertisement, the cover letter and the following
instructions:

“As part of the job application procedure, here at Master Corp. Inc., we request

that all candidates complete the following biographical informetion questionnaire.

If you wish, you may refer back to the job advertissment.

By responding to thisquediomaire, you will provide the selection committee with

aview of your background. All selection decisionswill be based upon the

information you provide. Pleasetick the appropriate response and/or fill in the

blank with the requested information.”

The “Warning” group received the simulated job advertisement, the cover letter, the
instructions as above and the following forceful warning highlighted by being bolded and in a

box:



“Please read the following carefully: By using biographical questionnaires, our

company can more accurately verify your information. Master Corp. may choose

to check any information provided for accuracy and compl eteness.

Statementsof incorrect, mideading or inconplete informationare groundsfor

dismissal.”

Prior to starting the questionnaire, all participants were requested to placeamark in a
box to ensure that they had indeed read the instructions.

Biodata Questionnaire. A number of new items were added to the pilot version of the biodata

guestionnaire which raised the total number of items to 65 with some having multiple response
options. There were two versions of the biodata questionnaire. The abbreviated version asked
yes/no and multiple-choice type questions (appendix M). The itemsin extended version
(appendix N) required the respondent to provide further detailssuch as namesand dates to
increase the potential verifiability of some of theitems. The extended items are listed at
appendix O.

Certain job relevant items were directly related to the requirements outlined in the
fictional job advertisement. In addition, a single item was induded which asked participants if
they had experience with a (nonexistent) computer software package whose name was fabricated
for this study (see item 49e at appendix M). Thiswas a check on faking behaviour that was
based on a study by Pannone (1994).

Amended Debriefing Form. As the participants were first year Introductory Psychology

students, somereferences were added in case they would like to learn more about biodata

measures. The amended debriefing form isat appendix P.
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Test Condition Items. Embedded within the biodata questionnaire were items which would be

analysed separately for the four teg conditions: high verifiahility /low relevance items (HV/LR),
high verifiability /high relevance itens (HV/HR), low veifiahility /low relevance items (LV/LR),
and low verifiallity /high relevance items. There were sx items for HV/LR (items 44, 5c, 5d, 6,

7, 8) which asked about changing amajor area of study, language proficiency in Spanish and
German, and activity in student politics or organizations. Therewere four itemsandysed for
HV/HR (items5b, 36, 37, 41), which asked about language proficiency in French, days adbsent in
the last 6 months, hoursworked, and customer service experience. For LV/LR there were six
items (42, 43, 59, 60, 61, 62) which asked about experience dealing with rude customers, keeping
apersonal budget, discussing pa'sonal issues, alowing time for leisure activities, number of books
read in three months, and recreational sports activities. The final condition, LV/HR, asked about
preferring individual over group participation and the degree of difficulty they encountered in
planning, carrying out plans, monitoring progress and completing atask on a project. All of the

items by condition are listed in full at appendix I.
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Chapter 1V
Results

Data Preparation

Prior to analysis, the data were examined for univariate and multivariate outliers. Using
the criteria suggegded by Tabachnick & Fidell (1989) defining univariate outliers as being more
than three standard deviations from the mean and severely discontinuous from the rest of the
distribution, no univaiate outliers werefound. The data were then examined for multivariate
outliers defined ascases with a large and discontinuous Mahalanobis distance Based on this
criterion, no multivariate outliers were found in the daa set.

Although, there wasno indication from the literature to expect a difference due to
gender, initial analyses were conducted using a series of ANOV As with gender, warning
condition and version as the independent variables. Results confirmed there were no significant
gender effects and this variable was discarded for the mainanalysis

The data set wasexamined for normality and linearity. No trandormations were doneto
correct for skewness as the sample sizes were large enough to be robust to violations
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Bivariate plots within and across sets of measures did not show
any violaion of linearity.

Main Analysis

Four separate 2 x 2 SPSS MANOV As were conducted. In each, the independert variables

were Levd of Warning (high or low) and Verson (Extended or Abbreviated). Alphafor

significance was st at .05 per effect.
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The firda MANOVA examined the effects of Warning and Verson on the high verifigble
low relevance items. An examination of Box's M indicat ed the data had not violated the
assumption of homogenreity of dispersion matrices (p < .10). The descriptive statistics for the
items arein table 3.

The correlations among the measures are presented in Table 4 and indicate that the
responses to the 6items arelargely urnrelated to each othe except for the three itemson
participation in student politics (items 6, 7 and 8). With the use of Pillai’s criterion it was
determined that there were no significant main or interaction efects at an alphaof .05 (see Table

5).
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Table3

Means (SD) of High Verifiability/ Low Rdevance | tems by Condition

Vergon
Extended Abbreviated

Item Labed Warning No Warning Warning No Warning
0.17 ChangeMajor .18 (0.4) 23(0.4) .23(0.9) 12 (0.3)
5c Spanish .78 (1.5) 1.00 (1.7) .56 (1.4) 81(1.4)
5d German .64 (1.4 81 (1.7) 46 (1.1) 57 (1.5)
6 Student Politics 40 (0.5) .38 (0.5) .31 (0.5 49 (0.5)
7 Run for Organizations 40 (0.5) .38 (0.5) .31 (0.5) .27 (0.5)
8 Elected to Organizations .36 (0.5) .35 (0.5) .19 (0.4) .31 (0.5)

Sample Size (N) 50 48 52 49

Note. Item4a Changed mgjor inuniverdgty (1=yes; 2 = no)
5b Spani<h proficiency (0= nore; 10 = fluent)
5¢ Gaman proficiency (0= nore; 10 = fluent)
6 Student politics (1=yes; 0 = no)

7 Runfor org (1=yes; 0 = no)
8 Electedorg (1=yes; 0= no)

Table4

WITHIN+RESIDUAL Correlations with Std. Devs. on Diagonal

Items 4A 5C 5D 6 7 8
4A .395

5C -.099 1495

sD -.015 146 1.428

6 -.063 77 217 489

7 000 154  .081 464 474

8 -.065 198 113 526 740 .458

Note. Item4a Changed mgjor inuniverdgty (1=yes; 0 = no)
5¢ Spanish proficiency (0= none; 10 = fluent)
5d German proficiency (0= nore; 10 = fluent)
6 Student politics (1=yes; 0 = no)

7 Runfor org (1=yes; 0 = no)
8 elected org (1=yes; 0= no)
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Table5

Results of MANOVA on High Verifiability/L ow Relevancy

Version type (extended or short versions) F(6, 190) = 1.05, p< .39
Warning condition (maximum or minimum warning) F(6,190) = .88,p<.51
Interaction of version type and war ning condition F(6,190) = .96,p< .45

Note. Biodataitem numbe's are 4a, &c, 5d, 6, 7, 8 and are listed in appendix I.

The second MANOV A examined the effects of Warning and Version on the high
verifiable, high relevanceitems. An examination of Box's M indicat ed the data had violated the
assumption of homogeneity of disperson matrices p < .001, indicating the results of significance
tests may be somewhat less precise and should be interpreted with caution. The descriptive

statistics for the items are in Table 6.

Table 6

Means (SD) of High Veifiahility/ High Relevance Items by Condition

Verdon
Extended Abbreviated
Item Label Warning No Warning Warning No Warning
5b French 6.13 ( 3.0) 6.27 ( 2.5) 6.39 ( 2.6) 6.54 ( 2.8)
36 Days Absent 2.08 ( 3.2 200( 3.0 1.61( 2.8) 0.98( 1.3)
37 Hrs Week Worked 26.59 (14.00 33.16( 14.00 24.89(16.1) 27.52(13.6)
41 Deals With Public .89 ( 0.3) 86( .4 94 ( .3 95( .2
Sample Size (N) 46 44 46 48

Note. Item5b French proficiency (0= nore; 10 = fluent)
36 Daysabsent (_ days)
37 Hours per week worked (___ hours)
41 Dedl with public (1=yes; 0 = no)
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The correlations among the measures are presented in Table 7 and indicate that the
responses to the 4 items are largely unrelaed to each other. With the use of Rilla’s criterionit
was determined that there were no significart main or interaction effects at an alpha of .05 (see
Table8). The effect for additional information(extended or short version) did come very dose to
being significant (p < .053) and may merit further research. Examination of the group means
indicates that participantsinthe extended version condition reported a dightly lower levd of
French proficiency, dightly more days absent and that they were dightly lesslikely to have dealt
with the public inthe past. These findings are consistent with expectations as they suggest that
those who were asked to provide more detailed information gave less job-favourable responses.
However, participants in the extended version condition also reported more hours worked per
week. Thistrend is contrary to expectations asthe request for extended information appears to
have reaulted in somewhat more favourable self-reports on this measure. These differences do not
meet thecriterion set for significance and therefore should be viewed as suggestive.

The third MANOV A examined the effects of Warning and Version on the low verifiable,
low relevance items An examination of Box's M indicated the daa had viol ated the assumption
of homogeneity of disperson matrices p <.014, indicating the results of significance tests may be
somewhat less precise and should be inter preted with caution. The descriptive statistics for the

items are in Table 9.
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Table7

WITHIN+RESIDUAL Correlations with Std. Devs. on Diagonal

[tems 5b 36 37 41
5b 2.717

36 103  2.640

37 -.053 -.027 14436

41 .026 .046 -.145 .282

Note. Item5b French proficiency (0= none; 10 = fluent)
36 Days absent ( days)

37 Hours per week worked (___ hours)
41 Deal with public (1=yes; 0 = no)
Table 8

Results of MANOVA on High Verifiability/High Relevancy

Version type (extended or short versions) F(4,177) = 2.38, p < .053
Warning condtion (maximum or minimumwarning) F(4,177) =1.43,p<.230
Interaction of version type and war ning condition F(4,177) = 0.40, p< .810

Note. Biodataitem numbers are 5b, 36, 37, 41 and are listed in appendix .

The corrdations among the measures are presented in Table 10 and indicate that the
responses to the 6 items are largely unrelated to each other. With the use of Rilla’s criterion it
was determined that there were no significant main or interaction effects at an apha of .05 (see

Table 11).
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Table9

Means (SD) of Low Verifiability/ Low Relevance Items by Condition

Vergon
Extended Abbreviated

Item Labe Warning NoWarning  Warning No Warning
42 Arrogant/rude J1( .5 84 ( .4 93( .3 88 ( .3
43 Discuss personal issues 277 (1.1) 293(1.1) 3.25(1.0) 284 (.9
59 Budget 61 ( .5 53 ( .5) 54 (.5) 54 (.5)
60 Leisure activities 3.86( .7) 398( .9 4.02( .9 4.10( .8)
61 How many books read 2.78 (3.3) 1.67(20) 1.84(2.8) 1.96 (2.6)
62 Physical activities 78 ( .4) 76 ( .4) 82 ( .4) 82 ( .4)

Sample Size (N) 51 45 44 50

Note. Item42 Experience with rude cugomers (1=yes; 0= no)
43 Discuss personal issues (1 = never; 5 = aways)
59 Persond budge (1=yes; 0 = no)
60 Maketimefor leisure (1 = never; 5= aways)
61 How many booksread (___ books)
62 Phydcd adivities/12 morths (1=yes; 0 = no)

Table 10

WITHIN+RESIDUAL Correlations with Std. Devs. on Diagonal

Iltems 42 43 59 60 61 62

42 378

43 107 1.034

59 -.065 -.008 501

60 -.062 159 -.099 812

61 .030 .053 195 -011 2732

62 015 -035 -.032 135 064  .407

Note. Item42 experience with rude cugomers (1=yes; 0= no)
43 Discuss personal issues (1 = never; 5 = aways)
59 Persond budget (1=yes; 0 = no)
60 Maketimefor leisure (1 = never; 5 = aways)
61 How many booksread (___ books)
62 Phydcd adivities/12 morths (1=yes; 0 = no)
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Results of MANOVA on Low Verifiability/Low Relevancy

Version type (extended or short versions)

Warning condition (maximum or minimum warning)

Interaction of version type and war ning condition

F(6, 181) = 1.55, p < .16

F(6,181) = .67, p< .68

F(6, 181) = 1.45, p< .20

43

Note. Biodataitem numbe's are 42, 43, 59, 60, 61, 62 and are listed in appendix I.

high relevance items. An examination of Box's M indicat ed the data had not violated the

assumption of homogeneity of dispersion matrices (p < .76). The descriptive statistics for the

items arein Table 12.

Table 12

Means (SD) of Low Verifiability/ High Relevance | tems by Condition

Item
10
20
21
22
23
39

Label

Projects
Planning/organizing
Carrying out Plans
Monitoring Progress
Completing the Task
Turned down request
Sample Size (N)

Vergon

Extended Abbreviated
Warning NoWarning Warning No Warning
3.19(1.0) 3.27( .8) 3.17(1.0) 3.06 (1.0)
254 ( .6) 271 (.70 276( .8) 268 ( .7)
250 ( .6) 271( .6) 2.65( .6) 2.56 ( .6)
2.25( .8) 230( .6) 215( .7 224 (.7)
246 ( .7) 263(.7) 241( .6) 244 ( .6)
2.96 (1.7) 280(2.0) 2.85(1.9) 3.08 (2.0

48 44 46 50

The fourth MANOVA examined the effects of Warning and Verson on the low verifiable

Note. Item 10 Projects (1 = prefersindividual projects; 5 = prefers group projects)
20 Planning (1 = not responsible; 4 = difficult)
21 Carying out Plans(1 = not repponghble 4 =difficult)

22 Monitoring Progress (1 = not reponghble 4 =difficult)
23 Compleing theTask (1 = not repponghble 4 =difficult)
39 Turned down request (1 = quit; 6 = Persisted)



The correlations among the measures are presented in Table 13 and indicate that the
responses to the 6 items are largely unrda ed to each other. With the use of RFilla’s criterion it
was determined that there were no significant main or interaction effects at an alpha of .05 (see
Table 14).

A separate 2 x 2 ANOV A was conducted for the dnge item desgned to check faking.
While 19.2% of the participants indicated they had experience with this software, there were no
differences as afunaion of either between-subject factor (warning and extended versons).
Descriptive statistics on this item are displayed in Table 15 and the ANOVA reaults are displayed
in Table 16.

Table 13

WITHIN+RESIDUAL Correlations with Std. Devs. on Diagonal

Iltems 10 20 21 22 23 39

10 .948

20 .012 .708

21 -008 141 .616

22 075 129 145 704

23 .052 .098 234 248 .624

39 -013 .069 110 107 077 1.889

Note. Item 10 Projects (1 = prefersindividual projects; 5 = prefers group projects)
20 Planning (1 = not responsible; 4 = difficult)
21 Carying out Plans(1 = not reponghble 4 =difficult)
22 Monitoring Progress (1 = not reponghble 4 =difficult)
23 Completing theTask (1 = not reponghble 4 =difficult)
39 Turned down request (1 = quit; 6 = Persisted)



Table 14

Results of MANOVA on Low Verifiability/High Relevancy

Version type (extended or short versions)

Warning condition (maximum or minimum warning)

Interaction of version type and war ning condition

45

F(6, 179) = .64, p< .70

F(6, 179) = .26, p < .96

F(6, 179) = .91, p < .49

Note. Biodataitem numbesare 10, 20, 21, 22, 23, 39 and are listed in appendix .

Table 15

Desaiptive Statistics for Check Itemby Test Condition

Condition Mean Std Dev Minimum* Maximum N ex  Op***
Abbreviated - Min Warning .82 17 1 6 49 10 20.3
Abbreviated - Max Warning .51 13 1 5 47 8 17.1
Extended - Min Warning 1.21 25 2 10 47 12 25.6
Extended - Max Warning .79 1.7 1 6 52 11 21.1

Note. Scale range was 0 = no experience with Intrude 4.x, 5 = aworking knowledge and 10 = a

greda ded of expertise. *Min score > 0, n** scores> 0, %*** percentage of participants

Indicating some experience.

Table 16

Tests of Significance for Faking Check Item

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sgof F
WITHIN+RESIDUAL 669.64 191 351

Version type 5.53 1 5.53 1.58 211
Warning condition 6.48 1 6.48 1.85 175
Interaction A7 1 A7 .05 .825
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Discussion
The purpose of this study wasto determineif aforceful caution could reduce the
incidence of faking good on a hiodaa questionnare by partici pantswho were role-playing job
goplicants. 1 naddition, this sudy explored the possibility that asking for additiona detailsin
response to multiple-choice typeitems would increase the accuracy of respornses.

Consistency With Past Findings

None of the factors in this design (item verifiability, item-job relevance, the consequences
of misreporting, and requesting extended details behind the answers to some items) had a
systematic effect on the biodata responses. These findings are consistent with some other studies
that employed universty students as partidpants (Albrahams et a., 1971; Hough et al., 1990;
Holden, 1993; Thumin & Barclay, 1993; Roy, 1994). For exanple Roy (1994) attempted to
simulate apersonnel sdection situation by having university studerts role-play asjob applicants.
She attempted to reduce faking by varying the levels of warning given to the partici pants.
Although ore of her condtions produced dgnificart results (at « =.10), she concluded that the
absence of a pattern in the direction of the results indicated that it was likely due to chance rather
thanared effect.

However, not all studies using studernt samples have failed to find significart results
Schrader and Osburn (1977) found that warning participants that their answers would be verified
had an effect on faking with college sudentswho wereingructed to try to fakegood. Theonly
effect the warning had was to reduce the degree of faking in the group that had been warned that
their answersmay be checked. Becker & Colquitt (1992) concluded that college students are

“unlikely to adequately represent the population of individuals in the work force or labour
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market.” They noted that most studies had tried to determine if atest could be faked and not if
the applicants were actually faking in real life. Their study found no significart difference
between a group ingtructed to answer honestly and agroup of real applicants who could have
been expected to be motivated to fake good. They concluded that there appears to be very little
faking occurring outside of artificial situations. If they are correct, it could account for the failure
to find significant effects in the present study, as participants were not encouraged to fake good,
and in fact were encouraged by the ingtructions to answer honestly.

Holden (1993) found no difference in response latencies of undergraduate students who
were instructed to answer honestly and others who were instructed to fake good. He did,
however, find the differencesin response latencies when he adminidered the same protocol to
unemployed adultsinared world dtuaion. Thumin& Barclay (1993) expectedreal job
applicantsto score higher than college sudentswho wereingructed to answer honestly. Ther
results showed no difference between the two groups. This would seemto contradict Becker &
Colquitt’ s assertion that college gudents do not represent the work force, and suggeds that both
populations tend to regpond honestly unless they are instructed to do otherwise.

There are some studiesthat indicate that there is feking occurring and that levels of
warning do have the efect of reducing faking and thereby increasng the accuracy of the test.
Kluger & Colella(1993) found that warning applicants for a nursing assistant position mitigated
the propensity to fake but the strength of the effect varied. They found that faking effects were
strongest when transparency was operationalized in termsof item-specific job desirability and that
warning did not have an effect for non-trangarent items. Lautenschlager (1994) dates that there

is evidence that warnings of posdble verification can reduce faking but also notes that there
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appears to be arelationship between faking and age or level of experience. The current study
found some suggestion that asking for detailed infor mation on items that are both more relevant
to the job, and more easily verified, may increase accuracy in responses. However, this effect did
not quite meet the criterion for sgnificance, and the pattern of meanswas not entirely clear in
their meaning.

Study Limitations

The most likely reason for the absence of significant effectsin the current study isthe
natur e of the sample and the setting used for the study. It isdifficult to determine whether the
resuitswould have been different if the participants had been older and more experienced asjob
seekers. Although thereis some indication in the literature that universty sudents can effectively
role play asjob seekers it makesintuitive sense that first year students are not ideal asthey ae
lesslikely to have extensive job-seeking experience.

In addition, this population may have little motivation to fake good in role-play situations.
This is consistent with the pattern of correlations between biodata items. Responses to the various
biodaa items were generally not correlaed with each other. If some partidparts were
congddently faking good acrossa number of items onewould expect responses to theseitemsto
be corrda ed with each other in spite of the independence of their content (i.e., the same people
would score relatively high on al of them). The absence of correlations between responsesto the
different items suggeds that the same participarts were not consistently faking their responses
across a number of items.

Participantsin this study completed the materialsin alarge-group setting. Asa result the

role-playing may not have been realigic and may have made it more difficult for participants to
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get into their roles. In retrospect, asmaller room could have been set up to beter represent a
business location rather than have large groups of participants complete the instrument in an
amphitheatre.

The level of warning failed to have an effect on the results. This could have beenan
artifact of the warning not being meaningful to the participants. The same could be said for the
failure of Relevancy and Verifiability to be significant. The effectiveness of these manipulations
relied upon participants “getting into ther role”, and teking the warnings seriously.

Oneposs bl eexpanation for thelack of differences between condtionsisthat participants
generally responded honestly to all items and therefore conditions designed to reduce faking
would have had no effect. While thismay have happered to some extent (i.e., partidpants were
not motivated enough to fake good), it is unlikely that all answers were honest and accurate since
more than 19% of the participants reported having some experience with a computer program
caled Intrude 4.0. Thiswas acheck item and thereis no such program in existence. Clearly the
responses must be some form of error or may be evidence of “faking good” behaviour. The
manipulations in the study had no effect on this item as there were no significant differences
between the groups. This may suggest that neither the threat of verification nor the warning had
any effect and participants responded inaccurately in spite of these conditions. Alternately it may
be that the participants who falsely clamed to have experience with the non-existent program

were not aware they were bang inaccurate.
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Directions for Future Research

Unfortunately the absence of significant resuts prevents any conclusonsabout the factors
investigated inthisstudy. The effect for additional information (extended or short verson) did
come close to being significant and merits further research. Future research should be oriented
toward investigating these factors ina more realistic stting and ideally with participants who are

actudly applying for a position which they want to obtain.
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