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1.0 BACKGROUND LITERATURE

Counterproductive behaviors in the workplace are both difficult to detect, and extremely
costly to organizations (Ryan & Sackett, 1987), with cost estimates being in the range of
billions of dollars per year (Hefter, 1986). For example, substance use by workers has been
shown to be related to increased absenteeism and turnover (Normand, Salyards, & Mahoney,
1990), as well as accidents, medical costs, and worker compensation claims (Lehman &
Simpson, 1992). Due to the impact of counterproductive behaviors on organizations
(especially large financial implications), selection tests that evaluate employee integrity
and/or honesty have become an important part of personnel selection procedures. Such
tests of integrity have been developed and administered in order to reduce the cost
associated with counterproductive behaviors (Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Wanek, 1999). Integrity
tests are often administered during pre-employment screening (Ryan & Sackett, 1987), and
the use of such tests has been increasing in popularity since the 1980s (Rudner, 1992;
Sackett, 1994). Rudner reports that initial results of research were promising in that
screening with integrity testing does appear to improve employee productivity under certain
conditions. First, the integrity test needs to be implemented properly. Further, the test must
have empirically demonstrated validity and reliability. Finally, Rudner suggests that, rather
than using the integrity test in isolation, such tests should only be used in conjunction with
other screening procedures.
 
Initially, organizations tended to utilize the polygraph to establish truth/deception in job
selection contexts. These endeavors, however, met with little success, and were extremely
expensive to implement within the context of personnel selection. Thus, alternatives to the
polygraph were sought, and amongst them was integrity testing (Rudner, 1992). Given the
ease of administration and relatively low cost, integrity testing has become a popular
alternative to the polygraph.
 
Ones and Viswesvaran (1998) note that integrity tests were developed on general
populations, making them more generalizable than clinical measures. Further, most of
integrity tests are paper-pencil or computer-administered self-report measures, making them
relatively inexpensive and easy to administer (Ones et al).  Integrity tests were also
specifically developed to predict counterproductive behaviors, and are, thus, more relevant to
the workplace. Rudner (1992) suggests that a test be chosen for relevant content (i.e., to the
job being applied for), giving the procedure further validity. Finally, Wanek (1999) points to
the importance of choosing a test that is consistent with the company image and is
appropriate for the population being tested.
 
 

3

Taken directly from Book et al.



Originally called “honesty testing”, this type of screening is now labeled “integrity testing”
(Wanek, 1999), and has also been referred to as dependability, trustworthiness,
conscientiousness, or reliability testing (Sackett & Wanek, 1997). Integrity tests fall
primarily into two categories. “Overt” or “clear purpose” tests ask direct questions about
counterproductive behaviors in the workplace, and, therefore, make it obvious to the
respondent exactly what is being measured.  A second set of tests are personality-oriented
tests (or “veiled purpose” tests) and these are less direct in their approach and rely on
various personality traits, such as conscientiousness to predict counterproductive
behaviors.
 
For a measure to be useful, it needs to be both reliable and valid. Previous research on the
reliability of integrity testing has been promising. Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993)
conducted a meta-analysis examining the reliability and validity of such tests. Results
indicated that both types of integrity tests had high internal consistency reliability
(Cronbach alpha coefficients were .82 and .77 for overt and personality oriented tests,
respectively). These tests were also stable over time, exhibiting high test-retest
coefficients measured between 1 and nearly 2000 days apart (adjusted coefficients were
.94 and .88 for overt and personality oriented tests, respectively). The authors concluded
from these findings that integrity testing meets the standards for reliability.
 
For a measure to exhibit validity for job selection contexts, there must be a substantial
correlation with job productivity, speaking to predictive validity (Brogden, 1949; Taylor &
Russell, 1939). Several meta-analyses and reviews have been conducted that support the
criterion-related validity of integrity testing (e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Inwald, Hurwitz, &
Kaufman, 1991; McDaniel & Jones, 1988; Ones et al., 1993). In their meta-analysis
(described above), Ones et al. also examined the validity of integrity testing instruments.
Effect sizes were generally medium to large for the relationship between instruments and
counterproductive behaviors. Importantly, validity estimates were higher for overt tests
than for personality-oriented measures. Ones et al., as such, found strong support for the
validity of integrity testing in selection contexts.
 
A more recent meta-analysis was conducted by Van Iddekinge, Roth, Raymark, and Odle-
Dusseau (2012), examining 104 studies with 134 independent samples. They also found
moderate relationships between integrity tests and criterion variables, and as with Ones et
al. (1993), the validity coefficients were higher for overt tests than for personality-oriented
measures. It should be noted that publisher involvement in research also had an effect,
with publisher data showing higher validity coefficients than independent researchers
(Ones et al.). That being said, integrity tests may provide the largest increment in validity
over and above cognitive testing, according to Schmidt and Hunter (1998).

4



2.0 HARM DEVELOPMENT
AND VALIDATION

The HARM assesses eight dimensions of on-the-job employee
counterproductivity, and is comprised of 100 true/false items (see
Appendix A for items). HARM subscales are Alcohol Use,
Interpersonal Conflict, Unauthorized Absenteeism, Missing
Deadlines, Drug Use, Unauthorized Resource Usage, Dishonesty, and
Arrival Tardiness. Higher scores indicate increased problems (e.g.,
higher scores on alcohol use indicate increased alcohol usage).
Internal consistencies for  HARM subscale scores are acceptable to
excellent, with all subscales having coefficient alpha reliabilities
above .76, with the exception of Arrival Tardiness, which has been
shown to have a coefficient alpha of .64 (Holden, 2000).

2.1 DESCRIPTION AND RELIABILITY

2.2 CONSTRUCT VALIDITY
In a recent study, Lambert, Arbuckle, and Holden (2016) found that the
HARM significantly predicted whether participants had been asked to
respond honesty versus faking-good (attempting to appear better than one
actually is).
 
The HARM is an overt integrity test, and, therefore, items are quite obvious
in what they are measuring, giving the measure face validity. Importantly,
the HARM has also demonstrated construct validity in that it is related to
various measures of antisocial behavior and traits, including primary and
secondary psychopathy (Levenson Self Report Psychopathy Scale;
Levenson et al., 1995) and social symptomatology (Holden, Starzyk,
Edwards, Book, & Wasylkiw, 2003). Table 1 provides correlations between
the HARM subscales and measures of antisociality for the HARM validation
sample of 300 individuals who were actively seeking employment (Holden
et al.). Most of the relationships are moderate in strength. Given the fact
that all of the relationships were significant and most were moderate
indicates that the HARM  effectively predicts other measures of antisocial
behavior, supporting its construct validity.
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Although it appears that integrity testing can be both reliable and valid, many researchers are
concerned about the issue of fakability. Faking does tend to distort responding on self-report
personality assessments (see Holden & Book, 2012 for a review of the research), and one might
expect this to be a problem for integrity tests as well given: a) the self-report nature of the
instruments and; b) that items on overt tests ask applicants to report on sensitive issues such as
drug use, absenteeism, and theft. Although integrity testing does appear to have validity (e.g.
Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990), susceptibility to faking is a compelling concern
that needs to be addressed (Holden, 1995). Some research suggests that these tests are not
easily faked (e.g., Ash, 1974; Morey, 1981), however such studies typically utilize extreme groups
designs, with one group being, for example, inmates, and the other being recruited from the
general population.
 
One study that used comparable groups was conducted by Ryan and Sackett (1987). One-hundred
and forty-eight students completed an honesty testing measure under 1 of 3 sets of instructions
(respond honestly, fake good, or respond as if applying for a job). Participants in the “fake good”
condition were asked to make themselves look better than they actually are, while students in the
“job” condition were asked to answer as though applying for a job. In both conditions, it was
expected that participants would enhance their good qualities and minimize their bad qualities.
Students in the “applying for a job” condition responded to the items in a similar manner to the
honest group. This suggests that faking in a job application context may be subtle (and thus,
difficult to detect). When simply asked to “fake good”, students’ responses were significantly
more positive than the other two conditions, which did not differ from one another. The fact that
the “applying for a job” condition mirrored the honest condition suggests that these instruments
are susceptible to faking;   thus making it plausible to include it in the administration of the test. 
 
One avenue for potentially reducing socially desirable responding (and faking) is to administer
sensitive tests (i.e., integrity tests) via computer (Vereecken & Maes, 2006). Computer
administration can be seen as less personal, less judgmental, and allow for greater privacy. Such
a procedure may reduce the likelihood of biased responding on sensitive issues. Wright, Aquilino,
and Supple (2001) found that adolescents were more likely to self-report substance use in
computer administration than in the traditional paper-and-pencil administration. In another study,
Vereecken and Maes (2006) compared computer administration and paper-and-pencil versions of
the same test. In a sample of over 5,000 adolescents, mode of administration did not have a
significant effect on responding, except for affect-related items, where adolescents were more
likely to give socially desirable answers on the paper-and-pencil version than they were during
computer administration. These findings suggest that computer administration may be useful in
reducing the effect of faking on integrity tests.

6



Recently, Book et al. (2016) conducted two studies to evaluate the
utility of the Holden Applicant Reliability Measure (HARM; Holden, 2000)
as an integrity measure for use in personnel selection.  Because there is
the risk of faking with overt tests, such as the HARM, the test was
administered via computer, which has been shown to reduce the
tendency for socially desirable responding (Vereecken & Maes, 2006).
In Study 1, 300 undergraduate participants completed the computer-
administered HARM twice; once honestly, and once attempting to
appear as well-adjusted as possible without being caught faking. 
Participants in Study 2 were individuals employed, seeking employment,
or interning at Latin American Polygraph Institute in Columbia. As
hypothesized, both studies found that HARM subscale scores differed
significantly between honest and faking administrations. More
specifically, all counterproductive behaviors were underreported in the
faking conditions. Logistic regression analysis was conducted to
determine whether the combination of HARM subscales accurately
predicted the instructions to fill out the measure honestly or to fake
good in order to maximize chances of employment. In both samples,
the predictive utility of the HARM was found to be good to excellent.
The findings suggest that the HARM is a useful measure for
establishing prospective employee integrity/reliability. 
Counterproductive behaviors were also found to be negatively
correlated with personality scales of Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness,
and Conscientiousness, as measured by the HEXACO-PI-R (Lee &
Ashton, 2004).  Importantly, if we set an average T-score of 42 as a
cutoff for determining honesty, nearly 100% of participants are correctly
classified in both samples. Using an average T-score of 42 resulted in
sensitivities between .97 and 1.00 (for student and field samples,
respectively) and specificity ranging from .99 to 1.00 (for student and
field samples, respectively).

3.0 RECENT RESEARCH
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As mentioned above, using an average score below 42 on the HARM
subscales as a cutoff for deception results in near-perfect prediction (see
Book et al., 2016). Thus, we recommend using this cutoff in interpreting
individual results.
 
Also, though, it would be a good idea to investigate further if any of the
subscales have T scores at or below 42. Subscale scores less than 42
are not definitive proof of socially desirable responding, but may warrant
further investigation.

3.1 SCORING AND INTERPRETATION
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5.0 APPENDIX A

Copyright Ronald R. Holden (1999)
For each of the following 100 statements, please decide whether or not it describes you. If you
agree with a statement or decide that it does describe you, please circle T for TRUE. If you
disagree with a statement or decide that it does not describe you, please circle F for FALSE.
Please answer every statement either true or false, even if you are not completely sure of your
answer.

THE HOLDEN APPLICANT RELIABILITY MEASURE

  1. When at work, I always put in a full day. T F
  2. Sometimes I’ve missed a day of work just because I needed a day off. T F
  3. I usually arrive early to start work. T F
  4. I have stolen money from an employer. T F
  5. I have sometimes gone to work under the influence of alcohol. T F
  6. I sometimes feel overwhelmed by the stress of a job. T F
  7. I have sometimes missed work without my employer's permission. T F
  8. When I'm given a work deadline, I always meet it. T F
  9. I am often late in coming back to work after lunch. T F
10. I have taken supplies from an employer without permission. T F
11. I have used alcohol while I was working. T F
12. After a hard day at work, I usually have a few alcoholic drinks. T F
13. I have sometimes left work early without my employer's permission. T F
14. At work, I always return on time from coffee breaks. T F
15. I have lied to an employer. T F
16. I have lied to a coworker. T F
17. I have brought alcohol to work. T F
18. At work, I have gotten into serious arguments with coworkers. T F
19. I have called in sick to work when I was feeling lazy. T F
20. I complete my work assignments on time. T F
21. I have tried to cover up mistakes that I have made at work. T F
22. I have used cocaine while at work. T F
23. I have used tranquillizers while at work. T F
24. I work best under pressure. T F
25. I have taken more days off work than most other employees. T F
26. I tell my boss if I'm going to be late for work. T F
27. I have called in sick to work when I've been perfectly healthy. T F
28. I have arrived at work with a hangover. T F
29. I usually become angry when my boss criticizes me. T F
30. I handle job stresses better than my coworkers. T F
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31. I have taken off a Friday from work just because I felt like it. T F
32. I never schedule my doctor's appointments for during the working day. T F
33. If I can, I often leave work early on a Friday. T F
34. I have lied to keep my boss off my back. T F
35. I have missed work because of a hangover. T F
36. I've gotten into a physical fight while at work. T F
37. I have stayed home from work on a Friday so that I can have a long weekend. T F
38. I often stay late at work to finish things up. T F
39. I'm often the last person to arrive for work. T F
40. I have stolen from a coworker. T F
41. I have shared drugs with a coworker at work. T F
42. While at work, I've yelled at a coworker. T F
43. I have missed very few days of work. T F
44. I'm often the first person to leave work. T F
45. I have taken credit for work that is not my own. T F
46. I have blamed others for my mistakes at work. T F
47. I have bought drugs while at work. T F
48. While at work, I've sworn at a coworker. T F
49. I leave work early whenever I can. T F
50. I have trouble getting my work done on time. T F
51. I have lied to get ahead at my place of work. T F
52. I have sold drugs while at work. T F
53. I have smoked marijuana while at work. T F
54. While at work, I've threatened a coworker. T F
55. I often take three-day weekends. T F
56. Sometimes I take longer lunch breaks at work than I'm supposed to. T F
57. I have been in trouble with a previous employer for stealing. T F
58. I have come to work under the influence of drugs. T F
59. While at work, I've yelled at my boss. T F
60. While at work, I've sworn at my boss. T F
61. My work attendance record has been better than that of my coworkers. T F
62. I have taken off sick days from work when I've not been sick. T F
63. I have been in trouble with my boss for being late for work. T F
64. I have told a lie in order to get a job. T F
65. I have been in trouble with an employer about my use of alcohol while on the job. T F
66. While at work, I've threatened my boss. T F
67. My boss has criticized me for missing too many days of work. T F
68. At work, I usually arrive before my coworkers. T F
69. I have never been late for work. T F
70. I have sometimes taken and sold supplies from work. T F
71. I have been in trouble with an employer about my use of drugs while on the job. T F
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72. If a coworker yelled at me, I'd yell back. T F
73. I have taken an entire day off work to go to the dentist. T F
74. I have been in trouble with an employer for taking extra long lunch breaks. T F
75. I have lost a previous job because of stealing. T F
76. At work, I have withheld important information from my boss or coworkers. T F
77. Alcohol has affected my work performance. T F
78. If a coworker swore at me, I'd swear back. T F
79. I have never used up all my sick days for a year at work. T F
80. I have been in trouble with an employer for not completing my work on time. T F
81. At work, I have lied to protect a coworker. T F
82. Drugs have affected my work performance. T F
83. My safety on the job has been affected by my use of alcohol. T F
84. If my boss yelled at me, I'd yell back. T F
85. I have taken an entire day off work for a routine doctor’s appointment. T F
86. Sometimes I leave work early. T F
87. I have used the resources at work (e.g., computer, phone) for personal matters. T F
88. My safety on the job has been affected by my drug use. T F
89. If my boss swore at me, I'd swear back. T F
90. I have quit a job because I was just too stressed by it. T F
91. I have taken a day off work just because I felt like it. T F
92. My coworkers know I'm going to be late in getting my work done. T F
93. At work, I have claimed more hours for the week than I actually worked. T F
94. I have never had an alcoholic drink while working. T F
95. I hate to work in a job that has a lot of deadlines. T F
96. I have gotten into trouble with my employer about my attendance at work. T F
97. I sometimes take extra long coffee breaks. T F
98. At work, I have seen coworkers steal and not reported them to the boss. T F
99. I have lost a job because of my use of alcohol or drugs. T F
100. If I don't like my co-workers, I'm not afraid to tell them. T F
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