LIBRARY
Michigan State
University

PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

6/01 c:/CIRC/DateDue.p65-p.15



SCORE INFLATION ON BIODATA AND SITUATIONAL JUDGMENT
INVENTORY ITEMS: A COLLEGE ADMISSIONS QUANDARY

By

Lauren Jill Ramsay

A THESIS
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
MASTER OF ARTS
Department of Psychology

2003



-~



ABSTRACT

SCORE INFLATION ON BIODATA AND SITUATIONAL JUDGMENT
INVENTORY ITEMS: A COLLEGE ADMISSIONS QUANDARY

By

Lauren Jill Ramsay

Tests used in a selection context must be carefully examined to ensure that if they are
susceptible to inflation, that vulnerability does not affect their utility. Biodata and
situational judgment measures could be used to support college admissions decisions.
This study explores the relationship between score inflation on these two tests, and
situational factors influencing performance: motivation to perform well, coaching on how
to pérform well, and a warning statement not to respond dishonestly. Both motivation
and coaching were found to predict performance. Conscientiousness and emotional
stability were associated with social desirability measured by self deception and
impression management, and extreme inflation appeared to be driven more by situation
than by personality. Item-level analyses showed that biodata items that did not require
elaboration were more susceptible to inflation, as were items that were less objective, less
controllable, and more college-relevant Criterion-related validity was not negatively
affected by inflation in this study, and corrections to selection decisions based on three
indices of inflation (bogus items, an inflation index, and high scores on impression
management) did not result in any change in the quality of candidates selected, in terms

of performance outcomes. Implications of the findings are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Colleges have historically considered traditional academic measures, such as high
school GPA and SAT/ACT scores, in predicting academic performance in college, which
informs admission decisions. However, there is more to the college experience than
academic performance alone, and as colleges are pressed to measure student performance
along broader criteria, they need to consider a similarly broad range of predictors.
Biodata questions and situational judgment inventories have shown promise as two such
examples of predictors of college student performance (Oswald, Schmitt, Ramsay, Kim,
& Gillespie, in press), and in general, the prospect of using a more inclusive range of
instruments is attractive for gathering a wealth of information on applicants, given the
aim of increasing the diversity of applicants accepted to college. Nevertheless, such
measures require thorough development and validation efforts because applicants to
college may be motivated to distort their responses (e.g., “fake good”) and inflate their
scores on these tests. Faking can be defined as a conscious effort to manipulate
responses to make a positive impression (see Zickar & Robie, 1999), and people can and
do fake on certain tests when motivated to do so (McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Viswesvaran
& Ones, 1999). It is reasonable to assume that applicants may manipulate their responses
to a test in a way that enhances the likelihood of their success in a selection process
(Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990), and such manipulation may affect
the utility of the tests (Rosse, Stecher, Miller, & Levin, 1998). This manipulation may be
motivated by a desire to appear socially desirable or job desirable (Ones, Viswesvaran, &
Reiss, 1996). As Corr and Gray (1994, p. 433) succinctly put it, “to some extent it is de

rigueur for successful job applicants/incumbents to engage in some form of impression



management.” Nevertheless, some inflation goes beyond low-key impression
management, and may include outright lying and deliberately providing false
information. As it is difficult to establish the boundaries of what is honest and what is
dishonest responding, I will use the term inflation, rather than faking, unless I am
referring to literature that specifically uses the term faking. I seek to understand the
extent to which individual difference characteristics affect test responses, how responses
might be distorted under different situational constraints, and how both these factors
affect the utility of biodata and situational judgment inventories designed for college
admissions.

While we know that individuals are capable of inflation on some items on biodata R
tests and situational judgment inventories, we do not know enough about situational
factors that contribute to inflation, or methods of identifying it and limiting its effects. If
eventually biodata and situational judgment measures might be used to contribute to the
information collected by colleges in making admissions decisions and in student
development contexts (Oswald, et al., in press), then applicants will be motivated to
achieve high test scores, and many will likely demand coaching programs to help prepare
for the test. In other words, if there is a move to supplement ability measures with the
noncognitive measures considered in this paper in making college admissions decisions,
the evaluation process may become more vulnerable to coaching and other forms of
manipulation.

Some researchers regard faking studies to be of little value, however, when
conducted outside a real selection experience. I argue that there are important reasons to

examine faking in tests to be used in a selection context, before they are actually used for
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decision-making. Inflation and coaching may be problematic in some contexts, and
considering the motivation to perform well on selection tests in a college-admissions
context, these issues must be addressed when considering tests such as biodata and
situational judgment inventories for college admissions. Past research makes a similar
recommendation: With the development of the Assessment of Background and Life
Experiences (ABLE), a test containing personality and biodata content, that test was not
regarded as ready for implementation until research had been conducted on the effects of
coaching and faking (White, Young, & Rumsey, 2001). In the present context, without
studying the causes, contexts, and outcomes of test-takers’ manipulating their responses
to these new tests, and instead simply implementing a new test in a college admissions
context, universities would be opening themselves up to intense criticism and probable
litigation for using a test the appropriateness of which has not yet been supported. It is
essential that test users understand the extent to which a test’s validity may be affected by
coaching or inflation, and how warning statements, biodata elaboration requirements and
correction scales might be useful if such tests were used in a college admissions context.
To that end, this study tests a sample of freshman students, most of whom are in their
first semester of college. With this sample I will be capturing information on individuals
who have not yet had college experiences and are very similar in age and experience to
those actually applying to college.

Much of the research on faking has focused on personality tests, allowing enough
studies for Viswesvaran and Ones (1999) to meta-analyze the extent to which personality
trait scales can have their scores inflated. They conclude that in between-subjects design

studies of the Big Five factors and social desirability scales, faking good instructions in




laboratory settings result in response inflation of about half a standard deviation across
the Big Five, and more than one standard deviation in social desirability scales, compared
to those with instructions to respond honestly. As is the case in employment selection, by
inflating scores, some applicants to college may be able to distort and thereby improve
their ranking in comparison to others, consequently affecting who is selected, under a
top-down selection system (e.g., Rosse, et al., 1998).

While identifying inflation is one avenue toward ensuring a reliable selection
Pprocess, another is discouraging responses that are dishonest or untrue. Following is a
review of literature related to inflation that is relevant to biodata measures and situational
judgment tests. I discuss the effectiveness of various methods to reduce inflation, such as ¢ ke
warning statements and biodata elaboration requirements, and the use of items with
characteristics that make them more resistant to inflation.

I address identifying and correcting for score inflation using various scales. I also
€Xamine the impact of test coaching, as coaching will almost certainly occur in the event

that any noncognitive measure is used in high-stakes decision-making. In many cases I
have tapped the literature on personality and integrity tests when it is likely to apply to

T SsSponses to biodata and situational judgment items.




LITERATURE REVIEW
Definitional Issues

The literature covers a range of studies that describe personality test score
inflation somewhat generally as faking (see Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Score inflation
could be partially explained by a number of effects that are not always differentiated.
Effects sometimes classified under the umbrella of response bias are socially desirable
responding, job-desirable responding, self-deception, impression management, and lying.
Considering all these effects as one thing does little to further our understanding of how
and why individuals inflate their scores on certain tests. These different precipitators of
score inflation are each described below.

Socially desirable responding may occur when the characteristics being captured
by a test or test item are transparent to the respondent, and those characteristics are
regarded as attractive by the respondent or more generally attractive in the respondent’s
Culture. Personality tests are criticized for being susceptible to socially desirable

responding, where conscientiousness and emotional stability factors of the Big Five, for
<S> ample, are regarded as socially desirable and adaptive. This transparency potentially
INakes personality measures, such as those capturing the Big Five, susceptible to
inf] ation. On average, the Big Five measures have been shown to be inflated by about
hag £ a standard deviation under instructions to fake good (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999).
To Be able to control for this tendency, social desirability scales have been created to
gather information about the tendency of individuals to respond in a socially desirable

SMxaner. However, these scales themselves are fakeable, with Viswesvaran and Ones




(1999) showing in their meta-analysis a faking effect size of more than one standard
deviation on social desirability scales.
Paulhus (1984) presents evidence of the two-component model of socially
desirable responding; self-deception and impression management. Self-deception is the
unconscious inclination that an individual has towards claiming that desirable
characteristics apply to them. Impression management is the conscious dissembling that
an individual engages in to present a favorable impression. Paulhus’ Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responding (BIDR) is an example of a social desirability measure that
captures both dimensions. Paulhus demonstrated that impression management tended to
be more susceptible to situational change than self-deception. It is this impression
management component that is regarded as being most closely linked to faking. While
these two factors of social desirability are conceptually useful, they have not consistently
been empirically supported by other researchers, and there are more nuanced ways to
look at them, including the positive and negative attributes of specific items (see Paulhus

<= Reid, 1991).

Job-desirable responding reflects the recognition that individuals understand that,
for Particular jobs, different job behaviors or characteristics will be appropriate and
clesirable. If the test being taken is capturing traits that are transparent to the respondent,
then respondents who understand which characteristics are desirable in the particular
Wor k context can respond in a job-desirable way. Dwight and Alliger (1997) show that
3 =B —relatedness of integrity items was positively related to their fakability, and this may
be B ecause job-relevant items are more transparent, which makes job-desirable

b o
esfDonding easier. Miller (2001) describes how coaching for a test can focus on traits
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desirable for a particular job, where job applicants can modify their responses to a test (or

interview) to suit the target audience (e.g., an HR recruiter, a direct supervisor).

Lying is a term that should be used with caution, because it implies an intent to
deceive. Nonetheless, the term has been used to refer to people with scores on “lie
scales” that in some cases simply comprise unusual responses rather than responses that
are necessarily lies. Scales that are made up of bogus items reflecting fictitious
experiences that the individual could not possibly have had (e.g., Anderson, Warner, &

Spencer, 1984), are the closest that research in this area gets to capturing outright lying.
By identifying these definitional issues I seek to point out that being too quick to
simplify the issue of faking may result in missing separate and important factors in score
inflation. The present study examines score inflation in two tests whose data show initial
promise for use in a college admissions context: biodata and situational judgment
inventories. Inflation on these two tests may be a result of any number of the different
factors described previously. Social desirability is evident in certain biodata and
situational Judgment items, where some responses will be regarded as more socially
acceptable than others. For example, it may be apparent that an item addressing
multicultural tolerance has certain response options that reflect socially desirable
behavior. Similarly, there are biodata and situational judgment items that reflect the
typical expectations of a college student, and those with information about those
expectations should not find it difficult to identify questions and response options that
reflect desirable behavior, such as attending class. Some individuals may have a natural
inclination to present themselves in a positive light, and this tendency toward impression

management is expected to vary across individuals, even when they are faced with the
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same questions and situational factors as others. These various situational and individual
facets of social desirability all have a place in research on non-cognitive predictors such
as biodata and situational judgment inventories.

Having provided some background with the definitional issues that relate to this
research, I will now address the literature on two tests that are of interest in a college
admission context: biodata and situational judgment inventories.

Biodata
Biodata measures comprise items related to the examinee’s background and

experiences, and they have long been used as a tool in personnel selection (see discussion
in Stokes, 1994, in The Biodata Handbook). While biodata items have demonstrated
utility in adding to the information that we have about a candidate, they are not
irnpervious to inflation. Lautenschlager (1994) discusses a selection of twelve biodata
studies that support the notion that individuals may distort or dissimulate on biodata
items, even though they are designed as measures of actual background and factual
experience. Studies have used a range of participant groups, including job incumbents,
job applicants, and students playing various roles. Accuracy in biodata has been
operationalized in different ways: correlational accuracy, level of mean differences, and
absolute accuracy. Correlational accuracy, according to Lautenschlager, refers to
comsistency in correlation with an external criterion. Level of mean difference refers to
the variation in the mean score between participant groups in studies where there are

different conditions for different groups. Absolute accuracy refers to consistency in

Tesponses at the individual subject level.
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Lautenschlager discusses twelve studies using biodata items that relate to faking,
going back as far as 1950, providing a map of the development of research in this area.
Early studies, such as that of Keating, Patterson and Stone (1950), capture accuracy of
biodata by calculating the correlation between the report of the individual and report of
the supervisor. Correlations were very high (as high as .98 for duration of employment).
while it is possible that correlations would be high if everyone was inflating their
responses equally, I suspect that in this case such strong relationships probably occur

because of the clear verifiability of the information requested. Today’s biodata items
tend to cover a broader content area, they may be clearly job-relevant, and at the same
time be more difficult to verify as many experiences take place independently of the
knowledge of others, making them more susceptible to inflation. Regarding the type of
biodata items that may be susceptible to inflation, several studies are illuminating. Klein
and Owens (1965) conducted a faking manipulation of a biodata questionnaire under
instructions to respond as would a typical, creative research scientist. Under this
manipulation, this study found item-type differences, where objective items were less
susceptible to inflation than subjective items. Doll (1971) extended the idea of item type
by including continuous (Likert scale) and noncontinuous (multiple choice) items, and
found that continuous item responses were more susceptible to faking. Also included in
thisstudy was a warning of the presence of an existing lie scale, which also reduced
faking. A study conducted by Cohen and Lefkowitz (1974) concluded that the MMPI’s
K-scale coyld identify people who may be responding in a socially desirable fashion.
Thomton and Gierasch (1980) experimented with an empirically keyed biodata

inventory, and they concluded that empirical keying did not result in the inventory being




any less vulnerable to faking. Empirical keying, however, has since been demonstrated
to be one effective method of limiting faking (Kluger, Reilly, & Russell, 1991). Pannone
a 9 84) attempted a different approach to identify faking — he included a bogus item that
asked about experience on a nonexistent piece of equipment. This method continues to
generate some interest as a means of identifying faking.

Graham, McDaniel, Douglas and Snell (2002) provide another useful review of
biodata studies that relate to faking and validity issues. They cite the study by McManus
and Masztal (1993) who used Mael’s (1991) taxonomy to investigate the relationship of
item characteristics and validity, concluding that historical, external, objective, and

verifiable items are less susceptible to faking. Mael’s taxonomy has also prompted other
research to be discussed in more detail later (see Composition of items).

Stanush (1997) conducted a meta-analysis to establish the susceptibility of self-
report measures to faking. She concluded that self-report measures are susceptible to
distortion under two experimental conditions: under instruction on how to self-present, or
under a condition of honest responding (d = .64). However, inflation as a result of
instructional set was larger than that explained by motivation, which Stanush uses to

support the argument that the validity of self-report measures is not likely to be

negatively affected by real-life motivation. I question this conclusion, because it is
difficult to capture all aspects of the effects of real-life motivation in a study, and
evidence about mean differences is different than evidence for similar criterion-related
validity. Stanush (1997) does find that biodata inventories tended to be more susceptible
to inflation than personality inventories (d = .94 vs. d = .45, respectively; see also

MCFal‘land, 2000). Studies of biodata accuracy have provided valuable information on
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the usefulness of these tests; however, the present study addresses the unresolved issue on
the effects of inaccuracy in biodata on the predictive validity of the test.

Miller (2001) demonstrates that the Conscientiousness Biodata Questionnaire
(CBDQ), a biodata measure designed to capture the personality trait of conscientiousness,
was readily faked in a study where participants were provided with a coaching session
that provided trait-related information. While understanding the usefulness of biodata as
accurate or inaccurate is important, it is also valuable to attempt to reduce inaccuracy.

Kluger, et al. (1991) note that findings of response bias in biodata items have been mixed.
They argue that empirically keying the item response options creates items that are less
susceptible to faking, and also have statistical advantages. With empirical keying, it can
be difficult for fakers to guess or know where they will lose or gain points with faking,
whereas with item-keying, fakers can operate effectively once the direction of the
desirability of responses on the continuum is determined. They note that faking good
may also include presenting behaviors that are not socially desirable, but that are
perceived as desirable in candidates for a particular position (i.e., job desirable). The
authors fowund that, generally, participants asked to respond as if they were real applicants
forajob yrielded hi gher scores than the honest group, had lower empirically keyed scores,
and more extreme empirically keyed scores. Gore (2001) also explores the fakability of
biodata questions and notes empirical keying as a potential way to reduce response
inflation in biodata questions. Considering that the biodata questions generated by
Oswald, et al,, (in press) are not empirically keyed and have response options that are

largely continuous Likert-type scales, similar to most personality self-report measures, it
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is worth investigating whether these items are more susceptible to inflation, as the present
study does.
Situational Judgment Inventory

Situational judgment inventories (SJIs) typically comprise sample problem
scenarios for which the respondent must choose a response representing an appropriate
course of action. A review addressing situational judgment items can be found in
McDaniel and Nguyen (2001). Motowidlo, Dunnette, and Carter (1990) are cited for
their primary study in developing situational judgment items. Items tap a broad range of
content areas and dimensions, and they can vary tremendously in complexity. While they
are most often presented written in paper-and-pencil format, administration can vary, and
may even include the presentation of video vignettes (e.g., Lievens, Coetsier, &
Decaesteker, 2000). Key characteristics identified by McDaniel and Nguyen are that
situational judgment inventories are typically correlated with ability and experience, as
well as conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness.

While situational judgment measures are useful in that they can address a variety
of skills, and they add to the prediction of performance, the method could still permit
some level of inflation, depending on how the items are written. If SJIs are found to be
less vulnerable to inflation than personality and biodata measures yet also show adequate
predictive validity, they may be more likely to be used in a selection context. Nguyen
(2002) found that respondents to a situational judgment test for customer service
selection were able to raise their scores when instructed to score favorably, depending on
the Phrasing of the test questions. When the items were phrased in a fashion that required

a Most Likely/Least Likely response instruction, participants were able to raise their




scores. However, when the items required a Best/Worst response choice, respondents
were not able to raise their scores. Vasilopoulos, Reilly and Leaman (2000) examined a
sample of job applicants, and administered a battery of tests that includes situational
Jjudgment items. All participants also responded to the BIDR impression management
scale, and based on their total score, they were then dichotomously categorized as being
high or low on impression management. Although not the focus of their study,
Vasilopoulos, et al. found that in comparing groups with low, moderate and high job
familiarity, the difference in mean situational judgment scores between those low on
impression management and high on impression management grew as job familiarity
grew. Mean differences in standard deviation terms (d) were .18, .22, and .73, L
respectively. These results support the idea that situational judgment items are
susceptible to inflation due to socially desirable responding, and that knowledge about
the job for which the situational judgment test is written is valuable in gaining a higher
Score. However, this social or job desirable responding could actually be adaptive
behavior that reflects useful knowledge.
Now that I have described the characteristics of biodata and situational judgment
inventories, I will discuss coaching as a means of improving performance.
Coaching
Where there is a strong motivation to do well on a test, such as gaining admission to
college, people are likely to use whatever resources are available to them to do the best
RREY! they can, including test coaching programs. Coaching can be defined as getting
outside guidance (White, et al., 2001), and such external interventions can improve scores

o
n Selection tests (see discussion in Sackett, Burris, & Ryan, 1989). Kulik, Bangert-
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Downs and Kulik (1984), in their meta-analysis of coaching, conclude that studies of
improvements in SAT scores reflect a d = .15 improvement as a result of coaching. For a
range of’ other ability tests, they found a d = .51 coaching effect size for test-retest study
designs, and a d = .27 coaching effect in studies without a pre-test. Ability tests are less
susceptible to coaching than are some non-cognitive tests. Alliger and Dwight (2000),
through their meta-analysis, show that coaching instructions and instructions to fake good
both tended to improve scores on integrity tests (d = .90 with faking instructions, and d =
1.32 with coaching for overt tests, and d = .38 with faking instructions, and d = .36 with
coaching for personality-based measures). As integrity tests are non-cognitive in nature,
these results may generalize to those for biodata measures. Miller (2001) provided a
brief coaching session to participants in a study of their responses to personality and
biodata items. Miller’s coaching consisted of explaining and defining the Big Five traits,
describing how the traits are measured, and providing sample items. The trainer also
specified that the most important trait in predicting job performance was
conscientiousness, although other traits were also covered so that the participants were
able to discriminate between personality characteristics. That study demonstrated that
brief coaching resulted in significantly improved performance on the personality
ditnerlsion of interest in the study — conscientiousness — as well as biodata items tapping
conScientiousness, along with post-training knowledge tests that were created for the
study,.
While tests that are pure g measures are stable, because of the stable nature of g,

pers'Onality-related tests are not as reliable. As biodata and situational judgment tests are

n - . .
°t pure ability measures, but are instead based on personal experience and a broad range
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of competencies, it is highly likely that coaching would produce greatly improved
performance on these measures, as coaching could make salient the most desirable
response pattern. This would allow the participants to modify their self-presentation
strategy to maximize their score.
Messick and Jungeblut (1981) found that score improvement was positively
related to the amount of time spent in coaching, though there is also a point of
diminishing returns, and there can be effective brief coaching. Messick and Jungeblut
acknowledge the variety of training that is included under the “coaching” umbrella; some
authors restrict their usage of the coaching term to mean practice on sample items and
last-minute cramming, while others use it to mean special full-time instruction that could
extend for months. The authors were examining coaching for the SAT, a cognitive
ability test that requires knowledge and skills typically acquired over a long period of
time. The effectiveness of brief coaching has been variable, dependent on the type of
coaching provided. The most brief of the SAT coaching programs evaluated in the
Messick and Jungeblut (1981) study provided 30-60 minutes each of coaching for Verbal
and Math sections of the SAT, resulting in a significant improvement in scores, even
though the underlying skills required for high scores on the SAT are supposed to be
4CqQuired over long periods of time. Similarly non-cognitive measures are susceptible to
brief coaching. Klubeck and Bass (1954) found that 30 minutes of training to improve
Performance in leaderless group discussion was effective for those who were already high
iy let'=ldership skills, but less effective for other individuals, while Petty (1974)
delTlonstrated that 15 minutes of training could be effective in improving performance in

le . : .
Aderjess group discussions. Sackett, et al. (1989) note that exercise-specific training,
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which is effectively training to the test, rather than more general skill development

tra Aining, increases the effectiveness of coaching. The same authors also comment that
the=rte has been an absence of research on coaching on personality tests. Some eleven

ye aars later, Miller (2001) states that coaching on personality selection tests has received
litz1e attention, and found that an exercise-specific training program that included sample
itesxms was effective in improving scores on biodata and personality tests. A 15-minute
co aching session that included time to complete a learning outcome measure was

sua ¥Ticient to generate an effect size of d = 1.66 on the conscientiousness scale of the

N E= O-FFI when comparing the scores of those given coaching along with instructions to
falc € to those receiving control group training and instructions to be honest (coaching and
fakc1ng instruction effect). The effect size dropped to d = .48 when looking at just the
coaching effect, by comparing those who received coaching along with faking
instructions to those with control group coaching along with faking instructions, to hold
the faking instruction condition equal across the groups. Effect sizes for differences on
thie CBDQ varied by subscale, with the subscales measuring organization (d = 1.23) and
attention to detail (d = 1.14) showing the greatest effect sizes for the coaching and faking
instruction effect. The subscales of planfulness and deliberate/rational showed a
coaching effect size of d = .60.

Cunningham, Wong, and Barbee (1994) conducted a study that included a
SPecific explanation of the content of the test, effectively providing very brief coaching
°n the underlying rationale of an overt integrity test. This coaching was provided simply
by Providing written statements about the nature of the test prior to the test

admj Nistration. For example, the following statement was used to provide information
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about punitive questions: “For example, honest individuals tend to have relatively
punitive attitudes towards themselves and to those who commit crimes. They are more
1ik ely to recommend punishment than forgiveness for those who commit crimes. You
may want to keep these ideas in mind as you take the test” (p. 650). Similarly, for
P rojective questions, participants were coached, “For example, honest individuals tend to

Pproject the image that they are honest, and deny any temptations towards dishonesty.

T ey also see other people, both friends and strangers, as being as honest as they are.

Y ou may want to keep these ideas in mind as you take the test” (p. 650).

This written form of coaching was effective in raising scores by about 10%, and J
demonstrated that specific information about the test led to improved performance in
related areas of the test (in this case, information about projective tests leading to greater
1rmprovement in projective questions, and information about punitiveness leading to
Erxreater improvement in punitive questions). Considering that coaching could make the
dimensions being examined in a biodata or situational judgment test more overt (as
A< complished by Miller (2001) for biodata), and overt tests of integrity have been shown
to be more easily faked than covert tests (Alliger & Dwight, 2000), relatively brief
COaching on the dimensions captured by biodata and situational judgment items is likely

O be effectivein raising scores on these tests.

Another issue that needs to be examined is whether there are differential effects of
coaching for high and low ability applicants. Kulik, Kulik, and Bangert’s meta-analysis
G 984), for example, found that effect sizes of practice on aptitude tests were greater for
higher ability (d = .82) and middle ability (d = .40) samples than for low ability groups (d

- 17) onidentical tests in a test-retest study. Also, ethnicity may have an effect on
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coaching effectiveness, namely non-Whites may be more likely than Whites to be in the
1o w er and middle-ability groups, and may be less likely to improve as a result of
coaching. Ryan, Ployhart, Gregarus, and Schmit (1998), in discussing test preparation
programs in a selection context cite a study presented by Holden (1996) that
d em onstrated that coached Caucasians improved more than minorities. Differential
access to coaching along with differential results based on ability or other individual
d i fferences might exacerbate the problem of adverse impact in college admissions.

That coaching can be effective is cause for closer examination of the effects of
coaching on biodata and situational judgment tests for use in college admissions. While
sSoOme research has been conducted on the coaching of children for educational selection
(e.g., Bunting & Mooney, 2001), and there has been an examination of coaching for
<college admissions tests such as the SAT, as I have discussed, and MCAT (e.g., Jones,
1O987; Jones, & Vanyur, 1987), there is a dearth of work on the coaching of students
T'Ssponding to biodata and situational judgment tests in a college admissions context. As
SO aching would probably become widely available if such a test was to be used in a
S<lection context, it is important to consider changes in its predictive validity, especially
AS there appear to be differences in students who undertake coaching. Those who seek
CS9Oaching on the SAT I tend to be from more affluent families, have parents with more

forrIlal education, and are more likely to be Asian American (Powers & Rock, 1998).
One ‘would expect that as coaching became available, scores of those coached would tend

to be elevated, and the predictive validity of the test may be reduced over time.
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Individual Differences in Faking
Conscientiousness is linked to achievement-striving, and extraversion is linked to

status-striving (Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002), which suggests that individuals
who are conscientious and extraverted may tend to be more motivated to perform well on
tests that will earn them a symbol of achievement and status, such as getting accepted
into college. Not only are there possible individual differences in motivation, there may
also be individual differences in ability to inflate responses, as emotional stability and
comnscientiousness have been found to be positively related to socially desirable
responding (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996). Studies that have been conducted on
faking in biodata have been criticized for making the assumption that everyone in a
faking condition inflates their scores to the same extent (e.g., Becker & Colquitt, 1992).
M cF arland and Ryan (2000) argue that there are individual differences in response
in flationon personality-related measures, and they conducted a study examining
individual variability in faking across non-cognitive measures. They conducted a study
WUSing asample of students with honest vs. fake instructional sets as a within-subjects
factor. The order of instructions was manipulated as a between-subjects factor. The
respondents completed an integrity test and biodata inventory under the manipulated
il'1Stl'!-l<:tion conditions, and then all respondents completed a self-monitoring scale.

B Articipants in the faking condition were offered a financial incentive whereby the top

1Se, 1n test scores would receive $15. McFarland and Ryan concluded that the

pel‘Sonality characteristics found to be positively associated with faking on noncognitive

L€asures include integrity and conscientiousness, while neuroticism was negatively

Telateq,
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Mersman and Schultz (1998) suggested that the ability to fake is an independent
construct. They conducted a study with a sample of students who completed personality,
s el f-monitoring and social desirability scales, and the tendency to fake good was captured
by establishing consistency with Saucier’s (1994) Big Five Mini-Markers under honest
and fake conditions. Mersman and Schultz found that faking good was not correlated
wwith self-monitoring, impression management or self-deception, and conclude that
inndiwvidual differences in faking capacity are unrelated to those constructs of self-
Ppresentation. I view this conclusion with caution as in this study, the participants who
Wwere told to fake did not have any real motivation to do so. As with many studies, the
honest respondents may not have been providing responses that were entirely without
innflation. The combination of these two factors in this study may have minimized the
relationships between faking and individual differences because the gap between fakers
and non-fakers was restricted.

It is apparent that people do not all inflate their responses to the same extent,
“wWhen required to fake, and there is at least preliminary evidence that conscientiousness
and emotional stability are related to faking (McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Ones,
ViSWesvaran, & Reiss, 1996). However, further study contributions on what particular
trait or pattern of traits make some people better able to fake than others would be
helpfu.
Having discussed the relevant literature on biodata, SJIs, coaching, and individual

CIIPF'~==1‘ences, I will now consider inflation as it relates to validity.
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Effects on Validity
It is apparent that the high value that applicants to college place on college
admissions is likely to precipitate motivated responding on college admissions tests.
IR e garding ability, self-reports of ability have generally been found to be quite accurate
across anumber of research studies (Mabe & West, 1982), and with g-loaded tests it is
d i £ficultto inflate one’s scores beyond one’s ability level. Noncognitive tests, however,
arxre rnore malleable as the best response can in many cases be guessed. Zickar and
IDrasgow (1996) acknowledge that as tests are fakeable, it may be useful to focus on how
toO recognize the fakers after they have taken the test. One way to do this is with detection
methods that identify patterns of inconsistent responding. They used two samples in the
A B L_E dataset from Project A. Polytomous item response models were used to score
responses, and IRT model fit was examined. They then computed person-fit indices to
idel"ltify possible fakers. They found that fakers who had been coached were easier to
detect than those who were simply ad lib faking. They examine a theta-shift model to
ldenti fy fakers, conducting statistical manipulations to test for the effects of faking on
vValidity. Their results show theta differences between honest responders, ad lib fakers,
and coached fakers, and they found larger effect sizes than shown by Ones, et al.,
SUZ e sting that faking may have more negative implications for validity than has been
derl'1011sl:rated. However, they did not report correlations between personality scales and
OUtc o mes under the different faking conditions, so the issue of criterion-related validity
Was ot addressed directly.
Some authors claim that construct validity is not changed by score inflation.

Smith and Ellingson (2002), in comparing a sample of applicants and a sample of
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students (non-applicants) found that applicants did not simply inflate their responses
across all scales, and the relationship between social desirability scales and personality
reasures did not change significantly across samples. They concluded that social
d esirability is trait-based rather than situation-driven, and that construct validity is not
a ttenuated by inflation. However, as there were slightly different patterns for applicants
and non-applicants, where applicants scored higher on some positive dimensions that
~w erxe different from the dimension for the non-applicant group, that conclusion may be

Premature.

Anderson, Warner, and Spencer (1984) note that there are mixed opinions about
the effect of inflation due to socially desirable responding. Inflation can be regarded as a
healthy adjustment to a specific situation, and some researchers have found that inflated
ScoOres due to socially desirable responding do predict performance in certain jobs (e.g.,
Sales roles). Some researchers provide evidence that faking has little effect on criterion-
related validity. Barrick and Mount (1996) conducted a study examining the effects of
sel T~ eception and impression management on the predictive validity of the Big Five.
USing regression analyses and latent-variable modeling, they concluded that, in two
Samm p Jes of truck drivers, conscientiousness and emotional stability were valid predictors
of vo Tuntary turnover and supervisory ratings of performance, and that the predictive
Validity of the personality measures was not significantly negatively affected by

COntrolling for self-deception and impression management. They do note that adjusted
valid jties were generally slightly smaller. Ones, Viswesvaran and Reiss (1996), in their
me=‘1E1-analys:is, conclude that correcting for social desirability does little to increase the

effectiveness of Bi g Five measures as predictors, however, it would be inappropriate to
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broadly claim as a result of their findings that faking does not affect validity. Their study
1ooks at a narrow perspective — the use of specific social desirability measures in their
rrodel, rather than measures that are more situation- rather than personality-driven. Also,
I suspect that social desirability scales do not fully capture the extent of inflation,
> artially because these measures, too, are susceptible to socially desirable responding
(C\/ iswesvaran & Ones, 1999). They are also correlated with conscientiousness and

erxrm o tional stability (Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996), and they do not appear to

<apture all that explains score inflation.

Some researchers are more suspicious of inflation in self-reports of skills and
abilities, viewing the inaccuracies as a real problem that may make the reports invalid
Predictors of performance, and less useful as differentiators between applicants (e.g.,
Smith& Ellingson, 2002; Topping & Gorman, 1997). According to a recent paper by
Gl‘aham, McDaniel, Douglas and Snell (2002), “For biodata, the degree of prediction is
1ikely enhanced by the accuracy of the self-report information” (p. 574). They conduct a
Study, comparing responses to biodata items under honest-responding and faking-good
COond i tions, with job performance as the criterion of interest. They categorize biodata
itemns according to various item characteristics, and demonstrate that criterion-related

v""lid.ity of items with different characteristics varies across honest and faking conditions.
For < xample, they show that for items rated as verifiable through hard records, validity
for th e honest condition was .16, but .02 for the faking group. Items rated as verifiable
thl'ol-lgh supervisors or coworkers showed validity coefficients of .12 for honest

TSP onders, and .03 for fakers. It is apparent from this study that the item characteristics

S W el] as the situational instruction set are related to validity.
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McFarland (2000), who found that the criterion-related validity of
conscientiousness was not significantly affected from a statistical perspective, stated that
the .05 difference in validity between the honest and applicant conditions might be of
prractical significance in a real selection context. Stark, Chernyshenko, Chan, Lee, and
I>rasgow (2001) cite disagreement about the effects of faking on the validity and utility of
personality tests. They look at both trait and situational perspectives in faking, and using
the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF), in a sample of applicants and non-
ap>rplicants, they showed significant differential item functioning (DIF) across groups of
ap>p1i cants and non-applicants, where the items appeared to operate differently for
applicant and non-applicant groups. They conclude that the construct validity of the
1 6P F is negatively affected by faking among applicants.
Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reiss (1996) note that job applicants may be faking in a
JOb d esirable manner rather than a socially desirable manner. Presenting oneself in the
best possible light in a college admissions context could be in a job desirable fashion, as
Well asin asocially desirable direction. In the college context, the issue of job-desirable
beha vior is limited by the individual conception of what is valued as effective college
Perfomance. While some may consider job-desirable college performance as
acad emically focused behavior, others may recognize the broader goals that include
lea<iership behavior, interpersonal skills, multicultural tolerance, artistic appreciation, and
SO ©n. Such differences in perceptions of the criterion space may affect individuals’
Percejved job-desirable behavior, and possibly also the criterion-related validity of the
tests. Coaching is one way to provide information about what is job-desirable behavior.

Min er (2001) demonstrates that those who receive coaching are far better equipped to
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perform well on personality and biodata items, with those who received coaching rising
to the top of the distribution of performance scores, and those without coaching falling
toward the bottom. In a top-down selection system based on test performance, coaching
~»ould have had a real effect on who was selected in this context, by filling the upper
baJ1d$ of performers with individuals whose performance has been enhanced by coaching,
wwhile those who have not had the opportunity to improve their performance through
c o aching might fall into lower performance bands, and find themselves not getting
s el ected under a top-down system.
Faking is apparent in testing in many selection contexts, and if faking as a result
O f coaching affects test validity, it is essential that steps are taken to discourage faking,
identifyit, and correct for it. However, score improvements after coaching could be a
result of an artificial increase in the score, or a real improvement as a result of task
f='=‘~1'l'1liliarity (see Sackett, et al., 1989). Our goal is to have admissions tests that have both
COn s truct validity and predictive validity. Students are motivated to perform well to gain
admission to college, and if biodata and situational judgment tests are to be used in an
admn i ssions context, we need to understand better how they perform under coached
cond itions.
Having noted important areas of the literature on inflation and possible related
PTOb 1 ems, I will now discuss ways in which researchers have attempted to control
inf1 ation.
Inflation Controls
As I expect that faking is possible with non-cognitive measures, and likely in a

S1tuation where there is a motivation to perform well on those measures, it is pragmatic to
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txy to prevent faking in the first place. Three possibilities of faking control are the use of
<A arning statements, the requirement of item elaboration, and the consideration of certain
< h aracteristics in item writing.
Warning
Warning statements may be a practical and effective way to manage inflation on

b1 odata and situational judgment inventories. Dwight and Donovan (2003), in examining
fakcing on noncognitive selection measures, found that warning statements were effective
imny lowering predictor scores. They demonstrated that by providing a warning that
1nncluded the risk of verification of dishonest responses as well as a negative consequence
for dishonest responding, the least faking on the California Psychological Inventory (CPI)
WwWould result. They showed an effect size of d = .75 on the CPI scale of well-being, and d
== .61 for dominance, when comparing those who were not warned with those who
received an optimally effective warning. Hough et al. (1990) also emphasize the
imp ortance of the use of warning statements, stating that the use of warning statements
““Warrants greater attention as a method of reducing the amount and effect of intentional
distoxtion” (p. 582). In a sample of employees, Becker and Colquitt (1992) included a
Waxrm ing statement that responses to biodata questions may be verified with other sources.
They found significant mean differences between a test-taking group with no warning, a
fakin g group with no warning, and an applicant group who was warned. Vasilopoulos

( 999) used a warning of response verification in a study of a selection system that
Included personality and situational judgment measures, with a resultant mean drop in
SCOres on three of the personality scales for warned respondents, but not on the situational

j“dgment scale. Warning statements are likely to be most effective in limiting faking
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when they include both a warning about the potential identification of faking, and a
& arning about the potential consequences of faking (Dwight & Donovan, 2003). While a
w» arning may be effective in reducing score inflation, the effect may vary from item to
i temm due to varying item transparency (Kluger & Colella, 1993); hence consideration of
iterxn composition is important.
Composition of Items
Zickar and Robie (1999) conducted an item-level analysis of faking good on

Personality items. They criticize the focus of the research literature on scale-level
analysis, and identify the need for item-specific examination as people “respond to (and
falke) individual items, not scales” (p. 552). Whether or not a test is fakeable depends on
the composition of the items. Becker and Colquitt (1992) note the discrepancies in
ﬁndings with regard to biodata items being faked and posit that the differences have to do
With the type of items. They examined a group of employees who were instructed to
€ither be honest, or fake good on a biodata instrument, and job applicants, who completed
the instrumentas part of the application process. The authors concluded that the form
Was fakeable, and that those who were faking good or were real applicants did have
Inflated scores compared to the honest condition. Items were examined for particular
characteristics that may make them more or less fakeable, and using the framework of
Mae) (1991), they found that items that are more likely to be faked were less historical,
obj €ctive, discrete, verifiable, and external than other items. They were also more

'elev ant to the job. (Mael’s taxonomy is shown in Appendix A.) Similarly, Elliot,
La"Vty-.lones, and Jackson (1996) found that responses to objective tests of personality

Were relatively unaffected by instructions to fake. Dwight and Alliger (1997) conducted
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a study of ratings of individual integrity test items, finding that the perception that an
i tem would be easy to fake was related to the job relatedness (» = .50, p <.001) and
i v asiveness of the item (+=.25, p < .05). In their meta-analysis of the susceptibility of
i mtegrity tests to coaching and faking, Alliger and Dwight (2000) conclude that the overt
tests were more susceptible to faking and coaching than were the covert tests. Biodata
and situational judgment items should be less fakeable where the items are more
O b jective, verifiable, and not clearly related to college performance. Mael’s (1991)
taxonomy of biodata items provides further ideas for item characteristics that may be
used sensibly in biodata items, including equal access and being controllable.
R esp ondents without perceived access to the biographical experiences to which an item
refers might be less likely to inflate their scores than individuals who have had such
€X periences. They may view such experiences as completely beyond the realm of
POssibility. Similarly, individuals may be unlikely to inflate responses when the issue is
Onie in which they have little control. Graham, et al., (2002) examine biodata validity as
€XPlained by item characteristics using Mael’s (1991) attributes. They concluded that
itern attributes associated with validity are different for faking and honest respondents,
1ea\fing the authors skeptical about the possibility of writing biodata items that are valid
for b oth fakers and honest responders. For honest responders, item attributes most highly
ASS O cjated with validity were those that were controllable and concerned with the
Indiwidual’s feelings or attitudes (» = .22), verifiability through hard records (r =.16), and
Veri fiable through supervisors or coworkers (.12). For fakers, items that were verifiable
thr()ugh friends (r =.11), controllable and concerned with actions that the individual

Chooses to perform (r = .07) were associated with validity. Schmitt, Gillespie, Kim,
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R_armnsay, Oswald, and Yoo (in press) found that biodata items that were more objective
and verifiable were less correlated with the participants’ BIDR self deception and
i pression management scores.

Requiring elaboration within biodata items is another method that may reduce the
1ilk elihood of individuals inflating their responses. In requiring elaboration, the test item
sprecifies that the respondent should provide examples that reflect evidence of the level of
ex perience that they indicated, rather than simply indicating the level of experience. An
e ample of a biodata item with an elaboration requirement is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Sample Elaborated Biodata Item

The number of high school clubs and organized activities (such as band, sports,
newspapers, etc.) in which you took a leadership role was:

a. [did not take a leadership role

b. 1
c. 2
d. 3

e. 4 or more

If you answered b, c, d, or e, briefly indicate up to 4 clubs or activities and the

nature of your role.
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Schmitt and Kunce (2002) found that by requiring item elaboration in a biodata
test, they reduced mean scores by .7 to .8 standard deviation units. They also found
carxTy-over effects of score reduction in nonelaborated items in the same instrument. By
req uiring elaboration on biodata items, it should make the items less likely to be faked.

T Tis effect of elaboration on biodata items was found again in a more recent study by
S chimitt, et al. (in press); however, the carryover effect was not found. Schmitt et al. (in
P ress)showed a difference in mean scores of .8 standard deviations between elaborated
amnd non-elaborated items, where elaborated items had lower scores. It may be valuable
tO require elaboration to biodata items as a means of limiting faking in elaborated items
and possibly, through a carryover effect, in non-elaborated items. However, one should
bear in mind one possible explanation; the lower scores as a result of elaboration could be
because the individual involved simply can’t remember the details of the biographical
€V ent, and they may limit their response to examples on which they can recall enough
detail to elaborate.
While attending to specific item characteristics when generating items is an
im portant way of discouraging inflation, it is likely that some individuals will still inflate
their responses, and I will now discuss the identification of inflation.
Statistical Control using Social Desirability or Bogus Items
While I expect some score inflation to take place, it would be useful to be able
id'E=I1tify those who tend to manipulate their responses. Inflation identification and control
POssibilities include the use of bogus items as a lie detection system, the use of scales that
Capture impression management, and the use of indices of improbable responding. Once

faking has been identified, it is possible to statistically control for it by partialing out the
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e ffects using the various faking indices as covariates in estimating the validity of biodata,
S J I, or personality measures (see Barrick & Mount, 1996).
R o xzus items
It is apparent that individuals do inflate responses on certain tests in certain
contexts, and that if one expects that faking will happen, it is practical to plan for it.
UJ s1ing items that capture the claim of impossible experiences is one way to identify
faking (e.g, Alliger & Dwight, 2000; Anderson, Warner, & Spencer, 1984; Pannone,
1 984). Anderson, et al. used such bogus items interspersed among real job task items in a
test ofajob applicant sample to establish whether applicants were faking. The level of
their affimations of experience in bogus items was used to adjust downward their C ok
€X perience score on real items. This was justified by the correlation between the inflation
Scale scores and examinations for the particular occupational classes. They concluded
that inflated scores are pervasive. In their sample, 45% of the participants indicated that
they had observed or performed at least one bogus task. Anderson, et al. also concluded
that the inflation scales had high reliabilities (average alpha of .86) and that the bogus
itemns were useful. Ina secondary component of this study a sub-group of the applicants
Were also examined on a typing test after being asked how many words per minute they
Could type. The authors found that applicants did inflate their self-report of typing skill,
and that this inflation correlated with the scores on the bogus items in the more general
skills measure. Correcting for inflation increased the usefulness of the test in predicting
the criterion. Alliger and Dwight (2000) generated bogus items similar to those used by
Anderson, et al. (1984). They state that the bogus scale is “a measure of fabrication, the

demonstrated willingness of the person to create information about themselves that has
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no connection to actual experience, rather than a measure of subtle faking (e.g.,

e>< aggerating positive attributes)” p. 10. They found that the optimal warning condition
h.ad the greatest impact on scores on the bogus item scale (d = .41) and suggest that bogus
iterns are tapping a specific aspect of faking — the tendency to fabricate information.
S o cial Desirability and Improbable Response Indices

Social desirability scales have been used to identify those more likely to present a

PoOsitive impression. Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, and McCloy (1990) agree that

P <ople can distort their responses, having examined personality constructs and the effect
O £ response distortion on their validity, with four response validity scales that they
Created: social desirability, poor impression, self-knowledge and nonrandom response.
The social desirability scale was patterned after other unlikely virtues scales, to detect
tho se trying to appear more attractive, where the areas of experience being examined

W ere education, training, job involvement, job proficiency, delinquency and substance
abuse. They concluded that people can fake when instructed to do so, and that the
response validity scales detected the distortion.

Ellingson, Sackett, and Hough (1999) attempted a correction using a social
deSiIability scale score and found that the corrected score was ineffective at improving
Validity. In their within-subjects design across faking/non-faking conditions, they used
the Sp scale to correct faking conditions to see whether scores approximated non-faked

SCoOres. However, Paulhus (1984) emphasizes that the situation determines whether both
COmponents of social desirability should be controlled. As self-deception is viewed as a
Stable trait, there may be little value in controlling for it in examining the effectiveness of

2 test that is being used under specific situational constraints that are affecting the



inclination to provide socially desirable responses. In such a case, it may be more
relevant to control for impression management to reduce the effect of conscious faking.
C ontrolling for social desirability with a scale such as the Marlowe-Crowne may not
pro vide useful information as the scale is made up of both factors in social desirability;
impression management and self-deception (Paulhus, 1984).

Barrick and Mount (1996) examine the effect of self-deception and impression
mamnagement on the predictive validity of the Big Five when looking at turnover and
suprervisor ratings. They found that distortion of personality constructs occurred through
se1 £-deception and impression management, but that the distortion did not negatively
aftfectthe validity. Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston and Rothstein (1994) attempted to © ok

COrxxect for inflation on personality scales by partialing out the effects of the inflation
Scale, however, they were not able to demonstrate that such a correction affected the
Vv alidlity of the personality measure as a predictor of performance ratings.
Other researchers, however, have found that criterion-related validity and
Se1l e ction decisions can be improved by correcting for faking. Hough (1998) used results
Ot = “Unlikely Virtues” scale to either adjust the individual’s score or to remove them
froxn the applicant pool, finding both techniques to be effective in reducing the impact of
SCoO reinflation on hiring decisions and increasing the predictive validity. Anderson,
Wamer, and Spencer (1984) attempted corrections after using bogus items that are true
lie scores and found that corrections improved the test’s usefulness as a predictor.

Becker and Colquitt (1992) corrected the scores of their motivated group (the

applicants) by using an inflation index. The index was created by calculating the mean

di fference between scores for applicants and non-applicants. This index was then used to
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adjust the distribution of scores. When corrected scores were used to make hiring

d ecisions, the correction changed the rank order of candidates to the extent that 17% of
the candidates were faced with a reversal of the hiring decision made under the
uncorrected scores. This correction effectively neutralized the inflation, however, one
concern with such an approach is that it assumes that everyone has inflated their scores to
the same extent. Christiansen, et al. (1994) used the Krug (1978) approach to correcting
scores to test whether there would be different hiring decisions after correction. They
fo wuand that without correction, discrepant hiring decisions were made in 16% of the cases
at a selection ratio of .15, and they also note that overall, candidates moved an average of
23 positions in rank (SD = 36) when corrections were used. Rosse, et al. (1998) also

d exrm oonstrated that by inflating scores, applicants may be able to affect who is hired.

Although there are mixed findings about the effectiveness of corrections, they
Iy Ay be a practical way for test users to examine the effect of score inflation on criterion-
re1a ted validity. Such examination will be important if biodata and situational judgment
itexxasare to be used in a college admissions context in predicting student performance.
Study Development
To summarize, traditional measures such as high school GPA and SAT/ACT
SCoOres are used to make college admissions decisions, and tests such as biodata and
Situational judgment could also be used (Oswald, et al., in press). However, it is apparent
that bjodata scores can be inflated, although they may not be as susceptible to
M amnipulation as are personality scales (Sisco, 1999). Situational judgment scores can

also be improved by faking (Nguyen, 2002). Performance on these measures is

MO derated by the situational factors of the conditions under which the tests are taken.
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Being motivated to perform well, experiencing coaching to be able to perform well, and
receiving a warning statement about not exaggerating responses in an attempt to perform
well all may contribute systematically to the score that an individual achieves. These

factors are expected to interact, with some combinations providing a stronger likelihood

o f high scores than others. There are also individual differences such as
comnscientiousness and emotional stability that are expected to relate to performance on
biodata and situational judgment. While cognitive ability may also affect faking, ability
is mot the focus of this study. Rather, I consider the individual differences of personality
traits as they relate to performance and inflation. Item characteristics, such as biodata
€1 aboration requirements and item response verifiability, also play an important role, s
w i ere certain characteristics may make some items more vulnerable to inflation.

While there are mixed views on the effects of faking on validity, recent work by

G raham, et al. (2002) demonstrates that criterion-related validity of biodata items can be
ne o atively affected by faking. Assuming, therefore, that inflation could be problematic, it
M &y~ be helpful to control for score inflation. This could be achieved by identifying those
W respond to bogus items, those who score highly on an inflation index developed for

Such a purpose, and those who score unusually highly on impression management, and

CO xxecting for the inflation. Inflated scores may result in a change in the rank order of

respondents (e.g., Frei, 1998), and subsequently, a change in who would be selected in a

top-down selection system in admissions; a critical issue in a college admissions context.

By Selecting based on performance on these tests, we hope to be able to choose the best

Candidates, i.e., those with good actual college performance (college GPA and

att ©ndance).
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Figure 1 provides a model linking the various components of the study, to address
the major questions defined below.

First, how do different situational differences such as testing conditions
influence how an individual performs on biodata and SJIs? Situational factors
addressed in the preceding literature review included: incentive to perform well so as to
gain admission to college, coaching as a way to know how to achieve the best score, and
warnings to prevent score inflation. By examining these factors and their interactions,
this study will enhance our understanding of the susceptibility of biodata and SJIs to
score inflation. These factors are considered in examining hypotheses 1 — 4.

Second, what are the individual difference characteristics of people who are
most effective in inflating their responses? We do know that those who perform well
in general are conscientious and emotionally stable. The existing literature does not

provide conclusive evidence on who is most likely to fake, and so this study will

contribute to the development of theory on individual differences and inflation. Certainly

some general predictions can be made. For one, it is expected that conscientiousness and
emotional stability will be positively related to inflation. Self-deception, which is trait-
related, is expected to be associated with inflation. While impression management is
typically identified as a trait, it is also influenced by situation, and is expected to have a

stronger relationship with inflation than self-deception. These questions are addressed in

testing hypotheses 5 - 6.

Third, what are characteristics of the test items that seem most susceptible to

inflation? As reflected in the work of many researchers, item characteristics can play an

Important role is developing a test invulnerable to faking. By examining the
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characteristics of biodata and SJI items under varying testing circumstances, I will be
able to contribute to the theory of test construction, specifically for improved biodata and
Sl items that are less vulnerable to faking. This question is addressed in examining
hypotheses 7 - 8.

Fourth, does the susceptibility of biodata and SJIs to faking affect their
predictive validity if they were to be used in college admissions decision-making?
This issue is of critical importance if the tests used here are put into practice for selection
in an applied setting. I seek to identify differences in predictive validity and establish the
extent to which inflation affects whom would be selected. This question is addressed in
testing hypotheses 9 — 10.

To address the first question of the study, regarding the situational factors that
affect faking, I propose several hypotheses based on past research. Different conditions
influence how an individual performs on biodata and situational judgment tests. We
know that people can and do inflate their scores when motivated to do so (Viswesvaran &
Ones, 1999), that coaching is effective in improving scores (e.g., Cunningham, Wong, &
Barbee, 1994), and that warning statements effectively suppress inflation (e.g., Dwight
and Donovan, 2003). Specifically, our hypotheses are as follows:

H1: Motivation will improve scores on biodata and situational judgment.

H2: Coaching will improve scores on biodata and situational judgment.

H3: Warning will reduce scores on biodata and situational judgment.

Interactions between these situational factors as well as the main effects
aSsociated with each factor are also explored. For example, someone who is highly

Motivated to perform well, is provided with coaching, and is not given any warning about
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inflating responses is most likely to score highest on the tests. Next highest would be
someone who has had coaching and no warning, but no motivation. Individuals in these
two groups would be more cautious in inflating responses when provided with a warning,
but the warning is likely to have a more powerful effect for those who are motivated,
resulting in those without an incentive having a higher score than those with an incentive.
Those who are highly motivated to perform well have more to lose by being caught
faking than those who are not particularly concerned about the test outcome. This effect
of the interaction between warning and valence was demonstrated by McFarland (2000)
when looking at the Big Five factor of openness. Performance is expected to be lowest in
the group that has no coaching, no motivation. The warning statement is not expected to
have any effect for this group, as they have nothing to lose nor gain by manipulating their

scores. Table 2 shows these general expected score levels within the different situational

conditions.
Table 2
Expected Score Levels
Coached Not coached
Warned Not warned Warned Not warned
Motivated Middle High Low Middle
Not motivated High High Low Low

) The following graph (Figure 2) provides a visual depiction of the expected
INteraction.
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Figure 2
Expected Interaction of Warning, Coaching, and Motivation on Test Performance

——-Coached, Motivated

-&- Coached, Not
Motivated
Not Coached,
Motivated
B ~  ——Not Coached, Not
Motivated

Test Performance

No Waming Waming

H4: Motivation, coaching, and warning will interact in affecting scores on biodata

and situational judgment.
The second question of the study addresses individual differences in faking. We
Know that conscientiousness and emotional stability are generally related to performance,
and thus expect these characteristics to relate to biodata and SJI performance.
HS5: Conscientiousness and emotional stability will be related to performance on
biodata and situational judgment.
Based on the findings that personality traits have been found to be associated with

SOcijg| desirability (Ones, et al., 1996) and faking (McFarland & Ryan, 2000), I posit that
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conscientiousness and emotional stability will also be important correlates of inflated
scores, and self-deception and impression management are also expected to be related to
inflation. Inflation will be identified in three ways: by participants showing a positive
response to bogus items, showing high scores on the inflation index or showing high
performance on the BIDR impression management scale.

H6: Conscientiousness, emotional stability, and social desirability will be
associated with inflation captured by performance on a bogus item scale, the
inflation index, and impression management.

In this model, impression management is considered from two perspectives: first,
as an individual difference that predicts biodata and SJI performance and inflation on
bogus items and the inflation index, and second, as an outcome when used as an indicator
of possible faking. (The empirical generation of the inflation index, where items that
show extreme score differences between two manipulation groups in the study, is
described in the Method section below.)

The third question of this study addresses characteristics of items that relate to
Whether the items are more or less likely to be susceptible to inflation. This research
Question is related to the work of Mael (1991), Becker and Colquitt (1992), and others,
Who provide insight into item characteristics that make items more vulnerable to score
inflation. Items on which it is easier to provide an inflated response are items that are not
Obj ective and are difficult to verify (Becker & Colquitt, 1992). Items that are more
Televant to the job (Becker & Colquitt, 1992) and overt (Alliger & Dwight, 2000) are
More likely to be faked. I expect that items that are not viewed as relevant to the criterion

Of interest (here college performance) are less likely to be inflated as the link to desirable
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academic behavior is difficult to make. Considering the examples of invasive and non-
invasive items provided in Mael’s (1991) taxonomy (p. 773), invasiveness is expected to
reduce inflation. Consider Mael’s noninvasive item “Were you on the tennis team in
college?” Inflation is likely in an item such as this as there is little vulnerability created
by answering positively. Now consider Mael’s invasive item, “How many young
children do you have at home?” This item, and others that are invasive, are likely to
receive muted rather than extreme responses, and so are less likely to be inflated. Items
that are perceived as unequal in access are less likely to be inflated as the individual may
see inflated options as so far beyond the realm of possibility that they would not choose
them. This argument is supported by the example of a nonequal access item provided by
Mael, “Were you captain of the football team?” For most women, this item would be
beyond what they would regard as possible. Similarly, an item that is considered
Controllable is more susceptible to inflation. Mael’s example, “How many tries did it
take you to pass the CPA exam?” is an example of a controllable item that is likely to be
faked, while an uncontrollable item such as, “How many brothers and sisters do you
have?” s less likely to be inflated. Logically, any item that is judged by people to be
unfakeable is unlikely to prompt inflation, although this is a speculative hypothesis. The
following hypotheses were tested.

H7: Biodata items that are rated as less objective, less verifiable, and more
relevant to school work will show greater inflation than items that are rated as
more objective, more verifiable, and less relevant to school work. Also,
items that are rated as invasive, are outside the individual’s control, are

unequal in terms of access on the part of students, as well as items that are
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rated as unfakeable are less likely to show inflation that might be the result of
some form of faking. (Greater inflation will be demonstrated by differences
in the correlations between ratings of item types and mean responses to the
items across study manipulation conditions.)

Another item type that has been shown to be relevant in reducing inflation is the
requirement to elaborate on one’s response to biodata items (Schmitt & Kunce, 2002;
Schmitt, et al., in press).

H8: Elaborated items will be less likely to be inflated that non-elaborated items.

The fourth question of the study addresses the validity of biodata and SJIs as tools
used in selection. As inflation may not be an adaptive behavior, but rather an artificial
self-presentation, it is likely that inflated responses are less effective predictors of
Performance than non-inflated responses (see Graham, et al., 2002). If non-inflated
responses show criterion-related validity, then validity of inflated responses may be
improved by correction. This possibility can be addressed by using regression analyses
to predict performance, partialing out the effects of faking as measured by one or more
faking indices (see White, et al., 2001). As mentioned earlier, I attempt to identify
inflation through bogus items, an empirically constructed inflation index and the BIDR
impression management scale. Some conditions are more likely than others to permit or
€N courage faking, and that will effect who would appear highest in a ranking in a top-
dowy selection system (e.g. Dwight & Donovan, 2003; Frei, 1998).

H9: Controlling for responses to the three mecasures of faking will lead to a
suppressor effect, with faking correlating with biodata and SJI but not with

performance criteria. Statistically controlling for faking should thereby
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increase the amount of variance in college performance outcomes (GPA and
attendance) predicted by biodata and situational judgment.

More potential fakers (those marking bogus items, scoring high on impression
rnanagement, and scoring high on the inflation index) will be identified among the top
candidates if the faking goes uncorrected in top-down selection.

H10: Correction by removing those candidates who are identified as having
inflated scores, and replacing them with the next-highest scoring individual
not identified as having inflated scores, will result in a better choice of

candidates, based on actual college performance (GPA and absenteeism).
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METHOD
Sample
Michigan State University has a large student population (about 35,000
wndergraduate students), and at the undergraduate level has relatively open admissions
standards when compared with other universities. Because of this, I am provided the
opportunity to sample a group of students in a situation in which I am not faced with
significant range restriction in cognitive ability (ACT scores in this sample range from 8
to 35 with a mean of 23 (N =341), and SAT scores range from 560 to 1480 with a mean
of 1,100 (N=92). National mean scores for 1999 were 21 for ACT and 1016 for SAT.
T his sample will allow us to consider more accurately the effects of general cognitive
abi lity as they relate to our constructs of interest. Not only is there heterogeneity in
abi lity in the student population, but also a diversity of ethnicities is represented on this
<carxmpus. The ethnic breakdown of the student population is roughly comparable to that
o £ the United States college applicant pool, although this campus underrepresents
Txaimority groups relative to the population of the US. At the university, 77.3 % are White,
O . 8% are African American, 1.9 % are Hispanic American, 5.4 % are Asian American,
amnd 5.6% Other. In the sample, 79.28 % are White, 6.08% are African American, 2.49 %
arxre Hispanic American, 8.56 % are Asian American, and 5.6% Other. Of the sample
942, identified themselves as US citizens. Of the 5% who were non-citizens, 1% were
Canadian, and 4% were of other citizenship. English was the primary language of 96%
Of the sample. Women account for 58.84% of the sample, and the campus has a student
PO pulation that is 55% female. To ensure that we collected data from individuals who are

Close to the typical age of students applying for college, we recruited only a subgroup of
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the student population; to be able to participate, students were required to have been in
their first year of college. The age of the participants ranged from 18 to 22 years, with
71% of the sample being 18, 20% being 19, and 6% being 20 years old. The mean age of
the sample was 18. Participants were recruited from the university’s Psychology
Department Subject Pool, had not participated in other studies using similar measures,
and received extra course credit for their participation.
Study Design

This study is designed as a 2 X 2 X 2 orthogonal design, both for situational
judgment and independently for biodata. The biodata part of the study has an additional
factor with two levels: repeated measures on elaborated vs. non-elaborated items. The
study manipulations are identified in Table 3 below, where there are eight possible
variations in experience during the study, excluding elaboration, with equal numbers of
participants in each cell.
Table 3

Study Manipulations and Participants per Cell

Coached Not coached
Warned Not warned Warned Not warned
Motivated 43 45 45 45
Not motivated 44 48 46 46

There were approximately the same number of participants per cell in the research
design, as shown in Table 3 above, and a total of 362 participants overall which provided

sufficient statistical power to test for the main effects and interactive hypotheses
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(Hypotheses 1 —4). I am assuming a medium effect size (d = .50), and an alpha level of
.05. With 40 participants per cell there will be a power level of .88. Samples within the
cells will be too small to provide sufficient power to reject the null hypothesis for
analysis of validity and reliability across conditions.
Procedure

The questionnaire for this study was split into two booklets, and four forms of the
questionnaire were distributed. The four forms were essentially the same, apart from the
instructional set that was used at the beginning of the second booklet. The instructional
set provided the warning and motivation conditions. The first booklet of each form
contained a Big Five personality measure, social desirability and impression management
scales, college GPA, absenteeism and demographic questions. After completing the first
booklet, those groups receiving coaching experienced a brief coaching session relating to
the questions in the upcoming booklet, while those groups not targeted to receive
coaching got nothing. There was no placebo treatment for the no coaching group; they
were moved directly to the next phase of the experiment, which for both coached and
non-coached groups was the second booklet. Instructional sets at the beginning of the
second booklet varied across the four forms, providing the study manipulations. A
sample of the questionnaire form is show in Appendix B, although biodata and situational
judgment items have been removed, due to the proprietary nature of the measures.
Sample biodata and situational judgment items are shown in Appendix C and D,
respectively. Apart from the instructional sets, forms were identical. The wording of all

four of the instructional sets is shown in Appendix E.
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This study was approved by the University Committee on Research Involving
Human Subjects (UCRIHS). Samples of the two informed consent forms, one for
motivated participants and one for participants who were not motivated, are shown in
Appendix F and G respectively. The forms for this project were pilot tested, and data
collection was completed in Fall 2002 and Spring 2003 semesters. The study was
advertised through the web page of the Psychology Department subject pool.
Participation was restricted to freshman students who had not participated in other studies
we have conducted using similar measures. Participants were offered extra credit in
psychology for their participation, and the data collection sessions lasted 90 minutes.
Participants, who signed up via the subject pool web site, were randomly assigned to
different coaching conditions, and were randomly assigned to different forms. It is
important in attempting to understand the effects of coaching through an experimental
design that subjects be randomly assigned to the coaching condition (Messick &
Jungeblut, 1981). Sessions were designed to seat up to 50 participants in a classroom
setting, and were administered by research assistants working according to a written
protocol (Appendix H). Informed consent forms, data release forms, questionnaire forms
and scantrons were placed in envelopes for each participant and distributed according to
the protocol. Half of the sessions were provided with a ten-minute coaching component
after participants had completed the first booklet, containing all measures apart from
three measures: biodata items, bogus items and situational judgment questions. These
three components were completed immediately after coaching for the coached group, and

the presentation of the manipulated instruction sets.
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Manipulations

Rather than conducting a directed faking study, where individuals are directed to
provide the best response even if that means lying, I have preferred to create situational
motivators in the form of an external cash incentive, provide constraints by using warning
statements, and present ideas on what the tests are capturing through a coaching session.
These are a more realistic and subsequently useful approach than directed faking in
examining inflation on biodata and SJIs.
Motivation

To encourage students in the motivated conditions to do their very best on the
test, and to make them most similar to motivated candidates in a college admission
setting, a financial incentive was offered. Those who scored above the 50™ percentile on
the tests administered were promised and have been mailed $10. Those in the non-
motivated conditions received no incentive.
Warnings

To create a similar effect to warnings that may appear on college application
materials, the materials for those in the warning conditions included waming statements
as shown in the instruction sets in Appendix E. An example of a warning statement is:
“Note that we may verify a subset of your responses, and if you respond dishonestly, that
may invalidate this test as well as your chance to receive $10 for high performance.”
Coaching

A ten-minute coaching component reviewed sample biodata and situational
judgment items along with definitions of the performance dimensions that the questions

were designed to measure. This coaching session was designed as an orientation to these
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particular selection devices. This form of orientation is common in formal coaching for
selection tests (Sackett, et al., 1989), and is similar in length to the coaching for biodata
provided in Miller (2001). Also, it is far more comprehensive than the written coaching
statements found by Cunningham, et al. (1994) to be effective. We expected that this
brief coaching would have an effect because it was exercise-specific (Sackett, et al.), and
was provided immediately prior to the completion of the biodata and situational judgment
inventory questionnaire.

By reading aloud the directions (Appendix I) and handout material (Appendix J),
the proctor of the session provided coaching for the participants. To ensure uniformity in
coaching, the same proctor administered all coaching sessions, reading from a prepared
script. Once the coaching component was complete, the proctor led immediately into
administering the second form in the study, to avoid any discussion and questions during
the testing session regarding the coaching.

Measures
College Grade Point Average

To be able to evaluate the predictive validity of the measures being tested in this
study, two outcomes were collected. Participants were asked to release their actual
college GPA. A sample of this information release form provided to the university
registrar is shown in Appendix K.

Absenteeism
Participants were also asked to identify how frequently they have missed class,

and the reasons for their absence.
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Gender and Ethnicity

To be able to examine subgroup differences in responses, participants were asked
to indicate their ethnicity and gender.
High School GPA and SAT/ACT Scores

Participants were asked to provide access to their high school GPA and SAT/ACT
scores as provided by the university admissions office. A sample of the information
release form is shown in Appendix L. SAT and ACT scores were converted to new
variables through linear transtormation based on national normative information on
means and standard deviations, and then combined to create a composite cognitive ability
index consisting of an average of all available test scores for each person.
Personality

A Big Five personality inventory based on the International Personality Item Pool
(IPIP) was used to measure personality (Goldberg, 1999). Scale alpha levels are
Conscientiousness (.81), Openness (.77), Agreeableness (.82), Emotional Stability (.89),
Extraversion (.87). I presented hypotheses only for the Conscientiousness and Emotional
Stability; other measures were examined on an exploratory basis.
Social Desirability

Self-deception and impression management dimensions of social desirability were
measured using the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) scale (Paulhus,
1988). Because of concerns about the intrusive nature of one item in each scale (i.e., ‘I
have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover” and “I never read sexy books or
magazines”), these two items were not used. Scale alphas are .67 for self-deception and

.80 for impression management.
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Biodata

Biodata items generated by Oswald, et al., (in press) were reviewed, and those
that were empirically determined in their sample of first-year students to be the best
predictors of college performance outcomes (GPA, absenteeism, and a self-assessment on
a behaviorally anchored rating scale) were selected for this battery. While Oswald, et al.
had written their items to tap 12 dimensions of student performance (see Appendix M), as
the items were intercorrelated, they regarded their biodata scale as unidimensional.
Nevertheless, to capture the breadth of student performance, items for this study were
selected to ensure that the content of all twelve performance dimensions was addressed in
the scale. Also included were all elaborated items used by Oswald et al., so that half of
the items for this study were elaborated and half were not. Overall biodata scale alpha
was .88. Alpha for elaborated items was .78 and .80 for non-elaborated items. Due to the
proprietary nature of these items, a sample of the biodata items is provided in
Appendix C.
Bogus Items

The biodata questions include four bogus items to assess faking. These items
were based on bogus items used by Anderson, et al. (1984), and were interspersed with
the real biodata items. The bogus items are identified in Appendix N. The bogus items
scale alpha was .37. This was not unexpected as these items produced very little
variance. If respondents were paying attention and were honest, I did not expect them to

indicate any activity on these four items when there is no incentive to inflate responses.
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Situational Judgment

Situational judgment items generated by Oswald, et al., (in press) were reviewed,
and those that were empirically determined to be the best predictors of college
performance outcomes (GPA, absenteeism, and a self-assessment on a behaviorally
anchored rating scale) were identified for this battery. On dimensions where the
predictive validity of the SJI items was low, the best items were rationally selected based
on content. Two items per dimension were selected to ensure that the content of all
twelve performance dimensions was addressed in the overall scale. Scale alpha was .77.
Due to the proprietary nature of these items, a sample of situational judgment items is
shown in Appendix D.
Inflation Index

To be able to identify probable fakers, the mean score differences for items
between the individuals in the manipulation condition where people are most apt to
inflate their scores (coached, motivated, not warned) and in the manipulation condition
where people would be least apt to inflate their scores (no coaching, no motivation,
warned) were examined. Eight items with the largest mean difference in responses
comprised the inflation index. These items are shown in Appendix O, with the difference
scores in Appendix P.
Item Type

To generate assignments of item type to biodata items, two professors, four
graduate students, and three undergraduate research assistants on the project provided
ratings indicating the degree to which each biodata item was: objective, verifiable,

controllable, equally accessible, relevant to college, invasive, and fakeable. Ratings were
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made on a 5-point scale ranging from *“Not at all” to “Completely,” one dimension at a
time. See Appendix Q for the rating form, which includes definitions of the item-type
dimensions. The 126 items were distributed evenly among the raters so that each rater
assessed a unique set of 56 different items. In the end, this resulted in 4 ratings per item.
Additionally, four sets of 14 items were rated by the same set of 4 raters. (Items 1, 10,
19... were rated by the same people; items 2, 11... were rated by another set of the same
4 people, etc.)

In order to index the amount of agreement between these ratings, the internal
consistency of the ratings across items was calculated, treating each rater as
interchangeable. This analysis was conducted for each item-type dimension by
aggregating ratings for the 126 items into four groups that consisted of ratings from the
four, randomly assigned raters. The coefticient alpha estimates for the four groups of
ratings were then examined for cach dimension. Alpha coefficients were highest for
college relevance, verifiability, objectivity, and controllability (see Table 4), and these
dimensions were retained as relevant for further analysis. Low reliability on some
dimensions was either a result of all the judges rating all the items the same way (e.g,
fakeable, where all items were regarded as highly fakeable, with no variability across
items), or inconsistency in how judges rated items (e.g., invasive).

For objectivity, verifiability, relevance, and controllability the ratings across the
four groups of ratings were averaged to compute an overall dimension value for each
item. These values were then used in item analyses, the results of which are described

below.
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Table 4

Coefficient Alpha and Descriptives for Ratings of Biodata Item Characteristics

Dimension Alpha N Min. Max. Mean SD
Objective 0.70 126 1.00 5.00 2.89 0.93
Verifiable 0.75 126 1.00 4.75 2.49 0.91
Controllable 0.67 126 1.75 5.00 3.97 0.77
Equal access 0.37 126 25 5.00 4.11 0.62

College relevant 0.80 126 1.25 5.00 3.28 0.94
Invasive 0.06 126 1.00 4.00 2.75 0.73

Fakeable 0.06 126 2.50 5.00 4.26 0.49

Similarly, analyses of SJI item type were conducted, and rating instructions and
item-type definitions are shown in Appendix R. Two professors and five graduate
students provided ratings indicating the degree to which each situational judgment item
response option was: objective, verifiable, controllable, equally accessible, relevant to
college, invasive, and fakeable. Ratings were made on a 5-point scale ranging from “Not
at all” to “Completely,” one dimension at a time. The 24 situational judgment items were
distributed to all raters, with each rater rating all items. To assess agreement between
these raters, we measured the internal consistency of the ratings across items, for each
dimension. The alpha coefficients were highest for college relevance, verifiability,
objectivity, and controllability (see Table S), and we retained the data for these
dimensions that demonstrated traditionally accepted levels of internal consistency.

Again, we discarded ratings on categories where the raters provided little variance across
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items (e.g., fakeable, equal access) or were inconsistent in rating (e.g., invasive). The
judges viewed biodata items as more fakeable than SJI items. Next, we averaged ratings
across the seven individual raters’ values to compute an index for each dimension. These
values were then used in item analyses to identify items viewed as most vulnerable to
inflation.

Table 5

Coefficient Alpha and Descriptives for Ratings of SJI Item Characteristics

Dimension Alpha N Min. Max. Mean SD
Objective 0.81 155 1.43 4.71 3.09 0.70
Verifiable 0.83 155 1.29 4.71 2.86 0.76
Controllable 0.78 155 1.71 4.86 3.67 0.67
Equal access 0.69 155 2.14 5.00 4.30 0.49
College relevant 0.86 155 1.86 5.00 3.77 0.91
Invasive -0.50 155 2.00 3.43 2.76 0.31
Fakeable 0.17 155 2.86 4.71 3.66 0.37

The results of the use of these measures are described in the ltem Differences

section of the results below.
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RESULTS
Situational Differences

To address the first question of our study, and test Hypothesis 1-4, regarding the
situational factors that affect faking, I conducted a 2 (coaching vs. no coaching) X 2
(motivation vs. no motivation) X 2 (warning vs. no warning) ANOVA separately for the
biodata and SJI measures. The biodata ANOVA had an additional factor (elaboration vs.
no elaboration on the items), which was a within-subjects factor. Results for biodata are
shown in Table 6 for an analysis that included no covariates and an analysis that included
various possible covariates of biodata responses including sex, race (minority versus
white), self deception, impression management, cognitive ability, high school GPA, and
measures of the Big Five constructs. Table 7 contains the means and standard deviations
of responses to the biodata for all conditions.

As can be seen in Table 6, the motivational eftect and the coaching effect are both
statistically significant and the means in Table 7 indicate that the effect was in the
predicted direction thus confirming our first two hypotheses. The Warning effect was
nonsignificant indicating lack of support for Hypothesis 3. I hypothesized that these
factors would interact, but did not observe the three way interaction depicted in Figure 2.
For the analysis that did not include covariates, the interaction between Motivation and
Coaching was marginally significant. Examination of the means for these conditions
indicated that the combination of both Motivation and Coaching without Warming
produced the largest biodata scores (Mean =3.41) as would be expected. Neither
Coaching nor Motivation alone (Means =3.09 and 3.06) produced as large an increment

in performance when neither Motivation nor Coaching were provided. Variance did
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change across manipulation conditions, with the greatest variability in the Coached and
not Warned groups, suggesting that coaching does not necessarily standardize the way
that people respond.

When covariates were included in the analyses, the Motivation and Warning
factors interaction was also statistically significant. Examination of the pattern of means
for both analyses (with and without covariates) indicated that a warning that responses
would be verified did appear to erase the inflation of responses that occurred when a
monetary motivation to get good scores was provided. With a warning, the means of the
motivated (Mean=3.11) and nonmotivated groups (Mean=3.01) were not very different
compared to the two conditions in which no waming was present (Means= 3.24 for
motivated, and 2.99 for nonmotivated).

One of the covariates (Extraversion) interacted with the elaboration factor.
Examination of this interaction indicated that the correlation between responses to
elaborated biodata questions and Extraversion (.29) was higher than the correlation
between Extraversion and the responses to nonelaborated items (.21). The impact of
elaboration also appeared much smaller when all covariates were included in the

analyses.
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Table 6

Analysis of Variance Results for Biodata with and without the Inclusion of Covariates

Between Subjects Source

Coaching (C)
Motivation (M)
Warning (W)
CxM

CxW

Mx W
CxMxW
Error

Within Subjects

Elaboration (E)
ExC

ExM

ExW
ExCxM
ExCxW
ExMxW

ExCxMxW

Without Covariates

With Covariates

df F
1 24.95%*
1 16.73*+
1 39
1 3.69
1 02
1 2.11
1 .03
354 (.42)°
1 726.11%*
1 .60
1 .07
1 .03
1 2.32
1 72
1 .08
1 63
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df F
1 26.96**
1 13.62%*
1 54
1 1.52
1 1.92
1 6.28*
1 1.22
312 (32)°
1 3.38
1 .60
1 25
1 07
1 1.62
1 01
1 27
1 1.33
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Table 6 Cont.
Within Subjects
Source

E x Self Deception

E x Impression Management
E x Extroversion

E x Agreeableness

E x Conscientiousness
E x Emotional Stability
E x Openness

E x High School GPA
E x Cognitive Ability
E x Race

E x Sex

Error

Equals the Mean Square Error.

*p <.05. **p<.0l.

Without Covariates

With Covariates

af

354

60

F

(0.05)?

daf
1

1

312

F
.89
.09

4.81*
3.80
.95
13

81
2.14
.56
21
.34

(0.05)°
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In Table 8, I present the ANOVA results for the SJI measure both with and
without the inclusion of the covariates. Table 9 provides the corresponding means and
standard deviations for the conditions in our study, and the variance of the SJI responses
was similar across all manipulation conditions. As was true for biodata responses, the
effects of Motivation and Coaching were statistically significant and the means (see
Table 9) were in the expected direction. The Warning effect was not statistically
significant. One interaction, that of Motivation and Coaching, was statistically
significant but the results were not consistent with expectations in that the presence of
warning produced larger SJI scores than no waming, the difference being larger in the
two conditions that did not receive the motivational manipulation. The means presented
in Table 9 are consistent with our expectations in that the Motivated, Coached, No
Warning condition produced the best SJI responses, over a standard deviation higher than
the warned condition that was not coached or motivated. However, several other
conditions did not fit our expected pattern of results. The Coached, Motivated and
Warned group performed as well as did a similar group with no warning. Results that
included the covariates did not change the impact of the manipulations in any substantial
way even though a number of covariates (self deception, impression management,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, high school GPA, sex and race) were related

significantly to SJI responses. [ will address these relationships in more detail later in the

paper.
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Table 8

Analyses of Variance for SJI with and without Covariates

Between Subjects

Coaching (C)
Motivation (M)
Warning (W)
CxM

CxW

MxW

CxMxW

Error

Self Deception
Impression Management
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability
Openness

High School GPA

Without Covariates

With Covariates

df F df F
1 40.60%* 1 56.39%+
1 14.65%* 1 10.06*
1 1.41 1 2.41
1 9.88* 1 6.25*
1 22 1 1.36
1 .09 1 91
1 10 1 1.20

352 (0.12)*

1 5.45%
1 4.00*
1 2.41
1 4.19%
1 471*
1 1.29
1 1.52
1 4.79%
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Table 8 cont.

Cognitive Ability

Race

Sex

Error

*Equals the Mean Square Error.

*p <.05. **p<.0l.

Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations of SJI Responses for Various Study Conditions

Mot (0), Warn (0) Coach (0)°
Mot (0), Warn (0) Coach (1)
Mot (0), Warn (1) Coach (0)
Mot (0), Warn (1) Coach (1)
Mot (1), Warn (0) Coach (0)
Mot (1), Warn (0) Coach (1)
Mot (1), Warn (1) Coach (0)

Mot (1), Warn (1) Coach (1)

Without Covariates

With Covariates

1 32
1 3.96*
1 18.44**
310 (0.09)*
Mean SD N
.50 32 46
.62 37 48
.56 32 46
.67 37 44
.52 33 44
.89 32 45
.58 .35 44
.89 .33 43

*Mot, Warn, Coach indicates Motivation, Warning, and Coaching. One indicates the

manipulation occurred, 0 indicates there was no manipulation.
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Hypothesis 1, that motivation will increase scores, was supported for both biodata
and situational judgment. Hypothesis 2, that coaching would increase scores, was also
supported for biodata and situational judgment. Support for Hypothesis 3 was not found,
with warning being ineffective at reducing scores. Hypothesis 4 was partially supported
in the case of biodata, but not for situational judgment responses.

It is apparent from these findings that both biodata and situational judgment
scores are susceptible to coaching, as well as to motivation. It is important to consider
that in this study, very brief coaching was provided, and if such tests were to be used in
college admissions decision-making, it is reasonable to expect that more comprehensive
coaching would become available as a result of the high-stakes nature of college
admissions decisions. The results do indicate, though, that a warning statement can have
some impact in reducing inflation at least for the biodata. An examination of the pattern
of results for biodata (Figure 3) shows that the suppressor effect of a warning statement is
most powerful for those who are motivated, lending some support to the idea that those
who have something to lose are more likely to take a warning statement seriously,
although this would need to be verified with further research.

A limitation of the warning manipulation is the slight difference between the
wording for motivated and not motivated groups, where the motivated groups risked
losing the opportunity to earn extra cash if caught responding dishonestly, while the
group without a cash incentive did not suffer this risk. According to the recent work of
Dwight and Donovan (2003), potential consequences in faking are an important factor in

the effectiveness of warning statements.
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Figure 3

Interactions between Coaching, Motivation, and Warning for Biodata Performance

3.2 e S o
31 +—— N
3 _— _
—+— Coached, Motivated
2.9 — S o
—a -&- Coached, Not
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' . Not Coached,
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~ ==Not Coached, Not
Motivated
26 b e
25 +—— — S
2.4 - A — S

No Waming Warning

It is also possible that for someone who had not received a warning, their own
suspicions about a bogus item may have raised the possibility that was a lie scale, and
this may have effectively operated as a warning. It would be helpful in future research to
include manipulation checks so that it is clear whether participants registered that they
were being warned.

In this study, motivation was generated by an offer of a small amount of cash, and
this incentive was sufficient to influence score inflation. If biodata and SJI performance
were used to contribute to admissions ratings, the importance of admission to the college

of one’s preference would probably be a more powerful motivator, resulting in significant
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score inflation. The risk of not gaining admission would be an important risk. The

artificial context of the warnings in the study combined with the monetary motivation

may have limited the effectiveness of warnings, but the effect was in the expected

direction when the interaction of Motivation and Warning was examined for biodata.
Individual Differences

To address the second question of the study, test Hypotheses 5 and 6, and
examine the impact of individual difference correlates of faking — race (white vs.
minority), gender, ability (measured by ACT/SAT scores) and personality characteristics
(specifically conscientiousness, emotional stability, and social desirability) — correlational
analyses were conducted. Faking may be captured in three ways: by an individual
showing 1) a positive response to the bogus items, 2) a high score on an inflation index,
or 3) a high score on the BIDR impression management scale.

Table 10 shows the correlation matrix for the variables of interest. Of the faking
identification methods, scoring on the bogus items was associated with scoring on the
inflation index (r=.38), but neither of these was strongly related to impression
management. The bogus items and inflation index were related to coaching (r=.23 and
r=.36, respectively), and the inflation index was also related to motivation (r=.24).
Personality was not highly associated with inflation as indexed by bogus items, with only
openness having a significant relationship (r=.16). For the inflation index, extraversion
(r=.22), agreeableness (r=.21), openness (=.21), and self-deception (r=.22), showed
significant relationships. However, personality was more strongly associated with
impression management; conscientiousness (r=.36), agreeableness (=.33), emotional

stability (r=.22), and self deception (r=.39) were correlated significantly with impression
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management. Methods of identifying inflation appeared to be unrelated to race, cognitive
ability, and age, apart from impression management, for which age was negatively
related (r=-.12). The only relationship between inflation identification scales and
outcomes was for impression management, which was negatively related to absenteeism
(r=-23).

Biodata scores were associated with situational judgment scores (r=.47), and both
biodata and SJI scores were related to multiple personality traits, however, the patterns of
relationships were slightly different. Biodata scores were most highly related to openness
(r=.33), self deception (+=.27), extraversion (»=.26) and agreeableness (r=.25). Also
related to biodata were agreeableness (r=.25), impression management (r=.16),
conscientiousness (#=.15) and emotional stability (~=.13). Situational judgment, on the
other hand, was most closely related to impression management (r=.29),
conscientiousness (r=.24), and self-deception (r=.22). Also related to SJI performance
were agreeableness (r=.21), extraversion (+=.16) and openness (r=.12). Cognitive ability
was related to biodata performance (r=.18), but not SJI performance. Race was unrelated
to either biodata or SJI performance.

Both race (+=.20) and ability (=.37) were related to GPA. Biodata was unrelated
to the outcomes of absenteeism and GPA, and SJI performance was negatively related to
absenteeism (r=-.20). Age was positively related to absenteeism (r=.17) and negatively
related to GPA (r=-.16). Conscientiousness was positively related to GPA (+=.13) and
negatively related to absenteeism (+=.37). Emotional stability (»=-.11) and self-deception

(r=-.16) were also negatively related to absenteeism.
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Hypothesis 5 was supported for biodata and partially supported for SJI. Both
conscientiousness and emotional stability were associated with performance on biodata,
while only conscientiousness was related to SJI performance. Hypothesis 6 was also
partially supported. Conscientiousness and emotional stability were related to impression
management, yet performance on the bogus items and the inflation index were not related
to either of these personality traits. Self-deception was related to the inflation index and
impression management.

These results provide support for the idea that positive responses to bogus items
and inflating one’s score on other items is less personality-related and more situation-
driven, whereas the tendency toward impression management is more personality-related.

It is apparent from this study that individuals do claim experience with non-
existent things, and that this scoring on bogus items is weakly related to openness. It is
possible that people are being more “open” about how they interpret these particular
bogus items, and may be drawing parallels between an experience that they have had and
that which is captured by the bogus item, generously deciding to claim that they have
suitable enough experience to identify it as such. However, as bogus item scores were
more strongly associated with coaching, I expect that situational determinants have a
more powerful effect on marking bogus items, where individuals who have had coaching
on what dimensions are desirable may be overly enthusiastic about demonstrating
experience on items that they see as matching those dimensions, rather than responding in

an honest fashion. While it may be ethically questionable to include bogus items in a
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college admissions application, this does provide useful information about the ways that
people may fake.

As the inflation index used here is created empirically, based on the difference in
performance between the optimal performance group and the reference group, it is not
surprising that the index is very highly correlated with biodata and SJI performance.
Nevertheless, once overlap items are removed from biodata and SJI scales, the index
remains highly correlated with performance. It is interesting to note that
conscientiousness, although significantly related to biodata and SJI performance, is
unrelated to the index. As the inflation index is related to coaching, this reinforces the
notion that situational factors are important in explaining faking. It should be noted that b
the inflation index created empirically for this study would require cross-validation for
use elsewhere. (The items that made up the index can be viewed in Appendix O.)

That personality traits of conscientiousness and emotional stability were related to
self-deception is consistent with research on social desirability, and it is not surprising to
note that agreeableness is also related to self-deception — it is comforting to think of
oneself as agreeable. These three personality traits appear to be the most important in
explaining moderately inflated performance, however, they do not appear to be as useful
in cases of extreme faking. This suggests that presenting oneself in a positive light is
adaptive, and that items to which individuals respond probably include a level of social
desirability and/or job desirability.

That cognitive ability was related to biodata but not SJI performance was
surprising, but may be explained by the breadth of dimensionality captured by the SJI,

which moves beyond typical college academic issues to include issues of social
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consciousness, multicultural tolerance, artistic appreciation, etc. That cognitive ability
was weakly related (» = .18) to biodata could be a result of socioeconomic status, where
those with ability were also exposed to greater opportunity for suitable experiences.
Item Differences

To address the third question of the study, and examine the effects of certain item
characteristics as they affect intlation, the following analyses were conducted. The item
characteristic ratings made up of the mean rating provided by experts (described earlier)
were correlated with the biodata item responses for each participant. The r was then
transformed to a Fisher z. ANOVA was used to test for differences in Fisher z
correlations across the study manipulation conditions. Overall mean levels are shown in
Table 11, ANOVA results for the four item characteristics are shown in Table 12, and
levels across conditions are shown in Table 13.

Table 11

Overall Means and Standard Deviations of Four Item Characteristic Fisher z for

Biodata

Dimension N Mean SD
Objectivity 362 -0.22 0.21
Verifiability 362 -0.18 0.21
Controllability 362 -0.15 0.16
Relevance 362 0.10 0.16
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The correlation between item objectivity and item performance does vary
significantly as a result of the manipulation conditions of Coaching and Motivation (see
Table 12). Mean levels of the Fisher z for objectivity across conditions are shown in
Table 13 below. It should be noted that all the correlations are negative indicating that
the more objective the item was judged to be, the lower were students’ scores on the
biodata items. As would be expected the strongest negative correlations were in the two
manipulation groups without motivation or warning, and the weakest were in the groups
with both motivation and coaching.

The correlation between item verifiability and item performance does not vary
significantly across manipulation conditions, and mean levels across conditions are not
very different, as shown in Table 13. Again, all correlations are negative indicating
different items that are more verifiable produce lower biodata scores.

For controllability, the correlation with item performance does vary significantly
as a result of the manipulation conditions of coaching and motivation. Mean levels of the
Fisher z for controllability across conditions are shown in Table 13, where the largest gap
in means is between the groups without coaching or motivation, and the group that has
both coaching and motivation, but no warning. Correlations between controllability and
biodata scores are once again negative, but slightly lower than correlations between
objectivity and biodata performance. This is contrary to the direction expected for
controllability.

College relevance did not show significant differences in correlation with item
performance across manipulation conditions, however, there is a significant Coaching by

Motivation interaction. This suggests that those who are both motivated and coached
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have a greater likelihood of scoring highly on biodata items, when those items appear
relevant to academic performance, than those who only experience one or the other of
those conditions. This also suggests that the coaching on dimensionality of biodata items
is effective in helping individuals who are motivated to identify dimensions that are
relevant to coliege performance. All correlations between item relevance and biodata
item responses were positive, but lower than those with other item characteristics. These
correlations indicate that the higher the perceived relevance of the item, the higher the
response to biodata items.

Similar analyses were conducted for SJI correct response options, where the
dimensions of objectivity, verifiability, controllability and college relevance of each
correct response option for the question, “What would you be most likely do?” was
correlated with SJI performance, and then converted to Fisher z.

Overall mean levels are shown in Table 14. ANOVA results for the four item
characteristics are shown in Table 15, and mean levels across manipulation conditions are
shown in Table 16.

Table 14

Overall Means and Standard Deviations of Four Item Characteristic Fisher z for

SJI

Dimension N Mean SD
Objectivity 362 0.02 0.22
Verifiability 362 -0.01 0.21
Controllability 362 0.13 0.18
Relevance 362 0.10 0.13
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The correlation between item objectivity and item performance does vary
significantly as a result of the manipulation conditions of Coaching and Motivation (see
Table 15). Mean levels of the Fisher z for objectivity across conditions are shown in
Table 16 below. Where the correlations are negative, this indicates that the more
objective the item was judged to be, the lower were students’ scores on the SJI items. As
would be expected for the strongest negative correlations were in the two manipulation
groups without motivation or warning, and the positive correlations are the groups with
coaching. The largest mean correlations were for the coached and motivated groups.

The correlation between item verifiability and SJI item performance varies
significantly across manipulation conditions of coaching and motivation, and mean levels
across conditions vary, with negative correlations for the groups without coaching, as
well as the group with coaching and a warning statement with no motivation. Again,
negative correlations indicate different items that are more verifiable produce lower SJI
scores under conditions that do not precipitate high performance. Coaching and
motivation result in high performance, as well as positive correlations, suggesting that
under certain conditions, verifiability may no longer suppress scores on SJIs.

For controllability, the correlation with item performance does not vary
significantly as a result of the manipulation conditions of coaching, motivation or
warning. Mean levels of the Fisher z for controllability across conditions are fairly

stable. Correlations between controllability and SJI scores are positive, as expected for

controllability.
College relevance did not show significant differences in correlation with item

performance across manipulation conditions, however, there is a significant Coaching by
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Motivation by Warning interaction. All correlations between item relevance and SJI item
responses were positive. These correlations indicate that the higher the perceived
relevance of the item, the higher the response to SJI items. One limitation of this analysis
is the dichotomization of scores for SJI performance, where I have considered a correct
response a score of 1, and an incorrect response a performance score of 0.

These results provide support for Hypothesis 7 on two dimensions; objectivity
and college relevance, for biodata, and significant findings for controllability for biodata,
but in a direction opposite to that hypothesized. This suggests that these item
characteristics are related to the likelihood that the biodata item score may be inflated.
Future work on biodata should take into account the characteristics of the item where
they may be able to be formulated in a fashion that limits faking. A closer examination
of the issue of controllability shows mixed results of the effect of controllability on
biodata validity, depending on the type of controllability (see Graham, et al., 2002). This
suggests that hypotheses about controllability must consider specific issues of whether
the individual can choose to perform an action, has no control over the action, has shared
control, or the individual’s feelings or attitudes are the issue of interest. Each of these
categories may provide conflicting results, and such specifications were not taken into
account by the expert raters in this study.

The results also provide support for Hypothesis 7 on dimensions of objectivity,

verifiability, and college relevance, for SJI. It appears from the change in correlation
direction from negative to positive under high performance conditions that scores on SJIs

are less likely to be suppressed as a result of item characteristics than are scores on

biodata items under similar conditions.
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The issue of an elaboration requirement as a means of reducing inflation on
biodata items was tested, with results shown earlier in Table 6. While there was a
significant main effect for elaboration, the impact of elaboration also appeared much
smaller when all covariates were included in the analyses. Hypothesis 8 was supported.
It is possible that there is an item type confound where the items that were chosen by
Oswald, et al. (in press) for elaboration may have also been those that were more
verifiable. Since they were verifiable, respondents were less likely to inflate responses.

Validity and Selection Decisions

The fourth question of the study addresses validity and the effects of selection
decisions. Table 17 shows correlations between the predictors and outcomes, as well as
their descriptive statistics.

Table 17

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Predictors and Criteria

Year 1 Absentee-  SJI total N Mean SD
ism
GPA
Year 1 GPA ‘ 353 2.88 0.73
Absenteeism -0.20** 362 3.11 1.11
SJI total 0.06 -0.20%** 360 0.65 0.37
Biodata total 0.09 -0.05 0.47** 362 3.09 0.48

**p <.01.
To test the validity of these predictors of student performance, and to test

Hypothesis 9, the difference between the zero-order validity coefficients and the validity
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coefficients with the faking identification scales partialed out were calculated. Results
are shown in Table 18.
Table 18
Zero Order and Partial Correlations between Situational Judgment and Biodata and Two
Criteria Controlling for Measures of Faking
Situational Judgment
Zero order Bogus Inflation Impr.Mgt. All three

r Partial Partial Partial Partialled

GPA 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.01

Absenteeism -0.20* -0.20*  -0.23* -0.14* -0.19*

Biodata
Zero order Bogus Inflation Impr.Mgt. All three
r Partial  Partial Partial  Partialled
GPA 0.09 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.03
Absenteeism -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.01 -0.05
*p < .05.

For the GPA outcome, neither biodata nor SJI proved to be useful predictors of
academic performance, whether or not they were statistically adjusted using the faking
measures. SJI did predict absenteeism, but the zero-order correlations were comparable
to all four partial correlations. The partial correlation when Impression Management was
controlled was somewhat lower, though not statistically different from the other

correlations. In any event, there is no evidence that inflation, as measured by our three
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indices, is attenuating the validity of these measures to predict grade point average and
absenteeism.

As McFarland (2000) noted that faking may affect reliability, the alpha
coefficients across manipulation conditions were examined for biodata and SJI, and are
shown in Table 19. While they do not differ dramatically across conditions, it is
interesting to note that the manipulation condition which would be expected to display ﬁ
the greatest degree of inflation (Motivated, Coached, not Warned) does have the highest

reliability for biodata. However, the same group has the lowest reliability for SJI, but

none of the reliabilities are very different across conditions, and all are relatively high. i ]
Table 19

Coefficient Alpha of Biodata and SJI Scales for Various Study Conditions

Biodata SJ1 N
Mot (0), Warn (0) Coach (0) .80 .70 46
Mot (0), Warn (0) Coach (1) .89 74 48
Mot (0), Warn (1) Coach (0) .87 71 46
Mot (0), Warn (1) Coach (1) .78 77 44
Mot (1), Warn (0) Coach (0) .82 .70 44
Mot (1), Warn (0) Coach (1) .94 .69 45
Mot (1), Wamn (1) Coach (0) .84 77 44
Mot (1), Warn (1) Coach (1) .90 .66 43

Mot, Warn, Coach indicates Motivation, Warning, and Coaching. One indicates the

manipulation occurred, 0 indicates there was no manipulation.
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The amount of variance in GPA and absenteeism, predicted by biodata and SJI,
across conditions is shown in Table 20. There are no distinct patterns to validity across
conditions, and validity comparisons across groups can not be clearly interpreted as they
are limited by the small sample size and low overall criterion-related validity of the
biodata and SJI measures.

To test Hypothesis 10, I examined the responses of two groups of respondents.
Respondents in a group that should be most apt to inflate their scores (the Coaching,
Motivation, no Warning group, which I refer to as the high performance group) were
compared with those in the group in which faking should be minimized as the individuals
would be least apt to inflate their scores (the no Coaching, no Motivation and a Warning
group, which I refer to as the reference group). Table 21 below presents descriptive data
for each of the two groups. The high performance group shows a higher mean score on
all three of the faking identification scales, although the largest gap between the two is on
the scales comprising bogus items and the inflation scale on which the mean differences
are over .5 standard deviation units. Recall that the Inflation Index was generated using
these two conditions, so this large difference is artificially inflated, and this index would
need to be cross-validated. A much smaller mean difference was obtained on the
Impression Management scale, suggesting that this is more stable and personality-related,

rather than being prompted by situational factors, which seems to be the case for the

Bogus items and items making up the Inflation Index.
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Given these data, a large number of positive responses to the Bogus items
definitely seems to indicate that the respondents’ answers are generally suspect. The
same might be true of the Inflation index, but, as I noted above, results for that scale
should be cross-validated.

To examine how the use of these scales to correct for faking might affect who is
selected or admitted to college, | examined possible admissions decisions based on a
selection of the top 10%, 25% and then 50% of the participants, based on their biodata
and SJI scores. To control for faking, I identified those who scored above a cut-point on
the faking scales. The Bogus sca}e is presented as an example; similar analyses were
conducted with the inflation index and impression management, with similar results. A
cut-point of 4 on the Bogus items scale was chosen as this reflected any positive response
on the Bogus scale items. As the Bogus items are made up of experiences that are
impossible, I can presume that anyone who claims experience on these items has not been
accurate about their experience, and it may be reasonable to exclude them. Having
excluded these individuals, I then proceeded down the list, selecting the next best
candidates in terms of biodata and SJI performance, who do not meet the cut score on the
Bogus items scale. The actual college performance (GPA and absenteeism) of those who
were excluded was then compared to the actual college performance of those who were
selected as alternatives.

Looking first at the .10 selection ratio, those chosen for best performance included
26 individuals with scores above 4 on the Bogus scale. These individuals were removed,

and replaced with the next-highest scoring individuals who did not have scores above the
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cut on the Bogus scale. The differences in college performance for these two groups is
shown in Table 22 below.
Table 22

Descriptive Statistics for Selection Ratio of .10

Removed from top Replacements for top
10% selection 10% selection
N Mean SD N  Mean SD d
Absenteeism 26 3.08 1.06 26 3.08 0.84 0.00
Year 1 GPA 26 2.77 0.90 26 2.85 0.82 -0.09

The same process was followed for a selection ratio of .25 and the results are
shown below, demonstrating little difference between those excluded and those pulled in
as replacements.

Table 23

Descriptive Statistics for Selection Ratio of .25

Removed from top

25% selection

Replacements for top

25% selection

N Mean SD N Mean SD d
Absenteeism 58 3.02 1.03 58 2.95 0.96 0.07
Year 1 GPA 58 2.89 0.78 55 2.87 0.73 0.03
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The same process was followed again for a selection ratio of .50, with similar

findings.

Table 24

Descriptive Statistics for Selection Ratio of .50

Removed from top Replacements for top
50% selection 50% selection
N Mean SD N Mean SD d
Absenteeism 109 3.02 1.02 109  3.05 1.15 -0.03
Year 1 GPA 108 2.93 0.70 103  2.89 0.79 0.06

It appears that, regardless of the level of selectivity, using Bogus items as a means
of removals does not change the quality of the student population, when considering
actual college performance.

This study demonstrates those who are coached and motivated to achieve can
produce high scores on biodata and situational judgment, and those scores may be a result
of inflation due to faking. Inflation scales can be a useful method of identifying response
manipulation but in this case are less useful in correcting for it. Further research into
inflation scales and corrections would be necessary to develop protocols for their use. It
may be helpful to conduct further analyses with a broader criterion measure that is
conceptually more closely related to the biodata and situational judgment dimensions.
Results here are probably affected by the very low criterion-related validity of the biodata

and SJI measures, and Graham, et al. (2002) have linked faking in biodata to reduced

criterion-related validity.
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CONCLUSIONS
Discussion

This study has addressed four major questions. First, how do different situational
differences such as testing conditions influence how an individual performs on biodata
and SJIs? Second, what are the individual difterence characteristics of people who are
most effective in inflating their responses? Third, what are characteristics of the test
items that seem most susceptible to inflation? Fourth, does the susceptibility of biodata
and SJIs to faking affect their predictive validity if they were to be used in college
admissions decision-making?

Situational Factors

Situational factors can be very important determinants of performance on biodata
and situational judgment items. Brief coaching was shown to improve scores on both of
these non-cognitive measures, an important issue in the context of test application.
According to Sackett, et al. (1989), “In the typical performance domain, the examinee
may adopt an explicit self-presentation strategy in responding to the selection device
based on a hypothesis about what the employer is looking for in an applicant.” (p. 148).
Coaching appears effective in aiding examinees in generating hypotheses and presenting
themselves appropriately. Were biodata and SJIs to be used in a college admissions
selection process, those who have access to coaching would be better able to improve
their scores. Such susceptibility to coaching is of great practical significance to the
College Board, the owners of these measures, as they would need to be able to defend the
reliability and validity of the measures, or ensure that examinees have received equal

access to coaching (see Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests and

91




Manuals). Considering the effectiveness of the written coaching provided in
Cunningham, et al. (1994), it may be appropriate for researchers to consider future
studies that examine the difference in effectiveness between face-to-face coaching
programs, and materials that can be provided in hard copy or via electronic media. Also,
it may be useful to conduct an examination of the relationship between warning
statements and coaching, as coaching may effectively negate the power of the warning
statement.

If these tests were to be used to contribute to college admissions decisions, it is
realistic to assume that college applicants would be highly motivated to perform well.
Motivation was shown to have a significant effect on performance on these measures, and
the interaction of coaching and motivation for SJIs in this study suggests that maximal
performance in these tests in an applied setting will be best facilitated by the combination
of personal motivation and coaching.

Warning statements, although not found in this study to be a significant factor in
suppressing inflation overall, did operate in the direction expected when individuals are
motivated to perform well. Warning statements are not equally relevant for biodata and
SJlitems. While objective and verifiable biodata items, such as the number of leadership
positions that a person held in high school, could be verified by contacting the high
school, verification would be more difficult to conduct for SJIs. While peers or teachers
could be contacted and asked whether an individual is actually likely to behave in a
certain way in a certain situation, the possibility of this verification is clearly more

remote, suggesting that warning statements about verification of responses are less useful
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for SJIs, and may even make matters worse by actually planting the idea that one could
answer dishonestly.

To be able to implement the biodata and SJI in an admissions context, these
measures would need further examination, ideally with a sample of individuals who
really have a personal desire to score well on the tests and a great deal to lose if they do
not, to fully understand the power of a warning statement and the interaction effects of
motivation and warning. To ensure the most powerful waming effect it may be best to
include both the warning that faking could be identified, as well as the warning that there
would be potential negative consequences for faking (see Dwight & Donovan, 2003).
According to Dwight and Donovan, both of these characteristics of a warning statement
play a part in limiting faking. A study using a sample of real college applicants who
believe that these tests are being used in their admissions decision-making process would
provide an excellent framework for building our understanding of the effects of
motivation and waming on biodata and SJI score inflation.

Identification of Inflation

Three inflation identification methods were used, providing valuable information
about individual differences and inflation. Inflation captured by these scales was
unrelated to race, gender, or cognitive ability.

First, Bogus items were considered. Bogus items were successfully used to
identify those who had claimed experiences that were impossible, and scoring on Bogus
items was more situational than personality-related. Bogus item scoring was weakly
related to openness to experience, which might suggest that those who are more creative

in framing their own personal experiences are able to warrant marking experience on
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Bogus items, perhaps viewing the experience being addressed as in some way related to
an experience they have had. Future research with bogus items should include a broader
selection of bogus items, with varying degrees of obviousness. There may be particular
bogus item characteristics that make some more effective as flags of inflation than others.
Second, an Inflation Index was created. Inflation captured with an empirically-
derived Inflation Index was more personality-driven that the Bogus items, and was
weakly related to extraversion, agreeableness, openness and self-deception. The Inflation
Index proved to be a useful technique in identifying those with unusually high scores.

Nevertheless, using such an index as a way to flag problematic responders could cause

headaches for the College Board, who would need to be able to defend their practices Lo

against those arguing that they did not cheat, but were responding honestly, but simply
have unusual experiences that result in their being flagged by the index. It should be
noted that while the empirical Inflation Index proved useful, results should be cross-
validated.

Third, the BIDR Impression Management scale was used as an indicator of
inflation. Impression management appeared to be the most personality-related of the
identification scales. Impression management was more strongly related to
conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional stability, and self-deception. This suggests
that inflation related to impression management may be more adaptive than inflation
related to Bogus items, or the Inflation Index. That impression management appears to
be trait-related lends support to the argument that it should not be used for controlling for

socially desirable responding. It is apparent from this study that inflation is largely a
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function of the situation in which the test is taken, rather than the characteristics of the
individual, and this study lends support to the view of impression management as a trait.
Item Characteristics

Item characteristics can play an important role in creating a test that is less
vulnerable to inflation. This study found that biodata items that were judged as being less
objective, less controllable, and more college relevant were more susceptible to inflation
under different manipulation conditions. SJI items that were objective or verifiable
tended to have lower scores, unless the individual was coached and motivated to do well,
in which case, the suppressor effect faded. The suppressor effect of item characteristics
was not weakened for biodata to the extent it was for SJI items, when coaching and
motivation to perform were provided.

To limit inflation, it may be important for biodata test generators to choose items
that are objective and verifiable where possible. However, one disadvantage of trying to
ensure that items are objective and verifiable is that biodata inventory builders may lose
the valuable multidimensionality captured from a broader pool of items. Also, there may
be resistance to removing items that are fakeable when those items are perceived as the
most valid. While college relevance was shown to increase inflation, there is an inherent
tradeoff in seeking to minimize faking by trying to disguise college relevance — tests that
are viewed as relevant are more likely to be perceived as fair (see Schmitt, Oswald, Kim,
Gillespie, & Ramsay, in press), and trying to reduce college relevance would not be
recommended.

That less controllable items were more susceptible to inflation suggests that

further research will be necessary to resolve the different categories of control, and the
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consequences of having items that tap those categories. Graham, et al., (2002) indicate
four categories of controllable items, and these may all produce differing results in terms
of inflation and validity. Judges in this study were not given multiple categories for
rating controllability of items, and the work of Graham, et al., provides guidance for
improved evaluation of controllability in future research.

An elaboration requirement in biodata items appears to be effective in suppressing
scores, adding to existing literature in this area (e.g., Schmitt & Kunce, 2002). However,
not all items are equally suitable for an elaboration requirement. It may be that more
verifiable items are more easily written with an elaboration requirement. Also, there is an
issue of memory that may be affecting responses to elaborated biodata items.
Respondents may limit their responses when elaboration is required only because they
can’t remember the details and so would be unable to record them. Ramsay, Kim,
Gillespie, and Friede (2003) have considered memory as a factor in a biodata elaboration
study, but used a memory test that has questionable construct validity, and may be more a
test of general knowledge. Further research in this area may provide answers to the
questions surrounding elaboration requirements and the factors that contribute to their
effectiveness.

These are issues that test developers will need to balance as they attempt to create
inventories that are reliable and useful. Considering the relationship of item
characteristics to inflation, and that validity may also be affected by vulnerability to
inflation linked to item characteristics (Graham, et al., 2002) item characteristics as a

means of understanding inflation may be a fruittul area for future research.
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Validity

The issue of validity is of critical importance if the tests used here are put into
practice for selection in an applied setting. It appears from this study that inflation on
biodata and SJI does not attenuate the criterion-related validity, however, we are
examining a set of tests that show limited criterion-related validity without inflation. To
reach a definitive conclusion about the relationship of inflation and validity, it may be
useful to conduct further research with performance measures that are multidimensional
and more closely linked to the dimensions captured by the biodata and SJI questions.

Identifying participants who appeared suspicious, based on the three inflation
identification methods, and then replacing them with participants who were not suspected
of inflation did not prove effective in selecting a higher performing group in terms of
college performance. However, criterion-related validity was low, and such corrections
may have different effects if one were examining a broader criterion space.

Limitations

One limitation of this study is the slightly different warning manipulations for the
motivated and not motivated groups. While both groups received the same statement
about the possibility that responses would be verified, the consequences of being found
providing dishonest answers had a greater negative consequence for the motivated group,
who would lose a cash payout for high performers. These differences mean that the
manipulation was not equivalent across groups. It would have been helpful to have
included a manipulation check regarding the warning statements to establish that they had
been attended to. This sample was not completing these measures under the real

expectation that responses would contribute to college admission decisions, limiting the
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power of the warning statement that there would be negative consequences for
responding dishonestly. In a real world scenario, the risk that one’s college application
may be rejected based on dishonest responding would be of great consequence.
Therefore, future research will need to examine warning statements in a sample of real
applicants. As the inflation index was generated in the study sample, it would need to be
cross-validated as similar results may not be found in a different sample.

Another possible limitation is that elaborated items in the study may have been
items that were more verifiable. This verifiability, rather than the elaboration
requirement itself, may have limited the respondents’ inclination to inflate responses. In
addition, it is difficult to draw conclusions about any changes in validity, or the
effectiveness of correcting for inflation, when there is very limited criterion-related
validity for the biodata and SJI measures in this sample.

Practical Implications

The use of biodata and situational judgment measures have shown promise as
predictors of student performance (Oswald, et al., in press). However, in this sample,
these measures did not prove effective as performance predictors. For these tests to be
implemented in a college admissions context, greater criterion-related validity would
need to be demonstrated. Considering the vulnerability of these measures to inflation
prompted by motivation and coaching, it may be most practical to reserve measures such
as these for informational or developmental purposes, rather than for admissions
decision-making.

Bearing in mind that respondents can improve their scores when coached very

briefly on how to do so, it is problematic to promote this test as one that could be used in

98

SN IS




admissions decision-making. If the tests were to be used in such a way, test owners
would need to provide access to coaching materials, so that all examinees have an equal
opportunity to improve their scores through knowledge about the test. While written or
web-based materials could easily be generated by the test owners, it is reasonable to
assume that the implementation of tests such as these would prompt market forces to
produce tests preparation training classes that could provide greater advantages to those
with the resources to attend such training. This could precipitate sub-group differences in
test performance, one of the issues that these tests are designed to avoid.

Test owners would be well-advised to implement a warning statement in the test
administration, once further research has been conducted that clarifies the most effective
type of warning statement in a college admissions context. It is expected that a warning
statement, claiming that dishonest responses may be verified and that there may be real
negative consequences for inflating responses, may be effective. However, the power of
the warning statement is expected to vary based on the purpose for which the testing tools
are used. High-stakes decisions based on test performance may result in greater
responsiveness to a warning statement that includes negative consequences for dishonest
responding.

In compiling an inventory of biodata items, test developers should consider items
that are less likely to be inflated. This may be achieved by focusing on items that are
written in a way that maximizes their content verifiability and objectivity. Controllability
of item content should also be considered, but further research is necessary regarding the

dimensions of controllability.
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There may be items that have high criterion-related validity, yet are vulnerable to
inflation. Test developers will need to balance the issue of transparency and possible
inflation with prediction of performance. It would also be advisable to include an
elaboration requirement for biodata items, where possible, to limit the item susceptibility
to inflation.

While high scores on the BIDR’s impression management scale are personality-
related, and may be adaptive, scores on bogus items are not. The inclusion of bogus
items is one method of identifying individuals who may be responding in a dishonest
manner. However, some members of the public may find it inappropriate to ask “trick
questions”, and could generate publicity that makes the items themselves less useful. An
inflation index is another suitable means of identifying responses that are suspicious, and
the index used here will need to be validated with another sample. While use of one or
more of these scales to identify inflation is possible in an applied setting, their
implementation may be difficult. While conceptually, bogus items identifying those who
have lied, and the empirical soundness of an inflation index, should be defensible reasons
to exclude the scores of a respondent, the public relations problems that could ensue with
implementation of such measures could make use of these scales infeasible.

One problem that may arise with the use of corrections using inflation
identification scales is the partialing out of variance that may be an important predictor of
performance. Also, people do not necessarily inflate their responses in the same way,
and standard correction method may not account for this (see discussion in Christiansen,

et al., 1994). Also, some individuals may honestly have marked responses that indicate
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their real but very unusual levels of experience, and such candidates may find themselves
discriminated against, if such methods were put into practice.

While we can use these techniques to identify inflation, what to do about
respondents suspected of faking in a college admissions context is debatable. Decisions
to dismiss dishonest applicants in such a high stakes setting will need to be based on far
more extensive research than has been provided in this study, to withstand public scrutiny
and possible litigation. If these tests were simply to be used for developmental purposes,
bogus items and the inflation index would be useful markers for a counselor reviewing
test results.

Further research on these biodata and situational judgment measures would allow L
them to be refined so that they effectively capture the dimensionality of the criterion
space that they are designed to predict. To be of practical value they should have
construct and criterion-related validity, and this will need to be examined in different
samples, while considering different item types. Research should also seek to establish

the feasibility of using these measures in an admissions context and should investigate

other possible uses for these tests.
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APPENDIX A

Mael’s Taxonomy
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Mael'’s Taxonomy of Biodata Items

Historical
How old were you when you got your first

paying job?

External
Have you ever been fired from a job?

Objective
How many hours did you study for your
real-estate license test?

First-hand

How punctual are you about coming to
work?

Discrete

At what age did you get your driver’s
license?

Verifiable

What was your grade point average in
college?

Were you ever suspended from Little
League?

Controllable

How many tries did it take you to pass the
CPA exam?

Equal access
Were you ever class president?

Job relevant

How many units of cereal did you sell
during the last calendar year?
Noninvasive

Were you on the tennis team in college?

Future or hypothetical

What position to you think you will be
holding in 10 years?

What would you do if another person
screamed at you in public?

Internal

What is your attitude towards friends who
smoke marijuana?

Subjective

Would you describe yourself as shy?
How adventurous are you compared to
your coworkers?

Second-hand

How would your teachers describe your
punctuality?

Summative

How many hours do you study during an
average week?

Nonverifiable

How many servings of fresh vegetables do
you eat every day?

Noncontrollable

How many brothers and sisters do you
have?

Nonequal access

Were you captain of the football team in
high school?

Not job relevant

Are you proficient at crossword puzzles?

Invasive
How many young children do you have at
home?

Note. Adapted from “A Conceptual Rationale for the Domain and Attributes of Biodata
Items,” by F. A. Mael, 1991, Personnel Psychology, p. 773.
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APPENDIX B

Sample Questionnaire




PID:A

FORM 1

The first booklet asks questions pertaining to how you approach other people or life in
general. You will also complete some demographic questions. You will use the first
scantron for these questions.

The second booklet contains questions that ask you about your history and life
experiences. You will also be presented with descriptions of problem situations, and you
will indicate which action you would be most likely to take and which action you would
be least likely to take. These are situational judgment tasks. You will use the second
scantron for these questions.
As you are answering these questions, please record your answers on the scantron form.
For each question, please fill in completely the circle you choose. Where you are asked
to elaborate on your answer, please write your response on the lines provided in your
exercise booklet.
First, please take a moment to complete the following areas of your first scantron:

PID — Please write in your PID, and then fill in the

corresponding circles.

Form — Please indicate Form 1 A

Also, please indicate your PID on the cover of this booklet, at the top right hand corner.

You will have 90 minutes to complete this study.

106

-y




The following pages contain phrases describing people's behaviors. Use the rating scale
below to describe how accurately each statement describes you and please provide
answers that describe yourself as you generally are now, not how you wish to be in the
future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you
know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe
yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please
read each statement carefully.

Please use the five-point scale below:

1 = Very Accurate

2 = Moderately Accurate

3 = Neither Accurate nor Inaccurate
4 = Moderately Inaccurate

5 = Very Inaccurate

90.  Make people feel at ease. e
91.  Am not interested in abstract ideas.

92.  Change my mood a lot.

93. Don't like to draw attention to myself.

94. Talk to a lot of different people at parties.
95. Have excellent ideas.

96. Insult people.

97. Follow a schedule.

98.  Am exacting in my work.

99. Get stressed out easily.

100. Seldom feel blue.

101. Don't mind being the center of attention.

102. Worry about things.
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Please use the five-point scale below:

1 = Very Accurate

2 = Moderately Accurate

3 = Neither Accurate nor Inaccurate
4 = Moderately Inaccurate

5 = Very Inaccurate

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

Have little to say.

Don't talk a lot.

Use difficult words.

Keep in the background.

Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.
Make a mess of things.

Pay attention to details.

Am always prepared.

Feel little concern for others.
Have a rich vocabulary.

Like order.

Often feel blue.

Am full of ideas.

Spend time reflecting on things.
Take time out for others.

Have frequent mood swings.
Have a soft heart.

Am quick to understand things.
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Please use the five-point scale below:

1 = Very Accurate

2 = Moderately Accurate

3 = Neither Accurate nor Inaccurate
4 = Moderately Inaccurate

5 = Very Inaccurate

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

137.

138.

139.

Am interested in people.

Start conversations.

Am the life of the party.

Neglect my duties.

Am relaxed most of the time.

Am not interested in other people's problems.
Often forget to put things back in their proper place.
Feel others' emotions.

Sympathize with others' feelings.

Do not have a good imagination.

Get irritated easily.

Am easily disturbed.

Get chores done right away.

Am not really interested in others.

Am quiet around strangers.

Feel comfortable around people.

Leave my belongings around.

Have a vivid imagination.

Get upset easily.
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Please answer this next set of questions using the five-point scale below.

1 = Very true
2 = Mostly true
3 = Somewhat true
4 = Mostly untrue
5 = Very untrue

140. My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right.

141. It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits.

142. I don't care to know what other people really think of me.

143. I have not always been honest with myself.

144. I always know why I like things.

145.  When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking.

146. Once I've made up my mind, other people can seldom change my opinion.
147. I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit.

148. I am fully in control of my own fate.

149. It's hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought.

150. I never regret my decisions.

151. I sometimes lose out on things because I can't make up my mind soon enough.
152. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference.

153. My parents were not always fair when they punished me.

154. I am a completely rational person.

155. I rarely appreciate criticism.

Please stop and check that you have just completed the first side of the first scantron.
156. Iam very confident of my judgments.

157. 1It's all right with me if some people happen to dislike me.
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Please continue using the five-point scale below.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

177.

1 = Very true

2 = Mostly true

3 = Somewhat true

4 = Mostly untrue

5 = Very untrue
I don't always know the reasons why I do the things I do.
I sometimes tell lies if [ have to.
I never cover up my mistakes.
There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.
I never swear.
I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
[ always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.

I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.

When [ hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.

I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or her.

I always declare everything at customs.

When I was young [ sometimes stole things.

I have never dropped litter on the street.

I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.

I have done things that I don't tell other people about.

[ never take things that don't belong to me.

I have taken sick-leave from work or school even though I wasn't really sick.

I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting it.
I have some pretty awful habits.

I don't gossip about other people's business.
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178.  Please enter 8 on your scantron for this item.

Please fill in the appropriate answer on your form according to the responses provided.

For questions 90 and 91, use the following scale:

= less than 1.00

. =1.00 to 1.49

=1.50t0 1.79

=1.80 to 2.09

=2.10t0 2.39

=2.40 to 2.69

=2.70to 2.99

=3.00 to 3.39

=3.40 to 3.59 ¢
= 3.60 or greater '

Cr DR MO 80 o

179. Cumulative college GPA:

180. GPA for this past semester:

181. Indicate the extent to which you have missed regularly scheduled class(es) in the
past six months.

I have never missed class

I missed 1-3 classes.

I missed 4-8 classes.

I missed 9-15 classes.

I missed more than 15 classes.

opooe
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If you have missed class in the past six months, indicate the reasons you missed class.

Please mark:
a=Yes
b =No

182.  You were faced with an emergency.

183.  You were sick.

184. You partied too much the night before.

185. You were tired or you failed to get up in time.

186. You were talking or socializing with friends.

187. You were involved with another university event and couldn’t go.

188.  You found the class boring.

189.  You did not believe the instructor would cover anything new or important.

Demographics — Please respond to the following questions to the best of your ability.

190. What is your age?
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27 +

S pEMme A0 o

191.  What is your gender?
a. male
b. female

192.  What is your year in school?

a. freshman

b. sophomore
C. junior

d. senior

e. 5"year+
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193. Which of the following best characterizes you?
U.S. Citizen

Non-citizen — Canadian

c. Non-citizen — other

om

194. Is English your primary language?
yes
no

op

195. What ethnicity do you consider yourself to be?
Mexican American

Puerto Rican

Other Hispanic

American Indian or Alaskan native

Asian

Black/African American
Caucasian/White/Not of Hispanic origin
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Other

SERMO Ao o

You have now completed the first section of your form.
Please raise your hand to let the proctor know that you have
finished this section.

Now please wait quietly until everyone has completed this section.

114

L~



PID:A

You are now beginning the second section.
Please take a moment now to prepare the second scantron:
PID — Please write in your PID, and then fill in the

corresponding circles.

Form — Please indicate Form 1 B

Also, please indicate your PID on the cover of this booklet, at the top right hand comer. SRR U
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Please read these instructions very carefully:

Imagine that you are applying for admission to Michigan State University,
and your responses to these questions could influence the decision on
whether or not to accept you for admission. In other words, imagine that
this questionnaire is part of the test requirements for college admissions, and
admission here is very important to you. Complete this questionnaire in a
way that presents yourself honestly but in the best light possible so that you
are most likely to get admitted to the university.

As an added incentive to do well, participants in this study who score above
the 50" percentile on this questionnaire will receive $10.

RLUS
Now please proceed, answering the remainder of the questions in this study.
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Request for Payment Information

Please provide the following information to allow us to mail a check to you if you meet
the required score. Those participants who score above the 50™ percentile on this
questionnaire will be mailed $10.

Name:

Address line 1:

Address line 2:

City: State: Zip:
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Following are some biographical data questions:

(Biodata items are inserted here)

You will be presented with descriptions of problem situations. Each problem has
between four and seven alternative actions that might be taken to deal with the problem.
You are to make two judgments for each problem. First, decide which alternative you
would be MOST LIKELY to take in response to the problem. It might not be exactly
what you would do in the situation, but it should be the alternative that comes closest to
what you would actually do. Record your answer on the scantron form. Second, decide
which alternative you would be LEAST LIKELY to take in the situation, and record your
answer on the scantron. Please read all of the alternatives before deciding.

(Situational judgment items are inserted here)

You have now completed the study.
Please wait quietly until everyone has finished their work.

Thank you for your participation.
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APPENDIX C

Sample Biodata Items
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1. During the past year, how many times out of self-interest have you searched for
information about other regions, countries, or cultures (at the library or on the
Internet)?

-3

-7

8-12

more than 12

i< R a)
H =0

If you answered b, c, d, or e, briefly describe up to S countries or cultures and the
topic that you investigated.

2. How many times in the past year have you tried to get someone to join an activity ok

in which you were involved or leading?

a. never
b. once
c. twice
d. three or four times
e. five times or more
3. In the past six months, how often did you read a book just to learn something?
a. never
b. once
c. twice
d. three or four times
e. five times or more

If you answered b, c, d, or e, briefly describe up to 4 books you read and what you
wanted to learn.

Note. For a further information on the complete set if items, please contact the College
Board, New York, New York.



APPENDIX D

Sample Situational Judgment Items
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You will be presented with descriptions of problem situations. Each problem has
between four and seven alternative actions that might be taken to deal with the problem.
You are to make two judgments for each problem. First, decide which alternative you
would be MOST LIKELY to take in response to the problem. It might not be exactly
what you would do in the situation, but it should be the alternative that comes closest to
what you would actually do. Record your answer on the scantron form. Second, decide
which alternative you would be LEAST LIKELY to take in the situation, and record your
answer on the scantron. Please read all of the alternatives before deciding.

Your grade for a particular class is based on three exams, with no class attendance
requirement. All of the homework requirements for the class are posted on the professor’s

web site. What would you do?

a. Attend class for as long as you feel that it is helping your grades.
b. Do all the homework but only go to some of the lectures. It’s the exams that count.

c. Go to all the classes anyway. The professor may say something important. Car
d. Skip classes, but if you did poorly on the first exam, start going to classes. S
e. There is no need to go to classes. Just get the homework done, and pass the exams.

4. What would you be most likely to do?

5. What would you be least likely to do?

You are finding your freshman year very difficult. The courses are hard, and you feel
your grades are not satisfactory. Material in class seems to be covered very quickly. What

would you do?

a. Talk with the professors and TAs to get help on how to study.

b. Find a study partner and work on homework and class material together.

C. Talk to your parents and an advisor.

d. Study hard, try your best, and don’t worry about it.

€. Talk to my advisor and teachers; see if there are study groups or review sessions I can

attend.
f. Hire a tutor for the difficult classes.

6. What would you be most likely to do?

7. What would you be least likely to do?

Note. For a further information on the complete set if items, please contact the College
Board, New York, New York.
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Wording of Instruction Sets
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Motivated Warned Group:

“Please read these instructions very carefully:

Imagine that you are applying for admission to Michigan State University, and
your responses to these questions could influence the decision on whether or not to accept
you for admission. In other words, imagine that this questionnaire is part of the test
requirements for college admissions, and admission here is very important to you.
Complete this questionnaire in a way that presents yourself honestly but in the best light

possible so that you are most likely to get admitted to the university.

As an added incentive to do well, participants in this study who score above the

50" percentile on this questionnaire will receive $10.

Note that we may verify a subset of your responses, and if you respond
dishonestly, that may invalidate this test as well as your chance to receive $10 for high

performance.

Now please proceed, answering the remainder of the questions in this study.”




Motivated Not Warned Group:

‘“Please read these instructions very carefully:

Imagine that you are applying for admission to Michigan State University, and
your responses to these questions could influence the decision on whether or not to accept

you for admission. In other words, imagine that this questionnaire is part of the test

oA S
. -
*
h
!

requirements for college admissions, and admission here is very important to you.

Complete this questionnaire in a way that presents yourself honestly but in the best light

possible so that you are most likely to get admitted to the university. D

okt

As an added incentive to do well, participants in this study who score above the

50™ percentile on this questionnaire will receive $10.

Now please proceed, answering the remainder of the questions in this study.”



Not Motivated Warned Group:

“Please read these instructions very carefully:

The following questionnaire is being tested as a way to collect information about
high-school students who are applying to go to college. We would like your

straightforward, honest answers to these questions. Your responses are strictly

e

confidential, and they will not be used to evaluate you in any way, so please provide

answers that are as honest and accurate as possible.

Note that we may verity a subset of your responses, and if you respond ' " »f'“

dishonestly, that may invalidate this test.

Now please proceed, answering the remainder of the questions in this study.”
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Not Motivated Not Warned Group:

“Please read these instructions very carefully:

The following questionnaire is being tested as a way to collect information about
high-school students who are applying to go to college. We would like your 1
straightforward, honest answers to these questions. Your responses are strictly

confidential, and they will not be used to evaluate you in any way, so please provide

answers that are as honest and accurate as possible. J

Y

Now please proceed, answering the remainder of the questions in this study.”
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Predictors of Student Success - Informed Consent

Please read and sign below:

In the project in which you are participating, we will be asking you to respond to a series
of questions. The first two sets of questions are measures of judgment and of background
experiences and preferences; they are experimental measures designed to be related to
outcomes of students attending a college or university. The major purpose of this project
is to investigate how well students do on these measures, given the instructions to take
them, and whether the measures of judgment and background are related to your MSU
grades. We are also asking you to respond to some commonly used personality measures
which will help us interpret the meaning of your responses to the judgment and
background measures. Because a major purpose of our study is to determine if your
responses to the judgment and background measures are related to your performance as a
student at MSU, we will also be asking your permission to allow the registrar to give us
access to your grades and to the Oftice of Admissions to allow access to your high school
grades and ACT/SAT scores.

In order to link your responses to the measures with your college and high school grades,
and ACT/SAT scores, we will be asking you to provide your PID. All information you
provide will be completely confidential. Only the project team (two faculty members and
three graduate students) will have access to the password-protected data file with the
original PID attached, and all data will be reported at the group level so that no one will
be able to identify a particular person. As soon as we link your responses to the data from
Admissions and the Registrar’s Office, your PID will be deleted from our data file. Your
privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law.

We expect that it will take 90 minutes for you to complete this study, for which you will
earn extra credit in Psychology 101. Participation in this study is voluntary. As an
altemative to participation in this study, you may do other work, such as a paper, that is
coordinated with your instructor. As an incentive to do well on this questionnaire, those
participants who score above the 50" percentile on this questionnaire will be given $10.
By signing below you indicate that you are free to refuse to participate in this project or
any part of the project. You may refuse to answer some of the questions and may
discontinue your participation at any time without penalty.

If you have any questions or concerns about your participation in this project, you can
call Neal Schmitt (517-355-8305) or send an email message to Schmitt@msu.edu. If you
hawv e questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied
at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact — anonymously if you wish -
Ashir Kumar, M.D., Chair of the University Committee on Research Involving Human
Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax: (517) 432-4503, e-mail:
ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

FRENT YN




Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study.

Signature Date
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Predictors of Student Success - Informed Consent

Please read and sign below:

In the project in which you are participating, we will be asking you to respond to a series
of questions. These questions are measures of background experiences and preferences,
experimental measures designed to be related to outcomes of students attending a college
or university. The major purpose of this project is to investigate how well students do on
these measures, given the instructions to take them, and whether the measures of

judgment and background are related to your MSU grades Because a major purpose of ?1
our study is to determine if your responses to the judgment and background measures are ‘
related to your performance as a student at MSU, we will also be asking your permission
to allow the registrar to give us access to your grades and to the Office of Admissions to
allow access to your high school grades and ACT/SAT scores.

In order to link your responses to the measures with your college and high school grades, _ u
and ACT/SAT scores, we will be asking you to provide your PID. All information you e "
provide will be completely confidential. Only the project team (two faculty members and e
three graduate students) will have access to the password-protected data file with the

original PID attached, and all data will be reported at the group level so that no one will

be able to identify a particular person. As soon as we link your responses to the data from

Admissions and the Registrar’s Office, your PID will be deleted from our data file. Your

privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law.

We expect that it will take 90 minutes for you to complete this study, for which you will
earn extra credit in Psychology 101. Participation in this study is voluntary. As an
alternative to participation in this study, you may do other work, such as a paper, that is
coordinated with your instructor. By signing below you indicate that you are free to
refuse to participate in this project or any part of the project. You may refuse to answer
some of the questions and may discontinue your participation at any time without

penalty.

If you have any questions or concerns about your participation in this project, you can
call Neal Schmitt (517-355-8305) or send an email message to Schmitt@msu.edu. If you
have questions or concerns regarding your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied
at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact — anonymously if you wish -
Ashir Kumar, M.D., Chair of the University Committee on Research Involving Human
Subjects (UCRIHS) by phone: (517) 355-2180, fax: (517) 432-4503, e-mail:
ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.




Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study.

Signature Date

(Nl 11
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PROTOCOL — Faking Study
College Board — Fall 2002 data collection

Before test administration:

Subjects:

1.) Find out how many subjects will be participating and bring enough of all supplies for
each subject plus a few extras. (check subject pool for # of subjects signed up 30 minutes
prior to proctoring).

How to check for number of subjects:

http://psychology.msu.edu/SubjectPool/Welcome.asp Sign in, view/modify experiment
sessions on left side, then choose “Predictors of Student Success”, and look at “subjects
signed up”.

2.) Print off the list of names.

Materials:

There are four slightly different forms for this study. Materials have been prepared and
placed in envelopes numbered one through four. As forms have slightly different consent
and personal information collection forms, all of these are already in the envelopes.

You will need to take enough materials so that you have (the number of participants
divided by four) of each packet, plus a few extras in case of problems.

Please have these materials organized so that materials can be distributed fairly quickly.
M Sign-in sheet (fill in date, location, and proctor name). Take a new sign-in sheet

each time.

Sufficient copies of questionnaire envelopes

Extra 10-option scantrons

Debriefing forms

Pencils -- please sharpen them all beforehand.

Make sure you have a watch or some way to tell time with you.

Stamp and stamp pad

Green Sheets for giving credit
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During the test administration:

Procedure:
e Arrive at least 15 minutes before the start of the session.

e Place the envelopes on the desks, every other seat, or spaced apart further than
that if there are not many people signed up. Distribute the four different forms
systematically, one through four, as you lay them out, so that the different forms
are evenly distributed around the room.

e As people enter room, ask them to sign the sign-in sheet. Check ID to make sure Tl
that face, name, and what they write on the sign in sheet all match.

e If an individual shows up who has not signed up through the website, thank them
for coming and ask them to sign up online for a different session. If subjects J
| =

forget their ID but they are signed up, let them participate.
At
e Asthey come in, tell them that they may open their envelopes, and review the .
informed consent and date release forms while they wait for the session to begin.
It is okay for subjects to sign forms in pencil.

e Start about 5 minutes after designated start time, or earlier if all participants have
arrived. Those who are late may stay late.

e Read the script verbatim.
e Collect Informed Consent and Data Release.
e Time for test: 90 minutes.

e Participants will stop working at the end of the first section, and raise their hands
to let you know they are done. When everyone has completed section one, you
will tell everyone to begin section two at the same time. They should leave their
envelopes containing section 2 under their seats until it is time to move on to
section 2. (This is done because the room having a coaching session will also be
stopped at this point to begin coaching before moving on.)

e As you administer the test, (a) at 7:00 PM post the time remaining as 30 minutes,
and at 7:15 PM as 15 minutes,

(b) announce the time aloud as you post the time.

e If they finish early, you may start to collect their forms ~10 minutes before the
end of the session.

e As you collecting the materials, check for the following, with the student:



PID (on both scantron sheets)

Form # and A or B (on both scantron sheets)

Completed scantron sheets (should be completed through #106 on first
scantron sheet and #97 on the second sheet)

Booklets with elaborations, with PID and name on the booklets

If a participant has incomplete information, ask them to stay to complete
the form.

NN [NAHA

When you collect materials, give the student the debriefing form.

Stamp the white cards that the students brought and fill in 3 half-hour credits. If
they forgot their card, fill out a green sheet for them. Name of experiment is
Predictors of Student Success. Experiment stamp # is MSU/PSYCH/101,
Experimenter is Neal Schmitt.

If a participant decides not to participate, just let them leave and thank them for
their time.

Do not answer any content related questions

131




Script
<Have envelopes on desks>
<As students enter>

“Hi. Please sign-in and may I check your ID? You may take a seat, open your packet
and look at the consent forms, but do not begin.”

<check ID when they 're signing in>
<Begin speech 5 minutes after designated starting time>

“Hello,

Thanks for participating in our study about the characteristics and experiences of college
students. In order to ensure that the instructions are identical each time we run this study,
I’m required to read these instructions verbatim. My name is <say your name> and |
will be proctoring this data-collection session (“along with <other person’s name>" — add
this if you have two people proctoring). This session lasts about an hour and a half, and
so let me say in advance that we appreciate your time and help with this project.

ikl

It is important that this is your first year of college, and that you have not previously
participated in this study. If either of these criteria render you ineligible, please let me
know now.

What I(we) have provided is an envelope containing two booklets containing questions
for you to read over and complete. You’ll fill out the scantrons, and record some
answers on your booklets. I(we) will post and announce the time when you have only 30
minutes left to complete it. The time is posted just to make sure everything runs
smoothly — you should have plenty of time, so don’t worry about having to rush.

Please answer everything thoughtfully. It is important that you answer these questions
seriously and follow the instructions closely. When you have completed the first section,
please stop, and raise your hand. Do not move on to the second section until I ask you to
do so.

When you are through with the entire study, please wait patiently until everyone else is
finished with theirs. If you know now that you will not be able to stay for the entire hour
and a half, please sign-up for a different session of the study where you will be able to
stay for the entire duration.

Now, please read and sign the Informed Consent form, which provides more information

on the nature of the task. With the Informed Consent form are two Data Release forms
we also need you to sign. When you are finished we will collect those forms.”
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<you collect the Informed Consent and Data Release forms >

“Please bubble-in your PID and form number and letter A on the first scantron
immediately. Please write your PID at the top right comer of the question booklet. Keep
the questionnaire for the first section on your desk, and place the envelope containing the
second questionnaire packet under your seat.”

<Wait for subjects to fill in scantron and place envelope under seat>
“Please raise your hand any time if you have any questions or problems, for example, if
there is a page missing in your packet or you don’t understand something you’re reading. .1

Do you have any questions?”

You may now begin.”
<Note start time>

<When all students have raised their hands at the end of the first section, collect their Ej
forms and check scantrons for proper completion:>

“Please bubble-in your PID and form number and letter B on the second scantron. Please
write your PID at the top right corner of the second section question booklet. It is very
important that you follow all instructions in this section carefully. You
may now begin the second section.”

S TR

<Time is up>

“Okay, time is now up. I will come by to collect your scantrons and packets. Please
remain seated until all packets have been picked up and checked over quickly and you
have received a debriefing form.

<Forms and scantrons are collected>
<Check to make sure they are completed properly>
<Pass out debriefing form>

“Thank you very much for participating! I can now stamp your white credit cards, if
your teacher requires them. If you forgot yours, I have a slip I can fill out for you with
instructions on how to exchange the slip for credit. We will also be giving you credit
online through the subject pool. We hope you found this study rewarding or at least
worth the extra credit. If you know anyone who may be interested and eligible, please
have them sign up with the Subject Pool.”

======= THINGS TO DO AFTER FINISHED =======
1. Enter info. from sign-in sheet into designated folder in Fred’s lab.
2. Return materials to Fred’s lab in Baker. Place items in the appropriate location.
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Coached Group:

“Shortly you will be given a questionnaire that is pretty different from the SAT or
ACT, but it is a type of test that a high school student might take as a college admissions
test. We would like to help you do your very best on this questionnaire. In order to do
that, we will take a few minutes to discuss the types of questions that you may see in the
questionnaire. We will explain the factors that will be important in selecting the best
response options and answering the questions effectively.

Colleges are interested in several key performance dimensions. They are shown
on this handout and we will read a definition for each dimension. We will look at an
example of the type of question that you might see related to each dimension.

Biodata questions are scored on a scale of more or less positive. On the handout,
the plus and minus sign show you which answers are more or less desirable on a given
dimension.

The situational judgment questions have answer options that have been reviewed
by a panel of judges. The judges have determined which are the best and worst answers
for the dimension. The best and worst answer options are indicated for you.

Let’s look at the handout.

(Read dimensions and question examples on the handout.)

Now that you have an idea of what colleges might be looking for, you are better

equipped to answer the questions that are coming up.”
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Dimensions Explanation

Knowledge, learning, mastery of |Gaining knowledge and attaining mastery of general
general principles (incl. GPA) principles to which one is exposed. This is not
necessarily equivalent to grades, though grades can be
an indicator.

An example of a biodata question is:

Think about those courses in high school you were most interested in. Generally how
determined were you to learn the facts and concepts from the class?

a. extremely determined +
b. very determined

c. rather determined

d. sort of determined

e. not very determined -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

Your grade for a particular class is based on three exams, with no class attendance
requirement. All of the homework requirements for the class are posted on the
professor’s web site. What would you do?

a. Attend class for as long as you feel that it is helping your grades.

b. Do all the homework but only go to some of the lectures. It’s the exams that count.
c. Go to all the classes anyway. The professor may say something important.

d. Skip classes, but if you did poorly on the first exam, start going to classes.

e. There is no need to go to classes. Just get the homework done, and pass the exams.

Best Response? ¢
Worst Response? €
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Continuous learning, intellectual |(Being intellectually curious and actively interested in
interest and curiosity continuous learning both in core areas of study as well
as in peripheral or novel areas.

IAn example of a biodata question is:

In the last two months, how many times have you watched or listened to a documentary
(e.g., The History Channel, The Learning Channel, PBS, NPR)?

a. never -
b. 1-3

c. 4-6

d. 7-10

e. more than 10 +

An example of a situational judgment question is:

You are enjoying a particular class, and find yourself frustrated that only limited
material can be covered in class time. What would you do?

a. Nothing. You would be frustrated but it’s not a big deal.

b. Ask the professor about obtaining some extra materials.

c. Take the initiative and study outside of class. Find related materials on your
own.

d. Take a more advanced class on the topic. Either switch to one or take it in
the future.

e. Drop the class and just learn the material on your own, maybe by reading the
same textbook.

f. Ask the professor to cover more material in class.

Best Response? d
Worst Response? e
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| Artistic cultural appreciation and |Possessing an interest and appreciation for art and
curiosity culture without necessarily being an expert.

An example of a biodata question is:

Compared with others your age, how much do you know about art (e.g., types of
painting, sculpture, and music -- historically and across cultures)?

a. much more than others +
b. somewhat more than others

c. about the same as others

d. somewhat less than others

e. much less than others -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

'You see a painting that intrigues you. You know nothing about it other than the artist’s
name. What would you do?

a. Look up the artist on the Internet to see if you can see some of their other work.
b. Ask others if they know anything about the artist.

c. Do some research to find out what you want to know.

d. Look for help at the library, asking for books about this artist.

e. Enjoy the painting, but leave it at that.

Best Response? aorc
Worst Response? e
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Multicultural tolerance and Being open and tolerant to a multicultural

appreciation environment. Positively impacting, contributing to, or
actively seeking the benefits of a multicultural
environment.

/An example of a biodata question is:

In the last six months, how many times have you tried to talk to someone from a different
country or culture just to learn about their background?

a. never -
b. once

c. twice

d. three or four times

e. five times or more +

IAn example of a situational judgment question is:

You grew up in a small farming community and moved into a dorm area in which all
students were from an urban background. They seem to have different concerns and
interests and often just stare when you talk about your background and experiences.
How would you react?

a. Ask them questions about their experiences in the hopes that they will
develop some interest in your background.

b. Find other places to make friends with people who also come from farming
communities.

c. Try to talk to just one person, on their own, about what life was like for you
growing up.

d. Ask others about their experiences and ask if they have any questions of
you.

e. Voice your feelings about the staring, and limit your talking about your
background.

Best Response? aord
Worst Response? ¢
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Leadership Demonstrating leadership skills such as motivating
others and coordinating groups, or otherwise
erforming a leadership role.

An example of a biodata question is:

In high school, how often were you seen as the person that organized weekend activities
with your friends?

a. very often +
b. quite often

c. often

d. not that often

e. not very often -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

You notice that people are leaving soda cans and trash lying around in the common
areas of the dorm. What would you do?

a. Tell them to stop, and then tell the resident assistant.

b. Collect the cans and throw away the trash, tumning in the cans for money.

c. Don’t do anything; the maintenance crew will clean it up, as it is their job to
do that.

d. Post a sign to remind people not to litter, then bring it up at a floor meeting.
e. Comment on the mess to your friends in the dorm, and not do anything
about it.

Best Response? b ord
Worst Response? €
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Interpersonal skills Exhibiting proficient oral communication skills,
working well with others and possessing an awareness
of and appropriate reaction to the social dynamics of a
situation.

An example of a biodata question is:

'What is your attitude about working in a team or group (e.g., on work or classroom
projects)?

a. Very positive, I prefer to work in teams

+

b. Positive, I usually like to work in teams

c. I am indifferent, it makes no difference whether or not I work in teams

d. I usually prefer to work alone on individually assigned tasks that contribute to the team
e. [ always try to work alone, I dislike working on teams

IAn example of a situational judgment question is:

One of your roommates has an embarrassing problem. He/she has a strong body odor
and it is offensive to everyone who must interact with him/her. What would you do?

a. Provide lots of hints such as making a joke or referring to the unpleasantness
of your own body odor. Hopetully the person would realize the point.

b. Tactfully tell the roommate about the problem and suggest a solution. One
way to start could be to ask the roommate if he/she would like you to be honest
and direct about any problems.

c. Take actions to deal with the odor without confronting the roommate
directly. You might open the windows or buy some air fresheners.

d. Ask someone else to talk to your roommate about the problem or leave an
anonymous message.

e. Switch your room.

f. Leave them alone. They probably know about it and cannot help the odor.

Best Response? b
Worst Response? e
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Social responsibility, citizenship [Being a socially responsible individual and
and involvement demonstrating good citizenship and active
participation in the community, whether that is
college, neighborhood, town, state, or country.
An example of a biodata question is:

How much time do you spend thinking about the likely effects of new policies on
people's lives (school, work or government policies)?

a. much more time than most people +
b. more time than most people

c. about as much time as most people

d. less time than most people

e. much less time than most people -

An example of a situational judgment question is: ‘_”h
Several students in your dorm have spoken with you about the danger of walking
through the dorm parking lot because so many people speed in and out of the lot.
While walking down the hallway, you overhear a student joke about how fast he zips
through the parking lot on the way out. How would you handle this situation?

a. Tell the student driver that he is not funny and could seriously injure
someone.

b. Warn the student driver that he should stop because he could receive a ticket
for such actions.

¢. You might disapprove but would not take any action.

d. Tell an authority figure about this individual and the threat he poses, such as
the police or a dorm director.

e. Jokingly make a statement that he could kill someone, hoping that he
understands the real message.

f. Confront the student and ask him to please drive more slowly and carefully.

Best Response? aor f
Worst Response? d
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Physical and psychological health |[Engaging in physically healthy behaviors (e.g. eating
roperly and exercising regularly) and avoiding
hysically unhealthy behaviors (e.g. alcohol and drug

abuse and unprotected sex). Being mentally alert,

stable, and engaged in a scholastic environment.

An example of a biodata question is:
How much energy do you have compared with other people?

a. More than anyone I know +
b. More than most

c. About the same amount

d. Less than most

e. Less than anyone I know -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

All of the people who live near you seem to party, drink and use drugs on weekend
nights. You like most of these people, but do not want to engage in some of the
behavior in which they engage. You have no one else to hang out with. How would
you deal with this situation?

a. Move away from that group, so that you are not getting into trouble.

b. Continue to be friends and hang out with them, but do not engage in their
activities.

c. Join a club or find other friends, and tell your current friends they should
understand.

d. Try to teach them the problems associated with partying and using drugs.
e. Start hanging out by yourself, and refer your friends to some professional
help.

Best Response? b
Worst Response? e
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Career orientation Having a clear sense of purpose and direction

regarding one’s career interests and plans. Planning,

establishing and following a set of reasonably ordered
riorities in light of one’s career interests and plans.

An example of a biodata question is:
When were you first sure about what you generally wanted to do as a lifelong career?

a. by the time you were in elementary school +
b. by the time you were in high school

c. by your last year in high school

d. still have not decided -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

You know what kind of job you want and that getting some experience in that field will
be helpful in getting a job after graduation. You have no idea how to get this experience
or an internship. How would you proceed?

a. Go to the job placement center or talk with your advisor.

b. Talk with some professors.

c. Attend all the campus career fairs and use all the available campus resources.

d. Contact some of your friends in the field and seek out information in your
department.

e. Research jobs on the internet, write a resume, and then contact a group of potential
employers or internship possibilities, see who contacts you and work from there.

f. Call places that hire students from your major and seek job/internship opportunities.

Best Response? aorc
Worst Response? b ord
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Adaptability and life skills Adapting successfully to a changing environment,
where changes are gradual or sudden and expected or
unexpected. Doing one’s daily tasks in a thoughtful
manner.

An example of a biodata question is:
How often have you failed to meet responsibilities because you had taken on too much?

a. very often -
b. often

c. sometimes

d. seldom

e. never +

An example of a situational judgment question is:

'You are going through an especially busy period at school. It is the end of the semester,
you have papers due, need to prepare for exams, and coworkers at your part-time job are
asking that you work more shifts to help them out. You find yourself beginning to lose
track of details and are feeling overwhelmed. What do you do?

Decide what’s important and then prioritize your responsibilities.

Relax and take a step back, knowing that you can’t do everything at once.

Get organized, and start planning ahead and scheduling.

Apologize, decline the extra shifts, and tell your coworkers that school is your
first priority.

Quit your job.

Sleep less and work harder to get things done.

ao o

o

Best Response? aord
Worst Response? e or f
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Perseverance Following through on intended courses of action,
“sticking to it”, and being committed and dedicating
time and effort to established goals and priorities.
Taking personal pride in one's commitments.

An example of a biodata question is:

When encountering problems that take a long time to solve, how impatient have you
become?

a. extremely impatient -
b. very impatient

c. somewhat impatient

d. slightly impatient

e. not at all impatient +

An example of a situational judgment question is:

An accounting class is a required course for the degree you are pursuing, and you have
no interest in accounting. Your grades in the class are beginning to reflect your lack of
interest. What would you do?

a. Try your best to get through it, understanding that you really need the
course, and don’t want to have to take it a second time.

b. Meet with a study group to get your grades up.

c. Focus on asking questions to make it more interesting.

d. Spend time with a tutor to boost your grades.

e. See if you can find a way to relate accounting to your area of interest, to
keep your enthusiasm up.

Best Response? bord
Worst Response? ¢
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Ethics and integrity Exercising good judgment and adhering to a set of
ethics. Demonstrating integrity by being honest and
lawful, not cheating, and maintaining a sense of honor
in one’s personal and academic life.

An example of a biodata question is:
How many times have you cheated on an exam?

a. never +
b. once

C. twice

d. three or four times

e. five times or more -

An example of a situational judgment question is:

You have been having trouble in a course. On the day of the exam someone offers to
sell you a copy of the exam. You have heard rumors that a large number of students in
the class have purchased this exam and are afraid that if many students do well, your
grade will look even worse. What would you do?

a. Purchase the exam so that you do not look worse than everybody else.
b. Take the exam with the knowledge that you have from studying.

c. Approach the instructor and explain what you have been offered.

d. Buy the exam, but try to miss some of the questions.

e. Inform the instructor anonymously in the hopes that he will change the
exam.

Best Response? e
Worst Response? d
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Authorization of Release of Cumulative GPA for Freshman and Sophomore Years

As part of a research project on the prediction of undergraduate student performance, I
authorize the Office of the Registrar to release my GPA for each of the first four
semesters of my academic work at MSU to a research team directed by Drs. Fred Oswald
and Neal Schmitt. As soon as these investigators link these data to other test information
I am providing them, any information identifying me personally will be removed from
the data file. This information will not be released to any other research teams or
individuals and all reports on this project will involve aggregated data that do not allow
personal identification.

Signed

PID

Date
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High School GPA and ACT/SAT Score Release Form
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Authorization of Release of cumulative high school GPA and ACT/SAT Scores

As part of a research project on the prediction of undergraduate student performance, I
authorize the MSU Office of Admissions to release my ACT and/or SAT scores to a
research team directed by Drs. Fred Oswald and Neal Schmitt. As soon as these
investigators link these scores to other test information I am providing them, any i
information identifying me personally will be removed from the data file. This '
information will not be released to any other research teams or individuals and all reports
on this project will involve aggregated data that do not allow personal identification.

{
Signed ’ | b
PID '

Date
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Twelve Dimensions of College Performance

Intellectual Behaviors

Knowledge, learning, and mastery of general principles (Knowledge)

Gaining knowledge and mastering facts, ideas and theories and how they interrelate, and
understanding the relevant contexts in which knowledge is developed and applied.
Grades or GPA can indicate, but not guarantee, success on this dimension.

Continuous learning, and intellectual interest and curiosity (Learning)

Being intellectually curious and interested in continuous learning. Actively seeking new
ideas and new skills, both in core areas of study as well as in peripheral or novel areas.
Artistic cultural appreciation and curiosity (Artistic)

Appreciating art and culture, either at an expert level or simply at the level of one who is
interested.

Interpersonal Behaviors

Multicultural tolerance and appreciation (Multicultural)

Showing openness, tolerance, and interest in a diversity of individuals (e.g., by culture,
ethnicity, or gender). Actively participating in, contributing to, and influencing a
multicultural environment.

Leadership (Leadership)

Demonstrating skills in a group, such as motivating others, coordinating groups and
tasks, serving as a representative for the group, or otherwise performing a managing role
in a group.

Interpersonal skills (Interpersonal)

160




Communicating and dealing well with others, whether in informal social situations or
more formal school-related situations. Being aware of the social dynamics of a situation
and responding appropriately.

Social responsibility, citizenship and involvement (Citizenship)

Being responsible to society and the community, and demonstrating good citizenship.
Being actively involved in the events in one's surrounding community, which can be at
the neighborhood, town/city, state, national, or college/university level. Activities may
include volunteer work for the community, attending city council meetings, and voting.
Intrapersonal Behaviors

Physical and psychological health (Health)

Possessing the physical and psychological health required to engage actively in a
scholastic environment. This would include participating in healthy behaviors, such as
eating properly, exercising regularly, and maintaining healthy personal and academic
relations with others, as well as avoiding unhealthy behaviors, such as alcohol/drug
abuse, unprotected sex, and ineffective or counterproductive coping behaviors.

Career orientation (Career)

Having a clear sense of career one aspires to enter into, which may happen before entry
into college, or at any time while in college. Establishing, prioritizing, and following a set
of general and specific career-related goals.

Adaptability and life skills (Adaptability)

Adapting to a changing environment (at school or home), dealing well with gradual or
sudden and expected or unexpected changes. Being eftective in planning one’s everyday

activities and dealing with novel problems and challenges in life.
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Perseverance (Perseverance)

Committing oneself to goals and priorities set, regardless of the difficulties that stand in
the way. Goals range from long-term goals (e.g., graduating from college) to short-term
goals (e.g., showing up for class every day even when the class isn’t interesting).

Ethics and integrity (Ethics)

Having a well-developed set of values, and behaving in ways consistent with those
values. In everyday life, this probably means being honest, not cheating (on exams or in

committed relationships), and having respect for others.

Note. From “Developing a Biodata Measure and Situational Judgment Inventory as
Predictors of College Student Performance,” by F. L. Oswald, N. Schmitt, L. J. Ramsay,
B. H. Kim, and M. A. Gillespie, Journal of Applied Psychology, in press.
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1. In the past six months, how often have you resolved disputes by isometric

analysis?
a. never
b. once
c. twice
d. three or four times
e. five times or more
2. How often in the past year have you programmed in AJMR?
a. never
b. once
c. twice
d. three or four times
e. five times or more
3. How often, in the past three years, have you operated a rhetaguard?
a. never
b. once
c. twice
d. three or four times
e. five times or more

4. In the past six months, how often have you matrixed solvency files according

to publication standards?

never
once
twice
three or four times
five times or more

°opp o

Note. Items 1, 3 and 4 adapted from “Inflation Bias in Self-Assessment Examinations:
Implications for Valid Employee Selection,” by C. D. Anderson, J. L. Wamer, and C. C.
Spencer, 1984, Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 577. Item 2 was written for this

study.
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In the past year, in how many fundraisers have you participated?

a. none

b. 1

c. 2

d 3

e. 4 ormore

In the past month, how many times did you go out and learn more about
something simply because it seemed interesting?

a. never 5
b. once ]
c. twice

d. three or four times

e five times or more {

If a fellow student offered you a copy of upcoming exam questions that he
had retrieved from the teacher’s recycling bin, how likely would you be to
accept a copy?

a. extremely likely
b. quite likely

c. somewhat likely
d. not at all likely

How often in the past year have you volunteered to be the spokesperson for a
group project you did at school or work?

much more often than most people
somewhat more often than most people
about as often as most people
somewhat less often than most people
a good bit less often than most people

oo ow

Briefly describe up to 4 examples and the nature of the projects.
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You are finding your freshman year very difficult. The courses are hard, and
you feel your grades are not satisfactory. Material in class seems to be covered
very quickly. What would you do?

a. Talk with the professors and TAs to get help on how to study.

b. Find a study partner and work on homework and class material together.

c. Talk to your parents and an advisor.

d. Study hard, try your best, and don’t worry about it.

e. Talk to my advisor and teachers; see if there are study groups or review
sessions I can attend.

f. Hire a tutor for the difficult classes.

1. What would you be most likely to do?

2. What would you be least likely to do?

You grew up in an environment that did not expose you to people from other
ethnic groups. When you first get to college, you find that your roommate is of
a different race, and you find some of their habits strange. What would you do?

a. Seek out information about that person’s culture.

b. Try to accept the person as is and not judge her/him.

c. Talk about your cultural differences and learn a new perspective.

d. Be patient. Try not to ask her/him questions since that might make her/him feel
uncomfortable.

e. Ask the person questions about her/his habits and understand the situation.

f. Politely ask her/him to stop the habits or just put up with it.

1. What would you be most likely to do?
2. What would you be least likely to do?
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Calculation Inflation Index Item Selection
Reference group (not

Optimal group (coached,  coached, not motivated, with

motivated, not warned) warning)
Reference
group mean
minus optimal
N Mean SD N Mean SD group mean
BIO1 45 2.31 1.35 46 1.78 1.1 -0.53
BIO2 45 3.7 1.27 46 3.13 1.44 -0.58
BIO3 44 2.64 1.48 46 1.93 1.39 -0.70
BIO4 45 3.47 1.36 46 2.72 1.28 -0.75
BIO5 45 2.78 0.90 46 2.39 0.61 -0.39
BIO6 45 3.84 1.36 46 3.37 1.48 -0.47
BIO7 44 3.50 1.53 46 3.07 1.62 -0.43
BIO8 44 3.18 1.32 46 215 1.25 -1.03
BIO9 45 224 1.17 46 1.87 0.91 -0.37
BIO10 45 3.24 1.32 46 2.04 1.1 -1.20
BIO11 45 2.96 1.49 46 2.59 1.60 -0.37
BIO12 45 2.44 1.49 46 1.80 1.17 -0.64
BIO13 45 3.22 1.59 46 2.76 1.55 -0.46
BIO14 45 3.22 1.43 46 2.52 1.28 -0.70
BIO15 45 2.31 1.35 46 1.74 1.14 -0.57
BIO16 45 3.02 1.48 46 2.41 1.27 -0.61
BIO17 45 1.62 0.98 46 1.50 0.89 -0.12
BIO18 45 4.07 1.12 46 3.89 1.20 -0.18
BIO19 45 3.33 1.55 46 2.65 1.42 -0.68
BI020 45 3.24 1.49 46 2.72 1.66 -0.53
BIO21 45 4.29 1.14 46 4.26 1.24 -0.03
BIO22 45 3.60 1.07 46 3.02 1.06 -0.58
BIO23 45 3.60 0.99 46 3.20 0.83 -0.40
BIO24 45 3.82 1.13 46 3.15 117 -0.67
BIO25 45 424 0.71 46 4.09 0.69 -0.16
BIO26 45 3.02 0.89 46 2.4 0.78 -0.61
BIO27 45 3.91 1.02 46 3.65 0.99 -0.26
BIO28 45 3.56 0.99 46 3.30 0.79 0.25
BIO29 45 4.38 0.72 46 4.30 0.84 -0.07
BIO30 45 3.73 1.23 46 3.04 1.1 -0.69
BIO31 45 433 1.02 46 4.30 0.96 -0.03
BIO32 45 293 1.39 46 2.39 1.16 -0.54
BIO33 45 4.00 0.98 46 3.85 0.82 -0.15
BIO34 45 2.58 0.81 46 3.04 0.76 0.47
BIO35 45 4.38 0.78 46 4.00 0.84 -0.38
BIO36 45 3.93 0.86 46 3.74 0.91 -0.19
BIO37 45 4.40 0.72 46 415 0.82 -0.25
BIO38 45 3.53 1.14 46 3.13 1.36 -0.40
BIO39 45 3.53 0.79 46 2.39 1.1 -1.14
BIO40 45 3.78 1.22 46 3.46 1.03 -0.32
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BIO41
BIO42
SJiiC
SJ12C
SJI3C
SJI4C
SJI5C
SJI6C
SJI7C
SJi1sC
SJIesC
SJi1oC
SJi1C
SJin2c
SJI13C
SJi4cC
SJI15C
SJi16C
SJi7C
SJinsc
SJI1eC
SJi20C
SJi21C
SJi22C
SJI23C
SJi24C

45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
44
43
43
44
44

3.47
3.47
1.76
0.91
1.00
0.09
0.71
0.53
1.47
1.24
1.29
1.20
0.47
0.73
0.89
0.22
0.44
1.27
1.13
1.42
0.96
0.86
1.05
1.07
0.91
1.20

**Inflation index items

0.81
1.39
0.57
0.95
0.71
0.73
1.12
1.06
0.76
0.86
1.22
1.16
0.79
0.72
0.93
0.74
0.97
0.81
1.14
0.84
0.82
0.82
0.65
1.33
0.74
1.00

46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
45
46
45
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
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3.22
2.41
1.26
-0.02
0.98
0.02
0.26
0.39
1.07
0.85
1.30
0.76
0.26
0.39
0.39
-0.07
0.15
1.18
-0.37
1.26
0.43
0.83
1.02
0.74
0.37
0.48

0.94
1.36
0.74
1.14
0.71
0.83
1.00
0.88
1.00
1.15
0.89
1.49
0.77
0.98
1.16
0.75
0.84
1.03
1.08
0.74
0.78
0.90
0.86
1.36
0.93
1.13

-0.25
-1.05
-0.49
-0.93
-0.02
-0.07
-0.45
-0.14
-0.40
-0.40

0.02
-0.44
-0.21
-0.34
-0.50
-0.29
-0.29
-0.09
-1.50
-0.16
-0.52
-0.04
-0.02
-0.33
-0.54
-0.73
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Biodata Item Type Coding

1=Not at all

2=Very small extent
3=Moderate extent
4=Great extent
5=Completely

Provided below are dimensions by which a biodata item can described, along with their
definitions. Please choose one dimension and rate all items on that dimension. Then,
proceed to the next dimension.

bjective he factual parts of an event that are not tied to one’s
interpretation or evaluation.

To what extent does this item refer to objective events?

erifiable vents that could be corroborated by an independent
ource; someone unrelated could agree with every
tatement that was made.

To what extent does this item refer to verifiable events?

|Controllable Events where one has a choice about whether to perform
r not.

To what extent does this item refer to controllable events?

Equal access xperiences or skills that everyone has an equal chance
f obtaining.

To what extent does this item refer to events with equal access?

College relevant vents that seem to be related to understanding why one
ill do well in colleg,e.

To what extent does this item refer to events relevant to college life?

Ilnvasive IEvents that are too personal and/or invade one’s privacy.

To what extent does this item refer to noninvasive events?

Fakeableness e extent to which respondents can produce false (but
ealistic) responses without being caught. This is an
verall rating and not a single aspect of the item.

To what extent does this item appear to be fakeable?
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SJI Item Types Coding Instructions




SJI Item Types Scoring

Provided below are dimensions by which an SJI stem and response options can be
described, along with their definitions. Please choose one dimension and rate all items
(stem and response options) on that dimension. Then, proceed to the next dimension.

Dimension Definition

Rating Instruction

Objective: The factual parts of an event
that are not tied to one’s interpretation or
evaluation.

To what extent does this item refer to
objective events?

Verifiable: Events that could be
corroborated by an independent source;
someone unrelated could agree with
every statement that was made.

To what extent does this item refer to
verifiable events?

Controllable: Events where one has a
choice about whether to perform or not.

To what extent does this item refer to
controllable events?

Equal Access: Experiences or skills that
everyone has an equal chance of
obtaining.

To what extent does this item refer to events
with equal access?

College Relevant: Events that seem to
be related to understanding why one will
do well in college.

To what extent does this item refer to events
relevant to college life?

Invasive: Events that are too personal
and/or invade one’s privacy.

To what extent does this item refer to
noninvasive events?

Fakeableness: The extent to which
respondents can produce false (but
realistic) responses without being
caught. This is an overall rating and not
a single aspect of the item.

To what extent does this item appear to be
fakeable?

Recall that the questions are framed as:
What would you be most likely to do?
What would you be least likely to do?

Please use the following rating scale when determining the extent to which an item stem

or response fits a dimension:
1=Not at all

2=Very small extent
3=Moderate extent

4=Great extent
5=Completely
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