EEI REPORT

Newsletter for Users of the PDI EmploymentInventory

Personnel Decisions, Inc. November 1991

Use the EI to Select the Dependable

People Your Business Needs to Be Competitive

“Building and keeping a qualified
work forcewill be the overriding
concern of businesses during the next
decade,” according {o corporate
eaders surveyed nationally by a
management recruiting firm. The
theme is echoed in another large
survey of almost 3,000 employers in
Michigan. The need for qualified
workers, it proclaims, “is critical if the
nation is to remain internationally
competitive.”

Both surveys reflect the basic assump-
tion among 1J.S. companies when they
are seeking hourly employees:
“Qualified” means “dependable.”
Many employers recognize that job
technology changes over time, and
worker skilis need periodic updating.

The need for dependable people,
however, is stable; dependability
becomes more important than
specific job skills,

Michigan employers rated the impor-
tance of 86 personality and job skill
characteristics in hiring new workers.
They described seven characteristics
as critically important:
« Being free from substance abuse;
+ Demonstrating honesty and
integrity;
= Paying attention to the person
speaking;
» Following directions given
verbally;
+ Showing respect for others;
» Showing pride in one’s work; and
= Being punctual and in attendance.

[\

Dependability is the best predictor
of job performance

n

American businesses need
dependable employees

\

R

The EI measures
dependability

These “Responsibility/Values” traits
were rated as the most important for
employees to have regardless of
company size or type of industry —
service, manufacturing, agricultural,
retail, or financial.

The PDI Employment Inventory
screens for these top-rated traits. The
EI provides employers with results
related to almost all of the critical
characteristics.

Michigan employers are not alone in
their need for dependable employees.
A Columbia University literature
review of 14 similar studies in other
states reinforces the conclusion that
employers are looking for stable,
dependable, productive people. In
study after study, the most valued
employees clearly are those who
exhibit “dependability, respectfulness,
productivity, trustworthiness, pride in
work, flexibility, appearance,
cooperativeness, self-confidence,
punctuality, desire to learn, interest in
serving clients, and desire to ad-
vance.”

U.S. Army research supports this
approach of hiring for dependability
factors. A large-scale study found
that dependability is the single most
consistent predictor of performance
among enlisted military personnel.

Other research reported in a recent
psychological journal article ona : -
meta-analysis of 117 studies involves
thousands of people in several
occupational groups. The one
personality trait which predicts
successful job performance with the
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Dependable Conlinued-

greatest validity, the authors conclude,
is conscientiousness. “In fact,” they
say, “it is difficult to conceive of a job
in which the traits associated with the
conscientiousness dimension would
not contribute to job

success.”

Whether they label the key employee
characteristic “conscientiousness,”
“dependability,” or “responsibility,”
these studies articulate the view of EI
users: Dependable people make the
best employees.

American employers want employees
who are conscientious, dépendable
workers. Dependability is the
personality trait that best predicts job
performance. Dependability is what
the EI measures. Thus, the EI can
help you be competitive during the
coming decade; with it, you can select
the quality work force you need.

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.

© Personnel Decisions, Inc., 1991

Recent figures from a New York City
consulting firm estimated that
employees who show undependable
behavior by faking illness, taking long
breaks and lunches, and arriving late
cost U.S. businesses $100 billion to
$150 billion annually, triple the losses

from theft of merchandise.

Score Interpretation Guidelines Updated

Score Interpretation Guidelines for the
EI were updated recently. On the
Performance scale, the lower end of
the color zone ranges has been set
back one point. The lower end of the
Tenure scale ranges have been
adjusted upward slightly.

These changes in the Guidelines
reflect the data from almost half a
million hourly job applicants across
the U1.S.

While they are not major, these
changes may affect your hiring
decisions: they're an ypdated, more
complete representation of the
American work force.

The new Guidelines, recently mailed
to all EI users, also include detailed
information about their use and
general information about the EI. If
you have not received your copy, call
PDI at 1-800/344-2415, ¢
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Evaluating the Benefits from

Hiring More Productive Employees

In one way, using the PDI Employment
Inventory is like using an automatic
dishwasher: It’s a great invention but
it's hard to place a value on some of the
advantages.

Observing—Iet alone evaluating—all
employee behaviors is impossible, and
those dishes don’t look any different
from the ones washed by hand.

Yet, more productive employces mean
a healthier company, just as cleaner
dishes mean better heaith for your
family. It is difficult to put a dollar
value on personal health or employee
productivity but, even if they can’t be
measured, more certainly is better.

Some effects of EI use can be tangible.
Shrinkage in a national retail chain, for
example, dropped to 1.89% with EI use
after ¢limbing to 2.3% previously.

This adds about $11 million per year to
this chain’s bottom line (May EI
Report).

Assessing the Intangibles

More productive employees hired with
the EI add many contributions that are
subtle. Where in your budget do you
count the profits when one employee
“keeps working even though others are
standing around talking?” How do you
assess the additional expenses involved
when an employee “takes unauthorized
breaks?”

To get a handle on intangible effects of
El use, several studies have evaluated
the costs of specific counterproductive
work behaviors and the benefits of
productive behaviors.

A multi-company panel of retail
experts assigned dollar values to
behaviors listed on the PDI Retail
Employee Rating Form. A cashier
“noticing an error on a customer’s
check,” for example, can save a store

$16 in time and money, according to
the experts’ estimates. “Noting a
safety hazard and alerting the supervi-
sor’” can save $10 on average.

Although these figures for single
episodes may sound small, they are
multiplied by many occurrences in a
large company.

Observing Improvements

Employees in more than 26 EI studies
have been rated by their managers on
several dozen measures of productiv-
ity, including how ofien they "contin-
ued working while coworkers stood
around talking."

Part-time retail employees who
passed the EI cutoff were observed
"continuing to work while others
talked" an average of 15 times per
year, 33% more than the company
norm. The retail experts estimated
that each instance of keeping working
in a store instead of standing around
may be worth $15 in sales or some
other outcome of productivity.

The EI helps this kind of productivity
in two ways—Dby hiring passing
employees who “keep working” 33%
more and by not hiring El-failing
employees who “keep working” 53%
less than the norm.

Realizing the Effects

Understanding of the EI's overall
effects in hiring employees becomes
more complete when other work
behaviors also are considered. For
example, recent results have shown
that EI passers were 36% more likely
t0 notice errors on a customer’s
check, while those who failed the EI
either didn’t notice or ignored check
errors 58% more often than the
company norin.

Here are some other examples of
more productive hourly behavior:

+ EI passers were 19% maore likely
than the company norm to “take the
initiative to find more work when
finished with regular tasks.” Those
who failed the EI were 29% less
likely to find more work to do.

Continued-




Evaluating Benefits continued-

4+ Employees who passed the El at
one retail firm were 18% more likely
than the norm to “notice a safety
hazard and alert the supervisor,”
compared to 28% less likely for EI
failers.

4 Those who passed the EI at one
discount chain “checked for
concealed merchandise to prevent
shoplifting” 31% more often than the
company norm, and those in grocery
stores checked 27% more often. In
addition, EI failers were 45% and
549 less likely to be conscientious in
this way.

While some benefits of EI use may
not be measured easily, their effects
will be visible in the long run: The
combination of hiring employees
who are more likely to behave
productively and screening out those
likely to be counterproductive can
mean a healthier bottom line.

For more details on these studies,
contact Carol Skube at
612/339-0927. w

EI Report is 2 newsletier published by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to provide news
about employment testing. We welcome reader comments and suggestions,
Gwen Stucker, Editor.
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Use of the EI Adds Structure and
Objectivity to Mass Hirings

Sometimes it’s challenging enough to
find one quatified applicant for your
hourly job. Imagine, then, having to
hire hundreds of employees in only a
few days. This is what companies face
when opening a new store or facility,

The usual procedure is to set up mass
hiring clinics in auditoriums or hotel
ballrooms. A dozen selection inter-
views may be going on simultane-
ously—or,“worse yet, no quite simulta-
neously—presenting an enormous
potential for distractions.

Besides dealing with interference from
the surrounding hubbub, interviewers
have to determine the differences in
applicants’in only 15 to 20 minutes.
since interviewers face wave after
wave of applicants, they need to get
pertinent information quickly and sim-
ply don’t have time to belabor over any
information gaps.

Further, it’s difficult to assess
reliability/dependability qualities in an
interview. Anecdotes applicants use to
describe their work histories certainly
help, but only to a degree.

Companies with experience seeking
dependable employees in mass hiring
situations say that the PDI Employ-
ment Inventory is a useful—even
necessary—iool. They give several
reasons why the EI works well for
them:

Flexibility. There's no need to
restructure the company’s current
procedures—the El fits easily into
most selection processes. The EI
worked as well for one organization
that hire 12,000 employees one
summer with a short, simple process as
it did for another company which used

a longer, more complex system to
open six small stores with 80 employ-
ees.

Simplicity. The El is simple to score,
even by someone who is unfamiliar
with it. One company hired a tempo-
rary clerical worker to score tests;
another had on-site personnel rotate,
taking a break from interviewing for a
while by scoring Els.

Speed. Only 10 to 15 minutes is
needed to take the EI, and scoring—
done on-site—takes only 2 minutes.
This speed is important, since one goal
of mass hiring clinics is to make job
offers before the applicants leave.

Incffensiveness. Applicants don't
mind taking the EI. Its items don’t
offend them and, since it’s so short,
taking it doesn’t overwheim them.

Keep in mind that, as in any hiring
situation, the EI should be used in
conjunction with other screening
methods; it’s not meant to be used as
a stand-alone procedure. EI scores
can act as confirmation of other
findings or as a red flag, indicating
that further screening might be

necessary.

Also, the more inexperienced or
more fatigued your interviewers, the
greater the EI's utility in the
process. The EI helps struciure the
screening process, making inter-
viewers feel they can do a more
professional job.

Whether you need to hire 15 or 500
new people, the EI can help you find
more dependable employees. y




One Format for a
Fine-Tuned Mass Hiring
Process

No one structure exists for mass
hiring procedures. Companies
developing such a process, however,
might find it helpful to know the
steps used by a national retailer with
extensive experience in mass hiring.

Its process of staffing a store with
approximately 200 employees takes
about a week. Human Resource
personnel first screen as many as
1,000 short applicant forms. Appli-
cants who are, for example, unavail-
able during the required hours or who
have overly-high salary expectations
would be eliminated immediately.

In the next step, continuing appli-
cants are scheduled to come to the
interview site for an hour session.
Interviews are conducted in a large
room, with six to eight going on
simultanecusly. The applicants then
fill out a long application form and
take the EI,

In this operation, Els usually are
scored on site with optical scanners,
computer-driven machines which can
read the marks on an answer sheet in
five seconds. At various times,
though, inventories might be scored
on either personal or portable
computers,

All information—applicant form,
interview findings, and EI score—on
each applicant is reviewed. Any
applicant who does not pass the

chosen EI cutoff score or is rejected
by the interviewer is eliminated from
further consideration.

Information about questionable
applicants is placed in 2 “maybe”
pile for further checking in case there
is a shortage of strong candidates,

The final step, for those who pass the
El and are accepted by the interview-

ers, is a reference check. If refer-
ences are favorable, the applicant is
offered a job the same day. y

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.
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Studies Show EI Users Experience a
Marked Reduction in Turnover and Staffing Costs

High turnover is the reason many
companies begin using preemploy-
ment screening tests. Poor customer
service, work force instability, and
low productivity are some of the
problems associated with high
turnover.

Organizational concern, however,
most often focuses on the direct costs
of turnover——and with good reason.
According to an annual survey done
by the Employment Management
Association, the hiring of on¢ hourly
or production worker costs over $880,
up significantly over previous years.
The survey showed a similar high cost
($1668) for hiring nonexempt office
and clerical workers.

With even low turnover, these figures
can add up quickly. Usually before
employees can find the restrooms
without getting lost, many administra-
tive costs are incurred: recruiting and
interviewing applicants, putting new
employees on the payroll, and training
them.

Determining Causes of
Turnover

So how can companies reduce
turnover? Needed first is some insight
into the causes of umnover. A
conceptual model has been developed
which shows the various causes of

Conceptual Model of
Hourly Voluntary Turnover

employee turmnover, and the relative
distributions among these causes.

As the model indicates, much hourly
turnover is outside the control of
employees—the result of seasonal
jobs or of economic conditions.
Further, much of the turnover under
employee control is justifiable. Life
changes such as returning to school,
taking a better job, or leaving for
personal reasons can't be predicted at
the time of hiring, or controlled during
the course of employment.

Voluntary turnover, however, result-
ing from personal characteristics such
as irresponsibility, undependability,
low motivation, or general instability
can in itself be considered counterpro-
ductive behavior. As such, it can be
predicted at hiring. This is this type
of turnover which the PDI
Employment Inventory helps to
reduce.

Reducing Unnecessary
Turnover

Many studies done with the El in a
varicty of settings (retail, manufactur-
ing, health care) have shown that the
use of the test significantly reduces
unnecessary turnover.

One national retailer, for example,
had 150% total turnover (both
voluntary and involuntary) before
introducing the EI, and 110% at the
end of the first year’'s use. Total
involuntary terminations during the
time period also dropped significantly,
from 9.2% of the work force to 4.6%.

Continued-



Turnover Continued-

A study at another retail firm showed
that 11.9% of all terminated
employees were discharged. If an EI
cutoff of 52 had been used for hiring,
the rate would have been 6.6%—
about half of those fired would not
have been hired in the first place.

Saving Hiring Costs

Without the EI, 119 per 1,000 of these
employees were discharged; with the
El 66 per 1,000 were terminated.

The difference of 53 fewer firings for
each 1,000 employees represents
significant savings. With a
conservatively estimated hiring cost of
only $200 per person just to replace a
discharged employee, savings would
have jotaled $10,600 per 1,000
employees.

Actual turnover costs, though,
probably are higher than $200,
especially if the costs of poor
performance are included. Factors to
include in the direct and indirect
replacement costs are shown in the
table.

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comunents and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.

Other EI studies have shown these

relative improvements:

2 12% to 30% declines in total
turnover,

#2099 to 12% decreases in
voluntary terminations; and

*&19% to 64% drops in
involuntary terminations.

It is estimated that only about 10% of
total turnover is the result of counter-
productive behavior and thus is
prediciable at the time of hiring (see
figure). The 48 studics of turnover

done so far indicate, however, that the
EI can have a great impact not only on
this segment of turmover but also on
total turnover—and on your costs.

Many companies in a variety of
settings, both retail and industrial,
have found that the EI pays for itself
many times over just by reducing
wrmover. For information on
determining the El's effect on your
hourly turnover, contact George E.
Paajanen at 612/339-0927. vy

function independently of supervision).

Estimated Nonexempt Employee Statfing Costs

Costs ars intended to be conservative estimates. Actual costs may vary based upon
company selection process, labor markets, etc. These replacement cost estimates reflect
minimally acceptable productivity levels (time necessary to perform job correctly and to

Direct Costs per Employee
Highly
Unskilled Semiskilled Skilled Skilled
{83.75Mr) {87.00Mr) ($10/hr) ($14/hr)
Employment ads $ 35 $ 50 $ 50 $ 75
Interviews & reference
checks $ 40 $80 $120 $ 160
Orientation $ 30 $112 $240 $ 448
Supenvisory time $ 50 $100 $200 $ 300
Administration
{payroll system entry,
W2, benefits) $ 95 $95 $ 95 5 95
Total Direct Costs $250 $446 5705 $1,078

Indirect replacement costs to be considered include:

Lost production ime and sales from vacancy,
Extra overtime from other employees;

Disruption to normal operation; and

Co-workers' nonproductivity during cross-raining.

L
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Early Use of the EI in Your
Selection Process Saves Time and Money

Whether your company is mass hiring
or replacing employees one at a time,
early elimination of the least viable
candidates saves you time, effort, and
mMoney.

Your immediate goal is to
determine—in the most cost-effective
way—whether candidates meet the
minimum job requirements. That’s
why the most valid and least
expensive screening methods should
be one of the first steps in the
selection process.

Low-cost selection tools include
application forms, brief screening
interviews, and PDI’s Employment
Inventory. A short interview would
eliminate immediately those
candidates who, for example, aren’t
available during the required hours;
the EI would screen out those who are
less dependable.

When you test applicants right away,
you send a mare-qualified pool of
candidates on to subsequent—and
higher cost—stages of the selection
process, such as in-depth interviews,
drug tests, skills tests, or reference
checks.

Testing generally is the fastest, most
valid, and least expensive method for
screening job candidates. It requires
little effort from personnel managers;
it’s the applicants who invest their
time.

But these aren’t the only reasons to
use a test such as the EI early in the
process of selecting hourly applicants.
For example, the EI clearly reduces
the possibility of making overly
subjective hiring decisions.

Interviewers can have good and bad
days; they can be interrupted and lose
track of an important point, They
may not get the same information
from each candidate or interpret
information consistently. With the EI,
however, they get the same kind of
information that is inferpreted
objectively, consistently.

The early use of the EI also can help
control the “halo™ error of evaluating
candidates. Once managers have
invested in a long selection process

for a particular candidate, they may
then not want to-reject that applicant
because of a low EI score. The
manager may have come to like the
candidate and may not believe such a
verbal or pleasant person really could
be undependable.

In addition, the EI and an interview
provide different information.
Knowing the EI score first lets you
take advantage of these differences.

Continued-

Typical Selection Process

Step 1 * Application

* Preliminary Interview

PDI Employment Inventory

Reject

Y

Step 2 Final Interview

Reject

\J

Step 3 + Physical Exam
Drug Testing

+ References Check

-

Reject

Y
Job Offer

candidates 1o work with right away.

The first step in a typical selection process would use some combination of an
application form, the El, and a preliminary interview, These three quick and
inexpensive methods assess applicants’ availability, basic experience, and
dependability, so a more-qualified group is sent on to the subsequent—and more
costly—stages in the process. The interviewer (Step 2) then has a better pool of




Early Use Continued-

An interview is fine for evaluating, for
example, communication or social
skills, but the EI is better for assessing
dependability, responsibility, and
stability. Having the El score early—
and, therefore, knowing the
applicant’s probable dependability-—
allows managers to focus on
evaluating other job qualifications.

All of the EI studies have shown
“incremental validity” over an
interview. In other words, the two
methods assess different qualities and,
together, give a more complete picture
of the applicant than one or the other
could give by itself.

When you administer the EI early,
you screen out the least productive
applicants right away, before
investing much time and money in
them. You can save the intensive
parts of the hiring process for those
applicants who are more likely to
succeed on the job. Then you can feel
confident about making job offers to
finalists. y

The El Gets High Marks

The El is “clearly the most carefully developed ‘personality-based’ integrity
test available today,” according to John A. Johnson, Ph.D., associate
professor of Psychology at Pennsylvania State University.

“Although in one sense, the El is only a few years old,” Johnson says, ‘it can
be regarded as an evolutionary product of 20 years of outstanding selection

research at Personnel Decisions, Inc. and over 40 years of test-construction

research at the University of Minnesota.”

The professor's criticism—which, he says, “given the strengths of the EI" is
“somewhat picayune™—centers on the unavailability of the Ef's scoring key.
PDI's holding of the key, however, enstires the security and the integrity of

the test both for its users and for Personne! Decisions.

Johnson reviewed the El in Test Critiques, Volume Vill, a reference manual
of published employment and educational tests which was printed recently.

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.

© Personnel Decisions, Inc., 1990

Bilingual Version of EI Is Now Available

The EI now is available in a
bilingual format that has the
complete test in both English and
Spanish. English langnage test
questions are set in regular type;
Spanish language questions are set
alongside in italics.

This new bilingual version, which
can be used instead of the
Spanish-only translation, allows job

candidates to choose whichever
language is easier for them.

The reason PDI has developed a
bilingual EI is to prevent applicant
concerns about being discriminated
against if they ask for the Spanish
version.

For more information, cali
800/344-2415. ¢
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Studies Show that Using the EI Reduces
Inventory Shrinkage Rates Significantly

Inventory shrinkage—unaccountable
loss of company property—is a
pervasive and painful problem in
retail and other businesses. It’s
cominon for people to “take some-
thing home from work”™ which, in an
individual case, may not add up to
much but cumulatively amounts to
millions of dollars of losses annual-

ly.

Although the PDI Employment
Inventory doesn’t measure honesty,
it does predict counterproductive
behavior such as pilfering,

Results from four different kinds of
research with the EI have shown
these consistent improvements in
shrinkage:

™ Shrinkage as a percent of total
sales. In 1984, shrinkage in a
national retain chain was 2.0% of
total sales. This figure was creeping
upward—2.2% in 1985, 2.3% in
1986, similar to the national trend
reported by the National Mass
Retailers Institute (see graph)—until
the EI was introduced.

Shrinkage, projected at 2.4% in
1987, instead dropped to 2.05%,

and edged lower again to 1.89% in
1988. For this large chain, the
savings from reduced shrinkage adds
about $11 million per year (¢ the
bottom line.

w  Store-level EI and shrinkage
data. One year’s shrinkage data
collected from a group of 80 retail
stores showed that the higher the
store average EI score, the lower the

store shrinkage. The 20 stores with
the highest EI scores had 1,74%
shrinkage, compared to 2.94% in the
20 stores with the lowest EI scores.

- Using vs. confrol stores. A chain
of discount showroom stores used the
EI in about half of their locations.
They had 50% fewer involuntary
terminations and 43% less inventory
shrinkage in stores vsing the EI
compared to stores not using it.

s Terminations for theft. In
another retail chain, theft terminations
dropped from 4.5% to 2.5% of the
work force after the first year of EI
use. Studies in over a dozen
companies have shown reduced levels
of involuntary terminations, in many
cases specifically for theft.

Results of other studies during the
last two years have shown drops in
involuntary terminations ranging
from 19% to 64%, declines in

inventory shrinkage ranging from
11% to 43%, and increases in
satisfactory employees ranging from
10% to 49%.

Declines in inventory shrinkages and
theft terminations aren’t the only
measurable effects of EI use by
retailers. Many companies also have
seen an increase in satisfactory
employees, as determined by
performance reviews, and a drop in
problem and marginal performers.
This means improved employee
productivity—which translates into
greater earnings.

An indirect consequence of less
counterproductivity is a reduction in
problems for managers. When the
work force is more productive,
supervisors spend less time dealing
with unwanted job behaviors such as
tardiness and slow or sloppy work.

For more details on these and other
studies, contact George Pagjanen or
Brian Linzie at (612) 339-0927, y

2.5 -
4 . Empioyment  Inventory implemented
Inventory 4 J
Shrinkage
(Percent T
of Sales) 2.3%
20 -4 Major Retail Chain
| 2.0%
4 sene® 1.89%
u““
- st -
set®
. " .
“'-
s et . Mass Merchants
F u t i
19584 1985 1986 1987 1988
Retail Shrinkage Rates




Reordering EI Supplies
Is Easy, Flexible

The procedures for reordering EI
supplics are designed to be as easy as
possible for our clients. You even
have three choices when you reorder:

Phone. Simply call PDI's Customer
Service Department at either
(800) 344-2415 or (612) 339-0927.

Mail., An order form is enclosed
with each shipment to you. Be sure
to indicate whether you need
cartridges or disks and include a
phone number, in case we have any -
questions.

Automatic Reorder. You can make
arrangements with Customer Service
to send what you need automatically
when you return completed disks or
cartridges to PDI. The outside of the
package you return will be marked
“Automatic Reorder” to expedite
handling; just include your company
name and address,

All orders are shipped by either first
class mail or UPS; urgent orders can
be shipped by express mail at your
expense.

Scoring disks can be returned to PDI
when filled if you want printed
results. Scoring cartridges should be
returned to us for recycling after the
50 scorings are used.

Lack of Face Validity Is
an Important EI Feature

Sometimes we're asked how the
Employment Inventory can predict
productivity when it doesn’t ask
much about work behaviors. This is
really a question about the
inventory’s “face validity.”

Face validity doesn’t refer to validity
in a technical sense. We say a test or
question has face validity if it

measures what it appears to measure.

A typing test, for example, has face
validity, as do honesty tests which
directly ask applicants about stealing
or theft. A typical face valid honesty
question would be, “What is the
dollar amount you have stolen from
your employer during the tast five
years?”’

Tn contrast, the EI poses questions
which measure personality traits such
as dependability, impulsiveness,
responsibility, and stability. These
traits underlic the propensity for
productive and counterproductive
behaviors. '

Therefore, the questions on the EI
don’t have face validity; instead of
asking directly about counter-
productive behavior, they ask about
the more basic personality
characteristics.

One advantage of the EI's lack of
face validity is that ifs purpose isn’t
obvious. Applicants can’t determing
gasily how they “should” answer in
order to do well. Honesty tests, on
the other hand, have a fairly obvious

purpose.

Another advantage of the El styie of
questions is that they are not
offensive to applicants. While
applicants can feel offended by
answering guestions about how much
they stole during the past year, they
don’t mind answering rather
innocuous-sounding questions about
their opinions and attitudes.

Just remember that test questions can
be valid statistically even if they
don’t have face validity. And this
can be a strong advantage for some
testing purposes.

If your company has multiple hiring
locations ordering Els, invoicing for
all of them should be done preferably
through a single entity. If you have
any questions, c¢all Lynn Clark,
Customer Service Supervisor,

(800) 344-2415. vy

El Report is a newsletter published by
Parsonnel Decisions, Inc. to provide news
about employment testing. We welcome
reader comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.

© Personnel Decisions, Inc., 1989
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‘Adjusting EI Cutoff Scores Helps Meet

Hiring Needs in Different Labor Markets

You're opening one store in Newark
and another in Santa Clara at about
the same time. Your managers will
use the PDI Employment Inventory
as part of the selection process.
Should the same cutoff scores be
used in both cities? It depends.

Theoretically, the cutoff score is the
point in the distribution of test
scores that separates acceptable
from unacceptable performance.
Practically, however, the meaning of
acceptable and unacceptable varies
from time to time and place to place.

HowCutoff Scores Work

It’s impossible to set a cutoff score
that magically separates capable
from incapable candidates. A low
score doesn’t necessarily mean that
the applicant fails to meet job
requirements; neither does a score
above the cutoff mean that the
applicant automatically meets all
job standards.

Rather, the cutoff score represents
the point at which the organization
is likely to achieve a reasonable
return on its investment in: a job
candidate. This means that, ata
particular score, a reasonably high
number of employees will prove to
be successful on the job.

For example, all of the EI studies
have shown a linear relationship
between El scores and measures of
productivity—employees with

higher scores are more dependable,
stable, and hardworking.

Higher Is Better

Virtually everyone with a Perform-
ance scale score of 65 will be a more
productive hourly employee, and
almost all candidates scoring 45 or

some way. Overall, the higher the EI
score, the better.

Any cutoff score, however, is not
carved in stone and, for practical
reasons, needs to be based on local
labor market conditions—which may
be different in Newark and Santa
Clara.

lower will be counterproductive in Continued-
Employee Productivity at
EI Cutoff Scores
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Employees with higher El scores are more productive, thus providing a greater payback to
the company. For example, applicants with a Performance scale score of 55 or higher
working in a job paying $5,000 a year contribute an average of $352 per year of more
productive work, This is a linear relationship; the higher the EI score, the greater the dollar
contribution to productivity.




Cutoff Scores continued-

‘Where there are many applicants, the
passing point can be higher; you can
raise your standard and be choosier
about who you hire. This will result
in fewer, but better, applicants
passing the EI. Conversely, in an
area with few available employees,
the cutoff score can be lowered so
more applicants pass.

Meeting Labor Market Needs

Newark is an area of low unemploy-
ment-—you might need to hire most of
the applicants—while Santa Clara has
a large labor pool. Therefore, you may
need two different cutoff scores, lower
in Newark and higher in Santa Clara,
in order to hire the necessary numbers
of employees. This is entirely
acceptable legally and is an appropri-
ate use of the EL

Just remember: your goal is to get the
highest scorers as consistently as you
can. This will give you more
productive employees and a better
payback from using the EL

If you have further questions about Fl
cutoff scores or other administrative
issues, call Brian Linzie at
612/339-0927. v

Companies Set Own Policies on
Handling High and Low Scorers

Though PDI provides guidelines and consultation on the best way to
use EI scores, each company sets its own rules about how to handle the
applicants.

Some retailers, for example, have a policy that any applicant scoring
above 60 on the EI Performance scale is offered a job immediately.
This occurs primarily in areas with tight labor markets where job
seekers simply go from store to store unti} they're hired.

In such cases, retailers extend offers to high scorers because they are
confident that these people will be more dependable employees.

Other retailers have a slightly different policy: Applicants scoring
below 48 are not hired unless an exception is granted by a supervisor.

Whatever the policies, though, build some flexibility into them so
managers can accommodate special cases among these high and low
scorers.

Also remember, the goal always should be to get the highest scoring
employees possible. y

EI Report is a newsleiter published
by Personne} Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor,

© Personnei Decisions, Inc., 1989
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Automatic Frankness Correction
for Faking Gives More Valid EI Scores

When people apply for jobs that they
need and want, they naturally try hard
to make a good impression. Most
don’t outright lie about their qualifica-
tions, but some stretch the truth in
interviews and attempt to show
themselves in the best light—"“fake
good”—on tests.

- Faking isn’t possible when the test
measures a specific skill such as
typing. But, tests of personalily traits
based on attitudes and self-descriptions
have less verifiable answers and can be
more fakable.

Research on some employment tests—
particularly those seeking attitudes
toward thefti—has shown that most
applicants tend to answer honestly, but
that the tests can be faked. Applicants
can get higher scores when they try to
“beat the test.”

Producing Valid Scores

The PDI Employment Inventory
recognizes that applicants want to look
as good as possible, so it uses several
methods, including those of psychiatric
tests, 1o produce more valid scores.

This means the El, despite its apparent
simplicity, is not easily fakable. The
reason is a process which shows if an
applicant is trying to fake good.

Called the Frankness adjustment, it is
comprised of 12 questions about
*“unlikely virtues” or “universal faults.”

For example, one question for the
adjustment is “You have absolutely no
fear of speaking in front of a large
group.” Most people can be expected
to answer this “false,” since they are,
indeed, afraid of speaking in front of
large groups.

While there are some people who are
not afraid of such an experience, few
would have all of the unlikely virtues
claimed in the questions. The key
here is a pattern of answering in the
unusual direction, indicating a
deliberate attempt to fake good. The
more an applicant fakes, the more the
EI score is automatically reduced—
the computer program makes the
Frankness adjustment and subtracts

Attempts to "beat” the EI
trigger an automatic
correction for test-taking
Frankness. The more an
applicant fakes, the more
the EI score is reduced.

out the effects of trying to beat the
test. The job applicant isn't aware of
this process and the test administrator
doesn't need to do anything to make it
happen. Applicants end up with the El
scores they would have received
without faking.

One example of how the Frankness
correction works: A convenience store
manager wanted {0 hire an applicant
whose EI Performance scale score was
in the “recommend rejection” area.
The manager had the applicant take

the test a second time (a practice that
is discouraged) to try to get a higher
score. But (rying to beat the EI
netted the applicant an even lower
score.

Nonrevealing Questions

The Inventory has other safeguards to
prevent faking. Lack of face validity
of test items is one important factor,
The questions don't ask directly
about counterproductive behavior
and their purpose isn’t cbvious.
Applicants can’t determine easily
how they “should” answer in order to
do well.

The EI does ask about beliefs and
behaviors reflecting more basic
personality characteristics such as
dependability, impulsiveness,
responsibility, and stability, which
underlie the propensity for either
productive or counterproductive
behavior, Its questions don’t give
away its purpose.

Focusing on Facts

The multiple-choice items in Part 3
focus on biodata information such as
high school grades. These facts
don’t change over time and tend to
be answered reliably. Further, the
self-descriptive adjectives in Part 2
all are viewed as equally positive, so
applicants have no clues about which
answer might be best.

Together, all these built-in
safeguards make it difficult for job
applicants to fake good on the EL

For more information, contact Dr.
George Paajanen at 612/339-0927. y



The EI Works Well for
Screening Bank Tellers

A recently completed siudy at an
Eastern 11.S. banking system showed
that, if the EI had been used to screen
its employees, the number of
top-rated tellers would have been
increased by 16% and total turnover
would have been reduced by 21%.

In addition, compared to existing
hiring methods, the use of the El
would have:

% Reduced the number of tellers
with large cash drawer errors from
45% to 30%:;

+* Increased the number of tellers
with no errors from 36% to 52%;
and

% Saved $160 per employee per
year in cash errors. EI passers
averaged $336 total cash variance,
compared to the bank norm of
$496 and to El failers' average of
$610.

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader

comments and suggestions.
Gwen Stucker, Editor.
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The EI Measures the Personality Characteristics
Behind Productive Job Behavior

If you need to hire an employee to
type one-page business letters, you
can easily test for a successful
candidate: simply have the applicants
type one-page business letters, then
measure the speed and accuracy of the

typing.

But, other work behaviors also are
important for success in a typist’s job.
Short of hiring all the applicants and
observing them during a probation
period, however, how can you deter-
mine their likely work habits? Will
they show up on tine, follow policy,
and have good attendance, or will they
take long breaks and mouth off to
supervisqrs?

Many werk habits are predicted better
by tests of personality characteristics
(such as the PDI Employment
Inventory) than by skills tests (such as
for typing). Personality commonly is

defined as a tendency toward a certain
pattern of behavior, An employee with
more of the personality characteristics
of stability, responsibility, and
dependability tends to behave more
productively on the job. The El
measures these personality character-
istics and enables us to predict the
pattern of job behavior resulting from
them.

For measuring a skill such as typing, a
typing test works best. For measuring
a personality characteristic that under-
lies a job behavior, a personality test
fills the bill.

Personality test questions generally do
not inquire directly about specific
behaviors. Tests of alcoholism, for
example, don’t ask simply how much
alcohol a person drinks. Since most
alcoholics at some time are depressed,
the tests ask about feeling depressed
or hopeless. Such tests also cover

related outcomes like missing work,
experiencing blackouts, and having
deteriorating relationships. To
determine how much people drink,
you don’t have to ask them how much
they drink; you ask them about things
that relate to the drinking behavior.

The EI works in the same way. By
asking many questions that reflect a
person’s dependability, stability,
impulse control, and conscien-
tiousness, the EI correlates with job
behaviors that are important for
productive performance.

By the time applicants answer the EI's
97 questions about their personalities
and backgrounds, we can draw some
fairly confident conclusions about
their probable behaviors on the job.

We also can make some conclusions
about the potential scriousness of

Responsibility

Continued-
Personality Characteristics Underlie Behavior
The more dependable, conscientious, and responsible the employee—
as measured by the El—the more productive the job performance.
FULLY
UNACCEPTABLE UNSATISFACTORY SATISFACTORY COMMENDABLE
LERABLE Refuse to Take an Keep working willingly
INTO take a unaglrt::i:ized s\::rl\lc? :}::;3 work overtime EXEMPLARY
_Exaggerate routine order, ) : when asked. Change
mjuryfto git vacation plans
out of work. to stay at work.
Dependability
Low Conscientiousness




Personality continued-

these hehaviors. The higher an appli-
cant’s score, the more likely that
person’s behavior on the job will be
productive. Alternatively, people with
lower scores are more likely 1o exhibit
counterproductive behaviors.

This ts because productive and
counterproductive behaviors are not
really two different things.

Rather, they are two ends of one scale,
with a continuum of behaviors
between them (see figure on front
page),

Exaggerating an injury, for example,
is more counterproductive than taking
long breaks; changing vacation plans
to help out at work is a greater
contribution than simply sticking to
the task at hand.

lower termination rates. y

El Keeps on Working and Working...

Annual follow-up studies done since 1286 at a naticnal retail chain show
that the El continues to help hire a productive work force. The company
has over 400 large stores employing 80,000 people.

Before the retail chain used the El, 15.2 percent of its employees per
year terminated involuntarily {see graph). Since the El, the average
percentage of involuntary terminations has been 9.3, a drop of more than
one-third from pre-El levels. Now, most terminated employees are those
who fail probation and would not be rehired.

Statistical correlations also have held up over five years of follow-up:
each year, with tens of thousands of employees, the higher the test
score, the better the job outcome. This company, and many others, have
hired fewer and fewer low El scorers and have experienced consistently

Percent of Employees
[+ 1]

Total Involuntary Terminations

El Implemented

1987

By measuring stable and enduring
personality characteristics, the EI can
do a good job of predicting the degree
of productive or counterproductive
behavior an individual will show at
work. It cannot, however, predict
specific behaviors. People can choose
to be counterproductive—or
productive—in many different ways.

The Inventory can’t predict, for
example, that a particular job
candidate will steal merchandise. It
can predict only that the person will
tend to be counterproductive, perhaps
by taking long breaks, perhaps by
doing sloppy work, perhaps by
stealing merchandise.

As 2 tool that measures a stable
tendency toward a pattern of
behaviors, the EI is based on
established, scientific personality
psychology theory and methods. The
Inventory asks questions about
personality traits from many different
angles, without asking job candidates
directdy how productive and stable
they will be. Candidates’ answers lead
to an assessment of the personality
characteristics that underlie prod-
uctive, stable behaviors. y

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news abeut employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.
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Use the EI to Reduce
Absenteeism—and Its Costs

Absenteeism probably should be a
line item in your budget. It’s more
than an annoyance; it’s costing you
money.

A major airline calculated a cost of
$85 for every day of work missed by a
ticket agent or baggage handler.
Either a supervisor had to do the work
or rearrange it, or another employee
was paid overtime to do it, or the
work went undone. An employee
absence in retail may cost much less,
but it adds up quickly on a store-wide
or a company-wide basis.

And the $85 figure may be greatly
underestimated. According to a
detailed analysis completed by a
national expert on the economics of
job behaviors, the cost of a one-day
absence in a typical manufacturing
firm is $620.

Organizations have taken steps to cut
the costs of absenteeism. Numerous
companies have found that using the
PDI Employment Inventory in the
sclection process significantly reduces
the number of unexcused absences.

The airline, for example, found that
using the EI to hire ticket agents and
baggage handlers in one hub reduced
ahsences by almost 8 percent, and
saved them $25,000 — more than 10
times the cost of administering the EL

Other companies have had similar
results. One regional bottling com-
pany found a large improvement in
the number of employee sick days
taken in a year. In the group of
employees hired without taking the

EI, 28 percent called in sick at least
once a year; only half as many — 14
percent — of those who had taken
the EI had any sick days.

A regional grocery chain found that
52 percent of EI passers had perfect
attendance records, compared with
only 20 percent of EI failers, and a
company average of 40 percent (see
graph).

A large food service firm in a difficult
labor market found a significant
difference between EI passers and
failers in the numbers of days they
were absent, Employees who failed
the test missed an average of 8 days of
work per year, while those who passed
missed only 5-1/2 days.

Companies have noted similar
improvements in other measurements
of attendance. The percentage of
workers who sneaked out of work
early at a regional manufacturing
plant was reduced by 17 percent when
the EI was introduced into the
selection process. Without the EI, 54
percent of employees always stayed
on the job until quitting time; with the
E1, 71 percent never left early.

The grocery store chain, to evaluate
total attendance, added together the
numbers of times employees were
absent and tardy. It found that 60
percent ot all employees had been

absent or tardy at least once a year.
y Coyuinued-
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Absenteeism Continned-

A breakdown of the figures, however,
showed that 80 percent of those who
failed the EI were absent or tardy at
least once, compared with 48 percent
of the EI passers. Using the EI in the
sclection process would have resulted
in a 12 percent drop in the number of
absent or tardy employees. At the
airline, instances of tardiness dropped
by one-third with the EI's use, saving
the company almost $5,000 per year.

The strong relationship between EI
scores and absenteeism is reflected in
the high statistical correlation between
the two. Correlations in several
companies have been in the .40s —
the higher the EI score, the fewer days
absent.

The EI cannot predict who will
become sick or who will need to miss
work for jury duty. Sometimes being
absent, however, is one way of being
undependable or counterproductive.
Increasing the number of dependable
employees by using the EI can help
you reduce absenteeism -— and its
costs. f

Estimating the Cost of Absenteeism

Here is a simple way to estimate the cost to your company of one

employee’s absence at a pay rate of $5/hour:

EI Report is a newsletter published
by Personnel Decisions, Inc. to
provide news about employment
testing. We welcome reader
comments and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.

© Personnel Decisions, Inc., 199]

Employee benefits (no salary paid) $12

Supervisor time handling absence
(15 minutes at $12/hour) 3
Work undone; customers not served 3
Overtime pay or inefficiency of replacement 6-12
Total $24-30

The total cost could be much higher if:
— the employee is paid even when absent;
— the employee’s and supervisor’s salaries are higher;
— the employee is difficult to replace; or
— it’s crucial that the work be done on time.

Multiply the total number of employee absence days by your
estimated cost of one absence. Hiring only those applicants who
pass the E! can reduce this cost by |0 percent.

Mood Doesn’t Affect EI Score

Whether applicants feel nervous,
happy, sad, or angry makes no
difference in their performance on the
EL. Emotional mood simply doesn’t
affect the score.

In order to determine if feelings did
affect scores, rescarchers had EI test
takers fill out a mood self-report. The
self-report, based on other mood

research, asked people to note how
often during the previous week they
had felt any of 43 moods such as
relaxed, jittery, drowsy, and dis-
tressed. All 43 of the moods then
were compared individually and in
combination with EI scores; none was
associated with either high or low EI
scores.
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Reducing Counterproductive
Behavior in Your Hourly Work Force

—One of your employees has called in
sick with a feeble excuse for the fifth
time this month,

—Several employees are busy
swapping play-by-play analyses of last
night’s game.

—Another employee has disappeared,
probabiy off running personal errands
again,

—Meanwhile, your customer, finally
conceding defeat in getting assistance,
stalks away.

Wouldn’t it be great if fewer of your
employees skipped work, spent so
much time goofing off, or ignored
company policies? Having more
dependabie employees certainly would
make your workday go smoother, and
even help your department
profitability.

According to several dozen studies,
cmployees hired with the PDI
Employment Inventory are consistently
more productive than workers hired
with only an application and interview.
As expected, the main reason for
companies 1o add the EI 1o their
screening processes has been to
increase the number of employees
behaving productively.

Screening Out
Counterproductivity

But screening applicants with the EI
also can significantly reduce the
number of employees showing
counterproductive behaviors. Screen-
ing in more dependable workers—
together with screening out those who
are counterproductive-~can help you
meet your hourly hiring objectives.

To a certain extent, as discussed in
the November EI Report, assessing
the effects of both counterproductivity
and productivity is difficuit. You
need to observe employees who might
“take the initiative to find more work
when finished with regular tasks,”
“hide merchandise until it goes on
sale, to buy it at a discount later,”

“under-ring the price of merchandise
for a friend,” and many other job
behaviors,

Further, seeing these behaviors is
only part of the problem. How can
you figure their impact on your
operation?

Continued-

 Smoking in unauthorized areas




Counterproductive continued.

In order to evaluate the costs of
counterproductivity and benefits of
productivity, managers in a variety of
retail and manufacturing settings
spent time observing and document-
ing specific behaviors among their
employees. Later, the number of
occurrences of these behaviors was
compared with employee EI scores.
Results of these studies showed that
those employees who failed the EI
were significantly more likely to
exhibit counterproductive behaviors
than the company norm.

On-the-job Behavior
Improvements

For example, employees who failed
the EI were 80% more likely to “lot
Jjoking friends be a distraction and
interruption to work” at one retail
chain and 39% more likely ata
grocery store chain. Moreover, those
passing the EI were 47% and 25%
less likely to exhibit this
counterproductive behavior,

Here are some other results:

» EI failers at a discount chain
were 82% more likely to “take an
unauthorized break” and those at 3
retail chain were 34% more likely.
Passers at the discount chain were
55% less likely to take unauthorized
breaks.

» Employees who failed the El in
three different retail settings were

46%, 55%, and 82% more likely to
“use a weak excuse to stay home
from work.” Passers were 32% and
67% less likely to do this.

# Those who failed the El in a
discount chain were 56% more likely
to “cheat on the timecard by
punching in before actually starting
work’; the figure in a retail chain
was 52%. EI passers were 38% and
45% less likely to cheat on
timecards.

So what does this mean for you as a
manager? By using the EL, you not
only screen in employees who are
more likely to behave productively,
you also screen out people with a
propensity for counterproductive
behavior. This means that, over
time, your work force will be
increasingly more dependable and
you can concentrate on tasks other
than putting out personnel-related
fires.

Estimating Dollar Values

But can more productive employees
affect your profitability? A panel of
retail experts from several companies
assigned dollar values to behaviors
listed on PDI's Retail Employee
Rating Form. They used a complex
formula, including factors such as
average amounts of time involved
and salaries, to establish the costs.

The employee who calls in sick with
a feeble excuse, for example, costs a
company an estimated loss of $20 in
sales, service, other people’s time, or
other outcome of productivity.
Employees standing around talking
about last night’s game rather than
doing their work cost an estimated
$10, and someone off doing personal
errands costs around $8.

Although these costs for single
episodes may sound small, simply
muitiply the figures by the number of
possible occurrences in a good-sized
company to see how deeply these
behaviors can cut into the profit
margin.

Using the EI, therefore, to reduce the
number of employees behaving
counterproductively and increase the
number of those who are productive
can boost your profitls—and your
management effectiveness.

For more information on the studics
cited, contact George Paajanen at
612/339-0927. v
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The EI Complies with the New Civil Rights
and Disabilities Acts

Recent enactment of the Compromise
Civil Rights Act of 1991 and of the
Americans with Disabilities Act has
caused concern among many of the
nation’s employers.

A modicum of concern is warranted.
The long-term implications of some
provisions, particularly in the Civil
Rights Act, are unclear; experts say
that precise interpretation of the law
will be determined ultimately through
litigation int the courts.

Other portions of these measures,
however, are straightforward —
stairways can’t be the only access
provided to the workplace, for
example. And, as we’ve already
informed users of the PDI
Employment Inventory, the Civil
Rights Act affects the way
employment tests can be scored. The
result is that some tests eventually
will have to be withdrawn from the
market because they can’t be
adapted to the required changes,

The EI, however, has been revised
already. It not only complies with the
new law, it goes beyond the
requirements. In revising it, we sought
input from prominent labor attorneys,
industrial psychologists, and the
American Psychological Association
staff.

PDI researchers, drawing upon our
huge data base, have revalidated and
renormed the Inventory. We were able
to use the information we had on
several hundred thousand employees
from more than 100 validity studies to
make sure that the El produces no
adverse impact against any protected
2roups. ‘

The only needed change remaining is
in the PC scoring program, and it will
be made within a few days. Soon, all
new orders will be filled with the
revised disks, and we will be calling
every EI user to arrange immediate
replacement of their disks if they
wish,

Neither job applicants nor test
administrators have to do anything
differently with the new PC disks. The
printed tests, norms, guidelines, and
average scores are not changing.
Phone scoring changes are in place
already. You won’t have to make any
changes in your testing or hiring
procedures. Also, we will continue

to monitor your EEOC selection
impact results with the EI and will
provide you with this data later in the
year.

We don’t anticipate legal challenges
to the EI, either; there have been only
three short-lived challenges from the
first six million test takers. We will
continue to guarantee our expert
technical support should any more
occur. You can rest assured that the EI
meets — and exceeds — all state and
federal regulations and requirements.

The Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), which was signed into law in
1990 and goes into effect this July, is
not at odds with the use of the EL

The ADA requires that employment
tests measure only those
characteristics that are related to
effective job performance, and not
exclude applicants with irrelevant
disabilities.

Continued-

prohibited.

The Civil Rights Act of 1991:
Effects on Employers

+ Compensatory and punitive damages — previously
available only 1o racial and ethnic minorities — now can
be sought by victims of intentional discrimination based
on sex, religion, or disability.

% Score adjustments, use of different cut-off scores, or other
alterations to results of employment-related tests on the
basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin are

% A national award for diversity and excellence in executive
management has been established. A Glass Ceiling
Commission also has been established to recommend
ways for women and minorities to overcome barriers to
advancement in the workfcrce.




Civil Rights A cts Continued-

For examplg, if vision is not essential
to performing a given job, a written
test is not allowed to screen out blind
applicants simply because they are
unable to fill in the answer sheet. In
such a case, the EI could be
administered orally instead of on
paper. We have found no reason to
expect that anyone could challenge
the proper use of the EI on the basis of
this Act.

Using the EI as PDI recommends is
completely compatible with the
requirements of both the Civil Rights
Act and the Disabilities Act. The EI
produces no adverse impact on
protected groups. It is a valid selection
tool which can helip you identify
employees who are more productive
and stable in hourly positions. The EI
is siill the strongest test of its kind,
and we have more data than ever

to support its effectiveness.

FDI, in conjunction with a prominent
law firm, has conducted public
seminars on the impacts of the Civil
Rights Act of 1991 and the Americans
with Disabilities Act. If you have any
questions about the effects of these
measures on your company, call
Harry Brull, Vice President of Public
Sector Services, in PDI's St. Paul
office, 612/292-1262. v

EI Report is a newsletter published by
Personnel Decisions, Inc. to provide
news about employment testing.

We welcome teader comments

and suggestions.

Gwen Stucker, Editor.
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People Prefer Taking Personality-based
Preemployment Tests

Results of recent research on preemployment tests done at the State
University of New York surprised the nationalty prominent researchers
who conducted the study.

The research focused on privacy issues and the perceived invasiveness
of two tests, the Employment Inventory and an honesty test.
Researchers expected that a more “transparent” test — one in which
the type of information asked for is obvious, such as an honesty test -—
would be viewed more positively by test takers. When a test’s purpose
is obvious, the researchers theorized, applicants would feel more in
control of their responses — which also means, however, that they
could fake their answers more frequently.

Participants in the study were 116 individuals enrolled in gvening
graduate business classes. All were in their 20s and employed in a
variety of jobs: janitor, teacher, engineer, computer programiner, clerk,
office manager, accountant. Almost 20 percent of the group said they
were currently seeking jobs, and about the same percentage said they
had taken an honesty test previously.

The participants were asked to role play a job applicant and were
randomly assigned to take either the EI or the honesty test. They then
filled out a 20-item questionnaire which asked them what they thought
about the fairness or invasion of privacy of the test they took, and if
they felt any resentment toward it.

Because the professors expected that the transparent honesty test would
be more acceptable to applicants, they were surprised when test takers
preferred taking the EI. The difference between the reactions to the
tests was statistically significant,

The findings suggest, the researchers said, that the type of test
questions have an important impact on people’s perceptions of privacy.
People simply may resent questions that ask directly about their
previous theft and honesty. But — as the researchers discovered, and
as has been our experience over the past six years — people don’t
mind taking the EL.
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