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Although past research has shown links between integrity tests and the Big Five
personality traits, little is known about the relationship between integrity and other
individual difference constructs used to predict moral behavior. The present study
expands this research by examining the relationships between ego development, moral
reasoning, psychopathic personality, and three commonly used integrity tests. Both overt
and personality-based integrity tests showed the strongest (negative) correlations with
psychopathic personality but only modest correlations with ego development and moral
reasoning. On the whole, these findings suggest that integrity tests may be more closely
related to overt moral behavior than to moral reasoning.

Purpose

L ike many constructs in individual differences psychol-

ogy, integrity can best be thought of as an open

concept, with unclear boundaries and an unclear inner

nature. Although there is no widespread agreement on the

operational definition of integrity, most authors appear to

agree that this construct incorporates a tendency to comply

with social norms, avoid deviant behavior, and a embrace a

sense of justice, truthfulness, and fairness (Becker, 2005).

Most studies of integrity tests have investigated their

relationships with the Big Five personality traits, with a

particular focus on their significant associations with

Conscientiousness (Ones, 1993). Nevertheless, the relation

between Big Five Conscientiousness and the broader

construct of morality ostensibly assessed by many integrity

tests remains controversial (Loevinger, 1994; Spirrison,

1994). Moreover, relatively little research has examined

how integrity tests relate to more explicit correlates of mora-

lity. Thus, the present study is designed to determine how

integrity tests relate to three other constructs believed to be

related to morality: ego development, moral reasoning, and

psychopathic personality. By examining these constructs,

we expect to provide further useful information concerning

the boundaries and inner nature of the integrity construct.

Method

Participants

The sample used in this study consisted of 125 under-

graduate introductory psychology students from a south-

ern liberal arts university. Their mean age was 18.93, with

a standard deviation of 1.00.1 The sample consisted of

85 Caucasian participants (68%), 24 Asian participants

(19.2%), nine African-American participants (7.2%), two

Latino/Hispanic participants (1.6%), one Middle-Eastern

participant (.8%), and four who classified themselves as

‘‘Other’’ (6.5%). There were 95 women (76%) and 30 men

(24%) in our sample.
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Measures2

Stanton Survey. The Stanton Survey is an overt

integrity test consisting of 83 Yes/No and multiple-choice

questions regarding the individual’s history of dishonest

behavior, attitudes toward theft and dishonesty, and

estimates of the prevalence of theft. Data for the Stanton

Survey were sent to the test publisher for scoring, who

returned raw scores (with high scores indicating dishon-

esty), percentile scores, and a credibility index. All analyses

were conducted both including and excluding individuals

scoring low on the credibility index; however, removing

these individuals had no impact on the results reported

here. Thus, the results reported here include all cases.

Security Aptitude Fitness Evaluation-Revised
(SAFE-R). The SAFE-R scale is an overt integrity test

consisting of 94 yes/no and multiple-choice items. The test

contains four subscales; however, only the honesty subscale

(the relevant measure of integrity) is reported here.

Removing individuals with low scores on a validity scale

had no impact on the results; therefore, the analyses here

include all cases. All scoring was performed by entering

data into a computerized program provided by the test

publisher.

Personnel Reaction Blank (PRB). The PRB is a

personality-based (covert) integrity test consisting of 90

items. For the first 30 items, participants rate their interest

in different employment positions using a three-point scale

of ‘‘Like,’’ ‘‘Indifferent,’’ or ‘‘Dislike.’’ The other 60 items

contain True/False statements not relating directly to

counterproductive workplace behaviors. Two scoring keys

were provided: an old 42-item key and a prototype of a

newly revised 62-item key.

Washington University Sentence Completion Test
(WUSCT). The WUSCT was used to measure ego devel-

opment, a construct that overlaps partly with moral

development (Hy & Loevinger, 1996). The WUSCT is a

projective test consisting of 36 open-ended sentence stems

with different forms for men and women. Individual item

responses were ranked according to ego level (E2–E9) by

two raters, and were used to calculate an item sum ego level

and an ogive ego level. The item sum and ogive rankings

were then compared with an overall impression of ego level

of each protocol to determine a final protocol ranking. On

protocols for which raters disagreed, raters conferred to

determine a rating. Although support for the validity of

many projective techniques is questionable, the construct

validity of the WUSCT has been supported in numerous

independent investigations (Lilienfeld, Wood, & Garb,

2000; for a review of Loevinger’s theory of ego develop-

ment, see Manners & Durkin, 2001; see also special issue in

Pervin, 1993).

Defining Issues Test (DIT). To measure moral reason-

ing, we administered the DIT (Rest, 1986), a self-report

measure of Kohlberg’s (1981) moral development frame-

work. The DIT contains six vignettes that present moral

dilemmas (e.g., the famous Heinz and the Drug dilemma,

which asks participants whether a man should steal a

medication to save his wife’s life), and participants

rank the importance of 12 considerations varying in moral

complexity pertaining to each moral dilemma. These

rankings are used to calculate a P-score, which represents

the percentage of items scored at the Post-conventional

(highest) level of moral reasoning. Twenty-six (20.8%)

participants failed the consistency check of the DIT;

analyses using the DIT exclude these individuals. Although

the consistency check failure rate exceeded the rate

suggested by the manual (about 12–13%; Rest, 1990), this

study’s failure rate was much lower than in previous

research on integrity tests and moral reasoning (Cochran,

1991; Lasson, 1992).

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI). To mea-

sure psychopathic personality (psychopathy), participants

were administered the short form of the PPI (Lilienfeld &

Andrews, 1996). This measure consists of 56 true/false

statements that participants rate on a four-point Likert-

type scale (False, Mostly False, Mostly True, and True).

The PPI was designed to assess psychopathic personality

traits in non-referred (e.g., student, community) samples,

such as the sample in the present study. There is increasing

evidence that psychopathic personality as assessed by

the PPI lies along a continuum, so that the traits of

this condition are present in varying degrees in the

general population (Marcus, John, & Edens, 2004). As a

consequence, non-clinical (e.g., student) samples appear to

be appropriate for studying psychopathic personality

traits.

The PPI correlates significantly and in predicted direc-

tions with self-report and interview-based measures of

psychopathy and antisocial behavior (Lilienfeld & An-

drews, 1996; Poythress, Edens, & Lilienfeld, 1998). Along

with the total PPI score, which represents global psycho-

pathy, the test contains eight subscales, each consisting of

seven items: Machiavellian Egocentricity (ruthless manip-

ulativeness, and self-centeredness), Social Potency (charm

and interpersonal effectiveness), Cold-heartedness (cal-

lousness and guiltlessness), Carefree Non-planfulness

(insouciant failure to think ahead), Fearlessness (absence

of anticipatory anxiety and willingness to take physical

risks), Blame Externalization (tendency to attribute re-

sponsibility to others for one’s mistakes), Impulsive Non-

conformity (flagrant disregard for social norms), and Stress

Immunity (lack of tension in pressured situations).

Shipley–Hartford Vocabulary Scale. The Shipley–

Hartford vocabulary scale was administered to measure

participants’ verbal proficiency. Some researchers (San-

ders, Lubinski, & Benbow, 1995) have argued that the DIT

has no incremental validity for personality and psycho-

pathology above and beyond verbal ability. Therefore, the

Shipley–Hartford was administered to control for the

potential effects of verbal intelligence on the correlates of

the WUCST and DIT.
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Results

A summary of descriptive statistics for each scale is

reported in Table 1. The mean percentile scores of the

overt integrity scales fell well below the 50th percentile;

however, the test publishers reported that this finding is

not uncommon among college samples (F. M. Schemmer,

personal communication, July 2, 2004). The sample means

and standard deviations for the old PRB and for revised

PRB scales closely approximated the reported norms for

the two scales.

Strong and positive significant correlations were found

among nearly all integrity measures (see Table 1). In

addition, WUCST ego development displayed a moderate

positive correlation with the DIT P-score (r 5.39, po.001).

There was also a weak and marginally significant correla-

tion between ego development and Shipley–Hartford verbal

proficiency (r 5.18, p 5 .05), but no significant correlation

between the DIT P-score and the Shipley–Hartford.

No significant relationship was found between WUSCT

ego level and integrity test scores. The DIP P-score

was significantly correlated with the Stanton Survey

(r 5 �.203, p 5 .049), but not with any other integrity

tests. In addition, partial correlations were calculated to

control for verbal intelligence as measured by the Shipley–

Hartford score. Controlling for Shipley–Hartford scores

did not markedly alter any relationships between either the

WUSCT or DIT and integrity tests.

Substantial negative correlations emerged between PPI

total psychopathy scores and all integrity test scores. In

addition, a number of significant correlations emerged

between PPI subscales and integrity test scores. Overt

integrity tests showed the strongest correlations with PPI

Machiavellian Egocentricity, and the covert scales of the

PRB showed the strongest correlations with PPI Blame

Externalization and PPI Impulsive Non-conformity. In

contrast, PPI Cold-heartedness was not correlated signifi-

cantly with the integrity measures.

Conclusions

This study revealed strong relationships between integrity

scores and many of the traits associated with psychopathic

personality. In contrast, no consistent significant relation-

ships emerged between integrity tests and measures of ego

development and moral reasoning despite the latter two

measures’ conceptual and empirical linkages to morality.

These findings suggest that many commonly used integrity

tests may share significant variance with the traits of

psychopathic personality, including a self-centered will-

ingness to manipulate others, a propensity to externalize

blame, and an impulsive tendency to flout social norms.

These findings also raise the possibility that integrity tests

are less related to moral reasoning than to overt moral

behavior. Low scorers on integrity tests may often be just as

capable as high scorers of thinking complexly about moral

problems, although such thinking may not always be

reflected in their actions. Future research should examine

in greater detail the differences among integrity tests in

their associations with various psychopathic personality

traits and ascertain whether these associations extend to

well-validated non-questionnaire-based measures of psy-

chopathy, such as the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised

(Hare, 2003).
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Notes

1. One outlier (40 years old) was removed from these

descriptives.

2. Questionnaire packets were administered in two coun-

terbalanced forms. No differences were observed

between test forms.

3. Because high scores on the Stanton Survey are asso-

ciated with low integrity, this correlation is in the

predicted direction.
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