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Although personality testing in personnel selection has received considerable research attention, 

prior research has focused primarily on group mean differences as indicators of adverse impact, 

which provides an incomplete picture. The current paper assessed the impact of different selection 

decision methods on hiring rates using data from personality tests. The current study includes 

data that were collected from 555 police constable applicants who completed the Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF; Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) and the Personality 

Research Form (PRF; Jackson, 1987). With the exception of compensatory top-down hiring, there 

was no evidence of adverse impact across the selection decision methods. However, different 

selection decision methods yielded different minority hiring rates. Practical implications for 

human resource practitioners and future research directions are discussed. 

 

 

Personality testing in personnel selection has made a comeback in the past 

15 years (Hogan, 2005) as evidenced by increasing use by organizations (e.g., 

Rothstein & Goffin, 2006). For the most part, this resurgence has been driven by 

meta-analytic predictive validity evidence across both North American and 

European communities (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, 

& McCloy, 1990; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007; Salgado, 1997; 

Tett, & Christiansen, 2007; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) as well as the view 

(Hogan, 2005) and evidence (Feingold, 1994; Hough, 1998) that personality test 

scores do not differ significantly across groups. 

This research literature (e.g., see Feingold, 1994; Foldes, Duehr, & Ones, 

2008; and Hough, 1998), has used the lack of significant mean differences in 

favour of the majority group as an indicator of absence of adverse impact. 

Adverse impact refers to a disproportionate hiring rate (Alexander, Barrett, & 

Doverspike, 1983) that favours majority applicants (e.g., White males) over 

minority applicants (assessed as a significant difference between the rates [ZIR; 

Morris, 2001] or when the hiring rate for the minority group is less than 80% that 

of the majority; Guion, 1998). This is the standard for hiring organizations and 

practitioners. As will be highlighted later, mean differences can be indicative of 

adverse impact but are not synonymous with it.  

Regarding gender differences, the most comprehensive review is a meta-

analysis conducted by Feingold (1994). This study focused on personality 
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differences by replicating and extending prior meta-analyses representing over 

100,000 respondents across multiple personality measures. Feingold (1994) 

concluded that males generally score higher on Assertiveness, whereas females 

score higher on Anxiety, Gregariousness, Trust, and Tendermindedness but the 

effect sizes were considered to be small (other than for Tendermindedness). 

Hough (1998) computed sample weighted effect sizes using data from test 

manuals comparing male and female respondents. Males scored considerably 

higher on Rugged Individualism (essentially masculinity) and slightly higher on 

Adjustment, Potency, and Intellectance. Females scored slightly higher on 

Dependability and Affiliation. Hough (1998) concluded that female respondents 

performed similarly to males on the personality dimensions and concluded that 

these tools have little or no adverse impact. 

Regarding Black-White group differences, a comprehensive meta-analysis 

by Foldes et al. (2008) found that White respondents scored higher on Sociability, 

lower on Anxiety, and lower on Extraversion (global), whereas Black respondents 

scored higher on Self-Esteem, Conscientiousness (global), and Cautiousness. 

Ployhart and Holtz (2008) also provided evidence of differences in standard 

deviation units between Whites and minority group members (e.g., a d statistic of 

.21 for Openness to Experience between Whites and Blacks). In addition, Hough 

(1998) found that White respondents scored higher on Affiliation and 

Intellectance whereas Black respondents scored slightly higher on Potency. Ones 

and Anderson (2002) reported only small ethnic group differences with 

respondents from the United Kingdom. Several of these authors (i.e., Foldes et al., 

2008; Hough, 1998; Ones & Anderson, 2002) concluded that these tools have 

little or no adverse impact. However, this reasoning may be flawed as it is 

possible that even when group differences are small, adverse impact may still be 

occurring depending on the selection decision method used. In addition, none of 

the research on gender or ethnic comparisons has been conducted in an actual 

selection context with hiring criteria. The current study will focus on the practical 

issue of exploring group differences (i.e., adverse impact and hiring rates) using 

police constable applicants based on personality assessment using actual selection 

criteria under different selection decision methods.  

There are typically two methods for considering the nature of the 

relationship between predictors and job performance: compensatory and non-

compensatory. Compensatory methods involve combining scores on selection 

predictors such that scoring high on one predictor may compensate for scoring 

low on another predictor. Non-compensatory methods involve eliminating 

applicants who score below a determined value for each predictor, therefore high 

scores on some predictors cannot offset low scores on other predictors (Guion & 

Highhouse, 2006; SIOP, 2003; Table 1, first column). Within compensatory 

methods, all applicants typically complete all selection measures and predictor 
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scores are combined into one score using either regression, rational, or unit-

weighting (Table 1, second and third columns). 

Based on overall applicant scores (compensatory method), there are four 

ways to select applicants. First, they can be selected using a top-down method 

(i.e., the highest scoring applicant will be selected first and so on until the desired 

number of applicants have been selected). Second, applicants can be selected 

using a top-down method within fixed bands (i.e., applicants are grouped based 

on a range of scores that are considered the same within measurement error – 

typically two times SEM). Third, applicants can be selected using a top-down 

method with sliding bands (i.e., same as fixed bands except that the band is 

recalculated after the highest scoring applicant in the first band is selected). 

Fourth, applicants scoring above a minimum cut score can be selected (Table 1, 

fourth column). 

Within non-compensatory methods, applicants can complete all selection 

measures at once (with decisions made on each measure sequentially after testing) 

or all applicants can complete each measure sequentially (with participation in a 

subsequent test determined by a passing score on the prior test; Table 1, second 

column). Both approaches involve multiple cut/hurdles. In this method, every 

predictor score is considered separately with those scoring above the cut score for 

each hurdle advancing in the selection process until all of the hurdles have been 

surpassed (Table 1, third and fourth columns). Readers interested in further 

information regarding different selection decision methods and their combinations 

should refer to Guion and Highhouse (2006) and the Principles for the Validation 

and use of Personnel Selection Procedures (SIOP, 2003). 

Some researchers have addressed the advantages and disadvantages of 

various selection decision methods (e.g., Campion et al., 2001; Cascio, Outtz, 

Zedeck, & Goldstein, 1991; Hunter, Schmidt, & Rauschenberger, 1977; Sackett & 

Roth, 1991, 1996; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Schmidt, Mack, & Hunter, 1984). 

For example, Schmidt et al. (1984) found that utility was higher when using 

selection decision methods that involved rank ordering, top-down selection (as 

opposed to cut scores set at the mean or one standard deviation below the mean).  

In contrast, Cascio et al. (1991) suggested that if the focal goal of an 

organization is to reduce adverse impact, the use of the sliding band selection 

decision method—with minority-based referral—should be adopted. However, 

there has been much debate in the organizational sciences literature regarding the 

practice of using banding procedures when making hiring decisions. Specifically, 

Schmidt (1991) disagreed with Cascio et al. (1991) and suggested that all banding 

procedures are inappropriate to use in selection—especially with large applicant  

samples because it considerably reduces selection system utility. In addition, 

although the Civil Rights Act of 1991 had the impact of eliminating the use of 

sliding bands in the United States, this approach can still be used in other  
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Table 1 

Selection Decision Methods for Using Assessment Data 

Nature of the 

Relationship 

Between Predictors 

and Job 

Performance 

 

Testing Process Score 

Combinations 

Candidate 

Ranking 

Method 

Compensatory 

(i.e., combining 

scores on 

predictors into a 

composite) 

All applicants 

complete all 

measures 

Single score 

 

All predictor scores 

combined into one 

score using: 

(a) regression 

and/or rational 

weights 

or 

(b) unit-weighting 

(i.e., summing the 

scores) 

 

(1) Top-down 

(2) Top-down 

with fixed 

bands 

(3) Top-down 

with sliding 

bands 

(4) Cut score 

Non-compensatory 

(i.e., eliminating 

applicants that 

score below the cut 

score for each 

predictor) 

(1) All applicants 

complete all 

measures (typically 

in 1–2 testing 

sessions) 

(2) Applicants do 

not complete all 

measures. 

Applicants must 

meet the hiring 

criterion on the prior 

measure to be 

allowed to complete 

the subsequent 

measure (typically 

in sequential 

sessions) 

 

Multiple scores 

 

Every predictor 

score considered 

separately 

 

All applicants 

surpassing the 

cut scores on 

all of the 

measures are 

selected  

Note. Information adapted from Guion and Highhouse (2006) and Society for 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology (SIOP), Inc. (2003). 
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countries (e.g., Canada). Moreover, it could be used in the United States as long 

as minority candidates within the band can be selected on the basis of an 

additional job-related criterion (although this may reduce the benefit of this 

approach for minority candidates).  

In consideration of the debate and controversy surrounding the different 

selection decision methods (e.g., Cascio et al., 1991; Schmidt, 1991), the current 

paper will present the impact of each decision method presented in Table 1. In 

sum, it appears that different selection decision methods may lead to adverse 

impact and/or different hiring rates and it is important to note that none of the 

aforementioned investigations were specific to personality test data. Moreover, 

although prior research has facilitated our understanding of the issues in the 

context of selection decisions (e.g., for an integrated framework see Aguinis and 

Smith, 2007; for selection decision simulations see Finch, Edwards, and Wallace, 

2009), this research did not explore the impact of different selection decision 

methods on adverse impact.  

Due to legislative mandates, many organizations are concerned about the 

potential adverse impact of selection tools. Given this issue and the increased use 

of personality tests in selection, adverse impact is an important issue for further 

research (Burch & Anderson, 2008). In addition, organizations promoting 

diversity management will be interested in the impact of different selection 

decision methods on hiring rates for women and minorities beyond minimizing 

adverse impact.  

Diversity management (i.e., the extent to which selection practices 

facilitate the hiring of  women and minorities to create a more diverse workforce) 

has been proposed as a superior alternative to affirmative action because it is a 

voluntary corporate approach to encouraging diversity in the workplace (Ng & 

Burke, 2005) and avoids problems associated with affirmative action (see Kravitz, 

2008). Several studies have found that organizations with diversity management 

programs are perceived to be more attractive employers (Williams & Bauer, 

1994) and are more successful at attracting women and minority applicants (Cox 

& Blake, 1991). Therefore, companies may be interested in determining which 

selection decision methods produce optimal hiring rates for diverse candidates 

beyond adverse impact. 

 

Method 

 

Participants and Procedure 

 

Participants were 555 police constable applicants who were 18 years of 

age or older with a minimum of Grade 12 high school education. The sample 

consisted of 368 men (66%) and 187 women (34%) with 491 Caucasians (88%) 
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and 64 minorities (i.e., non-Caucasians; 12%). The applicants were from two 

medium-sized Canadian cities.  

 

Measures 

 

Sixteen Personality Factor (16PF) Questionnaire. The 16PF (Cattell, 

Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) was administered to participants. It measures 16 bipolar 

dimensions and 5 combinations of these dimensions. The following dimensions 

were used in the current study: trusting (Vigilance), self-assured (Apprehension), 

and socially precise (Perfectionism). Response options included disagree, 

uncertain, and agree; responses were received from the test publisher as sten—

standardized 10 (M = 5.5, SD = 2)—scores that were normally distributed and 

contained 10 equal interval standard score points (scores from 1–3 represent low 

scores, scores from 4–7 represent average scores, and scores from 8–10 represent 

high scores). In prior research the 16PF’s internal consistency has ranged from .64 

to .85, with an average of .74 (Cattell, Cattell, & Cattell, 1993). Test-retest 

correlations from two samples taking the 16PF in intervals of two to seven days 

had a median of .81 (Bloxom, 1978); test-retest reliabilities reported in the test 

manual ranged from .55–.90 (Cattell et al., 1970).  

 

Personality Research Form (PRF). The PRF (Jackson, 1987) was also 

administered to participants. It measures 20 dimensions of which the following 5 

were used in the current study: Self-Confidence (Abasement), Achievement, 

Affiliation, Change, and Controlled (Impulsivity). Response options included 16 

true and false questions for each dimension; participant responses to the 16 

true/false questions were summed (true = 1, false = 0), resulting in possible scores 

ranging from 0 to 16 for each dimension. In prior research the PRF’s internal 

consistency has ranged from .59–.89 in a college sample (Hogan, 1978); the test 

manual reports KR20 reliabilities ranging from .78–.94 (Jackson, 1987). Test-

retest correlations reported in the test manual ranged from .50–.91 (Jackson, 

1987).  

 

Job-related competencies. Competencies reflect the knowledge, skills, 

self-concept, traits, and motives that relate to performance in a role (Spencer & 

Spencer, 1993). A competency analysis goes beyond a job analysis in the sense 

that competency analyses also account for macro organizational variables (e.g., 

goals, vision, mission; Lievens & Sanchez, 2007). Prior to this study, a detailed 

competency-based job analysis was conducted with current police constables, 

police chiefs, and individuals involved in the training of police officers as subject 

matter experts (SMEs). This process identified five competencies that could be 

related to personality traits: self-assurance, flexibility, self-control, relationship 
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building, and achievement orientation. To determine the relevant personality 

dimensions for the job of police constable, a trained job analyst compared the 

personality traits on the 16PF and PRF with the descriptions of these five 

competencies developed by the SMEs. These were reviewed by three experts in 

Industrial Psychology (Lash, Iannicca, Hausdorf, & De Abreu, 1994). This 

approach was used to ensure that only job related personality traits were assessed 

in the study and to allow for the setting of job relevant competency-based cut 

scores. The content of the job-related competencies were linked with personality 

dimensions (Table 2). Previous research has provided evidence that it is important 

to assess the impact of specific predictors (e.g., personality) on specific criteria 

(e.g., job-related competencies; Pulakos, Borman, & Hough, 1988).  

A total of 40 SMEs (police constables, police chiefs, and community 

members involved in policing) reviewed the competency descriptions for the 

position of police constable and through consensus discussions identified the 

minimally acceptable level of performance for the job. Cut score thresholds for 

each personality dimension were computed using the mean score on the 

personality dimension that corresponded to a prior subsample of 161 police 

constable trainees who scored at or above this minimally acceptable level (based 

on Police College Training Instructors assigning a rating for each competency for 

all trainees) with the standard error of measurement (SEM) subtracted from each 

mean dimension score (Table 3). For example, the corresponding job-related 

competency for the PRF Change dimension is flexibility. Level 2 was identified 

as the minimally acceptable job-related competency score for that dimension. 

This level is described as, ―sees situation flexibly/objectively, views the situation 

impartially and with an open mind; appreciates the merit of others’ viewpoints 

and circumstances‖ (Hay Management Consultants & Dennis Strong and 

Associates, 1992). Thus, the mean Change dimension score for police constables 

who received a rating of 2 or higher on flexibility was used in the cut score 

calculation (M = 8.37). Next, the SEM for the Change dimension was calculated 

(SEM = 1.38) and subtracted from the mean dimension score. The resulting figure 

was used as the cut score (6.99; see Table 3). 

 

Analytic Strategy 

 

 First, independent-samples t-tests assessed mean differences on the job-

related personality dimensions. The scores on each of these dimensions for White 

females and minorities were compared with the scores from the White males. 

Second, each of the selection decision methods presented in Table 1 were  
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Table 2 

Job-Related Competencies for Police Constables 

Job-Related 

Competency 

 

Description PRF 

Dimension 

16PF 

Dimension 

Self-

Confidence 

 

A belief in one’s own abilities, 

opinions, and judgments; 

understanding of one’s own 

strengths and limitations; ability 

to handle failures constructively. 

 

Abasement 

(-) 

Self-Assured 

(+) 

Flexibility The ability to adapt to a variety of 

situations, individuals, groups, 

and changing circumstances. 

 

Change 

(+) 

Trusting 

(+) 

Self-Control Keeps own emotions under 

control when provoked, faced 

with opposition or hostility, or 

working under stressful 

conditions; takes constructive 

actions to deal with the situation. 

 

Impulsivity 

(-) 

Undisciplined 

Self Conflict 

(-) 

Relationship 

Building 

 

Develops and maintains a 

network of contacts, both inside 

and outside the police service, 

with individuals/organizations 

who can provide information, 

counsel, and other support for 

achieving work-related goals. 

 

Affiliation 

(+) 

Extraversion 

(+) 

Achievement 

Orientation 

Focuses on attaining successful 

outcomes of policing by 

continuously striving to improve 

performance, committing oneself 

to accomplishing self-established 

or organizational goals/standards. 

 

Achievement 

(+) 

No Match 

Note. Information adapted from Hay Management Consultants & Dennis Strong 

& Associates (1992). 
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Table 3 

Cut Scores for Job-Related Personality Dimensions of the 16PF and the PRF 

 Mean Score for Those At or 

Above Minimum Competency 

Level (SD) 

 

Standard Error 

of Measurement 

(SEM) 

Cut Score 

(Mean - 

SEM) 

Self-Assured (Apprehension; R) 

 

Self-Confidence (1)  

5.15 (1.71) 

 

.86 4.29 

Trusting (Vigilance; R) 

 

Flexibility (2) 

7.77 (1.17) 

 

.65 7.12 

Socially Precise (Perfectionism) 

 

Self-Control (1) 

2.42 (1.61) 

.83 1.59 

 

 

Self-Confident (Abasement; R) 

 

Self-Confidence (1) 

9.36 (2.45) 

 

1.24 8.12 

Change 

 

Flexibility (2) 

8.37 (2.82) 

 

1.38 6.99 

Controlled (Impulsivity; R) 

 

Self-Control (1) 

14.35 (2.08) 

 

1.17 13.18 

Affiliation 

 

Relationship Building (1) 

12.61 (2.49) 

 

1.31 11.30 

Achievement 

 

Achievement Orientation (2) 

13.51 (1.83) 

 

.95 12.56 

Note. R = Scores were recoded such that higher scores were more desirable. 
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assessed in terms of the hiring rates for White males, White females, and 

minorities. For the compensatory method, the scores for the job relevant 

personality measures for each test were summed. Unit-weights were used in the 

current study because these have been supported in prior research (Bobko, Roth, 

& Buster, 2007). Four different compensatory methods were used to select job 

applicants: top-down
1
, top-down with fixed bands, top-down with sliding bands, 

and cut scores.
 
For top-down procedures, 50, 100, and 150 applicants were 

selected with minority-based referral for both fixed and sliding bands (i.e., 

minorities being selected before majorities within the same band). All applicants 

scoring above the cut score were selected. For the non-compensatory method, cut 

scores were set for each of the job-relevant personality dimensions and applicants 

who surpassed every cut score were then selected and analyzed. 

 

Results 

 

Mean Differences 

 

 Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to assess mean differences on 

the job-related personality
1
 dimensions of the 16PF and the PRF. The scores on 

each of these dimensions for White females and minorities were compared with 

the scores from White males. Results indicated that: (1) White males were more 

self-assured than White females; (2) White females were more socially precise 

than White males; and (3) White males were more achievement oriented than 

White females. There were no significant differences between minorities and 

White males for any of the job-related personality dimensions that were assessed 

(Table 4). 

 

Selection Decision Methods 

 

Compensatory—top-down. The job-related personality dimensions were 

combined (using unit-weighting) across all 16PF and PRF dimensions and 50, 

100, and 150 applicants were selected using a top-down procedure (see Tables 5 

and 6 for the findings with 50 and 150 hires as the findings were highly similar 

for the 100 and 150 hires scenarios across all selection decision methods). In 

cases for which applicants had equal scores, they were selected randomly.
2
 The 

hiring rates were mostly consistent across groups for both the job-related 

dimensions of the 16PF and the PRF with one instance of adverse impact (for 

minorities) based on the four-fifths rule and ZIR test (Morris, 2001) when selecting 

either 100 or 150 applicants (Catano, Wiesner, Hackett, & Methot, 2005). 
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Table 4 

Mean Differences on the Job-Related Personality Dimensions of the 16PF and the PRF 

Job-Related Personality Dimension 

 

White Males 

Mean (SD) 

 

White Females 

Mean (SD) 

Minorities 

Mean (SD) 

16PF 

 

Self-Assured (the reverse of 

Apprehension) 

 

5.39 (1.67) 4.93* (1.65) 

t(489) = 2.96,  

p < .01 

 

5.41 (1.71) 

t(374) = -.05,  

p = .96 

 

Trusting (the reverse of Vigilance) 

 

7.62 (1.28) 7.77 (1.16) 

t(403) = -1.38,  

p = .17 

 

7.48 (1.58) 

t(80) = .62,  

p = .54 

 

Socially Precise (Perfectionism) 

 

2.53 (1.61) 2.89* (1.66) 

t(489) = -2.37,  

p < .05 

2.58 (1.57) 

t(374) = -.21,  

p = .84 

PRF 

 

Self-Confident (the reverse of 

Abasement) 

 

9.20 (2.47) 9.60 (2.45) 

t(477) = -1.71,  

p = .09 

 

9.11 (2.26) 

t(360) = .26,  

p = .80 

Change 

 

8.41 (2.74) 8.84 (2.73) 

t(477) = -1.68,  

p = .09 

 

8.51 (2.49) 

t(360) = -.26,  

p = .79 

Controlled (the reverse of  

Impulsivity)** 

 

14.07 (2.44) 13.80 (2.08) 

t(418) = 1.17,  

p = .24 

 

13.69 (2.04) 

t(304) = 1.02,  

p = .31 

Affiliation 

 

12.23 (2.66) 12.20 (2.33) 

t(410) = .13,  

p = .90 

 

11.67 (2.70) 

t(360) = 1.50,  

p = .14 

Achievement 

 

13.56 (1.80) 13.08* (1.86) 

t(477) = 2.80,  

p < .01 

 

13.21 (2.00) 

t(360) = 1.35,  

p = .18 

Note.*Mean is significantly different than the mean for White males. 

**Due to missing data, the sample size for this dimension dropped to 257 for White males, 163 

for White females, and 49 for minorities. 
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Compensatory—top-down with fixed or sliding bands. The job-related 

personality dimensions were combined (using unit-weighting) for both the 16PF 

and the PRF and 50, 100, and 150 applicants were selected using a top-down 

procedure with fixed or sliding bands. Minority-based referral—selecting 

minorities first within a given band—was used; when all minorities were selected, 

the remaining applicants were selected randomly. According to the four-fifths 

rule, there was no evidence of adverse impact when using the compensatory 

decision method with top-down selection and fixed or sliding bands. Both bands 

increased hiring rates for minorities compared with the strict top-down method 

with the exception of fixed bands for the 50 hires scenario (Tables 5 and 6). 

 

Table 5 

Hiring Rates and Percentages Based on Selection Decision Method for 16PF and 

PRF—50 Hires 

Decision Method 16PF PRF 

 Hiring 

Rate 

Impact Ratio* Hiring 

Rate 

 

Impact Ratio* 

 White 

Male 

White 

Female 

 Minority White 

Male 

White 

Female 

 

Minority 

Compensatory (top-down 

with random) 

 

.07 171% 186% .09 122% 89% 

Compensatory (top-down 

with fixed bands) 

 

.07 157% 200% .09 122% 89% 

Compensatory (top-down 

with sliding bands) 

 

.05 200% 460% .06 100% 550% 

Compensatory (cut score) 

 

.90 97% 99% .70 104% 89% 

Non-compensatory 

 

.26 131% 88% .16 131% 94% 

Note. *Impact Ratio was calculated by dividing the White female or minority hiring rate by the White 

male hiring rate for comparative purposes. When the proportion is larger than 100% this indicates that 

more White females or minorities would be hired in proportion to White males. Percentages for all 

decision methods except for compensatory (cut score) and non-compensatory were based on 50 

candidates being hired. 
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Compensatory—cut score. The job-related personality dimensions for 

each measure were combined for the 16PF and the PRF separately with the 

applicants scoring above the sum of the cut score thresholds being selected. 

Unsurprisingly, this approach produced the highest overall hiring rates across all 

groups because the cut score sets a minimum value for hiring (Tables 5 and 6). 

 

 Non-compensatory. With this approach the job-related personality 

dimension cut scores were used as hurdles for the 16PF and the PRF separately 

with the remaining applicants being selected. Cut score thresholds were computed 

for each personality dimension (Table 3). Again, no evidence of adverse impact 

was present (Tables 5 and 6). 

 

Table 6 

Hiring Rates and Percentages Based on Selection Decision Method for 16PF and 

PRF—150 Hires 

Decision Method 16PF PRF 

 Hiring 

Rate 

Impact Ratio* Hiring 

Rate 

 

Impact Ratio* 

 White 

Male 

White 

Female 

 Minority White 

Male 

White 

Female 

 

Minority 

Compensatory (top-down 

with random) 

 

.26 104% 119% .28 111% 64%** 

Compensatory (top-down 

with fixed bands) 

 

.23 117% 204% .25 116% 156% 

Compensatory (top-down 

with sliding bands) 

 

.22 118% 255% .23 109% 257% 

Compensatory (cut score) 

 

.90 97% 99% .70 104% 89% 

Non-compensatory 

 

.26 131% 88% .16 131% 94% 

Note. *Impact Ratio was calculated by dividing the White female or minority hiring rate by the White 

male hiring rate for comparative purposes. When the proportion is larger than 100% this indicates that 

more White females or minorities would be hired in proportion to White males. Percentages for all 

decision methods except for compensatory (cut score) and non-compensatory were based on 150 

candidates being hired. 

**Adverse impact indicated based on four-fifths rule and ZIR = -1.81, p < .05, one tailed. 
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Discussion 

 

Prior research investigating adverse impact for personality tests has 

focused on mean differences from test manual data and has concluded that 

personality tests do not produce adverse impact (e.g., Feingold, 1994; Hough, 

1998). There are at least two issues with this approach. First, although there may 

be a relationship between mean differences across groups and adverse impact, 

these are not synonymous. Adverse impact refers to a disproportionate hiring rate 

that favours majority over minority members. As a result, research on adverse 

impact needs to focus on actual employment candidates and hiring rate 

comparisons. Second, organizations have several options to choose from when 

making selection decisions that can influence overall hiring rates and 

differentially impact candidate groups. As a result, adverse impact analyses needs 

to consider the selection decision method. 

The present study provides a case in point; none of the mean differences 

between minorities and White males for the PRF were significant in the current 

study, yet the hiring rate for minorities under the compensatory with top-down 

decision method for 100 and 150 hires produced considerable adverse impact 

(under the four-fifths rule). The point that practitioners should look beyond mean 

differences is particularly relevant when considering that adverse impact can still 

occur even when the rank order of groups on the predictors does not always 

favour the majority group (e.g., minorities were more [not significantly] self-

assured, perfectionistic, and change-oriented than White males). Therefore, the 

assessment of adverse impact needs to consider the hiring rate and selection 

decision method beyond assessing mean differences, as sometimes these 

indicators can be inconsistent. 

An additional problem with the extant literature on adverse impact and 

personality is based on the requirement that selection tools be job-related; this 

requirement (typically assessed through job analysis) makes it unlikely that 

organizations will be able to use all of the personality dimensions in a measure as 

hiring criteria. Therefore, depending on the choice of personality dimensions, 

there may be combinations that place different groups at a disadvantage relative to 

the majority group. Using Hough’s (1998) data as an example, if Affiliation, 

Intellectance, and Locus of Control were selected as a basis for hiring (all with 

negative effect sizes in her study), then it is likely that there may be adverse 

impact as the non-significant differences favouring the majority group can 

coalesce across the three dimensions. As a result, adverse impact must be assessed 

on only the job-relevant personality dimensions.  

Beyond adverse impact, this study focused on hiring rates as an indicator 

of organizational diversity management. Previous researchers have argued for 

improving personnel selection procedures with the goal of hiring police personnel 
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that will be more representative of the diverse communities they serve (e.g., Jain, 

1987; Jain, Singh, & Agocs, 2000). In the current study, there was no evidence of 

adverse impact under all of the selection decision methods when using the job-

related personality dimensions from the 16PF and for all methods except the 

compensatory with top-down approach for 100 and 150 hires for the PRF. Given 

the prevalence of personality test use in many organizations this is a promising 

result. Consistent with the prior literature on sliding bands (e.g., Cascio et al., 

1991), this method produced a considerable advantage for the group upon which 

the band was applied. In some cases, these methods produced a hiring rate for the 

minority group that was more than double the rate for White males.  

Overall, the selection decision method that should be used by human 

resource practitioners will depend on the personality measure used and the focal 

goals of the organization (e.g., increasing minority hiring rates, increasing utility). 

As an example using the current data, if the goal is to increase minority hiring 

rates, then the compensatory, top-down with sliding bands method is likely to 

produce the best hiring rate for minorities. Organizations also need to consider if 

the hiring rate adjustments produced by these methods are reasonable given 

different hiring goals. Under the sliding and fixed band approaches, there may be 

perceptions of reverse discrimination given the large advantage in minority hiring 

rates that result.  

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

 

Two limitations of the study reflect the narrow focus on five personality 

traits across two personality instruments. However, the 16PF and the PRF are 

reliable and valid, have content that is related to common personality dimensions, 

are used in selection contexts, and overlap with the competencies involved in 

police constable selection. The sample consisted of police constable applicants 

and therefore should be fairly generalizable to other types of job applicants. 

Nevertheless, future research should attempt to replicate and generalize the 

findings in the current study to other personality measures, occupations, and 

organizations (e.g., the NEO Personality Inventory; Costa & McCrae, 1992).  

An additional possible limitation of the current study was the small sample 

size for the minority group (12% of the applicant sample). Furthermore, the 

minority sample in the current study combined both traditional visible minorities 

and Aboriginals. Combining these groups may have masked adverse impact that 

would have occurred for one of the groups analyzed separately. This proposition 

is apt considering the significant correlations found between mean personality and 

culture dimension scores (e.g., Hofstede & McCrae, 2004). Overall, if the sample 

sizes of the different minority groups were more substantial, analyses would have 

been conducted separately for the different groups. Future research should assess 
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the generalizability of the current findings with a larger sample of minority groups 

analyzed separately. It should be noted that Canadian legislation considers visible 

minorities to be a designated group and as a result adverse impact is assessed 

based on the combined hiring rates regardless of actual ethnic background. 

There are multiple permutations of the selection decision methods 

presented in Table 1, which were not analyzed in the current study. For example, 

within the compensatory method, scores can be combined using regression, 

rational, or a combination of regression and rational weights. Moreover, both 

compensatory and non-compensatory methods can be combined (e.g., hurdle on 

one predictor and compensatory on the other predictors; Guion & Highhouse, 

2006). There is an endless combination of different ways that applicant data can 

be combined to make selection decisions; however, an analysis of all of these 

permutations was beyond the scope of the current paper. This paper addressed 

some of the more commonly used methods with the goal of elucidating their 

impact. Future research should investigate other combinations that were not 

analyzed here. 

Lastly, it is important to consider that in some cases, the hiring rates were 

noticeably different for the job-related dimensions of the 16PF and the PRF; thus, 

it would be inappropriate to compare findings for the 16PF and PRF. The purpose 

of this study was not to compare hiring rates between the two tests but to use each 

as an illustration of their use in a real selection context.  

 

Summary and Conclusion 

 

Personality tests are often used at some point during the application 

process and are typically administered before more costly and labour-intensive 

methods (e.g., the interview). However, the organizational sciences literature has 

not assessed how organizations use the results from personality tests to make 

selection decisions. The current paper provides evidence that different selection 

decision methods lead to different hiring rates for minorities and women. The 

focal message of the current paper is that the selection decision method that 

should be used by human resource practitioners will depend on the personality 

scale used and the goals of the organization (e.g., increasing minority hiring rates, 

increasing utility). The evidence in the current paper has begun the task of 

elucidating the ramifications of different selection decision methods on minority 

hiring rates. Future research assessing hiring rates should incorporate selection 

decision methods to more appropriately model hiring practice in organizations. 
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Footnotes 
1
For the top-down procedures, in cases where applicants have the same 

score on the scale in question, applicants were selected at random. 
2
In practice applicants are not selected randomly but this approach has 

been used in previous research to establish a baseline rate for hiring (e.g., 

Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie, & Muldrow, 1979). 
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