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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 PRE-EMPLOYMENTSELECTION
PROGRAMS

Thebasicreasonthatthereisaneedforpre-

employmentselectionprogramsisthatpeople

aredifferentfromoneanother.Thewaysin

whichpeopledifferfromoneanothercanbe

criticallyimportanttoanemployer.

• Somepeople’sjobperformanceisnot

disruptedbyalcoholorillegaldruguse

whileothers’isnot.

• Somepeoplearecourteousandcus-

tomerserviceorientedwhileothersare

not.

• Somepeopleareemotionallymature

whileothersarenot.

• Somepeopleareproductiveandconsci-

entiousworkerswhileothersarenot.

EMPLOYEERELIABILITYINVENTORY


GeraldL.Borofsky,Ph.D.
1,2

1 Gerald L. Borofsky, holds a Ph.D. in Clinical Psychology from
Michigan State University.  He is a licensed psychologist, a
Diplomate in Clinical Psychology of the American Board of
Professional Psychology, and is listed in the National Register of
Health Service Providers in Psychology.
For 15 years, Dr. Borofsky was the Director of Psychology in the
Department of Psychiatry at the Massachusetts General Hospital.
For over 25 years he was a member of the faculty of Harvard
Medical School.  Dr. Borofsky is an internationally-recognized
authority on the development and use of assessment systems.  He
is also a nationally-recognized authority on the development of
human reliability programs and forensic psychology.  He has
contributed to the development of Congressional policy in the
area of pre-employment screening, and has also served as a
consultant in the area of pre-employment assessment, for law
firms, police departments, and the development of governmental
programs and policies.
2    The suggestions and assistance of the following individuals is
gratefully acknowledged:  Victor Artese, Allison Betts, Norm
Fujiwara, Veronica Johnson, Arthur F. LeBlanc, Sharyn
MacLean, Bruce McCormick, Mark Palmerino, Sharon Varallo,
Joan Wagner, and Charles Wonderlic, Jr.

• Somepeoplebecomereliableand

trustedemployeeswhileothersdonot.

• Somepeopledriftfromjobtojob,while

othersbecomevaluedlong-termem-

ployees.

• Somepeopleperformtheirworkina

safemannerwhileothersdonot.

Employeeswhobehaveonthejobinanunreli-

ableorunproductivemannercanhavea

negativeeffectonanorganization’seffortsto

carryoutitsobjectives.Forthatreason,

organizationshaveaneedtoassessthelikeli-

hoodthatjobapplicantswillperformonthejob

inareliableandproductivemanner,ifhired.

Mostemployersroutinelyusepre-employment

selectionproceduresto:

• Identifyapplicantswhoarewellsuited

foraparticularposition.

• Identifyapplicantswhoarepoorly

suitedforaparticularposition.

Commonly-usedpre-employmentselection

proceduresincludetheuseof:

• EmploymentApplications

• VerificationoftheEmploymentApplica-

tion(CheckingofReferences,Past

Employers,CreditChecks,etc.)

• Pre-EmploymentInterviews

R
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reasons,onlyremainonthejobforashort

periodoftime(e.g.beingfiredforviolationsof

companypolicyordriftingfromjobtojob).

Thistypeofbehaviorcanseriouslydisruptan

organization’songoingeffectiveness.Such

turnoveralsoresultsinsignificantlyincreased

administrativeandtrainingcostsassociated

withtherecruiting,hiring,andtrainingofnew

employees.

1.2.2 COMMONCAUSESOF
UNRELIABLEAND
UNPRODUCTIVEBEHAVIOR

InordertominimizetheoccurrenceofProduc-

tionDeviance,PropertyDeviance,orUn-

plannedandUncontrolledTurnoverinthe

workplace,acomprehensiveselectionprogram

typicallyassessesjobapplicantsforeachofthe

fivecommoncausesofunreliablebehavior.

Theseare:

• Insufficienttrainingorexperienceto

adequatelycarryouttherequirements

ofthejob

• Presenceofmaladaptivepersonality

traits

• Presenceofadaptivepersonalitytraits

whicharenonethelessinconflictwith

thespecificrequirementsofthejob

• Disruptiveuseofalcoholorillegaldrugs5

• Untrustworthiness

1.2.3 THEMULTIFACTORIALNATURE
OFUNRELIABLEAND
UNPRODUCTIVEBEHAVIOR

Aquestionofsignificanceforthefieldofem-

ployeeselectioniswhetherthereareinterrela-

tionshipsamongthesevariouscausesof

unreliableandunproductivebehavior.

Considerthefollowingexample:

• Psychologically-BasedAssessment

Methods(QuestionnairesandTests)

1.2 UNRELIABLEAND
UNPRODUCTIVEBEHAVIOR

1.2.1 TYPESOFUNRELIABLE
ANDUNPRODUCTIVEBEHAVIOR

A1983studysponsoredbytheNationalInsti-

tuteofJustice3revealedthatmanyorganiza-

tionsinthiscountryarebeingnegatively

affectedbythepresenceofemployeeswhose

overallperformanceon-the-jobischaracterized

byunreliableandunproductivebehavior.This

studyalsofoundthatsuchunreliableand

unproductivebehaviorcanbefoundinjust

aboutalljobcategorieswithinanorganization,

rangingfromunskilledlaborerstoupperlevel

managers.

Whenreferringtothesubjectofunreliableand

unproductivebehaviorintheworkplace,a

distinctioncanbemadebetweenthreetypesof

behavior:(1)ProductionDeviance,(2)Property

Deviance,4and(3)UnplannedandUncontrolled

Turnover.

PRODUCTIONDEVIANCEreferstobehavior

whichconflictswithanorganization’sexpecta-

tionsofproductivity.Commonexamplesof

productiondevianceincludefailuretofollow

standardprocedures,frequentunauthorized

absences,comingtoworkintoxicated,on-the-

jobuseofalcoholorillegaldrugs,andahigher

thanaveragenumberofinjuriesandaccidents.

PROPERTYDEVIANCEreferstobehaviorwhich

isdirectedagainstanorganization’sproperty.

Commonexamplesofpropertydevianceinclude

theftandvandalism.

UNPLANNEDANDUNCONTROLLEDTURN-

OVERreferstoemployeeswho,foravarietyof

3   John P. Clark and Richard C. Hollinger, Theft by Employees.
(Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1983).
4   Ibid.

5   As used in this Manual, and in all other ERI® documentation
and materials, the terms drug use and substance use refer to the
current illegal use of drugs.
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Pre-employmentselectionproceduresmay

indicatethatanapplicantappearsacceptable

intermsofhisorhertrainingandexperience,

andthathis/herjobperformanceappears

unlikelytobedisruptedasaconsequenceof

his/herpatternofalcoholorillegaldruguse.

Onthisbasis,woulditbereasonableforan

employertoassumethattheapplicantisalso

likelytoworkcooperativelywithothersandto

exercisegoodjudgmentonthejob?Wouldit

alsobereasonableforanemployertoassume

thattheapplicantwillmakealongtermcom-

mitmenttothejob?

Whetherthevariouscausesofunreliableand

unproductivebehaviorareintercorrelatedhas

implicationsforthedesignofpre-employment

selectionprograms.Iftherearesignificant

interrelationshipsbetweenthevariouscauses,

thenanemployermightbeabletoassessjob

applicantsforjustonecause,ontheassump-

tionthatheorshewasconcurrentlyassessing

applicantsfortheothercausesaswell.Onthe

otherhand,ifthesefivecausesarerelatively

uncorrelated,itwouldseemadvisabletoin-

cludeprocedureswhichassessapplicantsfor

each jobrelevantcause.

Conventionalwisdomseemstosubscribeto

whatcanbecalledthe“bad apple”viewof

behavior.Accordingtothispointofview,all

unreliableandunproductivepeoplearemoreor

lesssimilartoeachother,inthattheyareall

likelytomanifestmultiplecausesofunreliable

behavior.Forexample,the“badapple”per-

spectivewouldpredictthatifajobapplicantis

likelytodemonstratemaladaptivepersonality

traitsonthejob,heorsheisalsolikelytohave

disruptedjobperformanceasaconsequenceof

his/herpatternofillegaldrugoralcoholuse,

andislikelytoperformonthejobinanun-

trustworthymanner.Forpurposesofpre-

employmentassessment,theimplicationofthe

“badapple”perspectiveisthatassessingappli-

cantsforanysinglecauseofunreliableor

unproductivebehaviorshouldbesufficientto

accuratelyidentifythe“badapples”inan

applicantpool.

Analternativeperspectivecanbecalledthe

multifactorialviewofbehavior.Accordingto

thispointofview,differentindividualsperform

unproductivelyorunreliablyfordifferent

reasons.Forexample,onejobapplicantmay

havepersonalitytraitswhicharewellsuitedto

therequirementsofthejob,butmaybevulner-

abletoperformingunreliablyonthejobasa

consequenceofhis/herpatternofillegaldrugor

alcoholuse.Anotherjobapplicantmaybe

trustworthybutmaybevulnerabletoperform-

ingunreliablyonthejobasaresultofperson-

alitytraitswhichconflictwiththerequirements

ofthejob.

Themultifactorialperspectiveacceptsthat

theremaybesomedegreeofintercorrelation

amongthevariouscausesofunreliableand

unproductivebehavior.However,unlikethe

“badapple”viewpoint,theconclusiontobe

drawnfromthemultifactorialperspectiveis

thatacomprehensivepre-employmentselection

programshouldassessjobapplicantsforallof

thejob-relevantcausesofunreliablebehavior.

Accordingtothemultifactorialview,itisquite

unlikelythatassessingjobapplicantsforjust

onecauseofunreliablebehaviorwillad-

equatelycallattentiontoapplicantswhomay

belikelytoperformunreliablyonthejobdueto

othercauses.

Preliminarystudies,includingthecorrelation

matrixforthescalesoftheEmployeeReliability

Inventory(ERI®)showninSection8.3ofthis

Manual,seemtofavorthevalidityofthemulti-

factorialperspectiveoverthe“badapple”point

ofview.6

6   Evans, M.A., McGee, M.P., and Borofsky, G.L.  Psychological
evaluation and illicit drug use in an industrial population.
Proceedings.  American Academy of Forensic Science.  1986.;
Borofsky, G.L., Friedman, J.,and Pignato, J. C., Interrelationships
Among Various Causes Of Unreliable Behavior In The Work-
place, Research Bulletin, Number 400-9.  Groton, MA:  Human
Reliability Institute, 1987
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2. ERI®  -  EMPLOYEE RELIABILITY
INVENTORY

2.1 DESCRIPTION

The ERI® is a criterion-keyed, self-adminis-

tered, “True - False” type of behavior inventory.

It contains 81 statements, which are worded at

a sixth grade reading level.  Results for each

scale are presented in an easy to understand

format designed to add flexibility to your

selection process.  Results provide an estimate

of the likelihood that a job applicant will

perform, on the job, in a reliable and produc-

tive manner.

The ERI® consists of seven (7) separate scales.

Each scale assesses job applicants with respect

to a different dimension of reliable and produc-

tive behavior7.  The seven (7) ERI® scales are

described on the following page.

2.2 RECOMMENDED
USE OF THE ERI®

The ERI® was designed and developed to be

used as one part of a company’s pre-employ-

ment selection program.  The purpose of the

ERI® is to assist employers in their efforts to

hire reliable and productive employees.  It was

designed to be used where production devi-

ance, property deviance, and unplanned and

uncontrolled turnover are important job con-

cerns.  Accordingly, the ERI® should be used

where such behaviors are related to job perfor-

mance in the position for which the applicant is

being considered.

The ERI® was designed to be used as a pre-

interview questionnaire.  For this reason, it is

recommended that the ERI® be administered to

job applicants immediately after they have

7 Each of the ERI® scales assesses job applicants with respect
to a different behavioral dimension.  The scales estimate the
likelihood that an applicant, if hired, would perform on the job in
a reliable and productive manner.

However, you should be aware that subsequent changes in a
person’s life and work environment (both positive and negative)
can affect his/her performance on the job. Supervisory knowl-
edge of employees and supervisory observation of on the job
behavior are commonly - used techniques for monitoring and
helping to enhance job performance, once an applicant is hired.

completed the employment application and

before they are interviewed or references are

verified.  When used in this manner, the ERI®

can serve as an objective method for assessing

issues related to job performance, which can

then be explored further during interviews and

reference verification.  If an applicant’s score on

one or more scales suggests a possible problem

area, subsequent interviews and the verifica-

tion process can be used to develop additional

information, which will clarify, confirm or call

into question the  ERI® results.  Coordinated

use of the ERI® with focused inquiries during

interviews and verification, should increase the

likelihood of identifying reliable and productive

individuals prior to making a hiring decision.

Because it was validated as a pre-employ-

ment questionnaire, the ERI® should not be

used to evaluate current employees or for

any purpose other than as an aid in the pre-

employment selection process.

The ERI® is not a medical examination, nor

should it be administered in a medical setting.

It is not a psychological stress evaluator, is not

invasive, and does not measure physiological or

psychological responses in the subject being

assessed.

3. PROCEDURES AND INSTRUCTIONS
FOR THE USE, ADMINISTRATION
AND SCORING OF THE ERI®

3.1 GENERAL INFORMATION
REGARDING THE USE OF
THE ERI®

1. The ERI® user materials include docu-

mentation, technical information,

business information as well as various

printed materials, which are collectively

referred to as “ERI® documentation and

materials”.



5

FreedomFromDisruptedJobPerformance

Assessesthelikelihoodthatanapplicant'sworkperformance
willbereliable,inthathis/herperformancewillnotbedis-
ruptedbybehaviorssuchasinattentiveness,unauthorized
absence/lateness,failingtofollowthroughonassignments,or
otherinappropriateworkbehaviors.

Itisimportanttoemphasizethatthisscaledoesnotassessthe
extentofpriororcurrentalcoholorillegaldruguse.Similarly,
itisnotdesignedtoreveal,norshoulditbeusedforthe
purposeofrevealing,theexistence,nature,orseverityofa
disability.

Courtesy

Assessesthelikelihoodthatanapplicant'sinteractionswith
customers/guestswillbecharacterizedbyahighlevelof
courtesyandcommitmenttoservice.

EmotionalMaturity

Assessesthelikelihoodthatanapplicant'sworkperformance
willbecharacterizedbymaturebehavior,andthatitwillnot
bedisruptedduetothepresenceofmaladaptivepersonality
traitssuchasirresponsibility,poorjudgement,difficultyin
workingcooperativelywithothers,poorfrustrationtoleranceor
poorimpulsecontrol.

Itisimportanttoemphasizethatthisscaledoesnotassess,
norshoulditbeusedtoassess,forthepresenceofamentalor
psychologicalimpairmentordisorder,oranapplicant's
generalphysicalorpsychologicalhealth.

Conscientiousness

Assessesthelikelihoodthatacandidatewillperformonthe
jobinaproductiveandconscientousmannerandwillnotbe
fired.

Trustworthiness

Assessesthelikelihoodthatacandidatewillperformina
trusworthymannerandwillnotengageinvariousformsof
propertydeviantbehavior.

LongTermJobCommitment

Assessesthelikelihoodthatacandidatewillmakealongterm
commitmenttothejobandwillnotquit.

SafeJobPerformance

Assessesthelikelihoodthatacandidatewillperformonthejob
inasafemannerandwillnothaveasignificanton-the-job
accident.

ERI
®
SCALES

SCALENAME

A

WORKBEHAVIORSKILLSASSESSED

S

QQQQQ

H

F

E

C
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2. ERI® documentation and materials

should be used solely for pre-employ-

ment purposes.  They should not be

used to assess existing employees or for

any other purpose.

3. In order for the ERI® to be effective as a

pre-interview questionnaire, it is neces-

sary to insure that you, your employees

(or representatives), and job applicants,

fully comply with all of the procedures

and instructions contained in the ERI
®

documentation and materials, includ-

ing, but not limited to those contained

in this User’s Manual.

ERI® documentation and materials

should not be reproduced or copied, in

whole or in part, except as necessary for

use by you, as authorized in this

Manual.

You and your authorized employees or

representatives should not mark, alter

or deface ERI® documentation and

materials other than in accordance with

the Procedures and Instructions con-

tained in this Manual.

4. The ERI® should be used, administered

and scored only by your authorized

employees or representatives who have

read and are thoroughly familiar with

the procedures and instructions con-

tained in this Manual, and in other

ERI
®
 documentation and materials.

8  For your convenience, an additional copy of the appropriate
User Authorization Form is contained in Appendix E of this
Manual. Please make a copy of this, if needed.

5. Only ERI® scale scores should be used. 
Answers to the individual statements 
contained in the ERI® should never be 
used as part of the selection process.

6. At no time should ERI® results be 
discussed with applicants, regardless of 
the selection outcome.  For reasons of 
security and confidentiality, ERI® 

results should never be discussed with 
unauthorized employees or representa-

tives.

7. A job applicant’s failure or refusal to 
completely follow the instructions given 
to him/her should not be the basis for 
making any inferences regarding that 
individual’s future job performance.

8. You and your authorized employees or 
representatives should be aware that 
access to ERI® results which are part of 
an employee’s personnel, medical or 
other records, may be governed by 
specific laws in your state.  For this 
reason, only authorized individuals 
should have access to ERI® results.

9. Psychometrics Canada has developed 

certain trade secrets, confidential and 

proprietary information in the 

development and use of the ERI® 

documentation and materi-als, 

including but not limited to, scoring and 

ERI® results, information proce-dures, 

systems, techniques, forms, methods 

and the like which are unique to 

Psychometrics Canada and its business 

and are not of general public knowledge. 
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10. In making the ERI® available to users 
and their authorized employees or 

representatives, Psychometrics Canada 

is granting the user a personal, 

nontransferable and non-exclusive 

license to use in the United States, 

North America and/or South America, 

without the right to sublicense, any or 

all ERI® documenta-tion and materials, 

in whatever form recorded, which are 

furnished, includ-ing any revisions or 

updates to these materials.

11. It is expected that users and their 
authorized employees or representatives 
will use their best efforts to ensure that 
all ERI® documentation and materials 
are treated as confidential.  This infor-

mation must be maintained with the 
same level of care and discretion as that 
used for similar data which users 
designate as confidential.  Users should 
instruct their authorized employees or 
representatives regarding the appropri-

ate measures required to safeguard the 
confidentiality of this information. 

12. Psychometrics Canada reserves the right to 

revoke or cancel, without advance notice, a user’s 
license to use the ERI® documentation and 
materials if the user or the user’s employees or 
representatives fail to comply with all of the 
Procedures and Instructions contained in the ERI® 
documentation and materials, including, but not 
limited to those contained in the ERI® User’s 
Manual, the ERI® Guide For Computer Scoring, as 
well as any subsequent revisions or updates sent to 
you by Psychometrics Canada.

All such ERI® documentation and 
materials furnished to users should be 
considered confidential.  Because of the 

nature of Psychometrics Canada's business 

and the nature of the ERI®, disclosure or 

dis-semination of the ERI® documentation 
and materials could damage the effec-

tiveness of the ERI® as a pre-employ-ment 

questionnaire and/or compromise the 

competitive position of Psychometrics 
Canada in the marketplace.
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Computer Scoring, as well as any subsequent 
revisions or updates, sent to you by 

Psychometrics Canada.

In order to document the above requirements, it 

is necessary that Psychometrics Canada have a 

completed and signed User Authorization Form 

(Computer Scoring or Template Scoring version) 

on file for all companies using the ERI®.  A copy 

of the appropriate version of this form is sent to 

you with your order.  If for any reason you are 
unable to locate this form, please make a copy 
of the sample form included as Appendix E of 
this Manual, and use this copy to complete and 

send to Psychometrics Canada.

3.4  ADMINISTRATION OF THE ERI®

THE ERI   CAN BE COMPLETED THROUGH YOUR 
CAREERID SITE.

9 See sample contained in Appendix A of this Manual. Users
should make copies of this Scoresheet, as needed

3.2 LIMITATIONS TO THE USE OF
THE ERI ®

1. The ERI® was developed and validated

to be used as a pre-employment assess-

ment tool.  It is to be used for the

assessment of new job applicants.

Under no circumstances should the ERI®

be administered to current employees, or

used for any purpose other than as an

aid in the pre-employment selection

process.

2. The ERI® is not designed to reveal, nor

should it be used for the purpose of

revealing, the existence, nature, or

severity of a disability, as defined under

the Canadian Human Rights Act.3.

The decision to hire or not hire a specific

applicant should not be based solely on

the applicant’s ERI® scores.  Hiring

decisions should be based on a review of

ALL information collected during the

conduct of the total selection process.

4. Laws regarding questionnaires such as

the ERI® vary from province to province.

Users are responsible for the monitoring

of any such laws.

3.3 ERI® USER AUTHORIZATION 

In order to maximize proper use, confidential-

ity, and security, Psychometrics Canada 

requires that only properly  trained and 

authorized individuals have access to ERI® 

documentation, materials, and results.  

Accordingly, please ensure that all individuals 

who will have access to ERI® docu-mentation, 

materials, and results have read and have been 

fully trained to administer, score, interpret, and 

use the ERI® according to the Procedures and 

Instructions contained in all of the ERI® 

documentation and materials, including, but 

not limited to those contained in the ERI® User’s 

Manual. 

®    
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PREPARING THE APPLICANT TO
TAKE THE ERI ®

1. Be sure that the ERI® is administered in

a quiet and well-lit location, which is as

free from distractions as possible.

Please be sure that the administration

of  the ERI® is conducted in a profes-

sional manner and that, among other

things, the applicant is encouraged to

adopt a serious and thoughtful ap-

proach to answering all statements.

Research has shown that use of the

ERI® does not result in discrimination on

the basis of race, gender, or age (Please

refer to Section 9 of this Manual  for

detailed information).  Nonetheless,

please be sure to assess each individual

applicant to determine if cultural, ethnic,

or language factors are  likely to interfere

with his/her ability to understand  the

ERI® instructions and statements.

Needless to say, a failure to accurately

understand the instructions and state-

ments, due to cultural, ethnic, or educa-

tional causes, can significantly affect the

accuracy and usefulness of the ERI®.  In

this regard, please note that in addition

to English, the ERI
®
 is available in

Spanish and French translations.

2. In ALL cases, the applicant should be

advised as to the purpose of the ERI®,

BEFORE it is administered to him/her.

(E.G. “This questionnaire is being

administered to you as one part of your

application for employment with [Your

Company’s Name].  I would like you to

carefully read and follow all of the

directions.”)

APPLICANT’S COMPLETION OF THE ERI

If applicants have questions about answering a

particular statement, instruct them to use the

guidelines contained in the test instructions,

 as the basis for coming up with their answer.

If an applicant states that he/she is unable

to answer a particular statement because it

does not apply to him/er (e.g., statement 60,

because he/she never goes into bars), the

applicant should be told to answer the statement

as being “False”.

®

You may not tell the applicant how to answer a

statement.  However, if the applicant does not

understand the meaning of certain words or

expressions, you may explain what the word or

expression means.

INSTRUCT APPLICANTS THAT ALL 81

STATEMENTS MUST BE ANSWERED AND

THAT THEY SHOULD GIVE ONLY ONE AN-

SWER FOR EACH STATEMENT.

10  Completion  of information regarding age, sex, and race is
voluntary and does not affect an applicant’s questionnaire results in
any way.  Similarly, the process of scoring of the questionnaire
does not adjust the scores, use different cutoff scores for, or
otherwise alter the results on the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
or national origin.
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4. REP0RTING AND INTERPRETING ERI
®

RESULTS

4.1 REP0RTING  ERI
®
  RESULTS

For purposes of communicating ERI
®
 results,

scores are reported in terms of a system of four

(4) arithmetically equal-sized zones (designated

1 through 4).  Each of the four zones is further

subdivided into two (2) arithmetically equal-

sized zones (A and B).  Results for each  of the

ERI
®
 scales are reported as falling into one of

the eight (8) zones,  as shown in the diagram

below.

1. The applicant’s score on each scale is

shown as a horizontal line extending

from left to right.  Shorter lines indicate

a higher likelihood of unreliable behavior.

Longer lines indicate a higher likelihood

of reliable behavior.

2. For each scale, different applicants can

be compared, based on the “zone” into

which their results fall.  Results in Zone

1 indicate there is a higher likelihood

the applicant will behave in a reliable

manner.  Results in Zone 4 indicate

there is a higher likelihood the appli-

cant will behave in an unreliable

manner.  Results in Zone 3A indicate

there is a higher likelihood of reliable

behavior than results in Zone 3B.

You can also use this system of zones to get an

approximate idea of how “low” or “high” the

applicant’s score is on each scale, relative to

the range of possible scores that can be ob-

tained on that scale.

1. The table on the back side of these

forms can also be used to help you

approximate where an applicant’s

other job applicants.  A copy of this

table is also shown on page 15.

Appendices C and D of this Manual contains

samples of how this system of zones appears

on the written report of results which is sent to

Template Scoring users, at the end of each day.

A similar, but less graphically elaborate repre-

sentation of the eight zones appears on your

computer screen, each time  you score an ERI
®

using the in-house computer scoring option.

4.2 SOME INTERPRETIVE GUIDELINES

 PLEASE NOTE:  Because of  the variability

inherent in any type of  scores, small differ-

ences in ERI
®
 results should never be used as

the basis for making decisions about appli-

cants or for comparing applicants.

As you read the following guides for  interpret-

ing applicant’s’ ERI
®
 results, please make

reference to either Appendix C or D at the back

of the Manual.

RELIABILITY

ZONE 4

B A B A B A B A

ZONE 3 ZONE 2 ZONE 1
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The table shows the approximate

percentage of job applicants who fall

into each zone.  The table also shows

the cumulative percentage of job appli-

cants who fall into that zone plus the

zones to the left of that zone.

The table is based on a group of over

60,000 job applicants who completed

the ERI
®
 as part of their pre-employ-

ment processing.  This normative group

of job applicants is drawn from all

regions of the country, represents all 10

Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)

Code Divisions, 54 Major SIC Groups,

and a wide range of job categories.  In

looking at this table, one can see that

applicants’ results are distributed

continuously along each of the  behav-

ioral - psychological dimensions mea-

sured by the ERI
® 

.

NOTES:

The upper number in parentheses represents the percentage of job applicants in the normative sample who fall into that

particular zone.

The lower number with no parentheses represents the percentage of job applicants in the normative sample who fall into

that zone, plus the zones to the left of that zone - i.e., they represent the cumulative percentage.

For example on the F scale 2.8% of job applicants in the normative sample fall into zone 3A, and 90.2% of job applicants in

the normative sample fall into zone 3A or one of the lower zones (i.e., zones 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B).  Put slightly differently,

90.2% of job applicants in the normative sample get a score in zone 3A or a better score.  Only 9.8% (100.0% - 90.2%) get a
poorer score.

Eight Zone Frequency Distributions For The Seven ERI® Scales
By Percent and Cumulative Percent

Based on a General Group of Job Applicants (N=60670)

RELIABILITY

Likelihood of Unreliable Behavior

ZONE 4

SCALE

A

C

E

F

H

Q

S

B A B A B A B A

ZONE 3 ZONE 2 ZONE 1

(14.4)
21.5

(20.9)
27.7

(25.8)
34.4

(23.8)
32.6

(16.4)
21.2

(12.2)
17.0

(13.0)
17.2

(19.9)
37.1

(28.6)
45.6

(34.1)
55.3

(36.1)
68.7

(32.8)
67.2

(36.5)
64.2

(24.0)
45.5

(4.2)
4.2

(4.8)
  4.8

(4.8)
  4.8

(8.8)
  8.8

(8.6)
  8.6

(6.8)
  6.8

(7.1)
  7.1

(20.1)
81.7

(14.3)
80.1

 (8.9)
86.5

 (2.8)
90.2

 (7.5)
93.5

 (1.7)
84.0

 (7.1)
77.7

 (4.2)
97.8

(12.5)
97.5

 (3.6)
95.0

 (1.1)
93.0

 (1.6)
98.2

 (1.4)
86.9

 (4.8)
94.0

(11.9)
93.6

 (4.9)
85.0

 (4.9)
91.4

 (1.7)
91.9

 (3.1)
96.6

 (1.4)
85.4

(11.5)
89.2

(13.1)

100.0

(1.9)

100.0

(7.0)

100.0

(4.9)

100.0

(2.5)

100.0

(2.3)

100.0

(6.0)

100.0

(24.5)
61.6

(20.2)
65.8

(22.3)
77.6

(18.7)
87.4

(18.8)
86.0

(18.1)
82.3

(25.1)
70.6
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contrast to the previous table, however, here

the cells indicate the approximate percentile

distributions for each of the seven ERI
®
 scales.

The table shown below, like the one on the

previous page, shows the distribution of scores

on each of the seven ERI
®
 scales, for the same

sample of over 60,000 job applicants.  In

Eight Zone Frequency Distributions For The Seven ERI® Scales
By Approximate Percentile

Based on a General Group of Job Applicants (N = 60670)

NOTES:

The number in each cell represents the approximate percentage of job applicants in the normative sample who obtained

scores on that scale which were "poorer"  than the job applicant's.

As an illustration of how to use this table, please note that in the normative sample, the number 10 appears in zone 3A for

the F scale.  This indicates that scores in this zone are at approximately the 10th percentile (i.e., approximately 10% of the
job applicants in the normative sample obtained scores on the F scale that were "poorer" than zone 3A, or put slightly

differently, approximately 10% of the normative sample obtained F scale scores in zones 3B, 4A, or 4B).

RELIABILITY

Likelihood of Unreliable Behavior

ZONE 4

SCALE

A

C

E

F

H

Q

S

B A B A B A B A

ZONE 3 ZONE 2 ZONE 1

0% 2% 6% 18% 38% 63% 83% 96%

0% 2% 15% 20%
34%

54% 2% 95%

7% 5% 8% 13% 22% 45% 79% 95%

0% 7% 8% 10% 13% 31% 67% 91%

0% 2% 3% 7% 14% 33% 66% 91%

0% 13% 14% 16% 18% 36% 72% 93%

0% 6% 11% 22% 29% 54% 78% 93%
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5. MAKING USE OF ERI ® RESULTS

5.1 SOME IMPORTANT PRINCIPLES
OF ERI

®
 USE

When making use of an applicant’s ERI
®

results, please remember that the ERI
®
 is a

pre-employment questionnaire which is de-

signed to help employers systematically identify

reliable and productive individuals prior to

making a hiring decision.  The questionnaire

assesses factors related to job performance

which can then be explored further during

interviews and reference verification.  Please

adhere to each of the following principles when

using the ERI
®
.

1. In order to make effective and accurate

use of an applicant’s ERI
®
 results, it is

necessary that you be thoroughly

familiar with what each ERI
®
 scale

assesses, the limitations to the use of

the ERI
®
, and the manner in which the

ERI
®
 was validated.  These are covered

in Sections 2 through 9 of this Manual.

2. The ERI® was developed and validated

as a pre-employment assessment tool.

For that reason, it is to be used only for

the assessment of new job applicants.

Under no circumstances should the

ERI® be administered to current em-

ployees or individuals other than actual

job applicants, nor should it be used for

any purpose other than as an aid in the

pre-employment selection process.

3. The seven ERI
®
 scales estimate the

likelihood that an applicant, if hired,

would perform on the job in a reliable

and productive manner.  However, you

should be aware that subsequent

changes in a person’s life and work

environment (both positive and nega-

tive) can affect his/her performance on

the job.  Supervisory knowledge of

employees and supervisory observation

of on the job behavior are commonly -

used techniques for monitoring and

helping to enhance job performance,

once an applicant is hired.

4. Because it is a pre-employment ques-

tionnaire, it is recommended that the

ERI
®
 be administered to job applicants

immediately after they have completed

the application for employment and

before they are interviewed or references

are verified.  When utilized in this

manner, the ERI® can serve as an

objective method for assessing issues

related to job performance, which can

then be explored further during inter-

views and reference verification.
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2. Anapplicantwhoisabletoreadand

understandtheERI®statementsmay

nonetheless,choosetonotreadthe

statementscarefully,ortonotreadthe

statementsatall,beforeanswering.

Underthesecircumstances,aswell,the

applicanthasfunctionallyguessed

whenansweringthestatements.

Undereitherofthesecircumstances,itis

highlylikelythattheapplicant’sresultswill

haveacharacteristicformtothem.Typically,

therewillbetwoormorescaleswhichhave

scoresinZone4.Routinelyexaminingeach

applicant’sresultsforthispatternwillprovide

youwithanadditionalcheckastothevalidity

oftheresults.13

Ifyoudiscoverthatanapplicant’sresultshave

twoormorescoresinzone4,itisnecessaryto

speakwiththeapplicant,inordertodetermine

thespecificcauseofthesescores.

If,uponinquiry,theapplicantacknowledgesa

difficultyinreadingcomprehension,you

shouldreviewthequestionnairewiththe

applicant,inordertodeterminethespecific

statementswherethisdifficultywasencoun-

tered.Asnotedearlier,youmaynottellthe

applicanthowtoanswerastatement,however,

iftheapplicantdoesnotunderstandthe

meaningofcertainwordsorexpressions,you

mayexplainwhatthewordorexpression

means.

Iftheapplicantstatesthathe/shewasableto

understandallofthe81statements,thenyou

shouldurgetheapplicanttoreviewhis/her

answers,toinsurethateachresponseisbased

onacarefulreadingandconsiderationofthe

statement.

Oncethishasbeendone,theERI®shouldthen

berescored.Ourexperiencehasbeenthatmost

5. Undernocircumstancesshouldthe

decisiontohireornothireanapplicant

bebasedsolelyonhis/herERI
®
results.

Hiringdecisionsshouldbebasedona

reviewofALLinformationcollectedby

youduringtheapplicantevaluation

process.

5.2 ANIMPORTANTNOTEREGARDING
SMALLDIFFERENCESINRESULTS

Becauseofthevariabilityinherentinanytype

ofscores,smalldifferencesinERI
®
results

shouldneverbeusedasthebasisformaking

decisionsaboutapplicantsorforcomparing

applicants.

5.3 REVIEWINGRESULTSFORPOSSIBLE
PROBLEMS

Thefailureofanapplicanttocarefullyreadand

understandeachofthe81statementscan

significantlyaffecttheaccuracyandusefulness

oftheERI®.Invalidresultsmaybeproduced

undertwodifferentsetsofcircumstances.

1. Althoughstatementsarewordedata

sixthgradereadinglevel,cultural,

ethnic,language,oreducationalfactors

couldtheoreticallycontributetoreading

comprehensiondifficultiesforsome

applicants.Inspiteofhavingassessed

eachindividualapplicanttodetermine

his/herabilitytounderstandtheERI®

instructionsandstatements(asnoted

inSection3.4.2),itispossiblethatan

applicantmayhaveencounteredread-

ingcomprehensiondifficulties,without

theadministratorbeingawareofthis

fact.Undersuchcircumstancesthe

applicanthashadtoguesswhenan-

sweringthosestatementswhichhe/she

didnotunderstand.

13  In most samples of job applicants greater than 500, when the proper
administration and scoring procedures are followed, the proportion of
scores with this pattern typically falls between12% and 15%.
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ofthetime,theabove-describedapproach

resolvesthematter.However,ifthereare

stilltwoormorescoresinZone4,then

cautionshouldbeusedwheninterpreting

theresults,unlessthereiscorroborating

informationfromothersourcestosupport

thehypothesisthattheapplicantisvirtu-

allycertaintoperformonthejobinan

unreliablemanner,ifhired.

5.4 “FAKINGGOOD”AND
ERI®RESULTS

So-called“fakinggood”orresponsedistortionis

anissueofrelevancetotheuseofpsychologi-

calassessmenttechniquesinpre-employment

settings.Incontrasttosomepre-employment

instruments,theERI®doesnotusearesponse

distortionscaleor“faking”scale.Forthis

reasonitisofinteresttoexaminewhether

resultsonanyofthesevenscalesaresignifi-

cantlyaffectedbyanapplicant’sattemptsto

“fakegood”.

Thisissuehasbeenexaminedinsomedetail. 14

Inbrief,correlationcoefficientswerecomputed

betweeneachofthesevenERI®scalesand

threeputativemeasuresofresponsedistortion

-the16PF Motivational Distortionscale(N=420),

andtheMMPILie,andKscales(N=194).The

resultsareshowninthefollowingtable.As

canbeseen,thesedatastronglysupportthe

conclusionthatallsevenERI®scalesarefree

fromthepotentiallyconfoundingeffectsof

responsedistortion.

14  Borofsky, G. L. (1992)  Assessing the likelihood of reliable
workplace behavior:  Further contributions to the validation of the
Employee Reliability Inventory.  Psychological Reports, 70, 563-
592.

ERI®

SCALE

A -.05 -.01 .10

C -.01 -.03 .11

E -.09 -.09 -.29

F .05 .04 -.03

H .01 .04 .04

Q -.05 .01 .15

S .06 .00 .15

16PF MMPI MMPI

FAKE GOOD LIE K
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5.5 USING THE ERI
®

AS A PRE-INTERVIEW
QUESTIONNAIRE

As noted earlier, use of the ERI® is an objective

method for identifying issues related to job

performance which may require further explo-

ration during interviews and reference verifica-

tion.  Use of the ERI
®
 can help you to make the

most effective use of your time during inter-

views and reference verification by helping you

to selectively focus your questions in those

specific areas of reliable and productive behav-

ior which are important in the particular job

setting for which the applicant is being consid-

ered.  Coordinated use of the ERI,
®
 with fo-

cused inquiries during interviews and reference

verification, should greatly increase the likeli-

hood of your identifying reliable and productive

individuals prior to making a hiring decision.

If an applicant’s score on one or more of the

ERI
®
 scales suggests a possible problem area,

the applicant can be questioned in greater

detail than usual about their past record of on-

the-job performance, in the specific area(s) of

behavior where a question has been raised by

the ERI
®
 results.  In similar fashion, questions

asked of past employers can focus in greater

detail than usual on the applicant’s job perfor-

mance in the specific area(s) of behavior where

a question has been raised by the results.

5.5.1 SOME GENERAL GUIDELINES
FOR ASKING FOLLOW-UP
QUESTIONS

It should be understood that the sample ques-

tions being referred to are only intended as

examples of the types of questions that could

be asked.  You should ensure that the particu-

lar wording you choose for your questions does

not violate any applicable statutory or regula-

tory restrictions, including the provisions of the

Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA).

In asking follow-up questions you also should

keep the following guidelines in mind:

• Questions should not be accusatory.

• Questions should be limited to content

areas which are relevant and necessary

for the performance of the specific job for

which the applicant is applying.

• There should be a direct relationship

between the information being sought

and the specific requirements of the job

for which the applicant is applying.  For

example, you should not ask questions

dealing with religious beliefs, or affilia-

tions, racial matters, sexual behavior,

political beliefs and affiliations, or

beliefs or opinions regarding unions or

labor organizations.

• Questions should be non-discriminatory

and should not be used to disclose a

disability, its nature, or its extent.

This issue is given greater coverage in the

Technical Bulletin, Use of the Employee Reli-

ability Inventory (ERI
®
) as a Pre-Interview

Questionnaire, and in the Manual which accom-

panies the ERI
®
 Americans With Disabilities

(ADA) Kit.
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5.6 TECHNICAL SUPPORT

If you have questions about any aspect of  ERI

administration, scoring, interpretation, use, or

if you would like  to discuss the interpretation

of a specific applicant’s ERI
®
 results, with a

member of our staff, please call ERI
®
 Technical

Support at the numbers listed below.

PSYCHOMETRICS CANADA

1-800-661-5158

6. CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION OF
THE ERI ®

6.1 ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE
ERI®

The ERI® was constructed using a criterion-

based methodology for attempting to predict

the likelihood of the target behaviors, rather

than attempting to predict them indirectly,

through the assessment of personality traits,

values, beliefs, tendencies or attitudes.

The first step in the criterion-based method is

the identification of groups of individuals who

have actually exhibited the criterion or target

behaviors that are to be assessed.  The Uniform

Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures, 15

(Section 14b(3)) indicate that the specific

criterion behaviors being assessed should

represent “important or critical work

behavior(s) or work outcomes.”  Several of the

specific examples contained in the Uniform

Guidelines represent common forms of unreli-

able/unproductive behavior.

In the case of the initial version of the ERI®, the

relevant criterion behaviors were determined to

be:

1. Impaired on-the-job performance as a

consequence of the person’s pattern of

alcohol or illegal drug use.

2. Having been found guilty of a theft

offense.

3. Absence of a history of unreliable and

unproductive behavior - that is, no

history of impaired on-the-job perfor-

mance as a consequence of the person’s

pattern of alcohol or illegal drug use,

and no history of having been found

guilty of theft offenses.

The next step was the writing of an initial pool

of over 500 “True - False” type statements

which, it was believed, would be likely to

differentiate reliable and productive individuals

from those who were unreliable and unproduc-

tive.

15 Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Uniform Guidelines on Employee

Selection Procedures.  (Washington, D.C.:  BNA Education Systems,

1979), pp.34
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ThisinitialformoftheERI®wasadministered

toindividualsineachofthethreecriterion

groupsdescribedabove.UsingDiscriminant

FunctionAnalysis,withthestepwiseminimiza-

tionofresidualsmethod,containedin Statisti-

cal Package For The Social Sciences(SPSS
X
),

16

answerswereanalyzedtodeterminewhichof

theover500statementsweremosteffectivein

differentiatingsubjectswhosebehaviorwas

reliableandproductivefromthosewhose

behaviorwasunproductiveorunreliable.By

thisprocedure,thenumberofitemsinthe

ERI®wasreducedto81.

6.2 ORIGINALVALIDATIONOFTHE
ERI®

TheUniform Guidelines on Employee Selection

Proceduresandacceptedscientificstandards 17

requirethatquestionnairessuchastheERI®

demonstratewhatisknownasvalidity.That

is,theremustbescientificallysoundevidence

thatthequestionnaireactuallymeasureswhat

itclaimstomeasure.Approachestovalidation

typicallyfallintooneofthreecategories:

1) Construct-RelatedValidity;2)Content-

RelatedValidity;and3)Criterion-Related

Validity.

6.2.1 CONSTRUCT-RELATEDVALIDITY
ANDTHEERI®

Construct-RelatedValidityrefersprimarilyto

theassessmentofaparticularconceptor

construct.Examplesofpsychologicalcon-

structsare:needforachievement,affiliative

drive,selfesteem,locusofcontrol,andtime

urgency.Asnotedearlier,theERI®doesnot

usethemeasurementofsuchconstructsin

assessingjobapplicants.TheERI®directly

assessesthelikelihoodofspecificbehaviors,

ratherthanindirectlyinferringtheirlikelihood

fromtheassessmentofpsychologicalcon-

structs.Forthisreason,theconstruct-related

approachtovalidationwasnotconsideredto

beapreferredmethodforvalidatingtheERI®.

Itshouldbenotedhowever,thatfactoranaly-

sisofeachoftheseven(7)ERI®scalesreveals

thepresenceofanunderlyingstructureto

eachscale.18Foreachscale,thisunderlying

structureisdiscernibleintheformofpsycho-

logicalconstructs.

6.2.2 CONTENT-RELATEDVALIDITY
ANDTHEERI®

Content-relatedValidityreferstothedegree

towhichthecontentoftheindividualitemsin

aquestionnaireortestarerepresentativeof

whatthequestionnaireispurportingtoassess.

InthecaseoftheERI®,theissueiswhether

thecontentoftheindividualitemsintheERI ®

isrepresentativeof,orrelatedto,thepredic-

tionofreliableandproductivebehavior.Con-

tent-relatedvalidityisusuallymostrelevant

duringtheinitialdevelopmentofatestor

questionnaire.

Typically,judgmentsofcontent-relatedvalidity

aremadeonthebasisofexpertjudgmentsas

towhatistheappropriatecontentforpredict-

ingthespecificbehaviorbeingassessed.Dur-

ingtheinitialdevelopmentoftheERI®,an

initialpoolofover500statementswascreated,

which,itwasbelieved,wererelatedtothe

specificaspectsofreliableandproductive

behaviorthatwerebeingstudied.

6.2.3 CRITERION-RELATEDVALIDITY
ANDTHEERI®

Criterion-relatedValidityreferstothedegree

towhichaquestionnaireortestisableto

accuratelyassessindividualswithrespecttoa

specificcriterionbehaviorsuchasreliableor

productivebehavior.Morespecifically,the

ERI®couldbesaidtohavedemonstrated

18  Borofsky, G. L.  (1992)  A preliminary investigation into the
structure of reliable and productive workplace behavior:  Factor
analysis of the Employee Reliability Inventory.  Boston, MA:
Bay State Psychological Associates.

16   SPSS.  (Norman H. Nie, ed.) SPSSX
 User’s Guide.  Chicago:  1983

17   American Psychological Association, Standards For Educational And

Psychological Testing, (Washington, D.C.:  Author, 1985).
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criterion-relatedvalidityifitcouldbeshownto

beempiricallyaccurateindifferentiating

reliableandproductiveindividualsfromthose

whoarenot.

Themostcommonmethodofdemonstrating

criterion-relatedvalidityisthroughtheuseofa

varietyofcomparisonorcriteriongroups,each

ofwhichmanifestsoneormoreofthespecific

behaviorsofinterest.

TheinitialstepinthevalidationoftheERI®

wastodeterminewhetherornotitwastechni-

callyfeasible(asdefinedinSection16Uofthe

Uniform Guidelines)toconductcriterion-related

validitystudies.Thiswasdonefollowingthe

procedurescontainedinSection14b(1)ofthe

Uniform Guidelines.Usingtheseprocedures,it

wasdeterminedthatitwas,infact,technically

feasibletoutilizethecriterion-relatedmethod

forstudyingthevalidityoftheERI®.

Theresultsofanumberofcriterion-related

validationandcross-validationstudiesare

reportedhere,andinSection7,below.

6.3 RSCALE

TheoriginalformoftheERI®containedone

scale,whichwasdesignatedastheRscale.

TheRscalewasintendedtoprovideanoverall

measureofthelikelihoodthatanapplicant

wouldperformon-the-jobinareliableand

productivemanner.

6.3.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Threecriteriongroupswereusedinthedevel-

opment,validationandcross-validationofthe

RScale.Thesewere:

1. Individualswhohadbeenunableto

performeffectivelyonthejobasa

consequenceoftheirpatternofalcohol

orillegaldruguse,andwhorequired

treatmentforthiscondition.

Thiscriteriongroupofsubjectswas

administeredtheERI®attheoutsetof

theiradmissiontoaprivatehospital.

Allsubjectsinthisgroupwerepatients

ononeofthealcohol/substancetreat-

mentunits.Theseindividualshadbeen

hospitalizedasaresultoftheirbeing

unabletoperformeffectivelyonthejob,

asaconsequenceoftheirpatternof

alcoholorillegaldruguse.

2. Individualsfoundguiltyoftheftof-

fenses.

Thiscriteriongroupofsubjectswas

administeredtheERI®ataMunicipal

Court.Theprocedurewastoadminis-

tertheERI®immediatelyaftertherewas

afindingofguiltmadebythepresiding

judge.

3. Individualswithnohistoryofdisrupted

productivityasaconsequenceoftheir

patternofalcoholorillegaldruguse,

andnohistoryofhavingbeenfound

guiltyoftheftoffenses.

Fortheconstructionandvalidationof

theRScale,thesubjectsinthiscrite-

riongroupwereadministeredthe

questionnaireatavarietyoflocations.

Inallcasestheabsenceofahistoryof

productiondeviantbehaviorasaconse-

quenceoftheirpatternofalcoholor

illegaldruguseandtheabsenceofa

historyoftheftoffenseconvictionswas

confirmedbythesubjects’answerstoa

questionnairedesignedtoevaluatethese

factors.

Forthecross-validationstudyreported

below,thesubjectsinthiscriterion
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groupwereadministeredtheERI®as

onepartofthepre-employmentselec-

tionprocessusedbyarestaurant

chain.Inallcases,theabsenceofa

historyofproductiondeviantbehavior

wasconfirmedbythesubjects’answers

toquestionsduringtheconductofthe

company’sregularapplicationinterview.

Inaddition,thesubjectsinthisgroup

hadbeenratedbytheirrespective

restaurantmanagersasbeingamong

thetop50%oftherestaurant’semploy-

ees,intermsoftheiractualperfor-

manceonthejob.

6.3.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroups(1)and(2)

above,werepooledtogetherandoperationally

definedasunreliable,whileindividualsin

criteriongroup(3)above,wereoperationally

definedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudywereas

follows:

TotalSampleSize: N=117

ReliableSubjects: N=38

UnreliableSubjects: N=79

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.9677,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.0636,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas181.845,with38

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<0.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityoflessthan

oneinonehundredthousandofhavingoc-

curredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevelof

statisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)recom-

mendedinSection14B(5)ofthe Uniform

Guidelines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’ Rscale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin94%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthattheRscalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingreliableandproduc-

tiveindividualsfromthosewhoareunreliable.

6.3.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Toascertainwhetherornotthereisan“over-

statement”ofaprocedure’svalidity,Section

14B(7)oftheUniform Guidelinesrecommends

theuseofacross-validationmethodology.

Cross-validationinvolvesconductingasecond

studyusingdifferentindividuals.Thepurpose

istodetermineifthediscriminantfunction

derivedinthevalidationstudycontinuesto

differentiatethecriteriongroupsfromeach

other,whennewgroupsofsubjectsareas-

sessed.

Forthecross-validationoftheRscale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudy.

Samplesizesforthecross-validationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=77

ReliableSubjects: N=38

UnreliableSubjects: N=39
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Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidation

oftheRscalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’ Rscale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin90%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatevenwhenthe R

scalewassubjectedtocross-validation,itwas

foundtobeeffectiveindifferentiatingreliable

individualsfromthosewhoareunreliable.

7. SUBSEQUENTDEVELOPMENTOF
THEERI®

As notedabove,theoriginalRscalewasdevel-

oped andvalidatedasanoverallmeasureofthe 
likelihood thatanapplicantwouldperformon-

the-job inareliableandproductivemanner. 
Overtime, however,increasedunderstandingof 
thevariousspecificcausesofunreliableand 
unproductive behavior,aswellasanincreased 
understandingofthemultifactorialnatureof 
workplace behavior,ledtotheconclusionthat in

ordertobemostusefultoemployers,the ERI®

shouldbecapableofperformingacom-

prehensive (i.e.,multifactorial)assessmentof job

applicants.

Inordertoaccomplishthisgoal,Psychometrics 
Canada initiated anongoingprogramofresearch.

Todate,the resultsofthisresearchhaveyielded

theseven (7) scalescurrentlycontainedinthe

ERI®. ThesearetheA,C,E,F,H,Q Q Q Q Q andS19

scales describedearlierinthisManual.

7.1 ASCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

TheAscalewasdesignedtoassessthelikeli-

hoodthatanapplicant’sworkperformancewill

bereliable,inthathis/herperformancewillnot

bedisruptedbybehaviorssuchasinattentive-

ness,unauthorizedabsence/lateness,failingto

followthroughonassignments,orotherinap-

propriateworkbehaviors.Itisnotdesignedto

assesstheextentofpriororcurrentalcoholor

illegaldruguse.Similarly,itisnotdesignedto

reveal,norshoulditbeusedforthepurposeof

revealing,theexistence,nature,orseverityofa

disability.

7.1.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

theAscale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadbeenunableto

performeffectivelyonthejobasa

consequenceoftheirpatternofalcohol

orillegaldruguse,andwhorequired

treatmentforthiscondition.

Thiscriteriongroupofsubjectswas

administeredtheERI®attheoutsetof

theiradmissiontoaprivatehospital.

Allsubjectsinthisgroupwerepatients

ononeofthealcohol/substancetreat-

mentunits.Theseindividualshadbeen

hospitalizedasaresultoftheirbeing

unabletoperformeffectivelyonthejob,

asaconsequenceoftheirpatternof

alcoholorillegaldruguse.

2. Individualswithnohistoryofproduction

deviantbehaviorasaconsequenceof

theirpatternofalcoholorillegaldrug

use.

Eachmemberofthiscriteriongroupwas

ajobapplicantwhopossessedacurrent

securityclearance,enablinghim/herto

haveaccesstoinformationclassifiedTop

19   In the current version, the R scale is no longer used.
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Secret.Inordertogainthislevelof

securityclearance,eachindividualwas

subjectedto,andsuccessfullypassed,a

fullfieldbackgroundinvestigation

whichincluded,amongotherthings,

investigationofpriorpatternsofunreli-

able/unproductivebehavior.The

ERI®wasadministeredaspartofthe

pre-employmentprocessingofeach

individual.

7.1.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while

individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudywereas

follows:

TotalSampleSize: N=111

UnreliableSubjects: N=53

ReliableSubjects: N=58

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.9397,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.1170,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas189.851,with27

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<0.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityofless

thanoneinonehundredthousandofhaving

occurredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevel

ofstatisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)recom-

mendedinSection14B(5)oftheUniform Guide-

lines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindividual

(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”classified,

basedontheindividuals’Ascalescores,the

ERI®correctlyclassifiedgroupmembershipin

99%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthattheAscalewaseffec-

tiveindifferentiatingreliableandproductive

individualsfromthosewhoseon-thejobperfor-

mancewasimpairedasaconsequenceoftheir

patternofalcoholorillegaldruguse.

7.1.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationoftheAscale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyoftheAScale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validation

studywereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=44

UnreliableSubjects: N=29

ReliableSubjects: N=15

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

theAscalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’Ascale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin84%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthatevenwhentheAscale

wassubjectedtocross-validation,itwasfound

tobeeffectiveindifferentiatingreliableand

productiveindividualsfromthosewhoseon-the
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jobperformancewasimpairedasaconse-

quenceoftheirpatternofalcoholorillegaldrug

use.

7.2 CSCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

TheCscalewasdesignedtoassessapplicants

withrespecttothelikelihoodthattheirinterac-

tionswithcustomers/guestswillbecharacter-

izedbyahighlevelofcourtesyandcommit-

menttoservice.

7.2.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

“Frontofthehouse”employees(i.e.,employees

havingdirectfacetofacecontactwithguestsas

partoftheirduties)in32differentdepartments

ofanEastCoastresorthotelwereusedto

constructtwocriteriongroups.Priortobeing

hired,individualsineachcriteriongrouphad

beenadministeredtheERI®aspartofthepre-

employmentselectionprocess.

Eachindividualwasratedbyhis/hersupervi-

sorastohowcourteoushe/shewaswhen

interactingwithguests.Theeightpointdefini-

tionofcourteousbehavior,shownbelow,was

usedforthispurpose.

• Demonstratescourtesy,constant

politenessandapositiveattitude

towardguests

• Presentsagenuinelyfriendlyoutgoing

manner

• Initiatescommunicationwithguests

throughgreetingsandcordialconversa-

tion

• Remainscourteousevenduringdifficult

confrontationswithguests

• Demonstratesanawarenessofin-

houseactivitiesandknowsthephysical

locationofpublicareas

• Providesservicethroughouttheentire

interactionwithaguest

• Smiles

• Consistentlymakeseyecontactaspart

oftheircommunicationskills

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

theCscale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhowereratedasbeingthe

bestineachDepartment,intermsof

meetingtheabovedefinitionofcourte-

ousbehavior.

2. Individualswhowereratedasbeingthe

poorestineachDepartment,interms

ofmeetingtheabovedefinitionof

courteousbehavior.

7.2.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingmore courteous

intheirbehavior,whileindividualsincriterion

group(2)above,wereoperationallydefinedas

beingless courteous.

Samplesizesforthevalidationstudywereas

follows:

TotalSampleSize: N=112

MoreCourteousSubjects: N=81

LessCourteousSubjects: N=31

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.8928theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.2030,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas147.50,with35

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityofless
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wassubjectedtocross-validation,itwasfound

tobeeffectiveindifferentiatingindividualswho

performedonthejobinacourteousmanner,

fromthosewhodidnot.

7.3 ESCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

TheEscalewasdesignedtoassessthelikeli-

hoodthatanapplicant’sworkperformancewill

becharacterizedbyemotionallymaturebehav-

ior,andthatitwillnotbedisruptedbythe

presenceofmaladaptivepersonalitycharacter-

isticsortraitssuchasirresponsibility,poor

judgment,difficultyinworkingcooperatively

withothers,orpoorimpulsecontrol.

Itisimportanttoemphasizethatthisscaleis

notintendedtoassess,nordoesitinfact

assess,forthepresenceofmentalorpsycho-

logicalimpairmentordisorder,oran

applicant’sgeneralphysicalorpsychological

health.20

7.3.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

theEscale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadbeenunableto

performeffectivelyonthejobandin

theirpersonallivesduetothepresence

ofmaladaptivepersonalitytraits.

Thiscriteriongroupofsubjectswas

administeredtheERI®attheoutsetof

theiradmissiontoaprivatehospital.

Theadmissionnoteforeachpersonwas

reviewed,toinsurethatnoindividual

withanAxisIdisorderwouldbein-

cludedinthegroup.

2. Individualswithnohistoryofunreli-

able/unproductivebehaviorduetothe

thanoneinonehundredthousandofhaving

occurredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevel

ofstatisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)rec-

ommendedinSection14B(5)ofthe Uniform

Guidelines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(morecourteousorlesscourteous)was

“blindly”classified,basedontheindividuals’  C

scalescores,theERI®correctlyclassified

groupmembershipin98%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatthe  C scalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingindividualswho

performedonthejobinacourteousmanner,

fromthosewhodidnot.

7.2.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationofthe  C scale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyofthe  C Scale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=16

MoreCourteousSubjects: N=14

LessCourteousSubjects: N=2

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

the C scalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(morecourteousorlesscourteous)was

“blindly”classified,basedontheindividuals’ C

scalescores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin75%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatevenwhenthe C scale 20  Borofsky, G. L. (1992)  Assessing the likelihood of reliable
workplace behavior:  Further contributions to the validation of the
Employee Reliability Inventory.  Psychological Reports, 70, 563-
592.
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presenceofmaladaptivepersonality

traits.

Eachmemberofthiscriteriongroup

wasajobapplicantwhopossesseda

currentsecurityclearance,enabling

him/hertohaveaccesstoinformation

classifiedTopSecret.Inordertogain

thislevelofsecurityclearance,each

individualwassubjectedto,andsuc-

cessfullypassed,afullfieldbackground

investigation,whichincluded,among

otherthings,investigationofprior

patternsofunreliable/unproductive

behavior.TheERI®wasadministered

aspartofthepre-employmentprocess-

ingofeachindividual.

7.3.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while

individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=91

UnreliableSubjects: N=35

ReliableSubjects: N=56

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.9368,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.1224,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas144.954,with

22degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatistically

significantatthep<0.00001levelofsignifi-

cance.Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityof

lessthanoneinonehundredthousandof

havingoccurredbychance.Thisfarexceeds

thelevelofstatisticalsignificance(onein

twenty)recommendedinSection14B(5)ofthe

Uniform Guidelines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’Escale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin92%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthattheEscalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingreliableandproduc-

tiveindividualsfromthosewhowereunableto

performeffectivelyduetothepresenceof

maladaptivepersonalitytraits.

7.3.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationoftheEscale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyoftheEScale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validation

studywereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=31

UnreliableSubjects: N=14

ReliableSubjects: N=17

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

theEscalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’ Escale

carey
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scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin84%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatevenwhenthe

Escalewassubjectedtocross-validation,it

wasfoundtobeeffectiveindifferentiating

reliableandproductiveindividualsfromthose

whowereunabletoperformeffectivelydueto

thepresenceofmaladaptivepersonalitytraits.

7.4 FSCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

TheFscalewasdesignedtoassessindividuals

withrespecttoonecomponentofunplanned

anduncontrolledturnover.TheFscaleas-

sessesthelikelihoodthatajobapplicantwill

performinaconscientiousandreliableman-

ner,willnotbefired,andwillremainonthejob

foratleast30days.

7.4.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

theFscale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadbeenfiredfrom

theirjobwithinthirty(30)daysofbeing

hired.

2. Individualswhoneitherquitnorwere

firedfromtheirjobwithinthirty(30)

daysofbeinghired;thatis,theyhad

workedattheirjobformorethanthirty

(30)days.

Priortobeinghired,eachindividualwasadmin-

isteredtheERI®aspartofthepre-employment

selectionprocess.

7.4.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while

individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=87

UnreliableSubjects: N=10

ReliableSubjects: N=77

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.7544,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.4309,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas63.140,with20

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<0.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityofless

thanoneinonehundredthousandofhaving

occurredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevel

ofstatisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)rec-

ommendedinSection14B(5)ofthe Uniform

Guidelines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’Fscale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin95%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthattheFscalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingreliableandproduc-

tiveindividualsfromthosewhowerefiredfrom

theirjobwithin30daysofbeinghired.

7.4.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationoftheFscale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyoftheFScale.

carey
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Samplesizesforthecross-validation

studywereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=102

UnreliableSubjects: N=9

ReliableSubjects: N=93

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

theFscalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’Fscale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin84%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatevenwhenthe

Fscalewassubjectedtocross-validation,it

wasfoundtobeeffectiveindifferentiating

reliableandproductiveindividualsfromthose

whowerefiredfromtheirjobwithinthirty(30)

daysofbeinghired.

7.5 HSCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

TheHscalewasdesignedtoassessthelikeli-

hoodthatanapplicantwillperforminatrust-

worthymanner,andwillnotengageinvarious

formsofpropertydeviantbehavior.

7.5.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

theHscale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadbeenfoundguiltyof

theftoffenses.

Thiscriteriongroupofsubjectswas

administeredtheERI®ataMunicipal

Court.Theprocedurewastoadminis-

tertheERI®immediatelyafterthere

wasafindingofguiltmadebythe

presidingjudge.

2. Individualswithnohistoryofhaving

beenfoundguiltyoftheftoffenses.

Eachmemberofthiscriteriongroup

wasajobapplicantwhopossesseda

currentsecurityclearance,enabling

him/hertohaveaccesstoinformation

classifiedTopSecret.Inordertogain

thislevelofsecurityclearance,each

individualwassubjectedto,andsuc-

cessfullypassed,afullfieldbackground

investigation,whichincluded,among

otherthings,investigationofprior

patternsofunreliable/unproductive

behavior.TheERI®wasadministered

aspartofthepre-employmentprocess-

ingofeachindividual.

7.5.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while

individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=73

UnreliableSubjects: N=19

ReliableSubjects: N=54

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.9903,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.0194,

carey
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andtheChiSquarevaluewas179.404,with

31degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatistically

significantatthep<0.00001levelofsignifi-

cance.Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityof

lessthanoneinonehundredthousandof

havingoccurredbychance.Thisfarexceeds

thelevelofstatisticalsignificance(onein

twenty)recommendedinSection14B(5)ofthe

Uniform Guidelines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’Hscale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin92%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthattheHscalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingreliableandproduc-

tiveindividualsfromthosewhowereoperation-

allydefinedasunreliable,basedontheir

documentedrecordofpropertydeviantbehav-

ior.

7.5.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationoftheHscale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyoftheHScale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=29

UnreliableSubjects: N=10

ReliableSubjects: N=19

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

theHscalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®inthis

study.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindividual

(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”classified,

basedontheindividuals’Hscalescores,the

ERI®correctlyclassifiedgroupmembershipin

90%ofthecases.

ThisresultindicatesthatevenwhentheHscale

wassubjectedtocross-validation,itwasfound

tobeeffectiveindifferentiatingreliableand

productiveindividualsfromthosewhowere

operationallydefinedasunreliable,basedon

theirdocumentedrecordofpropertydeviant

behavior.

7.6 Q  Q  Q  Q  Q  SCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

The QQQQQ scalewasdesignedtoassessindividuals

withrespecttoasecondcomponentofun-

plannedanduncontrolledturnover.The QQQQQ

scaleassessesthelikelihoodthatajobappli-

cantwillnotquitandwillremainonthejobfor

atleast30days.

7.6.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

the QQQQQ scale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadquittheirjobs

withinthirty(30)daysofbeinghired.

2. Individualswhoneitherquitnorwere

firedfromtheirjobwithinthirty(30)

daysofbeinghired;thatis,theyhad

workedattheirjobformorethanthirty

(30)days.

Priortobeinghired,eachindividualwasadmin-

isteredtheERI®aspartofthepre-employment

selectionprocess.

7.6.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while
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individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudywereas

follows:

TotalSampleSize: N=126

UnreliableSubjects: N=22

ReliableSubjects: N=104

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.6388,theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.5919,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas61.358,with14

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<0.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityofless

thanoneinonehundredthousandofhaving

occurredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevel

ofstatisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)recom-

mendedinSection14B(5)oftheUniform Guide-

lines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’ QQQQQ scale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin90%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatthe QQQQQ scalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingindividualswho

remainedonthejobformorethan30days,

fromthosewhoquittheirjobswithin30daysof

beinghired.

7.6.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationofthe  QQQQQ scale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselectedin

themannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyofthe QQQQQ Scale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=83

UnreliableSubjects: N=17

ReliableSubjects: N=66

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

the QQQQQ scalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®in

thisstudy.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’  QQQQQ scale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin76%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatevenwhenthe

QQQQQ scalewassubjectedtocross-validation,it

wasfoundtobeeffectiveindifferentiating

individualswhoremainedonthejobformore

than30days,fromthosewhoquittheirjobs

within30daysofbeinghired.

7.7 SSCALE:CONSTRUCTIONAND
VALIDATION

The S scalewasdesignedtoassessindividuals

withrespecttoonecomponentofproduction

deviance.The S scaleassessesthelikelihood

thatajobapplicantwillperformonthejobina

safemanner,andwillnothaveasignificanton-

the-jobaccidentinthefirstfourmonthsof

employment.21

21   For present purposes, a significant on-the-job accident is
defined as one in which the costs involved exceed $300.00.
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7.7.1 CRITERIONGROUPS

Forboththevalidationandcross-validationof

the S scale,thefollowingcriteriongroupswere

used:

1. Individualswhohadasignificanton-

the-jobaccidentinthefirstfour

monthsofemployment.

2. Individualswhodidnothaveasignifi-

canton-the-jobaccidentinthefirstfour

monthsofemployment.

Priortobeinghired,eachindividualwasad-

ministeredtheERI®aspartofthepre-employ-

mentselectionprocess.

7.7.2 VALIDATION

Individualsincriteriongroup(1)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingunreliable,while

individualsincriteriongroup(2)above,were

operationallydefinedasbeingreliable.

Samplesizesforthisvalidationstudywereas

follows:

TotalSampleSize: N=59

UnreliableSubjects: N=14

ReliableSubjects: N=45

DiscriminantFunctionAnalysis,withthe

stepwiseminimizationofresidualsmethod

containedinSPSS
X
,wasutilizedinthisanaly-

sis.

Forthediscriminantfunctionderivedinthis

study,thecanonicalcorrelationcoefficientwas

0.9997theWilks’Lambdavaluewas0.0005,

andtheChiSquarevaluewas253.72,with48

degreesoffreedom.Thisisstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<.00001levelofsignificance.

Thatis,thisresulthasaprobabilityoflessthan

oneinonehundredthousandofhavingoc-

curredbychance.Thisfarexceedsthelevelof

statisticalsignificance(oneintwenty)recom-

mendedinSection14B(5)oftheUniform Guide-

lines.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindi-

vidual(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”

classified,basedontheindividuals’  S scale

scores,theERI®correctlyclassifiedgroup

membershipin100%ofthecases.

Thisresultindicatesthatthe  S scalewas

effectiveindifferentiatingindividualswho

performedonthejobinasafemanner,from

thosewhohadasignificanton-the-jobacci-

dentinthefirstfourmonthsofemployment.

7.7.3 CROSS-VALIDATION

Forthecross-validationofthe  S scale,the

subjectsineachcriteriongroupwereselected

inthemannerdescribedearlier.Thespecific

subjectsinthisstudy,however,weredifferent

individualsfromthoseparticipatinginthe

originalvalidationstudyofthe S Scale.

Samplesizesforthecross-validationstudy

wereasfollows:

TotalSampleSize: N=26

UnreliableSubjects: N=5

ReliableSubjects: N=21

Inconformancewithstandardapproachesto

cross-validation,thediscriminantfunction

weightsderivedduringtheoriginalvalidationof

the S scalewereusedtoscoreeachERI®inthis

study.

Wherethegroupmembershipofeachindividual

(reliableorunreliable)was“blindly”classified,

basedontheindividuals’ S scalescores,the

ERI®correctlyclassifiedgroupmembershipin
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85% of the cases.

This result indicates that even when the S

scale was subjected to cross-validation, it was

found to be effective in differentiating individu-

als who performed on the job in a safe manner,

from those who had a significant on-the-job

accident in the first four months of employ-

ment.

8.0 SOME PSYCHOMETRIC
PROPERTIES OF THE ERI

®

The data reported below are based on a group

of job applicants (N = 60,670) who completed

the ERI
®
 as part of their pre-employment

processing.  This normative group of job appli-

cants is drawn from all regions of the country,

represents all 10 Standard Industrial classifi-

cation (SIC) Code Divisions, 54 Major SIC

Groups, and a wide range of job categories.  As

can be seen in Section 8.2 below, applicants’

results on each scale are distributed continu-

ously along each of the behavioral-psychologi-

cal dimensions measured by the ERI
®
.

8.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

To facilitate the use of these descriptive statis-

tics when examining an individual applicant’s

results, they are reported in terms of the eight

zone system of scores, rather than the dis-

criminant scores.  In reading this table, please

note that for the mean, median, and mode, the

values of the numbers to the left of the decimal

point refer to the zone number in the eight

zone system shown below.

For example, one can see that the mean for the

A scale is 4.074.  This indicates that the mean

for this scale is in Zone 2B, but only slightly

over the line from zone 2A (seven-one hun-

dredths).  Similarly, the mean for the

Q QQ QQ scale is 3.572.  This means that it is roughly

C E F H Q SA

Median

Mode

Variance

Standard Error

Mean

4.000

1.584

2.509

0.006

4.074

4.000

Standard Deviation

4.000

1.816

3.297

3.937

4.000

0.008

3.572

3.000

3.000

1.949

3.800

3.000

1.440

2.074

3.159

3.000

3.000

1.698

2.884

3.274

3.000

0.007 0.008

3.000

1.650

2.723

3.678

3.000

0.007

3.000

1.750

3.061

0.007

4.041

4.000

0.007

RELIABILITY

ZONE 4

B A B A B A B A

ZONE 3 ZONE 2 ZONE 1
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8.2 FREQUENCYDISTRIBUTIONS
FORERI®SCALES

Thefrequencydistributionsshownbeloware

reportedintermsofdiscriminantscores.The

frequencyandpercentiledistributionsforthe

ERI®scales,usingtheeight zonesystem,are

reportedinSection4.2ofthisManual.

E Scale

A Scale

H Scale

C Scale

F Scale

Q Scale

S Scale

six-tenthsofthewaythroughzone2A.The

medianEscalevalueof3.000meansthatthe

medianfallsinzone2A.

Likewise,thestandarddeviationoftheAscale

is1.584.Thismeansthatthestandarddevia-

tionforthisscaleisroughly1.6zonesofthe

eightzonesystem.
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Theseresultsdemonstratethatthescalesof

theERI®showedanacceptabledegreeoftest-

retestreliability.Inallcases,thedegreeof

test-retestreliabilitywasstatisticallysignifi-

cantatthep<0.0001level.Thatis,this

resulthasaprobabilityoflessthanoneinone

hundredthousandofhavingoccurredby

chance.Thisfarexceedsthelevelofstatisti-

calsignificance(oneintwenty)recommended

inSection14B(5)oftheUniform Guidelines.

8.3 INTERCORRELATIONOFTHE
ERI®SCALES22,23

AsdiscussedinSection1.2.3ofthis Manual,

thecorrelationmatrixofERI®scalesshown

8.4. TEST-RETESTRELIABILITYOF
THEERI®SCALES

Test-retestreliabilityisthetermusedtode-

scribetheconsistencyofanindividual’sresults

overthecourseofseparateadministrationsofa

questionnaireortest.Aprocedureisconsid-

eredtohavegoodtest-retestreliabilityifitgives

roughlythesamescoreorresultsforanindi-

vidualeachtime.Withspecificreferencetothe

scalesontheERI®,test-retestreliabilitypro-

videsameasureofwhetheragivenindividual’s

ERI®resultsconsistentlyreflecthisorher

actuallikelihoodofreliablebehaviororwhether

theERI®resultsfromeachadministrationare

simplyduetorandomvariation,randomerror,

ortransientfluctuationsinmood.

UsingthePearsonproduct-momentcorrelation

coefficient(r),thetest-retestreliabilityofeach

oftheERI®scaleswascomputed,withthe

resultsshownonthefollowingpage.

22 The apparently inverse relationships between some of the
scales and the E & Q scales is an artifact of the scoring weights
assigned by the discriminant function.  In reality, these
relationships are positive ones, as would be expected.
23   Some of the correlation coefficients appear to be signifi-
cant, given the normal null hypothesis assumption of zero

association between variables.  However, it can be argued that
such an assumption is inappropriate when working with
behavioral variables, such as those being assessed here, since
there is invariably some degree of association between variables
which assess specific aspects of human behavior.  In any event,
even in the case of the largest correlation above (that between
the A and H scales), the coefficient of determination (r2) is less
than 0.25.  Accordingly, these data are taken as providing
support for the multifactorial perspective described earlier.

SCALE

A 1.00

C -0.05 1.00

E -0.35 -0.18 1.00

F 0.29 -0.00 -0.13 1.00

H 0.41 0.27 -0.23 0.35 1.00

QQQQQ 0.10 -0.11 0.09 0.07 0.05 1.00

S 0.19 0.25 -0.25 -0.01 0.13 -0.17 1.00

A C E F H QQQQQ S

belowappearstoprovidesomesupportforthe

multifactorialviewofbehavior.
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SAMPLESIZE:N=30

TEST-RETESTINTERVAL:7to21Days

9. FAIRNESSOFTHEERI®AND
ADVERSEIMPACT

Researchhasalsobeenconductedtoascertain

ifuseoftheERI®resultsinadverseimpactas

definedinSection4Dofthe Uniform Guide-

lines.Thisresearchhasexaminedtherelative

selectionratesandimpactratiosforeachof

thesevenERI®scales,overawiderangeof

industrytypesandjobcategories,intermsof

race,24gender,andage.

Itshouldbenotedthatinordertoconduct

theseanalyses,two basically unacceptable

assumptionsmustbemade- neither of which

occurintheactualcourseofusingtheERI®as

partoftheselectionprocess:(1)Afixedcut off

scoremustbesetforeachofthesevenERI®

scales;and(2)Eachoftheapplicant’sERI®

scalescoresmustbeconsideredasthe sole

basisonwhichaselectiondecisionismade.

9.1 RACE

UsingthemethoddescribedintheUniform

Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures,the

relativeselectionratesandimpactratioshave

beencomparedforwhites,blacks,“otherraces”,

andpersonsofHispanicorigin.Atypicalsetof

resultsisshownonthefollowingpage.

TOTALSAMPLESIZE: N=1350

Whites N=800

Blacks: N=400

OtherRaces: N=150

HispanicOrigin: N=104

Usingthismethod,foreachofthesevenERI®

scales,ithasalsobeenconsistentlyfoundthat

theimpactratiosconformtotherequirements

ofthe“four-fifthsruleofthumb”containedin

theUniform Guidelines. Onthisbasis,ithas

alsobeenconcludedthatuseoftheERI ®does

notresultinadverseimpactwithrespectto

race.

24   For purposes of categorizing the data, four (4) racial
groupings are used:  White, Black, Other races, and Hispanic
origin.  This classification system was chosen because it is the
one used by the Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
It should be noted that persons of Hispanic origin may be of any
race.

A r = 0.89 p<.01

C r = 0.68 p<.01

E r = 0.77 p<.01

F r = 0.75 p<.01

H r = 0.73 p<.01

Q r = 0.85 p<.01

S r = 0.83 p<.01
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SCALE IMPACT RATIOS %

BLACK/WHITE 83%
OTHERRACES/WHITE 96%

A WHITE / HISPANIC ORIGIN 92%
BLACK / HISPANIC ORIGIN 76%
BLACK / OTHER RACES 87%

BLACK / WHITE 94%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 100%

C HISPANIC ORIGIN / WHITE 95%
BLACK / HISPANIC ORIGIN 89%
BLACK / OTHER RACES 94%

BLACK / WHITE 94%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 87%

E HISPANIC ORIGIN / WHITE 89%
HISPANIC ORIGIN / BLACK 94%
OTHER RACES / BLACK 92%

WHITE / BLACK 96%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 100%

F WHITE / HISPANIC ORIGIN 99%
HISPANIC ORIGIN / BLACK 97%
OTHER RACES / BLACK 96%

BLACK / WHITE 100%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 89%

H HISPANIC ORIGIN / WHITE 93%
HISPANIC ORIGIN / BLACK 93%
OTHER RACES / BLACK 89%

BLACK / WHITE 94%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 96%

Q HISPANIC ORIGIN / WHITE 99%
BLACK / HISPANIC ORIGIN 95%
BLACK / OTHER RACES 98%

BLACK / WHITE 97%
OTHER RACES / WHITE 97%

S WHITE / HISPANIC ORIGIN 98%
BLACK / HISPANIC ORIGIN 95%
BLACK / OTHER RACES 100%
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9.2 GENDER

Therelativeselectionratesandimpactratios

havealsobeencomparedforfemalesandmales

usingtheabove-describedmethod.Theresults

forthesamesampledescribedintheprevious

sectionareshownbelow.

Totalsamplesize: N=1350

Males N=899

Females N=451

Usingthismethod,foreachofthesevenERI®

scales,ithasalsobeenconsistentlyfoundthat

theimpactratiosconformtotherequirements

ofthe“four-fifthsruleofthumb”containedin

theUniform Guidelines. Onthisbasis,ithas

alsobeenconcludedthatuseoftheERI ®does

notresultinadverseimpactwithrespectto

gender.

9.3 AGE

Therelativeselectionratesandimpactratios

havealsobeencomparedforindividuals

youngerandolderthanforty(40)yearsofage

andmalesusingtheabove-describedmethod.

Theresultsforthesamesampledescribedin

Section9.1areshowninthefollowingtable.

TOTALSAMPLESIZE:N=1350

UNDER40 N=1060

40ANDOLDER N=290

Usingthismethod,foreachofthesevenERI®

scales,ithasalsobeenconsistentlyfoundthat

theimpactratiosconformtotherequirements

ofthe“four-fifthsruleofthumb”containedin

theUniform Guidelines. Onthisbasis,ithas

alsobeenconcludedthatuseoftheERI ®does

notresultinadverseimpactwithrespecttoage.

9.4 SUMMARY

Insummary,whencomparingtherelative

selectionratesandimpactratiosforeachof

thesevenERI®scales,overawiderangeof

industrytypesandjobcategories,ithasbeen

consistentlyfoundthatuseoftheERI ®does

notresultinadverseimpactwithrespectto

race,genderorage.

SCALE IMPACT RATIOS %

A > = 40 / < 40 80%

C < 40 / > =  40 94%

E > = 40 / < 40 92%

F > = 40 / < 40 96%

H > = 40 / < 40 97%

Q > = 40 / < 40 96%

S > = 40 / < 40 96%

SCALE IMPACT RATIOS %

A FEMALE / MALE 87%

C FEMALE / MALE 93%

E MALE / FEMALE 93%

F MALE / FEMALE 93%

H MALE / FEMALE 93%

Q MALE / FEMALE 98%

S FEMALE / MALE 93%



37

10. SELECTEDREFERENCES

Borofsky,G.L.,(1991)Apreliminaryinvestigationintothestructureofreliableandproductive

workplacebehavior:factoranalysisoftheEmployeeReliabilityInventory.Boston,MA:Bay

StatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.,(1992a)Assessingthelikelihoodofreliableworkplacebehavior:furthercontribu-

tionstothevalidationoftheEmployeeReliabilityInventory. PsychologicalReports,70,563-

592.

Borofsky,G.L.(1992b)PsychometricpropertiesoftheEmployeeReliabilityInventory(ERI ®).

Boston,MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.(1992c)AmericansWithDisabilitiesActuser’smanualaddendum.Boston,MA:

BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.(1992d)TrainingSyllabusfortheEmployeeReliabilityInventory .Boston,MA:

BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.(1992e) TrainingGuideforadministeringandscoringtheEmployeeReliability

Inventory.Boston,MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.(1992f) TrainingGuideforinterpretingandusingtheEmployeeReliabilityInven-

tory.Boston,MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.(1994a)User’smanualfortheEmployeeReliabilityInventory(Rev.6.2).Boston,

MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.,(1994b)UseoftheEmployeeReliabilityInventoryasapre-interviewquestion-

naire.Boston,MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates,.

Borofsky,G.L.,(1996)EmployeeReliabilityInventorycomputerscoringsystemguide .(Rev.6.2)

Boston,MA:BayStatePsychologicalAssociates.

Borofsky,G.L.,Alexander,J.,Coleman,R.,Reimers,C.,Wackenheim,G.,&McCormick,B.

(1995)Enhancingcourteousjobperformance:Thecontributionofapre-employmentscreen-

inginventory.PsychologicalReports,77,43-50.

Borofsky,G.L.,Bielema,M.,&Hoffman,J.(1993)Accidents,turnover,andtheuseofapre-

employmentscreeninginventory:furthercontributionstothevalidationoftheEmployee

ReliabilityInventory.PsychologicalReports,73,1067-1076.

Borofsky,G.L.&Garely,L.(1995)Assessingtheeffectsoftreatmentforsubstanceabuse:A

furthercontributiontothevalidationoftheEmployeeReliabilityInventory. Psychological

Reports,76,1043-1049.

Borofsky,G.L.,Green,J.,Burzichelli,D.,&Paludi,L.(1995)Predictingterminationsforcause

andfailuretocompletesuccessfullya90-dayprobationaryperiodofemployment:Contribu-

tionofapre-employmentscreeninginventory. PsychologicalReports,77,1031-1040.

Borofsky,G.L.&Klein,H.J.(1998)Theuseofapre-employmentscreeningsystemaspartofa

comprehensiveassetprotectionprogram:examiningtheincrementaleffectsoninventory

shrinkage.SecurityJournal,10,23-29.

Borofsky,G.L.,Klein,H.J.,&Davis,W.(1993)Pre-employmentscreeningforunreliablework

behaviors:anopportunitytoworkcooperativelywithhumanresourcemanagers. Security

Journal,4(4),185-192.



38

Borofsky,G.L.&Smith,M.(1993)Reductionsinturnover,accidentsandabsenteeism:the

contributionofapre-employmentscreeninginventory. JournalofClinicalPsychology,49(1),

109-116.

Borofsky,G.L.&Wagner,J.(1993)Terminationsforcauseandjobtenure:thecontributionsof

apre-employmentscreeninginventory. PsychologicalReports,72,591-599.

Borofsky,G.L.,Wagner,J.,&Turner,S.(1995)Sustainedreductionsinturnoverandaccidents

associatedwiththeongoinguseofapre-employmentscreeninginventory:Resultsofathree-

yearlongitudinalstudy.PsychologicalReports,77,195-204.

Borofsky,G.L.&Watson,R.(1994)PredictionofEarlyVoluntaryTurnoverandJobPerformance:

Thecontributionofapre-employmentscreeninginventory. PsychologicalReports,74,819-

826.



APPENDICES



EMPLOYEE RELIABILITY INVENTORY

Applicant Name: Donald Sample
ID: ERITwos

Company: Natcon
Date Scored: 2 Mar 2012
ERI Number: 1053449

Results
Freedom from Disrupted Job Performance (A)

Courtesy (C)

Emotional Maturity (E)

Conscientiousness (F)

Trustworthiness (H)

Long Term Job Commitment (Q)

Safety (S)

The seven ERI® scales assess the likelihood that -

Freedom from Disrupted
Job Performance (A)

Applicant's activities outside of work will not disrupt his/her performance and productivity through behaviors such as
inattentiveness, unauthorized absence/lateness, failing to follow through on assignments, or other inappropriate work
behaviors.

Courtesy (C) The applicant's interactions with customers/guests will be characterized by a high level of courtesy and commitment to
service.

Emotional Maturity (E) The applicant's performance and productivity will not be disrupted due to the presence of maladaptive personality
traits, such as irresponsibility, difficulty in working cooperatively with others, poor judgment, or poor impulse control,
etc.

Conscientiousness (F) The applicant will perform on the job in a productive and conscientious manner, and will not be fired in the first 30
days of employment.

Trustworthiness (H) The applicant will perform on the job in a trustworthy manner and will not engage in various forms of untrustworthy
behaviour.

Long Term Job
Commitment (Q)

The applicant will show a long term commitment to the job and will not quit within the first 30 days of employment.

Safety (S) The applicant will perform on the job in a safe manner, and will not have a significant on-the-job accident in the first 4
months of employment.



Further interpretive information:

Under no circumstances should the decision to hire or not hire an applicant be based solely on his/her ERI® results. Hiring
decisions should be based on a review of ALL information collected by you during the applicant evaluation process.

Because of the variability inherent in any type of scores, small differences in results should never be the basis for making
decisions about applicants or for comparing applicants.

The following table can be used to help you approximate where an applicant's results fit, relative to scores obtained by other job applicants.
This table shows the approximate percentage of job applicants who obtain poorer scores on that particular scale. The table is based on a
group of job applicants (N=60,670) who completed the ERI® as part of their pre-employment processing. This normative group represents all
10 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code Divisions, 54 Major SIC Groups, and a wide range of job categories.

SCALE
Zone 4 Zone 3 Zone 2 Zone 1

B A B A B A B A

A 0% 2% 6% 18% 38% 63% 83% 96%

C 0% 2% 15% 20% 34% 54% 83% 95%

E 0% 5% 8% 13% 22% 45% 79% 95%

F 0% 7% 8% 10% 13% 31% 67% 91%

H 0% 2% 3% 7% 14% 33% 66% 91%

Q 0% 13% 14% 16% 18% 36% 72% 93%

S 0% 6% 11% 22% 29% 54% 78% 93%

NOTES:

The number in each cell represents the approximate percentage of job applicants in the normative sample who obtained scores on that scale
which were poorer than the job applicant's.

As an illustration of how to use this table, please note that in the normative sample, the number 10 appears in zone 3A for the "F" scale. This
indicates that scores in this zone are at approximately the 10th percentile (approximately 10% of the job applicants in the normative sample
obtained scores on the F scale that were poorer than zone 3A, or put slightly differently, approximately 10% of the normative sample
obtained F scale scores in zones 3B, 4A or 4B).

For Help: If you have questions regarding the administration, scoring, or interpretation of the ERI® please call Psychometrics Canada:
1-800-661-5158.

Employee Reliability Inventory (ERI®). Copyright 2017, Psychometrics Canada Ltd. All Rights reserved.
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