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‘Regard your good name as the richest jewel you can
possibly be possessed of, for credit is like fire; once you
have kindled it, you may easily preserve it, but if you
once extinguish it, you will find it an arduous task to
rekindle it again. The way to a good reputation is to
endeavour to be what you desire to appear.’
Socrates

IMPORTANCE OF INTEGRITY TODAY
Top ethical companies
outperforming S&P 500

Cost of UK Banking Crisis

£512bn

By 7.3% per annum

62% Graduates aware
of others lying on
their CV

18%
increase
YoY

High integrity
companies’
10 year
Shareholder
returns

Low integrity
companies’
10 year
Shareholder
returns

Cost of theft in the US workplace
$120bn per annum

+8.8%

-7.7%

COMPANIES WITH INTEGRITY AS THEIR #1 VALUE

ASSESSMENT
DEVELOPMENT
CENTRES
INTEGRITY&TESTS
AND JOB PERFORMANCE

Prediction of criteria:
- Integrity tests predict counter-productive job behaviours (e.g. stealing, sabotaging
equipment, alcohol / drug use on the job etc.) (Ones et al., 1993)
- They also predict overall job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998)

Incremental validity in the prediction of job performance:
- Schmidt & Hunter (1998)’s meta-analysis of decades’ of research evidence revealed
that integrity tests show considerable incremental validity over General Mental Ability

TYPES OF INTEGRITY TESTS
Overt

Attitude scales

These assess the attitudes of people to forms of counterproductive behaviour, assuming those with more accepting
attitudes are more likely to engage in such behaviours
themselves

Admissions
scales

These are based on the notion that admitting to previous
forms of dishonest behaviour will be a predictor of future
behaviour

Personalityoriented

These are designed to measure dispositional traits that are
thought to be linked to dishonest behaviour

Covert

DEFINITIONS OF INTEGRITY
Kohlberg’s theory of moral development (1969):
Moral reasoning (the basis for ethical behaviour), is an outcome of individual cognitive structures and
moral dilemmas that are experienced

Musschenga (2002, 2004):
A person with integrity is someone who is consistent in his/her statements and behaviour at different
times, i.e. where there is correspondence between the observable, external behaviours and the
individual’s ideas and feelings

DRIVE PERFORMANCE
WITH HIGH
QUALITY FEEDBACK
KOHLBERG’S
3 LEVELS

1.
o
o

2.
o

Pre-conventional level:
Concerning right and wrong
Determined by punishment and reward

Conventional level:
Featuring rules and guidelines, interpersonal expectations and conformity / approvalseeking

3.

Post-conventional level:

o

Characterised by the difference between moral and legal right and moral principles

KOHLBERG’S 6 STAGES
1. Pre-conventional level:
Stage 1:
Stage 2:

Obedience and punishment
Individualism and exchange

2. Conventional level:
Stage 3:
Stage 4:

Interpersonal relationships
Maintaining social order

3. Post-conventional level:
Stage 5:
Stage 6:

Social contract and individual rights
Universal principles

CRITICISMS OF KOHLBERG’S THEORY

Q1:
Q2:
Q3:
Q4:

Is there strong evidence for the stages Kohlberg proposes?
Is justice the only aspect of moral reasoning that we should consider?
Does Kohlberg’s theory over-emphasise Western philosophy?
Does moral reasoning necessarily lead to moral behaviour?

CONNECTING
TALENT
MANAGEMENT
WITH DATA
CUBIKS’ MORAL
REASONING
QUESTIONNAIRE

Type of measure:
•
•
•

An overt measure of integrity
Situational judgement-style tool
Presented in video format

Structure:
•
•

•

14 work-oriented moral dilemmas
For each dilemma, participants are asked to rate 6 different arguments they
might consider in making a decision as to how they might act
Rated on a 5-point Likert rating scale from ‘Not at all relevant’ to ‘Very relevant’
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TALENT
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DEVELOPMENT
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Job analysis

Scenario
development

Trialling

Standardisati
on / Roll-out

CONNECTING TALENT
MANAGEMENT
WITH DATA
EXAMPLE
DILEMMA
You are the manager of the operations department. A number of team managers are working within this
business unit. One of the team managers has not been performing properly for some time. Despite several
meetings and receiving a lot of support in the form of coaching and training, the manager remains below the
desired level of performance. The situation has already been discussed with the management team and the
decision to cancel the manager’s contract has been made. This information is strictly confidential. At the
same time, you know that John, an employee of one of the team managers, wants to make a career move. He
has been working for the organisation for five years but he is now looking for more challenges and
responsibility. You do not want to lose John and you think he is qualified for the position. In a conversation
with you, John said that another organisation offered him a position as team manager, but he has doubts
about accepting this new position. He is satisfied with his current employer and the collaborative
relationships he has with his colleagues. It might be very significant for him to know that a new position as
team manager may become available.
Question: Do you inform John? Yes / No

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

I can only tell John when the poorly performing team manager is informed.
John is qualified for the position and it would be a loss for the organisation if he were to end his
employment.
My job would be easier if John was accepted for this position.
The management team has decided that this information should not be shared with anyone and I think it
is important to obey the rules.
I could lose my job.
Handling information confidentially is really important for me.

CONNECTINGEXAMPLE
TALENT MANAGEMENT
VIDEO-CLIP WITH DATA

TRIAL STAGE

Compare scoring methods

Construct validity

Reliability

Faking good

Exploratory FA

Group differences

TRIAL RESULTS

Compare scoring methods:
•
•

Level of moral reasoning determined for each dilemma
Overall level based on the highest frequency of these

Reliability:
•
•
•

Pre-conventional level:
Conventional level:
Post-conventional level:

0.84
0.70
0.68

Construct validity:
•

Faking good:
•
•

•

Exploratory FA:
•
•

Clear differentiation between Pre-Conventional and other
Levels
Less clear distinction between Conventional and PostConventional Levels

Significant differences with the H (Humility – Honesty) scale
of the HEXACO model

N = 50 asked to ‘fake good’
Compared with those not issued with this instruction (n =
137)
No differences found between the two groups

Group differences:
•
•

No significant group differences found for years of work
experience, leadership experience, education or gender
Significant differences for age

CRITERION-RELATED STUDY
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RELIABILITY RESULTS

Reliability from criterion-related study:
• Pre-conventional level:
• Conventional level:
• Post-conventional level:

0.89
0.78
0.70

(0.84)
(0.70)
(0.68)

*Compared with reliability during initial trialling phase

ASSESSMENT
& DEVELOPMENT
CENTRES
CASE STUDY
– YAYASAN KHAZANAH

They are ‘entrusted to select, support, groom and nurture exceptional
individuals who will eventually take on high-level positions in the best
organisations including government-linked companies in Malaysia’.

They ‘don’t just select scholars with exceptional intelligence, drive and a
track record of accomplishments; [they] look for potential leaders who
can redefine the future’.

ASSESSMENT
& DEVELOPMENT
CENTRES
4-STAGE
SELECTION PROCESS

STAGE 1

STAGE 2

Ability testing

Personality (PAPI), Team Type
(CTRQ) and Moral Reasoning
questionnaires

STAGE 3

Assessment Centre or
E-tray

STAGE 4

Interview

ASSESSMENT
& DEVELOPMENT
CENTRES
BESPOKE MORAL
REASONING QUESTIONNAIRE
Format:
•
•

Text-based questionnaire
Online

Structure:
•
•
•

6 scenarios, with 2 questions per competency
4 response options – one relating to each of the 3 levels of Kohlberg (Levels 1, 2
or 3) and 1 distractor
Asked which arguments they would be most / least likely to use

SUMMARY
Utilising Kohlberg as a framework for measuring integrity:
Flexible solution:

Positive candidate experience:

Situational-judgement style questionnaire that can be
presented in different formats (e.g. text-based
questionnaire or video); available as either a bespoke
or tailored solution

Overt measure; offers a realistic job preview; less
judgemental evaluation of integrity; can be used as a
discussion tool; feedback report available

Variety of uses:

Scientific approach:

Can be used for selection, development or diagnostic
purposes; promotes the importance of integrity to
internal / external participants; stand-alone tool or can
be used in conjunction with other information

Underpinned by a theoretical framework; supported by
reliability and construct validity evidence; no Adverse
Impact for gender found during trialling
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