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The technique of objective personality-tests sensu R. B. Cattell
nowadays: The Viennese pool of computerized tests aimed at
experiment-based assessment of behavior
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Abstract: Considering the current scene of personality testing, in particular in China, discloses that it is primar-
ily personality questionnaires that are being applied, but that so-called Objective Personality-tests sensu R. B.
Cattell (or, in more modern terminology: tests for experiment-based assessment of behavior), which have lately
been experiencing a certain “renaissance” within German speaking countries, are almost not in use. For this rea-
son, a review is given of their typical properties and principle advantages over personality questionnaires. They
are primarily less fakeable. As an illustration, several such tests stemming from a Viennese research group are
presented, and their psychometric qualities and shortcomings discussed. Finally, several applications of these
tests already in practice are listed.
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Introduction

Recently, Zhou and Zhang (2008) summarized
that the use and development of personality testing in
China was initially based on an introduction of US-
American/British personality questionnaires like the
MMPI (Song, 1985) and the MMPI-2 (Zhang, Song,
& Cheung, 1999), Eysenck’s EPQ (Chen, 1983),
Cattell’s 16 PF (Zhu & Dai, 1988), and the NEO-PI-R
(Dai & Wu, 2005) — see for an even earlier report
Zhang (1988). As some of those items are obviously
not suitable within the Chinese context, the second
wave of personality test development in China incor-
porated different aspects of the traditional Chinese
culture (cf. Zhang & Zhou, 2006; Cheung, 2009),
resulting, for instance, in the Qing nian Zhong guo
Personality Scale (cf. Wang & Cui, 2003) — and see
for some detailed reported indigenous measures
Cheung, Cheung, Wada, & Zhang (2003) and Cheung,
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Fan, Cheung, & Leung (2008).

That is, within China there is a focus on personal-
ity testing that uses personality questionnaires, which
are based on testees’ self-evaluation (cf. Cheung, 2004).
Although it is possible that all the problems of personal-
ity questionnaires established within so-called Western
culture (in particular, the USA and Europe) do not apply
to the Chinese culture, this does not seem very likely. In
any case, there are no empirical results supporting such
a hypothesis (cf. Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995; Hamid,
Lai, & Cheng, 2001; Yang, Bagby, & Ryder, 2000).
Actually, there is primarily the problem of the fakeabil-
ity of personality questionnaires. And the phenomenon
of *“alexithymia,” or in other words the inability to
properly recognizing or describing one’s own feelings,
also has an effect; not to mention self-deceptive tenden-
cies where people misjudge their attitudes out of na-
iveté or pig-headedness.
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Concerning the fakeability of personality ques-
tionnaires, numerous (Western) experiments with so-
called faking instructions have proven that such ques-
tionnaires can be faked to one’s personal benefit as a
result of the “transparency of their measurement in-
tentions and measurement principles” (face validity).
One of the most cited overviews on this topic is
Viswesvaran and Ones (1999), but see also Viswesva-
ran and Deller (2006), Kubinger (2002), and Seewald
(2002). Additional experiments with persons, for
whom the relevant test results would have specific
consequences, prove that testees do actually fake the
test (see again Kubinger, 2002).

For these reasons, it is preferable to use such
means of personality testing which are not based (as
strongly) on the testee’s self-concept. The primary
alternative genre which comes to mind here is that of
so-called “Objective Personality-tests” based on the
work of Raymond B. Cattell (cf. Cattell & Warburton,
1967), though an almost equivalent approach by
Cronbach (1970), “performance-tests of personality,”
should also be mentioned.

Although Cattell’s many suggestions for the con-
ceptualization of such tests were not originally im-
plemented for consulting in practice (one reason being
the fact that some of the tests were still questionnaire-
like in that they asked about subjects’ self-concepts),
within German speaking countries a kind of “Renais-
sance of Objective Personality-tests” has recently
taken place (see Kubinger, 1997, and, in particular,
Ortner, Proyer, & Kubinger, 2006). This is because, in
the meantime, the development of tests of this genre
focuses on establishing a new (psychological) “tech-
nology” which is inseparably linked to the innovative
possibilities of the computer. Consequently, there is
currently a new definition of how the respective tests
do work, and in particular there is a new but more
appropriate label for this genre: “The experiment-
based assessment of behavior as a (psychological)
‘technology’ refers to techniques that deduce personal
characteristics of style from observable behavior on
experimentally varied performance tasks, whereby the
computer registers the way in which the testee deals
with the problem.” (Kubinger, 2006, p. 256 — trans-
lated by the author).

In order to comprehend the typical advantages of
this genre’s approach and to illustrate the given defini-
tion, an exemplification of tests is needed. To this
end this paper gives a review of a representative
sample of respective test developments, some of them
published and already in daily use by psychological
practitioners. As a matter of fact, they actually incor-
porate — so to speak — a Viennese test pool, as they all
stem from the Division of Psychological Assessment
and Applied Psychometrics of the University of
Vienna.

Representative examples of tests for

experiment-based assessment of behavior

The most well known and most widely used
product in practice is probably Work Styles (Kubinger
& Ebenhsh, 1996, 2002'). ILICA (Moseneder &
Ebenhoh, 1996; “llica” is an invented name) is in fact
a computer simulation, but nevertheless a typical
Objective Personality-test. Then there is BAcO-D
(translated as: Stress Resistance Assessment: Com-
puterized Objective Test-Battery; Ortner, Kubinger,
Schrott, Radinger & Litzenberger, 2006). With
LEWITE (translated as Lexicon Knowledge Test;
Wagner-Menghin, 2004), the author created an en-
tirely new concept in psychological assessment,
namely that of “multifunctional testing,” in other
words measuring  “personality”  whilst testing
achievement performance. Several other Objective
Personality Tests have been constructed, tested (in
some cases multiple times), and introduced to the
scientific community in journals or at scientific meet-
ings, though they are still not used routinely nor mar-
keted for publication despite their fundamentally
useful test concepts: LAMBDA (translated as: Learn-
ing by Heart, Memory, Stress Resistance, Reasoning);
Rigidity Test; Repressor-Sensitizer Test; and EUcO
(translated as: Decisions in the case of Uncertainty:
Computerized Objective Test-Battery). The same is
true as concerns IAcO (translated as: Interests As-
sessment: Computerized Objective Test-Battery),

! Apart from its original in German, the following language
versions are available: Arabic, Bulgarian, Chinese, Czech,
Dutch, English, Finnish, French, Hungarian, Italian, Portu-
guese, Romanian, Slovakian, Spanish, and Swedish.
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although its test concepts are partially published in
MOI (translated as: Multi-methodical Objective Test-
Battery of Interests; Proyer & Hausler, 2008): It is
not explicitly personality, but rather interests, which
are measured.

Each of these will be introduced, but in the case
where there are several subtests, only one or two of
them will be illustrated for typical characterization.
After their introduction they will be discussed with
respect to their use for consulting in practice and
their psychometric qualities and shortcomings as a
pool.

Work Styles

Here only the subtest “Coding symbols” will be il-
lustrated, but there are two more subtests, “Comparison
of surfaces” and “Figure differentiation,” which meas-
ure impulsiveness/reflectiveness and achievement mo-
tivation.

The basic nature of the task in this subtest, as
well as the idea of presenting this task several times
in conjunction with respective feedback and with the
request that the testee give a prediction of his/her
next test performance, is taken from Cattell’s original
test-battery. In five stages, each with a 50-second
time limit, the testee has to match four different ab-
stract black-white figures, which are continuously
shown on the screen in a random order, with the ap-
propriate symbol (again an abstract, but colored fig-
ure) by using a coding scheme provided (cf. Fig. 1).
Feedback on the number of (correctly) coded symbols
is given from the second stage onwards, where the
testee is asked to predict the number of codings
he/she expects to achieve in the next stage. What is

|1. performance |9 |1, prediction |
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> 2. prediction
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clearly different in comparison to Cattell’s test-
battery, from an innovative perspective (and realiz-
able only by using a computer), is that from the third
stage onwards, after deliberate feedback and before
the required prediction, the testee is exposed to a
frustration condition: he/she is wrongly informed that
on average other people have yielded a 10% higher
performance on this task (compare the schematized
test procedure in Fig. 2)

This subtest measures, on the one hand, the tes-
tee’s aspiration level by calculating the difference
between actual performance and predicted perform-
ance, and, on the other hand, the frustration tolerance
by calculating the difference between the initial and
final prediction.
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Figure 1: Task from the subtest “Coding Symbols” in Work Styles (Kubin-
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ger & Ebenhoh, 1996). The upper area provides the coding scheme with
different abstract black-white figures in the upper row and abstract, but
colored figures in the row below it; on the bottom are the reaction buttons
for the testee, in the middle one randomly shown stimulus figure.
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Figure 2: Schematized test procedure from the subtest ,,Coding Symbols* from Work Styles (Kubinger & Ebenh&h, 1996).
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ILICA

So-called “computer simulations” try to measure
the behavior of a testee as realistically as possible by
using more or less complex job-related tasks. That is,
they follow earlier “work samples”. This test now
endeavors to test the problem-solving and decision-
making behavior of a person with rather simple tasks
— from a content point of view. On the one hand, the
testee is given various options to “virtually” arrange a
“day off” (e.g. different leisure activities; cf. Fig 3),
on the other hand, there are a few obligations that
he/she has to fulfill (e.g. visiting his/her sick mother
in the hospital). In addition, the testee comes across

various “surprises” in the course of testing which
influence the day’s routine (e.g. a neighbor asks if the
testee can look after her children).

Amongst other things, the number of activities
performed in relation to the number of planned activi-
ties, as well as the number of goal-directed vs. socially
related reactions in situations which conflict with plan-
ning and are subject to external influences, measure the
way in which the testees conduct themselves. In other
words, it is a question of testees’ typical planning
strategies and their problem-solving behavior in organ-
izational, less demanding tasks, and also their distracti-
bility whilst trying to carry out a plan in reality.

destination

minutes.

| [ visit mother in hospital (broken leg)
ﬂ collect brochures
go for a stroll
Start read the newspaper

Notes P buy films

buy sports equipment
Caésnda.f

have a ride on the hicycle

buy a language guide and read a bit

take a nice long bath

go to the hairdressers

consider how to finance the holiday
X arrange to meet Doris tomorrow

write letters

put together a list of what to pack

listen to music

water flowers

In the following list please select what you would personally like to do today, whereby the
Introduction | main aim (the realization of your holiday) should not be neglected, you should nevertheless
be able to take time to do something else: Imagine in the following that you find yourself in
Holiday your usual surroundings and act accordingly! There is, however, an important exception:
Imagine that the time it takes to get from one place to another takes between 10 and 20

Freeday | ygy can select up to 15 goals for the day (notes). -

find I on holiday di
sitin the park
speak to Susi (who was in llica the year before)

[ take care of health insurance for the holiday

[ wash the dishes from yesterday
| prepare medicines
[ buy shoes for the holiday
hang up new pictures
[ buy birthday present for your sister
| vacuum-clean the bedroom
talk to your sister about looking after the plants
[ finish reading the exciting murder mystery
repair broken lamp
X go swimming
[ look for tenant for apartment
feed the dog
book flight
play with Claudia (neighbour's child)
go to bank (change money, travellers checks)
have a short (midday) nap
PX pick up passport application (police,...)
drive to Hans and Gabi (invitation)
go to the Institute for Tropical Medicine
go to dentist

1111

Figure 3: Schedule of leisure activities that the testee can do a “virtual day off” from ILICA (Mdseneder & Ebenhoh, 1996).

BAcO-D

Only one of the six subtests — “Hindrance of
scheduled course of action” — shall be briefly outlined.
The five other subtests “Time pressure,” “Working
under observation,” “Task collision,” “Work with inap-
propriate feedback,” and “Unfavorable working condi-
tions” measure respective stress resistances.

The testee, who has a bird’s eye perspective of a
labyrinth on the screen, has the task of moving a figure
from start to finish with the help of the mouse (or with
help of a navigation panel: up — down — left — right).
However, the most direct paths keep closing off sponta-
neously at regular intervals until the testee has overcome,
i.e. avoided, a certain pre-set number of such hindrances.

The ability to work under pressure as concerns
hindrance of attempted actions is measured using the
relative number of hindrances overcome within a

fixed amount of time.
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L NAR RARE AK A AN AR R K KAKN
A AR AN A A K F
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BERENAER .1 PreT e Prrree” an
back to the instruction | finish

Figure 4: Subtest “Hindrance of scheduled course of action” from
BAcO-D (Ortnet et al., 2006). The testee has to move the figure
towards the goal with the help of a navigation panel, but the most
direct paths keep closing off spontaneously until the testee has over-
come a certain number of hindrances.
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LEWITE

In the first part of the test, the testee is presented
with a list of concepts (words) and has to then deter-
mine whether he/she knows what they mean and also
whether he/she can explain them. In the second part of
the test, which examines lexicon knowledge (crystal-
lized intelligence) and is therefore a performance task,
the testee must master items with respect to each of
the same concepts by correctly filling in blanks in a
text in order to come up with a correct definition of
the concept in question (cf. Fig. 5).

A person’s individual style of overestimating
him- or herself on performance tasks is measured by
comparing the self-assessed performance of know-
ing a certain concept or not, and the actual perform-
ance.

Please now try to complete the sentence
The alphabet refers to ~ ofthe
Possible answers:
« given order » characters of a language
+ young convolution phase « formation of mountains
+ quick reaction + digits and letters
+ alternative sequence + alpha particles in atom nucleus
[Next >> ]

Figure 5: Item from the second part of LEWITE (Wagner-Menghin,
2004). The testee has to correctly fill in blanks in a text in order to
come up with a correct definition of the concept in question.

I1AcO

It should suffice in the following to illustrate a
combination of two subtests: “Observation Time” and
“Memory.”

The first subtest consists of pictures with lots of
details which are presented for as long as it takes the
testee to “look at everything” (cf. Fig. 6). The themes
of the pictures have been constructed according to
Holland’s Hexagon model (Holland, 1997). In the
next subtest, the testee has to answer questions re-
lated to specific contents in these pictures, which are
no longer shown.

The length of the observation time for each pic-
ture theme, as well as the number of correct answers
relating to the content for each picture theme, indi-
cates the main focus of the testee’s interests. As indi-
cated above, this test focuses rather on interests and
motives than on personality traits.

Figure 6: Item from 1AcO (unpublished) referring to practical-
technical interests. The picture is presented for as long as it takes for
the testee to “look at everything”.

LAMBDA

This test-battery requires the testee to perform
under stress: the reasoning subtest “Calculating in
symbols” is first presented in a neutral condition.
Afterwards, halfway through the items, the testing
phase from the previous learning aptitude subtest
“Organizational chart” is inserted as a stress factor
while the testee is attempting to solve each individual
reasoning item. The subtest “Organizational chart” is
about learning a schematized structure of a business
company by heart; whether or not the learning process
is successful or not is tested by presenting an organ-
izational chart which is only partly correct and which
the testee then has to correct (cf. Fig. 7).

By comparing the actual performance on those
items in the subtest “Calculating in Symbols” with
and without the additional disruptive tasks, (a spe-
cific aspect of) a testee’s ability to work under pres-
sure is measured — in this respect, LAMBDA is a
precursor to BAcO-D.

MELSANA

|__savos |
CERGEN
AVIOLA

RIGOLA
2,7 Mrd. ATS

Semiconductor

CARPELL
Ceramics
Breslau
65 Mio. DM

AVOLLA

420 Mio.Yen

Figure 7: Only partly correct “Organizational chart” from LAMBDA
(unpublished). The testee has to correct the wrong elements with help
of the right-hand column.
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Rigidity Test

It should suffice here to describe only one of the
six items.

Based on Luchins’ (cf. Luchins & Luchins, 1959)
well-known water jar problems, the test first presents
sub-items, whose solution always results from the
same, relatively complex formula (for example, ac-
cording to: goal =B - A-2 x C, with goal, A, B, and
C being concrete but different numerical jar volumes;
cf. Fig. 8). After such sub-items, other sub-items are
presented that can still be solved according to the
(already learned) formula, but which can alternatively
be solved according to another, much simpler solu-
tion formula (e.g. goal = A-C).

A B C - Goal
11 163 75 - 2
36 86 22 - 6
28 58 6 - 18
20 60 5 - 30
46 98 6 - 40
45 117 9 - 54
36 96 8 - 44
7 18 4 - 3

Figure 8: Item from the Rigidity Test (unpublished). Every sub-item
has as a solution, the relatively complex formula Goal =B - A -2 x C,
however starting with the fifth sub-item there is always a much sim-
pler solution formula, too.

The number of these sub-items that are solved
with the alternative solutions and not according to the
(already learned) formula, is meant to measure a
person’s flexibility in thinking.

Repressor-Sensitizer Test

This test is based on the perception experiment
on the phenomena of perceptual defense by Bruner
and Postman (1947) in which individuals resulted
who, on the one hand, typically perceive emotion-
ally filled stimuli more slowly than neutral stimuli,
and individuals resulted who, on the other hand,
perceive emotionally filled stimuli faster than neu-
tral stimuli. Universally neutral and universally
(negative) emotional pictures are presented, which
are depicted in continually refining grids so that
they become more and more easy to identify (cf. Fig.
9). The testee stops further refinement of the grids
as soon as he/she believes to have identified the
content of the picture.

The construct “Repressor vs. sensitizer” — in
other words, the individual (cognitive) style of a
person to either repress (negative) emotional content
or to purposefully search for it — is measured by
comparing the time it takes for a testee to correctly

identify (negative) emotional content of the picture as
opposed to neutral content.

Figure 9: Four different refined grids of an item from the Repressor-Sensitizer Test (unpublished) — from up-left to right-down the grades of grids 1 (lowest), 3,

8, and 15 (highest). The testee stops further refinement of the grids as soon as he/she has identified the content of the picture.
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EUcO

On the one hand, this test is designed to meas-
ure the ability of a person to assess risk (intuitively,
from experience and by cognitive anticipation).
Typical tasks from the theory of probability follow-
ing the so-called “Bayes-theorem” (Bayes, 1764)
are presented. That is, for each item, the testee has
to decide from which of two containers with visible
black and white balls a randomly drawn (black or
white) ball has most probably been taken. On the
other hand, the testee has specific options how to

Example3
A white ball has fallen into the chamber.
The illustraton of both containeds shows he pointin Sme beforg e draw, in ofher words, betre T bl fell ins
e chamber!

‘You now have to click on the container which the white ball has
most probably come from.

Container B is correct!

Inan experimentwith 100 trials, where only trials with a white ball
in the chamber counted, the white ball came from container B 52
timesand from container A 48 times.

The comrect mark on the scaleis hence 52

- e -~ =

behave in this situation or the option to gather more
ore less relevant information. These options are,
among other things: asking for help, delegating the
decision-making to the computer, or obtaining the
advice of an expert. However, there is also the op-
tion of postponing or avoiding the decision (cf. Fig.
10). As a matter of fact, not all options are available
each time.

The type and frequency of the options used is
meant to measure a testee’s typical decision-making
behavior in situations with uncertain parameters.

Some of the following tasks are especially difficult; however, there
is various help available to you in order to come to a solution.
Explanation:

The computer randomly simulates 5
possible draws. You discover in how many cases the ball comes
from container A and B

A matt ics professorsgives you a tip
on which container the ball probably comes from

You discoverwhat the last 3 people
decided

“You discoverwhich
colour the next ball is, which randomly falls out of the same
container as the ball in question.

The computer decides from which
container the ball comes and provides the marking on the scale.

[Colourthe povious balffomthaisame contaiet| /o discover which
colour the pravious ball was, which randomly fell out of the same
container as the ball in question.

For each task you have the possibility of using up to two types of
help - by clicking on them. You can however also decide
immediately.

Figure 10: Screen-shots of the instruction from EUcO (unpublished).

The characteristics of tests for

experiment-based assessment of behavior

What is common to all the tests mentioned is
that they always demand a certain performance.
Whether it is coding as many symbols as possible
(Work Styles), carrying out certain tasks (ILICA;
BAcO-D), explaining as many concepts as possible
(LEWITE), perceiving and/or learning certain con-

tents as quickly as possible (IAcO; Repressor-
Sensitizer Test) or solving as many numerical prob-
lems as possible (LAMBDA,; Rigidity Test; EUcO),
the tests always involve the examination of perform-
ance. The testee’s actual behavior before, after, or
while performing the presented tasks — particularly
the behavior that goes beyond the quantity/quality of
the performance delivered — is also always “ob-
served” by the computer. This refers to self-defined
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goals (Work Styles, ILICA, LEWITE), the change in
performance as a result of experience or stress (Work
Styles, BAcO-D, LAMBDA, Rigidity Test), the varia-
tion of performance determined by the contents (1A-
cO, Repressor-Sensitizer Test), and the use of the
offer of assistance or task avoidance (EUcO). Of
course, certain information is again only inquired by
questions, that is specifically about some self-defined
goals as well as about the use of the offer of assis-
tance or task avoidance. What is additionally com-
mon to all the tests mentioned is that they are admin-
istered at a computer. For these tests, a computer is
not only a practical, but also a suitable medium.
LEWITE could also possibly be administered as a
paper-pencil test, as could the Rigidity Test. All other
tests use the technical possibilities of the computer,
namely for the application of specific test materials,
for the (accompanying) measurement of the item-
reaction times and especially for the necessary com-
puting power in order to determine a test value.

What is less obvious, but nevertheless essential
for the tests mentioned, is that all the tests include the
manipulative element of psychological experiments;
the conditions under which the testee has to generate
the required performance are systematically varied by
the test author according to theory. The feedback on
the performance generated is controlled accordingly
(Work Styles, BAcO-D), stressors are intermittently
inserted (ILICA, LAMBDA), certain expectations are
systematically established in the testee in order to
then present requirements that contradict these expec-
tations (LEWITE, Rigidity Test), or various other
conditions are systematically inserted (IAcO; Repres-
sor-Sensitizer Test, EUcO).

Psychometric qualities and shortcomings

Instead of giving a detailed consideration we
would like to summarize the psychometric qualities
and shortcomings of all the tests spoken about in
general — partially supported by empirical evaluation
evidence. Referring to the standards of psychological
test construction there are several important advan-
tages of the test genre in question.

First of all, the criterion of unfakeability is a
point. At least such tests appeals to be much less
fakeable than personality questionnaires. There is a

certain lack of transparency of the measurement prin-
ciple for the testees (what exactly and how it is being
measured are not easily transparent), which conse-
quently means that testees are hardly able to inten-
tionally fake their responses — only faking bad or at
least an intentional destructive behavior of a testee,
that does not conform with the instruction, is possible,
of course. Actually, Baldinger (2006), for instance,
proved that Work Styles are much less sensitive to the
testee’s manipulation of the test result at his/her dis-
cretion than traditional personality questionnaires.

Given less fakeability, the criterion of fairness
becomes more likely to be fulfilled: Faking the test
behavior in such a way that the test results serve for
the testee’s benefit needs a proper (social) intelli-
gence or a proper educational standard; hence, given
a too low level of both of them would handicap a
testee by applying fakeable instruments.

The criterion of utility is met as a lot of psycho-
logical constructs are not at all (ecological) feasible
otherwise, e.g. stress resistance. The criterion of rea-
sonableness seems be realized by tests of this genre
rather than by traditional personality questionnaires
as the latter impose energetic-motivational demands
only due to their banality and hackneyed occurence,
perhaps also simply due to their fakeability — accord-
ing to experience the tests of the genre of experiment-
based assessment of behavior enjoy a testee’s accep-
tance because of their face-validity, in particular if
the testee is a medium or top manager and the tests
are announced as a “computerized single-assessment
task”. The acceptance by testees has been explicitly
established recently even for 7- to 8-year old children
as concerns the test-battery Work Styles (Nieszner,
2008), which is significant as no personality ques-
tionnaire for this age group is available to practitio-
ners.

As all the tests are computer tests and admini-
stration, as well as test scoring, is thus computer-
assisted, objectivity and economy is given in com-
parison to other approaches, in particular the assess-
ment centre.

However, there are also several shortcomings, or
in other words developmental deficits in their psy-
chometric foundation. This is because the status quo
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of the Objective Personality-tests and the tests of the
genre of experiment-based assessment of behavior,
respectively, are determined by their original inten-
tion; which is fulfilling the practical demands of mea-
suring certain personal aptitudes — and this in a most
likely unfakeable manner. That is to say, those
aptitudes which when absent regularly give rise to
problems in job achievement, however which are not
covered properly by traditional personality question-
naires, were selected for measurement. But the genre
is hardly determined by any theory of personality.
And, finally, it is also not determined by some head
start research program in order to evaluate every
facet of psychometric quality.

Bearing in mind that this genre and its revival,
respectively, have only existed for about 10 years the
shortcomings of standardization sample’s representa-
tiveness, as given for all the tests introduced, are
comprehensible — the more, well established ap-
proaches, in particular projective techniques, have
suffered for almost 90 years from the lack of any
standardization at all. However, the criteria of reli-
ability, validity, and calibrating/scoring are more
crucial, though again personality questionnaires, for
instance, suffer since ever from a low predictive va-
lidity as concerns some forthcoming critical behavior
(cf. Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). As a matter of fact,
most of the tests introduced in this paper lack suffi-
cient validation studies. It is primarily studies, which
prove the generalizability of a testee’s registered
behavior from the specific given task to construct
intended other tasks, that are missing.

However, there actually are several predictive
validity studies with respect to vocational and educa-
tional training benefits. In particular, a combination
of Work Styles and ILICA was intensively investi-
gated with respect to job achievement and the benefit
of educational trainings (cf. Frebort, Kubinger &
Litzenberger, in prep.): For example, using a linear
combination of test-scores (these both tests included)
diminished the drop-out rate of the students from a
training school for stockmen within the first two
terms from 42 to 10 percent in comparison to no test
application at all. The same is true with respect to
BAcO-D (Ortner & Kubinger, in prep.): For example,

the high-lightening result is a correlation coefficient
of .67 between the test score in subtest “Unfavorable
working conditions” and the average grade of finan-
cial law and taxation students in the following term —
as concerns the subtest dealt with here, “Hindrance of
scheduled course of action”, the respective coeffi-
cient amounts to .45.

Coming closer to measuring construct validity,
the comparison between extreme groups, split on the
basis of an external construct-close criterion, was
used to analyse the Rigidity Test (accountants vs.
advertising experts) as well as EUcO (market makers
vs. military examinees): The estimated relative effect
size amounts to 1.36 in the first case and 1.92 in the
second case. The discriminant validity of ILICA was
investigated mainly with respect to item processing
(Number Linking Test; that is drawing a path as fast
as possible from 1 to 90 of all these numbers uns-
ystematically arranged on a sheet) and reasoning
(Calculating in Symbols): Both correlation coeffi-
cients do not differ significantly from null.

Some of the test conceptualizations only purport
content validity, for example Luchins-based Rigidity
Test. This might initially provoke a certain amount of
scepticism as testees may potentially realize that
there are alternative, simpler solution strategies, but
nevertheless apply the previously learned strategies
for whatever reasons. Luckily, a study where the
testees had to process the test by thinking out loud
proved that they indeed almost always do not dis-
cover the simpler strategy (Krapf, 2003).

Concerning reliability and precision of meas-
urement, respectively, an internal-consistency method
such as split-half reliability often does not work be-
cause scoring refers to the ratio of the frequencies of
several kinds of actions and reactions under different
conditions, the latter not being able to be separated
into certain parts (bear in mind that ratios are always
critical if the denominator tends to zero). However,
Kubinger and Draxler (2006) have already suggested
what kinds of modifications of scoring rules would
have to be applied in order for such tests to be cali-
brated according to item response theory (IRT). That
is, if tests would be re-conceptualized so that a cali-
bration of their items for instance along the Rasch
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model would be possible, then the calculation of
reliability would be feasible.

And re-test reliability is not always meaningful
because of an “aha-experience” after working
through the test. As concerns ILICA, in particular,
very low coefficients have been established unless
the test scores were pooled into very crude categories
(cf. Herle, 1999): testees who are not distracted easily
during the first test run are in no case revealed as
being easily distracted during the second run (four
weeks later), and vice-versa with only 10%. However,
recently Maierhofer (2008) disclosed that — using
BACcO-D, the subtests “Comparison of surfaces* from
Work Styles in a new version and the Repressor-
Sensitizer Test — the highest coefficient of re-test
reliability (6 to 8 days between test and re-test) re-
sulted for BAcO-D’s subtest “Hindrance of scheduled
course of action“ (.872), though generally question-
naires test scores prove to have coefficients which
significantly exceed .50.

But to summarize, the limitations in the current
research findings as concerns reliability and validity
must be acknowledged for the while.

Practical value

Perhaps the most valuable empirical result sup-
porting the use of the genre of experiment-based
assessment of behavior is the following. A confirma-
tory factor analysis was carried out in order to test
which of the Big Five-factors are possibly covered by
the test-batteries Work Styles and BAcO (Kubinger &
Litzenberger, 2003). This study discovered that the
(Big Five) traits model did not prove to fit the data,
but by modeling so-called method factors instead of
trait factors did indeed prove to fit: That is, question-
naires as the one factor level and Objective Personal-
ity-tests as the other factor level were hypothesized to
explain all the variance in the testees’ observed test
scores. This empirical result consequently highlights
that personality assessment should additionally in-
clude the use of the genre of experiment-based as-
sessment of behavior because otherwise relevant
differences between testees might not be disclosed.

So far the application of such tests in practice
seems justified, yet. Some applications have even

been communicated to the public in scientific papers:

® The test-batteries Work Styles and BAcO-D
as well as ILICA are used for the selection of the
heads of jailhouses (Kubinger, Holocher-Ertl & Fre-
bort, 2006; Holocher-Ertl, Kubinger & Frebort, 2006).

® For the selection of candidates for justice-
ships Work-Styles and ILICA are used (Frebort, Kub-
inger & Holocher-Ertl, 2006).

® The test-battery Work Styles is being field-
tested in the selection of army officers (Melter, 2006).

® The selection of applicants for social work-
ers’ college is based on BAcO-D and a modification
of LEWITE (Litzenberger & Haiden, 2006).

® Applicants to colleges of higher education
for marketing and sales are tested with BAcO-D
(Ortner & Janous, 2006).

® The subtest “Coding symbols” from Work
Styles, LAMBDA and again a modification of
LEWITE are being used to counsel student applicants
on the basis of a non-binding self-assessment for a
qualifying examination (Frebort & Kubinger, 2008).

Discussion

We are confident that the genre of experiment-
based assessment of behavior will become more and
more useful and will contribute, in particular, to an
improved professional personal selection practice.
This is due to the fact that this technique essentially
prevents faking as testees generally do not have to
assess themselves; and also tests of this genre meas-
ure the personal style of a person, namely how he/she
behaves in typical situations in quite typical ways,
rather than the actual personality traits. But, of course,
we are aware that the approach still needs to be
elaborated to a certain degree in order to be promoted
to a universal standard instrument. Many shortcom-
ings have been mentioned so far. Some of them may
be eliminated very easily in the future; others may
prove to be quite a challenge. The fact is that a single
and very small research group such as ours cannot do
the job all on its own. Hence, this paper may encour-
age other research groups to contribute empirical
evidence of this genre’s quality. Above all, the ques-
tion of generalizability should be investigated thor-
oughly. By the way, analyses are also needed pertain-
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ing to the dependencies of subsequent actions and
reactions during specific test procedures, for instance
in ILICA; it has not yet been systematically tested
whether certain “negative” or sub-optimal decisions
at the very beginning can be compensated in the re-
sulting test-score by optimal decisions later on.

As concerns the Chinese context, there is, of
course, deliberately research necessary whether the
genre of experiment-based assessment of behavior
entails any cultural difference in test-scores and, all
above, in reasonableness.
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