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Implications of an Integrity Scale
towards the National Civil Service
Examination of Taiwan

Yueh-Luen Hu
Jeaw-mei1 Chen

Abstract

According to researches, there exists a consistent zero correlation among cognitive
tests and integrity scales. As the written part of the National Civil Service Examination
measures the professional knowledge of an individual; in reality this can be considered as
a cognitive test. The current Civil Service Examination process fails to test individuals’
integrity and honesty; hence, there is a need for improvement. The inclusion of an Integ-
rity Scale is said to be able to increase the validity of the recruitment process. Therefore,
an inclusion of an Integrity Scale within the National Civil Service Examination would
definitely increase its validity. An Integrity Scale measures in a narrow sense, an indi-
vidual’s honesty and integrity, while in a broader sense the Integrity Scale also measures
an individuals’ counterproductive work behaviors. Within the honesty and integrity behav-
iors, main emphasis is placed on the individuals’ honest behaviors or their being open to
previous acts of dishonesty. While the counterproductive work behaviors are focused on
understanding the various unlawful acts and conducts at work. Furthermore, according to
researches, counterproductive work behaviors are highly correlated with each other. More
importantly, counterproductive work behaviors is said to be inversely correlated to orga-
nizational citizenship. In conclusion, the Integrity Scale can be said to measure the core
emphasis of a civil servants, which are honesty and integrity. While, the counterproduc-
tive work behaviors emphasizes on the civil servants sense of service. In other words, it is
a necessity for civil servants to possess the basic qualities of honesty and integrity. If the
possibility of developing an Integrity Scale (including counterproductive work behaviors)
to include as part of the National Civil Service Examination would in turn make the entire
examination process more objective and scientific. Lastly, with the controversial nature of

the Integrity Scale, usage of such tools should be very careful.

Keywords: integrity scale, counterproductive work behaviors, civil servants, personnel selection
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RN ERUE R EE T T
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AR o FrBIRAEE ST R e e L
VTESE B BRI SR F 21T Ry
( Gruys & Sackett, 2003; Martinko, Gund-
lach, & Douglas, 2002; Sackett & DeVore,
2001; Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robin-
son & Bennett, 1995; Skarlicki & Folger,
1997) - B » AEETI TIFTRE
FE CAEE S R s B e H
A 2T - HEREERE M
> it &7 Ry~ W SRIATESTY
RERFZE (Fox & Spector, 1999; Hogan &
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16 I A e 747 Ty Bl RH 8% 2% HE B
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(1988) W5E - 1&iE 75 % 1Y B T HoAd
R A FE T TR T Ry » 3B 26T Roifs
T RE E L BCHART T R A B2 DUR
il EEREVE S - SHHAE R E A
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getat » BT RAE T TR T R Ry
FEAT Ry BAEREEEEZE 150638
JCHYEK 5 T RS DU AR E )
TAE T By » 1 R e B T a0 HE FHEIK
¥ i A EE S A )1 LA T
o B A1 SE B PRI BT A e et Rt
( Bennett & Robinson, 2000 ) °

o6 5 TAEFRI (job perfor-
mance ) #%7E 78 Ry BT B RH A AR 2 5o

ki A BN TR T Rl - SOAEEETIT
FeBAHAR A RAT Ry » W Ry TAFER
Bl —HERYRRIE - JiE o fe SRR
GEEFEITE - & ST EHHR
BT Ry - ISR - i LR 28
= & fHEE (Bennett & Stamper, 2001;
Sackett & DeVore, 2001 ) B 2 FHE
(Dunlop & Lee, 2004; Kelloway et al.,
2002; Sackett et al., 2005 ) ° JRE[—{fHEL
[ AR EE T IR T R B AR AR - AN S 2B
NERATR - ANEBIMA ~ B~ (55T
A8 B AR B S R AH AR 25 R TR
EIEE (Hunt, 1996) © ATl » [RAET]
1T RIS R » DIRAG S AELE -

£ 1980 SR LART - RN A FET]
TAET e E S s Bz HEHE - X
ZAH L B TIF e G F A E
HITT By » E5m Ry i I 2B 7 1 TAFAT
Fy (Bensman & Gerver, 1963; Henry,
1978a, 1978b; Roy, 1952, 1959; Taylor &
Walton, 1971) ; {Hs2 » Altb—2KAIRRZ
G H AR - FrLUR A 2kH]
e pE i I AR EE T TR T R B R E A
FKMERIIT R » W HF AT RAYKZR
( Gruys & Sackett, 2003 ) °

1980 FEAR LI HY S A2 7 )1 TAFAT
R R R RS « Hok
Hollinger 2 Clark ( 1982, 1983a, 1983b)
AR EE T AR T Ry o il T W EE SR
(property deviance ) f1 " A FERE |

(production deviance) * FiFHEIENE
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%ﬁ*kTEEAZTE’J%%.;ﬁ frey bl -
Sackett (2002 ) & Je #57Y (hierarchi-
cal model) F5 AT 88T - S AEZE JI1T Ry
JEIR S A i EA7 - e —#EEE Y
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W AR RIAIER -

[AEEE T IR TR T Rl T &2 /Y
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it s AR B8 S EE - K
Gruys H Sackett (2003 ) Z & F K HETL
AR E T TARAT e 28 - G RER b
1K - ALK EE T SR E
(task-relevance ) A1 " AR — fHAKBHE |
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(interpersonal organizational relevance )
TS -

Z 1A Yang i Diefendorff (2009 ) $2
I EET T TR EREH » Ji2H
JEHTEE 2 SO - B EE S TR
REH - WEFT TR ESUE AT o [KIELFT
Bt H AR s - S50
Yang Eil Diefendorff 1Y H 7 ks B A 43
WA E ) TAR T Ry LR REEIS 255
RHEZ2BeRiEE 2 SO - B2
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s o T AELAERE > SRRy T AT
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Sharlicki & Folger (1997)

2. ﬁkﬁﬁﬂ’]&i?‘bﬁ?’%

1-13. BRELRHHR -

BH—&

NBEEMD > BEIEER
B ANMFEIRR HBR
ABBECREFATE A
IEEFR ©

Spector et al. (2006) 2-1. TR » FRRALA - %/\ﬂ
Bennett & Robinson (2000) |2-2. 75 T {8 » ¥4 i ASEiE AEEREBERA - LE
Spector et al. (2006) 2-3. I LER » SlEdlAp - EEKMAZFIZ  WARE
Fox & Spector (1999) 2-4. FETAERS > EHIERBRBIAFTEER \ s e | hoiE
Sharlicki & Folger (1997) | 2-5. 72 T {ERS + 5i5ELe ARIREIZE - :ﬂfﬂfﬁﬁtzjﬁa MRS
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