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1
Chapter 1. Introduction to the Use of the  
Personal History Survey in Preemployment 
Psychological Evaluations

The Personal History Survey™ (PHS™) is composed of questions and, in that ordinary sense, might be 
described as a background questionnaire (i.e., a structured method for eliciting disclosure of events, 
behaviors, and circumstances relevant to public safety employment). The word survey, however, 
signals something broader: The PHS is designed to help the evaluator look across the landscape of an 
individual’s life history, not merely to inventory its contents. What matters is not only what is disclosed 
but how the reported history fits together—across domains, across time, and in relation to both risk and 
protective factors. This User’s Guide explains how to administer the instrument, interpret its output, 
and integrate its findings with collateral background information, psychological testing, and a clinical 
interview to support evidence-based suitability determinations.

Role of Biographical Data in Multimethod Assessments
Preemployment psychological evaluations (PPEs) are multimethod assessments by design. 
Contemporary practice guidance (e.g., International Association of Chiefs of Police [IACP], 2020; Spilberg 
& Corey, 2024) emphasizes the integration of multiple, job-relevant data sources rather than reliance 
on any single test score, interview impression, or isolated historical fact. In occupationally mandated 
evaluations, psychologists are advised to ground conclusions in established scientific and professional 
knowledge and to use multiple sources of relevant information when forming opinions about functional 
capacities and job-relevant risk (American Psychological Association [APA], 2018).

Best practice guidance for assessing public safety candidates1 stresses the importance of systematically 
collecting and integrating information about a candidate’s relevant life history (i.e., biographical data2) in 
multiple domains, including school, work, interpersonal relationships, family, legal, financial, substance 
use, and mental health (IACP, 2020). The biodata research literature indicates that biographical data 
predict important occupational outcomes including performance and counterproductive behavior. In 
selection contexts, biodata are most defensible when each domain of inquiry is plausibly linked to job 
performance or risk (Allworth & Hesketh, 2000; Breaugh, 2009; Mael, 1991; Speer et al., 2022).

1 � Various terms are used interchangeably throughout this User’s Guide to refer to the individual being evaluated including evaluee, examinee, and 
respondent, along with applicant in the context of a preoffer assessment and candidate in the context of a postoffer assessment.

2 � The terms biographical data and biographical information are used as synonymous with personal history, personal history information, life history, and 
biodata. Although various terms appear in the research literature and professional practice, they refer to the same methodology: systematic collection and 
evaluation of information about an individual’s relevant life experiences, behaviors, and circumstances.

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.
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Functions of Structured Biographical Data Collection
The use of a structured method for collecting biographical data serves five practical functions:

1.	 Standardized coverage of job-relevant domains. Structured biographical data collection 
ensures comprehensive assessment of life history domains routinely relevant in high-trust, 
high-discretion roles: conduct history, integrity-related events, violence exposure, substance 
use, employment functioning, relationship stability, stress management, and mental health. 
Standardization ensures all candidates’ life histories are assessed in a uniform manner and on the 
same domains supporting fairness and consistency.

2.	 Transparency and defensibility. Structured biographical data collection creates a documented 
record of what was asked and what was answered. This documentation supports transparency in 
the assessment process and provides defensibility when screening decisions are subject to review 
or challenge. The evaluator can demonstrate that decisions were based on systematic inquiry into 
job-relevant domains rather than unsupported impressions or selective questioning.

3.	 Structured interview planning. Comprehensive biographical data collected before a clinical 
interview enables the evaluator to identify the highest-yield issues requiring exploration. Rather 
than relying on generic interview questions applied uniformly to all candidates, the evaluator can 
construct interview content systematically based on patterns, discrepancies, and areas of concern 
identified in biographical data and psychological test results. This targeted approach maximizes 
the clinical interview’s utility while efficiently allocating interview time.

4.	 Cross-checking of self-report. Structured biographical data collection provides a basis for 
cross-checking information across multiple sources. Self-reported biographical information 
can be compared against background investigation findings, employment records, treatment 
documentation, criminal justice records, and responses to personality test items covering similar 
content domains. Concordance across sources supports credibility; discrepancies identify areas 
requiring investigation.

5.	 Documentation and audit trail. Structured biographical data collection improves documentation 
of the assessment process, creating an explicit record of how biographical information informed 
interview planning and suitability determination. This audit trail supports quality assurance, 
professional supervision, peer review, and continuous improvement in assessment practice while 
preserving professional judgment and the primacy of multimethod data integration.

Chapter 3 describes how the PHS Report supports each of these functions; Chapter 5 illustrates them 
through an extended case example.

Biographical Data as Core Assessment Components
In the assessment of public safety personnel, biographical data are not an adjunct; they constitute a 
core evidentiary source for assessing suitability and for contextualizing psychological test results and 
interview responses. Meta-analytic research demonstrates that biographical data rank among the best 
predictive assessment methods available, with validity coefficients comparable to or exceeding those 
of many psychological tests (Speer et al., 2022). Biographical data provide information about behavioral 
history, developmental experiences, and life functioning that personality measures do not cover.

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.
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The most direct evidence of this predictive value in public safety selection comes from Dilchert et al. 
(2026), the largest study to date of prehire misbehavior and subsequent police misconduct. The authors 
examined archival records for 8,539 law enforcement candidates evaluated at more than 150 municipal, 
county, state, and federal agencies, including 6,075 hired officers whose conduct was tracked for up to 5 
years. Prehire misbehaviors were assessed through a standardized background questionnaire followed 
by a structured confirmation interview (i.e., the same methodology described later in this chapter). 
Statistical analyses of officers’ risk of misconduct over time showed that 15 of 19 prehire misbehavior 
indicators significantly predicted one or more forms of posthire misconduct and in some cases increased 
risk by a factor of more than 14.

Based on prevalence, effect magnitude, and statistical stability, the authors identified two tiers of 
indicators warranting structured use in hiring decisions. Tier 1 comprises relatively common indicators 
suitable for systematic screening: written reprimands or suspensions in prior law enforcement 
employment; unfavorable termination conditions; bad credit; employer warnings related to negligence, 
recent moving violations, holding more than three jobs in the past 2 years, and a history of temper 
problems. Tier 2 comprises rare but high-severity red flags: citations for domestic violence, arrears on 
alimony or child support, unjustified use of force, demotions, complaints regarding racially offensive 
behavior, and multiple physical altercations. The posthire outcomes predicted by these indicators 
included excessive force complaints, sexual harassment accusations, misuse of official vehicles, 
misconduct-related lawsuits, written reprimands, undesirable off-duty conduct, and criminal charges. 
Notably, the authors found that these prehire indicators had minimal influence on agencies’ actual 
hiring decisions, and they concluded that systematic collection and structured use of biographical data 
targeting these prehire misbehaviors constitute an underused strategy for reducing posthire police 
misconduct.

The operational goal in using biographical data is not to treat any single admission as dispositive. Rather, 
the evaluator seeks to identify patterns, assess severity and recency, evaluate stability or change across 
time, and understand context. Individual biographical facts gain meaning through integration with other 
biographical information, psychological test findings, and clinical interview observations (Breaugh, 
2009; Speer et al., 2022). A single employment termination may reflect situation-specific factors or 
an unfortunate mismatch between candidate and position; multiple terminations across different 
employers constitute a pattern. Brief counseling following divorce represents adaptive help-seeking; 
psychiatric hospitalizations for suicidal crises indicate more substantial concern.

Self-Report Biographical Data and Collateral Verification
Biographical data in preemployment evaluation are obtained through two complementary methods: 
self-report and collateral verification. Self-report biographical data (e.g., those collected through the 
PHS) provide systematic, comprehensive coverage of relevant life domains. All candidates respond to 
identical questions using uniform response formats to ensure consistency and completeness. Self-report 
biographical instruments can assess internal experiences (e.g., thoughts, feelings, motivations) and 
subjective perceptions not directly observable or verifiable through external records.

However, self-report biographical data are susceptible to response distortion in high-stakes selection 
contexts. Candidates motivated to present favorably may minimize negative information, exaggerate 
achievements, or provide socially desirable responses. Although structured biographical instruments 
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can incorporate features that reduce distortion (e.g., verifiable questions, iterative branching that detects 
inconsistencies, narrative elaboration requirements), no self-report format eliminates response bias.

Collateral verification through background investigation addresses this limitation by providing objective 
documentation of verifiable biographical facts. Employment records, educational transcripts, criminal 
history, civil litigation records, credit reports, and interviews with references offer external validation of 
self-reported information. Background investigation can uncover information candidates choose not to 
disclose and can clarify timing, severity, and consequences of reported events.

The integration of self-report biographical data with collateral verification optimizes validity. Self-report 
provides comprehensive, standardized coverage; collateral verification provides objective validation 
and additional information. Concordance between sources supports candidate credibility; systematic 
discrepancies raise concerns requiring investigation. The pattern of convergence and divergence across 
self-report and collateral sources becomes meaningful, predictive information.

An Overview of the PHS Design, Structure, and Domains
The PHS is a structured self-report instrument designed specifically for public safety candidate 
assessment. The PHS covers multiple life history domains relevant to performance and risk in public 
safety positions, including police (or law enforcement) officer, correctional officer, dispatcher, and 
firefighter/medic: 

	■ Family of Origin

	■ Childhood/Adolescent Relationships

	■ Adverse Childhood Experiences

	■ Education

	■ Military Service

	■ Marital/Partner/Child Relationships

	■ Employment 

	■ National Security Clearance

	■ Driving 

	■ Finances

	■ Physical and Mental Health

	■ Life Events

	■ Substance Use

	■ Gambling and Gaming

	■ Legal

	■ Sexual Behavior

	■ Biased Attitudes and Behavior

	■ Online/Social Media

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.
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Questions are primarily verifiable (through external records or investigation), behavioral (focused 
on actions rather than attitudes), and historical (documenting past experiences rather than current 
self-perceptions).

Unlike many biographical surveys that are limited to negative disclosures—in effect, comprising a 
“damage report” of the respondent’s life history—PHS questions include a wide array of potentially 
risk-mitigating or protective variables. Traditional biographical questionnaires often focus exclusively on 
identifying problems: disciplinary actions, terminations, arrests, substance use, mental health treatment, 
and financial difficulties. Although such information is relevant to risk assessment, exclusive focus on 
negative history produces an incomplete and potentially misleading picture. Candidates are not defined 
solely by their difficulties or mistakes; they are also characterized by their strengths, resources, adaptive 
capacities, and patterns of successful functioning across life domains.

The PHS addresses this limitation through systematic assessment of protective factors and positive 
behavioral patterns. Protective factors (i.e., characteristics, experiences, and resources that buffer 
against risk, promote resilience, or predict positive outcomes) provide essential context for weighing 
the risk of recurrent problem behavior. Research in developmental psychopathology demonstrates 
that adverse experiences do not deterministically produce dysfunction; outcomes depend on the 
balance of risk and protective factors operating across the lifespan (Masten, 2001). Two candidates with 
similar adverse childhood experiences may show dramatically different adult functioning depending on 
protective factors such as positive mentoring relationships, achievement orientation, effective coping 
strategies, and stable social support.

PHS respondents are asked to provide explanatory context for many risk-related questions. For example, 
rather than simply documenting that a candidate was terminated from employment, the PHS prompts a 
narrative elaboration: the number of occurrences, the approximate timeframe and setting of each, and a 
detailed explanation of the circumstances in the candidate’s own words. In explaining the circumstances, 
candidates frequently reveal how they responded to the setback and what has changed since. This 
contextualization enables evaluators to distinguish candidates who have grown from adversity from 
those who show persistent patterns of dysfunction. A candidate terminated for attendance problems 
who subsequently maintained excellent attendance across 5 years with a new employer demonstrates 
different functioning than a candidate with multiple terminations across different employers for 
similar behaviors.

Similarly, elaborations concerning relationship difficulties, legal problems, substance use, or mental 
health challenges often disclose how candidates addressed these issues and how current functioning 
differs from past difficulties—information bearing on capacity for insight, motivation for change, 
effectiveness of coping strategies, and ability to learn from experience, all of which are protective 
factors relevant to psychological suitability. What the candidate has learned, and what they would now 
do differently, is deliberately left to the clinical interview where it can be explored in depth rather than 
answered in a single written response (see Chapter 5).

The PHS also prompts candidates to describe behavioral events in which they demonstrated resiliency 
and recovery, adaptability, prosocial behavior, moral/ethical judgment, and conscientiousness. By 
systematically assessing these protective factors and positive behavioral patterns along with risk-related 
information, the PHS enables balanced evaluation. Evaluators can identify candidates who combine 
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inevitable human imperfections with substantial strengths and adaptive capacities, distinguishing them 
from candidates whose risk factors are not balanced by protective factors or who show limited evidence 
of resilience, growth, or positive functioning. This comprehensive approach supports more accurate risk 
assessment and more fair evaluation than biographical surveys focused exclusively on negative history.

The narrative elaborations requested throughout the PHS serve a second important function 
beyond content: they reveal a candidate’s cognitive and emotional processing of their experiences. 
Candidates who provide thoughtful, detailed, coherent narratives demonstrating insight into their 
behavior, understanding of consequences, and capacity for self-reflection differ from those who 
provide superficial, defensive, or incoherent accounts lacking insight or genuine engagement with their 
own history. The quality of narrative responses (i.e., their detail, coherence, emotional authenticity, 
and demonstration of self-awareness) provides information about psychological functioning that 
complements the factual content disclosed.

The PHS generates a comprehensive report that organizes biographical information into theme-based 
sections or domains, flags potentially concerning responses, and elicits narrative elaborations that 
provide context and potentially mitigating considerations. This structured output helps evaluators to 
systematically review all relevant biographical domains, highlights areas potentially requiring follow-
up in background investigation or clinical interview, and creates documentation of what biographical 
information was collected and considered in the assessment process.

Importantly, the PHS is not a psychological test that produces normative scores indicating deviance or 
pathology. It is a structured method for collecting and reporting self-disclosed biographical information. 
The evaluator’s task is to integrate PHS responses with psychological test findings, background 
investigation results, and clinical interview observations to form evidence-based judgments about 
candidate suitability. PHS responses gain meaning through this integration process rather than through 
comparison to normative standards.

Integration of Biographical Data With Psychological Testing 
and the Clinical Interview
Preemployment assessment requires systematic integration of biographical data with psychological 
testing and the clinical interview. Each assessment modality contributes unique information; no single 
source is sufficient. Biographical data document behavioral history and life circumstances; personality 
tests assess current personality traits and psychopathology symptoms; and clinical interviews permit 
direct observation, targeted inquiry, and evaluation of insight and judgment.

The integration process follows a systematic sequence. First, the evaluator reviews personality test 
validity scales to determine whether test results are interpretable. Second, the evaluator identifies 
substantive findings from test scores, noting personality characteristics or psychopathology indicators 
that require attention. Third, the evaluator examines biographical findings from both self-report 
(e.g., the PHS) and collateral sources (i.e., background investigation) to identify patterns of concern or 
strength. Fourth, the evaluator constructs the clinical interview systematically, based on convergence 
and divergence across test and biographical findings, and uses the interview to resolve contradictions, 
assess context and current manifestation, and make direct behavioral observations. Fifth, the evaluator 
synthesizes all evidence to determine whether the candidate meets selection standards.
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This systematic integration process—described in detail by Spilberg and Corey (2024) and Corey 
and Ben-Porath (2024) and further elaborated in Chapter 5 with a detailed case illustration—
structures professional judgment to optimize validity while reducing vulnerability to cognitive 
biases that compromise unstructured assessment. The integration process treats biographical data 
not as supplementary information considered after psychological testing but as coequal evidence 
systematically integrated throughout the assessment.

Organization of This User’s Guide
This User’s Guide provides guidance for administering the PHS and using the PHS Report in PPEs of 
public safety candidates. The Guide assumes readers possess basic competence in preemployment 
assessment practice and familiarity with contemporary personality assessment instruments such 
as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory®-3 (MMPI®-3; Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2020) and 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire® (MPQ®; Tellegen et al., 2023).

Chapter 2 addresses PHS administration including decisions about preoffer versus postoffer timing, 
options for suppressing marijuana-related questions where legally required, proctoring considerations, 
and the general instructions and attestation (i.e., a veracity warning, artificial intelligence [AI] instruction, 
a Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act of 2008 [GINA] admonishment, and a closing attestation).

Chapter 3 describes the structure and content of the PHS Report, explaining how biographical 
information is organized and how risk-related admissions, denials, elaborations, and potentially risk-
mitigating assertions appear in the report.

Chapter 4 describes how to administer the PHS using the Pearson™ Q-global® administration, scoring, 
and reporting system as well as how to generate the PHS Report, including which user-designated 
options are available to customize report content and format.

Chapter 5 demonstrates how PHS Report findings are integrated with personality test results, 
background investigation findings, and the clinical interview to reach a suitability determination, carrying 
a single case through a five-step data integration model. The chapter concludes with a review of common 
interpretive errors and the practices that guard against them.

Key Principles
Several key principles guide effective use of biographical data in preemployment evaluation:

Patterns matter more than isolated incidents. A single problematic event may reflect 
situation-specific factors, developmental immaturity, or an unfortunate mistake. Patterns of 
similar problems across time and contexts indicate stable characteristics predictive of future 
behavior. Evaluators should distinguish one-time occurrences from recurring themes in 
behavioral history.

Recency and trajectory matter. Recent behavior is more predictive of future behavior than 
distant history. A pattern of problems 10 years ago followed by sustained positive functioning 
suggests successful change. An escalating pattern of recent difficulties indicates increasing risk. 
Evaluators should attend to temporal patterns and trajectories rather than treating all history as 
equally relevant.
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Context matters. Cultural background, developmental stage, socioeconomic circumstances, 
and situational factors affect the meaning of biographical information. Decontextualized 
interpretation risks misunderstanding experiences or penalizing candidates for constrained 
opportunities or culturally normative behavior. Evaluators should interpret biographical data 
within the appropriate context.

Convergence increases confidence; divergence requires investigation. When biographical 
data, personality test findings, and interview observations converge to support the same 
conclusions, confidence in suitability determinations increases. When sources diverge (i.e., 
biographical data suggest concerns while testing appears benign or vice versa), the evaluator 
must investigate to determine which source provides more valid information about current 
functioning.

Verifiable information carries more weight than self-report alone. When self-report 
biographical information conflicts with background investigation findings or personality test 
results, collaterally verified information should receive greater weight. Evaluators should 
distinguish between confirmed facts and uncorroborated claims.

Protective factors moderate risk. Complete biographical assessment identifies both risk 
factors and protective or mitigating factors (i.e., strengths, resources, resilience, and adaptive 
patterns that moderate risk or predict positive outcomes). Candidates with risk factors who also 
possess substantial protective factors may present acceptable overall risk. Evaluators should 
assess both sides of the risk-resilience balance.

User Competencies and Training Resources
This User’s Guide assumes that PHS users hold the qualifications required to conduct PPEs of public 
safety candidates in their jurisdiction, and it is not a substitute for training in that specialty. Competent 
use of the PHS rests on several areas of knowledge and skill. Users should understand the legal and 
regulatory framework governing preemployment evaluations, including the Americans with Disabilities 
Act’s (ADA, 1990) distinction between preoffer and postoffer inquiries, GINA (2008), applicable state law, 
and the professional practice guidelines that govern these evaluations. The PHS is designed to support 
but not replace these requirements. 

Users should be competent in the administration and interpretation of the normed personality 
instruments with which the PHS is typically integrated, including interpretation referenced to public 
safety comparison groups (Corey & Ben-Porath, 2022, 2024; Corey, Sellbom, & Ben-Porath, 2023). 
Users should be skilled in the interpretation of biographical data (i.e., the analysis of context, recency, 
severity, and pattern that gives life history information its meaning) and in conducting structured clinical 
interviews built from that information (Corey & Zelig, 2020; Spilberg & Corey, 2024). Users also should 
be able to integrate findings across testing, biographical data, background investigation, and interview 
to reach defensible suitability determinations (Corey & Zelig, 2020). Chapters 2–5 of this User’s Guide 
address the PHS-specific elements of these competencies; the works cited previously address the 
broader specialty.
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Formal training in PPE of public safety candidates is available through several sources, including on-
demand programs by the American Academy of Police & Public Safety Psychology (ABPPSP; https://
training.concept.paloaltou.edu/collections). Users practicing in jurisdictions with peace officer standards 
and training requirements should also consult their state’s or province’s screening requirements and 
materials; the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) Peace Officer 
Psychological Screening Manual (Spilberg & Corey, 2024) is a comprehensive example.

Conclusion
The PHS provides a structured, standard method for collecting comprehensive biographical data 
relevant to public safety candidate assessment. When integrated systematically with psychological 
testing and a clinical interview, biographical data enhance assessment validity, support evidence-based 
decision-making, and improve documentation and defensibility. This User’s Guide provides guidance for 
administering the PHS and generating the PHS Report for use in informed suitability determinations.

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.

https://training.concept.paloaltou.edu/collections
https://training.concept.paloaltou.edu/collections




11

2
Chapter 2. Administration of the PHS

Administering the PHS via Pearson’s Q-global Platform
The PHS can only be administered using Q-global (see Chapter 4). Computerized administration has 
several distinct advantages over paper-and-pencil administration: (a) it ensures the security of private, 
sensitive information that would otherwise be vulnerable to unwanted or accidental disclosure; (b) 
it provides for the sequential branching of biographical questions based on an examinee’s response 
choice; (c) it prevents skipping or inadvertently overlooking questions by presenting one question at a 
time and requiring that it be answered before proceeding; (d) it allows the examinee to elaborate on 
answers to questions that require context or explanation for proper understanding or interpretation; 
and (e) it facilitates the immediate availability of the examinee’s responses and generation of the 
PHS Report.

The Q-global User Guide (NCS Pearson, 2016), available and downloadable from the Q-global Resource 
Library, provides detailed instructions on general site navigation, managing accounts, creating and 
managing examinees, generating reports, and group administration. Users should consult this resource 
for general guidance on interacting with Q-global.

Users have two options for administering the PHS: on-screen administration (OSA) or remote on-
screen administration (ROSA). OSA is the proper delivery method when the hiring agency or screening 
psychologist wishes to have the examinee complete the PHS at their office location. This method can 
ensure that the respondent’s environment is comfortable and distraction free and that the PHS is 
completed on a specified date and time. Alternatively, ROSA sends an invitation to the examinee via 
email, allowing them to complete the PHS in the privacy of their home or other setting. Instructions for 
both delivery methods are provided in the Q-global User Guide.

User-Selected Options
In addition to the general instructions in the Q-global User Guide related to setting up examinees, 
assigning assessments, and delivering the PHS via OSA or ROSA, there are three user-selected options 
for a PHS administration: (1) preoffer versus postoffer administration, (2) postoffer administration with 
or without marijuana use-related questions,3 and (3) suppressing administration of one or more personal 
history domains. These options are discussed next.

Preoffer Versus Postoffer Administration
Job applicants in any industry are typically evaluated for suitability using multiple stages or “hurdles”: 
initial application, preliminary screening assessments (including verification of eligibility such as 
minimum age, education, employment history, and any certification requirements), structured 
interviews, skills testing, reference/criminal history checks, and final selection decisions. In public safety 
hiring, this multistage process commonly includes written examinations, physical ability tests, oral board 

3  The preoffer version does not include marijuana-use questions.
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interviews, background investigations, medical examinations, and psychological evaluations. The timing 
and sequence of these hurdles vary across jurisdictions based on local practices, resources, and legal 
requirements.

The ADA (1990), as amended, establishes constraints on the timing of certain assessment procedures. 
Title I of the ADA prohibits employers from making disability-related inquiries or requiring medical 
examinations before extending a conditional offer of employment (COE). This prohibition encompasses 
any inquiry or assessment that is “likely to elicit information about a disability” (42 U.S.C. § 12112(d)
(2)). The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which enforces the ADA, has consistently 
interpreted this provision broadly to protect applicants from discrimination based on disability during 
the initial screening and selection process.

Specifically, the ADA distinguishes between preoffer and postoffer stages of the hiring process:

Preoffer. Before a prospective employer provides the applicant4 a COE, the employer (including 
its screening psychologist) may not make disability-related inquiries or require medical 
examinations. This prohibition applies to questions about an applicant’s physical or mental 
impairments, history of treatment for mental health conditions, use of prescription medications, 
past hospitalizations, workers’ compensation claims, or any other inquiry likely to reveal the 
existence, nature, or severity of a disability. Employers may, however, ask about an applicant’s 
ability to perform job-related functions and may require applicants to demonstrate ability to 
perform specific tasks (Prohibited Medical Examinations and Inquiries, 2011).

Postoffer. After a prospective employer provides a COE, the employer may require medical 
examinations and make disability-related inquiries if they do so for all entering employees in the 
same job category. However, the 9th Circuit has held that a conditional offer is not “bona fide” 
or “real” unless it follows the collection and analysis of all nonmedical information that could 
reasonably be gathered and analyzed before the offer is made. In Leonel v. American Airlines, Inc. 
(2005), the court ruled that extending COEs before completing background investigations violates 
the ADA because the employer is using medical information to make decisions that should be 
based on nonmedical information collected preoffer. The court emphasized that permitting 
medical examinations only after a COE ensures that employment decisions are not influenced 
by disability-related information when nonmedical factors should serve as the basis for the 
decision. Although Leonel v. American Airlines, Inc. is binding only in the 9th Circuit, employers 
and psychologists in other jurisdictions may wish to consider this reasoning when structuring 
their selection processes, as courts may adopt similar standards in evaluating whether COEs are 
sufficiently real to permit medical examinations under the ADA.

The results of postoffer medical examinations and disability-related inquiries must be kept confidential 
and maintained separately from general personnel files. Employers may withdraw a COE based on 
medical examination or inquiry results only if the reason for exclusion is job-related and consistent with 
business necessity and no reasonable accommodation would enable the individual to perform essential 
job functions (42 U.S.C. § 12112(d)(3)).

4 � The PHS Report (discussed in Chapter 3) distinguishes between “applicants” (preoffer evaluees who have not yet received a COE) and “candidates” 
(postoffer evaluees who have received a COE and passed initial selection hurdles).
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Implications for Biographical Data Collection
The ADA’s preoffer prohibition on disability-related inquiries has significant implications for biographical 
data collection in public safety personnel assessment. Although much biographical information (e.g., 
employment history, educational background, criminal history, financial history) does not implicate the 
ADA, questions about mental health, substance use, psychological counseling or treatment, psychiatric 
hospitalization, or use of psychotropic medications clearly constitute disability-related inquiries 
prohibited before a COE has been extended. ADA enforcement guidance specifies that asking applicants 
whether they have ever seen a psychiatrist or psychologist, have been hospitalized for mental health 
reasons, or take medications for anxiety or depression constitutes impermissible disability-related 
inquiry before a COE has been extended (U.S. EEOC, 2000).

The distinction between permissible and impermissible preoffer questions can be nuanced. Questions 
about conduct or behavior are generally permissible even if the conduct might be associated with 
disability. For example, asking “Have you ever been disciplined at work for conflicts with coworkers?” is 
permissible because it addresses job-relevant conduct rather than inquiring about disability. In contrast, 
asking “Have you ever received treatment for anger management problems?” would be impermissible 
because it directly inquires about mental health treatment. Similarly, asking “How many days of work did 
you miss last year?” does not implicate disability, whereas asking “Have you ever been on medical leave 
for mental health reasons?” does.

For biographical data collection in public safety hiring, these ADA requirements are reflected in 
professional practice guidance on occupationally mandated psychological evaluations (APA, 2018) and 
necessitate different versions of biographical questionnaires for preoffer and postoffer administration. 

PHS Preoffer and Postoffer Versions
The PHS addresses legal requirements through two versions designed for different stages of the hiring 
process:

PHS preoffer version. The preoffer version excludes all questions about mental health status, 
mental health treatment, and other topics that would constitute disability-related inquiries 
under the ADA. Because questions about the legal use of marijuana, alcohol, and other 
substances could reveal a substance use disorder, they are excluded as well. The preoffer 
version otherwise collects comprehensive biographical information across multiple domains (i.e., 
family background, educational history, employment history, financial functioning, legal history, 
relationship history, and conduct) while scrupulously avoiding topics and questions likely to elicit 
disability-related information. This version is appropriate for administration before a COE has 
been extended. 

PHS postoffer version. The postoffer version includes all questions from the preoffer version 
plus additional questions about mental health status, mental health treatment history, substance 
use, and related topics relevant to psychological suitability assessment. This version is designed 
for administration after a COE has been extended, when the ADA permits disability-related 
inquiries as part of postoffer medical examinations and psychological evaluations. The postoffer 
version enables comprehensive biographical assessment across all domains relevant to public 
safety suitability determination.
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The availability of both versions provides users with flexibility in structuring their screening process 
while maintaining ADA compliance. Users that prefer to conduct initial screening using biographical 
data before investing resources in COEs can administer the preoffer PHS version as part of early-stage 
applicant screening. Hiring agencies that prefer to extend COEs before collecting biographical data can 
administer the postoffer version as part of a comprehensive postoffer evaluation. The choice depends 
on local practices, resource considerations, and risk management preferences.

Regardless of timing decisions, users should ensure that (a) no disability-related inquiries occur before 
a COE has been extended; (b) all evaluees for the same position receive the same biographical data 
collection procedures at the same stage; (c) biographical data are integrated systematically with other 
assessment information rather than considered in isolation (see Chapter 1); and (d) screening decisions 
based on biographical data are job-related, supported by evidence, and consistently applied.

Documentation
Users should maintain clear documentation of when biographical data were collected relative to the 
issuance of a COE. The PHS Report automatically indicates which version was administered (preoffer 
or postoffer) and the date of PHS administration, creating an audit trail for compliance purposes. This 
documentation enables the user to demonstrate proper procedures if selection decisions are challenged.

Suppressing Marijuana-Related Questions
State law in some U.S. jurisdictions provides specific protections for applicants and candidates regarding 
cannabis use that create circumstances under which employers (and their agents, including screening 
psychologists) must suppress marijuana-related questions from preemployment assessments. For 
example, California Senate Bill (SB) 700, which took effect January 1, 2024, and is codified at California 
Fair Employment and Housing Act Government Code § 12954, makes it unlawful for California employers 
to discriminate against applicants/candidates or employees based on their use of cannabis off the job 
and away from the workplace or based on an employer-required drug screening test that has found the 
person to have nonpsychoactive cannabis metabolites in their hair, blood, urine, or other bodily fluids.

The law recognizes that tests for nonpsychoactive cannabis metabolites cannot distinguish between 
cannabis use that occurred days or weeks earlier and any current impairment, effectively penalizing 
legal off-duty conduct without demonstrating job-related risk. However, SB 700 contains important 
exceptions: It does not apply to applicants/candidates or employees in the building and construction 
trades; does not preempt state or federal laws requiring testing for controlled substances; does not 
permit employees to possess, be impaired by, or use cannabis on the job; and does not affect an 
employer’s rights and obligations under federal law or interfere with federal contracts (California Civil 
Rights Council, 2024). 

For public safety employers conducting preemployment psychological evaluations, SB 700 creates 
important constraints on biographical data collection. California Government Code § 12954, as amended 
effective January 1, 2024, explicitly makes it unlawful for employers to request information from 
applicants/candidates relating to their prior use of cannabis. In response, California POST revised its 
Personal History Statement forms to remove all inquiries about prior cannabis use (Commission on 
Peace Officer Standards and Training, 2023). Consistent with these requirements, the PHS marijuana 
suppression option should be selected when evaluating California peace officer candidates to remove 
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prohibited cannabis-related questions while retaining all other permissible substance use items. SB 
700 does not, however, affect an employer’s ability to obtain and consider an applicant’s or candidate’s 
criminal conviction history, and general criminal history inquiries remain permissible. When marijuana 
questions are suppressed, the PHS Report cover page indicates below the report title that these 
questions were not administered, creating documentation that marijuana use was not considered in the 
hiring decision (see Chapter 3).

Hiring agencies should make suppression decisions in consultation with legal counsel familiar with 
applicable jurisdictional law, relevant federal requirements (e.g., Department of Transportation 
regulations for positions requiring commercial driver’s licenses), and the specific job duties of the 
position. For positions exempted from SB 700 (such as those in building and construction trades) or 
positions subject to federal requirements that mandate drug screening including marijuana, suppression 
may not be appropriate or legally required. For positions subject to SB 700 without applicable 
exemptions, suppression reduces legal risk associated with potential discrimination claims.

It is important to note that suppressing marijuana-related questions from the PHS does not prohibit the 
psychological evaluation from addressing cannabis use. If an evaluee voluntarily discloses cannabis use 
during the clinical interview, or if personality test results suggest substance-related concerns that the 
evaluator explores in the interview, this information may be considered in the suitability determination. 
SB 700 prohibits discrimination based on off-duty cannabis use and drug screening for nonpsychoactive 
metabolites; it does not prohibit consideration of information about substance use patterns, 
impairment, or psychological functioning voluntarily disclosed or discovered through lawful assessment 
methods. However, when marijuana questions are not suppressed and are included in the postoffer 
PHS, evaluators may consider patterns of problematic use, impairment history, or cannabis use that has 
affected work performance, relationships, or psychological functioning because these factors relate to 
psychological suitability rather than mere off-duty use.

Users outside California should determine whether similar state or local laws affect marijuana-related 
inquiries in their jurisdictions. As cannabis legalization expands and employment protections for lawful 
off-duty use increase, the legal landscape continues to evolve. As of this writing, Nevada, New York, New 
Jersey, Montana, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Minnesota protect legal cannabis use outside work 
hours and away from the workplace. These states vary, however, in their statutes’ provisions for public 
safety exceptions and other provisions. The PHS’s marijuana suppression option provides flexibility to 
adapt to varying legal requirements across jurisdictions.

Suppressing Domains
Users who wish to exclude domain-specific sets of PHS questions can do so when they select the OSA or 
ROSA administration method. Although most users are unlikely to select this option, some jurisdictions 
may prohibit, for example, questions about financial history with evaluees for nonsworn positions (e.g., 
dispatcher). When choosing to suppress a domain, none of the questions in that domain will be included 
in the PHS administration and all suppressed domains will be listed on the cover page of the PHS Report.

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.



16� Chapter 2

Environmental Conditions for Completing the PHS
As with the administration of personality testing, administration of the PHS should occur in a quiet, 
comfortable environment in which the respondent is free of distraction. However, unlike personality 
testing, which requires standardized administration conditions including proctoring to ensure test 
security and prevent coaching or collaborative responding (Corey & Ben-Porath, 2020), the PHS does not 
require proctored administration. The PHS may be completed by individuals in their own environment 
without supervision or monitoring by agency personnel or psychological evaluators.

The rationale for this difference in administration requirements relates to the nature of the information 
being assessed and the potential for coaching to affect validity. Psychological tests measure constructs 
such as personality traits, psychopathology symptoms, and cognitive abilities through carefully 
developed and validated items where the “correct” or adaptive response pattern is not always obvious to 
respondents. Coaching—whether through formal test preparation, consultation with others during test 
taking, or review of test items—can lead to erroneous responding rather than genuine self-reporting. 
Proctored administration reduces these threats to validity.

In contrast, the PHS collects factual biographical information about respondents’ life histories: 
educational background, employment history, legal history, financial history, substance use history, 
relationship history, and (in the postoffer version) mental health treatment history. The PHS asks 
evaluees to report specific, verifiable facts about their own experiences: “Have you ever been fired 
from a job?”, “Have you ever been arrested?”, “Have you ever filed for bankruptcy?” For questions of 
this nature, coaching provides little advantage: A respondent who has been fired from a job gains 
nothing from consulting with others about how to answer the question because the fact itself cannot be 
credibly altered. 

Moreover, dishonest responding to biographical questions—whether prompted by coaching or 
independent fabrication—creates substantial risk for evaluees. Biographical information is verifiable 
through background investigation, employment records, criminal history databases, credit reports, 
and other external sources, and respondents who provide false biographical information face high 
likelihood of detection when self-report is compared against collateral information. False statements on 
biographical questionnaires may constitute grounds for disqualification independent of the underlying 
biographical facts because dishonesty and lack of integrity represent fundamental suitability concerns in 
public safety hiring. Under these circumstances, accurate reporting is the rational strategy and coaching 
provides no benefit.

Additionally, some PHS questions require narrative elaboration describing circumstances, context, and 
outcomes of reported events. These narrative responses are difficult to fabricate convincingly and 
become increasingly difficult to maintain consistently across other selection hurdles, including the hiring 
interview, background investigation, and the clinical interview. Coached or fabricated narratives tend to 
lack the detail, coherence, and emotional authenticity of genuine accounts, often revealing themselves 
through inconsistencies or implausibility when explored in depth.

For these reasons, the PHS does not require proctored administration. Individuals may complete the PHS 
at their convenience in their own environment, taking whatever time they need to research and recall 
biographical information accurately and provide thoughtful narrative elaborations where requested. 
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This approach maximizes evaluee convenience while maintaining assessment validity, as unproctored 
administration poses minimal threat to the integrity of biographical data collection.

ROSA Considerations
When using ROSA, evaluees complete the PHS in their chosen environment. Although this maximizes 
convenience, users should provide clear instructions that respondents should (a) strive to complete 
the PHS in a single session without extended interruptions, (b) use a private device (not a public 
computer or shared device) to optimize security, (c) ensure adequate time to complete the assessment 
without rushing, and (d) have access to relevant documents (e.g., employment records, dates) to ensure 
accurate reporting. 

Technical Requirements
Respondents completing the PHS require:

	■ Internet-connected computer or tablet

	■ Updated web browser

	■ Stable internet connection

	■ Approximately 60–90 minutes to complete (depending on biographical history complexity)

Q-global is compatible with major operating systems and browsers. 

The platform automatically saves responses, allowing evaluees to resume their session if it is interrupted 
due to technical issues.

Administration of the PHS
General Instructions
At the start of the PHS administration, evaluees are presented with three statements. The first statement 
is a veracity warning; the second is an AI instruction; and the third is a GINA admonishment. Each is 
discussed below.

Veracity Warning
Before answering any life history questions or providing other private information, respondents must 
acknowledge that they have read, understood, and agreed to the following statement:

This survey covers various aspects of your personal history. Answer each question truthfully and 
completely. 

Answer “Yes” if a question is true for you in any respect, even if only once or partially, or if you are 
unsure whether it is true for you. Provide your explanation if one is requested.

Answer “No” only if you are confident the answer is “No” and the question does not apply to you in 
any way.
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Read every question carefully. Answers later found to be inaccurate or untruthful may cause you to 
be denied employment or have your conditional offer of employment withdrawn. If untruthfulness is 
discovered after you are hired, your employer may terminate your employment or take other action.

The veracity warning serves several purposes. It 

	■ emphasizes the importance of honest, accurate responding; 

	■ establishes the standard for answering (i.e., “yes” whenever a question is true in any respect or the 
respondent is unsure; “no” only when confident), which favors disclosure over omission when the 
respondent is in doubt;

	■ clarifies consequences of dishonesty; and 

	■ creates documentation that respondents were warned about the importance of truthfulness. 

The veracity warning’s purposes are further supported by allowing the respondent to return to and 
correct responses to any earlier PHS questions and to provide an elaboration to most “yes” responses. 

AI Instruction
The second statement instructs respondents not to use AI tools when responding. Respondents must 
acknowledge that they have read, understood, and agreed to the following instruction: 

You may not use artificial intelligence (AI) tools—including chatbots, writing assistants, or other 
generative AI applications, such as ChatGPT, Claude, Gemini, or similar tools—to compose, draft, edit, 
or refine any of your answers or elaborations. All answers must be written entirely by you, in your 
own words.

By proceeding, you affirm that your responses will be your own and prepared without the assistance of 
AI tools.

The AI instruction serves purposes that parallel those of the veracity warning. The PHS asks for the 
respondent’s history in their own words. Narrative elaborations function both as behavioral samples—
of candor, attitude, cognition, and expression—and as content for the postoffer clinical interview (see 
Chapter 3), and both functions depend on the respondent having composed the answers themselves. 
An answer drafted or refined by an AI tool conceals the very response characteristics—minimization, 
guardedness, evasiveness—that make elaborations informative. The instruction is therefore broad 
by design, prohibiting not only AI-composed answers but the use of AI to edit or polish answers the 
respondent wrote. Like the other general instructions, it also creates documentation: The respondent 
affirms before answering that the responses will be their own, and the closing attestation reinforces that 
affirmation, subject to the same consequences the veracity warning describes. The instruction deters 
AI use but cannot guarantee compliance, and this bears on the choice between proctored and remote 
administration. A proctored setting allows the user to limit access to other devices and applications, 
whereas remote administration relies on the instruction and attestation alone. Guidance on recognizing 
and addressing suspected AI use appears in Chapter 5.

GINA Admonishment
The third statement contained in the general instructions is an admonishment, in compliance with U.S. 
federal law, not to report any genetic information:
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In answering these questions, do not include any genetic information. The Genetic Information 
Nondiscrimination Act of 2008 (GINA) prohibits employers and other entities covered by GINA from 
requesting or requiring any family medical history or any information related to genetic testing, genetic 
services, genetic counseling, or genetic diseases for which an individual may be at risk.

The respondent must acknowledge that they have read, understood, and agreed to this admonishment.

GINA prohibits employers and other covered entities from discriminating based on genetic information 
in employment decisions (Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act, 2008). GINA defines genetic 
information broadly to include information not only about an individual’s genetic tests, genetic tests of 
family members, requests for or receipt of genetic services, participation in clinical research involving 
genetic services, and genetic information about a fetus or embryo, but also about family medical history 
(42 U.S.C. § 2000ff(4)).

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which enforces GINA, has issued regulations 
and guidance addressing employer obligations. Among these requirements, GINA prohibits employers 
from requesting, requiring, or purchasing genetic information about applicants or employees (42 U.S.C. 
§ 2000ff-1(b)). This prohibition extends to requests for family medical history, which GINA treats as 
genetic information because family medical history may reveal genetic predispositions to disease.

However, GINA recognizes that employers may inadvertently obtain genetic information in contexts 
where such information is not being specifically requested. To address this concern, GINA regulations 
establish a “safe harbor” provision: employers are not considered to have violated GINA’s prohibition 
on requesting genetic information if they provide a warning to the individual not to provide genetic 
information when requesting medical or health information. The EEOC has specified that this warning 
should use language such as “Do not provide any genetic information, including family medical history” 
(Acquisition of Genetic Information, 2010).

The PHS incorporates this safe harbor protection through the GINA admonishment quoted previously, 
which appears prominently in the general instructions and serves several important functions. First, 
the admonishment satisfies GINA’s liability provision, protecting users from liability if respondents 
voluntarily provide genetic information despite explicit instruction not to do so. Second, the 
admonishment educates respondents about what types of information they should not disclose. Many 
respondents may not be familiar with GINA or understand what constitutes genetic information under 
the law. The admonishment clarifies that family medical history, genetic testing results, and genetic 
counseling are protected information that should not be provided. For example, when answering 
questions in the postoffer version about mental health treatment, respondents should describe their 
own treatment experiences without mentioning that family members have similar conditions, that 
treatment was sought because of family history of mental illness, or that genetic testing revealed 
predisposition to psychiatric conditions. Finally, the inclusion of the GINA admonishment in the PHS 
Report creates documentation that the respondent received appropriate warnings, supporting the 
position that any genetic information obtained was inadvertent rather than requested.

The PHS platform presents the admonishment prominently during the administration process, and 
respondents must acknowledge the GINA admonishment before answering any PHS questions. The PHS 
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Report documents that the admonishment was provided and that the evaluee read, understood, and 
agreed to the statement, creating a record of GINA compliance.

If respondents provide genetic information despite the admonishment (e.g., by describing family medical 
history in narrative responses), agencies and screening psychologists should not use this information in 
employment decisions. The evaluator reviewing the PHS Report should note but disregard any genetic 
information that was inadvertently disclosed. Documentation should reflect that genetic information 
was not considered in the suitability determination. In cases where genetic information is extensively 
provided despite the admonishment, agencies may wish to consult legal counsel about appropriate steps 
to ensure GINA compliance and prevent claims of discrimination based on genetic information.

Biographical Questions
Following acknowledgment of the veracity warning, AI instruction, and GINA admonishment, the PHS 
proceeds to administration of the biographical questions organized by domain. All questions are 
administered unless a domain has been suppressed by the user, the user has chosen the preoffer 
administration (in which case all medical inquiries and questions potentially identifying a disability are 
suppressed), or the user has chosen the postoffer administration without marijuana questions. Unless 
suppressed, questions are administered by domain in the following order:

	■ Demographics

	■ Family of Origin

	■ Childhood/Adolescent Relationships

	■ Adverse Childhood Experiences

	■ Education

	■ Military Service

	■ Marital/Partner/Child Relationships

	■ Employment 

	■ National Security Clearance

	■ Driving 

	■ Finances

	■ Physical and Mental Health

	■ Life Events

	■ Substance Use

	■ Gambling and Gaming

	■ Legal

	■ Sexual Behavior

	■ Biased Attitudes and Behavior

	■ Online/Social Media

As previously discussed, although all respondents are asked to answer all biographical history questions 
(except when suppressed by electing the preoffer option or other user designation), some responses 
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require elaboration or explanation. Questions in the Military Service and National Security Clearance 
domains are suppressed when a respondent indicates, respectively, that they never served in the 
military or were never investigated for a national security clearance. Thus, based on their responses, 
some respondents are asked additional questions that others are not.

Attestation
Once all relevant biographical questions have been administered, the examinee is required to attest 
to the statement below. This statement reflects the veracity warning given at the start of the PHS 
administration in the general instructions:

I affirm that I have not used artificial intelligence (AI) tools to compose, draft, edit, or refine any of 
my answers or elaborations, and, to the best of my knowledge, my answers are true and accurate. 
I am aware that any answer later found to be inaccurate or untruthful may cause me to be denied 
employment or have my conditional offer of employment withdrawn. If my untruthfulness is discovered 
after I am hired, my employer may terminate my employment or take other action.

The attestation distinguishes intentional dishonesty from honest mistakes or memory lapses—evaluees 
who make good-faith errors in recalling dates, sequence of events, or minor details are not considered 
dishonest if they have attempted to answer accurately. The attestation requirement also serves to 
reduce frivolous claims that evaluees were unaware their responses would be verified or that dishonesty 
could affect their candidacy. Evaluees cannot later claim ignorance of the verification process or the 
consequences of having provided false information.

Completion of the PHS
Once the examinee provides their attestation and selects the forward button (i.e., >>), the PHS 
administration is considered complete and the examinee is no longer able to view or revise their 
responses. The user is then notified by email (if this option is selected when assigning the assessment in 
Q-global), and the results are available for immediate reporting.

Conclusion
Proper administration of the PHS requires attention to legal requirements (e.g., ADA timing, marijuana 
suppression where applicable, GINA compliance), technical procedures (e.g., Q-global platform 
operation, version selection, domain suppression), and evaluee instructions (e.g., technical requirements, 
appropriate environment, general instructions). When administered correctly, the PHS provides 
comprehensive, systematic biographical data that serve as an essential foundation for psychological 
evaluation of public safety personnel.
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3
Chapter 3. The PHS Report: Structure,  
Content, and Features

The PHS Report provides the examinee’s responses to the PHS questions in a structured and easily 
navigable format. This chapter describes the structure, content, and features of the report and illustrates 
them with a sample report (see Ms. J, Figure 3-1). 

As discussed in Chapter 2, there are three versions of the PHS Report: one for use in preoffer evaluations 
and two for use in postoffer evaluations. The postoffer versions allow users to include or exclude 
questions pertaining to marijuana use. This is necessary because in some jurisdictions such questions 
are not allowed by state law.5 The sample report depicted in Figure 3-1 was generated from a PHS 
administration of the postoffer version with marijuana questions. 

As seen in Figure 3-1, the postoffer report refers to the respondent as the candidate, reflecting that they 
have received a COE. The preoffer report uses the term applicant, reflecting that the respondent has not 
yet received a COE. We will use the term candidate for the remainder of this User’s Guide because the 
report in Figure 3-1 is that of a respondent who has received a COE. 

Page 1 of the PHS Report provides identifying information for the respondent, including their name; the 
position they have applied for; the agency they have applied to; the date of PHS completion; the last four 
digits of their social security number;6 their date of birth and place of birth; and their cell phone number, 
email address, gender, and race/ethnicity. 

The content of each report begins with the following introductory statement on page 2:

The Personal History Survey (PHS) is intended for use in assessments of public safety personnel. The 
information it contains should be considered in the context of all available information about the 
individual.

The PHS Report begins with a navigation page linked to each section of the report. Information about 
candidate [applicant] admonishment and attestation appears next. Two sections organized by domain 
follow—these sections include informational items and risk-related admissions and denials. Five 
categories of potentially risk-mitigating assertions appear at the end of the report.

User Options
Various available user-designated administration and report options, summarized in Figure 3-2, may 
result in reports that differ in content and appearance from the one shown in Figure 3-1.

5 � The preoffer version of the PHS Report does not include any questions related to substance use that could reveal a substance use disorder because such 
questions are allowed only after a candidate has received a COE (see Chapter 2 for details). 

6 � Users can opt to replace this with an alternative numeric identifier. 
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The administration options determine what the report contains. The user selects a standard or custom 
form and administers it either preoffer or postoffer. A standard form administers all domains, although 
the preoffer version omits the Physical and Mental Health and Substance Use domains (see Chapter 2). 
A custom form administers only the domains the user selects; domains that the user suppresses are 
listed in the report’s User-Suppressed Domains section (described later) but not in the Report Navigation 
section. Except when using the standard preoffer form, the user also specifies whether the marijuana-
related questions are included. The report type follows automatically from the form administered: a 
standard preoffer administration yields the preoffer version of the report, and a standard postoffer 
administration yields one of two postoffer versions of the report (i.e., either with marijuana questions 
or without). Figure 3-1 is a postoffer report with marijuana questions generated from a standard-form 
administration, so it includes all domains and there is no User-Suppressed Domains section.

There are three report options available to the user for the three report types. These report options are 
selected by the user when a report is generated and are not affected by the content covered in the PHS 
administration. The user may (a) identify the respondent by name, as in Figure 3-1, or by an alternative 
numeric identifier; (b) generate the full report, which includes the respondent’s denials (this is the default 
and is shown in Figure 3-1), or a report with denials suppressed (but see the cautionary note next); or (c) 
view the report on-screen, download it, or print it. Chapter 2 addresses the considerations that inform 
these administration decisions; Chapter 4 describes how to make the selections in Q-global.

Cautionary Note
Users should weigh the suppression of denials carefully because denials carry information of potential 
value beyond their content. As the report itself directs, denials should be reviewed for discrepancies 
from collateral background information, prior admissions, information gathered in the clinical interview, 
and other information sources—a review that cannot be conducted with a report that does not display 
them. 

A denial that conflicts with reliable information from another source bears on the accuracy and 
completeness of the respondent’s self-report, and a pattern of such discrepancies may signal defensive 
or false responding; suppressing printing of the denials removes the material from which either 
observation would be made. For these reasons, users who print a denials-suppressed report may wish 
to consult the full report before completing the evaluation, where circumstances permit. Chapter 5 
illustrates the analytic uses of denials—including their verification against collateral sources and the 
resolution of within-protocol discrepancies at interview—in the context of a complete case.

Report Sections
Following is a brief description of the PHS Report sections.

Report Navigation
The Report Navigation section provides hyperlinks that allow a user reading the report on-screen to 
navigate to subsequent sections and domains of the report. Only domains that were administered 
appear in the Report Navigation section.
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General Instructions and Attestation
The report next documents the three general instructions presented before administration of the PHS 
and the attestation provided at its completion. For each, the report states when the statement was 
presented; documents that the respondent acknowledged having read, understood, and agreed to it; 
and reproduces the statement verbatim, as shown in Figure 3-1 (p. 3). The purposes served by each 
statement are discussed in Chapter 2.

Veracity Warning
The veracity warning appears first. The respondent acknowledged it before answering any life history 
questions, and it establishes the standard under which the responses that follow were given (i.e., 
answer “yes” if a question is true in any respect, answer “no” only when confident, and understand the 
consequences of untruthful answers).

AI Instruction
The AI instruction follows next. It prohibits the use of AI tools to compose, draft, edit, or refine any 
answer or elaboration, and its acknowledgment affirms that the responses will be the respondent’s own. 
This affirmation is the first of two the report documents; the attestation is the second.

GINA Admonishment
The GINA admonishment follows the AI instruction. Provided in compliance with U.S. federal law, it 
directs the respondent not to include any genetic information—including family medical history—in their 
responses. 

Attestation
The attestation appears last. The report documents that, upon completing the PHS, the respondent 
affirmed that the answers given are true and accurate to the best of their knowledge and acknowledged 
the employment consequences of answers later found inaccurate or untruthful.

User-Suppressed Domains
If the PHS user opted to suppress administration of any PHS domain, the User-Suppressed Domains 
section appears next in the report and begins with the following statement:

Based on user-selected options, questions in the following PHS domains were not administered to the 
candidate [applicant]:

This statement is followed by a list of user-suppressed domains.

Synopsis
The synopsis identifies all the PHS domains in which the respondent made one or more risk-related 
admissions. This information is followed by a list of categories of potentially risk-mitigating assertions 
made by the respondent.
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Informational Items (By Domain)
This section provides the responses to informational (rather than risk related or potentially risk 
mitigating) questions in the PHS domains of Family of Origin, Childhood/Adolescent Relationships, 
Education, Military Service, Marital/Partner/Child Relationships, Employment, and National Security 
Clearance. If the user has suppressed administration of these domains, informational items for these 
domains will not be included in this section.

Risk-Related Admissions and Denials (By Domain)
This section includes the responses to each administered risk-related PHS question. The section begins 
with the following statement:

This section is organized by domain. Risk-related admissions and denials are listed as bulleted 
statements. Denials should be reviewed carefully for discrepancies from collateral background 
information, prior admissions, information gathered in the clinical interview [postoffer version], and 
other information sources.

Responses in this section are organized by domain. Unless administration of one or more domains is 
suppressed by the user—or unless the printing of risk-related denials is suppressed by the user (see 
the previous cautionary note)—risk-related admissions and denials are provided for all administered 
domains in the order shown in the Report Navigation (Figure 3-1, p. 2).

The Military and National Security Clearance domains will not appear in this section if the respondent 
indicated that they have not served in the military or sought national security clearance.7 The Physical 
and Mental Health and Substance Use domains are not included in the preoffer version of the PHS Report. 

For each domain, the responses to the risk-related questions are listed within two subsections: Risk-
Related Admissions and Denials. As seen on page 9 of Figure 3-1, the first domain included is Adverse 
Childhood Experiences. It begins with a list of any risk-related admissions the respondent made in this 
domain. This list is preceded by a note indicating that owing to the potentially retraumatizing nature 
of the questions in this domain, the respondent was not asked to elaborate to any admissions. These 
experiences warrant careful review during the clinical interview (postoffer), when the evaluator’s skills 
can mitigate risks associated with exploring sensitive topics.

In Figure 3-1, a list of the adverse childhood experiences denied by the respondent appears following the 
list of risk-related admissions. This list is preceded by report language indicating that the listed denials 
should be reviewed carefully for discrepancies from collateral background information, prior admissions, 
information gathered in the clinical interview (for postoffer evaluations), and other information sources.  

Regarding conditional items. The PHS uses branching logic: Some items are administered only 
when an earlier response makes them applicable. Evaluators reviewing denials for discrepancies 
with collateral information should keep this distinction in mind: An item that would ordinarily be 
listed but is missing means only that an earlier response rendered it inapplicable, and the earlier 
response should be verified against the background investigation. 

7  This will be indicated in the Informational Items (By Domain) section of the report.
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Admission and Denial Tags
Tags are brief labels, printed in capital letters, that begin each PHS response—both admissions and 
denials, risk related and risk mitigating. Each tag names the content of the question and is separated 
from the verbatim question by a slash. In Figure 3-1 (p. 9), for example, the first admission in the Adverse 
Childhood Experiences domain is tagged as follows: 

PHYSICAL ABUSE BY FAMILY MEMBER / You were physically abused by a family member. 

Because tags name content rather than reproduce question wording, they support efficient visual 
scanning of the report (e.g., to locate content areas during interview preparation or data integration).

Elaborations
For the subsequent PHS domains, some questions require that the respondent provide elaborations on 
admissions they make. For example, on page 11 of Figure 3-1 in the Employment domain, the list of risk-
related admissions is preceded by the following statement: 

Risk-Related Admissions. The candidate made the following risk-related admissions to the 
questions in this domain (all pertaining to employment history since leaving high school). Any written 
elaborations are included verbatim. The candidate was instructed to include in her elaboration, when 
the instance occurred, name of the employer, and a thorough explanation of the circumstances.

Similar language precedes the list of admissions made in other PHS domains. A respondent’s narrative 
elaborations serve dual purposes: as behavioral samples revealing elements of candor, attitudes, 
cognition, and personality and as content for exploration in the postoffer clinical interview. As discussed 
in Chapter 2, respondents are instructed not to use generative AI tools and are required to affirm that 
their responses are their own; guidance on how to address suspected AI use is presented in Chapter 5.

Potentially Risk-Mitigating Assertions
This final section of the report begins with the following statement:

Potentially risk-mitigating assertions are statements made by the candidate [applicant] that may 
identify experiences or positive attributes that mitigate risks identified in the evaluation.

Potentially risk-mitigating assertions provide a candidate’s perspectives on their strengths, adaptive 
capacities, and protective factors that may moderate identified risks. These assertions are intended 
for use in the postoffer clinical interview, where the evaluator can assess whether these self-reported 
strengths and insights are substantiated by behavioral evidence and consistent with personality test 
findings and background investigation. Assertions serve to contextualize risk-related admissions and 
identify potential resilience and growth. The assertions in this section were made by the respondent 
in response to questions included in the Biased Attitudes and Behavior, Childhood/Adolescent 
Relationships, Employment, Finances, Life Events, and Marital/Partner/Child Relationships domains. 
The report concludes with a list of these potentially risk-mitigating assertions organized in the following 
five categories:

	■ Resiliency/Recovery

	■ Adaptability

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.



28� Chapter 3

	■ Prosocial Behavior

	■ Moral/Ethical Judgment

	■ Conscientiousness

How the PHS Report Supports the Functions of Structured 
Biographical Data Collection
Chapter 1 identified five practical functions served by structured biographical data collection. The 
features described in this chapter show how the PHS Report supports carrying them out.

1.	 Standardized coverage of job-relevant domains. The report’s domain organization displays 
the coverage uniformly: Every respondent completing the same form is asked the same 
primary questions across the same domains, with admissions prompting the same follow‑ups 
on frequency, timing, and elaboration, and the report presents the results in the same 
order and format for every candidate. Where a user has customized the administration, the 
User‑Suppressed Domains section discloses exactly what was not asked so the report’s coverage 
is never ambiguous.

2.	 Transparency and defensibility. The report is a documented record of what was asked and what 
was answered. Questions appear verbatim alongside each response, elaborations are reproduced 
verbatim, and the veracity warning, AI instruction, GINA admonishment, and attestation document 
the conditions the respondent accepted before and after answering. An evaluator whose 
determination is later reviewed can produce the precise inquiry on which it rested.

3.	 Structured interview planning. The report’s aggregation of “yes” responses as risk-related 
admissions within each domain, with tags supporting rapid location of content, allows the 
evaluator to move from the report to an interview plan systematically. The report enables the 
evaluator to identify the admissions requiring context, the discrepancies requiring resolution, and 
the elaborations requiring exploration. Chapter 5 illustrates this process in detail.

4.	 Cross-checking of self-report. The report is organized for comparison against collateral sources. 
Admissions can be verified against background investigation findings; denials are displayed (in the 
full report) so that they, too, can be reviewed for discrepancies with collateral information; and 
the informational items provide the employment, education, and relationship framework against 
which records are matched.

5.	 Documentation and audit trail. Because the report preserves the complete administration—
every question, every response, every elaboration, and the respondent’s attestation—it creates 
a durable record of how biographical information entered the evaluation. The report can be 
retained in the evaluation file, and portions may be reproduced in the evaluator’s own written 
report to document the basis for conclusions.

These functions are realized fully only when the report is integrated with psychological testing, 
background investigation, and the clinical interview. Chapter 5 demonstrates the integration through an 
extended case.
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.



44� Chapter 3

Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.



The PHS Report: Structure, Content, and Features� 49

Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-1.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 3-2.	 Personal History Survey (PHS) User-Designated Administration and Report Options
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4
Chapter 4. Using Pearson Software to  
Administer and Report the PHS

This chapter describes how to use Pearson software to administer the PHS and to generate a report after 
administration has been completed.

Administration of the PHS
When assigning the PHS, users can select from multiple administration options within the Q-global 
platform. The PHS may be administered either in person using on-screen administration or remotely 
through an emailed link (remote on-screen; see Figure 4-1).

Administration Options
By default, the administration setting is configured for Public Safety. Users may select either a Standard 
form or a Custom form (see Figure 4-2). 

For the Standard form, users must specify whether the administration is for a preoffer applicant or a 
postoffer candidate. 

	■ Preoffer applicant version: All standard domains are included by default, and domain selections 
cannot be modified. The Physical and Mental Health and Substance Use domains are automatically 
suppressed.

	■ Postoffer candidate version: All 18 standard domains are administered. Users may specify whether 
marijuana-related items are included. 

For the Custom form, users select either the preoffer applicant or postoffer candidate version and may 
choose which domain(s) to administer. When the Substance Use domain is selected, users must indicate 
whether to include marijuana-related questions. 

Generating a PHS Report
Getting Started
To generate a PHS Report, log in to Q-global and locate the examinee record associated with the 
completed PHS administration. 

1.	 From the Q-global dashboard, select the appropriate examinee.

2.	 Open the test record for the completed PHS administration.

3.	 Select Generate Report. A dialog box will open in which report specifications are defined.
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Selecting a Report
Q-global provides a single option for generating a PHS Report (see Figure 4-3). The report type is 
determined automatically by the form that was administered: preoffer, postoffer with marijuana 
questions, or postoffer without marijuana questions.

Report Options
Once the report is selected, users can adjust two report settings (see Figure 4-4).

Examinee Identification
Users may choose from two options how the examinee is identified in the report:

	■ include examinee name (default)

	■ identification number

Report Content 
Depending on the administration options selected, users may opt to

	■ include denials (default) 

	■ suppress denials (by deselecting the default)

Accessing Reports
The report is produced as a PDF within Q-global using the specified parameters and saved to the 
examinee’s record.

Generated reports may be

	■ viewed on-screen

	■ downloaded

	■ printed

Mandatory Settings
Certain settings cannot be modified. For example, the preoffer version of the report automatically 
suppresses specific domains and associated questions in accordance with administration requirements.

Gender‑Neutral Report Language
Reports automatically use gender-neutral language when the gender demographic is unspecified or 
identified as a value other than male or female. This approach aligns with recommendations outlined in 
the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (7th ed.; APA, 2020). 

Technical Support
For assistance with Q-global technical issues—including login, administration, and report generation—
contact Pearson Clinical Customer Support. Technical support is provided through the central customer 
service team: 1-800-627-7271 or https://www.pearsonassessments.com/forms/contact-us-support.html 
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Figure 4-1.	 Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Assessment Delivery Options on Q-global

Figure 4-2.	 Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Administration Options on Q-global
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Figure 4-3.	 Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Report Selection on Q-global

Figure 4-4.	 Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Report Configurations on Q-global
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Chapter 5. Integrating the PHS With  
Personality Test, Background, and  
Interview Findings: A Case Illustration

Using an extended case illustration, this chapter demonstrates how an evaluator integrates information 
from a PHS Report, an MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report, an MPQ Police Preemployment 
Interpretive Report, and a background investigation report to form a defensible suitability 
determination. The case of Ms. J, whose PHS Report was introduced in Chapter 3 (Figure 3-1), is carried 
through each step of a five-step data integration model. The chapter concludes with an examination of 
the interpretive errors that most commonly compromise biodata integration and the strategies by which 
the structured process guards against them.

Key Points
Data Are Integrated Using a Five-Step Model: Systematic integration proceeds sequentially 
in the following order from the data sources of greatest established relevance and reliability to 
least: protocol validity, substantive test findings, background findings (including PHS self-report 
and collateral investigation), interview findings, and, finally, a determination of relevant risk. 
This structured approach brings transparency and uniformity to decision-making and reduces 
cognitive bias while preserving the benefits of clinical judgment.

The Interview Is Constructed, Not Administered: Interview content is derived from 
identifying convergence and divergence across the PHS, personality testing, and background 
investigation. Convergent risk patterns are explored for context, chronicity, and current or recent 
manifestation. Divergent patterns are investigated to determine which data source provides the 
more valid account.

Responses Lead to Findings; Findings Lead to Inferences: A suitability determination rests 
on a chain of reasoning with two links: findings and inferences. PHS responses—admissions and 
denials—acquire meaning only through analysis of pattern, recency, severity, and context, much 
of which can be obtained only from the interview. An admission is a report of experience and, 
once contextualized through elaboration or inquiry, may be interpreted as a finding. A denial may 
be verified, and where reliable information contradicts it, it is the discrepancy, not the denial, 
that becomes the interpretable finding. “No” responses to potentially risk-mitigating assertions 
are not displayed in the report and acquire no interpretive meaning; strengths must be sought 
affirmatively. Findings describe what the evidence shows to be true about the candidate. In 
contrast, inferences are the forward-looking, job-relevant conclusions or predictions drawn 
from the findings. A documented history alone cannot support a determination of psychological 
unsuitability, and no prediction can be supported without a corresponding finding.

5
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Suitability Determinations Rest on Convergence, Not Single Items: The final determination 
in this case illustration did not rest on any single admission (i.e., not the adverse childhood 
experiences, remote marijuana history, suicidal ideation, or mental health treatment), but rather 
on the convergence of rare test findings, chronic symptomatology disclosed in the interview, and 
a recent, job-relevant breakdown in emotional regulation and stress tolerance unmitigated by 
protective evidence.

Introduction
Two principles established in Chapter 1 anchor this chapter. First, biographical data are not adjuncts to 
public safety candidate assessment; they are core evidentiary sources that supply behavioral history, 
interpretive context, and incremental predictive information. Second, the value of any single data 
source is realized only through integration. Said another way, the accuracy of assessment judgments 
is optimized when data from within and across sources are weighted according to their relevance and 
reliability (Heilbrun et al., 2009), with psychological testing carrying the greatest established relevance 
and reliability, followed by background information and then the interview.

Chapters 2–4 addressed the administration, structure, and generation of the PHS Report. This 
chapter illustrates the integrative process using the case of Ms. J. Findings from her complete 
assessment battery—the MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR; Figure 5-1), the 
MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR; Figure 5-2), the PHS Report (Figure 3-1), a 
background investigation report, and a clinical interview—are examined step by step to arrive at a final 
suitability determination.

All identifying information in this case—including names, employers, schools, locations, and the hiring 
agency—is fictitious, and clinically significant details have been altered to preserve anonymity of the 
candidate. 

Ms. J was evaluated postoffer for the position of entry-level deputy with the Averill County Sheriff’s 
Office after receiving a COE. The background investigation had been completed and was available to the 
evaluator, as required in some jurisdictions and recommended wherever it is available (Corey, McElroy, & 
Ben-Porath, 2023).
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.



Integrating the PHS With Personality Test, Background, and Interview Findings: A Case Illustration� 75

Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-1.	 MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Figure 5-2.	 MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J (continued)
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Five-Step Data Integration Model
Spilberg and Corey (2024) caution that “whether the interview adds more validity than error variance 
hinges on how it is constructed and conducted, and on how the resulting information is analyzed 
and used” (p. 133). This caution reflects decades of research demonstrating that unstructured clinical 
interviews conducted without systematic foundation in objective data contribute primarily measurement 
error: Interviewers form premature hypotheses, attend selectively to confirming information, and rely 
on judgments vulnerable to cognitive bias (Dawes et al., 1989; Grove et al., 2000; Kuncel et al., 2013).

The solution lies in systematically integrating information from psychological testing, self-report 
biographical data, background investigation, and the clinical interview. Spilberg and Corey (2024) 
proposed a five-step model for this data integration, discussed and illustrated in depth by Corey and 
Ben-Porath (2024) and adapted for use with all public safety candidates. The first step of the model is 
evaluation of protocol validity—reviewing validity indicators for evidence of content nonresponsiveness, 
inconsistency, overreporting, and underreporting to determine whether test results are reliable and 
interpretable. If validity scales indicate interpretive caveats, the evaluator notes these before proceeding.

The second step is identification and interpretation of relevant findings from substantive test scales 
using standard norms and, when available, position-specific comparison group norms. This step 
establishes which personality characteristics, psychopathology indicators, or behavioral propensities 
require attention. 

The third step is assessment of background findings by evaluating relevant personal history information 
from all available sources, including the PHS, background investigation reports, personality tests, and the 
clinical interview. This step identifies patterns in work history, substance use, legal history, relationship 
stability, mental health, and other life domains as well as discrepancies within and across sources.

The fourth step is evaluation of interview findings to determine how they converge with, diverge from, 
or complement the test findings and background information. The interview is actively constructed from 
the patterns and discrepancies identified in steps two and three. 

The fifth and final step is identifying relevant risk findings by determining whether the totality of findings 
supports the conclusion that the candidate does or does not meet selection standards. This fifth step 
involves three critical analyses: (1) what convergent, complementary, and divergent evidence supports 
the conclusion and what evidence-based inferences can be drawn; (2) what divergent findings mitigate 
these inferences, eliminating inferences outweighed by divergent evidence of at least comparable 
relevance, reliability, and validity; and (3) whether surviving risk-related inferences are of sufficient 
relevance and quality to warrant the candidate’s disqualification.

The remainder of this chapter applies each step of the data integration model to the case of Ms. J.

Step 1: Assessing Protocol Validity
Both personality test protocols were valid. On the MMPI-3 (Figure 5-1), Ms. J produced scorable responses 
to all items; the content nonresponsiveness indicators (Cannot Say [CNS] = 0; Combined Response 
Inconsistency [CRIN] = 45T; Variable Response Inconsistency [VRIN] = 47T; True Response Inconsistency 
[TRIN] = 54T) reflected consistent, content-relevant responding; the overreporting indicators (Infrequent 
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Responses [F] = 44T; Infrequent Psychopathology Responses [Fp] = 41T; Infrequent Somatic Responses 
[Fs] = 47T; Symptom Validity Scale [FBS] = 56T; Response Bias Scale [RBS] = 39T) were unremarkable; 
and the underreporting indicators (Uncommon Virtues [L] = 56T; Adjustment Validity [K] = 50T) fell well 
within acceptable limits. The MPQ protocol (Figure 5-2) was likewise valid, with no problems involving 
unscorable items, inconsistent responding (Variable Response Inconsistency [VRIN] = 54T; True Response 
Inconsistency [TRIN] = 50T), or underreporting (Unlikely Virtues [UV] = 53T).

The PHS is not a psychometric test and produces no validity scale scores; its reliability safeguards are 
qualitative rather than statistical. Ms. J acknowledged the veracity warning before administration and 
attested afterward that her answers were true and accurate, and the PHS Report structure permits 
the evaluator to examine consistency across items and against external sources. This examination of 
consistency occurs in Step 3 of the data integration model.

In the case of Ms. J, two integrative observations stem from Step 1. First, the absence of underreporting 
on two independent instruments by a candidate who also made extensive and sensitive admissions on 
the PHS (i.e., adverse childhood experiences, employment problems, suicidal ideation, mental health 
treatment, financial problems, and problematic online conduct) converges to support her general candor 
and increases confidence in the subsequent substantive findings. Second, valid protocols do not equate 
to complete disclosure. As will be seen, Ms. J’s guardedness emerged not in validity scale elevations 
but in specific denials and minimized elaborations that could only be exposed by a comparison across 
sources. A protocol validity finding permits the examiner to proceed to interpretation; it does not close 
the inquiry into candor.

Step 2: Identifying Substantive Test Findings
MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report
Ms. J’s MMPI-3 scores (Figure 5-1) include a single clinically elevated finding: a Suicidal/Death Ideation 
(SUI) T score of 65. She answered two SUI items in the keyed direction (PCIR, p. 11): thinking about how 
she might kill herself (reported by 22.2% of the normative sample but only 1.6% of the Police Candidate 
Comparison Group) and making a plan for killing herself (reported by 4.1% of the normative sample but 
only 0.1% of the Police Candidate Comparison Group). The PCIR flagged these responses as requiring 
immediate follow-up and indicated that she is likely at risk for self-harm, preoccupation with suicide and 
death, and current suicidal ideation.

Comparison group findings (PCIR, p. 9) identified three additional concerns that, although below the 
threshold for clinical interpretation, are notably uncommon among police candidates: a level of negative 
emotionality (Negative Emotionality/Neuroticism [NEGE] = 53T) conveyed by only 1.0% of comparison 
group members; persecutory beliefs (Ideas of Persecution [RC6] = 60T) reported by only 2.0%; and 
odd perceptions and thoughts (Aberrant Experiences [RC8] = 55T) conveyed by only 4.0%. This pattern 
illustrates that moderate deviations from general population means can carry meaningful predictive 
significance in the highly range-restricted samples typical of public safety candidate populations.

The job-relevant correlates of these scores (PCIR, pp. 9–10) spanned eight of the 10 problem domains: 
Emotional Control and Stress Tolerance (e.g., difficulty coping with stress; becoming easily discouraged; 
trouble tolerating ambiguous and unstructured environments; believing she has been mistreated), 
Routine Task Performance, Decision-Making and Judgment, Feedback Acceptance, Social Competence 
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and Teamwork (e.g., difficulty trusting others; feeling maligned), Integrity, Conscientiousness and 
Dependability (e.g., punctuality and attendance), and Impulse Control (e.g., history of anger management 
problems). Her scores were not associated with problems in the Assertiveness or Substance Use 
domains. The Critical Follow-up Items (PCIR, p. 11) included reports that her anxiety sometimes gets out 
of control (1.6% of the comparison group), she often loses sleep over worries (2.8%), she is an anxious 
person (5.1%), and she has become so angry with someone that she felt as if she would explode (13.5%).

MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR)
The MPQ (Figure 5-2), a measure of normal-range personality, provided three findings (Police 
Preemployment Interpretive Report [PPIR], p. 4–5) that converged with the MMPI-3. First, Ms. J reported 
a comparatively low level of cheerfulness and enthusiasm in daily life (Wellbeing [WB] = 45T), a level 
of life dissatisfaction and pessimism reported by only 1.0% of the MPQ Police Postoffer Comparison 
Group and one the PPIR described as potentially incompatible with public safety requirements for good 
emotional adjustment. Second, she reported a low achievement orientation (Achievement [AC] = 45T; at 
or below 7.0% of the Police Postoffer Comparison Group), associated with low drive and energy. Third, 
she reported feeling she is a victim of the malevolent wishes and actions of others (Alienation [AL] = 61T) 
at a level matched by no members of the comparison group—a finding associated with interpersonal 
oversensitivity, mistrust, suspiciousness, disconnection from others, and a tendency to be unhappy, 
angry, hostile, and vindictive.

The MPQ’s job-relevant correlates (PPIR, pp. 5–6) overlapped substantially with those of the MMPI-
3 (i.e., Emotional Control and Stress Tolerance, Routine Task Performance, Decision-Making and 
Judgment, Feedback Acceptance [e.g., transferring blame onto others, distrusting people’s motives], 
Social Competence and Teamwork, Integrity, and Conscientiousness and Dependability). Ms. J’s job-
relevant correlates also included Assertiveness (e.g., reticent, inhibited, and awkward around others) 
and Substance Use (e.g., more likely to have a history of substance use problems) but, unlike the MMPI-
3, showed no correlates in Impulse Control. Two critical items warranted follow-up (PPIR, p. 6): she 
endorsed that some people go out of their way to keep her from getting ahead (0.7% of the comparison 
group) and that she occasionally has strong feelings such as anxiety or anger without knowing why 
(1.4%).

Cross-Test Convergence
Before any biographical data are considered, these two instruments—one assessing psychopathology 
and the other normal-range personality traits—already converge on a coherent set of hypotheses: 
pervasive negative emotionality and unhappiness that are rare among police candidates; suicidal 
ideation; alienation and mistrust at a level essentially unseen in comparison samples; and a shared 
array of predicted job-relevant problems centered on stress tolerance, judgment, feedback acceptance, 
teamwork, and dependability. Convergence across personality tests substantially raises the evidentiary 
bar that background and interview findings would have to clear to mitigate the emerging risk picture. It 
does not, however, answer the questions that only biographical data and the interview can address: How 
long has this been true? How has it manifested behaviorally? What, if anything, has been done to address 
it and with what effect? And what is the candidate’s current functioning?
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Step 3: Evaluating Background Findings
Step 3 draws on the two sources examined in Chapter 1: self-report biographical data (Figure 3-1) and 
the collateral background investigation. Ms. J’s PHS is the full report, displaying her denials as well as 
admissions. This is the default configuration for the report, and it is the configuration needed for a 
complete discrepancy review (see cautionary note in Chapter 3). Consistent with the weighting guidance 
discussed earlier, collaterally verified information carries more weight than uncorroborated self-
report, recent behavior carries more weight than distant history, and patterns carry more weight than 
isolated incidents.

PHS Findings
The Informational Items (By Domain) section of Ms. J’s PHS Report (pp.  4–8) documents a 9-year work 
history across seven positions in warehouse, food service, casino, and retail settings. This work history 
culminated in nearly 3 years as a sales manager for Bellamar Furniture—her longest tenure and highest 
level of responsibility—which she reported leaving to pursue a law enforcement career. This was 
followed by a year of unemployment ( July 2025 to July 2026) that she elaborated stemmed from time 
spent as the unpaid caretaker for her seriously ill maternal grandmother, which was consistent with her 
Life Events admissions of a loved one’s serious illness and of serving as a caregiver. She reported a 2-year 
marriage ending in divorce 6 years before the evaluation, a current cohabiting relationship that began 
in late 2023, close family contact, and enduring friendships from childhood and adolescence. These 
informational items describe sustained, albeit static, employment and intact social ties—context that 
matters when weighting the test findings.

Her risk-related admissions (pp. 9–31) clustered in seven domains:

Adverse Childhood Experiences. Fifteen admissions—including physical, emotional, and verbal 
abuse by a family member; inappropriate touching by a family member; witnessing and being 
the victim of violence at home; deprivation of basic necessities; excessive or unfair discipline; 
parental abduction; and emotional neglect. Consistent with PHS administration design, she 
was not asked to elaborate on these items; they were reserved for sensitive exploration in 
the interview. Her only narrative reference to this period appears later in the report, in the 
Resiliency/Recovery category (p. 32), where she wrote that early experiences of feeling unsafe 
and violated by people she should have been able to trust left her finding it difficult to trust 
others or feel secure in relationships.

Employment. One resignation under pressure (her 2025 departure from the Bellamar Furniture 
sales manager position; she elaborated this occurred after months of feeling overwhelmed and 
unsupported); a 2017 written warning for tardiness; a negative performance evaluation and 
attendance counseling in 2017; and verbal counseling three times (2016–2019). Her resignation 
under pressure also constitutes what Dilchert et al. (2026; see Chapter 1) identified as a Tier 1 
misconduct predictor—unfavorable termination conditions—an empirically validated prehire 
signal that warrants the scrutiny it receives in the steps that follow.

Driving. Three moving violation citations—speeding 20 mph over the limit (2016), running a red 
light (2019, followed by traffic school), and a rolling stop (2021)—with denials of any DUI charge, 
motor vehicle accident, or license action.
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Finances. Postdivorce credit card debt of about $12,000 described as overwhelming but 
subsequently reduced through a payment plan, and two periods of bank overdrafts (2020 
and 2023).

Physical and Mental Health. A cluster of depressive, anxiety, and related symptoms concentrated 
in 2021–2023 (i.e., significant depression, anhedonia, difficulty getting out of bed, appetite 
change, panic attack, unexplained anxiety, racing thoughts, impulsive behavior, sleep 
disturbance, and stress overload); a 1-month episode of outpatient counseling in March 2025 for 
depression and mood; and an admission of suicidal ideation reported as a single occurrence with 
a terse elaboration attributing it to a stressful period at her last job. She denied ever having been 
prescribed psychiatric medication, ever having been told she needed mental health help, and 
ever having received a mental health diagnosis.

Life Events. Admissions of physical, emotional, and sexual abuse victimization, each most recently 
in 2021—the year following her divorce and 5 years before the evaluation—as well as a denial, in 
the same domain, of having been the victim of domestic violence.

Online/Social Media. Three categories of admitted misconduct: a 2019 social media post jokingly 
presenting herself as a police officer; two knowingly false or exaggerated postings (about her 
ex-husband during the divorce and about a former manager); and three angry online threats or 
endorsements of violence between 2023 and 2025, each deleted after the fact.

The Substance Use domain produced no risk-related admissions, but the information reported by the 
candidate and included on report pages 21 and 23 documented marijuana use approximately 99 times 
between 2014 and 2020, a single hallucinogen use in 2014, and four instances of alcohol intoxication in 
the past year.

In the Potentially Risk-Mitigating Assertions section (p. 32), Ms. J responded affirmatively to questions 
about defending a coworker who was mocked because of his sexual orientation and correcting biased 
remarks made by others. She also indicated that as a result of childhood experiences where she felt 
unsafe and violated by people, she often finds it difficult to trust others or be secure in relationships. 
This could be an indication of growth and acquisition of insight; however, the evaluator will need to 
explore this further to be certain during Ms. J’s clinical interview. By design (see Chapter 3), her “no” 
responses to the remaining assertions were not displayed. Consistent with the interpretive guidance 
discussed later in this chapter, the sparseness of the section was treated as neither a finding nor 
evidence of any kind. It did, however, leave the strengths search incomplete: Whatever capacities for 
recovery and adaptation Ms. J possesses would have to be elicited from the interview.

Background Investigation Findings
The background investigation was completed before the psychological evaluation and corroborated 
the broad contours of her self-report. Records confirmed no criminal history, a driving record matching 
her three admitted citations, education as reported, and a credit history consistent with resolved 
postdivorce debt. Employment verification confirmed the 2017 written warning and the dates and titles 
of all listed positions, and it identified no terminations, misconduct investigations, or formal complaints. 
The investigator was unable to corroborate the admitted online conduct because the postings had been 
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deleted, which is a reminder that some self-reported information is available from no other source. Ms. 
J’s disclosure of unverifiable derogatory information itself supports her candor.

The investigation contributed one finding not available from any other source: her most recent 
supervisor, while rating her as honest and technically capable, described her as having become 
increasingly withdrawn, negative, and easily overwhelmed during her final 6 months of employment, 
requiring reassignment of some duties before her resignation. This third-party observation converges 
with the test findings (i.e., low Wellbeing, negative emotionality, and stress intolerance correlates) 
and with her own resignation elaboration, and it situates her dysfunction in the recent past in an 
occupational position and setting far less demanding than that of a deputy sheriff. Importantly, because 
she spent the last 12 months as an unpaid caretaker for her seriously ill grandmother, the previous 
supervisor’s reference is the only recent, objective, third-party report of her adaptation in a structured 
work environment.

Discrepancies Targeted in the Interview
Step 3 concluded with a discrepancy inventory of the raw data from which the interview was partially 
constructed. The most meaningful potential discrepancies were these: (a) on the PHS, she reported 
suicidal ideation as a single, recent, situational occurrence, whereas her MMPI-3 SUI items included 
the rare endorsement of having made a plan; (b) on the PHS, she denied any history of prescribed 
psychiatric medication despite a documented 2025 treatment episode for depression, a domain in which 
prescription is common; (c) on the PHS, she denied domestic violence victimization while admitting 
physical, emotional, and sexual abuse in 2021; (d) her stated reason for leaving Amazon in February 2017 
(“car accident”) potentially conflicts with her denial of ever having been involved in an accident while 
driving; (e) her stated reason for leaving the most recent position (i.e., career change) conflicted with 
her own admission (i.e., resignation under pressure) and her supervisor’s account; and (f) she reported 
receiving a written warning as formal discipline (Figure 3-1, p. 11) but denied ever receiving a formal 
warning or reprimand (p. 13). Whether these prove to be true or consequential discrepancies can only be 
determined after obtaining additional information from the clinical interview and, if indicated, collateral 
records.

Step 4: Constructing and Integrating the Clinical Interview
Following the framework described by Corey and Zelig (2020), the interview was built from the 
convergence and divergence identified in Steps 2 and 3 rather than administered as a standardized 
protocol. Table 5-1 summarizes the interview plan.
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Table 5-1.	 Interview Targets Derived From Integrated Findings

Pattern Sources Interview target

Convergent risk: suicidal 
ideation

MMPI-3 SUI = 65 (ideation and plan items); PHS 
admission with minimized elaboration

Chronicity; frequency; most recent episode; plan 
and intent; precipitants; protective factors; current 
ideation

Convergent risk: 
negative emotionality 
and stress intolerance

MMPI-3 NEGE (1% of CG); MPQ WB (1% of CG); 
PHS mental health symptom cluster 2021–2023; 
supervisor account of final months; resignation 
elaboration

Course of symptoms; functioning under recent 
occupational stress; coping repertoire; realistic 
appraisal of law enforcement stressors

Convergent risk: 
alienation and mistrust

MPQ AL = 61 (no CG members); MMPI-3 RC6  
(2% of CG); feedback acceptance and teamwork 
correlates on both tests; false-allegation and  
online-threat admissions

Attributions about employer nonsupport; response 
to being confronted with unflattering findings; 
accounts of past conflicts and their resolution

Divergence: single vs. 
chronic suicidal/death 
ideation

PHS “Number of times: 1” vs. MMPI-3 item 
indicating a plan

Resolve which account is accurate; assess candor 
about minimization

Divergence: medication 
denial

PHS denial vs. 2025 treatment episode Direct inquiry into the treatment course, including 
any pharmacotherapy

Divergence: abuse 
admissions vs. domestic 
violence denial

PHS Life Events domain (2021):

Victim of Physical Abuse: Yes

Victim of Emotional Abuse: Yes

Domestic Violence Victim: No

Sensitive clarification of the 2021 victimization and 
its relational context

Strengths search 
(mitigation obligation)

Model requirement that mitigating evidence 
be actively sought; sparse mitigating-assertions 
section

Elicit the candidate’s own account of coping, 
recovery, and adaptation; explore the two endorsed 
prosocial assertions

Interview Findings
The interview resolved the central divergences in the direction of greater, not lesser, concern. Ms. J 
disclosed a substantially more extensive history than her PHS admissions suggested. Thoughts of 
suicide—what she described as passive thoughts; not caring whether she lived or died—first emerged at 
about age 16 and had been present “off and on” in the years since; she could identify only one extended 
remission of roughly 6 months in 2023. She described a recent episode (approximately 15 months before 
the evaluation) during her final months of employment at Bellamar Furniture. While leaving the store 
after a difficult shift, a semitruck began drifting into her lane on the freeway. She made no effort to 
brake or steer away and watched it close in on her, later saying she did not care what happened. The 
truck driver corrected at the last moment. She attributed her deterioration to the demands of the sales 
manager position, saying employees relied on her for direction in areas she had never been trained in 
and that her efforts went unacknowledged. She reported recurrent panic attacks beginning in her late 
teens, with the most recent within the past year, although the PHS recency field indicated 2022. She 
acknowledged that she had been prescribed an antidepressant in early 2025 but discontinued it after 
a few weeks because it left her feeling emotionally “flat,” and she confirmed that the PHS medication 
denial was inaccurate. When asked about the 2021 victimization items, she described an abusive 
relationship in the period after her divorce, which she had not conceptualized as domestic violence when 
answering that item. Although this was a definitional rather than deceptive discrepancy, it confirms the 
severity of that period.

The strengths search that the five-step data integration model requires, and that the sparse mitigating-
assertions section had left unfinished, continued into the interview. When invited to describe periods 
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of her life she regarded as demonstrating recovery, adaptation, or successful coping, she stated that 
she could not think of any despite the evaluator offering examples drawn from her own record (e.g., 
her management of postdivorce finances and her sustained employment). This interview response 
was a statement by the candidate about her own experience, and as such it was interpretable in a way 
that her sparse mitigation responses to the PHS were not. It converged with the low Wellbeing and 
Achievement findings and weighted against the hypothesis that the test scores reflected transient states. 
The distinction between the uninterpretable PHS pattern and the interpretable interview statement is 
discussed further in the final section of this chapter.

Behavioral Observations
Direct observation supplied information no other source could. Ms. J presented as cooperative, guarded, 
and constricted in affect and become tearful when discussing her final months of employment. Her 
thinking was logical and goal-directed with no indication of the thought disturbance sometimes 
associated with even moderate RC8 elevations. The comparison group finding was better explained 
by her report of dissociative-spectrum experiences during periods of high distress. Her response 
to being confronted with discrepancies was neither hostile nor defensive in the externalizing sense; 
she acknowledged the medication omission (attributing it to trial use so brief she did not consider it 
reportable) and the minimized suicidal ideation history. However, her accounts of workplace difficulty 
consistently assigned causation to others (i.e., an unsupportive employer, untrained staff, unappreciative 
management) with limited reflection on her own contribution, consistent with the Alienation scale score 
and feedback acceptance findings. Her composure under the mild stress of the interview was adequate, 
but her account of her functioning under sustained occupational stress was not.

One point deserves deliberate attention knowing that candidates could complete the PHS with 
generative AI tools within easy reach. The PHS instructions direct respondents not to use AI in composing 
their answers (see Chapter 3 and p. 3 of Figure 3-1), and the closing attestation reinforces it, making 
an AI-drafted elaboration a potentially disqualifying misrepresentation. Although this instruction is a 
deterrent, it is not a guarantee. The practical integrity check belongs in the interview, when the evaluator 
can observe the candidate thinking and speaking and compare the candidate’s spoken voice to their 
written one. Elaborations are behavioral samples of candor, attitude, cognition, and expression, and their 
value depends on the candidate having produced them. Written responses that noticeably outmatch the 
candidate’s spoken language in vocabulary, organization, or polish are a within-protocol inconsistency 
that should receive the same disposition as every other inconsistency in this chapter: inquiry, not 
inference. Polished writing is not evidence of AI use because some people write far better than they 
speak. The evaluator who notices a mismatch should ask about it, perhaps by returning to an elaboration 
and exploring with the candidate how they composed it, and then weigh what the candidate says. In 
Ms. J’s case, the comparison supported her candor: Her terse, unpolished elaborations matched the 
guarded, constricted presentation observed in the interview.

Step 5: Determining Relevant Risk
Step 5 requires three actions: identification of the convergent evidence and the inferences it supports, 
identification of divergent or mitigating findings and elimination of any inference they outweigh, and 
judgment as to whether the surviving inferences are of sufficient relevance and quality to warrant 
disqualification. Carrying out these actions reliably requires a distinction in terms: findings are 
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descriptive conclusions about what the evidence shows to be true of the candidate; inferences are the 
forward-looking, job-relevant conclusions or predictions drawn from those findings. Evaluations can 
go wrong at this step in two ways: by treating findings as though they have a singular meaning, and by 
drawing inferences unattached to established findings. Disciplined suitability screening states each 
finding, identifies the evidence-based inference it supports, and applies the mitigation analysis to 
the inferences.

Convergent Findings and the Inferences They Support
Three findings were established for Ms. J by convergent evidence across at least three independent 
sources. Each is stated below with the inference it supports.

First finding. Ms. J experiences chronic, recurrent, stress-reactive suicidal ideation, including 
recent passive suicidal behavior, as established by her responses to two items on the MMPI-3 SUI 
scale, the PHS admission, and the interview disclosure.

Inference. Exposure to the acute and chronic stressors of law enforcement work, which exceed 
the occupational demands under which her ideation has historically recurred, carries an elevated 
risk of recurrence and escalation, a risk compounded by the position’s required access to 
firearms.

Second finding. Ms. J exhibits pervasive negative emotionality, unhappiness, and stress 
intolerance at levels found in 1%–2% or fewer of police candidates, culminating in 
decompensation under the ordinary demands of retail management. This finding was 
established by both tests’ comparison group findings, the 2021–2023 mental health symptom 
admissions on the PHS, the supervisor’s collateral account, her own account of her final months 
of employment, and her interview statement that she could identify no episodes of recovery or 
successful coping in her own history.

Inference. She is unlikely to sustain effective performance under the routine and traumatic 
stressors of the position, the job-relevant problems predicted by both tests (i.e., impaired 
performance under stress, decision-making, and multitasking) are corroborated rather than 
mitigated by her behavioral history, and the absence of demonstrated recovery indicates a poor 
prognosis for adaptation to a role substantially more demanding than the one in which she 
decompensated.

Third finding. Ms. J experiences alienation and mistrust at a level unmatched in the MPQ 
comparison group as expressed in a blame-externalizing attributional style and in false 
allegations and angry threats posted online when she felt wronged. These behaviors were 
established by both tests, her attributions in the interview, and her own admissions.

Inference. She is more likely than other candidates to experience difficulty with teamwork, 
acceptance of supervision and corrective feedback, and the citizen complaints, criticism, and 
discipline endemic to policing. Her online conduct indicates one form that her responses to 
perceived mistreatment have already taken.
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Divergent and Potentially Mitigating Findings
The structured data integration model requires that mitigating evidence be actively sought not merely 
weighed when found. Several findings argued in Ms. J’s favor: sustained employment across 9 years with 
no terminations and a verified record free of criminal history; candid disclosure of substantial derogatory 
information including admissions no investigation could have uncovered; financial problems that were 
situational, contextualized by divorce, and resolved through her own sustained effort; two endorsed 
prosocial assertions; intact long-term friendships and family relationships; and voluntary, if brief, help-
seeking in 2025.

Applying the model’s elimination test, these findings defeat some inferences but not the central ones. 
The employment record and candor eliminate any inference of integrity-based unsuitability that 
might have been drawn from the online admissions considered alone, and the financial history viewed 
in context is affirmatively protective. By contrast, the substance use hypothesis raised by the MPQ 
correlate required no mitigation at all: The biographical record resolved it at the interpretation stage, 
where use that was temporally limited, nonprogressive, and unaccompanied by any problem indicator 
confirmed no risk to offset. This conclusion was reinforced by the MMPI-3’s absence of substance use 
correlates. However, no mitigating finding undermines the three central inferences: the risk of recurrent 
and escalating suicidal ideation under occupational stress, the poor prognosis for sustained performance 
under the demands of the position, and the predicted difficulties with teamwork, supervision, and 
feedback acceptance. The evidence establishing the findings underlying those inferences (i.e., test scores 
from valid protocols, a collateral supervisor account, and the candidate’s own interview disclosures) is 
precisely the kind of evidence of greatest relevance and reliability in the model’s weighting hierarchy. 
By contrast, Ms. J’s uncorroborated denials were given reduced weight considering the minimization the 
interview revealed; as a result, the risk picture was judged more likely understated than overstated by 
her self-report. Notably, the brief medication trial and single month of counseling, both occurring during 
her final months of employment, could not be counted as evidence of resolved difficulty: the passive 
suicidal episode and her most recent panic attack followed them.

Reaching the Suitability Determination
The three surviving inferences were then tested against the functional demands of the position: 
sustained performance under acute and chronic stress; sound judgment under ambiguous, rapidly 
evolving conditions; acceptance of continual corrective feedback; cooperative teamwork; and reliable 
emotional regulation while carrying weapons and exercising authority. Each inference maps directly onto 
one or more of these demands. The evaluator concluded that the surviving inferences were job-relevant, 
current, consequential, and unmitigated and documented the determination in the following report 
language:

Findings from this assessment reveal marked evidence of an emotional condition, personality traits, 
and a behavior pattern likely to preclude safe and effective performance as a law enforcement 
officer. Results of personality testing are substantially outside normal limits for a police candidate, 
indicating an elevated risk for self-harm and a level of negative emotionality and alienation found 
in fewer than 2% of police candidates, with associated risk across multiple performance domains 
including stress tolerance, decision-making and judgment, feedback acceptance, and teamwork. 
In the clinical interview, the candidate disclosed chronic suicidal ideation dating to adolescence 
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with only brief remission, a recent episode of passive indifference to her own safety, and emotional 
decompensation under the routine demands of her most recent employment. Although the candidate 
demonstrated candor, a stable work record, and other strengths, no information available from any 
source sufficiently mitigates these risks. In consideration of the full range of assessment information, 
the candidate does not meet the standards for psychological qualification as a deputy sheriff with the 
Averill County Sheriff’s Office.

Two features of this determination deserve emphasis. First, it rests on inferences drawn from findings 
established by the convergence of the most reliable sources, which are explicitly cited; as such, it would 
survive the loss of any single data point. Second, it is accompanied by documented consideration of 
mitigating evidence and of the alternative hypotheses the interview was constructed to test. These 
documentation practices make the determination professionally defensible and serve as safeguards 
against the interpretive errors examined next.

Guarding Against Common Interpretive Errors
The validity of biodata integration depends not only on the quality of the assessment instruments but 
also on the evaluator’s resistance to well-documented failures of clinical judgment (Dawes et al., 1989; 
Kahneman, 2011; Nickerson, 1998). The case of Ms. J is instructive precisely because it contains multiple 
opportunities for error: vivid admissions, stigmatized clinical content, and abundant material for 
premature hypotheses. This section outlines the principal interpretive errors and illustrates how the five-
step data integration process guarded against each.

Overweighting vivid single items. Ms. J’s protocol contained several vivid admissions with limited 
independent predictive value: a childhood marked by abuse, substantial marijuana use, and 
angry online postings. An evaluator focused exclusively on any of these might have reached the 
same disqualification determination for the wrong reasons or disqualified a resilient candidate 
with a superficially similar history. The structured sequence of the data integration model 
prevented this; each admission was evaluated for pattern, recency, severity, and context at 
Step 3 before any conclusion was drawn. Her marijuana use history—remote, nonprogressive, 
terminated in 2020 (6 years before the evaluation), and within agency standards—was resolved at 
the interpretation stage and formed no part of the risk picture. This conclusion was reinforced by 
the MMPI-3 finding of no substance use correlates. The disqualification determination ultimately 
rested on convergent, current, job-relevant dysfunction and not on any single vivid data point.

Neglecting base rate. Several admissions in Ms. J’s PHS Report are common in candidate 
populations and benign in isolation: divorce, brief counseling during a life transition, postdivorce 
financial challenges, and adverse childhood experiences, all of which are often found in hired, 
well-performing public safety samples. The base rates reported by Dilchert et al. (2026) provide 
empirical anchors for this judgment: approximately 41% of law enforcement candidates reported 
moving violations within the past 5 years, and roughly one third reported having had bad credit, 
whereas a citation for domestic violence or a confirmed unjustified use of force appears in 
fewer than 1% of candidates. The comparison group percentages referenced in the PCIR and 
PPIR indicate problems at a highly uncommon base rate: negative emotionality at the 99th 
percentile of police candidates, alienation exceeding every member of the comparison group, 
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and endorsement of a suicide-plan item given by 0.1% of candidates. These are not common 
experiences and treating them as such would be the reverse error.

Prejudging stigmatized clinical content. A history of mental health treatment or suicidal ideation is 
not disqualifying per se and treating it as such is both a clinical error and a potentially legal one. 
The individualized assessment requirement of disability law obligates the evaluator to assess the 
candidate’s current capacity to perform the job, not the mere fact of a psychiatric history. Ms. J’s 
counseling episode and even her ideation history are relevant not as conditions but as findings 
subject to the same questions as every other risk-related admission (i.e., chronicity, recency, 
behavioral manifestation, context, and the presence or absence of effective mitigation). Had the 
interview established a remote episode that was successfully treated with years of demonstrated 
stability, the same history would have carried limited weight in the determination. What proved 
disqualifying was not that the history existed but that it was chronic, recent, and unmitigated.

Succumbing to confirmation bias and hypothesis locking. Confirmation bias (i.e., the tendency 
to seek, interpret, and recall information that confirms preexisting beliefs while discounting 
contradictory evidence) represents one of the most pervasive and consequential cognitive 
biases in clinical judgment (Nickerson, 1998). In biodata integration, this manifests as forming 
premature hypotheses based on limited information and then selectively attending to evidence 
supporting those hypotheses while failing to investigate or adequately weight disconfirming 
evidence. For example, candidates who as juveniles or young adults engaged in a wide range of 
antisocial conduct (e.g., truancy, expulsion, fighting, substance misuse, job termination) invite a 
premature conclusion because the risk-related events are vivid and historical items on both the 
PHS and the MMPI-3 result in what appears to be convergent findings. The safeguard against 
premature conclusion is the deliberate, disconfirmatory design of the interview. For example, 
when the MMPI-3’s externalizing scales are elevated from reporting a juvenile misconduct 
history, the evaluator’s constructed inquiries can overturn an emerging hypothesis of antisocial 
personality traits. A suitability determination reached after alternative hypotheses have been 
articulated, pursued, and documented is more defensible than the same determination reached 
by accumulation of confirming details alone.

Failing to consider context. Contextualizing is how the evaluator decides what a risk-related 
assertion means. Before an admission can be weighted, its meaning must be established, and 
context supplies the information that establishes that meaning. The question is triggered by the 
assertion itself, unlike the mitigation question, which arises only after a risk has been confirmed. 
The answer can either dispel concerns about the admission or confirm it. Read in context, Ms. 
J’s financial admissions (i.e., a divorce, a single income, and a payment plan she set up and kept 
up) show someone who handled a hard situation responsibly and the inquiry into them properly 
ended there. On the other hand, her breakdown at work aggravated risk-related concerns. The 
demands that overwhelmed her were the ordinary frictions of managing a retail store, which are 
far more modest than the demands of the job she was seeking; consequently, the concern grew 
rather than resolved. Context is not a uniformly mitigating factor, but it is what gives each fact 
its meaning.
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Neglecting protective and mitigating factors. Mitigation operates differently and comes later than 
the context question: Once a risk has been confirmed, does anything offset it? To answer this 
question, the evaluator makes three successive inquiries. The first is what was going on around 
the risk-related event. That information tells the evaluator what the event means, and it belongs 
to the contextual analysis above. The second is what has happened since the event, which can 
either resolve or aggravate concerns. If the behavior recurred or escalated, the events mean 
more not less. If it stopped years ago and stayed stopped, as Ms. J’s marijuana use did, the 
events may no longer amount to a confirmed risk at all, and there is nothing left to mitigate. If 
the candidate did something about the problem and it worked (e.g., the payment plan Ms. J set 
up in 2021 and has kept up since), that is mitigation in the classic sense: a confirmed problem 
offset by what she did about it. The third inquiry concerns itself with the rest of the candidate’s 
life—strengths that are not connected to any risk event. Ms. J’s prosocial assertions, stable 
work record, long-standing relationships, and candor all fall in this category, and the evaluator 
finds them only by looking for them. Importantly, mitigating evidence matters only when there 
is a confirmed risk for it to offset. When no risk survives the contextual analysis, protective 
information is simply more good news about the candidate.

Similar guidance is provided in the federal government’s National Security Adjudicative 
Guidelines (SEAD-4; Office of the Director of National Intelligence, 2017), which govern security 
clearance decisions and carry weight in public safety settings as well. The guidelines direct 
adjudicators to judge the “whole person” (i.e., all available, reliable information, past and 
present, favorable and unfavorable). Their relevance factors closely align with the questions just 
described: the circumstances surrounding the conduct, its frequency and recency, the person’s 
age and maturity at the time, the presence or absence of rehabilitation and other permanent 
behavioral changes, and the likelihood of continuation or recurrence. Mitigation is built into 
the guidelines’ structure: Every category of concern, from finances to drug involvement to 
psychological conditions, is published alongside a list of conditions that could mitigate it. One 
of the financial mitigators could have been written for Ms. J: whether the problem arose from 
conditions largely beyond the person’s control, with divorce named among the examples, and 
whether “the individual acted responsibly under the circumstances.” If adjudicators deciding who 
may hold the nation’s secrets are required to weigh context and mitigation before disqualifying 
anyone, a preemployment evaluator can hardly justify doing less. 

A final caveat on the topic of mitigation needs mentioning. Evaluators often cite the classic work 
of Wernimont and Campbell (1968), which introduced the principle of behavioral consistency. 
It is often, but erroneously, remembered as stating that the best predictor of future behavior 
is past behavior. But Wernimont and Campbell pointed out that the past predicts the future 
only under similar circumstances. In other words, fidelity (i.e., the similarity between the past 
context and the future one) matters when predicting the future from the past. A candidate with 
a documented strong work history in warehouse fulfillment may have excellent references, but 
the context of that performance has little in common with the context of police work. Ms. J’s 
verified employment record illustrates the limit: It could and did eliminate the integrity-related 
inferences, but it could not speak to her capacity to cope with stressors faced by a deputy. In fact, 
Ms. J’s employment history illustrated failure to effectively cope with stressors encountered in a 
far less demanding setting. 
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Interviewing risk events through only one lens. When asking about a risk-related event in the 
interview, the evaluator benefits from examining it through two lenses: then and now. The 
then lens reconstructs the event as it happened including the candidate’s own choices around 
it. Consider the common admission of a physical altercation: The candidate had been drinking 
through the day before going out; at the bar, he watched a drunk patron harass a server and 
then nearby customers; rather than leave or alert an employee, he stayed and watched until 
the patron turned to a woman in his own group, then confronted him, and the avoidable fight 
followed. In his telling, he was the one who stepped up and saved his friend from a potential 
assault. The then account contributes to the contextual analysis in a way that substantiates it as 
risk-related: The event was avoidable at half a dozen decision points. 

The now lens asks a different question: Looking back, what would you do differently? The answer 
is not simply more history; rather, it is a sample of the candidate’s judgment and insight today, 
whatever the age of the event. A specific answer linked to the decision errors the candidate made 
(e.g., drinking less, leaving when the trouble started, alerting the manager or security) bears 
directly on whether anything like it will happen again, and it is properly weighted as mitigation. 
If a candidate states they would do nothing differently, this is not simply an indication of the 
absence of mitigation; it is new and current evidence that the poor judgment they displayed that 
night is unchanged.

The assessment error is interviewing through one lens only. Asking only “What happened?” 
produces facts but no indication of whether anything has changed, and it denies the candidate 
the chance to show that it has. On the other hand, asking “What did you learn?” sounds like the 
now lens but lets the candidate talk about the world instead of themself (e.g., “I learned that bars 
can be dangerous places.” or “I learned to act quickly when someone I care about is threatened.”). 
Nothing in those answers examines the candidate’s own conduct. 

The better approach uses the then account as a map and walks the candidate through it one 
decision point at a time: “You’ve just walked in, and the patron is getting loud with the server. 
What do you do today and why?” “Now he’s bothering the table next to yours. What do you do?” 
A candidate who has genuinely thought about the event makes a different decision at each 
point in time and can say why. One who has not is vague or insists on changing nothing. Either 
way, the evaluator learns more than asking “What did you learn?” would ever have produced. 
Figure 5-3 traces a risk-related assertion of this same altercation through both questions from 
interpretation to mitigation.
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Figure 5-3.	 The Two-Question Analysis of a Risk-Related Assertion, Illustrated With a Common 
Admission: A Physical Altercation After Age 18

Inferring meaning from nonendorsement of mitigating assertions. When a candidate endorses 
only a few mitigating assertions, it is tempting to treat the sparseness itself as a finding (e.g., as 
evidence of a self-concept so negative that the candidate cannot describe their own history as 
containing recovery or adaptation). The inference seems both logical and intuitive, and when it 
fits a risk picture already taking shape, it is easy to accept without questioning. This should be 
resisted. A blank says nothing about why it is blank: The experience may never have happened 
or may simply not have come to mind, or the candidate may have read a word like “significant” 
more strictly than the question intended. Nor is there any research at this point showing that the 
number of assertions a candidate endorses predicts anything. Treating sparse endorsement of 
potentially risk-mitigating assertions as a risk indicator would transform a section built to reveal 
strengths into another risk scale, penalizing candidates once for what they admit and again for 
what they fail to claim.

This concern is one of the reasons the PHS Report does not display “no” responses to the 
potentially risk-mitigating assertions. The report shows what the candidate asserted and nothing 
more. Suppressing the “no” responses removes the list but not the temptation because a thin 
section can look meaningful too. Two assertions mean the candidate asserted two strengths; 
they do not mean the candidate has only two. When strengths matter to the analysis, as they do 
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at Question 2 (see Figure 5-3), the evaluator must go looking for them. That is what the evaluator 
did in this case. Asked in the interview to describe times she had coped with or recovered from 
adversity, Ms. J said she could not think of any. That statement entered the data integration 
analysis; the sparse questionnaire section did not. The same restraint governs the denials the 
report does display. A “no” to a risk-related item is a reason to verify and to ask but is never 
evidence by itself. This is one of the reasons Chapter 3 cautions against suppressing them.

Conclusion
The case of Ms. J demonstrates what data integration means in practice. No single source determined 
the outcome. The personality tests identified rare-range (very low base rate) findings and generated 
hypotheses but could not establish chronicity or the behavioral manifestation of those characteristics. 
The PHS supplied the behavioral and historical record and, through an analysis of its divergence 
from findings in the other assessment components, supplied much of the agenda for the interview. 
The background investigation verified her self-report, established her candor, and contributed the 
single collateral observation that anchored the recency of her occupational dysfunction and its job 
relevance. The interview addressed every material discrepancy, permitted direct behavioral observation, 
and converted a set of converging indicators into a clinically coherent formulation. The resulting 
determination is grounded in documented, multisource evidence with mitigating findings and alternative 
hypotheses considered explicitly.

It bears repeating that the same process applied to a case with superficially similar entries (e.g., 
adverse childhood experiences, past counseling, remote substance use, a difficult job departure) could 
well end in qualification. What distinguishes this case is not the presence of a negative history but 
the convergence of current, consequential, job-relevant findings across sources unmitigated by the 
protective evidence the process was designed to seek out. The five-step data integration model does 
not make determinations. It ensures that when the evaluator makes a determination, the evidence—
systematically assembled, explicitly weighed, and objectively tested against its alternatives—supports 
that decision.
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A
Appendix. Frequently Asked Questions

The questions below anticipate those most likely to arise in early use of the PHS. Each answer is a 
summary; the chapter references direct users to the full discussion.

About the Instrument
Is the PHS a psychological test?
No. The PHS is a structured method for collecting and reporting self-disclosed biographical information. 
It produces no scores and no validity scales, and the PHS Report contains no interpretations or 
recommendations. Responses to the PHS acquire meaning through the analysis of pattern, recency, 
severity, and context and through integration with psychological testing, background investigation, and 
clinical interview as discussed and illustrated in Chapters 1 and 5.

How many questions does the PHS contain?
In the standard postoffer version with marijuana-related questions included, the PHS comprises 
approximately 60 informational items, 314 risk-related questions, and 24 potentially risk-mitigating 
assertions. The informational count varies with branching (e.g., the number of employers a respondent 
reports). Risk-related admissions prompt follow-up fields (i.e., number of occurrences, recency, and 
elaboration) that are part of the question rather than separate items. The preoffer version and custom 
forms present fewer questions (Chapter 2). Future product updates may include additional questions.

Does the PHS Report tell me whether the candidate is suitable?
No. The report organizes what the respondent disclosed (e.g., admissions, denials, elaborations, 
potentially risk-mitigating assertions) so that the evaluator can review this information systematically. 
The suitability determination is the evaluator’s and is reached by integrating the PHS Report with the 
other components of the evaluation as illustrated in Chapter 5.

For which positions is the PHS designed?
The PHS was developed for preemployment psychological evaluations of public safety candidates, 
including law enforcement officers, correctional officers, firefighters and medics, and dispatchers 
(Chapter 1). It was not designed for fitness-for-duty evaluations of incumbents or for selection outside 
public safety, and its use in those contexts is not addressed by this User’s Guide.

Can the PHS replace the background investigation or the clinical interview?
No. Self-report and collateral verification are complementary; the PHS provides standardized, 
comprehensive coverage, including internal experiences, while the background investigation provides 
external verification and information the candidate did not disclose. The interview is where discrepancies 
are resolved and context is developed. Each is necessary and none alone is sufficient (Chapters 1 and 5).
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Administration
Should the PHS be administered preoffer or postoffer?
Both are supported, but the versions differ. The preoffer version excludes the Physical and Mental 
Health domain and all substance use questions that could reveal a substance use disorder because such 
inquiries are permitted only after a COE; jurisdictional requirements and agency practice determine 
the timing. Chapter 2 discusses these considerations, including the requirements for a bona fide 
conditional offer.

When should the marijuana-related questions be suppressed?
Marijuana-related questions should be suppressed when applicable law restricts inquiry into previous 
cannabis use—as in California, where the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (2024) prohibits 
questions about the legal use of cannabis—or when agency standards make the information irrelevant 
to the evaluation. Chapter 2 addresses the legal considerations; Chapter 4 discusses application of the 
suppression option.

May the PHS be administered remotely?
Yes. The PHS is administered online; the respondent may complete it in a proctored setting or remotely. 
Chapter 2 discusses proctoring considerations and the conditions that should be established for remote 
administration.

Can a respondent use a writing assistant or AI tool to help with their answers?
No. The PHS instructs respondents that they may not use AI tools to compose, draft, edit, or refine any 
answer, and respondents must affirm that their responses are their own. Elaborations are behavioral 
samples as well as content, and both functions depend on the respondent having written them (Chapters 
2 and 3). Guidance on addressing suspected AI use appears in Chapter 5.

The PHS Report
What are the capitalized labels at the start of each response?
Tags. Each tag names the content of the question to support rapid visual scanning of the report during 
interview preparation and data integration (Chapter 3).

Does the report flag concerning responses?
All “yes” responses to risk-related questions are aggregated as Risk-Related Admissions within each 
domain, each beginning with its tag so the evaluator can locate them quickly and build interview inquiry 
around them (Chapters 3 and 5). The report does not score, weight, or interpret admissions. Treating any 
single flagged item as dispositive on its own invites the errors enumerated and discussed in Chapter 5.

Why doesn’t the report display “no” responses to the potentially risk-mitigating assertions?
A nonassertion carries no interpretable meaning, and displaying a “no” response may invite the 
temptation to treat it as if it did. The report shows what the candidate asserted and nothing more. A 
category with no endorsements prints a standard statement to that effect, and that statement is not a 
finding: two assertions means the candidate asserted two strengths, not that they have only two. When 
strengths matter to the analysis, the evaluator elicits them in the interview (Chapters 3 and 5).
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Should I generate the report with denials suppressed?
The suppression option exists as a convenience: it permits the user to print a report limited to the 
informational items and the risk-related admissions and mitigating assertions, which may be useful 
for some purposes. It does not mean the denials should go unreviewed. Denials carry information of 
their own: they are reviewed for discrepancies against collateral background information and prior 
admissions, and they define the boundaries of what the candidate admitted. A user who generates a 
denials-suppressed report should still review the denials in the full report to identify any discrepancies 
with collateral background information (see the Cautionary Note section in Chapter 3).

Interpretation and Integration
A candidate admitted suicidal ideation (or mental health treatment, or adverse childhood 
experiences). Is that disqualifying?
The admission is not disqualifying by itself, and treating it as such is both a clinical error and a potential 
legal one. Every risk-related admission is subject to the same two questions in order: What does it mean 
in context? And, if a risk is confirmed, is it offset by remedial conduct, demonstrated insight, or other 
evidence in the candidate’s favor? A remote, resolved history with demonstrated recovery carries little 
weight; a chronic, current, unmitigated pattern carries a great deal (Chapter 5, including Figure 5-3).

The PHS conflicts with the background investigation (or with personality test results). What do 
I do?
Treat the discrepancy—not the denial or the admission—as the subject of analysis, and resolve it in the 
interview or by gathering additional information. It is the inconsistency between sources, verified and 
explored, that becomes an interpretable finding. Chapter 5 illustrates the process of discrepancy analysis 
and its use in the clinical interview.

The candidate admitted almost nothing. Can I infer underreporting?
The PHS alone does not suggest underreporting; it has no validity scales, and sparse admissions may 
simply reflect an uneventful history. The validity safeguards involve information beyond the PHS: 
comparison against the background investigation, the personality tests’ underreporting indicators and 
historical items, and inquiry during the interview. A “no” response to a risk-related item is not evidence 
but rather a reason to verify and to ask (Chapters 3 and 5).

The elaborations are terse or poorly written. Does that mean anything?
Interpret with caution. Elaborations are behavioral samples of candor, attitude, cognition, and 
expression, and their content and style can be compared with the candidate’s presentation at the 
interview. But writing ability varies for reasons unrelated to suitability (e.g., education, language 
background, comfort with the format) and brevity or polish, in isolation, supports no inference. 
Mismatches between the written and spoken voice are appropriate for inquiry rather than conclusions 
(Chapter 5).

Can responses to the PHS establish that a candidate has a mental health condition or diagnosis?
No. The PHS is not a diagnostic instrument, and its mental health items document reported experiences 
and events, not conditions. Disability laws obligate the evaluator to assess current capacity to perform 
the job, not the fact of a psychiatric history (Chapter 5).
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Legal Considerations
The candidate disclosed family psychiatric history despite the GINA admonishment. May I 
consider it?
No. The admonishment instructs respondents not to provide genetic information, including family 
medical and psychiatric history, and information disclosed despite the instruction should not be 
discussed, documented further, or used in the evaluation (Chapter 2).

Who may use the PHS and receive the PHS Report?
The PHS is designed for use by qualified professionals conducting preemployment psychological 
evaluations of public safety candidates; Chapter 1 describes the expected user competencies. Users are 
welcome to reproduce portions of the PHS Report in their own written reports (e.g., quoting a verbatim 
elaboration or listing the admissions that informed a conclusion) whenever they judge the material 
appropriate to be included. Once incorporated, that material is part of the evaluator’s report, and its 
distribution, like that of the PHS Report itself and the evaluator’s conclusions, is governed by applicable 
law, professional guidelines, and agency policy, which vary by jurisdiction.

Copyright © 2026 by the Regents of the University of Minnesota. All rights reserved.


	Table of Contents
	Acknowledgments
	Chapter 1. Introduction to the Use of the Personal History Survey in Preemployment Psychological Evaluations
	Role of Biographical Data in Multimethod Assessments
	Functions of Structured Biographical Data Collection
	Biographical Data as Core Assessment Components
	Self-Report Biographical Data and Collateral Verification
	An Overview of the PHS Design, Structure, and Domains
	Integration of Biographical Data With Psychological Testing and the Clinical Interview
	Organization of This User’s Guide
	Key Principles
	User Competencies and Training Resources
	Conclusion

	Chapter 2. Administration of the PHS
	Administering the PHS via Pearson’s Q-global Platform
	User-Selected Options
	Environmental Conditions for Completing the PHS
	Administration of the PHS
	Completion of the PHS
	Conclusion

	Chapter 3. The PHS Report: Structure, Content, and Features
	User Options
	Report Sections
	How the PHS Report Supports the Functions of Structured Biographical Data Collection

	Chapter 4. Using Pearson Software to Administer and Report the PHS
	Administration of the PHS
	Generating a PHS Report
	Accessing Reports
	Mandatory Settings
	Gender‑Neutral Report Language
	Technical Support

	Chapter 5. Integrating the PHS With Personality Test, Background, and Interview Findings: A Case Illustration
	Key Points
	Introduction
	Five-Step Data Integration Model
	Step 1: Assessing Protocol Validity
	Step 2: Identifying Substantive Test Findings
	Step 3: Evaluating Background Findings
	Step 4: Constructing and Integrating the Clinical Interview
	Step 5: Determining Relevant Risk
	Guarding Against Common Interpretive Errors
	Conclusion

	References
	Appendix. Frequently Asked Questions
	About the Instrument
	Administration
	The PHS Report
	Interpretation and Integration
	Legal Considerations

	Figure 3-1.	Personal History Survey (PHS) Sample Report for Ms. J
	Figure 3-2.	Personal History Survey (PHS) User-Designated Administration and Report Options
	Figure 4-1.	Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Assessment Delivery Options on Q-global
	Figure 4-2.	Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Administration Options on Q-global
	Figure 4-3.	Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Report Selection on Q-global
	Figure 4-4.	Screenshot of Personal History Survey (PHS) Report Configurations on Q-global
	Figure 5-1.	MMPI-3 Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) for Ms. J
	Figure 5-2.	MPQ Police Preemployment Interpretive Report (PPIR) for Ms. J
	Figure 5-3.	The Two-Question Analysis of a Risk-Related Assertion, Illustrated With a Common Admission: A Physical Altercation After Age 18
	Table 5-1.	Interview Targets Derived From Integrated Findings

