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ABSTRACT

The MMPI-2 Restructured Form (MMPI-2-RF) is the current, most up-to-date version of the most widely 
used self-report measure of personality and psychopathology. Prior versions of the test were studied and 
used extensively in police candidate assessments. This chapter reviews the legal and empirical founda-
tions for using the MMPI-2-RF in preemployment evaluations of police officer candidates and provides 
practical guidance for doing so. A detailed review of a series of recent studies on using the MMPI-2-RF 
in identification of high risk candidates is presented, followed by practical suggestions for integrating 
MMPI-2-RF findings with other sources of information when conducting preemployment evaluations of 
police candidates. The MMPI-2-RF Police Candidate Interpretive Report is highlighted.
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INTRODUCTION

The MMPI-2 Restructured Form (MMPI-2-RF; Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008/2011; Tellegen & Ben-
Porath, 2008/2011) is the current, most up-to-date version of the most widely used self-report measure of 
personality and psychopathology. Prior versions of the test1 were studied and used extensively in police 
candidate assessments. Building on the initial work of Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath (2007), over 
the past several years a series of studies has provided a comprehensive empirical foundation for using 
the MMPI-2-RF in these evaluations (Detrick, Ben-Porath, & Sellbom, 2015; Detrick & Chibnall, 2014; 
Tarescavage, Brewster, Corey, & Ben-Porath, 2015; Tarescavage, Corey, & Ben-Porath 2015; Tarescav-
age, Corey, & Ben-Porath, 2016; Tarescavage, Corey, Gupton, & Ben-Porath, 2015; Tarescavage, Fis-
chler, Cappo, Hill, Corey, & Ben-Porath, 2015). This research has also been incorporated in the Police 
Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR; Corey & Ben-Porath, 2014), a computer-generated interpretive 
report designed to assist police candidate evaluators.

This chapter is intended to inform the reader about the legal and empirical foundations for using the 
MMPI-2-RF in preemployment evaluations of police officer candidates and provide practical guidance in 
this area. We begin with a review of the legal matters related to using clinical assessment measures such 
as the MMPI in preemployment evaluations of police candidates. The second section includes a histori-
cal review of the literature on use of the Original MMPI and MMPI-2 in police candidate assessments. 
The third section provides a detailed discussion of the MMPI-2-RF literature just described. The final 
section provides recommendations for integrating MMPI-2-RF findings in general, and PCIR results in 
particular, with other sources of information when evaluating police candidates.

LEGAL MATTERS

Psychologists who use the MMPI in the conduct of police officer candidate preemployment evaluations 
should be aware of the laws and regulations governing this practice, recognizing that whereas federal 
laws and regulations apply throughout the U.S., individual states may, and often do, have their own 
complementary requirements. The following discussion of these legal matters should be viewed as an 
orientation to the topic, not legal advice, which should be sought from one’s own legal counsel. We fo-
cus here on two primary federal laws that impact use of the MMPI tests in assessments of police officer 
candidates throughout the U.S. -- the Americans with Disabilities Act (1990) and the Civil Rights Act 
(1964, 1991). A more detailed discussion of these and other federal and national laws and guidelines is 
presented by Spilberg and Corey (2014).

Americans with Disabilities Act (1990)

Prior to passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), federal and state laws were 
largely silent on the matter of using clinical assessment devices such as the MMPI in evaluations of 
police officer candidates. With enactment of the ADA, this legal landscape changed considerably. Title 
I of the ADA applies strict limits on (but does not prohibit) making disability-related medical inquiries 
of job candidates (ADA, 1990), including ones that may2 reveal a mental disability. These restrictions 
also apply to professionals retained or employed by police agencies to conduct preemployment evalua-
tions. Under the ADA, an examination is deemed medical if, among other factors, it seeks information 
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about possible physical or mental impairments or health. Because the MMPI includes items that address 
these topics, the test is considered a medical examination subject to the restrictions imposed by the ADA 
(Karraker v. Rent-A-Center, Inc. [2005] 411 F.3d 831 [7th Cir. Ill.]).

The ADA does not prohibit police agencies from requiring that officer candidates’ mental health be 
evaluated, but it does impose restrictions on the circumstances under which this can occur. The statute 
allows an agency to require that a candidate submit to a medical (including psychological) examination 
if (1) all non-medical information needed to make the hiring decision has already been obtained, (2) 
the candidate is subsequently given a conditional offer of employment, contingent upon the results of 
the examination, and (3) all candidates applying for the position are required to take the examination. 
Consequently, the preemployment psychological evaluation, including administration of the MMPI-2-RF, 
must occur “post-conditional offer”; that is, after a candidate has successfully passed the non-medical 
assessment phase and has been tendered a conditional offer of employment.

Civil Rights Act (1964, 1991)

The Civil Rights Act (CRA, 1964), and its subsequent update (CRA, 1991), prohibits discrimination 
in the workplace on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. The CRA has two primary 
implications for using the MMPI-2-RF in preemployment evaluations of police candidates. The first 
involves the concept of disparate impact, which is an employment practice that results in a dispropor-
tionate number of affected class members (e.g., women) being adversely impacted. The federal agency 
charged with enforcing the CRA, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), has opera-
tionalized disparate impact as occurring if a protected class (in this example, women) is hired at less than 
fourth-fifths the rate of the majority group (men, who make up the vast majority of police officers). For 
example, if an agency hires 60 percent of male candidates but only 40 percent of females, the hiring rate 
for females (40 percent) divided by the hiring rate for males (60 percent) is 66.67 percent, falling below 
the 80 percent (four-fifths) requirement, thus demonstrating disparate (or adverse) impact.

Differential MMPI-2-RF findings occur when different rates of a protected class versus the majority 
score at or above designated cutoffs (at a rate exceeding the four-fifths standard). These differential MMPI-
2-RF findings alone are unlikely to lead to a finding of disparate impact in hiring decisions stemming 
from use of the inventory because of two considerations. First, as discussed later, a candidate should 
not be routinely disqualified on the basis of any single test score or set of test scores alone. Second, an 
employer can justify hiring practices that do result in disparate impact if it can demonstrate that these 
practices (e.g., use of a given test) are job-related (i.e., valid predictors of job outcomes) and consistent 
with business necessity (i.e., the need to avoid negligent hiring of individuals who pose a risk to public 
safety). Because the literature reviewed later in this chapter demonstrates that MMPI-2-RF scores are 
associated with a broad range of adverse outcomes in law enforcement officers, they can be demonstrated 
to be job-related and consistent with business necessity; therefore, these scores can be relied upon in 
making hiring recommendations regardless of whether disparate impact occurs.

A specific provision, introduced in the 1991 CRA update, states, “It shall be an unlawful employ-
ment practice for a respondent, in connection with the selection or referral of applicants or candidates 
for employment or promotion, to adjust the scores of, use different cutoff scores for, or otherwise alter 
the results of, employment related tests on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin” 
(CRA, 1991, Sec. 106). This prohibition of considering race, color, religion, sex, or national origin 
in the conduct of preemployment evaluations makes it illegal to use demographically-based norms in 
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these assessments. In the case of the MMPI, which traditionally always had separate norms for men and 
women, this necessitated the development of a third set of non-gendered norms for the MMPI-2 (Ben-
Porath & Forbey, 2003). In addition to providing raw-to-T-score conversions for the MMPI-2, Ben-Porath 
and Forbey (2003) examined the impact of using non-gendered versus gender-based MMPI-2 norms 
and found it negligible. This led to the decision to develop only one set of norms (non-gendered) for 
the MMPI-2-RF. Moreover, as discussed later, the Police Officer Candidate MMPI-2-RF comparison 
group is made up of an equal number (1,037 each) of female and male candidates, to comply with the 
CRA prohibition against using an interpretation standard that is weighted differentially for a given de-
mographic group. Given the fact that approximately 85% of police candidates across the United States 
are male (Langton, 2010), comparison groups that simply aggregate candidate scores are inherently 
weighted differentially by gender.

RESEARCH ON THE ORIGINAL MMPI AND MMPI-2  
IN POLICE CANDIDATE EVALUATIONS

A substantial body of empirical research was available to guide use of the Original MMPI and later the 
MMPI-2 in preemployment police candidate evaluations. The following review is not intended to be 
exhaustive, but rather to provide examples of the main findings of this research and some issues raised 
that remain pertinent to contemporary use of the MMPI-2-RF.

The Original MMPI

Early empirical studies conducted with the Original MMPI found that several scales were effective in 
identifying police candidates at risk for post-hire counterproductive behaviors. Marsh (1962) reported 
the results of a 10-year longitudinal study conducted with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. 
The subjects were 619 male deputy sheriffs hired between 1947 and 1950. Marsh reported that scores on 
MMPI Clinical Scales 9 (positively) and 2 (negatively) correlated with preventable auto accidents during 
an officer’s first and second years on the force. Ten years later, Azen, Snibbe, and Montgomery (1973) 
conducted a follow-up study of 95 deputies from this cohort. These authors replicated and extended 
Marsh’s findings, finding in particular that officers’ pre-hire MMPI Scale 9 scores were associated with 
an increased risk for being involved in any type of traffic accident over the course of 20 years of service.

In one of the most comprehensive, early MMPI studies, Blum (1964) conducted a longitudinal study 
of 87 male police applicants who were subsequently hired by a major metropolitan police agency. Seven 
years after testing, each officer’s personnel records were reviewed for evidence of negative outcomes 
(charges of misconduct, motor vehicle accidents, sick leave use, termination) and positive outcomes 
(career progression and commendations). Blum reported significant correlations (.20 or higher) be-
tween MMPI scale scores and various outcomes, with the validity scale F and Clinical Scale 8 having 
the highest number of significant correlations (three each) with negative outcomes. Blum concluded 
that “personality problems loom largest in determining the chances for later misconduct as a policeman; 
they also play a role in risk for accidents and illness. They seem to play no role in whether or not a man 
is commended” (p. 131).

Saxe and Reiser (1976) compared MMPI scores of three police candidates groups: 100 who were 
rejected, 100 who were hired but separated from service within three years, and 100 who were hired 
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and served successfully for at least three years. They reported significant group differences between 
rejected and successful candidates, and between separated and successful officers, on most MMPI scales. 
However, they noted that most subjects scored within normal limits, even on scales that differentiated 
successful from unsuccessful candidates, which they viewed as limiting the ability of the test to identify 
potentially problematic ones when using clinically elevated scores on these scales. They recommended 
that the use of “successful officer norms” be explored, and they demonstrated that the separated of-
ficers scored approximately one-half of a standard deviation above the mean of successful officers on 
Clinical Scale 7. The absence of clinically significant elevations among police candidates has figured 
prominently in criticisms of the utility of the MMPI in screening law enforcement candidates. We return 
to this topic later in this section.

Beutler, Storm, Kirkish, Scogin, and Gaines (1985) examined the prediction of negative outcomes 
in officers sampled from a variety of departments, finding that scores on Clinical Scales 1, 2, 4, 6, and 
7 were associated significantly with subsequent police supervisor ratings and various measures of post-
hire counterproductive behavior. The most notable correlations were between: Clinical Scale 6 and 
technical proficiency; Clinical Scales 4 and 7 and at-fault motor vehicle accidents; Clinical Scale 1 and 
use-of-force reprimands; and Clinical Scale 2 and letters of complaint. Like Saxe and Reiser (1976), 
Beutler and colleagues commented on the absence of clinically significant elevations among officers who 
exhibited counterproductive behaviors, but they noted that this was the result of automatic disqualifica-
tion of candidates who produced elevated scores on MMPI scales associated with emotional and thought 
dysfunction. The authors observed that they were able to detect substantial associations between MMPI 
scale scores and outcomes in spite of the absence of clinically elevated scores.

The MMPI-2

The release of the MMPI-2 (Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen, & Kaemmer, 1989) raised some 
initial questions about the comparability of scores generated with the original and revised versions of 
the inventory, and whether Original MMPI findings such as the ones just reviewed could be assumed to 
carry over to the MMPI-2. Hargrave, Hiatt, Ogard, and Carr (1994) administered both versions of the test 
to a sample of incumbent police officers. When MMPI-2 raw scores were converted to Original MMPI 
T scores, Clinical Scale scores were essentially interchangeable across the two versions, indicating that 
minor rewording and loss of a small number of items had no appreciable effect on officers’ Clinical 
Scale scores. When scored using the MMPI-2 norms, Clinical Scale scores were appreciably (at least 5 
T score points) lower on Scales 2, 3, 4, 6, and 9 for both genders, and Scales 5 and 7 for men. This was 
consistent with findings for other samples, and the differences were addressed by lowering the cutoff 
for clinically significant elevation from 70 on the Original MMPI to 65 on the MMPI-2. The authors 
concluded that the two versions of the inventory would yield comparable results when used as a compo-
nent of the preemployment assessment process, but noted the need for new MMPI-2 validation studies.

Boes, Chandler, and Timm (1997) studied Original MMPI and MMPI-2 scores of police officers who 
had been administered the test as part of their preemployment psychological evaluations. Their sample 
included 439 known-offender officers from 69 police departments and a sample of matched controls 
from the same departments. The authors reported finding few MMPI score differences between the 
groups, but they did report higher scores on Clinical Scale 4 and on the L scale when scores of integrity 
violators where compared with those of the non-violator control subjects. This dataset was revisited in 
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a subsequent MMPI-2-RF study (Tarescavage, Ben-Porath, & Corey, 2016) discussed in the following 
section of this chapter.

Detrick, Chibnall, and Rosso (2001) provided descriptive data for, and reported correlations between, 
MMPI-2 scores and scores on the Inwald Personality Inventory (IPI; Inwald, 1992), an instrument designed 
specifically for assessment of police officer candidates, for a sample of 461 Midwestern law enforcement 
candidates who were administered these tests as part of a preemployment evaluation. This was one of 
the first MMPI-2 studies published following the CRA legislation discussed earlier, which prohibited 
use of gender-based norms in preemployment evaluations. The authors provided the first descriptive 
findings for police candidates using the MMPI-2 non-gendered norms. Consistent with prior studies with 
the Original MMPI, and accentuated by the overall lowering of T scores on the MMPI-2, mean Clinical 
Scale T scores were substantially lower than the general population mean (50T). The standard deviations 
associated with these lower means were also substantially smaller than the general population standard T 
score deviations (10T). Finally, Detrick and colleagues noted that whereas correlations between MMPI-2 
Clinical Scale and IPI scale scores were generally moderate and in the expected direction, this was true 
only for non-K-corrected Clinical Scale scores. Applying the standard K correction to the five Clinical 
Scales with which it was used (1, 4, 7, 8, and 9) substantially attenuated their correlations with relevant 
IPI scales, in some cases reducing sizable correlations to zero. This study led MMPI-2 experts (e.g., 
Graham, 2012 and Greene, 2011) to recommend that non-K-corrected scores be relied upon when the 
test is used in preemployment evaluations. These data were also revisited in the context of the MMPI-
2-RF in a study by Detrick, Ben-Porath, and Sellbom (2016), discussed later in this chapter.

Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath (2007): A Paradigm Shift

Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath (2007) conducted the most comprehensive, prospective police can-
didate study carried out with the MMPI-2. It was the first to include the Restructured Clinical (RC) 
Scales (Tellegen et al., 2003), which are also part of the MMPI-2-RF. The authors examined the ability 
of pre-hire MMPI-2 scores of 426 candidates to predict future misconduct of police officers who, at 
the time of the study, had been employed from seven to nine years. In addition to reporting associations 
between pre-hire MMPI-2 scores and a host of outcome variables, these authors sought to address two 
challenges raised by the findings of prior research. As noted earlier, descriptive statistics reported for both 
Original MMPI and MMPI-2 scores of police officer candidates indicated that, as a group, they score 
considerably lower than the general population and evidence substantially reduced scale score variability.

Sellbom and colleagues (2007) reasoned that the lower scores with reduced variability observed 
in police officer candidates were likely the product of preselection and selection effects. Preselection 
effects are ones that limit the range of scores of individuals referred by law enforcement agencies for a 
preemployment psychological evaluation. These include any self-selection that may occur among those 
who choose to seek employment in law enforcement as well as any exclusions that might apply (e.g., a 
significant criminal record). The impact of preselection factors likely increased substantially following 
enactment of the ADA (discussed earlier) and the requirement that candidates receive a conditional 
offer of employment prior to being referred for a preemployment psychological evaluation. Whereas 
prior to the ADA police agencies could refer potential candidates for a psychological evaluation before 
determining that they were prepared to hire them, post-ADA candidates, as discussed earlier, must be 
given a bona fide conditional offer of employment prior to being referred for an evaluation.
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Selection factors stem from the use of MMPI scores as part of the pre-hire decision-making process, 
where it stands to reason that candidates whose MMPI scores raise suitability concerns are less likely 
to be hired. For example, in the study by Beutler and colleagues (1985) discussed earlier, candidates 
with clinically elevated scores on any of a number Clinical Scales were automatically disqualified and, 
therefore, unavailable for the follow-up part of the study.

Sellbom and colleagues (2007) estimated preselection effects in their sample by comparing the means 
and associated standard deviations of MMPI-2 T scores of the full sample of 426 candidates with the 
known means and standard deviations of the general population (T scores 50 and 10, respectively). 
Mean scores on the Clinical Scales (particularly the more informative non-K-corrected scores) and the 
RC Scales were generally 5-15 T score points lower than those of the general population, and standard 
deviations were generally 2 to 5 T score units lower (e.g., a 20-50 percent reduction in scale score vari-
ability). Selection effects were estimated by comparing mean scores and standard deviations of the 426 
candidates with the 291 individuals among them who “passed” the psychological evaluation and were 
hired. Selection effects were considerably smaller than those produced by preselection, but they still 
resulted in further lowering of mean scores and their associated standard deviations.

These preselection (in particular) and selection effects have both significant research and practice 
implications. The reduced variability characteristic of pre-hire scale scores attenuates correlations between 
these scores and the criteria used in studying their validity as predictors of subsequent counterproductive 
behaviors. Correlations essentially reflect the extent to which variance in a predictor variable (MMPI 
score) is associated with variance in a criterion (counterproductive behavior). Reduced variance in the 
predictor variable (stemming from preselection and selection factors) artificially attenuates its correla-
tions with outcome variables. Sellbom and colleagues (2007) applied a formula derived from the work 
of Hunter and Schmidt (1990) to estimate the true correlation between MMPI-2 scores and outcome 
variables in their study:
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where rc is the estimated correct correlation between the predictor and criterion variable, ru is the un-
corrected or observed correlation, SDr is the restricted or observed standard deviation, and SDu is the 
unrestricted standard deviation. To correct for preselection factors, Sellbom and colleagues (2007) set 
SDr to equal 10 (the standard deviation of T scores in the general population) and inserted the ru and SDu 
values obtained in their analyses to calculate the corrected validity coefficient, rc.

From a practice standpoint, the absence of clinically elevated scores stemming from preselection and 
selection factors creates a need to identify non-clinically elevated cutoffs associated with an estimated 
increased risk for a subsequent adverse outcome. To address this need, Sellbom and colleagues (2007) 
reported relative risk ratios associated with T score cutoffs of 60 and 55. Relative risk ratios quantify 
the increased risk for a given outcome associated with scoring at or above the designated cutoff versus 
scoring below the cutoff. For example, a relative risk ratio equal to 2.0 for a cutoff 55T on a given scale 
indicates that those who score at or above 55T on that scale are at twice the risk of the associated nega-
tive outcome as are those who score below 55T on that scale.
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Applying the Hunter and Schmidt (1990) correction for range restriction just mentioned, Sellbom and 
colleagues (2007) reported for a sample of 291 male police officers uncorrected and range-restriction-
corrected correlations between pre-hire scores on the MMPI-2 Clinical, RC, and Substance Abuse scales 
and post-hire internal affairs and civilian review authority complaints, termination of employment for 
cause, and supervisory ratings. Sellbom and colleagues (2007) found that the RC Scales, particularly 
RC3 (Cynicism), RC4 (Antisocial Behavior), RC6 (Ideas of Persecution), and RC8 (Aberrant Experi-
ences), had the best predictive utility among the MMPI-2 scales they examined. For example, higher 
scores on RC6 were significantly associated with termination for cause, complaints from members of 
the public, use of excessive force, rude behavior, displaying a bad attitude toward members of the public, 
being uncooperative toward supervisors, being a defendant in civil litigation, deceptiveness, abuse of 
authority, failure to take responsibility for mistakes, using one’s position for personal advantage, showing 
biased attitudes toward others, poor response to constructive feedback, and an indication that, given an 
opportunity to reconsider the initial hire decision, the officer’s supervisor would not rehire him or her. 
The uncorrected correlations between pre-hire RC6 scores and the outcomes just listed ranged from .15 
to .29. The range-restriction-corrected correlations were from .35 to .60.

Sellbom and colleagues’ (2007) results indicate that even utilizing an interpretive cutoff of 60T yielded 
low elevation rates for the RC scales. For example, 1.7% and 0.4% of employed officers scored > 60T on 
RC3 and RC4, respectively. Furthermore, Sellbom and colleagues (2007) noted that as a result of various 
preselection and selection factors, none of the officers included in their study scored above 60T on RC6. 
Thus, the correlates just mentioned reflect associations between non-clinically elevated RC6 scores and 
the outcome variables. This, in turn, indicates that substantial deviations from the mean RC6 score of 
police candidates are associated with substantially increased risk for negative outcomes at levels well 
below 65 (the T score cutoff used typically to interpret MMPI-2 scores in clinical settings). To quantify 
this risk, Sellbom and colleagues calculated relative risk ratios (RRRs) for statistically significant cor-
relations. They reported, for example, that 26.3% of officers who, during the pre-hire evaluation, scored 
at or above 55T on RC6 were identified by their supervisors several years later as having engaged in 
rude behavior toward members of the public. Only 6.5% of those who scored below 55T on RC6 in 
the pre-hire testing were similarly identified, producing a RRR of roughly 4 (26.3/6.5), indicating that 
candidates who score at or above this cutoff on RC6 have a four-times greater risk for engaging in rude 
behavior toward civilians compared with those who score below 55 on this scale.

Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath’s (2007) results demonstrated several important considerations 
pertaining to use of the MMPI in pre-hire assessments of police candidates. First, these authors found that, 
when corrected for range restriction, correlations between pre-hire scores and subsequent counterproduc-
tive behaviors were of a meaningful magnitude reflecting medium to large effect sizes. Second, Sellbom 
and colleagues demonstrated the need for and appropriateness of using lower (than the traditional 65T) 
cutoffs to properly interpret police candidates’ MMPI-2 scale scores. Sellbom and colleagues’ (2007) 
results also replicated those of Detrick and colleagues (2001) in finding generally stronger validity 
for non-K-corrected versus K-corrected Clinical Scale scores. Finally, their findings indicated that the 
RC Scales developed by Tellegen et al. (2003), described in the next section of this chapter, provided 
substantial improvements above the non-K-corrected Clinical Scale scores in prospective prediction of 
police candidates’ problematic behavior.
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Summary

In summary, 50 years of empirical research demonstrated the validity of Original MMPI and MMPI-2 
scale scores as predictors of negative outcomes in police candidates, although studies using different 
outcome criteria did not necessarily produce consistent findings (i.e., different scales were found to 
work best across these studies). The substantial improvement resulting from restructuring the Clinical 
Scales reported by Sellbom and colleagues (2007) was a positive indicator of the prospects for using 
the MMPI-2-RF, which includes the RC Scales complemented by additional measures constructed with 
similar methods, in preemployment assessments of police candidates. Their findings also introduced 
important methodological considerations for future research in this area, including use of range restric-
tion corrections and identification of sub-clinical cutoffs.

THE MMPI-2-RF

Before turning to a detailed review of the research available to guide use of the MMPI-2-RF in preem-
ployment evaluations of police officers, we provide here a brief overview of the MMPI-2-RF. Sources 
containing more detailed information about the inventory are listed at the conclusion of this section.

Test Development and Composition

The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 Restructured Form (MMPI-2-RF; Ben-Porath & Tel-
legen, 2008/2011; Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011) consists of 338 items that are presently scored on 
51 scales. As discussed by Ben-Porath (2012), the authors’ goal for the MMPI-2-RF was to represent the 
clinically significant substance of the MMPI-2 item pool with a comprehensive set of psychometrically 
adequate measures. This objective reflected the authors’ view that the MMPI item pool had a strong, 
long-standing record of providing test users relevant information about the clinical functioning (mainly 
dysfunctioning) of individuals who completed the inventory. This confidence in the item pool existed in 
spite of the fact that the primary sources of information on the Original MMPI and MMPI-2, the Clinical 
Scales of the inventory, had some long-recognized limitations.

The first phase of the restructuring effort focused on addressing the psychometric shortcomings of the 
Clinical Scales. This work, which culminated first in the addition of the resulting Restructured Clinical 
(RC) Scales to the MMPI-2, and in subsequent development of the MMPI-2-RF, began shortly after the 
MMPI-2 was released. It was initiated by Auke Tellegen, a member of the committee that developed 
the MMPI-2. The ten-year project that culminated in a restructuring of the Clinical Scales is recounted 
in detail by Tellegen, Ben-Porath, McNulty, Arbisi, and Kaemmer (2003). A brief description of the 
rationale for, and the methods used in this work, is provided next.

A primary limitation of the Clinical Scales involved their discriminant abilities. Because of unex-
pectedly high correlations between them (unexpected based on what is known about the rates of co-
occurrence of the constructs they were intended to assess), amplified by considerable item overlap, the 
Clinical Scales had limited discriminant validities, particularly with respect to differentiation between 
emotional dysfunction and other types of psychopathology. This shortcoming was in part a product of 
how the empirical keying technique was applied when items were assigned to the Clinical Scales, based 
primarily on their ability to discriminate between patient groups and a common “normal” comparison 
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sample. Because essentially the same normal reference group was used in their construction, each of 
the eight original Clinical Scales wound up including some items that characterized the designated 
patient group, in addition to others that reflected common (across disorders) differences between being 
a patient and not being one. A second critical limitation of the Clinical Scales was their heterogeneous 
makeup, which diminished their convergent validity. Finally, a near-total absence of theory to help guide 
their interpretation restricted the ability of MMPI users to rely on construct validity in Clinical Scale 
interpretation.

Tellegen’s goal was to restructure the Clinical Scales in a manner that would directly address the 
limitations just noted and make available a parsimonious set of scales with improved discriminant and/
or convergent validities, which can be linked to contemporary theories and models of personality and 
psychopathology. Scale development proceeded in four steps. The first involved devising a marker of the 
MMPI common factor, which as just discussed was overrepresented in the Clinical Scales as a result of 
how they were constructed. Tellegen et al. (2003) labeled this factor Demoralization, and conceptual-
ized it within the framework of Watson and Tellegen’s (1985) two-factor model of affect as the MMPI-2 
equivalent of pleasant versus unpleasant or happy versus unhappy mood. Ben-Porath (2012) provides a 
detailed discussion of this construct as it applies to the MMPI-2-RF.

Step 2 was designed to identify the major distinctive core component of each Clinical Scale, and it 
was hypothesized that each would consist of something other than Demoralization. Factor analyses were 
conducted separately, with the items of each Clinical Scale combined with the Demoralization markers 
identified in Step 1. The first factor that emerged in each case included the Demoralization markers 
as well as specific (to a given scale) Clinical Scale items primarily correlated with this construct. The 
second (and in some cases third) factor included items representing a core component of the Clinical 
Scale that was distinct from Demoralization. In Step 3, these core markers were refined further to yield 
a maximally distinct set of Seed scales. This step included the removal of all item overlap and retention 
of core items that correlated maximally with a given Seed scale and minimally with remaining can-
didate Seed scales. Step 4 involved correlational analyses with the entire MMPI-2 item pool. An item 
was added to a Seed scale and included on the final Restructured Scale derived from it if: (1) that item 
correlated more highly with that Seed scale than it did with the others; (2) the correlation exceeded a 
certain specified value; and (3) it did not correlate beyond a specified level with any other Seed scale. 
The specific criteria varied across scales as specified by Tellegen et al. (2003).

The result of this four-step process was a set of nine non-overlapping scales representing Demoraliza-
tion and a major distinctive core component of each of the eight original Clinical Scales. Restructured 
Scales were not developed for Clinical Scales 5 (Masculinity-Femininity) or 0 (Social Introversion) 
because the focus of the RC Scales was on assessment of psychopathology. Further development efforts, 
described later, included the distinctive core components of these two scales. The final set of nine RC 
Scales consisted of 192 MMPI-2 items. Research reported initially by Tellegen et al. (2003), and later 
in the peer-reviewed literature, demonstrated that the RC Scales had successfully met their developers’ 
goals and showed substantial improvement in discriminant and convergent (and therefore also construct) 
validity, including, as discussed earlier, in the context of assessing law enforcement candidates (Sellbom, 
Fischler, & Ben-Porath, 2007).

At the conclusion of the monograph introducing the RC Scales, Tellegen et al. (2003) noted:

The introduction of the RC Scales may stimulate additional MMPl-2 scale development. It may prove 
worthwhile to search for and measure distinctive core features of important MMPI-2 scales other than 
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the MMPl-2 Clinical Scales, some of which may also be confounded with a strong Demoralization 
component. Investigations along these lines may lead to additional measures that are incrementally 
informative beyond the RC Scales. Through such efforts it may be possible eventually to capture the full 
range of attributes represented by the large body of MMPI-2 constructs with a set of new scales more 
transparent and effective than those currently available. (pp. 85-86)

Efforts along these lines led to the development and publication of the MMPI-2-RF (Ben-Porath & 
Tellegen, 2008/2011; Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011). The nine RC Scales, designed to assess major 
distinctive core components of the Original MMPI Clinical Scales, were carried over to the MMPI-2-RF 
in identical composition and augmented by 33 substantive measures and 9 validity indicators intended 
to canvass the full range of constructs that can be reliably and validly assessed with the MMPI-2 item 
pool. A central aspect of the development of the MMPI-2-RF was to link the test to contemporary con-
cepts and models of personality and psychopathology. Ben-Porath (2012) provides a detailed description 
of the constructs assessed by the 42 MMPI-2-RF substantive scales and the literature supporting their 
construct validity.

Listed and described briefly in Table 1 (in the appendix), the MMPI-2-RF scales are divided into six 
sets. The Validity Scales include nine MMPI-2-RF measures designed to alert the interpreter to various 
threats to the validity of an individual test protocol. They include measures of inconsistent responding, 
overreporting, and underreporting. The remaining 42 substantive scales include three Higher-Order 
Scales, which indicate whether and to what extent a test-taker is likely experiencing problems in the do-
mains of mood and affect, thought processes, and/or behavior; the nine Restructured Clinical Scales just 
discussed, which provide an indication of the individual’s standing on the nine psychological constructs 
identified by Tellegen et al. (2003) as major distinctive core components of the original MMPI Clini-
cal Scales; 23 Specific Problems Scales, the most narrowly focused MMPI-2-RF measures, which are 
subdivided into indicators of somatic and cognitive complaints, internalizing difficulties, externalizing 
behaviors, and interpersonal functioning; two Interest Scales, derived from the original MMPI Scale 
5; and five Personality Psychopathology Five (PSY-5) Scales, which are revised versions of similarly 
labeled MMPI-2 scales, designed, as noted previously, to provide a dimensional perspective on features 
of personality disorder-related psychopathology.

Details about the MMPI-2-RF norms and the procedures used to derive standard scores for the 51 
scales are provided by Ben-Porath and Tellegen (2008/2011). One feature of particular relevance to use of 
the instrument in preemployment evaluations of police officer candidates is the decision to only develop 
non-gendered norms for the instrument. As described earlier in the context of the Civil Rights Act of 
1991, a set of non-gendered norms had previously been developed for the MMPI-2 by Ben-Porath and 
Forbey (2003), who found that these norms generate interpretably comparable T scores when contrasted 
with gender-specific MMPI-2 standard scores. Based on this observation, the MMPI-2-RF authors 
decided to adopt a single normative standard for the inventory, using the same non-gendered sample. 
A primary problem with gendered norms is that they can mask genuine gender differences by setting 
the mean T score for each gender to be the same (50). A comparison of non-gendered T scores across 
genders is the only way to meaningfully compare men and women’s MMPI-2-RF standard scores and 
discern any differences.

Three source documents are available to facilitate use of the inventory. The MMPI-2-RF Manual for 
Administration, Scoring and Interpretation (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008/2011) includes information 
about intended uses of the inventory, the normative sample and methods used to develop standard scores 
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for the scales, and guidelines for standard administration, scoring, and interpretation of test results. 
Unlike the MMPI-2 manual, this document includes detailed interpretive guidelines that establish a 
common standard for interpreting test results in a clinical context. The MMPI-2-RF Technical Manual 
(Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011) includes a description of the test development procedures and de-
tailed information about the psychometric properties (reliability and validity) of scores on the 51 scales 
of the inventory. The third source document, the MMPI-2-RF User’s Guide for Reports (Ben-Porath 
& Tellegen, 2011) provides information on two of the software-based reports available for the test, the 
MMPI-2-RF Score Report, which includes scale scores and item-level information, and the MMPI-2-RF 
Interpretive Report for Clinical Settings, which, in addition to all of the elements of the Score Report, 
provides a clinically-focused interpretation of the results. Because of its clinical focus, this report is not 
recommended for use in assessments of police candidates. Instead, a specialized report, the MMPI-2-RF 
Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR; Corey & Ben-Porath, 2014) is available and described later 
in this chapter. Another resource available for MMPI-2-RF users is the book Interpreting the MMPI-
2-RF (Ben-Porath, 2012), which provides a detailed review of the evolution of the MMPI instruments, 
a description of the construction of the instrument, a framework for interpreting Validity Scale scores, 
and, as just mentioned, a detailed discussion of the constructs assessed by the 42 substantive scales of 
the inventory.

The MMPI-2-RF Technical Manual (Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011) and scoring software 
(Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2011) include comparison group data designed to facilitate interpretation of 
test results by contrasting the test-taker’s scores with those of a cohort of individuals tested in a similar 
setting and/or under similar circumstances. These include a Police Candidate comparison group made 
up of a sample of 2,074 individuals tested as part of a preemployment evaluation for law enforcement 
candidates throughout North America. Information about this sample is provided later in this chapter.

Research on the MMPI-2-RF in Police Candidate Evaluations

After the MMPI-2-RF was released in 2008, Weiss and Weiss (2010) identified it as having “consider-
able promise in the area of pre-employment screening” (p. 68). They listed as particular benefits the 
availability of law enforcement applicant norms in the MMPI-2-RF Technical Manual (Tellegen & Ben-
Porath, 2008/2011), inclusion of the Restructured Clinical (RC) Scales with their evidence of predic-
tive validity for police officer performance (Sellbom, Fischler, & Ben-Porath, 2007; discussed in detail 
earlier in this chapter), and the smaller number of items (338 versus 567 in the MMPI-2), which makes 
the test easier to administer with additional testing in a preemployment evaluation. These authors also 
commented on the need for research to support use of the MMPI-2-RF in preemployment assessments 
of police candidates.

Since Weiss and Weiss (2010) issued their call, a comprehensive body of empirical research has been 
published and is available to guide use of the MMPI-2-RF in assessment of police candidates. Some of 
this research was conducted with archival MMPI-2 datasets, from which the MMPI-2-RF scales were 
scored. Use of archival data for this purpose is possible because the 338 MMPI-2-RF items are embed-
ded in the 567-item MMPI-2 booklet, and is supported by findings that MMPI-2-RF scores derived 
from the MMPI-2 and MMPI-2-RF booklets are essentially interchangeable (Tarescavage, Alosco, 
Ben-Porath, Wood, & Luna-Jones, 2014; Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011; van der Heijden, Egger, 
& Derksen, 2010).
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We begin our review of this literature by examining the results of an innovative study of the assessment 
of underreporting in police candidates, followed by six investigations that provide empirical correlates 
(including longitudinal outcomes) of MMPI-2-RF scores produced by men and women undergoing 
preemployment evaluations for law enforcement positions. Altogether, the studies described in this 
chapter include data obtained from 1,892 police candidates tested throughout the United States. The 
vast majority (93%) of these candidates were men, reflecting the relatively small proportion of female 
law enforcement officers (10%-20% nationally, depending upon agency size), which for several of these 
studies did not allow for meaningful analyses by gender. This underscores the need to follow up with 
additional studies with larger samples of female candidates.

Detrick and Chibnall (2014) examined the impact of the demand characteristics associated with 
preemployment evaluations of police officer candidates, which incentivize test takers to present in a 
favorable manner by underreporting problems, a ubiquitous challenge in this type of assessment. They 
also investigated the sensitivity of the MMPI-2-RF Validity Scales, Uncommon Virtues (L-r) and Ad-
justment Validity (K-r), to underreporting by police candidates. Employing a differential prevalence re-
search design, the authors compared scores generated by a sample of 62 police candidates (54 men and 9 
women) tested twice, first under high-demand conditions and a second time in a low-demand context. The 
high-demand condition involved completion of the MMPI-2-RF as part of their routine preemployment 
evaluation. For the low-demand condition the subjects of the study were administered the MMPI-2-RF 
a second time after completing a six-month academy. Participants were informed that the post-academy 
assessment results would be used strictly for research purposes and there would be no consequences to 
them resulting from this testing, nor would the results be shared with any police personnel.

Consistent with the authors’ hypothesis that the low-demand condition would result in a greater will-
ingness to acknowledge psychological problems, participants scored higher in the low-demand condition 
on several MMPI-2-RF substantive scales, with some of the highest effect sizes found on measures of 
externalizing dysfunction. Participants also had higher scores in the low-demand condition on measures 
of emotional dysfunction and the interpersonal scales. Also as expected, participants scored higher on L-r 
and K-r in the high-demand condition, demonstrating the sensitivity of these scales to underreporting. 
With an innovative set of regression analyses, Detrick and Chibnall (2014) found that elevations on L-r 
were associated with a proclivity to underreport behavioral dysfunction and cynicism whereas higher 
K-r scores were associated with underreporting of emotional dysfunction and cynicism.

Detrick, Ben-Porath, and Sellbom (2015) reported correlations between MMPI-2-RF substantive scale 
scores and results on the Inwald Personality Inventory (IPI; Inwald, Knatz, & Schusman, 1982), which, as 
discussed earlier, is a psychological test specifically designed and validated to screen police candidates. 
Their sample consisted of 277 male police officer candidates from four Midwestern police agencies 
varying in size. The authors tested a series of conceptually-based hypotheses about correlations between 
scores on these two measures, which were administered to the sample as part of a post-offer preemploy-
ment psychological evaluation. Findings were largely consistent with the authors’ conceptually-formed 
hypotheses, supporting the construct validity of MMPI-2-RF scales in this police candidate sample.

Tarescavage, Brewster, Corey, and Ben-Porath (2015) examined associations between pre-hire MMPI-
2-RF scores and post-hire performance ratings for a sample of 131 male police officers employed in the 
northeastern United States. After consulting with several police chiefs and supervisory personnel, the 
second author of the study created a supervisor survey of police officer performance. Supervisors com-
pleted the survey after they had observed officers’ behavior for a time period ranging from one month 
to 2.5 years (M = 1.1, SD = 0.5 years). The authors selected 39 survey items that addressed constructs 
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related to the California POST screening dimensions (Spilberg & Corey, 2014), as well as one global 
rating, as the criteria in their investigation.

Uncorrected and range-restriction-corrected correlations (see earlier discussion of Sellbom, Fischler, 
& Ben-Porath, 2007) between MMPI-2-RF scores and the selected criteria indicated that scales from the 
emotional dysfunction domain were substantially associated with emotional control and stress problems, 
routine task performance problems, decision-making and judgment problems, and problem-solving 
difficulties. Scores on MMPI-2-RF scales from the thought dysfunction domain were associated with 
marksmanship problems and difficulty predicting situational outcomes. Scores from measures included 
in the behavioral dysfunction domain were correlated with various outcomes related to acting out, 
such as integrity problems and alcohol and drug use. Scores on MMPI-2-RF measures of interpersonal 
functioning were associated with problems such as failing to utilize training under stressful conditions, 
difficulties with assertiveness and social skills, and shortcomings in oral communication skills. Overall, 
the corrected correlations were mainly of a medium effect size.

Tarescavage, Corey, and Ben-Porath (2015) investigated the predictive validity of the MMPI-2-RF in 
a sample of 136 male police officers hired by the Portland (Oregon) Police Bureau. Supervisor ratings 
of performance and problem behaviors were obtained during the officers’ initial probationary period, 
when they were closely monitored by a field training officer. The officers were evaluated daily during the 
field training program, and these daily evaluations were subsequently used by training division person-
nel to complete the Selection Validation Survey (SVS), a measure developed to assess police officers’ 
performance during their initial probationary period. Scores on scales in the emotional domain of the 
MMPI-2-RF were moderately correlated with various emotional control and stress problems, as well 
as with routine task performance problems, problems in the areas of conscientiousness and commit-
ment, and with an overall negative performance evaluation. Scales in the thought dysfunction domain 
were not correlated substantially with most of the SVS criteria. By contrast, scores on the MMPI-2-RF 
behavioral dysfunction measures were correlated with problems such as failure to accept feedback and 
interpersonal difficulties. Scores on the BXD, RC9, and DISC-r scales were negatively correlated with 
failure to engage subjects, indicating that particularly low scores on these measures were associated with 
problematic performance. Scales in the somatic domain did not have many meaningful associations with 
SVS ratings. On the other hand, the MMPI-2-RF measures of interpersonal function were associated 
with assertiveness and control problems, interpersonal difficulties, and problems with teamwork.

Tarescavage, Corey, Gupton, and Ben-Porath (2015) examined the predictive validity of MMPI-2-RF 
scores of 145 male police officers employed by the Honolulu Police Department applying the methods 
just described in connection with the Portland, Oregon study (Tarescavage, Corey, & Ben-Porath, 2015). 
After correction for range restriction, scores on scales from all the domains assessed by the MMPI-2-
RF were correlated with various negative outcomes with medium to large effect sizes. In the emotional 
domain, some of the strongest correlations were found for scores on RC2 and problems in the areas of 
emotional control and stress, routine task performance, decision-making and judgment, and social com-
petence and teamwork. Higher scores on scales in the thought dysfunction domain were correlated with 
learning problems, navigation problems, radio operation difficulties, and problems with multitasking. 
As was the case in the study by Tarescavage, Corey, and Ben-Porath (2015), scores in the externalizing 
domain were negatively correlated with a number of variables (assertiveness, social competence and 
teamwork, and interpersonal problems), indicating that particularly low scores on these scales are as-
sociated with negative outcomes. Scales on the MMPI-2-RF measures of interpersonal functioning were 
also correlated with a number of negative outcomes.
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Tarescavage, Corey, and Ben-Porath (2016) used an archival dataset collected by Boes, Chandler, 
and Timm (1997), who examined the ability of pre-hire MMPI scores to predict police officers’ future 
serious integrity violations. These authors surveyed over 2,000 police departments throughout the United 
States, seeking to locate officers with one of ten pre-specified integrity violations that resulted in ter-
mination. They identified 439 officers with at least one of the ten designated violations and matched 
them with 439 officers of the same gender, age, and length of employment who did not have any of the 
designated violations. These officers were employed by 69 agencies in 29 states spread throughout the 
country, including departments in the northeast, south, midwest, southwest, and west (Boes et al., 1997).

To examine the predictive validity of MMPI-2-RF scores, Tarescavage, Corey, and Ben-Porath (2016) 
introduced and provided empirical support for a new prorating procedure for estimating MMPI-2-RF 
scores from original MMPI responses. They identified a subsample of 161 officers (out of 417 for whom 
MMPI data were available) who had not committed any of the integrity violations or other disciplinary 
infractions that were the focus of the original investigation and contrasted their scores with those of indi-
viduals who committed each violation and infraction. Several estimated MMPI-2-RF Substantive Scale 
scores were meaningfully correlated (with range-restricted corrected correlations typically of a small to 
medium effect size) with future integrity violations and disciplinary infractions. Estimated scale scores 
from the emotional, thought, and behavioral domains were positively associated with use of excessive 
force, supervisory problems, substandard work performance, conduct unbecoming, procedural viola-
tions, private use of equipment, failure to attend court, embezzlement/fraud, accidents, dropping cases 
inappropriately, and off-duty violations.

Tarescavage, Fischler, et al. (2015) reported descriptive findings and correlations between pre-hire 
MMPI-2-RF scores and selected scales from the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1956) 
and the IPI (described earlier) for a sample of 588 male and 124 female police candidates from two 
Midwestern states, as well as correlations with outcome data for 426 of the male candidates who were 
subsequently hired. A subset of the men in this sample was also included in the MMPI-2 study reported 
by Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath (2007), which was discussed earlier. Descriptive analyses indi-
cated that the male and female candidates produced very similar means and standard deviations on the 
MMPI-2-RF scales, with the exception that hired men scored approximately five T-score points higher 
than hired women on the DISC-r scale.

Correlations between pre-hire MMPI-2-RF and CPI scores were reported for the female candidates. 
The CPI scales examined in this investigation included special measures developed by Roberts and 
Johnson (2001) for police candidate evaluations. Several substantial associations were found between 
females’ MMPI-2-RF scores and the special CPI scale indexes. For example, RC7 scores were substan-
tially correlated with a CPI composite predicting a history of job performance problems; RC1, RC7, 
MLS, and HPC scores were associated with an index predicting increased risk of being rated poorly by 
the evaluating psychologist; and RCd, RC3, RC6, and BRF scores were correlated with an indicator of 
increased risk for being fired for cause. Scores on several externalizing scales also were correlated with 
a wide range of CPI risk indicators. Of note is that the vast majority of women included in this study 
scored below 65T on most MMPI-2-RF scales, indicating that, as is the case with male candidates, sub-
clinical deviations from the mean are associated with a wide range of risk factors in female candidates.

Male candidates produced similar (to the females) patterns of correlations with the CPI risk indi-
cators. Correlations between MMPI-2-RF scales and scores on the IPI were generally consistent with 
those reported by Detrick, Ben-Porath, and Sellbom (2015) for a different sample (described earlier). In 
the subset of men for whom outcome data were available, higher scores on the substantive scales were 
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associated substantially with a broad range of negative outcomes. For example, higher pre-hire MMPI-
2-RF scores on the measures of emotional dysfunction were correlated with complaints from members 
of the public, use of excessive force and inappropriate language, and poor ethics. Scores on the thought 
dysfunction measures were associated with outcomes such as deceptive behavior, rude behavior, being 
uncooperative toward peers, missing court appearances, and being fired for cause. Behavioral dysfunc-
tion measures were correlated with sustained internal affairs complaints, missing court appearances, and 
poor response to feedback. Interpersonal functioning measures were correlated with outcomes such as 
inappropriate sexual attitudes, conduct unbecoming, and poor integrity ratings.

To summarize, meaningful associations between pre-hire MMPI-2-RF scores and a broad range of 
job-relevant counterproductive behaviors were replicated in a series of studies conducted with police 
candidates and officers throughout all regions of the U.S. In all these investigations, MMPI-2-RF descrip-
tive statistics indicated that candidates produced mean substantive scale scores and associated standard 
deviations that were (a) very similar to those of the 2,074-member MMPI-2-RF Police Officer Candidate 
comparison group (Corey & Ben-Porath, 2014) and (b) for the most part appreciably lower (generally 
10-15 T-score points) and more range-restricted (20%-50% smaller standard deviations) than comparable 
statistics for the MMPI-2-RF normative sample. In several of these investigations, the authors reported 
Relative Risk Ratio analyses similar to the ones discussed earlier in the context of the study by Sellbom, 
Fishler, and Ben-Porath (2007). These analyses demonstrated consistently that cutoffs in the range of T 
scores 50-60 (i.e., in the non-clinically-elevated range) are associated with appreciably increased risk 
for a broad range of concurrent and future counterproductive behaviors.

The MMPI-2-RF Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR)

The literature just reviewed illustrates that non-clinically-elevated scores on pre-hire MMPI-2-RF sub-
stantive scales are associated with a variety of job-relevant counterproductive behaviors, and that scores 
on these scales need not reach the cutoff for clinical significance (65T) for a substantially increased risk 
for these negative outcomes to be indicated. Corey and Ben-Porath (2014) developed the MMPI-2-RF 
Police Candidate Interpretive Report (PCIR) to facilitate integration of information from this research 
and data from the Police Officer Candidate comparison group when using the test in a preemployment 
suitability evaluation. As with any computer-generated report, the PCIR is not intended to take the 
place of the examiner, who is tasked with considering the information it provides in the context of other 
relevant sources, including additional test findings, a clinical interview, psychosocial history, and other 
background information. Corey and Ben-Porath (2014) provide a detailed description of the various 
elements of the PCIR. We highlight here several innovative features of the report.

The Protocol Validity section of the PCIR provides information about three types of threats to the 
validity of the test results: content non-responsiveness (unscorable and/or inconsistent responses), 
overreporting, and underreporting. This section includes features designed to address the unique chal-
lenges associated with the detection and impact of underreporting in police candidate preemployment 
evaluations. Underreporting is the most common threat to protocol validity in these assessments. Corey 
and Ben-Porath (2014) report that for the 2,074 members of the Police Officer Candidate comparison 
group the mean scores on L-r and K-r are 59 (SD = 13) and 63 (SD = 8) respectively, approximately 
one standard deviation above the general population mean T score (50). As discussed earlier, police 
candidates are highly vetted before receiving a conditional offer of employment, and it is reasonable to 
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expect that many, if not most, of these candidates are, as these scores suggest, more virtuous and better 
adjusted than the general population. This is also reflected in the data reported by Detrick and Chibnall 
(2014), where police candidates tested under low-demand conditions (see previous section for a more 
detailed description of this study), although scoring lower than when initially tested as part of their 
preemployment evaluation, still score considerably higher than members of the MMPI-2-RF normative 
sample on L-r and K-r. On the other hand, some candidates approach psychological testing with a level 
of defensiveness or even deception that renders their responses to substantive scales uninterpretable.

Special PCIR features are designed to assist examiners in making this distinction. In cases where L-r 
is substantially elevated, the report prints MMPI-2-RF items with potentially verifiable historical content 
to aid the examiner in detecting discrepancies from other self-report and/or background information. The 
report authors selected these items from the entire booklet if they were deemed to include potentially 
verifiable content (e.g., a history of “trouble with the law”). To maintain test security, the content of 
these items is not listed here. When evaluating what inferences to draw from elevated underreporting 
scores, a test-taker’s responses to these items, when considered in the context of collateral information, 
can aid test users in differentiating naive responses (often occurring in individuals with a background 
stressing traditional values) from intentionally deceptive ones. It is important to note in this context that 
discrepancies between self-report and collateral sources have been found to be predictive of post-hire 
integrity violations (Sarchione, Cuttler, Muchinsky, & Nelson-Gray, 1998).

A section of the PCIR labeled Comparison Group Findings provides construct-based statements that 
describe implications of clinically elevated substantive scale scores, as well as statements about implica-
tions of uncommonly high (but not clinically elevated) scores for police officer candidates. Base-rate 
information (derived from the Police Officer Candidate comparison group) is provided for both clini-
cally elevated and non-elevated scores that generate interpretive statements. The 2,074 members of this 
comparison group (1,037 men and 1,037 women), described in detail by Corey and Ben-Porath (2014), 
were assessed as a component of preemployment evaluations conducted throughout North America. Non-
clinically-elevated findings that generate statements in this section are typically limited to scores that 
fall at least two standard deviations above the mean for the Police Officer Candidate comparison group. 
For example, the mean comparison group T score on the Self-Doubt (SFD) scale is 43, with a standard 
deviation of 4. Thus, a T score of 56 on this scale falls more than three standard deviations above the 
comparison group mean and would trigger the statement: “The test taker reports a comparatively high 
level of self-doubt for a police officer candidate. Only 2.8% of comparison group members convey this 
or a greater lack of confidence.”

A PCIR section titled Job-Relevant Correlates consists of interpretive statements supported by the 
literature reviewed in the previous section of this chapter. This information is organized into ten job per-
formance problem domains, which correspond closely to the California POST Psychological Screening 
Dimensions (Spilberg & Corey, 2014), variants of which are used by most states. These domains were 
derived from a comprehensive meta-analysis of more than 19,000 criterion-validity coefficients obtained 
in studies that examined associations between scores on personality measures and police officer job 
performance (Cullen & Ones, 2001). A list of the ten PCIR problem domains, and a description of the 
job-relevant difficulties associated with each domain, are presented in Table 2. The Job-Relevant Cor-
relates statements included in the PCIR were derived from a comprehensive analysis of the concurrent 
and prospective MMPI-2-RF job-performance-related correlates reported in the literature just reviewed.
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A particularly helpful feature of the PCIR is its annotation. Every statement in the report is annotated 
with information about which scale score(s) generated it and whether the statement is based on empirical 
correlates, scale item content, or is an inference of the report authors. For correlate-based statements, 
such as the ones in the section reporting Job-Relevant Correlates, annotation includes a list of refer-
ences to studies (from among those reviewed in the previous section) that support it. This transparency 
makes it possible for PCIR users to cite literature in support of their MMPI-2-RF-based conclusions. If 
the PCIR is viewed on an internet-connected device, hyperlinks allow the user to view the abstract and 
options for downloading any article cited in the report.

Additional PCIR features include a Synopsis section highlighting the main findings, a Clinical Find-
ings section that provides a psychopathology-focused interpretation of clinically-elevated MMPI-2-RF 
scores, an optional section that includes Diagnostic Considerations, and detailed Item-Level Information. 
This last section includes a list of Unscorable Responses – items left unanswered or answered both “true” 
and “false” and the scales on which they appear; Critical Responses – responses in the keyed direction 
to items that appear on seven MMPI-2-RF scales designated by the MMPI-2-RF authors as having 
critical content (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2011); User-Designated Item-Level Information – an optional 
section where users can choose any scale for which they would like to see item responses; and Critical 
Follow-up Items – any response in the keyed direction to a series of items designated by police officer 
screening experts as having critical content. The PCIR authors (Corey & Ben-Porath, 2014) recom-
mend strongly that users who choose to follow-up with a test-taker concerning item-level responses do 
so by paraphrasing item content rather than reading specific item content verbatim. Spilberg and Corey 
(2014) point out that asking candidates to explain their responses to individual test items usually yields 
little helpful information since, once alerted to the examiner’s concern, they typically reply that they 
misunderstood the item content or incorrectly recorded their answers. A more useful strategy may be to 
use the item content to construct probing interview questions designed to assess the underlying issue.

INTEGRATING MMPI-2-RF FINDINGS IN A POLICE 
PREEMPLOYMENT EVALUATION

A commonly used model for preemployment psychological evaluations of police officer candidates 
includes administrating two broadband personality measures, one assessing abnormal behavior and 
functioning, the other assessing normal personality, followed by a clinical interview and consideration of 
personal history information (Serafino, 2010; Spilberg & Corey, 2014). This model is adopted by a large 
proportion of state and federal regulations governing the selection and hiring of police officers (Corey 
& Borum, 2013). Spilberg and Corey (2014) recommend a six-step process for integrating information 
derived from multiple sources in a police candidate evaluation:

1.  Evaluate test scores for evidence of response inconsistency, overreporting, and underreporting.
2.  Identify and interpret relevant findings, using standard norms and peace officer norms.
3.  Evaluate relevant personal history information from all sources to determine if any information 

meets agency standards for disqualification and how the information is convergent with, divergent 
from, or complements relevant test findings and interpretations.

4.  Evaluate relevant clinical observations to determine how they are convergent with, divergent from, 
and/or complementary of relevant test findings and personal history information.
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5.  Determine whether the weight of the collective evidence (convergent, complementary, and divergent 
findings) supports or refutes the conclusion that the candidate meets the selection standards.

6.  Obtain feedback from the hiring agency to determine the status of hired candidates and make ad-
justments to the prediction strategy as necessary.

PCIR data are pertinent to each of the six steps in this process. For Step 1, the MMPI-2-RF validity 
scales provide well-validated information about these three types of threats to the validity of a candi-
date’s test scores (see Ben-Porath, 2012 for a detailed discussion of the threats and their assessment), and 
there is growing evidence that MMPI-2-RF Validity Scale findings generalize to other co-administered 
measures (Crighton, Tarescavage, Gervais, & Ben-Porath, 2015; Forbey & Lee, 2011; Forbey, Lee, Ben-
Porath, Arbisi, & Gartland, 2013). Regarding Step 2, the report includes both the candidate’s scores on 
the 51 MMPI-2-RF scales based on the general population test norms and, for each scale, the percent 
of the Police Officer Candidate comparison group members who score at or below the test-taker, a 
statistic analogous to a percentile value. For example, a T score of 56 on the Self-Doubt Scale, which is 
approximately one-half of a standard deviation above the general population mean score for that scale, 
corresponds to the 99.1st percentile among law enforcement candidates. Steps 3-5 involve consideration of 
the known validity of the various sources of information relied upon in a police candidate preemployment 
evaluation. In this context, Spilberg and Corey (2014) note that of the various sources of information 
considered in an evaluation, empirically-validated test correlates (of the kind included in the Job-Relevant 
Correlates section of the PCIR) are the ones most likely to have documented validity (in contrast, for 
example, to clinical interview findings), and should, therefore, be accorded the greatest weight when 
integrating information from multiple sources in in a police candidate evaluation. Step 6 is, essentially, 
the foundation of the PCIR, in that the collaborative validation work called for in this step led to the 
research guiding development of the report. Corey and Ben-Porath (2016) provide detailed guidelines 
and case illustrations of integrating MMPI-2-RF results with these other sources when conducting 
preemployment evaluations of police officer candidates. For a more detailed discussion of integrating 
the various types of information in a preemployment evaluation the reader is directed to Spilberg and 
Corey’s (2014) discussion of this topic.

CONCLUSION

The MMPI has been among the most widely used measures in preemployment evaluations of police 
candidates for over six decades. Use of the most up-to-date version of the inventory, the MMPI-2-RF, 
builds on this decades-long experience coupled with a comprehensive, modern literature documenting 
associations between pre-hire scores and a broad range of job-relevant variables. The PCIR combines this 
empirical literature with base rate information on the MMPI-2-RF scores of the 2,074-member Police 
Officer Candidate comparison group and provides an empirically-grounded, annotated (i.e., transparent) 
interpretation of a candidate’s test scores.

Although broad insofar as the type and geographic location of the agencies involved, and comprehen-
sive in the scope of extra-test variables it incorporates, the literature supporting use of the MMPI-2-RF in 
police candidate assessments can benefit from being expanded in several ways. First, as discussed earlier, 
there is relatively limited published research on use of the test with female candidates. This reflects in 
part the relative distribution of male and female law enforcement officers; however, as the proportion of 
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female police officers continues to grow the need for research documenting associations between pre-hire 
scores and job-relevant correlates in females will become more pressing. Based on extensive research 
with samples representing other populations, and reported in detail in the MMPI-2-RF Technical Manual 
(Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011), there is good reason to expect that the findings with male samples 
will be replicated with female candidates. Collaborative efforts combining relatively small samples of 
female police officer candidates across agencies to achieve adequately-powered analyses are needed.

With regard to other demographic variables, the empirical studies cited earlier were conducted 
with demographically and geographically diverse samples, as is the composition of the Police Officer 
Candidate comparison group. Original MMPI literature reviewed by Campos (1989) indicated little 
to no evidence of potential adverse impact (as defined by the EEOC and discussed in the first part of 
this chapter). The one exception was the original L scale, on which Hispanic candidates scored higher 
than Caucasians. However, as discussed in the Legal Matters section of this chapter, a test score alone 
cannot have direct adverse impact, which is contingent on how the score is interpreted and used. More-
over, the cutoffs for interpreting L-r on the PCIR (Corey & Ben-Porath, 2014) are considerably higher 
than those recommended for use in general clinical assessments (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008/2011), 
and examinations conducted by the report authors showed no evidence of adverse impact using EEOC 
definitions (discussed earlier).

Finally, as just discussed, the MMPI-2-RF is one component of the broader range of procedures used to 
assess police officer candidates. When integrated with the results of normal personality testing, a clinical 
interview, and psychosocial and background information derived from a variety of sources, MMPI-2-
RF findings provide the examiner empirically-validated information about a candidate’s psychological 
suitability for service as a police officer. Corey and Ben-Porath (2016) provide detailed guidelines for 
using the instrument in this manner in preemployment assessments of police officer candidates.
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ENDNOTES

1  A terminological note: Throughout this chapter we use the generic term MMPI to refer to all 
versions of the inventory. Specific versions are identified as the Original MMPI, MMPI-2, and 
MMPI-2-RF.

2  The word “may” is emphasized here to reflect the fact that a candidate need not have an actual 
disability to be protected by the ADA. ADA limitations on disability-related inquiries apply to all 
job applicants, regardless of disability status.
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APPENDIX

Table 1: The MMPI-2-RF Scales

Validity Scales

Variable Response Inconsistency (VRIN-r) – Random responding
True Response Inconsistency (TRIN-r) – Fixed responding
Infrequent Responses (F-r) – Responses infrequent in the general population
Infrequent Psychopathology Responses (Fp-r) – Responses infrequent in psychiatric populations
Infrequent Somatic Responses (Fs) – Somatic complaints infrequent in medical patient populations
Symptom Validity (FBS-r) – Somatic and cognitive complaints associated at high levels with overreporting
Response Bias Scale (RBS) – Exaggerated memory complaints
Uncommon Virtues (L-r) – Rarely claimed moral attributes or activities
Adjustment Validity (K-r) – Avowals of good psychological adjustment associated at high levels with 

underreporting

Higher-Order (H-O) Scales

Emotional/Internalizing Dysfunction (EID) – Problems associated with mood and affect
Thought Dysfunction (THD) – Problems associated with disordered thinking
Behavioral/Externalizing Dysfunction (BXD) – Problems associated with under-controlled behavior

Restructured Clinical (RC) Scales

Demoralization (RCd) – General unhappiness and dissatisfaction
Somatic Complaints (RC1) – Diffuse physical health complaints
Low Positive Emotions (RC2) – Lack of positive emotional responsiveness
Cynicism (RC3) – Non-self-referential beliefs expressing distrust and a generally low opinion of others
Antisocial Behavior (RC4) – Rule breaking and irresponsible behavior
Ideas of Persecution (RC6) – Self-referential beliefs that others pose a threat
Dysfunctional Negative Emotions (RC7) – Maladaptive anxiety, anger, irritability
Aberrant Experiences – (RC8) Unusual perceptions or thoughts
Hypomanic Activation – (RC9) Over-activation, aggression, impulsivity, and grandiosity

Specific Problems (SP) Scales

Somatic Scales

Malaise (MLS) – Overall sense of physical debilitation, poor health
Gastrointestinal Complaints (GIC) – Nausea, recurring upset stomach, and poor appetite
Head Pain Complaints (HPC) – Head and neck pain
Neurological Complaints (NUC) – Dizziness, weakness, paralysis, loss of balance, etc.
Cognitive Complaints – (COG) Memory problems, difficulties concentrating
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Internalizing Scales

Suicidal/Death Ideation (SUI) – Direct reports of suicidal ideation and recent suicide attempts
Helplessness/Hopelessness (HLP) – Belief that goals cannot be reached or problems solved
Self-Doubt – (SFD) Lack of confidence, feelings of uselessness
Inefficacy – (NFC) Belief that one is indecisive and inefficacious
Stress/Worry (STW) – Preoccupation with disappointments, difficulty with time pressure
Anxiety – (AXY) Pervasive anxiety, frights, frequent nightmares
Anger Proneness (ANP) – Becoming easily angered, impatient with others
Behavior-Restricting Fears (BRF) – Fears that significantly inhibit normal activities
Multiple Specific Fears – (MSF) Fears of blood, fire, thunder, etc.

Externalizing Scales

Juvenile Conduct Problems (JCP) – Difficulties at school and at home, stealing
Substance Abuse (SUB) – Current and past misuse of alcohol and drugs
Aggression (AGG) – Physically aggressive, violent behavior
Activation (ACT) – Heightened excitation and energy level

Interpersonal Scales

Family Problems (FML) – Conflictual family relationships
Interpersonal Passivity (IPP) – Being unassertive and submissive
Social Avoidance (SAV) – Avoiding or not enjoying social events
Shyness (SHY) – Bashful, prone to feel inhibited and anxious around others
Disaffiliativeness (DSF) – Disliking people and being around them

Interest Scales

Aesthetic-Literary Interests (AES) – Literature, music, the theater
Mechanical-Physical Interests (MEC) – Fixing and building things, the outdoors, sports

Personality Psychopathology Five (PSY-5) Scales

Aggressiveness-Revised (AGGR-r) – Instrumental, goal-directed aggression
Psychoticism-Revised (PSYC-r) – Disconnection from reality
Disconstraint-Revised (DISC-r) – Under-controlled behavior
Negative Emotionality/Neuroticism-Revised (NEGE-r) – Anxiety, insecurity, worry, and fear
Introversion/Low Positive Emotionality-Revised (INTR-r) – Social disengagement and anhedonia
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Table 2: Problem Domains Used in the PCIR JOB-Relevant Correlates Section

Domain 1: Emotional Control and Stress Tolerance Problems

This domain involves deficits in the ability to maintain emotional and behavioral control under pressure 
and other adverse circumstances. Counterproductive behaviors related to this domain include overreac-
tion to provocation or challenge, moodiness and irritability, inaction or excessive hesitancy in the face 
of emergency or other high-stress conditions, poor stress tolerance or resilience, and failing to properly 
employ tactics and knowledge under stress conditions. This domain is distinguished from Impulse 
Control Problems (Domain 10) by its focus on stress conditions, whereas Domain 10 is concerned with 
impulsive behavior under normal conditions.

Domain 2: Routine Task Performance Problems

This domain pertains to problems in the ability to apply job-relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities in 
the context of routine demands. Counterproductive behaviors related to this domain include performing 
with little or no confidence, avoiding challenges, difficulty performing routine tasks and job functions 
(including report writing and navigation).

Domain 3: Decision-Making and Judgment Problems

This domain pertains to problems in the ability to plan, prioritize, take decisive action, and make deci-
sions under normal conditions. Counterproductive behaviors related to this domain include failing to 
make decisions or take action, not “thinking on one’s feet,” failing to make midcourse corrections when 
needed, and not seeing the “big picture.”

Domain 4: Feedback Acceptance Problems

This domain involves deficits in the ability to consider one’s own role in or contribution to problems 
and, in the face of constructive criticism, to integrate feedback into a plan for self-improvement. Coun-
terproductive behaviors related to this domain include excessive defensiveness, blaming others, and 
dismissing or minimizing the credibility of negative feedback.

Domain 5: Assertiveness Problems

This domain involves limitations in the ability to interact confidently with others, act assertively, and, 
when necessary, exert dominance and control over others. Counterproductive behaviors related to this 
domain include failure to engage others, isolating oneself or avoiding interpersonal contact, being overly 
submissive or timid, lacking “command presence,” and communicating unclearly.
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Domain 6: Social Competence and Teamwork Problems

This domain pertains to problems in the ability to communicate with tact and sensitivity, work effectively 
with others, accept authority and direction, and function as an effective member of a team. Counter-
productive behaviors related to this domain include generating interpersonal conflict and complaints, 
showing bias, behaving rudely, resisting authority, denigrating others, failing to cooperate, and alienating 
citizens and/or co-workers.

Domain 7: Integrity Problems

This domain involves failure to maintain high standards of morality and ethics in one’s personal and 
professional conduct. This includes noncompliance with organizational and societal rules, and exploit-
ing the privileges and access of one’s position for personal and/or other illegitimate interests. Counter-
productive behaviors related to this domain include corruption, exploitation, dishonesty and deception, 
misrepresentation, boundary violations, and illegal behavior.

Domain 8: Conscientiousness and Dependability Problems

This domain involves problems in the ability to diligently and reliably fulfill employment and other ob-
ligations. Counterproductive behaviors related to this domain include taking impermissible short-cuts, 
disorganization, safety violations and property damage due to neglect or inattention, missing deadlines, 
missing court and mandatory appearances, failing to complete assignments, and a lack of initiative and/
or perseverance.

Domain 9: Substance Use Problems

This domain pertains to the problematic use of alcohol or drugs. Counterproductive behaviors related 
to this domain include fights or arguments, employment problems, arrests or other legal problems, and 
tardiness or absenteeism due to substance use.

Domain 10: Impulse Control Problems

This domain involves impulsive and/or unnecessarily risky behavior that threatens the safety or interests 
of oneself or others, or reacting to situations without the proper degree of emotional and behavioral 
restraint and control. Counterproductive behaviors related to this domain include driving beyond the 
limits of one’s abilities, failing to take proper precautions during high-risk activities, and recklessness.


