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ABSTRACT: Self-report and mono-method bias often threaten the validity of re-
search conducted in business settings and thus hinder the development of theo-
ries of organizational behavior. This paper outlines a conceptual framework for
understanding factors that influence the motivation of an employee to bias his
or her responses to questions posed by organizational researchers. Using a longi-
tudinal, multitrait-multimethod dataset, we illustrate various aspects of the
problem and argue that traditional approaches for controlling self-report bias do
not adequately prevent the problem. The results suggest the need for developing
a theory of method effects and companion analytic techniques to improve the
accuracy of psychological research in business settings.
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Theoretical advances in organizational behavior and psychology are
highly dependent upon empirical confirmation and disconfirmation (cf.
McCall & Bobko, 1990; Sackett & Larson, 1990). That is, theoretical per-
spectives supported by numerous empirical studies become dominant in
the field. Theories associated with a collection of null or mixed empirical
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results become controversial and often fade away. This pattern is desir-
able if the empirical studies are accurate. However, there continues to
be concern about the accuracy of some of the most commonly used meth-
ods in organizational research.

Accurate measurement of organizational behavior is essential for
advancing the field. Despite its importance, measurement in organiza-
tional settings is often referred to as one of the main shortcomings of
organizational behavior research (Donaldson, 1995; Donaldson, En-
sher & Grant-Vallone, 2000; Mersman & Donaldson, 2000). This is be-
cause researchers must rely to a large extent on self-reports. Such mea-
sures are common because they are relatively easy to obtain and are
often the only feasible way to assess constructs of interest.

Sackett and Larson (1990) found that over a third of all studies
published in mainstream organizational behavioral journals between
1977 and 1987 were questionnaire-based. It was found that 83% of
these studies used a cross-sectional design and 52% relied solely on
self-report measures. Studies which rely on self reports as the only
measure of organizational behaviors have come under attack recently
for two primary reasons: 1) self-reports are prone to many kinds of re-
sponse bias (see Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Donaldson, Thomas, & Gra-
ham, 2002; Graham, Collins, Donaldson, & Hansen, 1993; Schwartz,
1999; Stone et al., 2002), and 2) inferences about correlational and causal
relationships may be inflated by the problem of common method vari-
ance (Borman, 1991; Donaldson, Thomas, Graham, Au, & Hansen, 2000;
Spector, 1994).

Schmitt (1994) suggested the need for a theory of method bias
in organizational behavior research in order to understand how to pre-
vent and control for it. He provided a sample matrix illustrating ways
motivational method biases might affect a variety of measures.
Spector and Brannick (1995) argued that because the nature of
measurement bias varies based on properties of the construct of interest,
measurement bias will be best understood when it is studied in rela-
tion to specific constructs or possibly a particular research domain
(e.g., health promotion in business settings). The purpose of this paper
is to take a step in that direction by applying what has been learned
about self-report and mono-method bias in business settings to con-
structs often assessed in employee assistance and corporate health pro-
motion research (see Donaldson, Gooler, & Weiss, 1998; Donaldson &
Klein, 1997; Donaldson & Weiss, 1998). This will be accomplished
by (a) examining a general conceptual framework for understanding
potential motivational biases in self-report questions used to gather
factual data in workplace research, and (b) applying this framework
specifically to constructs relevant to the domain of corporate health pro-
motion.
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SELF-REPORT BIAS

In general, research participants want to respond in a way that
makes them look as good as possible. Thus, they tend to under-report
behaviors deemed inappropriate by researchers or other observers, and
they tend to over-report behaviors viewed as appropriate. Self-report
bias is particularly likely in organizational behavior research because
employees often believe there is at least a remote possibility that their
employer could gain access to their responses.

This tendency for individuals to respond in socially desirable ways
has been studied extensively (cf. Moorman, & Podsakoff, 1992; Zerbe, &
Paulhus, 1987). In a meta-analysis, Moorman and Podsakoff (1992) found
that social desirability, as measured by the Crowne-Marlowe Scale (Crowne
& Marlowe, 1964), was related to several commonly used constructs in
organizational behavior research (e.g., general job satisfaction, role con-
flict, role ambiguity, and organizational commitment). Borman (1991)
reported that on average, peer and supervisor performance ratings were
more accurate than self-ratings because of differential leniency effects in
self-reports. Furthermore, Spector (1994) discussed the problem of self-
reports and underscored the importance of considering the specific ques-
tions being asked and the type of research questions one wants to answer
when using self-reports.

THE COMMON METHOD VARIANCE PROBLEM

The validity of conventional studies relying on one source (method)
of data has been questioned quite often in recent times (e.g., see Donald-
son, 1995; Glick, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1986; Howard, 1994; Podsakoff, &
Organ 1986; Schmitt, 1994; Shadish, 1993; Spector, 1994; Williams &
Brown, 1994). The problem of self-report bias is compounded by the fact
that when all variables in an organizational behavior study are based
on one method of measurement, substantive findings are likely to be
contaminated by shared method variance. It is important to point out
that the common method variance problem is not unique to self-report
measures.

In a policy oriented editorial, a former editor of the Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology stated that the sole use of self-report measures is an
unacceptable methodology in most areas of organizational research
(Schmitt, 1989). However, the extent to which common method variance
(e.g., studies based solely on self reports) affects research conclusions is
still hotly debated. For example, Spector (1987) concluded that there is
little evidence of the problem in a study that examined the relationship
between perceived working conditions and affect. Williams, Cote, and
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Buckley (1989) claim that his conclusion was wrong and the result of
improper analytic procedures. Several years later, the Journal of Orga-
nizational Behavior published an invited set of essays outlining the im-
portance of the problem for the field (Howard, 1994; Schmitt, 1994;
Spector, 1994), and encouraged researchers to conduct empirically-based
studies to understand the effects of method variance in organizational
behavior research.

PRESENT STUDY

The aim of the present study is to develop knowledge about self-
report bias in relation to constructs relevant to psychological research
in business settings. First, we propose that it is useful to conceptualize
motivational self-report bias as the function of the following four general
factors:

1. The “true state of affairs” (i.e., the true score on the construct
versus random or systematic error)

2. The nature of the construct of interest (e.g., sensitivity of the in-
formation)

3. Dispositional characteristics of the respondent
4. Situational characteristics of the measurement situation or envi-

ronment (see Figure 1)

For example, a research participant who is abusing drugs at work (true
state of affairs), reporting on his or her level of drug use (a potentially
sensitive construct), who has a propensity to give socially desirable re-
sponses (a dispositional characteristic), and who is in a situation where
he or she believes that true responses could cause him or her to be pun-
ished (e.g., fired) by his or her employer (a situational characteristic) is
highly likely to bias responses on a research questionnaire. Whereas, a
participant who abusing drugs at work with different dispositional char-
acteristics and/or under different conditions may be more likely to pro-
vide accurate answers.

The purpose of the following analyses is to begin to examine the
problem of self-report bias in relation to specific constructs. First, we
will examine how well self and co-worker reports of the same variables
converge across a number of constructs often assessed in psychological
research carried out in business settings. This analysis will reveal
whether there is variability in the agreement about the nature of con-
structs, and if this relative agreement or disagreement is stable across
time. Second, we will examine the effects of an employee’s propensity to
give socially desirable responses (a dispositional characteristic) and his
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Figure 1
Four Factors that Influence Self-Report Bias

or her level of fear of reprisal (a situational construct or a construct de-
pendent of the “true state of affairs”) on responses to questions about
organizational behavior and employee well-being. Third, we will illus-
trate how mono-method bias can distort conventional parameter esti-
mates of the substantive relationships between constructs measured in
organizational behavior research. Finally, we will explore the question
of how to determine which source of data to use (e.g., self or co-worker)
when there is low agreement about the construct of interest.

DATA SOURCE

Project WORKWELL

Project WORKWELL was designed to shed light on the nature of
response bias in organizational behavior and occupational health psy-
chology research. Using a multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) dataset, the
project intended to demonstrate some of the practical value initially fore-
seen by Campbell and Fiske (1959). In short, by collecting data about an
employee’s lifestyle, mental health, and work-related behavior (a) from
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the employee him or herself, and (b) from people who know the employee
well (e.g., co-workers), one is in a position to understand and potentially
correct for some of the biases associated with each source of data (e.g.,
employee self-report bias; Donaldson, 1995).

Participants

The Project WORKWELL database consists of two waves of data (six
months apart) from 408 (204 co-worker pairs) ethnically diverse non-
professional level employees (cf. Donaldson, Ensher, & Grant-Vallone
2000; Ensher, Grant-Vallone, & Donaldson, 2001; Mersman & Donald-
son, 2000). Of the 408 participants, 68% of the sample were females, and
45% Latino, 22% European American, 16% African-American, and 10%
Asian. Approximately 56% of the employees were single, 26% married,
13% divorced, 3% separated, and 2% widowed. Further, 50% reported a
total personal income of less than $20,000 per year and 87% report a
total personal income of less than $30,000 a year. More than 87% re-
ported their education level to be less than a 2-year junior college degree.
The participants worked an average of 38 hours per week (SD = 11.2;
Median = 40) and had worked for their company for an average of 4.8
years (SD = 5.25; Median = 3 years). Finally, the participants represent
a broad range of companies, industries, and occupations. For example,
approximately 20% worked for educational institutions, 17% health care
organizations, 11% financial services, 7% retail, 7% county agencies, 6%
general service companies (e.g., hair salons, movers, united postal ser-
vice, etc.), 5% manufacturing, 4% utility companies, 3% municipalities,
3% law offices, 3% grocery stores, 2% nursing homes, 2% churches, 2%
restaurants, 2% automotive sales and repair, 2% insurance companies,
2% temporary agencies, and 2% federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Attorney’s
office, U.S. Census, FEMA). Each participant received $25 for the first
visit, $25 for the second visit, a lifestyle assessment, and a summary of
preliminary research findings. Only 11% of the original sample did not
return to complete the six-month follow-up assessment (i.e., an 89% com-
pletion rate).

Procedure

A number of strategies were used to schedule working adults to par-
ticipate in this study. First, fliers were displayed in highly visible loca-
tions at worksites within a 10 mile radius of the data collection site
(lunch rooms, hallways, parking structures, and various central meeting
places). Second, advertisements were placed in a wide variety of local
newspapers, community publications, and company newsletters. Finally,
efforts were made to generate referrals from people who were not eligible
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for the study themselves, potential participants, and those who actually
came to the Research Institute to participate. Some of the referral
sources were given a $5 incentive (per co-worker pair) to recruit partici-
pants. All of our recruitment materials offered working adults $50 to
offset the costs associated with participation, a free lifestyle assessment,
and free copies of the research findings in exchange for their participa-
tion.

The focus of all these efforts was to get the potential participants to
call our study telephone number. Our recruitment telephone line de-
scribed the eligibility criteria for participating in the study. Those who
were eligible were asked to leave their phone number so we could contact
them to set up an appointment. All potential participants were screened
during a follow-up telephone call. Only employees 1) who worked at least
twenty hours per week, 2) who had lived at the same address and had
the same phone number for a least six months (this was needed to pre-
vent excessive attrition) or worked in the same company for at least six
months, and 3) who did not have a four-year college degree were enrolled
in the study. The participants were encouraged (but not required) to
bring a co-worker who they knew well; preferably the co-worker who
they knew best. The participants completed a battery of questionnaires
during the initial visit, and again six months later. The items were coun-
terbalanced to control for order effects at both waves of data collection.

Measures

The Project WORKWELL database contains over 1,400 items per
participant. In the present study, we used several self report bias mea-
sures to assess social desirability and fear of reprisal. The criterion vari-
ables analyzed in this study included self and co-worker reports of job
performance, absenteeism, organizational citizenship behavior, loafing
at work, employee grievances, physician visits, health care costs, depres-
sion, anxiety, vitality, alcohol use, tobacco use, drug use, height, and
weight. Data collector ratings of employee height and weight were also
recorded, and the actual height and weight of each participants were
measured after all questionnaires were completed at wave 2. Finally, we
used a variety of measures to assess working conditions. Below, we
briefly describe the measurement instruments used.

Bias Measures. The Crowne-Marlowe social desirability scale (Crowne &
Marlowe, 1964) was used to assess the employees propensity to give so-
cially desirable responses. Several items administered at the end of the
data collection period assessed whether the participants felt they was
any possibility that their responses could jeopardize their employment.
For example, “Even though this questionnaire is confidential, I was still
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concerned that someone might identify my name with my responses,”
and “Because of the sensitive nature of some of the questions, I did not
feel comfortable about giving completely accurate answers to all of the
questions.”

Criterion Measures. Both employees and co-workers answered a variety
of questions about employee job performance, absenteeism, organiza-
tional citizenship behavior, loafing at work, employee grievances, physi-
cian visits, health care costs, depression, anxiety, vitality, alcohol use,
tobacco use, and drug use. These are variables often measured in em-
ployee assistance and corporate health promotion research (Donaldson &
Klein, 1997). Most of these items were developed using well-established
health and work performance measures (e.g., The Wellness Inventory,
The Job Content Questionnaire, The General Well-Being Schedule, and
The Seriousness of Illness Rating Scale; for health-related lifestyle items
including alcohol and drug use see Donaldson, Dent, Sussman, Sever-
son, & Stoddard, 1996; Donaldson, Graham, Piccinin, & Hansen, 1995;
Lifestyle Assessment Questionnaire, 1988; for work-related items see
Donaldson, 1993; Donaldson & Blanchard, 1995; Karasek, 1985; for
health and well-being items see McDowell & Newell, 1987; Wyler, Ma-
suda, & Holmes, 1968).

Predictor Variable Measures. The Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ; see
Karasek, 1985; Karasek & Theorell, 1990) was the main instrument used
to measure dimensions of the employees’ working conditions (e.g., job
insecurity, job demands, decision latitude, supervisor support, co-worker
support). One advantage of using the JCQ is that it has been found to
have sound psychometric properties and national averages are available
for many of the items. In addition, the Decontaminated Daily Hassles
Scale was used to measure work-related hassles (cf. Smith, 1993).

Background Characteristics. The participants also provided their gender,
ethnicity, marital status, the number of children they have, education,
personal income, spouses income, history of personal and family health
problems, body weight, type of company worked for, job title, length of
employment, hours worked per week, family health history, the type of
health care providers to which they have access, and their preventive
health care practices. However, for the purposes of this paper, we only
used gender and ethnicity as control variables in most of our final anal-
yses.

Analyses Strategy

First, reliable standardized scales (alpha > .70) were constructed for
the 14 criterion variables. The convergence between the self and co-
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worker reports at both wave 1 and wave 2 were examined for each of
these constructs. Next, we selected 6 of the criterion constructs of vary-
ing levels of convergence between self and co-worker reports. Partici-
pants were divided into conditions based on the degree to which they
had a propensity to give socially desirable responses (low vs. high) and
their level of fear of reprisal (low vs. high). This was analyzed using an
ANCOVA (controlling for gender and ethnicity) across the six constructs
of interest. Next, a series of partial correlation analyses (controlling for
gender and ethnicity) were conducted to illustrate the effects of common
method variance on conventional parameter estimates in organizational
research. Finally, because we were able to determine the “true state of
affairs” for employee height and weight, analyses were conducted to as-
sess the convergence of the various height and weight measures, and
absolute differences between the actual measures (“true state of affairs”)
and the various methods for estimating height and weight.

RESULTS

Agreement Among Co-workers

The results showed that convergence between self and co-worker re-
ports varied considerably across constructs. For example, the following
appeared at wave 1: employee tobacco use (r = .80, p < .01), employee
drug use (r = .40, p < .01), attendance (r = .36, p < .01), employee vitality
(r = .34, p < .01), loafing at work (r = .28, p < .01), job performance (r =
.26, p < .01), citizenship behavior (r = .13, p < .01), and employee griev-
ances (r = .12, p < .01). While the level of agreement varied considerably
between variables, consistent results were found within variables across
the wave 1 and wave 2 data collection. The results of these analyses are
displayed in Table 1.

Propensity to Give Socially Desirable Responses

Self-reports of five of the six constructs that were examined ap-
peared to be affected by an employee’s propensity to give socially desir-
able responses. At both wave 1 and wave 2, employees who had a high
propensity to give socially desirable answers rated themselves higher on
job performance (F = 7.03, p < .01; F = 6.81, p < .05), citizenship behavior
(F = 10.11, p < .01; F = 8.69, p < .01), and vitality (F = 12.10, p < .01; F =
8.45, p < .01). In addition, they rated themselves significantly lower on
drug use (time 1 only; F = 10.11, p < .01) and on their tendency to loaf
at work (F = 16.11, p < .01; F = 12.60, p < .01). There were no significant
differences regarding reports of attendance.
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Table 1
Zero-order Correlations Between Self and Co-Worker Reports at Waves 1 and 2

Wave 1 Convergence Wave 2 Convergence

Tobacco Use .80** .86**
Alcohol Use .64** .75**
Exercise .52** .52**
Drug Use .40** .39**
Absenteeism .40** .50**
Physician Visits .36** .53**
Vitality .34** .34**
Depression .34** .31**
Anxiety .29** .30**
Loafing at Work .29** .27**
Health Care Costs .28** .43**
Job Performance .26** .21**
Citizenship Behavior .13** .13**
Grievances .12** .12**

**p < .01.

Fear of Reprisal

Responses also seemed to be affected by an employee’s fear of repri-
sal. Significant differences were found at both wave 1 and wave 2 be-
tween those who reported low fear of reprisal and those who reported
high fear on loafing at work (F = 17.36, p < .01; F = 11.96, p < .01) and
employee ratings of absenteeism (F = 12.84, p < .01; F = 9.72, p < .01).
Those who reported high fear of reprisal rated themselves as more likely
to loaf at work and reported lower attendance rates. They also rated
themselves lower on vitality at wave 1 (F = 6.28, p < .05).

Illustration of the Common Method Variance Problem

Analyses contaminated with shared or common method variance are
prevalent in organizational behavior research (Sackett & Larson, 1990).
Thus, the third issue we considered is how this threat to construct valid-
ity can affect conclusions drawn from empirically-based organizational
research. Using depression as the criterion, we conducted a series of par-
tial correlation analyses controlling for gender and ethnicity to illustrate
this problem.

The most common parameter estimates in organizational behavior
research are cross-sectional correlations based solely on self-reports. Our
results showed that self-reported depression was significantly correlated
with an employee’s self-reported decision latitude (r = .14, p < .01), job
insecurity (r = .20, p < .01), exercise (r = −.12, p < .01), and daily hassles
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at work (r = .39, p < .01) at wave 1. However, self-reported depression
was only significantly correlated with exercise (r = −.12, p < .01) and
daily hassles at work (r = .16, p < .01) at wave 1 when the co-worker re-
ports were analyzed. This pattern was typical across our criterion vari-
ables and illustrates that the common cross-sectional design based solely
on self-reports would lead to different conclusions than a design includ-
ing at least on additional source of information about the behaviors of
interest (co-worker reports in this example).

A second set of analyses examined the relationship between decision
latitude, job insecurity, exercise, and daily hassles at work at wave 1
and depression at wave 2. The results showed that self-reported depres-
sion at wave 2 was only associated with self-reported job insecurity (r =
.14, p < .01), and self-reported (r = .33, p < .01) and co-worker reported
daily hassles at work (r = .15, p < .01) at time 1. This pattern illustrates
that only daily hassles at work remained a significant predictor of de-
pression across the type of measure and time period. The relationships
between the other variables were constrained to using a cross-sectional
design and/or only one source of data (self-reports).

Which Data Source Is Most Accurate?

Given that it is reasonable to assume that both self-report and co-
worker reports contain at least some bias, it is important to understand
which perspective is most accurate or least biased. Of course, the answer
will most likely depend on which variable is being assessed. Further, in
order to answer this question, knowledge of the “true state of affairs”
must be known.

While it was impossible to obtain the “truth” about employee depres-
sion, job performance, decision latitude, exercise and the like in Project
WORKWELL, we were able to determine the “true state of affairs” for
employee height and weight. In order to answer the question of accuracy,
we collected self, co-worker, and data collector estimates of employee
height and weight. At the completion of the study we asked employees
to allow us to measure their actual height and weight.

Correlations between the four methods for assessing employee
height and weight showed that agreement among sources was quite high
for these variables (all correlations were >.75, p < .01 for height; all corre-
lations were >.80 for weight). Subsequent analyses were performed to
assessed the absolute differences between the actual measures and the
various methods for estimating height and weight. It was found that
self-reports were significantly more accurate than the co-worker (height
t(317) = 5.75, p < .01; weight t(316) = 9.36, p < .01) and data collector re-
ports (height t(317) = 12.18, p < .01; weight t(316) = 8.99, p < .01).
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DISCUSSION

The results of this study suggest that self-report bias tends not to
be uniform across constructs assessed in psychological research con-
ducted in business settings. For example, zero-order correlations be-
tween self and co-worker reports of the same variables differed consider-
ably across the constructs examined in this research. The various
analyses conducted seem to support the notion that the nature of the
construct (e.g., level of sensitivity) in combination with employee charac-
teristics (e.g., actual behavior or true score and propensity to give so-
cially desirable responses) and situational pressures must be considered
to fully understand and account for self-report bias in organizational be-
havior research.

These findings have at least two important implications: (1) even
the most sophisticated analytic procedures currently available for con-
trolling for response bias, including the various procedures using multi-
trait-multimethod matrices (see Becker & Vance, 1992; Browne, 1993;
Graham et al., 1993; Spector & Brannick, 1995), are not likely to ade-
quately capture this multidimensional complexity, and (2) a minimum of
two data sources are needed to help rule out the validity threats of self-
report and mono-method bias in business psychology research. Further,
the current findings show specific variables likely to be influenced by
response bias, and suggest that additional studies are needed to develop
a more complete framework that shows which psychological and behav-
ioral measures under specific circumstances are likely to be valid.

On average, employees with a propensity to provide socially desir-
able responses reported more favorable behaviors than those who were
lower on this dispositional characteristic. These findings suggest that
regardless of situational factors in a measurement setting, some partici-
pants are naturally more prone to bias their answers. Future empirical
work might focus on other dimensions that are useful for understanding
and controlling for dispositional characteristics that distort the accuracy
of organizational behavior measurement.

The fear of reprisal measure was expected to be an indicator of the
participants’ feelings about the measurement situation (i.e., responses
would remain confidential). However, the results suggest that it is more
likely operated as a correlate of the participants actual behavior (true
score or the “true state of affairs”). That is, for vitality at wave 1 and
loafing and attendance at both waves 1 and 2, those who were not fearful
reported the most favorable behavior. This suggests that if actual behav-
ior (true score) is undesirable participants fear the repercussions of re-
porting it to researchers. Again, this highlights the importance of design-
ing studies that are able to isolate and control for both dispositional
(actual behavior) and situational method effects.
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The illustration of the problem of mono-method bias showed how
easily workplace researchers can be mislead when measuring all con-
structs using the same method or data source. Secondly, it makes clear
that self-report bias and mono-method bias are related but different
threats to the validity of an empirical study. The analyses of height and
weight showed that one should not automatically assume that self-re-
ports are the inferior source of data in workplace research, and that the
argument that co-worker or supervisor reports are necessarily better
than self reports is dubious (cf. Howard, 1994). Future work is needed to
develop a conceptual framework for understanding the biases in co-
worker and supervisor reports as well as self-reports.

Another important point to be made from these analyses is that
while common method variance appears to substantially inflate parame-
ter estimates, measuring constructs with different but also imperfect
methods (e.g., co-worker reports) appeared to underestimate relation-
ships. In any given study, this type of pattern might function as a confi-
dence interval, indicating that the true parameter lies between these two
parameter estimates. Finally, it is important to emphasize that using
multiple sources of data, in contrast to one (e.g., all self-reports), is a
desirable strategy for avoiding the problem of being unable to rule out
the problem of mono-method bias in business psychology research (Don-
aldson, 1995; Shadish, 1993).

Limitations

The empirical analyses conducted in this paper were based on pro-
spective data collected at two points in time. However, all of the con-
structs were measured (versus manipulated) which limits our ability to
sort out cause-effect relationships. For example, the social desirability
bias and fear of reprisal analyses are open to problems associated with
ruling out reverse causality and unmeasured “third variables” as alter-
native explanations. Of course, the type of design that would allow un-
equivocal interpretation of these causal links (a true experiment) is not
feasible with the specific variables we chose to analyze in this paper.
Nevertheless, the results of this paper must be interpreted cautiously.

The criterion variables selected for the analyses are a subset of vari-
ables often analyzed by workplace health promotion researchers. The
findings reported may be very different for other constructs of interest
to business psychologists. Further, we only used one criterion variable
and a restricted number of predictor variables to illustrate the problem
of mono-method bias. Although the general principles discussed seem to
apply across the range of variables in Project WORKWELL, the robust-
ness of this pattern needs to be determined in future work.

Finally, we acknowledge that it is possible that the external validity
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of our findings is somewhat limited. Due to the nature and scope of the
proposed study, obtaining a representative sample of ethnically-diverse
non-professional level employees was not feasible. It is possible that our
recruiting methods have produced a rather unique sample. Further re-
search is needed examine if the findings of this study generalize to other
samples and populations.

CONCLUSION

Empirical studies can have long-standing effects on our theoretical
understanding of organizational behavior and business psychology. This
implies that the popularity or extinction of theoretical perspectives may
sometimes be the function of imperfect empirical work rather than sound
or faulty theory. The issues presented in this paper suggest that it is
feasible that many empirical studies conducted in business settings to
date can be very misleading. We agree with Schmitt (1994) that more
empirical work needs to be done to develop a better understanding of
method effects in organizational research. This paper establishes some
initial benchmarks for understanding which measures are likely to be
misleading (e.g., some measures of performance and mental health). It
is our hope that additional research will be conducted to further develop
understanding about the problem of self-report bias in business psychol-
ogy research. A conceptual framework of methods effects backed up by
empirical findings, and credible companion analytic techniques could go
a long way toward furthering the progress of psychological theory and
research in business settings.
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