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At Patricia Ma"rfinl~ direction, the Research and Evaluation Unit began 

°rev'iewing the subject of psychol~gical tests for non-clerical correctional 
() .~ (\,' f, ' 

staff. However, becuase of the nature of the subject, information was not 

," limitedto correctional officers but was exp~nded to Qinclude law enforc,ement 

\\ 

'" personnel. In anOeftort tD provide an adequate review of the issue, seVeral 
o 

activities were invoJved:\,JI 
o ~'"1,r 

1. Personal contacts with agencies, clearingHouses, and others~ 
These conta~ts provi dedspeci fi c al:ti cl es and referral sand 
are doculTien1ted in Appendix A. 0 co' . c 

2. Reference materi-al was",obtained from NCJRSand, the complete' 
art;-cles from interesting abstracts'were requested. Those 

, articles rel ating to the subject of thi s report are di s- , 
cussed in the annotated bibl iography.' " 

3. A 1 iterature search was ,conducted bYr:e~ri'ewing the contents 
of the 1 ast two years I 0, ssues of soci al sci,ence journal s 
using' Current Contents. Thi s materi al , tpgether with agency, 
related information from NCJRS, is compil'ed in the bibliography . 

, . \ 
obtain the most timely information about testing utilized 
other state correctional systems, a survey was distributed 

4. To 
:) in 

to al'l states. 

r>J', 

.With this information, it is hoped that decisions can be made about the feasi-

bility of psychological testing for non":clerical Correctional staff. Most of 

the documents di scussed herein ,g,re avail able through the Research and Eval ua-

tion<tJnit. 
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The following is a list of agencies contacted for inform;tion about the 
II.~) ~i,., I) 0 

use of~pers(mality evaluations in corr;~~tional a;gencies. 

",1. NCJRS"" Mr. Len Sipes A request ·w~ made for an information search on 

"the topic. A b'ibH,ography on thi,~)ue was received in ,.December. 

Thi,s contact was made by Deborah House. on 11/20/1980. 
'II 

2. Council of State Governments, Lexington, Kentucky - Ms. Ruth Osser -

3. 

4. 

" 

Ms,.iDsser responded to the inquiry by mailing two articles: IIP?ychologi­

cal Screening of Police Candidates ll
, Beutler, Larry E. and Dennis OILeary, 

Police Chief, August, +,980, and IIProfessional Standards for Local Law 
., 

Enforcement Offi cers II, Texas Advisory Committee on Intergove~nihental () 
a 

Relati.ons, 1978. This contact was made by Deborah House on 11/20/1980. 

Federal Bureau of Prisons, Division of Per}onnoel - I tal ked with Mr. 

Laddie Tabor,~ wh9 works in tneexamining unit that handles the Correc-
\~ 

tional Off.icer Register. Mr. Tabor stated that the Federal Bureau Cioes 
o 

no psychological testing. Applicants for correctional officer are inter-

viewed at thefederai' prison nearest their home. lf any question a~9ut 

suitability is rilised, the Office of Personnel Management can conduct"an I 

o . ~ 

inv!2stigation of thep~rson 'S,li background. This contact was made by 
• - !~. 

Deborah House on.11/20/1980. 

CONtact-Ms. Donna Hunzeker - Ms .. Hunzeker sa.id she "woul d send ,informa-
. (') a " {. 

tionon.hiring guide] ine,sas soon as possible. The information consi's'ted 
. '-D'. . ",'-

of several items: 1) summary of states I use of psychOlogical tests or 
o \.\ 

eva lUCltionsfor correctional officers- October, 1980 CONtact, 2) a 

summary ofscreeningmethbds for correctional o{ficers from ,1976 Source-

, 
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! 
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• " , 0 " .. 'I (Thi s document 
, .. C .. in~l Justice' System, Vol').. 

S rvey of the rlm "" 00 '1 b1e M'ower u , .. ...' " "'d " s' aval a .. anp 'R rllitment andtr'alnlng, an (" 
contains" secti ons on Personnel ec , .. ", f.'" "seventeen-State study of 

> U', SO GOP" ," CONtact a1 ~o sent ac Copy 0 ":' {I'~ ~'" 0 

from .... .l,,·.. °h' "contact was made 
personnel." oT ~lS ". C< 

'terl' a for Bureau of Correcti o~s cn· (~ , 
o 

by ~Jann True on 11/20/.1980 .• 

uni've~'sity of LOuis~)il1e Dr. 
has a copy of a 1973 

Holmes - Dr. Holmes 

S . y' that deals with attitudes 
toward juvenile "justice policies, " 

Atti tude urve ," . 

S
urvey °was received on November 

A copy of this 
24 1980. . , 

on 11/21/1980, made by Jann True 

"l) '. 

o 

o 

o 
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Only seVen states responded that they currently use 'some form of psy-
v G 

chOological S,'creening for correctional officers Ctablel). As shown, four 

of these states USe the Minnesota Multiphasic Rersonal ity Inventory as a 

majorscreeni"ng deVice" ' The use of the MMPI is discussed in several articles 

in the annotated bibliography. 
~ I 

At the present time, four st'ates responded thal they are consi dering 
It.)) , 

the use of psychological eyaluation in the hiring process. One of these, 

Pennsylvania ,is currently administering tests on an ilexperimentaJ basis" . 

The vast ma,jority of the states indicated no interest in this type of screen-

. ing, with five states responding they had discontinued using psychological 
o 

screeniogbecause of impracticality, lack of validity, and cost. 
~ 

Indlanacorrections officials stated. that a psychologis~ attended an oral 

interview with candi dates. However, it was not r, clearexactl y what fmpact he 

ha,~ tn the hi'rin9' process. 
-~..::=-

o 
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TABLE 1 
o 

':;' , (, 

STATES' USE OF PSYCHOLOGICP,.L SCREENING DEVICES 
FOR HIRING CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 

State " 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Distri ct of Col umbi a 

Florida 0 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois, . 

Indi ana t, 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

o 

o 

\)," 

Does Not Use 
~ Psychological Testing 

x 
X' 

X 

X 

X 

o X 

x " 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.!!. ,X 

X 

o 

'"J (i') 

o 0 

Does Use - Method 

" 0 

'" 

structured oral interview focusing 
on job-oriented persona:l i ty t>rai ts 
and motivation - re~ults in con­
sensus rating of appl i cant by 
panel. This is only part of 
screening which al~o includes 
writtew test and ba.'ckground 
investigation. 1 

o 

o 
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State 
o 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

"Mississippi 

MissolJri 
I:J 0 

11 0 Montan'a 
\'; (I 

, Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

1\ New Jersey 

New Mexico, 

New York 

North Caroli'na 

North 'Dakota 

Ohio 

q 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvani'a 

Rhode Island 

9 'l 

South Carolint ~ 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 
{; 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Vi'rgini'a , 

o 

o 

o 

Does Not Use 
Psychol ogi ca" Testi ng 

o 

X 

X 

X 

(i X 
'" 

X 

X 

X 

x 

~ 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

I) 

J 
j 

I 
t 
I j 

Does Use -,Method 

I;::: 

Oral board consisting of three 
~enior staff assessi'hg attitudes 
and mental sets: 

°MMPI, House-Tree~Person 
c 0 

,'Interview, MMRr, Edwards, personal 
Preferenc~ Schedule, Shipley 
Institute of Living'Scale 

-Note: "Testing has bee~' used in 
one institution for several years. 
Constdering statewi~e adoption. 

MMPI 

Note: Uses MMPI - post-hiring. 
\:J 0 ~,% 
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State 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

c 

,) 

DO"es Not Use 
Psychological Testing 

(0 

/) 

X 

x 

X 

X 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Does Use - r~ethod£c; '" 
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Review of the Use' of Personality Inventori.es for Employee"Se]ecti,on 
8 r:::<-n\', . 

() 1 

The use of personality' i'nventori'es as el!1ployee sel ~s.tion devices is an 

extremely sensitive,con'troversial issue." Historically, public opposit(jon 
" ' 

to the use of such tests has centered around ethical conside.rations. N~mely, 

'it has been deemed unethirFal that an oappl i cant shoulCi be judged on hi s conform- ' 

°ity to corporate "standards" of employee attitudes. Questions have been raised 
o ' q 

[) 

,~ 

() 

about the interpretation of these test results and concern has been expressed 

about the validity of personality inventories'. Since such selection devices 

must demonstrate lack of' bias ang satisfy Equal Employment Opportunity ~,standards, 
" 

it is crucj?L that val idi.;ty bel' fi rmly estaBl i shed or an agencycoul d 1 eiave 

itself vulnerable to litigation. 

Therefor,e, the choice of an appropriate personality inventory" is diffi-
~ 

" cult. The, screening .,device must be valid. That is, there must be an empiti':: 

cally demonstrated relatiQnship between .the constructs measured by the test 
(. !I 0 ~ 

" 
and job performance). ,) At this time, the,re' is a paucity of val i dity studi es on 

c::; 

these tests.' 

Prior L iterature, ReViews 
00 

() , 

Previous literature reviews on th;js" subject have noted that "no single 
G. 0 

. 0" , [) a 

study clearly demonstrated predictive validity fora personality inventor,y 

used as a selection device".l 
o 

AS,' far back as' 1953, a literature review showed that while, under some (\ 

circumsfa;nces', personali,ty inventory scores correlated higher with job per-
c;) " , 

,formance than might be, expEkted,,,',, the neSJati ve res!,!lts of the majori ty of 

stuc1i.es,revfewed indicates a need for caution ig th,~ir,use. In addition, 
w 
tney noted that inventories were eOfficacious for occupations where persona-

';" , "f) 

li.ty would li~elYcto beef little importance.2 
" ' 

0, 

" Q 

o 
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In a: later review, besides noting a numbe'\" of methodological problems 
o 

with the validity of the 97 studies 'ceviewed, the authors concluded that no 
'.' 

conventional personality inventory demonstratedoeffectiveness as a personnel 

(f 0 

G°/'" ' 

The authors,cited in this section all n:!entloned various methodological 
o 

fl aws in the studies reviewed that tended to"obscure the resul ts. In the 

absence of these fl aws, the results may ha vecbeen di fferent. Therefore, it 

cannot be assumed that there is no relationship whatever between personality 

traits and job success, even though a large body of literature attests to 

this contention. '\ 

However, the intuitive belie"f that personality traits are somewhat 

related toaob' performance persists and some justifications for such screening 
. \\ ') 

a 

can be made on the basis of the sensitivity of the Gorrectional officerls or 
o 

police officerls work. In this case, there is concern with identification of 

candidates "'ho possess the necessari int~rpersonal skills "to cope with hi gh 

pressure situations~ and the elimination of individuals with outright pathology. 
-" 

Issues Involved in Testing 

In the area of law enforcement,trad';tiona:lcivil service examinations 
iB 

and cursory interviews have long been the accepted methods for- scree!;1ing appli·· 

cants. Recently, hpwever, officials have perceived the need to screen out 
,. 

applicants who were unsuited for police work. Psychological screening pro-
0,. \::, 

cessesare cy.rrently used primarlly "by' pol ice departments. The methods ran~e 

froJll pencil -cand-paper examinations, such as the Minnesota Mul tiphasic Persona-

1 tty Inventory to full-fledged assessment centers . 
\~, (; 1\. 

Psychologic?l screening requires .ca:ndidates to~non-voluntarily disclose 
.... -.. '~:... i-~'--;;;-.:'. 

thei.rattltudes to prospective employers ..... Psy'chologists. ,consi.der such screening 

o 

() 0 

o 
o 

• • 

o 

"/ 

I, 
'I 

to be an invasion of privacy as the subject does not wishJo djsclose himself 
~ . 

to tbe psychologist. This is in contrast to the use of such tests in counsel .. 
I~ (''If' 

ing where a subject. has freely sought such services, and Hie information obtained 

from testing is deemed necessary for treatment. When considering the question 

of using personality inventodes as screening devices for correctional officers, 

the i'ss~,e of personal pri vacy must be wei ghed against the need for predi cti ng 

suitable candidates for correctional officers. Is the individual IS righ'rt to 

pri~acy abrogated. by his application for this job? In addition, the qu~stion 
of confidential ity must be dealt0with; how wi 11 the agency ensure that test 

scores are kept confidential? 

Ahother issue of great importance is the above-mentione~ conformity to 

Equal Opportunity Gtandards. Along with the difficultJt of establishing vali­

dUy of personal i tl invento;ies
C

, thi sis no doubt a major recl'son that persona-
~ 

~1ity screening is so little used as compared to standard aptitude tests. < 
<! 

The possible consequences of using an unvalidated screening device are 
Q' 

ver:( grave indeed. Thi§ is an area in which there can be no laxity: standards 
'" 

'~for the establishment of validity must be rigidly fol~owed before the screening 
\I 

devf~e .;is ,put to general use. Bes ides estab 1 i shi rig the fact that apersonali ty 
" 

invento~yo actually measures what it purports to meaSUl~e, there must be a pOroven 

" 

relation~fTip between}ne per~onalityt;;it;iested ~)nd job s~ccess. {7;'o d 

.f.' (/ I> %;1 G C' ,) 

" 

: 0 

• ('I 

S' 

,6 ' 
o 

Q 

Q 0 
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FOOTNOTES 

o 

IIiThe Val idlty of Personal ity Inventories for the Selection oJ Personnel: 
A Review of the L iteratufe and Recommendations for Research!!; Ko~lowski, 
Ste'ven; Penn§ylvania State University, December, 1978. . . 

31iVal iditf-.... of Personal ity Measures in Personnel Selection", Givcm', ~ M., . 
and Gott1ef., R. F., Pe rsonone 1 Psychology, 1965; 18, pp. 135-164.' . 

" 
211The Validity \TT Personal ity 

Ghise;Jli, E. E. and Barthoe.; 
Inventories in the S~)ection of Employees", 
R. p,., Journal of Applied PsychoT'bgy, 1953, 

$":) 37, pp. 18~20. .' 

Y4 Essentials of Psychological Testing (2nd Ed:'), Cronbach, L~ J., HC[per 
and Row, New York, 1960. . 
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ih" ANNOTATED BlBLIOGRAPHY 

. '" 
1.' "What You Always Wanted to Know About Assessment Centers But Were 'Afraid 

toAsk li ." 

¢? 

Brown, GaryOE .. Poli.ceChief, June, 1978 

D~finition - The Assessment tenter is defined as a process whereby a 

stanrlardizedevaluation °of a person IS caRabilities and behavior habits 
o .. ' 

are compil ed. 0 
L 0 " 

The author lists standards which define a true assessment center:y 

1. "Multipl~ assessment techniques must be used; 

Z. Multiple asses§ors must be used; 
., 

3. Judgments resulting. in .anoutcome (i ~e., recommendation for prqmotion, 
tA etc.) must be based on poll ing inforrhati on from assessors and techn,j q,ues; 

4. An o~verall evaluation of behavior must be made by the assessors at a··,,, 
separate time from observation of behavior; 

. 5 . Simulation" exerci sesare used; 

6. '':'The dimensions, attributes, characte~tics or qual Hies eval uated by the" 
as~essment center are determjned by'an analysis of relevant job behaviors; 

'" \\ 

7. '. The" techniques used in th-& assessment center are designed to provide 
information whichi s .used in eval uating the dimensions, attributes 
or qualities preViously determined. " L) 

Conversely, he identifies activities which do not constitute an assessment 

pr·ocess: " 

1. Panel i'1terview$ or a series of ~sequ~n,ti al interviews as the sol e tech-
nique; 0 

P. 

2. Reliance on a specific technique (regardless of whether a simulation or 
not) as the s9,]e basis for evaluation; 

'j) 

3. Usingonly a test battery composed of anumber'of pellcil and pap~~-\}mea­
suroes, regardl ess of whether the judgments are made by ~. stati stical "or 

v,. judgmental pOOl ingof'scQres. 0 '0 

4. Sf.ngleassessor as~ssmel1t; . 

5,. The use of several simu.lationswith more than" one assessor w6ere there 
isnCl pool ingof data; i.e., each.assessor prepare,s a report on perfor­
mance in·'an exercise,anCl the unintegrated indiVidual reports ~re used 

D Q' aSAi the final product," of the center .' . 
o 0" , ' . 'D 

6. A phYSIcal locati:onlabeled ~~anassessmel1t center"wh,ich ~dbes not con- C/' 
form to_ the requi rements noted abov.e. 0 

.ri-. 

.~ 

a 

. u\ 

<51 
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Positi ve Factors 

Provi dea broad-based approa'ch to 
evaluation of executive personnel. 

" 
GMatch individual to job. 

Negative Factors 

Assessment centers a}~eexpensi ve to 
operate. $300-$500/participant 

o . 0 

'. '". ,:Assessm'ent centensc~<appear to meet 
-, , EEOC standards more than the tra-:: I,' 

ditional means of paper"and pencil 

Thd~e not se lectedto attend will 
feel 'rejected. 

0, 

'" 
Q) ~1 

c tests and/or panel interviews.~, 
, '\~ 

Serve as a£raining tool. 

. ~ c;:!:? Candidates feel it isa falrer 
process for promotional deter,.. ') 
mina:tions. 

@ 
Is as valid or more valid than 
any other currently used technique ." 

n,: 

,Assessment centers serve to select 
managers o() the future. * .' c 

2' 

Comments: () 

It produces a great amount of anxiety. 

They tend to identify and promote the 0 

10rganizationalMan". 

They do not foreCast the manager "of 
the future .'* ' 
Peop 1 e woul d rather be judged on real Q 

1 i fe experi ence thim simul ati on. 
~ 

There has not been enough research 
to determinevalidity. 

o 

," c:?' 

*Conflict between these tworJstatements is obvious:"The first statement is 
o 

," 
based on the author 's,assertion that'assessmen~centers will i denti fythose 

inHividuals who win be able to cope with rapid change and future needs." 
o 

Howexer, the second statement is base.dupqn this reasoning. IIPrqcess can 
• B f,) 

only detect with some certainty the 'now-oriented manager'; data r~garding 

concurrenJ validity is produced, not predictive'validity. They fall,. short 
~ , . , . 

0'" 
of determin4ng who win be successful in coping with probl emsc,yet undiscovered 

() 

or lying just beneath the surface ." ij 

, \,' 

. .0 
, Ii 

,f) o· 

1)", 

o 

c 

,-
o 

o 

o 

III 0 

(" 

0, 

2. 

(} 

0' , 

o 

fO 

o 

" 

u " ~~7 f' "II T' Ad' "Professi6'iffll Standards for Local Law EI)dfut"tement 0 fl cers ; exas" ~ vlsory 
Comm'jsslon on Intergbvernmental ~el's, 1978. " 

-;: ", ,~ . 0 

Note: TexasComlTlission on Law Enforcement Officer Standards and EdUCation 
reconme.nds but doeS not require that police offieer candidates be examined 
by a qualified psychologist,physician, or psychiatrist. 

o 

Approachesll~sed by Texas Cities 

Q Abil ene "'" has ,l,Ised psychol ogi cal testing for at 1 east 16 years. Testing 
".includes,' "MMPI, pro, jectiite, tests, and, a, ninterview USin,g a ,~iographical s"k.etch. 

,- Jhe psychologi'st sends 1.1 repo,rtto the D~partment but.retalns actual.scores . 
;~~$~~sure app,: i ::gt: sl i :acy • Few appl1 cants are reJected On a baslS of ~hl s 

Alvin Eight~nspecified tests are used. Cost is $200 per person. To date, 
no one has been rejected due to this testing. 

Dallas - uses lIextensive" tests. A small number of applicants have been rejected 
outright because the psychological screening detected pathology. 

Austi n ... Twenty tests are administered to appl icants; "These are not part of 
the selection process, hpwever, but are b~ing used to develop a battery of 
tests for that 'purpose. Q" c 

Other States 

A survey conducted by the National Association of St,ate Dire~tors of Law 
Enforcement Training showed that six states impose mandatory testlng standards: 
Arkansas, Oklahoma,lMinnesota", Tenness~~,'"Montana, and North Dakota. Four ,of 
these states I stanoards are ,summarized below. ' 

'Arka~sas,... A 1 f recr-lii ts are requi red to take one of these tests duri ng a one- ' 
,yearprobationaryperiod:MMIU; f:1Yers:B~iggs Typ~ Indicator, the Strong 

Vocatior'"l Interest B~,ank, or Call forma Personallty Inventory) 

,Oklahoma-An evaluation similar to MMPlis, required statute only but adrnini-
: strationof this is left up" to each locality and compliance is not uniform. 

. '. , a 

MinneS:ota,,"; Each applicant is required to unc!ergo eval uation, generally ei the~ 
th,eMMPIor California Personality Inventory. i:.) " 

Q' j) , '} I " • • 0. , 

Tennes$-~;e~-ApPlicantsare given writ~en in"~ellectu~l~ ps-¥chologica)pand. 0" 
"I i,~(vocational preference exams •. ;No one lS den'led certlflcatlon solely on bas,s 

'~~t ' 'ofthe,se tests~~}~,' (.1 '. " ,Ot 
G 

(1-(, 

If),.:', 

It was noted that law enforcement administrators general lyexpress,three 
concerns about psychological scpeening:,l) cantrol.of hi.ring process; 2) 
potemticl.'J> problelTl$,inmeeting EEO guidelines, and 3) c~st. 
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3. IIPsychological Screening of Police Candidates"lI, Beutler, Larry.Eo and 
Dennis O'Leary, Police 'Chief, August, 1980. '.1 

O. 

\ 
This article describes what the authors consider to bellimportant and 

paradoxiccrl variables" in the selecfion of police offic~rs. Anexampl~ of 
how a screening procedure corresponded with officer performance is also"pre-
sented t rf 

'~ 

!J' 

Briefly, characteristics important to a police office!" are: 

1. The abil ity tollimpl ement precise amount of contr,ol needed in a 
situation ll without becoming IIbudge-heavyll or invi'ting the other 
person to, try and aggressively re-establ ish control. 

') 

2. The control of intense', internal urges combined with appropriate 
and readily~available ways to discharge job-related tensions. 

3. Abil i ty to compl y wi th and exerci se authority. 

4. Persfyerance without stubbornness. 
,{ " 

The evaluation process consi sts of a battery of psychological tests and 
an·intensiv.E;! interview, designed to directly assess these important character­
i stics. Certain background factors bel ieved to be important predi ctors were 
noted. 

Fourteen officers selected using this evaluation procedure were rated by 
two supervisors on a ten-point scale dealing with' th~ir ability to handae 
stress, how well they took responsibility, and adapted to police role. :These 
two supervisors wer,e i"n essential agreement in reporting theirslibjective 
impressions of these officers. ' 

, 
, It was found that when l1istoricaW'demographic data and psychological 

test data were combined,,," a moderate to high corresRondence with,~ supervisor 
ratings of job 'performance was obtained. ',5) , 
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"Util ity of the I'MPI (Minnesota Multfphasic 'itv~ntofYl in Assessin'g the 
Personality Patterns of Urban Police Applica6ts", Gottesman, 'J., 

I 

'II " If' 

Compari'son of the mean p;ofile of 203uj~ban, New Jersey P91iceapplicants 
with that of a group of Cincinnati, Ohio~1 icants and that of a control group 
of 100 veterans demographically si'milar to tlhe New Jers/ey group. " 

St~t1·stical.analYSi:) of the results, of 1rhe.studY raises~' doubt~ about 
the valldlty oflnterpretatlons of thepersonallty patterns of pollee 
apP:icants based on use of the I'MPI normal ~loUP', . 
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5. "public Policy and Personnel Selection - Development of a Selection 
Program for Patrol Officers"~ Barrett, G .. V., O'Connor, E., Balasco, L. 
Alexander, R. A., Forbes, J. B., Garver~ T. 

o This research projsct was undertaken to develop an entrance level 
patrol officer selection program in Akron~ Ohio that was relevant to job 
performance and free from factors that discriminate against minority 
groups. 180 white and 6 black ~officersOparticipated. 

The research effort was successful in predicting the job performance 
of patrol officers using a concurrent validity design. "Data from black 
and white applicants taking the examination in June, 1974 show that the 
test battery was valid, job related, and non"-dfscriminatory. Initially, 
a job analysis and job descriptions were completed for the Akron Police 
'tOrce. Patrol Offi cer performance eval uation measures were devi sed, 
based on employee service rating reports in Akron for Patrol Officers, 
monthly activitypoHce summary reports, and employment history infor­
mation. Performance measures so developed were dependability, job know­
ledge, communication, crime prevention, dealing with the public, judgement, 
demeanor, report writi'ng, equipment, investigation, commitment,relations 
witli others, integri'ty, i'nitiative, traffic, using force, work attitude, 
publ i ccsafety, and teamwork. Tests believed to De job-related were not as 
predictive of job performance as expected. It is concludep that actual 
job experience does not greatly modify scores on tests that measure indivi­
dual attributes lmportantfor the general concept of' job success and that 

~ individuals most llkely to profit from training and experienGe related to a 
job are those who score high on attributes important for job success. Refer­
'ences are listed~ and supporti'ng data are provided. Forms, the position 
analYSis questi'onnatte, and addi'ttonal narrative and statistical information, 
on the research project are contained in appendixes. 
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6". "Police Selection and Career Assessment", Dunnett, M.D., Motowidlo, S. J., 
1975 . 

,;i 

The major objecti've of this research program was to develop new 
methods for evaltJating persons who apply for positions in police work 
and for assessing the potential of present police officers being con­
sidered for promotion. Critical features of four different police jobs 
were determined: general patrol officer, investigator/detective, patrol 
sergeant, and intermediate command. The means by which these critical 
features and other information such as job performance ratings were 
utilized to develop and validate two personnel evaluation instruments 
are described in detail. The first evaluation insfrument developed, 
which came to be called the Police Career Inde~, consits of a brief, 
easily admi'ni'stered and objecti vely scored inventory to be used in 
prelimi'nary screening of applicants and candidates for police jobs. 
The second procedure, the Regional Assessment-'Center, consits of a series 
of .police job simulation exercises desi'gned to elicit behavioral indica­
tors of a person'scpotential for success in various aspects of police 
work. Procedures for utilizing these instruments are outl ined. 
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"Relationship of selected Psychological Tests to Measures of Police 
Officer Job Performance in the State of Illinois - Results of "the 
Illinois toca.l Community Police Officer Selection Project", Furcon, 
J. and Froemel, E .. C., 1973 

The program goal Was t~e validation of spe~ific psychological tests for 
use in selecting police offlcers and the establlshment of general standards 
for use in the police selection process. 

The basic aim of the projec't' was to develop a .low-cos~, system~tic, ~nd 
effective procedure for selecting police qfficers and placmg them ln aS~lgn­
ments best utiliztng,their mental.abilities, skill~, and behavioralat~rlbutes. 
Inaddition it was~he aim of the project to provlde accurate and equltable 
se 1 ecti'on p;ocedure~ for" app 1 icants, regardl ~ss of r~ce ,or cul tura 1 . backgro~nd. 
The procedures and reslJlts of the patr:olman Job ~equlrements analY~ls, outcllnes " 
the criteria used for selecting test~_, a~d descrlbe~ .th~ pSYGhologlcal t:sts 
used in the project. Chapter three provldes a descrlpt19n of the supervlsory 
and objective patrolman job performance measures and reVleWS the resul~s.of 
thetr 'appli'cation. Chapter four describes the results of the tesJ adml m str~­
tion to poLice officers in partiC'ipating agencies an~ the res~lts of tes~ vall­
dation analysis. Chapter five provides recommendatlons for lmplementatlo~ o! 
p~oject results in th~ screen!ng of police applicants in the State of Illlnols. 
A list of references lS also lncluded. 
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8. "Hiring Despite the Psychologist}s ObJections - An Evaluation of Psychological 
Evaluations of Police Officers ll "Lester, David, et al., Cr.iminal Justice and 
Behavior, Vol. 7, No.1, March: 1980. ~ 

This (Jarticleexami'nes the degree of congruenCe' between the psychologist IS 
deciSions about police. applicants ,·and the departmentls deciSions to hire or 
not hi re. In addition-, those.' hi red in spite of"negattve recommendati ons, by 
the psychol ogi stare compared to those hired with pos'itive recommendations 
in order to compare criteri'a used by the psychologist fn~5s decisions with 
the police department IS criteria. c' ' 

Results 

The police department hired 436f the 50 men (86%) for whom the psycholo­
gist recommended "yes"; hired 23 of 28 men C82%) "for whom the P.SYCh010~ist 
recomnended lIyes , but" or "probation", and hired 17 of the 41 men (41%) for 
whom the psychologfst recommended "no". Overall, decisions, made by the p01ice 
department concurred wi'th those made by the psychologst on" 7,6% of the appli .. , 
cants. " 

" " I>' 

With regard to cri"teria used for making "recommendations, the psychologist 
used clearcut guidelines: he recommended applicants with social servic.e and,. 

v sc1entJfic interests., htgh needs for intraceptfon and endurance, and not too 
lowa need for deference., However, decisions made by the police department to 
hi re or not \-Jere "ndependent of the scores on these tests. (Note: tests' C • 

used were Edwards I Personal Preference Schedul e, the Kuder" Vocati ona 1 Pre~'h 
''terence Record, and Raven 'sProgressive Matrices.) 

1he authors advance these reasons for the discrepancies: 
o 

!) 

1. Psychologist was a clinical psychologist for (whom police screening was 
on ly a small part of hi s practi c~; 

2. Psychologist had addi,tiorlal data .avai.lable for his decisions, as appli-
cants were a 130 admini stered Rorschach, Themati'c Appercepti on, and ' :~ " 
House-Tree-Person Tests. Data from' these 'projective tests is interpreted

o 
0 

subjecti vely, i's diffi cul t to quanti fy, and waS therefore ''omitted from the 
reppr:t; 

3,. Th~ p01ice department also had background data such as e.mploYment record,~' 
which was not, a"\iailable to psy~hologist. ' 
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liThe" Predictlon, of Corre'ctional Offi'cer Job Performance: Construct Val i da­
tion ;,n an Employment Setting", Peterson, Nonnan G. and Houston, Janis S., 
1980 

, Authot's Abstract 
o 

o 

A predictive val idity design was used to evaluate the criterion-related 
val idity o,f:~Jan "experi'menta 1p se 1 ecti on battery for predicting successfiJl per­
formance as- a Correcttonal -Officer" in the adul t co'rrectional institutions of 
the O)i 0 Department of "Rehabil Hation and Correcti on. The study bui 1t on 
prior'work, ~t one adult corre,~tional institution (Marion) in Ohio, and is 
seen as a,oipajor step i'n demonstrating the c;ons,truct validity of certain 
sel'ecti'on~ procedures "for, predicting Correction'al Officer,fQr performance. 

,0 c Job analysi's findings at t1;l,at i'nstitu;ti'on were verified i'n the other seven 
, _ instit!,.lti'ons. Worker characteristic constructs and predictor mea'Sltwes , 

-;select~c! as appropriate by experts" in the Marion, Ohio study were cOnfirnl'ed? " 
, "as appropri'ate "(or the otherocorrectional institutions. Additional predi~o 

tors were also 'chosen to be evaluated for thi s stuJ:ly. Measures of cogn~~fi ve 
anility, personali':.ty di'mensi'ons, bi'ographical data, and vocational preferences 
were fnclUded as well as an instrument specially developed6t~predict Correc­
ti'onaf Otf;-c~r job perfonna.l)ce, (Correcti'onal Offi cer Interest B1 ank ;" Gough, 
19561. Speci'al, job performa!,)ce rating scales were devel'oped "-for use as cl','1-
teria in the study. Measures of tUrnoNer, tardiness, absentee.ism, and dis­
ciplinary actions were, also included as criteria. 

',- c 

" " Results sihowed that measures of personal i ty dimensi onsas weighted by 
a panel Qof experienced psychOlogists and the Correctional Offi'cer Interest 
Blank predicted job perfdr;,mance ratings and early 'turnover. Cognitive mea­
sure?" al so pr~dicted performance i'n aspects of the JOD that, intui ti vely 

" at least, seemed to requfre cognitive skills, but did not predict performance 
in, other areas. Adverse i'mpact'and test fairness ,analyses indi cate no 
eyi doence of unfairness wH;h< regard to race or sex, even though there is some 
adverse. impa'ct with respect to race. The- recommended use in selection is.a 
uni't-we;;ghted sum of three measures: Gough's Correctional Officer Interest 

q Blank". the Ohi'o Correctional Officer Psychological Inventory as Keyed by 
experts, and a Reading Comprehensi'on Test.. ii, 

o 

" The authors do not identify,'the names of the Personali.ty Scales com­
prising the Ohio Correctional Officer Psychological ''Inventory. They mai-n­
tatn this is due p,artly to.Rublisher's wishes and partly toCensur%the q 

"security of the selection'process"'. 
'- r.- 'fT..' .-~-
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'Name and Title of Respondent _____ ~ _____________ _ 

Qrganization ____________________ ---------------------------__ 
'Address _____________ ~ __ _._:.. _________ "___o:....· ___ _ 

_______ ~ ______________________ Zip _____ __ 

Phone Number __ -'"--___ ..:::....-______________________ _ 

L: Has your agency ever used any method of personality eva1uation when hiring 
non-clerical institutional per,sonnel? __ no __ yes 

2. If your? state has 2~,scontinued use of a personality evaluation, please 
state w!;ly. 

" 

3. Does your agency currently use such a device? no __ yes 

4. Please describe the method used. Interview _______________ _ 

Test _______ ~ _______ ~ __________________ __ 

(,' 

II 

5. What tests are ad~\~nistered?6' _____ ....;..._....;...:: _____ ,...._---------

6. 

\1 
;\ 

11 

When did"You init~~te this policy? 
. " II ~ 

"" I . , 
. II . 

If you use a test Iideveloped in-house, may we 
and"d~scription of the methodology? 

II 
" 
'. '" 

if 

obtain a copy of the test 

Check "box if CYOU,,"t~OUld like a copy of-the s~rvey results. ",I I 

" 

~ II 
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