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At Patr1c1a Mart1n S d1rect1on the Research and Eva]uat1on Un1t began"

rev1ew1ng the subJect of psycho1og1ca1 tests for non- c]er1ca1 correct1ona|~
However, becuase of the nature of the subgect, 1nformat1on was not '

T

In an® effort to prov1de an adequate rev1ew of the 1ssue, severa1 B

LB

personne1

act1v1t1es were 1nvo1ved \ \)ﬂ

]

1. Persona] contacts with agenc1es c1ear1nqhouses, and otherse ‘ 
These contacts- prOV1ded specific: art1c1es and referra]s and )

vare documeMted 1n Append1x Ot R I R e

2. Reference mater1a1 wastobta1ned from NCJRS and the comp]ete
~articles from interesting ‘abstracts were requested Those.
: Dart1c1es relating to the subject of this report are. d1s— S
cussed in the annotated b1b11ography :

3. A 11terature search was . conducted by reVﬁew1ng ‘the. contents

of the last two years' 1ssues of social science journals . \",?;

‘using Current Contents. This. material, together with agency. -

related information from NCJRS, is comp11ed in the b1b11ography e

£

&, To obtain the most timely 1nformat1on about test1ng ut1112ed
: in other state correct1ona1 systems, a survey was d1str1buted ‘

'to all states.

w1th th1s 1nformat1on, 1t 1s hoped ‘that dec1s1ons can be made about the feas1— _th

bitity of psycho]og1ca1 test1ng for non- c1er1ca] correct1ona1 staff Most of

3

the documents d1scussed hereln are ava11ab1e through the Research and Eva]ua- i o

tjonﬂdnlt.
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- use of persona11ty eva]uat1ons in correct1ona1 agenc1es

‘ 2;“°Counc11 of State Governments, Lex1ngton, Kentucky - Ms

fr4.f;CONtact'—vMs

The fo1loW1ng 1s a 11st of agenc1es contacted for 1nrormat1on about the
Lg 23'42 - K B

o

§
I S N L ) . S ooy :
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1 , NCJRS = Mr Len S1pes = A request was made for an 1nformat1on search on.

,the top1c A b1b11ography on th]s,l;)ue was rece1ved 1n December

e

Th1s contact was. made by Deborah House on 11/20/1980
Ruth Osser -

~f’Ms Osser responded to the 1nqu1ry by ma111ng two art1c]es

=

,'cal Screen1ng of Po]1ce Cand1dates", Beutler Larry E

'gé hPo11ce Ch1ef August 1980, and "Profess1ona1 Standards for Local Law

_;Enfor(ement Off1cers“, Texas Adv1sory Comm1ttee on Intergovernmenta] d
Th1s contact was made by Deborah House on 11/20/1980
\

'4Re]at1ons, 1978.

§ 3.f'Federa] Bureau of Pr1sons, D1v151on of Personne1s- I ta1ked w1th Mr

deadd1e Tabor who works 1n the exam1n1ng un1t that hand]es the Correc-

R

"r tiona1_0ffjcer Reg1ster. Mr Tabor stated that the Federa] Bureau does
3‘nofpsycho1og{ca1'testing

v1ewed at the federa1 pr1son nearest the1r home If any quest1on about

| Jasu1tab111ty is raised, the Off1ce of Personne1 Management can Cond“Ct an .,

1nvest1gat1on of the person s backgroundi Th]S contact;wassmade by -

—wf'Deborah House on 11/20/1980

9

Donna Hunzeker & Ms Hunzeker’saidvshe WOU1d“send 1nforma?

-

*{vt1on on. h1r1ng gu1de11nes as soon as poss1b1e. The 1nformat1on cons1sted

‘nof severa1 1tems 1) summary of states

o

. eva]uat1ons for correct1ona1 off1cers ‘- October, 1980 CONtact 2) a

s :summary of screen1ng methods for correct1ona1 off1cers from 1976 Source— f ol

"7'book of Cr1m1na1 Stat1st1cs, and 3) table of contents from 1978 Nat1ona1

:a.f,_c,,A‘ﬁ_@ > s e . A e i sl

"Psycho]ogi-

and Dennis 0'Leary, f

App11cants for correct1ona1 off1cer are 1nter-,:h

use of psycholog1ca1 tests op 715!k
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"Manpower Survey of the
’s‘conta1ns sect1ons )

| from u. S GOP )H CONtact a1so sent a COpy 0

’ 1
cr1ter1a for Bureau of Correct1ons personne i

° R - . 8 s Em

@

t
Cr1m1na1 Just1ce System,,Voh (Th1s documen

f a Seventeen State Study of

it
v

Gogac il i h»'hlxd
by Jann True on 11/20/1980 T '1”'_7‘f‘ e

ity of L i’ i ‘ 0 of a 1973 ’5
U s1ty ot Lou1sv111e - Dr Ho]mes - Dr Ho1mes has a ¢ py !
| n1ver t ce 011c.es
d Survey that dea]s w1th att1tudes toward Juven11e justi p
Att1tu e

1980
A c0py of th1s survey was rece1ved on November 24

made by Jann True on. 11/21/1980 ‘nob;iAp:g‘& »~;i?4:{j:; ‘h%f ‘yrh:,:‘ ytaae,
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'eThns contact was made e e

‘ maaor screen1ng dev1ce.

ntact was f &
Th1s co ‘ ‘ the use of psycho]og1ca1 evaluat1on 1n the h1r1ng process.
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On]y seven states responded that they current]y use[some form of psy-

aY
As shown, four

of these states use the M1nnesota Mu1t1phas1c Persona11ty Inventory as a

cho]og1ca] screen1ng for correct1ona1 officers (Tab]e 1).

W

in the annotated b1b11ography

R

At the present t1me four states responded that they are cons1der1ng

One of these,
Pennsy1van1a, 1s current]y adm1n1ster1ng tests on an "exper1menta1 basis".

‘.The vast maJor1ty of the states 1nd1cated no interest in th1s type of screen-

by

" ing, W1th f1ve states respond1ng they had d1scont1nued using psycho]og1ca1

‘screen1ng because of 1mpract1ca11ty, lack of va11d1ty, and cost

Ind1ana correct1ons off1c1a]s stated that a psycho10g1st attended an oral ’

‘1nterv1ew w1th cand1dates

haégjnfthe'hTrTng process. oo PO
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»The'use,ofythe MMPI is discussed in several articles

,However, it was'notgclear'exactly“what‘1mpact he

e
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LR e R T | TABLE 1 R AT | R - c i o
| L C , s = S _ ’ 2 ‘ ‘ R Does Not Use S A .
| ; ,‘~ R | L STATES USE 0F PSYCHOLOGICAL SCREENING DEVICES‘ ' : ) v g;; o State R - Psychological Testing ‘ ‘ Does Use - Method
CE - “ FOR HIRING CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS : = N i SEE ‘ L v RS : ' B
| | ‘ o Michigan = X )
o : . o : L L o o ‘ ) £ : L N ‘u C . i ERI
, - Does Not Use : : ‘ . - Minnesota
State . : s Psych01091ca1 Test1ng SR Does Use - Method

o . Coa . Ty

‘Alabama ‘ X , , v y | o a

2
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«Mississippi

> >

*. Missouri ‘ ; o

‘.\O

-Alaska ' X oo Lo B R B o R
] : - ; B @ ~o . Montana <"

o R i

-Nebraska T

&

Arizona 2

Arkansas

o

=< > >7

. Nevada

CaIifornia P

sl

. OraI board consisting of three
senior staff assessing attitudes
oo v , ; s : S . = : s R _ : and mental sets. ] ,
g , Connecticut : ' ' " Structured oral interview focusing 3 g SRy, e e S : S
S ‘ " on job-oriented personality traits | § <« - Newdersey ok ©/ °MMPL, House-Tree-Person

: =y‘{‘ R : L | g;m . New Hampshire

> > >

Colorado

1
Q
=

24

i

Y

. | - ‘and motivation - results in con- = * : . S ST E ;

w - . sensus rating of applicant by - : ] s New Mexico. o : s A : i e, “
L , - - : panel. This is only part of ‘ ‘ 3 A . s .
G 1 S ) R screening which also includes TR ~ New York o : X 7/ o
TR t - SR ’ ©written® test and buckground S : £ - - ‘ D i : L / e : B
ER T ‘ ' ‘ R : o 1nvest1gat1on. - RSN R . North Carolina : X - o g

” ~ Delaware o ';f ' e e EERE ‘ '?f; R »I - North Dakota = = / ~ oInteryiew, MMPT, Edwards Personal
e ‘ ‘ ‘ g i oy L - ' R g T : - e T / - Preference Schedule, Shipley = °

N : District of Columbia . : : R : 4 AR ' : 6 o7 e Inst1tute of L1v1ng°Sca1e

e o | ; 3 = Ohio 7 E L . S -Note: "Testing has been used in

n ~ ¢ . 3 BT . . cE - one institution for several years.

Florida - =
L R E B | N 1 TR i L .- °  Considering statewide adoption.
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tf'about the va11d1ty of persona]1ty 1nventor1es

‘“~they noted that anentor1es were eff1cac1ous for occupat10n5 where persona—
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Bev1ew of the Use of Persona11tXAInventor1es for Employee Se]ect1on
SR

| The use of persona11ty 1nventor1es as emp]oyee se]ect1on dev1ces is an
eXtreme1y senswt1ye,-controversaa1 1ssue.c‘H1stor1ca11y, public oprS1tgon
ttoathe use of‘suchytestshhas centered.around'ethicaThconstderations; fName]y;
it has been deemedfunethi;a]fthat an app11cant,shou1d~be judged on htskCOntorm:° |
'vity to corporate "Standards" ot employee attitudes.‘ Quest1ons have been ra1sed
about the 1nterpretat1on of these test resu1ts and concern has been expressed
Since SULh»SE]ECtTOn devices
must demonstrate lack of b1as and sat1sfy Equa1 Emp1oyment 0pportun1ty standards,,
d1t is cruc¢91 that va11d1ty be f1rm1y estab11shed or an agency could 1eave
‘1tse1f vu1nerab1e to 11t1gat1on. L S 1
Therefore the choice of an appropr1ate persona11ty 1nventorya1s d1ff1-,

cu]t

The screening dev1ce must be va11d' That 1s, there must be an emp1r1-

\ca11y demonstrated re1at1onsh1p between the constructs measured by the test ,v 0

i\

‘and Job performance>“ Ac th1s t1me there~1s a pauc1ty of va11d1ty stud1es on
Ty : X 3
.}these tests

’ '(,;3'

Pr1or L1terature ReV1ews
Y N ' .
Prev1ous 11terature reviews on th1s subJect have noted that “no s1ng]e

T:study c]ear]y demonstrated pred1ct1ve va11d1ty for a persona]1ty 1nventory
used as a se1ect1on dev1ce" 1;~ ‘ ; | , 5 |

As far back as 1953 a 11terature rev1ew showed that wh11e under some o

:“c1rcumstances, persona11ty 1nventory scores corre1ated h1gher w1th Job per~"k
formance than m1ght be expected, the negat1ve resu‘ts of the maaor1ty of

o’

: stud1es rev1ewed 1nd1cates a need for caut1on in the1r use. In add1t1on,

"}11ty'wou1d ]1ke1y to be of 11tt1e 1mportance.? @
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nf1aws in the stud1es rev1ewed that tended to. obscure the resu]ts.

, cants.

4 thefr‘attitudes to prospect1ve employers.,

. , ’ | : - | |
. - T
° B ) - i ’ | ' | & . %ff “ N ©
In a later review, besides noting a number of methodological prob1ems(i '
with the validity of the 97 studies,teviewed,‘the authors concluded that no

se]ect10n dev1ce 3 2.

The authors. cited in th1s section a11 ment1oned various methodo1og1ca1

In the

absence of these f]aWS, the resu]ts may haVereen d1fferent Therefore, 1t

,cannot be assumed that there is no re1at1onsh1p whatever between personality

traits and job success, even “though a 1arge body of 11terature attests to

th1s contention. B fkiaw F .
S :

However the 1ntu1tiVe be11ef that persona11ty traits are somewhat“
re]ated to Job performance pers1sts and some Just1f1cat1ons for such screen1ng
can be made on the bas1s of the sens1t1v1ty of the correct1ona1 off1cer s or
police officer's work. In th1s case there is concern w1th 1dent1f1cat1on of

cand1dates who possess the necessary 1nterpersona1 sk111s to cope with h1gh

| pressure s1tuat1ons, and the el1m1nat1on of individuals w1th outr1ght patho]ogy

) : g e

Bl . L

Issues InVOlved in. Test1ng SRS f,'vﬂ d . ST

In the area of Taw enforcement trad1t1on’1 c1v11 serv1ce exam1nat1ons
and cursory 1nterv1ews have 1ong been the accepted methods 4’orscreemng app11-
Recent]y, however, off1c1a1s have»perce1ved the‘need to screen out ~ |

app11cants who were unsu1ted for po]1ce work PsyChoTOQica1‘screening pro-

o

cesses are current]y used pr1mar11y by po11ce departments. The methods rangek‘

“from penc1]nand-paper exam1nat1ons, such. as the M1nnesota Mu1t1phas1c Persona-

11ty Inventory to fu|1 f]edged assessment centers. o A
Psycho]og1ca1 screen1ng requ1res cand1dates to. non- vo1untar11y d1sc1osec

Q

Psycholog1sts cons1der such screen1ng

)

(S

% X

L A P R A S A

convéntiona] personality inventory demonstratedneffectiveness as a personnel ‘ ég? |

[ENE

i

=]

¢

to the psychologist.

to be an invasion of privacy as the subject does not wish.to disclose himself
This is in contrast to the use of such tests in counsel=

- . 0 = ! “1.)7- .

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

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

of‘us1ng personality inventories as screening devices for correctional officers,

the issue of personal privacy must be Weighed;against the need for predicting

suitable candidates for correctional officers. Is the individual's r1ght to

I

pr1vacy abrogated by his application for this job? In add1t1on the question

of;conf1dent1a11ty must be dealtewith; how will the agency ensure that test

p N

scores are kept confidential?

Another issue of great importance is the above-mentioned conformity to
Equal Opportun1ty standards. A]ong with the difficulty of establishing vali- K

dity of persona11ty 1nVentor1es this 1s no doubt a major reasén that persona-

;11ty screenlngw1s.so 11tt1e.used‘as compared to standard aptitude tests. .

N

The possible consequences of using an unvalidated screening device are
& . ‘ !
very grave indeed.

This is an area in which there can be no laxity: standards
. . ’ &

T;for the,establtshment of va]idity must be rigid]ydf6110wed beforexthe screening !

'devfce is put to genera] use.

’ 1nventory actua]]y measures what it purports to measure there must be a proven'

i

Bes1des estab11sh1ng the fact that a persona11ty

f,,__.um,/ vo

; re]at1onsh1p between the persona11ty tra1ts tested and JOb success. m:
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1. “What You A]ways Wanted to Know About Assessment Centers But Were‘Afra1d
RRes tO ASk"V T L e : . v e

A ,%"‘~'w COROTNOTES T

1"The Va11d1ty of Persona11ty Inventor1es for the Se]ect1on of Personne1 : «'_ ilﬁf;f,;'
v .~ -A Review of the Literature and Recommendations for Research“* Koz]owsk1,,_} e 1o
s . Stévens Peany1van1a State Un1vers1ty, December, 1978 f'v”‘ B e o : ~ LR
‘. R o SRR BEE Def1n1t1on - The Assessment Center is def1ned as a process whereby a

; | : 3"Va] idity of Persona11ty Measures in Personne] Se]ect1on G1von, R, M.,_,'*% f‘_ BRI N , . :
{ R and Gott1er -R. F., Personnél: Psychology, 1965, 18 Pp. 135 164 SR el e T e o s-standard1zed eva1uat1on df a person S capab111t1es and behav1or hab1ts . S

e i o S8

‘=f;h Brown, Gary E Po11ce Ch1ef June 1978 e “'ﬁ | : S

2"The Va11d1ty T Persona11ty Inventor1es in the Se]ect1on of Emp1oyees e “'.'hb"t, L ;ffd ,~are comp11ed (j‘l e

(- i - Ghisedli, E. E. and Barthoe R P., Journa1 of App11ed Psycho]ogy, 1953 el T R G T ' : '
A 437, pp. 18-20. o . e E e T e The author ]1sts standards wh1ch define a true aSsessment center:e

4 [

1. Mu1t1p1e assessment techn1ques must be used

b ’/4 Essentials of Psycho]og1ca1 Testingh(énd Ediﬁ, C"O"baCh:‘La'J~,‘Harperv'”»"‘
' and Row, New York 1960 T e T T T T

P

e 2."Mu1t1p1e assessors must be used

k"y3; Judgments resu1t1ng 1n an outcome (1 e., recommendat1on for promot1on,~ e
a;ah‘eto ) must be based on po111ng 1nformat1on from. assessors and technnques, S

4. An overa]] eva1uat1on of behav1or must be made by the assessors at a .
‘}separate time: from observat1on of behav1or, S o R

e

;,5.~'S1mu1at1on exerc1ses are used

rpG.OfThe d1mens1ons, attr1butes, charactert1cs or qua11t1es evaluated by the
i assessment center are determ1ned by an ana1y51s of relevant job behav1ors,

L “:-7n°~The”techn1ques used in the assessment center are des1gned to prov1de
oo e dinformation which is used in evaluating the d1mens1ons, attr1butes
et oor qua11t1es preV1ously determ1ned s o :

" . S 5 2 o , g |
_ T e s . n
¢ e ; e “ : iR Converse]y, he 1dent1f1es act1v1t1es wh1ch do not const1tute an assessment B
e e 31 oe proceSS"'f S u,ff"vs’11- a :; | e
\ ; Q ‘ e b ! L L s : : : . . :
| & V‘~§§\\; o »é<_1 Pane] 1nterv1ews ora series of sequent1a1 1nterv1ews as the sole tech-v
yooE u o u. SN g 5 n.lun, e S i A o R o .
. 0 B ”n.' o . . . K

:fs‘;é;p;ReT1ance on a spec1f1c techn1que (regard]ess of whether a STmulat1on or‘u"
o not) as the so]e bas1s for eva1uat1on, e =

3, \Us1ng on]y a test battery composed of a number of penc11 and paper ‘mea~ .
"~ sures, regardless of whether the Judgments are made by a stat1st1ca1 or -
‘f~;s;;3udgmenta1 pooﬁ1ng of seores.. -, e

PR

i i°'”-'*4LeQS1ng1e assessor assessment _f ~_!':s-s~¢ E e “}:j~ r;;;_ij_i~}‘ e

o ;,5,::The use of severa] S1mu1at1ons w1th more than one assessor where there;h‘*

oo is noe poo11ng of data, i.e., each assessor prepares a report on perfor- '

. mance in-an exercise, and the unintegrated 1nd1v1dua1 reports are used AN 2
Jf;,e‘,3{~fasothe f1na1 product of the center.;n-“~-~* P e T ey

PO I . . . . i
Q’ e - TS

@

6. A phyS1ca1 10cat1on 1abe1ed as an- assessment center wh1ch does not con?téspzsff; i
-f,,form to the requ1rements noted above.,~ T Sy e o




merT——— 4 T ""T' Yo ¥ R 1
| . ’ .Q g ! = ‘D o
|3 R ; i - S ' )
i Pos1t1ve Factors G , Negative Factorsj"
e Prov1de a- broad based approach to,, o Assessment centers are expens1ve to s
3 evaluation of execut1ve personne]. operate $300 $500/part1c1pant i
i ”Match 1nd1v1dua1 to JOb R 3 "vo,Those not selected to attend w111 i -
4 , ' o - feel reJected - S
4 o Assessment centers appear to meet . : “f ‘
; ~ 7 - EEOC standards more than the tra- ¢ -It produces a great amount of anx1ety s
1 ditional means of paper.and penc1] e o
5 . tests and/or panel 1nterv1ews R e They tend to 1dent1fy and promote theu. S
P i) "0rgan1zat1ona1 Man'. e o
o Serve as a tra1n1ng too] SR ' SN
: P IE They do not forecast the manager of . o
" Cand1dates feel it is a fa1rer . the future o - LR g e ¥
L “process for promot1ona1 deter— ’ L a8 | o
i m1nat1ons : e :;'PeopTe woqu rather be 3udged on. reaT
g N o life exper1ence than s1mu1at1on
8 Is as va11d or more va11d than P :
1 "‘. any- other current]y used techn1que o There has not been enough research 5 ‘
- . to determine va11d1ty | g .
8 Assessment centers serve to seTect ! TR T (} S
Lo managers ofothe future o e . R TS 3
S s' ,\'v &~ L ' R ' o ’
i+ . o *Conf]1ct between these twowstatements 1s obv10us The f1rst statement 1s " .
e S 5 e
o ' - based on the author s assert1on that'assessment centers w1TT 1dent1fy those B
_é.' 1nd1v1duaTs who w1TT be able to cope w1th rap1d change and future needs "f
B é = “ o A
‘~§e . However the second statement 1s based upon th1s reason1ng ’ "Process can
if,‘ o onTy detect w1th some certa1nty the now-or1ented manager 3 data regard1ng 1
Ch S B
o concurrent va11d1ty 1s produced not pred1ct1ve va11d1ty They faTT short R
’ i of d erm1n1ng who w111 be successfuT 1n cop1ng W1th probTems yet undwscovered v Tf
g o or Ty1ng Just beneath the surface."ve‘s » o e i o T

. B . . B A
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“Profess1ona] Standards for Local Law Spf Scement 0ff1cers s Texas Advisory
Comm:ss1on on Inter overnmenta] ReTat1ons, 1978 : ’

g L.‘—:::‘L—’/ o

Note Texas Comm1ss1on on: Law Enforcement Officer Standards and Educat1on

. recommends but does not requ1re that police officer cand1dates be exam1ned B
by a qua11f1ed psychoTog1st phys1c1an or psych1atr1st

Approaches Used by Texas C1t1es eh" z.

. includes MMPI,

Ab11ene -:has used. psycho]og1ca1 testing for at Teast 16 years Test1ng

progect1)e tests, and an interview using a biographical sketch.
report to the Department but retains actual scores

Few app]1cants are,reJected on a bas1s of this

B

" The psyrho]og1st sends;
to ensure app]1cant s privacy..
otest. ) e
. : R L //,‘. N X . E . : i .
A1v1n - E1ght unspec1f1ed tests are used Cost 1s $200 per person To;date,

i no one ‘has been reJected due to this test1ng

Da]]as - uses "extens1ve“ tests. A smaTT number of app11cants have been reJected

i‘.¢ outr1ght because the psycho]og1ca1 screening detected pathoTogy

Aust1n - Twenty tests are: adm1n1stered to app11cants These are not part of R
the se selection process, however, but are being used to deve]op a battery of
tests for that purpose e o b e e .

Other States

f\vocat1ona1 preference exams.: .
_ of these tests "f~~?~

A survey conducted by the Nat1ona1 Assoc1at1on of State D1rectors of Law
- Enforcement. Tra1n1ng showed that six states impose mandatory testing standards:
Arkansas OkTahoma M1nnesota Tennessee , ‘Montana, and North Dakota Four of

these states standards are summar1zed beTow

Arkansasw- AT recru1ts are requ1red to take one of these tests dur1ng a one- -
o year probat1onary per1od - MMPI'; Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, the Strong -
Vocat1om51 Interest Blank or Ca11forn1a Persona11ty Inventory‘>

OkTahoma - An eva]uatlon s1m11ar to MMPI is. requ1red statute only but adm1n1— R
strat1on of th1s 1s Teft up,to each Toca11ty and comp11ance is not un1form ‘

M1nnesotao- Each app]1cant is requ1red to undergo eva]uat1on genera]]y e1ther
the MMPI or Ca11forn1a Persona11ty InVentory . oa ‘ s

g -,,'> R .

Tennessee - App11cants are g1ven wrltten 1nte11ectua1 psychoTog1caT,nand
No one is. den1ed cert1f1cat1on soTeTy on bas1s

It was noted that Taw enforcement adm1n1strators generaTTy eXpress three
_concerns about psycho]og1ca1 screening: 1) control. of h1r1ng process ; 2)

potent1a1 probTems in meet1ng EEO gu1de11nes and 3) cost e Q‘s,,v~y*if{;]g,ﬁ7»

R
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,‘paradox1Ca1 variables" in the selection of police officers. An example of
- how a screening procedure corresponded w1th off1cer performance is also- pre- '
~ sented, 4? ' .

d

"Psycho]og1ca1 Screen1ng of Po11ce Cand1dates"; Beut1er Larry E and

Dennis 0' Leary, Po11ce\Ch1ef August, 1980.

Th1s article describes what the authors cons1der to be "1mportant and

L T Lo
‘,Br1ef1y, characteristics important to‘a;po]ice,officer are:
1. The ability to "implement precise amount of control needed in a

situation" without becoming "budge-heavy" or inviting the other
~ person to try and aggressive]y're-estab]ish_control. ‘

2. The control of inténse, internal urges combined with appropriate
and read11y—ava11ab1e ways to d1scharge JOb re]ated tens1ons

3. Ab111ty to comp]y w1th and exercise author1ty
4. »Perseverance w1thout stubbornness

e T
& The eva]uat1on process cons1sts of a battery of psycho1og1ca1 tests and

“an -intensive interview, designed to directly assess these important character—
“istics.
‘noted."

Certain backgrOund factors be1ieved't0'bejimportant,predjctors were

Fourteen off1cers se]ected us1ng this eva]uat1on procedure were rated by
two supervisors on a ten-point scale dealing with their ability to hand]e
stress, how well they took responsibility, and adapted to police role.

It was found that when h1stor1cah/demograph1c data and psycho1og1ca1

jtest data were combined, a moderate to high. correspondence with. superv1sor

rat1ngs of JOb performance was obta1ned W T
P : " E . S " "),“t:‘,, ; ) o y r:'::'o“‘: i 0
e e s Rt
S . S =
o
G ih 3 o *
A L

These‘
two supervisors were in essential agreemcnt 1n report1ng the1r subJect1ve :
'1mpress1ons of these off1cers o o

s

‘(?t O kel J Ll ' ) » = -
o 4.“"Ut111ty of the MWPI (M1nn°sota Mu1t1phas1c [nventot y) in Assess1ng the
' Persona]1ty Patterns of:Urban Po11ce pp]1ca1ts" Gottesman J. , »
Compar1son of the mean prof11e of 203 u~ban New Jersey p011ce pp]1cants |
w1th that of a group of Cincinnati, Ohio app] 1cants and that of a contro] qroup
oot 100 veterans demograph1ca11y s1m11ar to the New Jersey group.
: 8 p :
B Stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s of the results, of che study raises’ doubts about
~ the va11d1ty of “interpretations of the persona]1ty patterns of po11ce
gp?1cant ‘based on use of the NMPI norma] group
L & s
’ e
N = @ 3
uf o : e : i
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: ‘ e
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test battery was valid, job related, and non-discriminatory.

©

"Public Policy and Personnel SeTectibn - Development of a Selection
Program for Patrol Officers", Barrett, G. V., O'Connor, E., Balasco, L.
Alexander, R. A., Forbes, J. B., Garvers T. L ,

" This research project was undertaken to develop an entrance Tlevel i
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 officers participated. ¢

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

Initially,
a job analysis and job descriptions were completed for the Akron Police
force. Patrol Officer performance evaluation measures were devised,
based on employee service rating reports in Akron for Patrol Officers,

~monthly activity police summary reports, and employment history infor- °

mation. Performance measures so developed were dependability, job know-

"Tedge, communication, crime prevention, dealing with the public, judgement,

demeanor, report writing, equipment, investigation, commitment, relations

" with others, integrity, initiative, traffic, using force, work attitude,

A

publiccsafety, and teamwork. Tests believed to be job-related were not as
predictive of job performance as expected. It is concluded that actual :
Jjob experience does not greatly modify scores on tests that measure indivi- -
dual attributes important for the general concept of job success and that i
individuals most 1ikely to profit from training and experience related to a

job are those who score high on attributes important for job success. Refer-
‘ences ‘are listed, and supporting data are provided. Forms, the position
analysis questionnaire, and additional narrative and statistical information.

on the research project are contained in appendixes. : i :

[oF

Sy
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o

"Police Selection and Career Assessment", Dunnett, M.D., Motowidlo, SQ J.,

1975 | |

The major objective of this research program was to develop new
methods for evaluating 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
feqtgres 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 instrument developed,
which came to be called the Police Career Index; consits of a brief,
eas1!y_adm?nfstered and objectively scored inventory to be used in -
preliminary screening of applicants and candidates for police jobs.

The segond;procgdure, the Regional Assessment-Center, consits of a series
of police job simulation exercises designed to elicit behavioral indica-

tors of a person'sfpoten§1a1 for success in various aspects of police
work. Procedures for utilizing these instruments are outlined.

SR
. ‘
%
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"

"Relationship of selected Psychological Tests to Measures of Police
Officer Job Performance in the State of I1linois - Results of.the
I119nois Local Community Police Officer Selection Project", Furcon,
J. and Froemel, E. C., 1973 o

The program goal was the validation of specific psychological tests for
use in selecting police officers and the establishment of general standards
for use in the police se]ection process.

The basic aim of the project was to develop a ‘Tow-cost, systematic, qnd ;
effective procedure for selecting police officers and placing them in assian-
ments best utilizing their mental.abilities, skills, and behaV1ora1,at§r1butes.
In addition, it was_fhe aim of the project to provide accurate and equitable
selection procedures for applicants, regardless of race or cultural background.

The procedures and results of the patrolman job requirements analysis, outdines -

the criteria used for selecting tests, and describes the psychological tests
used in the project. Chapter three provides a description of the supervisory
and objective patrolman job performance measures and reviews the results of
their ‘application. Chapter four describes the results of the test administra-
tion topolice officers in participating agencies and the results of test vali-
dation analysis. Chapter five provides recommendations for implementation of
project results in the screening of police applicants in the State of I1linois.
A Tist of references is also included. S
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gist recommended "yes"; hired 23 of 28 men (82%) for whom the psycho]ogist“

"Hiring Despite thé;PsychoLogiéth Objections -;Ah Eva]uétion of Psychological
Evaluations of Police Officers", Lester, David, et al., Criminal Justice and

Behavior, Vol. 7, No. 1, March, 1980.

@ ) . : ?
. o
Y -

~This<article examines the degree of congruence between the psychologist's
decisions about police applicants .and the department's decisions to hire or
not hire.  In addition, those hired in spite of ‘negative recommendations.by
the psychologist are compared to those hired with positive recommendations
in order to compare criteria used by the psychologist in.his decisions with
the police department's criteria. ; . .

&

Results

The police department hired 43 6f the 50 men (86%) for Qhom the psycholo-

recommended "yes, but" or "probation", and hired 17 of the 41 men (41%) for
whom the psychologist recommended "no". Overall, decisions made by the police
department concurred with those made by the psychologst on 76% of the appli-

. ‘cants. ‘ -

S

R s ) : :
With regard to criteria used for making recommendations, the psychologist .

‘used clearcut guidelines: he recommended ‘applicants with social service and
- - scientific interests, high needs for intraception and endurance, and not too

Tow a need for deference. However, decisions made by the police department to
hire or not were independent of the scores on these tests. (Note: tests =~ - .
used were Edwards' Personal Preference Schedule, the Kuder‘Vocational Pre~ -

‘ference Record, and Raven's ‘Progressive Matrices.)

The authors advance these reasons for the discrepancies:

o

- 1. Psychologist was a clinical psychoTogist for whom police screening was

only a small part of his practice;

2. Psychologist had additional data available for his decisions, as appli-
cants were also administered Rorschach, Thematic Apperception, and  °
House-Tree-Person Tests. Data from'these ‘projective tests is interpreted’
subjectively, is difficult to quantify, and was therefore omitted from the

report; - o S !

=

3. Thefpo1ice departmen% also had backgrdUnd data such asfemploymeht record,@ 5

bl

‘which was not aVailable to psychologist. .

g L g
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9: "The' Prediction of Correctional Officer Job Performance:
e - tion in an Employment Setting”, Peterson Norman G. and Houston, Janis S.
1980 . | | | o

@

: " Author's Abstract “‘ ' o

O

Construct Va11da- |

A pred1ct1ve va11d1ty design was used to. evaluate the cr1ter1on related

o )

AR I

AR s

Name and Title of Respondent
. Organization '
~ ‘Address o :

4'Phone Numbey

G

Zip

@

Has your agency ever used any method of persona11ty evaluation when hiring
non-clerical institutional personne1? no yes

o]

If your state has discontinued use of a persona11ty evaluation, p1ease
state why

ey validity oféan experimental. selection battery for predicting successful per- : IR 1
formance as a Correctional Officer-in the adult correctional institutions of - i il
- the CQhio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. The study built on =
- prior'work at one adult correctional institution (Marion) in Ohio, and is
seen as a-major step in demonstrating the construct validity -of certa1n

" selection’ procedures “for predicting Correctional Officer for performance.

-Job analysfs findings at that institufion were vérified in the other seven
_institutions. Worker characteristic constructs and predictor meaSures ‘ , ST+
,f;selected as appropriate by experts®in the Marion, Ohio study were conf1rmi2> ‘ L s
. as appropriate for the other:correctional institutions. Additional predic 4
» " tors were also 'chosen to be evaluated for this study. Measures of cogniti ve : ‘ , ,
ab111ty, personality dimensions, biographical data, and vocational preferences g ‘ 3.
.°. were included as well as an instrument specially deve1opeduto predict Correc- . ~ '
Lo tional’ Officer job performance, (Correctional Officer Interest Blank,: Gough, 4, Please describe the method used.
e Ea 1956) . Special. job performance rating scales were developed for use as cri- : '
SR ~teria in the study. Measures of turnover, tardiness, absentee1sm, and d1s—
e c1p11nany act1ons were, a]so included -as cr1ter1a e

L 2.

yes

Does your agency currently use such a device? no

Interview

LT Results showed that measures of,personal1ty dimensions as weighted by 0 ‘

~a panel of experienced psychiologists and the Correctional Officer Interest SRR . E

Blank predicted job performance rat1ngs and early turnover. Cognitive mea- v , S , P

' sures, also predicted performance in aspects of the job that, intuitively , , . ; - - ‘ =3

., * at least, seemed to require cognitive skills, but did not predict performance ' . . ‘ ¢ .

bl o in other areas. Adverse impact ‘and test fa1?ness analyses indicate no - R L . : e ]

e A.ez1dence of unfairness with-regard to race or sex, even though there is some o - o : -

advérse impact with respect to race. The recommended use in-selection is a o o : _ R o .
unit-weighted sum of three measures: Gough's Correctional Officer Interest BRI EEE e 5. What tests are adm€n1stered.

Blank s the Ohio Correctional Officer Psychological Inventory as Keyed by R I ‘ e R Lo

‘experts, and a Reading Comprehension Test ' ‘ ‘ . i ’ T

#

Test

S

u,,,..,
; &

“' The authors do not 1dent1fy ‘the names of the Persona11ty Scales com- - . - - RIS o S o
‘prising the Ohio Correctional Officer Psychological Inventory They main- S S : S )
, : k - tain this is due partly to publisher's wishes and partly to’ ensuregthe J e R 6. when d1d you 1n1ttate this po11cy?
ooy - o "secur1ty of the se]ect1on process" ; . S S e - S k g h -

Sk e o R IR R SRR e TS S B R S R R f7; If you use a testtdeve]oped in-house, may we obta1n a copy of the test
P I R TR S s i S e L e O e E ) R e ~and. descr1pt1on 01 the methodo1ogy? ,

. - ; B U - 3 €3 ; - - . - : . R}
IS - . . . B J o e o . : . - - .
- - . (R - | o ) : " . "

R

SRR R . ‘e»'; ,'.,‘~"’" e ' :'77~ wﬂf*‘l~fi_,: . f',si *“ ;i ‘cneck box ifxyou;wou1d Tike a copy of;the?suryey resu1ts.
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