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_ . A SURVEY OF STATE AND LOCAL TRAINING NEEDS IN-
} ' ; TECHNICAL AREAS OF PERSONNEL SELECTION

AR

o - . ABSTRACT

<> . P

-

his survey was designed to identify the needs of State and local
governmert personnel for training in technical areas of personnel
, selection. Additionally, information about the adequacy of existing
' training resources was obtained. A checklist sent to a sample com-
0 __prising 884 large and nfedium State and local jurisdictions reéueste‘d
information concerhipg the proportion of staff needing training, the
level of training reqdlired, the adequacy of training now available,
and the priority of training needs -- in each of 25 subject areas. A
» total of 453, or 51.2%, useable returns were received. . The data g
"show that relatively few jurisdictions consider their present training
resources adeguate in any of the subject areas. Many réport that .
"most' or "all" of their examination staff require training in areas
" of "medium' or "high" priority. When these factors are considered
~ in combination, the greatest needs for training are regarded’'to'be
in the areas of rating training and-experience,. legal regulations for
selection, oral examining, and job-element examining. The distri- -
bution of training needs among the 25 subject areas does not differ
significantly between large and medium jurisdictions. While more .
jurisdictions report a need for basic than for refre’sher training,
still more perceive a need for both. s
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'A SURVEY, OF STATE ANDL.OCAL TRAINING NEEDS IN -
TECHNICAL AREAS OF PERSONNEL SELECTION

. .
!
-~ T

" Background

~

T s

ThlS survey was undertaken to obtain a plcture of tralnmg needs in

4’

~ B

‘ techmcal areas of personnel Selectlon as perceived by State and loca.l

A Y
authqr;tles. A ma]or purpose was to help in setting priOrities for the

‘developrnent of instructional materials-for the benefit of St.ate‘and local
jﬁrisdictions. In assessmg needs and planning tralnmg act1v1t1es, ‘the
surv€y 1nformat10n should be useful to not only the U. S. C1v11 Service
Commlssmn (USCSC) but also other interested groups; for example, con-
sortia of State and local jurisdictions, professional association's\, and

-universities and colleg‘és (par'ticularly psychology departments and

schools of public administration).
f B

R 4
°

> At the same t1me.'1t :was ant1c1pated that the survey mlght uncover

leads to sultable tralmng resources ‘already in existence. ThlS mlght be
A
done by following up w1th‘3urlsd1ct10ns reporting ''generally adequate"

{

. traifing available in a particular subject area.
Method
The Personnel Research and Development Center (PRDC), in

-

consultation with representatives of ttle Bureau of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs and the Buxa'eau\of Training, developed a check-
list of training n_e‘et'is‘ and adequacy of training resources. Follow-
" ing a tr};%ut w1th some member jurisdtcti‘ons of the Mid-A_,tlaritic

1

A Y > red



Personnel ASsessme_nt Consortium, the checklist (Appendix A) was

sent, during February and March 1976, through the USCSC regional
- offices to potential respondehts in: g
‘= all Stafe central personnel agencies

- all counties and municipalities with bopulatiori of 500, 000 or more
- a random 35% sample of counties and municipalities with popula-

. ' tion between 25,000 and 500, 000 —

" Where appropriate, school-and other spécial districts were in-

cluded in the sample. In each case an effort was made to reach the

«

person having primary responsibility for exa.mihing_ in the jurisdivctwion.

© —

A total of 884 questionnaires were-sent out to 131 large Stéte' andr
local ju‘risdi\ctions ,(popuiation over 500,'000), and 753 medium-sized
jurisdictic'ms (25, 000 to 500, 00Q population). Nonreépqgge:il‘ti ;ec’é‘iVed .
one follow-up letter. In all, 453 usable returns were received; thus the
response rate was 51.2%. The rate was considerabﬁ} higher for large
than for medium' jl_u-isdicticﬁns: :86"'3% as agains.tv45‘;22‘79. ‘The break-
down of responses by USCSC'regic;n is given in Appendix B.’ S

~ - : r

) Results o ' e
"Table 1 shows the number of respondents in each USCSC region and

{ in the total sample who characterized their présén training resources
) - \ . » » J‘
: - in each subject area as '"Generally Adequate.' The gorresponding
pércentagés for the total :'samplej‘ are shown. The lat r, it will I;e -

L ' : x Y - ‘ .
¥ . \ 2 , ) . ‘ f
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Taﬁp ! ’
‘ o '
© Jurisdictions Reporting "Generally Adequate" Training Available , 45~3
. o
"—- Regions '
Subject Avea BN NI PE AT CH’ SL DA DE SP SE TOTAL X
/ i ' ot .
1. Job analysis for selection 4 2 510 8 & 6 3 10 5 ¢ 61 135
2. Job-element examining 3 02 48 5 5 6 4 12 3 52 115
3. Test construction 4§ 2 3 6 8 2 Y- 301 7 0 3% 7.9
b, Criterion development 2 0 3 7 & )} 2 3 6 2 3 11
5. Item amalysis - : 4 1 5 7 12 6 1 3 § 3 51 126
6., Weighting and combining scores 3 0 3 -5 9 & 4.1 6 1 3% 1.9
1, Cootent validation 301 2 7 69 3 2 123 46-10.2
8. Construct validation 2 0 25 4.3 31 51 26 57
9. Criterion-related validation 2 1 2.6 1 2 3 2 6 2 3B 13
10. Performance tests 272 3 10 9 0 4 5 11 1 & 10.4
11, Work samples 1 1Ly 6 9 0 3 3 8 2 B 1.1
12, Physical standards 1 3 2 8 & 0 5 5 6 3 4 9.1
1. Training and experience ratings 0 1 2\10 &8 & 5 5 8 1 6 9.7
16, Interest and personality nventories 2 1 347 6 2 2 3 5 3 3% 13
15. Blographical data « 3 0 Wi 7} 4 2 6 2 38 B84
16, Reference checks 301 2 13 1 & 1 6 9 2 58 128
17, Assessment centers > ¢ 3 4 6 2 1 1 5 1 - 5.3
18, Oral examining & 1 3 6 111 & & 12 50 114
19, Setting passing scores 3 02 2 9 8 1 3 3111 4 95
20, Examination planning 1 2 2 10 ‘8 2 & ’ 313 1 46, 10.2
21, Test fairness 301 3 7.7.0 7 2,8 2 40 88
2, Certification 2 ¥ 4111 5 713 12 2 60 133
23, Test portability and cooperative . ‘
testing ?'0 3 4 6'1.2 1 10 1 30 66
2. Promotional exams : \ 302 311 9 3 42 10 2 49 10.8
25. Legal regulations for selection J2 1 4 8 '8 1 .3 3 11 6 41 10.4
Note. Abbreviatipns: ‘
BN~ Bogton PH,- Philadelphia ° CH - Chicago DA - Dallas SF - San Francisco
N - New York AT - Atlanta ~ SL - St. Louis DE - Denver SE - Seattle
‘/ '
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. \ x
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observed, rapge from 13. 5% for item no: 1 (job analysis for selecdtion)

to 5. 3% for item no. 17 (assessment centers). Clearly, few juris-'

dictions perceive their present resources.as adequate. .
»

‘Table 2 shows the data for those reporting th‘e'if needs in ea.ch |
area.as being of "medium" or "'high‘” priority. Here the percentages
- ) range from 5;7. 8 for item 1 (job analysis for sele‘cti'on; to 24.9 fo'r

item no. 16 (reference checké); " : ' ?
Tabie 3 shows the number of jurisdi‘ct‘ionsreportiyng that "most" or _
"all" of t);eir examination staff need trfining in subject areas which . .
thosé jurisdic‘tiohs rated as being of "medium" or "high" priority.
" For the total sample, the peréentages so reporting range frém 38.0% ¢

~ for item no. .25 (legal regﬁlafcions for selection) to 15. 2% for item no. 16

(reference checks). . S , St
¢ :
For priority-setting purposes, the data shown in Tiable 4 are the

most significa;{t. This table shows, by regions and for the total group,

\ .
the frequencies with w@jch jurisdictions reported "none'" or "partially.

-

~ ~ adequate' training available, in "medium" or "high" priority areas, .

where "most" or "all" personnel need such training. The table also |
- shows the rank order of the percentages for the total group. These
K’-—‘

range from 31. 3 for item no. 13 (training ahd ex})erienc‘e "

o

, pereentages

A , ratings)‘ to 11. 7 for item no. 16 (refér‘gznce checks). Also relatively

. ~ high 'were 30.9% for item ho. 25 (legal regylations far sele
' 29. l%'for'item' no. 18 (oral examining). , T N '

- S

il

v ;; - : | 9




X -
Table 2
v & i - (A
Jurisdictions Reporting "Med{um" or "High" Priority Needs .
N =453
e . Regions = k
Subject Area . N Kt P AT CH SL DA DL SF SE TOTIAL X .
1. Job analysts for selection 18 15 26 % 3 17’22 18 38 8 262 5.8
"2, Job-element exsmining | 16 13 23 % 3 15 15 17 32 2 28 50.3
3. Test construction 19 10 26 35 29 20 21 18 40 22 40 53.0
&, ‘Criterion development - S 19 11 2% 3% 30 16 2 16 3 20 230 4 50.8
5. Item analysis : 15 11 20 32 20 10 13 12 28 15 176 38.9 7
6. Weighting and ‘combining scores 127 20 32 2 1 13 15 32 17 18 40.6
‘7. Content validation 18 12 26 36 "3 20 23 16- 39 2 250 55.2
8. Construct validation 18 8 23 30 31 12 20 14 2 20 200 4.l )
9, Criterion-related validation C19 10 % 363 16 19 15 29 19 220 . 4.6 |
10. Performance tests 16 10 26 32 29 21 18 23 3. 22 25 59
11, Vork samples 1208 A ‘2 23 15 15 12 21 12 165 3.4
12. Physical standards 18 8 2 29 9 I U 12 8. & 193 426
13, Training and experience ratings A 12 25 42 30 19 2 A 36 19 a6 4.3
14, Interest and personality '
» {nventories 13 7 10 19 18 4 11 7 15 10 14 2.2
15, Blographical data .. 11 4 15 2 17 ) 1 8 19 6 11y 263
16. Reference checks 9 6 1 20 17 7 11 8 15 5 u3 %9 2 —
17, Assessment centers , 12 415 2y ounouno8 o279 135 B8
18. Oral examining 18 9 26 37 3 22, 20 2 & 2 ) 545
19, Setting passing scores 14 8 25 31 26 14 19 16 33 15 199 4.9
20. Examination planning _ 13 10 26 31 2 13 1 17 8 1 1 37 A
21, Test fairness 18 10 25 3% ™M 20 20 17 3% 19 213 48.1
22, Certificati.pn? 7 3 16 23 3 9 16 15 19 11 152 33.6 ,
23, Test portadility and cooperative’ ' , ¢ ‘
testing 9 1 19 21 13 1 1 13 2 "1 130“‘ 2.7
4. Promotional ezsms 19 9 21 3 31 18 15 20 29 % 24 #4.5 N
25, Llegal regulations for selection 20 11 23 4 40 19 21 23 36 2w 261 516
Note. Abbreviations:  ' ' ¢ B
B - Boston PH - Philadelphis  CH - Chicago DA - Dallas SF - San Prancisco
NY - New York AT - Atlanta K SL - St. Louis DE - Denver ST - Seattle -
. .
¥ ) q

)

v
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i Table 3
Jurisdictions Reporting "Most" or "All" Staff Need Training in "Medium" or "High" PUJlity Afe&!é‘
. N = 453
N\ | |
: . - Reglons -
Subject Area N B N PH AT CH SL DA DE SP SE TOTAL 1%
1. . Job analysis for selection L3 11 .15 26019 7 1009 -9 17 132 9.
2. Job-element examining ° y& 9 15 26 19 8 6 10 1 13 126 °21.8
3. Test construction 0 6 18 27 1 9 11 12 15 14 136 30.0
4. Criterion development 10 10 22 28 17 10 13 10 14 13 e 32.2
+ 5. Item analysis M § 5 15 22 12 8 6 71 12 9 106 23.0
6. Weighting and combining scores 9 6 16 25 10 9 3 9.16 9. 120 265
7. Content validation 107 20 30 2 7 12 9 13 13 12 4.7
8., Construct validation 1 84 18 31 23 4 11 9 13 12 136 30.0
9, Criterion-related validation 11 15 18 31 18 8 10 9 14 11 135  29.8
10. Performance tests 10 W6 21 26 16 11 8 17 20 13 148 32.7
11. Work samples 1 17 26 1% 9 8 18 10 6 118  26.0
12, Physical standards - 8 74 16 25 16 11 10 9 14 8 - 121 26.7 .
13. Training and experience ratings 139 19 35 19 11 13 16 20 13 . 168 37.1
14, Interest and personality : : : o
fnventories 8 2 1T 21 G ? 8 7 6 6 8 17,
15. Biographical data 7 2 10 18 9 7 71 6 2 13 16,
16, Reference checks 5 3 820 7 2 8 8§ & 4 g I
17, Assesment centers ) 73 10 22 17 7 & 18 -7 110 2,
18. Qral examining 10 4 19 28 18 10 13 8 19 20 149 32
19. Setting pasaing scores § 6 W 20 7 6 9 .9 17 1 104 2.
20, Examination planning 8 7 19 23 .6 8 9 11 & 6 111 .
21, Test fairness 118 19 26"™20 10 10. 11 16 7 138 30.
22, Certification & 2 11 20 6 5 9 1 1 5 86 19,
23, Test portability and cooperative ) . : 4
testing 501 14 .20 10 6 9 8 7 86 19.0
24, Promotional exams S, 13516 3% 2 9 8 16 10 13 143 36
5. Legal regulations for selection 15 7 18 40q 2713 5 116 1 112 380
. ) .
i ;
Note. Abbreviations:
BN - Boston - PH - Philadelphia CH - Chicago DA - Dallas SF - San Francisco
NY - New York AT - Atlanta SL*- St. Louis DE - Denver SE - Seattle
. '




< . . - - .,  Tabled - _ P
. Juri.dictions Reporting No or "Parthlly Adequate” Training 1n "Med{iur” or l"Hi.gh" Priority
i - .Areas Where "Most!'"or "All" Heed Training . .
g ) Cy . ) . N = 453
T il Regions ' oY -
o':gt, _ Subject Area . BN NY -PH AT CB SL DA DE SP_ SE  TOTAL z
- * ;M . - . X 4 . . .
11 - 1. Job analysis for selection 8 8 120 19 19 7 7 8 11 16 ' 115 25.4
4 2. Job-elément examining "6 7 15 19 19. 8 6 8 14 11 130 28.7
8 3. Tesg ¢onstructiom - - 8- 4 16 18 14 9 -1 11 44 18: -26.0

- 7 4. Criterion development * 8 9 19 18 17 8 11 9 19 10 124 27.4
19 5. Item snalysis 6 5 13 16 10 .8 6 6 12 » 89 19.6
17 6. Weighting and combining scores 6 -6 11..17 1079 .3 9 16 7 ° 9%  20.8

5 7. Content validation~ .% 6- 7 20 21 20 ° 7”11 9 14 11 126 27.8
9 8. Construct validation 9 5 18 18 19 5 11 9 13 10 117 25.8

~13 9. Criterion-related validation 9 S5 18 18 16 . 6° 10 9 14 9 114 , 25.2
6. 10. Performance tests 9 6 17 + 18 -+ ‘14 9 8 16 16 12 125 27.6
16 .11. Work samples . : 7 5 16 17 .14 8 6 7 10 5 95  .21.0
14 12. ‘Phyaical standards 9 4 14+ 15713 11 6 -7 i3 7 99 21.9

1 13, >Training and experience ratings 13 8 18 22, 16 12 8 15 18 12 - 142 31.3
23 14. Interest and personality '

. inventories 8 2 6 12 10 4 7 6 6 6 - . 67  14.8
24 .15. Blographical data 6 2 ro 9 8 7 [ 7 s 2 62 13.7
2 16." Reference checks . : b 3 8 11" 5 2. 7 5 3 4 53 11.7

. 20°..17. Ansessment cenfers 7. 3 10 13 15 7 4 8 14 6 87 19.2

3 18. Orel examining 9 4 17 17 14. 10- 13 16 13 19 132 29.1
15 18. Setting paesing scorea 8 5 4 14 8 -9 9 10 13 6 96 21.2°
18 20. Examination planning 7 5 18 14, & 7. 9 9 12 6 91 20.1
11 21. Test fairness . ° 8 7 18 17 13 10 10 10 15 7 115 25.4
22 22, Certification _ 5 2 11 10 6 SS9 10, 6 4 68 15.0
21 23. Test portability and cooperative . e - . - ’
- _ testing ‘ - 4 4 15 437 8 s5f 6-10 7 7 76 16.8

‘11 , 24. ' Promotional exams . 10 4 15 22 17 9 8 v8 10 12 ' 115 -25.4

2 25, Legal reguluions for aelection . - 11 6 16 25 22 12 12 12 14 10 . 140 30.9

. , ' [ . e V<,
e, Ab - R ' 7 A ‘
Note. Abbrevintions': '
. . . :
BN - Boston ' PH - Philaddlphia - CH - Chicago " - “DA - Dallas . SF - Sen Francisco
N NY - New York AT - Atlanta SL - St. Louls DE - Denver . SE = Seattle
’ ‘ ‘ * ’ ‘-l ‘ o -
* -
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: 'of.medlum s1zed Jurlsdlc,tlons not mcluded in ’che sx\ample, and

T keeplng in mlnd t~he extent of p/erso"nnel turno“ver chgracterlstlc of

. v M <.
t “ ' . ‘é ‘

. . . v
’ ‘ : . . i i . P
Y ‘ . . - - -

& , S ks -

. , % o N
Even among the survey sa.rnple, thes\e per‘%ntages typlcally : ' B N
. , : S ‘
\>,_ ;\ .
".represent several hundred thent1al trame‘es ddmg the two thirds

L ¢

“ © >

: many exam1n1ng staffs, the tralnee populatlon could substantlally ' .

‘among the medium-sized jurigdictions, at least a third rate their training

y R |
exceed 1, 000 for many, 1f"not'most, sub;yect areas. - _ ¢
. s N . . . a% R

For 3ur1sd1ct1ons reportlng any tra1n1ng needs, Table 5 shows the
type of tramlng 1nd1cated It is. clear that more Jur1sd1cft1Qns perceive

themselves in need of basic than of refresher tra1n1ng, whlle still more , -/

..Z".e

S

see a need for both kinds. R
‘ s . o /A-\
Table 6 shdws the breakdown between large and medlum sized juris-

d1ct10ns in respect to ' medlum and ”hlgh" r10r1ty needs in the 25 subJect

: 2
‘areas. W1th few exceptlons, fnedlum sized. Jurlsdlctlons report such needs

less frequently than do larger jurisdi,ctions. . The main reason for th1s-‘seems

to be-tha»tfmany of the smaller jurisdictipns rep’orted no traihing needs at

all because, as they explained, they have so f'ew,employees. Yet,: even .

needs as of ''medium' or "'high" priority for 20 of the 25 subj_ect-é{reas. s

I

Horeover, the relative impo¥tance of training needs among the subject

-~

-areas differs little between large and medium jurisdfctions.

3y . . 3
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: . : > . Table 5 o -
. " Type of Training Needed by Juriédzctions Repor;ing‘Trilning Needs " -
) ] | " ‘ i I; . ‘. , . ? ‘ ’ . ‘ . ‘ .
" ' ' G T ' : L Lo '
Subject Arga’ - ‘ \\\Refresher , Basic - Both
S : ‘ ) ) .
1. Job analysis for selection o ' 182 39.2 55.0
2. . Job-element examining =~ =+ ' | » 11.8 N 56.2
t 3, Test construction o ’ 16,9 47.8 59.0
4. Criterion develppment ‘ 13.4 50.9 - 48.1
-5, TItem analysis 18.8 41,2 52.5 -
6. Weighting and combining scores ., / 22.5 - 39.4 50.6
7. Content validation : 10.8 ., 535 48.1
8. Construct validation 3.1 57,9 - 51.4°
9. Criterion-related validation 6.2 41.5 51.7
'10. Performance tests 5.6 47.8 59.0
11. Work samples 9.9 49,6 53.0
12. Physical standards 12,1 42,5 . 51.8
13. Training and experience ratings 18.8 40.1 33.5
14, dnterest and personality inventories 17.1 44.3 51.1
15. Biographical data 34.1 1 2].2 3.2
16. Reference checks 28.1 35.1, 49.3
« 17. Assessment centers: . 21.0 35.2 56.2°
18. Oral examining 23.7 32.5 36.2
.19, Setting passing scores 28.1 J44 0 49.9
© 20, Examination planning 16.5 46,2 49.7
S Teat'faé;nesa 5.8° 415 59.1.
22, Certification 15.5 58,2 38.7
- 23, -Test portability and cooperative testing. 11.8 46.4 3.2
... 2, Promotional exams - 15.3 45.5 51.6
25, Legal regulations for selection 8.4 50.6 53.4

N . —— - —
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Table 6

- Pe ent of Large and Mediwr Jurigdictions Reporting "Medium or "High".
- _ . Priority Training Needa

]

- !"' B
. { ' i 2
& » \  Jurisedictions
Subject ¥Area Large (N ='113) . Medium (Y% 340)
-
‘f_: [~ [

1.

2. .

3,
4.
5,
6.

7.

8.
9.
10,
11.
12,

13.'

14,
15.
16,
17,

18,
19..

20,
21,
22,
23,
24,
25.

Job analysis for aelection

Job-element examining

Test conetruction,

Criterion devalopment

Item analysie i '

Weighting and combining scoree g

. Content validation

Construct validation

Criterion-related validation
Performance tests

Work gamples

Physical standards

Training and experience ratinge
Interest and personality inventories
Blographical data :
*‘Reference checks * : e
Assegpment centers

Oral examining

‘Setting passing scores

Examinatio anning

Test fairness . -

Certification

Test portability and codperative teeting
Promotional exams

Legal regulations for.selectjon.

)

65.4
58.4
65.4
64.5
- 46.8 -
49.5
62.8
33.1
58.4
45.9
45.9
47.7
63.7
16.7
27.4
15.9
38.9
7.4
55.7
53.9
62.8 -
23.8
31.8
50.4
52.2
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- N . ~° Limitations of the Sur{/ey‘-
\ t K -~ 9\
In evaluatmg thea,results of this suTvey, it is important to keep

N e

in mind the 11m1tat10ns of thedprocedure. . : ‘

NS

<

- A51de frofn Jurisdiction size, we have no 1nformat10n abou‘c’ the

’ » 7 - a

characterlstlcs of nonrespondents and their reasons for silence.

. - Failure to return the questionnaire mfy have been due to many
| ) 1
causes; e. g.; lack of interest, the absence of percelved tra.1n1ng
An )

needs due to the small size of the, Jurlsdlctmn s selection operation,
‘or the feeling that adequate training is already awailable. Some
jurisdictiohs did return unanswered questiorinaires with explanatory
sta/tements:‘r these were treated as resﬁonqents in the tabu‘lat;ions.o.f

the data. ' S C ,
, | F | ' L : o -

- Since none of the subject-matter areas were défined, some juris-
dictier_}s may,not haye understood the meaning or the significance of -
many afeas. This/would rhe'st likely have been true of very small

ju’riadictio'ns, espectall'y in the case .of n&ore.highly techhical subject
#areas.' Problems of this kind did not show up in the tryout' which

preceded the full-scale survey.

- Some jurisdictions reporting ''no need" may simply have fdiled to

. . .. - . £
perceive their deficiencies in certain areas.

v

appeai' to have misinterpreted this

- Although the guestidnnaixje asked respondents to indicate the size
4
of their ex_amining ‘staffs, manz

item, chiefly by repqgting the size of their entire p'e'rsonnel staff.
| o




.& . ] o b - '

. v ! : L 3
\ ‘ AE a result, it'was impossible to take account of this factor in ‘
S LI . . ’ !
‘ana?Iyzing the data. -(Insfeads we have been able to'consider only
- . . . d\ N / \ . . » N ‘ . . ..' r
N, the size of the jurisdiction in compiling .T'able 6. \ AP
N ~ B \‘ .
n L 4 .. . ‘ . ‘ N S Ny

| - N gmmar ] o s Cos
W1th1n these 11m1tations, several conclusions stand out clearly
. LY

- Comparatively few of the responding jurisdictions perceive

N . their training as "generally adequate'’ in any subject area. s

The highest percegitage so reporting waf only 13. 5.

- In all but one of the subjegct areas, more than 25% of the
jurisdictions rated their training needs as of "mec,\liurri"" or
o ) z

» "high'" priority. e I -
P C «‘. Q, / . . - . . 9. ‘ Y
- In 1‘5 of these-”medium" or "high"! priority areas, more than

‘

25% of the- respondlng Jurlsdlctlons’ reported that most or a11 4
'a‘f" of"thelr personnel need training. N J
?3' o ~, L "J‘ : 1y . -
3’ s o - — *

&

g:ﬁaj:ét nelf-‘ntbe defined as fhose "medium" to "high'"

~
-

- pﬁo#i" At

S0l

¥ I e . .
p'\v i ey ¢

_no training o? o Y part1ally adequate training is ava11ab1e.
, b
Thirteen such areas were reported by more than 25% of the

- respondents. Across the 25 subject areas, the potential number

_of trainees ranges from several hundred to well over a

=

thousand,

12




1 / H
% of refresher tra1n1ng, while still more see a need for both :
. . " \ .
S lglnd-s. / _ “ .
.- ¥ a . . 3 [ Y
)__ . ] . : . Q ': \ l_ [ -, e ,,,_" _a,\";
R S - With few exceptigns,’ medium-sizeg jurisdietions report training )
‘- , , .
roe needs less freq ntly than large Jurlsdlctlons. However, re1at1ve

|
S pr10r1ty of needs among the 25 subject areas varles neghg}bly W1th

51ze of jurisdiction.

1 o
51
»
M
5
I .
: !
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|
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.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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INITID STATH CIVIL SVICE COOISSION - 0 -. Y oM, o, 050-575017
Pexgonnel Reseirch and Development Center ' — o * * Approval Bxpires 3/31/76
" o . ] ) é}ﬁ Y »’l\l . ‘ . ' , A
. ‘ ) i ' ‘ ! ‘. i ’\ - ) ,
] T ‘ . . - . " . R . L) . ‘ ,-’_
.’ . | SURVRY.OF TRAINTHG NEEDS IN-SELECTION ,
! - ’ , ) :. . 1 ,
\ o : R
INSTRUCTIONS o ’ _ .

ST

As regards "kind" of training: refresher training, as its name {mplies, means a review of some ares in which

such considerations. )

Por each subject area on the reverse.side, Please indicate by Checkgng in the appropriate columnfihe training
situation as it pertains to your staff, You should have four check marks for each subject areat : '

. = : , o . : 3 ‘ '
In indicating training needs and priorities, cogisider your situation as you foregee if&during\thé“ﬁext couple ‘
of years. Consider your present staff as well ‘as probable ?dditions due to turnover or expansion.

there is a need to renev or update knowledges and.gkills. Basic is {ntended for those who have had
no training or experience in a subject area. v '

?

In veighing the adequacy of training now available to your jurisdiction,-please take fnto account not on
it suitability to your needs, but also its accessibility from the standgoint: of cost, distan-- and ither

Please add any other subject areas fn which you think training 15 needed for you: ¢

‘ ,and udi_te
the present situation by checking t*~'appropriate columns. ' '

, \ . ) a R . N
Any coments you care o wake v... be appreciated, Use the space below and additionai ueets 1f needed, ERY

Al

Thank you for your cooperation. | o
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_ 9. Critarion-related Validetjoy

. aglve Testing

1. Job Aosltysts for Selection

1 X 0
12._Ihygical §tagderdy

‘18, Oral Exssining

Mamat__

]
Tosition: ) i . et

t

Datat !

, Jubjact Atas of .

Proportion of Btaft

Jead{ny Trafotngi,

W Soms Mot All
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o
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il
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Y
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1. Taet Comatruction
tarion Devalopment

3. ltem Analysis

6. Weighting Q,Cadilnlnq

feorgs -

8. Construct Validatior

Parforment

13. Tralning & Kxparience
{ ‘

Ratingg .
14. Interast & Fooaonality |
ntories :

'l_f ”![grlp}glcnl Data

16, Reference Checky

E7

1. Asgagswent Congery

tting Pageing Scorey

20. Txeminat{oh Plagn(fy

21. Test Fsirnese

22, Certification

23. Test Yortability & Coopet-

24, Promotionsl Exems

25. Lagal Reguletions for
_Salaction

it
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APPENDIX B
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-
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-

N -

urisdictions Responding in Each USCSG Region

Number r&J
. . :

s,

-

T

B !
*  Large Small” Total
N
s »
~ Atlanta - 18 51 69
(KY, TN, ¥C, SC, MS, _ ;
Al GA, FL) '
Boston - .6 39 45
(ME, MA, CT, NH, RI,
VT)
Chicago .15 52 67
(IL, IN, MI, MN, OH,
wI)
Dallas . r 20 .28
(AR, LA, NM, OK, TX)
Denver _ " 28 . 35
(Cco, M1, ND, SD, UT,
wY) .
%
New York 16 28
(NJ, NY, PR, VT) ' :
Philadelphia. ., - | 16 25 41
(DE, MD, PA, VA, WV)
Saint Louts - 8 27> 35
(1A, RS, MO, NB) :
San Francisco’ 14 44 58
(AZ, CA, HI, NV, GU) S
Seattle ~ “ o9 38 47
- (AK, ID, OR, WA)
. ‘ - —_ A
‘ To:‘y_'/\' 113 340 453
: .
. , ,
- » v
h X
\ 17 \ R
P -
- .‘_ f
. . .



