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X *A SURVEY OF TEST VALIDATION STUDY COQSTS . ’

- ‘ ‘e - . f-h - §

: ABSTRACT T . . -
Thi's survey provides 1nformathn on total costs, coeg elewments,. and other
related background aspects of validatiomn research, Cost elements covered
were staff time {(broken into researcher and clerical, subject matter expert,
- and research participant), overhead, travel, and miscellaneous costs. Infor-
mation is reported for 21 studies or groups of studies. .In round figures, -~
costs ranged from $24,000 to $673,000 for cr:terion-related studies and from
$8,000 to $1,245,000 for content validlty studies.”' The sources of information
were in most cases the recollections or records, of persons having knowledge of
each “study. The accuracy of the fnformation is unknown. :
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" from $8;000 to $1,245,000.
‘done- varied widely in scope, com-

.

-

. L S
A* SURVEY OF TEST VALIDATION STUDY-COSTS‘;E__-‘:

i ! ' [2

This 'survey of the costs of
conduoting test validation research
showed a wide range of expenditures,
The rounded costs for’ individual
criterion~-rélated studies ranged
from $24,000 to $673,000. The costs
of content valldlty studies ranged
The work

plexity, and cost elements covered.
The intent of the survey was to pro-
vide 1nformatieh on several cost
elements and cost-related aspects ’
of research. Records of the types
of detalled ‘cost figures surveyed
are* not routinely kept by. research
personnel. " The sources of informa-
tion for the survey were, in most
cases, the recollections and records
of persons having knowledge of each
study. Several respondents stated
that their reccllections were only
"ballpark” estimates subject to
considerable error. In two cases

:ﬁinancial information was. avail-
-“able, and in.another a written

cost report was pr?pared by a prln-

_c1pal researcher.

The Scope of the Survey

The basis of the survey was'’
a 1975 report of total costs for 30
validation studies done in the
public sector that was compiled
for the ‘Equal Employment Onportu-
nity Coordinating Council (United -
States Civil Service Commission,
Note 1l). The pri;;ﬁpal researchers

or other Knowledgedble persons

of 17 of those sttUdies furnished
cost data. In addition, data was
obtained frpm eight studies that

~.

were known to,the author qr discov- "

“ered through referrals from persons

having knowledge of ongoing validity
research, or found by contacting
organizations involved Ln test val-
idation. For some studies costs
were avallable in terms of the cost
bfa larg group. These studies
were treaz:d as a group in the sur-
vey. ' . '

In deneral, the studies;cov—

ered represent work Ln several

reseadch situations, or' combina-
tionsiof situations, carried out by
Or for state jurisdictions or
military or civilian sectbrs of

the Federal governiment, Seven
studies were conducted by consult-
ants drawn from- unlver31t1es or
private firms. At least six pro-
jects were funded by Federal grants.
At least two studies were intended
as pirlot projects or training
experiences. Four were components
of a larger construct validity
design. At least one was conducted
in an atmosphere of litigation,

Six were examples of cooperative
research involving more than one
jJurisdiction or organization.

With respect to research
strategies, both content and cri-
terion-related studies were covered.
Criterion-related studies 1ncluded
both predictive and concurrent
designs. The cost of construct
validation was not specifically
addressed by this survey. Four of
the criterion*relgted studies cover-
¢d were, however, conducted in suﬁf

© . port of the construct validity of

one written test. The total cost

The information contaiﬁed in thia survey was gathered by telephone or personal contact
with principal researchera or other persons, having a detailed knowledge of recent valida-

tion gtudiea.

Because many persons were, reluctant to mention individually identifiable
cost figures, all studies have been deacribed in general terms.

Although the names of

persone asurveyed have been.kept anonymous, the cooperation and 3rac10us aasistance of these
persona 1a gratefully acknowledged.
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-
' of these_studies (see tables 1 and
.+ 2, entrads 11, 12, 13 and 14} wa$
$687,000 rounded to the nearest
lthohsand. The scope 'of this survey
r‘does not cover a representative sam-
ple nor dbes it contdin-a compila-
-tion of typical or average study
-  :costs. Studies were selected on the
‘basis of the availability of cost
figures.

The survey addressed four
elements of researth activity:

.- the validity paradigm, job analy-
sis, predictor development,; and ~
criterion developnent, ,Six cost

~ elements were covered: researcher

and clerica¥ tinfe) subject -matter-

expert tame, research, part1c1pant
timé, overhead, travel, and miscel-
laneOus costs such as printing,
data‘precessing, and -auxilliary
consultamt costs: In some cases

researchers were unwllling or J

unable to calculate more than

overall figures for their costs.

. No judgments were made concerning

the ﬁechhlcal adequacy or potential
Utlllty of any study.

Source of Irformation

g

JFor each study, a principal
researcher or project manager was
interviewed, either by telephone
or by pe{sonal contact. In two
cases, ;eferral was made to.a
grants manager who had knowledge

" of .both financial and. background

aspects of the project.

o

Each contact person was inter-

viewed to obtain background infor-
-mation concerning {&) the startlng
and ending dates of the study, (b)
the validity patadlgm used, (c)
.whether the work included job analy-
s19, .(d) if a preédigctor had been de-
veloped, (e) whether criteria had
béeﬁ‘develpped} and (¥) the final
fumber of research part1c1pants in
the stqu Persons ere also astked
if they had aCCQSS*t or could

' construct casy flgufbs for the '

» cost elements, addrédsed by the
survey. . Einally, eacCh person was
aske¢d if he or she .had Knowledge
ofrother studies for which cost
figures might be” available. It

was'agreed that all flgures were v

[c~/

- cause of the complexity and pio-

ten dogumentation was avallable.

. The Costs Determined and Their

"and clerical time.

. %

to be kept anonymous. Because of
the agreed-upon anonyﬁlty; data
sources were not referenced. Never-
theless, some persons contactedy
were reluctant to reveal cost fig- .
ures. In addition, one study -for

which cost figures were available’

was omittfed at the request of the
principal researcher, who consid-

eretd the costs to be atypical), be-

neering nature of the research. ' {
The total cost of 'this research was

in the mldﬂrange ‘of the studies
analyzed here. For ten studies

a technical report or other writ-

L}
Aeeuracy

For all studies, the largest
single cost element was researcher
Inconsistent
interpretation of this.cost ele~
ment affected its magnitude 1n . K
individual studies. In some caqes,'
it was interpreted as the total
amount of researcher and clerical.
time budgeted to the stuydy.

In other cases it was interpreted .

as the amount of ‘time specxflcally
spent on research duties only and

did not include time spent on any
related duties. 1In many instances,
interpretation of this cost element
was unclear. 3 )

was defined as the cost of persons

from the stjdied occupation partic-
ipating in the research project /
other than as research subjects. . /
Interpretation of this.casgt element ./
was inconsistent, %and judgment was
necessary to separate subject-
matter~expert time frofm researchex

and clerical time. In two studies, /
researcher and clerical time includ-

ed both consultant costs and costs

of personnel from the organization
engaging the consultant. In other .
cases, organizational personnel
costs were included as sub]ect-mat-
ter~expetrt costs by the source per-
son. Here the decision was that

such persons were functioning pri-
marily as advisors on subject matter
rather than as managers or co-
operative researchers in the study.

Subject-matter-expert tlme . //

;
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ReSearch partldlpant time was -~ as does the amodnt of work reguired

the second largeést cost element, - to develop and refine a predictor
although this element and subjeet- _instrument. Clearly the humber
matter-expert time are onesxgen-— and salary level of research par-

y omitted from total figures ticipaits and subject matter ex-
becau®¢.they. are not costs directly perts are significant cost~factors.
incurr by researchers. They -are, Other aspects of the research
however, costs borne by the organ process may also exert an'influ--
zation conducting or. contracting ence. The anticipation or the

"for the research. Participating presence of litigation and the -
employees must be released from .presence Of the Uniform Guidelines
their regularly assigned duties. on Brployee Selection (USEEOQC,

When participating employees are USCSC, USDOL, "& USDOJ, 1978) would
reassigned, their regular dqtres resulb in more attention to.exten~ .
must be carried out by others or ' sive documentatlon and to efforts
,remain undone. [Resulting morale to control for such variables as
problems, failufes to me€t ‘dead- race, sex, and ethnic group, and
lines, work slowdowns,®and other would therefore increase costs, .
such problems may all ¢ontribute to Studies carried out by several co-
the actual costs of research appro- operatlng organazatlons and those
priation- of employees. Therefore using a research project as a
estimates of the cost of'research- " training device would’ also involve
participant and subject-matter- more expenditures.’ -
expert time based on salary or ,

_salary plus overhead may be low. . Because itemized cost figures

" - are ndt routinely kept by research-

Overhead was another relative- . ers, data were, for the most part,
Iy large cost element. In some of drawn from recollections and recdords
the studies reported, the inclusion of research personnel and wete in
of ovérhead or 1ts amount was ” some cases no more' than rougyh esti-
unclear. Overhead was defined to ' mates.  When a particular piece of
COovVer a variety'of cost factors, - reSearch had been supported by a °
ranging from fringe benefits only ~ °. Federal grant,\budget documents were
to €stimates coverinyg building .. often available, but may have at
space, heating, and othér such times underestimated "actual research
physical necessities. OQverhead tosts. The obtained figures do,
was reported to be as much as 100 however, represent some possible, .

percent of staff time cdsts. ‘cost figures and do clearly demon=--
strate the wide range of costs pos— -

Table 1 shows the ‘background. sible in conducting validation re-

information collected on-each search.. Such figures could be help—
study. Table 2 shows costs of ‘each ful to someone plannlng a research
study broken down into cosk ele- project. - . Y .
ments.” Notes for each table are -
appended. Ideally, a standard reporting

" o format would include a number of

/ ' ’ defined cost elements. .I would

Digcussion and -Conelusion . recommend the following .lj..st: ,

« Theé complexity of the re- - I. Staff Time Costs ) S
search strategy and the. number and 3 g :
kinds of predictors used definitely - A Research team leader
affected the amount Of staff time o B. Research team memberse-
required to carry, out eagh piece "all nonclerical project personnel
of research. 1In comparing costs . other than the team 1leader who are ;
amonhg studies it should be noted primarily concerned with sc1ent1f1
that several other factors’may in- ‘aspects of the.worg
fluence research costs. he exist- C. Cleriocal personnel 7
ence of job analysis, its ¢omplexity, D+ Administrative personneIr“
and the development of multiple cri- when research is dohe. primarily by'J‘

terion instruments also &ffect costs, a consultant this, element 13 the
‘ El

oY




TABLE 1

/

x

,Backgrom,\d‘ Information for the Studies Surveyed .

- »

Developmeht Developuienl:
. - Job of of
. Study Type Date dnalysis Predictor Critgrion N
. o
l. Police Exam A, : Criterion-related " 1976- o * Yes Yes 300
' . . Aprediccive) . 1978
. i
* y . c
2. Politce Exam B Content & 1976- Yes Yes Yes 300
! - Criterion-related 1979 . .
3. - Police Exam C Criterion-related 19?2\_ Yes o Yes 275
‘ . (concurrent) , .
4%, Police Exam D Criterion-related 1974- Yes Yes Yes 1,700
oo 1978 .
5. Police Exam E Criterfon-related 1972~ Yes No Yes goz
N 1973 ‘
" 6.. Firéfighter , Content & 1975~ Yes Yes Yes 214
e Exam & ° Criterion-related 1979 .
R R - . ) '
. .1 ‘Pixefiphter .; Crnerion-related 1972 Yes No Yes 328
. Exére: B} ’ oncurrent) .
- 8. “Firefighter .. Criterion-related 1976 - Yes Yes Yes 264
7 . ’ \Ef&m c “'i 'l". \
. ‘ < . a {»’.L . h Y ; 3 . P
9. Transit Operatdr P - 1968~ Yes Yes Yes 1,471+
oo LT / 1979 f :
S M oL 2
0." Group of ‘3 Criterion-gelated 1968- Yes No Yes 1,400
. studles; '~ oyt Tw 1973 : ‘
‘- Medical Techni- Sl T
_ clanginvenggry. = 7 .
. '__, Hanager, Carko- .~ .= o Yo .
. . ' graphie; /Techni~ - - P .
S, elan L7 e .
A o, Lo =
11.., Custbus Insgpctor Cril:eriOn-feafal:ed 1975- Yes Nq Yes 190
i ) : - : o f 1977
VL oL =\ " 4‘:* e . o
“ 124 Soefal Insutanqgfm Crite,mon-p;lated 1974~ Yes No Yas 253
¢ % Claims Authorizér 1975 .
.. Stedy AL . -
137 Sbeclal Insurance /‘brituion-.pela;:ed 1975~ No No No. 175
S - Gladps Al!t.horizer ’ 1977 "o
'_Study B
;-’-‘a.. .
;’ b 4 + 3 . !




diccional sctudy.
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v ' TABLE 1 (Continued)” )
% t '“*r‘{ ¢ 'F‘J;-\ -
“~ . J
' Development Develdpment
' Job of ef e T
_ Study Type Date  Analysis  Predictor Cricerion N
5 ..
_‘ B a ~

l4. Internal Revente Cfiteriop-relateé 1975- Yes ) Mo, Yes 305 .

- - Officer —_ - o 1977 - e T o R
Study ¥ .

15. Average study Criterion-related 1975~ Yes Yes Yes , " 75—

v cost{based on S 1978 .. ;o 300
studies done in T ! -
one juris-
diction)* .

.. '

16. Group of 6 © Criterion-related 1973 _ Mo Yes ~ Yes 40—
studies conduct- . - ) 107
ed in one. < * ;
juriediction . Yo

.17, 40 milicary Criterion-related 1976~ No No No 5,000 -
- oecupations ? {prediccive) 1978 .

18. Milicary Criterion~related _ 19 " Mo . No Ne 43,985
technical - ' '
training .
syccess

- . 1

19. 46 Public ‘Content 1972~ rYes Yes Not Ugavail~
Service 1974 applic. able .
Oceupations S

b 'l
20. State Police Content + 1975 Yes Yes Not Unavail~
) ' applié. ablé-
- ) ' . . .

2l. Clerical exam Content . 1973~ Yes Yes « Not 300~
Mulci-juris- ;7 1976 applics- 400

- .

L]

—

] -

[ _"-o-w'\

1 r'd
Wotes Appendix | contains notes to entries fn Tabl:_),l.

-

a .
This study had three parts: a concurrent sfudy having -an ¥ of 1113 males,a.-
predictive study having an ¥ of 358 males,.and grdifferential study of females for which the .
N was unavailable. . *

*
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TABLE 2 - E
. &, x . "\-
:’ - ‘
Dollar Cos't of Studies Surveyed, by Cost Element ) '
- . { seatt T1ne Other ’
! . Researcher' Subject Research .
and matter ., ‘parti- Lt ‘Miscel- .
Study clerical ‘expert cipant Overhead Travel laneous Total *
1. Police Exam A - SI,500 3,000 30,380 12,852 800 98,532
2. Police Exam B 150,000 34,880 = 27,150 18,609 . 230,639!
3. Police Exam C° . 30,000- 10,000 16, 500 5,000 - 61,500
4. Polfce Exam D 132,877 v . 1274500 85,964 - 58,620 55,698 460,658
' . . : i
5¢ Police Exam E . . . 70,000
§..-Firefighter : ) .
. . Exam A - 265,345 14,057 - 33,884 5,355 none 5,962 334,603
7. Eire_figl;ter . . _ ’ ~ '
Exam B- 30,000. 14,000, 19,700 5,000 64,700
8. Firefighter -, - '
: Exam G _ 123,000 15,000 10,085 ’ 150,085
R . . . ¢ LI ]
9. Ttansit ] .
- Operator \ 295,514 84,159 199,003 62,295 26,050 667,021 °
10. Group of 3 . . ) .
Studies: . .
Medtcal Techni~ . . . , .
.cianjInventor . ' ”
' Msnager; Carto-~ . -
graphic Techni- - i ) a

. cian © 592,300° 9,536 200,256 61,200 802,092

1l. Customs R . . . . ' ‘.

: Ingpector 167,813 57,184 31,803. 10,181 11,900 278,881

12. Soctal In~ v : ‘ '
surance Claims ,

Authorizer » . o :
'Sltudy A 150,772 D 5,0.89 29,008 s, 3,014 13,405 ~ 203,288
13. Social In- ‘ . . . R '
.. '‘'surance Claims
) Authorizer ) . . , :
Study B 35,028 2,067 - 10,430 N 100 5,179 52,084
[N i r .

Jé4. Internal . . . Ll , :
Revenue’ . . . . R LI “ L
Qfficer - 80,898 .. l?,228 32,542 7,432 ° 11,900 152,000 "

\‘1 ’ - r - L] 6' 1 *
RIC Y10 : .

ot




TABLE 2 {Continued)

.

Staff Time

¢

L]

Other

Researcher
and

™~ clerical

. Stu&y‘

Subject
matter
expert

Reﬂea;hh '

' partl-
cipant

x

- Hiscel-,

Overhead Travel

Total

15. Avg. etudy
. cost(based i
--on 3 studies

,doné in one .
Jurisdiction) 33,500

Groupof 6

stidies

conducted

in one

jurisdiction.

40 military
occupstions

120,000

Hfiitary
technical’
training
success.

-

46 public
gervice
occupations - 152,846

State Police
Clerical Exam
muled- .
jurisdictional
_study

- 50,000

666,302

152,846,

)

laneoufe
L4

80 12,000
6,525 o ",

B -
56,989 1,358

s

N i

200 - 3,860 ..

40,660

b
© 145,080

" 50,000

672,827

+

- e
364,039

.
1,245,000

.-r(’.d
105,000

Note .

Appendix 2 conthina notes to entries in Table

informatifn on the cost element was unavailable.

b .

The average cost of

<

. The sverage coat per occufstipn was §7,913,

d
) Only
not be obtained.

one gtudy wes approximately $24,180.

»

“ L

-

!
.

The averége cost of one study was appréximately $267,833.
l' i

»

2. Blenk spaces indicate that

r

4

a total cost ff@ure wes avsilable; 1hformatioq on geparate cost elements could
. . - . . *

L

-

.
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cost of personnel-contracting for For instance, the cbst of research

and managing the work.- 1In ‘co- ! participant time could be- investi-,

v operative studies it would be the “ gated-in,terms of statistical , P
cost of personnel who primarily . power needed and the cost perg -
attend to administyative rather - participant. Informatiogn gained
thap scientific Yagpects of "the work *_could also be used to assess the- .

. E+. Research participants: ., utility of the research product ' ’
persons from the occupation under and to compare the cost effective-
study to whom research lnstruments " negs of different approaches to se-
- had been administered, or supervi- lection. For example,. selection by
sors who supply performance apprais- computerized tailored testing

sals . : could be compared €6 sélection "

1 .F. *Subject matter"hmperts:‘ i by a standard, content valid papewr-
persons from the occupation under . and—penc1l test. . .
study who supply advice on subject i ] LI

. matter or give administrative sup-; To'go a step further, if costs
port ° +wére compiled’in a standardized -, '

- ¢ . fashion, figures from a number of-
I11.- Travel . ) - . studies could be pooled to vield av-
IR 2 . ) -erage cost figures fqr similar -
ITY. " Overhead: space,a?d ucid- i+ types of research. If such stan-
ities costs, fringe benefits, office dardized data were centwally grouped
eguipment and supplies . : .according to similarity of research
. o T design, representative cost element

. IV, ADP cost'sy computer process- figures for groups of similar stud-
ing and the time of’ programmers and . jes could be prepared. These fig-.

# other’ ADP personnel- O ures, could be, stored and updated by o -

T ’ o il L I means of ADP and would provide in-

V. Miscéllaneous consultant - formation useful to persons admin- N
gosts: costs for 2 oonsul tant when istéring -and planning new research .. - _ .1
pnly a small segment of the scien~ '  or to persons managing or applying
tific or technical aspects of the for research grants.
work ig done under'contract . - C e ';
© ¥1. Mlscellaneous costs such REKERENCE NOTE . =~ .

.a's printing, mailing, or forms de-* . . . . ‘
sign > g l. United States Civil Service
o Commission. - Some typieal sosts |
Systematic collectlon of . ’ for validgtion’ studiee done in o
such data would'be useful té re- the pubﬁw seqtor {management ) o
< sedrchers in many instances. Such report}. Washlngton, D.C.:
: figurés would 'provide the resgearcher Personnel ReseaYch and

'* with a solid basis' for making budg- Development Center, U.S. Civil
' etary decrsrons. Under the, K miform sService Commission, June 197S. '

" Guideliness on Employee Selection, z .o o . .
(USEEOC et al., 1978) users of se- . ) :

"” lection procedures will be reguired REFERENCE

' to prepare_ extensive and often cost- - ) .
ly documentation.  Systematic com- qp S. Equal Employment Oppor tu~ ’ .
p11at10n of research costs would nity Commission, U,'S. Civil Ser-
indicate areas where costs- could" - vice Commission, U. $. Depart~
feasibly be reduCed. .o ment of Labor, & U. S. Depart- §

' ment of Justice. Uniform guide~ -
A researcher mlght keep such . linéds on_employee, selection proce-~

- figures bn a mcnth;y basig, and, . " dures. Federal Rgdister . 1978,
at the end of a year, 'be better . 43, (166}, 383¥6-38309.
able to analyze his or her work. o R - ,

. ) * . g ‘ -

- ! * j- .
." '
- . a
7 / A
8 ' e ' .
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1.

2‘.

3.

\ juriadictiopa%lconsortium. Information-aources recdllection and redords of pro ject
()

a.

5'
e
6.

‘?‘.

a.

9.

> ' !
l * » A . - \
- : ABEENDIX g T g
_ B et S b
ot .7 . X : . : .
- i . Notes to Entries in Table 1 |
s " t

Hultiple predictors.were used, some developed as part of the research. Criterla
were training®sug¢cess, work simlation and fleld ratings. Information sdurc
records and recollection of project director. . sl
] ’ -
Bésearch conducted by a consultant. Information Bource: recollections of | -
consultant and police department project manager. N 1
Redearch conducted by a consultant. ‘Study was dbne for.snd managed by a multi-

i

ject “personnel. . .

Study wab thducted by a uniﬁergity résearch group and involved-ten: cOOperatiné.
police agencles»' An eightstest battery was developed for use as the predigtor.
information source: “grant records. ’

manager and’ p

x | *
- - - i

. } .
Criterion wasia set of ratings. Information source: recolléct 6E'Efﬁhxojec:
director. 4 . N\, ‘

. -

*

Joint study conducted by civil service commission and fire department. Information

. Information ;ource. Cost snalyais provided by.project director., o

Resénrch conducted by a conapithnt., Study was done for and nanaged by a A
' multi-jurisdictaonal consortium. Information -squrce! regords and récollection

- of projeét director. o - . -

L - ) .
. - - . -

Research conducted by a consultant. Information source: recollection of consult-
ant and fire department: project manager." <. ! '

‘ - - "-

Three part 3tudy. (1) concurrent study using white, black and Spanish~speaking male,

~

' .transit operators; (2) predictive study using white, black, and Spahilsh-speaking male

10.

11.

‘12. '

la.

@

appl¥cants who Were subsequently hired; and (3) study using female transit operators.
Studles were conducted by a hired consultant and managed by one trsnsit cbmpany with

‘cooperation fébm several other panies. N for the fémale transit operator study -

- waB not’ avallable. Informition burcg: grant records; recollection of grant :
manqger, technical regort. 4 . . '\ ‘ "‘ : o .
I \: M,
_Co-operative study conducted by~Pedera1 govertment and an outgide research
organization. "Information Source: recollection of ﬁrincipal investigator and

technical report. . - M N _ »

. N
. » -

Une of a series of four studiee done 1n qupport of the constfuct validity of one
examination;ﬂ;lnformation source: recollection and records of pro ject uwembers;

‘technical report. o T S v
. e -

. .

N . s ) .
One of a serles of four studies done iw support, of the cons@ruct validity of one
-examinatioﬂ. Information source: technical report 6f projeét costs.
A - ‘ -
One of afﬁeries of four Studiea done in Bupport of the-conatrugt validity of.one'
examina;
and rec?rds ofrprincipal investigator. .
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Criterion.wss success in training. Information gource: reoollection
] 1 .
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17.
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o APPENDIX A (continued)’ L
. »

. . 4 T * -
One of & series of four studies donme in support of the construct validity of one
examination. Information source: records and vecollection of primcipal
investigstor; technical report. : ) -

¥'s for individual atudies ranged from 75 to 300. .Pour.studies followed & concurrent
design; one followed a predictive design. . Three. studies were conducted in the period
from 1975 to 1976, one was conducted in 1977, and one in 1978. Information source:

. recollection snd regorde ‘of project manager. .

Stuﬁ}ea were ‘completed in 1973,

A consultant was employed to review the six atudieah

. costs for this study.

Information source:

All data were obtained from recor&b.

recollection .of project manager.

fherefore, data collection was not included in

Criterion dsta, performance in advanced training, we:%

avallable but needed some modification.

Administration of predictor was done by

test administration personuel as & regular part of their job, and not by researdhers.

+ Thie work was not cousidered as part of the study. ¥'s ranged from 35 to 1,000 for

sny individual occupatiou. Information sourcd: principal investigator.

“'Data shoun in Tdble l.are that of the resesrch report. Forty-three occupational

clusters were govered by the study. ¥ 's ranged frow 103 to 5,736 for individual job
areas studied. All data used were available in recorded form., For the purpose of
this cost suivey the research organization made an estimate of the cost of criterion
development and data collectdion and of the cost of predictor data collection.
Information source: budget records, records and recollection. of principal

_investigator, technical peport.

i . .
Information source: records and recollection of project manager. .

Study prodbced a two—part content-valid examination including both a written test
and a physical perfofmance examination. Infdrmation source: recorde and

recollection of priuncipal investigator. . &
Information source: recollectjon of project mangger. " S8
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aubject-matter-expert costs 18 unknown) B ot . : . .

P t . APPENDIX B e : _

' Notes to Entries in 'I‘abfe 2 o .

hd ) ‘9 . v "!’\
e -
Overhead included only fringe benefita, eatimated at 15% of .the study}s ton:al coati‘ Rt
Resesrch partic#psnt time included time of research aul:r&tr.;a and auperuiio}y-.:ager ",
- JARLIN v .

plue a omall amount of travel. Subject r-expert and :esearoh psrttcj..psnl: bostg
include fringe benefite eatinated at 30x° alary rates. 'i . . .
Researcher and clerical time includea $20,000 in consultant costs plus $10, 000 ior .

time of comsortium personnel. Dverhead was -included In estinatiop qoa figuréa‘, but ‘(‘

Researcher and &lerical time coata aré consultant'e tOtal cos:s And ;;nglude ove-!:head .
r4 h

i'l:s specific amount 18 unknown. ‘ . L
Research participant costs were those of reimburaing police ngertments sl: ,ll:he rate of +
‘875, %0 per officer for reseerch aubjects. ) . T . .
Only an estimate of total costs was availsble.’ Total does not include Jau5jec-t-na.tte \
expert or reaearch participant time. \ ' . .
. [N L ’
Besearcher and clerical time includes 8X benefits sud 14X overhesd for sslsries of },'“ .
civil service commisgion personnel and costs without benefits or overhead for fire  ..¢- -
department personnel. Subject-matter—expert and research _p_a,rticipant costs do, not .
include overhesd or benefits.. - ) i 9 i v
Researcher end clerical time includes $20, 000 in total qonsultanl: coats and ncludea ,.

overhead. Research participant time includes that of both research subjects and
supgrvisory raters, snd does not include overhead. Whether overhesd is ‘included in

2 3 Fr ’ . =iy .
Researcher and clerigal time coaté are, totsl consultant costs and include overhesd. .
Regearch ‘participant time includes that of both reaearcz sub’jects snd supervisery | "
raters, and dges not include overhesd.l[ The inclusion of overhead in subject-matter-
expert costs unknown. \ i . . . ’

f

Researcher snd clerical time inclu,dedl clerical time fron the managing transit author- , *
ity and managerial, technical, snd professional time from 8ll parcicipatin'g transit .
companies. Overhead Included consultsnt overhesd at 72% ‘of co:?itant costs -and
fringe benefits for tfameit cotpany euwployees including rea@q.; participa‘nts.
Subjet:t-matter-expert and research participant’ costs were edﬁ.nsted by the author
frop ¥'s and time epent, using $24,800 as the .aversge cdst of a staff year including
overhesd, a figure used in the Personnel Research and Developaent Centfr for budget . .
estimations. Travel waa estimated by the author from the pumber of trips,. durstion
of each .trip, snd the number of ataff members trayelling. Estimated costs of $25
per diem and $200 per carrier fare were used. . ’ - .
Entries 11, 12, 13, and l4.were part.of a series of studies done in support of the
construct vslidity of one examination, with cost totalldng $686,973. Researcher and
clerical time, aubjhct-mat.ter-egpert, end research participsnt costs were' eatindted
using $24,800 as the average cost of a stsff year”including overhead. . *

- »

- { - . o

See note 11, 7 . ) : .. ) ’
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13.  See note 11. . !
' - - ' »
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lt.“o $ee noté lI . ' h < [
‘ ’ lll . e * i T .
15. Overhead ues.tﬁcluded ik ataff—time_dﬁ%ts, but {ts amount 18 unknown.
. . . . , ¥ \
16. . ‘Overhtad was not‘included in figﬁres.\ ’
Vo : .

17. . Total amgunt based onh & cost of $60 002 per staff year including overheld. Because
résearch pa:ticipsnts ‘were applicants wr employment their cost was notf avallable
although potentially large (5,000 applitants at 3 hours each). Computer—time costs
aIthough'poesibly Ihrge‘yere not avéilaﬁle.

) € .

18. Srudy dsed automated redords as 1ts data source. Researcher and clerical time costs

for, data analysis imclude 100X ovefhesd.

Predictor collectdion costs were estimated

Speclilc amounts for

. K .%5 per case and criterion deveIOPMEnt costs at 510 per case.
subjéct matter }xberts, research participants, data collection\ overhead, travel, and
and’ miscellaﬁeoueauere ungvailable. -

.
1

The study involved

b ] .
19.  Researcher and clerical staﬁf time costs include fringe benefits,
R some research participant time but this was not avallable, nor was the cost of print- -
ihg. Miscell&neous cogts inqlude only a fee for uofk done by an outside consultant.
: : : 3
' -
20, ~ Total costs 1nc1ude all operational coste as well as research and development
expendituree. Individual cost element figures were npt avallable.  The total’

* includes costs for: .consultant fees, salaries&snd per dlem for examination develop-
toent % am, statewlde recruitihent team, processing 30,500 applications, test printing
and peﬁ{orm&nce test ‘construction, training segslons for the radministration of the
two-part examination, developmental work on bacKground investigation and oral

. N exdmina ion, and test .féoring and production of eligibility test.
Y . .
. i .
21. Only an estimate of total cogts was available. - ' :
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