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About CPS Human 
Resource ServicesResource Services

Who We Are
CPS is a self-supporting public agency providing a full range of human resource services 
to the public and nonprofit sectors. We have unique expertise in delivering HR 
management and consulting services, employment testing, assessment services, and 
applicant tracking software to government agencies throughout North America. We applicant tracking software to government agencies throughout North America. We 
provide organizational strategy planning models and systems to assist agencies in the 
recruitment, selection, and development of employees.

Our VisionOur Vision
Enabling people to realize the promise of public sector.

Our MissionOur Mission
To transform human resource management in the public sector.



Overview of the 
PresentationPresentation

• What is a test

• Survey

• Online testing: Benefits/Challenges• Online testing: Benefits/Challenges

• Unproctored Testing

• Logistics/Processes

• Online Testing Example• Online Testing Example

• Future Directions

• Questions?



What is a Test?

• Any measure, combination of measures, or procedure used as 
a basis for any employment decision (Uniform Guidelines, 1978)

• Any procedure used singly or in combination to make  a • Any procedure used singly or in combination to make  a 
personnel decision (Principles, 2003)

• An evaluative device or procedure in which a sample  of an • An evaluative device or procedure in which a sample  of an 
examinee’s behavior in a specified domain is obtain ed and 
subsequently evaluated and scored using a standardi zed 
process (Standards, 1999)process (Standards, 1999)



What is a Test?

• Job Application • Job Application 
• Training and Experience Evaluation
• Multiple Choice Written Exam
• Personality Profile
• Medical Evaluation
• Background Investigation• Background Investigation
• Performance Appraisal
• Others



Testing Survey

Testing SurveyTesting Survey



Survey Administration

• Given the economic down turn, what are agencies thi nking?

• Follow-up to a survey CPS conducted in May 2008
– Exploratory in nature

• Wanted to know what online testing tools public age ncies currently use • Wanted to know what online testing tools public age ncies currently use 
and what they are planning to use

• Survey was emailed to public agencies that have wor ked with CPS• Survey was emailed to public agencies that have wor ked with CPS
– Survey was available online from May 28 to June 12,  2009
– 3,350 emails were sent to valid email addresses
– 689 respondents
– 20.6% response rate– 20.6% response rate



Survey Results

Importance of Proctored Online Importance of Proctored Online 
Cognitive Ability Testing Now

2008
N=429

2009
N=657

Not Important 30.5% 44.4%Not Important 30.5% 44.4%
Somewhat Important 30.1% 18.9%
Important 16.1% 11.3%
Very Important 8.4% 7.5%
Don't Know 14.9% 17.9%Don't Know 14.9% 17.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

•Importance of unproctored online testing now was less than importance of  •Importance of unproctored online testing now was less than importance of  
proctored online testing

•Agencies who recruit/test more are more likely to view both proctored and
unproctored testing as being more important to their agency now



Survey Results

Importance of Proctored Online Cognitive Importance of Proctored Online Cognitive 
Ability Testing Next 1-2 Years

2008
N=429

2009
N=657

Not Important 12.4% 22.8%Not Important 12.4% 22.8%
Somewhat Important 30.5% 23.7%
Important 24.2% 16.1%
Very Important 19.1% 11.4%
Don't Know 13.8% 26.0%Don't Know 13.8% 26.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

•Importance of unproctored online testing in the next 1-2 years was less than 
importance of proctored online testingimportance of proctored online testing

•Agencies who recruit/test more are more likely to view both proctored and 
unproctored testing as being more important to their agency in the next 1-2 years



Where Next?

• Online Testing
– Benefits– Benefits
– Challenges
– Unproctored Testing– Unproctored Testing



Focus on Multiple Choice 
TestingTesting

• Focusing on multiple-choice testing• Focusing on multiple-choice testing
– Traditional multiple-choice item with four alternat ives
– Multiple-choice items are easily scored in an objective 

manner manner 
– Most effective at discriminating between good and p oor 

examinees
– Most reliable



Benefits of Online Testing

BenefitsBenefits



Benefits to Online Testing

• Decreased Cost:  charge for what you use, not shipp ing, etc. (Cober et al., 2000) 
(Mooney, 2002)

• Organizational Image (Van Rooy, Alonso, & Fairchild , 2003)
– Seen as up to date (Sinar, Reynolds, & Paquet, 2003 )
– Candidates may prefer it to paper-and-pencil (gener altional) (Potosky & 

Bobko, 2004)Bobko, 2004)

• Easier to update tests (Naglieri et al., 2004)
– Don’t have to throw away printed copies of outdated  tests

• Increased Standardization (Chapman & Webster, 2003)  (Naglieri et al., 2004)• Increased Standardization (Chapman & Webster, 2003)  (Naglieri et al., 2004)
– Test administered the same way every time

• Improved Security
– No paper copies– No paper copies

• Flexibility
– Test at any time (Naglieri et al., 2004)
– Use item formats not compatible with paper -and-pencil (Foster, 2009) – Use item formats not compatible with paper -and-pencil (Foster, 2009) 
– Computer adaptive testing



Challenges to Online 
TestingTesting

ChallengesChallenges



Challenges to Online 
TestingTesting

• Different Test Security Issues
– Candidate concern over personal information (hackin g)
– Item exposure (Tippins et al., 2006)

• Possible Technical difficulties
– Can have negative effects on organizational image ( testing fail) (Sinar, Reynolds, 

& Paquet, 2003)

– Over reliance on technical expertise (vendor) (Russell, 2007)

• Not necessarily lower cost• Not necessarily lower cost
– Implementation and resources can be costly (Chapman & Webster, 2003) (Russell, 2007)

• Equivalency to paper-and-pencil version
– May not replicate selection validity of paper -and-pencil version (Potosky & Bobko, – May not replicate selection validity of paper -and-pencil version (Potosky & Bobko, 

2004) (Meade, Michels, & Lautenschlager, 2007)

– Other types of issues may be relevant 

• Accommodations
– May be difficult to accommodate certain disabilitie s – May be difficult to accommodate certain disabilitie s (Tippins et al., 2006)



Unproctored Testing

Unproctored Testing Unproctored Testing 
Anyone?Anyone?



What Do We Know About 
Unproctored Testing?Unproctored Testing?

• Equivalence to Proctored Scores

– Speeded cognitive ability test scores tend to be si milar (Arthur et al., 2009) (Nye et al., 
2007)

– “The extant research suggests that the validity of an unproctored test is – “The extant research suggests that the validity of an unproctored test is 
lower than that of a proctored test but is often si gnificantly greater than 
zero” (Tippins, 2009)

• Candidate Perceptions• Candidate Perceptions

– There may be a perception of lack of procedural fai rness (Pearlman, 2009)

– The burden of appropriate testing conditions is pla ced on the candidate 
(Tippins, 2009)(Tippins, 2009)

– Candidates may prefer unproctored if it provides gr eater flexibility and 
faster responses (Gibby et al., 2009)



What Do We Know About 
Unproctored Testing?Unproctored Testing?

• Cheating

– Who’s actually taking the test (Tippins et al., 2006)

– Cheaters may be found across the entire distributio n of scores (Arthur et al., 2009)

– Shouldn’t use top down approach when looking at sco res (Drasgow et al., 2009)

– Verification testing appears to deter cheaters (Nye et al., 2009)

• Implementation

– May not be the right solution for some jobs or test  types (Hense, Golden, & Burnett, 
2009)

– May be most appropriate for large scale testing (Nye et al., 2009)

– Some believe it’s unethical and should never be use d in high stakes testing 
(Pearlman, 2009)(Pearlman, 2009)

– Test/Verification is complex at best



What Do We Know About 
Unproctored Testing?Unproctored Testing?

• Agency Acceptance• Agency Acceptance
– May not be politically acceptable

• Civil Service Commissions

– Public skeptical
– Challenging to concept of civil service 

• a system or method of appointing government • a system or method of appointing government 
employees on the basis of competitive 
examinations, rather than by political examinations, rather than by political 
patronage



Online Testing Logistics

• Testing Room
– Lighting, quiet, safe
– Cubicles—screens not viewable by neighbor

• Scratch Paper• Scratch Paper
– Mathematical items will still require calculations
– Handling of materials, calculators, etc.

• Computers• Computers
– Need to have sufficient numbers, quality (screen si ze), 

generation
– Standardization across settings for large agencies– Standardization across settings for large agencies

• Goal to have agency independent
– Control their own testing situation– Control their own testing situation



Online Testing Logistics

• Staffing 
– Who and how big a burden – Who and how big a burden 
– Training for proctors

• Security:  Different Twist
– Proctor, hacking, unauthorized access– Proctor, hacking, unauthorized access

• IT Support
– Agency Side

• Need agency IT on board and supporting
• Internet access (firewalls, etc.)
• Network accessibility• Network accessibility

– Vendor Side
• Support
• Off hours support• Off hours support



Process Change

Changes in Examining Changes in Examining 
ProcessProcess



Change in Processes

• Scheduling/Testing Candidates
– Email Invitations– Email Invitations
– Flow vs. Assembled
– Ability to Automate Process
– Onus on candidate

• Scheduling
• Staying in process• Staying in process

• Accommodating large candidate populations
– Test centers vs. walk-in testing

• Ease of testing small candidate groups
– Preserving/introducing measurement rigor – Preserving/introducing measurement rigor 



Change in Processes

• Leveraging Computerized testing
– Speed– Speed

• Test
• Process

• Phases of selection process
– Pre-application
– At application– At application
– At interview

• Special Accommodation
• Transitioning to on -line/computer -based testing• Transitioning to on -line/computer -based testing

– Depends on KSAs to be measured



Change in Processes

• Use measurement /assessment other places in your “s ystem”
– Hiring interview
– Redeployment

• Possible Ideas:• Possible Ideas:

• Small Applicant Groups• Small Applicant Groups
– Min Qual. ����Interview + (work sample of online multiple choice & 

practical Excel skills)

• Larger Applicant Groups• Larger Applicant Groups
– Min Qual. ����Written Test ���� Interview (online personality test & 

practical Word skills)



Online Example

One example of online One example of online 
testingtesting



CPS Online Example

• Client Side
– How candidate ID is created
– Proctored or unproctored– Proctored or unproctored

• Log onto a Test
– Bio data
– Information pages– Information pages
– Item functioning
– Timer, progress bar, forward/back buttons
– Results



Login Screen



Welcome Screen



Instruction Screen



Instruction Screen
Biodata - Personal InformationBiodata - Personal Information



Instruction Screen
Biodata – EEO (optional)Biodata – EEO (optional)



Instruction Screen
Instructions to CandidatesInstructions to Candidates



Instruction Screen
Exam Hints/TipsExam Hints/Tips



Instruction Screen
Exam Hints/TipsExam Hints/Tips



Instruction Screen
Test NavigationTest Navigation



Instruction Screen
Test Breakdown/TimingTest Breakdown/Timing



Instruction Screen
General NotesGeneral Notes



Instruction Screen
WarningWarning



Candidate Directions



Item Example



Instruction Screen
End of Exam Warning (with time left)End of Exam Warning (with time left)



Closing Screen



Scoring



Current

• Stock Tests Available• Stock Tests Available
• 3101 – Entry Clerical
• 3102 – Entry Clerical
• 3127 – Entry Clerical
• 3217 – Advanced Clerical• 3217 – Advanced Clerical
• 3227 – Advanced Clerical
• 3295 – Administrative Assistant
• 3237 – Executive Secretary
• 5103 – Eligibility Worker
• 1041 – Entry-Level Law Enforcement Officer• 1041 – Entry-Level Law Enforcement Officer
• 1057 – Entry-Level Law Enforcement Officer

• Next Up
• Fire Candidate Prep Manual Form B – no oral passage• Fire Candidate Prep Manual Form B – no oral passage
• 4610-A – Entry Legal Processing Clerk
• 5210 – Child Support Specialist
• 4326 – Account Clerk
• 4413 – Sr. Account Clerk• 4413 – Sr. Account Clerk



Example of Future 
DirectionsDirections

• Modules• Modules
– Separately or in combination

• Training and Experience• Training and Experience
• In-baskets

– Start with multiple choice move to video vignettes– Start with multiple choice move to video vignettes

• Interviews
• Avatars• Avatars
• Language Testing



How about you?

Online TestingOnline Testing
For your agency:

• What do you see in the present?

• What do you see in the future?• What do you see in the future?



Thank You

Questions??Questions??
howard@cps.ca.gov or 

jwynn@cps.ca.gov



• Blank• Blank
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• Annual Base Fee-------------- $175.00
• Fees for on-line testing in a true tiered scheduled**:• Fees for on-line testing in a true tiered scheduled**:
• 1 - 25 Candidates (per candidate)---------$25.00 
• 26 - 75 Candidates (per candidate)---------$22.50
• 76 +     Candidates (per candidate)---------$20.00
• Non-specified special services – Call for Details


