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THE TOTAL 
EXAMINATION ENVIRONMENT 

A Successful Police Promotional Experience 

By 

COL. RICHARD A. KING 
Chief 

,Fairfax County Police, Fairfax, Va. 

and CORNELIUS J. O'KANE 
Deputy Director of Personnel for 

Fairfax County, Fairfax, Va. 

I s it possible for 4,00 police officers 
to shape a promotional examination 
and have that process identify the 
most qualified. candidates for promo­
tion? The Fairfax County, Va., Po­
lice and Personnel Departments 
decided to find out by trying partic­
ipatory management in the police 
promotional field. Did it work? Yes! 
In fact, the results exceeded all ex­
pectations of the staff. Commenting 
on the process, one candidate ob­
served, "It was an excellent promo­
tional examination. I gave it my best 
shot, and although I wasn't pro-
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moted, no one is to blame but my­
self." A district commander noted, "I 
am amazed at the attitude of candi­
dates who were not promoted." 

Background 

The promotional processes em­
ployed by police departments are be­
ing challenged with increasing fre­
quency by law enforcement officers 
seeking upward mobility in the field. 
A number of departments have faced 
vexing court suits challenging spe­
cific phases of a promotional system. 

. 
'" 

This article describes a unique and 
innovative approach to police pro­
motions by the Fairfax County Po­
lice and Personnel Departments--an 
employee-structured promotional ex­
amination process. Although partici­
pative involvement is the central fea­
ture, this would not have sufficed 
without exhaustive attention to de­
tails and individual problems. 

While the Fairfax County experi­
ence seems to satisfy many of the is­
sues raised in the courts, the authors 
wish to recognize that this process will 
not insulate a police department from 
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court challenges, nor was this its 
primary intention. Rather, the goals 
were twofold: to design a promotional 
process which would accurately rank 
the most proficient candidates and 
introduce a system which not only 
was fair, but which was acknowl­
edged to be fair by all who partici­
pated in it. Not only would this im­
prove overall morale in the depart­
ment, but it would greatly ease the 
transition of the promoted officers 
by giving them a departmentwide 
stamp of legitimacy. 

In 1972, the Fairfax County Po­
lice Department experienced a court 
suit relative to the oral board phase 
of the police promotional system, and 
as a result, the court struck down the 
eligible list. Although a promotional 
list was finally established, nothing 
has produced more acrimony amon; 
the officers than discussions about past 
promotions. 

Given a candidate pCi'uiation dis­
satisfied, if not hostile, and suspi­
cious, if not distrustful, there was a 
need for openness and sincerity. 
Knowing that quality, validated test­
ing instruments and pre-examination 
techniques might win court cases but 
certainly do not prevent them, it was 
felt that scrupulous concern must be 
shown to the entire examination en­
vironment in order to communicat\~ 

to the police force the high regard 
accorded by the county to their serv­
ice careers. 

During consideration of how to de­
velop this thesis, the thought emerged, 
"Why not attempt an employee-struc­
tured promotional system?" An em­
ployee task force, organized a year 
earlier, had proved very effective in 
generating new concepts, gaining feed­
back relative to existing programs, and 
facilitating the introduction of opera­
tional and administrative programs. 
There was a history of employee in­
volvement in staffdecisionmaking. 

Realizing the need for quality test­
ing and evaluation instruments, a pro-
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fessional firm was awarded a contract 
to aid in developing this customized 
promotional system. Their coopera­
,tion and support of the concept was 
crucial to the development of such a 
program. After several introductory 
meetings with the firm, the deputy 
director of the Fairfax County Per­
sonnel Department and the com­
mander of the" police department's 
Services Bureau were designated to 
coordinate the development of the 
system. 

Positions Open 

The tests were to select persons for 
promotion to three ranks: corporal, 
sergeant, and lieutenant. A total of 
333 police officers and investigators 
were eligible for promotion to cor­
poral, 32 corporals were eligible for 
promotion to sergeant, and 25 ser­
geants were eligible for promotion to 
lieute~ant. 

Consultation Meetings 

In order to gain maximum input 
from candidates competing for pro­
motion, representatives from the 
classes of Police Officer I, Police Offi­
cer II, and Criminal Investigator were 
asked to attend a consultation meeting 
with the consultant and project co­
ordinators. In a memorandum dis­
seminated to members of the depart­
ment detailing the anticipated proc­
ess, each squad of police officers was 
asked to select democratically among 
themselves a squad member to attend 
the consultation meeting on their be­
half. Forty-seven employees, repre-. 
senting 333 officers and investigators, 
participated in this consultation meet­
ing regarding the corporal promo­
tions. Representatives had an oppor­
tunity to question the background of 
the consultant firm-their experience, 
their knowledge of validation proce­
dures, etc. Two additional consulta­
tion meetings were held for all cor-

porals competing for sergeant and all 
sergeants competing for lieutenant. 

These meetings were both revealing 
and memorable. The anger and ag­
gressive indictments of past practices 
and perceived injustices thundered 
forth. Gradually the coordinators of 
the session put the message across, 
"Why don't you call the shots," and 
the voting began on the process com­
ponents. There was only one prohibi­
tion and that was that nothing 
considered a breach of police or per­
sonnel professionalism would receive 
concurrence; however, it was not 
necessary to invoke this escape clause 
in any instance. 

It must be admitted that some ap­
proved practices certainly took a beat­
ing, and the personnel coordinator 
blanched perceptibly at the weights 
assigned to examination components 
by vote, especially considering the 
high quality material available. It was 
the police coordinators' turn in the 
"barrel" when candidates for ser­
geant and lieutenant insisted that their 
oral boards be staffed by members 
who "never" had any relationship 
with the department or jurisdiction. 
In all, the three groups took 17 to 20 
votes, and their decisions are reflected 
in the accompanying table. 

As these meetings terminated, it 
cannot be said that the attitude of the 
men had been transformed; the feel­
ing prevailed that management was 
taking an interesting posture, but 
would somehow betray their hopes in 
the end. When the examination an­
nouncements were published and indi­
vidually mailed to each candidate con­
taining every particular item they had 
requested (except for the reduction of 
the duration of the sergeant and lieu­
tenant list to 1 year), there was a 
dramatic attitudinal' change which 
continued to grO\i more favorable and 
enthusiastic through the entire proc­
ess. Also in this mailing were an ap­
plication and a pamphlet that de­
scribed how to take a written test. 
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Consensus Items 

In the meeting with prospective 
corporals, candidates requested that 
an oral board not be given. Recogniz­
ingthe sheer numbers involted-
333-the police department was not 
particularly anxious to utilize an oral 
board for police corporals. /. Since 
participating members had also re­
quested that there be no failing mark 
in any phase, there was no mechanism 
for substantially reducing the number 
of candidates eligible for the oral 
board. 

The written examination was dis· 
cussed in considerable detail. The 
participants agreed to the necessity 
for having some instrument· to iden­
tify a candidate's knowI~dge of police 
work, so there was very little mention 
of not having a written examination 
They did voice, however, a strong {:{e: 
sire to have only job.related ques­
tions. The overriding concern of aU 
candidates relative to the written ex­
amination was one of not having a 
failing score. Heretofore, a score of 
70 had been required of applicants in 
order £01' ,them to be eligible to com­
pete at the next level' in the process; 
thus, candidates had been eliminated 
at each phase. A number of per­
centages was discussed as to a weight 
for the written examination, but 60 
percent was finally set with a unani­
mous vote by the 47 representatives of 
the candidates for corporal. Candi­
dates for sergeant and lieutenant voted 
in their meetings for a weight of 30 
percent. 

Candidates for sergeant and lieu­
tenant voted for an oral board. The 
sergeants' group recommend~d a 
weight of 30 percent, with all olitside 
members; the lieutenants' !~oup, 
hearing of the sergeants' recommen· 
dation during their consultation 
meeting, also voted for a 30'percent 
weight, wi.th one inside member on 
the board. Arguments for and 
against external/internal panelists 
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were discussed, but the consensus 
was that' haviniall oral board mem­
bers from outside the Fairfax Coun­
ty Police and Personnel Departments 
offered mure objectivity. 

Evaluation by supervisors was ex­
pected to play a part in selecting 
those to be promoted. The basic 
questions were: should this evalua· 
tion be based on performance in the 
current rank, or on potential to 
perform in the rank being sought; and 
which supervisor should prepare the 
ev.aluation? 

Candidates for all three ranks re­
quested that performance in their cur­
rent position be utilized as a basis 
for evaluating them for promotion. 
As to "performance evaluation," 
candidates voiced the notion that how 
well an individual performs the duties 
in his present rank is a meaningful 
indication of the likelihood of how 
well the person will perform the duties 
of the next higher rank. Candidates 
for corporal asked that their direct 
supervisors evaluate them with no 
changing of scores by higher staff. 
Candidates for sergeant requested 
that their sergeant, lieutenant, and 
captain evalu~te them separately and 
then meet together to determine a 
"consensus" rating, which would not 
necessarily be an average. Lieuten­
ant candidates requested a rating by 
their 'lieutenant and captain sepa­
rately with a consensus rating also . 
Both ranks requested no,review above 
those levels (in the previous exami­
nations, staff officers had reduced or 
raised performance scores). Each of 
the three groups asked that a weight 
of 30 percent be place~ (.mJ:his cate_ 
gory. c 

All candidates'" requested that a 
weight of 10 percent be placed on 
seniority. The minimum number of 
years of service required to be eli­
gib1e to compete was given a value of 
70 .. For the 8 years of service beyond 
the qualifying period of 2 years, the 
candidate receive.d 2 points per year. 

• -" 

He received an additional point for 
each of the T,lext 10 years of service. 
Therefore, a 10.year veteran officer 
competing for corporal received 70 
for 2 years of qualifying service and 
2 points for each of the next 8 
years, yielding a total' score of 86. 
Since a candidate with only minimal 
qualifications would receive a 70, the 
10 percent factor would reduce the 
lO-year officer's final score advan­
tage to 1.6 points. It is interesting 
to note that the final eligible list 
showed a negative correlation be­
tween written examination scores 
and yetis of service. The younger 
officers tended to do better. 

Bibliography 

6':~fl)salie~t issue was the develop. 
ment of a bibliography of readings 
from which test questions would be 
drawn. During the consultation meet­
ings, all cnndidates voiced support for 
the posting of a bibliography. The 
consultant indicated that a complete 
or partial bibliography could be pro. 
vided to the department, emphasizing 
that availability of the reading ma­
terials should be a primary concern to 
the department in publishing a 
bibliography. This issue presented a 
serious dilemma. On the one hand, 
there existed a commitment to the 
pUblication of a bibliography. On the 
other hand, the source material for 
the validated test involved a large 
number of books. The problem was re­
solved by publishing a partial bibliog­
raphy, which, it was explained, con­
tained source mater.ial for at least 50 
percent of the questions. In this 
manner, the jurisdiction was able to 
make available a substantial number 
of valuable study materials. 

Since local libraries and colleges 
did Bot have adequate sUllPlies of the 
books in question, a decision was 
reached to purchase 4,0 sets of 4 
books each to~e available fl,l),' candi-
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dates competing for the ranks of 
co: poral and sergeant. An informa­
tic.nal bulletin was distributed to all 
candidates stating that the depart­
ment would purchase these books, and 
an accompanying chart illustrated the 
manner i.n which the books were to be 
distributed-a set of books for ap­
proximately each eight eligible candi­
dates. Sets of books were also ordered 
for lieutenant candidates. The pur­
chase of this source material was 
costly to the county, but it demon­
strated management interest and con­
Cern to the candidates. Also, the texts 
will continue to be used in the police 
department for training programs. 
The following four books were utilized 
for the corporals' and sergeants' ex­
aminations: 

O'Connor, George W., and 
Charles Vanderbosch. Putrol 
Operation, 2d ed., IACP, 
Washington, D.C., 1970. 

Lamore, N. F. Supervision of Po· 
, lice Personnel, 2d ed., Prentice 
Hall, Englewoo~\ Cliffs, N.J., 
1970. )L 

Gocke, B. W., and G: T. Payton. 
Police 9:rgeants Manual, 5th 
ed., Legal Book Corp., Los 
Angeles, Calif., 1972. 

Clift, Raymond. Guide to Modem 
Police Thinking, 3d ed., W. H. 
Anderson, Co., Cincinnati, 
Ohio 1973. 

Development of Performance 
Evaluation 

The promotional firm assigned <l 

member oUts staft to iVoi;k with the 
project coordinators to develop a per­
formance evaluation form and in­
structions. Two forms were developed, 
one for corporals ~m<l sergeants and 
one for lieutenants. Categol;ies relat­
ing to supervisory/management 
skills were included in the ,~form 
for Heutenants. 

!he f0110wing categories were 
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established for police corporal and 
sergeant: technical police knowl· 
edge; learning ability;' quality of 
work; j udgment/ analytical ability; 
interpersonal relationship abilities; 
attitude (job demeanor); ability 
to function under pressure; and 
initiative. 

For lieutenant, the following cate­
gories were developed: technical 
police knowledge; supervisory knowl­
edge; leadership ability; j udgment/ 
analytical ability; quality of work; 
interpersonal relationship abilities; 
ability to function under pressure; 
willingness to assume responsibility; 
and management skills. 

After de;veloping the categories 
with a detailed analysis of each, a 
numerical index from 64 to 100, 

. grouped into 5 descriptive categories, 
was established. The categories were 
disH~rsed as follows: 

64~(-gC'o;::The ratee's knowledge/ 
performance is not as 
good as that of most 
persons in the rank be­
ing rated; 

70-77 The ratee's knowledge/ 
performance is not quite 
as good as that of the 
persons in the rank being 
rated; 

78-86 The ratee's knowledge/ 
performance is at the 
level of th~ average per­
son in the rank being 
rated; 

87-94. The ratee's knowledge/ 
performance is better 
than the average person 
in the rank being rated; 
and 

95-100 The ratee's knowledge/ 
performance js almost 

\\ always better than most 
persons in the rank be· 
i~g rated. 

A very essential feature of an evalu­
ation system is a clear and uniform 
understanding by raters as to the way 

subordinates should be evaluated; 
therefore, an instructional format was 
developed and training sessions were 

"A very essential feature 
of an evaluation system is a 
clear and uniform. under­
standing by raters as to the 
way subordinates should be 
evaluated • . • ." 

arranged for all police supervisors in 
the department. Each factor was very 
thoroughly explained to supervisors 
so that all raters would be employing 
the same references to the factor, 

A number of instruments have been 
developed to measure performance 
ratings. The key to personnel evalu· 
ations, though, is weU·developed 
standards of performance. It is one 
thing to have job descriptions thor­
oughly defined; it is another to have 
standards of performance for meas· 
uring the degree to which the person 
gets results. 

In evaluating employees, it is aI­
\vays difficult for supervisors to 
strike what could be termed as an 
"average" or "norm." The supervi­
sors in this case were <lsked to estab­
lish a "benchmark." They were in­
structed: "The basic point of 
reference, or benchmark, on which 
the r~tin,g standards are based is the 
concept of the 'average performer.' 
The concept of the average performer 
was defined as a 'level of perform. 
ancewhich represents" the,.,average 
level of performance, or norm, 
which the rater had observed 
throughout his entire career in both 
working with and supervising police 
officers functioning in the rank in 
question.' " The instructions i~1Volved 
many other crucial areas such as 
.avoiding the "most recent effect"­
imbalance in ratings caused by are· 
cent outstanding contribution by a 
member. 1'0 maintain continuity in ,2 

evaluations, supervisors were asked 
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to grade all subordinates on one cat­
, egory before proceeding to another. 

To avoid comparisons, candidates 
were evaluated on the same day, with 
several exceptions due to leave time 
and sickness. All candidates were al­
lowed to see their score sheets. An 
appeal f~rmat was developed which 
allowed candidates an opportunity to 
appeal to a police maj or of their 
choice. They had requested this ap­
peal avenue. However, the candidates 
agreed that appeals relating'·to a su­
pervisor's professional judgment 
would not be accepted; implicit in 
their requests for supervisors to 
evaluate without staff review was the 
notion that they had to keep the 
score. Only appeals relating to per­
sonal biases- were accepted. Of the 
400 evaluations, only 11 candidates 
appealed. Six candidates, received 
minor changes because their raters 
acknowledged the change was nec­
essary; the scores of the remaining 
five were sustained. 

Written Examination 

For written examinations to be 
meaningful, validation is a prerequi­
site. The Equal Employment Oppor­
tunities Commission's (EEOC) 
guideli~es state that validated tests 
shall be locally validated if it is 
technically feasible. While the firm 
had used content-valid and job-valid 
tests for over a decade, the EEOC 
guidelines suggest that content va­
lidity be supplemented by empirical­
statistical validation where techni­
cally possible. This .firm had devoted 
extensive work to meet these guide­
lines. 

The consultant nrmdeveloped a 
self-administered job analysis check­
list. A representative number of cor­
porals, sergeants, and lieutenants 
desc~!bed the duties of their var~ous 
jobs by checking off task statements 
on the checklist and providing infor­
mation as to frequency and impor-
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tance. In addition, members of the 
firm conducted on-site analysis inter­
views of many of the different ta!",ks 
performed by members of the depart­
ment. Extensive interviews were con­
ducted with the commanders of the 
majo!;. sections to determine what 
specific tasks were performed by offi­
cers and supervisors and to provide 
a program of verification by the 
on-site analysts. 

The consultant firm had just pre­
viously completed the·· empirical­
statistical validation of two equated 
forms of a written promotional exam­
ination for the position oLsergeant. 
The job') analysis information indi­
cated Form 1 of this examination was 
also content valid for th~ po~ition of 
sergeant in Fairfax County. Accord­
ingly, the decision was made to use' 
Form 1 as the written examination in 
this selection process. 

Job analysis also disclosed that in 
Fairfax County the job of co~oral 
was much more responsible than in 
many, police departments. In fact, it 
was found that the duties and tasks of 
a corporal were very similar indeed 
to the duties and tasks of a ser­
geant. Accordingly, a decision 
was made to use Form 2 of the em­
pirically statistically validated ser­
geant examination as the corporal 
examination in Fairfax County. Job 
analysis indicated that this form was 
also content valid for the rank. 

For lieutenant, a specific examina­
tion had been developed to fit the job 
analysis so as to provide a content­
valid examination for this rank. The 
law questions in all thZ:lle examina­
tions were based specifi'cally on the 
criminal and traffic codes of the Statw' 

/i 
of Virginia and were specificr,.lly 
referenced to these codes. As an ~~di­
tional check, the accuracy of tbtkey 
answers of the questions wercl. sub­
jected to a technical review by the 
Commonwealth's Attorney of Fairfax 
County. 

. _ v 

AU of the questions in the exam­
ination were referenced to a bibliog­
raphy of standard texts in police 
science and police management, and 
a majority of the questions were ref­
erenced to the four books made avail­
able to candidates for study. 

The written examination fDr corpo­
ral and sergeant was administered at 
a local high school, utilizing 13 class­
rooms so that all applicants fo.r one 
promotion~ould take the examination 
Il.t the same"'time. The candidates had 
agreed that no. make-up eX.lJmination 
would he provided. Since weekdays 
might conflict with court schedules, 
the examination was administered on 
Saturday morning. Candidates for 
lieutenant took the writtenexamina­
tion on. Monday following the other 
examL'lation. Candidates who did not 
compete for the promotion or who 
were .not eligible to t~ke the examina­
tion--those with under 2 years of 
servic~worked overtime to fill the 
voids. Employees taking the exami­
nation were not granted overtime 
compen,!-:;3tion. Personnel assigned to 
the 12 to 81 a,m. shift were allowed 
to take leave so that fatigue would 
not be a factor in taking the exami­
nation. 

Applicants ,~ere given 3% hours 
to take the examination and an addi­
tional one-half hour to note written 
exceptions to allY questions. Less than 
10 applicants availed themselves of 
this avenue. The prevailing com­
ments of those applicants l~aving the 
examination rooms Were, "It was a 
fair exam." The PersonneJ Depart­
ment administered the examination 
with monitors ,vho had been ~­
pecially trained. The police depart­
ment decided to have a representative 
of the promo.tional firm available on 
Monday and Tuesday . after the ex­
amination to allow all candidates an 
o.pportunity to. view a keyed test 
booklet and discuss additional excep­
tions to the questions. The representa­
tive .spent most of those 2 days by him-
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DECISIONS RENDERED BY REPRESENTATIV~ GROUPS' VOTES 

Type of exalllination and 
weights: 

Corporal Sergennt Lieutenant 

c' 

Written .•.•..•. ···•···· . 
60 percent •.....•.... 30 percent •.•.•...... 30 percent. 
30 percent •.......•......• do ....•.... ;····· Do. Special perforlllance 

evaluation. Do. .'\ None .. I, •••••••••••• I •• • •• do ••........• ···• Oral ••......... ~ •.... I • • 10 t 
10 Per. cent ....•...... 10 percent........... percen . 

Seniority .......... •··· . 

1 li 2 1 "-ear. • . . . . • . . . . . . .• 2 years. Duriition of eligib e st.... . years. . . . . . • • . • . • . . ol 

Pass point 1. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• Top 100 eligibles to 
cOlllprise list. 

Perforlllance evaluation 
type: 

Type ..........•..•.•... On performance in 
present rank 
(police officer). 

No failure-ranldng 
list only. 

On performance in 
present rank 
(corporal). 

8 8 ..•.... ········ ....•. Number of factors. . . . . . . ......••....•.•.... 

( ) 
Q •• uper.visor .•..•.....• Next 3 supervisory Rater s •.••...••.•..... ~ 

Appeal procedure ....... To bureau com-
mander of can-
didate's choice. 

echelons. 

To bureau conl­
mander of can­
didate's choice. 

No failure-ranking 
list only. 

On performance in 
present rank 
(sergeant). 

9. 
Next 2 supervisory 

echelons. 

To bureau com­
ccmander of can­
didate's choice. 

Written examination: 
Number of items ....•.. 100 ......•. ·····•···· 

100- .•.•.••.......•.. 100. 

Review I appeal See text ..••....•••.. 

procedure. 

Oral evaluation •......•... •· None ...... ·.·•······ 

Appeals from C final exam NGne ... ,-.•..•..•.... 

results. (; 

See text. . • . . . • . . . . .. See text. 

3 external panel 
members. 

r-ione •.•••. ··•·•·••· . 

3 external panel 
members. 

U .~ Uniform ....... ···•·· Uniform. 
Seniority formula. • • . • . . . . . . nuorm •......••.... 

1 There was to be no failing score established ~n exami~atio~ co~::~rients. All scores were t~ 
be averaged into a final examination score accordmg to asslgne WeIg .. 

s
,: 

2 Upon 1'efusal, appeal was dropped after first level. •. 
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self, because fewer than 10 percent of 
the candidates asked ,to view the 
booklet. Why? Candidates indicated 
th~t the questions were fair, and they 
didn't know them. This attitude was 
in sharp contrast to previous post­
examination comments. 

Oral Board 

The' oral board, which had pre­
viously worked together, proved to be 
very effective in evaluating candidates 
for promotion to sergeant and lieu­
tenant. All oral examiners employed 
by the firm had received training in 
the art of oral examination. The 
board consisted of a member. of the 
firm, a police chief from a large city 
in Virginia far removed from Fair­
fax County, and a deputy chief from 
a large department in another State. 
Hence, no member of the board knew 
any candidate competing ,lor promo­
tion. 

The oral board was conducted in a 
suite rented by the county so tl;.'t?~ 

candidates would not have to report 
, to a police facility for the interview. 

The project coordinators felt that such 
a setting '\vas more conducive to ,a re­
laxed atmosphere. Each applicant was 
allowed 1 hour, if necessary, to re­
spond to the same questions. The pre­
vailing comment coming from ,can­
didates taking the oral board was, 
"Ifiwas a good board." 

According to one seasoned oral 
board member, the attitude of super­
visors appearing before the board ,vas 
generally bettcr in comparison ~ith 

~ candidates who had been interviewed 
elsewhere. This is attributed, in part, 
to employee involvement in th~" 
process. 

" 

Notification and Eligibility Lists 

Simultaneous with the publication 
of the three eligible lists, each can­
didate was mailed ail individual sheet 
showing the separate component 

8 

"., A .. -

scores and detailing the arithmetic 
steps in arriving ,at the final rating. 
An accompanying memoranduin 
identified the dat.:: and place where 
candidates could review their test 
sheets' and verify the computations. 
Less than 5 percent availed them­
selves of this opportunity. 

Promotions 

The department promoted 57 m0m­
bers of the organization as a result of 
this promotional process-the largest 
in the history of the departmen t. While 

. the usual level of post-promotion blues 
was anticipated, this was not the case. 
In this promotional process, members 
of the department felt they had more 
than a "fair shake." They had asked 
for a specific process, and they re­
ceived it. One could not begin to sug­
gest that such a promotional exercise 
would work in all police departments; 
however, the experiment exceeded all 
expectations of the staff in Fairfax 
County. Those employees promoted in 
this promotional examination Welre 
outstanding officers and supervisors. 

It is strongly felt that the process, 
which t~ok 3 months, would not have 
succeeded with only surface me­
Chanics. It was necessary to give in­
depth attention to all facets of the 
examining environment in order to 
achieve complete credibility not only 
for the present promotional series, but 
also, as a basis for trust and accept­
ance in the years to come. The follow­
ing are a few examples of this type of . 
comprehensive concern : 

The personnel and police co-
c~ ordinators spoke with more than 

150 police officers individually 
and in groups in order to d.eal 
with personal anxieties, prob­
lems, dispensing information, 
clarifying, dispelling . rumors, 
etc.-they were constantly ava'H­
able and receptive. ' 

The oral evaluation was held 

" 

in, an attractive motel suite for 
the benefit of the participants. 

A sergeant who was hospital­
ized Was given the complete per­

" formance evaluation training 
one-on-one because he was to 
rate a few officers. 

Forty sets of the bibliography 
were purchased and made avail­
able; 

Sick or injured officers were 
administered the tests in their 
homes. 

A community college made a 
crash course available to of­
ficers based on the bibliog­
raphy. (Eighty-five officers at­
fended, and there was no statis­
tically significant correlation be- 1 
tween attendees and final rank ! 
on the eligible list.) l 

Absolute leave policy for 12 
to 8 a.m. shift prior to wr'itten 
examination to avoid candidate 
fatigue. 

The presence of the police c 

chief and his entire command 
staff at the written examination 
site who remained u,ntil the end 
to obtain reactions. 

A final overview of the results 
this total examination environment 
approach reveal: 

A very satisfied candidate popula­
tion. 

No union complaints. 
A police chief delighted 

caliber of the promotional appoint­
ments. 

A personnel department with ade­
quate eligible lists and no litigatio~. 

Of CDurse, in promotional testing 
there is always that problem of the­
encore. What about the future of 
police promotions in Fairfax Coun­
ty? While budgetary strictures might 
require some modification, the Fair­
fax County Police and Personnel 
Departll1ents plan to continue par­
ticipative involvement in future 
promotional exall1inations. ijl , 
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