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Figure 1. Personnel selection vs personnel classification. Recy| | |
esults Figure 3. Comparison between one classification with five criteria,
and five separate selection decisions, results in the following Pareto-
fronts.
e Classification can substantially increase the efficiency of high stakes o
personnel decisions (Brogden, 1951) " _ Conclusions
e Method: different predictor composite scores are constructed from
an available test battery, one for each of the positions, for all ap- ' . . . pe e .
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e Consequently, validities of different predictors should vary across @ | . . . . .
" ’ J ’ J = l e Classification decisions result in better expected efficiency and higher
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° - - - 5 ; AIR than the corresponding selection decisions (Fig. 3)
e The goal of personnel classification is to maximize classification ~ ' e Method permits a better informed design of composite pre
efficiency by assigning individuals to the position for which the " | : L . . .
y shing o P Y dictors to perform classification decisions for which efficiency as
have the highest estimated criterion score L .
_ _ - 5 well as diversity are important goals
e \WWhat about the diversity goal? Quality-diversity dilemma has been _
neglected in classification context! = | | | | | | | References
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