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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Organizations have long been concerned with finding methods of assessing and 

selecting individuals who posses the knowledge, skills, abilities, and characteristics 

needed to successfully perform a particular job. Personnel selection efforts can be traced 

back thousands of years to ancient China where methods were developed to select civil 

servants, and to ancient Greece where similar procedures were used to select soldiers 

(Saal & Knight, 1988). Today, like thousands of years ago, these methods or tests 

generally involve measuring the extent to which individuals possess certain attributes that 

have been associated with job performance. Unlike thousands of years ago, these tests 

are now held up to numerous psychometric, legal, and ethical standards. 

Though the standards of test development have changed dramatically since 

ancient times, the desire to find more efficient means of assessing and selecting 

employees has not. There are many benefits associated with improving assessment 

procedures for both organizations and employees. Organizational benefits include 

financial savings through better selection decisions, reduced turnover, and increased 

productivity. Potential employee benefits include increased morale and improved sense 

of well being through a better job fit, more informed and directed training decisions, 



improved career development plans, and aid in identifying and accomplishing career 

goals. 

These potential benefits have long given organizations and applied psychologists 

ample motivation to develop increasingly efficient methods of assessing and selecting 

employees. Today, several methods are used for these purposes, including paper and 

pencil tests, personality inventories, interviews, peer ratings and work samples (Saal & 

Knight, 1988). 

To date, no single method has established itself as the most efficient or effective 

means of assessing or selecting employees, and it is unlikely that any one method ever 

will. The science of predicting job performance is an imperfect one. Seemingly small 

corellations between a predictor and job performance can lead to substantial benefits for 

an organization. In an era of increasing economic, social, and legal demands each 

method has its own strengths and weaknesses, ensuring that no one method will gain true 

superiority. 

Perhaps it is from this realization that the idea of the assessment center (AC) 

evolved. The AC is a method of bringing many different assessment/selection techniques 

together in an attempt to improve the likelihood of predicting job performance (Casio, 

1991). Typical methods associated with AC's include paper and pencil tests, personality 

inventories, interviews, peer ratings, and work simulations. This method was first used 

by German military psychologists during World War II because traditional paper and 

pencil tests alone seemed too "atomistic" (Casio, 1991). Later the method was used by 



the U.S. Office of Strategic Services, a forerunner of the CIA, to select spies (Saal & 

Knight, 1988). 

The AC method was introduced to industry in 1956 through AT&T's 

"Management Progress Study". This study is the longest and most comprehensive of its 

kind. Several experienced employees were interviewed as to what characteristics they felt 

were important to managerial success. Twenty-five competency dimensions were 

identified and tests were developed to measure these characteristics. Employees, all men, 

were assessed over a three and a half-day period. The assessors then discussed each 

employee's performance, rated him on the 25 competency dimensions, and wrote a 

narrative summary of his performance. The men were then tracked over an eight-year 

period. By 1965 the result of the original study were ready. Using job level-achieved and 

salary as the criteria, and global predictions as the predictor, predictive validities of .44 

for 125 college men, and .71 for 144 non-college men were achieved. The impressive 

nature of these results led to a rapid spread of the use of this method in industry (Casio, 

1991). 

The main objective of this paper is to investigate the criterion-related validity of 

an assessment center (AC), examining both the predictive validity of competency 

dimensions and the individual tests and exercises. 

Validity 

Validity is one of the most important considerations in evaluating the utility of a 

test. It is generally viewed as the extent to which a test measures what it intends to 

measure. The simplicity of this statement is misleading, it implies that validity is a 



simple aspect of a test that can be measured by a single study. In reality, validity is a 

complex and abstract concept that cannot be established through a single number or 

argument, but only inferred from all available evidence (Casio, 1991). 

There are three categories of evidence associated with the validity of a test: 

content-related validity, criterion-related validity, and construct-related validity 

(American Psychological Association, 1985). These categories of evidence are often 

mistaken as three distinct types of validity. This is simply untrue; validity is a "unitary" 

concept, there are not different kinds of validity, only different methods of analyzing it 

(Binning & Barrett, 1989). It is also important to realize that a test in itself cannot be 

valid or invalid, only the inferences that are drawn from a test can be validated. This is 

an important consideration that should be taken into account when deciding which 

validation strategies are most appropriate for a given test (Saal & Knight, 1988). 

Content-related validity analysis is the most basic and fundamental means of 

obtaining evidence towards the validity of a test. Content-related validity is usually 

expressed as a global, non-qualitative judgment of how well a test samples from the 

universe of items or situations that it is supposed to represent (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 

1991). For example, a teacher has given her students a list of 25 spelling words, and 

wants to test them on how well they can spell those words. If the teacher asked the 

students to spell words that were not on the list or to solve addition problems, her test 

would not display content-related validity because her sample of test items do not come 

from the domain of interest (the 25 spelling words). Additionally, if she asked her 

students to spell only one of those words, the test would not display content-related 



validity because her sample (one word) from the universe of items (25 words) would not 

be adequate. Logically, the best way to determine if the students could spell those words 

would be to ask them to spell each of the 25 words and nothing else. 

If ail domains of interest were as simple as a list of 25 spelling words, then 

content-related validity analysis would be the only evidence required to denote that a test 

is valid. However, it is rare in the business of applied psychology to have a domain of 

interest or construct that is so well defined and finite. Applied psychologists are 

generally more interested in more abstract domains such as intelligence or managerial 

potential that are much more difficult to define and measure. In the case of these more 

abstract constructs, content-related validity analysis, though valuable, will not suffice to 

determine the validity of a test. 

Tenopyr (1977) states that content-related validity analysis is more appropriate for 

making inferences about the construction of a test than making inferences about the 

meaning of those scores. This can be seen in the example of the spelling test, as all 

judgments regarding the content-related validity of the test were based on its items. In the 

case of more abstract domains of interest, content-related validity analysis, though not 

sufficient to prove that the test is valid, is invaluable as it forces test makers to use good 

judgment in developing a test (Casio, 1991). 

Criterion-related validity analysis is appropriate when the test scores are intended 

to predict something (Casio, 1991). It is more involved than content-related validity 

analysis, as it requires researchers to calculate a mathematical relationship between the 

test score and some outcome or criterion measure, and requires at least two scores for 



each participant (Saal & Knight, 1988 ). Additionally, the researchers' job becomes more 

difficult when one considers both scores are equally important to the outcome of the 

analysis. The relationship between the two measures will be useless if the criterion 

measure does not reflect the appropriate behaviors or outcomes. 

The most common statistic used to express the mathematical relationship between 

the test score and the criterion measure is the Pearson r. This statistic can take on values 

between -1.00 and +1.00. A score of .00 indicates that there is no relationship between 

the two variables of interest. As the scores deviate from .00 they reflect the degree to 

which a subject's score on the first variable can predict the score on the second variable. 

Scores of +1.00 and -1.00 represent perfect positive and negative relationships between 

the two variables, respectively. A perfect relationship indicates that one could perfectly 

predict the score of the criterion measure from the test score. A positive relationship 

indicates that as the test scores increase the scores on the criterion measure would also 

increase; conversely a negative relationship indicates that as the test scores increase the 

scores on the criterion measure decrease (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991). 

There are two methods of obtaining evidence towards the criterion-related validity 

of a test: predictive and concurrent designs. Predictive designs require a period of time 

between obtaining the test score and the criterion measure. In a concurrent design, test 

scores and criterion measures are obtained at the same time (Saal & Knight, 1988). The 

predictive design is preferred over the concurrent design when a test is developed to 

predict future behavior. In the predictive design, the time interval between obtaining the 

two measures allows researchers to observe ratings of future behavior, whereas the 



concurrent design only looks at ratings of current behavior. Additionally, in an 

employment setting, the concurrent design has problems with range and often ignores the 

effects of motivation and experience on job performance (Casio, 1991). However, the 

concurrent design is often preferred by organizations because it is less time consuming, 

often less expensive, and allows the instrument to be used right away. 

There has been a great deal of debate about the appropriateness and utility of these 

two designs. Barnett, Phillips, and Alexander (1981) argue the differences between 

predictive and concurrent designs have been over exaggerated, and any differences have a 

minimal effect on correlations. Similarly, Kleiman and Faley (1985) state that well 

constructed concurrent designs are useful, and can generate good estimates of predictive 

validity. Conversely, Guidon and Cranny (1982) argue predictive and concurrent designs 

are neither equivalent nor interchangeable. 

Regardless of the design, it is clear that criterion-related validity analysis is 

important to establishing evidence towards the validity of a test. Predictive designs can 

tell you the degree to which test scores can predict future behaviors, or outcomes. 

Concurrent designs can tell you the degree to which test scores reflect current behaviors 

and status. However, criterion-related validity analysis does not address the degree to 

which a test measures what it intends to measure, or make any inferences about the 

constructs that are believed to underlie behavior. 

Though content and criterion-related validity analyses are important means of 

gathering information towards the validity of a test, neither focuses on understanding the 

trait or construct that the test is designed to measure (Casio, 1991). As stated earlier, 
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applied psychologists are often interested in studying abstract traits or psychological 

constructs. When examining the validity of tests that measure abstract traits, it is 

important to examine the degree to which tests measure those traits through 

construct-related validity analysis (Rosenthal & Rosnoe, 1991). 

Content and construct-related validity analyses are often viewed as being very 

similar. However, content-related validity analysis generally limits itself to examining 

the content of a test, whereas construct-related validity analysis examines how well an 

instrument measures what it intends to measure. There are several methods of examining 

the construct-related validity of an instrument. Three of the most widely used methods 

are developing a nomological network, using the multitrait-multimethod technique, and 

performing a factor analysis. 

When developing a nomological network, researchers gather empirical evidence 

of the relationship between the test in question and other measures that are predicted to 

correlate with it. The purpose is to provide sufficient evidence that a test is measuring 

what it intends to by comparing it to other measures of the same construct. For example, 

a researcher wants to gather evidence towards the construct-related validity of an 

intelligence test, by developing a nomological network. This researcher might compare 

scores on this test to scores on a more established intelligence test, grades that the 

subjects receive in school, and reports on how many books the subjects read in a year. 

All of these variables are expected to correlate with intelligence. If the test in question 

correlates with all of these measures then the researcher has developed a nomological 



network, if not there is reason to doubt that this test actually measures intelligence (Saal 

& Knight, 1988). 

The multitrait-multimethod technique examines the construct-related validity of 

test scores by comparing them to measures that should correlate and measures that should 

not correlate. Researchers examine several constructs and several methods of measuring 

those constructs, looking for evidence of convergent and discriminate validity. It is 

expected that like constructs or traits will correlate more highly across methods 

(monotrait-heteromethod) than will different traits within the same method 

(heterotrait-monomethod). Monotrait-heteromethod correlations represent convergent 

validity and heterotrait-monomethod correlations represent discriminate validity. 

Evidence of construct validity is obtained if the convergent-validity coefficients are 

higher than discriminate-validity coefficients (Saal & Knight, 1988). 

For example, researchers often examine intelligence, sociability, and 

attractiveness through self ratings, peer ratings, and parents' ratings. In order to provide 

evidence that intelligence is being measured, convergent and discriminate-validity 

coefficients are examined. The monotrait-heteromethod condition examines the 

correlations of intelligence across all three groups. The heterotrait-monomethod 

condition examines the correlations of intelligence, sociability, and attractiveness within 

each of the groups. High correlations in the monotrait-heteromethod condition indicate 

high levels of convergent-validity. Low correlations in the heterotrait-monomethod 

condition represent high levels of discriminate-validity. If convergent validity 
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coefficients are higher than discriminate validity coefficients, there is evidence towards 

construct-related validity. However, if there is a lack of convergent or 

discriminate-validity there is reason to doubt the construct-related validity of the method. 

A third method of examining the construct-related validity of an instrument is 

factor analysis. Factor analysis is a complex statistical procedure that identifies basic 

patterns of correlations in a large number of variables (Saal & Knight, 1988). These basic 

patterns of correlations are generally referred to as factors. The mechanics of factor 

analysis are extremely complex, and describing them in detail is beyond the scope of this 

paper. However, it is important to give a fundamental explanation of how factor analysis 

is used in establishing evidence towards the construct-related validity of an instrument. 

Using the example above, a researcher is interested in examining how well self 

ratings, peer ratings, and parents' ratings measure intelligence, sociability, and 

attractiveness. The researcher would then perform a factor analysis on all variables 

(individual rating items). Through factor analysis, basic patterns of correlations or factors 

would be identified. These factors would be groups of rating items. The researcher 

would then examine these groups of items and identify what they represent. If the factor 

analysis produces three factors that represent items pertaining to intelligence, items 

pertaining to sociability and items pertaining to attractiveness there would be evidence of 

construct-related validity. 

In sum, validity is one of the most important considerations in evaluating the 

utility of a test. Content, criterion, and construct-related evidence are all important to 

making inferences about the validity of an assessment instrument or method. 
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Content-related validity analysis ensures that a test is well constructed, and represents an 

adequate sample of the domain of interest. Criterion-related validity analysis examines 

the extent to which a test can predict future behaviors and outcomes. Construct-related 

validity analysis examines to degree to which a test measures what it intends to measure. 

The following sections are devoted to examining how each of these categories of 

evidence specifically relates to the AC method. 

Content-Related Validity and AC's 

Since its first industrial application in 1956, AC's have become very popular tools 

for the promotion and development of managers in many organizations. One reason for 

the AC's immense popularity may be the technique lends itself well to content oriented 

validation procedures (Sackett & Dreher, 1982). In other words, sufficient evidence for 

the use of the AC is established in the construction phase. 

The typical design pattern of an AC involves a job analysis; the identification of 

relevant competency dimensions; and the selection or development of appropriate 

exercises in which candidates can display behaviors associated with those dimensions 

(Robertson, Gratton & Sharpley, 1987). The competency dimensions are the focus of the 

AC, and the basis on which candidates are rated. When examining the content-related 

validity of an AC, researchers are generally interested in ensuring competency dimensions 

are identified in a way that confirms they are job-related and multiple exercises are used 

to measure these dimensions in a relevant fashion. 

Spychalski, Quinones, Gaugler and Pohley (1997) recently conducted a survey of 

AC practices in U.S. organizations. Surveys were sent to 655 organizations that were 
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identified as possible users of the AC method. Of the 291 surveys returned, 76 reported 

that no AC was currently being used in the organization. The results of the survey reflect 

the 215 completed surveys. It is important to note that the respondents of this survey may 

represent organizations that are the most diligent in ensuring that their AC's are well 

developed and effective, and that the results may reflect the best practices in the industry. 

Questions referring to the development of assessment centers were based on the 

Guidelines and Ethical Considerations for Assessment Center Operation (Task force on 

Assessment Center Practices, 1989). The results of this survey found that 93.3% of the 

respondents based their AC's on a job analysis. These job analyses typically included 

detailed descriptions of the target job, interviews with job incumbents and supervisors, 

job analysis questionnaires, use of the critical incidence technique, and/or direct 

observation of job incumbents. Additionally, more than 80% of the organizations 

reported periodic reviews of the AC were conducted to ensure that it was adequately 

related to the job in question. Results of the survey also found that a wide variety of 

exercises were used including in-baskets, leaderless group discussions, interviews, 

analysis problems, presentations, fact finding exercises, and skills and ability tests, and 

majority of the respondents (64.8%) pre-tested the exercises by piloting them or asking 

experts to review them. 

The results of this survey seem to indicate that AC's in the United States are 

generally well constructed and developed in a manner that should provide positive 

evidence towards content-related validity. As stated earlier, evidence from one category 

of validity analysis is not sufficient to prove that an instrument is valid. However, 
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evidence from a single category often provides enough support for an instrument to be 

used in an organizational setting. This is particularly true with AC's. Norton (1977) 

states that an AC can be properly conducted to select employees after content validation, 

without conducting an empirical validity study. However, content-related validity 

analysis alone provides a weak argument for an instruments validity (Sackett & Dreher, 

1982). Nonetheless, establishing the job relatedness and utility of competency 

dimensions in the construction phase makes the AC method a very accessible tool for 

many organizations. 

Criterion-Related Validity and AC's 

Since AT&T's "Management Progress Study" many research studies have been 

conducted examining the criterion-related validity of AC's. Time and time again, these 

studies have suggested that the AC is a valid predictor of many facets of managerial 

performance. These consistent reports of criterion-related validity coupled with its 

accessibility does a great deal to explain the popularity of the AC method. 

Criterion-related validity analysis is appropriate when an instrument is intended to 

predict something, and requires researchers to establish a mathematical relationship 

between the tests score and some outcome measure. AC's are most often used to predict 

managerial performance. The competency dimensions are intended to represent traits or 

abilities required for successful managerial performance. These competency dimensions 

are measured over a number of exercises, and final dimension ratings are derived through 

statistical aggregation or assessors' consensus. Final dimension ratings are then 

compared to some criterion measure. Common criterion measures include supervisor 
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ratings of job performance, supervisor ratings of potential, salary increases, and 

promotions. 

Perhaps the best way to summarize criterion-related validity studies conducted on 

AC's, is to examine the results of meta-analytic studies. Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and 

Kirsh (1984) presented results of a meta-analysis of the criterion-related validity studies 

published in the Journal of Applied Psychology and Personnel Psychology between 1964 

and 1982. The researchers were interested in examining the relative size of validity 

coefficients for different types of predictors, and certain predictor-criterion combinations. 

The predictors examined were measures of special aptitudes, personality, general mental 

ability, biodata, works samples, AC's, supervisor/peer evaluations, and tests of physical 

ability. For the purposes of this paper, AC's, personality measures, and tests of general 

mental ability provide the most relevant information. It is important to examine 

personality measures and tests of general mental ability because they are often included in 

the AC process. 

The researchers examined 21 AC validities with a total sample of 15,345; 62 

personality measure validities with a total sample of 23,413; and 53 validities, associated 

with general mental ability, with a total sample of 40,230. Mean validity coefficients, 

weighted by sample size, of .407, .149, and .248 respectively were found. Personality 

measures were associated with the lowest levels of validity, and AC's were associated 

with the highest levels of validity. Additionally, the researchers examined validity 

coefficients for various predictor-criterion relationships. AC's had mean validity 

coefficients of .428 when compared to performance ratings, .412 when compared to 
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promotion criteria and .237 when compared to salary criteria. Personality measures had 

mean validity coefficients of .206 when compared to performance ratings, .126 when 

compared to promotion criteria, and .268 when compared to salary criteria. Tests of 

general mental ability had mean validity coefficients of .220 when compared to 

performance ratings and .282 when compared to promotion criteria. 

The results of this study suggests AC's are generally associated with the highest 

levels of criterion-related validity, especially when compared to performance ratings and 

promotion criteria, and personality measures are generally associated with the lowest 

levels of criterion-related validity. It is important to note that these validity coefficients 

do not solely reflect managerial populations. Managerial populations were represented in 

15 of the 21 AC validities, 17 of 62 personality validities, and 18 of 53 general mental 

ability validities. These discrepancies may have had an impact on the mean validity 

coefficients, as managerial populations were associated with higher levels of 

criterion-related validity in this study. It is also important to note that this meta-analysis 

only represents published studies. Publications have often been accused of filtering 

information by only publishing studies that produce significant results. Therefore mean 

validity coefficients for AC's may be over estimated in this study. However, the most 

important aspect of this study is that the AC method is associated with the highest levels 

of criterion-related validity, and that any over estimations of criterion-related validity 

would likely effect all of the predictors in this study, not just the AC method. 

In a later meta-analytic study, Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Benson (1987) 

examined 50 AC studies with 107 validity coefficients. This meta-analysis included 
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published and unpublished studies that contained a correlation between an overall 

assessment rating and some criterion that was provided or calculable from the data given. 

The validity coefficients observed in this study ranged from -.25 to +.78. The purposes of 

this study included estimating the true criterion-related validity of AC's and discovering 

characteristics that moderate criterion-related validity. 

Several types of criterion were examined including: performance, potential, and 

career criteria. Performance criteria include: overall performance ratings, field 

observation of manager's performance, field interview with the supervisor of the 

manager, and a rating of some aspect of job performance other than dimensions used in 

the AC. "Potential" criteria were simply ratings of a manager's potential. Career criteria 

include salary data, promotion data, and turnover. The results of the study found 

overall mean validity coefficient, weighted by sample size, of .29, and weighted 

validity coefficients of .25 for performance criteria, .40 for potential criteria, and .30 for 

career criteria. Additionally, the researchers corrected the coefficients for sampling error, 

restriction of range, and criterion reliability and obtained coefficients of .37 for the total 

sample, .36 for performance criteria, .53 for potential criteria, and .36 for career criteria. 

The lower bound of the 90% credibility rating for the entire sample, corrected for 

sampling error, restriction of range, and criterion reliability, was .21, leading researcher to 

conclude that the criterion-related validity of AC's does generalize. 

The researchers also examined characteristics that are believed to moderate 

criterion-related validity. Among the characteristics studied are the number of different 

types of exercises used in the AC, the type of assessors (managers vs. psychologists), and 

an 

mean 
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type study design (predictive vs. concurrent). The results suggested that AC's are more 

valid when a larger number of different types of exercises are used in the AC; evidence 

was found that AC's that use psychologists as assessors are significantly more valid than 

those that use managers as assessors, and type of design (predictive vs. concurrent) does 

not effect the observed validity coefficients. 

Generally, this study indicates that AC's are valid predictors of many types of 

criteria. Though the overall mean validity of .29 presented in this study is much lower 

than the .407 mean validity presented by Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsh in 1984, it 

may be explained in the fact that this study included a much larger sample of both 

published and unpublished studies. This difference in mean validity coefficients also 

lends credence to the notion that published studies may over estimate the validity 

coefficients. Nonetheless, these two meta-analyses seem to confirm that AC's are valid 

predictors, and that criterion-related validity of AC's does generalize. 

Construct Validity and APV 

The literature consistently indicates AC's display evidence of both content and 

criterion-related validity. Though these consistent reports may do a great deal to explain 

why this method is so popular, they do very little to explain how well AC's measure what 

they intend to measure. This is an important consideration for researchers and requires 

the use of construct-related validity analysis. 

Construct-related validity analysis examines the degree to which an instrument 

measures what it intends to measure, and is appropriate when complex constructs are the 

focus. The focus of the AC is on the competency dimensions identified through job 
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analysis. These competency dimensions are intended to represent stable personality traits 

(complex constructs), that can be consistently measured by various exercises and 

simulations. Typically in AC's, participants are assessed over several work simulations 

and frequently a few standardized tests. Following each simulation, assessors rate the 

participants on the competency dimensions the exercise was designed to measure. At the 

completion of the center, overall dimension ratings are derived from the personal 

observation of the assessor, input from other assessors who have observed the participant, 

and the results of any standardized tests incorporated into the center. 

Many researchers have used both the multitrait-multimethod approach and factor 

analysis in attempts to examine the construct-related validity of AC dimension ratings. In 

the multitrait-multimethod approach, it is assumed that the ratings of one competency 

dimension should correlate more highly across different exercises 

(monotrait-heteromethod) than ratings of different competency dimensions within a 

single exercise (heterotrait-monomethod), thus establishing convergent and discriminate 

validity. In factor analytic terms, the assumption is underlying factors should represent 

competency dimensions, not exercises. 

The results of these studies have been consistent and clear. The 

multitrait-multimethod approach has shown that within-exercise ratings correlate more 

highly than do across-exercise ratings, suggesting poor convergent and especially a lack 

of discriminate validity (Bycio, Alvares & Hahn, 1987; Joyce, Thayer & Pond, 1994; 

Robertson et al., 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; Thompson, 1970; Tumage & 

Munchinsky, 1982). The factor analytic studies have shown that underlying factors 
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or 

represent exercises, not competency dimensions (Bycio et al., 1987; Joyce et al., 1994; 

Robertson et al., 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982). These types of findings give 

considerable reason to doubt the construct-related validity of AC's, and have caused a 

number of researchers to speculate why AC's have been consistently unable to display 

this category of validity. 

One of the most common explanations has been low inter-rater reliability. 

However, those who mention this tend to agree that past research suggests inter-rater 

reliability is reasonably high in the AC context, and would not be the sole contributor 

even a major contributor to this problem (Robertson et al., 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 

1982). 

A second explanation, suggests exercises vary in opportunity for candidates to 

display behaviors associated with competency dimensions, and this variation makes it 

difficult to obtain reliable measures of the dimension (Sackett & Dreher, 1982). 

Another explanation suggests that competency dimension definitions actually 

change from exercise to exercise (Joyce et al., 1994; Robertson et al., 1987; Schneider & 

Schmitt, 1992). Joyce et al,(1994) suggest that the growing use of behavioral checklists, 

which are intended to reduce the cognitive demands on assessors, may contribute to AC'J 

not being able to display construct validity. The use of behavioral checklists causes the 

assessor to focus on situational behaviors and redefines the competency dimension for 

each exercise, creating new dimensions, which may or may not correlate. 

A final explanation suggests the behaviors observed in an AC are in part 

situationally determined, making it difficult to obtain consistent measures of a 
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competency dimension across exercises (Bycio et al., 1987; Neidig & Neidig, 1984). 

That is, there will be low levels of consistency in a participant's behavior from exercise to 

exercise if those exercises are viewed as different situations. Highhouse and Harris 

(1993) used Bern s template matching technique to examine similarity of exercises in an 

AC. Their results suggested that the exercises were not viewed as similar situations. 

Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) found large person by situation effects, using 

multitrait-multimethod matrix analysis, supporting the concept of situational specificity 

of behavior. Additionally, Gaugler et al. (1987) found support for situational specificity 

in that statistical artifacts accounted for only 54% of the observed variance, suggesting 

that these results could be explained by the fact that the AC is a general method 

characterized by different procedures. 

Regardless of the reasons behind the AC's inability to display construct-related 

validity, this shortcoming has caused a great deal of concern among many researchers. 

The results of construct-related validity studies have given little if any support to the 

notion that AC's produce competency dimension ratings that can be interpreted as 

representing complex constructs (Bycio et al., 1987; Russell, 1985; Sackett & Dreher, 

1982). This lack of support has caused special concern among those interested in using 

the AC method for developmental purposes. 

The benefits of obtaining overall competency dimension ratings for development 

purposes are obvious. For example, it helps participants identify and understand 

developmental needs that they may have, allows assessors and/or coaches to suggest 

specific training/learning opportunities that may help the participants in those areas, and it 
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adds to the face validity of the entire process. However, if the AC method is unable to 

consistently measure complex constructs, the feedback participants receive regarding 

strengths and development needs may be misleading or detrimental (Bycio et al., 1987; 

Joyce et al., 1994). 

These types of findings also suggest that competency dimension ratings may not 

be the best way to summarize an assessee's performance for predictive purposes. Jones, 

Herriot, Long, and Drakeley (1991) point out that the validities achieved AC's appear 

surprisingly low when one considers the validities achieved by their component parts. 

Schmitt et al. (1984) suggested that other predictors, such as tests of intellectual aptitude 

and job sample exercises, approach the validities obtained by the overall assessment 

rating. In sum, the literature does not seem to provide a consensus on whether the 

predictive ability of assessment centers lies in the results of job related work samples, or 

the rating of competency dimensions. It is this rationale that has led some to suggest that 

it is time to reconsider the role of competency dimensions in the AC method and give 

more attention to the role of exercises as work samples of managerial behavior 

(Gatewood, Thornton & Hennessey, 1990; Robertson et al., 1987). Additionally, 

Robertson et al. (1987) state that it would be useful to separately assess the 

criterion-related validity of each predictor used in AC's. 

When making inferences about the validity of a test all available evidence must be 

taken into account. Numerous studies have clearly demonstrated AC's display substantial 

evidence of content and criterion-related validity. Despite these consistent reports, the 

inability of AC s to display construct-related validity has caused a great deal of < concern 
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among researchers. This study addresses the suggestions of these researchers and 

examines the criterion-related validity of an AC in greater detail. This study has three 

main objectives: 1) to examine the criterion-related validity of overall dimension ratings, 

2) to examine the criterion-related validity of overall exercise and standardized test 

scores, and 3) to investigate the incremental validity of the various center components 

and overall competency dimension ratings. 



CHAPTER H 

METHOD 

Subjects 

This study uses archival data. Records were initially obtained for 319 managers 

who participated in a two day AC between 1992 and 1996. All of the managers worked 

for a large manufacturing organization located in the southwest region of the United 

States. As a result of the addition of the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal to 

the AC procedure at the beginning of 1994, the 87 subjects that were assessed in 1992 

and 1993 were excluded from the study. Additionally, 32 subjects were excluded from 

the study due to missing scores on one or more of the predictor and/or criterion measures. 

The data would have allowed a sample size of 266 subjects for the linear and multiple 

regression analyses of the competency dimension ratings. However, the researchers felt 

that it would be of greater benefit to use equal sample sizes for all analyses in order 

facilitate the comparisons of the data sets. Therefore, the final sample included 200 

managers assessed between 1994 and 1996. 

Assessors 

The assessors for the majority of the exercises in this AC were Ph.D. level 

psychologists with extensive consulting experience. Assessors for the In-Basket exercise 

were consultant organization staff members with who specialized in In-Basket scoring. 
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Additionally, all assessors received extensive on-the-job training in conducting 

assessments that met industry standards set forth by the Task Force on Assessment Center 

Guidelines (1989). 

Assessment Center 

This AC was developed for the primary purpose of managerial development. A 

job analysis was performed identifying 15 competency dimensions that were deemed 

critical to successful future managerial performance. Simulations were developed to 

measure these competency dimensions, and customized to reflect the assessees' current 

jobs. The results of the AC were used to create long term development plans for the 

participants. Though the primary purpose of this AC was development, the scores were 

also used as a data point in promotion decisions. However, no decisions were made 

solely on performance in this AC. 

Ratings 

Each of the participants was rated on a number of dimensions over several 

simulations. At the end of each simulation, individual competency dimension scores, on 

five point scales, were derived independently by the assessor, with the aid of a behavioral 

checklist. At the conclusion of the center, 15 overall dimension scores, on five point 

scales, were derived by a clinical judgment of all the information gathered during the 

course of the center. All ratings were recorded on, and retrieved from an integration 

matrix used in the center. 
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Competency Dimensions 

Fifteen competency dimensions were identified through job analysis as being 

critical for successful managerial performance. The competency dimensions measured in 

the AC included: Seasoned Judgment; Strategic Focus; Shaping Tactical Plans; Managing 

Execution; Attracting and Developing Talent; Gaining Team Commitment; Driving 

Continuous Improvement; Leading Courageously; Influencing Others; Building and 

Sustaining Relationships; Inspiring Trust; Fostering Open Communication; Presentation 

Skills; Driving for Results; and Adaptability. Each of these competency dimensions was 

behaviorally defined, and measured over the simulations and standardized tests within the 

AC. Due to copyright restraints, the behavioral definitions will not be presented in this 

document. 

Exercises/Standardized Tests 

During the three-year period in which the subjects were assessed, two minor 

changes were made to the AC. First, a one-on-one "Meeting with Boss" simulation was 

dropped from the process. Second, the focus of the structured interview was altered, 

reducing the number of competency dimensions measured and the overall interview score 

was dropped. However, five simulations and two standardized tests remained consistent. 

Due to a large number of missing overall exercise ratings, overall simulation scores were 

calculated by averaging the competency dimension scores in each simulation. Overall 

simulation scores were calculated for all 200 assessees in: 1) a Customer Meeting, 2) a 

Team Meeting, 3) a Direct Report Meeting, 4) a Strategic Plan Presentation, and 5) an 
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In-Basket exercise. Additionally, all of the participants completed the Watson-Glaser 

Critical Thinking Appraisal, and the California Psychological Inventory (CPI). The raw 

score on the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal was converted to a five-point 

scale and recorded on the integration matrix. The raw scores on the CPI were used to 

develop three composite scores, which were recorded on the integration matrix on five 

point scales. 

All of the simulations were developed to measure certain sets of competency 

dimensions. It is not uncommon for AC simulations to measure all of the competency 

dimensions of interest. However, the developers of this AC found it unnecessary to force 

opportunities to observe all of the competency dimensions into each exercise. Therefore, 

different simulations measure different competency dimensions. Appendix B shows the 

competency dimensions observed in each simulation. 

Criterion Measures 

Three types of criterion measures were used in this study: a performance rating, 

salary increase data, and promotion data. The pre-work for the AC procedure required all 

participants to have a multi-rater feedback instrument completed by some combination of 

the participant's supervisor(s), peers, subordinates, and customers. The results of this 

instrument provided overall managerial effectiveness ratings in five areas: getting the job 

done, getting work done on time, accomplishing a great deal of work, overall managerial 

effectiveness, and high quality work. However, for the purposes of this study, only the 

supervisor ratings were used. An average of the ratings given by the supervisor(s) was 

used as the performance criterion. 
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Concerns about the utility of the performance criterion prompted the need for 

more objective criterion measures. The researchers felt the performance criterion would 

show low levels of variability and would not be a good reflection of job performance. It 

was decided that salary and promotion data would also be used as criteria. Annual 

reviews of all managers were performed by the organization, in which pay increase and 

promotion decisions were made. Two salary measures were used in this study. The first 

reflected the percent pay increase the participant received in the year he or she was 

assessed. The second reflected the percent pay increase the participant received from the 

time of the assessment to the end of the following year. Data for all 200 subjects were 

collected on the first salary measure. However, due to the timing of the data collection 

only 126 subjects were included on the second measure. 

Similarly, two promotion measures were used in this study. The organization 

classified its employees by job levels. The first promotion measure reflected any increase 

in job level received in the year of the assessment. The second reflected any increases in 

job level from the time of the assessment to the end of the following year. As with the 

salary measure, data for 200 employees were collected on the first measure, and data for 

126 subjects were gathered on the second. 

Validation Design 

The study is unusual in that it contains elements of both concurrent and predictive 

designs. The performance criterion ratings were obtained shortly before the time of the 

assessment. This ensured that there was no contamination between the performance 

rating measure and the participant's performance in the AC. Any observations regarding 
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the relationship of predictors to the performance rating measure were classified as a 

concurrent design. Similarly, the first salary measure and the first promotion measure 

reflected changes that occurred in the year in which the participants were assessed. Due 

to the short time span between the assessment and the collection of these criteria, any 

observations between them would most closely resemble a concurrent design. However, 

the second salary and promotion measures were taken at least one full year after the 

assessment. Any comparisons made between predictors and these criteria would more 

closely resemble a predictive design. 

Procedure 

In order to meet the three objectives of this study, linear regression and backward 

multiple regression techniques were used to examine the predictor-criterion relationships. 

For the first objective, liner regression was used to produce 75 Pearson correlation 

coefficients describing the relationships between the fifteen overall competency 

dimension ratings and the five criterion measures. 

In order to achieve the second objective, linear regression was used to produce 25 

Pearson correlation coefficients describing the relationship between the five overall 

exercise scores and the five criterion measures, and 20 Pearson correlation coefficients 

describing the relationships between the scaled Watson-Glaser scores and scaled CPI 

composite scores and the five criteria. 

For the final study objective, backward multiple regression was used to create ten 

regression equations. Five of the equations described the relationships between the 

competency dimensions and each of the five criteria, and five equations described the 
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relationships between the simulations/standardized tests and the five criteria. There was 

some debate whether stepwise multiple regression or backward multiple regression was 

more appropriate for this third objective. Stepwise multiple regression systematically 

adds variables to the equation based on the amount of variance they explain. Backward 

multiple regression removes variables from the equation based on how little variance they 

explain. Backward multiple regression was chosen over stepwise multiple regression 

because the researchers were more interested in examining which predictors explained the 

least amount of the variation. Additionally, a forced entry approach was used in order to 

ensure that all of the variables remained in the equation. 

Descriptive statistics were recorded for all variables. Frequency distributions 

were obtained for the overall dimension ratings, the overall exercise ratings, the scaled 

Watson-Glaser score, the three scaled CPI composite scores, and the performance 

criterion, and are presented in Appendix C. Finally, a correlation matrix was constructed 

to describe the relationships between all of the variables, and is presented in Appendix D. 



CHAPTER m 

RESULTS 

This section presents the results relevant to the three objectives identified in the 

introduction. First, descriptive statistics are presented for all of the variables used in this 

study. Second, results specifically referring to the three objectives are presented. Again, 

the three main objectives of this study are: 1) to examine the criterion-related validity of 

overall dimension ratings, 2) to examine the criterion-related validity of overall exercise 

and standardized test scores, and 3) to investigate the incremental validity of the various 

center components and overall competency dimension ratings. The SPSS statistical 

program was used to perform all analyses. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for overall competency dimension ratings are presented in 

Table 1. Inspection of minimum and maximum values reveal the range for these 

variables vary from 1.5 for Inspiring Trust to 3.0 for Leading Courageously and 

Adaptability, with an overall average range of 2.33. The means for these variables range 

from 2.73 for Shaping Tactical Plans to 3.39 for Seasoned Judgment, with an average 

mean of 3.10. Standard deviations for these variables range from .36 for Managing 

Execution to .48 for Leading Courageously, with an average standard deviation of .41. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics For Competency Dimension Ratings 

Max Mean SD 
v anaDie 

SJ 200 2.00 4.50 3.39 .44 

SF 200 2.00 4.00 3.04 .43 

STP 200 1.50 4.00 2.73 .42 

ME 200 2.00 4.00 2.95 .36 

ADT 200 2.00 4.00 2.92 .39 

GTC 200 2.00 4.00 3.10 .41 

DCI 200 2.00 4.50 3.22 .38 

LC 200 2.00 5.00 3.24 .48 

IO 200 2.00 4.50 3.11 .43 

BSR 200 2.00 4.50 3.07 .44 

IT 200 2.50 4.00 3.35 .37 

FOC 200 2.00 4.50 3.01 .37 

PS 200 2.00 4.00 3.00 .43 

DR 200 2.00 4.50 3.12 .38 

A 200 2.00 5.00 3.25 .40 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability. 
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Descriptive statistics for overall exercise ratings and the standardized test ratings are 

presented in Table 2. Inspection of minimum and maximum values reveal the range the 

overall exercise ratings vary from 2.56 for the Team Meeting to 3.25 for the Customer 

Meeting, with an overall average range of 2.82. The means for the overall exercise 

ratings range from 2.77 for the In-Basket to 3.27 for the Customer Meeting, with an 

average mean of 3.03. Standard deviations for the overall exercise ratings range from .42 

for the Strategic Plan Presentation to .58 for the In-Basket, with an average standard 

deviation of .48. Inspection of minimum and maximum values reveal the range of the 

standardized test ratings vary from 3.25 for the CPI-Building and Sustaining 

Relationships composite to 4.0 for the Watson-Glaser scaled score and the CPI-Driving 

for Results composite, with an overall average range of 3.69. The means for the 

standardized test ratings range from 2.69 for the CPI-Building and Sustaining 

Relationships composite to 3.35 for the Watson-Glaser scaled score, with and average 

mean of 3.03. Standard deviations for the standardized test ratings range from .69 for the 

CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships composite to .96 for the Watson-Glaser scaled 

score, with and average standard deviation of .78. 

Descriptive statistics for the criterion measures are presented in Table 3. 

Inspection of the performance criterion reveals the range is 2.6, the mean is 4.13 and the 

standard deviation is .51. Inspection of the two salary criteria reveal the largest one year 

pay increase is 19.2%, the largest salary increase over two years is 32.1%, the average one 

year salary increase is 5.6%, and the average two year salary increase is 11.9 %. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics For Exercise/Standardized Test Ratings 

V ariable N Min Max Mean SD 

TM 200 1.69 4.25 2.96 .45 

DRM 200 1.58 4.46 3.05 .47 

CM 200 1.56 4.81 3.27 .49 

SPP 200 1.50 4.22 3.08 .42 

IB 200 1.50 4.20 2.77 .58 

WG 200 1.00 5.00 3.35 .96 

CPI-BSR 200 1.00 4.25 2.69 .69 

CPI-DR 200 1.00 5.00 3.19 .77 

CPI-A 200 LQQ 4,50 2J59 -71 

Note. TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP = Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR=CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A = CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score. 

Inspection of the two promotion criteria reveal the largest promotion in one year is one 

job level, and the largest promotion over a two year period is two job levels. 

Comparing the variability of the predictors reveals the overall competency 

dimension ratings show the least amount of variability with an average range of 2.33 and 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics For Criterion Measures 

Variable N Min Max Mean SD 

Performance 200 2.60 5.00 4.13 .51 

Salary 1 200 .00 .192 .056 .025 

Promotion 1 200 .00 1.00 .120 .326 

Salary 2 126 .00 .321 .119 .045 

Promotion 2 126 .00 2.00 .230 .441 

an average standard deviation of .41. Overall exercise ratings show slightly larger 

variability with an average range of 2.82 and an average standard deviation of .48. The 

standardized test ratings show the largest amount of variability with and average range of 

3.69 and average standard deviation of .78. Examining the variability of the performance 

criteria reveals its range falls between the average ranges of the overall competency 

dimension ratings and the overall exercise ratings, its standard deviation falls between the 

average standard deviations of the overall exercise ratings and the standardized test 

ratings, and its mean is much higher that any of the predictors at 4.13. 

Criterion-Related Validity: Overall Competency Dimension Ratings 

The first objective of the study was to examine the criterion-related validity of the 

overall dimension ratings. Pearson correlations between each of the overall competency 

dimension ratings and the five criterion measures are presented in Table 4. Examining 
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these correlations reveals the performance rating criterion is significantly predicted by 

Strategic Focus, Driving Continuous Improvement and Fostering Open Communication. 

The first promotion criterion is significantly predicted by Strategic Focus, Shaping 

Tactical Plans, Attracting and Developing Talent, and Gaining Team Commitment. The 

first salary criterion is significantly predicted by Seasoned Judgment, Strategic Focus, 

Shaping Tactical Plans, Managing Execution, Attracting and Developing Talent, Driving 

Continuous Improvement, Leading Courageously, Influencing Others, and Inspiring 

Trust. The second promotion criterion is significantly predicted Managing Execution and 

Attracting and Developing Talent. The second salary criterion is significantly predicted 

by Seasoned Judgment, Strategic Focus, Managing Execution, Attracting and Developing 

Talent, Influencing Others, and Fostering Open Communication. Examining the 

predictors reveals Strategic Focus and Attracting and Developing Talent significantly 

predict four of the five criteria; Shaping Tactical Plans significantly predicts three of the 

five criteria; Seasoned Judgment, Managing Execution, Driving Continuous 

Improvement, Influencing Others, and Fostering Open Communication significantly 

predict two of the five criteria; Gaining Team Commitment, Leading Courageously and 

Inspiring Trust significantly predict one of the five criteria; and Building and Sustaining 

Relationships, Presentation Skills, Driving for Results, and Adaptability significantly 

predict none of the criteria. 

Criterion-Related Validity: Overall Exercise/Standardized Test Ratings 

The second objective of this study was to examine the criterion-related validity of 

overall exercise and standardized test scores. Pearson correlations between each of the 
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Table 4 

Pearson Correlations: Overall Competency Dimensions and Criterion Measures 

Variable Performance Promotion 1 Salarvl Promotion2 Salarv2 

SJ .017 .028 194** .123 .215** 

SF 177** .192** .221** .129 .214** 

STP .074 .162* .181** .210** .103 

ME .051 .092 .138* .079 .149* 

ADT .000 273** .126* .294** .209** 

GTC .000 .159* .069 .080 .143 

DCI .145* .061 .186** -.068 .118 

LC .032 -.024 .123* -.016 .089 

IO .050 .057 .135* .032 .147* 

BSR .022 .115 .020 .081 .080 

r r .064 .044 .118* .099 .103 

FOC .120* .010 .111 -.050 .157* 

PS -.025 -.079 .052 -.032 .107 

DR .066 -.004 .049 -.004 .054 

A .068 -.026 .095 -.064 .066 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability; *p < .05 **p < .01. 
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overall Exercise/Standardized Test ratings and the five criterion measures are presented in 

Table 5. Examining these correlations reveals the performance criterion is significantly 

predicted by the CPI-Driving for Results composite score. The first promotion criterion 

is significantly predicted by the In-Basket exercise. The first salary criterion is 

significantly predicted by the Direct Report Meeting, Strategic Plan Presentation, 

In-Basket exercise, and the Watson-Glaser scaled score. The second promotion criterion 

is significantly predicted by the Direct Report Meeting, In-Basket exercise, and the 

Watson-Glaser scaled score. The second salary criterion is significantly predicted by the 

In-Basket exercise, and the Watson-Glaser scaled score. Examining the predictors 

reveals the In-Basket exercise significantly predicts four of the five criteria; the 

Watson-Glaser scaled score significantly predicts three of the five criteria; the Direct 

Report Meeting significantly predicts two of the five criteria; the Strategic Plan 

Presentation and the CPI-Driving for Results composite score significantly predict one of 

the five criteria; and the Team Meeting, Customer Meeting, CPI-Building and Sustaining 

Relationships composite score, and the CPI-Adaptability composite score predict none of 

the criteria. 

Incremental Validity 

The third objective of this study was to investigate the incremental validity of the overall 

competency dimension ratings and the various center components. Backward multiple 

regression was used to develop ten multiple regression equations. Regression equations 

for the competency dimension ratings and each of the five criteria are presented in Tables 
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Table 5 

Pearson Correlations: Overall Competency Dimensions and Criterion Measures 

Variable Performance Promotion 1 Salarvl Promotion2 Salarv2 

TM -.059 .030 .013 .019 .015 

DRM .083 .073 .142* .184* .123 

CM .057 .072 .065 .028 .060 

SPP .050 .018 .123* .022 .137 

IB .085 .219** .245** 209** .256** 

WG .082 .090 .185** .222** .209** 

CPI-BSR -.032 .054 .022 .032 .100 

CPI-DR .157* -.008 -.068 -.057 -.043 

CPI-A .048 -.025 .016 .056 .096 

Note. TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP = Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A=CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *2 < .05 **p < .01. 

6-10. Regression equations for the components (exercise/standardized test ratings) are 

presented in tables 11-15. A forced entry approach is used to ensure all variables remain 

in the equation, regardless of their significance. These tables reflect all of the models 

produced by backward multiple regression analysis. The last line refers to the model that 
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includes all of the predictors. The first line refers to the model in which all but one of the 

predictors has been eliminated from the equation. The Beta weights refer to the relative 

contribution of each of the predictors in the model that includes all of the variables. The 

partial regression coefficients refer to the correlation between that variable and the 

criterion when the effects of all other variables have been removed. 

Competency Dimension ratings and Criteria 

The regression equation for the 15 competency dimensions and the performance 

criterion is presented in Table 6. Examination of the results reveals the model that 

includes all 15 predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .274 and explains 7.5% 

of the sample variance. However, examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that an 

estimated 0% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same 

population. Further examination reveals the model that includes only the Strategic Focus 

rating predicts the performance criterion at a significant level. This model has a 

regression coefficient of .177 and explains 3.1% of the sample variance. Examination of 

the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the effects of all other variable are 

removed, Strategic Focus has the highest positive regression coefficient at .153, followed 

by Driving Continuous Improvement and Fostering Open Communication at .106. 

Additionally, though not significant, Presentation Skills has a comparatively large 

negative correlation of -.105, when the effects of all other variables are removed. 

The regression equation for the 15 competency dimensions and the first salary 

criterion is presented in Table 7. Examination of the results reveals the model that 

includes all 15 predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .334 and explains 11.8% 
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Table 6 

Backwards Multiple Regression-Competency Dimensions and Performance Criteria 

Variable R Rsa Rsq adi beta part. R 

SF .177* .031 .026 .176 .153 

DCI .202 .041 .031 .115 .106 

PS .221 .049 .034 -.121 -.105 

FOC .242 .059 .039 .128 .106 

GTC .249 .062 .038 -.043 -.036 

A .253 .064 .035 .088 .069 

SJ .259 .067 .033 -.071 -.062 

ADT .263 .069 .030 -.045 -.040 

BSR .266 .071 .027 -.055 -.042 

IT .269 .072 .023 .056 .050 

DR .270 .073 .019 .049 .036 

IO .272 .074 .015 -.038 -.026 

LC .273 .075 .010 -.034 -.026 

STP .274 .075 .005 .018 .013 

ME .274 .075 .000 .000 .000 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability; *j3 < .05 **g < .01; N = 200. 
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Table 7 

Backwards Multiple Regression-Competency Dimensions and Salary Criteria 1 

Variable R Rsq Rsq adi beta part. R 

SF .221** .049 .044 .108 .097 

DCI .254 .065 .055 .162 .151 

SJ .284 .081 .066 .135 .119 

IT .294 .086 .068 .073 .066 

DR .303 .092 .068 -.155 -.118 

STP .321 .103 .075 .099 .072 

BSR .332 .109 .077 -.102 l o 00
 

|_L
 

LC .336 .113 .076 .065 .052 

ADT .338 .114 .072 .039 .039 

PS .339 .115 .068 -.045 -.040 

FOC .341 .116 .065 .037 .031 

ME .342 .117 .060 .038 .031 

A .343 .118 .056 .038 .031 

IO .343 .118 .051 -.015 -.010 

GTC .334 .118 .046 -.011 -.010 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability; *j> < .05 **g < .01; N = 200. 
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of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that an estimated 

4.6% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same population. 

Further examination reveals the model that includes only the Strategic Focus rating 

predicts the first salary criterion at a significant level. This model has a regression 

coefficient of .221 and explains 4.9% of the sample variance. Examination of the partial 

regression coefficients reveals, when the effects of all other variable are removed, Driving 

Continuous Improvement has the highest positive regression coefficient at .151, followed 

by Seasoned Judgment at .119 and Strategic Focus at .097. Interestingly, though Strategic 

Focus was the last variable removed from the equation it only has the third highest 

positive partial correlation coefficient. Additionally, though not significant, Driving for 

Results has a comparatively large negative correlation of -. 118, when the effects of all 

other variables are removed. 

The regression equation for the 15 competency dimensions and the first promotion 

criterion is presented in Table 8. Examination of the results reveals the model that 

includes all 15 predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .405 and explains 16.4% 

of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that an estimated 

9.6% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same population. 

Further examination reveals the model that includes the Attracting and Developing 

Talent, Strategic Focus and Leading Courageously ratings predicts the first promotion 

criterion at a significant level. This model has a regression coefficient of .343 and 

explains 10.4% of the sample variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients 

reveals, when the effects of all other variable are removed, Attracting and Developing 
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Table 8 

Backwards Multiple Regression-Competency Dimensions andPromotionCriterial 

Variable R Rsq Rsq adi beta part. R 

ADT .273** .075 .070 .256 .231 

SF .309* .095 .086 .180 .164 

LC .343* .118 .104 -.125 -.102 

PS .359 .129 .111 -.109 -.099 

GTC .372 .138 .116 .106 .094 

FOC .379 .144 .117 -.101 -.088 

STP .387 .150 .119 .133 .098 

BSR .391 .153 .117 .099 .080 

A .398 .158 .118 -.089 -.073 

SJ .400 .160 .116 -.043 -.040 

ME .401 .161 .112 -.046 -.038 

rr .403 .162 .108 .038 .036 

DCI .404 .163 .104 .035 .034 

IO .404 .164 .100 -.034 -.024 

DR .405 .164 .096 -.019 -.015 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

10 = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability ; *p < .05 **g < .01; N =200. 
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Talent has the highest positive regression coefficient at .231, followed by Strategic Focus 

at .164 and Shaping Tactical Plans at .106. Additionally, Leading Courageously has a 

comparatively large negative correlation of -.105, when the effects of all other variables 

are removed, and is part of the significant multiple regression equation. 

The regression equation for the 15 competency dimensions and the second salary 

criterion is presented in Table 9. Examination of the results reveals the model that 

includes all 15 predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .370 and explains 13.7% 

of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that an estimated 

1.9% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same population. 

Further examination reveals the model that includes the Seasoned Judgment and 

Attracting and Developing Talent ratings predicts the second salary criterion at a 

significant level. This model has a regression coefficient of .277 and explains 7.7% of 

the sample variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the 

effects of all other variable are removed, Seasoned Judgment has the highest positive 

regression coefficient at .174, followed by Attracting and Developing Talent at .150 

Strategic Focus at. 123. 

The regression equation for the 15 competency dimensions and the second 

promotion criterion is presented in Table 10. Examination of the results reveals the 

model that includes all 15 predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .456 and 

explains 20.8% of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals 

that an estimated 10.0% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the 

same population. Further examination reveals the model that includes only the Attracting 
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Table 9 

Backwards Multiple Regression-Competency Dimensions and Salary Criteria 2 

Variable R Rsq Rsq adi beta part. R 

SJ .215* .046 .039 .200 .174 

ADT .211* .077 .062 .174 .150 

SF .304 .092 .070 .134 .123 

FOC .314 .099 .069 .099 .088 

IO .325 .105 .068 -.064 -.044 

DCI .335 .113 .068 .099 .095 

A .342 .117 .064 -.102 -.081 

DR .347 .120 .060 -.094 -.069 

ME .358 .128 .060 .136 .109 

PS .363 .132 .056 .068 .060 

STP .368 .135 .052 -.082 -.060 

GTC .369 .136 .044 .039 .034 

BSR .369 .136 .036 -.032 -.026 

IT .370 .137 .028 .021 .020 

LC .370 .137 .019 -.011 -.008 

Note. SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability; *p < .05 **g < .01; N =126. 
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Table 10 

Backwards Multiple Regression-Competency Dimensions and Promotion Criteria 2 

Variable R Rsq Rsq adi beta part. R 

ADT .294* .086 .079 .320 .280 

A .328 .108 .093 -.203 -.166 

STP .361 .130 .109 .258 .194 

LC .385 .148 .120 -.118 -.091 

SJ .398 .159 .124 .081 .074 

IT .410 .168 .126 .118 .112 

FOC .420 .176 .128 -.089 -.082 

BSR .430 .185 .129 .123 .103 

SF .437 .191 .129 .111 .070 

IO .445 .198 .128 -.147 -.100 

ME .450 .202 .125 -.088 -.074 

DCI .455 .207 .122 -.077 -.077 

PS .455 .207 .115 .029 .026 

GTC .456 .208 .108 .023 .021 

DR .456 .208 .100 -.025 -.019 

Note, SJ = Seasoned Judgment; SF = Strategic Focus; STP = Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME = Managing Execution; ADT = Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC = Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI = Driving Continuous Improvement; LC = Leading Courageously; 

IO = Influencing Others; BSR = Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT = Inspiring Trust; 

FOC = Fostering Open Communication; PS = Presentation Skills; DR = Driving for Results; 

A = Adaptability; *p < .05 **p < .01; N =126. 
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and Developing Talent rating predicts the second promotion criterion at a significant 

level. This model has a regression coefficient of .294 and explains 8.6% of the sample 

variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the effects of 

all other variable are removed, Attracting and Developing Talent has the highest positive 

regression coefficient at .280, followed by Shaping Tactical Plans at .194 and Inspiring 

Trust at .112. Additionally, though not significant, Adaptability and Influencing Others 

have comparatively large negative partial correlations of-.166 and -.100 respectively, 

when the effects of all other variables are removed. 

Examination of the individual competency dimensions reveals Strategic Focus 

and Attracting and Developing Talent are significant predictors in three of the five 

regression equations and Seasoned Judgment and Leading Courageously are significant 

predictors in one of the five regression equations. Further investigation reveals Leading 

Courageously has negative partial correlations with four of the five criteria, one of which 

is significant, and Influencing Others has negative correlations with all five criteria, none 

of which are significant. Examining the criteria reveals the two promotion criteria were 

best predicted by the competency dimensions, followed by the two salary criteria, and the 

performance criterion. 

Exercise/Standardized Test Ratings and Criteria 

The regression equation for the nine exercise/standardized test ratings and the 

performance criterion is presented in Table 11. Examination of the results reveals the 

model that includes all nine predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .224 and 

explains 5.0% of the sample variance. However, examination of the adjusted r squared 
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Table 11 

Backward Multiple Regression-Exercise/Standardized Tests and Performance Criteria 

Variable R Rsa Rsq adi beta part. R 

CPI-DR .157* .025 .020 .160 .143 

CPI-BSR .184 .034 .024 -.103 -.088 

IB .198 .039 .025 .070 .068 

TM .208 .043 .024 -.080 -.076 

DRM .215 .046 .021 .046 .043 

WG .221 .049 .019 .046 .045 

CM .223 .050 .015 .029 .026 

CPI-A .224 .050 .010 .031 .026 

SPP .224 .050 .005 .011 .010 

Note, TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP — Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A = CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *g < .05 **g < .01; N = 200. 

reveals that an estimated 0.5% of the variance would be explained in another sample of 

the same population. Further examination reveals the model that includes only the 

CPI-Driving for Results composite rating predicts the performance criterion at a 

significant level. This model has a regression coefficient of .224 and explains 5.0% of 
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the sample variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the 

effects of all other variable are removed, the CPI-Driving for Results composite has the 

highest positive regression coefficient at. 143. 

The regression equation for the nine exercise/standardized test ratings and the first 

salary criterion is presented in Table 12. Examination of the results reveals the model 

that includes all nine predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .352 and explains 

12.4% of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that an 

estimated 8.2% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same 

population. Further examination reveals the model that includes the In-Basket exercise 

rating and the Watson-Glaser scaled score predicts the first salary criterion at a significant 

level. This model has a regression coefficient of .295 and explains 8.7% of the sample 

variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the effects of 

all other variable are removed, the In-Basket exercise rating has the highest positive 

regression coefficient at .219, followed by the Watson-Glaser scaled score at .178 and the 

Direct Report Meeting rating at .121. Additionally, though not significant, the 

CPI-Driving for Results composite has a comparatively large negative correlation of 

-.152, when the effects of all other variables are removed. 

The regression equation for the nine exercise/standardized test ratings and the first 

promotion criterion is presented in Table 13. Examination of the results reveals the 

model that includes all nine predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .256 and 

explains 6.6% of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals that 
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Table 12 

Backward Multiple Regression- Exercise/Standardized Tests and Salary Criteria 1 

Variable R Rsa Rsq adi beta part. R 

IB .245** .060 .055 .225 .219 

WG .295* .087 .075 .179 .178 

CPI-DR .316 .100 .086 -.163 -.152 

DRM .335 .112 .094 .125 .121 

CPI-BSR .341 .116 .093 .076 .068 

TM .347 .120 .093 -.073 -.073 

SPP .351 .123 .091 .066 .064 

CM .352 .124 .087 -.027 -.026 

CPI-A .352 .124 .082 -.003 -.003 

Note, TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP = Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A = CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *p < .05 **p < .01; N = 200. 

an estimated 2.1% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same 

population. Further examination reveals the model that includes only the In-Basket 

exercise rating predicts the first promotion criterion at a significant level. This model has 
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Table 13 

Backward Multiple Regression- Exercise/Standardized Tests and Promotion Criteria 1 

Variable R Rsq Rsa adi beta part. R 

IB .219** .050 .043 .209 .198 

WG .231 .050 .044 .098 .096 

CPI-BSR .235 .055 .041 .103 .086 

CPI-A .243 .059 .040 -.066 -.056 

CPI-DR .247 .061 .037 -.054 -.049 

DRM .251 .063 .034 .056 .052 

SPP .255 .065 .031 -.045 -.042 

TM .256 .065 .026 -.023 -.022 

CM .256 .066 .021 .011 .010 

Note, TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP = Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A = CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *2 < .05 **p < .01; N = 200. 

a regression coefficient of .219 and explains 5.0% of the sample variance. Examination 

of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the effects of all other variable are 

removed, the In-Basket exercise rating has the highest positive regression coefficient at 

.198, followed by the Watson-Glaser scaled score at .096. 
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Table 14 

Backward Multiple Regression- Exercise/Standardized Tests and Salary Criteria 2 

Variable R Rsq Rsq adi beta part. R 

IB .256** .065 .058 .246 .245 

WG .318* .101 .087 .188 .195 

SPP .334 .112 .090 .138 .129 

CPI-DR .348 .121 .092 -.150 -.142 

CPI-BSR .358 .128 .092 .083 .075 

TM .364 .133 .089 -.074 -.074 

CPI-A .370 .137 .086 .067 .060 

CM .372 .139 .080 -.052 -.049 

DRM .375 .140 .074 .045 .044 

Note, TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP - Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A=CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *p < .05 **p < .01; N = 126. 

The regression equation for the nine exercise/standardized test ratings and the second 

salary criterion is presented in Table 14. Examination of the results reveals the 

model that includes all nine predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .375 and 

explains 14.0% of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals an 
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estimated 7.4% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same 

population. Further examination reveals the model that includes the In-Basket exercise 

rating and the Watson-Glaser scaled score predicts the second salary criterion at a 

significant level. This model has a regression coefficient of .318 and explains 10.1% of 

the sample variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the 

effects of all other variable are removed, the In-Basket exercise rating has the highest 

positive regression coefficient at .245, followed by the Watson-Glaser scaled score at 

.195 and the Strategic Plan Presentation at .129. Additionally, though not significant, the 

CPI-Driving for Results composite has a comparatively large negative correlation of 

-.142, when the effects of all other variables are removed. 

The regression equation for the nine exercise/standardized test ratings and second 

promotion criterion is presented in Table 15. Examination of the results reveals the 

model that includes all nine predictors has a multiple regression coefficient of .367 and 

explains 13.4% of the sample variance. Examination of the adjusted r squared reveals 

that an estimated 6.7% of the variance would be explained in another sample of the same 

population. Further examination reveals the model that includes the Watson-Glaser 

scaled score and the In-Basket exercise rating predicts the second promotion criterion at a 

significant level. This model has a regression coefficient of .393 and explains 8.6% of 

the sample variance. Examination of the partial regression coefficients reveals, when the 

effects of all other variable are removed, the Watson-Glaser scaled score has the highest 

positive regression coefficient at .219, followed by the In-Basket at .178 and the Direct 

Report Meeting at .121. Additionally, though not significant, the CPI-Driving for Results 
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Table 15 

Backward Multiple Regression- Exercise/Standardized Tests and Promotion Criteria 2 

Variable R Rsa Rsq adi beta part. R 

WG .222* .049 .042 .206 .212 

IB .393* .086 .071 .185 .186 

DRM .322 .104 .082 .160 .154 

CPI-BSR .334 .111 .082 .140 .125 

CPI-DR .357 .128 .091 -.140 -.132 

CM .364 .132 .089 -.062 -.058 

TM .365 .133 .082 -.033 -.033 

CPI-A .366 .134 .075 .034 .031 

SPP .367 .134 .067 -.015 -.014 

Note, TM = Team Meeting; DRM = Direct Report Meeting; CM = Customer Meeting; 

SPP — Strategic Plan Presentation; IB = In-Basket; WG = Watson-Glaser Scaled Score; 

CPI-BSR = CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships Composite Score; 

CPI-DR = CPI-Driving for Results Composite Score; CPI-A = CPI-Adaptability 

Composite Score; *p < .05 **Q < .01; N = 126. 

composite has a comparatively large negative correlation of -.132, when the effects of all 

other variables are removed. 

Examination of the individual exercise/standardized tests reveals the In-Basket 

exercise is a significant predictor in four of the five regression equations, the 
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Watson-Glaser scaled score is a significant predictor in three of the five regression 

equations, and the CPI-Driving for Results composite score is a significant predictor in 

one of the five regression equations. Further investigation reveals the CPI-Driving for 

Results composite score has negative partial correlations with four of the five criteria, in 

addition to the positive and significant correlation with the fifth criterion, and Team 

Meeting exercise has negative correlations with all five criteria, none of which are 

significant. Examining the criteria reveals the second promotion and the second salary 

criteria were best predicted by the exercise/standardized tests, followed by the first salary 

criterion, the first promotion criterion and finally the performance criterion. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the criterion-related validity of an AC's 

competency dimensions and the exercises and standardized tests that comprise it. This 

section will address the results of the study in more detail, explore possible explanations 

for those results, and offer suggestions for future research. 

Competency Dimensions as Predictors 

Overall the criterion-related validity of the competency dimensions observed in 

this study is somewhat low. Although 11 of the 15 competency dimensions significantly 

predict one or more of the criterion measures individually, only four of the 15 

competency dimensions display incremental validity. This might be partially be 

explained by examining the correlation matrix in Appendix D. Appendix D shows there 

is a high degree of intercorrelation between the competency dimensions. The four 

competency dimensions showing incremental validity, Strategic Focus, Attracting and 

Developing Talent, Seasoned Judgment, and Leading Courageously, are significantly 

correlated with 11, 12,13, and 11 of the 14 other competency dimensions respectively, 

and are all significantly correlated with each other. Although these correlations generally 

fall in the low to moderate range, they can effect a predictor's ability to display 
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incremental validity. These intercorrelations also suggest that there may be underlying 

factors within the competency dimension ratings. 

A second possible explanation for the criterion-related validity results for the 

competency dimensions can be found in examining the descriptive statistics presented in 

the previous chapter, and the frequency distributions presented in Appendix C. 

Examination of the descriptive statistics reveals that there is a low amount of variability 

in the competency dimension ratings. Examination of the frequency distributions reveals, 

by and large, the competency dimensions were rated on three point scales, not five point 

scales. In fact, in a total of 3000 ratings, only two ratings below 2.0 were recorded and 

only 14 ratings above 4.0 were recorded. This lack of variability and restriction of range 

may limit the competency dimensions' ability to discriminate between assessees' 

performances, and underestimate their criterion-related validity. 

Despite the problems of inter-correlation between the competency dimensions and 

restriction of range in the ratings, two competency dimensions stand out. Strategic Focus 

and Attracting and Developing Talent both predict four of the five criteria individually, 

and are both significant predictors in three of the five multiple regression equations. 

These two competency dimensions show a great deal of promise as predictors of 

managerial performance. 

Exercises/Standardized Tests as Predictors 

Like the competency dimensions, the criterion-related validity of the exercises 

examined in this study is somewhat low. Although three of the five exercises 

significantly predict one or more of the criteria individually, only the In-Basket i exercise is 
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consistent and displays incremental validity. This can possibly be explained by the nature 

of the In-Basket as compared to the other four exercises. The In-Basket exercise is rated 

by assessors who have no contact with the assessees and all ratings are derived from the 

notes the participant wrote on the In-Basket materials. The absence of contact between 

assessor and participant and the written nature of the exercise may make the In-Basket the 

most objectively scored exercise in the AC. Additionally, the In-Basket exercise assesses 

only five of the 15 competency dimensions, where the other exercises rate between eight 

and twelve of the competency dimensions. The burden of rating a larger number of 

competency dimensions within a single exercise may limit an assessor's ability to 

accurately assess a participant's proficiency in each of those areas. However, this AC 

uses behavioral checklists to aid assessors in producing ratings for each of the 

competency dimensions within an exercise. Past research suggests the use of behavioral 

checklists may improve the construct-related validity of the competency dimension 

ratings by reducing the cognitive demands placed on the assessors (Reilly, Henry & 

Smither, 1990). Nonetheless, the subtle differences between the In-Basket exercise and 

the other exercises used in this AC may have in part contributed to its superior 

performance. 

Furthermore, the method used to derive overall exercise scores may not reflect the 

overall performance of a participant in that exercise. For example, if a participant was 

rated well in seven of eight competency dimensions measured by a particular exercise, 

and completely failed in one of the areas, the average of the ratings may not reflect the 

overall performance. Failure in one of the competency dimensions measured by the 
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exercise could effect overall performance much more than an average would indicate. 

The objective nature and the smaller number of competency dimensions rated in the 

In-Basket exercise make it less likely that this exercise would be effected by this 

phenomenon. 

Examination of the criterion-related validity of the standardized tests used in this 

AC show mixed results. Individually, the Watson-Glaser scaled score significantly 

predicts three of the five criteria and is a significant predictor in three of the five multiple 

regression equations. Conversely, the CPI-Driving for Results composite score 

significantly predicts only one of the five criteria and is a significant predictor in only one 

of the five multiple regression equations; the CPI-Building and Sustaining Relationships 

and Adaptability composite scores do not predict any of the criteria. These results are 

somewhat consistent with the findings of Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsh (1984), 

where tests of general mental ability were associated with higher levels of 

criterion-related validity than personality tests. 

Although the criterion-related validity of the components observed in this study is 

somewhat disappointing, two components stand out. The In-Basket exercise and the 

Watson-Glaser scaled show consistent patterns of prediction. The In-Basket exercise and 

tests of general mental abilities are among the components most closely associated with 

the AC method, and their contribution to the criterion-related validity observed in this 

study, seems to confirm their utility in the AC method. 
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Criterion Measures 

When examining the criterion-related validity of an instrument, the selection of 

appropriate criterion measures is of utmost importance. Criterion-related validity analysis 

examines the relationship between a predictor and some outcome measure, if that 

outcome measure is somehow flawed or inappropriate the results of the analysis will be 

effected. Examination of the criterion measures used in this study reveals some problems 

that may have contributed to the less than impressive results of this study. 

The Performance criterion used in this study came from a multi-rater feedback 

instrument used as part of the AC process. The performance criterion reflects an average 

of five ratings of overall managerial performance reported by the assessee's immediate 

supervisor(s). Examination of the descriptive statistics reveals the Performance criterion 

displays relatively low levels of variability, and a comparatively high mean of 4.13. 

Further examination of the frequency distributions reveals the Performance criterion 

ratings cluster at the higher end of the scale. In fact, only one of 200 ratings was recorded 

below 3.0 and almost 70% of the ratings fall between 4.0 and 5.0. Similar to the 

competency dimension ratings, this lack of variability and restriction of range limits the 

Performance criterion's ability to discriminate between assessees' job performance. 

These findings were not surprising to the researchers. The multi-rater feedback 

instrument is only used in the AC process, and the supervisor(s) ratings are presented 

directly to the assessees. This leads one to suspect that these ratings would not be a true 

reflection of job performance, but more of a "feel good" rating. It was for these reasons 

the researchers felt more objective criterion measures would be needed. 
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The more objective criterion measures selected for this study were two salary 

criteria and two promotion criteria. The two salary criteria reflect the percent salary 

increase the assessees received at the end of the year in which they were assessed, and the 

percent salary increase they received by the end of the following year. The two 

promotion criteria reflect the number of job grades the assessees were promoted at the 

end of the year in which they were assessed and the number of job grades they were 

promoted by the end of the following year. 

From the beginning, this study was intended to be a predictive study rather than a 

concurrent one. However, limitations of the data prevented the researchers from 

examining the data over a longer period of time. As a result, this study resembles a 

concurrent study more than a predictive one. The objective criteria used may be better 

suited for a long term study than a short term one, especially in the case of the promotion 

criteria where the largest one year promotion was one job grade and the largest two year 

promotion was two job grades. Simply, the short-term nature of this study limits the 

ability of these criteria to discriminate between assessees. Furthermore, had this study 

been designed as a concurrent study, salary and job grade achieved at the time of the 

assessment may have been more appropriate criteria. 

Limitations of Study 

This study contained a number of methodological issues that may have limited the 

ability of the predictors to display evidence of criterion-related validity. One of the most 

glaring issues is restriction of range. The subjects were all managers who had 

experienced success in the organization. One would expect this subject pool to represent 
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the best and brightest managers at this organizational level. This suggests range 

restriction may have occurred in both the predictor and criterion measures. This type of 

range restriction can have a dramatic impact on the observed validity coefficients, 

underestimating criterion-related validity. 

Although there are formulas that can be used to correct for restriction of range, the 

researchers felt this correction would not be appropriate. As mentioned above, a low 

level of variability is observed in the competency dimension ratings. Observation of the 

frequency distributions reveals that by and large the competency dimensions are rated on 

a three-point scale rather than a five-point scale. The most probable explanation for this 

low level of variability can be found in the primary purpose of this AC. This AC is 

designed and used for developmental purposes. As a result, the assessors may be 

reluctant to give extreme ratings. Extremely low ratings may have a negative impact on 

the participants, and extremely high ratings may suggest that there is no room for 

improvement in those areas. This reluctance to give extreme ratings suggests the major 

source of range restriction is forced by the assessors. Corrections applied to the validity 

coefficients would not reflect this forced restriction. 

A second issue is the changes that occurred in the AC itself. During the three-year 

period in which the subjects were assessed, two minor changes were made to the AC. 

First, a one-on-one "Meeting with Boss" simulation was dropped from the process. 

Second, the focus of the structured interview was altered, reducing the number of 

competency dimensions measured. Although neither of these exercises was studied 

individually, these changes did affect 14 of the 15 competency dimension ratings. 
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Changing the information used to derive overall competency dimension ratings may have 

affected the reliability of these ratings and the observed criterion-related validity 

coefficients. 

There is also some evidence suggesting this AC has become less standardized 

over the years. Fewer AC's were conducted and a smaller number of assessors were used 

in the earlier years. In the following years, the organization began conducting more and 

more AC's. In order to meet the demands, a larger number of assessors were used. These 

new assessors were often less experienced that the original group. The combination of a 

larger group of assessors and less experienced assessors may have had an effect on the 

reliability of the ratings and the observed validity coefficients. 

Inconsistencies between the purpose of this AC and the outcome criteria used are 

another issue that must be addressed. The primary purpose of this AC is managerial 

development. The competency dimension ratings are process-oriented, and are not 

necessarily good predictors of the salary and promotion criteria used. The managers 

assessed in this AC come from highly technical backgrounds. This AC does not measure 

technical skills. These technical skills may have a greater impact on promotion and 

salary decisions than do the process-oriented skills measured by this AC. Criterion 

measures, such as supervisor ratings of the process-oriented abilities measured by the 

competency dimensions, may have been more appropriate than the outcome criteria used 

in this study. 

Finally, sample size is another issue that must be discussed. The sample size for 

this study was inadequate for the number of equations used. A total of 140 equations and 
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200 subjects were used in this study. The ratio of about 1.4 subjects per equation is 

unacceptable. Additionally, using a probability level of .05 one would expect seven of 

the 140 equations to produce significant results by chance. The results of this study 

contained 51 significant correlations of which seven or 14% are expected to be due to 

chance. The investigative nature of this study allows for a certain amount of latitude. 

However, due to the methodological problems with this study one must be very careful in 

interpreting the results. The results of this study should primarily be used as a 

springboard for future research. 

Summary and Future Research 

Despite a number of methodological issues two competency dimensions and two 

components stand out as viable predictors of the criteria used in this study. The Strategic 

Focus competency dimension individually predicts the performance criterion, the first 

promotion criterion, and both salary criteria, and displays incremental validity for the 

performance criterion, the first promotion criterion, and the first salary criterion. The 

Attracting and Developing Talent competency dimension individually predicts the four 

objective criterion measures, and displays incremental validity for the two promotion 

criteria and the second salary criterion. The In-Basket exercise individually predicts the 

four objective criteria, and is displays incremental validity for the four objective criteria. 

Finally, the Watson-Glaser scaled score individually predicts the two salary criteria and 

the second promotion criteria, and displays incremental validity for the same three 

criteria. 
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Of the problems with the data, the restricted range of the overall competency 

dimension ratings may have limited the ability to discriminate between assessees and the 

ability to display construct-related validity. The primary purpose of this AC is managerial 

development. As a result, the assessors may have been reluctant to give extremely high 

or low scores. Perhaps the developers of this AC might consider changing to a seven or 

nine point scale to increase the variability, and the ability to discriminate between 

assessees, or focus a portion of assessor training on using the entire five-point rating 

scale. 

The high level of intercorrelations between the competency dimension rating may 

have limited the ability of these ratings to display incremental validity. Future research 

on the competency dimension ratings should include a factor analysis to determine if the 

15 competency dimensions actually represent a smaller number of factors. Any resulting 

factors should also be correlated with the criteria to determine if combinations of 

competency dimension ratings improve the criterion-related validity coefficients. 

Additionally, any future research should include analyses pertaining to the 

reliability of the ratings used in this AC. These types of analyses could shed light on the 

utility of the competency dimensions and exercises used in this AC. Results could 

provide some evidence to why certain competency dimensions or exercises predict better 

than others, and offer further suggestions on how to interpret the data. 

Problems with the criterion measures used in this study may also have affected the 

ability of the predictors to show construct-related validity. The performance criterion 

used in this study displayed a restriction of range, and the ratings clustered around the 
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high end of the scale. Nearly 70% of the ratings on the performance criterion fell 

between 4.0 and 5.0, giving this criterion the appearance of a "feel good" rating more 

than a measure of job performance. If further research is to be conducted on this AC a 

more appropriate performance criterion should be used. 

The objective criteria used here are more appropriate for a longer-term study. 

This study was approached as a predictive study, but due to limitations of the data it more 

closely resembles a concurrent one. Had this been approached as a concurrent study, it 

may have been more appropriate to use salary and job grade achieved as the objective 

criterion measures. Furthermore, it may be beneficial to perform a similar study on this 

AC at a later date to examine the long-term construct-related validity of the overall 

competency dimension ratings and the exercises/standardized tests. 

Although the results of this study are not definitive, they do seem to validate the 

suggestion that more attention should be given to the role of exercises as work samples of 

managerial performance (Gatewood et al., 1987). The large number of missing overall 

exercise ratings prompted the researchers to calculate overall exercise scores by averaging 

the with-in exercise competency dimension ratings. As mentioned earlier, this method 

may not be the best reflection of the overall performance of a participant in that exercise. 

Nonetheless, the In-Basket exercise was a consistent predictor of the criterion measures. 

Additionally, the large number of missing overall exercise ratings suggests that 

the assessors of this AC downplayed the importance of the individual exercises. 

Certainly the role of exercises in the AC method should be examined more closely. 

These exercises are the means by which the competency dimensions are measured and 
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play an integral role in the AC method. Not only should more empirical research be 

conducted on the role of exercises in the AC method, but overall exercise performance 

should play a larger role in the feedback given to the assessees. 

There has been a great deal of research conducted on the AC method. However, 

very little of it seems to focus on individual competency dimension ratings and the 

exercises/standardized tests that comprise it. The majority of the criterion-related validity 

analyses seem to focus on the overall assessment rating, and ignore the contributions of 

the competency dimensions and the components. In light of the AC method's inability to 

display construct-related validity, more research needs to be conducted to determine 

where the criterion-related validity of the AC lies, and examine the contributions of the 

competency dimensions and exercises/standardized tests. 
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Exercises 

Competency 
Dimensions Team Mtg. 

Direct 
Report Mtg. Customer Mts. 

Strategic 
Plan In-Basket 

SJ X X X X 

SF X X 

STP X X X X 

ME X X X 

ADT X X 

GTC X X 

DCI X X 

LC X X 

IO X X X 

BSR X X X 

IT X X 

FOC X X X X 

PS X X 

DR X X X X 

A X X X 

Note. SJ=Seasoned Judgment; SF=Strategic Focus; STP=Shaping Tactical Plans; 

ME=Managing Execution; ADT=Attracting and Developing Talent; GTC=Gaining Team 

Commitment; DCI=Driving Continuous Improvement; LC=Leading Courageously; 

IO=Infleuencing Others; BSR=Building and Sustaining Relationships; IT=Inspiring 

Trust; FOC=Fostering Open Communication; PS=Presentation Skills; DR=Driving for 

Results; A=Adaptability 



APPENDIX B 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS 



71 

Frequency Distributions 

Dimensions 

1.00 
'IJLVUt J 

1 75 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 1 1 9 1 59 6 81 1 38 0 3 0 0 

Strate ;gic Fi ocus 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 8 0 33 2 100 2 46 0 9 0 0 0 0 

Shapi ingTa ictical Plans 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 2 0 22 1 69 5 87 0 12 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Mam iging Execution 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 6 0 41 1 119 3 27 0 3 0 0 0 0 

Attracting and Develo ping 1 falent 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 6 2 52 4 104 1 26 0 5 0 0 0 0 

Gaining Team Commitment 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 5 0 24 2 105 6 46 0 12 0 0 0 0 

Driving Continuous Improvement 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 1 0 12 0 100 6 65 0 14 1 1 0 0 

Leading Courageously 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 2 0 24 0 81 2 63 0 25 0 2 0 1 

Infleuencing Others 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 4 1 27 2 97 2 54 0 12 0 1 0 0 
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Frequency Distributions 

1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 7 2 23 1 112 0 42 0 11 1 1 0 0 

Inspii ingT rust 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 78 7 79 0 31 0 0 0 0 

Fostering Open Communication 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 1 0 37 6 116 3 30 0 6 0 1 0 0 

Presentation Ski] lis 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 10 1 34 3 103 1 40 0 8 0 0 0 0 

Driving for Results 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 1 0 23 3 109 4 49 0 10 0 1 0 0 

Adaptability 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 2 0 10 1 90 5 75 1 15 0 0 0 1 

Standardized Tests 

Watson-Glaser 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

6 0 10 0 12 0 18 1 42 1 21 1 54 0 30 0 4 

CPI-] Building and Sustaining Relations! bips 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.001 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

7 0 8 0 35 | 0 52 4 51 2 31 0 9 1 0 0 0 

CPI-Driving for Results 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

2 0 7 2 16 1 13 4 55 4 48 1 34 1 10 0 2 
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Frequency Distributions 

1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

4 0 9 3 22 0 28 8 65 5 33 1 20 0 2 0 0 

Exercises 

Team Meeting 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 1 2 7 20 34 38 48 23 18 6 2 1 0 0 0 

Direct Report Meeting 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 1 2 3 16 30 35 43 41 16 7 3 3 0 0 0 

Customer 1 VIeeting 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 1 0 1 9 13 26 46 43 23 23 8 6 1 0 0 

Strategic Plan Presentation 

1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 
0 0 1 2 4 7 18 37 69 30 22 5 5 0 0 0 0 

In-Basket 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 11 10 16 19 36 30 32 20 19 5 2 0 0 0 0 

Performance Criterion 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 4.50 4.75 5.00 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 9 11 16 24 68 20 19 13 19 
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CORRELATION MATRIX 

SJ 
SJ 
*** 

SF STP ME ADT GTC DCI LC 10 BSR 

SF .380** *** 

STP 319** 3 4 9 * * *** 

ME .154* 217** .634** sjcsjc* 

ADT .142* .188** .303** .282** *** 

GTC .211** 177** .258** .210** .313** *** 

DCI .062 .299** .206** .136 .092 .205** *** 

LC .216** .262** .300** .248** 3U** .136 .172* *** 

10 .401** .334** .361** .243** 407** .406** .267** .484** *** 

BSR 197** .116 .170* .106 .259** 4 7 4 * * .149* .084 .415** *** 

IT 219** .073 .086 .082 .249** 212** .038 274** .360** .318** 

FOC 241** .179* .261** .229** .232** .366** 2io** .108 4 4 4 * * .480** 

PS 219** .176* .206** .133 .092 .317** .333** .216** .392** .244** 

DR .305** .289** .485** .330** .151* .182* .240** .555** .473** .102 

A .298** .134 .168* .091 229** 339** .170* .260** .488** 522** 

TM .306** 192** 4 4 3 * * .338** .132 .517** .181* .166* .269** .347** 

DRM .305** .164* 476** .405** .505** 391** .035 .455** .555** .368** 

CM .378** 193** .236** .135 287** .284** .277** .378** .623** .431** 

SPP 320** .402** .273** .107 .088 .282** 419** 293** 491** .210** 

IB .180* .433** .553** .500** .389** .242** .476** .136 .308** .130 

WG .576** .159* .121 .000 .035 -.028 -.019 -.111 .045 .018 

CPI-BSR .094 .059 .017 -.088 .088 .078 .063 .087 .068 .345** 

CPI-DR .092 .145* .168* .033 .083 -.005 .062 .140* 196** .205** 

CPI-A .128 .048 .115 -.046 .066 .070 -.076 .128 .131 .228** 

PERF .017 .177* .074 .051 .000 .000 .145* .032 .050 .022 

SAL1 194** .221** .181* .138 .126 .069 .186** .123 .135 .020 

SAL2 .215* .214* .103 .149 .209* .143 .118 .089 .147 .080 

PROM1 .028 .192** .162* .092 .273** .159* .061 -.024 .057 .115 

PROM2 .123 .129 .210* .079 .294** .080 -.068 -.016 .032 .081 
*E < .05, **g < .01 
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SJ 

SF 

STP 

ME 

ADT 

GTC 

DCI 

LC 

10 

BSR 

IT 

CORRELATION MATRIX 

FOC PS DR A TM DRM CM SPP IB 

IT jjsjjcsf: 

FOC .298** sliest: 

PS .099 .308** *** 

DR .117 .164* .306** *** 

A .384** .388** .373** .210** *** 

TM .023 .354** 434** .305** .210** *** 

DRM .397** .324** .193** .396** .418** .161* *** 

CM .416** .464** .296** .328** 417** .234** .313** *** 

SPP .085 .239** .643** .416** 299** .216** .208** .282** *** 

IB .122 .201** .139** .232** .074 .210** 207** .244** .179* *** 

WG -.026 .008 .065 .052 .081 .007 -.010 .057 .185** .085 

CPI-BSR -.009 .016 -.029 .145* .115 .116 -.024 .114 .124 .019 

CPI-DR .012 .129 .021 .380** .192** -.007 .116 .132 .171* .075 

CPI-A -.007 .053 .115 192** .307** .081 .105 -.005 .085 -.046 

PERF .064 .120 -.025 .066 .068 -.059 .083 .057 .050 .085 

SAL1 .118 .111 .052 .049 .095 .013 .142* .065 .123 .245** 

SAL2 .103 .157 .107 .054 .066 .015 .123 .060 .137 .256** 

PROM1 .044 .010 -.079 -.004 -.026 .030 .073 .072 .018 .219** 

PROM2 .099 -.050 -.032 -.004 -.064 .019 .184* .028 .022 .209* 
*I> < .05, **2 < -01 
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CORRELA' 

SJ 
WG 

CPI-
BSR 

CPI- CPI-
DR A 

SF 

STP 

ME 

ADT 

GTC 

DCI 

LC 

10 

BSR 

IT 

FOC 

PS 

DR 

A 

TM 

DRM 

CM 

SPP 

IB 

WG * * * 

CPI-BSR .056 * * * 

CPI-DR .160* .368** * * * 

CPI-A .226** .465** 367** *** 

PERF .082 -.032 .157* .048 

SAL1 .185** .022 -.068 .016 

SAL2 .209* .073 -.043 .081 

PROM1 .090 .054 -.008 -.025 

PROM2 .222* .100 -.043 .096 

PERF SAL1 SAL2 PR0M1 PROM2 

J9g** *** 

246** 836** *** 

.057 .263** 299** *** 

.067 .267** .418** .738 *** 

*2 < .05, **e < .01 
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