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The present study compares the performance of

volunteers and nonvolunteers in a 10-hour integrated

series of management simulation exercises. It was

hypothesized that there would be no performance differences

in these two groups. Subjects were business students.

Dependent measures were global ratings of management level

and potential, as well as a behavioral checklist score.

The results partially support the hypothesis. Volunteers

performed signifcantly better on the global measures

but not on the behavioral checklist. Differences on

global measures were attributed to demand characteristics,

whereas the behavioral checklist was not susceptible to

this artifact. This finding raises doubts as to the

usefulness of global measures and the validity of research

based on them. Studies designed to upgrade and validate

the behavioral checklist are needed.
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ASSESSMENT CENTER PERFORMANCE OF

VOLUNTEERS AND NONVOLUNTEERS

Management selection has become a multibillion-

dollar enterprise with ethical and legal ramifications

above and beyond the concern for identifying qualified

managers. With the ever-increasing bulk of government

regulations concerning employee selection, the personnel

officer is often at a loss for cost-effective, nondiscrim-

inatory, yet valid methods of management selection.

Fortunately, the assessment center selection method offers

a solution to this problem.

The management assessment center has been successfully

used in the early identification of management potential.

William Byham (1975) states that

The assessment center is a formal procedure incor-

porating group and individual exercises for the

identification of dimensions of managerial or sales

success which have been identified as important for a

particular position or level of management. (pp. 497-

498)

In the assessment center selection method, participants

deal with in-basket materials, attend leaderless group

meetings, prepare management plans for oral presentation,

and are involved in other exercises designed to simulate

1



2

actual management tasks. Typically, the center procedures

last three days, with two or three simulation exercises

being conducted each day. During the exercises, participants

are rated on dimensions such as leadership, ability to dele-

gate, stress management, and communication skills. Global

rating of each dimension is done at the end of the assessment

center process.

It seems that the use of simulation exercises is the

real strength of the assessment center method. In one

court case (Friend et al. vs. Leidinger et al. [City of

Richmond], 1977), the assessment center selected 21.4% of

the Blacks and 21.3% of the Whites who had applied for the

position of fire lieutenant. Since equal percentages of

Blacks and Whites were found acceptable, no adverse impact

could be demonstrated. In fact, in this case, the judge

found the paper-and-pencil portion of the selection process

to be biased but when combined with the powerful assessment

center procedures, determined that the overall selection

technique was not discriminatory.

Another interesting finding of the court (Friend et al.

vs. Leidinger et al. [City of Richmond], 1977) is that the

assessment center was ruled valid and job-related when used

as a criterion for promotions for fire lieutenant. Therefore,

the assessment center method would be acceptable, even if

the percentage of minority applicants selected were lower

than that of nonminority applicants. Using the assessment
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center method, the city could reasonably demonstrate that

"adverse impact is a necessary but unintentional result of

job-related requirements" (Friend et al. vs. Leidinger et al.

[City of Richmond], 1977, p. 361). It is noteworthy that in

this decision, the court considered the plaintiff's claims

as if the City of Richmond were a private employer. Thus,

the case sets an important precedent in future discrimination

suits in both the public and private sectors.

What is it about the assessment center method that the

courts find appealing? In another case (Firefighters

Institutes for Racial Equality vs. City of St. Louis, 1980),

the assessment center method was exonerated in an otherwise

biased selection battery. The court required that the

selection procedure be brought into compliance with govern-

ment standards. However, the court held that the simulation

portions of the assessment center were content valid for

the job at hand. Therefore, any immediate promotions within

the department were to be based entirely on the assessment

center portion of the selection battery. The decision also

states that paper-and-pencil selection methods were content

valid for jobs that require the use of pencil and paper.

It seems, therefore, that the best management assessment

centers will use both simulation and paper-and-pencil

selection devices.

Although content validity is an important advantage of

the assessment center techniques, other factors should also



4

be considered by the astute personnel officer. Because the

assessors do not know the participants, objectivity in

ratings is improved over supervisor ratings (Byham, 1970).

Additionally, decisions are likely to be made more openly

and with preset, approved standards. The use of multiple

raters also increases the reliability of the selection

decision. By using psychologists and managers as assessors,

one can capitalize on the greater observational skills of

the former, as well as the greater business knowledge of

the latter (Byham, 1975; Kraut, 1972).

The beneficial effects of the assessment center go

beyond accurate fair selection of managers. Participants

learn about their strengths and weaknesses (Byham, 1975),

making staff development more efficient (Byham, 1970). On

the other hand, many managers believe that a poor performance

at an assessment center is a "kiss of death." Some authors

(Byham & Pentecost, 1970) suggest that there is possibly

an unuaually high turnover rate for those managers who

perform poorly in the assessment center. However, Huck

(1973) found that the percentage of high- and low-rated

managers actually leaving the company does not differ.

He agrees with Kraut (1972) that a poor rating is not a

"kiss of death," nor does a good rating create a "golden

boy."

In addition to content validity, the predictive

validity of the assessment center techniques has been widely
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documented. Byham has evaluated 22 research validity

studies (Slevin, 1972; Byham & Wettengel, 1974). He found

that 15 of the studies demonstrated acceptable validity;

one study with a small number of subjects found no validity,

and six had too few subjects for any conclusive results to

be reported. Unfortunately, the actual number of subjects

used in these studies was not reported. Byham (1975) also

states that the assessment center technique is equally

valid for Blacks and women.

Huck (1973) reviewed 18 studies conducted between 1964

and 1972. He found that the assessment center method is

accurate in predicting job potential, job progress, and job

performance. Additionally, longitudinal studies with

thousands of employees have shown the assessment center

process to be more accurate than traditional methods in

predicting promotions, performance, and salary increases

(Byham, 1970). The results stand independently of whether

or not the company knew the assessment center ratings when

giving promotions and salary increases to their managers.

Bray's 1967 study compared men who were assessed and

then promoted based on that assessment with men who were

promoted before the assessment center procedures were

instigated. He found that 67% of the assessed versus

35% of the nonassessed managers were judged "better than

satisfactory" on the job (Huck, 1973). In a pure research

study, Byham (1975) assessed 143 college-educated and 144
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non-college-educated managers, using the assessment center

method. The results of the assessment center procedure

were not made available to the company as these men advanced

through their careers. In a longitudinal study, the assess-

ment center results identified 32% of the college and 75%

of the noncollege managers who were later rated "successful."

Additionally, the assessment center results would have

screened out 88% of college and 95% of noncollege managers

who were later rated "not successful."

The question can be raised as to whether or not the

assessment center is valid for all levels of managers. It

seems that assessment center predictions are better for

midlevel managers than for entry-level managers (Byham, 1970).

Although significant predictions can be made for low-level

managers (Huck, 1973), the technique shows more potential for

managers advancing to higher levels. In fact, more accurate

predictions were made for high-level managers than low-level

managers, even if the assessment center were targeted for

entry-level positions.

It is not enough to show that a selection procedure is

an accurate predictor of success or nonsuccess. For a

procedure to be advantageous, it should out perform existing

methods of selection. Byham and Wettengel (1974) report

that the assessment center is better than paper-and-pencil

tests and panel interviews. Additionally, all three methods

can be combined to boost criterion-related validity (Byham,
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1975). Other studies (Huck, 1973; Wollowick & McNamara,

1969) show that assessment center exercises double the

variance accounted for, using success as the criteria, as

opposed to tests of management ability alone. Additionally,

over 80% of the variance in the assessment center ratings

is independent of scores which are based on an analysis of

personnel records.

However, other researchers (Byham, 1975; Wilson &

Tatge, 1973) found that assessment centers were cost-efficient

and effective only if the candidate had either had no job

history or if the position for which was applied was con-

siderably different from the current position. Otherwise,

the person's past performance in similar jobs was the more

accurate predictor. Additionally, the authors cite several

studies demonstrating that predictions based on psychological

inventories are more accurate than predictions based solely

on simulation exercises.

Thus, even in the face of such seemingly strong support,

the validity of the assessment center method, as currently

practiced, can be called into question. There are several

factors contributing to these ambiguous findings. First,

in traditional assessment centers, the participants have

ample time to prepare for each simulation exercise. There-

fore, it may not be the ability to handle the tasks that is

measured, but rather the ability to organize materials.

Secondly, the reliance on global ratings for each dimension
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does not allow a consideration of differential performance

in each exercise nor does it allow for the different manage-

ment styles of the participants. Further, the techniques

now used do not allow assessment of the participants' time

management skills nor their ability to integrate material

from several exercises when making decisions. Certainly

these are valuable management skills. Also, many of the

studies fail to state the number of subjects used in

validity studies or adequately describe the specific

assessment center procedures. Finally, much of the validity

data is based on a casual examination of percentages of

participants found to be "successful" managers. Rarely is

any hard statistical data provided.

A possible remedy for these shortcomings is to

construct an integrated series of exercises designed to

simulate a "day at the office." Each exercise should build

on information from previous exercises. Furthermore, a

behavioral rating scale could be constructed which allows

the raters to indicate exactly how a participant approaches

each task. Ratings on each exercise would allow for the

assessment of differential performance in different

exercises and at different times of the day. As the day

wears on, stress and fatigue build, adding additional,

realistic obstacles to overcome. It is felt that the

additional stress will force participants to rely on their

deeply ingrained coping strategies. It will become
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increasingly difficult to use cognitively mediated responses

to mask more basic response styles. Thus, the participant's

abilities to stand up under these adverse conditions may be

observed. These procedural changes have the added advantages

of increasing the method's content validity and shortening

the time needed to assess each participant. Therefore, this

new technology will make the assessment center more powerful,

while significantly cutting the cost per assessment. Finally,

validity studies should use the powerful statistical models

developed in social science research to demonstrate sig-

nificant effects.

Some research offers evidence that such an approach

may be warranted, Each assessment center is different,

but "the accumulation of research findings from a variety

of types of centers lends considerable credibility to the

general validity of the technique" (Byham, 1970, p. 154).

Overall, even the short, one-day assessment center is about

as accurate as the three-day procedure. Correlations between

the one-day and three-day centers cluster around .68 to .77

(Moses, 1973). These findings suggest that as long as

simulation exercises are incorporated, various methodological

schemes should be acceptable.

Given that this integrated "day at the office" approach

boosts the method's validity, the question arises as to

whether one can use the same assessment center procedures

for a variety of management positions. Traditionally, a job
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analysis is performed before the content of the selection

instrument can be effectively determined. However, Worbois

(1975) conducted a survey which showed that top-level

managers and middle-level managers agree on the characteris-

tics of a potent manager. Additionally, they rank order

these characteristics similarly (r = .90). Worbois' attempt

to show that some abilities are more critical for some

types of management positions was not successful. Because

management characteristics are similar across management

levels and companies, perhaps a general assessment center

procedure can be developed which will be valid for a variety

of management positions.

An analysis of these valued characteristics is important

when designing such a center. Most managers agree that

interpersonal skills are critical for success in an assess-

ment center. Self-confidence and social sensitivity are

also believed to be important managerial characteristics

(Mitchell, 1975; Wilson & Tatge, 1973; Wollowick & McNamara,

1959). Other significant characteristics include organiza-

tional skills, decision-making ability, dominance, capacity

for status, social presence, and self-acceptance. Therefore,

Hinrichs (1978) has proposed several dimensions which should

be considered in any assessment center. The dimensions are

aggressiveness, persuasiveness, selling ability, oral

communication, self-confidence, interpersonal contact skills,

decision-making ability, and resistance to stress.
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Because interpersonal skills are considred critical

for success, many managers feel that promising subordinates

are rejected for participation in the assessment center

because they are not outgoing (Wilson & Tatge, 1973). This

leads to an interesting topic of participant selection.

Many of the validation studies have used participants who

had no choice in whether or not to participate. Although a

committee for setting ethical standards on the use of assess-

ment centers felt that organizations have the right to require

assessment for hiring and promotion, they further stated

that the person should have sufficient information provided

in order to decide whether or not to go through the center

(Moses, 1975). Another author (Kraut, 1972) believes that

companies should reduce the stress placed on prospective

managers by making it easier to decline a nomination to

participate in the assessment center. Most companies select

participants by supervisor nomination, whereas others

nominate every manager that reaches a certain level of per-

formance (Byham, 1970; Byham & Pentecost, 1970). In effect,

however, these procedures are tantamount to forcing assess-

ment center participation. In an effort to rectify this

situation, other companies have tried self-nomination for

assessment center participation. However, social science

research casts doubts as to whether volunteer performance is

comparable to the performance of those participants who are

forced to attend the assessment center.
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The issue of volunteer versus nonvolunteer performance

bears directly on ethical considerations when using assess-

ment center selection methods. If volunteers out perform

nonvolunteers, consideration must be given to those parti-

cipants who have been forced to attend the center. More

seriously, validity coefficients and other empirical findings

may not be equivalent for these two groups. Therefore, the

volunteer status of the participant is a dimension which

demands attention.

There has been considerable research bearing on volunteer

versus nonvolunteer status in social science experimentation.

This research casts some light on the ethical considerations

that need to be evaluated when requiring people to participate

in any task wherein they are to be evaluated.

Rosnow and Rosenthal (1976) present an overview of

volunteer stauts in social science research. Volunteer

subjects are typically better educated, have higher social

status, are more intelligent, have a higher need for social

approval, are more sociable, are more unconventional, less

authoritarian, less conforming, more altruistic, more self-

disclosing, more internally motivated, have higher self-esteem,

and are more reponsive to demand characteristics than are

nonvolunteers (Pandey, 1979). Thus, volunteers are seen as

more desirous of pleasing the experimenter, will stick more

closely to the experimental task, and should generally

perform better than nonvolunteers.
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Green (1963) found that volunteers are more interested

in the experimental study and are curious about the tasks

that they are to perform. Thus, he concludes that volunteers

are more task involved that nonvolunteers. Conversely,

he views nonvolunteers as being more ego involved than

volunteers. An ego-involved subject is one whose dominant

goals include defending, maintaining, or enhancing self-

esteem and public prestige. Green believes that since

nonvolunteers are ego involved, they may have refused to

participate because they were afraid of being negatively

evaluated. However, Rosnow and Rosenthal (1976) believe

that it is the volunteer who is more ego involved. They

state that the volunteer's motives are to cooperate with

the researcher and to be favorably evaluated, which also

fits the description of an ego-involved subject. This

confusion in the literature has led Dixon (1973) to lament

that the relationship between recruitment techniques and

task performance is still an empirical question.

Kruglanski (1973) believes that this confusion arises

because "volunteer artifacts" are not valid experimental

variables. He criticizes Rosnow and Rosenthal for touting

differences in volunteers and nonvolunteers that did not

reach satistical significance. He claims that differences

of education and occupational status will not occur, if all

subjects are college students. Further, he argues that

volunteer status is not a unitary psychological variable.
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Volunteers, he believes, will differ among themselves,

depending on the specific details of the research project.

Even within the same project, it is unlikely that all

volunteers will have the same motive for volunteering. He

believes that it is improbable that those volunteering for

different reasons will resemble each other more than they

resemble nonvolunteers.

The research on volunteer versus nonvolunteer charac-

teristics is far from conclusive. One reason for the

ambiguity in the literature has been the tendency to focus

on personality variables. Research on volunteer versus

nonvolunteer performance variables is sorely needed.

The purpose of the present study is to examine the

relationship between volunteer status and performance in a

management assessment center. Specifically, the study

attempts to answer the question of whether or not volunteers

actually perform better than nonvolunteers in an assessment

center atmosphere. The techniques adopted for this center

pull for a strong orientation toward the task at hand,

which should favor volunteers. However, the inclusion of

several role-playing exercises may also favor the ego-

involved subject. Since some characteristics of volunteer

subjects and some characteristics of nonvolunteer subjects

tend to enhance performance, it is hypothesized that there

will be no significant difference between these two groups.
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Method

Subjects

Twenty-two male and 30 female subjects were recruited

from the Business Administration Department at North Texas

State University and from Texas Woman's University. Twenty-

two of the participants were recruited by responding to a

written description of a research project entitled "Manage-

ment Assessment Center" in graduate classes. Individuals

volunteering to participate placed their name, telephone

number, and date most convenient for them on a sign-up sheet,

immediately after the announcement. The other 30 of the

subjects participated as a requirement of a graduate-level,

business course. The final groups consisted of 8 male

volunteers, 14 female volunteers, 14 male nonvolunteers, and

16 female nonvolunteers. Subjects were contacted in the

order that they signed up, until the sessions were full.

Those who signed up for a particular date but were uanble to

participate were offered the next available date. All

participants gave informed consent (see Appendix A) prior to

participation. Subjects received verbal feedback outlining

their performance, as well as an occupational development plan.

Design

The design of the experiment was a 2 X 2 factorial, with

sex (males vs. females) and volunteer status (volunteers vs.

nonvolunteers) as the independent variables.



16

Materials

The Assessment Center Survey. The Assessment Center

Survey consists of 20 Likert-type scales, fill-in-the-blank

questions, and multiple-choice questions which assess the

participant's knowledge of, attitude toward, and prior

experience with assessment centers.

The Background Information Blank. The Background

Information Blank is a questionnaire designed to gather

information regarding education background, major employment

history, personal and family history, and life goals.

In-basket exercise. The in-basket exercise was an

exercise in which each participant was supplied with a

packet of materials and asked to assume the hypothetical

role of an employee who had suddenly been promoted to a

management position. Individuals were asked to assume that

it was Saturday morning, they must leave in 1 hour to catch

a plane, the switchboard was disconnected, and they must

take action on the items pending in their predecessor's

in basket. The in-basket materials contained 27 items,

consisting of memos from the president, anonymous letters

from hostile employees, bills which must be handled, requests

for vacation leave, and other items. The gist of the

in-basket exercise is to set up a skeletal idea of a depart-

ment which is in need of serious attention. Participants

were asked to take action on each item and to record those

actions in writing.
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In-basket interview. The in-basket interview was an

exercise in which an experimenter questioned the participant

about specific items in the in basket. The experimenter

agreed with the way the participant handled some items,

questioned some decisions, flatly disagreed with other

decisions, and pushed for more discussion on a final item.

The Comensation Committee. The Compensation Committee

exercise was a leaderless, group exercise in which the par-

ticipants were asked to continue in the role of the new

manager. They were asked to assume that they had been

appointed to a six-person committee which dispenses dis-

cretionary salary increases to deserving employees. Data

pertaining to six employees' initial and current salary,

the date of their next regular merit review, their academic

degrees, their last performance evaluation, and a letter of

recommendation from a supervisor were given. The employees

in the exercise were all mentioned in the in-basket exercise,

making earlier information important for the participant's

performance in the committee meeting. Each participant was

pre-assigned an employee to represent. The task was to

obtain at least $1000 for his or her employee, while at the

same time helping the committee make the best use of the

$4000 allocated for such increases. They had 1 hour to

divide the money, or no one received a raise.

The Group Exercise Participant Report Form. The Group

Exercise Participant Report Form requires the participants
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to rank order each other on dimensions, such as contribution

to the exercise and effectiveness in the group. Additionally,

the participants were asked to indicate which group member

was the quickest to understand the exercise, who was the

leader, who was the strategist, who disrupted the most, who

was concerned with others' feelings, and who attended to

time. Finally, the participants were asked to rate their

peers on how well they would perform in a group of the best

people management could assemble for a group, such as the one

just completed. They were also asked to indicate how much

money they were able to get for the employee that they

represented in the exercise.

Policies and Procedures Committee. In the Policies and

Procedures Committee exercise, the participants were asked

to chair a three-person committee which was charged with the

duty of developing policies and procedures addressing

employees' appearance and behavior during breaks. Again,

these problems stemmed from the in-basket materials, so

information from that exercise was essential for adequate

performance in this committee. The committee meeting lasted

25 minutes.

Secretarial Job Descriptions Committee. In the Secre-

tarial Job Descriptions Committee exercise, the participants

were asked to chair a three-person committee which met to

write concrete, unambiguous job descriptions, including duties

and responsibilities for secretarial staff. The secretarial
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pool was mentioned in the in-basket materials as a problem

area in the department. Again, the participants had 25

minutes in which to discuss the problem and prepare a written

outline of secretarial job descriptions.

The oral presentation. The oral presentation was a

role-play exercise in which the participants were asked to

review 21 statements about a computer system and then to try

to sell their supervisor on the idea of purchasing a par-

ticular system. During the 20-minute exercise, a confederate

playing the supervisor listened to the presentation and then

began to make statements with sexual overtones. The con-

federate reacted to the participants' responses in a way that

was obviously sexual harassment.

Performance appraisal interview. During the performance

appraisal interview, the participants were to conduct a

standard employee-performance appraisal with a secretary

who had been described in the in-basket materials as

invaluable to the company but who is emotionally upset

because she feels that she gets all the undesirable jobs,

works harder than her peers, and makes less money. A con-

federate assumes the role of an irate secretary who screamed,

cried, moaned, and did anything to get her way.

The Reorganization Plan Committee. The Reorganization

Plan Committee was another 25-minute, three-person committee

meeting. This committee was charged with reorganizing the

division so as to make it more responsive to company needs.
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They were given a budget of $10,000 with which to affect

the change. The participants were asked to prepare a

written report justifying any expenses and showing how the

changes would make the system more responsive.

The management'objective plan. The management objective

plan was an exercise which called for both a written and an

oral response. The participants were given a computer print-

out which plotted the budgets of several divisions, including

their own, against that division's productivity. All other

divisions were producing more as their budgets increased.

However, in the participants' division, the budget was

steadily climbing, while the productivity was steadily

decreasing. The second part of the printout plotted each

of several factors (number of complaints, turnover rate,

percentage of employees working all day, and the employee

evaluations) against productivity. All of the data in this

section pertained to the participants' division. The data

were analyzed, using scattergram plots, multiple regression,

and several other statistical techniques. Thus, there were

several ways of understanding the gist of the printout. Once

they analyzed the data, the participants were asked to

prepare a "management by objective" (MBO) plan. They were

required to make specific suggestions that would help increase

production, ensure a smooth running operation, and offer a

system for the evaluation of their objectives. Finally, after

the written MBO was prepared, they were asked to present the
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plan to representatives from the company's Board of Directors.

The Board was made up of confederates who asked questions

based on the MBO, as well as prepared questions designed to

make the participants "think on their feet."

Background interview. The background interview was an

exercise in which the participants were interviewed by the

experimenters~ It was the only exercise in which the par-

ticipants dropped the role of the hypothetical manager. The

experimenters gathered information about the participants'

personal and employment histories that was relevant to their

predicted success as managers.

The Self-Rating Form. The Self-Rating Form asks the

participants to rate themselves on a 7-point, Likert-type

scale on each of the 11 exercises. A rating of 1 is

anchored with "poor," while a rating of 7 corresponds to

"very good."

The Global Rating Form. The Global Rating Form calls

for the participants to rate themselves on 7-point, Likert-

type scales on each of 10 dimensions. The dimensions are

leadership, written and oral communication, problem analysis,

delegation, interpersonal skills, stress tolerance, organi-

zation and planning, functional knowledge, management level,

and management potential. The scales are anchored at the

extreme ends with short, descriptive phrases. Phrases on the

high end of the scale are more positive, while the phrases on

the low end are negative managerial characteristics. However,
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the ratings of management level and managerial potential are

reverse scored, with a low score indicating a high ability

level and a high score indicating a low ability level.

The Exercise Evaluation Form. The Exercise Evaluation

Form is a two-part credibility form. The first part consists

of seven questions about the credibility of each exercise.

The second part asks the participants to rate the credibility

of the assessment center process as a whole. Ratings are

given on a 9-point, Likert-type scale with anchors at the

extreme ends.

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF).

The 16PF is an objectively scored personality test. The

test yields 16 primary factor scores: reserved vs. outgoing

(A), less intelligent vs. more intelligent (B), affected by

feelings vs. emotionally stable (C), humble vs. assertive

(E), sober vs. happy to lucky (F), expedient vs. conscientious

(G), shy vs. venturesome (H), tough-minded vs. tender-minded

(I), trusting vs. suspicious (L), practical vs. imaginative

(M), forthright vs. shrewd (N), self-assured vs. apprehensive

(0), conservative vs. experimenting (Ql), group dependent vs.

self-sufficient (Q2), undisciplined self-conflict vs. con-

trolled (Q3), and relaxed vs. tense (Q5). Alternate form

reliability for this instrument is reported to be .70, and

criterion validity coefficients are as high as .56 (Buros,

1975). A Sten score is obtained. Scores 1-3 and scores 8-10

are interpretable.
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The Self--Evaluation Questionnaire. The Self-Evaluation

Questionnaire is an objectively scored test of state and

trait anxiety. Spielberger et al. (1979) report 1 month

test-retest reliability coefficients of .84 for males and

.76 for females on the trait score and .33 for males and

.16 for females on the state scores. Since state anxiety

is expected to vary over time, the low reliability coeffi-

cients for this score are not to be considered problematic.

Validity correlations with the Institute of Personality and

Ability Testing Anxiety Scale (.77) and the Taylor Manifest

Anxiety Scale (.83) are encouragingly high. The partici-

pant responds to short statements by checking a 4-point,

Likert-type scale, ranging from "almost never" to "almost

always." The answers are scored 1 through 4, with some

items being reverse scored because some statements are

positive and some are negative. Raw scores are transformed

into percentiles, as given in the test manual. Scores of

85th percentile and above on the State Anxiety section

indicate that the respondent consciously perceives tension

and apprehension. This is the type of anxiety expected in

highly stressful situations, such as the assessment center

procedures. A score of 85th percentile or higher on the

Trait Anxiety portion means that the respondent has a tendency

to be anxious over a wide variety of situations or events.

These people usually exhibit anxiety as a general behavioral

disposition.
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The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule. The Rathus Asser-

tiveness Schedule is an objectively scored instrument used

to assess assertive behavior. Rathus (1973) reports a test-

retest reliability coefficient of .78 and a split-half

reliability of .77. The author also reports validity

correlations of the schedule with measures of how people

respond in specific situations to be .70. A score is given

for each item, ranging from -3 to +3. A total score is

obtained by adding the item scores, after changing the

signs of reversed items. Scores of -90 to -25 for females

and -90 to-15 for males are interpreted as indicating a

passive, nonassertive, or shy person who holds back sel:-

expressions and sometimes feels taken advantage of. Scores

of -24 to +25 for females and -14 to +35 for males are

interpreted as indicating a person who expresses himsel

or herself appropriately, is at ease handling business

situations, speaks up when his or her rights are violat d,

and may enjoy a good argument. Scores of +26 to +90 for

females and +36 to +90 for males are interpreted as indicating

a person who is orally assertive to the point of being

aggressive, has tendency to brag, and frequently antagonizes

others.

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. The achieve-

ment scale from the Edwards Personal Preference Schedul is

an objectively scored instrument that indicates the respon-

dent's need for achievement. Buros (1975) reports "impressive"
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Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 reliability coefficients, with

a range from .65 to .95. However, Buros also states that

the validity data for this test is "meager." Scoring is

done by adding the number of responses checked. Raw scores

are converted into percentiles. Scores of 97th percentile

and above are interpreted as "very high." Scores of 85th

to 96th percentile are interpreted as "high." Scores of

17th to 84th percentile are interpreted as "average."

Scores of 4th to 16th percentile are interpreted as "low."

Scores of 3rd percentile and below are interpreted as

"very low."

The Incomplete Sentence Blank for Adults. The Incomplete

Sentence Blank for Adults has been revised to have face

validity for management students and working managers. The

blank is scored projectively with dimensions such as areas

of conflict, likes, dislikes, interests, and like areas in

mind. There is no specific scoring method for this technique.

Mach V scale. The Mach V scale was constructed to

measure the extent to which one views and manipulates others

for his or her own purposes. Items are classified into one

of three groups: advocacy of manipulative tactics in inter-

personal relations; unflattering view of the nature of humans

as being weak, cowardly, and easily subject to pressure from

others; and abstract morality.

The scale is composed of 20 items with three statements

each. Respondents are to indicate which statement they most
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agree with and which statement they least agree with.

Scores are assigned based on the combination of statements

checked within each item. The possible range of scores is

20 to 140. The mean for males is 93.69, with a standard

deviation of 14.37; whereas the mean for females is 87.66,

with a standard deviation of 13.45. Christie and Geis (1970)

report the item-whole correlation for all items to be .38.

No validity data are reported.

Personal Attributes Inventory. The Personal Attributes

Inventory is an objectively scored measure of masculinity,

femininity, and androgeny. There are eight items corre-

sponding to each of the three dimensions. High scores on

the dimensions indicate that the respondent has those

socially desirable characteristics that are stereotypically

attributed to members of one or the other sex, or to both

sexes. The items consist of a pair of characteristics with

letters "A" through "E" between them. "A" corresponds to a

rating of having very little of the trait, whereas "E"

corresponds to having a lot of the trait. Spence (1978)

reports Cronbach alphas for a sample of students to be .85

for masculinity, .82 for femininity, and .78 for androgeny.

Also reported are validity correlations with the Bem Sex

Role Inventory. These validity coefficients are .75 for

males and .59 for females. The scale is scored by assigning

the score of 1 to an "A" response, 2 to a "B" response, and

so on, with "E" receiving a score of 4. The item scores are
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summed for each dimension for the total score on that

dimension. Mean scores for college students are 21

(standard deviation of 4.5) for masculinity, 23 (standard

deviation of 4.0) for femininity, and 15 (standard deviation

of 4.0) for androgeny. High scores are associated with

socially desirable characteristics of the sex corresponding

to the dimension.

Self-Monitoring Scale. The Self-Monitoring Scale is a

25-item, objectively scored instrument that measures the extent

to which individuals monitor (observe and control) their

expressive behavior and self-presentations. It also measures

the person's sensitivity to the expression and self-presenta-

tion of others and the ability to use these cues as guidelines

for managing their own expressive behavior. The scale is

scored by adding one point for each "correct" response. The

total score is the total number of points. A score higher

than 15 is considered "high,"-and a score of 9 or less is

considered "low."

Snyder (1974) reports the Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability

to be .70 and the test-retest reliability to be .83. The

author also cites a validity study wherein the subject's

score on the Self-Monitoring Scale correlated closely

(r = .45) with peer ratings of that person's self-monitoring

ability. Another study found that actors' mean score was

significantly higher than that of college-student controls

(t = 8.27, df = 555, p < .001). Persons scoring high on the



28

scale are good at learning what is socially appropriate in

new situations, have good self-control over emotional

expression, and can effectively use this ability to create

desirable impressions.

Levenson's Locus of Control. Levenson's Locus of

Control is an objectively scored instument that measures

the respondent's belief that his destiny is controlled by

chance, powerful others, or himself or herself. The scale

consists of 24 items in Likert-type format, representing

the three dimensions of internal control, control by

powerful others, and control by chance. The range on each

scale is from 0 to 43. The mean score for Internal (I)

control is 35, 48, for Powerful Others (P) is 16.65, and for

Chance (C) is 13.94.

High scores on the internal dimension suggest that the

respondent feels in control of his or her life and is

usually involved in several activities designed to control

some aspect of his or her life. High scores on the Powerful

Others scale reflect a belief that other people are in control

of the respondent's life. High scores on the Chance scale

reflect the belief that fate controls the life of the respon-

dent. These individuals are unlikely to engage in activities

to control their own lives. Levenson (1972) reports no

reliability coefficients but states that "pretesting indicated

that the I, P, and C scales had a high internal consistency

and were not correlated with a measure of social desirability"

(p. 262).
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Levenson' s validity study compares high versus low internals

on involvement in activities designed to control their lives.

The group differences were significant (F = 5.76, p < .02) ,

establishing validity for this dimension.

Adjective Check List. The Adjective Check List consists

of 300 adjectives commonly used to describe attributes of a

person. Subjects are instructed to check those which they

consider self-descriptive. The scale may be completed in

10 or 15 minutes, even by unsophisticated subjects, and

arouses little resistance and anxiety. Currently, there are

24 experimental scales available for use with the Adjective

Check List. They are total number of adjectives checked,

defensiveness, number of unfavorable adjectives checked,

self-confidence, self-control, lability, personal adjustment,

achievement, dominance, endurance, order, intraception,

nurturance, affiliation, heterosexuality, exhibition,

autonomy, aggression, change, succorance, abasement deference,

and counseling readiness.

The Adjective Check List is computer scored. The score

for each scale is determined by subtracting the number of

contraindicative adjectives (for that scale) from indicative

adjectives checked and then converting to a standard score

according to sex and total number of adjectives checked.

test-retest reliabilites for the scale cluster at .64.

This Low reliability indicates that the Adjective Check List

is subject to short-term fluctuations in mood. The authors
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found that reliability coefficients are significantly

related to certain checked adjectives, so test-retest

stability is a characteristic of the respondent as well as

the test.

Gough and Heilbum (1965) report "considerable construct

validity" in a wide variety of studies. These studies

included prediction of college dropout, termination of

counseling, and architectural creativity.

Repression-Sensitization Scale. Defense style was

measured, using Byrne's (1961) Repression-Sensitization

(R-S) Scale, which consists of 156 Minnesota Multiphasic

Personality Inventory (MMPI) items. The participants are

instructed to mark true or false to each item as it

pertains to their personality. The scale is scored by

crediting one point for each answer as given in the Byrne

(1961) article. Split-half and test-retest reliabilities

of .88 were reported. Correlations with Ullman's Facilita-

tion-Inhibition Scale were reported as -.75 for a group of

students and --.94 for male psychiatric patients. Validity

coefficients of .62 and .55 were also reported from cor-

relations with Worchel's Self-Activity Inventory for two

student samples.

The Interview Guide/Checklist. The Interview Guide/

Checklist is a structured interview outline which covers such

areas as early years and family history, education and

training, work experiences, health and disability, economic
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conditions, personality characteristics, problem behavior,

current interests, current activities, and personal goals.

The form is useful in semistructured interview situations.

The in-basket score sheet. The in-basked score sheet

is a form for objectifying the scoring of the in-basket

exercise. All of the items in the in-basket materials are

listed and blanks are provided in which to code the par-

ticipant's action on each item.

The assessor instructions for the in-basket interview.

The assessor instructions for the in-basket interview is a

structured interview format for use during the in-basket

interview. Topics covered include general impressions and

general problem areas of the division, as well as the

relationships between the problem areas. Additionally,

specific items from the in-basket materials are addressed.

The interviewer is directed to agree with the way some

items were handled, challenge the response to other items,

and push for more discussion on a final item.

The MBOjQuestionsForm. The MBO Questions Form lists

eight questions designed to assess the participant's under-

standing of the day's activities. The questions call for

information gained throughout the entire day's activities.

Additionally, there are questions that require the partici-

pant to relate the hypothetical company's concerns to current

issues in the business world. Finally, there are irrelevant

and meaningless questions designed to assess the participant's

ability to screen out distractions in an appropriate manner.
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The Behavioral Checklist. The Behavioral Checklist

(see Appendix B) is a behaviorally based rating form. Eight

dimensions are measured (leadership, problem analysis,

communication, delegation, interpersonal skills, organization

and planning, stress tolerance, and functional knowledge).

Under each dimension heading are seven operationally defined

behaviors that reflect some attribute of the dimension.

Scoring is done by checking each attribute observed in each

assessment center exercise. Then, a cumulative frequency for

each dimension across exercises is computed, giving the

summary score for each dimension. Finally, the summary

score for the dimensions are added, giving a total behavioral

score.

The Descriptions Form. The Descriptions Form is similar

to the Behavioral Checklist, in that dimensions are listed

(leadership, problem analysis, communication, delegation,

organization and planning, stress tolerance, and interpersonal

skills), and several items are included under each category.

However, on this form, the items are adjectives which

describe various aspects of the corresponding dimension.

No formal scoring is done.

The Global Rating Form. The Global Rating Form calls

for the experimenters to rate the participants on 7-point,

Likert-type scales on each of 10 dimensions. The dimensions

are leadership, written and oral communication, problem

analysis, delegation, interpersonal skills, stress tolerance,
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organization and planning, functional knowledge, management

level, and management potential. The scales are anchored

at the extreme ends with short, descriptive phrases.

Phrases on the high end of the scale are more positive;

whereas the phrases at the low end are negative managerial

characteristics.

The Self-Rating Form. The Self-Rating Form asks the

experimenters to rate the participants on 7-point, Likert-

type scales on each of the 11 exercises. A rating of 1

is anchored with "poor"; whereas a rating of 7 corresponds

to "very good."

Genericjob descriptions table. This table lists

generic job descriptions for positions which are common

to most companies. The positions are President, Executive

Vice-President, Staff Vice-President, Operating Vice-Presi-

dent, Department Manager, and Group Supervisors. Descriptions

are behaviorally oriented. The descriptions are used to

assist in identifying management levels that the participants

are suited for immediately, as well as the level that their

particular strengths and weaknesses make them ideally suited

for.

The Development Planning Form. The Development Planning

Form lists 25 possible training and development methods.

Each method is targeted to address specific deficiencies in

a participant's performance. The specific skills and

abilities that are expected to accrue from participation in

the training method are given.
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Report-Writing Form. The Report-Writing Form is a

7-step guide to writing assessment center reports. The

experimenters are asked to summarize the Behavioral Check-

lists, write comments, and complete a global rating form

on each participant that they rated, bring the comments and

global ratings to a group meeting where they can ask

questions about the participant about whom they are going

to write, score the psychological inventories on their

participant, prepare a summary sheet, and then write the

report from the cumulative data.

Experimenters

The experimenters were 12 graduate students in business

and psychology. The first step of the training process for

the original experimenters was to have them decide upon the

dimensions to be assessed and then to operationalize those

dimensions into observable behaviors. Next, the experimenters

practiced rating during 10 pilot runs. Finally, the trainers

co-rated with each original experimenter during an actual

assessment center procedure, so as to be able to calculate

interrater reliability. Each experimenter was trained to

at least .85 reliability. The new experimenters were trained

in the same way as the original experimenters, except that

they had no opportunity to rate pilot runs. To compensate

for this, the new experimenters practiced rating during

actual assessment center runs. These practice ratings were

done from non--obtrusive observation booths. Additionally,
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intermittent, random reliability checks were done during

assessment center runs to control for observer drift.

Procedure

The participants signed up as a requirement of their

graduate business class or in response to a call for volun-

teers. They were later called, in the order that they

signed up, and asked to participate in an upcoming assess-

ment center run. Assessment center runs were scheduled on

Saturdays during the school year.

On the day of the assessment center, the participants

gathered in a large room at 7:30 a.m. for orientation. At

orientation, they were given informed-consent forms

(Appendix A) to complete. Additionally, they were asked

whether or not they were required to participate, and,

if so, if they would have volunteered any way. Finally, the

day's activities were briefly explained, the importance of

maintaining the role of the hypothetical manager stressed,

and offices for each of the participants were assigned.

After orientation, the participants had a few minutes

for coffee, and then at 8:30 a.m., began to work on the

in-basket exercise. They had 1 hour in which to respond

to those items before turning in the in-basket materials

to a central office.

At 9:30 a.m., the participants gathered in a conference

room for the compensation committee. This exercise also

lasted 1 hour. This was the first exercise in which the

participants were rated, using the Behavioral Checklist.
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Participants had free time from 10:30 until 11:00 a.m.

During this time, they visited the coffee room and worked

on the psychological inventories. Additionally, they could

have used this time to prepare for the next exercise.

The next exercise was the background interview. The

interviewers had previously had the opportunity to review

the participant's Background Information Blank. Interviews

were semistructured and based on the Interview Guide/Checklist.

After the background interviews, the participants

gathered in conference rooms for the policies and procedures

committee exercise. During this meeting, one of the three

participants was appointed chairperson. Only the chair-

person was rated.

After that meeting, lunch was served. Lunch lasted

from 12:00 until 12:45 p.m., and then the participants had

25 minutes of free time. Again, the participants could

utilize this free time any way they believed was needed.

While the participants had free time, the experimenters

were scoring the in-basket items, using the in-basket

score sheet. Additionally, they rated the in-basket exercise,

using the Behavioral Checklist. At 1:00 p.m., the in-basket

interview began. The interview was conducted following the

Assessor Instructions for the In-Basket Interview. The

participants were again rated on the Behavioral Checklist.

After the in-basket interview, the participants

gathered in a conference room for the Secretarial Job
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Descriptions Committee. During this exercise, one of the

participants who did not chair the Policies and Procedures

Committee was appointed to act as chairperson. Again, only

the chairperson was rated.

After this committee meeting, the participants had

another free period, from 2:00 until 2:40 p.m. At 2:40 p.m.,

the oral presentation began. This was a 20-minute exercise.

During this exercise, the experimenters rated both the

participant's ability to present a coherent sales pitch for

the computer system and the reaction to the confederate

supervisor's sexual comments.

The next exercise was the performance appraisal

interview. During this 20-minute, role-play exercise, the

experimenters rated the participant's reaction to the

confederate's overt display of violent emotion, as well as

their ability to stay task oriented and complete the per-

formance appraisal.

Next the last of the three-person committees, the

Reorganization Plan Committee, met. The participants who

had not chaired a three-person committee were appointed to

act as chairpersons. As before, only the chairpersons were

rated.

After another short free-time period, the participants

went to a conference room for the management by objective

plan presentation to the "board of directors." The experi-

menters listened to the presentation and then started asking
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questions. They made sure that all of the questions on the

MBO Questions Form were asked, but were also free to ask

anything else that came to mind.

After the MBO presentation, the participants were

handed the Self-Rating Form, the Global-Rating Form, and

the Exercise Evaluation Form. When they had completed

those forms and all of the psychological inventories, they

were debriefed and they were free to leave. Most parti-

cipants were able to finish the tasks by 5:30 p.m.

The schedules were arranged so that each experimenter

rated each of six participants in at least one exercise.

During the week after the assessment center run, the

experimenters followed the steps on the Report-Writing Form.

One week later, the assessment center reports were given to

the chief investigator who reviewed the raw data and super-

vised the experimenters on the report. Appointments were

made with the participants for individual, verbal feedback.

This feedback included specific information on all of the

evaluated dimensions, as well as information on suggested

remedial actions for identified weaknesses.

Results

The dependent measures for the study are the total

behavioral score, the mean of the experimenter's ratings of

managerial potential, and the mean of the experimenter's

ratings of management level. The total behavioral score is a

summary score of an objective behavioral checklist of factors
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contributing to effective management. The score on mana-

gerial potential is a rating of the highest management level

that the participant is likely to achieve. The ratings are

done on a 7-point, Likert-type scale. The score on manage-

ment level is a rating of the current management level that

is best suited to the participant's ability. The rating is

done on a 7-point, Likert-type scale. The mean and standard

deviations for each dependent measure are listed in Table 1

(Appendix C).

A multivariate analysis of variance was prepared in

which the subject's performance on the dependent measures

were combined to yield a simple F value. The analysis

reveals a significant main effect for volunteer status,

F(3,46) = 5.66, p < .002. Because this analysis reveals a

significant finding, univariate analyses of variance were

performed on the three dependent measures. These analyses

are summarized in Table 2 (Appendix D).

Level

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis on the ratings of

management level reveals a significant main effect for

volunteer status, F(1,48) = 16.62, p < .001. The volun-

teers were rated as better on this measure. No significant

effect is found for sex or for the sex X status interaction.

Potential

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis on the rating of

management potential reveals a significant main effect for
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volunteer status, F(1,48) = 5.02, p < .03. Volunteers were

rated as better on this measure. No significant effect is

for sex or for the sex X status interaction.

Total Behavioral Score

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis on the total behavioral

score reveals no significant main effects. Additionally,

the sex X status interaction does not reach significance.

Because the analysis reveals difference in volunteers

and nonvolunteers, a multivariate analysis of variance was

performed on the scores from the psychological inventories.

The measures include a test of sociability (Self-Monitoring

Scale), the three dimensions of locus of control, and a

measure of ego involvement (the difference in state and

trait anxiety),. The means and standard deviations for the

measures are listed in Table 3 (Appendix E). The analysis

reveals a significant main effect for volunteer status,

F(5,33) = 7.18, p < .001. No significant effects are found

for the main effect of sex or the sex X status interaction.

Since the results reveal a significant difference, nivariate

analyses of variance were performed on the five dependent

measures. The results of these analyses are presented in

Table 4 (Appendix F).

Self-Monitoring Scale

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis of the Self-Monitoring

Scale reveals no significant main effects. Additionally, the

sex X status interaction does not reach significance
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Internal Locus of Control

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis of the Internal Locus

of Control reveals a significant main effect for volunteer

status F(1,37) = 11.27, p < .002. The volunteers were more

internal than the nonvolunteers. No significant effect is

found for sex or for the sex X status interaction.

Powerful Other Locus of Control

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis of the Powerful Other

Locus of Control reveals no significant main effects.

Additionally, no sex X status effect is found.

Chance Locus of Control

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis of the Chance Locus of

Control reveals no significant main effects. Additionally,

no sex by status effect is found.

Anxiety

A 2 X 2 (sex X status) analysis of the Anxiety measure

reveals a significant main effect for volunteer status,

F(l,37) = 8.66, p < .006. The volunteers' state anxiety was

elevated over their trait anxiety more so than was the

nonvolunteers' state anxiety. This is seen as a measure of

motivating anxiety and, hence, ego involvement, There are

no significant effects for sex or for the sex X status

interaction.

A multiple regression analysis was performed, using the

scores from the eight rated dimensions as independent

variables and the total behavioral score as the criteria
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measure. Table 5 (Appendix G) lists the dimensions in

order of their contribution to the variance of the total

behavioral score.

Discussion

The results partially support the hypothesis that there

is no performance difference between volunteers and nonvol-

unteers in a management assessment center process. Although

differences are found on global ratings of management level

and management potential, no difference is found on the

total behavioral score. These scales seem to be measuring

different aspects of the participant's performance, and

these differences may explain this mixed finding.

Differences in the nature of the measures themselves

make them susceptible to the influences of different factors.

The global ratings of management potential and management

level are susceptible to unconscious rater bias which results

from the rater's reaction to the participant's attitude.

Those participants who are more friendly or well liked will

probably get better ratings. The participant's attitude is

partially determined by whether or not he or she wanted to

participate. The global ratings are influenced by the par-

ticipant's attitude through the day, rather than just during

the exercises. This fact leads to interpersonal skills

carrying too much weight in the score. This influence, then,

should be construed as error. Since interpersonal skills

are important for managerial success, the Behavioral Check-

list includes items designed to assess the participant's
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job-related interpersonal skills. However, an objective

measure will reduce the reactive error inherent in sub-

jective ratings. Indeed, the finding that volunteer status

does not effect the behavioral score supports the contention

that the volunteers' better performance on the global

ratings is due to their attitude about participating in the

assessment center process.

Rosnow and Rosenthal (1976) suggest that volunteers

should out perform nonvolunteers because they are better

educated, more intelligent, more internally oriented, have

a greater desire to please the experimenter, are generally

more affected by the demand characteristics of the task,

and are more ego involved in the study. Of these variables,

the effect of differences of education and intelligence

should not have occurred, since all the subjects were college

students (Kruglanski, 1973). Present findings support the

claim that volunteers are more internally oriented and,

if an elevation of state over trait anxiety is taken as a

measure of ego involvement, the contention that volunteers

are more ego involved is also supported, For the present

study, subtle differences in the desire to please and the

response to demand characteristics cannot be ruled out as

having contributed to the global ratings. The behavioral

ratings, however, are much less susceptible to this type of

rater bias because only job-relevant behaviors are rated.

If internality and ego involvement actually contribute to
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effective management behavior, the checklist should be

sensitive to this. Since the mean on the checklist is

higher for volunteers, it seems that internality and ego

involvement may have boosted their performance level.

However, the difference in means on the measures are not

significant; whereas the means on global ratings are. This

finding suggests that the global ratings are effected by

other variables which do not effect the checklist. Thus,

the desire to please and the response to demand character-

istics probably account for the differences between the

subjective global ratings and the more objective behavioral

measure.

The important point here is whether or not the variables

accounting for the differences on the measures are important

to managerial success. Other researchers (Mitchell, 1975;

Wilson & Tatge, 1973; Wollowick & McNamara, 1969) have

stated that interpersonal skills are critical for success in

an assessment center process. It seems likely that the

desire to please the experimenter and the response to demand

characteristics would effect the rater's perception of a

participant's social skills. However, it seems unlikely

that such a situation-specific elevation would be related

to actual performance as a manager. Thus, the significant

elevation for volunteers on the global ratings is an arti-

fact of recruitment method, which is irrelevant to management

success. These findings call the previous 25 years of
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research on assessment center methods into question. The

validity coefficients and other empirical findings of

previous studies cannot be considered relevant to both

groups. In fact, rater bias when using the global rating

method makes all previous findings suspect.

The finding that volunteers out perform nonvolunteers

on global measures suggests an important ethical considera-

tion. If an assessment center relies on the traditional

global ratings, the findings are subject to the volunteer

status of the participant. If internality and ego involve-

ment are important factors, then the impact of volunte r

status may have a functional relationship to managerial

competence. If internality and ego involvement are no

particularly salient traits for managers, the results of

global ratings are due entirely to extraneous factors.

Even if the variables are relevant, traditional global

measures are still affected by irrelevant variables, such

as demand characteristics and the desire to please the

raters. Thus, it may be impossible to compare volunteers

and nonvolunteers using traditional measures in the manage-

ment assessment center. These results demonstrate tha

the reactivity of global ratings results in significant

error. Therefore, the use of global ratings produces n

unfair assessment and should be discontinued.

A more reasonable approach, then, would be to utilize

the more objective behavioral ratings and measure inte ality
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and ego involvement directly with psychometric scales.

Since behavioral scores show no differentiation along the

dimension of volunteer status, they would be unbiased for

either group, or for an assessment center wherein members

from both groups participate. Other advantages of the

behavioral ratings include increased objectivity in ratings

and greater specification of the preset standards by which

individuals will be evaluated. These characteristics have

been found to be of value in management assessment (Byham,

1970).

Another important issue addressed by this study is

the degree to which interpersonal skills determine the

subsequent evaluation. The results demonstrate that with

the behavioral checklist, problem analysis (a cognitive

task) and communication skills account for most of the

variance in the total score for both volunteers and non-

volunteers. For both groups, interpersonal skills figured

less importantly than several other dimensions. Thus,

utilization of such a checklist should assuage management

fears that subordinates who are not outgoing will not be

fairly evaluated (Wilson & Tatge, 1973). Also, a measure

of social sensitivity (Self-Monitoring Scale) does not show

a difference between volunteers and nonvolunteers. Perhaps

the issue of interpersonal attractiveness can be laid to

rest with the implementation of the new technology utilized

in this version of the management assessment center process.
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This study seeks to correct for the procedural weak-

nesses in other assessment center research studies. The

integrated "day at the office" approach elevated the content

validity of the center, making the ability to adequately

perform the simulation tasks more than a measure of ability

to organize materials in a nonstressful setting. In contrast

to the traditional procedures, the participants were called

on to act without much preparation time, allowing evaluation

of their ability to manage time and stress. Additionally,

the participants' ability to integrate materials from

earlier learning was also assessed. Further, the use of

the behavioral ratings allowed an analysis of each dimension

that was assessed, rather than merely obtaining a global

score. Finally, more psychometric precision was obtained

by explicitly stating the number of subjects in each group

and by replacing the traditional report of percentages

with recognized inferential statistics.

Summary and Conclusions

Traditionally used global ratings of management com-

petence are influenced by the volunteer status of the

participants. Variables accounting for the difference in

the performance of volunteers an nonvolunteers are the

participant's degree of internal control, their ego involve-

ment in the contrived task, thei response to demand

characteristics, and their desire to please the raters. Of

these variables, internality and ego involvement seem related
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to actual managerial performance. Traditional global

ratings are influenced by the irrelevant variables, as well

as the job-related factors. Thus, the findings suggest

that the use of global ratings are unfairly biased in favor

of volunteers and, therefore, should not be used.

A better approach for management assessment was offered

which utilized an objective behavioral checklist. The

scores on the checklist were shown to be independent of

volunteer status. Given that internality and ego involve-

ment may be important to managers, it was suggested that

direct measures of these traits be taken. Reliance on the

behavioral checklist will reduce the number of irrelevant

variables that affect the participant's rating and should

emerge as the preferred method of rating in a management

assessment center process.

The new technology adopted for this assessment center

procedure has several advantages, including increasing the

content validity of the simulation exercises, allowing

assessment of several hitherto-ignored dimensions, such as

time management and the ability to integrate previously

learned material into the current problem and increasing

the objectivity with, which employee selection can be made.

Additionally, the new procedures have reduced the importance

of being interpersonally outgoing in the assessment center

procedures, Hence, the new technique has clear advantages

over the traditional assessment center methods.
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This study suggests areas that future research on

management assessment centers should address. The impor-

tance of internality and ego involvement as predictors of

management competence should be empirically determined.

Additionally, future studies designed to upgrade the

behavioral checklist would be of value. Finally, the

validity of behavioral measures needs to be verified

experimentally.
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Appendix A

Informed Consent Form

I_ _, freely consent to be a par-
ticipant in the project entitled "Assessment Center Approach
to Managerial Selection" to be conducted at N.T.S.U. during
the period of September 1, 1981, through May 31, 1982, with
Alvin Smith and Donna Ledgerwood as the principal investi-
gators. The procedures to be followed and their purpose,
including identifying any procedures which are experimental,
have been explained to me, and I understand them. They are:
I understand that I will be asked to complete several ques-
tionnaires; I will be involved in several role-play exer-
cises; I understand that the purpose of the project is to
examine managerial skills through the use of situational
exercises and questionnaires; and I understand that after
participation, I will be fully informed of the results.

The attendant discomforts and risks reasonably to be
expected by my participation in this project have been
explained to me, and I understand that they might be as
follows: I may become tired or fatigued, due to the length
of the procedures; I might find some questionnaire items
upsetting or confusing; and I understand that I should feel
free to discuss any feelings I have due to my participation
and that I may stop at any time.

Any benefits reasonably to be expected from my participa-
tion have been explained to me and are as follows: I
understand that I will be given individual feedback regarding
critical areas related to successful management; I will
become familiar with the assessment center approach to
selection; and I will also receive recommendations regarding
managerial development.

I understand that this consent and data may be withdrawn at
any time without prejudice. I have been given the right to
ask and have answered any inquiry concerning the foregoing.
Questions, if any, have been answered to my satisfaction.
I have read and understood the foregoing.

signature date

(check one)
Are you a volunteer or is participation a course require-
ment ?

If participation is a course requirement, would you have
volunteered anyway?
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Appendix B

Behavioral Checklist

Rater Exercise Participants

I. Leadership
1. Makes decision and announces it
2. "Sells" decision
3. Presents ideas and invites questions
4. Presents tentative decision subject to change
5. Presents problem, gets suggestions, makes decision
6. Defines limits, asks group to make decision
7. Permits subordinates to function within limits

defined by superior

II. Problem analysis
1. Identifies global problems
2. Identifies specific problems
3. Identifies organizational/structional/procedural

problems
4. Identifies human-factor problems
5. Identifies relationship between problems
6. Identifies alternatives, solutions, contingencies
7. Demonstrates flexibility in viewing problems

III. Communication
1. Voice clear with good delivery and articulation
2. To the point without omitting information
3. Easy to follow directions or grasp content
4. Presentation systematic; organized; structured
5. Evidence of human component considered (sensitive)
6. Writing easy to read
7. Communication stimulates discussion

IV. Delegation
1. Assigns task (specific work)
2. Assigns authority, responsibility, decision-

making
3. Assigns to three or more individuals
4. Assignments are specifically clear
5. Assignments are accompanied by deadlines or

time frame
6. Assignments accompanied by sensitivity (please,

thanks, etc.)
7. Assignments are appropriate (right work or

right people)



Appendix B--Continued

V. InterLersonal Skills
1. Attends to others while they speak (no inter-

ruptions)
2. Reinforces others' expressions
3. Responds to others' feelings
4. Looked to by others for affiliation
5. Demonstrates range of behavior and affect
6. Responds to others sincerely
7. Assists others in structuring, organizing,

clarifying

VI. Organization and Planning
1. Arranges materials orderly before processing
2. Separates relevant and irrelevant information
3. Schedules appointments at appropriate times
4. Clearly states objectives in MBO -plans
5. Outlines procedures to carry out plan (MBO)
6. Uses calendar (5 items scheduled)
7. Presentation is orderly and logical

VII. Stress Tolerance
1. Tolerates ambiguity without decrease in per-

formance level
2. Manages large amounts of information without

decrease in performance
3. No signs of excessive nervousness when challenged
4. Makes all appointments within five minutes of

appointment time
5. Maintains position when challenged
6. Does not become disorganized under pressure
7. Finishes exercise

VIII. Functional Knowledge
1. Demonstrates alternate ways of motivating

employees
2. Reads computer printout
3. Working knowledge of functions of various

divisions
4. Functional use of basic business terms
5. Stays within limits of position
6. Actively contributes to the content of the small

committee report
7. Considers the political ramifications of their

actions

53
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Appendix D
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Appendix C

Table 5

Regression Analysis on Behavioral Checklist

Dimension Multiple R

Volunteers

Problem Analysis .84

Communication .92

Leadership .95

Stress Tolerance .96

Interpersonal Skill .97

Organization and Planning .98

Functional Knowledge .98

Delegation .98

Nonvolunteers

Problem Analysis .90

Communication .94

Organization and Planning .96

Delegation .98

Leadership .98

Interpersonal Skills .99

Functional Knowledge .99

Stress Tolerance .99
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