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ABSTRACT
COMPARISON OF THE EFFICACY OF GENERAL AND SPECIFIC
PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS IN AN OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT CENTER
Wanda J. Campbell
01d Dominion University, 1990
Director: Dr. Terry L. Dickinson

There have been a number of challenges concerning the construct
validity of performance dimension ratings provided by assessment
centers. Typically, researchers have found evidence of convergent
validity, but there has been little evidence of discriminant validity.

One explanation for the low levels of discriminant validity is that
the large number of performance dimensions overburdens the cognitive
capabilities of the assessors. The purpose of this research was to
compare the effectiveness of three general performance dimensions and 14
specific dimensions on various aspects of rating quality. The general
performance dimensions of intellectual/communication skills,
interpersonal skills, and administrative skills were identified based on
a review of the literature. Factor analysis of ratings obtained for
candidates in an operational assessment center supported the use of
these three general performance dimensions.

The research on the effectiveness of the general and specific
performance dimensions was composed of five phases: categorization,
aggregation, assessor reliability, construct validation, and

correlational analyses.



The categorization phase of the research tested the hypothesis that
categorization accuracy and reliability would be significantly greater
for the general performance dimensions than for the specific dimensions.
The results provided partial support for this hypothesis.

The aggregation phase of the research tested the following
hypotheses: (1) rating accuracy would be greater when relevant
behaviors were displayed with high frequency than when they were
displayed with low frequency; (2) rating accuracy would be greater for
the general performance dimensions than for the specific dimensions; and
(3) interaction effects between frequency condition and performance
dimension level would be present. The results provided little support
for the hypothesized effect of frequency conditions. There was partial
support for the hypothesis that rating accuracy would be greater for the
general performance dimensions than for the specific dimensions. There
were no interaction effects between performance dimension level and
frequency conditions.

The assessor reliability phase tested the hypothesis that the
interrater reliability of pre- and post-consensus assessment ratings
would be greater for the general performance dimensions than for the
specific dimensions. The results confirmed the hypothesis for the pre-
consensus ratings, and the results for the post-consensus ratings were
in the hypothesized direction.

The construct validation phase tested the hypothesis that the
evidence of convergent and discriminant validity in the pre- and post-
consensus ratings would be greater for the general performance
dimensions than for the specific dimensions. The evidence of convergent

validity was substantially greater for the general performance
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dimensions. Although the evidence of discriminant validity was somewhat
greater for the specific performance dimensions, discriminant validity
for the general performance dimensions accounted for 22 to 34 percent of
the rating variance.

The correlational analyses phase of the research sought to expand
the evidence of construct validity within and beyond the assessment
center context. The squared multiple partial correlations between
ratings on overall measures and ratings on the general performance
dimensions were expected to be significant, after the effects of the
specific dimensions were removed. This hypothesis was not confirmed.
Examination of the correlations between the overall measures and
individual performance dimensions disclosed that all of the general and
most of the specific performance dimensions were highly correlated with
the overall measures, which suggests that much of the rating variance
was shared by the general and specific performance dimensions. None of
the correlations between supervisory and assessment ratings was found
to be significant, and there were no differences based on performance
dimension level.

In sum, the present research indicates that the general performance
dimensions are typically as effective, if not more effective, than the
specific performance dimensions. Therefore, the general perxformance
dimensions show potential as a method of reducing the number of
performance dimensions, while simultaneously maintaining high quality

ratings in assessment centers.
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COMPARISON OF THE EFFICACY OF GENERAL AND SPECIFIC
PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS IN AN OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT CENTER
I. INTRODUCTION

The assessment center process has become recognized as a valid
technique for making predictions regarding various criteria of
managerial success (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987;
Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & Kirsch, 1984; Thornton & Byham, 1982) and has
been found to have utility as a selection device (Cascio & Ramos, 1984;
Cascio & Silbey, 1979). Thornton and Byham (1982) identified a number
of principles that they believed contributed to the accuracy of
assessment and its predictive ability. One of these principles is that
"assessment should be based on clearly defined dimensions of managerial
behavior" (p. 223).

Many of these principles have recently been challenged (Sackett &
Dreher, 1982; Sackett & Wilson, 1984) as researchers began exploring the
reasons for the validity of the assessment center process (Klimoski &
Brickner, 1987) and ways to improve it (Sackett & Wilson, 1982). The
most significant challenge was that levied by Sackett and Dreher (1982)
on the construct validity of assessment center performance dimensions.
These researchers correlated and factor analyzed post-exercise
perfermance dimension ratings from three assessment centers. In all
three assessment centers, the correlations of different performance
dimensions within exercises were found to be higher than correlations

between the same dimensions across exercises. These relationships were
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also reflected in factor analyses of the ratings; factors associated
with the exercises were found rather than with the performance
dimensions. Based on the foregoing results, Sackett and Dreher (1982)
challenged the interpretation of the performance dimension ratings as
measures of constructs such as leadership and decision making and
subsequently recommended the use of exercise ratings as an alternative
to performance dimension ratings (Sackett & Dreher, 1984).

A number of efforts have been made to establish the construct
validity of the assessment center performance dimension ratings. One
technique that has been used by numerous researchers in the field is
the multitrait-multimethod approach (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Using
this method, Thomson (1970), Neidig, Martin, and Yates (1978), and
Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) found high levels of convergent validity.
Thomson found a median correlation of .85 between the assessment
ratings made by psychologists and managers. Neidig et al. calculated
the correlation between ratings on the same trait in two assessment
center exercises. They examined 97 pairs of ratings and found
significant correlations for 85. Turnage and Muchinsky used an analysis
of variance approach in their multitrait-multimethod investigation of
two samples. The variance components for the Person source of
variation, which represented convergent validity, were .493 and .486.

With the exception of Thomson (1970), who found a moderate level of
discriminant validity for ratings made by psychologists and managers
within an assessment center, little evidence was discovered for
discriminant validity. Thomson found that the correlations between

assessor and manager ratings on traits in the assessment center were
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3
higher than the correlations of the same trait with another trait. This
relationship held regardless of whether the other trait was measured by
the same or a different method. Thomson also found that the patterns of
trait intercorrelations were similar in the psychologists' and managers’
monomethod triangles. Neidig et al. (1978) found that less than half of
the trait ratings correlated more highly with another measure of the
same rating than with a measure of any other trait using a different
method. Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) obtained variance components of
.008 and .005 for discriminant validity in their two samples.
Discriminant validity was represented by a Person x Trait interaction.
Commenting on their findings, Turnage and Muchinsky indicated that the
performance dimension ratings provided little information beyond that
obtainable from a global rating.

The Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) research is interesting in that
it simultaneously provided evidence for behavioral consistency, as
represented by the high level of convergent validity, and situational
specificity, as indicated by a significant person by situation
interaction. The interaction effect, however, was contaminated by the
potential for rater bias in that different assessors evaluated candidate
performance on different exercises. Therefore, it was impossible to
separate the effects due to the raters from those associated with the
situation. Nevertheless, these results are consistent with the evidence
found by Campbell (1986) for situational specificity and confirm Neidig
and Neidig's (1984) suggestion that situational specificity could
account for Sackett and Dreher’s (1982) findings. The Turnage and

Muchinsky results suggest the need to examine more closely the adequacy
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of performance dimensions, or trait constructs, in view of the effects
of situational specificity.

Although the strongest attacks on the performance dimensions have
been levied on the sparse evidence for their construct validity, some
weaknesses have also been noted with regard to their predictive
validity. Dunnette and Borman (1979) have observed that the average
validity coefficients for performance dimension ratings tend to be much
lower than those associated with the overall assessment ratings.
Correlations ranging from .01 to .08 were reported by Turnage and
Muchinsky (1984) on assessment and managerial ratings on comparable
performance dimensions. Using management level as a criterion, Ritchie
and Moses (1983) and Wollowick and McNamara (1969) reported
substantially higher correlations for overall assessment ratings than
for individual performance dimension ratings.

The research presented thus far suggests serious deficiencies in
the performance dimension ratings provided by assessment centers.
Klimoski and Brickner (1987) observed that there was little evidence
that the performance dimension ratings serve as valid representations of
distinct constructs. Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) suggested that
performance dimension ratings "provide little information potentially
useful to management for making personnel decisions beyond what could be
obtained from a global potential rating" (p. 188). In view of the
growing dissatisfaction with performance dimensions, the purpose of this
research is to explore the use of higher order performance dimensions to

enhance the construct validity of the ratings.
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Performance Dimension or Exercise Ratings?

Perhaps the first question that needs to be addressed is the
adequacy of the trait concept itself as a basis for making assessment
center ratings. Sackett and Dreher (1984) recommended the use of
exercise ratings rather than dimension ratings. Preliminary research
in this direction has not proven promising. Konz (1988) provided
assessors with behavioral checklists and behavioral summary sheets to
aid in their evaluation of the exercise performance of the assessment
center candidates. Assessors were also requested to make dimension
ratings. The inter-rater reliability was lower for the exercise ratings
than for the dimension ratings, although both were equally predictive of
a job performance criterion.

Examination of the intercorrelations of exercise ratings also has
yielded pessimistic results (Borman, 1982; Moses, 1973; Tziner & Dolan,
1982). Borman found that exercises that were similar (i.e., role plays)
tended to be more highly correlated than exercises that were less
similar (i.e., a role play and an in-basket). Tziner and Dolan (1982)
found that the intercorrelations of five different exercises ranged
from .38 to .63, with a median of .46. These results suggest that
exercise ratings also are not measuring distinct constructs. Therefore,
the substitution of exercise ratings for dimension ratings will not
solve the issue of the construct validity of assessment center ratings.

Another consideration when choosing between performance dimension
ratings and the more behaviorally specific exercise ratings is the
preferences of the individual who must rely on the ratings in making

selection decisions. Related research has been conducted by Mischel,
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Jeffery, and Patterson (1974) in the area of personality psychology.
These researchers examined preferences for behavioral versus trait
information in making behavioral predictions in situations differing in
degree of similarity. Trait information was found to be preferred in
dissimilar situations, while behavioral information was preferred in
similar situations. The researchers noted, however, that the
"dissimilar" situation might be viewed as "similar" in many
circumstances. For example, when the behavior of interest was
promptness in arriving for class, classes constituted the situations.
Behavioral information on past promptness in class attendance (e.g.,
tennis versus chemistry) was preferred to trait information (e.g.,
promptness) only when the prediction was to be made with regard to the
same class. That is, if the prediction was the promptness in arriving
for chemistry class, previous behavioral information about past
promptness for chemistry class would be preferred over general
information reggrding the individual’s tendency to be prompt. If,
however, the previous behavioral information dealt with promptness in
arriving for tennis class, preferences would be shifted from behavioral
information to general trait information regarding promptness as
predictive of attendance for chemistry class. Behavioral informationm,
therefore, was preferred within a "narrow range of predictions" (p.
240). 1In those instances where the information was not directly
relevant, subjects preferred trait information.

These findings suggest that trait information, or performance
dimension ratings, would be preferred over exercise ratings when making

selection decisions. The assessment center cannot match the degree of
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similarity required in order to shift management preferences from trait
to behavioral information.

Situational Specificity

The decision to retain dimension ratings still requires that the
question of situational specificity be addressed. The current
controversy regarding the relative stability of traits in view of
evidence of the situational specificity of behavior is analogous to a
debate previously waged in the field of personality psychology. The
classic trait personality model viewed traits as the "prime determinants
of behavior" (Endler & Magnusson, 1976, p. 957). Traits were used to
explain individual differences in behavior. According to Endler and
Magnusson:

The trait model assumes that the rank order of individuals
with respect to a specific personality variable is the same
across different situations. It recognizes the impact of
situation factors because it does not assume that
individuals behave in the same manner in different
situations. (p. 957).

Epstein (1979; 1983) and Epstein and O’Brien (1985) suggested that
the lack of evidence for the stability of traits was the result of the
failure to aggregate data over a sufficiently large number of occasions.
Epstein (1979) demonstrated that aggregation raised the ceiling imposed
by the reliabjlities and permitted validity coefficients to rise.

Epstein’s chief opponent in the debate was Mischel, who had
previously commented on the situational specificity of behavior and
noted that the concept of traits had proven "untenable" (Mischel, 1968).
In a series of articles, Mischel and Peake (1982; 1983) suggested that

Epstein’s approach did not address the question of situational

specificity, but rather bypassed the issue via aggregation. The debate
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ultimately appeared to involve research goals and the related definition
of error variance. Epstein sought evidence of trait stability and
treated deviations as error variance, while Mischel focused on the
situational specificity, which constituted the systematic component of
Epstein’s error variance. Both researchers failed to recognize that
trait stability and situational specificity could occur simultaneously.

In the mids* of the ongoing controversy, a third camp emerged--
the interactionists. The interactionist model agrees that individual
behavior is influenced by the situation, but also notes that the
individual selects the situations in which to perform, and modifies the
situation by subsequent behavior (Endler & Magnusson, 1976). 1In
previous research, Endler and Hunt (1968) found evidence for individual
differences (i.e., person variance), situational specificity (i.e.,
situation variance), and an interaction (i.e., person-situation
variance). Therefore, the presence of one effect on behavior does not
necessarily negate the existence of another.

The implications for the interactionist model with regard to the
assessment center process is that the existence of situational
specificity does not invalidate the viability of the concept of traits,
or performance dimensions. As stated earlier, Turnage and Muchinsky
(1982) found evidence for convergent validity and situational
specificity, although they did not discover evidence of discriminant
validity. In their meta-analysis of the validity of assessment centers,
Gaugler et al. (1987) found evidence for the generality of assessment
center validity as well as situational specificity. Gaugler et al.

observed that this finding is consistent with other findings in which
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validity generalization was possible despite the inability to reject the
situational specificity hypothesis (Pearlman, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1980;
Schmidt, Gast-Rosenberg, & Hunter, 1980).

It might be instructive to view these concepts along a
generalizability/specificity continuum of dimension validity (See
Figure 1). Situational specificity requires a more micro-analytic
approach whereas trait stability requires a macro-analytic view. In
terms of construct validity, convergent validity represents the most
abstract and generalizable level of analysis. Discriminant validity
represents a more micro-analytic view, but an intermediate level when
compared to situational specificity, the least abstract and
generalizable of the three levels of analysis.

Although some success has been achieved in providing evidence for
the convergent validity of assessment center ratings (cf. Turnage &
Muchinsky, 1982), efforts to establish the discriminant validity of the
performance dimensions have generally not yielded positive results. One
explanation for the lack of success with regard to discriminant validity
may be that a sufficient number of behaviors is not displayed within
each of the performance dimensions to provide adequate reliability
within exercises (Bycio, Alvares, & Hahn, 1987). An alternative
explanation is that although the behaviors are displayed, the assessors
are so overburdened by the large number of performance dimensions to be
evaluated that they fail to recognize many of the relevant behaviors.
The use of fewer, broadly defined, performance dimensions could address

both aspects of the problem. A smaller number of such performance
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dimensions would necessarily permit greater aggregation of relevant
behaviors in that the same number of behaviors would be divided among
fewer performance dimensions. In addition, the reduction in the number
of performance dimensions should reduce the cognitive demands placed on
the assessors, and may result in the recognition of more dimension-
relevant behaviors.

Information Processing

An area that has received increased attention with regard to the
assignment of ratings is the information processes of assessors (Cooper,
1981; Zedeck, 1986). As suggested in the previous paragraph, assessors’
cognitive capabilities may be overburdened. Enhanced understanding of
these processes may shed light on ways to improve the quality of the
ratings.

Zedeck (1986) proposed a six-stage model of the information
processing sequence for the assessor: (1) Observe and respond;
(2) Encode into dimensions; (3) Store observation of dimension;
(4) Recall; (5) Write report; and (6) Judgment. Particular attention
will be addressed to the second stage, the encoding of observations into
performance dimensions, because of the large number of stimuli impinging
on the attention of the assessor. At the encoding stage, various
cognitive strategies are employed to reduce this number to a manageable
level. Research in the areas of categorization and social cognition
provide insight into some of the mechanisms that serve to make the

encoding process more efficient.
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Categorization Research

The evaluation of candidates through the assessment center process
could be viewed as an effort to assign individuals to categories that
have been found to distinguish between those individuals who will or
have performed well or poorly as managers. The categorization process
is second nature to most adults, although the basis for the
categorizations used in the assessment center (i.e., the performance
dimensions) requires some level of training.

Glass and Holyoak (1975) distinguish between "popular" and
"technical" definitions of categories. As an illustration, an
individual lacking a familiarity with biological taxonomies might be
inclined to categorize a whale as a fish (in accordance with the
popular definition of the categories), whereas individuals possessing
greater knowledge of biology would correctly categorize the whale as a
mammal (according to the technical definitions of the categories). The
same is true of the performance dimensions employed in assessment
centers. For example, an individual who was not trained as an assessor
might ge inclined to categorize the statement, "I'm going to close the
store for two weeks in January for renovation" as "decision making,"
while an experienced assessor would categorize the statement as
"planning." This statement is more accurately categorized as planning,
because there is a future orientation, there is no rationale to support
the decision, and there is no evidence that alternatives were
considered. A number of views exist regarding the way in which people
approach the categorization task (Smith & Medin, 1981). Rosch (1975)

has suggested that categories be viewed as fuzzy sets whose members
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often lack all the attributes associated with the category. A category
could be conceptualized as a nuclear prototype, such that some category
members possess all the essential characteristics of this prototype,
while other members occupying boundary positions within the category do
not possess all prototypical characteristics. Based on this view,
categorization decisions are probabilistic in nature. Ambiguous cases
may aptly be classified as members of several categories. Decisions
regarding appropriate assignment of members to a category are made on
the basis of the similarity of features to the nuclear prototype. This
similarity-of-features criterion for decision making is also referred to
as a family resemblance criterion.

Zedeck (1986) suggested that behaviors observed in an assessment
center would be categorized within a particular performance dimension
based on the apparent similarity between features of the behavior and
characteristics associated with the dimension. Behaviors would be
expected to differ in the degree to which they were prototypical of a
given performance dimension, and ambiguous behaviors could fall within
several dimensions. In addition, it is possible that different
assessors would assign the same ambiguous behaviors to different
performance dimensions. Zedeck suggested that this view could account
for the high correlations often found between performance dimensions
within an exercise.

To this point, we have been discussing categories occupying the
same level of abstraction. There is evidence to suggest that categories
are organized hierarchically (Rosch, Mervis, Gray, Johnson, & Boyes-

Braem, 1976). For example, kitchen table, table, and furniture
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represent three levels of a categorical hierarchy. R;sch et al.
suggested that there may be a "basic level" in the hierarchy at which it
is most natural to make distinctions among categories. At this level,
distinctions between different categories and similarities within a
category are maximized. Using the above example, the table category is
clearly distinguished from other categories of furniture such as chairs,
whereas the distinction between kitchen tables and coffee tables is less
clear cut. On the other hand, there is a greater amount of similarity
between different types of tables than between tables and other types of
furniture. The table category, therefore, would seem to constitute a
"basic level" category. Glass, Holyoak, and Santa (1979) described the
basic level category as "the concrete category level that is maximally
distinguishable from alternative categories" (p. 348). Rosch et al.
(1976) have argued that prototypes tend to be organized around basic
level categories.

Cantor and Mischel (1979a) explored characteristics of person
categories for a three-level hierarchy. Two criteria that they applied
to the three categorical levels were richness and differentiation.
Richness was defined as the number of attributes that categorized at
least 50 percent of the members within each category. Differentiation
was defined as the extent that overlap among categories at a given level
was minimized. Cantor and Mischel, like Rosch et al. (1976), found that
richness was greatest for the lowest categorical level. The more
specific the category, the more attributes were shared by all members.
Differentiation, the distinctiveness of the categories, inc;eased at

higher category levels. In fact, no attributes were shared across
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categories at the superordinate or highest level in the hierarchy. 1In
contrast, the lowest level or specific level categories were the least
distinctive. In some cases, members of a specific category shared as
many attributes with other members of a different category as they did
with members of their own category. Middle level categories were found
to optimize the level of richness and differentiation. The specificity
and distinctiveness associated with the middle level categories also
minimized the cognitive demands required at the specific level.

Viewing the assessment center ratings within Cantor and Mischel'’s
(1979a) framework, it is noted that there are currently two levels of
categories utilized for the purpose of ratings: the overall assessment
rating (OAR) and the performance dimension ratings (See Figure 2). The
OAR represents a very abstract categorical level which subsumes all of
the performance dimensions. As there is only one category, it
represents maximal distinctiveness and minimal specificity. By
contrast, the performance dimensions represent very specific categories
which are not always distinguishable, as evidenced by the high
correlations among them (cf. Sackett & Dreher, 1982). Assessment
centers do not appear to utilize a basic or intermediate level category.
The OAR probably corresponds to Cantor and Mischel’s (1979a)
superordinate categories, while the performance dimensions may be
analogous to their specific categories. It is possible that the
development of basic performance dimensions, occupying an intermediate
level of specificity and distinctiveness may enhance the chances of

securing evidence of discriminant validity.
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Schema

A schema is a cognitive structure that represents the organization
of information about a concept. The schema includes information about
the attributes of the concept as well as the relationships among the
attributes (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). The schema concept is related to
categorization. Fiske and Taylor have noted that the categorization

research explains the labeling of people or objects, while the schema
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The terms prototype and schema are frequently used interchangeably
(Fiske & Taylor, 1984). Like prototypes, schemata rely on the family
resemblance criterion for categorization. Categories within schemata
are also hierarchically ordered; lower level categories are more
specific, and higher level categories are more distinctive. The use of
prototypes is not limited to categorization tasks. Prototypes, like
gchema, may influence perception, memory, and inferences.

A distinction between prototypes and schemata is the specification
of attributes (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). All aspects of the prototype are
explicit even though instances (e.g., people or objects) that do not
share all of the characteristics of the prototype may still be
classified within the same category. For instance, the prototypical
sports car is a particular size (e.g., small) and color (e.g., red).
However, a red porsche and a silver porsche would both be categorized as
sports cars. The fact that specific instances deviate somewhat from the
prototype does not negate the image elicited by the term sports car. By
contrast, schemata permit less essential attributes of the category to
be unspecified. The color of a typical sports car may not be included
in a sports car schema.

The research on schemata is particularly relevant in that it
investigates the impact of individuals’ basic concepts about people on
their perception (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; 1979a), memory (Cantor &
Mischel, 1977; 1979b) and subsequent inferences (Semin & Rosch, 1981).
Schemata serve as a framework for categorizing people, thus influencing

perceptions. Once individuals have been categorized, schemata may serve
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to £fill in gaps in the data with category-consistent information (Cantor
& Mischel, 1977).

Schemata also play a role in the inferences individuals make
concerning which traits tend to go together in other people. Much of
the work in this area was done by investigators in the person perception
field. This study of the perceived relationships among traits came to
be called "implicit personality theory" (Bruner & Tagiuri, 1954).
Implicit Personality Theories

Cantor and Mischel (1977; 1979b) suggested that individuals have a
prototypical network for personality traits, and that this network
includes traits, behaviors, situations, and the interrelationships among
them. The behavioral and contextual factors are expected to be more
variable than the prototypical traits, constituting peripheral
information. In addition, Cantor and Mischel (1977) suggested a
hierarchical relationship among the traits within the network. Specific
traits were believed to be related to a superordinate trait, which was
more abstract and served to unify the specific traits within a category
label. The concept of a central, abstract trait within a network
hierarchy was also proposed by Schneider (1973).

Two additional points regarding implicit personality theories are
of interest. First, implicit personality theories appear to be shared
by members within a given culture, although there are some distinctions
in the theories of individual members (Hastorf, Schneider, & Polefka,
1970). Second, Koltuv (1962) found that the perceived relationships
among traits were generally stronger when individuals rated persons whom

they did not know well. Both of these findings have implications for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



19
the assessment center process. As managers within a company often serve
as assessors, it is likely that they would share an implicit personality
theory. This provides support for Klimoski and Brickner'’'s (1987)
proposition that assessors may base their ratings on those
characteristics known to lead to advancement within a company; the
assessors may be basing their ratings on a "management behavior schema"
(Zedeck, 1986). Furthermore, the assessment center procedures generally
require that assessors be unfamiliar with the candidates evaluated.
Therefore, a situation is created whereby assessors are most likely to
invoke their implicit personality theories when making performance
dimension ratings. As the concept of implicit personality theory is
predicated on the presumed relationship among traits, it is no wonder
that high correlations have been found among performance dimension
ratings.

Integration of Cognitive, Social, and Personality Literature with
Assessment Center Research

As far back as 1975, Mitchel suggested that research was needed to
determine whether the quality of assessors’ judgments could be improved
by reducing the number of performance dimensions. Since that time many
other researchers have made the same recommendation (Bycio et al., 1987;
Gaugler & Thornton, 1989; Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Sackett & Hakel,
1979; Shore, Thornton, & Shore, 1990; and Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982).
The reduction in factors serves to diminish the cognitive demands
placed on the assessors (Gaugler & Thornton, 1989) and may result in
greater evidence for discriminant validity. Building on the work of

Epstein (1979, 1983), Bycio et al. (1987) have also suggested that a
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reduction in the number of dimensions would increase the likelihood that
a sufficiently large number of behaviors would be observed and could be
aggregated. The higher level of aggregation, resulting from a reduction
in the number of performance dimensions evaluated, may serve to enhance
evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.

Gaugler and Thornton (1989) explored the effect of the number of
performance dimensions on classification, (i.e., categorization)
accuracy as well as rating accuracy. Their research disclosed that the
use of three performance dimensions resulted in greater accuracy in the
classification of behaviors than the use of six or nine performance
dimensions. Those participants who used a smaller number of performance
dimensions also provided more accurate ratings than those participants
who provided ratings on a larger number of performance dimensions.
Significant differences in rating accuracy were observed for elevation
accuracy, stereotype accuracy, and differential accuracy.

It is also possible that a reduction in the number of performance
dimensions assessed could improve the predictive validity of the
dimension ratings. Bray and Grant (1966) used composite scores derived
from factor analyses of performance dimension ratings to predict salary
progress. These researchers achieved median correlation coefficients in
the .30s for six of their eight composite scores. The median
correlation between the overall assessment ratings and measures of
salary progress was .48. Gaugler et al.’'s (1987) meta-analysis revealed
an average unweighted correlation coefficient of .32 for the prediction
of a career criterion (which included salary progress) using overall

assessment ratings. Therefore, many of the composite scores used by
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Bray and Grant have correlation coefficients which approximate those in
other studies using the OAR as a predictor. As Bray and Grant did not
report correlations between the 25 performance dimensions and the
criterion of salary change, it is unknown whether the use of composite
scores represented an improvement over the results using the component
dimension ratings. Since the criterion was limited to salary progress,
the extent to which the ratings were predictive of job performance is
also unknown.

In addition to reducing the number of performance dimensions
assessed, it appears to be important that the constructs selected
occupy the optimal hierarchical level of inclusiveness. Research by
Rosch et al. (1976) suggested that categories at an intermediate level
of inclusiveness were preferable for distinguishing among categories of
objects. Categories at an intermediate level of inclusion were viewed
as maintaining an optimal balance between distinctiveness and
specificity. The Rosch et al. results were confirmed for person
categories by Cantor and Mischel (1979a). Within the assessment center
literature, Klimoski and Brickner (1987) have suggested the use of
higher order performance dimensions as a means to establish the
construct validity of assessment center ratings. To date, only two
levels of categories have been utilized within the assessment center
technology. The OAR represents an all-inclusive superordinate level
category while the performance dimensions represent specific level
categories with fuzzy boundaries. What is needed is an intermediate

level of performance dimensions.
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Search for Intermediate Level Performance Dimensions

Several benefits are associated with the use of intermediate level
traits or performance dimensions. Such performance dimensions would be
more distinct than lower level performance dimensions, and they would
result in greater aggregation of relevant behaviors since the same
number of behaviors would be divided among fewer dimensions. The
intermediate traits or performance dimensions also serve a unifying
function, because they tie together the specific performance dimensions
within the intermediate performance dimensions to the superordinate
dimension (i.e., OAR). The use of an intermediate level of performance
dimensions, however, provides sufficient specificity to permit
distinctions to be made.

Two mathematical procedures may be utilized to identify
intermediate performance dimensions. These procedures are factor
analysis and multidimensional scaling. The former has a long tradition
of use in the assessment center literature, while the latter is used
frequently in the implicit personality theory research. For the sake of
continuity, the applications of multidimensional scaling to person
perception will be described first. Thereafter, the applications of
factor analysis will be explored.

Implicit personality research. When multidimensional scaling
techniques have been applied to data on implicit personality theories,
they tend to yield two to three important dimensions. Two dimensions
consistently reflect intellectual and social characteristics of people
(Ebbesen & Allen, 1979; Rosenberg, Nelson, & Vivekananthan, 1968; and

Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972). A third dimension has been characterized as
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an activity-passivity continuum (Rosenberg et al., 1968). Rosenberg et
al. noted that the intellectual and social dimensions were correlated.
That is, desirable/undesirable intellectual traits also tended to be
viewed as socially desirable/undesirable.

The aforementioned research suggests that two fundamental
intermediate level performance dimensions for person perception may be
intellectual and social skills. Data relevant to the more specific
goals of identifying good managers will be described next.

Assessment center research. Factor analyses of assessment center

performance dimension ratings typically have yielded between two and
four factors (Archambeau, 1979; Hinrichs, 1969; Huck & Bray, 1976;

Konz, 1988; Russell, 1985; and Schmitt, 1977). A notable exception is
the factor analysis performed by Bray and Grant (1966), which identified
a seven-factor solution for the non-college sample and an eight-factor
solution for the college sample. The number of factors and the
descriptive labels attached to the factors are influenced by the
performance dimensions that are included in the analyses. Therefore,
complete agreement probably should not be expected.

The Management Progress Study (Bray & Grant, 1966) yielded seven
factors that were common to the non-college and the college samples.
These factors included administrative skills, interpersonal skills,
control of feelings, intellectual ability, work-oriented motivation,
passivity, and dependency. The eighth factor, which was obtained for
the college sample, was labeled nonconformity.

Three of the common factors (i.e., administrative skills,

interpersonal skills, and intellectual ability) identified by Bray and
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Grant (1966) have been found in other factor analyses performed on
assessment center ratings and, thus, deserve additional attention. The
administrative skills factor had the highest loadings by two performance
dimensions. These dimensions were decision making, and planning and
organizing. The interpersonal skills factor had the highest loadings by
the personal impact, behavior flexibility, and human relations skills
dimensions. The third factor, intellectual ability, had the highest
loadings by the scholastic aptitude and range of interests performance
dimensions.

Sackett and Hakel (1979) reanalyzed the Bray and Grant (1966) data
in an investigation of differences in the factor structures of
individual assessors and assessment teams. Substantial differences were
found in the factors identified for the assessors and assessment teams.
However, a factor with high loadings by the organizing and planning,
decision making, and decisiveness performance dimensions was found for
all assessors and assessment teams. In addition a factor with high
loadings by the leadership, awareness of social environment, and
behavior flexibility performance dimensions was found for most assessors
and assessment teams. The organizing and planning dimension is common
to the administrative factors identified by Huck and Bray (1976),
Schmitt (1977), and Hinrichs (1969), and the leadership dimension is
common to the interpersonal skills factors identified by Huck and Bray
(1976) and Schmitt (1977).

Huck and Bray (1976) performed separate factor analyses for the
ratings of white and black candidates. The same four-factor solutions

were identified for both groups. The first factor was labeled
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interpersonal effectiveness, and it had high loadings by performance
dimensions such as leadership, oral communications, and energy. The
second factor, administrative skills, had high loadings by the decision
making and planning and organizing performance dimensions. The label
sensitivity was attached to the third dimension, and it had high
loadings by self-objectivity, awareness of social environment, and
managerial identification dimensions. The final factor, effective
intelligence, had high loadings by the scholastic aptitude, range of
interest, and written communication dimensions. Three of the four
factors (i.e., interpersonal effectiveness, administrative skills, and
effective intelligence) correspond to factors identified by Bray and
Grant (1966) and two of them correspond to the factors identified as
common to individual factor structures in the Sackett and Hakel (1979)
analyses.

Howard and Bray (1988, p. 47) identified three factors in their
factor analysis of 14 assessment center ratings collected as part of the
Management Progress Study. These three factors were labeled
administrative ability, interpersonal ability, and cognitive ability.
The actual factor loadings were not provided, however, performance
dimensions associated with each factor were identified. The
administrative skills factor was derived from ratings on the decision
making and organizing and planning performance dimensions. Leadership
skills, forcefulness, and oral communication skills yielded the
interpersonal factor. The cognitive ability factor was composed of
paper-and-pencil measures of verbal and quantitative ability, logical

reasoning, and knowledge of current affairs.
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A factor analysis of IBM'’s assessment center ratings (Hinrichs,
1969) resulted in a three-factor solution, although the third factor
appeared to be a residual factor. Hinrichs viewed the factors as
representing activity level, administration, and risk taking. The
activity factor had high loadings by interpersonal contact,
persuasiveness, energy level, oral communications, aggressiveness, and
self-confidence performance dimensions and may alternatively be viewed
as reflecting interpersonal skills. In fact, Hinrichs refers to the
first factor as dealing with interpersonal relationships at a later
point in the article. Hinrichs'’ administrative factor had high loadings
by performance dimensions such as decision making, planning and
organizing, written communications, and administrative ability. Two of
Hinrichs’ three factors correspond to those found by Bray and Grant
(1966) and Huck and Bray (1976). As the third factor was viewed as a
residual factor, it would probably not be reasonable to expect it to
correspond to the results of other factor analyses.

A factor analysis by Schmitt (1977) also yielded a three-factor
solution. These factors were viewed as reflecting administrative
skills, interpersonal skills, and activity or forcefulness. Once again
there is congruence across studies for the first two factors. Schmitt,
like Hinrichs (1969), suggested that the third factor represented a
residual factor more than a meaningful performance dimension.

Russell (1985) performed factor analyses to investigate the
individual decision processes of ten assessors. These analyses yielded
a two-factor solution for one assessor, a three-factor solution for four

of the assessors, and a four-factor solution for the remaining five
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assessors. Interpersonal skills and problem solving skills factors were
identified for the two- and three-factor solutions. The nature of the
problem solving factor is unknown as the factor loadings were not
provided in the article. However, a comparison of the performance
dimensions included in the Huck and Bray (1976), Schmitt (1977), and
Russell research show substantial overlap. As interpersonal skills was
identified in all three studies, and the administrative skills factor in
the Schmitt and Huck and Bray studies included decision making as a
dimension, it is possible that Russell’s problem solving factor
corresponds to the administrative factor in the Schmitt (1977) and Huck
and Bray (1976) studies. The third factor identified by Russell, which
was common to the three- and four-factor solutions, was labeled as a
paper-and-pencil factor. As the two paper-and-pencil tests used in the
Russell study measured scholastic aptitude and writing skill, it is
conceivable that this third factor corresponds to Huck and Bray'’'s (1976)
effective intelligence factor. For those assessors for whom the four-
factor solution was generated, the interpersonal skills factor
identified for two- and three-factor solutions loaded equally between
two factors.

Recently, Shore et al. (1990) performed a factor analysis on 11
performance dimensions which yielded two factors. The first factor,
labeled perférmance-style, had high loadings on the recognizing
priorities, need for structure, thoroughness, work quality, and work
drive performance dimensions. The second factor was labeled

interpersonal-style and had high loadings on the amount of
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participation, impact, personal acceptability, and understanding of
people performance dimensions.

Thus far, there appears to be substantial support for the
identification of interpersonal skills and administrative skills as
underlying constructs for assessment center ratings. Support also
exists for including intellectual abilities as a third factor, although
the evidence for it is not as strong.

Two studies were identified, however, that did not conform to the
above pattern. Archambeau (1979) identified a two-factor solution with
outcome orientation and process orientation as the factors. The former
factor had high loadings by performance dimensions such as leadership,
organizing and planning, decision making, and decisiveness, while the
latter factor had high loadings on the interpersonal flexibility, oral
communication, written communication, and perceptual and analytical
performance dimensions.

Konz (1988) also identified two factors in her factor analysis of
performance dimension ratings. One of these factors was associated
with the situational exercises, while the other was associated with the
in-basket exercise,

A review of the assessment procedures for the Archambeau and Konz
studies revealed that performance dimension ratings were made after
each exercise in both studies. Ratings in all but one of the earlier
studies (i.e., Hinrichs) were assigned only after all exercises had
been completed. This lends support to the suggestion made by

Silverman, Dalessio, Woods, and Johnson (1986) that the use of exercise
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ratings may force assessors to process and organize assessment data in
terms of the exercises.

Another avenue of exploration is the relative importance of
different dimensions to the OAR. Sackett and Hakel (1979) regressed
the OAR on 17 performance dimensions for each assessor and assessor
team. The performance dimensions that most consistently entered the
equations were leadership, organizing and planning, and decision
making. As stated earlier, leadership was a component of the
interpersonal skills factor identified by Howard and Bray (1988), Huck
and Bray (1976), and Schmitt (1977), while decision making, and
organizing and planning were included within the administrative factors
discovered by Howard and Bray (1988), Huck and Bray (1976), Schmitt
(1977), and Hinrichs (1969).

Identification of general performance dimensions. Research from
the implicit personality theory and the assessment center literature
suggests two performance dimensions that may serve as intermediate
constructs. These two dimensions are interpersonal/social skills and
intellectual ability. Hinrichs (1969) identified the evaluation of
interpersonal skills as a distinct contribution of the assessment center
methodology. Furthermore, one of the hypotheses advanced to account for
the predictive validity of assessment centers has been the "managerial
intelligence explanation" (Klimoski & Brickner, 1987). Research by
Lord, DeVader, and Alliger (1986) and Ghiselli (1966, 1971, 1973)
suggest that intelligence is a determinant of managerial success. The

congruence of two different mathematical procedures from two different
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disciplines suggest that interpersonal skills and intellectual abilities
constitute intermediate level performance dimensions.

The third factor identified as an intermediate level performance
dimension is administrative skills which includes such specific
performance dimensions as organizing, planning, and decision making.
This performance dimension was unique to the assessment center
literature. A logical explanation for its absence in the implicit
personality theory literature is that this performance dimension is not
of particular importance to the general public when interacting and
forming impressions of other people. It is of critical importance,
however, for those who are managers, as documented by its prevalence in
the factor analyses of assessment center ratings.

Based on the foregoing, a new set of performance dimensions,
hereafter referred to as general performance dimensions, could be added
as an intermediate categorical level (See Figure 3). The relationship
between the general performance dimensions and the specific performance
dimensions are designated based on the factor loadings obtained in
previous factor analyses.

Current Research Objectives

To date there has been a dearth of evidence for the construct
validity of the performance dimension ratings presently employed in the
assessment center research (Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Sackett &
Dreher, 1982; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982). Validation studies (Turnage

& Muchinsky, 1984) have also identified weaknesses in the performance



31

Superordinate Performance Dimension

OAR

General Performance Dimensions

Interpersonal Administrative Intellectual
Skills Skills Abilities

Specific Performance Dimensions

Leadership Organizing Scholastic Aptitude
Impact Planning Writing Fluency
Behavior Flexibility Decision Making

Energy

Figure 3. Hierarchical Ordering of Assessment Center Constructs
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dimension ratings relative to the overall assessmenf ratings (Dunnette
& Borman, 1979).

Many researchers have recommended that the number of performance
dimensions be reduced (Bycio et al., 1987; Klimoski & Brickner, 1987;
Mitchel, 1975; Sackett & Hakel, 1979; and Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982). A
reduction in the number of performance dimensions could simplify the
categorization task facing assessors. The categorization literature,
however, suggests that the benefits to be derived by this reduction in
dimensions would be influenced by the distinctiveness of the remaining
categories. Therefore, it is not simply a matter of reducing the
number of performance dimensions, but rather an issue of identifying
and utilizing dimensions occupying a basic categorization level.
Research employing multidimensional scaling in the area of implicit
personality theory and factor analysis in the assessment center
literature suggests three performance dimensions that may serve as
general constructs: interpersonal skills, administrative skills, and
intellectual ability. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that
individuals could categorize behaviors within the general performance
dimension framework with greater accuracy and reliability than would be
possible using the specific performance dimension framework.

Reducing the number of performance dimensions assessed would also
permit greater aggregation of behaviors within dimensions. Bycio et al.
(1987) have suggested that in many cases there are probably not a
sufficient number of observable behaviors to permit an adequate level of

aggregation within exercises. The use of performance dimension ratings
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within exercises, therefore, compounds the already existing problem
regarding aggregation.

One way to test the effect of aggregation within an exercise would
be to manipulate the frequency with which behaviors relevant to the
performance dimensions are displayed. By providing assessors with a
series of scenarios, analogous to the narrative reports read in
evaluation sessions, it would be possible to manipulate the number of
relevant behaviors. In such a situation, it would be expected that
accuracy of the ratings would improve as the frequency of relevant
behaviors increased. Furthermore, because the general performance
dimensions are less specific than the specific performance dimensions,
ratings made at low frequency levels would be expected to be more
accurate for the general performance dimensions than for the specific
performance dimensions.

As stated above, the use of a reduced number of general performance
dimensions is expected to enhance the accuracy and reliability with
which behaviors are categorized to performance dimensions. In addition,
employing general performance dimensions will permit greater aggregation
of behaviors within performance dimensions, thereby leading to increased
accuracy in the rating. The dual effects of a reduced number of
performance dimensions on the categorization and aggregation processes
should, therefore, lead to greater interrater reliability for the
assessor ratings on the general performance dimensions than on the
specific performance dimensions.

The greater accuracy and reliability associated with ratings on the

general performance dimensions should also influence the evidence for
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the construct validity of the ratings. Convergent and discriminant
validity is expected, therefore, to be greater for the general
performance dimensions than for the specific performance dimensions.

One possible approach for comparing the relative evidence for
construct validity for general and specific performance dimension
ratings is to perform multitrait-multimethod analyses (Campbell & Fiske,
1959) on ratings collected from the assessors after the completion of
all exercises. In this way, the independent ratings of the assessors
would serve as the different methods, and these ratings would be based
on the aggregation of behaviors across exercises. In contrast, the
traditional approach for assessing construct validity considers
exercises as the method. This use of within-exercise performance
dimension ratings creates the aggregation problem. As convergent
validity entails the ordering of candidates across performance
dimensions whereas discriminant validity involves the ordering of
candidates within each of the performance dimensions, adequate
aggregation is particularly important in the latter validity. Thus, it
is not surprising that multitrait-multimethod investigations using
assessment center exercises as the different methods (i.e., Archambeau,
1979; Neidig et al., 1978; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; and Turnage &
Muchinsky, 1982) have yielded poor results with respect to discriminant
validity.

An additional problem associated with the use of within-exercise
ratings is that it may encourage assessors to use an exercise framework
in structuring their judgments (Silverman et al., 1986). Although this

framework may be advantageous when the researcher is interested in
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studying situational specificity, it is counterproductive when
investigating evidence for convergent and discriminant validity, which
are less microanalytic than situational specificity. Furthermore, the
use of exercise ratings violates a basic premise of khe assessment
center process--the withholding of judgments as long as possible in the
process (Thornton & Byham, 1982). By contrast, obtaining performance
ratings after all of the exercises have been completed minimizes the
exercise effect (Silverman et al., 1986), permits aggregation of
behaviors across exercises, and does not violate the premise of
withholding judgments as long as possible.

Finally, correlational analyses of assessment and supervisory
ratings of the candidates should provide additional evidence of
construct validity. The accumulation of a variety of different types of
evidence for the validity of performance measures enhances the
confidence that may be placed in the measures as representative of the
constructs of interest (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Landy, 1986).

Therefore, the relationship of general and specific performance
dimension ratings with various overall ratings is of interest. The
general performance dimensions should account for significantly more of
the variation in overall ratings than the specific performance
dimensions. In addition, the relationship between assessment and
supervisory ratings on the same performance dimensions provides further
evidence of construct validity. The correlations between assessment and
supervisory ratings should be significantly greater than the average

correlations for the corresponding specific performance dimensions.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



36

Based on the foregoing, research hypotheses were advanced within
five areas: categorization, aggregation, assessor reliability,
construct validation, and correlational analyses. The hypotheses are
enumerated below within each area of research.

Categorization

la. The number of correct categorizations of the same

behavioral items will be significantly greater for the
general performance dimensions than for the specific
performance dimensions.

The research of Rosch et al. (1976) suggests that categories are
organized hierarchically, and that the general, or intermediate,
categorical level optimizes distinctions between different categories
and similarities within categories. The Rosch et al. findings were
confirmed by Cantor and Mischel (1979a) in their application of a
three-level hierarchy to person perception. The use of general
performance dimensions should clarify the distinctions among performance
dimensions and result in more accurate categorizations of behavioral
items.

1b. The interrater reliability of the categorizations for

the same behavioral items will be significantly greater
for the general performance dimensions than for the
specific performance dimensions.
The distinctiveness associated with general level performance
dimensions (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et al., 1976) is expected to

lead to greater agreement among judges categorizing behavioral items.
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Aggregation
2a. Accuracy will be significantly greater when relevant
behaviors are displayed with high frequency than when
behaviors are displayed with low frequency.

Bycio et al. (1987) suggested that assessment center candidates may
not display a sufficiently large number of behaviors to ensure adequate
reliability. Relevant behaviors displayed with high frequency should,
therefore, result in greater reliability and be reflected in more
accurate performance ratings.

2b. Accuracy will be significantly greater for the

general performance dimensions than for the specific
performance dimensions when relevant behaviors are
displayed with low frequency.

General performance dimensions are more broadly defined than
specific performance dimensions (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et al.,
1976). Therefore, less information should be required to make accurate
ratings using the general performance dimensions than is required for
the specific performance dimensions.

2c. Accuracy will not differ significantly between the general

and specific level conditions when relevant behaviors
are displayed with high frequency.

The distinctiveness associated with the general performance
dimensions (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et al. 1976) is expected to
be most advantageous in situations where relevant behavior is displayed
with low frequency. When sufficient information exists to enable more

specific discriminations, the benefits derived from the distinctiveness
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of the general performance dimensions are reduced. Therefore, the
accuracy of the ratings is not expected to differ significantly between
the general and specific levels in the high frequency condition.

2d. Accuracy will be significantly greater when general

performance dimensions are employed than when specific
performance dimensions are employed.

Rating accuracy is expected to be greater for the general
performance dimensions than for the specific performance dimensions
when relevant behavior is displayed with low frequency. No difference
is expected to exist between the two performance dimension levels when
relevant behavior is displayed with high frequency. The combination of
these two effects should result in greater accuracy for the general
performance dimensions than for the specific performance dimensions when
both high and low frequency conditions are combined.

Assessor Reliability

3. Interrater reliability will be significantly greater for

the general performance dimensions than for the
corresponding specific performance dimensions.

The distinctiveness of the general performance dimensions (Cantor
& Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et al., 1976), combined with the enhanced
aggregation possible with the general performance dimensions (Bycio et
al., 1987), is expected to lead to greater reliability in the
assessment center ratings for the general performance dimensions than

for the specific performance dimensions.
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Construct Validation
4a. Evidence for convergent validity will be significantly
greater when general performance dimensions are used than
when specific performance dimensions are employed.

The research on categorization (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et
al., 1976) suggests that intermediate categorical levels, such as the
general performance dimension level, provide an optimal level of
distinctiveness and specificity. The use of general performance
dimensions, therefore, should facilitate the categorization of
behaviors displayed by assessment center candidates. As there are
substantially fewer general performance dimensions than specific
performance dimensions, greater aggregation of relevant behaviors is
possible with the general performance dimensions than the specific
performance dimensions. Greater aggregation is expected to lead to
enhanced reliability (Bycio et al., 1987) and be reflected in greater
evidence for the convergent validity of the general performance
dimensions than for the specific performance dimensions.

4b. Evidence for discriminant validity will be significantly

greater when general performance dimensions are used than
when specific performance dimensions are employed.

The distinctiveness of the general performance dimensions in
comparison with the specific performance dimensions (Cantor & Mischel,
1979; Rosch et al., 1976) is expected to facilitate the categorization
of candidate behavior to performance dimensions for the general
performance dimensions. Since the number of general performance

dimensions is much smaller than the number of specific performance
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dimensions, greater levels of aggregation are possible with the general
performance dimensions. The enhanced aggregation associated with the
general performance dimension level is expected to lead to greater
evidence for discriminant validity for the general performance
dimensions than for the specific performance dimensions.

Correlational Analyses
5a. The general performance dimensions will account for a
significantly greater amount of the variance in
supervisory ratings of overall performance than the
specific performance dimensions.

Ratings on the general performance dimensions are expected to be
more predictive than ratings on the associated specific performance
dimensions, because the general performance dimensions facilitate
categorization and permit greater aggregation of relevant behaviors.
Based on the enhanced predictive effectiveness expected from the general
performance dimensions, the squared multiple partial correlation between
the general performance dimensions and supervisory ratings of overall
performance, after removal of the effects of the specific dimensions, is
expected to be greater than the squared multiple partial correlation
between the specific performance dimensions and overall performance
ratings after the effects of the general dimensions are removed.

5b. The general performance dimensions will account for a

significantly greater amount of the variance in
supervisory ratings of management potential than the

specific performance dimensions.
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The enhanced predictive effectiveness expected for the general
performance dimensions, as compared to the specific performance
dimensions, is also expected to result in a greater squared multiple
partial correlation between the general performance dimensions and
supervisory ratings on management potential.

5¢. The general performance dimensions will account for a

significantly greater amount of the variance in the
overall assessment ratings than the specific performance
dimensions.

Based on the enhanced predictive effectiveness expected for the
general performance dimensions, as compared to the specific performance
dimensions, the squared multiple partial correlation between the general
performance dimensions and the overall assessment rating is expected to
be greater than the correlation between the specific performance
dimensions and the overall assessment rating.

5d. Correlations between assessment and supervisory ratings on

the general performance dimensions will be significantly
greater than the average correlations between assessment and
supervisory ratings on the corresponding specific
performance dimensions.

Since the general performance dimensions are expected to result in
greater predictive effectiveness than the specific performance
dimensions, the correlations between assessment and supervisory ratings
on the general performance dimensions are expected to be greater than
the average correlations between the associated specific performance

dimensions and their corresponding supervisory ratings.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



42

II. METHOD
Overview

This research was composed of six phases: (1) development of

performance dimension measures; (2) categorization; (3) aggregation;

(4) assessor reliability; (5) construct validation; and

(6) correlational analyses. All phases of the research were carried out
in a large, northeastern public service organization. Managers of the
organization served as participants.

The purpose of the first phase was to provide support for the three
general performance dimensions that were hypothesized to provide the
underlying structure for the specific performance dimension ratings. In
addition, this phase of the research provided definitions for the
general performance dimensions and behavioral summary scales for the
general and the specific performance dimensions.

Categorization, the second phase, was designed to determine the
relative effect of general and specific performance dimensions on the
accuracy and reliability with which judges are able to categorize
specific behavioral items.

Aggregation, the third phase, explored the effect of varying the
frequency with which relevant behaviors were displayed on the accuracy
of ratings on two general and two specific performance dimensions.

This phase of the research also explored the differential effect of the

general and specific performance dimensions on the accuracy of ratings,
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and the effect of the interaction between frequency and performance
dimension level.

The assessor reliability phase compared the effect of using general
and specific performance dimensions on the interrater reliability of
Pre- and post-consensus performance dimension ratings. Pre-consensus
ratings were the individual assessor ratings prior to assessor
discussion, while post-consensus ratings were made by the assessors
subsequent to the discussion.

Construct validation, the fifth phase of the research, explored
the relative effects of performance dimension level (i.e., general and
specific) on the evidence for convergent and discriminant validity
within the assessment center context. This phase of the research was
based on the premises of the previous four phases: (1) evidence exists
for the presence of general, intermediate level performance dimensions;
(2) the employment of general and specific performance dimensions
differentially influences the accuracy and reliability of
categorizations of behaviors to performance dimensions; (3) the
accuracy of performance dimension ratings is influenced by the frequency
with which relevant behaviors are displayed and the performance
dimension level employed; and (4) the reliability of assessors’ pre- and
post-consensus ratings are differentially affected by the use of general
and specific performance dimensions. The culmination of the effects
associated with the above premises was expected to impact the evidence
of construct validity.

The final phase, correlational analyses, sought to extend the

evidence of construct validity within and beyond the assessment center
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context. Squared multiple partial correlations were computed to
determine the relative amount of variance in three overall ratings
accounted for by the general and specific performance dimensions after
the effects of the other were removed. Correlations between the overall
ratings and the individual performance dimensions were performed to
clarify the contributions made by each performance dimension. In
addition, this phase of the research explored the differential effect of
performance dimension level on the magnitude of the correlations between
assessment and supervisory ratings.

The context of this research was a management assessment center
conducted by the public service organization. The assessment center,
which operated out of two locations, was designed to evaluate the
ability of nonmanagement employees to perform effectively as first level
managers. The participants in this research were current assessors who
observed and evaluated candidates who were processed at the center and
the supervisors of these same candidates. Specific information on the
participants is provided within the description of each phase of the
research. The paragraphs to follow provide descriptive information on
the assessment center.

Description of the Assessment Center

Typically, five to six candidates participate in four exercises
during the course of the one day of assessment. Throughout the
assessment, the candidate remains in the role of a store manager in a
chain of department stores. All of the exercises are interrelated and
were developed on the basis of a job analysis of first-level management

positions. Four types of exercises are utilized: a fact-finding
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interview, an in-basket, a proposal interview, and a group exercise.
During the first exercise, the candidate is given time to review
background information on the organization and prepare questions to
learn more about the problems facing a particular store. Thereafter,
the candidate meets with an assessor, portraying a district manager, and
is given an opportunity to ask questions to ascertain the nature of the
problems facing the branch store. After completing the fact-finding
interview, the candidate is provided with a packet of information,
representing mail that had accumulated in the previous manager'’s
in-basket. The candidate is given two hours to review the material and
take appropriate action. The candidate is then interviewed concerning
the actions taken, other alternative actions considered, and the
rationale for actions. 1In the third exercise, the candidate is provided
with three proposals for correcting problems facing the branch store.
The candidate uses information gained to that point in the exercises to
select among the three proposals and to prepare a proposal which
describes the course of action recommended and an implementation plan.
The candidate then meets with an assessor and presents the proposal.

The assessor assumes the role of a higher ranking official within the
organization, and presents the proposal. The assessor questions the
candidate regarding the specifics and merits of the selected proposal.
In the last exercise, the group exercise, the candidates each receive
information regarding the qualifications of a different employee for a
store manager position. Each candidate presents a brief summary of the
employee’'s qualifications and the group jointly reaches consensus on the

selection of a store manager and an assistant store manager. In
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addition to the simulations described above, the candidates are
administered a four-part, paper-and-pencil test designed to measure each
candidate’s writing skill and scholastic aptitude.

A different assessor observes each candidate in the first three
exercises. Each of the three assessors observes two of the candidates
in the group exercise. Following the exercises, an assessment team,
composed of the three assessors who observed the candidates and a lead
assessor, who had not observed the candidates, meet to discuss each
candidate’s performance in the assessment center and arrive at consensus
decisions on 14 performance dimension ratings and an overall assessment
rating. (Ratings on writing fluency and scholastic aptitude are
provided to the assessment team after they have made the 14 performance
dimension ratings, but before the overall assessment rating is made.

The writing fluency and scholastic aptitude ratings are based on
candidate performance on the paper-and-pencil tests.) The performance
dimensions are organized within five categories--personal qualities,
interpersonal skills, problem solving skills, communications skills, and
scholastic aptitude. The performance dimensions, along with their
definitions, are listed within these categories in Appendix A. The
overall assessment rating is defined as the probability that the
candidate would be successful if immediately promoted to a management
position.

The sections to follow address each of the six phases of the

research, beginning with the development of performance dimension

measures.
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Development of Performance Dimension Measures

This section describes the factor analyses that were performed to
confirm the applicability of the general performance dimensions
described in the introduction. Thereafter, the development of
definitions for the general performance dimensions and the development
of behavioral summary scales for all performance dimensions are
described.

Factor analyses. Maximum likelihood factor analyses were
performed on performance dimension ratings obtained for 315 candidates
who were assessed during the years 1985 through 1988. The maximum
likelihood method of factor analysis was selected, because this method
tends to produce the most accurate estimates of population parameters
(Gorsuch, 1974). Ratings on the writing fluency and scholastic aptitude
dimensions were excluded from the analyses, because these ratings were
based on the results of paper-and-pencil tests. Four analyses were
performed, since the number of factors was expected to range from two
through five (Hinrichs, 1969; Huck & Bray, 1976; Russell, 1985; and
Schmitt, 1977).

Schwarz's bayesian criterion was calculated for each factor
analysis as an indication of the appropriate number of factors. This
criterion appears to be less inclined to include trivial factors than
either Akaike'’s information criterion or the chi-square test (Schwarz,
1978). 1In accordance with Schwarz's criterion, the maximum likelihood
factor solution with the lowest criterion value was chosen as the most
appropriate number of factors. The application of Schwarz’s criterion

provided support for a three-factor solution. An oblique, promax
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rotation was used for interpretation of the data, as the factors were
expected to be correlated. The promax rotation provides both oblique
and orthogonal rotations. Tables 1 and 2 provide the factor structure
and rotated pattern matrix, respectively, for the three-factor solution.
Table 3 provides the intercorrelations among the factors.

Examination of Table 1 indicates that ten of the performance
dimensions served as marker variables. A marker variable was defined
as a variable that loaded highly on one factor (i.e., .60 or greater)
and had at least a .15 difference between this loading and its smaller
loadings on the other two factors. This criterion was established to
identify distinctions among the factors, while taking into consideration
the intercorrelations among them. The marker variables associated with
the first factor included fact finding-written, oral defense,
interpreting information, and oral presentation. The high loadings for
these variables, in combination with the relatively low loadings on the
other factors, led to the designation of this factor as an intellectual/
communication skills factor. The organizing variable was not considered
a marker variable for the first factor because of its high loading on
the third factor. Impact, autonomy, and leadership served as marker
variables for the second factor. Although the energy variable had a
high loading on the second factor, it was not considered a marker
variable since the loading on the intellectual/communication skills
factor was also high. The second factor was labeled interpersonal
skills. The marker variables associated with the third factor were

decisiveness, decision making, and planning. The label administrative
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Table 1

Rotated Factor Structure of Specific Performance Dimension Ratings

After Promax Rotation

Specific Intellectual/
Performance Communication Interpersonal Administrative
Dimensions Skills Skills Skills

Fact Finding -

Written 83 50 56
Oral Defense 76 49 45
Interpreting

Information 84 56 69
Oral Presentation 68 50 50
Organizing 73 57 64
Fact Finding - Oral 52 48 38
Impact 40 16 35
Autonomy 49 13 35
Energy 64 75 44
Leadership 43 60 34
Awareness of

Social Environment 53 64 44
Behavior Flexibility 55 57 46
Decisiveness 50 41 86
Decision Making 63 44 87
Planning 54 40 69
Self - Objectivity 60 47 59
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Table 1 (Concluded)

Intellectual/
Communication Interpersonal Administrative
Skills Skills Skills

Variance for each
Factor Excluding 16.24 12.26 14.87
Other Factors

Eigenvalue 6.11 5.12 5.08

Note. Decimals are omitted. Underlines indicate marker values

for a factor.

skills was attached to the third factor based on the last grouping of
marker variables.

The rotated factor pattern, which is displayed in Table 2,
provides the standardized regression coefficients for the specific
performance dimensions. The distinctions among the factors were
greater in the rotated factor pattern than thgy were in the factor
structure matrix (See Table 1). By considering the results of both
the factor structure and the rotated factor pattern in the designation
of marker variables, three additional variables were added as marker
variables. The organizing variable was included as a marker variable
for the intellectual/communication factor, and energy and awareness of
social environment were included as marker variables for the

interpersonal skills factor.
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Table 2
Rotated Factor Pattern of Specific Performance Dimension Ratings

After Promax Rotation

Specific Intellectual/
Performance Communication Interpersonal Administrative
Dimensions Skills Skills Skills

Fact Finding -

Written 82 -03 06
Oral Defense 77 05 -07
Interpreting

Information 66 03 26
Oral Presentation 56 11 09
Organizing 47 14 27
Fact Finding - Oral 34 25 04
Impact -14 83 04
Autonomy 09 10 -04
Energy 31 51 -04
Leadership 08 53 03
Awareness of

Social Environment 17 48 10
Behavior Flexibility 24 36 13
Decisiveness -11 03 92
Decision Making 14 -04 80
Planning 15 02 29
Self - Objectivity 33 11 32

Note. Decimals are omitted. Underlines indicate marker values

for a factor.
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Intercorrelation Matrix of Factors

52

General Intellectual/
Performance Communication Interpersonal Administrative
Dimensions Skills Skills Skills
Intellectual/
Communication 1.00
Skills
Interpersonal .62 1.00
Skills
Administrative
Skills .64 .49 1.00

As seen in Table 3, the factors were moderately intercorrelated.
The interpersonal skills and administrative skills factors were more
highly correlated with the intellectual/communication skills factor than
they were with each other. This may reflect the influence of
intellectual/communication skills on the ability to interact with others
and the ability to develop and communicate decisions.

A maximum likelihood factor analysis was performed on the
correlation matrix of the three factors. One factor was found, and this
second order factor was believed to correspond to the overall assessment
rating, which is designed to measure overall management ability. Table
4 provides the factor.pattern for the second-order factor analysis. As
shown in Table 4, all of the first-order factors had high loadings on

the second-order factor. The intellectual/communication skills factor
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Table 4

Factor Pattern of General Performance Dimension Ratings

General Overall
Performance Assessment
Dimensions Rating
Intellectual/

Communication 91
Skills
Interpersonal 68
Skills
Administrative YAl
Skills

Note. Decimals are omitted. Underlines indicate marker values

for a factor.

had the highest loading of the three, which is consistent with its high
correlation with the other two factors.

The above analyses provided support for a three-level performance
dimension hierarchy. The 14 performance dimensions previously employed
by the assessment center served as specific level performance
dimensions; the three first order factors served as performance
dimensions at the general level; and the second order factor, which is
viewed as corresponding to the overall assessment rating, served as a
performance dimension at the superordinate level.

Development of definitions for general performance dimensions.
Because definitions already existed for the 14 specific performance
dimensions and the overall assessment rating, definitions were required

only for the three general performance dimensions. These definitions
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were constructed by describing the marker variables for the factors.
Synonymous words were substituted for the marker variables to encourage
the assessors to consider the general performance dimensions separately
from the specific performance dimensions.

The researcher discussed the definitions for the general
performance dimensions with two subject matter experts, who were the
operational managers of the two assessment center locations. The
researcher explained that the general performance dimensions were more
broadly defined than the specific performance dimensions previously used
by the assessment center. Since many similar specific performance
dimensions would be included within one general performance dimension,
the general performance dimensions were expected to be more distinct
than the specific performance dimensions. The subject matter experts
were provided with a definition sheet for each of the general
performance dimensions. Each sheet listed the general performance
dimension; its proposed definition; and the titles and definitions of
the specific performance dimensions that served as marker variables.
The subject matter experts reviewed these sheets and commented on the
adequacy of the definitions. Minor revisions were made to the
definitions of the general performance dimensions as suggested by the
experts. The general performance dimensions and their definitions can
be found in Appendix B.

Behavioral summary scales were developed for the general and
specific performance dimensions. The sections to follow will describe

the identification of behavioral items, the retranslation of the
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behavioral items to performance dimensions, and the scaling of the

behavioral items within each performance dimension.

Development of behavioral descriptions for the behavioral summary

scales. Behavioral items for each of the general and specific

performance dimensions were identified by reviewing assessor reports and
associated audiotapes available from assessment center records. The
assessor reports were selected to reflect the full range of performance
on the dimensions. In addition, audiotapes were available for the fact
finding exercise and the proposal interview.

Each assessment report was reviewed and behavioral items were
identified for the specific performance dimensions. (No behavioral
items were identified for the self-objectivity performance dimension,
because the assessment center had already constructed a conversion table
for these ratings. Based on the level of agreement between candidate
self-ratings and the assessment center final ratings, a rating of one
through five would be assigned from the conversion table.) After
reviewing each assessment report, the corresponding audiotape was
reviewed to identify behavioral items that may have been omitted from
the assessor reports. Thirty behavioral items were identified for each
of the performance dimensions. The resulting 420 behavioral items were
edited to remove redundancy and listed in a random order for
retranslation.

Retranslation. Eight assessors were divided randomly into two

retranslation groups. One group of four assessors assigned half of the
behavioral items to one of the three general performance dimensions.

The other group assigned the same behavioral items to one of the 14

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



56
specific performance dimensions. The retranslation categories (general
and specific) were reversed for the second half of the behavioral items.
Those assessors, who had assigned the first half of the behavioral items
to the three general performance dimensions, assigned the second half of
the behavioral items to the 14 specific performance dimensions and vice
versa. Appendix C lists the behavioral items initially introduced for
retranslation. Rating scales were not developed for the self-
objectivity and awareness of social environment performance dimensions.
As mentioned previously, a rating scale already existed for self-
objectivity. The assessment center had discontinued using the awareness
of social environment performance dimension.

An intraclass correlation coefficient of .75 was established as a
criterion for interrater reliability in the retranslation of behavioral
items to performance dimension categories. An analysis of variance
approach was employed to determine the combination of responses that
would be required to meet this criterion (Dickinson, 1977). These
analyses revealed that agreement by three of the four assessors on the
retranslation of behavioral items within the specific performance
dimensions was required in order to achieve the reliability criterion.
All assessors had to agree on the retranslation of behavioral items
within the three general performance dimensions in order to achieve an
acceptable level of reliability. Those behavioral items that met the
reliability criterion were then scaled, as described below.

Upon the completion of the retranslation, it was discovered that
the behavioral items for three of the performance dimensions (i.e.,

autonomy, behavior flexibility, and organizing) failed to provide an
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adequate sample of its performance domain. Additional behavioral items
were written to correct these deficiencies. In the case of the
organizing dimension, it was necessary to rewrite all of the behavioral
items.

A second problem encountered was that the behavioral items used for
the specific performance dimensions were too narrowly defined to
represent the broad characteristics encompassed by the general
performance dimensions. Therefore, new behavioral items were written to
represent each of the three performance dimensions.

The retranslation form was revised to include the additional
behavioral items for the three specific performance dimensions. Items
representing the remaining 11 performance dimensions were also included,
so that the retranslation task for the specific performance dimensions
remained unchanged. Because the behavioral items for the general
performance dimensions were no longer comparable to those used for the
specific performance dimensions, the retranslation of behavioral items
to the three general performance dimensions was segregated.

The revised retranslation form was composed of 15 behavioral items
for all of the specific performance dimensions except organizing. Since
the behavioral items for the organizing performance dimension were all
rewritten, 30 behavioral items were included for this performance
dimension. The total number of specific behavioral items thus totaled
225. Seventy-five behavioral items were included for the three general
performance dimensions (i.e., 25 for each dimension).

Consistency with the previous retranslation process required that

four assessors categorize each behavioral item to the appropriate
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performance dimension. In an effort to maintain this consistency while
simultaneously reducing the burden on the assessors, the retranslation
form was split in half, with Form 1 containing 113 specific and 37
general behavioral items; Form 2 was composed of 112 specific and 38
general behavioral items. All performance dimensions were represented
in each form, and the number of behavioral items for each performance
dimension differed by no more than one across the two forms. For
example, Form 1 included eight behavioral items representing the
performance dimension decisiveness and seven representing the decision
making dimension. Form 2 contained seven behavioral items representing
decisiveness and eight representing decision making. Forms 1 and 2 of
the revised retranslation task can be found in Appendices D and E
respectively.

Scaling. Those behavioral items that survived the retranslation
procedure were then arranged in a random order by performance dimension.
Three subject matter experts, the operational managers of the two
assessment centers and the manager responsible for all assessment
centers, rank ordered the behavioral items within each of the 17
performance dimensions (i.e., three general performance dimensions and
14 specific performance dimensions) in terms of their effectiveness.

In accordance with Taylor's (1968) recommendations, the rank order
correlation for the pooled ranks was computed for each performance
dimension. The rank order correlation provided a measure of the
agreement expected for the pooled judgments. Table 5 provides the rank

order correlation for the pooled ranks.
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Table 5

Rank Order Correlations for the Pooled Ranks for the General
and Specific Performance Dimensions

Performance Rank Order
Dimension Correlation
Intellectual/Communication .96
Fact Finding - Oral .94
Fact Finding - Written .94
Interpreting Information .93
Oral Defense .92
Oral Presentation .94
Organizing .92
Interpersonal 748
Autonomy .88
Behavior Flexibility .88
Energy .94
Impact .92
Leadership .95
Administrative .97
Decisiveness .90
Decision Making .88
Planning .92

®Reliability estimate excluding one expert was .89.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com



60

The rank order correlations revealed that the reliability of the
judges’ ranks for two of the three general performance dimensions (i.e.,
intellectual/communication skills and administrative skills) exceeded
those for all of the specific performance dimensions.

The rankings for the interpersonal skills general performance
dimension were examined to identify a possible cause for its lower
reliability. One potential explanation dealt with the interpretation of
negative behaviors for this performance dimension. Whereas negative
behaviors will result in high ratings on specific performance dimensions
such as impact and autonomy, which are components of the interpersonal
skills general performance dimension, these same behaviors will result
in lower ratings on interpersonal skills. One of the subject matﬁer
experts had consistently ranked these behaviors substantially higher
than the other two experts. When asked how he had considered negative
behaviors when providing the ranks on interpersonal skills, he indicated
that he had ranked those behaviors higher than neutral behaviors. The
recalculation of the reliability excluding this individual yielded a
coefficient of .89.

In addition, mean ranks were calculated for each behavioral item.
The mean ranks for each behavioral item within each performance
dimension can be found in Appendices F through V.

The items within each performance dimension were then ordered
according to the mean rank (from high to low) and divided into five
performance levels based on natural breakpoints. The levels within each

performance dimension were examined by the researcher to identify
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commonalities in the behaviors included within each performance level.
The clearest distinctions between levels was achieved by considering the
behavioral items as examples of high, average, or low performance.

Format development. Behavioral summary scales were developed for
each of the performance dimensions (Borman, 1979). Based on the
content analysis of the behavioral items within the various performance
levels, brief descriptions were written that described the
characteristics typically found in high, average, and low levels of
performance. These statements were descriptive of broad behavioral
characteristics and were designed to provide assurance that a common
framework was utilized by all assessors using the forms. The use of
broad descriptions as opposed to specific behavioral examples also was
expected to minimize the tendency of some assessors to assign ratings
based purely on the spurious occurrence of a behavior that resembles a
behavioral anchor (Murphy & Constans, 1987). The distinctions among the
levels of performance were expected to be particularly helpful to
managers, who were later asked to provide ratings on the same
performance dimensions for subordinates who were evaluated by the
assessment center. As the vast majority of these managers had not
previously served as assessors, the broad descriptions of behavior at
high, average, and low performance levels were believed to enhance the
comparability of the evaluative frameworks applied by.managers and
assessors (Borman, 1979).

The three subject matter experts, who had rank ordered the
behavioral items, reviewed the rating scales and commented on the

adequacy and accuracy of the behavioral anchors as well as the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



62
distinctiveness of the different performance levels. Revisions were
made in accordance with their suggestions.

The behavioral summary scales for the general and specific
performance dimensions (See Abpendices W and X respectively) served as
the measurement instruments for all subsequent phases. The next phase
of the research explored the ability of managers to categorize
behavioral items to general and specific performance dimensions.
Categorization

Previous research supported the existence of an hierarchical
framework for categories and suggested that intermediate level (i.e.,
general) categories were more distinct than categories at a lower,
specific level (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Rosch et al., 1976). This
phase of the research examined the impact of two hierarchical levels of
performance dimensions (i.e., general and specific) on the accuracy and
reliability with which managers were able to categorize behavioral items
to performance dimension categories.

Participants. Participants in this phase of the research were 134
managers who supervised candidates who had been evaluated in the
assessment center. These managers also served as participants in the
correlational analyses phase of the research. Eight of the participants
chose to discontinue their participation at the categorization stage of
the research. These eight individuals were spread across all of the
experimental conditions, and no pattern was apparent due to their
withdrawing from the research. Seven other participants misunderstood
the directions and performed the categorization task prior to the

interview. Since one purpose of the interview was to train the
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participants on the performance dimensions, data from these seven
participants were deleted. 1In addition, data from five participants
were deleted to make equal the number of participants across
experimental conditions. A total of 114 participants remained, 19 in
each of the six conditions.

Design. Each participant in this phase of the research categorized
27 behavioral items to one of three performance dimension categories.
Participants were matched, based on years of management experience with
the organization, into 21 groups of 6 members. Within each group, one
individual was randomly assigned to each of three behavioral item
conditions within the general and specific level conditions (See Figure
4). Participants assigned to the general level condition were assigned
to one of three behavioral item conditions (e.g., A, B, or C). Those
individuals in condition A categorized behavioral items in cells I, IV,
and VII. The individuals in condition B categorized behavioral items in
cells II, V, and VIII, and in the C condition, they categorized
behavioral items in cells III, VI, and IX. All participants assigned to
conditions A, B, and C categorized the behavioral items within the three
general performance dimehsions.

Participants assigned to a specific level condition were also
assigned to one of three behavioral item conditions (e.g., D, E, or F).

Individuals assigned to condition D cafegorized behavioral items in

cells I, II, and III, to one of three specific performance dimepsions
associated with the intellectual/communication skills general

performance dimension. Those assigned to the E condition categorized
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General Performance Dimension Conditions

Specific Performance

Dimension Conditions A® B C
1 II II1
Interpreting Information 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Oral Presentation D 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Oral Defense 19 20 21 | 22 23 24 | 25 26 27
IV v VI
Impact 28 29 30 | 31 32 33 | 34 35 36
Autonomy E 37 38 39 | 40 41 42 | 43 44 45
Leadership 46 47 48 | 49 40 51 | 52 53 54
VII VIII IX
Decisiveness 55 56 57 | 58 59 60 61 62 63
Decision Making F 64 65 66 | 67 68 69 } 70 71 72
Planning 73 74 75 176 77 78 | 79 80 81

8Conditions A, B, and C were used to categorize behavioral items
within the Intellectual/Communication Skills, Interpersonal Skills,
and Administrative Skills general performance dimensions.

bNumbers within cells refer to individual behavioral items.

Figure 4. Diagram of Behavioral Items Categorized by General and

Specific Conditions
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behavioral items in cells IV, V, and VI to one of three specific
performance dimensions associated with the interpersonal skills general
performance dimension. Lastly, individuals assigned to the F condition
categorized behavioral items in cells VII, VIII, and IX to one of three
specific performance dimensions corresponding to the administrative
skills performance dimension.

Stimulus development. Nine of the 12 specific performance
dimensions that served as marker variables for the three general
performance dimensions (i.e., had high loadings on the three first-
order factors in the factor analysis) were selected for this phase of
the research. The administrative skills general performance dimension
had three specific performance dimensions as marker variables, and all
of these specific performance dimensions were employed. These specific
performance dimensions were decisiveness, decision making, and planning.
The interpersonal skills general performance dimension had four specific
performance dimensions that met the criteria for a marker variable.
These specific performance dimensions were impact, autonomy, energy, and
leadership. Three of these four specific performance dimensions were
selected randomly for this phase of the research. The three specific
performance dimensions selected were impact, autonomy, and leadership.
Five specific performance dimensions served as marker variables for the
intellectual/communication skills general performance dimension. These
specific performance dimensions were fact finding-written, oral
presentation, oral defense, interpreting information, and organizing.

As the fact finding-written specific performance dimension required

extensive knowledge of the assessment center exercises, this performance

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



66
dimension was discarded. Oral presentation, oral defense, and
interpreting information were selected randomly as the three specific
performance dimensions to be employed within the intellectual/
communication factor.

Those behavioral items that previously had been reliably
retranslated to a specific and a corresponding general performance
dimension by the assessors served as the pool from which items were
selected. Minor modifications were made to the behavioral items to
preserve the integrity of the assessment center. The names of all
persons listed in the assessment center material were changed, and the
context for the behavior was also altered. For example, store
renovation became deli renovation, employee theft became corporate
espionage, and merchandise control became computerized bookkeeping. The
behaviors themselves remained unchanged. The general and specific
performance dimensions designated by the assessors served as the target
categories in this phase of the research.

Nine behavioral items were selected at random from this pool of
behaviors for each of the nine specific performance dimensions (i.e.,
for a total of 81 items and 27 items within each of the three specific
performance dimension conditions). Behavioral items for the oral
presentation specific performance dimension were listed in a random
order as items one through nine in cells I, II, and III. Behavioral
items corresponding to oral defense specific performance dimension were
listed randomly as items 10 through 18, and behavioral items associated
with the interpreting information performance dimension were assigned

item numbers 19 through 27 in a random fashion. The oral defense and
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interpreting information items were also distributed across cells I, II,
and III. The same procedure was followed for the remainder of the
behavioral items for each specific performance dimension. The
behavioral items were then arranged in a random order within each of the
six experimental conditions. Forms A through F of the categorization
task can be found in Appendices Y through DD, respectively.

Categorization procedure. The participants were provided written
definitions for all of the performance dimensions as part of the
correlational phase of the research. In addition, the participants were
provided with a list of 27 behavioral items to be categorized to one of
three performance dimensions. The particular list of behavioral items
and the corresponding performance dimension categorles that were
provided depended on the experimental condition to which the supervisor
was assigned. The data for this phase of the research were collected at
the same time as data for the correlational analyses phase. After the
supervisor had provided performance dimension ratings on the candidate,
the supervisor categorized each of the 27 behavioral items to one of the
three performance dimensions assigned.

Analyses. The categorization data were analyzed to determine the
accuracy and the reliability of the judgments. These analyses will be
described in the following paragraphs.

For purposes of the accuracy analyses, correct categorizations were
coded with a one and incorrect categorizations were coded with a zero.
The data within each of the nine behavioral item cells were then
analyzed by a 2 (Performance Dimension Level) x 19 (Supervisor/Level) x

9 (Behavioral Item) analysis of variance.
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The reliability of the supervisors’ categorizations for each
behavioral item within each level was calculated with an analysis of
variance approach to reliability (Dickinson, 1977). The F-values were
converted to Z-scores, and an orthogonal comparison was made to
determine the effect of performance dimension level on the reliability
of the categorizations (Mosteller & Bush, 1954).

The ability to categorize candidate behaviors accurately and
reliably to performance dimensions is the first step in achieving high
quality ratings. The second step is the accuracy of the ratings
themselves. The aggregation phase of the research explores the effect
of varying amounts of information and performance dimension level on the
accuracy of the ratings.

Aggregation

Epstein (1979; 1983) attributed the lack of evidence for the
stability of traits to the failure to aggregate data over a sufficient
number of occasions. Likewise, Bycio et al. (1987) suggested that
assessment center candidates may not display a sufficiently large number
of behaviors within each performance dimension to ensure adequate
reliability. Therefore, one aspect of this phase of the research was
the investigation of the effect of high versus low frequency of relevant
behaviors on the accuracy of the ratings.

In addition, research by Rosch et al. (1976) and Cantor and
Mischel (1979a) suggested that intermediate level, or general,
categories provided less detail than lower level, or specific,

categories. Therefore, this phase of the research also explored the
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differential effect of general and specific performance dimensions on
rating accuracy across and within behavioral frequency conditions.

Participants. Six trained assessors, employed as managers within
the organization, and two subject matter experts, the operational
managers of the two assessment center locations, participated in this
phase of research. The subject matter experts provided target ratings
on the stimuli.

Design. A 2 (Rating éources) X 4 (Performance Dimensions) x 5
(Candidates) x 2 (Frequency Levels) repeated measures design was
utilized. In this design, repeated measures were taken on performance
dimensions for the candidates. The same five candidates were evaluated
in all conditions, but the number of relevant behaviors was varied in
the high and low frequency conditions. All raters evaluated each of the
candidates on four performance dimensions at both frequency levels. Two
of the performance dimensions were at the general level, and the other
two were specific performance dimensions. The two specific performance
dimensions were components of the corresponding general performance
dimensions; therefore, the distinctiveness of the two performance
dimensions employed in each condition was made to be equal across
performance dimension levels.

Development of candidate scenarios. Three criteria were essential
in the selection of performance dimensions for the aggregation phase of
the research. First, it was necessary that the two specific performance
dimensions correspond to two separate general performance dimensions so
that comparisons of the effect of specific and general performance

dimensions would be possible. Second, it was necessary to be able to
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vary the number of behaviors relevant to performance dimensions without
jeopardizing the representativeness of the candidate scenarios. This
meant that performance dimensions that were tapped primarily by a
particular exercise must be excluded from consideration. Third, it was
necessary to be able to equate the number of relevant behaviors for each
performance dimension and frequency condition.

The latter half of the proposal interview exercise was selected as
the context for the candidate scenarios. During this portion of the
exercise, the assessor questions and challenges the proposal selected by
the candidate, culminating in the rejection and subsequent acceptance of
the proposal. The two specific performance dimensions selected were
autonomy and planning. The autonomy specific performance dimension was
a component of the interpersonal skills general performance dimension,
and the planning specific performance dimension was a component of the
administrative skills general performance dimension. Since the proposal
interview exercise was not designated as a primary source of information
for any of these performance dimensions, large numbers of relevant
behaviors would not be required in order to achieve realism. Therefore,
it would be possible to vary the frequency of relevant behaviors without
sacrificing representativeness. Third, it was believed that the number
of relevant behaviors for these two exercises could be equated.

Five candidate scenarios were written for the latter half of the
proposal interview exercise. These scenarios represented varying levels
of performance on the two sets of performance dimensions.

Ten behavioral items were written for each of the specific

performance dimensions for each of the five scenarios for a total of 100
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behavioral items. Since each of the specific performance dimensions was
a component of one of the general performance dimensions, the behavioral
items written were relevant for both levels of performance dimensions.
These five scenarios represented the high frequency condition.

The same candidates were represented in the low frequency
condition, but the number of felevant behavioral items was reduced by 50
percent. Parallel versions were written for each of the 100 behavioral
items in the high frequency condition.

In order to ensure that the behavioral items in the low frequency
condition were equivalent to their counterparts in the high frequency
condition, 120 undergraduate students were asked to rate the
effectiveness of the items. Half of the students rated the
effectiveness of 40 autonomy/interpersonal skills items and 60 planning/
administrative skills items (Form 1). The remaining students rated the
effectiveness of 60 autonomy/interpersonal skills items and 40 planning/
administrative skills items (Form 2). The corresponding high and low
frequency behavioral items were rated by the same students. Forms 1
and 2 can be found in Appendices EE and FF.

Pearson product moment correlations and dependent t tests were
performed on each pair of parallel behavioral items to determine which
behavioral items to retain in the low frequency condition. Two criteria
were applied: (1) The pair of parallel items should be significantly
correlated; and (2) there should be no significant difference in the
ratings of each pair of behavioral items.

Approximately 80 percent of the behavioral item pairs were

significantly correlated. Fifty-three percent of the behavioral item
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pairs were not significantly different. However, those item pairs that
were not significantly different were not always significantly
correlated. In those cases where there were not a sufficient number of
behavioral items satisfying both criteria, those pairs of behavioral
items that were significantly correlated and had the 1oﬁest t values
were selected. The average correlation for the autonomy/interpersonal
skills and planning/administrative behavioral items that were retained
were .49 and .48 respectively. The average t value for the
autonomy/interpersonal skills behavioral items that were retained was
1.12, and the average t value for the planning/administrative behavioral
items was 1.57.

The proportion of behavioral items satisfying each criterion on
each performance dimension are listed below in Table 6. The majority of
the behavioral items selected adequately satisfied the criteria
established. Two exceptions, however, are thevautonomy/interpersonal
skills items for scenario five and the planning/administrative skills
items for scenario two. Closer review of the behavioral items in
question yielded little information on the reasons for the significant
differences found in these ratings. For example, the fallowing two
autonomy/interpersonal skills behavioral items yielded a significant t
of 2.08:

If you close the store, you will cut down on your
losses, but you will also reduce the profits.
Closing the store will cut down your losses, but it

will also reduce the profits.
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Table 6

Proportion of Behavioral Items Retained Satisfying Criteria for the
Low Frequency Scenarios

Autonomy/Interpersonal Planning/Administrative
Significant Nonsignificant Significant Nonsignificant
Scenario x t x t
1 5/5 4/5 5/5 3/5
2 5/5 5/5 5/5 1/5
3 5/5 5/5 5/5 4/5
4 5/5 5/5 5/5 5/5
5 5/5 1/5 5/5 4/5

Likewise, two behavioral items representing the planning/administrative
performance dimensions that yielded a t of 2.0l are as follows:

I plan to have the department manager discharge Peterson.

I'm going to have the department supervisor fire Peterson.

One possible explanation for these differences is that the

subjects’ criteria for evaluating the behavioral items changed over
time, and that these behavioral items, among others, fell on opposite
sides of the criterion shift.

Based on the analyses of the behavioral item pairs, five
additional scenarios were constructed. These scenarios served as the
stimuli for the low frequency condition, with each scenario containing
five behavioral items representing the autonomy/interpersonal skills

performance dimensions and five representing the planning/
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administrative performance dimensions. The ten candidate scenarios are
displayed in Appendix GG.

Designation of target ratings. The ten written candidate
scenarios were assembled in a random order and provided to two subject
matter experts, along with performancé dimension definitions. The
experts were operational managers of the two assessment centers. These
individuals had previously served as assessors and were actively
involved in the training of new assessors.

The subject matter experts independently made ratings on the four
performance dimensions (i.e., two general and two specific performance
dimensions) for each of the ten candidate scenarios (i.e., five high
frequency and five low frequency candidate scenarios).

The experts advised the researcher of difficulties experienced with
providing ratings on the two general performance dimensions,
interpersonal skills and administrative skills. The difficulty arose
because the behavior displayed by the candidates in the scenarios dealt
with only one aspect of each of the general performance dimensions. The
experts indicated that there was not sufficient information to provide
ratings on the general performance dimensions.

In order to combat this difficulty, the researcher provided
scenario profiles on the remaining components of the general performance
dimensions for each of the candidates. The profiles were developed
based on proposed ratings made by the reséarcher in developing the
scenarios. The average of the ratings on the pertinent performance
dimensions within each profile is equal to the researcher's proposed

ratings. The scenario profiles are displayed in Appendix HH.
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The subject matter experts then met with the researcher to discuss
their ratings. The experts disagreed by one point on one of the forty
ratings, and one of the experts revised his rating so that there was
complete agreement. When the experts were asked whether they had
assigned their ratings independently, both maintained that they had done
so. A review of the consistency of the ratings across high and low
frequency conditions revealed one discrepancy. The experts recommended
a minor modification that would equate the two scenarios, and this
modification was implemented.

Rating procedure. The candidate scenarios were provided to the
research participants in the same order as that used with the subject
matter experts. The assessors were also provided with scenario profiles
and definitions for the performance dimensions to be assessed. Each
assessor provided independent ratings for each of the ten candidate
scenarios.

Analyses. A 2 (Rating Sources) x 4 (Performance Dimensions) x 5
(Candidates) x 2 (Frequency Level) analysis of variance was performed.
The Rating Sources and Candidates were considered random sources of
variation, while the remaining sources were considered fixed. Forty
orthonormal contrasts were formed between the ratings given by the
participants and the target ratings (Dickinson, Hedge, Johnson, &
Silverhart, 1990).

This phase of the research explored the effect of different amounts
of information and performance dimension level on the accuracy of
ratings made on written scenarios. The next phase of the research

investigated whether the reliability of ratings made by assessors on
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actual candidates were differentially influenced by the general and
specific performance dimensions.

Assessor Reliability

Bycio et al. (1987) suggested that the number of behaviors
displayed by assessment center candidates may not be sufficiently high
to ensure adequate reliability. The use of general performance
dimensions, which are fewer in number, would permit greater aggregation
of behaviors within performance dimension categories. Therefore, the _
assessor reliability phase of the research investigated the differential
effect of general and specific performance dimensions on the interrater

reliability of the pre- and post-consensus assessment ratings.

Participants. Six trained assessors and the managers of the two
assessment centers served as participants in this phase of the
research. The assessment center managers served as lead assessors in
the evaluation sessions. All assessors were employed as managers
within the organization.

Design. A 4 (Assessors) x 50 (Candidates) repeated measures
design was employed. Four assessment teams, composed of three
assessors and the manager of the assessment center location, provided
ratings on a performance dimension for 50 candidates at each assessment
center location. For the sake of simplicity, the assessment center
managers were considered assessors for this phase of the research. This
design was employed for each of the 14 specific and 3 general
performance dimensions for each assessment center location.

Assessor training. Approximately one month prior to the

formalized training, assessors were provided with training material that
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defined the specific performance dimensions and described the assessment
exercises in detail. The formalized training lasted ten days, and the
assessment center managers served as instructors. The first five days
of formalized training were designed to provide the trainees with the
basic skills required for the assessor role. The second week of
training was designed to refine the skills developed during the first
week,

The training began with a description of the assessment center
process. Assessors were then trained on the performance dimensions.
Training on each performance dimension began with a lecture on the
meaning of the dimension, followed by discussion of candidate behaviors
representing the dimension.

Upon completion of the performance dimension training, the
assessors were trained on each of the assessment center exercises. The
assessors were shown a videotape of a hypothetical candidate
participating in the exercise. Following the videotape, the assessors
role-played the exercise with each other, and then each assessor role-
played the exercise with a practice‘candidate, a student from a nearby
university.'

At the completion of the training on the first exercise, a lecture
format was used to provide training on report writing. Each assessor
then composed a report based on the role-play with the practice
candidate. One of the reports was then critiqued by the group.

The assessors and assessment center managers then provided
independent ratings on all pertinent performance dimensions for the

candidate described in the report. The ratings were recorded on a
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flipchart, and the ratings on each performance dimension were discussed
until consensus was reached. Consensus was defined as no more than a
one-point difference in the ratings. During the consensus discussions,
the assessment center managers discussed the reasons for their target
ratings and clarified points of confusion regard the evaluation of
behavior.

During the second week of training, the assessors participated in
two consecutive, full-length, assessment center simulations.

Approximately six weeks after the assessor training, the assessors
were assembled for a two-day recalibration session. The reports on two
candidates who previously had been assessed at the assessment center
were selected for recalibration. The typical evaluation session
procedure was followed, except that there were now seven assessors and
two assessment center managers providing ratings.

In addition to the ratings that were made on the specific
performance dimensions, the two assessment center managers and two
assessors, who were serving a second term as assessors, also provided
ratings on the general performance dimensions. The assessment center
managers and the two expert assessors previously had pilot tested the
behavioral summary scales for the general performance dimension and had
experienced little difficulty using them. The general performance
dimension ratings made by these four individuals on the candidate
reports used for recalibration served as target scores for the training
of the less experienced assessors on the general performance dimensions.

At the completion of recalibration ratings, the behavioral summary

scales that had been developed previously were introduced. Assessors
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were cautioned to avoid selecting a particular rating on the basis of a
single candidate behavior that resembled a behavioral anchor.

After the assessors had an opportunity to review the rating scales
and ask questions, the three general performance dimensions were
introduced. The researcher explained that the general performance
dimensions were designed to occupy an intermediate level between the
specific performance diménsions and the overall assessment rating. The
researcher told the assessors that the general performance dimensions
were designed to reflect the relationship between skills in these areas
and success as a manager. Therefore, simple arithmetic averages of the
relevant specific performance dimensions would not yield accurate
general performance dimension ratings. An example was cited in which a
candidate had received high ratings on the impact and autonomy specific
performance dimensions as a result of abrasive and insensitive behavior.
Since these types of behaviors would inhibit the candidate’s ability to
deal with others, the ratings on the general performance dimension,
interpersonal skills, would be low.

The week following the recalibration session, typewritten
transcripts of the candidate reports were given to the assessors. The
assessors were asked to review the reports and assign ratings on the
three general performance dimensions. The assessors contacted the
researcher by telephone and provided their ratings. At this time, the
researcher provided the assessors with feedback on the accuracy of the
ratings. Any difficulties experienced by the assessors in using the
behavioral summary scales for the general performance dimensions were

discussed and corrected at this time.
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Assessment ratings. Two groups of assessors, one for each
assessment center location, each provided 18 ratings on 50 candidates
for first-level managerial positions over a three-month period in the -
fall of 1989. The 14 specific and the 3 general performance dimension
ratings were made on five-point behavioral summary scales. A rating of
one on a five-point scale represented the lowest rating, and a five
represented the highest rating. The ratings on the specific
performance dimensions were made first, followed by the ratings on the
general performance dimensions. The final rating was an overall
assessment rating, which employed a four-point scale, with four being
the highest rating (See Appendix II). The ratings were made in an
evaluation session that followed the one day of assessment exercises.

Candidates were discussed one at a time in the evaluation session.
After the assessment reports were read on each of the exercises by the
assessor who participated in the exercise with the candidate, the
assessors independently rated the candidate on the 14 specific and 3
general performance dimensions. The ratings were recorded and each
performance dimension was discussed one at a time. Discussion continued
until consensus was reached. Once consensus was reached on the specific
and general performance dimensions, the assessors independently provided
overall assessment ratings and discussed these ratings until consensus
was achieved. The pre- and post-consensus ratings on the specific and
general performance dimensions served as the assessment data for this
phase of the research. The overall assessment ratings were employed in

the correlational analyses phase of the research.
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Analyses. Seventeen 4 (Assessors) x 50 (Candidates) analyses of
variance were performed on the pre- and post-consensus assessment
ratings at each of the two assessment center 1oéations to determine the
interrater reliability of the ratings. A separate analysis was
performed for each of the 14 specific and 3 general performance
dimensions. The resulting F values were then converted to Z-scores.
Three sets of orthogonal comparisons were performed on the Z-scores, one
for each general performance dimension (Mosteller & Bush, 1954). The
orthogonal comparisons included examination of differences due to
assessment center location and differences between the general
performance dimension and all of the corresponding specific performance
dimensions.

Reliability is a necessary precursor for establishing the validity
of a test. Based on the presumed reliability of the performance
dimensions, the next phase of the research sought to investigate the
construct validity of the general and specific performance dimensions
within the assessment center context.

Construct Validation

This phase of the research explored the differential effect of
general and specific performance dimensions on the construct validity
of the ratings. The construct validation phase is the natural
culmination of the preceding phases. The categorization and aggregation
phases of the research addressed the differential effect of general and
specific performance dimensions on cognitive processes that are believed

to influence the quality of the ratings.
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The categorization research (Rosch et al., 1976) suggested that
individuals were able to distinguish among intermediate, or general,
level categories more easily than among lower, or specific, level
categories,

The aggregation phase dealt with the assignment of ratings based on
varying amounts of observed behavior; Epstein (1979; 1983) suggested
that evidence for the stability of traits depended on aggregation across
a sufficient number of occasions, and Bycio et al. (1987) suggested that
assessment center candidates may not display a sufficiently large number
of behaviors to enable assessors to make reliable ratings on all of the
performance dimensions.

The assessor reliability phase extended the premises of the
categorization and aggregation phases to the reliability of pre- and
post-consensus ratings on actual candidates. If raters are able to
categorize observed behaviors accurately and reliably to performance
dimensions and then provide accurate and reliable ratings based on these
observations, then it is reasonable to expect that their ratings will
exhibit construct validity. A logical next step is the exploration of
the effect of performance dimension level on the evidence for convergent
and discriminant validity.

Participants. Six trained assessors and the two operational
managers of the assessment centers served as participants in the
construct validation phase of the research. The managers of the
assessment centers served as lead assessors in the evaluation of

candidates.
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Design. Separate repeated measures designs were.utilized for the
general and specific performance dimension conditions at each
assessment center location, because the number of specific performance
dimensions associated with the general performance dimensions were
unequal. A 4 (Assessors) x 50 (Candidates) x 3 (General Performance
Dimensions) design was utilized for the general performance dimension
validation component. The design employed for the specific performance
dimension validation component parallels the general performance
dimension design except that there are 14 specific performance
dimensions rather than 3 general performance dimensions. 1In the
general and specific performance dimension designs, repeated measures
were made by the assessors and supervisors on both types of performance
dimensions for the candidates.

Rating procedure. The rating procedure was described previously in
the assessor reliability phase of the research. The pre- and post-
consensus ratings at each assessment center location served as the data
for this phase of the research.

Analyses. Separate 4 (Assessor) x 50 (Candidates) x 3 (General
Performance Dimensions) analyses of variance were performed on the pre-
and post-consensus performance dimension ratings for each assessment
center location. The analyses for the specific performance dimensions
parallel the above analyses, except that there were 14 specific
performance dimensions.

The above analyses serve as one form of evidence for the construct
validity of the performance dimension ratings. Another form of evidence

is the presumed relationship between ratings made within the assessment
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center and parallel external measures--the ratings of the caﬁdidates'
supervisors. The next phase of the research explored these
relationships as well as the efficacy of the general and specific
performance dimensions in accounting for the variance in three overall
measures,

Correlational Analyses

The preceding phase of the research explored the construct validity
of the general and specific performance dimensions within the assessment
center context. This phase of the research sought to widen the scope to
include ratings provided by candidate supervisors in the evaluation of
general and specific performance dimensions. The premises of the
categorization and aggregation phases of the research should apply
equally well to supervisors and assessors. In fact, an argument could
be made that the differences in the effects of performance dimension
level would be even more pronounced with supervisors who had not
received the in-depth training on the performance dimensions.

Therefore, the correlational analyses phase of the research explored the
differential effect of general and specific performance dimensions on
the relationship between assessment and supervisory ratings, as well as
the ability of the two types of performance dimensions to account for
variance in three overall ratings.

Participants. The participants were seven trained assessors, the
managers of the two assessment center locations, and the supervisors of
the 134 candidates who had been assessed.

Design. A 2 (Rater Types) x 134 (Candidates) x 17 (Performance

Dimensions) repeated measures design was employed. The assessment
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center managers were considered assessors for this phase of the
research. The assessors and supervisors constituted the two rater
types. The assessors and supervisors made repeated measures on the 17
performance dimensions for each of the 134 candidates. In addition,
the supervisors provided overall performance and management potential
ratings for the candidates, and the assessors provided an overall
assessment rating.

Supervisor training. The training'of the candidates’ supervisors
was accomplished in two ways. First, the supervisors were given
performance appraisal packets that enabled them to become familiar with
the rating task. Second, the researcher provided rater training
immediately before collecting performance data.

The performance appraisal packets were mailed to the supervisors
approximately ten days before the structured interview was scheduled.
The packets included a supervisor training packet, the behavioral
summary scales for the performance dimensions, a categorization form,
and an informed consent form. The behavioral summary scales were
identical to those used by the assessors.

The supervisor training packet described the use of behavioral
summary scales for the performance dimension ratings, the types of
performance dimensions on which ratings would be made; and rating errors
to avoid, with illustrations of each type of error. 1In addition, the
packet included two brief descriptions of a hypothetical candidate’s
behavior. One of the descriptions dealt with autonomy, a specific
performance dimension, and the other one dealt with interpersonal

skills, a general performance dimension. The supervisors were asked to
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review the appropriate behavioral summary scale and then rate the
hypothetical candidate’s performance. The supervisor training packet
can be found in Appendix JJ.

Before ratings were collected, the researcher reviewed the material
in the supervisor training p;cket and provided feedback on the
supervisor’s ratings on the hypothetical candidates. The definition for
each performance dimension was discussed before the supervisor was
requested to provide a rating.

Despite the efforts to provide adequate training to the
supervisors, it is noted that the supervisor training was of necessity
sparse compared to the ten days of training provided to the assessors.
In addition to the formal assessor training, the assessors received on-
the-job training from the lead assessor during the first few weeks of
evaluation sessions. By contrast, the supervisor received no more than
one hour of training during the structured interview to supplement the
supervisor training packet. In addition, this was the first time that
many of the supervisors had come in contact with the performance
dimensions and their definitions. The performance dimensions used by
the assessment center were not widely publicized, and no behavioral
summary scales preceded this research. Therefore, most of the training
material was new to the supervisors.

Supervisor ratings. Approximately two weeks prior to the
candidates' scheduled assessment, their supervisors were contacted by
telephone to schedule an appointment to conduct a performance appraisal
interview, which would also be conducted by telephone. At this time the

supervisors were advised of the research, informed of their rights to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



87
decline to participate, and advised that they would be receiving a
rating package in the mail.

A structured performance appraisal interview was developed to
gather job performance data. The inferview began with a restatement of
the purpose of the research and reassurance that the ratings would be
kept confidential. The researcher then provided rater training as
described in the supervisory training section. The order in which the
performance dimensions ratings were collected paralleled that used in
the assessment center, with the exception that overall job performance
and management potential ratings'followed the ratings on the general
performance dimensions. In the assessment center, the overall
assessment rating followed the ratings on the general performance
dimensions. Like the overall assessment rating, the overall ratings on
job performance and management poténtial were made on a four-point
scale, with four being the highest rating; The rating scales employed
for overall job performance and management potential can be found in
Appendix KK. The structured interview was pilot tested with two
managers and modified in accordance with their suggestions. The
structured interview can be found in Appendix LL. The supervisor
ratings were collected no later than two weeks following the
subordinate’s assessment. All assessment center results were withheld
until the researcher advised the assessment center managers that the
interviews had been conductéd.

Analyses. Squared multiple partial correlations were calculated to
determine the relative amounts of variance in the overall ratings

uniquely accounted for by the general and specific pérformance
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dimensions. Pearson product moment correlations between the overall
ratings and the individual performance dimensions were also examined to
clarify the results of the preceding analyses.

Pearson product moment correlations were calculated for the
relationship between the assessment and supervisory ratings on the
performance dimensions. The Fisher r-to-z transformation was performed
on the correlations, and differences between the general and specific

performance dimension correlations were detected by Z-tests.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



89

III. RESULTS
Overview

The results section is divided into five parts: categorization,
aggregation, assessor reliability, construct validation, and
correlational analyses. Each part provides a brief description of the
purpose of the analyses in addition to a detailed explanation of the
analyses performed and the results obtained.

Categorization

These data were analyzed to determine whether the general and
specific performance dimensions differentially influenced the accuracy
and reliability of the categorizations of behavioral items by
supervisory personnel. With respect to categorization accuracy, it was
hypothesized that the number of correct categorizations of the same
behavioral items would be significantly greater for the general
performance dimensions than for the specific dimensions. Interrater
reliability on the categorization of the same behavioral items was also
expected to be greater for the general performance dimensions. The
succeeding paragraphs will describe the analyses performed and the
results for accuracy and reliability components.

Accuracy. The categorization of each behavioral item by each judge
was compared to the target category provided by the assessors during the
retranslation stage of scale development. Correct categorizations were
coded with a one, and incorrect categorizations were coded with a zero.

The dichotomously coded data were then analyzed by a one-way analysis of
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variance within each of the nine behavioral item cells. The
independent variable (i.e., performance dimension Level) was considered
a fixed effect. The results of the analyses can be found in Table 7.

Significant differences were found for performance dimension level
in behavioral item cells 2, 5, 7, 8,and 9. Within cells 2 and 5,
supervisors in the specific condition categorized behavioral items more
accurately M, =.77; M, = .75) than supervisors in the general condition
(ﬂz = ,58; M; = .61). By contrast, within cells 7, 8, and 9,
supervisors in the general condition were more accurate in their
categorizations of behavioral items (u7 -~ _81; Mg = .70; M, = .84) than
were their counterparts in the specific condition (M, = .58; Mg = .59;
My = .61).

These results provide meager support for the hypothesis that
categorization accuracy would be significantly greater for the general
performance dimensions than for the specific dimensions. The one
possible exception is the general performance dimension of
administrative skills. Supervisors in the general conditions were
consistently more accurate in their categorization of administrative
behavioral items than were their counterparts in the specific
conditions.

In order to obtain a better understanding of the results, the
errors made by the supervisors in categorizing behavioral items to
performance dimensions were analyzed by a chi-square procedure. The
behavioral items were grouped by the performance dimension that they
represented, and the number of responses for each incorrect answer was

summed across the three cells containing that performance dimension.
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Analysis of Variance for Accuracy Component of Categorization Phase

Cell 1 Cell 2 Cell 3
Source daf MS F-ratio MS F-ratio MS F-ratio
Levels 1 .11 .50 2.99 14.21" .19 1.02
Residual 340 .21 .21 .18
Cell 4 Cell 5 Cell 6
Source df MS F-ratio MS F-ratio MS F-ratio
Levels 1 .57 2.81 1.68 7.85" .14 .67
Residual 340 .20 .21 .21
Cell 7 Cell 8 Cell 9
Source daf MS F-ratio MS F-ratio MS F-ratio
Levels 1 4.22 21.06™ .95 4.15° 4,45 23.90"
Residual 340 .20 .23 .19
*p< .05. "p < .01,

For example, there were nine behavioral items representing the specific

performance dimension of interpreting information, which was a component

of the general performance dimension of intellectual/communication

skills.

Cells 1, 2, and 3 each contained three of these nine items.

The two incorrect responses to these items in the specific condition

were oral presentation and oral defense.

The number of incorrect oral
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presentation responses to these items was summed across the nine items,
and yielded a total of 29. The number of incorrect oral defense
responses to these same items was also 