























































































































































































































































































































comprised a larger sample size (n=36) than the 1990 and 1991 assessment years
(n=126 and 19 respectively), a larger range can be expected for the 1989 assessment
year. However, the range of the 1989 OARs differs minimally from the ranges of the
1990 and 1991 OARs (range of 1989 sample =23,41 and ranges of 1990 and 1991
samples = 20,24). Furthermore, the standard deviations of all three years are almost
identical (SD of 1989 sample=6,17; SD of 1990 sample= 6,15 and SD of 1991
sample = 6,11). These results (i.e. higher mean for 1989 assessments, similar ranges and
similar standard deviations) suggest that the higher OAR scores resulted from

consistently higher scores from the whole group and not from extreme outlier scores.

Further investigation regarding the differences between the 1989 OARs and the 1990-
1993 OARs, revealed that the cut-off margin (i.e. ‘pass mark’) of the OARs was 70
percent for the 1989 assessment centres. This margin was lowered to 60 percent after the
1989 assessments. With the lowering of the cut-off margin, the standards were raised by
the assessment centre administrators, resulting in lower scores in the subsequent
assessment centres. The mean OARSs obtained for the 1990-1993 assessment centres was
66,88 (SD = 6,57). These ratings were considerably lower than the OARs obtained for
the 1989 assessments (X = 76,84; SD = 6,17). The difference between the mean OARs
of the 1989 assessments and the mean OARs of the 1990-1993 assessment centres was
9,96. This difference can be explained by the 10-point adjustment which was

implemented after the 1989 assessment centres had been conducted.

To compensate for the mean differences between the 1989 and 1990-1993 assessment
centre groups, it was decided to standardise the assessment centre scores for both groups
with the aid of McCall’s T scales. The data in Table 8 were presented in an
unstandardised form, as the arithmetic means and standard deviations which are
transformed with McCall’s T scales would all be identical (X =50,00; SD=10).
Similarly, the data in Tables 15 and 16 were unstandardised. All assessment centre data

to be discussed hereafter, will be based on standardised scores, unless otherwise stated.
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5.1.3 Correlation Coefficients of Moderator Variables with OAR and CCR

for Standardised Assessment Centre Data

After standardisation of the assessment centre data, the correlation coefficients of the
moderator variables with the OAR and CCR were investigated again. Table 17 shows a
decrease in all correlations between moderator variables and the OAR after
standardisation of the assessment centre data, except for Age at Criterion Measurement
(Table 15 contains the unstandardised data). The most significant decrease took place in
the correlation between Year of Assessment Centre and the OAR, declining from
r=0,44 (p <0,001) to r =-0,03. This suggests that the standardisation of the assessment
centre data has practically eliminated the moderating effect of Year of Assessment
Centre. Further analysis indicated that Year of Assessment Centre did not correlate
significantly with the OAR when the 1989 assessment centre results were deleted from
the sample (r=-0,07; n=061). It thus becomes apparent that by including the 1989
assessment centre results, a correlation arises between Year of Assessment Centre and
the OAR. This correlation was caused by the significantly higher OAR mean scores of

the 1989 assessments.

Table 17

Correlation Coefficients of Moderator Variables with Standardised OAR and CCR

VARIABLE CORRELATION CORRELATION
WITH OAR WITH CCR
Year of Assessment Centre -0,03 ‘ -0,06
Age at Assessment Centre -0,22%* -0,07
Age at Criterion Measurement -0,23* -0,10
Years of Service 0,06 -0,02
Months Since Promotion -0,01 0,12
n=297

* p<0,05; two-tailed

The only moderator variables which correlated significantly with the OAR after
standardisation were Age at Assessment Centre (r=-0,22; p<0,05) and Age at

Criterion Measurement (r=-0,23; p<0,05). No moderator variable correlated
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significantly with the CCR. Bohrnstedt and Knoke (1988, pp 366-367) explained that
researchers should control for a moderator variable if it correlates significantly with
both the predictor and criterion. As this was not the case in the present study, it was not
deemed necessary to control for moderator variables. However, two moderator variables
correlated significantly with the OAR. ‘Age at Assessment Centre’ correlated negatively
with the OAR (r=-0,22; p <0,05), which implies that younger candidates are more
likely to achieve higher OARs.

The second significant correlation was obtained between ‘Age at Criterion
Measurement’ and OAR (r =-0,23; p <0,05). This correlation seemed strange, as Age at
Criterion Measurement is criterion-related, whereas the OAR is predictor-based. Further
analysis, however, revealed a correlation of 0,93 between Age at Assessment Centre and
Age at Criterion Measurement. It thus appears that the statistically significant
correlation between Age at Criterion Measurement and OAR 1is not the result of a direct
relationship between the two variables, but rather a result of the co-variance between

Age at Assessment Centre and Age at Criterion Measurement.

5.1.4 Multiple Regression Analysis

The above analysis demonstrates that no single moderator variable correlated
significantly with both the predictor and criterion measures. However, the possibility
exists that a combination of moderator variables may have a significant moderating
effect on the relationship between the predictor and criterion measures. Multiple
regression analysis, using the enter method, was conducted to investigate this
possibility. The results showed that the combined predictive value of the moderator
variables explained only 4,3 percent of the variance in the Composite Criterion Rating

(CCR) (F = 0,862). No variable therefore explained significant variance in the CCR.

Considering the findings of the above-mentioned analyses regarding the effects of
moderator variables, it was not necessary to control for any variable or a combination of
variables, other than Year of Assessment Centre (which was controlled by standardising

the assessment centre data).
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5.2 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTOR AND CRITERION
MEASURES

The first statistical data produced were the Pearson Product Moment correlation
between the CCR and all predictor variables (see Table 18). The results indicate non-
significant criterion-related validities for all assessment centre exercise and dimension
ratings. The predictive validities of exercise ratings ranged between 0,001 (analytical
problem exercise) and 0,119 (competitive group discussion exercise). Correlations
between assessment centre dimensions and the CCR ranged from 0,012 (analytical

ability dimension) to 0,117 (oral communication dimension).

Table 18

Predictive Validities of Assessment Centre Exercises and Dimensions

CORRELATION WITH CCR

VARIABLE UNCORRECTED CORRECTED
VALUES VALUES
Exercises In-tray -0,039 -0,056
Analytical Problem 0,001 0,001
Competitive Group Discussion 0,119 0,171
Collaborative Group Discussion 0,075 0,108
Interview 0,057 0,082
Dimensions  Analytical Ability 0,012 0,017
Judgment -0,016 -0,023
Decisiveness 0,049 0,071
Planning & Organising 0,022 0,032
Delegating 0,096 0,138
Controlling 0,027 0,039
Group Leadership 0,057 0,082
Individual Leadership -0,082 -0,118
Tenacity 0,104 0,150
Negotiation Skills 0,109 0,158
Oral Communication 0,117 0,168
Written Communication -0,014 -0,020

97
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After correction for the restriction of range, the predictive validities for exercises ranged

between 0,001 (analytical problem exercise) and 0,171 (competitive group discussion
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exercise). Correlations between assessment centre dimensions and the CCR ranged from
0,017 (analytical ability dimension) to 0,168 (oral communication dimension). All
correlations therefore lie below 0,2 which Thornton (1992, p 121) considered as being

“too low to be useful in most situations”.

Table 19 presents the mean predictive validities of assessment centre exercises and
dimensions, which were identical (r= 0,060 for uncorrected values and r = 0,087 for
values corrected for range restriction). The hypothesis that there is no difference
between assessment centre trait ratings and assessment centre task ratings in predicting

managerial performance therefore cannot be rejected.

Table 19

Average Predictive Validities of Assessment Centre Exercises and Dimensions

PREDICTOR  MEAN OF CORRELATIONS SD OF CORRELATIONS

WITH CCR WITH CCR
VARIABLES UNCORRECTED CORRECTED UNCORRECTED CORRECTED
VALUES YALUES VYALUES VYALUES
Exercises 0,060 0,087 0,044 0,063
Dimensions 0,060 0,087 0,041 0,059
n=97
53 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTOR AND CRITERION

MEASURES FOR THE 1989 ASSESSMENT CENTRE RESULTS

In 5.1.2 the effect of Year of Assessment Centre was discussed. The longitudinal nature
of the assessment centre assessments (1989-1993) increases the assessment centre’s
susceptibility to moderator variables that may even lie beyond the moderator variables
which were discussed in 5.1. Examples of such variables are possible changes of
assessment centre administrators, assessment centre observers, attrition of candidates,

and a change in course content of the residential management development course.
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Table 20 shows the number of candidates included in the current study, who were
assessed in the same assessment centre. The results show that 97 candidates were
assessed 1n 22 different assessment centres which were conducted over five years. Nine
of the 22 assessment centres contributed only one candidate to the sample. The highest
number of candidates included in this study who were assessed in the same assessment
centre was 36. This number was achieved by conducting three assessment centres back-
to-back. The assessment centre personnel remained unchanged throughout the three

centres which were conducted in 1989.

Table 20

Number of Delegates Included in Sample Per Assessment Centre

YEAR OF ASSESSMENT CENTRE NUMBER OF CANDIDATES
ASSESSMENT REFERENCE NUMBER INCLUDED IN RESEARCH
FROM ASSESSMENT CENTRE
1989 1/1989 36
1990 1/1990 9
1990 2/1990 7
1990 3/1990 3
1990 4/1990 8
1991 1/1991 3
1991 2/1991 3
1991 3/1991 1
1991 4/1991 4
1991 5/1991 3
1991 6/1991 1
1991 7/1991 1
1991 8/1991 2
1991 10/1991 1
1991 12/1991 1
1992 1/1992 2
1992 4/1992 1
1992 8/1992 1
1992 11/1992 3
1992 12/1992 1
1993 1/1993 3
1993 5/1993 1
1993 8/1993 2
Total 22 97
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The results indicate that after 1989, few candidates who were included in the present
study were assessed in the same assessment centre. The long period (five years) over
which the assessment centre data were collected, increased the likelihood of moderating
variables affecting the assessment results. Further inquiry confirmed that there were
high levels of turnover among assessment centre observers. On some occasions six out
of the eight observers were replaced from one assessment centre to the next. This
ongoing exchange of observers may have influenced the assessment centre results, as no

consistency of assessment can be ensured.

Table 21 shows the predictive validities of the assessment centre exercises and

dimensions which were obtained for the 1989 sample (n = 36). The correlations were

Table 21

Predictive Validities of Assessment Centre Exercises and Dimensions for the 1989
Assessment Centre Results

CORRELATION WITH CCR

VARIABLE UNCORRECTED CORRECTED
VALUES VALUES
Exercises In-tray 0,174 0,247
Analytical Problem -0,305 -0,421*
Competitive Group Discussion 0,032 0,046
Collaborative Group Discussion 0,194 0,275
Interview 0,178 0,253
Dimensions  Analytical Ability -0,027 -0,039
Judgment -0,029 -0,042
Decisiveness 0,349* 0,474%*
Planning & Organising 0,090 0,130
Delegating 0,234 0,329
Controlling 0,217 0,306
Group Leadership 0,226 0,318
Individual Leadership -0,127 -0,182
Tenacity 0,151 0,216
Negotiation Skills 0,181 0,257
Oral Communication 0,048 0,069
Written Communication -0,194 -0,275

n=36
**  p<0,01; two-tailed
*  p<0,05 two-tailed
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generally higher than the correlations obtained for the whole sample (see Table 18). The
magnitude of the predictive validities of exercises ranged from 0,032 (competitive group
discussion) to -0,305 (analytical problem exercise) for uncorrected values, and from
0,046 (competitive group discussion) to -0,420 (analytical problem exercise) for
corrected values. The predictive validities of dimensions ranged from -0,027 (analytical
ability) to 0,349 (decisiveness) for uncorrected values, and from -0,039 (analytical
ability) to 0,474 (decisiveness) for corrected values. For the uncorrected values, a
statistically significant correlation was obtained between one predictor variable
(decisiveness dimension) and the CCR (r = 0,349; p <0,05). For the corrected values,
statistically significant correlations were obtained between two predictor variables and
the CCR, namely the decisiveness dimension (r = 0,474; p <0,01) and the analytical
problem exercise (r =-0,421; p <0,05). The negative correlation between the analytical
problem exercise and the CCR indicates that candidates who performed poorly on the
analytical problem exercise were generally found to perform well during the criterion
measurement. This is cause for concern. However, these findings were not supported by

the results of the total sample.

Table 22 shows the mean predictive validities of the assessment centre exercises and
dimensions of the 1989 assessments. The predictive validities of the 1989 sample

(n =36) are considerably higher than the predictive validities that were obtained for the

Table 22

Average Predictive Validities of Assessment Centre Exercises and Dimensions for the
1989 Assessment Centre Results

PREDICTOR  MEAN OF CORRELATIONS SD OF CORRELATIONS

WITH CCR WITH CCR
VARIABLES  UNCORRECTED CORRECTED UNCORRECTED  CORRECTED
VALUES VALUES VALUES VALUES
Exercises 0,181 0,257 0,097 0,134
Dimensions 0,161 0,230 0,097 0,133

n=36
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whole sample (n =97). The uncorrected average correlation between exercises and the
CCR was 0,181 (0,060 for the whole sample) and the average correlation between
dimensions and the CCR was 0,161 (0,060 for the whole sample). With the correction
for the restriction of range, the average correlation between exercises and the CCR
increased to 0,257, whereas the average correlation between the dimensions and the
CCR grew to 0,230. Exercise ratings therefore have slightly higher predictive validities
than dimension ratings. However, the difference between these correlations is relatively
small (0,027) and therefore statistically non-significant (p > 0,05; df = 2). The reduced
sample size makes it even more difficult to demonstrate significant differences due to
the reduced statistical power of the smaller sample (Cascio, 1991; Trattner & O’Leary,
1980). The hypothesis that there is no difference between assessment centre trait ratings
and assessment centre task ratings in predicting job performance therefore also applies

to the 1989 sample (n = 36).

5.4 SUMMARY

In this chapter, the moderator variables were firstly investigated. It was found that no
moderator variable correlated significantly with the criterion measure and therefore it
was not necessary to control for any moderator variables. Secondly, the research results
obtained from the statistical analyses were reported. For both samples (n=97 and
n =36), the average predictive validities of the assessment centre exercises and
dimensions were non-significant (p > 0,05). These research results will be interpreted

and discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION

The aim of the research was to investigate whether assessment centre task ratings and
trait ratings differ in their prediction of managerial job performance. On the basis of the
literature survey, it was hypothesised that there is no difference between assessment
centre trait ratings and task ratings. The hypothesis will be addressed by firstly
discussing the research results that were obtained in the present study. Secondly, the
limitations of the study will be highlighted. Thereafter, recommendations for future

research will be provided. This chapter will be concluded with a summary of the

chapter.
6.1 DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH RESULTS
6.1.1 Inter-Dimension / Inter-Exercise Correlations

Before analysing the predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and task
ratings, the construct validity of the assessment centre was investigated. Considerably
higher correlations were found between within-exercise ratings (WER) than between
across-exercise ratings (AER). These results are consistent with the results of the studies
that were discussed in 3.5.2. Possible causes for these findings were discussed in 3.5.3.
All explanations are also relevant to the current study and therefore each explanation

must be considered as a potential cause for higher WER than AER.

The above-mentioned findings on the construct validity of the assessment centre suggest
that the dimensional ratings of the assessment centre discriminate between exercises and
converge within exercises. Considering the underlying theory on which assessment
centres are based (see chapter 3), the high correlations between WER and relatively low

correlations between AER suggest relatively poor construct validity of the assessment
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centre. Joyce et al (1994, p 117), who also reported higher correlations within exercises
than within dimensions across exercises, contended that this remains cause for concern.
Based on their findings, Sackett and Dreher (1984, p 189) questioned the utility of
dimension ratings and suggested that exercises should be used as a basis for ratings

rather than dimensions.

6.1.2 Predictive Validities of Trait Ratings and Task Ratings

The average predictive validities of the assessment centre exercises and dimensions
were statistically non-significant (p > 0,05) for both samples (n =97 and n = 36). The
corrected mean predictive validities of both the trait ratings and task ratings of the total
sample (n = 97) were very modest (r = 0,087). Higher mean predictive validities were
obtained for the corrected correlation coefficients of the reduced 1989 sample (n = 36).
The corrected mean predictive validity of the trait ratings was 0,230 and the mean
predictive validity of the task ratings was 0,257. The difference between their predictive
validities (0,027) was statistically non-significant (p>0,05). These findings are
consistent with the results presented by Konz (1988), McEvoy (1985) and Tziner
(1984), who also reported non-significant differences between the predictive validities
of trait ratings and task ratings. The findings of the present study, however, do not
support the findings that Russell and Domm (1995) reported. The authors obtained
statistically significant correlations between task ratings and two job performance
ratings (r=0,28, p<0,0001; r=0,33, p<0,0001) and non-significant correlations
(r=0,138; r=0,143) between trait ratings and the same job performance ratings

(Russell & Domm, 1995, p 39).

Regarding the present study, it must be emphasised that it is practically impossible to
demonstrate significant differences between the predictive validities of trait ratings and
task ratings if they correlate less than 0,09 with the criterion, after correction for range

restriction.
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6.1.3 Possible Explanations for Low Predictive Validities of Trait Ratings
and Task Ratings

The first question that must be addressed in this study, focuses on the possible causes
for the low correlations between predictor and criterion measures. Three possible

explanations can be provided:

(a) Restriction of Range

Range restriction was already addressed in 4.6.6, where it was pointed out that the
restriction of range on the predictor was corrected. Because of a lack of statistical
information on the population, it was not possible to undertake a correction for the
restriction of range on the criterion. However, it appears that the study was also affected
by a restriction of range on the criterion. In a time span of between 28 and 83 months
between the assessment centre and the criterion measurement, only 16 percent (98 out of
626) of the candidates who attended the assessment centre, reached the target position
for which they were assessed. The majority of candidates had not passed all the hurdles
at the time of the criterion measurement. The hurdles which the candidates had to pass
were the assessment centre, a residential management development course and a

promotion to the targeted organisational level (see Figure 2).

A further indication of restriction of range was the limited variance of the criterion
scores. The average standard deviations for the S-point items used in the BARS and
ERS were 0,35 and 0,44 respectively (X =4,12 and X =3,95 respectively). Only 6
percent of the candidates obtained average BARS ratings of less than 3,5 whereas 69
percent of the candidates obtained average BARS ratings that exceeded 4,0 on the
5-point scales. Similar results were obtained for the ERS ratings, with 11 percent of the
candidates obtaining average ERS ratings of less than 3,5, and 71 percent of the

candidates obtaining average ERS ratings that equalled or exceeded a score of 4,0.
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(b) High Level of Turnover of Assessment Centre Observers

The high turnover rate of assessment centre observers was discussed in 5.3. Because of
the high turnover rate, observers were relatively inexperienced and consequently did not
possess the same job knowledge as more experienced observers. Kozlowski and his
colleagues (Kozlowski & Kirsch, 1987; Kozlowski et al, 1986) claimed that observers
with greater job knowledge are, however, more sensitive to performance differences of
ratees. These findings suggest that as a result of the lack of sensitivity to performance
differences, a cognitive ‘restriction of range’ may have taken place during the
assessment. If this possibility is true, this restriction of range on the predictor could have

reduced the correlation between the predictor and criterion.

A further possible cause for the low predictive validities of the assessment centre is that
different assessment centre observers may apply different standards when they rate the
candidates. Although several researchers (Sackett & Dreher, 1982, p 406; Thornton,
1992, p 119) stated that inter-rater reliability is generally at acceptable levels, inter-rater
reliability may be lower in the present study because of the high levels of turnover of
observers. The high turnover necessitated a continuous recruitment of new observers
who did not have any prior experience as assessment centre observers. Furthermore,
observer training focused primarily on the categorisation of behaviour into dimensions.
The rating of behaviour did not receive much attention during training. However, the
ratings that observers had to award, like ‘more than satisfactory’ or ‘satisfactory’ were
not behaviourally anchored and were therefore open to subjective interpretation. The
only opportunity that observers had to verify their ratings was during the consensus
discussions after each exercise. Inexperienced observers therefore had a clear
disadvantage in this regard, as they did not have the same learning opportunities as their
more experienced colleagues. The fact that observers had to largely rely on their own
interpretations of what constitutes ‘satisfactory’ behaviour, may have had a random

effect on assessment centre results.

A further research finding that supports the hypothesis that the high turnover of

assessment centre observers affected the correlations between the predictor and criterion
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measures, was that higher predictive validities were obtained for the 1989 assessments
than for the 1990-1993 assessments. The 1989 assessment centres were the only
assessments where no turnover of observers took place. The effect of assessor turnover
was thus eliminated by reducing the sample size to only the 1989 assessments. Although
this change increased the predictive validity of the assessment centre, it presented

another problem, namely low statistical power because of the small sample size

(n=36).

(c) Lack of Point-To-Point Correspondence Between Predictor and

Criterion

According to consistency theorists Wernimont and Campbell (1968) and point-to-point
theorists Asher and Sciarrino (1974), the highest predictive validities will be achieved
when the predictor and criterion measures are similar. Wernimont and Campbell (1968,
p 373) emphasised that for the consistency notion to be consistent, the criterion must
also be a measure of behaviour if the predictor is a measure of behaviour. Since both the
predictor and criterion measure behaviour, it seems that point-to-point correspondence,

as discussed by Wernimont and Campbell (1968), was present in the current study.

Discrepancies existed, however, between the rating scales of the predictor and criterion
measures. Whereas the criterion measures comprised behaviourally anchored rating
scales that described exact behaviour (e.g. ‘always sees the little as well as the big
changes in his/her work and surroundings’), the rating scales that were used in the
assessment centre, classified the behaviour into non-specific categories (e.g.
‘satisfactory’ or ‘more than satisfactory’). Thus, although point-to-point
correspondence was present with regard to what was measured (i.e. behaviour), it
appears that the method relating to how the behaviour was measured, lacks point-to-

point correspondence.

Wernimont and Campbell (1968, p 373), however, suggested that predictor and criterion

measures should be as similar as possible. It thus appears that the scoring method used
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in the assessment centre should be adjusted to behaviourally anchored rating scales such
as the scales that were used for the criterion measures. McEvoy (1985) has successfully
used behaviourally anchored scales to rate candidates in the assessment centre that he
used in his research. The use of behaviourally anchored scales in assessment centres
does not only hold the advantage of enhancing the point-to-point correspondence, but it
can also improve the rating accuracy, as it clearly specifies the behaviour that is
observed and classified. Such behavioural descriptions leave less room for a rater’s own
interpretation than descriptions like ‘more than satisfactory’, that are presently used in
the assessment centre that was used in the present study. This may be particularly
valuable for the present assessment centre, as accurate behavioural descriptions would
reduce the assessment centre’s sensitivity to the high turnover of assessment centre
observers, which was already identified as a possible cause for the low correlations that

were obtained between predictor and criterion measures.

6.1.4 Possible Explanations for Lack of Significant Differences Between
Predictive Validities of Trait Ratings and Task Ratings

The failure to demonstrate a significant difference between trait ratings and task ratings
may be caused by three factors. Firstly, there may be a significant difference, which can
not be detected because of low correlations between predictor- and criterion measures in
the present study. Secondly, there is a chance that a significant difference between the
predictive validities of trait ratings and task ratings exists, but cannot be detected
because of limitations in the research design. Finally, there is a possibility that there
may be no real difference between the predictive validities of assessment centre trait
ratings and task ratings. The above-mentioned possible causes will consequently be

discussed in more detail.

(a) Low Correlations Between Predictor Measures and Criterion Measures

The possibility exists that there may be significant differences between the predictive

validities of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings. Because of the low
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predictive validities obtained for the assessment centre that was used in the present
study, it was not possible to demonstrate significant differences between the predictive

validities of trait ratings and task ratings.

(b) Research Design

Before discussing the designs of the different studies, two concepts must be
differentiated, namely the basis of assessment centre design and the information that
was observed and rated during the assessment centre. Firstly, the basis of the
assessment centre design refers to the constructs that underlie the assessment centre.
Zedeck (1986, p 246) stated that the ‘typical’ assessment centre is based on dimensions
that measure traits, like decision making or planning. This implies that the ‘typical’
assessment centre is developed with the purpose of deriving trait information. On the
contrary, McEvoy (1985) and Russell and Domm (1995) used ‘non-typical’ assessment
centres that only measured task information and did not use any dimensions. This
concept of assessment centre design should not be confused with the information that
can be observed and rated in an assessment centre. Konz (1988) and Tziner (1984)
observed task performance in assessment centres that were designed for observing traits,
for example. They achieved this by rating candidates’ overall performance within an

exercise.

As the two above-mentioned concepts were clarified, the potential causes for low
correlations between predictor and criterion measures in the research design can be
discussed. Two potential causes can be identified that may have minimised the
differences between the predictive validities of trait ratings and task ratings in the
present study. These are firstly the fundamental design of the assessment centre and

secondly the type of information that was observed during the assessment centre.
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(i) Assessment Centre Design

The assessment centre that was used in the current study, was only designed to solicit
trait information. As a result, the within-exercise ratings, from which the task
performance was derived, may have been affected by the trait-effect that underlies the
assessment centre. This may therefore have diluted the difference between the predictive
validities of dimension ratings and exercise ratings. The same argument can be provided
for the non-significant differences between the predictive validities of trait ratings and

task ratings that Konz (1988) and Tziner (1984) reported in their studies.

(i) Information Observed in the Assessment Centre

In a recent study, Russell and Domm (1995, p 45) found that predictive validities of task
ratings decreased when observers rated both traits and tasks. They concluded that trait
information dilutes the predictive validity of task ratings. In the assessment centre used
in the present study, observers only observed traits. Considering the above-mentioned
research findings of Russell and Domm, it is arguable whether the same results would
have been obtained if task information had been observed in the assessment centre.
Thus, because only traits were observed, the exercise ratings were based on the same
constructs as the dimension ratings, which may have lowered the difference between the

predictive validities of the dimension- and exercise ratings.

(c) No Significant Difference Between the Predictive Validities of

Assessment Centre Trait Ratings and Task Ratings

Finally, as the differences between the predictive validities of assessment centre trait
ratings and task ratings are statistically non-significant, the observed difference may be
coincidental. There may therefore be no real difference between the predictive validities

of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings.
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(d) Conclusion

Potential causes for the lack of significant differences between the predictive validities
of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings were discussed. Any of the above-
mentioned causes or a combination thereof may have affected the results. Given the
available information, restriction of range appears to be the most likely cause for the
lack of significant differences between the predictive validities of assessment centre trait
ratings and task ratings. It must be emphasised that there is also the possibility that the
first two above-mentioned potential causes (namely low correlations between predictor
measures and criterion measures, and research design) did not affect the results
significantly. This would imply that there is no significant difference between the
predictive validities of the assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings. As a result,

the research findings obtained in the present study remain inconclusive.

To date, only one research study, in which the predictive validities of assessment centre
trait ratings and task ratings were compared, demonstrated clear differences between the
ratings. Russell and Domm (1995) demonstrated higher predictive validities for the task
ratings. These findings provide an explanation for the higher correlations that were
obtained for within-exercise ratings than for across-exercise ratings which were reported
in numerous studies (Bycio et al, 1987; Joyce et al, 1994; Sackett & Dreher, 1982;
Silverman et al, 1986; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982).

All studies in which the predictive validities between trait ratings and task ratings were
compared, contained weaknesses in the research design (see 3.6 for a discussion of the
limitations). These limitations may Have affected the results of the above-mentioned
studies. The research that has been carried out to date therefore does not provide

conclusive results. More research is thus required in this field.

Even if future research fails to demonstrate that task ratings have higher predictive
validities than trait ratings, assessment centres which comprise task ratings for selection
purposes appear to have certain advantages over assessment centres which comprise

trait ratings. Lowry (1995, p 445) argued that the elimination of dimensions which
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measure traits simplifies the assessment process for observers as they do not have to
decide how to classify the observed behaviour into trait dimensions. Lowry also pointed
out that in the public sector, assessors are usually not trained psychologists and do not
generally have much experience in assessing performance in assessment centres (this
also appears to apply to the present assessment centre). Less experienced observers may
therefore benefit particularly from the simplified assessment process. Furthermore,
much time can be saved during the data integration sessions, as the assessment centres
in which task information is captured do not require lengthy discussions to classify
behaviours into the appropriate dimension. Lowry (1995, p 445) stated that a common
problem in the public service is that assessment centre observers often do not receive
adequate training time to be able to agree upon definitions of the constructs to be
measured. He believes that this makes it unlikely for assessors to classify observed
behaviour accurately. In the assessment centre in which task information is captured, the
process of classifying observed behaviour can be largely eliminated, thus reducing the
required training time. Another possible advantage of the assessment centre in which
task ratings are recorded is that task information may be more suitable for feedback
purposes. In this regard, Joyce et al (1994, p 110) reported that assessment centre
participants found feedback which is based on tasks more useful than the traditional

trait-based feedback.

Lowry (1995, p 447) stated that the assessment centre in which tasks are measured is
“an evolution of and an improvement over” the assessment centre in which traits are
measured. Given the present shortage of conclusive research findings, this statement
seems somewhat premature, however. On the contrary, no evidence exists to suggest
that this statement is untrue. Future research should therefore aim to provide a more

conclusive answer.
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6.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Several limitations of the study were already discussed in 6.1.3 and 6.1.4, namely,
restriction of range, the high level of turnover of assessment centre observers, lack of
point-to-point correspondence between predictor and criterion, and limitations in the
research design. Two further shortcomings can be added to the above-mentioned list of
limitations. These are the sample size of the 1989 sample and the lack of information
regarding the candidates who participated in the assessment centre, but did not reach the

target managerial position.

6.2.1 Sample Size of the 1989 Sample

Schmidt, Hunter and Urry (1976, p 473) claimed that small sample sizes from 30 to 50
were widely accepted to be adequate for validation purposes. They argued that this was
a gross over-estimation of the statistical power of tests. The Society for Industrial
Psychology (1992, p 12) defined statistical power as ‘“the probability of obtaining a
statistically significant relationship between predictor and criterion in a sample if such
a relationship exists in the population”. Schmidt et al (1976, p 478) suggested that in a
validation study with similar conditions as those of the present study (i.e. similar
selection ratio and criterion reliability), a sample size of 179 has a 90 percent chance of
detecting validity if it exists. Similarly, a study with a sample size of 67 has only a 50
percent chance of detecting validity if it exists. A small sample size may therefore have
serious implications for the research findings. Due to the small sample size of the 1989
assessments (n = 36), the statistical power was reduced for predicting job performance.
As a result of the limited statistical power, it may have been incorrectly concluded that
no significant relationship exists between the predictor and criterion, when in fact it

does.
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6.2.2 Lack of Information Regarding Candidates who Participated in the

Assessment Centre, but did not Reach the Target Managerial Position

A final shortcoming of the present study was the lack of information regarding the
candidates who participated in the assessment centre, but did not reach the target
managerial position. Because this information was not available, it was not possible to
correct for the restriction of range on the criterion. Furthermore, no information was
available regarding the number of candidates who were eliminated at each hurdle (i.e.
assessment centre, residential development course, and promotion to the target
managerial level) (see Figure 2). The reason for the elimination of the candidates also
remained unknown. However, candidates may have been eliminated for entirely
different reasons. Below-average or average performing candidates may have been
eliminated from the selection process because of their below-average performance on
the residential development course, for example. On the contrary, high-performing
candidates may have withdrawn from the selection process by either choosing to follow
alternative career paths like entering into a specialist position or by accepting a position
outside the organisation. Because this information was not available, it was not possible
to compare the assessment centre results of different groups at different stages of the

selection process.

6.3 IMPLICATIONS

Four of the five studies (including the present study), in which differences between the
predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings were investigated,
provided non-significant differences between the predictive validities. Several
shortcomings in each of the above-mentioned studies were identified in 3.6. Firstly, it is
recommended that future researchers should take note of the limitations of the current
study and design their research studies in such a way that these shortcomings are

eliminated.

111



Secondly, the limitations of the other four studies in which assessment centre task
ratings and trait ratings were compared, should be considered (see 3.6). The limitations
revolved primarily around three aspects. These were the participants that were included
in the assessment centres, the time interval between the two assessment centres which
were compared, and finally the method of data integration. In all cases, the fundamental
constraint was that trait ratings and task ratings were compared although they were
obtained under different conditions. McEvoy (1985) compared the results of assessment
centre trait ratings to the results of assessment centres task ratings. He conducted the
study with different assessment centres, different candidates and at different times (two
years apart). Russell and Domm (1995) eliminated the possible variance between
assessment centres and candidates by instructing the observers to record both task
ratings and trait ratings in the same assessment centre. The authors found that this
method also has limitations because the predictive validity of the task ratings decreased
when observers were instructed to also record trait ratings. A more neutral method
would be to appoint twice as many observers, with half of the observers recording trait

ratings and the other half recording task ratings.

Several researchers (Konz, 1988; Tziner, 1984; Russell and Domm, 1995) compared
trait ratings with task ratings, where one set of ratings was integrated mechanically,
whereas the other set of ratings was integrated clinically. There has been much debate
over which of the two methods is superior, with research having provided evidence to
support both methods (Thornton, 1992, p 38). To ensure maximum comparability of the
results in the research, the trait ratings and task ratings should be integrated according to

the same method (thus either clinically or mechanically).

Table 23 presents an overview of the research designs which were used in studies which
compared the predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings. In
Table 23, ‘Basis of assessment centre design’ indicates underlying bases on which the
assessment centres were developed, namely either trait constructs or task constructs.
‘Data observed’ refers to the information which was observed by assessment centre
observers, namely traits or task performance. ‘Participants’ indicates whether the same

candidates were included during the comparison of trait ratings and task ratings or
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whether different candidates were observed. It is obviously desirable to observe the

same candidates, as this reduces the possibility of variance which can be ascribed to the

exchange of candidates.

Table 23

Research Designs Used

in Studies Comparing Predictive Validities Between

Assessment Centre Trait Ratings and Task Ratings

STUDY BASIS OF DATA PARTICI- TIME METHOD OF DATA
ASSESSMENT OBSERVED PANTS INTERVAL INTEGRATION
CENTRE DESIGN BETWEEN
ASSESSMENT
CENTRES
Present Only trait ratings Only traits Same None (same Only mechanically
study assessment)
Konz Only trait ratings Traits and Same None (same Trait ratings
(1988) tasks assessment) integrated clinically,
task ratings
integrated
mechanically
McEvoy Trait ratings and Traits and Different 2 years Mechanically
(1985) task ratings tasks integrated after
group discussion
Russell &  Study 1: Task Study 1: Study 1: Study 1: Study 1: Integrated
Domm ratings Tasks Same None (same clinically
(1995) assessment)
Study 2: Trait Study 2: Study 2: Study 2: Study 2: Trait
ratings and task Traits an Same None (same ratings integrated
ratings tasks assessment) mechanically, task
ratings integrated
clinically
Tziner Only trait ratings Traits and Same None (same Trait ratings
(1984) tasks assessment) integrated clinically,

task ratings
integrated
mechanically

‘Time interval’ refers to the time interval between the collection of trait ratings and the

collection of task ratings. ‘Method of data integration’ indicates the method which was
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applied to integrate the assessment centre data, namely either clinically (i.e. through

consensus discussions) or mechanically (i.e. mathematically).

Table 24 presents a summary of the recommended research design which researchers
should follow when investigating the difference between the predictive validities of
assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings. Ideally, the research should be
conducted with the same assessment centre which comprises exercises which are
designed to capture trait ratings and exercises which are designed to capture task ratings.
Trait ratings and task ratings should be collected separately by different assessment
centre observers. Furthermore, the same candidates should be assessed and the same

method of data integration should be used.

Table 24

Recommended Research Design For Future Studies Comparing Predictive Validities
Between Assessment Centre Trait Ratings and Task Ratings

BASIS OF DATA PARTICIPANTS TIME METHOD OF DATA

ASSESSMENT OBSERVED INTERVAL  INTEGRATION

CENTRE DESIGN

Trait ratings and Traits and tasks  Same None Both trait ratings and task

task ratings ratings either integrated
by consensus or integrated
mechanically

To investigate the underlying characteristics of assessment centres even further, it is
suggested that three different levels of comparison should be identified, namely, firstly
the underlying design of the assessment centre, secondly the observation and rating of
the information and thirdly the method of calculating the assessment centre information.
Although not explicitly stated, different research studies were focused at different
levels. McEvoy (1985) compared the results of assessment centres of different designs
(comprising trait ratings and task ratings), for example. Konz (1988) and Tziner (1984)
compared trait ratings and task ratings in assessment centres which were only designed
to measure trait information. Both researchers obtained task ratings by instructing

assessment centre observers to provide an overall rating of the candidates’ performance
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in each exercise. Finally, the present study was conducted with an assessment centre
which was developed to capture trait ratings where behaviour was only observed and
classified as trait information. The trait ratings which were allocated to the dimensions
in each exercise were averaged to provide an indication of overall performance for the

task which was executed in each exercise.

The assessment centre which is designed to capture task ratings can be expected to
generate more uncontaminated task information than an assessment centre which was
developed to capture trait ratings from which both trait ratings and task ratings were
captured. Similarly, the latter assessment centre method can be expected to elicit more
uncontaminated task information as the assessment centre where only trait information
1s observed and rated, but calculated as task scores within each exercise. It may even be
arguable whether the latter method does contain any task constructs. Research is
required at all three levels. It should furthermore be investigated whether the three levels
of comparison differ in the degree to which they elicit task information. Furthermore,
research is required to investigate the rating process which is followed in assessment
centres. This involves processes, like the visual observation of information, recording
and cognitive storage of data, retrieval of information and the integration of data. It, it
will also be important to investigate what constructs (traits versus tasks) the observers

primarily process.

Researchers (Joyce et al, 1994; Konz, 1988; Silverman et al, 1986) suggested that task
information is more suitable for providing feedback to assessors than trait information.
These suggestions were, however, not based on empirical research, but on the
observations of researchers or on feedback that they obtained from assessment centre
participants or observers. On the basis of her research results, Konz (1988, p 128)
contended that trait ratings should be used for selection purposes. Lowry (1995),
however, pointed out several advantages that task ratings may hold over the trait ratings
(discussed in 6.1.4 (d)). More research will therefore be required to determine the
purposes for which assessment centres which comprise task ratings and assessment

centres that comprise trait ratings may be relevant.
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Lowry (1995, p 445) suggested that the rating process in assessment centres which
comprise task ratings is less complex than the rating process which is used in
assessment centres which comprise trait ratings. He suggested that especially observers
who do not have much experience in assessing performance in assessment centres may
find it difficult to accurately classify observed behaviours. Research is required to
determine whether inexperienced observers achieve more accurate assessment centre
task ratings than trait ratings. Finally, Lowry (1995, p 445) stated that much time is
required to train new observers. A comparison should be drawn between the training
time required to train assessment centre observers to be able to conduct trait ratings and

task ratings.

6.4 SUMMARY

The aim of the research was to compare the predictive validities of assessment centre
trait ratings and task ratings. Non-significant differences were obtained between the
predictive validities of trait ratings and task ratings. These results are consistent with
three of the four research studies in which the predictive validities of assessment centre
trait ratings and task ratings were compared. Limitations in the present study and the
other studies (Konz, 1988; McEvoy, 1985; Tziner, 1984), in which similar findings
were obtained, were highlighted. It was concluded that the limitations identified in the
studies may have affected the research results. It was therefore not possible to determine
whether the small differences between assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings
were the result of limitations of the studies, or whether they were the result of the
phenomenon that trait ratings and task ratings are equally good predictors of

performance.

Many researchers (Bycio et al, 1987; Joyce et al, 1994; Robertson, 1987; Russell, 1987;
Sackett & Dreher, 1982; Silverman et al, 1986) reported higher correlations between
within-exercise ratings (i.e. task ratings) than for across-exercise ratings (i.e. trait

ratings). These findings suggest a lack of construct validity in assessment centres, as
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trait ratings are expected to correlate highly across exercises. Sackett and Dreher (1982,
p 409) conqluded that their research results did not support the assumption that the
assessment centre generates dimensional scores which represent traits. Although several
researchers (Cooper, 1981; Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Kozlowski & Kirsch, 1987,
McEvoy et al, 1987; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982, 1984) provided potential
explanations for these findings, the above mention research appears to have generated

more questions than answers.

Only very few studies were conducted to date to investigate whether task ratings were
superior to trait ratings, as Sackett & Dreher (1982, p 409) speculated. Initial studies in
which the predictive validities between assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings
assessment centres were investigated, provided inconclusive results. The results which
Russell and Domm (1995) obtained in a more recent study should generate new hope
and interest in this field that has as yet been under-researched. Recommendations were
made in this chapter for further research which is required to provide conclusive
answers to the question whether assessment centre task ratings are superior to trait

ratings concerning the prediction of job performance.
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APPENDIX A

GEDRAGSGEANKERDE BEOORDELINGSKAAL

INSTRUKSIES
1. Hierdie vraelys bestaan uit twee dele wat gesamentlik 46 items bevat.
2. Deel 1 (Afrikaanse gedeelte). Hierdie deel bevat 39 items. Elke item bestaan uit 'n

vyf-punt skaal, wat drie stellings bevat. Hierdie stellings kom op punte "1", "3" en
"S" van die skaal voor. Kies by elke vraag die stelling wat die gedrag van die
persoon wat u_beoordeel die beste beskryf. Indien die persoon se gedrag tussen
twee stellings 1€, moet die skaalpunt gekies word wat tussen die twee stellings 1&.
Maw 'n "2" moet gekies word indien die persoon se gedrag tussen "1" en "3" 1€, en
'n "4" moet gekies word indien sy gedrag tussen "3" en "5" 1€&. Merk u antwoord op
die aparte antwoordblad deur die syfer van u keuse teenoor die toepaslike vraag te

skryf.

3. Deel 2 (Engelse gedeelte). Hierdie deel bevat 7 items. Merk u antwoorde op dieselfde
wyse as wat u deel 1 ingevul het.

4, Voltooi asb hierdie vraelys deur die toepaslike antwoorde op die meegaande
antwoordblad aan te teken.

5. Neem asb kennis dat hierdie data streng vertroulik gehanteer word.
DEEL 1
Vraag 1 1 Samel alle relevante inligting in voordat hy 'n besluit neem.
2
3 Gebruik beskikbare inligting, maar samel nie addisionele relevante inligting in voordat hy
‘n besluit neem nie.
4
5 Neem 'n besluit sonder om relevante inligting in ag te neem.
Vraag 2 1 Dra 'n taak aan die mees geskikte ondergeskikte op.
2
3 Dra soms 'n taak aan die mees geskikte ondergeskikte op.
4
5 Dra 'n taak lukraak aan enige ondergeskikte op, sonder om in ag te neem of die persoon
bevoegd is om dit uit te voer al dan nie.




Vraag 3

Berispe ondergeskiktes nooit in die teenwoordigheid van ander persone nie.

Berispe ondergeskiktes in die teenwoordigheid van ander persone, slegs onder
buitengewone omstandighede.

Berispe ondergeskiktes in die teenwoordigheid van ander persone.

Vraag 4

Neem besluite tydig

Stel besluite uit tot op die laatste, maar neem die besluite nog betyds.

Neem besluite te laat (Makes decisions too late).

Vraag 5

Wend beskikbare fondse aan om die mees kritieke benodigdhede aan te koop.

Wend beskikbare fondse aan om die onmiddellike benodigdhede te bevredig, alhoewel
hierdie behoeftes nie kritiek is nie.

Spandeer beskikbare fondse op onbelangrike aangeleenthede.

Vraag 6

Vra gereeld vir mondelinge en/of skriftelike terugvoer van ondergeskiktes oor die
vordering met take wat aan hulle opgedra is.

Vra soms vir mondelinge en/of skriftelike terugvoer van ondergeskiktes oor die vordering
met take wat aan hulle opgedra is.

Vra nie vir mondelinge terugvoer van ondergeskiktes oor die vordering met take wat aan
hulle opgedra is nie.

Vraag 7

Oorweeg deurlopend die eksterne omgewing / makro-omgewing.

Oorweeg van tyd tot tyd die eksterne omgewing / makro-omgewing.

Oorweeg glad nie die eksterne omgewing / makro-omgewing nie.




Vraag 8

Is is altyd toeganklik vir ondergeskiktes sodat hulle hul probleme met hom kan bespreek.

Is is soms toeganklik vir ondergeskiktes sodat hulle hul probleme met hom kan bespreek.

Is is nooit toeganklik vir ondergeskiktes vir die bespreking van probleme wat hulle ervaar
nie.

Vraag 9

Loods deurlopend voorkomende aksies ten einde moontlike probleme te verhoed.

Loods soms voorkomende aksies ten einde moontlike probleme te verhoed, en hanteer
sekere probleme eers wanneer hulle voorkom.

Loods geen voorkomende aksies nie, en hanteer alle probleme soos hulle opduik.

Vraag 10

Loods en voer aksies uit op eie inisiatief ten einde die beeld van die afdeling na buite te
bevorder. ’

Raak betrokke by aktiwiteite ten einde die beeld van die afdeling te bevorder, wanneer hy
versoek word om dit te doen.

Doen niks om die beeld van die afdeling te bevorder nie.

Vraag 11

Is kalm onder stressituasies en neem rasionele besluite.

Tree ongeduldig en geirriteerd op onder stressituasies maar poog nog steeds om rasionele
besluite te neem.

Verloor sy humeur onder stressituasies en kry emosionele uitbarstings in die openbaar.

Vraag 12

Verskaf gereeld openbare en informele erkenning/terugvoer aan ondergeskiktes vir goeie
prestasies gelewer.

Verskaf soms openbare en informele erkenning/terugvoer aan ondergeskiktes vir goeie
prestasies gelewer.

Verskaf nooit enige openbare en informele terugvoer/erkenning aan ondergeskiktes vir
goeie prestasies gelewer nie.




Vraag 13

Hy druk homself duidelik en bondig uit en maak seker dat sy boodskappe verstaan word.

Poog om homself duidelik en bondig uit te druk, maar hy maak nie seker of sy
boodskappe verstaan word nie.

Hy druk homself onduidelik en omslagtig uit.

Vraag 14

Maak nooit bevooroordeelde opmerkings teenoor lede van ander kultuurgroepe nie.

Poog om nie bevooroordeelde opmerkings teencor lede van ander kultuurgroepe te maak
nie, maar hy doen dit soms subtiel. -

Maak dikwels openlik neerhalende opmerkings teenoor lede van ander kultuurgroepe.

Vraag 15

Help ondergeskiktes aktief om by die veranderinge in die organisasie aan te pas.

Laat dit aan ondergeskiktes oor om self by die veranderinge in die organisasie aan te pas.

Ontmoedig ondergeskiktes aktief om nie by die veranderinge in die organisasie aan te pas
nie.

Vraag 16

Skep geleenthede ten einde die fisiese, psigiese en geestelike welsyn van ondergeskiktes
aan te spreek.

Skep soms geleenthede ten einde die fisiese, psigiese en geestelike welsyn van
ondergeskiktes aan te spreek.

Onderneem geen stappe ten einde die fisiese, psigiese en geestelike welsyn van
ondergeskiktes aan te spreek nie.

Vraag 17

Identifiseer kritieke verwantskappe tussen relevante aangeleenthede.

Identifiseer ooglopende verwantskappe tussen relevante aangeleenthede, sonder om
kritieke verwantskappe te identifiseer.

Identifiseer nie ooglopende verwantskappe tussen relevante aangeleenthede nie.




Vraag 18

Tree ferm op in die athandeling van 'n taak nadat 'n besluit daaroor gemaak is.

Maak toegewings in die athandeling van 'n taak indien druk op hom geplaas word, nadat
‘n besluit alreeds daaroor gemaak is.

Sloer met die athandeling van 'n taak nadat 'n besluit daaroor gemaak is.

Vraag 19

Stimuleer ondergeskiktes se belangstelling in hulle werk.

Laat ondergeskiktes toe om hulle eie vlak van belangstelling in hulle werk te bepaal en te
handhaaf.

Laat toe dat ondergeskiktes se belangstelling in hulle werk stagneer.

Vraag 20

Wend deurgaans die mees geskikte persoon vir die mees geskikte taak aan.

Wend soms die mees geskikte persoon vir die mees geskikte taak aan.

Wend die mees geskikte persoon selde vir die mees geskikte taak aan.

Vraag 21

Verdedig die organisasie of sy lede indien hulle afgekraak word.

Verdedig soms die organisasie of sy lede indien hulle afgekraak word.

Kraak die organisasie of sy lede af.

Vraag 22

Bepaal altyd of sy ondergeskiktes hulle werk teen die gestelde standaarde afgehandel het.

Bepaal of ondergeskiktes hulle werk afgehandel het, maar meet dit nie teen die gestelde
standaarde nie.

Bepaal nie of sy ondergeskiktes hulle werk teen die gestelde standaarde afgehandel het
nie.




Vraag 23

Neem alle relevante veranderinge buite die organisasie in ag.

Neem relevante veranderinge buite die organisasie soms in ag.

Neem relevante veranderinge buite die organisasie glad nic in ag nie.

Vraag 24

Maak deurlopend 'n pre-aktiewe evaluasic van belangrike kwessics ten einde
voorkomende aksies te loods om 'n probleem te verhoed.

Maak soms 'n pre-aktiewe evaluasie van belangrike kwessies ten cinde voorkomende
aksies te loods om 'n probleem te verhoed, maar hanteer sekere probleme eers wanneer
hulle voorkom.

Evalueer nie belangrike kwessies nie, en loods gevolglik geen voorkomende aksies ten
einde 'n probleem te verhoed nie. Hanteer probleme soos hulle opduik.

Vraag 25

Verseker dat geklassifiseerde inligting ten alle tye ooreenkomstig die organisasie se
riglyne veilig bewaar word.

Bewaar geklassifiseerde inligting oorcenkomstig die organisasie se riglyne, indien hy
versoek word om dit te doen.

Bewaar geklassifiscerde inligting nie ooreenkomstig die organisasie se riglyne nie.

Vraag 26

Tree vinnig op in krisissituasies en neem toepaslike besluite.

Neem sy tyd in 'n knsissituasie, maar neem steeds toepaslike besluite.

Tree verbrouereerd op in 'n krisissituasie en neem ontoepaslike besluite.

Vraag 27

Hou ondergeskiktes gereeld ingelig oor aangeleenthede wat op hulle van toepassing is.

Lig ondergeskiktes soms in oor aangeleenthede wat op hulle van toepassing is.

Lig nie ondergeskiktes in oor aangeleenthede wat op hulle van toepassing is nie.




Vraag 28

Gebruik formele meganismes om op hoogte te bly met die aktiwiteite wat ondergeskiktes
uitvoer.

Verneem slegs op 'n informele wyse van aktiwiteite wat ondergeskiktes uitvoer.

Bly glad nie op hoogte met die aktiwiteite wat ondergeskiktes uitvoer nie.

Vraag 29

Tref voorsorgmaatreéls om skade tov individue, uvitrusting en fondse te voorkom.

Tref soms voorsorgmaatreéls om skade tov individue, vitrusting en fondse te voorkom.

Tref geen voorsorgmaatreéls om skade tov individue, uitrusting en fondse te voorkom nie.

Vraag 30

Hanteer 'n probleem van 'n ondergeskikte met sensitiwiteit en begrip.

Hanteer 'n probleem van 'n ondergeskikte soms met sensitiwiteit en begrip.

Hanteer 'n probleem van 'n ondergeskikte onsensitief en met 'n gebrek aan begrip.

Vraag 31

Verseker dat al sy afdeling se aktiwiteite die doelwitte van die organisasie ondersteun.

Verseker soms dat al sy afdeling se aktiwiteite die doelwitte van die organisasie
ondersteun.

Laat toe dat sy afdeling aktiwiteite uitvoer wat nie die doelwitte van die organisasie
ondersteun nie.

Vraag 32

Omskryf 'n probleem duidelik en kies en implementeer gevolglik die beste oplossing.

Omskryf 'n probleem oppervlakkig en kies of implementeer gevolglik 'n aanvaarbare,
maar nie die beste oplossing nie.

Omskryf 'n probleem verkeerdelik of glad nie, en kies of implementeer gevolglik 'n swak
oplossing.




Vraag 33

Maak self 'n beslissing, al ontvang hy nie riglyne van sy bogeskikte nie.

Maak 'n beslissing indien hy riglyne van sy bogeskikte ontvang het.

Neem 'n beslissing slegs indien daar druk op hom geplaas word om sodanige beslissing te
neem.

Vraag 34

Skeduleer werksaktiwiteite in detail.

Skeduleer werksaktiwiteite oorsigtelik.

Skeduleer nie werksaktiwiteite nie.

Vraag 35

Poog om addisionele fondse/uitrusting te verkry ten einde die afdeling se belange te
bevorder.

Gebruik soms beskikbare fondse/uitrusting ten einde die afdeling se belange te bevorder.

Benut nie die beskikbare fondse/uitrusting ten einde die afdeling se belange te bevorder
nie.

Vraag 36

Laat ondergeskiktes toe om take self uit te voer. Hy is deurlopend betrokke in 'n
toesighoudende hoedanigheid.

Laat ondergeskiktes toe om take uit te voer. Hy raak af en toe betrokke.

Raak aanhoudend betrokke by die take wat aan ondergeskiktes gedelegeer is.

Vraag 37

Bevorder deurlopend die ontwikkeling/afronding van sy personeel.

Bevorder die ontwikkeling/afronding van sy personeel wanneer hulle hom versoek om dit
te doen.

Gee glad nie aandag aan die ontwikkeling/afronding van sy personeel nie.




Vraag 38 1 Hanteer lede van verskillende kultuurgroepe altyd dieselfde.
2
3 Poog om lede van verskillende kultuurgroepe dieselfde te hanteer, maar slaag nie altyd
daarin nie.
4
5 Hanteer lede van verskillende kultuurgroepe volgens verskillende standaarde.
Vraag 39 1 Tree aktief op ten einde veranderinge in die organisasie te bevorder.
2
3 Pas sonder weerstand by die veranderinge in die organisasie aan, maar steun dit nie aktief
nie.
4
5 Bied weerstand teen die veranderinge in die organisasie.

DEEL 2

Question 1 Dependability: This person maintains high standards of work and performs all needed work.

1 Always cuts corners; must be watched closely to make sure work is done right.

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3.

3 Can be counted on to perform assigned jobs without being watched.

4 Better than 3 but not fully 5.

5 Always can be counted on not only to perform assigned jobs without being watched

but also to perform, without being told, other jobs that should be done.

Question 2 | Alertness: This person sees actions and changes which might affect his/her work.

1 Always fails to see even the big changes in his/her work surrounding until they are
almost out of control.

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3 Usually sees only the big changes in his/her work and surroundings.
4 Better than 3 but not fully 5.

5 Always sees the little as well as the big changes in his/her work and surroundings.




Question 3 | Skill in dealing with people: This person does and says the right things at the right time.

1 In "hot" situations with other people, this person always does and says things that
make the problem worse.

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3.

3 In "hot" situations with other people, usually does and says things that do not make
the problems worse.

4 Better than 3 but not fully 5.

5 Even in "hot" situations with other people, this person always says the right things to
cool the people down.

Question 4 | Planning: This person makes good use of time, equipment and people.

1 Even on daily routine work, this person hardly ever picks out the more important job
to do first, and usually makes poor use of time, equipment, and people to get the job
done.

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3.

3 Usually can pick out the most important job to do first and usually makes good use of

time, equipment and people to get the job done.
4 Better than 3 but not fully 5.

5 Even when overloaded with work, this person almost always picks out the most
important job to do first, and almost always makes the best use of time, equipment
and people to get the job done.

Question 5 | Know-how and Judgment: This person has the know-how and judgment needed to do the job right.

1 His/her work shows that she/he does not have enough know-how and judgment
needed to do the basic job.

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3.

3 His/her work shows that she/he has adequate or average know-how and judgment
needed to do the basic job.

4 Better than 3 but not fully 5.

5 His/her work shows that she/he has outstanding know-how and judgment needed not
only to do the basic job, but to foresee and handle unusual job problems as well.




Question 6

Expected level of future performance: In meeting work standards.

1

2

This employee will be a clearly unsatisfactory performer.
Better than 1 but not full 3.

This employee will be a satisfactory performer.

Better than 3 but not fully 5.

This employee will be a clearly outstanding performer.

Question 7

Present level of Performance: In meeting work standards.

1

2

This employee is clearly an unsatisfactory performer.
Better than 1 but not fully 3.

This employee is a satisfactory performer.

Better than 3 but not fully 5.

This employee is clearly and outstanding performer.

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.
Dankie dat u die vraelys ingevul het.




APPENDIX B

ANTWOORDBLAD VIR GEDRAGSGEANKERDE
BEOORDELINGSKAAL

Naam van Kandidaat

DEEL 1 (AFRIKAANS)

Vraag | Respons Vraag | Respons Vraag | Respons Vraag | Respons
1 11 21 31
2 12 22 32
3 13 23 33
4 14 24 34
5 15 25 35
6 16 26 36
7 17 27 37
8 18 28 38
9 19 29 39

10 20 30

DEEL 2 (ENGELS)

Question Response
1

2
3
4
5
6
7










Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Criterion Variables and Moderator Variables for the Total Sample (n = 97)

VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 17 18 18 20 21 22 23 24 25
PREDICTOR YARIABLES
I Exercises In-iray —_
2 Anolytical Problem 0,17 o
3 Competitive Growp Discussion 0,11 0,05 e
4 Collabomative Group Discussion 0,02 -0,08 0,57**  wouw
5 Interview 0,33 0,15 0,355 0,12 R
6 “Dimensions "Analyfical Ability 0,40 0,57 0,05 0,08 0,57 } mem
7 Tudgment 0,48** 054™* 021° 043 0,62 } 0,73™ w
8 Decisiveness 0,49** 0,16 021 0,13 0,64** 1 0,49 037"
[ Planning & Organising 0,58 0,49** 0,18 0,02 0,50**  0,82* 0,66** 038™ ——
10 Delcgating 051 042 0,47 007 0,0 003 008 013 027" e
1t Controlling 0,48 0,08 0,14 0,06 0,68 : 0,30* 037*< 048 050*** 0,17 -
12 Group Leadership 0,13 -0,08 0,77*** 0,81 0,25 0,10 0,01 023 013 0,18 0,15 —
1 Individual Leadership 0,49** 020 025 -008 0,64 | 037 051 030" 039"+ 015 0,42 0,12 —
14 Tenacity 0,22* 0,08 0,70*** 0,66*** 0,63**:0,32* 030" 041 033* 0,13 0,41** 070" 038" o
15 Negotiation Skills 0,20 0,11 0,74™ 0,77 0,12 0.21* 0.22* 0,32 0,32** 0,12 037~ 082** 0,35 081" -
13 Oral Communication 0,48 0,02 076 071" 0,68 i024* 030~ 023* 033" 009 020" 067 027" 072" 073"
17 ‘Written Communication 0,437 D32« 0,13 0,54 047* {035 030" 021" 047 -0,09 0,23* 0,13 0,18 0,16 0,19 0,15 o
18 OAR Q.72 0,26  044™ 0,33 073" 10607 081" 064" 071 044 0,62 0,45 061 0,60™ 0,58 051 0,33 | wm
CRITERION YARIABLES
19 BARS 005 000 010 007 005 i002 002 004 002 009 003 004 -011 009 010 0,11 001 i-0,00 -
20 ERS 001 -001 019 008 006 002 -000 008 001 013 002 011 005 013 013 012 -005 :0,08 {0847 .
21 CCR -0,04 0,00 0,12 0,08 0,06 0,01 -0,02 0,05 0,02 [ 0,03 0,08 -0,08 0,10 0,11 0,12 -0,01 0,12 0,90 0,89
MODERATOR VARIABLES :
22 Year of Assessinent Centre 0,01 -0,18 0,05 0,18 -0,02 0,02 0,08 0,01 -0,05 0,11 -0,13 0,09 -0,14 0,13 0,04 0,05 0,00 -0,03 0,08 -0,03 -0,06 —_
23 Age at Assessment Centre -0,23* -0,06 -0,07 -0,13 -0,10 -0,15 -0,11 -0,21* 0,14 -0,18 -0,00 -0,02 -0,00 -0,12 -0,07 -0,16 -0,18 0,22 [-0,08 -0,18 0,07 -0,32% e
24 Age at Criterion Measwrement  -0,21* -0,13 -0,05 +0,07 ~0,11 «0,15 0,14 =022 015 «0,10 -0,05 0,01 «0,06 «0,07 -0,05 -0,15 -0,19 -0,23* }-0,08 +0,18 -0,10 0,07 093" -
25 Months of Service 0,03 -0,06 -0,07 0,12 -0,08 0,16 0,09 0,09 0,01 0,12 0,09 -0,05 -0,04 0,03 -0,03 -0.01 -0,08 0,06 -0,01 -0,08 -0,02 022" 0,08 0,17 B
26 Months Since Promotion 0,02 -0,08 3,08 0,02 0,01 0,16 0068 -0,10 -0,05 1,07 0,07 0,07 0,11 0086 0,11 0,08 0,03 -0,01 0,10 0.18 0,12 017 g,23* 0,31 0,18
n=97

w3 < 0,001; two-tailed
** p.<0,01; two-tailed
*  p.<0,05; two-tailed

Note 1: The correlations are based on standardised ratings of predictor variables
Note 2: The above correlations are not corrected for the restriction of range
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Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Criterion Variables and Moderator Variables for the 1989 Sample (n = 36)

VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
T VARIABLES
In-tray -
Analytical Problem R -0,01 -—
Competitive Group Discussion -0,07 0,14 —
Collaborative Group Discussion 0,03 0,03 0,68***
Interview 0,38” 0,16 0,19 0,08 ——
. ‘Anaytical Ability 0,30 056 5,03 0,08 T 0.66%F —
Judgment 0,61** 0,54** 0,05 0,05 0,64*** : 0,76*** -
Decisiveness 0,38* 0,07 0,06 0,14 0,56*** { 0,52 0,38* -
Planning & Organising 0,64** 0,30 0,02 -0,07 0,68*** : 0,52 0,68 0,30 —
Delegating 0,49** -0,13 -0,01 -0,14 0,13 -0,15 0,19 -0,11 0,43* —
Controlling 0,57*** 0,07 0,01 0,11 0,68 : 0,27 0,47* 0,38" 0,54 0,25 —
Group Leadership -0,07 0,08 0,89~ 0,87*** 0,14 0,08 0,01 0,13 -0,03 -0,03 -0,00 —
13 Individual Leadership 0,52** 0,27 0,20 -0,17 0,54** :0,30 0,50** 0,14 0,51** 0,30 0,35+ -0,04 ——
14 Tenacity 0,22 0,16 0,78*** 0,71*** 0,58** : 0,39* 0,39* 0,38* 0,27 0,05 0,36* 0,75 0,31 -
15 Negotiation Skills 0,14 0,17 0,85 0,78~ 0,38* 0,15* 0,24 0,18 0,22 0,01 0,27 0,85*** 0,25 0,76"* -
16 Oral Communication 0,13 0,50** 0,78 0,80 0,35* 0,25 0,26 0,06* 0,19 -0,04 0,23 0,78*** 0,18 0,79*** 0,80 -
17 Written Communication 0,37 -0,01 0,04 0,14 0,23 0,29 0,36 0,37* 0,22 -0,14 0,21 0,05 0,32 0,17 0,18 0,13 -
18 OAR 0,70** 0,19 0,33* 0,29 0,81*** :0,564** 0,68** 046" 077" 0,37* 0,66** 0,31 0,62*** 0,65 0,54 0,53** 0,38"" -
CRITERION VARIABLES
19 BARS 0,16 -0,32 -0,00 0,18 0,19 -0,02 -0,03 0,34* 0,08 0,22 0,23 0,20 -0,15 0,13 0,16 0,04 -0,20 0,19 -
20 ERS 0,22 -0,20 0,17 0,23 0,12 -0,06 -0,00 0,33 0,13 0,27 0,14 0,31 0,01 0,21 0,26 0,09 -0,14 0,27 0,84*** -
21 CCR 0,17 -0,30 0,03 0,19 0,18 -0,03 -0,03 0,35* 0,09 0,23 0,22 0,23 -0,13 0,15 0,18 0,05 -0,19 0,21 0,99*** 0,90*** -
MODERATOR VARIABLES
22 Age at Assessment Centre -0,18 0,12 -0,25 -0,31 0,06 0,16 -0,01 -0,10 0,18 -0,40* 0,13 -0,31 0,01 -0,14 -0,31 -0,20 -0,31 -0,22 -0,09 -0,28 -0,13 -—
23 Age at Criterion Measurement -0,15 0,12 -0,25 0,31 0,07 0,16 0,00 -0,10 0,14 -0,35* 0,13 -0,31 0,01 -0,14 -0,31 -0,20 -0,31 -0,24 -0,09 0,28 -0,13 1,00%* -~
24 Months of Service 0,08 0,19 -0,23 0,11 0,30 0,21 0,19 0,27 0,18 0,06 0,31 -0,24 0,07 0,12 -0,22 -0,02 -0,18 0,20 -0,02 -0,06 -0,03 0,01 0,01 -
25 Months Since Promotion 0,06 0,13 0,01 -0,09 -0,02 0,03 0,06 -0,14 0,04 0,06 0,02 0,10 0,11 0,00 0,07 0,03 0,04 -0,27 0,14 0,14 0,14 0,17 0,17 0,14
n=97

w*% p <0,001; two-tailed
** p.<0,01l; two-tailed
*  p.<0,05 two-tailed

Note 1: The above correlations are not corrected for the restriction of range

Note 2: The moderator variable “Year of Assessment Centre” is omitted, as only data of the 1989 sample was included
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