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Graad 
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OPSOMMING 
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deur 
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In teenstelling met die takseersentrumteorie het navorsing getoon dat takseersentrum 

trektellings nie oor verskillende situasies stabiel is nie. Hierdie bevindinge mag 'n 

aanduiding wees van 'n lae konstrukgeldigheid van takseersentrurns. Navorsers het tot 

die gevolgtrekking gekom dat navorsingsresultate nie die aannarne ondersteun dat 

takseersentrums dimensietellings genereer wat trekke weerspieel nie. Dit het navorsers 

laat bespiegel of take ( d.w.s. oefeninge ), eerder as trekke ( d.w.s. dimensies) as 'n basis 

gebruik behoort te word om takseersentrumbeoordelings te maak. Die doel van die 

studie was om te bepaal of takseersentrurn trektellings beter voorspellers van 

werksprestasie van bestuurders is as taaktellings. Die studie sluit 97 blanke 

middelvlakbestuurders van 'n Suid Afrikaanse diensorganisasie in. Geen verskille is 

tussen die voorspellingsgeldighede van trekgebaseerde en taakgebaseerde tellings 

verkry nie (r = 0,087 vir beide tellings). Oorsake vir die gebrek aan verskille tussen die 

voorspellingsgeldighede is bespreek. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the industrial revolution, organisations have taken an increasingly central role in 

society. By developing and manufacturing products and rendering services, 

organisations address the needs of consumers and help them to improve their quality of 

life. By delivering outputs in the form of products and services, organisations also 

stimulate the economy. Furthermore, they provide jobs and career opportunities for their 

employees. 

Despite operating under more or less the same conditions, not all organisations fare 

equally well (Camp, Blanchard & Huszczo, 1986, p 271). Many reasons may be 

provided why some organisations fare more poorly than others, for example incorrect 

marketing, overcapitalisation, inadequate finances, or poor product development. 

Several authors (Bedeian, 1989; Bedeian & Glueck, 1983; Chung, 1987; Glueck, 1980) 

believed that the primary factor that causes organisations to fail, however, is poor 

management. In a similar vein, many other authors maintained that every excellent 

company has good managers (Peters & Waterman, 1982, p 26), who can give an 

organisation a competitive advantage (Bedeian & Glueck, 1983, p 7). Drucker (1954, 

p 3) described a manager as the "life-giving element" in every organisation, whose 

qualities and performances determine the success and survival of organisations. Chung 

(1987, p 44) further emphasised the importance of managers to organisations by 

claiming that well-managed companies are financially successful. Sadler (1992, p 11) 

believed that one of the manager's primary tasks is to secure the company's future 

survival. From the above, it thus becomes evident that managers are very important to 

organisations. Whereas successful managers may be responsible for progress and 

growth, poorly performing managers may cause organisations to fail. 
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1.1 RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 

1.1.1 The Importance of Predicting Managerial Performance 

McGehee and Thayer ( 1961, p 13) pointed out that a wrong decision taken at middle 

management or upper management levels, may cost an organisation more in a few 

minutes than a loss that arises from poor performance of employees at lower levels. It is 

therefore of cardinal importance to correctly identify managerial potential and predict 

managerial performance. Schmidt, Hunter and their colleagues (Schmidt & Hunter, 

1981; Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie & Muldrow, 1979; Schmidt, Mack & Hunter, 1984) 

demonstrated that accurate predictions of future performance can lead to major financial 

savings in organisations. The cost of incorrectly predicting managerial performance is 

not only associated with poor selection. Other expenses may be the money, time and 

effort that are wasted on training and development programmes. Furthermore, because 

of incorrect identification of managerial potential, the individual may leave the 

organisation (Hurst, 1991, p 10). Consequently, a successor will have to be identified, 

which will result in further expenses. 

From the above, it becomes apparent that it is very important for organisations to predict 

managerial performance accurately. 

1.1.2 The Value of Assessment Centres as Predictors of Managerial 

Performance 

Several methods can be used to predict future managerial performance, such as clinical 

interviews, psychometric tests, biographical information or assessment centres. Many 

authors (Byham, 1970; Hinrichs, 1978; Thornton & Byham, 1982), however, viewed 

assessment centres as particularly good predictors of managerial success. 

The assessment centre is a process in which candidates participate in a senes of 

exercises that resemble real life situations (Jaffee & Sefcik, 1980, p 40). Assessors 
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observe and judge the behaviours that candidates demonstrate in various exercises, to 

obtain an overall evaluation for each candidate (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 227). 

The assessment centre has proven to be an effective method for predicting job 

performance (Feltham, 1991; Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton & Bentson, 1987; McEvoy 

& Beatty, 1989; Schmitt, Gooding, Noe & Kirsch, 1984a). Even though assessment 

centres are costly, studies (Burke & Frederick, 1986; Cascio & Ramos, 1986; Cascio & 

Silbey, 1979) showed that their benefits exceed their costs. Numerous international 

research studies (Huck & Bray, 1976; Moses, 1973; Schmitt & Hill, 1977) showed that 

assessment centres are equally valid for blacks and whites. This issue was also 

investigated by two South African studies (Kriek & Charoux, 1993, Kriek, Hurst & 

Charoux, 1994). The authors found that assessment centre results are fair on the basis of 

race in predicting managerial potential. 

In the eyes of Thornton and Byham (1982, p xi), the assessment centre is one of the 

most important developments in personnel psychology since the 1950s. Hinrichs (1978, 

p 596) described assessment centres as one of the success stories of organisational 

psychology. Owing to its success, the use of assessment centres for selecting, 

developing and promoting managers has grown rapidly (Keel, Crochan, Arnett & 

Arnold, 1989; Munchus & McArthur, 1991). The assessment centre method has now 

established itself as one of the most widely respected and used methods for selecting 

managers (Adler, 1987, p 74). At present, numerous South African organisations make 

use of assessment centres (Kriek, 1991, p 34). 

1.1.3 The Importance of Improving Assessment Centres 

Cascio (1991, p 349) pointed out that in selection, the most important property of a 

predictor is its validity (i.e. a high correlation between predictor scores and job 

performance). Increasing the predictive validity of an assessment centre ultimately 

increases its predictive accuracy, which consequently reduces the probability of making 

selection errors. 
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Improving the accuracy of an assessment centre may hold several benefits for 

organisations. Two important advantages were already addressed. Firstly, because 

selection errors were reduced, organisations will appoint fewer candidates who will 

perform poorly on the job, thus reducing unwarranted expenses. Secondly, the losses 

incurred from training and developing incorrectly identified candidates will also be 

reduced. An assessment centre possessing a higher predictive validity may therefore 

reduce expenses, whereas its running costs will remain relatively constant. This will 

ultimately make it more cost effective. A further advantage of improving the predictive 

accuracy of assessment centres is that organisations will be more likely to defend 

charges of unfair selection practices in court (Gatewood & Feild, 1990, p 19). 

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION 

In the 'typical' assessment centre method, assessors use dimensions as a basis for 

assessing candidates (Gatewood, Thornton, & Hennessey, 1990, p 331). These 

dimensions measure human traits, like planning, organising, controlling and oral 

communication. Assessment centres based on dimensional ratings, are founded on the 

trait theory, of which the primary assumption holds that traits are expected to be 

relatively stable across different situations (Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982, p 176). 

Considering this assumption, Cascio (1991, p 164) argued that the relationships between 

the ratings of the same trait (i.e. a dimension) across different exercises should be higher 

than the relationships between ratings of different traits in the same exercises. 

In contrast to these theoretical assumptions, several authors (Bycio, Alvares & Hahn, 

1987; Robertson, Gratton & Sharpley, 1987; Russell, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; 

Turnage & Muchinsky, 1984) reported greater relationships between ratings of different 

dimensions within the same exercises than between ratings of the same dimensions 

across different exercises. In addition, factor analytical studies (Bycio et al, 1987; Joyce, 

Thayer & Pond, 1994; Robertson et al, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; Silverman, 

Dalessio, Woods & Johnson, 1986) revealed that the underlying factors of assessor 
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ratings stem from exercises rather than from dimensions. Furthermore, several 

researchers (Borman, 1982; Russell, 1985; Sackett & Hakel, 1979) discovered that 

dimension ratings in individual exercises are dominated by only a single factor. From 

these findings Borman (1982, p 5) concluded that assessors are making general 

judgments of the assessee's performance. Resulting from the above-mentioned research 

findings, several authors (Robertson et al, 1987; Russell, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; 

Silverman et al, 1986) speculated whether the time has not arrived to re-evaluate the 

dominant role of (trait-based) dimensions as a basis for the assessment centre and to 

focus more on (task-based) exercises instead. 

Research studies, in which assessment centre task ratings and trait ratings were 

compared in terms of their predictive validities, are limited. From four studies that were 

found (Konz, 1988; McEvoy, 1985; Russell & Domm, 1995; Tziner, 1984), only one 

study (Russell & Domm, 1995) reported differences in the predictive validities between 

assessment centre task ratings and trait ratings that are worthy of being mentioned. 

However, limitations were identified in all of the above-mentioned studies (these will be 

discussed in chapter 3). In all cases, the researchers compared task ratings and trait 

ratings that were not derived under entirely identical conditions. It is therefore 

questionable whether the research results remained unaffected by the difference in 

conditions. To date, no study was found, in which the predictive validities between 

assessment centre task ratings and trait ratings were compared under identical 

conditions. This dissertation will compare the trait ratings and task ratings of an 

assessment centre as predictors of future managerial performance. The research question 

is thus formulated as follows: 

Is there a difference between the predictive validities of assessment 
centre trait ratings and assessment centre task ratings? 
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1.3 AIM OF THE STUDY 

1.3.1 The General Aim 

Following the above-mentioned research question, the aim of this study is consequently 

to determine whether assessment centre trait ratings and assessment centre task ratings 

differ in their prediction of managerial job performance. This will be achieved by 

addressing the following theoretical and empirical goals: 

1.3.2 Theoretical Goals 

The theoretical goals of this dissertation are to conduct a literature survey on the 

following: 

(a) Managerial performance and its measurement. 

(b) The characteristics of assessment centres. 

( c) The theories on which assessment centres are founded. 

( d) The construct validity of assessment centres. 

( e) The predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings. 

1.3.3 Empirical Goal 

The empirical goal of this dissertation is to determine whether there is a difference 

between the predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and assessment centre 

task ratings. 
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1.4 ORGANISATION OF THE DISSERTATION 

This dissertation is organised as follows: Chapter two provides a background on the 

nature of management performance and reviews different measures of managerial 

performance. Chapter three documents the characteristics of assessment centres, as well 

as the theories on which they are based. Furthermore, relevant literature regarding 

assessment centres and their prediction of future job performance will be examined. 

Chapter four addresses the methodology and statistical methods that were used in this 

dissertation. Chapter five presents the research results. The dissertation is concluded 

with chapter six, which contains conclusions reached, as well as suggestions for future 

research. 

In the present study, a basic knowledge of assessment centres is assumed. For a more 

detailed background, sources like Thornton (1992), Thornton and Byham (1982) and 

Woodruffe (1990) should be consulted. As the assessment centre used in the present 

study is a 'typical' assessment centre based on dimensional ratings to measure human 

traits, the terms dimension and trait will be used interchangeably. Similarly, the terms 

exercise and task will be used interchangeably. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE 

In chapter 1, the importance of high managerial performance was illustrated. In this 

chapter, the measurement of managerial performance will be discussed. Firstly, the 

central concepts of this chapter will be clarified. A model will then be presented to 

illustrate the phenomenon of managerial performance. Thereafter, different measures of 

managerial performance will be discussed. Research results of studies, in which 

different performance measures were investigated, will be reviewed. The chapter will be 

concluded with a brief summary of important findings concerning measures of 

performance. 

2.1 DEFINING IMPORTANT CONCEPTS 

2.1.1 Manager 

Mintzberg (1973, p 166) described a manager as a person who is "in charge of a formal 

organization or one of its subunits". Managers exercise formal authority over their 

organisational units and ensure that the required products and services are rendered 

efficiently (Mintzberg, 1973, p 166). They monitor their environments and adapt their 

units accordingly, to ensure that they can remain functional and meet the requirements 

of the people who are in charge of the organisations. Furthermore, they act as 

communication channels between their organisational units and the environments and 

take responsibility for the actions of their units (Mintzberg, 1973, pp 166-167). 

Managers carry out their tasks by planning, organising, controlling and directing the 

activities of their subordinates and utilising resources to achieve predetermined 

objectives (Huse, 1982, p 6). 
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2.1.2 Performance 

Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager (1993, p 35) maintained that much confusion 

exists surrounding the concept of performance and claimed that this term is often 

misused and "butchered beyond recognition in psychology". They viewed performance 

as synonymous with behaviour and described it as the action which the individual 

carries out and not the consequence or result thereof (Campbell et al, 1993, p 40). 

Campbell and his colleagues (Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey & Hellervik, 1973; Campbell 

et al, 1993) also distinguished performance from effectiveness and productivity. They 

viewed effectiveness as the evaluation of the total organisational outcome for which an 

employee is at least partially responsible (Campbell et al, 1993, p 41). They furthermore 

contended that effectiveness is determined by more factors than merely job performance. 

For productivity, Campbell et al (1993, p 35) employed the widely accepted definition 

from Mahoney (1988, p 18), who described productivity as the ratio of output to input. 

2.1.3 Managerial Performance 

Considering Mintzberg's (1973, p 166) definition of a manager and the description of 

performance by Campbell et al (1993, p 40), managerial performance can be defined as 

the behaviour of the person who is in charge of a formal organisation or one of its 

subunits. 

2.2 A MODEL OF MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE 

Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler and Weick (1970, pp 6-16) proposed a person-process

product model of managerial behaviour. In accordance with Campbell et al (1993, p 40), 

who viewed performance as synonymous with behaviour, this model can therefore also 

be referred to as the model of managerial performance. The model contains three 

primary components, namely the person, process and product (see Figure 1). These 

components will consequently be discussed in more detail. 
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Figure 1. A Schematic Portrayal of the Determinants of Managerial Performance 
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(Adapted from Blumberg & Pringle, 1982, p 565; and Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler & 
Weick, 1970, p 11) 

2.2.1 The Person 

The person refers to the characteristics which are most or least descriptive of a 

successful manager (Campbell et al, 1970, p 7), like intelligence, aptitude, temperament 

or expectations. The primary question that needs to be answered here is: 'What type of 

person is an effective manager?' This approach originates from the leadership theories, 

in which personality traits were viewed as determinants of effective or ineffective 

leadership (Stogdill, 1948). 

2.2.2 The Process 

The process refers to the stage where the job incumbents perform their job duties, which 

Campbell et al (1993, p 40) viewed as job performance. The fundamental question 

refers to what managers do to be effective. Campbell et al (1970, p 11) identified three 

factors which they believed to determine job performance. These are ability, motivation 

10 



and opportunity. Ability and motivation are characteristics of the person, whereas 

opportunity stems from the organisational environment. Blumberg and Pringle (1982) 

believed that the two concepts which are characteristic of the person, namely ability and 

motivation were too narrow and suggested two new terms, namely the capacity to 

perform and the willingness to perform respectively. Blumberg and Pringle (1982, 

p 565) viewed these three factors (i.e. capacity, willingness and opportunity) as 

interacting with one another. They described capacity as the physical and mental 

abilities which employees need to carry out their jobs. These are aspects like 

knowledge, skills, intelligence, age, educational level, stamina, and motor skills 

(Blumberg & Pringle, 1982, p 563). They viewed willingness as the psychological and 

emotional factors which determine the extent to which the employees are inclined to 

carry out their jobs (Blumberg & Pringle, 1982, p 563). Examples include personality, 

attitudes, norms, values, anxiety, job involvement and self-image. Finally, Blumberg 

and Pringle (1982, p 565) described opportunity to perform as the forces that enhance or 

constrain the job performance of employees, which are outside their direct control (see 

Table 1 for a more detailed description). 

Table 1 

Dimensions of Work Performance 

DIMENSIONS VARIABLES 
Capacity to perform Ability, age, health, knowledge, skills, intelligence, level of 

education, endurance, stamina, energy level, motor skills. 

Willingness to perform Motivation, job satisfaction, job status, anxiety, legitimacy of 
participation, attitude, perceived task characteristics, job 
involvement, ego involvement, self-image, personality, norms, 
values, perceived role expectations, feelings of equity. 

Opportunity to perform Tools, equipment, materials, and supplies; working conditions; 
actions of co-workers; leader behaviour; mentorism; 
organisational policies, rules, and procedures; information; time; 
pay. 

(Blumberg & Pringle, 1982, p 562) 

11 



Blumberg and Pringle (1982, p 565) stated that all three factors, namely opportunity, 

capacity and willingness must be present to some extent for performance to take place. 

A deficiency on only one of these dimensions can already reduce performance 

drastically. 

2.2.3 The Product 

This refers to the results which a manager finally achieves. Campbell et al (1970, p 8) 

pointed out that the primary assumption here is that a competent manager, who manages 

effectively, will provide a good product. The results of managerial performance include 

the maximisation of profit, increased productivity, maintenance or promotion of 

organisational efficiency, promotion of worker morale and the achievement of a 

competent workforce. 

Morse and Wagner (1978, p 23) believed that all three components, i.e. person, process 

and product need to be considered when the effectiveness of managerial performance is 

assessed. Wexley and Klimoski (1984, p 41) added that each of these components plays 

an important role in the measurement of managerial performance, depending on the job, 

the manager's philosophies and the purpose of the assessment information. 

2.3 THE MEASUREMENT OF MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE 

The measurement of managerial performance is generally divided into two distinct 

categories, namely the measurement of present managerial performance and the 

prediction of future managerial performance (Baird, 1986; Campbell et al, 1970; 

Gatewood & Feild, 1990; McEvoy, 1985; Werther & Davis, 1989). Wernimont and 

Campbell (1968, p 372) also referred to measures of present behaviour as samples and 

to measures of future performance as signs. They described a sample as a specimen of 

behaviour which a person has demonstrated and a sign as an indicator of an individual's 

inclination to act in certain ways (Wernimont & Campbell, 1968, p 372). 
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The measurement and prediction of performance is very important in making personnel 

decisions (Landy, Barnes & Murphy, 1978; Landy & Farr, 1982) and in carrying out 

research, such as validation studies (Landy, Barnes & Murphy, 1978). In research 

studies, measures of present performance are used as performance criteria and measures 

of future performance are used as predictors of performance. In human resources 

practice, measures of present performance are often used for reward, promotional or 

control purposes, whereas measures of future performance are frequently used for 

selection, placement and training purposes. It must be emphasised, however, that there 

are no clear-cut borders. Measures which are typically used to determine present 

performance, may also be used to predict future performance, for example. In the 

following discussion, the performance measures were classified according to their 

typical application. 

Table 2 provides an overview of the measures of present and future performance which 

will consequently be discussed. In the table a distinction is made between measures that 

are more suitable for measuring present performance and measures that are more 

suitable for measuring future performance. Furthermore, measures are also classified on 

the basis of their objectivity, i.e. objective measures, subjective measures and tests 

(which range on a continuum from objective to subjective). 
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Table 2 

Measures of Present and Future Performance 

TYPE 

OBJECTIVE MEASURES 

SUBJECTIVE MEASURES 

TESTS 

MEASURES OF PRESENT 
PERFORMANCE 
Business Performance Measures 

Production Data 

Personnel Data 

Management By Objectives 

Performance Appraisals 

Job Knowledge Tests 

Work Samples 

2.3.1 Criterion Measures 

MEASURES OF FUTURE 
PERFORMANCE 

Clinical Evaluations 

Background Interviews 

Biographical Information 

Peer Assessment 

Supervisory Ratings 

Assessment Centres 

Mental Ability Tests 

Paper-and-Pencil Personality 
and Interest Inventories 

Projective Techniques 

Criterion measures are typically used to measure present performance. Several authors 

(Cascio, 1982; Fisher, Schoenfeldt & Shaw, 1990; Millard, 1974; Schmitt & Schneider, 

1983) distinguished between objective and subjective criteria for rating job performance. 

Some authors (Latham & Wexley, 1981; Smith, 1983) also referred to objective criteria 

as hard criteria and to subjective criteria as soft criteria. Objective criteria include 

production output and turnover (Schmitt & Schneider, 1983, p 95), grievances, 

absenteeism rates and disciplinary records (Campbell et al, 1970, p 110). Subjective 

criteria comprise the rating instruments which are used in performance appraisals, for 

example (Schmitt & Schneider, 1983, p 95). Millard (1974, p 13) pointed out that it is 
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also possible that criteria can contain both objective and subjective components. 

Standardised tests are examples of this and constitute a third category which will be 

discussed in this chapter. 

(a) Objective Criterion Measures 

Objective criterion measures are results-oriented (Fisher et al, 1990, p 426), quantitative 

and verifiable, and are therefore not subject to the interpretation of raters (Baird, 1986, 

p 47). With objective criteria, different assessors will thus obtain the same results 

(Baird, 1986, p 47). Objective criteria include business unit performance measures 

(Fisher et al, 1990, p 428), production data (Blum & Naylor, 1968; Millard, 1974), 

personnel data (Blum & Naylor, 1968; Guion, 1965; Millard, 1974) and management by 

objectives (Baird, 1986; Daley, 1992; Hodgetts & Kroeck, 1992). 

(i) Business Unit Performance Measures 

Fisher et al (1990, p 428) suggested that top-level managers are sometimes evaluated by 

the performance of their business unit. These measures include profitability and market 

share. 

* Profitability 

Meidan (1986, p 69) viewed profitability as the most widely accepted single factor for 

assessing performance. Two measures for determining profitability are profit and return 

on investment (Meidan, 1986, p 69). Meidan (1986, p 69) pointed out that profit is not 

necessarily a valid indicator of performance, because different types of profit can be 

derived and each of these can in tum be established through different methods of 

calculation. A second measurement problem is that profits may be kept artificially high 

or low. 
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The second profitability measure is return on investment (ROI), which refers to the net 

return which is obtained from the total capital invested (Meidan, 1986, p 69). Meidan 

(1981, p 16) pointed out that if managers are evaluated on ROI, they may be tempted to 

focus only on assignments which render high ROI and neglect less lucrative tasks. This 

behaviour may not benefit an organisation, however. 

* Market Share 

Wheelen and Hunger (1986, p 240) defined market share as the percentage of business 

that an organisation holds regarding a specific product or service. Market share is an 

important measure for evaluating an organisation's marketing performance (Meidan, 

1986, p 70) and is often used in marketing management (Ivancevich, Donnelly & 

Gibson, 1986, p 45). 

(ii) Production Data 

Production data refers to the outcome of the work performed and includes quality and 

quantity measures (Gatewood & Feild, 1990, p 649). Quality is usually measured by 

errors or number of defects per unit or per time period, whereas quantity is normally 

measured in the form of units produced within a predetermined period (Gatewood & 

Feild, 1990, p 649). Gatewood and Feild (1990, p 649) maintained that production data 

are widely accepted as measures of performance because they are concrete and often 

easy to measure and understand. Fisher, et al (1990, p 426) and Millard (1974, p 13) 

suggested that production data may be influenced by external factors over which the 

employee does not have any control, which may seriously distort the results obtained. 

(iii) Personnel Data 

Personnel data include absenteeism and turnover (Campbell et al, 1970), grievances 

(Gatewood & Feild, 1990), tardiness, number of accidents and seniority (Millard, 197 4 ), 

job experience (McEnroe, 1988), compensation (Jaskolka, Beyer & Trice, 1985; Kerr & 

Bettis, 1987), job status (Jaskolka et al, 1985) and managerial progress (Ritchie & 
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Moses, 1983). These factors indicate how valuable employees are to an organisation 

(Millard, 1974, p 15). A senior employee is often considered to be more valuable to the 

organisation than a junior employee, or a person with a good absenteeism record is 

favoured above a colleague with a poor record, for example. Fisher et al (1990, p 427) 

pointed out that personnel data can easily be contaminated. A highly talented and 

motivated employee could, for example, have a high absenteeism record as a result of a 

sports accident. They suggested that personnel data should only be used if the 

performance measure can be clearly linked to effective job performance (Fisher et al, 

1990, p 427). 

(iv) Management By Objectives 

Management By Objectives (MBO) is especially common at managerial levels 

(Bernardin & Russell, 1993; Fisher et al, 1990; Schuster, 1985). Carroll and Schneier 

(1982, p 139) even claimed that MBO is probably the most widely used method for 

appraising managers. In MBO, much emphasis is placed on the attainment of long-term 

goals of the organisation (Meidan, 1981, p 35). The central assumption in MBO is that 

performance can best be measured by comparing the achieved results to predetermined 

goals (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 263). Fisher et al (1990, p 441) divided the process of 

MBO into three steps. Firstly, managers meet with their superiors to agree on a set of 

objectives that they plan to achieve over a predetermined period. Secondly, they monitor 

the progress towards these objectives, which they may have to alter in accordance with 

external demands (Clark, 1988, p 242). Finally, at the end of the assessment period, the 

manager and his superior evaluate whether the predetermined objectives were achieved. 

(v) Advantages and Disadvantages of Objective Criterion Measures 

From the above, it can be concluded that objective performance measures are based on 

relatively concrete measures which are comparatively easy to record. As a result, they 

are free of individual interpretation and therefore do not vary according to the persons 

who carry out the ratings (Baird, 1986, p 47). Objective performance measures also 

have disadvantages, however. Before objective data can be used, they must be collected 
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and interpreted. Baird (1986, p 64) pointed out that the decisions about what data should 

be collected and interpreted and how this occurs, depend on the subjective choices 

which individuals make. Baird (1986, p 64) believed that as a result of personal 

interpretation, important criteria may be excluded, or irrelevant measures included. 

Furthermore, Schmitt and Schneider (1983, p 98) remarked that many so-called 

objective criteria are based on the results of subjective assessments, such as promotions 

or salary increases. 

Jacobs (1986, p 87) suggested that a further potential problem with regard to hard 

performance criteria is that they may be incomplete (e.g. absenteeism records). Fisher et 

al (1990, p 428) pointed out that another fundamental disadvantage of objective 

methods is that they seldom measure the employee's whole contribution to the company 

and may therefore provide a distorted picture of a person's real performance. Aspects 

like a limited budget or a breakdown of a production line may largely influence the 

obtained results. Fisher et al (1990, p 425) claimed that results-oriented measures may 

be difficult to collect for some jobs. This may be a particular problem in jobs where the 

job incumbent does not produce a tangible product, such as a teacher or a divisional 

manager. Cascio (1991, p 75) even claimed that no good objective measures of job 

performance exist for middle managers. 

(b) Subjective Criterion Measures 

In contrast to objective performance measures, subjective measures reqmre human 

judgment (Cascio, 1991, p 75). Subjective criterion measures comprise various types of 

performance appraisals, which will consequently be discussed. 

Cascio (1986, p 361; 1991, p 73) defined performance appraisals as the methodical 

description of job-relevant strong and weak points of individuals or groups. Latham, 

Fay and Saari (1979, p 299) viewed the evaluation of performance as a fundamental 

process towards maintaining or improving the effectiveness of an organisation. 

Ivancevich et al (1986, p 427) suggested that performance ratings could be obtained 
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from five different sources. These are (1) the supervisor or supervisors of the ratee, (2) 

the ratee's peers in the organisation, (3) subordinates of the ratee, (4) the ratee, and (5) 

people outside the organisation (e.g. customers). Cummings and Schwab (1973, pp 4-5) 

pointed out that there are two primary purposes of performance appraisals, namely 

developmental and judgmental purposes. The developmental purpose focuses on 

improving the employees' future performance and assisting them to grow and to reach 

their full potential (Cummings and Schwab, 1973, p 5). The judgmental purpose of 

performance appraisals is to make administrative decisions, like salary increases, 

promotions, transfers or dismissals (Cummings and Schwab, 1973, pp 4-5). The latter 

purpose is the focus of the following discussion. 

Performance appraisals are generally divided into two categories, namely comparative 

techniques and absolute standard techniques (Cummings & Schwab, 1973, p 81). 

Comparative methods are also referred to as norm-referenced evaluation (Webb, 

Montello & Norton, 1994, p 187) or ranking (Baker, 1988; Daley, 1992; Hodgetts & 

Kroeck, 1992), which implies placing employees in an order from the best performer to 

the poorest performer. With this method, individuals are directly compared to one 

another (Brown, 1988; Meidan, 1981). Absolute procedures are also referred to as 

criterion-referenced evaluation (Webb et al, 1994, p 187) or rating (Hodgetts & 

Kroeck, 1992). With this method, the performance of an individual is compared to a 

fixed standard (Brown, 1988; Meidan, 1981). Table 3 provides an overview of the 

performance appraisal methods which will consequently be discussed. 
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Table 3 

Overview of Performance Appraisal Methods 

LOCUS OF 
COMPARISON 
COMPARATIVE 
PROCEDURES 

ABSOLUTE 
STANDARD 
TECHNIQUES 

CLASSIFICATION 

Ranking Techniques 

Narrative Summaries 

Checklists 

Rating Scales 

Behaviour-Based Methods 

(i) Comparative Procedures 

APPRAISAL TECHNIQUE 

Simple Ranking 
Alternation Ranking 
Paired Comparison 
Forced Distribution 
Weighted Ranking 

Essay Appraisal 
Critical Incidents Technique 
Field Review 
Group Appraisal 

Weighted Checklist 
Forced Choice Checklist 

Graphic Rating Scales 
Mixed Standard Scales 

Behavioural Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) 
Behavioural Observation Scales (BOS) 
Behavioural Expectation Scales (BES) 
Behavioural Discrimination Scales (BDS) 

With comparative procedures, individuals are compared with one another on an 

important characteristic or activity (Brown, 1988; Meidan, 1981). Five ranking 

techniques can be identified, namely simple ranking, alternation ranking, paired 

comparisons, forced distribution ranking and weighted ranking. In the simple ranking 

method, employees are ranked from highest to lowest performers (Baker, 1988; Cascio, 

1991). This approach does not allow for ties (Robbins, 1989, p 443). With the 

alternation ranking technique, ranking begins at both ends of the spectrum, whereby the 

'most valuable' employees and the 'least valuable' employees are chosen alternately 

(Oberg, 1991, p 51). 

In the paired comparison method, the assessor compares each employee with every 

other employee and rates each as either the stronger or weaker of the two (Robbins, 
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1989, p 443). The forced distribution ranking method differs from the other methods in 

that the evaluator is forced to rate individuals according to a normal distribution curve 

(Geis, 1988; Meidan, 1981). Murphy (1992, p 48) pointed out that this discourages 

raters from making uniform assessments and may therefore reduce central tendencies 

and leniencies. Finally, with the weighted ranking method employees are ranked on 

different dimensions. Different weights may be allocated to different dimensions. The 

scores obtained from the ratings are multiplied with predetermined weights and added to 

arrive at a final score for each individual. 

(ii) Absolute Standard Techniques 

In the absolute standard techniques, an employee's performance is compared to 

predetermined standards (Meidan, 1981, p 27) and not to the performances of other 

individuals. Baker (1988) identified three types of absolute standard techniques, namely 

narrative summaries, checklists and rating scales. For this discussion a fourth type, 

namely behaviour-based methods, will be added. 

* Narrative Summaries 

Baker (1988) identified several types of narrative summanes, namely the essay 

appraisal, the critical incidents technique, the field review and group appraisals. The 

essay appraisal does not have a specifically prescribed form and the evaluator simply 

points out the assessee's strong and weak points, developmental needs and future 

potential (DeCenzo & Robbins, 1994; McConnell, 1993; Robbins, 1993). With this 

method, the assessor has the freedom to decide what information to include or omit 

from the assessment (Swan & Margulies, 1991; Williams, 1991). The critical incidents 

technique focuses on an individual's outstanding performances and significant failures 

(McConnell, 1993, p 169) which are believed to make a difference in the specific work 

situation (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984, p 77). With the field review, members of the 

human resources department conduct interviews with managers to obtain information 

about the performance of their subordinates (Baker, 1988, p 87). Meidan (1981, p 30) 

suggested that in field reviews, standardised questionnaires are generally used to rate 
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employees. In group appraisals, employees are appraised by their direct supervisor and 

three or four other supervisors (Wexley & Yukl, 1984, p 361). The immediate 

supervisor is responsible for co-ordinating the discussion and writing the appraisal 

report, which usually takes the form of an essay (Baker, 1988, p 88). 

* Checklists 

A checklist consists of a number of statements of job-related behaviour (Eichel & 

Bender, 1984, p 39). During the appraisal, the rater ticks off the statements that apply to 

the employee (DeCenzo & Robbins, 1994, p 386). Two types of checklists can be 

identified, namely the weighted checklist (Bailey, 1983; Eichel & Bender, 1984) and the 

forced-choice checklist (Carroll & Schneier, 1982; McCormick & Ilgen, 1989). In the 

weighted checklist, each item is weighted according to how important it is considered to 

be for good job performance (Clark, 1988, p 238). During the performance appraisal, the 

rater indicates the presence or absence of each behaviour on the rating sheet (Bailey, 

1983, p 17) without knowing the item weights (Fisher et al, 1990, p 434). With the 

forced-choice checklist, raters receive a list of grouped behaviour-related statements, 

which all have the same 'social desirability' (i.e. all statements appear equally attractive 

to the rater) (Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991, p 56). From each group of statements, the 

assessors must select the item that is most or least descriptive of the assessee (Cascio, 

1991, p 86). 

* Rating Scales 

Two rating scales can be identified, namely graphic rating scales and mixed standard 

scales. Some authors (Bernardin & Russell, 1993; Cascio, 1991) claimed that the 

graphic rating scale is the most widely used method of performance appraisal. With this 

method, the assessor rates the performance of individuals on an incremental scale 

(Robbins, 1993, p 575). Scale points can be in the form of a numerical scale, 

behavioural descriptions, or a combination thereof (Frechette & Wertheimer, 1985, 

p 233). Mixed standard scales consist of several performance dimensions, each of which 
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is usually represented by three statements (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Jacobs, 1986), 

which indicate poor, average and good performance for each job dimension (Milkovich 

& Wigdor, 1991, p 56). During the evaluation, the assessor must indicate whether the 

ratee's performance is 'worse than', 'equal to' or 'better than' the performance 

statement (Jacobs, 1986, p 93). 

* Behaviour-Based Methods 

Four different behaviour-based methods can be identified, namely Behavioural 

Anchored Rating Scales, Behavioural Observation Scales, Behavioural Expectation 

Scales and Behavioural Discrimination Scales. Behavioural Anchored Rating Scales 

(BARS) are composed of various rating scales, each of which is used to measure 

another dimension (Carroll & Schneier, 1982, p 105). BARS rate specific, observable 

and measurable job behaviour (Anthony, Perrewe & Kacmar, 1993; Bernardin & 

Russell, 1993; Robbins, 1993; Schuster, 1985). Instead of using scales like 'strongly 

agree', 'disagree', 'most of the time' or 'never', behavioural descriptions, such as 'stays 

calm even under very stressful situations' or 'always completes work on schedule' are 

used. BARS thus provide specific behavioural anchors which clarify the meaning of the 

performance dimensions and therefore enable assessors to rate performance more 

accurately (Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991, p 56). 

Behavioural Observation Scales (BOS) are based on the critical incidents method 

(McCormick & Ilgen, 1989, p 80). With the BOS, the raters must indicate the frequency 

with which assessees engaged in the specified behaviours (Carroll & Schneier, 1982, 

p 114). Behavioural Expectation Scales (BES) differ from BOS in that raters indicate 

the behaviour which they can most likely expect from individuals (Daley, 1992, p 82), 

rather than behaviour which was observed. Brown (1988, p 34) stated that BES are 

especially useful when the rater cannot always directly observe the assessee's behaviour. 

Behavioural Discrimination Scales (BDS) are similar to BOS, but place more emphasis 

on (1) the number of opportunities which a person has to display certain behaviour and 

(2) the level of performance required to adequately carry out that behaviour (Carroll & 

Schneier, 1982, p 115). 
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(iii) Comparison of Measures 

Various types of performance appraisals were briefly discussed above (see Table 3 (p 20) 

for an overview of the methods). The question that arises here is which measure is the 

most appropriate for a given set of circumstances. Bernardin and Beatty (1984, p 232) 

emphasised that there is no technique which has been proven to be the best in all cases. 

Ivancevich and Glueck (1989, p 355) contended that the important issue centres around 

how these measures are used and by whom. They advised that users should firstly 

receive adequate training, and recommend that BARS, BOS, essays, critical incidents 

and MBO should be effective ifthe purpose of evaluation is development (Ivancevich & 

Glueck, 1989, p 355). Bernardin and Russell (1993, p 386) furthermore proposed that 

potentially negative effects of rating problems can be reduced by combining several 

rating techniques. 

(iv) Advantages and Disadvantages of Subjective Criterion Measures 

The advantage of subjective criterion measures is that they measure job behaviour, 

which Campbell et al (1993, p 40) viewed as synonymous with job performance. The 

disadvantage of subjective criterion measures is that they are based on human judgment 

(Cascio, 1991, p 75). This implies that they are subject to rating biases and may 

therefore vary from rater to rater (Baird, 1986, p 48). Many biases may occur in 

subjective ratings, namely halo errors, central tendency errors, leniency and strictness 

errors, contrast errors, similarity errors, personal prejudice, first-impression errors, 

overweighing of negative information, the recency effect and random responses. 

The halo error refers to generalising an impression about an individual from a single 

characteristic to other characteristics (Robbins, 1993, p 141). Szilagyi and Wallace 

(1990, p 532) remarked that in the case of a halo error, the correlations between 

different dimensions appear higher than what they are in reality. Central tendency 

errors refer to the unwillingness of raters to award extreme scores (Blum & Naylor, 

1968; Ivancevich & Glueck, 1989). Landy (1985, p 179) pointed out that such errors 

may largely reduce validity coefficients in research studies. 
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Two further problems are leniency and strictness errors. They occur when the assessor 

rates all individuals very highly (in the case of leniency) or very poorly (in the case of 

strictness) (Werther & Davis, 1989, p 310). Werther and Davis (1989, p 310) claimed 

that these errors are often made when performance standards are unclear. Another error 

is the contrast error, which occurs when an assessor's ratings of a previous candidate, 

influence (either negatively or positively) the evaluation of the next candidate (Holley & 

Jennings, 1987; Szilagyi & Wallace, 1990). 

Further mistakes that may occur are the similarity error and personal prejudice, which 

can be seen as opposites. Firstly, the similarity error occurs when raters judge people 

favourably, whom they view as being similar to them on some characteristics, like 

gender, attitudes or interests (Szilagyi & Wallace, 1990, p 532). On the other hand, 

personal prejudice results when the evaluator dislikes a certain group of people and 

consequently assigns poor ratings to all members of that group (Werther & Davis, 1989, 

p 310). A further rater error may be the first-impression error. Raters make a first

impression error when they allow their first assessment of a person to influence all 

further ratings which they make of that person. If the person has initially been labelled a 

high performer, this classification will remain. 

The recency effect results when ratings are affected by the assessees' most recent actions 

(Werther & Davis, 1989, p 310). Ivancevich and Glueck (1989, p 331) contended that 

this error occurs because raters tend to forget more information pertaining to earlier 

incidents than to recent events. Fisher et al (1990, p 269) claimed that interviewers 

primarily tend to focus on negative information from individuals. Overweighing of 

negative information takes place when the rater overreacts on a small part of the 

information, which may shift the assessment of the individual from positive to negative 

(Okanes & Tschirgi, 1978, p 322). Random responses occur when the assessor is not 

concerned about the accuracy of the assessment and allocates ratings in a random 

manner (Millard, 1974, p 27). Finally, Aiken (1994, p 277) suggested that proximity 

errors occur when assessors award similar ratings to items which are arranged closely 

together on the same page of a rating scale. 
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(c) Tests (Primarily Used as Measures of Present Performance) 

Two types of standardised tests are used to measure present performance, namely job 

knowledge tests and work sample tests. 

(i) Job Knowledge Tests 

This method merely measures the job knowledge that an individual possesses for a 

target job (Holley & Jennings, 1987; Millard, 1974). Job knowledge tests distinguish 

skilled and experienced workers from the less skilled and less experienced (Holley & 

Jennings, 1987, p 214). Landy and Rastegary (1989, p 58) pointed out that a 

disadvantage of job knowledge tests is that if applied as predictors of performance, they 

may leave ethnic groups at a disadvantage. 

(ii) Work Sample Tests 

With this method the employee carries out exactly the same activities in a controlled 

environment as in the real work setting (DeCenzo & Robbins, 1994; Friedman & Mann, 

1981; Millard, 1974). Asher and Sciarrino (1974, p 519) described work sample tests as 

a miniature replica of the real work situation. In this test, candidates must demonstrate 

that they possess the required skills and abilities for the target job by mastering 

performance tasks (Siegel, 1986, p 121). Examples of work sample tests are typing tests 

for secretarial positions, or in-basket exercises for managerial positions. Hunter and 

Hunter (1984, p 84) and Nunns and Kruger (1987, p 287) pointed out that work sample 

tests are based on the assumption that the candidate has already been trained to carry out 

the specific task. Work sampling therefore focuses on the measurement of current 

ability, rather than potential for future performance (Cascio & Phillips, 1979, p 753). 

Landy (1989, p 225), however, pointed out that work sample tests are also used as 

predictors of job performance. Cascio (1991, p 322) suggested that work samples are 

very useful in personnel selection. With the use of a typing test, it can for example be 

determined whether a candidate for a secretarial post can work fast enough to handle the 

required work load. For a managerial position, an in-basket exercise can be used to 
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determine whether a candidate possesses the analytical ability to perform adequately in 

his work. 

(iii) Advantages and Disadvantages of Tests Primarily used as Measures of 

Present Performance 

Work sample tests and job knowledge tests have the advantage of being scored 

objectively, thus eliminating potential rating errors. Furthermore, researchers showed 

that work sample tests (Asher & Sciarrino, 1974; Friedman & Mann, 1981; Hedge & 

Teachout, 1992; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Robertson & Kandola, 1982) and job 

knowledge tests (Hunter, 1983; Hunter & Hunter, 1984) have high predictive validities. 

A major disadvantage of work sample tests and job knowledge tests is that they do not 

demonstrate the individual's typical performance (Lewis, 1985, p 158). According to the 

model proposed by Blumberg and Pringle (1982), they only measure the people's 

capacity to perform, but not their willingness. 

2.3.2 Predictor Measures 

Whereas criterion measures are typically used to measure present performance, 

predictor measures are typically used to measure future performance. 

The accurate prediction of future performance may hold large benefits for organisations. 

Schmidt and Hunter (1981, p 1128) for example reported that the US government has 

saved approximately $16 billion per year by using valid mental ability tests in personnel 

selection. Millard (1974, p 7) claimed that every personnel decision that is based on the 

measurement of job performance, is an 'implied' prediction of future performance of an 

individual. He argued that the decision to select employees for promotion, for example, 

is based on the assumption that they will be more likely to display desirable behaviour 

in the future job than other candidates would. Expected future behaviour therefore 
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seems to play an important role, although its measures are based on past or present 

performance. 

For the prediction of future managerial performance, the same classification will be 

used as for the measurement of current performance, the only difference being that there 

are no predictors of future managerial performance that resort under the objective 

measures category. The two categories that will thus be discussed are subjective 

predictor measures and standardised tests. 

(a) Subjective Predictor Measures 

Six subjective measures received wide attention throughout the literature. These are 

clinical evaluations, background interviews, biographical information, peer assessment, 

supervisor ratings and assessment centres. 

(i) Clinical Evaluations 

With the clinical evaluation, a specialist (usually a psychologist) evaluates candidates to 

be able to draw up a profile on them. The focus falls primarily on personal 

characteristics, individual adjustment patterns, prominent personality traits and 

underlying values and beliefs of candidates (Thornton & Byham, 1982, p 73). Nunns 

and Kruger (1987, p 295) pointed out that this method is used in selection where other 

selection methods are not suitable, like the selection of top-level managers. Thornton 

and Byham (1982, p 75) believed that one of the greatest drawbacks of this method is 

that it is subjective and highly unstandardised. Nunns and Kruger (1987, p 295) claimed 

that no data are available regarding the effectiveness of this selection method, with the 

result that the value of this method remains unknown. 
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(ii) Background Interviews 

The background interview is widely used in managerial selection and may be used 

alone, or in conjunction with other methods (Thornton & Byham, 1982, p 78). The 

interview provides an employer with an opportunity to observe characteristics of the 

applicant which cannot easily be observed by using many other techniques (Aiken, 

1994; Holley & Jennings, 1987). These characteristics include social intelligence 

(Harris, 1990) and interpersonal skills (Buckley & Weitzel, 1989; Harris, 1990). 

Several authors expressed reservation about the value of interviews (Hakel, 1982; Reilly 

& Chao, 1982). Holley and Jennings (1987, p 226) pointed out that research on 

interviews as predictors of job success has not been favourable. Interviews are criticised 

for being subjective, lacking validity and reliability, and for being prone to rater errors, 

such as personal prejudice (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 226). To counteract such 

problems, Holley and Jennings (1987, p 226) recommend that more structure should be 

introduced into interviewing. Gratton (1991, p 521) reported that such attempts showed 

positive results. Contrary to previous research findings, Bratton and Gold (1994, p 159) 

and Gatewood and Feild (1990, p 469) pointed out that more recent research studies 

showed that the interview can be a valid predictor. It therefore appears that structured 

interviews are more effective in predicting performance than unstructured interviews, 

although this will have to be verified by further research. 

(iii) Biographical Information 

Biographical information or biodata (as it is alternatively called) is widely used for 

selecting managers (Cascio, 1991, p 319). It refers to biographical accounts of previous 

occurrences (Gunter, Furnham & Drakeley, 1993, p 1) which include personal 

background, life experiences, or educational data (Fisher et al, 1990, p 253). Drakeley 

(1991, p 440) distinguished between hard and soft biographical information. Hard 

information is viewed as verifiable information about a candidate, like educational 

qualifications and previous jobs. Soft information refers to more intangible aspects, like 

values, attitudes and motivation. 
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The rationale of this method is that past behaviour is one of the best predictors of future 

behaviour (Cascio, 1991, p 319). This method is thus based on the assumption of 

behavioural consistency. Several researchers (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Reilly & Chao, 

1982; Schmitt et al, 1984a) reported correlations of above 0,3 between biodata and 

performance ratings. Reilly and Chao (1982, p 55) found that biodata was one of the 

best predictors of performance ratings. Aiken (1994, p 264) suggested that biographical 

data has proven to effectively predict performance at several occupational levels. Norton 

(1977, p 449) and Nunns and Kruger (1987, p 286) pointed out that different standards 

may have to be applied for different population groups. This is of particular importance 

in the present situation in South Africa. 

(iv) Peer Assessment 

Reilly and Chao (1982, p 19) believed that employees often have the opportunity to 

observe the performance of their peers in many different situations. They should 

therefore be in a good position to accurately judge the performance of their colleagues. 

In peer assessment, employees are rated by their peers on how well they are expected to 

fare in a managerial position (Cascio, 1991, p 320). Assessors rate their peers 

independently, without any discussion taking place between them (Dobson, 1991, 

p 426). 

Kane and Lawler (1978, p 557) identified three types of peer assessment, namely peer 

rating, peer nomination and peer ranking. In peer rating, individuals rate their peers on 

rating scales, such as BARS. Kane and Lawler (1978, p 578) believed that peer rating 

should primarily be used for providing feedback to individuals about their strengths and 

weaknesses. In the peer nomination technique, raters must identify individuals who fare 

exceptionally well on several dimensions. Kane and Lawler (1978, p 570) reported that 

peer nomination is a successful method in distinguishing between better and poorer 

performers. Finally, in the peer ranking technique, individuals assess their peers by 

simply ranking them from 'best' to 'poorest'. 
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The obvious limitation of peer assessment is that it can only be used if candidates know 

each other relatively well. Nevertheless, many studies demonstrated that peer 

assessment is effective in predicting performance ratings (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; 

Reilly & Chao, 1982; Schmitt et al, 1984a), promotion (Lewin & Zwany, 1976; Reilly 

& Chao, 1982; Schmitt et al, 1984a) and training success (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; 

Reilly & Chao, 1982). 

(v) Supervisor Ratings 

Supervisor ratings are comparable with peer ratings, with the mere difference that 

candidates are rated by their superiors and not by their peers. In their meta-analytical 

study of validation studies published in the Journal of Applied Psychology between 

1964 and 1982, Schmitt et al (1984a) included supervisor ratings. They considered peer 

ratings and supervisor ratings as being so similar that they treated them as a single 

variable. Schmitt et al (1984a) found that supervisor/peer evaluations demonstrated the 

highest predictive validity (r = 0,43) of all eight predictors that they employed in their 

study. 

(vi) Assessment Centres 

The assessment centre is a process in which candidates participate m a senes of 

exercises which resemble real life situations (Jaffee & Sefcik, 1980, p 40). Paper-and

pencil tests or questionnaires are sometimes used in assessment centres, although the 

primary focus falls on the behaviours which individuals demonstrate in various 

exercises (Seegers, 1991, p 745). These behaviours are observed and judged by multiple 

observers to obtain an overall evaluation for each candidate (Holley & Jennings, 1987, 

p 227). 

Many research studies demonstrated that assessment centres have high predictive 

validity. Several authors reported that assessment centres are effective predictors of 

future performance (Dulewicz, 1991; Feltham, 1991; Gaugler et al, 1987; Goodge & 

Griffiths, 1985; McEvoy & Beatty, 1989; Schmitt et al, 1984a), potential (Dulewicz, 
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1989; Gaugler et al, 1987; Goodge & Griffiths, 1985), managerial progress (Moses, 

1972) and future job success (Byham, 1970; McEvoy, Beatty & Bernardin, 1987). 

Gaugler et al (1987) and Schmitt et al (1984a) conducted meta-analysis studies on 

previously published research. Gaugler et al (1987) included 50 studies and obtained 

mean validity coefficients of 0,37. Schmitt et al (1984a) reported a mean validity 

coefficient of 0,41 from 21 studies. In a further meta-analysis study, Hunter and Hunter 

(1984) reported a mean correlation of 0,43 between assessment centres and performance 

ratings. 

Several South African studies also demonstrated the value of assessment centres. Britz 

(1984) validated an assessment centre against five Management-By'-Objective criteria 

and obtained correlations between 0,556 and 0,625. Spangenberg, Esterhuyse, Visser, 

Briedenhann and Calitz (1989) correlated assessment centre results with BARS and 

obtained a multiple correlation of 0,37. In a further South African study, Kriek, Hurst 

and Charoux (1994, p 24) concluded that assessment centre results do not discriminate 

unfairly on the basis of race in predicting job performance. 

Kriek (1991, p 34) argued that international social scientists have already accepted the 

predictive validity of assessment centres as a fact. Sackett and Ryan (1985, p 14) 

strengthened Kriek's argument, by suggesting that the number of studies reporting on 

the success of assessment centres is decreasing, because it is believed that their 

validities are adequately established. 

(vii) Advantages and Disadvantages of Subjective Predictor Measures 

The advantages and disadvantages which were discussed under subjective measures of 

present performance (see 2.3.1. (b) (iv)) also apply to subjective measures of future 

performance and will receive no further mention here. 
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(b) Tests (Primarily Used as Measures of Future Performance) 

Tests which are used for predicting future managerial performance, measure 

characteristics like intelligence, aptitude, personality and interest (Reilly & Chao, 1982, 

p 3). Baird (1986, p 49) pointed out that these tests measure the workers' input into their 

performance. Norton (1977) categorised psychological tests into three categories, 

namely mental ability tests, paper-and-pencil personality and interest tests, and 

projective personality tests. 

(i) Mental Ability Tests 

Mental ability tests measure general aspects like intelligence; verbal, non-verbal and 

numerical ability; inductive reasoning and comprehension (Cascio, 1991, p 311). These 

tests indicate what an individual is capable of achieving after receiving sufficient 

training and experience (Milkovich & Glueck, 1985, p 308). Examples of mental ability 

tests are the Senior Aptitude Test (for measuring aptitude) and the South African 

Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (for measuring intelligence). Several studies showed 

that cognitive tests are valid predictors of managerial success (Gordon, Chams & 

Sherman, 1987; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmitt et al, 1984a) and training success 

(Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmitt et al, 1984a). 

(ii) Paper-and-Pencil Personality and Interest Inventories 

The primary assumption of personality testing is that knowledge about how individuals 

act in different situations aids in determining whether they will perform well in specific 

jobs (Landy, 1989, p 189). Landy (1989, p 189) viewed paper-and-pencil personality 

and interest inventories as objective, because they provide clear stimuli and respondents 

have a set of answers to choose from. Examples of such inventories are the 16 

Personality Factor questionnaire and the Myers and Briggs Type Indicator (for 

personality) and the 19 Field Interest Inventory (for interest). Personality and interest 

inventories often fared poorly in predicting managerial success (Norton, 1977, p 448). 

In a study which involved over 20 000 subjects, Schmitt et al (1984a, p 415) obtained an 
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average validity coefficient of 0,15. Cascio (1991, p 313), on the other hand reported on 

studies which provided much higher correlations, some of which even showed validity 

coefficients of above 0,5 after statistical correction for shrinkage. Despite the relatively 

poor results which were reported in the past, Cascio (1991, p 314) concluded that 

personality and interest inventories should not be overlooked as selection tools, if work

related measures are used that are based on an accurate job analysis. 

(iii) Projective Techniques 

Projective tests provide individuals with new or ambiguous stimuli on which they can 

project their own needs and emotions (Aiken, 1994, p 312). Psychologists then draw 

inferences from the behaviour which individuals displayed (Brown, 1983, p 419). 

Examples of projective tests are the Rorschach Inkblot test and the Thematic 

Apperception Test. Landy (1989, p 189) pointed out that it may be difficult to prove the 

job-relatedness of a projective test used in personnel selection. 

(iv) Advantages and Disadvantages of Tests Primarily Used as Measures of 

Future Performance 

The spectrum of the above-mentioned tests is fairly wide, ranging from objectively 

scored techniques (e.g. ability tests) to very subjectively scored tests (e.g. projective 

techniques). Each of these techniques has its own strengths and weaknesses. 

As with the previously discussed work sample test and job knowledge test, several types 

of tests discussed here, namely intelligence tests, aptitude tests and paper-and-pencil 

personality tests, have the advantage of being scored objectively, which eliminates 

potential rating errors. Researchers (Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Martocchio 

& Whitener, 1992; Nathan & Alexander, 1988) furthermore showed that mental ability 

tests have high predictive validities. 

A major disadvantage of performance tests (e.g. mental ability tests) is that they do not 

demonstrate the individual's typical performance (Lewis, 1985, p 158), as it is the case 
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with job knowledge tests and work sample tests. Personality and interest inventories 

have the drawback that they may be fakable (Lewis, 1985, p 159), which is of particular 

concern in selection situations. Lewis (1985, p 159) believed that such measures are 

therefore difficult to use as valid predictors of job performance. Holley and Jennings 

(1987, p 217) maintained that a further problem with personality tests is that they are 

difficult to validate for selection purposes, because it is difficult to display job

relatedness. A problem regarding subjective tests (e.g. projective techniques), is that 

they are scored subjectively, which may result in different raters interpreting and 

scoring the responses differently (Sherman, 1979, p 213). 

In South Africa, one of the primary issues which currently exists in the field of testing is 

that of test fairness (Wheeler, 1993, p 1). In the guidelines which were compiled by the 

South African Society oflndustrial Psychology (1992, pi), it is stated that psychologists 

are held responsible for ensuring that the instruments used in selection are fair. The 

problem regarding South African tests is that many are not standardised for all 

population groups, with the result that they cannot be considered to be fair. 

Schmitt and Klimoski (1991, p 272) concluded that personality tests are not successful 

in predicting performance, although some authors (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; 

Miner, 1978) reported favourable results. Thornton and Byham (1982, p 69) believed 

that psychological testing appears to be the most controversial method for predicting 

managerial potential. Defendants of psychological tests pointed out the high level of 

objectivity of the tests. Opponents, however, emphasised that tests are artificial and do 

not consider all aspects which are relevant in the real work setting (Thornton & Byham, 

1982, p 69). They further claimed that psychological testing often arouses negative 

reactions from candidates, who do not see the relevance of testing to the target job 

(Thornton & Byham, 1982, p 71). 
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2.4 SUMMARY 

In this chapter, the issue of performance and performance measurement was discussed. 

Various measures of performance were examined (see Table 2 (p 14) for an overview of 

the methods which were discussed). A clear distinction was drawn between predictors 

of future performance and criteria of current performance. It became evident that each 

criterion measure of current performance has its inherent advantages and disadvantages. 

Baird (1986, p 64) pointed out that people are often mislead into thinking that objective 

methods are more accurate. He warns, that these methods should not simply be accepted 

as being superior. Objective criteria have the advantage of being relatively free ofrating 

errors. They are, however, often criticised for not measuring performance, but the 

results thereof, with the consequence that they may often be influenced by external 

factors. Performance appraisals have the advantage of focusing on actual performance, 

but may be affected by rating errors arising from human judgment. 

From the above discussion it has become apparent that the effectiveness of performance 

predictors has been widely researched. Research findings concerning tests produced 

contrasting results for different types of tests. Many studies demonstrated that 

intelligence and aptitude tests are valid predictors of job success. The findings are less 

positive for other psychometric tests, however. Although Cascio (1991, p 313) believed 

that personality and interest inventories can be of value in the prediction of managerial 

performance, most research findings (e.g. Schmitt et al, 1984a) showed unfavourable 

results. Clinical evaluations are criticised for being subjective and unstandardised 

(Thornton & Byham, 1982, p 75). No evidence exists to confirm or refute such 

statements, however. Research findings regarding interviews appear to be inconclusive. 

Claims that many studies showed that interviews are not successful in predicting later 

job success (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 226), were contradicted by more recent 

findings (Gatewood & Feild, 1990, p 469). More conclusive evidence was reported 

about biodata, peer assessment and assessment centres. Much evidence (Gaugler et al, 

1987; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Reilly & Chao, 1982; Schmitt et al, 1984a) exists to 

suggest that these measures are successful in predicting later job performance. 
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Assessment centres in particular were highly praised as good predictors of future 

management success. In the eyes of Thornton and Byham (1982, p xi) the assessment 

centre is one of most important developments in the field of personnel psychology since 

the 1950s. Hinrichs (1978, p 596) described assessment centres as one of the success 

stories of organisational psychology. Byham (1970, p 150) even remarked that the 

assessment centre is the best indicator of future success that has yet been invented. 

Owing to its success, the use of assessment centres for selecting, developing and 

promoting managers has grown rapidly in recent years (Keel, Cochran, Arnett & 

Arnold, 1989; Munchus & McArthur, 1991). The assessment centre is now viewed as 

one of the most widely respected and used methods for selecting managers (Adler, 

1987, p 74). In the following chapter, assessment centres will be discussed in more 

detail. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE ASSESSMENT CENTRE 

In chapter one, the importance of the early prediction of high managerial potential, was 

discussed. In chapter two, various types of predictor- and criterion measures of 

managerial performance were reviewed. Furthermore, the value of the assessment centre 

as a predictor of managerial performance was discussed. 

In this chapter, a closer look will be taken at important issues in assessment centres. 

Firstly, characteristics of assessment centres will be discussed. Secondly, light will be 

shed on the different applications of assessment centres. Thereafter, fundamental 

theories regarding social judgment, as applied to the use of assessment centres, will be 

addressed. Underlying personality theories that play a role in the assessment centre 

technique will then be examined. This will be followed by a discussion on construct 

validity in assessment centres. Finally, research studies, in which the predictive 

validities of assessment centres were investigated, will be reviewed. 

Before discussing important aspects of assessment centres, the term assessment centre 

needs to be defined. For the purpose of this study, the assessment centre will be defined 

as: 

''A procedure (not a location) that uses multiple assessment techniques to 
evaluate employees for a variety of manpower purposes and decisions" 
(Thornton & Byham, 1982, p 3). 

3.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF ASSESSMENT CENTRES 

An assessment centre is based on a thorough job analysis to determine the dimensions, 

characteristics, qualities, knowledge, skills, abilities and tasks that are necessary for 

high job performance (Task Force on Assessment Center Guidelines [Task Force], 

1989, p 461). Multiple measurement techniques are applied in assessment centres (Task 
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Force, 1989, p 461), of which at least one is a simulation (Holley & Jennings, 1987, 

p 227). These simulations must be designed to resemble real-life situations (Task Force, 

1989, p 462; Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 227). Other methods that may be used in 

assessment centres include intelligence or mental ability tests (Gatewood & Feild, 1990, 

p 599) and interviews (Gatewood & Feild, 1990; Seegers, 1991). 

A team of trained evaluators observes the behaviours of candidates (Task Force, 1989, 

p 465), who simultaneously participate in the assessment centre (Woodruffe, 1990, p 3). 

All observations are standardised (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 226) and a minimum of 

two evaluators must observe each candidate in every exercise (Task Force, 1989, p 462). 

The assessment information obtained from different evaluators and through different 

assessment methods is integrated to arrive at an overall judgment for each participant 

(Task Force, 1989, p 463). The obtained ratings are finally used for a specific purpose, 

like promotion or managerial development (Holley & Jennings, 1987, p 227). 

3.2 THE APPLICATIONS OF ASSESSMENT CENTRES 

Assessment centres are generally used to assess candidates for different occupations, but 

are primarily associated with managerial jobs (Adler, 1987, p 754). Assessment centres 

are aimed at different managerial levels, ranging from junior levels, such as the 

prediction of job performance of entry-level military officers (Tziner, 1984), to the 

identification of potential to perform at executive levels (Fletcher & Dulewicz, 1984). 

Some assessment centres were developed for specific types of managers. Examples are 

assessment centres for school administrators (Schmitt, Noe, Meritt & Fitzgerald, 

1984b), nurse managers (Blaney, Hobson, Meade & Scodro, 1993), Black leadership 

potential in South Africa (Charoux, 1990), or for identifying officer potential among 

female soldiers (Tziner & Dolan, 1982). Assessment centres are also used for non

managerial positions, such as sales persons (Cook & Herche, 1992), employment agents 

(Adler, 1983) and teachers (Schechtman, 1992). 
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The assessment centre technique is furthermore used for different purposes. The use of 

assessment centres for predicting several measures of managerial success, such as future 

performance, potential and progress, was already addressed in the previous chapter. 

Several researchers (Feltham, 1988; Olivier, 1994; Tziner, 1984; Tziner & Dolan, 1982) 

also used assessment centres to predict managerial training results. Other purposes for 

which assessment centres were used, include selection (Thornton & Byham, 1982), 

training and development (Hinrichs & Haanpera, 1976; Lorenzo, 1984; Seegers, 1991; 

Thornton & Byham, 1982), career planning (Gaugler et al, 1987; Seegers, 1991) and 

placement (Hinrichs & Haanpera, 1976). 

3.3 THE THEORIES UNDERLYING THE CONCEPT OF SOCIAL 

JUDGMENT AS APPLIED IN THE USE OF ASSESSMENT 

CENTRES 

It was stated above that trained evaluators observe and assess the behaviours of 

candidates in the assessment centre. Throughout this assessment process, social 

judgment plays a very fundamental role. Thornton (1992, p 96) defined social judgment 

as the process in which the behaviours of individuals are observed and evaluated and 

impressions formed about their strengths and weaknesses. The process of social 

judgment is generally divided into five distinct steps, namely selective 

attention/comprehension, encoding, storage, retention, information retrieval and 

judgment (Lord, 1985, p 87). Thornton (1992) discussed two different schools of social 

judgment, namely the behaviour-driven approach and the schema-driven approach. 

These approaches will consequently be described briefly. 

3.3.1 The Behaviour-Driven Theory 

The basic premise of this theory is that people are able to observe behaviours of others 

and make realistic judgments from them (Thornton, 1992, p 96). Studies demonstrated 

that people are able to observe and recall most interpersonal interactions, as well as 
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observe and remember most specific behaviours that occurred (Hastie & Kumar, 1979; 

Hintzman, 1988). Not only can raters observe and recall specific information, but they 

also use the information to make dimensional ratings (Locksley, Borgida, Brekke and 

Hepburn, 1980, p 825). Furthermore, Higgins and Bargh (1987, p 373) reported that 

people can encode new information fairly accurately without confusing it with 

information that they have previously processed. Thornton (1992, p 102) concluded that 

there is thus much theoretical support for the assumption that observers are able to make 

and conserve observations of complex behaviour which occur in assessment centre 

exercises. 

Behaviour-driven theorists also believe that the categories, that are fundamental for 

assessment centre dimensions, are real. This assumption is supported by a study 

conducted by Hampson, John and Goldberg (1986), who reported that natural categories 

exist, according to which observers classify information. Nathan and Lord (1983) 

conducted research on performance appraisals and found that observers were able to 

correctly distinguish between effective and ineffective performance dimensions and rate 

individuals on the behaviours that were demonstrated. Johnson and Raye (1981, p 82) 

furthermore demonstrated that people have the ability to distinguish between behaviour 

that they observed and deductions that they have made from it. Finally, more 

specifically in assessment situations, Nathan and Lord (1983, p 110) found that raters 

base their dimensional ratings on actual behaviour rather than on their own subjective 
. . 
1mpress10ns. 

The above research findings thus suggest that people can observe events accurately and 

have the ability to remember many details about their observations. 

3.3.2 The Schema-Driven Theory 

The schema-driven theory revolves around schemata. These are the cognitive structures 

that a person has about a specific concept, which include knowledge about the concept 

and its attributes, as well as the relationship between these attributes (Fiske & Taylor, 
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1991, p 139). The schema-driven approach holds that previous perceptions, memories 

and impressions that one holds about other people will influence the way one thinks 

about their behaviour (Thornton, 1992, pp 96-97). 

Theorists following the schema-driven theory assume that people cannot adequately 

attend to all environmental stimuli (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p 351). It is therefore 

necessary to attend to only a selection of occurrences (Alba & Hasher, 1983, p 225). In 

such a case, it is likely that a process of selective attention may take place among raters, 

who will ignore information that is not consistent with their existing assumptions (Fiske 

& Taylor, 1991, p 469). Thornton (1992, p 108) pointed out that in view of this theory, 

assessors cannot record all details that they observe and must therefore rely on their 

memories. Memory, however, primarily contains abstract impressions of behaviour 

(Cooper, 1981; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Nathan & Lord, 1983), because it decays over 

time, and may thus lead to biased ratings (Bretz, Milkovich & Read, 1992, p 324). Some 

authors (Cardy, Bernardin, Abbott, Spenderak & Taylor, 1987; Matlin, 1989) reported 

that people can even mistakenly 'recall' events that have never taken place, as long as 

their schemata are similar to those that have already been developed. 

Further research studies (Cardy et al, 1987; Hartwick, 1979) demonstrated that people 

remember more information that is consistent with previously held views. Several 

authors (Devine, Sedikides & Fuhrman, 1989; Hamilton, 1989; Srull, Lichtenstein & 

Rothbart, 1985; Wyer, Bodenhausen & Srull, 1984) also suggested that internal 

impressions that individuals form, are easier to remember than detailed events that they 

observe. Regarding the judgment of others, Lord & Maher (1991, p 71) pointed out that 

people use only a fraction of the information available to rate others. Sackett and Hakel 

(1979, p 135) supported this view by maintaining that assessment centre observers use 

only some of the dimensions they were instructed to use to arrive at overall ratings. 

Schema theorists hold that the classifications that observers use (i.e. dimensions) are 

often only a means for simplifying and categorising information (Thornton, 1992, 

p 106). Authors further claimed that observers do not process information in the manner 

in which they are instructed to do (Gaugler & Rudolph, 1992; Sackett & Hakel, 1979). 
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Instead, they rate others according to their own conceptual schemata, which are based 

upon underlying personality theories that they hold, rather than the 'natural' categories 

(Borman, 1983, 1987; Cooper, 1981; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). 

To sum up, the schema-driven theorists contend that assessors may make many rating 

errors. These include attending to only some of the information, recalling limited data 

about observed behaviour, using limited information to rate others and classifying data 

according to their own conceptual schemata. 

3.3.3 Comparison of the Two Theories 

From the above discussion, it becomes evident that there are distinct differences 

between the behaviour-driven and schema-driven theories. Thornton (1992, p 97) 

pointed out three primary areas where these theories differ. The first area concerns the 

basis of evaluation. Behaviour-driven theorists believe that assessors are capable of 

evaluating the behaviours that candidates display. On the contrary, schema-driven 

theorists claim that assessors place their ratings on their prior beliefs and stereotypes, 

rather than on the actual behaviours that candidates exhibit. Secondly, according to the 

behaviour-driven theory, raters are able to memorise specific behaviours, whereas 

according to the schema-driven theory, assessors are viewed as having general 

impressions of the events that they observed. Finally behaviour-driven theorists believe 

that assessors make objective judgments, whereas schema-driven theorists claim that 

assessors make subjective judgments (see Table 4). 

The assessment centre method is founded on a combination of the behaviour-driven and 

schema-driven theories. In the assessment centres, raters use dimensions to help them to 

make systematic judgments about demonstrated behaviours. This is consistent with the 

schema-driven approach (Thornton, 1992, p 98). On the other hand, assessors believe 

that the dimensional categories are real, which can be explained by the behaviour

driven approach. Thornton (1992, p 116) claimed that neither of the two theories is more 

appropriate than the other, because neither can explain exactly what occurs in all cases 
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of judgment. He pointed out that the theoretical positions of both approaches should be 

used to improve the assessment process. 

Table 4 

Comparison of Two Theories of Social Judgment 

Basis of Evaluation 

Memory Storage 

Quality of Judgment 

BEHAVIOUR-DRIVEN 
THEORY 
Behaviour displayed by a 
person 

Specific actions 

Objective 

(Adapted from Thornton, 1992, p 97) 

SCHEMA-DRIVEN 
THEORY 
Prior beliefs and stereotypes 
about person 

General impressions 

Subjective 

3.4 UNDERLYING PERSONALITY THEORIES IN THE ASSESSMENT 

CENTRE TECHNIQUE 

Within the assessment centre context, two primary approaches can be identified in the 

judgment of personality, namely the trait approach and the situational approach. From 

these approaches a third approach, namely the interactionist approach, has arisen. This 

can be seen as a combination between the other two approaches. 

3.4.1 The Trait Approach 

The trait approach is viewed as the underlying model in personality theory and research 

(Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982, p 176). Wiggins (1980, p 320) regarded traits as 

"organised dispositions" of an individual that are believed to be relatively universal 

across a variety of different situations. Examples of traits are personality characteristics, 

such as dependability, tenacity or calmness. Mischel (1968, pp 5-6) pointed out that a 

primary objective of the trait approach is to obtain a personality structure of a person 

44 



and to compare individuals according to trait dimensions. Trait theorists believe that 

differences between individuals should emerge in the same situation (Bowers, 1973, 

p 318). The assessment centre is thus perceived as an instrument for generating and 

observing behaviours that are directly related to the underlying characteristics of an 

assessee. 

3.4.2 The Situational Approach 

In the 1960s, the trait theory received much criticism from behaviourally oriented 

psychologists (Bandura, 1969; Mischel, 1968; Peterson, 1968). The three fundamental 

points of criticism against the trait approach were (1) that traits appeared to be more 

consistent than what they were in reality, (2) that the dispositional quality of trait 

constructs were based upon circular reasoning and (3) that situational factors were not 

considered in the trait approach (Wiggins, 1980, p 378). These disagreements with the 

trait approach lead to the development of the situational approach. 

In contrast to trait theorists, who claim that behaviour is relatively consistent across 

exercises (Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982, p 176), situational theorists believe that 

individual behaviour differs from one situation to the next, but remains relatively stable 

within similar situations (Bowers, 1973, p 318). Whereas trait theorists describe 

personality characteristics, situational theorists describe the behaviour as it is perceived. 

A trait theorist would view a person as 'honest', for example, whereas the situational 

theorist would say that the person is telling the truth under the circumstances in which 

the behaviour occurs (Bouwers, 1973, p 309). In the assessment centre context, the 

situational approach revolves around the assumption that the rating obtained is 

indicative of the congruence of the assessee's behaviour with role expectations within a 

specific exercise (Russell, 1987, p 817). 
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3.4.3 The lnteractionist Approach 

The interactionist approach can be seen as a fusion of the trait approach and the 

situational approach. The underlying assumption on which this approach is built, holds 

that neither traits nor situation specificity should be emphasised as the determinant of 

behaviour, but rather the interaction of these two factors (Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982, 

p 176). Endler and Magnusson (1976, p 958) suggested that behaviour entails a 

continuous interaction between individuals and the situations in which they find 

themselves. It is therefore important that both the person variables and environmental 

variables should be considered to understand the person-situation interaction (Mischel, 

1977, p 338). 

3.4.4 The Application of These Theories in Assessment Centres 

During the administration of a 'typical' assessment centre, observers assess candidates 

on specific dimensions (Zedeck, 1986, p 246). These dimensions measure traits like 

decision making, planning, organising or leadership. After each exercise, the 

behavioural observations are categorised as dimensions (Thornton & Byham, 1982, 

p 220). Thereafter the behavioural evidence is reviewed and ratings are consequently 

made for the different dimensions. After completion of all the exercises, assessors 

integrate the data to arrive at a preliminary dimension rating, which represents 

consensus ratings for each trait across all exercises. Sackett and Dreher (1982, p 402) 

pointed out that in some assessment centres, the behavioural evidence is not evaluated 

after every exercise, but is only reviewed after completion of the last exercise. 

From the above, it becomes apparent that dimensions play a central role in the 

processing of behavioural data in typical assessment centres. As these dimensions are 

measure traits, the 'typical' assessment centre therefore leans heavily on the trait 

approach. 
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3.5 THE PROBLEM OF CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 

In chapter two, the success of assessment centres was addressed. Many studies (e.g. 

Gaugler et al, 1987; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmitt et al, 1984a; Spangenberg et al, 

1989) were referred to which demonstrated that assessment centres have high predictive 

validities. However, little is known about why assessment centre ratings have predictive 

value and what precisely they measure (Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Neidig & Neidig, 

1984; Sackett & Dreher, 1982, 1984). 

3.5.1 Theoretical Assumptions 

To gain more insight into what a test (or in this case the assessment centre) measures, its 

construct validity needs to be established (Kerlinger, 1986, p 420). Construct validity is 

shown by convergent and discriminant validities (Kerlinger, 1986, p 421 ). Convergent 

validity refers to the similarity of the same or related constructs collected from different 

sources in different ways (Kerlinger, 1986, p 421). Discriminant validity refers to an 

empirical differentiation of a construct from similar constructs, as well as the 

identification of what is umelated to the construct (Kerlinger, 1986, p 421 ). 

A useful method for examining construct validity is the multitrait-multimethod matrix 

(Campbell and Fiske, 1959). To prove the underlying dimensionality of traits in tests (in 

this case an assessment centre) requires a demonstration of convergent and discriminant 

validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p 81). According to this method, Campbell and Fiske 

(1959, p 82) suggested that convergent validity is shown by high correlations between 

ratings of the same ability across different methods of measurement. For typical 

assessment centres, convergent validity will therefore be indicated by high correlations 

between ratings of the same dimension across different exercises (see Appendix C). 

Discriminant validity is demonstrated by trait ratings that correlate higher with ratings 

of the same trait across different methods than with ratings of other traits within the 

same method (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p 83). For typical assessment centres, 

discriminant validity will therefore be shown by dimension ratings that correlate higher 
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with ratings of the same dimension across different exercises, than with ratings of other 

dimensions within the same exercise. 

3.5.2 Empirical Findings 

Two types of studies rendered important information regarding assessment centre 

exercise and dimension ratings. These are correlational and factor analytical studies. 

(a) Correlational Studies 

In the present study, much use will be made of the concepts 'ratings of different 

dimensions within the same exercises ' and 'ratings of the same dimensions across 

different exercises'. To simplify these wordy concepts, 'ratings of different dimensions 

within the same exercises' will be referred to as 'within-exercise ratings' or 'WER '. 

'Ratings of the same dimensions across different exercises' will be referred to as 

'across-exercise ratings' or 'AER '. 

In contrast to the theoretical assumptions on which the assessment centre is founded, 

research studies demonstrated repeatedly that correlations between within-exercise 

ratings (WER) were higher than correlations between across-exercise ratings (AER). 

Russell (1987) compared WER and AER to self-ratings of interpersonal behaviour, that 

are considered to be important in managerial tasks. He reported that dimensional ratings 

discriminate between exercises and converge within exercises (Russell, 1987, p 821). 

Robertson et al (1987) analysed the results of four different assessment centres. They 

reported very low positive correlations between AER and notably high correlations 

between WER (Robertson et al, 1987, p 189). Similarly, Silverman et al (1986, p 571) 

reported higher intercorrelations between WER than between AER. Bycio et al (1987) 

analysed the results of a one-day assessment centre and found that the average 

correlations of WER were considerably higher than the average correlations of AER. 

48 

.. 
l 



In a more recent study, Joyce et al (1994) examined two different types of assessment 

centres for middle managers in the US government. The first assessment centre 

contained four exercises that measured seven traits, like oral communication or problem 

detection. The second assessment centre also comprised four exercises. These, however, 

measured general managerial tasks, like structuring and staffing tasks, performance 

management, and the handling of information and daily problems. The authors reported 

low convergent and discriminant validities for dimension ratings of both types of 

assessment centres. Finally, Sackett and Dreher (1982) analysed the data of three 

different assessment centres and found that WER correlated more highly than AER. 

They concluded that the results do not support the assumption that the dimensional 

scores that are generated in the assessment centre represent traits (Sackett and Dreher, 

1982, p 409). 

The findings of all the above-mentioned studies indicate high correlations between 

WER (mean r = 0,59) and relatively low correlations between AER (mean r = 0,27) 

(Table 5 presents a summary of the research findings). In view of the theoretical 

assumptions discussed above, these findings suggest relatively poor construct validity of 

the assessment centre. No research was found in which significantly different results 

were reported, i.e. that correlations between AER were higher than the correlations 

between WER. 

Considering the findings of their 1982 research study, Sackett and Dreher (1984, p 189) 

questioned the significance of dimension ratings. They suggested that the assessment 

process should be changed to increase job-relatedness and ultimately to achieve better 

results. They recommended that the focus should fall on the measurement of 

effectiveness in several important managerial roles instead of dimensions (Sackett & 

Dreher, 1984, p 189). Sackett and Dreher (1984, p 190) further proposed that exercises 

should be used as a basis for ratings and suggested that dimensions, if used at all, should 

only serve as guides for assessors to record and categorise behaviours and to provide 

feedback to participants. 
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Table 5 

Average Intercorrelations of Dimension Ratings and Exercise Ratings of Previous 
Assessment Centre Studies 

AUTHORS INTERCORRELATIONS INTERCORRELATIONS 
WITIDN DIMENSIONS WITHIN EXERCISES 
(MONOTRAIT- (HETEROTRAIT-
HETEROMETHOD) MONOMETHOD) 

Bycio et al (1987) 0,36 0,75 

Joyce et al (1994) 0,22 0,44 
0,10 0,29 

Robertson et al (1987) 0,28 0,64 
0,26 0,66 
0,23 0,60 

Russell (1987) 0,25 0,53 

Sackett & Dreher (1982) 0,07 0,64 
0,11 0,40 
0,51 0,65 

Silverman et al (1986) 0,54 0,65 
0,37 0,68 

Mean 0,27 0,59 

SD 0,17 0,14 

(b) Factor Analytical Studies 

Some researchers (Bycio et al, 1987; Fletcher & Dulewicz, 1984; Joyce et al, 1994; 

Robertson et al, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; Silverman et al, 1986) conducted factor 

analytical studies on assessment centre results. All above-mentioned researchers 

concluded that the underlying factors represent exercises rather than dimensions. 

Schneider and Schmitt (1992, p 32) believed that these findings are so convincing that 

they regarded them as a "robust finding" in assessment centre research. 

Furthermore, factor analytical studies consistently showed loadings on only a few 

factors (Russell, 1985; Sackett & Hakel, 1979). Some researchers (Borman, 1982; 
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Russell, 1985; Sackett & Hakel, 1979) even found that dimension ratings are dominated 

by only a single factor. 

3.5.3 Possible Explanations For These Findings 

Many examples were provided for the phenomenon of higher correlations between 

WER than between AER. Possible causes will consequently be discussed. It should be 

noted that these factors may not only affect the assessment centre ratings directly, but 

they may also influence each other. 

(a) The Method 

Silverman et al (1986, p 567) claimed that the assessment method has a distinct 

influence on the results. They believed that different assessment methods may force the 

assessor to process information in different ways, which may consequently affect the 

ratings. One example is the method that is followed to arrive at dimensional ratings. The 

study of Sackett and Dreher (1982), for example, was based on data of assessment 

centres in which candidates were rated on the dimensions after completion of each 

exercise. Sackett and Dreher (1982, p 402) pointed out that in many assessment centres, 

the evaluation is postponed until after the last exercise. It is especially this 

methodological difference that Silverman et al (1986, p 567) believed to be critical. 

They hypothesised that rating assessees after every exercise may lead assessors to think 

more in terms of exercises, whereas rating assessees only after completion of the last 

exercise may lead them to think more in terms of dimensions (Silverman et al, 1986, 

p 575). 

(b) Difficulty of the Rating Process 

Several researchers (Dreher & Sackett, 1981; Sackett, 1987; Sackett & Hakel, 1979) 

suggested that rating candidates according to dimensions is a very complex task, which 

may consequently affect the construct and criterion-related validities of assessment 
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centres. Goodge (1988, p 24) further argued that although assessors can judge overall 

performance on exercises, they find it difficult to break overall performance down into 

separate skills. As a result of this difficulty, assessors make errors when rating 

candidates. Finally, Russell (1985, p 743) concluded that research findings suggest that 

assessors are unable to rate candidates as assessment centre designers had originally 

intended. 

( c) Halo Effect 

The halo effect occurs when raters assign ratings that are based on a global impression 

of an assessee (Robbins, 1993, p 141). Several authors (Cooper, 1981; Hinrichs & 

Haanpera, 1976; McEvoy et al, 1987; Robertson et al, 1987; Turnage & Muchinsky, 

1982, 1984) reported that a high halo is present in assessment centres. McEvoy et al 

(1987, p 104) found that assessment centre dimensions were highly intercorrelated and 

concluded that this indicates the presence of a strong halo effect. Robertson et al (1987, 

pp 191-192) viewed the halo effect as one of the two main factors for the high WER that 

they obtained in a study. 

Authors offered the following explanations for the presence of a high halo between 

assessment centre ratings: 

(i) Undersampling 

Undersampling refers to an insufficient sample of behaviour that candidates exhibit 

(Cooper, 1981, p 220). Cooper (1981, p 220) believed that inadequate samples of ratee 

behaviour may cause observers to base their ratings on general impression. Based on 

their own beliefs about how categories may co-vary, assessors may include observations 

that are both relevant and irrelevant to the category. 
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(ii) Poor Rating Scales or Categories 

Nathan and Lord (1983, p 9) stated that most research on halo indicated that halo arises 

because rating scales are ambiguous and misunderstood by raters. Cooper (1981, p 220) 

maintained that the primary problem with rating scales is that the categories lack 

concreteness and consequently lead assessors to group remotely related observations 

together. Joyce et al (1994, p 119) believed that a further cause for high halo may be the 

difference that can exist between theoretical definitions of the dimensions and the 

operational definitions that raters use during assessment centres. Cooper (1981, p 220) 

suggested that these problems can largely be avoided if categories are concrete, highly 

descriptive and scientifically developed. 

(iii) Assessor Incompetence 

Cooper (1981, p 220) believed that a further cause for halo may be the rater's 

insufficient effort, or lack of sensitivity to the categories. Bretz et al (1992, p 326) 

supported this view by stating that halo may be related to the inability of assessors to 

classify accurately. Other possible causes for this may be that raters do not benefit much 

from additional training (Dugan, 1988, p 747), or that they simply are not able to judge 

candidates as they were instructed to do (Russell, 1985; Sackett & Hakel, 1979). 

(iv) Cognitive Distortion 

This category differs from the assessor incompetence-explanation in that cognitive 

distortion refers to the limitations of human cognition in terms of memory and 

information processing ability, and not to the lack of motivation or sensitivity of 

observers. Cooper (1981, p 220) believed that assessors distort observations when 

storing them. This causes them to lose detailed information and add new information. 

He claimed that raters add information that is congruent with their beliefs about 

category co-variance. A further human limitation was suggested by Gaugler and 

Thornton (1989, p 617), who reported that raters have a limited ability to process 

information. Processing much information simultaneously may therefore make it 
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impossible for raters to meet the cognitive demand placed upon them. This in turn 

reduces the rating accuracy (Gaugler & Thornton, 1989, p 617). 

(v) Poor Job Knowledge or Ratee Performance-Relevant Information 

Kozlowski and Kirsch (1987, p 259) and Kozlowski, Kirsch and Chao (1986, p 48) 

found that assessors, who lacked job knowledge or performance-relevant information 

about the ratee, showed more halo than did assessors who had more information. They 

claimed that assessors who have more information are more sensitive to performance 

differences of ratees and are therefore able to differentiate better between different 

dimensions. 

( d) True Relationship Between Dimensions 

This concerns the correlations of WER. Several authors (Cooper, 1981; Robertson et al, 

1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982) believed that not all dimensions are totally independent. 

It is therefore possible that the manifested relationship between different dimensions 

may reflect a true relationship between them. Positive correlations between dimensions 

can therefore be expected. 

Sackett and Dreher (1982, p 409) pointed out that although it is desirable to discriminate 

between dimensions, there are no clear criteria to judge whether the correlations 

between them are too high. 

(e) Overlapping Dimensions 

Sackett and Dreher (1982, p 408) believed that it is obvious that dimensions of 

managerial performance are not entirely mutually exclusive. Positive correlations 

between dimensions can therefore be expected. Of importance is the magnitude of the 

correlation. If a large overlap exists between two or three dimensions (which will be 

reflected in high correlations between these dimensions), it could be argued that this 
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overlap may indicate that the dimensions should be reduced to a single dimension, for 

example. Fewer dimensions will ultimately reduce the cognitive demands on assessors, 

thereby reducing cognitive biases (Gaugler & Thornton, 1989, p 617). 

(t) Situationality 

In early studies, Bray and Grant (1966) and Wollowick and McNamara (1969) already 

determined that exercises contribute differently to the validity of assessment centres. 

Many researchers (Bycio et al, 1987; Gaugler & Rudolph, 1992; Neidig & Neidig, 

1984; Sackett & Dreher, 1982, 1984; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982) have since reported 

that assessment centres are influenced by situational factors. Several authors (Neidig & 

Neidig, 1984; Sackett & Dreher, 1982; Turnage & Muchinsky, 1982) also stated that 

candidates may perform differently in different exercises. 

Neidig and Neidig (1984, p 184) identified three possible factors that may be 

responsible for the above-mentioned research findings. Firstly, they believed that the 

inconsistencies in the assessees' assessment centre ratings across different exercises 

may be caused by rater error (this was already addressed above). Secondly, they 

suggested that candidates may be inconsistent in their performance (Neidig and Neidig, 

1984, p 184). Some individuals may perform better in a competitive exercise than in a 

collaborative exercise, for example. In this case, the inconsistencies between exercises 

are real and do not exist as a result of a measurement error. Finally, Bycio et al (1987, 

p 470) and Neidig and Neidig (1984, p 184) pointed out that even though exercises may 

be similar in their structures, they may differ in content. Bycio et al (1987, p 470) 

reported that their research findings indicated that these content differences may be the 

central factor for explaining the situationality. 

Murphy (1988, p 233) argued that the explanation that Neidig and Neidig (1984, p 184) 

offered for situationality, implies that dimensions are necessarily unstable. This, 

however, directly contradicts the underlying assumptions of the trait approach, upon 

which the assessment centre is based (see 3.4.1). This argument suggests that either the 
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situational factor in assessment centres is not as strong in reality as it is claimed to be in 

the literature, or that the value of the trait theory, upon which assessment centre 

dimensions are based, must be questioned. 

(g) Low lnterrater Reliability 

Sackett and Dreher (1982, p 406) pointed out that candidates are rated by different 

observers in different exercises. Even though candidates may exhibit consistent 

behaviours across exercises, rating may differ due to varying standards that different 

raters apply. In separate research studies, Bycio et al (1987, p 470) and Robertson et al 

(1987, p 191) concluded that the existing variance in ratings cannot solely be ascribed to 

rater differences, however. Thornton (1992, p 119) analysed several research studies, in 

which assessor reliability was investigated. He concluded that although some variability 

was evident in the results, assessor reliability was at an acceptable level. From the 

above, it thus seems unlikely that poor assessor reliability is the primary factor for high 

correlations between WER. 

(h) Opportunity for Manifestation of Behaviour 

Several authors (Bycio et al, 1987; Reilly, Henry & Smither, 1990; Sackett & Dreher, 

1982) believed that not all exercises provide the same opportunity for a candidate to 

exhibit behaviours that would be classified under a specific dimension. If an exercise 

provides limited opportunities for displaying a specific behaviour, the candidates' 

decisions whether to utilise the opportunity, or to forego it, may have a great bearing on 

the trait ratings that they receive in an exercise. This problem is particularly significant 

in assessment centres, as those used by Bycio et al (1987), Robertson et al (1987) and 

Russell (1987), where assessors must rate all dimensions in every exercise. This 

problem does not occur if sufficient opportunity exists for the assessee to exhibit 

sufficient behavioural examples for the dimensions that are measured. Cooper (1981, 

p 220) saw the lack of opportunity for the manifestation of behaviour as a possible cause 
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of halo-error, because he believed that raters have to rely more on global impressions 

and draw more conclusions from behaviours that are less dimension-specific. 

3.5.4 Conclusion 

Numerous research studies were reviewed that compared the correlations between WER 

and AER. All studies surveyed showed that WER correlated higher than AER. Of 

particular significance is the absence of studies throughout the literature that showed 

opposing results. Furthermore, many factor analytical studies on assessment centre 

results revealed that the underlying factors represent tasks rather than traits. Again, no 

studies were discovered that exhibited trait factors. These findings contradict the 

theoretical assumptions on which the assessment centre is based. Several authors 

suggested that rating errors may inherently be caused by the rating process of 

dimension-based assessment centres. Examples are the difficulty of the rating process 

(Dreher & Sackett, 1981; Goodge, 1988), poorly defined rating scales or categories 

(Joyce et al, 1994; Nathan & Lord, 1983), or limited opportunity for candidates to 

demonstrate specific behaviour for certain dimensions (Bycio et al, 1987; Reilly et al, 

1990; Sackett & Dreher, 1982). 

The above-mentioned research findings led social scientists (e.g. Schmidt, Ones & 

Hunter, 1992) to question the construct validity of assessment centres. From these 

findings, researchers (Sackett & Dreher, 1982, 1984; Russell, 1987; Silverman et al, 

1986) speculated that assessme~t centres should be based on exercises, rather than on 

dimensions. In view of the primary purpose of the assessment centre, namely to predict 

future job performance, the question that thus arises in this regard is how this suggested 

methodological change affects the predictive validity of assessment centres. In other 

words, whether an assessment centre that is based on task ratings predicts future 

managerial performance more accurately than an assessment centre that is based on trait 

ratings. 
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3.6 EMPIRICAL STUDIES COMPARING THE PREDICTIVE 

VALIDITY OF TRAIT RATINGS AND TASK RATINGS OF 

ASSESSMENT CENTRES 

Research studies in which assessment centres based on task ratings and assessment 

centres based on trait ratings were compared in terms of their predictive validities, are 

limited. McEvoy (1985) compared task ratings of an assessment centre to trait ratings of 

another assessment centre. One assessment centre was based on 'typical' trait ratings (as 

discussed in Thornton & Byham, 1982). The other assessment centre contained task 

ratings and comprised five exercises, but did not include any dimensions. Candidates 

merely received a global rating for their task performance in each exercise. McEvoy 

(1985, p 170) reported higher validity coefficients for the assessment centre that 

contained trait ratings. The differences between predictive and concurrent validities of 

the two assessment centres were not significant, however. 

In another study, Tziner (1984) compared task ratings (i.e. exercise ratings) to the trait 

ratings (i.e. dimension ratings) of the same assessment centre. The assessment centre 

that he used in his research was based on 'typical' trait dimensions. In addition to the 

trait ratings that observers had to award after each exercise, they were instructed to 

award an overall performance rating for each candidate on each exercise. Tziner (1984) 

averaged the overall performance ratings obtained for all exercises to arrive at what he 

referred to as a situational exercise score. He found that the situational exercise score 

was the most accurate predictor of training performance (Tziner, 1984, p 155). 

Regarding the prediction of job performance, Tziner (1984, p 152) reported non

significant differences between the task ratings (r = 0,18) and trait ratings (r = 0,20). 

Konz (1988) conducted a study, that was similar to that of Tziner (1984). She also 

compared task ratings to the trait ratings of a 'typical' dimension-based assessment 

centre. In this assessment centre, the observers also awarded a rating of each candidate's 

effectiveness in completing each exercise. Konz (1988, p 128) concluded that trait 

ratings and task ratings did not differ significantly in predicting job performance. 
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In a more recent study, however, Russell and Domm (1995) found large differences 

between the predictive validities of trait ratings and task ratings. The authors reported 

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 

between trait ratings and the same performance ratings (r = 0,138; r = 0,143). 

The findings of the latest study therefore do not support the findings of the first three 

studies that compared the predictive validities between assessment centre trait ratings 

and assessment centre task ratings. Whereas the authors of the first three studies (Konz, 

1988; McEvoy, 1985; Tziner, 1984) reported non-significant differences between the 

predictive validities of the trait ratings and task ratings, Russell and Domm (1995) 

reported higher predictive validities for task ratings. 

Given the limited number of studies in this field, it seems premature to draw any 

conclusions from the existing research findings. Furthermore, all of the above

mentioned studies contain limitations in their research designs, which may have affected 

the results. Firstly, Konz (1988) and Tziner (1984) compared trait ratings and task 

ratings of assessment centres that were only designed to elicit trait ratings. As a result, 

the trait effect that prevailed in the assessment centres may have affected the task 

ratings. Secondly, McEvoy (1985) compared the results between a trait ratings of an 

assessment centre to task ratings of another assessment centre. Different candidates 

were observed in the assessment centres. Furthermore, McEvoy (1985) conducted the 

assessment centres in which task ratings were used two years after the assessment 

centres in which trait ratings were used. This provides much room for moderator 

variables to affect the results, as two different sets of candidates and assessment periods 

may introduce additional variance into the research. Finally, Konz (1988) and Tziner 

(1984) compared clinically derived trait ratings to mechanically derived task ratings. 

Russell and Domm (1995), on the contrary, compared mechanically derived trait ratings 

to clinically derived task ratings. Naturally this makes the comparison between trait 

ratings and task ratings difficult, as the effect of mechanic and clinical derivations was 

unknown. Both studies therefore contained uncontrolled moderator variables. The effect 

of these moderator variables on the research results is unknown, however. As a result of 
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the above-mentioned restraints, it cannot be argued that these results provide conclusive 

findings. To date, no studies were found, in which the predictive validities between 

assessment centre task ratings and trait ratings were compared under the same 

conditions. 

3.7 SUMMARY 

In this chapter the characteristics and applications of assessment centres were discussed. 

This was followed by an explanation of the underlying theories on which the assessment 

centre is based. Thereafter, the problem of construct validity of assessment centres was 

illustrated. The chapter was ended with a review of studies in which the predictive 

validities between assessment centre trait ratings and task ratings were compared. 

This chapter concludes the literature survey on the measurement of managerial 

performance, assessment centres, and more particularly the construct validity and 

predictive validity of assessment centres. The following chapters present information 

from an empirical study in which the predictive validities between assessment centre 

trait ratings and task ratings were compared. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter, the methodology of the empirical research will be discussed. Firstly, a 

hypothesis will be formulated. Secondly, the research sample and setting will be 

discussed. Thirdly, the measuring instruments used in the present study will be 

discussed. Thereafter, the moderator variables in the present study will be highlighted. 

The chapter will be concluded by a discussion on the research design and procedure 

which was used in the present study. 

4.1 GENERAL HYPOTHESIS 

Considering the literature survey of the previous chapters, the following hypothesis was 

formulated: 

There is no difference between the predictive validities of assessment centre 

trait ratings and assessment centre task ratings. 

4.2 SAMPLE AND SETTING 

The data used in the present study were collected over a six-year period in a service 

organisation in which an assessment centre is used to select middle managers for 

promotion to the next-higher managerial level. The sample for the study included 97 

subjects, namely 4 white female and 93 white male subjects. All subjects had a 

minimum qualification of matric. At the time the assessment centres were conducted, 

the mean age of the candidates was 35,9 years (SD= 3,6) and their average employment 

period in the organisation was 13,6 years (SD = 4,0). 
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Between the introduction of the assessment centre in 1989 and the criterion 

measurement (in December 1995), 626 middle managers had participated in it. Out of 

the 626 participants, only 98 members were promoted to the target middle management 

level before July 1995 and were still employed in the organisation by December 1995. 

From the 98 potential members, one refused to be included in the study, thus reducing 

the sample to 97 members. 

The focus of the present study was to determine how accurately the assessment centre 

predicts job performance at the next-higher managerial level. For managers to be 

promoted to the target management level, they had to meet three criteria. Firstly, they 

had to obtain a minimum aggregate score of 60 percent in their assessment centre. 

Secondly, they had to successfully complete a residential management development 

course. The objective of this course was to provide candidates with the necessary 

knowledge and skills to function at the following managerial level (for which they were 

assessed in the assessment centre). Finally, suitable positions had to be available for 

candidates (Figure 2 illustrates the process from the assessment centre to the criterion 

measurement). 

Figure 2. Stages from Assessment Centre to Criterion Measurement 

PREDICTOR 

Assessment 
Centre 

Attend Prepatory 
Development Course 

Residential 
Development 

Course 

Not Promoted 

Promotion 

Yes 

CRITERION 

Job Performance 

Measure Job 
Performance 

Candidates generally had to wait relatively long for their promotions. The average time 

span between the assessment centre and the promotion to the target managerial position 
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was 3 7 months (SD = 20 months). Three candidates who were included in the sample 

waited 72 months until they were promoted. The phenomenon that only 98 out of the 

original 626 candidates reached the target managerial level, suggests that many 

candidates did not meet the three requirements which were stated above, or they may 

have left the organisation before the criterion measurement. The mean time span 

between a candidate's participation in the assessment centre and the subsequent 

criterion measurement was 67 months (SD= 16 months). 

4.3 PREDICTOR MEASURE 

The instrument which was used as a predictor was a middle-management assessment 

centre. 

4.3.1 The Assessment Centre 

(a) Development of the Assessment Centre 

The assessment centre was developed according to the steps and guidelines proposed by 

Thornton and Byham (1982). Several adjustments were undertaken, however, to 

accommodate the unique needs of the organisation. 

The first step in the development of the assessment centre entailed a job analysis. Three 

methods were employed to collect information, namely the ST AR (Situation, Task, 

Action, Result) interview method, the repertory grid technique (Stewart & Stewart, 

1976) and the critical incidents technique (Flanagan, 1954). From the job analysis, 12 

dimensions were obtained, which were considered to be important for job success in the 

target managerial level (see Table 6). Experienced middle managers in the organisation 

were requested to rate each dimension according to its importance and frequency of use. 

Averages were then calculated for each dimension for the criteria "importance" and 
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"frequency of use". The information was then presented to top management, who made 

a final qualitative decision on the weights of each of the 12 dimensions. This decision 

was based on their personal experiences and the obtained ratings. These dimensional 

weights were used in the assessment centre to mechanically determine the overall 

assessment rating. 

Table 6 

Dimensions Assessed in Each Situational Exercise 

DIMENSIONS IN- ANALYTICAL COMPETITIVE COLLABO- INTERVIEW 
TRAY PROBLEM GROUP RATIVE 

DISCUSSION GROUP 
DISCUSSION 

Analytical Ability x x x 
Judgment x x x 
Decisiveness x x 
Planning & Organising x x x 
Delegating x 
Controlling x x 
Group Leadership x x 
Individual Leadership x x 
Tenacity x x x 
Negotiation Skills x x x 
Oral Communication x x x 
Written x x 
Communication 

The assessment centre comprised five situational exercises, which were primarily 

developed in accordance with the guidelines provided by Thornton and Byham (1982). 

The exercises comprised an in-tray, a written analytical problem, two leaderless group 

discussions (competitive and collaborative) and a role-played interview. Table 6 

presents an overview of the dimensions which were measured in different exercises. 

From the table, it become apparent that not all dimensions were measured in each 

exercise. 

64. 



(b) The Assessor Team 

The assessor team comprised an administrator, a co-ordinator, observers and clerical 

support staff. During each assessment centre, eight observers assessed 16 candidates. 

Four observers were psychologists or psychometrists and four were middle- or senior

level managers. Four observer teams, each consisting of one psychologist/psychometrist 

and one manager, were established to assess four specific candidates. New observers 

attended a 3-day training programme prior to the assessment centre was conducted, 

whereas experienced observers participated in a 1-day refresher course before each 

assessment centre. 

(c) The Assessment Process 

The assessment centre extended over 3Yz days, but entailed additional post-assessment 

administration, which lasted a further two days. 

(i) Day 1 

Three exercises took place on the first day, namely the in-tray exercise, the analytical 

problem exercise and the collaborative group discussion. 

(ii) Day 2 

During the second day, the remammg two exercises took place. These were the 

competitive group discussion and the individual interview. 

(iii) Day 3 

On the third day, administrators and observers integrated all assessment data which 

were collected during the previous two days. The ratings which were awarded in the 

exercises were discussed per candidate, to arrive at a consensus rating for each 
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dimension. During this stage, observers may have been required to provide behavioural 

examples to motivate their ratings. Once the observers reached consensus for all 

dimension scores for a candidate, they discussed the data of the next candidate in the 

same way. After all the consensus dimension scores were established for all candidates, 

observers compiled a detailed report for each candidate. 

(iv) Day 4 

On the last day, observers gave individual feedback to the candidates whom they 

assessed. They only discussed the performance of candidates in terms of their strengths 

and weaknesses, but neither disclosed their ratings nor informed them whether they met 

the minimum selection requirement for the subsequent management development 

course. 

(v) Post Assessment Administration 

After completion of the assessment centre, the administrator determined the overall 

assessment ratings and informed the candidates about their results through formal 

communication channels. 

(vi) Rating of Candidates 

During the administration of the assessment centre, observers recorded each candidate's 

behaviour in every exercise. On the basis of the recorded information, candidates were · 

rated on a 10-point scale for each dimension which was measured in each respective 

exercise (see Table 7). The consensus dimension ratings which were obtained after 

completion of all exercises, were also based on this 10-point scale. 
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Table 7 

10-Point Rating Scale Used to Rate Dimensions During Each Situational Exercise 

RATING DESCRIPTION 
1 Dimension not shown by candidate 

2 Deficiencies exist 
3 Deficiencies exist 

4 Less than satisfactory 
5 Less than satisfactory 

6 Satisfactory 
7 Satisfactory 

8 More than satisfactory 
9 More than satisfactory 

10 Excellent 

(d) Ratings Used in the Assessment Centre 

(i) Average Dimension Ratings 

Average dimension ratings were only derived for research purposes and were not used 

during the administration of the assessment centre. All 12 assessment centre dimensions 

were used in the present study. An average dimension rating was determined for each 

assessment centre dimension and reflects the arithmetic mean of the ratings obtained for 

each dimension across all exercises (see Appendix D). 

(ii) Average Exercise Ratings 

As with average dimension ratings, average exercise ratings were only derived for 

research purposes and were not used during the administration of the assessment centre. 

All five assessment centre exercises were used in the present study. An average exercise 

rating was determined for each exercise by calculating the arithmetic mean from the 

ratings which were obtained across all dimensions in each respective exercise (see 

Appendix D). 

67 



(iii) Consensus Dimension Ratings 

The consensus dimension ratings are the qualitative counterparts of the mechanically 

derived dimension ratings and were used during the assessment centre administration as 

a basis for determining the overall assessment rating. 

(iv) Overall Assessment Ratings 

In the assessment centre, the overall assessment rating (OAR) was used as predictor of 

job performance at the next-higher managerial level. The OAR was not determined 

according to the guidelines presented by Thornton (1992). It was instead derived 

mechanically by multiplying the consensus dimension ratings with their predetermined 

numerical weights (in 4.3.1 (a) the development of these weights was discussed). The 

weighted dimension ratings were consequently added to arrive at a score from a total of 

850 points. This score was expressed as a percentage of the maximum obtainable score 

(see Appendix C), which is referred to as the overall assessment rating. 

( e) Statistical Characteristics of the Assessment Centre 

Table 8 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of the assessment centre 

exercises, dimensions and OAR. The mean scores of exercises ranged between 5,95 and 

7,46 with the standard deviations ranging from 1,05 to 1,19. The mean scores of the 

dimensions ranged between 6,63 and 7 ,81 and the standard deviations ranged between 

0,81 and 1,78. 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations of Assessment Centre Exercises, Dimensions and OAR 

VARIABLES MEAN SD 
Exercises In-tray 7,46 1,18 

Analytical Problem 5,95 1,18 
Competitive Group Discussion 7,17 1,05 
Collaborative Group Discussion 6,98 1,16 
Interview 7,05 1,19 

Dimensions Analytical Ability 7,06 0,87 
Judgment 6,63 0,91 
Decisiveness 7,31 1,57 
Planning & Organising 6,75 1,01 
Delegating 7,81 1,78 
Controlling 6,74 1,59 
Group Leadership 7,07 1,04 
Individual Leadership 7,08 1,54 
Tenacity 7,07 0,97 
Negotiation Skills 6,90 1,08 
Oral Communication 7,20 1,00 
Written Communication 6,81 0,81 

OAR 70,57 8,01 
n= 97 

Table 9 shows the correlations between assessment centre dimensions, exercises and the 

OAR. The majority of dimension and exercise ratings correlated significantly with each 

other (p < 0,05). All dimension and exercise ratings correlated significantly with the 

OAR (p < 0,01). 
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Table 9 

Intercorrelations between Assessment Centre Exercises, Dimensions and OAR 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
Exercises In-tray ----

2 Analytical Problem 0,17 
3 Competitive Group Discussion 0,11 0,05 
4 Collaborative Group 0,02 -0,06 0,57*** 

Discussion 
5 Interview 0,33** 0,15 0,35*** 0,12 

6 Dimensions Analytical Ability 0,40*** 0,57*** 0,05 -0,06 0,57*** 
7 Judgment 0,48*** 0,54*** 0,21* 0,13 0,62*** 0,73*** 
8 Decisiveness 0,49*** 0,16 0,21* 0,13 0,64*** 0,49*** 0,37*** 
9 Planning & Organising 0,58*** 0,49*** 0,18 0,02 0,59*** 0,62*** 0,66*** 0,38*** 

10 Delegating 0,51*** -0,12 0,17 0,07 0,10 -0,03 0,06 0,13 0,27** 
11 Controlling 0,48*** 0,08 0,14 0,06 0,66*** 0,30** 0,37*** 0,48*** 0,50*** 0,17 
12 Group Leadership 0,13 -0,06 0,77*** 0,81*** 0,25* 0,10 0,01 0,23* 0,13 0,18 0,15 
13 Individual Leadership 0,49*** 0,20 0,25* -0,06 0,64*** 0,37*** 0,51*** 0,39*** 0,39*** 0,15 0,42*** 0,12 

-l 
14 Tenacity 0,22* 0,08 0,70*** 0,66*** 0,63*** 0,32** 0,30** 0,41*** 0,33** 0,13 0,41*** 0,70*** 0,38*** 

0 15 Negotiation Skills 0,20 0, 11 0,74*** 0,77*** 0,12 0,21* 0,22* 0,32** 0,32** 0,12 0,37*** 0,82*** 0,35*** 0,81*** 
16 Oral Communication 0,18 0,02 0,76*** 0,71*** 0,68*** 0,24* 0,30** 0,23* 0,33** 0,09 0,29** 0,67*** 0,27** 0,72*** 0,73*** 
17 Written Communication 0,43*** 0,32** 0,13 0,54*** 0,47*** 0,35*** 0,39*** 0,21* 0,47*** -0,09 0,23* 0,13 0,18 0,16 0,19 0, 15 

18 OAR 0,72*** 0,26** 0,44*** 0,33** 0,73*** 0,60*** 0,61*** 0,64*** 0,71*** 0,44*** 0,62*** 0,45*** 0,61*** 0,60*** 0,58*** 0,51*** 0,33** 

n= 97 
p. < 0,001; two-tailed 
p. < 0,01; two-tailed 

p. < 0,05; two-tailed 



The results in Table 10 reflect average correlations of dimension ratings within 

exercises which were calculated on the basis of the Multitrait-Multimethod correlation 

matrix (MTMM) (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). The correlations were calculated with the 

use of Pearson's product moment correlation coefficient. The average heterotrait

monomethod correlations (i.e. within exercises) was 0,578. These correlations ranged 

from 0,249 (in-tray exercise) to 0,736 (competitive group discussion exercise). 

Table 10 

Average Correlations of Dimension Ratings Within Exercises 

EXERCISE 

In-tray 
Analytical Problem 
Competitive Group Discussion 
Collaborative Group Discussion 
Interview 
Average of Exercises 
n=97 

CORRELATIONS 
(HETEROTRAIT-MONOMETHOD) 

0,249 
0,563 
0,736 
0,664 
0,589 
0,578 

The results presented in Table 11 are average monotrait-heteromethod correlations (i.e. 

within dimensions). These correlations ranged from 0,066 (planning & organ1smg 

dimension) to 0,495 (oral communication dimension). The average monotrait

heteromethod correlation for all dimensions was 0,254. 
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Table 11 

Average Correlations of Exercise Ratings Within Dimensions 

DIMENSION 

Analytical Ability 
Judgment 
Decisiveness 
Planning & Organising 
Delegating 
Controlling 
Group Leadership 
Individual Leadership 
Tenacity 
Negotiation Skills 
Oral Communication 
Written Communication 
Average of Dimensions 

CORRELATIONS 
(MONOTRAIT-HETEROMETHOD) 

0,122 
0,103 
0,310 
0,066 

* 
0,314 
0,444 
0,143 
0,317 
0,259 
0,495 
0,148 
0,254 

* Delegating is only measured in one exercise 
n=97 

The average monotrait-heteromethod correlation (r = 0,254) was considerably lower 

than the average heterotrait-monomethod correlation (r = 0,578). These findings are 

consistent with the correlations reported in the six studies which were presented in 

Table 5 (p 50). For all six studies the average monotrait-heteromethod correlation was 

0,27 and the average heterotrait-monomethod correlation was 0,59. 

4.4 CRITERION MEASURES 

Two criterion measures were used in the present study, namely Behaviour Anchored 

Rating Scales and the Employee Rating Scale. Both instruments measure job 

performance. 

4.4.1 Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales 

Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) (Smith & Kendall, 1963) were specially 

developed to measure the job performance of middle managers who successfully 
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completed the assessment centre and were consequently promoted to the target 

management level. 

(a) The Instrument 

The BARS consisted of 39 items and measured 14 dimensions, namely analytical ability 

and judgment, decisiveness, planning, organising, delegating, controlling, sensitivity for 

external environment, foresight, organisational sensitivity, stress management, 

leadership, communication, culture sensitivity and change management. 

(b) Development of the Instrument 

The BARS were developed according to the procedure suggested by Smith and Kendall 

(1963). Four primary steps were followed in the development of the BARS. These were; 

firstly, obtaining critical incidents and performance dimensions; secondly, retranslation 

of critical incidents: thirdly, the scaling of incidents; and fourthly, the final construction 

of the instrument. 

(i) Obtaining Critical Incidents and Performance Dimensions 

This step involved two primary activities, namely the collection of critical incidents and 

the establishment of performance dimensions which were important for the target 

managerial position. 

* Collection of Critical Incidents 

This step was based on the critical incidents technique (Flanagan, 1954). Critical 

incidents were collected by generating behavioural examples of effective and ineffective 

performance (Schwab, Heneman & DeCotiis, 1975, p 550) which were considered 

relevant to the target managerial position. The data were collected in group sessions and 

individual interviews which were conducted with senior managers in the organisation. 
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The nominal group technique was used in the group sessions to obtain the required 

information, whereas the repertory grid technique (Stewart & Stewart, 1976) was used 

in individual sessions to obtain additional qualitative information. 

* Establishment of Performance Dimensions 

After the critical incidents were collected, the information on performance dimensions 

was generated. This information was collected during the same group sessions and 

individual interviews which were discussed above. 

The order in which the critical incidents and performance dimensions were collected, 

differed from the original method used by Smith and Kendall (1963), who first 

established dimensions and then gathered critical incidents. Some authors (Campbell, 

Dunnette, Arvey & Hellervik, 1973; Fogli, Hulin & Blood, 1971) criticised that by 

generating critical incidents after having established dimensions may cause members to 

be guided too much by the dimension categories which were established. They therefore 

suggested that dimensional information should be generated after collecting critical 

incidents, which will prevent members from focusing on dimensions when they 

generate critical incidents. In the present study, the process suggested by Campbell et al 

(1973) and Fogli et al (1971) was followed. 

(ii) Retranslation 

During this step, a second group of individuals possessing adequate knowledge of the 

target position was involved. The members had to categorise the critical incidents 

elicited during the previous step into the generated dimensions. This is known as 

'retranslation' (Dickinson & Zellinger, 1980; Schwab et al, 1975). A critical incident 

was retained if 60 percent or more of the members assigned it to the same dimension. A 

dimension was excluded if less than 60 percent of its critical incidents were not 

reassigned to it, or if it did not contain examples of high, medium and low performance. 
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(iii) Scaling of Incidents 

This step involved the allocation of scale values to the behavioural examples. A third 

group of senior managers was asked to rate each behavioural example on a 7-point 

scale, according to the degree to which it indicated high performance. The senior 

managers had to award each rating relative to the performance dimension in which the 

behavioural example was grouped. 

(iv) Final Construction of Instrument 

During this step, the arithmetic means and standard deviations were calculated for all 

behavioural examples. Behavioural examples with standard deviations greater than 1,5 

on a 7-point scale were eliminated, because they indicated low inter-rater agreement. 

The remaining behavioural examples were retained if at least 75 percent of the raters 

agreed on the classification of each item as an example of high, medium or low 

performance. On the 7-point scale, behavioural incidents were considered as examples 

of high performance if their mean scores ranged from 5,6 to 7,0; medium performance 

for mean scores which ranged from 3,3 to 4,7; and low performance for mean scores 

which ranged from 1,0 to 2,4. Rejected behavioural examples were reformulated and 

returned to the same raters, who again rated them on the same 7-point scale. Thereafter 

the behavioural examples were selected according to the same procedure as during the 

previous selection process. 

After the elimination of the last behavioural examples, the instrument contained 14 

dimensions which comprised 39 items. Each item consisted of three behavioural 

examples, describing high, medium and low performance. The final instrument 

comprised 5-point scales, where '1' indicated high performance '3' indicated average 

performance and '5' indicated poor performance. Furthermore, '2' referred to behaviour 

which lay between '1' and '3', and '4' referred to behaviour which lay between '3' and 

'5'. All items in the questionnaire were placed in a random order (see Appendix A). 
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(c) Statistical Characteristics of the BARS 

An internal consistency reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 0,97 was obtained 

for the BARS questionnaire, which exceeds the recommended limit of 0,80 which 

Latham and Wexley (1994, p 68) suggested. As very high intercorrelations were 

obtained between BARS dimensions (see Table 12), it was decided to collapse the 

dimensions into an overall BARS rating (see 4.6.2 (a)). As a result, consistency 

reliability coefficients were not calculated for individual dimensions. 

Table 12 presents the intercorrelations between the BARS dimensions. All dimensions 

correlated significantly with each other, with correlations ranging from 0,22 (p < 0,05) 

to 0,78 (p < 0,001). The average inter-item correlation of the BARS was 0,43. All 

dimensions correlated significantly (p < 0,001) with the Overall BARS Rating, with 

correlations ranging from 0,51 to 0,84. 

76 



-....! 
-....! 

Table 12 

Intercorrelations Between BARS Dimensions 

DIMENSION 
1 Analysis 
2 Decisiveness 
3 Planning 
4 Organising 
5 Delegation 
6 Control 
7 Leadership 
8 Foresight 
9 Change Management 

10 Communication 
11 Stress Management 
12 Culture Sensitivity 
13 Sensitivity for External Environment 
14 Organisational Sensitivity 
15 Overall BARS Rating 

n = 97 
For all correlations p < 0,05; two-tailed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

0,71 
0,60 0,71 
0,71 0,67 0,59 
0,68 0,59 0,50 0,67 
0,68 0,73 0,66 0,62 0,59 
0,63 0,46 0,44 0,69 0,67 0,44 
0,78 0,69 0,63 0,74 0,65 0,69 0,65 
0,66 0,56 0,61 0,69 0,66 0,60 0,67 0,69 
0,70 0,69 0,51 0,66 0,66 0,61 0,66 0,66 0,67 
0,71 0,57 0,43 0,70 0,65 0,49 0,70 0,65 0,61 0,59 
0,45 0,22 0,36 0,47 0,31 0,31 0,57 0,57 0,53 0,38 0,40 
0,75 0,61 0,57 0,64 0,56 0,53 0,59 0,68 0,68 0,63 0,60 0,53 
0,74 0,70 0,59 0,73 0,65 0,67 0,66 0,72 0,72 0,74 0,68 0,43 
0,84 0,74 0,63 0,81 0,81 0,73 0,82 0,81 0,82 0,76 0,75 0,51 

13 

0,69 
0,73 

14 

0,82 

MEAN 
4,06 
4,19 
4,19 
4,15 
3,95 
4,07 
3,99 
3,91 
4,04 
4,07 
4,07 
4,14 
3,99 
4,42 

159,10 

SD 
0,66 
0,73 
0,73 
0,61 
0,75 
0,64 
0,66 
0,76 
0,78 
0,73 
0,63 
0,74 
0,63 
0,71 

14,13 



4.4.2 The Employee Rating Scale 

(a) The Instrument 

The second instrument which was used in the present study to rate the job performance 

of candidates was the Employee Rating Scale (ERS) (Graen, Dansereau & Minami, 

1972). The ERS consists of seven items, each of which measures another dimension. 

These dimensions are dependability, alertness, skill in dealing with people, planning, 

know-how and judgment, overall present performance and expected future performance. 

Internal consistency reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) between 0,82 and 0,94 

were reported for the ERS (Ballantine, 1989; Scandura & Graen, 1984; Scandura, Graen 

& Novak, 1986; Vecchio, 1987). Scandura and Graen (1984, p 431) reported a test

retest reliability of 0,85 over a 6-month period. In a South African study, Ballantine 

(1989, p 69) obtained internal consistency reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) of 

between 0,75 and 0,89 (X = 0,85) and between 0,78 and 0,91 (X = 0,86) for two 

measurements. She also obtained a test-retest reliability of between 0,35 and 0,86 (X 

= 0,62) over a 3-month period. In the present study, a reliability coefficient (Cronbach's 

alpha) of 0,90 was obtained for the ERS, which is consistent with the findings which 

were reported in the above-mentioned studies. 

(b) Statistical Characteristics of the ERS 

Table 13 presents the intercorrelations between the ERS items, as well as the overall 

ERS rating. All dimensions correlated significantly with each other, with correlations 

ranging from 0,34 (p < 0,01) to 0,79 (p < 0,001). Except for the correlation between 

item 3 and item 5, all correlations obtained levels of statistical significance ofp < 0,001. 
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Table 13 

Intercorrelations Between ERS Item Scores 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MEAN SD 
Item 1 4,07 0,60 

2 Item2 0,61 4,00 0,50 
3 Item3 0,48 0,45 3,57 0,61 
4 Item4 0,71 0,59 0,37 3,88 0,55 
5 Items 0,52 0,63 0,34 0,64 4,14 0,52 
6 Item6 0,62 0,75 0,42 0,56 0,68 4,03 0,51 
7 Item 7 0,79 0,65 0,48 0,73 0,65 0,74 3,95 0,57 
8 Overall ERS Rating 0,85 0,82 0,64 0,82 0,78 0,84 0,90 27,61 3,09 
n=97 
For all correlations p < 0,01; two-tailed 

4.5 MODERATOR VARIABLES 

Cascio (1991, p 282) explained that in applied psychological research, differential 

predictability exists when the correlation between a predictor and a criterion is found to 

vary as a result of a moderator variable. Landy (1989, p 29) recommended that the 

contribution of moderator variables should always be investigated in a research design 

so that they can be ruled out in explaining effects between predictor and criterion 

variables. 

Gaugler et al (1987, p 504) investigated the effect of moderator variables on the 

predictive validity of assessment centres. Several variables were also investigated in the 

present study to determine their effect on the predictor and criterion. These were 'Year 

of Assessment Centre', 'Age at Assessment Centre', 'Age at Criterion Measurement', 

'Months of Service' and 'Months since Promotion'. Due to a lack of information, it was 

not possible to investigate all potential moderator variables, like the effect of attrition, 

for example. 
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4.5.1 Year of Assessment Centre 

McEvoy and Beatty (1989, p 45) and Thornton and Byham (1982, p 300) reported that 

the predictive validity of assessment centres increases over time. The effect that the time 

between the assessment centre and the criterion measurement has on the correlation 

between the predictor and criterion was therefore investigated in this study. Year of 

Assessment Centre represents the time span between the assessment centre and the 

criterion measurement (i.e. administration of BARS and ERS). 

4.5.2 Age at Assessment Centre 

In several studies, it was demonstrated that age correlates significantly with predictor 

and criterion measures. Burroughs, Rollins and Hopkins (1973, p 336) reported a 

correlation of -0,34 (p < 0,01) between age and assessment centre OAR. Olivier (1994, 

p 102) reported that a candidate's age at the assessment centre was the best predictor of 

theoretical training grades (r = -0,33; p < 0,01). In the present study Age at Assessment 

Centre refers to the age of candidates at the time of attending the assessment centre. 

4.5.3 Age at Criterion Measurement 

Two types of ages of candidates were investigated in this study. Besides the above

mentioned age during the assessment centre, Age at Criterion Measurement was 

studied, which refers to the candidate's age at the time of the criterion measurement. 

4.5.4 Months of Service 

Exposure in the organisation and work experience may potentially have a significant 

moderating effect on the criterion measurement. For this reason, it was investigated 

what effect the candidate's length of service in the organisation had on the criterion 
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measures. Months of Service refers to the candidate's uninterrupted length of service in 

the organisation at the time of the criterion measurement. 

4.5.5 Months Since Promotion 

Besides the above-mentioned work experience in an organisation, work experience at 

the target managerial level may have significant effects on the criterion. Months Since 

Promotion refers to the time span between the candidate's date of promotion to the 

target managerial level and the date of the criterion measurement. 

4.6 RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

In the present study, a post-facto, non-experimental design was used. A field setting was 

used to evaluate the predictive validities of assessment centre trait ratings and 

assessment centre task ratings. Figure 3 (p 82) presents a schematic overview of the 

predictor and criterion variables which were utilised, as well as potential moderator 

variables which may affect the relationships between predictor and criterion 

measurements. 

4.6.1 Predictor Variables 

In 4.3.1 (d) the ratings which were used in the assessment centre were discussed. For the 

purpose of this study, however, these ratings were not suitable in their present form. The 

ratings of the average dimension ratings and average exercise ratings were adapted into 

two new variables, namely average dimension correlations and average exercise 

correlations. 
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Figure 3. Variables Used in Research Design 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES CRITERION VARIABLES 

ASSESSMENT OVERALL JOB 
CENTRE PERFORMANCE 

5 Exercises - BARS 
::::: 

12 Dimensions ~ Employee Rating Scale 
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MODERATOR VARIABLES 

(a) Average Dimension Correlation 

The average dimension correlation (ADC) was derived by calculating the arithmetic 

mean of the magnitude of the correlations between the Composite Criterion Rating and 

all average dimension ratings (see 4.3.1. (d)). The ADC will also be referred to as the 

'mean predictive validity of dimension ratings '. 

(b) Average Exercise Correlation 

Like the ADC, the average exercise correlation (AEC) was derived by calculating the 

magnitude of the arithmetic mean of the correlations between the Composite Criterion 

Rating and all average exercise ratings (see 4.3.1. (d)). The AEC will also be referred to 

as the 'mean predictive validity of exercise ratings'. 
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4.6.2 Criterion Variables 

Three criterion variables are of importance in this study, namely the Overall BARS 

Rating, the Overall ERS Rating and the Composite Criterion Rating. 

(a) Overall BARS Rating 

The BARS comprised 39 items and 14 dimensions. The results in Table 12 show high 

intercorrelations between all dimensions. Landy (1989, p 159) suggested that such 

correlations are to be expected between different dimensions, as they may be similar in 

some respects. He added that the dimensions are, after all, directed into the same 

direction to measure a common objective, in this case job performance. For the purpose 

of the study, the dimensions were collapsed to obtain an overall measure, which is 

referred to as the Overall BARS Rating. 

(b) Overall ERS Rating 

As with the BARS, the seven items of the ERS were collapsed to obtain an overall 

measure of job performance, which is referred to as Overall ERS Rating. 

(c) Composite Criterion Rating 

The question arises whether to use multiple or composite criterion data in this study. 

Cascio (1991, pp 68-70) and Landy (1989, p 159) argued that both methods may be 

useful, depending on the purpose for which they are used. Cascio (1991, p 68) 

concluded that a composite criterion will be useful in providing an individual's overall 

measure of "success" or "value to the organisation". In the present study, the overall 

ratings of the BARS and ERS correlated very highly (r = 0,836; p < 0,001), which 

indicates that both instruments appear to measure the same constructs. Considering 

these findings and given the purpose of this study, it was considered to be suitable to 
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combine the BARS and ERS scores into a composite criterion which represents overall 

job performance. This variable will be referred to as the 'Composite Criterion Rating' or 

'CCR'. 

After having combined the overall BARS and ERS ratings into a composite criterion, a 

further decision had to be made, namely whether to combine the supervisor and peer 

ratings into a composite criterion, or to keep the ratings separate. Cascio (1991, p 79) 

viewed peer assessment as an assessment method which can supplement supervisor 

assessments. Schmitt et al (1984a) considered supervisor assessments and peer 

assessments as being so similar that they treated them as a single variable. In the present 

study, supervisor- and peer assessments were obtained for both the BARS and ERS. 

Statistically significant correlations (r = 0,580; p < 0,001) were obtained between 

supervisor ratings and peer ratings for the composite criterion rating. Considering these 

high correlations and the example by Schmitt et al (1984a), it was decided to collapse 

the supervisor ratings and peer ratings to obtain a composite rating of job performance. 

Supervisor- and peer assessments received the same weightings, irrespective of the 

number of peer ratings. The CCR therefore comprises two sets of collapsed data, 

namely (1) supervisor and peer ratings, (2) that were obtained from the BARS and ERS. 

4.6.3 The Assessment Process Followed During the Criterion Measurement 

All members who were included in the sample were contacted telephonically. The 

researcher informed them about the purpose of the study and obtained their consent to 

request their supervisors and four colleagues to rate them on the BARS and ERS 

questionnaires. 

After permission was obtained from the participants, questionnaires were distributed to 

the identified raters. The questionnaires were accompanied by covering letters and 

answer sheets (see Appendices A and B). All raters were requested to return the 

completed answer sheets to the researcher before a stipulated target date. Three weeks 

after the target date, raters from whom no reply was obtained, were contacted and 
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reminded to return the questionnaires. After a further three weeks, raters whose 

questionnaires were still outstanding, were contacted again and requested to submit the 

outstanding questionnaires within two weeks. Thereafter the data collection, during 

which 91 percent of the questionnaires were returned, was terminated. The data in 

Table 14 presents a summary of the number of ratings which were conducted per ratee. 

For the 97 candidates who were included in the study, 357 ratings were obtained, 88 

from supervisors and 269 from peers. Although ratees were requested to identify their 

supervisor and four colleagues, not all ratees were assessed by all five individuals. Some 

ratees also identified more than four colleagues for assessment purposes and were 

therefore eligible to be rated by more than five individuals. Ratees were assessed by 

between one and six raters, with 64 percent of the ratees receiving four or five ratings. 

Most candidates were rated by their supervisor (n = 88) and three or four peers (n = 38 

and n = 27 respectively). 

Table 14 

Number of Ratings Received 12er Ratee During Criterion Measurement 

NUMBER OF RATINGS NUMBER OF NUMBER OF TOTAL 
PERRATEE SUPERVISOR PEER RATINGS NUMBER 

RATINGS OF RATINGS 
0 9 4 0 
1 88 12 5 
2 0 15 13 
3 0 38 16 
4 0 27 38 
5 0 1 24 
6 0 0 1 

Total number of ratees 97 97 97 
Total number of ratings 88 269 357 

4.6.4 The Statistical Programme Used 

The statistical analyses were conducted with the aid of the SPSS programme (SPSS for 

MS Windows Release 6.0) (SPSS, 1993). 
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4.6.5 The Statistical Procedures Used 

(a) Descriptive Univariate Statistics 

Descriptive statistics, such as percentages (%), arithmetic means (X) and standard 

deviations (SD) were used in the present study. The Duncan test and Scheffe test were 

used to determine the significance of differences between the OARs of different years of 

assessment. 

Furthermore, averages of correlations between assessment centre dimension ratings and 

the CCR were compared to averages of correlations between assessment centre exercise 

ratings and the CCR. In the present study, all averages of correlations were calculated 

according to the guidelines provided by McNemar (1969, pp 155-158). McNemar 

(1969, p 157) recommended that correlations should be averaged by transforming the r 

values of the correlations into Fisher's z scores. From these scores the arithmetic means 

were obtained, which were subsequently transformed back into r values. An adapted 

formula of the t-test (McNemar, 1969, p 158) was used to test for the statistical 

significance of the difference between the averages of the correlations. 

(b) Correlations 

The Pearson Product Moment correlation (r) was used to ascertain the magnitude of 

relationships between variables. The statistical significance of the strength of the 

relationships between variables was expressed for different levels of significance (p ). 

(c) Multiple Regression Analysis 

Although correlations provide valuable information for determining the strengths of a 

relationship between two variables, they cannot measure the impact of a combination of 

variables on a dependent variable. The multiple regression analysis was used to show 
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the proportion of criterion variance which can be explained by more than one predictor 

(Cascio, 1991, p 469). The F-test was used to test the level of significance of the 

multiple regression. 

4.6.6 Correction for Restriction of Range 

Cascio (1991, p 159) stated that a narrowing of the range of the predictor or criterion 

leads to a decrease of the validity coefficient. Several authors (Cascio, 1991; Dobson, 

1988; Sands, Alf & Abrahams, 1978; Schepers, 1996) suggested formulas to correct 

correlation coefficients for the restriction of range. In the present study, restriction of 

range was observed in both the predictor and criterion scores. The restriction of range on 

the predictor was corrected with a formula recommended by Dobson (1988). However, 

due to a lack of statistical information, it was not possible to correct the correlation 

coefficients for range restriction on the criterion. 

4.7 SUMMARY 

In this chapter the methodology for this study was discussed. Firstly, a hypothesis was 

formulated. Secondly, the sample and setting were discussed. Thereafter the predictor 

measures and criterion measures were addressed. Fourthly, relevant moderator variables 

were presented. The chapter was concluded with a description of the research design 

and procedure followed in the present study. In the following chapter, the research 

results will be presented. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULTS 

The hypothesis of this study was tested through the use of statistical analyses, as 

discussed in the previous chapter. In this chapter the effects of moderator variables will 

firstly be discussed. Secondly, the correlations between the predictor and criterion 

measures will be presented. Finally, comparisons will be drawn between BARS and 

ERS, and between supervisor ratings and peer ratings as criterion measures. 

5.1 EFFECTS OF MODERATOR VARIABLES 

Before analysing the correlations between predictor measures and criterion measures, 

the contribution of moderating variables will be investigated. 

5.1.1 Correlations Coefficients of Moderator Variables with OAR and CCR 

Table 15 presents the correlation coefficients ofrelevant moderator variables with OAR 

and CCR. Two moderator variables correlated significantly with the OAR, namely Year 

Table 15 

Correlation Coefficients of Moderator Variables with OAR and CCR 

MODERATOR VARIABLE 

Year of Assessment Centre 
Age at Assessment Centre 
Age at Criterion Measurement 
Months of Service 
Months Since Promotion 

n=97 
*** p < 0,001; two-tailed 
** p < 0,01; two-tailed 

CORRELATION 
WITH OAR 

0,44** 
-0,30** 
-0,13 
0,15 
0,17 

88 

CORRELATION 
WITH CCR 

-0,06 
-0,07 
-0,10 
-0,02 
0,12 



of Assessment Centre (r = 0,44; p < 0,001) and Age at Assessment Centre (r = -0,30; 

p < 0,01). No moderator variables correlated significantly with the CCR. 

5.1.2 The Effect of 'Year of Assessment Centre' 

The results in Table 15 suggest a significant, direct relationship between the mean 

scores of the OAR and Year of Assessment Centre. This indicates that the mean OAR 

scores of earlier assessment centres were generally higher than those of more recent 

assessment centres. Table 16 presents the descriptive statistics of OAR scores per Year 

of Assessment Centre. 

Table 16 

Descri.Qtive Statistics of OAR Scores Per 'Year of Assessment Centre' 

YEAR OF N OAR OAR MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE 
ASSESSMENT MEAN SD 
CENTRE 

1989 36 76,84 6,17 64,94 88,35 23,41 
1990 27 66,38 6,15 56,00 76,24 20,24 
1991 20 66,51 6,11 60,35 80,59 20,24 
1992 8 70,51 5,47 64,59 81,29 16,70 
1993 6 65,53 10,57 48,35 79,65 31,30 
Total 97 70,58 8,01 48,35 88,35 40,00 

The results in Table 16 show that the mean OAR scores did not decline consistently, but 

except for the 1989 assessments, remained relatively constant over the years. However, 

the mean OAR of the 1989 assessment centres differed significantly from the mean 

OARs of the other assessment years. Both the Duncan test and Scheffe test were 

conducted to determine the significance of the differences between the mean scores of 

the OARs of different assessment years. The Duncan test indicated that the OAR mean 

scores of 1990, 1991, 1992 and 1993 differed significantly from the OAR mean scores 

of the 1989 assessments, but do not differ significantly from each other (p < 0,05). The 

same results were obtained with the Scheffe test, with the only difference that it did not 

show a significant difference between the OAR of the 1992 assessments and the OAR of 
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the 1989 assessments (p < 0,05). It must be emphasised that the Scheffe test is 

conservative for pairwise comparisons of means. Therefore it requires larger differences 

between means to demonstrate significance than other statistical procedures, like the 

Duncan test, for example (SPSS, 1993). 

Figure 4 depicts a distribution of assessment centre OAR scores for each year during 

which the candidates were assessed. A visual comparison between the distribution of 

scores of different assessment years suggests that the scores of the 1989 assessments 

have generally higher ratings than the assessments of the later years, particularly the 

ratings of 1990 and 1991. As 1990 and 1991 are the years with the largest samples 

(1989 excluded), they appear to be the most comparable years of assessment, as they are 

less sensitive to outliers than the 1992 and 1993 assessments, that comprise very small 

sample sizes (n = 8 and 6 respectively). 

Figure 4. Scatterplot of Assessment Centre OAR Scores Per 'Year of Assessment' 
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In companson to the 1990 and 1991 assessment years, the results of the 1989 

assessments do not only indicate higher means of OAR scores, but also higher minimum 

and maximum values (see Table 16). Considering that the 1989 assessment year 
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comprised a larger sample size (n = 36) than the 1990 and 1991 assessment years 

(n = 26 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 OARs 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) tor= -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 = 61). 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 

Year of Assessment Centre 
Age at Assessment Centre 
Age at Criterion Measurement 
Years of Service 
Months Since Promotion 

n=97 

* p < 0,05; two-tailed 

CORRELATION 
WITH OAR 

-0,03 
-0,22* 
-0,23* 
0,06 

-0,01 

CORRELATION 
WITH CCR 

-0,06 
-0,07 
-0,10 
-0,02 
0,12 

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 is 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 

n=97 

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 

94 



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 VALUES VALUES VALUES 

Exercises 0,060 0,087 0,044 0,063 
Dimensions 0,060 0,087 0,041 0,059 
n=97 

5.3 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 in 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 211990 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 111993 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 I 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 

100 



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 5-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 ifthe 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. 

(ii) 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. 
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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 m Studies Com12aring 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 
Do mm ratings Tasks Same None (same clinically 
(1995) assessment) 

Study 2: Trait Study 2: Study 2: Study 2: Study 2: Trait 
ratings and task Traits and 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 
ASSESSMENT OBSERVED INTERVAL 
CENTRE DESIGN 
Trait ratings and Traits and tasks Same None 
task ratings 

METHOD OF DATA 
INTEGRATION 

Both trait ratings and task 
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 

is 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) concluded 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 

GEDRAGSGEANKERDEBEOORDELINGSKAAL 

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 
"5" van die skaal voor. Kies by elke vraag die stelling wat die gedrag van die 
persoon wat u beoordeel die beste beskrvf. Indien die persoon se gedrag tussen 
twee stellings le, moet die skaalpunt gekies word wat tussen die twee stellings le. 
Maw 'n "2" moet gekies word indien die persoon se gedrag tussen "1" en "3" le, en 
'n "4" moet gekies word indien sy gedrag tussen "3" en "5" le. 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. N eem asb kennis dat hierdie data streng vertroulik gehanteer word. 

DEELl 

Vraag 1 

Vraag 2 

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. 

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 

Vraag4 

Vraag 5 

Vraag 6 

Vraag 7 

Berispe ondergeskiktes nooit in die teenwoordigheid van antler persone nie. 

2 

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

4 

5 Berispe ondergeskiktes in die teenwoordigheid van antler persone. 

Neem besluite tydig 

2 

3 Ste! besluite uit tot op die laatste, maar neem die besluite nog betyds. 

4 

5 Neem besluite te laat (Makes decisions too late). 

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

2 

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

4 

5 

2 

Spandeer beskikbare fondse op onbelangrike aangeleenthede. 

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

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

4 

5 

2 

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

Oorweeg deurlopend die eksterne omgewing I makro-omgewing. 

3 Oorweeg van tyd tot tyd die eksteme omgewing I makro-omgewing. 

4 

5 Oorweeg glad nie die eksteme omgewing I makro-omgewing nie. 



Vraag 8 

Vraag 9 

Vraag 10 

Vraag 11 

Vraag 12 

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

2 

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

4 

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

Loods deurlopend voorkomende aksies ten einde moontlike probleme te verhoed. 

2 

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

4 

5 

2 

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

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

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

4 

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

Is kalm onder stressituasies en neem rasionele besluite. 

2 

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

4 

5 

2 

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

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

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

4 

5 Verskafnooit enige openbare en informele terugvoer/erkenning aan ondergeskiktes vir 
goeie prestasies gelewer nie. 



Vraag 13 

Vraag 14 

Vraag 15 

Vraag 16 

Vraag 17 

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

2 

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

4 

5 Hy druk homself onduidelik en omslagtig uit. 

Maak nooit bevooroordeelde opmerkings teenoor lede van ander kultuurgroepe nie. 

2 

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

4 

5 Maak dikwels openlik neerhalende opmerkings teenoor lede van ander kultuurgroepe. 

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

2 

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

4 

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

2 

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

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

4 

5 

2 

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

Identifiseer kritieke verwantskappe tussen relevante aangeleenthede. 

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

4 

5 Identifiseer nie ooglopende verwantskappe tussen relevante aangeleenthede nie. 



Vraag 18 

Vraag 19 

Vraag 20 

Vraag 21 

Vraag 22 

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

2 

3 Maak toegewings in die afhandeling van 'n taak indien druk op horn geplaas word, nadat 
'n besluit alreeds daaroor gemaak is. 

4 

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

Stimuleer ondergeskiktes se belangstelling in hulle werk. 

2 

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

4 

5 Laat toe dat ondergeskiktes se belangstelling in hulle werk stagneer. 

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

2 

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

4 

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

Verdedig die organisasie of sy lede indien hulle afgekraak word. 

2 

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

4 

5 Kraak die organisasie of sy lede af. 

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

2 

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

4 

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



Vraag 23 

Vraag 24 

Vraag 25 

Vraag 26 

Vraag 27 

Neem alle relevante veranderinge buite die organisasie in ag. 

2 

3 Neem relevante veranderinge buite die organisasie soms in ag. 

4 

5 

2 

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

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

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

4 

5 

2 

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

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

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

4 

5 Bewaar geklassifiseerde inligting nie ooreenkomstig die organisasie se riglyne nie. 

Tree vinnig op in krisissituasies en neem toepaslike besluite. 

2 

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

4 

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

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

2 

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

4 

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



Vraag 28 

Vraag 29 

Vraag 30 

Vraag 31 

Vraag 32 

2 

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

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

4 

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

Tref voorsorgmaatreels om skade tov individue, uitrusting en fondse te voorkom. 

2 

3 Tref soms voorsorgmaatreels om skade tov in di vi due, uitrusting en fondse te voorkom. 

4 

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

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

2 

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

4 

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

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

2 

3 V erseker soms <lat al sy afdeling se aktiwiteite die doelwitte van die organisasie 
ondersteun. 

4 

5 

2 

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

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

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

4 

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



Vraag 33 

Vraag 34 

Vraag 35 

Vraag 36 

Vraag 37 

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

2 

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

4 

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

Skeduleer werksaktiwiteite in detail. 

2 

3 Skeduleer werksaktiwiteite oorsigtelik. 

4 

5 

2 

Skeduleer nie werksaktiwiteite nie. 

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

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

4 

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

2 

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

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

4 

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

Bevorder deurlopend die ontwikkeling/afronding van sy personeel. 

2 

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

4 

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



Vraag 38 

Vraag 39 

DEEL2 

Question 1 

Question 2 

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. 

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. 

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

Always cuts comers; 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. 

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

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 

Question 4 

Question 5 

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

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. 

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

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. 

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

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. 

This employee will be a clearly unsatisfactory performer. 

2 Better than 1 but not full 3. 

3 This employee will be a satisfactory performer. 

4 Better than 3 but not fully 5. 

5 This employee will be a clearly outstanding performer. 

Question 7 Present level of Performance: In meeting work standards. 

This employee is clearly an unsatisfactory performer. 

2 Better than 1 but not fully 3. 

3 This employee is a satisfactory performer. 

4 Better than 3 but not fully 5. 

5 This employee is clearly and outstanding performer. 

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



APPENDIXB 

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 



EXAMPLE OF AN EXERCISE - DIMENSION MATRIX 

ASSESSMENT 
CENTRE 
DIMENSIONS 
Analytic Ability 
Judgment 
Decisiveness 
Planning & Organising 
Delegating 
Controlling 
Group Leadership 
Individual Leadership 
Tenacity 
Negotiation Skills 
Oral Communication 
Written Communication 

ASSESSMENT CENTRE EXERCISES 
COLLABO- INTERVIEW 
RATIVE GROUP 

IN- I ANALYTICAL I COMPETITIVE 
BASKET PROBLEM GROUP 

DISCUSSION DISCUSSION 

* All numbers printed in italics represent scores of a candidate that are recorded as hand entries 

CONSENSUS I WEIGHT I MARK 
RATING 

5 11 55 
6 7 42 
6 5 30 
6 12 72 
7 9 63 
5 8 40 
6 10 60 
8 7 56 
8 3 24 
7 4 28 
8 5 40 
6 5 30 

Max./Total 850 540 
% 63,5 
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ASSESSMENT 
CENTRE 
DIMENSIONS 
Analytic Ability 
Judgment 
Decisiveness 
Planning & Organising 
Delegating 
Controlling 
Group Leadership 
Individual Leadership 
Tenacity 
Negotiation Skills 
Oral Communication 
Written Communication 

AVERAGE 
EXERCISE 
RATING* 

ILLUSTRATION OF CALCULATION OF 'AVERAGE 
EXERCISE RATINGS' AND 'AVERAGE DIMENSION RATINGS' 

ASSESSMENT CENTRE EXERCISES 
IN-BASKET I ANALYTICAL I COMPETITIVE 

PROBLEM GROUP 
COLLABORATIVE I INTERVIEW 
GROUP DISCUSSION 

DISCUSSION 

6,0 5,5 7,5 6,8 7,1 

AVERAGE 
DIMENSION 
RATING# 

5,3 
7,3 
5,0 
6,3 
7,0 
6,0 
6,0 
7,5 
7,7 
6,7 
7,7 
6,0 

* All Average Exercise Ratings were determined by calculating the arithmetic mean of all ratings per exercise (i.e. per column) 
# All Average Dimension Ratings were determined by calculating the arithmetic mean of all ratings per dimension (i.e. per row) 
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Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Criterion Variables and Moderator Variables for the Total Sample (n = 97) 

VARIABLES 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

1 Exercises In-tray 

IO 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Analytical Problem 0, 17 
Competitive Group Discussion 0, 11 0,05 
Collaborative Group Discussion 0,02 -0,06 0,57*** 
Interview 0,33.. 0,15 0,35 ... 0,12 

·oiii;~;iSions······-x~~iYti~-~.-Ahi1it;,···················-·0:4o***···ci.s1·;;;·-·o:os-····-:0:0£1······c>.s1·;;;·1 ---
Judgment 0,48 ... 0,54 ... 0,21• 0,13 0,62 ... ; 0,73 ... 
Decisiveness 0,49*** 0,16 0,21* 0,13 0,64*** ~ 0,49*** 0,37*** 
Planning & Organising 0,58... 0,49... 0, 18 0,02 0,59 ... ! 0,62... 0,66... 0,38 ... 
Delegating 0,51 ... -0,12 0,17 0,07 0,10 i-0,03 0,06 0,13 0,27 .. 
Controlling 0,48... 0,08 0, 14 0,06 0,66 ... i 0,30.. 0,37... 0,48... 0,50... 0, 17 

:;;;d:;:~:~!~hip g:1~··· -g:g~ g:~~: .. _g:~~ ... g:~: .. 1 g:~~··· g:~: ... g:~~: .. g:~~··· g:~~ g:1; ••• 0,12 
Tenacity 0,22• 0,08 0,70 ... 0,66 ... 0,63 ... ; 0,32.. 0,30.. 0,41 ... 0,33.. 0,13 0,41 ... 0,70 ... 0,38 .. . 
Negotiation Skills 0,20 0,11 0,74 ... 0,77 ... 0,12 ; 0,21• 0,22• 0,32.. 0,32.. 0,12 0,37' .. 0,82... 0,35 ... 0,81• .. 
Oral Col1llllunication 0,18 0,02 0,76 ... 0,71 ... 0,68 ... ! 0,24• 0,30.. 0,23• 0,33.. 0,09 0,29.. 0,67 ... 0,27.. 0,72 ... 0,73 ... 

16 17 18 

17 Written Communication 0 43•.. 0 32.. 0 13 0 54•.. 0 47•- ; 0 35... 0 39•.. 0 21• 0 47' .. -0 09 0 23• 0 13 0 18 0 16 0 19 0 15 
1s ·····················-axR:·································-·0'.12~•• .. ·o'.25::·····0'.44••;·-·a'.3:i~~·····a'.73•;•·t·o'.eo•;;·-·a'.iii~•··-o'.ii4"····a'.7F••--·a'.44~···-·a'.ii2~~····0'.4s•;;·-·0'.eF•··-o'.iio"•···1isii;;;·-·0'.si~••·-·0:33~~···: 

CRITERION VARIABLES 
19 BARS 
20 ERS 
21 CCR 

MODERATOR VARIABLES 
22 Year of Assessment Centre 
23 Age at Assessment Centre 
24 Age at Criterion Measurement 
25 Months of Service 
26 Months Since Promotion 

n= 97 
••• p. < 0,001; two-tailed 
•• p. < 0,01; two-tailed 

p. < 0,05; two-tailed 

-0,05 0,00 0,10 0,07 
0,01 -0,01 0,19 0,09 

-0,04 0,00 0,12 0,08 

0,01 -0,18 0,05 0,16 
-0,23• -0,06 -0,07 -0,13 
-0,21• -0,13 -0,05 -0,07 
0,03 -0,06 -0,07 0,12 
0,02 -0,08 0,08 0,02 

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 

0,05 i 0,02 -0,02 0,04 
0,06 !-0.02 -0,00 0,09 
0,06 i 0,01 -0,02 0,05 

-0,02 ! 0,02 -0,08 0,01 
-0,10 :-0,15 -0,11 -0,21· 
-0,11 !-0,15 -0,14 -0,22· 
-0,06 : 0 16 0,09 0,09 
0,01 Lo:16 -0,06 -0,10 

0,02 0,09 0,03 0,04 -0,11 0,09 0,10 0,11 -0,01 ;-o,oo 
0,01 0,13 0,02 0,11 0,05 0,13 0,13 0,12 -0,05 : 0 OB 
0,02 0,10 0,03 0,06 -0,08 0,10 0,11 0,12 -0,01 i 0:12 

-0,05 0,11 -0,13 0,09 -0,14 0,13 0,04 0,05 0,00 i-0,03 
-0,14 -0,16 -0,00 -0,02 -0,00 -0,12 -0,07 -0,16 -0,18 :-0,22· 
-0,15 -0,10 -0,05 0,01 -0,06 -0,07 -0,05 -0,15 -0,19 !-0,23• 
0,01 0,12 0,09 -0,05 -0,04 0,03 -0,03 -0,01 -0,08 i 0,06 

-0,05 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,11 0,06 0,11 0,08 -0,03 j-0,01 

19 20 21 22 

----
0,84 ... --
0,99 ... 0,89 ... --· 

-0,06 -0,03 -0,06 ---
-0,05 -0,16 -0,07 -0,32 .. 
-0,08 -0,18 -0,10 0,07 
-0,01 -0,06 -0,02 0,22· 
0,10 0,18 0,12 0,17 

23 24 25 

---
0,93 ... ---
0,08 0,17 ---
0,23· 0,31 .. 0,13 
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Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Criterion Variables and Moderator Variables for the 1989 Sample (n = 36) 

VARIABLES 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
PREDICTOR VARIABLES 
Exercises In-tray 

2 Analytical Problem -0,01 
3 Competitive Group Dis~ussion -0,07 0, 14 
4 Collaborative Group Discussion 0,03 0,03 0,68*"'" 
5 Interview 0,36• 0,16 0,19 0,06 
6 'Diiileiisioiis···············-A:ii.iiYii~;;i-,;:i;miY ........................ 0"3ii ....... 1;,51l ..... ii.ii3····-·o.iia····-o:ee;;•·1 
7 Judgment 0,61... 0,54.. 0,05 0,05 0,64 ... ! 0,75 ... 
6 Decisiveness 0,36• 0,07 0,06 0,14 0,56 ... ! 0,52.. 0,36• 
9 Planning & Organising 0,64... 0,30 0,02 -0,07 0,66 ... ! 0,52.. 0,66... 0,30 

10 Delegating 0,49 .. -0,13 -0,01 -0,14 0,13 !-0,15 0,19 -0,11 0,43• 
11 Controlling 0,57... 0,07 0,01 0, 11 0,68 ... ! 0,27 0,47.. 0,36• 0,54.. 0,25 
12 Group Leadership -0,07 0,06 0,69 ... 0,87" .. 0,14 ! 0,06 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... 0,36• ! 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... 0,60••• 0,35• ! 0,25 0,26•• 0,06• 0,19 -0,04 0,23 0,78... 0,18 0,79... 0,60• .. 
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 
16 ............................... _0Xil ......................................... o:ro•:.-· .. o".1'ii'···-·a".33:···-·o.2e· .. ·-0:1i1;;•To:s4:•··-·0:sa""·-·a:4a" ..... o::;1••:·-·a:3F ..... 0".66•:•····o.3i'····-·ii.62:••·-·o.6s:••·-·a:s4;• .... ii:s:i;•···-·a:3a;• ... : 

-

CRITERION VARIABLES 
19 BARS 0,16 -0,32 -0,00 0,16 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 -o.oo 0,33 0,13 0,27 0,14 0,31 0,01 0,21 0,26 0,09 -0,14 0,27 0,64··· -·· 
21 CCR 0,17 -0,30 0,03 0,19 0,16 -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 -0,16 -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 -0,26 -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 -0,26 -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 
*** p. < 0,001; two-tailed 
•• p. < 0,01; 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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