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the validity study, use of this assessment center design is recommended
for conducting a pilct assessment center for management development of
Air force officers. To provide background for conducting a pilot
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expanded dimer cicn ge.iunitions and benchmarks for standardization of
assessor ratings. Also, an interview guide is provided to assist in
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTIGN

To every man there comes in his lifetime that special moment
when he is figuratively tapped on the shoulder and coffered that
chance to do a very special thing, unique to him and his talents. |
What a tragedy if that moment finds him unprepared or vngualified |
for that work.

Winston Churchill

Backaround

Inherent in every leadership position is the responsibility to
efficiently and e fectively manage scarce resources. 1he ability to !

carry out this responsibility requires a development of the necessary

manzgement skilis. ifanagement development is perhaps even more
critical to the Air force, partly because of the magnitude and unique-
ness of its operations, and partly because of the manner in which the
Air fForce obtains its higher level managers. Unlike the civilian
sectar, which is frequently able to recruit perscnnel tn fill higher
level management positions, the Air force must develop its own. Since
the Air Force has accepted the fact that there are very few "born
managers" (AFM 25-1, 1964:36), management de:elopment must be an Air
Force program.

At the outset it is impgrtant to discuss the terminglogy used
in this thesis. The terms "career development”, "officer development”,
and "officer career cdevelppment' are used interchangeably in the liter-
ature. As used in tnis thesis they are all taken to mean the same
thing. 0fficer development encompasses bo*h the technical and

1
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management development training that every officer needs to progress in
a given career field. The focus of this thesis is on the management
development aspects of officer development. It is assumed that while

technical training requirements vary, all Air force officers have

ot il e’ AN

i
1

similar management development needs.

Lt. General Rogers (1975:4) viewed afficer development as the i

P NTEUS N

§ integration of functional technical training, advanced academic training,

. professional military education and experience throughout the indivig- j
! ¥
: uval's military career. Through this process, critical attitudes, knowl- E

) N
! »
f edge and skills are increased to meet the challenge of more responsible ;;

i !
} .
t i

positions.,

Guidelines for officer development are provided in two Air

oy -
o~ 11 o o
2

Fcrce publicatians, AFM 25-1, U.S. Air Force Manaagement Process, and

!
AFR 36-23, DOfficer Career Oevelopment. {

"The military management concept is that an accumulation of

work effectively at commanc level and above" JAFM 25-1, 1964:36).

I

1

diverse experience is essential to develop an officer's capacity tc i

|

According to AFR 36-23 (1979:4-1) "the primary purpose of career ;

n

management is to insure that qualified officers are available to take ‘
on responsibility within the defense establishment,” Two specific

objectives are to (1) develop officer qualifications to meet Air Force

needs and (2) arovide the training and rotation of assignments needed to

develop their capabilities.
Traditionally, management development has been defined as "an
informal process consisting of the person handling a variety of

assighments along a prescribed route of advancement" (Soehm and Hoyle,

e ———_—— s "y e o ——
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1977:204). It can be both training designed to impart knowledge
necessary for effective job performance, and a planmed succession aof
job assignments to gain knowledge and experience (Soehm and Hoyle, 1977),

Craig (1967:406) defines management cevelopment as "the planned
experience, guided growth, and training opportunities provided for
those who perform the management fumctions.” It has two specific
objectives, one immediate and one locng range. The immediate cb jective
is to increase the present perfurmance of individuals. Tha leno range
objective is to prepare thgse individuals with recognizad potential for
future advancement and responsibility (Craig, 1967). This lcng range
objective is vitally important to the Air force for at leas. two reasons:
(1) continual reductions im btoth numerical and experience levels of
officer personnel, and (2) a promotion system which dictates that all
future Generals will come from within the lower ranks of the officer
farce.

Historically, management development is not a new concept, but
its importance has become more obvious as the technology and complexity
of today's organizations increase. Prior to World War II, 'the implied
assumption of management development generally was that talent would
automatically reveal itself through the application of skill and
industry at work" [English and Marchone, 1977:88). This approach proved
to be effective in meeting the demands for management talent resulting
from accelerated organizaticnal growth. Firms realized that formally
crganized and planned development procrams were essential to maintain

ar adequate resource of trained manmagers (English and Marchonme, 1977:B88).

R TR T T R
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The Air Force has also come to recognize the need for planned

development of the officer fecrce.

In the past, officers improved themselves and their sub-
ordinates without the aid of a formal program. The Air force
sought to develop most of its officers within the organizational
structure. It was reascned that, by exposure to an operational
environment and on-the-‘sh training, officers would develop the
professional and technical skills required to insure their moti=-
vation, effectiveness, and performance. However, the Air Force
today, tecause of the increasing technical complexity and sophis-
ticated management needs, requires a formal career development
program (AfR 36-23, 1979:1-1).

Management development in the Air Force is provided through
both formal management development programs and informal cn-the-job
training. The formal programs include, but are not limited to,
Professional Military tducation, the Air fFgrce Institute of Technology,
and specialized management development courses. Informal management
development is based primarily on coaching, counseling and job rotation.

A very important aspect of any management development program
is the feedback provided to the individual on present performance. This
feegback can be used to identify strengths and weaknesses in management

skills, and serve as a basis for initiating an indivigdual program to

correct deficiencies.

Statement of the Problem

Although there are both formal and infcrmal programs for officer
management development, weaknesses exist in both. Formal management
developmernt opportunities such as Professional Military Education and

the Air force Institute of Technology programs are available to only a

partion of the officer force.

o et =
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Both persaonal experience and the results of the Air force

]
i
!

Quality of Life Survey, Third Edition (McNichels, 1980), indicate that

a weakness also exists in the informal methods of management develop-

-

ment, According to the survey, 61.8 percent of the officers surveyed E

agreed that more supervision of member performance and behavior is

T gy o s

needed at lower levels within the Air Force. Additionally, 38.4 percent
indicated they seldom or never received feedback from their supervisor

abgut their job performance. It appears that a better way must be

U U

found for providing feedback to officers to assist in their develop-

ment as Air force managers.

Approach to the Problem

The assassment center is a technique which may ke useful for

management developmert cof Air Farce officers. The assessment center
has been used extensively in bDusiness and government since 1956 for a

number of purposes, tut primarily for selection of individuals for

management jobs. The Task force on Development of Assessment Center
Standards (Maoses, 1975:2-3) defined assessment center as follows:

in summary, an assessment center consists of a standard-

ized evaluation of behavior based on multiple inputs. Multiple

trained cbservers and technigues are used. Judgments abaout

behavipr are made, in part, from specially developed assessment

simulations. These judgments are pooled by the assessors at an

evaluation meeting during which all relevant assessment data are i
reported and discussed, and the assessors agree gn the evaluation
of the dimensions and any overall evaluation that is made. Cd

It is important to emphasize that an assessment center is a
method and not a place (8yham and Wettengel, 1974:353). In the
"typical ' assessment center six candidates come together for ane to

three days. The length will depend on the purpose of the center and

5
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the number of exercises. The candidates will participate in exercises
designed to bring out behavior related to certain dimensions or
character traits which have been identified by previous research as
important to success in the target job. The exercises will include
personal interviews, job simulations, leaderless group discussions,
and both oral and written communication exercises.

As the candidates perform the exercises they are observed oy
three assessors who are usually higher-level managers and have received
special training. The schedule is arranged so that assessors see
different candidates in each exercise and all assessors see each can-
didate at least once. The assessors record their observation of a
candidate's behavior on a special report form. At the conclusion of the
center, the assessors meet tooetner to discuss tne recorded observaticins
for each candidate. Based on their discussions, the assessors reach a
consensus agreement on an evaluation of the candidate's strengths and
weaknesses in the identified dimensions. A consensus is also reached
on the candidate's overall performance. The assessors then prepare
final written reports on each candidate. The final report will be
given to the randidate, management, or both. FfFipally, some type of
oral feedback is usually given tu both the candidate and mananement.

The exact design and operation of a given assessment center will vary.
More detailed information on assessment centers is included in Chapter Iv.

This thesis investigates the use of the assessment center as a

means of providing feedback to assist Air Force officers in their

management development. An actual ascsessment center is examined and

considered for such applicaticn. The center studied was conducted at
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Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohip in 1974 and 1975 and was called the
Aerognautical Systems Division (ASD) Manacement Assessment Certer. This
center was desiagned to evaluate Air force civilian scientists and
engineers for first level supervisory paositions. COetailed objectives

of this study effort are gutlineg below.

Statement. of Objectives

The gverall objective of this thesis is to investigate the
concept of assesument centers as a method for officer development.
Specifically, the objectives are:

1. Examine the feasitility of using an assessment

center for the purpcse of officer development.

2, Conduct a validity study of the ASC Yanagement
Assessment Center, focusing on toth content and
empirical validity.

3. Outline an approach for conducting a pilot
assessment center for management development

of Air force officers.

Scope and Limitations

khile the assessment center approach to management development
should te cansidered for all Air Force officers, this research was
pased on data gathered on scientific and enaineering personnel. The
data was tased on the ASD NManacement Assessment Center 2o iducted ir

1874 and 1975 for 65-9 through GS-14 level civilian perspnnel., This

thesis effort will provide the backcround for canductino a oilot
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assessment center for Air force officers of comparable grade assigned
to ASD. The results may then te compared to those obtaired wiih
civilian participants.

Fimally, np attempt is made tc include a stucdy on cost effec-

tiveness ar means of implementation an zcn Air fForce wide basis.

Summarx

This initial chapter has provided an :introduction to the
research subject, identified the problem, and outlined the chjectives
and limitatiors of the study. The next chapter details the method-

ology used in accomplishing the aobjectives.
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CHAPTER 11

ME THOCOLGGY

methodology used will parallel the previously stated

The overall methodology is described helow.
Conduct & literature review on present officer develcpment
programs and determine the criteria presently used in
officer develogment.

Conduct a literature review on the assessment center process,
including its use for mamagement development.

Conduct a validily stucdy on the ASD Manmagement Assessment
Center.

Qutline an assessor training program, including expanded
dimension definitions and benchmarks, for use in a pilot
assessment center.

Discuss post-assessment feedback. Prepare an outline for
the feedback interview.

Describe future data gathering efforts needed tc further
evaluate the effectiveness of the assessment c nter for

management develppment of Air force officers.

Literature Review: QOfficer Cevelopment

Since this thesis was concerneg with an examination of tre

management development process far Air fForce officers, a tackaoround on

the present methods for officer development was ne=ded. This backgroung
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was included (1) to provide information on the management skills
stressed and (2) to determine what deficiencies, if any, exist within
the present system.

A review of the literature indicated that manacement develop-
mert methods fell into two broad categories -- formal off-the- job
training and informal on-the-jot training. A discussion of both these
areas is included as well as a discussion of the precommissioning

programs providing inicial management development training.

Literature Review: Assessment Center

“ 2 this thesis integrates the two processes of development
ana ..nt, it wag also necessary to review the literature per-
taining to assessment centers. In reviewing the literature on assess-
rnent certers, five general areas were considered.

first, information was sought on the evoiution of the assess-
ment center. Before discussing the application of this technigue, it
vas necassary to establish an historical perspective.

Second, the literature was reviewed to determine the various
uses of the assessment center., Althougn this thesis advocates the use
for officer development, there are other uses of which one should be
aware. [t is often the case that a given assessment center will serve
more than one purpose.

Third, the many considerations involved in the design of an
assessment center were reviewed. Before beginning any new design
effort, it is important to have a design checklist. The literature

review will provide such a guide to be followed in establishing

asszssment centers for management development of Air Force officers.

10
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The fourth issue reviewed was that of validity "Unmlike many

other management development techniques . . . the assessi.. . method has

teen well received partly because properly controlled research has t
shown it to be of value" (Byham, 1970:153). Even though the assess-

ment center has proven to be valid in general, the validity of a given

 m— s ——————
7

assessment center must stand alone. The literature was reviewed to
determine how to go about conducting a validity study.

Finally, the literature was reviewed to investigate the use of
assessment centers in the military. Articles reporting or both the

applicability of the assessment process and actual military assessment

centers were reviewed.

Several sources were used in the literature reviews on toth |

officer development and assessmert centers. The scurces used included

w

the AFIT library system, Wright State University library, Oefense
Oocumentation Center, Air University library, and files in the ASD

Human Resources Center.

Validatiogn
After showing that the assessment center is applicable tg
management development of Air force officers, the next part of the
methodology was to introcduce an assessment center design and to show
the validity of that desicn. The design selected was the Management

Assgssment Center operated at ASD in 1974 and 1975 tp select first-

b+

level civilian supervisors in scientific and engineering positions.
complete description of this assessment center design is given in

Chapter V.




This particular design was selected for two reasons. First,

it was felt that there was a large amount of similarity tetween civilian
and military jobs in the scientific and engineering fields at ASO. This
similarity is discussed in Chapter VI. The ather reason was the oppcr-
tunity to conduct a validity study using readily available data before
testing the design with Air Force officers.

The validation of the 1974-75 Management Assessment Center was
done in two parts ~- content validity and empirical validity. The
empirical study was further divided into predictive and internal valid-

ity. Background on these types of validity is given in Chapter IV.

Content Validity

Fallowing the procedures outlined in Chapter IV, the content
validity was first established. This was done by reviewing documen-
tation on the managerial assessment center. The results of this review

are included in Chapter V.

Empirical VYalidity

The statistical analyses were accomplished using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), (Nie, et al, 1975). All pro-
grams were rumn on the Aeronautical Systems Civision's CDC 6600 computer
at Wright-Patterson AFB, Chio.

The empirical validity consisted of twec parts -- predictive
and internal. Predictive validity was concerned with identifying the
streryth of the relationship between the gverall assessment center

rating and actual manacerial success following the assessment center

12
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experience. Internal validity was concerned with a determination of
the reliability of the assessment center.
This section presents a description of the sample population
and the methodology used in determining both the predictive and internal

validity.

Sample Population., A total of 289 civilian personnel ot the

Aergnautical Systems Civision and Wright Aeronautical Latcratories were
evaluated in 1974-1975 using the Management Assessment Center. A total
of 50 centers consisting of six assessees each were conducted. Ir all
cases, two centers were run corcurrently. All the assessees were (5-9
through G5-174 level personnel occupying scientific and engineering
positions, Records for personnel assessed in the first 18 centers were
deleted since these centers were ogperated under a pilat program. Ffrom
the 32 operaticnrel centers, thcose with less than six assessees were
deleted. The intermal val.dity was based on data from 144 individuals
assessed in 24 centers.

The predictive validity was based on gata from 143 individuals.,
Recurds of indivioguals no longer assigned to Wright-Patterscn AFB were
deleted from the 32 uperational centers, since criterion data was not
readily available.

Data on dimensivn ratings and final ratings were taken from
assessor work sheets contained in the assessee folders for each center.
In coding the data, missing ratings were not included., Also, some

assessors gave tie scores such as "3/4". Ties were broken nhy recording

the ccore closest to that assessor's final dimension rating for the

assessee.
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Internal Validity. The determimation of the raliability ef the

assessment center consisted of four parts:
1. Examination of the relations among the dimensions and
Setween the dimensions and the overall assessment rating.
2. Measurement of the agreement in ratings among assessors.
3. Identification of the nature of the underlying companents
of the dimensions.
4. An examination of the amount of information used in deter-
mining the overall rating.
The variables and specific data analysis for each of these parts
follows.

A. Correlation of Oimensigns: The correlation among the

14 Firal Dimension ratings and between the 14 Fipal Oimension tatings
and the Overall Assessment rating were accomplished using the SPSS
subprogram PEARSON CORR. The variables used were the finmai ratings for
each dimension and the averall rating deiermined during the consensus
meeting.,

The correlations of the dimension ratings for the six exercises
with (1) final ratings on the same dimensior and (2) the overall assess-
ment rating were also accomplished using the SPSS subprogram PEARSON
CORR. In this case, the variables used consisted of the individual
assessor ratings for each dimension within each exercise, the final
dimension rating and the overall assessment rating. The correlations
were determined by first computing the correlation coefficients for each
of the 47 variaoles {(ingividual assessor rating for each dimension witi-
in each exercise) for the three assessors evalvuatinc the individual.

14

et bkt

0o TG T R T

P NI A

B

e e e e e = o an




g —

The three correlation coefficients for eachk v-r:i:anle were then averaged.
This was done for both the correlations with the final dimension rating

and the overall assessment rating.

B. T'nter-rater reliability: "In an assessment center, the

best measure of reliability is the degree of agreement among the three
raters"” (Norton, Ourne, and Thormton, 1980:17)., The SPSS subprogram
PEARSON CORR was again used to calculate the ccrrelation coefficients
for the variables analyzed.

The variables used to determine the inter-rater reiiability were
the individual assessor ratings for each dimension within each exercise.
In the context cof the assessment canter, dimensions are the otservable
traits and characteristics exhibited by an individual in a simuleted
situatior or exercise. Each dimension is observed and rated in more
than one exercise. These dimensional ratings were obtained from the
a..sessor worksheet and represent the assessor's independent evaluation
of the candidate's strength in the particular dimension.

The finmal inter-rater- reliability was calculated in the following
four steps:

1. Compute the three assessor correlation ccefficient matrix
for each dimension in each exercise. 7This was accomplished
for each of the 24 times the center was run. Each corre-
lation was for an N = 6,

2. Compute the average correlation coetficient for each
dimensicn in each exercise frum the above matrices.

3. Calculate theo final averago

-

each dimension in each exercisc hy averaging all the

15
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average ccrrelation ceoefficients from each of the 24

center runs.

4. Apply the Spearman-Brown prediction formula to the final L}

average correlation coefficients to determine the inter- ,

rater reliability measure for each dimension in each

exercisee. :

The Spearman-Crown (S-B) prediction formula was used to acjust

for the number of assessors evaluating each assessee. "The results of
Remmers and others lead rather definitely to the conclusion that, if

judges are comgarable, the reliability of gooled judgments increases

directly with the number of judges according tc the S-8 formula"

(Guilford, 1936:421).

In the Spearman-Brown predicticn formula, A is the number

A

nr1

1+ (A-1)r1

of assessors and r, is the final average correlation coefficient from

step 3 abaove.

C. Factor Analysis: A factor analysis using SP5S sub-

program FACTOR was used to investigate the number of meaningful factors

underlying the assessor ratings. This procedure provides the capability

to reduce data and identify a possible smaller set of underlying com-

ponents to account for the observed interrelations of the dimensions

(Nie, et al, 1975:469).

-~ mmd e~ . L
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were factored using principal component analysis and VARIMAX rotation.
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The numter of factors extracted was specified using an eigenvalue of

1.0 as the cutcff criterion,

A second objective was to determine if the underlying factors
of dimensigns, as identified on Lhe assessment center feedback reports,
were identical to the pattern generated independently by the factor
analysis. The feegback report is a written discussion of the assessee's
performance in tne 14 dimensions. 0n the feedback report, these dimen-
sions are consplidated in four management skill areas:

1. Interpersonal skills {leadership, energy, forcefulness,

persuasiveness, and flexibility).

2. Administrative skills (decision making, problem solving,

organizing, acquiring infarmatinm, and risk taking).
3. Communication skills (oral ard written).
4. Other {empatny and stress tolerance).
To accomplish this, final dimensional ratings for the entire pcoulatian

were factored specifying four factors to be extracted.

D. Regressipn analysis: A multiple regression analysis

T P .

i o sl

using SPSS subprogram REGRESSION was accomplished to examine the relation-
ship between the fourteen dimensions and the final overall assessment
center rating. The specific objective was to determine the amount of
information used in making the overall rating. Tao accomplish this a

stepwise regressiocn was done using the entire population. An examination

of the resulting regression equation indicated the amount of infcrmation

ini o bt ...

used by the assessors in getermining the overali rating.
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Predictive Validity. In determining the predictive validity

of the Management Assessment Center, the SPSS5 subprogram FEARSQON CORR
was used to provide the correlation coefficients for the variables
analyzed. The correlation coefficient was used to identify the strength
of association between a pair of variables {Nie, et al, 1975:276).

Four independent variables were identified a5 actual criteria
of managerial success -~ present grade, present salary, most recent
merit appraisal rating and the rumber of promotions since the assess-
ment center. Selection of criteria was based on the availability of

data from civilian personnel records and criteria used in other studies

(Klimoski and Strickiand, 1977:356).

Pilpt Assessment Center

After conducting the validity study, the final steps in the
methodclogy began with a comparison between dimensicns used in the ASD
Management Center and criteria presently used in officer development.
There appeared to be enough similarity to justify use of the ASD Manage-
ment Assessment Center for management development of Air Force officers.
To lay the groundwork for a pilot assessment center, the final three

steps of the methodology were necessary.

Prior to conducting a pilot assessment center for Air force

officers, it is important to have trained assessors. A training

schedule was presented and the ma jor elements of the training were

described. To aid in assessor training, expanded definitions for the

14 dimensions were grepared. In additian, benchmarks were prepared to

assist assessors in calibrating their Jdimension ratings.

18
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If the ASD Management Assessment Center is to be used for

developmental purposes, feedback to the assessees is also impartant.
An approach to giving feedback was discussed and an gutline was pre-
pared to guide the feedback interview.

A considerable ampunt of data concerning the ASD Management
Assessment Center has been collected and evaluated. The final step in
the methodology was to describe how this data base could be expanded to
further investigate the effectiveness of the assessment center for
manacenent development of Air fForce officers. The direction such data

gathering should follow is described in Chapter VI.

Summary

his chapter has described the methodology for achieving the
stated objectives. This methodology includes literatura reviews of
both the present officer development system and the assessment center
method, a validity study of an actual assessment center and the intro-
duction of an approach for conducting a pilot assessment center for
management development of Air Force officers. The next chapter reviews

the present officer development system.
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CHARPTER I1I
AIR FORCE QOFFICER DEVELIPMENT

Introduction
As discussed in the previous chapter, this literature review is
concerned with an examination of the present officer development system
and, more specifically, an examination of what it develops and what

limitations exist within the system. Much of the infeormation is drawn

from three comprehensive studies previously accomplished (Robinson, 1974;

Oobias, 1974; and Place, 1978). The review includes both the formal
educational and informal on-the-job cpportunities available for manage-
ment development as an officer progresses througn an Air force career.
Although the Air Force has numerous training programs, only those pro-
viding experience or training in the area of management development are
detailed.

As was stated in Chapter I, the terms "Cfficer Development”,
"Career Develgpment” and "0Officer Career Development” are used inter-
changeably in the literature. Officer development includes tath
technical and management development. Alsc, as used in this thesis,
"leadership' developmenrt and "management” development are taken to mean
the same thing.

Since management development begins prior to commissioning for
the majority of Air force officers, this study begins with a review of

the diffaerent commissinning nronrams.
G nrog
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Precommissioning Managament Qevelgpment Training

:
! The three different methods for bringing commissioned ofticers
; on active duty provide a wide range of education and training in basic
maragement skills. The methods include:

1. The Air Force Academy (AFA)

2. Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corp (AFROTC)

E 3. Officer's Training School (079)

The Air Force Academy (AFA)

3 At the Air force Academy 'leadership is based on the whole
person cgncapt, meaning that many attributes of character, educatiaon,
and praofessionalism are necessary to compliment academic education and
complete preparation for Air Force Service" (U.S. Air force Academy
Catalog, 1977:113). Ouring the first two years, development is centered

around the followship capabilities of each cadet. This is seen as a

necessary prerequisite to leadership development.

Ouring the fimal two years, the military training and studies
program is geared to developing individual leadership skills through
expanded responsibilities within the organizatignal structurc of the
Air Force Academy. The cadet wing is grganized similarly to an oper-
atignal Air force wing, and cadets are given the opportunity to hold
various operational and staff pasitions (U.S. Air force Academy
Catalog, 1977).

Ouring the four year period, the cadets receive limited text-
book management and leadership training. "After inspecting the entire

leadership and management development program at the AFA, the results

21
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reveal that only one semester of basic management principles and three
semesters on the behavipral science aspects of leadership are taught"

(Place, 1978:34).

The Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corp (AFROTC)

The Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corp (AFROTC) is a
commissioning program conducted at colleges and universities throughout
the country. Its primary objective is to "strengthen each cadets'
potential as a leader and a manager" (AFR 45-48, 1973:4). The AFRCTC
program consists of two separate courses linked bty a field exercise
scheduled between the second and third years. These two programs are
the General Military Course (GMC) and the Professiomal Officer
Caurse (PQOC).

"The GMC is developmental in nature and is designed to motivace
and prepare cadets for entry into the POC" (AFRQOTC Reg 53-2, 1977:2-1).
It consists of the very basics of leadership training such as drill and
ceremonies, and custom and courtesies. Those cadets who enter the
AFROTC program without completing GMC, receive this training at an
extended field exercise.

"The POC is designed to prepare cadets for active duty as Air
Force officers" (AFROTC Reg 53-2, 1977:2-1). During the two year geriod,
approximately 25 percent of the program is directed to expanding the
cadets’ leadership experiences in officer-type activities (AFRGTC Reg
§3-2, 1977). The leadership activities are desigred to emphasize “the
individual as a manager in the Air Force" (Place, 1978:37). The material
covered includes individual motivational and behavioral processes, lead-
ership, communications, and group dynamics. Throughout the program,

22

[ ———




each student receives a total of two semesters on basic management
principles and one semester on the behavioral aspects of leadership.
Only three semesters of the leadership laboratory are designed to

enhance leadership capabilities {Place, 1978).

The Officer Trairing School (07TS) Praogram

The Officer Training School (0TS) program is designed to pre-
pare those individuals already pussessing degrees with the apportur.ity
to gain a commission. The twelve weexs of instruction is desiyned to
provide training to "meet the fundamental requirements for newly
commissioned of ficers in the Air Force" (Place, 1978:39).

As with both the AfA and AFROTC programs, the structure at 0TS

rr
L

15 gesigned to provide experience in differenl command and st

a

positians of the Air fcrce prganization. Additienally, ecach candidate

P R S e RN

receives seventy-eight classroom hours uf leadership and manajement
training which emphasizes typical leadership and management situations
canfronting an Air fForce officer (Place, 1978).

Orne criticism of the 075 program is the la=k of indepth stuay
devoted to any one area tecause of the time restrictions (Place, 1978;

Oohias, 1974).

i Post Commissioning Management. Development Training

-y

Once commissigned, management development takes the form of coth
formal and informal "opportinities” occurring continuously throughout
E the officer's career. The word "opportunities'" needs to be <tressed
because management development becomes both a joint and an individ al

3 effort. Management development results from opporturities that the
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supervisor must make somz effort to present, and the officer must make
some effort to use.

Supervisors arz in the best paositicn to determine the needs aof
their subordinates. The supervisor has ''the responsibility for develop-
ment actions such as performance evaluations, job rotation through
simcle-to-complex duties, and recommendations for classification,
training, education and further assignments” (AFR 36-23, 1979:4-1).
Once the supervisor provides the opportunities to develop management
potential, it is then ug to the individual to take advantage of them.
"The Air Force guides argd assists in career planning, but the officers
must work out their individual problems and gain the knowledge and
capabilities needed to advance" (AFM 36-23, 197Y:4-1). This is accom-

plished through an integration of both formal ard informal development

goportunities. -

formal Training

Throughcut an ¢fficers’ career, they are provided with oppor-
tunitiee for formal educational training. These opportunities include
Professional Military Education (PME) programs, the Air Force Institute

of Technnlogy, specialized management programs and self-development.

Pro’essional Military Education. "The basic PXE objective is
to enhancz the professional military competence of Air Force Gfficers
through a program of education desigred to broaden perspectives,
increase knowledge and prepare these ufficers tou assume higher levels
of command and staf guties and responsibilities" (AFR 53-8, 197%:2-1).

Three levels nof education exist: Squadron Officers School, Air Cemmand
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and Staff College, and Air War College. Each level of education is to

be given when it is most relevant to a particular stage of career
development. This permits the officer to cevelop expertise from a
progressively higher level of experience and maturity (Rogers, 1975).

The logic of the system is to have officers attend school at
critical points during their career. Squadron Ufficer School becomes
available at the point when an officer is deciding on an Air Force
career, Air Command and Staff College becomes available prior to
promotions to field grade. Air War College prepares the officer to
assume senior field grade and general officer responsibilities (Grove,
1975). As the officer progresses in a given career and assumes the
responsibilities of higher levels, the activities and decisions involve
more areas gutside that specialty. The P¥E system increases the
officer's knowledge and skills in a wider perspective.

The Squadron Officer School is the first level of PME for USAF
officers. Its mission "is to prepare lieutenants and captains for
cammand ang staff tasks required by the Air Force, while providing a
foundation for further professional developments' (AFR 53-8, 1976:3-1).

Leadership anc management development as SCS is presented sepa-
rately in the course curriculum. Leadership is covered in five phases
ang includes:

17« An examination cf Air force standards of leadership.

2. A basic understanding of how people interact with the

leadership process.

3. AN examinaetiovn of

different leadershin styles, and the

sitvational approacn tc leadership.
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4. A practical application of the farmal instruction in
communicative skills, leadership, and management.

5. A modified version of an assessment center which is used

to identify individual interperspnal and administrative

skills (Squadron Officer Schoel Curriculum Cataleg, 1977).
Ouring the leadership block, the students appear to have an excellent
opportunity to examine their own leadership styles and reevaluate their
effectiveness in many different situations (Place, 1978:44).

The management block was designed to build upon and extend
instruction in the leadership block. Its two phases include:

1. Improving individual skills and providing a basis for under-

standing the present Air force management systems.

2. An examination of Air force systems for mamaging its human,

financial, and material resources (Squadron Officer School
Curriculum Catalog, 1977).
The first phase emphasizes the behavioral aspects of management, the
second phase emphasizes '"nhands-on' training exposing the student to
different management systems in use in the Air force.

Qfficers are selected for Squadror Officer School on a com-
petitive basis by a central selection board at major comman level,
Approximately 85 percent of all eligible officers can attend S0S in
residence (Groves, 1975). Those not selected have the option of com-
pleting S0S by correspondence. Non-seiection for %05 does not eliminate
an officer from attendance at the next level of PME, Air Command and

Staff Collene.

B ) e S

i
!

e

RIS ST vt oy e

S S AN

e ad

Y v



[

I

The Air Commancd and Staff College is the Air Farce PME school

TR P K LT

at the intermediate level. "The mission of Air Command ang Staff Cecllege

is to prepare selected officars for the cawmand and staff duties of

0
[

majors and lieutenant colonels" (AFR 53-8, 1976:4~1).

Gne of three instructiognal areas is devoted to command and
management. This phase includes study and analysis of management fun- ,
damentals, command and leadership, analytical techniques of management,
and management resources. Jwo objectives of this block are:

1. Apply field grade leadership and management skills in

the Air force environmerts.

2+ RApply selective non-quantitative decision-making techniques

in deriving splutions to management protlems (Air Command

ard Staff College Catalog, 1977).

A comprehensive review of the literature provided each
student, coupled with a random sampling of lectures cnnducted
in the area « . .« found that a definitive explanation of the
terms 'field grade leadership and management skills” was nct
readily apparent. While the scope and depth of training re-
quired for field grade leaders“ip and management development
should be different than that conducted at 505, the literature
revealed that ACSC is also employing a 'grass roots' approach

e )

to the development process {Flace, 1578145).

"Grass roots" implies the same fundamental management skill introduced
in the Squadran O0fficer School curriculum. While AZSC should be pro-
viding higher grade officers with management skills needed for higher
level positions, the program appears to be duplicating ar reinforcing
the development skills already acquired.

Officers are selected for attendance at the Air Command and
Staff College by a central selection board at Keadyuarters, USAF.

Aprroximately 18 percent of all eligible officers are able to attend.
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ACSC in residence (Groves, 1973). Thase officers not selected for

attendance in residence are encouraged to complete either the Seminar

Program administered by ACSC at all Air fForce bases or the correspondence
course (AFR 53-8, 1979).
Air War College (AWC) is the senior level Air Force PME school.
"The mission of the AWC is to prepare senior officers for high command
and staff positions" (AFR 53-8, 1976:14-1). Management instruction con-
sists of a command and management unit which has the fellowing general
ob jective:
To comprehend factors contributing to leadership, command,
and management of human resources in the Department of Defense;
analytical technigues for decision making; and principle methods

used in defense resource management (Air War College Bulletin,
1978:14).

Jf the 167 hours allocated to the command and management urnit, 80 hours
are spent on the fundamental issues and techniques of leadership and
management techniques; the remaining time is devoted to higher level,
applied learning techniques (Place, 1978).

As with ACSC, officers are selected for attendance at Air War
College by a central selection bpard at Headquarters, USAF. Approx-
imately 12 percent of all eligible officers are able to attend the

] resident AWC program (Groves, 1975). A Seminar Program, Correspondence

Group Study and individual correspondence program are also available

for those officers not selected to attend in resigence (AFR 53-8, 1576).

An examination of the Professional Military Education programs

uncovers two weaknesses. The first is the small fraction of the iotal
= officer force given the opportunity to attend the schools. This is

particularly true with ACSC and AWC. Althgugh a number of Air Force
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officers are given the upportunity to attend equivalent schools of the
other services, the percentages increase to only 27 percent for ACSC
or equivalent and 1§ percent for AWC or equivalent (Groves, 1975).
Secondly, '"the S0S5, ACSC, and AWC curriculum for leadership
and management development shoula be integrated to recuce rsdundancy
and overlap”" (Place, 1978:86). [fuch of the fundamentals of leadership

and management skills are presented as a part of all three programs.

Air force Institute of chnology. The Air Force Institute of

Technology (AFIT) represents the second major source of management

development opportunities for Air Force officers. '"The mission of the

Air force Institute of Technology (AFIT) is to provide education and
training to meet Air force requirem¢ 5 in scientific, technological,

managerial, medical,
(Air Force Institute of Techrology Catalog, 1979). This mission is
accomplished through woth university level educational pgrograms and
continuing education programs. The university level work is designed
to provide officers with a "broad educational background that will
equip them both to understand their cultural and t=chnological envi-

ronment and to analyze and attempt to solve these problems" (Air Force

Institute of Technology Catalog, 1979:2). The continuing education

programs are short courses designed to provide specialized training to
meet specific Air Force and D00 needs.

Of the three resident schools, the School of Systems and

Ffeis Lie Giaduaie illanagement Programs concerned with

LSgistics o
management develgpment. The stated purpose of these programs is "to

provide selected graduate military and civilian managers with an
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educational experience designed to enhance their ability to effectively
analyze, design, and manage complex defense systems' (Air Force Institute
of Technoclogy Catalog, 1979:111), The graduate programs are desicned
to help students accomplish the following objectives related to manage-
ment development:
1. QCevelop the ability to demonstrate the logic, objectives,
and soundness of their decision-making processes.
2. Analyze complex problems, assess alternatives and develop
and apply appropriate decision criteria.
3. Communicate effectively.
4, Qeal successfully with human, material, and financial
resources.
S« Increase their krnowledge of management information systems
and the capabilities and limitations of the computer as a
tool for marmagerial decision-making (Air Force Institute of

Technoleogy Catalog, 1979).

The continuing educaticn program offers 44 courses, ranging in
length from one to ten weeks to professional logisticians and systems
managers. These courses are continuously updated to meet the changing
needs of the Air Force and the 000 (Air Force Institute of Technoleogy
Catalog, 1979). The majority of these courses provide some management
experience in specialized fields such as maintenance, logistics and
material management.

As with the PME programs, the selection process for AFIT is
competitive, Officers desiring admission to resident graduate degree

orograms request a letter of evaluvation. In coordination with the
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ma jor commands, AFMPC cetermines the applicants availability and selects
the officers for attendance. Again, as with PME, one weakness of AFIT
is the number of officers who have the opportunity to attend the

programs.

Specialized Leadership and Management Training. In addition to

PME and AFIT, the Leadership and Management Cevelopment Center (LMOC)
offers a number of programs to prepare mid- and upper-level managers

for increased responsibilities. Three programs offered inciude:
Professiaonal Personnel Management Course, USAF Commander's Course, and
case Commander's Management Course. The last two are geared specifically
for wing/group or base commanders and therefore will not be discussed.

The Professional Personnel Mamagement Course is designed to
"contribute to the professional development of senior personnel managers™
(AFn 50-5, 1979:4-5). This five week course providss extensive instruc-
tion in such areas as the management process, management philosophy,
problem anmalysis, decision making, management by objective, organizational
development theory, and commuricaticn analysis. It is available anly to
USAF Majors through Colonel, occupying key personnel positions at base,
MAJCOM, or headquarters, USAF level (AFM 50-5, 1979),

Based on critiques, questionnaires, and surveys administered to
graduates of the course, the overall effectiveness of the course has been
favorable (Place, 1978). As with PNE and AFIT, quotas are small.

A review of the objectives of the different PME schools, AFIT
prcqgrams, and specialized management development courses indicates some
common developmental criteria. Communication skills, both oral and

written, problem solving, leadership, decision making, and resource
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management are all stressed by the management development opportunities
presented. Additionally, all the programs reviewed provide a back-
ground in btasic management theory and the behavicral aspects of leader=-
ship. The primary weakness common tu these proarams is their limited
availability. Those officers who are not given the formal trainirg

opportunities must rely on self-development and informal opportunities

for management development.

Self-development. A number of programs exist which provide

individual officers with the means to extend their management develop-
ment experience. The effectiveness of these programs is highly depen-
dent upon individual effort.

The Extension Course Institute (ECI) offers corresponderce
courses in a wide variety of subjects. The correspondence courses for
the Professional Military Education Program are the primary source far
management development.

0ff-duty education programs are offered at most Air fForce bases
and are encouraged by Air force supervisors. Management development is
somewhat limited by the choices of courses available at the particular
Air Force base. Additionally, these programs are not offered at smaller

Air Force installations.

Informal Management Development Training

Informal management development is that training and experierce
that results from cn-the-job invoclvement in the manmapement procecs
(Dobias, 1974). "CLverything that goes on in the organization will

probably effect the growth and development of managers in some way
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and must be considered ir the broadest sense a part of management

development' {Tannehill, 1970:10).

The key to the effectiveness of on-the-job training for the
officer lies with the immediate supervisor. B8ecause of this, both AFN
25-1 and AFR 36-23 charge the supervisor with specific responsi:ilities
concerning the development of their subordinates.

Managers have the responsibility to give subordinates (1) infor-
mal training in managing cperational systems, (2) assistance in devel-
oping and understanding the skills necessary to manage both the human
and procedural aspeﬁts of operations, and (3) assistance in developing
a capability to manage competently their own components of the system.
These responsibilities are to be fulfilled primarily through on-tne-job
coaching af subordinates (AFM 25-1, 1974).

Coaching. Coaching is an on-the-job develooment tool which
centers primarily on the subordinate's work. Each supervisor is required
to guide the subordinate's development based on prior experience. This
includes establishing performance standards, regular discussion of day-
ta-day problems, and helping subordinate's develop management skills
(Rubinson, 1974). Because coaching is work-centered, it is intended to
focus on the subordinate's available skills and use work-related problems
to increase these skills and improve understanding of methods to resolve

future problems (Dobias, 1974).

Counseling. AFR 36-23 provides more specific guidelines for
supervisors. According to Table 4-1, AFR 36-23, the supervisar is

required to continuously assess the subordinate's potential and develop
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it through effective leadership and counsel, and to provide timely
counsel regarding performance deficiencies and means for correction.

The Air Force defines counseling as "the act of communicating
advice, instruction or judgment to influence a person's attitude or
behavier (AFM 35-16, 1979, S-4). Whereas coaching refers to the
subordinate’'s work-related experiences, counseling focuses on the
subordinate's behavior in a broader, more fundamental sense. [t refers
tc specific objectives ang attitudes rather than the mechanics of the
tasks performed. An effective counselor can substantially enhance
management development by positively motivating the officer toward the
development prccess (Oobias, 1974).

A major aspect of the counseling process is the providing of
feedback to the officer as a means to improve present performance [AFR
36-10, 1978 and AFM 36-23, 1979). "More and more evidence points
toward feedback as a key variable in effective management development”
(Schwendimen and Albertus, 1977:42). Both AFR 36-10 and 36-23 place the
burden of responsibility for providing this feedback on the supervisor.
AFR 36~10 identifies two types of counseling, continuing and periodic.
Continuing counseling should be pertormed on a day-to-day basis as the

need arises. Periogdic counseling represents those sessions scheduled at

PRI F T IS R
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regular intervals, such as every six months. AFR 36-23 also provides
guidelines for when counseling should be accomplished, for example,
prior to the preparation of am DER, promotion, attendance at school and
tender of a regular commissign.

Personal expeiience and Lhe resultsc of the Quality of tife

Survey, Third Edition, (McNichols, 1980), indicate a weakness exists
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in both the coaching and counseling methods of informal management
development far Air Force officers. The cummulative experience of two
officers with 16 years service, in six assignments within four ma jor
commands, under 14 different supervisors clearly points out a deficiency
in this area., Very little coaching is being accomplished, and any feed-
back about job performance must be reguested. The results aof the
Quality of Life Survey indicate that a majcrity of Air Force officers
are having the same experience with the informal on-the-job training
methods. According to the survey, 61.8 percent of the officers surveyed
agreed that more supervision of member performance and behavior is
needed at lower levels within the Air Force. Additionally, 38.4 percent
indicated they seldom or never received feedback from their supervisor
about their job performance.

It seems clear that a very key element of feedback on management
development occurs in the form of the officer's completed OER., This
normal occurrence is contrary to the purpose of the Officer Evaluation
System. "Evaluation reports are designed for the purpose of personnel
management of Air fcrce officers. They are not toc be used as counseling
devices" (AFR 36-10, 1978:1-2).

Whatever the stated purpose of the OER, it does represent the
supervisor's assessment of the subordinate. How valid is the Officer
Evaluation System, or any personal appraisal system, for providing an
accurate assessment of the officer's management capatilities? Sup-

ervisory judgments often fail in their potential as a useful source of

Py 1

intormation tbecause sSupervisor’s reported judgments are aflecleu not only

by the subordinate's performance, but also by: (1) lack of training of
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: supervisars in ke *2 make required judgments, (2) poorly designed

rating systems which cause judgment difficulties, (3) negative feed-

back effects which arise because the supervisor makes valid judgments
and rates some subordinates lower than others, and (4) task interference
effects which may result hecause of limited time or a large workload,
because the supervisor is urable to actually observe the ratee's per-
formance, or because the supervisor lacks the technical kngwledge

reeded to judge the ratee's potential (Rummler, 1972).

AFR 36-10, Qfficer Evaluation System, states three specific

problems facing the present Officer Evaluation System.

1. A tendency to give "good" ratings and a reluctance to give
"low" ratings. {
2. A tendency to rate according to a general impressicn of l
the officer concerned, often referred to as the "halo” b
effect. :
3. lnconsistency in ratings due to evaluation differences in

understanding the meaning of the varigus characteristics

being rated, and variations in evaluyation standards.

Finally, fournies (1974:20) states five reasons why any marage-

ment appraisal system fails as a tool for management development and

p -ovides the following summary:

All these reasons relate to naonfunctionalism: that is the
forms, policies, manuals, and procedures that comprise the
program matrix not only fail as functional tcols, but became
the major obstacles to answering the needs far which the pro-
gram was created.

o L, A W . ¢ i,

The conclusion drawn is that the OER, wihich appears to bte the primary
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source of feedback on job performance, is often not a valid assess=-

ment of the officer's capabilities.

Job_Rotation. One of the most generally accepted and widely
used management development methods is job rotatign. '"The organizatiecn
must provide, in a formal way, movement of managers in and ocut of
learning jobs (a job that provides ample decision-making experiences
sufficiently different from those curreatly assianed) as a part of a
total system develapment process" {English and Marchione, 1977:38).

Job rotation is the movement af officers from job to jeb for

training purposes as well as to meet the needs of the Air rurce. 'Varied

assignments provide the opportunity to gain new experience and tc apply

past traininpo" (AFR 36-23, 1970:4-1). Each assignment sheu

hould be glarned
to contribute further to the officers present knowledge of the Air force
and to better prepare him or her for jobs nof increasing responsibility
and scope (AFR 36-23, 1979:4-1). Headguarters, USAF and AFMPC have been
civen the responsibility to manage the officer force to meet the follow-
ing assignment goals: to fulfill present and projected authorizations,
manage available persornel resources at the lowest cost, aeet mission
requirements, and provide full career progressicn opportunities. A

career monitor at AFMPC is assigned to a given utilization field for the

purpcse of tracking officers career proguession within that AFSC. One

of their goals is to insure that officers are given the best opportunities

to gain the varied experience needesd for career progression ang manage-

ment development. The major restrictions wilh this develcpment method

are the availability of assignments and the requirement to mezt Air

Force needs.
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Summarx

In summary, this chapter has presented a review of the major
formal and informal managsment development oppo-tunities availaole to
Air Farce officers. Fformal management develppment includes the manane-
ment education recelived during the commissioning process, in the Air
Force professional military education system, in the Air Farce Imstitute
of Technology proyrams, in specialized management developmert courses,
and the results of the officer's indivicual ufforts at self-development.
A review of the ohjectives of these programs indicates the following
common developmental criteria: communicative skills, both gral and
written, problem solving, leadership, decision making, ant resource
management .

Informal management development is achieved primac‘ly through
cn-the- job coaching, counseling and ratation of assienments., A very
important aspect of the informal management development methods is the
feedback on present job performance provided 5y the individual's
supervisor.

Tnis seview has indicated there are limitations in the number
of nfficere z2le to receive management development thrauoh the formal
training opportunities. Therefore, the Air force emphasis on manage-
menl development for the majority of Air force officers is on informal
on-the- job development or self-development. Indications are that infor-
mal management development is not being implemented to the extent

i~iznded by Air force policy. This defiriency is especially true of

teunseling upon which the oficer can base further management developmeril.
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A techrnique whith has potential for use in management develcp-

ment is the assessment center method. The next miapizr prec='s an

(PR Y T

overview of the assessment centar process, inclugins its use as a

development Lool.
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CHAPTER IV

THE ASSESSMENT CENTER iME THOD

Introduction

There is an abundance of material written on assessment centers.
Over fifty articles from periodicals, books, research reports, and
symposia were reviewed. No attempt is made here to cover that material
in great depth, but rather an overview is given in the following areas:
evolution, uses, design considerations, validity, and military appli-

cations.

Evolution
Assessment procedures were first used on a large scale by German
military psychologists to select officers during World War I (0SS, 1948:1).
In 1842 the British formed the War Office Selection Board (WOSB) to
select officers for the British Army. They patterned the WOSE after
the German procedures and devised additional assessment techniques as
well, such as the leaderless group discussion {Huek, 1977:263).

The first use of the assessment center in the i'mited States was
by the Office of Strategic Service (055) -- set up to evaluate the
qualifications of candidates to serve as overseas intelligsnce agents
during UWorld War II (MacKinmor, 1975:1). The fimal report of the 0SS

Assesasment Staff was published in a book entitled Assessment of fien

(0S5, 1948). This report generated considerable interest in assessment

center technigues, largely because of the contrast with traditignal
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paper-and-pencil selection methods {Bray, 1976:16-2). The enthusiasm
was dampened somewhat however, by disappointing ualidity studies con-
ducted by the 0SS Staff {MacKinnon, 1975:2).

Tha assessment center method was first applied to American
industry in 1956 when the American Telepiane and Telegraph Company
(AT&T) began the Management Progress Study, a longitudinal research
program desigred to follow the growth and development of a sample of
young maragers (Cohen, Moses, and Byham, 1974:6). The first AT&T acsess-
ment center was fashioned after the 0SS Center and staffed by profes-
sional psychologists (Bray, 1976:16-2). A tota! of 274 managers were
assessed and then reassessed eight years later (Bray, Camptell, and
Grant, 1974:8). Results cf the study were not revealed to management,
but were used for research purposes only.

The first operational assessment center was established at
Michigan 8ell in 1958 for use in the selection of entry-level managers
(Cohen, Moses, and Byham, 1974:6). The establishment of this center
marked the beginning of a new era far assessment centers, since it was
staffed entirely by laypersons anc not dependent on professional assessors
(Bray, 1976:16-2). In the early 1960's several other campanies began
using assessment centers. These included Standard 0il of Ohig, I8M,
General Electric, Sears, Wickes, and J.C. Penny {MacKinnman, 1975:3)

Since the 055, the first major use of the assessment center
method in the Federal Governmeni was by the Intermal Revenue Service (IRS).
The IRS program first started in 1969 to identify first-level supervisors.
Since tnen, it nas pbeen expanded to select candidates for an Executive

Development Program. Other federal agencies using assessment centers
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include the C.vil Service Commission, Office of Management and Budget,
Federal Aviation Administration, Social Security Administration, Oepart-
ment of Housing and Urban Oevelopment, the U.S. Army, and the U.5. Air
Force (Byham and Wettengel, 1974). State gavernments, as well as
foreign governments have also implemented assessment centers. 8yham
and Wettengel (1974) provide an excellent overview on government usage
of assessment centers.

MacKinnnn (1975:5) states that the rapid multiplication of
assessment certers is largely due to the establishment of managerial
consulting companies that assist clients in setting up assessment centers.
Three of these firms are the American Management Association, Develcp-
ment Dimensicns, and Assessment Designs. In 1880, gver 2000 crgani-

zations are using assessment centers (Curran, 1380).

Uses aof Assessment Lentears

Just as there are many organizations using assessment centers,
they are used for many purposes. In reviewing the literature, the
fnllowing uses were found: employment, early identification, placement,
advancement, developmert, affirmative action, and training. Etach of
these uses is commented on below.

Only a few examples were found of organizations which use the
assessment center to aid in employment decisions. Usually, such appli-
cations involved recent college graduates applying for management jobs
or individuals applying for sales jobs. 'Several Bell Systems telephone
companies as well as Sears, Roebuck have used assessment centers in the

college employment process’" (Bray, 1976:16-5). The U.S. Army has also
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used assessment centers in a similar capacity as precommissioning
screening devices (Veaudry and Campbell, 1974:24). Bray (1976:16-6)

notes that both candidates for management and sales jobs have ''shown

a clear willingness to be assessed, even when their own time is involved."

The assessment center has also been used to help identify people
with management potential early in their careers (Kraut, 1576:31).
"There are many situations in which management potential must be iden-
tified at an early stage so various administrative actions can be taken"
(Byham, 1971:11). B8ray (1976:16-7) summarizes the use for early iden-
tification as follows:

The purpose of the assessment is not to render a final

judgment of the candidate's promotability to mapagement levels,
but rather to identify thase who have promise for the future.
The intent is to give those with high potential special devel-
opment opportunities and accelerated treatment so that they can
reach target positions significantly earlier than might other-
wise be the case.

Placement is seldom used as a purpose of assessment. According
to Bray (197611€-7), this is most likely because assessment is usually
aimed at a more general management level rather than at specific jabs.
Assessment is, however, coften a factor in placement of individuals in
jobs that will best suit their talents and provide development essential
for a long-term career (Kraut, 1976:32).

The most trequent use of the assessmernt center is for advance-
ment or promotion purposes (Bray, 1976:16-7). Assessment for promotion
occurs at all levels of management., '"It is probably most common at the
lower levels, but many organizations restrict tneir assessment to middla

managers” (Bray, 1976:16-7). Many avthors report that the assessment

center leads to better preomotion decisions which are tased on realistic
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systemmatically gathered data (Bray, Campbell, and Grant, 1974; Cohen,

Moses, and Byham, 1974; MacKinmon, 1975; Kraut, 1976; Norton, 1977;

and Hinrichs, 1978).

Although not usually the primary purpose, assessment centers
are also used for development purposes. In numercus‘articles, authors
extol the virtues of the assessment center for use as a professional
development tool (Byham, 1971; Kraut, 1972; Byham and Wettengel, 1974;
Veaudry and Campbell, 1974; MacKinnon, 1975; 8ray, 1973: Kraut, 1976:
and Boehm and Hoyle, 59??). The degree to which a center is used for
development varies. ''Some corganizations use assessment programs exclu-
sively for personal develcpment in order to help people diagnose their

competencies and to help improve them” (Kraut, 1976:32). Preparaticn

of individual development plans is uswally a primary or strong seccndary

objective of assessment centers only above the bottom level of management.

q
;
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This is true because a large proportion of those assessed at the bottom
level will not advance to management (Byham, 1971:11). Whether or not

an intended purpose of an assessment center, most participants report
increased self-insight into strengths and weaknesses after being

assessed, and that insight is fairly accurate according to Byham (1971:12).
Cray (1976:16-7) offers the folluwing explanation for why there are few
assessment centers for development only:

It has proved difficult for organizations to stick tc a
strict developmental mpdel in their assessment activities. Once
extensive evaluative information on individuals is available, the
pressure to use that information as a : ide tc advancement and
placement is extremely strong. !

Roehm anmd Havlae (1Q77.20&) Al ima b bhmemn - 10y : 1
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relationship” between assessment and development. They explain this
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relationship as follows:

The ultimate gcal of assessment center programs is essentially
the same as the wide variety of existing development strategies --
to maximize individual effectiveness { job preference) and conse-
quently the attainment of organizational success.

An example of a program which combines assessment ang development is the
Leadership Development Program used at the U.S. Air Force Squadron
Officer School.1 Students are assessed during the first two weeks and
then given the opportunity to participate in a development program to
work con identified weaknesses or other areas of interest during the last
nine weeks (Vincent, 1980). MacKinnon (1975:32-33) feels that the com-
bining of assessment and development may be the wave of the future. As
an example, he cites Development Oimensions Inc., which coffers a full
range of modules for the development of managerial skills, in conjunc-
tion with their assessment services.

A relatively new purpose of assessment centers is for use in

affirmative action programs. It is important to couple such programs

to early identification programs in order to speed along the advancement
of minorities and women. "Normal processes of identification, develop-
ment, and advancement are often lengthy, and it is particulariy necessary
to identify mincrity-group members with higher potential so that they

can be moved alorg more quickly" (Bray, 1976:116-8). A good example may

be found at AT&T, where management potential in blacks and women is

The assessment center used at S0S was patterned after the ASO
Mlanagement Assessment Center operated at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohic, in
1874 and 1975. It also contains dimensions uswvally found in management
2cseacment centers, auch 2o problem sgluing, flexihility, motivation,

forcefulness, willingness tc lead, etc. Ffor these reasons, the S0S
assessment center is considered to be a management develogment tool.
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identified during their second year of employment so that appropriate

training and development activities can he planned (Byham, 1871:11),
Norton and Edinger (1978:21) explain how the federal Government has
promoted the use of the assessment center for affirmative action:
fFederal enforcement agencies such as the Civil Service
Commission have encouraged organizations to use assessment
centers. The fact that the assessment center is a good sample
of the job of a manager may make it less subject to legal chal-
lenge on Equal Opportunity grounds.
A final purpose of argessment is Tor the evaluation of training
programs. Steiner (1975:237) states that the assessment center ''can
be used as a highly accurate means for evaluating executive development,
or other types of training programs.” He advocates the use of control

and experimental groups. The experimental group would receive training,

while the control group would not. Then, both groups would be assessed

to evaluate the effectiveness of the training. Bray (1976:16-14) advo-
cates a similar approach and suggests "It may be that the assessment
center approach can firally throw some light on the overall effective-

[ ness of management training in pimpointing its strengths and weaknesses.™

MacKinmon (1975:10) provides an appropriate summary concerning

bkt ok S, Yo St

the purposes of assessment centers:

Broadly speaking, the purpose of assessment centers in
business and industry is ta identify mamagerial patential for ¢
purposes of selection, placement, promotion, or development
{or some combimation of these), but which of these is most
stressed varies from program to program.

B W=t

It also appears that assessment centers will play a greater role in

[r- e

affirmative acticn and training evaluation in the future.
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Qesign Caonsiderations

Although there are multiple uses of assessment centers, and even
though there is np set pattern for design of an assessment program,
there are certain considerations which must be taken into account when
setting up a néw assessment center. Some of these considerations are
highlighted below. A set of guidelines endorsed in 1975 by the Third
International Congress on the Assessment Center Method is included as
Appendix A. Hereafter, any reference to these guideliines will be
referred to as 'the Standards".

The most important point in designing an assessment center is to
have the support of the organization, especially top management. Alsao,
regardless of the purpase, "Assessment centers should be incorporated
as part of a total system rather than as a process that operates in a
vacuum" (Moses, 1975:4).

Once norganizational support is established it is necessary to
define the target job for assessment and to identify the dimensions
critical to success in that job. Bray (1976:16-8) describes this
process as follows:

Methods of identifying the dimensions to be used may include
job analysis and descriptions, but they are most often based aon
special interviews with line and staff managers in the organi-
zation who supervise the level of work in gquestion or who have
special staff knowledge thereof.

In order to defend the fairness and soundness of the assassment center
it is also important to maintain a well-documented record detailing the
process which leads to the dimensions being assessed (BEyham, 1978:4).

Few assessment centers use exactly the same exercises, however,

all rely heavily on simulations desigred to elicit multiple dimensions
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from the participants. The simulations are based on situations the
candidates are likely to face in the target job. Sray (1976:16-3)

offers the fnllowing advice:

In planning the assessment center, there should bte a good
amount of redundarcy between exercises so that a particular
dimension can be seen in mare than one setting. Ths more of

this the better, since it adds to the reliability of judgments
of the v-rious dimensions.

Exercises common to most assessment centers include an in-basket, leacder-
less groups, and a management problem. The content will differ however,
depending on the type job and management level. For additional infor-
mation, a thorough discussion of assessment center techniques is pro-
vided by Crooks (1977:69-87).

Assessors are usually either professional psycholeogists or man-
agers two or three levels above the candidates and not in a supervisory
capacity over them. Assessors should be carefully selected. "The basic
criteria for the position of assessor have been familiarity with the
position in question, a successful career as a manager and possessing
skills much like the ones on which the candidates are to be evaluated"
(Jaffee and frank, 1978:51). “The ratio of assessors to assessees is
usually about one to two or three' {MacKinrmon, 1975:9).

When nonprofessiomal assessors are used, they must be trained
before the center begins. "Training time for assessors can range from
one day to three weeks and time spent on an assessment assignment will
vary from one week to one year in duration" (Jaffee and fFrank, 1978:52).
There are many methods employed to conduct assessor trzining. ESyham

(1970:157) provides the faollowing informatiom on assessor training:
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The most common methad of training is by understudy. In the
usual sitvation, an assessor-in-training sits through an entire
assessment cycle as a nonvoting member. Another method of asses-
sor training, particularly when assessment centers are being
introduced, is to have the assessors go through the assessment
experience first as candidates. Everything is the same except
that there are no assessors present. I[n a typical training
situation, the assessors go through an activity such as group
discussion, and then critique the discussion and identify
possible areas of observation afforded by the situation. Sev-
eral companies videotape activities to give assessors practice
in making aobservations.

The Standards in Appendix A prcvide additicnal informaticn on assessor
training and list minimum training requirements. Also, the management
consulting firms such as Development Oimensions, Inc. provide assessor
training services.

Individuals may beccme candidates for assessment either by self-
nemination, nomination by their supervisor, nr automatically at certain
career points. According to Howard (1974:119), it is contradictory to
select candidates based on their supervisor's nomination '"since a basic
purpose is to find a better way of rating potential tham reliance on the
supervisor's judgment.'” Basic information which should be provided to
participants is listed in Appendix A.

Although it is the final design consideration to be discussed
here, feedback is one of the most important factors in an assessment
center. Except for programs which are purely research in nature, prac-
tically all assessment centers provide some form of feedback either tc
the organization, the candidate, or both. The purpose of the center will
influence the type of feedback. A center used for management development

will emphasize future needs and will provide feedback to the candigate

and to the superviser . most cases. Whether or not the supervisor
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is included is often left up to the candidate (Bray, 1976:16-10).

MacKinnon (1975:10-11) describes the content of the feedback as follows:

The content of the feedback usually includes a description
of the candidate's performance in the assessment center, an
indication as to how he was viewed by his peers as well as by
the assessment staff, a review of his judged strengths and
weaknesses, and in some instances, an outlined plan for his
future development as a manager cr even as a person. The
giver of the feedback is usually the staff member who wrote
the report on the candidate.

Another type of feedback is the written report prepared for the
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organization. The written report may be used in both centers designed
for selection or promotion, as well as centers designed for development.

MacKinnpn (1975:142) also comments on the written report:

In general, reports are of one or two kinds, depending upan
the purpose of the assessment program. Most typically they
describe the performance of the candidate in the ascessment
center, and provide ratings ot the candidate on the rated vari-
ables, witk an overall rating of the candidate's managerial
potential if selected or promoted. In companies that use the
assessment findings in creating tailor-made programs for the
development of their personnel -- both as persons and as man-
agers -- a second report, or a second part of the single report,
is concerned with developmental recocmmendations.

Practices regarding feedback vary from arganization to organi-

zation. Slivinski and Bouregois (1977:143-159) have surveyed a number
of organizations to review and contrast feedback practices. Their con-

clusions are as follows:

While the feedback procedures generally adopted by most
of the organizations emphasize both the selectiocn and the
developmental aspects of the assessment center data, most
organizations are becoming mgre and more developmental in
their emphasis.

These are some of the principal areas to be considered when

Sesigning an ascesement center, Althouoh a new center can be patterned

after existing centers, each agplication of the assessment center must
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be considered a special case and planned accordingly. Ffor additional
information, Jeswald (1977:45-66) provides a thorough overview on

issues involved in estahlishing an assessment center.

Validity

The literature review on assessment center validity is divided
into three main area. -- content validity, predictiva validity, and
internal validity. Content validity is concerned with how accurately
the assessment center represents the target job. Predictive validity
is concerned with "correlations and other data showing relationships
between the evaluations and subsequent 'success' in management" (Huck,
1977:262). Internal validity is concerned with "factorial resuylts and
the correlations between the varigus assessment techniques and the
assessment ratings" (Huck, 1977:264). These rasults may be used to
determine the consistency of ratings and raters. The results may also
lead to observations concerning relationships among dimensions and
btetween dimensions and the overall r~ting.

An assessment center "is validated through content validity by
showing that it is related in content to a significant and consistent
aspect of successful behavior in the job being filled" (Horton, 1977:445).
The initial step in establishing caontent validity is to conduct a
thorough job anmalysis of the target job. This can be done either through
a survey of successful managers familiar with that job or through a work
sampling study in which persons in the target job are observed. As part
of the Jjob analysis, the dimensions to be assessed will be defined.

Unce olmensions are defined, exercises are selected or developed which
will bring out the desired dimensions. After assessors have ceen
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trzined to cbserve and record the identified dimensions, a pilot center

she.’. be tun to w.rx out any problem and give the assessors the oppor-
tun’* - - ous -ve actual behavior. When these steps are carefully
followed an ¢-numented an assessment center may be said to have con-
tent val. .ty.

Prediclive validity studies have been carried out by many
organizations. Numerous authors have published reviews on such studies
including Cohen, Moses and Byham (1974}, Howard {1974), MacKinnnn
{1975), Huck {1977), Klimoski and Strickland (1977), and Nortom and
tdinger (1978). Ffor their 1977 article, klimoski and Strickland
(1977:354) reviewed over ninety studies and found "few validity studies
per se being publ. .ied after 1:72." Table 4-1, from their article,
summarizes the "primary source validity studies on ass-: s ent centers"
(Klimagski and Strickland, 1977:355).

The only major validity study found since the Klimoski and
Strickland article was a follow-on study of I8M managers by Hinrichs
(1973). In the study, 47 individuals were assessed in 1967 to predict
advancement in management and then followed up eight years later. This
study appears to be tre anly "pure" validity study since the AT&T Manage-
ment. Progress Study. The assessment center results were "not used
aaministratively over the eight years so the data were not contaminated"
(Hinrichs, 1978:597). The follow-up criteria used were actual position
level attained and change in position level. The study also used an
independent evaluaticn of management potential made oy two managers in

1967. Correlation results are shown in Table 4-2.
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TABLE 4-2

CORRELATION RESULTS CF WINRICH'S STURY

Position Crange In

Level Position Level

Predictor Yr 1 Yr 8 Yr 1 to Yr 8
Assessment Center 26" J46% 22
Marager 32* «55* .22
n 47 30 30

.08

&
D
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Hinrichs (1978:597) concludes as follows:

While the manager's prediction based upon a careful review
af personnel records predicts the 8-year criterion more signif-
icantly than does the assessment center, the shrunken multiple
correlatian of the two together is .58 . . . . Both predictors
do significantly and independently predict the criterion after
2ight years.

The AT&T llanagement Progress Study is cited frequently as the
most important, most comprehensive and one of the anly “pure' predictive
validity studies (Cohen, Moses, and Byham, 1974:10; Howard, 1874:122;
Mackinnon, 1975:19; and Norton, 1977:446). The correlation of the
assessment center rating (pr2dicting making or not making management)
"with actually making middle management was .44 for college graduates
and .71 for non~graduates™ (Norton, 1977:446).

In their review, Cohen, Moses, and 8yham (1974:10) summarized
nineteen research studies taken from a variety of industrial settincs.
They computed the median validity coefficients to summarize the accuracy

of prediction. The median r was .33 in predicting job performance;

median r was .63 in predicting jot potential; median r was .40 in
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predicting job progress; and the overall median r for all studies was |

.37 {Cohen, Moses, and 2yham, 1974:21).

- Lm0

In another study, Norton (1977) compared the validity of
assessment centers with traditional methods for predicting managerial
success. Norton (1977:442-443) states the following conclusions:

A review of this literature shows that the validity of the
managerial assessment center as a predictor of managerial success :
is stable across different organizations and different managerial
positions. Comparisons with the literature an traditional methods
for predicting managerial success reveals that the average valid-
ity of the assessment center is abou*t as high as the maximum
validity attained by use of these traditional methods.

et

A common problem in predictive validity studies concerns the

selection of criteria to measure management success. In discussing this
problem in their article, Klimoski and Strickland {1977:353) take the
positicn that the freguentlyv used criteria listed in Table 4-1 "may

have less to do with managerial effectiveness than managerial adaptation
and survival."” Possible reasons given for use of these criteria include
easy access and ready acceptance by operating managers. They point out
that "little published research exists comparing alternative predictors
with agsessment center predictions" (Klimoski and Strickland, 1977:357)

As possible alternatives they suggest biographical data, peer nomi-

e e e —— e e e s o i o et el 1=

nations, and training director or sugervisary ratings or rankings.

In reviewing the litorature on internal validity, most articles
included inter-rater reliability and factor analysis. 5ince assessment
centers use multiple assessors, the issue of inter-rater reliatility is
important because it is a measure of consistency between assessors. A
summary of inter-rater reliability data published hy Howard (1974) is

shown in Table 4-3. Howard {1974:122) concludes that "Inter-rater
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reliabilities for assessment evaluations and for several assessment

companents seem sufficiently high to support their further use.”

further analytic studies also contribute freguently to studies
on internal validity. Howard [1974:117) reports that the number of
dimensions rangec from 10 to 52 in the companies she studied. The
purpose of factor anmalysis is to break a large set of ‘ariables or
dimensions intg basic elements or structure. A comprenansive summary
of factar analytic studies is given by Muck (1977:275-27 "), As Huck
(1977:276) points out, "A direct comparison of these factsr siudier
is not possible due to the differences in variables, varizule intergre-
tatiogns, 2ssessrent techniques, and objectives of each prosram.” Ien a
later article, Sackett and Hakel (1979:136) conclude that "A small
numtber of dimensicns, namely, leadersnip, aorganizing and glamning, and
decision making serve to define the underlving factor structure.”

A recent article by Norton, Ounne, and Tharnton {1980) includes
a number of techniques applied to an internal validity study. Among the
techniques used are the following: correlations among final dimension
ratings; correlations between final dimension ratings and overall assess-
ment; correlations of dimensions nbserved in simulations with final
dimension ratings and overall assessments; inter-rater reliability;
factor analysis; and multiple regression of final dimension ratings an
overall assessment. This article provides a thorough example of an

internal validity study.,

Althgugh a great deal of research has been done to show the
validity o tht acscoement center techninue, the validity of a particular

assessment center should not be taken for granted. Moses (1375:9)
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emphasizes this point as follows:

The historical record of validity . . « cannot bes taken as
a guarantee that a given assessment program will or will not e
valid in a given setting. Because of this, each user must ascer-
tain thne validity of the program as applied to one's organization.

Military Applications

The final portion of this literature review is concerned with
the use of assessment centers in the military. A number of research
reports have been written concerning the use of the assessment center
in military organizations. Six of these reports are summarized in the
following paragraphs.

Among the military services, the U.S. Army has conducted
perkaps the most extznsive research on assessment centers. Smith (1978)
provides an overview of the pilot assessment center established in 17973
at the U.S. Army Infantry School (USAIS) at fFort Benmning, Georgia. The
initial Army research had two major purposes, stated as follows by
Smith (1978:1):

One was to determine the validity of the assessment process

for predicting performance in Officer Candidate School and also

in junior officer assignments . » . . The second purpose . . .

was to test the value of assessment and counseling as a personal

career development aid.
The pilot program was completed in Cecember 1974. Analysis of initial
results was limited to inter-rater reliability and factor analysis.
Plans were alsc made to collect data on future performance for sub-

sequent validity studies. OQOetails on the Army research are described
in numerous follow-on reports.

0f special interest to this thesis is a report on the USAIS
assessment center writtan by Salter and Omstead (17974). Their report
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focused on two areas. The first area of research involved development
of an instrument for collecting performance data to be used in validation
studies. The other area of research was an analysis of feedback methods
for conducting post-assessment counseling sessions. All counselors in
the Army program also served as assessors, however 'a counselor may or
may not have previgusly served as an assessor for an individual later
assigned to him for counseling" (Salter anc Clmstead, 1974:38) The
elements of a typical counseling session are described in figure 4-1.

As part of the analysis, counselors were asked what methods seemed
particularly effective in capturing the assessee's attention and moti-
vating him. Some of these methods are described in Figure 4-2,

Smith (1977) examines the use of the assessment center tech-
nigue at the U.S. Air force Squadron Officer School (505). He descrioes
the use of assessment centers at S0S during 1975-1577 and discusses the
importance of counseling in the SOS program. The primary emphasis of
Smith's report is on the use of assessment in the leadership development
of S90S students. He discusses how an assessment and development program
can be combined and provides an example to illustrate. Smith (1977:42)
"credits S0S with making a determined effort to improve its leadership
development program but suggests there is still room for further growth
and improvemert." The main area of improvement called for is to offer
toth section commanders and students mnre spedific guidance about the
assessment process and its' place in the S0S Leadership Oevelopment

Program (Smith, 1977:42).

m
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program. According to MeAdoo (197%:3), the purpose of his study was to
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Phase I:
relaxed,

Prase II:
A

8.
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Establishing rapport - Casual conversation to establish a
informal climate and reduce possible anxiety.

Introduction
Discussion of the concept and purpose of the counseling session.

1. Mutual agreement on the role of the counselor and the role

of the counselee.
2. Encouragement of active assessee participation and note
taking during the session.

Review and discussion of the assessment process.

1. Discussion of exercises (e.g., naming and reviewing the
actual exercise, discussion of the development, and
purpose of some or all).

2. General discussion of the purpase and background of the
leadership dimensions.

Phase III. Ffeedback of assessment results for each dimension. The
following steps occur for each dimension:

Al
Be

He

Name dimension and ask assessee to define it.

State the cfficial definition and reach consensus with the
assessee.

fAsk the assessee tp analyze his performance an the dimensign,

Provide the counselor's findings concerning the assessee's
perfaormance.

Support the assessment conclusions with examples of specific
behavior from assessor's reports and/or videotape segmants,
if appropriate.

Encourage two-way discussion of the feedback.

Ask assessee to suggest ways to improve performance on this
dimension, if needed.

Fresent counselor recommendaticns for cerrective acticgns or
remedial pr.grams.

Phase IV: Conclusion nf counseling session

A,

8.

Obtain g:neral feedback from the assessee in the form of
questions and the assessee's summary of the counselor's
observations and recommendations.

Summarize, administer poste-counseling questionnaire, and
terminate session with an effort to establish continued rapport.

Figure 4-1
USAIS ASSCSSIMENT ZohToR:
ELEMENTS OF A TYPICAL CCUNSELING SESSION.
(Salter and Clmstead, 1974:42)
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High-impact 7 :edback
A. Verbal feedback frem counselor followed by videotape support.
B. Comparison of the assessee's performance with that of his peers.

C. Participative intsraction which aids the assessee in amalyzing
own actions and achieving insight into his own weaknesses.

D. A counseling approach which convinces the assessee that the
counselor has a genuine concern and interest in him as an
individual.

Motivating approaches.

A. Asking assessee to suggest a course of action he might take to
imprave his performance in a particular area.

8. Demonstrating the relevance of skill in a particular dimension

to present real-life army situation and to future career
progression.

C. Sharing of personal experiences in which the counselor had
found skill in an area to be particularly important.

Additional motivating mettods.

A. Individualized instruction programs in the Infantry School
tailored to meet the aeeds of the individual assessee.

8. Pericdic follow-up interview either on a regular basis or
upon the initiative of the assessee.

Figure 4-2

USAIS ASSESSMENT CENTER:
EFFECTIVE COUNSCLING TECHNIQUES
(Salter and Olmstead, 1974:143-~44)
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establish '"the criterion validity of the dimensions of tehavior used
at 505 when assessing students.” His study may be divided into twc
areas.

First, he computed the coitrelations of the assessment center
dimepsian ratings, pretest scores, and reading scores with performance
at S05. These results are shown in Table 4-4. The academic score was
a raw score based on test results. The leadership evaluation was a
consensus of nine faculty members based on their ' judgment of how
effective the individual was in influencing a oroup to accomplisk a
specific task"™ (McAdoo, 1979:123-24). The overall performance was based
on both acadenic score and leadership evaluation, plus writing and
spz2exing grades. Note that academic score, leadership evaluaticn, and
overall performance were also included as dimensipons in Table 4-4.

The other part of McAdoo's study consisted of a regression
analysis using leadership evaluation as the criterion variable and the
assessment center dimension ratings as the potential predictor variables.
His results indicated that acceptance of responsibility, forcefulness,
and interpersonal skills were the strongest predictors of final leader-
ship evaluation,

In addition to reporting the results of his analyses, McAdoo
made several recommendations. Perhaps the most significant recommen-
dation was that the assessment ratings of S0S students be retained as a
basis for a longitudinal study of leadership in the Air ferce,

Francis (1978) describes some problems in applying traditioral
methods to Air Fcrce evaluationm, promotion, and selection systems, She

discusses the use of the assessment center as a possible solition to
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CCRRELATION RESULTS QOF McACCOD'S STUDY

TABLE 4-4

Leadership Overall Academic
Oimension Evaluation Performance Score

Acceptance of
Responsibility «519 $482 .208*
Forcefulness 482 424 . 365
Willingness
to Lead 475 0382 283
Mctivation 380 <433 213+
Interpersonal
Skills o372 «292 «138*
Flexibility «321 . 205* .06+
Oroanizing
Skiils <311 2499 v215%
Problem
Solving «253 «330 «235
Pretest 361 342 627
Reading Test «268 348 .496
Leadership
Evaluation 1.000 087 402
Cverall
Performance .687 1.000 .B75
Academic Score 402 675 1.0C0

N = 83

*p z 05

63

significance: p € .09, except as noted
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some of these problems. Areas mentioned for application of assessment
technigues include initial officer selection, several applications for
development, ang selection of personnel for sensitive jobs. Ffrancis
(1978:54) concludes as follows:

"2 U.S. Air Force has a number of personnel management
probiems such as selection, evaluation, promotion, development,
and retenticn which might profit from the use =f an objective
and unbiased technigue such as the assessment center process.

In a similar study Geiger (1977) examined the use of the assess-
ment center in screening applicants and selecting candidates for the
Marine Corps Officer Candidate Schocl program. The following comments
were gffered by Ceiger (1977:4) concerning the impcriance of the
selection and development grocess:

Since the military is a totally closed system, wnereby all
assignments and all cromotigns are made from witnin, it is
essential that the initial selection process and continuing
development of officers be as discriminating and efficient
as possible.

He investigated both conventional methods and the assessment method of
identifying leadership and management potential. Geiger (1977:ii) con-
cludes that the assessment center "has potential as a cost effective
adjunct to present officer candidate selectius methods and is both
feasible and applicable.”

The review of these six articles has shown that the assessment
center process is applicable to the military and the Air force in
particular. GBeyond merely discussing potential military applicaticns,

actual assessment centers conducted by both the Army and Air force were

referenced.
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There is no lack of literature regarding assessment centers.
This review inas broadly covered the literature in describirng the history
and growth of assessment centers, some af the many uses, some design
considerations, the issue of validity, and applications to the military.

Although a considerable amcunt of research has been done,
additional research is needed bsfore assessment centers tecome operational
in the Air force. Tre 505 assessment program should be continued and
data ccllected for longitudinal studies. Alsn, pilot assessment ceaters
for development and perhaps other purpases should he established in cother
settings to gather additienal data to oe used in establishing the effec-
tiveness of the assessment center method in the Air fgoree. This last
point is addressed later in this thesis.

With this overview, the next cnapter is devoted to a detailed

validity study of a specific assessment center, which may be useful as

a pilot assessment center for officer development.
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ChAPTER V

VALIDATION

ASD Management Assessment Center

in 1973, an assessment center was specially desicned to evaluate

el T g b 1,

Air force civilian employees for first level super-.isory positions. The

e e e i s i

employces were scientists ang encineers at wiright-Patterson AFE {(WRAF3),

on p—

Ghipo. TMost were at the G5-12 and G5~13 level. This center was operated
in 1974 anc 1975 by the Aeronautical Systems Civision (ASC) Civilian
Fersonnel Division. The assessment center was callea tne "A5C Manage-

ment Assessment Center"” and will be hereafter refecred to as "the ASC

Center."

i e dl ... e

At WPAfE,; the joos performed ©y military scientists ang engineers

13

are es:entially identical to the jons performed ty their civilian counter- §
=

j.arts. 3decause cof this and zleo tecause the results were used for both ;
selection and development purposes, thie ASC Center was examined for 3
future agplication to management gevelopment uf Alr force orfi: rs, Tris '
examinaticn included a validity study wnict is reportec in trnls chapter. ..
The validation effort was divided into an evaminatich of content %

|

K

validity and an empirical validity stucy. Zince a thorcuch ‘oo aralysis
was performed, tioe cuntent valigity s Lriefly revieweo arg summarizec.
The esparical valigat, is Laseo on gata collec.ey during tie oreratico
SUolie ASU Lenter. beost LS ang cenclusiogne Losed on e statistlcoal

U Lynizn BTL Uepul Lel. ¥
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Content Validity

As stated in Chaptar IV, content validity is concerned with the
accuracy of the assessment center in representing the target job. The
content of the ASD Center is examined in the following areas: job
analysis, dimensions, exercises, feedback, assessor selecticn, assessor
training, and trial run and evaluation. Ffimally, the gverall content

validity is summarizecd.

Job Analysis

The job amalysis for the ASO Center wacs performed bty Or. Joseph
L. Moses of Assessment Associates, Inc. Based on interviews with six
secony level supervisors, Or. Moses prepared a Supervisory Abilities
Inventory ogesigned tu collect and rank characteristics essential In a
first level supervisory position., The Supervisory Abilities Inventory
is included as Appendix B,

The imventory was uistributed by the ASO Civilian Personnel
Office to approximately 700 first and seconc level supervisors in ASC
and the Air force Acionics Laboratory (AFAL), Responses were received
from a total of 147 supervisers.

In addition to determining supervisory characteristics, the
Supervisory Aoilities Inventory was also used to determine whether any
significant cifferences existed setween ASC and AFAL comcernitg tneir
characteristics. The finai report indicated that there were onmly minor
d:fferences btetween trne two organizaticns as to qualities meeded in a
first level sug:rvisor, The complete int analysis s included as

Appendiz L.
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Oimensions

The job anmalysis identified 15 dimensions critical to swuccess
as a first level supervisor. One dimension, '"ariginality"™, was dropped
after a trial run of the assessment center. This was based on the
recommendations of Or. Moses and the assessors cue to problems in
observing tihis dimension (Bryant, 1980). The final 14 dimensions and .

’
!

their definitions, as used in the ASC Center, are given in figure S-

Exercises

The assessment center exercises were selected or designed by
Dr. Moses to measure the dimensions listed above. The evercises used
in determinatiaon gf the overall assessment rating included a back-
groundg interview and five simulations. These exercises are described

in figure 5-2. Table 5-1 shows t = dimensions observed in each exercise.

Feedback
“hree types of feedback were given upon completion of a center. jvl
£ach cardidate received a personal, private interview with an assesspor é}‘
a few days after completing the center. The interview lasted approx-
imacely one hour and included a comprehensive analysis of the cancidate’s
performance during the assessment center. Prior to the interview, each

candidatc was asked to complete a '"Career Cevelopment Tnvencory" which

wus then discucsed during the interview and reccmmendations made where
appropriate.s The candidate's first level supervisor alspo received a
verhayr reoort ‘ron the assessor, and a notice of the overall assessment
raving., Coe s8cind lovel supervisnr of tne cangidate rece:ved a written

reatt prepared Ly Lt asuessar.,

(M
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14,

Oral Communicatioms Skills (0OC): To what extent can this individual
effectively express his ideas orally?

Leadership (LE): To what extent is this individual able tc get
others to work together effectively in a group?

Energy {(EN): Ta what extent does this individual maintain a high
level of activity?

Forcefulness (FO): To what extent is this individual able to command
atteriion from others?

Persuasiveness (PE): To what extent is thic individual atle to sell
nis point of view to athers?

Flexibility (FL): To what extent can this individual adjust to new
situations easily?

Empathy (EM): To what extent does this individual exhitit a concern
far others?

Stress Tolerance (ST): Ton what extent is this individual able to
respond appropriately to stressful conditions?

Risk Taking (RT): Tc what extent is this individual willinag to take
either risk or responsibility to achieve gbjectives?

Acquiring Information (AI): To what extent is this indivigdual able
to obtain information?

Organizing Skills (0S): To what extent can this individual plan and
organize the work of himself and otbers?

Problem Solvicg (PS): To whet exteat can this irdividual easily find
the best solutior to a praoblem?

Decision Makirg {OM): To what extent can this individual .nake
decisions of high quality?

Written Cummur.ications Skills (WC): To what extent can this individual
effectively express his ideas in writing?

Figure &-1

ASD ASSESSWENT CENTER CIMENSIONG




1.

3.

S.

Interview (INT): This exercise provides an opportunity for the
assessor to gather inputs directly from the candidate in a one-
on-pne situation. It addresses such areas as job likes and
dislikes, career planning, interests, and any cther areas the
candidate wishes to discuss. Prior to the interview, each candidate
is asked to complete a questionaire which asks for information re-
garding background, interests, likes and dislikes.

City Council (CIC): This simulation "is an assigned role, leader-

less group discussion. Six participants roleplay City Council

members, who have been called together to determine the best use

to be made of a Federal financial grant of $1,000,000 to their city.
Each ‘council member* has information on the needs of one City
Department. Each participant is to try to get the largest appro-
priation possible for his department while still helping the group
swiftly and fairly accomplish its task" (Development Dimensions, 1973).

Management Probleme (MGP): This simulation is a leaderless group
discussion with no assigned roles. The six candidates are to act

as a group of consultants asked to give recommendations concerning
an organization's problems. The group must come up with a written
recommendation of a suggested course of action for each of four
problems. All group members must agree on and initial the recommen-
dation.

Supervisory Task Force (STF): This simulation is a leaderless group
discussion with no assigned roles. The six candidates are to act

as a special task force assigned to decide upon the attributes needed
to successfully perform a first level supervisory job. Each candidate
is given a period to study the list and rank the attributes (plus any
they want to add) in their order of importance to a first level sup-
ervisor. The candidates must then meet together and prepare a

written report listing the agreed-upon attributes.

Research Budget (REB): This is an individual exercise in which the
candidate is given a short description of a situation demanding an
immediate decision. The candidate is asked to play the role of a
newly appointed personnel director who must make an immediate decisicon
and present the reasoning behind it. A staff member is assigned to
play the role of a resgurce person whg will answer any questions the
candidate wishes to ask.

Organizational Problem (ORP): This is an individual exercise in which
the candidate is asked to play the role of a special task force mem-
ber. The task force is concerned with improving organizational
effectiveness. The candidate is tpold of a number of concerns being
raised which suggest that the present form of the organization is
outmoded. The candidates must prepare a written proposal outlining
their thoughts, ideas, and sunnestions in this matter.

Figure 5-2
ASD ASSESSMENT CENTER EXERCISES
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Assessor Selection

Three assessors and a chairman were required to assess each
grocup of six candidates. Assessors were selected fram secora level
supervisors or experienced first level supervisors nominated bty Jhe
organizations serviced by the ASD Civilian Personnel {ffice. Botn
military and civilian supervisors were considered for assessor assign-
ments. The following selection criteria were suggested by Cr. Moses:

1. Young (35-40 age group if possible)

2. Auvility to get away from office problems

3. Must be perceptive, sensitive and have empathy with
persons being evaluated.

4. Must nave ability to communicate, especially in writing.
5. Ffreedom fraom bigotry
6. Second level supervisor (or higher) of key staff person
7. Should be a perscn who is respected by peers
It should be noted that the above criteria represented ideal conditicns,

not all of which were met in every case.

Assessor Training

All assessors attended a one-week training course congucted by
Or. Mpses. The training included the following general areas: back-
ground on assessment centers; the assessment process; cbserving andg
recording behavior; recording dimensions; giving feedtack; armd familiar-
ization with dimensions and exercises. The film 12 /ingry ifien” and

videotapes of the various exercises were used as training aicds.

Trial Run and fvaluatior

A trial run of the ASL Zenter was conducted curir; _anuar. tipo.wt
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June 1974. A total of 82 candidates were assessed by 12 assessors during

this period. Upon completion of the trial run an evaluation was initi-
ated to determine whether or not to proceed with the assessment oroaram.

As part of the evalcation, the 82 emplayees who participated in
the trial run were surveyed to gather feedback cancerning their reactian
and recommendations. Qverall the reactions were favorabie. The results
of the survey are summarized in Appendix D.

Another survey was designed to receive feedback from the first
70 managers (second level supervisors of the 82 assessees) who had
received at least ore written report from the ASD Center. The signif-
icant findings (Friedman, 1975) were as follows:

1. A significant percentage of the managers (94%) felt that

the information grovided by the Assessment Center was very

useful to the empgloyee.

2. A majority of the managers (52%) felt that the information

was useful to management. An additional 35% felt it was at

least somewhat useful to management.

3. A significant number (30) of personnel actions - some

favorable and scme unfavorable to the employee cancerned -

were taken based on the Assessment Center information.

4, Only twc of the managers who responded did not plan to

send other employees through the Assessment Center,

S. A majority of managers (70%) felt that the Assessment Center

report provided more creditable data than the supervisory

appratsal for merit promoticen (3Supervisory fvaluation of

tmgloyeePotential fer First Level Supervisory Fositions, At icrm




6. five of the managers recommended cancellation of

the Assessmant Center,

7. A large percentage (46%) of the managers expressed ccncern
for the amount of time required for supervisors toc serve as

aSSessSQors.

5ummarz

Upon completion of the evaluation, a decision was made to
implement the AS0 Center as an additional imput to the Merit Promction
System. Based on the thorough job analysis, assessment center design,
training, trial rum, and evaluation, the ASD Management Assessment

Center appears to possess content validity.

Empirical Validity

The empirical validity ccnsisted of two parts, internal and
predictive. The internal validity is accomplished (1) to deterr.ine
the reasanableness ard consistency with which the informaticn is used
to determine the overall assessment and (2) to determine the amount of
information that is used. The predictive validity is accomplished to
measure the ability of the assessment center techniques to gredict

managerial success.

Internzl validity

The data used in the intermal validity consisted of the three
assessor ratings fecr each dimension observecg in an exercise. Within
the six exercises, 47 saparate cimensicns were assessed. <t tne lire

of the consensus meetinmg, & :ai.n, iGi gul” Cimgneion and an averall
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assessment center rating was given by each of the three assessors. In
addition, a final consensus rating was also arrived at for each of the
14 dimensipons and the overall assessment of potential.

The ratings far the 14 dimensions were done on a zero to five
scale while the overall assessment center rating was given on a one to
four scale., The zero was used only in the 47 separate dimensior ratings
and indicated that behavior representing the dimension being evaluated

was not observed. Table 5-2 shows the distributian of the overall

assessment ratings.

f TABLE 5-2
§ DISTRIBUTION OF CvERALL ASSESSMENT RATINGS |
H
| ; i
5 N A i
: 13
4 More than acceptable 8 5.5 i'
: 3
3 Acceptable 62 43.4 3
2 Questignable 41 28.7 3
, 1  Unacceptable 32 22.4 :
: 143 100.0 13
é 5
The distribution indicates thkat there was an even distribution of good f
and tad ratings within 49: of the candidates being rated acceptable or !g
H
higher and %1 percent being rated yuestizcnable or lower. The mean é
value for the overall assessment tating was 2.32 with a standard :
deviation of .89,

h Table 5-3 pres2rts the means and the stands:ro dev..ions cf tne

47 gimension ratings for the exercises, and the 14 fina) dimension ratings,
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TABLE 5-3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIDNS FOR DIMENSION RATING AND F INAL DIMENSION RATING

EXERCISE

DINMENSION INT CIC MGP STF REB ORP F INAL
oc 3.92 3.67 - 2.84 3.76 2,76
(.84) (.98) (1.20) (.97) (.828)

LE 2.72 2.89 2.78
(1.15) (1.21) (1.13)

EN 3.35 3.44 3.46 3.45
(1.168)  (1.13)  (1.21) (1.05)

Fo 3.84 3.14 3,11 3.08 3,13
(.99) (1.13)  (1.22) (1.19) (1.00)

PE 2.79 - 2.78 3.24 2.86
(1.08) (1.21) (1.12) (.92)

FL 3.10 2.72 2.97 2.93 2.96
(1.20 (1.31)  (1.21)  (1.18) (.90)

EM 3.59 3.20 3.32 3,44
(1.14) (1.15) (1.04) (.81)

ST 3495 3.80 3.99 4,08
(1.05) (1.27) (.98) (.85)

RT 3,30 2.71 2.70 3,17 3.08
(1.10) (1.30) (1.40) (1.20) (.86)

Al 2.96 3.17 3.11 3,13
(1.29) (1.08) (1.16) (.94)

as 3.20 3.05 3.44 3,26 3.25
(1.09) (1.26) (1.06) (.967) (.86)

PS 3.07 3.1 3.30 2.8 3.17
(1.21) (1.28) (1.07)  (1.06) (.89)

om 2.99 2.92 3.36 2.99 3.10
(1.21) (1.32) (1.c8) (1.02) (.89)

WC . 3.51 3.36 3.35
1.06) (1.02) (.90)

Means/(Standard Deviations)

See Table 5-1 for explanation of dimensions and exercises
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Overall, candidates were seen as rating low in leadership, persuasive-

ness and flexibility. Higher than average ratings were given in aral
ccmmunications, energy, empathy and stress tolerance.

There are two possible explamations for the low average ratings
in leadership, persuvasiveness and flexibility. First, since the job
of a scientist or engineer may not normally require much need for these
dimensions, it seems reasonable that the assessees would rate lower.
Secondly, there may te assessor bias in the rating of these dimensions.
The center design may make it difficult to rate hicghly all assessees on
these dimensions,

The high averages ratings ir both gral communications and erergy
appear consistent with the type of individual comgrising the sample
population. The high average ratings for both empathy ang stress
tolerance may be due to inflation by the assessors. for both dimensions
the assessee will rate high unless some neqative Gehavior characteristic

of these dimensions is observed during the exercise.

Correlation of Dimensions. Table 5-4 presents the correlations

among the 14 final dimension ratings and the overall assessment ratinos.
With the exception of empathy, written communications and in some cases
stress tolerance, the correlations are all above .40. The hichest
correlations (.77-.88) are among thrae of the five interpersonal skills;
leadership, erergy, and forcefulness. Tris high correlation is seen as
ingicating the need for energy ancd forcefulness in order tc rise to the
position of leadersnip within the croup.

Tre second highest group correlaticns (.70-.75) exists amone

tnree of tke five administrative skills: decision making, crovlem sclvirsg,
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w + zarizing., This is also an expected result based on the inter-
dep. - dence of the three dimensions.

A4 review of the correlations amgng the 14 final dimensiecn ratings
and the overall assessment rating indicaites that persvasiveness .81,
leadership (.77), decision making {.72), problem solving (.72), orcan-
izing skills (.71) and forcefulness (.70) had the highest correlaticns.
These results are fairly cocnsistent with the data of the Supervisory
Ability Inventory (Apperdix C), in which leadershig, decision making
and srganizing skills were listed as ceing critically important for
supervisary success in the target job. FPersuasiveness, which had the
highest corrzlation, was listed as scmewhat important, and forcefulness
was listed as usually important. Written comm: nications (.39) and
empathy {.33) nad the icuest correlations.

The average correlations of the dimensicns coserved ir the
exe.cise with the final rating for that exercise ang also with the over-
all assessment rating are prese~ted in takle S 5. These correlations
indicate the strength of the r .ationsnip of the dimensiocn measurec In
the exercise with the (1) finmal rating .. that dimensicn and (2} tre
overall assessment rating. All dimensions were ozserved in at least

two exerclLses.

A

A numter of the dimensicns, such as leadership, ererzy, f
inility, crzanizing skilils, written communicaticns ancd oral cemmuricaticns
displayed hizr correlations for all the exercises, This Incicates that

- T

the assessors ccnsictentl, see cpoortunities to ocserve Senavier char-

acteristic of these Jiensions in all exercises.
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TABLE 5-5
CORRELATIONS OF DIMENSION RATIGS FOR EXERCISES WITH
FINAL RATINGS ON SAME OIMENSIONS AND WITH OVERALL ASSESSIMENT (N=144)

Dimension INT cIc MGR STF REB ORP
oc .61 .66 .67
(.41) (.49) (.53)
LE .78 77 .75
(.64) (.70) {.59)
EN .75 .75 .76
(.54) (.58) (.54)
FO .62 .74 .76 .76
(.43) {.56) (.60) (.59)
PE .65 .72 .60
(.55) (.63) (.55)
FL .63 .59 .60 .58
(.4a3) (.55) (.46) (.40)
Em .57 .60 .46
(.29) (.26) (.30)
ST .57 42 .63
{.25) (.29 (.33)
RT .40 .54 .41 Lah
(.38) (.36) (.38) (.20)*
Al .38 46 .78
(.33) (.s0) (.37)
0s .59 .63 .67 .57
{.59) {.57) {.47) (.44)
PS .59 .56 .G6 .62
(.59) (.58) (.51) (.44)
om .57 .47 .65 .65
(.54) (.52) (.50) (.46)
W .68 .69

Final Ratings/(Overall Assessment Rating)

Significance: p & .01

* ,01< p $ .05

except as noted

(.31) (.29)

See Table 5-1 for explanation of dimensions and exercises
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Acquiring information had a wide range (.38-.78) in correlations.
The correlation was highest for the Research Eudget and lowest for the
Interview. These results irdicate that the assessors consistently saw
less opportunity to observe behavior characteristic of that dimensiaon
in the Interview than in the Research Buc-et. These results may be
reasonable since the Research Budget was designed to provide the assessee
with the opportunity to gather irformation wniie tie interview was a
general information input from the a-sessee to the assessor.

The range for the correlations between the dimension rétings for
each exercise and the overall assessment rating was .20 to .70. Ffour of
the dimensions, empathy, stress tolerance, risk taking and written
communications had rather low correlatioms. HNerton, Cunre, and Thorntorn
(1979:17) point out that this low correlat:on would arise if "either
the candidates’ performance on ttat dimension for that simulation was
hignly divergent from their averall performance or that the assessors
were ignoring that particular dimension for that exercise.” The
correlations for these three dimensions were low for all the exercises
ingicatinn that probably the assessors were ignoring that dimension in
determining the overail rating.

Inter-rater reliability. As a measure of reliability, inter-

rater reliabilities fur the 47 dimension ratings for the exercises and
for the 14 fimal dimension ratings were determined (Table S-6}. As
stated in Chapter 11, these reliabilities were computed by first
averaging the correlations of the three assessors for each of the 24
times the assessment center was conducted. Only centers with data

available for all six assessees and which had computabile correlation
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TABLE
INTER-RATER RELTARILITIES QF OIMENSION RATINGS FOR EXERCISES
AND FGR FINAL OIMENSION RATINGS

5-6

Dimension INT cic MGP STF REQ GRP MEAN fINAL
oc .62 .69 .69 67 g
(.83) (.87) (.87) (.86) (.91)
LE .82 .85 .83 .83 .85
(.93) (.94) (.94) (.94) (.94)
En .81 .81 .88 .83 .84
{.93) (.93) (.g86) (.94) (.94)
FO .73 .81 .84 .79 .79 .84
(.52) (.93) {.94) (.92) (.92) (.94)
RE .72 .82 .79 7 .82
(.89) (.93) (.92) (.91)  (.93)
FL .74 .79 .72 .65 .73 L77
(.90) (.92) (.89) (.8%) (.89) (.91
£m .70 .E7 .58 .65 L77
(.88) (.86) (.87) (.88) (.81)
ST .60 .55 .87 .57 L72
(.82) (.79) (.80) (.80) (.89)
RT .58 .71 el .59 .63 .73
(.81) (.88) (.88) (.81) (.8%8) (.89)
Al .72 .68 .19 W73 .82
(.89) (.86) (.92) (.89) (.83)
0s .72 .84 T2 .56 71 .78
(.89)  (.94) (.89) (.79) (.88) (.g1)
PS .71 .79 .73 .5 .70 .80
(.88) (.92) (.89) (.80) (.88) (.92)
om .76 .74 .66 .49 .50 .73
(.90) (.90) (.85) (.74) (.85) (.89)
we LT7 .52 .65 76
(.91  (.76) (.85) (.s0)
Mean .67 T3 .76 Nrdrd .68 .53
(.86) (.89) (.80) (.81) (.87) (.77}

Average r/(Spearman~8rown)

S5ee Tawia 5«1 T

explanation of dimensinns
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coefficients were used. The average ccrrelations of the 24 groups were
then averaged to pravide an overall average for the 47 dimension ratings
for the exercises. The Spearman-Srown formula was then applied to
these averages to provide the reliability measure.

The inter-rater reliabilities ranged from .74 to .94 for the
47 dimensign ratings for the exercise. The lowest reliabilitv for a
dimension within an exercise was decisicn nawi~3 1o tie Organizational
Froblem. Since decision making had high reliabilities for the other
exercises, this low correlation was seen as a proolem with the exercise
not the dimension. The highest reliability was for energy in the
Supervisory Tas~ focrce exercise.

lTable 3~5 aliso shows the mean reliabilities for =-_.., exercise
ana for each dimension. The dimension means range from .8C for sitress
tolerance to .94 frr both leancrship and emergy. The lowest reliability
for a final dimension i3z also for stress tolerance. This result was
expected based on a review of assessor evaluation worksheets which
indicated some confusion in the rating of this dimension. The highest
reliability for a final dimension was leadership. The reliabilities
for all the final dimension ratings are consistently higher tham the
mean rating for the dimensions. This is expected since differences of
more than aone in final ratings were resolved during the consensus
meeting.

A review of the mean reliabilities for the exercise shows a

range of from .77 for the Organizational Problem to .91 for the

Supervisory Tesk force. The mean reliability of the Crganizational

\
{
!
t
!
i
!
i
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Problem exercise was considerably lewer than the other exercises

indicating some difficulty may exist in the measurement of dimensions

within that exercise.

Factor Analysis, A factor analysis of the 14 dimensions was

accomplished to identify underlying factors. An analysis of the entire
population (N=44) indicates the existence of three factors with eigen-

values of 7.37, 1.23, and 1.07 (Table S-7). Factor I was comprised of

the five interpersonal skills - leadership, energy, forcefulness,

persuasiveness and flexibility. The second factor consisted primarily

of skills, problem solving, and decision making and written communi-

cations. Stress tolerance contrituted to a lesser degree. Eoth oral

cemmunicaticns and risk taking contributeo to toth tactor I and factor

II, Fipally, empathy determined factor IlI.

consistent with previous studies {Norton, Dunne and Thornton, 7979 and

Sackett and Hakel, 1878).

In the study by Norton, Dunme and Thornton, two factors emerged.
The strongest factor consisted of Problem Apmalysis, Judgment, Planning

and Organizing, and Writter. Communications. This result compares well

with the FACTOR II dimensions of the present study. The factor analysis

done by Sackett and Hakel resulted in three factors, the first two of

which were common among assessors. The first factor consisted ¢f

Organizing and Planning, Cecision Making and Oecisiveness. The second

factor consisted of Leadership and &ehavior flexihility. These results

are comparable ta FACTOR II and fFactor I respectively.

These results are generally




TAELE 5-7

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS: LOAGING AFTER VARIMAX ROTATION

Dimension Factor 1 Factar Il factor I1I
ot 512 514 .052
LE ;"Tél&"'; .335 127
EN i .893 i .189 .014
FO % .887 § .235 .022
PE % .657 é .482 197
FL ; .584 % .354 403
e Tloee 062 i"?;ZE"‘i
--------- | commmnoe=!
ST .291 L ez | . 170
_________ )
RT 492 e .256
Al .287 e | .25
1 \
0s .463 b3 .007
] ]
PS .301 {798 ! 73
1 1
oM .375 Vot 165
] [}
we .052 TR V154

- - - -

variance explained by the three factors: 69.1%

See Table 5-1 for explanmation of dimensians.
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Since a specific part of the center design was a feedback Report
which was used by assessors ta provide feedbatk to the assessee in four
areas, a factor analysis was accomplished fercing in a fourth factor.
(Table 5-8). The results show that Factor I is determined by the
interpersaonal skills, fFactor I by the aoministrative skills, tactar !:l
by the communicative skills and stress tolerance, and Factor 1Y by empathy.
With the exception of stress tolerance, these four factors are identical
to the four areas on the feedback Reports.

In an attempt to determine the extent to which assessors differ-~
entiate among the dimensions, a separate factcr amaiysis was accomplished
for each of the 24 times the center was run. These 24 runs represented
a different set of three assessors for a set of six assessees. Cf these
24, ore was excluded in the analysis since toth forcefulness and persua-
siveness resulted in zero factor coefficients.

For the remaining runs the number of factors ranged from 2 to 4.
There were three cases in which two factors were indicated; ten cases
in which three factors ere indicated; and ten cases irm which four factors
were indicated. These results sugoest that differences do exist in the
nature of the underlying factor structure for the differsnt assesscr
teams. Some of the more consistent findings were (1) Leadership and
erergy were strong determinants uf one of the factors in 20 of the 23
runs, (2) empathy strongly determined a factor in seven of tne rums, an d
(3) orgarizing skills and problem solving load as ore factor in 13 of
the runs.

Multiple Regression Analysis. A ten step regressiaon analysis was

accomplished using the 14 final dimersion ratings to precict the overall

86
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TABLE 5-8

e AR, 1. s i

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS: LOAQING AFTER VARIMAX ROTATION (4 FACTORS)

Oimension Factor I factor II Factor 111 Factor IV :
| oc .495 . 186 .658 . 102 |
; LE {805 | .397 . 156 .088 |
) ] ]

En I .76 | .208 . 158 .007 3
[}
E FO § .866 | \264 .185 .001
) t
, PE 615 | 450 308 . 166
: i
E FL ! .549 .388 .193 .373
T T s 055 e
_________ | | f
’ we o w i |
1 )
RT 434 t .638 | .037 . 160 '
1 ]
Al .215 o756 177 . 149 i
[} ]
0s .396 E .688 é .383 076 |
P 255 § 785 § \345 .084 E
om .302 § . 766 g .256 .070 E
e 066 Cwez Aas 5

Variance explained by the four factors: 75.1%

See Table 5-1 for explanation of dimensions




assessment center rating (Table S-Y). This procedure was done tc mpuel
the amount of infarmation that could be used in making the overall
assessment rating.

As in previcus studies (Norton, Dunme, and Thornton, 1S79; and
Sackett org “akel, 1979), a smaller subset of the total number gf

dimensions yielded a high Rz, indicating that the gverall rating can

be modeled guite accurately using a portion of the total rumper of

aimensicns measured. n the study by %arton, Cunne and Thornton, faur

[

dimensigns (Plamning and Trganizing, Protlem Anmalysis, Gral Commuricaticns

and Task JFesponsibility) accounted for 82.2 percent of the variaticr of

tne overall rating. t

in tne study by Sackett and hakel, trree predictecrs yieloeg R 's

ranging from .82 to .86 for the cifferent assessor teams participating

Lo}

in the center. 1n np case dig equations with up to seven predictors

i A s A s ot

exceed the RZ for three predictors by more than .G5. Tne three

strongest predictors in their study were Leadership, Planning and (rgan- i

izing, and Jec:ision Making.

TaglE 5-9

e Bk e O ., il

T

MULTIFLE RECGRESSION GF FINAL DIMENSION RATINGS CM CUERALL ASSESSRINT

Results of S-step solution

e R

variable R2 R2 increase 3 weight F Sig of 7
PE 662 - 341 41.93 .GGO |
L .745 .083 .234 31.23 .0G0 E
CM . 798 .053 .250 27.84 .0cC l%
£m .B14 .016 <135 10.58 .CCY 3
RT .823 .009 131 7.27 .GOB t
Constant -.955 f
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The regression for the entire populatior (N=144; for the ASD

Center resulted in Persuasivcness, Leadership, Cecisior Making, Empathy ¥
and Risk Taking accounting for Bz.3 percent of the variaticn of the gver-

all rating. While Persuasiveness, Leadership, Oecision Making and Risk "T
Taking had high correlations with the overall rating (Table 5-4),

empathy had the lowest.

Pregictive Validity

The predictive validity consisted of a computation of the

correlation coefficients of the 14 fipal dimensipn ratings and the over-

all assessment center rating with four variables chosen to be indicators
of managerial success.

The four variables used as actual criteria of success were
present grade (GRACE), present salary (SALARY), most recent merit
2ppraisal rating (APP), and the numter of promotions (FROMGTE) since
the assessment center. A literature review accomplished by Klimaski
and Strickland (1977:380) identified these as criteria used in previous

studies. There is by no mcans strong support for their exclusive use.

They were used in this study decause of availaolility and as a means 3

te compare the predictive validity of the ASC Center with previous

AT e+ o e
"

studies. Two possible criteria to be further investigated are differences ?
in salary and the results of a persoral interview with the assessee’s

. immediate supervisor on present job performance.

The number of promotions for the 143 candidates ranged from

zero to two. GCnly 4.2 percent had two, 32.5 percent had one and 52.9

IR, e

percent had zerc promotions since t.e assessment center. Fresent grade

e e ey e
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ranged from 55-11 to §65-15 with G5+-13 and 85-14 comprising almust 92 per-
cent of the candidates. Salary for the candidates was depengent on

toth GS rating and step within the GS rating. The range was fram

$22,671 to 345,126 with a mean of $36,87a, There were 20 steps in

the salary range with the mast frequent occurring in 20.3 percent of tre
cases. The range for the most recent merit appraisal rating wacs from

40 to 70 with a mean of 65 and a standard cdeviation of S.4. Cver 64
percent of the 110 candigates havimg available merit appraisal ratings
has a rating of 66 or higher, indicating some inflaticm in the appraisal
system,

The correlations of the gverall assessment center rating amd the
four criterion variables ranged frem .15 for salary to .28 for the most
recent merit appraisal rating (Taule 5-10,. The rumber of gramectipns
displayed tne second highest correlation (.27), just slicrtly lower than
that for the appraisal rating.

The predictive validity for the appraisal rating compares well
with the .30 correlation of the study by Norton, Cunre and Tharntor
(1979). The predictive validity for the number of promoticns was some-

what lower than tie .44 gbtained in the AT&T studies (Howard, 1974L122).

One factor to consider with the low correlation for salary is the irregular-

ities in the pay scales. Ffor instance, it is not urcommon for a junior
35-14 to have a lower salary than a senior GS-13.

Tne cerrelations of the 14 final dimension ratings ang the over-
all assessment center are also shown in Table 5-10. Excluding salary,
the correlatiuns aCioss the three gther oril

teria variahles are fairly

consistent. 0Oral communications, leadership and written communications

9C
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CORRELATIONS UF FINAL DINMENSION
WiTH INDICATORS OF MANAGERIAL

TABLE

5-10

AND OVERALL ASSESSNENT RATINGS
SUCCESS (N=143 except as noted)

Oimensions Promotions Salary APP® 2~ Grade Mean
oc . 18* .26 +31 32 27
LE .25 .18+ .22 .25 .23
EN .23 .09*~ J19% .18* A7
FQ .27 S .20* 22 .21
PE 23 .09** 20¢ .22 .19
FL .19% ~.01* S Ja .10
em .00** - 10" o7 -.03*" -.02
ST .20 .15 .27 .24 .22
RT .20 02" 28 14 16
Al .19™ 07" ST 15" .13
GS 77 .19% 22 .22 .19
PS .25 ST .24 .23 .21
oM .29 .09** .24 .21 .21
we .19% .18% .29 25 .23
Mean .20 .10 21 .20
Overall .27 15" .28 .24
Assessment
% 1= 110

Significance: p

*

*

€ .01 except as noted

01< p £ .05
p > .05

See Table 5-1 for explanition of dimensions
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have the highest m>an correlation with the four criteria variatles.

Empath has by far the lowest.

Canclusions

In gereral, the results of the emgirical validity shcw that the

assessment center provides a useful measure of the dimensions evaluated.

Some specific conclusions follow:

1'

Arquiring information should be excluded from the interview.
The correlation of this dimensiogn withk the final dimension
rating indicates that very iittle weicht was ziven to this
dimension by the assessors in that exercise.

The organizatioral protclem exercise needs to be examined tor
nossible problems in the measurement of dimensions within
that exercise. Inter-rater reliabilities for all four
dimensions within that exercise were considerably lower

than for any other exercise.

Oefinition problems exist for the stress tolerance dimension.
This was indicated first by the low inter-rater reliability
and second by reviewing the assessor worksheets. In scme
cases, the same assessee was given both a zero and a five
rating by different assessors because no stress was abserved.
fvidence indicates that empathy is a dimension independent
of all others and has little bearing or performance within
the assessmeat center. It displays little correlation with
any of the other 13 dimensions, has the lowest correlation
with the overall assessment rating and consistently loads

as a separate underlying factor. This dimensign wacs ngt

92



criginally identified on the Superviscry Atilities [nventary,
but was added based on additional ccmments provided by
supervisors completing the inventory. It is felt that

emgathy can be eliminated from the dimensicns evaluated.

Summary

Although the assessment center design appears to have caontent
validity, the empirical analyses indicates the existence of some pro-
clems in the usefulness of specific exercises and the measurement and
usefulness of certain dimensions. Internal validity and the predictive
validity of the appraisal rating are consistent with the results found
in previous studies.

The following chapter provides the background for conducting
a pilot assessment center for management development of Air force
officers. A training approach is described which is aimed at addressing

some of the problem areas mentioned above.

93

B R Y o Yi w2 et . St 11 "2t 2 o4 U




o

E
|

CHAPTER VI

PILQOT ASSESSNMENT CENTER

Introduction

One of the cbjectives of this research effort .s to provide a
basis for a pilot assessment center to furthzr investiga.c the Assess~
ment center 3s a means for management development of Al fource officers.
[n Chapter ilI, the management development portions of fficer develop-
ment programs were reviewed. This review indicated a need for a more
effective way of providing feedback to officers concerning their manace-
ment skills. Criteria commgn to the management developmeny programs
were also listed. Thece criteria included oral communication skills,
written communication skills, problem solving, leadership, decision
making, and resource management.

0f the above mentioned developmental criteria, all except

resource management were included as dimensions in the AS0 Management

b

ssessment Center. [n addition, the ASD center included the following
nine dimensinns: energy, forcefuiness, persuasiveness, flexibility,
empathy, stress tolerance, risk taking, acquiring information, and
organizing skills. The dimensions used in the ASD Center were the
result of an indepth job analysis of first level sugerviscry jobs in
the scientific and engineering field.

"“though civilian personnel were tae subjects of the job anmalysis,
it is assumed that .he same dimensions would apply to military officers

1n similar jobs. This assumption is thought to te valid since the jobs
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performed by military scientists and engineers at Wright-Fatterson AfE
are essentially identical to the jobs performed by their civilian
counterparts. Because of the similarity between military and civilian
jobs, plus the similarity between developmental criteria and the ASD
Center dimensions, the AS0 Center was examined for future use as a
management development tool for Air fForce officers.

The data presented in Chapter V provide general support for the
content and empirical validity of the ASQO Center. Scome of the diffi-
culties with certain exercises and dimensions identified in that chapter
mav be addressed by improvements in assessor training. Although addi-
tional changes to the assessment center design itself may be desirable,
it is recommended that the same design be used in the pilot center so
that results may be compared to results of the 1974-1975 ASQ Center.
This chapier provides the basis for updating the assessor training,
providing the required assessor feedback, and gathering the intucrmation
necessary to examine the ASD Center's effectiveness as a management

development method.

Asyegsor Training

As was pointed out in Chapter IV, assessors are normally pro-
fessiunal managers two or three levels above the candidates. While they
may have an extensive background in the management fleld, they must also
receive adeqguate training to emable them to accurately understand and
evaluate the dimensions measured in the assessment center. Standards
and othiczl consideratinns for assessment center gperatiogns, Appendix A,
presents the minimum training requirements and a brief description of
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- .



DR Ll

- e

what should be included. Table 6-1 presents a suggested schedule for

assessor training.

TABLE 6-1

ASSESSOR TRAINING

Oay One Introduction to Assessment Center
Overview of the Assessment Process
Observing and Recording Candidate Eehavior

Cay Two Review of Assessment Oimensions
Review of Exer- ses

Day Three Tvaluatior of Candidate Sehavior
Review of Benchmarks
Team Assessment

Day four Practice Assessment Center
Oay Five Writing Final Reports

Feedback Training
Assegssment Center Administration

Since measurement of the dimensipns is a prime consideration, a
thorough understanding of the basic dimension definitions and the
relevant behavior associated with each dimension should be stressed.
Guring the assessor training this is accomplished first by acquiring
an understanding of the dimension definitions, their relationship to
other dimensions, and examples of effective and ineffective performarce.
This understanding is further reinforced during the review of the
specially developed benchmarks which represent the typical benavior
expected fer a specific dimensinn rating. Finally, the operation of

the practice assessment center and the writing of final reports should

be used to resglve any remaining confusion.
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In the ASO Center, brief dimension definiticns were printed on
the exercise report forms used by the assessors. 8oth a review of these
reports and the results of the internal validation indicate that the
different assessors viewed some dimensigns Jifferently. To increase
assessor understanding relative to the dimensions, expanded dimensian
definitions and benchmarks have been developed for use in the assessor
training (Fig. 6-1 to 6-18).

The expanded definitions and benchmarks are based on - review of
the assessor reports and worksheets of over 20 assessees. The review
was accomplished to determine consistent observation points across
different assessors for the same dimensions. In some cases, the defini-
tions were actually reworded, however, in all cases, additional points
to consider in assessing a dimension were Included. In the ASD Center,
dimension; were rated on a scale of one to five. A rating of one indi-
cated very little of a dimension was shown. A rating of five represented
excellent behavior far a given dimensign. Benchmarks were developed for

dimension ratings of two, three, and four.

Assessor feedback

No matter how valid the assessment center approach, it will have
little value as a management development tool if the feedback to the
assessee is ineffective. In an assessment center used for management
development, the primary objectives of feedback are learning and
motivation. Salter and Olmstead (1974:35) state that feedback should
result in the assessee's (1) learning the precise nature of any undesire-
able behavior produced or of desired behavier not produced, {2, learning

ways of correcting deficiencies, and (3) acquiring motivation to improve.
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Oral Communication Skills: How effective is this individual in
expressing ideas orally? Is presentation logical and well-organized?
Look to the audience for cues. What is their reaction?

Additiognal points to consider:

Mh

Valume and projectian

Voice clarity and articulation

Voice tone - pleasant and enthusiastic or monotcne?
Eye contact, gestures, and facial expressions

Use of notes

Distracting habits

Organization

Note: Vocabulary and formal correctness are not critical unless they
distract from the message being communicated.

Benchmark Two

Largely ineffective ir both group and one-on-one situvations.
Low maonotone voice which is barely audible at times. Looked down too
much wnen referring to notes and had a tendency to read from them.
Questioning during Research Budget was rambling with no main points.
Reluctant to enter oiscussion during City Council.

Bepchmark Three

e s g = e

Effective speaker in both group and ane-ogn-one situation.
Sppke clearly with good volume and adequate variations in voice inflec-
tipns. Quring the City Council used a number of pauses and "ok's'" which
detract from averall presentation. Used good hand gestures and eye
contact was good during Interview and Research Budget, btut only fair
during City Council.

Benchmark Four

Very effective speaker. Voice is clear, projects well and
pleasant to listen to. Good vecabulary. Always maintains good ey=s
contact and makes good use of notes. Questioning in Research EBudget
was concise, clear, and to the point. The only deficiency noted was
formal presentation in City Council could have been better arganized.
Could excell with practic and polish.

Figure 6-1
DEFINITION AND GENCHMARKS: ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS
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Leadership: To what extent is this individual able ta get others to
work together as a group in accomplishing a task?

Additional points to consider:

Attempts to lead. It is better to attempt to lead and
fail than to never even attempt to lead.

Effectiveness in coping with dissension and bringing
about compromises.

Appropriateness of leadership style

Success 1n gaining group support.

Note: Remember that in an assessment center it is possible for all
candidates to receive the same rating. All candidates may be rated
low or all candidates may be rated high. See figure 6-1S for

relationship between Leadership, Persuasiveness, forcefulness, and
Energy.

Benchmark Two

Made few attempts to lead. These few attempts at leadership
were ineffective. In the City Council was more interested in own
proposal. Eager to get discussion started but did not sustain. No
evidence of desire to lead in other group exercises. Outwardly
passive and content to follow others.

Benchmark Three

Effective in a limited number of attempts to lead. Assumed
leadership role in the Supervisory Task farce and lead the group to a
consensus gecision. 0id not dominate the Management Problems Exercise
but did impact group at times by summarizing. Was willing to let

others take the lead in City Council, but assisted in negotiating the
final compromise.

Benchmark Four

Demonstrated definite qualities of leadership. Although not
completely dominating the group, constantly channeled the group dis-
cussion and initiated its decisions. Made a strong bid for leadership
of the Supervisory Task Force by stepping to the chalkboard and writing
down own list - was able to maintain control. Contributed strongly to
final recommendations on the Management Problems by asking pertiment
questions and restating others' positions. Ouring the City Council dis-

cussion was listened tc attentively by the group and received support
most of the time.

Figure 6-2
OEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: LEADERSHIP
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Energy: To what extent does this individual maintain a high level of
activity? How much goes this individual participate in exercises?

Additional points to consider:

Verbal inputs

Note-taking

Use of chalkboard

Remember to lock for level of activity. Oo not be concerned
with the impact of the activity on the group.

Ncte: See Figure 6-15 for relationship between Leadershig, Fersuva-
siveness, Forcefulness, and Energy.

Benchmark Two

Very low level of emergy. Almost a non-participant. After
initial presentation participated very little in City Council Exercise,
responding gnly whon juestioned. In other exercises, participated very
little, making only sporadic comments.

Benchmark Three

Shows greatest level during planning and organizing phases.
Great discussion starter but fades rapidly. Toock many notes during
City Council. Paricipated in a lively fashion during early discussion
periond but did not sustain. In the Mamagement Problems Exercise,
worked at a steady, but not vigorous pace during the planning period.
Participated in the discussion but never very actively. In the
Supervisory Task Force summarized cccasionally and volunteered to
write final decision.

Senchmark fFour

Displayed a great deal of energy. Entered the discussion almost
immediately and participated almost constantly thereafter. Interested
and enthusiastic throughout discussion. Was auick to volunteer to help
write up the recommendation to the Management Problems. %Set the pace
for the City Council Exercises, making frequent inputs and asking
questions. Worked at chalkboard to keep track of rankings on Super-
visory Task force and maintained a steady input of iueas.

Figure 6-3

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: ENERGY
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Forcefulness: To what extent is this individual able to command attention
from otbers? Is this individual's presence felt by others? Is there any
attempt to actively seek attention rather than passively react to events
as they occur?

Additional points to consider:

Aggressiveness

Audience attention and reactian
Self-confidence

Oisplay of initiative

Note: The difference bztween leadership and forcefulness is that while
an individual may be forceful, i.e., able to command attention, this
individual may not be effective in leadirng others to accamplish a task.
Also, forcefulness is concerned with the effect of an individual's
activity, while energy is concerned only with the amount of activity.
The relationshig between leadership, persuvasiveness, forcefulness and
energy is shown in Figure 6-15.

Benchmark Two

Quiet and reserved. Commands attention on only a short-term
pasis. Marner of speaking is gemerally low-keved. Ouring City Council
was quite willing to change positions to accomodate challenges. Most
of inputs were ignored by others in the Supervisory Task Force. Some-
what passive during the discussion of the Management Problems - willing
to "go with the flow." Seemed unsure of self during the interview.

Benchmark Three

Able to hold attention of athers but tends to hold back. Came
on strong in the Interview, but not as aggressive in group discussions.
City Council presentation was forceful and listenmed tn by the others.
Aggressive in support of his department, but a bit reluctant to inter-
ject self too strongly into the discussion. Ouring discussion of Manage-
ment Problems and on the Supervisory Task force, others reacted favorably
to the few inputs made by #3.

Benchmark Four

Oisplayed consideratle forcefulness throughout the discussions
stating positions and posing questions and alternatives in a knowledgeable
and confident manner. When this individual made comments on the Manage-
ment Problems, cthers listenmed attentivelv and showed respect, since
many of the comments were accepted. Was very effective in focusing the
group's attention on their department in the City Council. Was the cen-
ter of attentinn in the Supervisory Tack Force. Very anaoressive in the
interview.

Figure 6-4
OEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: FCRCEFULNESS
101
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Persuasiveness: To what extent is this individual able to sell his/her
point of view and counter abjr-tions from others?

Additional points to consider:

Attempts to sell igeas. The fact that a person trys is worth
more than if they did not even try.

Success in selling ideas

Was this individual convincing?

Note: The difference between Leadership and Persuwasiveness is that an
individual may be able to sell ideas to others, but ineffective in
bringing others together to accomplish the whole task. See Sigire

6-15 for the relationship between Leadership, Persvasiveness, force-
fulness and Energy.

Benchmark Two

Few attempts to sell ideas were largely ineffective. Not very
convincing in City Council - ather group members persuaded %2 more than
#2 persuaded them., Was difficult to follow ideas presented on Manage-
ment Problems - did not make cpecific points. Not at all persistent
in asking guesticns on Research Budget.

cenchmark Three

Makes points well in some sitvations. More convincing in
initial City Council]l Presentations but later attempts to support cwn
department were moderately successful. Arguments and ideas were
generally gond concerning the Mapagement Prablems and many were
accepted. However, the force of arguments were carried by others.
Swayed the group away from preselection of trainees on Problem #1.

Was moderately successful at selling initial decision on Research
Budget. When new data was presented, was not persuvasive in attempting
to use rew data to support decision.

B8enchmark fFour

Showed considerable skill in persuvading others - both in getting
ideas accepted and changing their positicns. Convinced the grouwp to
accept a set of criteria which was then used to support own department
in City Council Exercises, Used minimum data supported by logical
arguments to sell decision on Research Budget. very persuvasive in
countering assessor's arguments relatively quickly.

Figure 6-5

CEFINITION AND EENCHMARKS: PERSUASIVENESS
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Flexibility: To what extent can this individual adjust to new situations

easlily?
Additional points to ccnsider:

Reaction to new information

Variation in behavior and style with different people
Willingness to compromise

Variation in tactics

Acceptance of other's ideas

Ability to change roles (e.g., from leader tc follower)

genchmark Two

Rarely altered method or style in spite of often teing alcne
or in the mingrity on issues. Insisted on gettin entire grant for
own department in City Council even though others presented good

arguments. In Research Budget, stuck with pre-planned questions,
even with new facts.

Genchmark Three

Somewhat receptive to new ideas. Style is relaxed and easy-
going and changes very little. In Research Budget, strayed very little
from pre-planned questicns, but shitted position based on later argu~
ments from assessor. As a City Council member was willing tuo listen
to others' proposals, and was willing to compromise with only slight

reluctance. In discussion the Management Problems, went along with the
ma jority most of the times

Benchmark Four

Shows a lot of ability to adapt to nmew situations and new infor-
In the Research Budget, was quick to pick up leads and follow
them through - even though this varied from planned approach. Oemon-
strated flexibility in examining others' City Courcil proposals and
in proposing alternative sclutions and projects - seemed to always

have a back-up plan. Came on very strong at first on Supervisory
Task Force. UWhen rejected by the group, toned down approach and
made several inputs which were accepted by the groug.

mation.

Figure 6-6

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: FLEXISBILITY
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Empathy: To what extent does this individual show cygncern for others?

Additional points to consider:
Sensitivity or awareness of athers' feelings

Respect while others are speaking
Oo others feel comfortable around this individual?

Genchmark Two

Though not atrasive, displays very little tolerance for those
who were poor performers. Extends normal courtesy to otherse. Very
little concern for uthers surfaced in any of the exercises.

Senchmark Three

Attentive to others remarks. feels job can get accomplished
without being unduly harsh on anyone. In Management Problem preferrec
to compromise rather than alienate anyorme. Oisplays an awarenress of the
importance of people issues. Ouring Interview expressed an interest in
working with people and a concern for both family and friends as well as
the jobe. In the Supervisory Task Force was nut completely diplomatic.
At limes exhibited sgie lmpabicnce wilh alhers.

Senchmark four

Exhibits a genuine concern for others. Listens attentively to
others without interrupting. Displays above average sensitivity. Likes
working with and assisting others. Ouring Manacement Problems expressed
concern for employee morale. In the Supervisory Tesk Force introduced
the idea of human relations, was willing to change to accomodate feelings
of others. Solicited comments from all group members.

f igure 6-7

DEFINITION ANC BENCHMARKS: EMPATHY
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Stress Tolerance: To what extent does this individwal exhibit

stability of performance under pressure, cpposilion, or other
difficult conditions.

Agditional points to consider:

Poise
Display of mervousness or irritation
Change in speech or behavigr

Notet Stress is inheremt in an assessment center environment. “The
stress in an assessment center comes from the other candidates and
from the quantity and nature of the material" (Nortcn, and fdinger,
1978:13). If an individual '"can survive the exercise as presented
without indicating stress, he shouwld ce a good ratinc cn stress
tolerance" (Moses, 1974).

Benchmark Two

Performance is degraded under stress or conflict. Cutward
display of nervousness - tapping pencil, biting fingernails, strained
voice, etc. Especially mervous in group saercises. Stress was
apparent in speech during City Council formal presentation. Always
looked down, never at group during discussion cn [lanagement Problem.
Became frustrater and face was flushed when new data was introduccd
in Research Gudcet

Benchmark Three

Cutward appearance of calmness. Performance is not degraded
serigusly although stress is obviously felt. In City Council, remained
calm even though own proposal was not receiving much attention -
slight tendency to withdraw. Relaxed and active participant in solving
fanagement Problems until time pressure was felt. Expressed frustration
by making negative comments to others. 0Did not appear to be bothered
By stress during Research Budaet, even when challenned by the assessor.
At times, voice shows a little strain, but not too apparent.

Benchmark Four

Went into all exercises with relaxesd attitude and maintained
composure throuchout. No outward signs of stress. In Research EBudget
was completely poised in both the questioming and presentation period,
reacting quickly and calmly to questions and comments, The only stress
shown was when told of missing a piece of data - showed some irritaticn
but recovered quickly. Not disturbed by conflict during City Caouncil.
Instead, worked hard in seeking compromisies. HNg signs of stress in
discussion of Management Problems - always spoke im calm, clear voice.

Figure 6-8

CEFINITION AND EENCHMARKS: STRESS TOLERANC
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Risk Taking: To what extent is this individual willing to risk
negative consequences in order to achieve objectives?

Additional Foints to consider:
Willingriess to state a position or take a stand
Willingress to make a decision based on limited information
Willingness to take an unpopular position
Willingness to assume responsibility

Benchmark Two

Very cautious about expressing an gpinion. Uswally does not
take a very firm stand. Cnes not get deeply involved. Is not willing
to take a risk tu achieve objectives. Ouring interview indicated
dislike for ambiguous work situaticms. Curing fManagement Problems
lack of participation indicated reluctance to risk criticism of others.

Benchmark Three

*lilling to disagree with others and to take an unpopular position
_-oup exercises. O0id not indicate desire io take on added respon-
s1011l18Se In Managemen®. Problems often made commerts and disagreed
with otkers. Ouring City Council made a fairly safe decision to com-
cromise.

Benchmark fFour

In all exercises was willing to take either the risk aor the
responsipility to g=t the job done. Quick to take action, wants to
cet things done, not reluctant to make decisions and justify it.
Curing the Interview indicated desire to do innmovative things. In
Research Budget was willing to make decision with minimum amount of
data.

Figure 6-9

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: RISK TAKING
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Acquiring Information: To what extent is *his inair 1l able to
gbtain information?

Additicmal Foints to consider:

Number of questions asked.

How aggressive is questioning?

ls questioning adjusted to data received in answers
to previous questions?

How much informa:ion is gbtained?

Follow-through on ocuestions.

Ability to determine what information is needed.

Note: See Figure 6-16 for relationship between Cecision Making, Problem
Solving, and Acquiring Infaormation.

Benchmark Two

Information gathering is shallow in depth and general in nature.
Oniy respanded to qusstions asked by assessor in 'nterview. Although
given the opportunity, sought no information from the assessor. Curing
Research Budget stuck strictly to original set of questicns and obtained

only minimal data. In City Council Exercise, asked very few questions
of others.

Benchmark Three

Fairly good at ootaining information, kowever, does nr’' ~73p=ar
to recognize its significance for follow-up questions. Used plan~
period in Research Budget to organize a lagical set of Questions,
Revised leads uncovered during guestioning but frequently got = .ge-
tracked. Asked pertinent questions of other City Council members to
obtain information used to support own proposal. When a weak point
was found, #3 followed it up. During the Interview asked very few
questions, but wanted to review the background guesticnnaire to make
sure nothing was mnissed.

Benchmark Four

Well-planned approach to obtaining a large amount of information
in a limited amount of time. In the Research Budget has a rapid-fire
questioning technique and pursued all leads and clues to a conclusion.

In the city council discu: ion, asked mnany questions and refused to
accept half anmswers but aggressively sought pertinent facts. Also

picked out pertinent facts in protlem statement. Asked several guestions
about the assessment center process and use of results during the inter-
view.

Figure 6-10
CEFINITION AND BEMCHMARKS: ACTUIRING INFORMATIQWN
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Organizing Skills: To what extent does this individual plan and organize

his/her own activities and those of others?
Additional points to consider:

Are coral and written reports logical and understandable?
Efficient use of time?

Ooes the individual set goals and wcrk toward them?

Are activities structureg?

Are priorities assigned to different activities?

Senchmark Two

Oemonstrated an sverage ability to crganize own work, but
ineffective in organizing group activities. Oral presentation
during City Council reflected no strategy. In Research Budget,
available facts were not used to support arguments. Organizational
Problem input was not well organized, consisting mainly of random
thoughts.

Benchmark Three

Moderately well organized in group exercises. In City Ccuncil
made several attempts at organizing the group. Suggested spokesman
be selected and criteria for judging proposals be established. In
Management Problems suggested time limit be set for each problem ang
priorities be established. Research Budget report was organized
into sections.

Benchmark Four

Well organized in buth individual and group exercises. Showed
ability to organize thoughts and formulate ideas throughout discussion
in examining and questioning others groposals in City Council. Oral

pregentation was logical, oertinent and aorganized to achieve objirctives.
In the Research Budget, questions were logical and comprehensive. List
of answers were complete and repnrts well organized to present findings.
Used a good autline in the Organizational Problem to organize agproach.

Figure 6-11

DEFINITION ANC BENCHMARKS: 0RGANIZING SKILLS
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Problem Solving: To what extent can this individual identify problems
and find solutions?

Additional points to consider:

Ability to sift out significant information or important
facets of a problem and disregard non-essentials.

Ability to size up a situation quickly, including the
people involved.

Are alternative solutions identified and examined?

Amount of participation in group problem solving situations.

Note: See figure 6-1C for relationship between Decision Making,
Problem Solving and Acquiring Information.

Benchmark Two

Has difficulty in grasping problems and understanding significance
of data. Tends to support other approaches rather than seek a new sol-
vtion. Snhows little participation and little effect on solving a group
problem. In tne Management Protlems displayed some understanding of
problem but was never able to arrive at solutinn. Quring Research
Budget did not grasp protlem or understand sionificance of data. In

than with the group problem,

Benchmark Three

Considers pertinent inputs to a problem and arrives at a solution.
Plans material and assesses facts and data fairly well. Ouring Manage-
ment Problems, developed snl-.tions to problems and brought them out
after considerable thought ...d listening to others. In Research Budget
could not completely solve problem because of insufficient data. In
Supervisory Task force, generally took ideas of others and refined
them toward a group solution,

Benchmark Four

Uses rational approaches based on facts, considers options, and
easily arrives at good solutions to the problems posed. Combines cthers
sujgyestions as necessary to arrive at solutions. Readily understooc
problems in Management Problems and presented accepted solutions to
two. Recommend logical tirst step to the Research Budget problems. In
Supervisory Task force, idertified barriers to agreement and proposed
alternative methods to resolve.

figure 6~12
DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: PROBLEM SOLVING
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Decision Making: To what extent can this individual make decisions based

on sound rationale?
Additional points to consider:
Ability to determine key issues
Is decision making process logical and methodical?

Are all inputs considered?

Note: See Figure 6-16 for relationship between Decision Making,
Problem Salving, and Acquiring Information

Benchmark Two

Decisicn were tentative. Rarely makes a firm statement. When
a decision is made, the cuality is gquestioned since it is readily
changed to accomodate challenges and/or additional infaormation. In
Research Budget, didn't feel adequate informaticn was available until
the very end aof the exercise. Reached no decision in the Organizatianal
Problem. Based any decisions on assumptions and feelings rather than
factual information.

Benchmark Three

Willing to make decisions. In group exercises, decisipons were
fairly logical and convincing. Also decisive in one-gn-one situation,
but decisions not always based on sound logic. In Management Problems,
positively stated decision regarding one of the four problems. Appears
able to make a decision, but sometimes reluctant to put it before a
group. Will usually support decisions in face of challenges. In City
Council decided to withdraw department.,

Benchmark four

Makes decisicns quickly which are reasonable and supportable.
Uoes not hesitate to change position if additiomal information is ob-
tained and justifies a reversal. Oecisions based on good imsight and
facts. In City Cguncil was willing to make a decision with available
facts well before time expired. In the Research Budget made good
decision supported with solid rationale. Used positive approach,
ignnring irrelevant data.

figure 6.-13

CEFINITIOGN ANO BENCHMARKS: DECISICN MAKING
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Kritten Communication Skills: To what extent can this individual

effectively express ideas in a well-organized, grammatically correct
written form?

Additional po. ‘ts to consider:

Are sentences angd paragraphs well-structured?

Is the report easy to read and understand?

Is the report clear and concise, or are excess words used?

Hancdwriting should nct be a factor unless it distracts from
the message

Coes the repcrt have an introduction, main points, and conclusion?

gdenchmark Two

Writinog lacks styie and organization. Written mostly in lonag
rambling sentences with little substance. Tramsitions between sentences
and paragraphs poor. Some incomplete sentences. What was aritten in
the Research Budget was merely a restatement of the original problem
and the information collected.

Benchmark Three

Written exercises were fairly clear and logical. Usually

; easy to read and coherent. Hac no conclusions in Organizational ]
: Protlem report. Narrative report in Research Budget pulled
together the data obtained. OGood grammar, only a few instances of !

improper sentence structure or misspelling. Satisfactory organ-

ﬁ; ization, but did not include all available facts in written report 1
L for Research Budget. ]

i Benchmark Ffour f

Uses logical organization and better than average sentence 1
structure. iflaterial is well though out and easily understood. Used
facts effectively in Research Budget to bring point acrcss. Contains
very little superfluous material. driting is complete, factual,
displays geod vocabulary with very few errors in spelling

Figure 6-14

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: WRITTEN COMMLNICATION SKILLS
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Dimension

Leadership
Persuasiveness
Forcefulness

Energy

Key Point

Gets others to accomplish task
Gets others to accept ideas
Gets others to pay attention

Level of activity

Figure 6-15

RELATIONSHIP SETWEEN LEADERSHIP, PERSUASIVENESS,

FORCEFLLNESS, AND ENERGY
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Dimension Key Point

Decision Making Selecting alternatives test supported
by the information available

: Problem Salving tvaluating and interpreting
information

R Sk at ae

Acquiring Information Determining information needs and
identitying sources

figure 6-16
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DECISION MAKING, PROBLEM SOLVING

AND ACQUIRING INFORMATIGN
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Most assessment centers achieve these results by means of the
feedback interview for which the assessors receive special training. The
contert of the interview is based on a report written by the assessor
giving the interview. The report typically provides a rating for each
of the dimensions evaluated, an gverall rating of the candidates poten-
tial for success, and a narrative description of the candidates strengths
and weaknesses. A center used for management development would emphasize
future needs and would provide a plan for correcting deficiencies,
Appendix £ provides a suggested outline for the assessor feedback inter-
view. It is ocased on two different gutlines used with the ASO Centecr
and one outline developed by Salter and Olmstead (1974:2) shown in
Figure 4-1.

Even hefore the feedback interview, assessees usually complete
the assessment center with a good idea of how they have done. Just
the experience of going through the assessment center should lead to

increased self-insight into their own strengths and weaknesses.

According to Byham (1971:12) such self-insight is usually fairly accurate.

Qata Gathering

The updated ASD Center can be used to further investigate the
usefulness of the assessment center for management development. Any
further investigation should be directed toward determining (1) the
validity of the ASD Center using Air Force cfficers as assessors and
assessees, and (2) the usefulness to individual Air Force officers in
terms of providing feedback for management development.

At the beginning of this research effort, it was envisioned that

a pilot center evaluating 24 or more ASC Captains be run tc gather the
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information needed to answer those guestions, Majors and Lieutenant
Colonels would be trained to serve as the assessors.

Empirical validation similar to that presented in Chapter Vv
should be accomplished and compared with the present results to detect
any differences or problems in the assessment center gperation. In
addition, feedback should be saglicited from the assessees in order to
cbtain their reactions tg the assessment center. A questionnaire
developed to assist in this prucess is shown in Figure 6-17. Appendix
D0, referenced previously, served as the basis for this questicnnaire.
Finally, the assessors themseives shauld be guestioned to determine
their reactions to the assessment center. The questipnnaire shown in

figure 6-18 was developed for this purpose.

Summary

This chapter has presented the results of efforts to mogify
the 1974-75 AS0 Assessment Center design for possible use as a pilot
acssessment center for management development of Air Force officers.
The modification included exparded definitions, specially developed
benchmarks, an outline for providing assessor feedback, and outlines

for obtaining reactions from both assessees and assessors.
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10.

1.

12.

0id you have any prior knowledge concerning the assessment center
method?

How much previous counseling have you had concerning your develop-
mental needs in the area of management skills?

Were the exercises realistic compared to your view of an Air ferce
manager's job?

Oo you feel that the dimensions used in this assessment center
accurately reflect the management skills needed by Air Force
managers? What would you delete? What would you add?

Would you consider the assessment center worthwhile without
the final feedback interview?

In your opinion, were the assessors well-qualified?

Do you agree with the feedback you received in the final interview?
If not, please explain,

0id you recognize your development needs prior to the assessment
center?

0id you recaognize your strong points prior to the assessment center?

Oo you believe the assessment center method is of value as a
management development tool for Air force officers?

Would you recommend the assessment center to others as a develap~
mental tool?

0o you think the assessment center should be used throughout the

Air force for officer development?

Figure §-17. Assessee Reactior Questionnaire
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In your opinion, is the assessment center am effective counseling
tethnique?

Oo you find it easier to give more objeclive feedback in the
assessment center environment?

Oc you think all supervisors should be required to serve as
assessors”?

Oo you think all supervisors should receive assessor training,
even if they do not ever serve as assessaors?

Were the exercises realistic compared to your view ¢ an Air
Force manager's job?

0o you feel that the dimensions used in this assessment center
accurately reflect the management skills needed by Air force
managers? What would you delete? What would you add?

Co you feel that your participatior as an assessor will make you
a better supervisor? If so, in hat ways?

Was the training you received adequate? If not, please explain,

0o you think the assessment center should be used throughout
the Air Force for officer development?

Figure 6-18. Assessor Reaction Questionnaire
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CHAFTER V11
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

"Officer Cevelopment" is a brpad term encompassing both tech-
nical and management training throughout an offiger's career. The
Air Force has adopted both formal and informal methaods of development.
The focus aof this thesis has been on that portion of development con-
cerned with management skills. Weaknessess have been identiiied in
the informal methods of officer management development, particularly
regarding feedback to officers concerning their management skills.
The assessment center was investigated as a method of igentifying
strengths and weaknesses in an gfficer's management skills.

Assessment centers have heen used previously by the military.
They were used by the Germans in World War 1 and the Eritish in World
War Ii{ for officer selection, and by the United States in World War :1I
for the selection of intelligence agents. Since world War 11, the
assessment center has received limited use by the military service;
however, both the Army and the Air Force have conducted trial centers
and performed research as well. In American industry they have been
used for a number of different purposes since 1856. These uses include
employment, early identification, placement, advancement, development,

affirmative action, and training., The principal use has been to aid
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in selection of personnel for advancement or promotion; however, there
is a growing trend toward combining assessment and development.

The ASD Management Assessment Center, operated at Uright-
Patterson AFB in 1974-9975, was examined for application to management
development of Air force officers. Its dimensions included most of the
criteria identified as important to officer development. A study of
this center revealed that it appears to be valid with regard to content,
predictive ability and internal design. The only praoblem appeared tc
stem from inadequete training of assessors in observing and recording
dimensions. Other conclusions concerning the validity study are dis-
cussed later in this chapter.

After conducting the validity study and cetermining that the
ASC Management Assessment Center could be used for officer development,
the ASD model was updated for future application. This update inuvslvec
three areas., Ffirst, a program for training assessgrs was descriuec.

To aid in training, expanded dimensian definitions . ny benchmaiks

based on assesscr reports were prepared to aid in standerdization cf

|

ratings. Second, the feedback of assessment results Lo asscssees was
discussed rin:c this is perhags the most crucial part aof a development
center. Ar cutline was suggested to guide the feedback interview.

Fina.l,/, e apnraach to gathering add:itional data from assessees and
asLecsnrs abeut the utility of this method for management development

W3 giscusser.

Canclusions
1. There is a need for improved officer management development
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programs garticularly in the area of feedback on strengths and
weaknesses in management skills.
2. The ASD Management Center is a valid madel for assessing
the strengths and weaknesses of Air Force officers assigned to scientific
and engineering positicns at 450, although some problems were detected
in the measurement of several dimensiaons. Cetailed conclusions are

listed below:

a. Acquiring information should ta excluded from the
Irterview.

b. The organizational problem exercise needs to be examined
for possible problems in the measurement ot dimensions within that
exercise,

c. Measurement problems exist for the stress tolerance
dimension. This was indicated first by the low inter-rater reliability
and second by reviewing the assessor worksheets.

c. Evidence indicates that empathy is a dimension indegpendent
of all others and has little bearing on performance within the assessment
center. 1t is felt that empathy can be eliminated from the dimensions
evaluated,

3. Trainino of assessors in the accurate evaluation of indi-
viduals in the Jdifferent dimensions is the key element in the effective-
nest of the assessment center., Precise and differentiable definitions
and benchmarks for calibrating assessee behavior in a sgecific dimension
are essential.

4. Although a vast amount of knowledge is availaple on assess-

ment centers and even though the military has conducted eonsiderable
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research, more data is needed in order to fully evaluate the effective-

ness of the assessment center in the Air Force for develaopment and

other purposes.

Recommerdations

1. Conduct a pilot assessment center as described in Chapter VI.
The primary purpose aof this effort should be to assess the reaction of
Air Force officers to the use of the assessment center as a management
development method.

2. Investigate other criterion variables, such as the results
of a persomal interview on job performance with the assessee's
immedia.e supervisors, for determining the predictive validity of
botn the AS0 Center and tihe pilot assessment center.

3. Accomplish additional research to determine what differences
if any, exist in dimensions critical to swccess fer civilian managers
versus Air fgrce managers. This should include an examinaticn of
whether or not an assessment center should be designed for general
managrment development of all Air Force officers or if it needs to be
specifiocally designed for a target job.

4. Investigate the possible implementations of an Air force
wide assessment center program for management developmenct. This should

include an examination of such areas as: frequency, coust, location,

manning, ang potential candidates.
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Rationale for Assessment Center Standards

The rapid growth in the use of the Assessment Center NMethad in
recent years has resulted in a proliferation of applicatiaons in

a variety of orgawizatiomal, educational and aovernmental settimgs.
Serious concerns have been raised by many interested parties which
reflect a need for a set of minimal professional standards for
users of this technigue. These standards should:

- define what is meant by an assessment center
- describe minimal acceptable practices concerning:

organizational support feor assessm=nt operations

-=- assessor tr  ing

informed consent on the part of participants
-~ use of assessment center data

-~ validation issues

to prescribe specific practices.
Neither do these standards ir s way endorse a specific assessment
center format or specific asscssment techmiques. Rather, we have
attempted to provide general principles which can be adapted to
meet existing and future applications. The reader should keep in
mind the spirit by which these standards were written: as an aid to
the assessment center user, rather than as a set of restrictive

prohibitions.

These standards are not desigr

Assessment Center QOefined

To be considered as an assessment center, the following minimal
requirements must be met:

1. Multiple assessment techniques must be used. At least
cne of these techniques must be a simulation.

A simulation is an exercise or technique
designed to elicit behaviors related to
dimensions of performance on the job by
requiring the participant to respond be-
haviogrally to situational stimuli. The
stimuli present in a simulation paraliel
or resemble stimuli in the work situation.
Evamnles of simulations include group
exercises, in-basket exercises and tact
finding exercises.
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2. Multiple assessors must be used. These assessors must
receive training prior to participating in a center.

3. Judgements resulting in an outcome (i.e., recommendation
for promotion, specific training or development) must be
based on pooling information from assessors and techniques.

4. An overall evaluation of behavior must be made by the
assessors at a separate time from observation of behavior.

5. Simulation exercises are used. These exercises are
developed to tap a variety of predetermined behaviors
and have been pretested prior to use to insure that the
technigues provide reliable, objective and relevant
behavigral information for the organization in questicn.

6. The dimensions, attributes, characteristics or gqualities
evaluated by the assessment center are determiried by an
analysis of relevant job behaviors.

7. The techniques used in the assessment center are designed
to provide information which is used in evaluating the
dimensinons, attributes or qualities previpusly determined.

In summary, an assessment center consists cf a standardized evaluation
of behavior based on multiple inputs. Multiple trained aobservers

and techniques are used. Judgements about behavior are mage, in

part, from specially developed assessment simulations.

These judgements are pooled by the assessors at an evaluation

meeting during which all relevant assessment data are reported
) and discussed, and the assessors aaree on the evaluation of the
i dimensions and any overall evaluation that is made.

' The following kinds of activities do nnt constitute an assessment
i center:

1. Panel interviews or a series of sequential interviews
’ as the sole technique.

2. Reliance on a specific technique (regardless of whether
a simulation or not) as the sole basis for evaluation.

J. Using only a test battery composed of a numpoer of pencil
and paper measures, regardless of whether the judgements
are made by a statistical or judgmental pooling of scores.

g 4. 5Single assessor assessment {(often referred to as indivicual
i assessment) - measurement by one individual using a variety 5
of technigues such as pencil and paper tests, interviews, X

i personality measures or simulations.
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S. The use of several simulations with more than one assessor
where there is no pooling of data, i.e., each assessor
prepares a repart on performance in an exercise, and the
individual reports (unintegrated) are used as the final
product of the center.

6. A physical location labeled as an "assessment center”
which does not conform to the requirements roted above.

Organizatignal Support for Assessment Center Operations

The assessment center should be administered in a professionmal
manner with concern for the treatment of individuals, accuracy
of results and overall quality of the operation. Assessment
centers should be incorporated as part of a total system rather
than as a process that operates in a vacuum. Considerable care
and planning should precede the introduction of an assessment
center. Policy statements concerning assessment operations
should be formally developed and agreed upon by the organization.
ifinimal considerations in developing this policy should include:

1. The population to be assessed.
2. The purpose of assessment.
J. The kinds of peaple who will serve as assessors.

4. The type of training they receive and who is to
provide it.

S« The responsibility for administration of the center.

6. Specific restrictions concerning who is to see the
assessment data, and how they are to be used.

7. Procedures for collection of data for research and
program evaluation.

8. Feedback procedure to participants and management.

9. txpected "life” of assessment center data - i.e., the
length of time assessment center data will be kept
in the files and used for decision making purposes.

10. The professional qualifications {including relevant
training) of the individual or individuals initially
responsible for developing the center.
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Assessor Training

Assessors should receive sufficient training to enable them to
evaluate intelligently the behaviors measured in the center.
"Sufficient training’ will vary from organization tgo organizatiaon
and is a function of many factors including:

The length of time an individual serves as an assessor.
- The frequency of indivigdual participation as am assessor.
- The amount of time devoted to assessor trainina.

- The cualification and expertise uf the assessment center
trainer.

- The assessment experience cf other memters of the
assessment staff,

- The use of professionals (i.e., licensed or certified
psychologists) as assessors.

The above list is illustrative of the many issues related to
assessor training. There 1s more variability in this area than
in any other section of the stanoards.

While we do not wish to establish minimal standards concerning
the number of hours of assessor training needed, it is difficult
to imagine assessors functioning effectively with only a one or
two hour orientation prior to serving as an assessor. However,
whatever the approach to assessor training, the essential goal is
attaining accurate assessor judgments. A variety of training
approaches can be used, as long as it can be demonstrated that
accurate assessor judgments are obtained. The following minimum
training is requireds

1. Knowledoe of the assessment techniques used. This could
include, for example, the kinds of behaviors elicited by
each technique, relevant dimensions to be observed,
expected or typical behaviors, examples or samples of
actual behaviors, etc.

2. Knowledge of the assessment dimensions. This could
include, for example, definitions of dimensions, rela-
tionship to other dimensions, relationship to job
performance, examples of effective and ineffective
performance, etc.

3. Knowledge of behavior observation and recording including
the forms used by the center
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4., Knowledge of evaluation and rating procedures including
how data are integrated by the assessment center staff.

5. Knowledge of assessment policies and practices of the
organization, including restrictions on how assessment
data are to be used.

6. Knowledse of feedback procedures where approg iate.

In addition, some measurement is needed indicating that the
individual being trained has the capability of functioning as an
assesspr. The actual measurement of assessor performance may vary
and could, for example, include data in terms of rating perfarmance,
critigues of assessor reports, observation as an evaluator, etc.
What 1s important is that assessor performance is evaluated to in-
sure that individuals are sufficiently trained to function as
assessprs, prior to their actual duties, and that such performance
is periodically monitored to insure that skills learned in training
are applied.

infcrmed Consent on the Part of Participants

Informed consent is a fundamental concern inm conducting an assessment
center procram. This means that the participant is given sufficient
information prior to assessment to evaluate inteiligently the nature
of the program and the consequences of attemding or not attending a
center. While organizations have the right to require participation
in an assessment program as a condition of employment or advancement,
individuals should nnt simply be "sent" to a center with little aware-
ness of why they are going. Rather, they should be provided with
sufficient information to decide whether or ngt they should attend.

While the actual information provided will vary from orpanization
to organization, the following basic information should be given to
all prospective participants:

1. The purpcse of the center and the objectives of the program.

2. How individuals are selected to participate in the center.

3. General information about the assessors - the composition
of the staff and their training.

4. General information concerning the assessment process
itself. This should include a description of the techniques

and how the results will be used, the kind of feedback given,

5. Reassessment policy.

It is recognized that many assessment center programs have descrip-
tive names or titles which are often neutral or purposefully general.
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This is an acceptable practice. Howevery; it would be inappropriate
tc suggest to participants that the assessment center is for persoral
development or training when the clear intent is for selection ar
management stoffing,

Lamuuuummmuméﬂunﬂiﬁ

.....
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Use of Assessment Center Uata

One characteristic of an assessment center is the volume of data ‘
produced. There are many different forms of assessment data, :
ranging for example, from observer notes, to reparts on performance
in the assessment techniques, to assessor ratings and reports pre-
pared for management. The preceding is not exhaustive ard could

also include participant and peer repeorts and observations, biograph-
ical and test data, etc.

P TS R S
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The specific purpose of the reports and data obtained by the
assessment center should be clearly established. This will include
a statement concerning individuals who will have access to cssess-
ment Jdata, the kind of information they will receive and the format
that will oe provided.

. L;\. . A‘

i,

The recipient of assessment data will be given sufficient inform-
ation or training so that the data provided can te clearly inter-
preted. This will irclude an estimate of the relevance aof current
assessment data for the use in the future.

it ran ot S i e £ 1 o

The individual assessed should be informed of how the assessment
data are to be used. This will include:

1. Who has access to assessment reports. ;

2. Whether participants will normally receive feedback
concerning assessment performance. If not, provisions
must be made to provide such information upon specific
request.

3. How long assessment information will be retained for
operational use (as opposed to research use).

Validatian Issues

A major factor in the widespread acceptance and use of assessment
centers is directly related to an emphasis on sound validation
research. Numerous studies have been conducted and reported in the
professional literature demonstrating the valioity of the assessment
center process in a variety of organizational settings.
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The historical record of the validity of this process, however,
cannot be taken as a guarantee that a given assessment program
will or will not be valid in a given setting. Because of this,
each user must ascertain the validity of the program as applied

in gne's organization. The technical standards and principles

for validation are well documented and appear in "Principles for
the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures" prepared
by the Oivision of Industrial and Oroanizational Psychcloay,
American Psychological Asspciation, 1975 and "Standards for Cduca-
tional and Psychological Tests and Manuals' prepared by the American
®sychological Associatiaon, 1974.

In addition to the abpve standards, which include grovisicns
related to demonstrating fairness and validity; some specific
guidelines are provided for assessment center programs. These
include:

1. The ability to document the selection of dimensions,
attributes or qualities evaluated in the center.

2. The ahility to document the relationship of assessment
center techniques to specific dimensions, attributes
or qualities evaluated.

3. The ability to document the demographic composition of
the assessment staff as representative of the grouo of
individuals assessed.

8. Concluding Statement

It became obvious in developing these standards that the standards
should serve as guidelines rather than doctrine. Rather than
create a set of standards that become ends in themselves, the
authors attempted to provide a series of general principles which
can apply to both managers and professionals using this technigue.,
These standards should enable the assessment center professionals
to create, implement and maintain assessment center programs that
protect the rights of individuals while meeting organizational
needs at the same time.
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Supervisory Abilities Invenicry

1. The Air Ferce Systems Command i1s tlanning to tesit a new methed
of identifying and assessing cotentia2l cancdilates Tcr Jirst level
supervisory positicns. Your assistance Is reguestied in ildentifying

the abilities essential to erffective performance as a Jirst level
supervisor in your organizeticn. DPioese cemple<e the attached
Supervisory Abilities Invenstcry and return to ASD/DPCU by 30 August L5735,

2.

o

!

!

i
w
|

CEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEACQUARTERS AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC)H

WRIGHT.PATTERSON AIR FCRCE BASE OWNIO 4%4313

DBCU
1¢ AUG 1973

Io determiniag supervisory elfectiveness there are nmapy rerscnal i
charscteristics considered s Ye imperwant. GCenerally speaking,
these can be tlaced in one of <he folliswing areas:

- Sugpervisery Traits

~ Sugervisory Xacwledge
-~ Supervisory Abili%ies

Supervisory traits are characteristiics whick relate %2 sueh
factors as loyality, integrity, attitude, honesty, etco.
Supervisory xnowledge characteristics are such factirs as
znovwledge, and worX exparience. Supervisory atilitlies are
characteristics which eneble the individual to effactively
manage kis work, and the work of others,

In order to develop a Supervisory Cendidate Assesszment Center
for use in the Air Force Systems lommand, we are izterested
in your views concerning abilities ancé skills needed to reccme
an effective supervisor.

Attached you will find a 1ist of supersisory ebilities. Please
rate these in terms of the ixzportance jycu slace on *“hese areas
among your first level subcrdinates. lict all of <hese abl--.«
areas are equally important. Rate these abilities as follows:

Critically Imcortant: 5
Somewhat Important: L
Usually Helpful: 3
Somewhat Unimportant: 2
dect decessary: b
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Spaece has been provided for y<u ¢ add cther ebti

importance.

Do not include trai*s (such as loyalty, integrity,
experience (job knowledge). These characteristics
dovever, we are interested

l.....‘.'

which are not covered ir the list. Please give a brier
degeription or defirition of the ability and then rate

i
-

- U

to successfully perform as an 23D or AFAL supervisor a‘

Wrig-t-Patterson AFB.

2. AQPur assistance ;n~Yh;s effort is most gpprecliated.

AEXTRAM M. ROSE, Ch;ef 1 Atch
Civilian Personnel 2ivisicn Inventory

2CS/Personnel

134

in your view of the & “**‘

P ——— e



SUPERVISORY ABILITIES :NVENTORY

Name: Grade: .
Title:
Organizatignal Symbol: Jate:

GIRECTIONS: Please rate earh of the following abilities in terms of :Impgrtance
in performing as a first level supetvisar in your organization. You may add
any other ability area nat covered in the list which you feel is important.
Please describe or defime this ability and then rate its importance. Rate the
abilities using the numerical scale shown:

Critically Important: S
Somewhat Important: 4
Usually Helpful: 3
Somewhat Unimportant: 2
Not Necessary: 1

(Note: The abilities shown are not egqually important and are not listed in
any particular arder of importance.)

FLEXIBILITY: Able to adjust to new situations easily

CRGANIZING SKILLS: Can plan and orpanize work of self and others.
ORAL SKILLS: Can express ideas orally.

WRITTEN SKILLS: Can sxpress ideag in wriiting.

ENERGY: Maintains a high level of activity.

FROSLEN SOLYING: Able to find best solution easily.

A

LEACERSHIP: Able to get others to work effectively in a group.
PFERSIHASIVENESS: Able to sell his point of view to athercs
OECISION MAKING: Makes decisians of high quality

FORCEFULNESS: Able to command attention from others
ORIGINALITY: Able toc approach problems im a new way

ACQUIRING INFORMATION: Able to obtain information

RISK TAKING: Willing to take risk/responsibility to ar.iieve
objectives.

STRESS TOLERANCE: Able to respond approprictely to stressful
conditians
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AIR FORCE ASSESSMENT CENTER

Analysis of Supervisory Oimensions

J. L. Mgses, Ph.0.

October 1973
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Introduction

A special study was conducted at Wright-Patterson Air force Gase
in order to determine those factors viewed by management persannel as
important for success as a first level manager. This study was the

first step in designing an Assessment Center for the Air Force Systens

Commarnd. In addition to determining supervisory dimensions, the stuay
was designed to analyize whether any sionificant differences in the
characteristics reguired to be a successful supervisor existed among

personnel in two organizations planning to use an Assessment Center, ASO

and AFAL.

bt o D admiir s e Dl 5

A special rating form, The Supervisory Abilities Inventory, was ;
develiopeds, This consisted of a series of 14 different abiiities generaily r

found related to supervisory success. These abilities and their dsefinitions

4
are:

- Flexibility: Able to adjust to new situations easily x

~ Organizing Skills: Can plan and organize work of self and others.

PR

- Oral Skills: Can clearly express ideas orally.
- Written Skills: Can clearly express ideas in writing.

-~ Energy: Maintains a high level of activity.

PRI

- Problem Solving: Able to fFind best solution easily.

- Leadership: Able to get cthers to work effectively in a group.

o

-~ Persuasiveness: Able to sell his point of view to others.

- Oecision Making: Making decisions of high quality.

o e T T

- forcefulness: Able to command attention from others.




Originality: Able to approach problems in a new way.

Acquiring Information: Able to obtain information.

Risk Taking: Willing to take risks/responsibility tc achieve

objectives.

Stress Tolerance: Able to respond appropriately to stressful

conditions,

The Supervisory Abilities Inventory also had space proviged for
the sugervisor to offer additional abilities. The Inventory was admin-
istered to sunervisory personnel in the ASO and AFAL organizations at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Sase. Each individual was given a cover letter
explaining the purpase of the inventory, anc was asked to rate each of the
fourteen dimensions on a five point scale ranging from S: critically
important; 4: somewhat important; 3: usuvally helpful; 2: somewhat unim-
portant; 1: not necessary. The supervisor was alsoc advised that he could
add any other ability areas not covered in the Inventory which he felt was

important. As notac, space was provided for this on the Inventory.
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Supervisors Studied

A total of 147 supervisors participated in this study. Of these ,
140 were GS level 12 or higher. A toptal of 60 supervisors from ASD and
87 from AFAL completed the Supervisary Abilities Inventory. This was a
large sample and was representative of supervisory personnel in each
organization. A breakdown of the participants by G5 level and organization

is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS BY ORGANIZATION AND LEVEL

GS LEVEL ASD AF AL
16 - 1
15 19 11
14 35 35
13 10 22
12 - 11
11 or less - 7
TOTAL 60 87
140
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Analysis of Results

All of the 14 dimensions listed on the Supervisary Abilities

Inventory were judged to be at least ''usually helpful” for the supervisory

success as a first level manager. The following abilities, listed in their

order of importance were seen asi

- Critically important: Leadership
Organization skills

Decision making

- Somewhat important: Oral skills
Written skills

Flexibility

Stress tolerance
Fersuasiveness

Risk Taking

Problem solving
Acquiring information

~ Usually helpful: Forcefulness
Energy

The mean ratings for the AFAL and ASC supervisors are presented

in Table 2.
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Dimension AFAL ASD
(N=87) (N=60) _
Leadership 4,80 4,86 g
Organizing Skills 4.68 4.03 ?
Uecision Making 4.45 4.55 ;
Oral Skills 4,64 4,28 j
5 Written Skills 4,33 4.18 1
i Flexibility 4.21 4,25 -
i Stress Tolerance 4,20 4.23 X
g Persuasiveness 414 4.08 g
% Risk Taking 4.09 4.05 s
% Problem Solving 4.04 3.93 ;
Acquiring Information 3.80 3.81
Nriginality 3.78 3.50 i
forcefulness 3.57 3.71 ;
tnergy 3.56 3,41 !

NP W oy ———n e

TABLE 2

MEAN RATINGS OF AFAL AND_ASO

o ap———

SUPERVISIRS OF RATINGS GN SUPERVISORY ABILITIES INVENTORY

As seen in Table 2, there is a high degree of agreement between

the ratings made by ASD and AFAL supervisors. The mean ratings were

converted to rnak order scores and are presented in Table 3.
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TABLE 3

RANK CRIER COF SUPERVISORY ABILITIES BY

ASD AND AFAL SUPERVISORS

Ranking
Cimensign AFAL ASC
Leadership 1 1
Organizing Skills 2 2
Oecision mMaking 3 3
Oral Skills 4 4
written Skills 5 ?
Flexibility 6 5
Stress Tolerance 7 6
Persuasiveness 8 8
Risk Taking 9 9
Problem Solving 10 10
Acquiring Informatian M 11
Originality 12 13
Forcefulness 13 12
Energy 14 14

The ranking indicates virtually ccmplete agreement of the relative
importance of these attributes by supervisors in both organizations. &
rank order correlation cogefficient was computed, and a cnrrelation aof
+983 was obtaimed tetween the ramkings shown in Table 3. For all practical
purposes, supervisors in bath these organizations hold views concerninmg the

vtes reguired to be a successful first level manager.

143

el

—

R R S




The data was examined in greater detail to determire whether

different rating patterns existed as a function of management level. These t
are presanted in Table 4. The ratings of the one G5-16 Supervisor in AFAL t
were combined with the GS-15 group. The ratings of the supervisors at ‘
G5-11 or ! ss were not included as the number of cases (7) was too small ?
ta constitute a meaningful subgroup.

As can be seen, there is geneially close agreement for supervisors

at different levels in both organizations. With a few exceptions, first

level incumbents, their supervisors and their supervisors' bosses tend to

substantially agree on the abilities needed for success as a first level
supervisor. To scme oxtent, there 1s more disagreement among supervisors
in the same organization concerning the relative rating given a dimension,
than supervisors in AFAL when compared to their counterpart in ASG. Table
5 shows these comparisons more clearly. It presents the differnces between
mean ratings for the ASD and AFAL growps, as well as differences within

ASD and AFAL between higher and lower GS level supervisors., For AFAL,
differences are shown between supervisors at GS level 15 and 12; for ASD

Setween GS levels 15 and 13.
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TABLE

MEAN RATINGS BY G5.S. LEVEL DF

4

AFAL AND ASD SUFERVISCRS

Leadership
organizing Skills
Decision Making
Oral Skills
Written Skills
Flexibhility
Stress Tolerance
Persuasiveness
Risk Taking
Problem Solving

Acquiring
Information

Originality
Forcefulness

Enerny

GS
15

4.58
3.83
4.08

3475

3.58
J.66

3.6€

AFAL

GS

14

4,94

3.97
3.97
3.82

3.80

3.54

3.51

3.31

G5

13

4.50

4.54

4.40

4,54

4,31

4.00

4.00

4,04

3.50

4.13
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12

4,36

4.09

4.36

4.63
4,08

3.72

3.81

3.81

3.72

GS
15

a.93

4,87

3.93

3.26

3.60

3.40

4,85

4,51

4454

3.68

3.80

3.60

3.82

3.48

3.50

3.20

3.20
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TABLE S
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN RATINGS BY ASO AMD AFAL
SUPERVISCRS AS A FUNCTION GF DRGANIZATION AND G5 LEVEL

AF AL AFAL ASD
ve G5-15 GS-15

vs VS
Cimensiogn ASD G£S-12 G65-13
Leadership .06 36 .13
Organizing Skills .05 .06 W17
Decision Making <10 «18 24
Oral Skills 16 W22 G4
Writtem Skills <15 $ 28 .16
Flexibility 04 .03 .13
Stress Tolerance 03 .16 .10
Persvasiveness .06 «40 .20
Risk Taking 04 1.20 .26
Problem Solving .11 .01 .10
Acquiring Information .01 .03 «23
Originality .29 023 «24
Forcefulness 4 «15 .60

tnergy 15 <06 .20




As noted, the differcrnces in the mean rating between AFAL and ASC
supervisars are slight. Ffor example, the mean rating difference for the
leadership dimension was six one/hundredth's. These differences ranged
from 01 to .29 of a rating scale unit. HNot only do supervisars in both
of these organizations rank these abilities sinilarly, they also rate
them substantially the same.

For the most part, lower and higher level supervisors agreed on
the importance of these dimensions, regardless of whether these supervisors
were in ASD or AFAL. There are only two abilities viewed considerably
dif ferent by supervisors in each grcanization. AFAL hisher level super-
visors rated risk taking less important than did lower level supervisors.
ASD higher level supervisars saw forcefulness as more important than did
lower level supervisars. with these two conceptions, all of the remaining

ratings substantially agreed.

Analysis aof Additignal Cgmments Made by superviscrs

As noted earlier, space was provided on the Supervisory Abilities
Inventory for the supervisors to add additionzl dimensigns not considered
in the Inventory. A a general rule, most supervisors did not add any
dimensions, evidently feeling that the list provided in the Supervisors
Abilities Inventory was sufficient. A total of eighteen supervisors in
ASD and twelve supervisors in AFAL provided additional dimensions. These
included such diverse areas as "accept direction” to "productivity'. Cne
area was mentioned by several supervisors and might be included if techniques
can be develaoced to reliahly measure this attribute. This area, empathy,

was defined as a cocncern for those supervised.
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Conclusion

The resulis of this znalysis indicate that supervisors in both ASO
an. ~ wvie. “dertically the gualities needed for success as a first level
superv’ sor ir their respective nrganizations. These abilities are:
leaderst. p, 0. anizing skiils, decision making, aoral skills, written skills,
flexibility, stress tolerance, persuasiveness, risk taking, problem
solving, acquiring information, originality, forcefulness, and emergy.

An additional quality, empathy, was added by some supervisars.

No significant differences were noted in ratings or rankings of
ratings made by supervisors in ASD and AFALL. This means tha. a similar
assessment program available to both organizations can and should be
utilized. It is alsoc possibl: to assess individuals simultaneously fram
both organizations in a single assessment center if < (.sired.

The Supervisory Abilities Inventory, having provec useful in deter-
mining the relative rank order of importance perceived by incumbent super-
visors, might make for a useful assessment techmique. It can have
particular merit in counseling individuals concerning the relative sig-

nificance of supervisory abilities needed at bolh ASD and AFAL.
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ASSESSMENT CENTER TRIAL RUN

Questionnaire

A, To refreshyour memory, the activities in the 2-day Assessment Center
are briefly described as follows:

1. Participate as task force members to make recommendations for |
ranking supervisory attributes, .
F
2. Group exercise where each member must persuvade hls peers to adopt !ﬂ

city budget recommendation assigned at random at beginning of exercisec. E
a3
3. Participate on Committee which must resoive four varied management ?

problems. ¥

L, Individual fact-finding exercise to obtain relevant information ;

needed to make decision. 7

i

5. Prepare formal written proposal. i
[

_ 6. Persona! interview with Assessor. }

B 1
‘ 7. Complete biographical questionnaire. F
. 11
i 8. Complete Career Development inventory. i
: 9, Work preference tests (three). i;
} 3

10. Feedback interview with Assessor a few days after Assessment Center
exercises wera completed.

L s ] A e sl

B. A series of questions will now be addressed to eachof the above exercises.
1 Please answer to the best of your abl!llty by placing a circle around appropri-
ate answer, or by providing comment,

‘.

1, Task Force Member Exercise

a. Were the Instructlons clear and problem structured so that you
could approach problem In rational manner?

91% YES 2% N0 6% DON'T KNOW

- vt g Y I

b. Was problem realistic enough to provide discussion interplay 5
between the group members?

94y YES 2% NO Ly  DON'T KNOW
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¢. Was adequate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

83% YES 13% NO Ly DON'T KNOW

d. DId the ranking of yourself and other members of the group at
the end of the session provide Insight into the exercise?

57% YES 21% NC 21% DON'T KNOW

e. Did the presence of the Ascessor In the room bother you after
the first few minutes?

6% YES 89% NO Ly DON'T KNOW

f. Was the probiem too difficult?

2% YES 96% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

City Budget Recommendation

a. Were the instructions clear and problem structured so that
you could apprecach problem In raticnal manner?

91% YES 9% NO DON'T KNOW

b. Was problem realistic enough to provide discussion interpiay
between the group members?

87% YES 13% NO DON'T KNOW

¢. Was adequate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

66% YES 34% NO DON'T KNOW

d. Did the ranking of vourself and other members of the group
at the end of the session provide Insight into the exercise?

55% YES 26% NO 17% DON'T KNQOW

e. Did the presence of the Assessors in the room bother vou after

the first few minutes?

Ly YES 94y NO DON'T KNOW

1591
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f. Was the problem too difficult?

2% YES 91% NG 6 CON'T KNOW

e

Committee to Solve Four Management Problems

a. Were the instructlons clear and problem structured so that you
could approach problem In a rational manner?

100% YES NO DON'T KNOW

b. Was problem realistic enough to provide discussion interplay
between the group members?

98% YES 2% NQ DON'T KNOW

¢. Was adequate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

81% YES 15% NO Ly DON'T KNOW

d. UGid the ranking of yourself and other members of the group at
the end cf the session provide Insight into the exercise?

S7% YES 26% NO 17% DON'T KNOW

e. Did the presence of the Assessors In the room bother you after
the first few minutes?

6% YES 9Ly NO DON'T KNOW

f. Was the problem too difficult?

YES 100% NO DON'T KNOW

Fact-finding Exercise - Continuation of Research Project

a. Were the instructions clear and problem structured so that you
could approach problem In rational manner?

79% YES 15% NO 6% OON'T KNOW
b. 01d the Assessor respond to questions promptly and provide
additiona! Information in a2 comnlete manner?

77% YES 19% NO 4% DON'T KNOW
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c. Did you feel frustrated, angered, or pressured during the
10-minute questioning period?

14% frustrated

L% angered

20% pressured

61% none of the above

5. Writing Assignment on Changing Organlizatior

a. Was the probliem thought-provoking to the po.at tho:t you were
able to present your ldeas in wrliting without undue wifficulty?

79% YES 21% NO DON'T KNOW
b. Was the writing assignment too easy?
2% YES 89% NO 9%  DON'T KNOW
6. Interview With Assessor During Assessment Center
a. Was adequate time allowed for the interview?
91% YES Ly NO L%  DON'T KNOW

b. Was a meaningful discussion held batween you and the Assessor
during the interview?

813 YES 1% NO 9% DON'T KNOW

c. The inteiviews are structured to delve into a number of areas
which are normally considered persons!. Was the interview too
personal?

YES 982 NO 2% DON'T KNOW

d. The interview Is fairly comprehensive. Have you received
a more in-depth interview with any of the other merit promoticon
or performance evaluation programs?

9% YES 85% NO 6%  DON'T KNOW
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The Completion of the Biographical Questionnaire

a., The gquestions on the '"Background Questionnaire'' are fairly
comprehensive conslidering your academic and personal life. Are
they tooc personal?

YES 96% NC by DON'T KNOW

b. Was the informatlion assembled sufficient to provide a good
discussion during the interview with the Assessor?

74% YES 15% NO 1% DON'T KNOW

¢. Would you recommend that the ''Questionnaire' be expanded to
include more background information on your academic and work
experience?

38% YES Lok NO 21% DON'T KNOW

Career Development Inventory

a. Did you bring the Career Development Inventory with you when
you met with the Assessor for the feedback interview?

68% YES 19% NO 13% DON'T KNOW

b. Were the questions realistic In assembling data on past
accomplishments and future plans?

87% YES 17% NO 26% DON'T KNOW

c. Have you completed any action since the Assessment Center In
the Career Development area?

L3z YES 51% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

d. |If yes, was the actlon prompted by something that happened
during the Assessment Center?

38% YES 46% NO 17% DON'T KNOW

Work Preference Tests (three)

The work przference tests are used to determine preference in

supervisory style. The results of the tests will be used at a later
daie afrer a larger group of Assessees have been tested.
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10. Feedback Interview with Assessor

a. The Assessors were to contact you 3 to 5 days after the
Assessment Center was completed for the Interview. TOY and other
work commitments caused delay In this proposed time frame for
some Assessees. Please indicate the approximate time delay
before your interview.

37% 3 - 5 days
43x 6 - 12 days

20%  More than 12 days

b. Did the Assessor glve you a report !n writing as to the
results of the Assessment Center?

13% YES 87% NO DON'T KNOW

¢. Did the Assessor present the Information in a manner that
indicated he had preplanned for the Interview?

77% YES 172 NO 6% DON'T KNOW |

d. What was the approximated time used for the feedback interview? f

30% 20 minutes or less ¥

i B bl 4 2 e

55% 20-40 minutes

i i

13% 40-60 minutes

60-90 minutes

1% 90 minutes or more

s o i s e M e i

e. The ratings are labeled '"More than Acceptable,' ''Acceptable,"
""Questionable,' and ''"Not Acceptable.'' Did the Assessor Indicate
what rating you had received as a result of the Assessment Center?

g

70% YES 28% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

f. As you know, Assessees recsive feedback Information during the
Asseecment Center by observation and discussion with other Assessaes.
Did the feedback Interview with the Assessor correlate with what

- a—edlno7

you expected the Assessment Center to pradict?

g
~r

66% YES 15% NO 19%  DON'T KNOW

L
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g. Did the Assessor respond to your questions openly and In
knowliedgeable fashlon?

89% YES 9% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

h. Dld you have confldence at the time of the interview In the
information presented by the Assessor?

78% YES 16% NO 7% DON'T KNOW

C. The next portion of the survey concerns the proposed distribution and use g
of the Assessment Center results. Approximately 300 employees will be k
assessed during the coming year.

1. The Assessment Center will be used as an indicator for all first
level supervisory positions at the GS-13 level and higher in the Merit
Promotion Program. Attendance will not be mandatory and supervisors
may select a person regardless of his Assessment Center rating. The
supervisor will be asked to document his rationale for selecting a i -
person who refuses to attend the Assessment Center, or why he might
choose an employee with a ''Not Acceptable' or ''Questionable' rating C
over those whc are avallable and have 2 ''Meore than Acceptable' or -
“Acceptable'' rating. Do you concur in general with the above plan?

81% YES 13% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

2. Each Assessee wil]l have the option of Inviting or not inviting
his first level supervisor to sit in on the feedback interview with
the Assessor. Do you agree?

74% YES 17% NO 9% DON'T XNOW

3. The '"feedback report'' prepared by the Assessor, which consolidates
all the fina ngs developed during the Assessment (enter, will be filed
in the Official Personnel Folder (OPF)., It will be filed in a ''secure"
folder with other test materia!, vouchers from past employers and
health records. This folder Is routinely pulled from Officlal Per-
sonnel Folder when you review your own. One copy will also be provided
to the first level supervisor immediately after the feedback interview.
Do you agree or have comments concerning the above distribution of '3
feedback reports? |

56%  YES 31% NO 13% DON'T KNOW

Ll
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L, Assessees will be allowed to retake the Assessment Center
(after 6 months) to improve the orlginal rating. The rating from

the last Assessment Center attended will be the rating for record

and will pe ysed whether It Is higher or lower. Do you concur in this
proposal?

38%  YES 55% NO 6% OON'T KNOW

5. The Assessment Center will also be used to evaluate '"high
potential'' employees identified for long-term full-time training
and other high expense Career Development programs. Do you agree?

743 YES 153 NO 17% DON'T KNOW
6. "'At least half the 'worth' of the Assessment Center Is the

benefit the Assessee recelves personally from attending the Assessment
Center." Do you agree with this statement?

70%  YES 23% NO 62 DON'T KNOW
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2.

4

ASSESSOR FEEDBACK INTERVIEW OUTLINE
Establish rapport - Casual conversation to establish a relaxed,
informal climate and reduce possible anxiety.

Ask the assessee to relate thoughts about the assessment center
and its value.

Explain the purpose of the interviesw.

a., Help the individual benmefit from the assessment center experience.
bh. Aid the individual in fcrming a developmental plan.

Review and discuss the assessment process.

a. Assessors observed and recorded behavior.

be Assessors met and shared observatipons fram the various
exercises and discussed each individual fer several hours.

They then came to 2n overall judament of strengths and
development needs.

ci
.

d. Comparisons in the discussion were not between people
in the assessment center but against established beachmarks.

Provide feedback of assessment results for each dimension/exercise.
a. Name dimension and ask assessee ta explain it.

t. State the official definition and reach consensus with the
assessee,

c» ldentify and briefly describe the exercises measuring the
dimension.

de Ask the assessee to evaluate own performance on the dimension.
e. Provide the assessor's findings concerning the assessee's
performance. Support with examples of behavior from appropriate

exercisese.

f. Compare and contrast performance in various exercises measuring
the dimensions.

g. tncourage two-way Oiscussicn o
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8.

h« Ask assessee tc suggest ways to improve performance of the
dimensicn, if any.

i. Present recommendations far corrective actions or remedial
plans.

jo After reviewing all the dimensicns, give summary of overall
performance in each exercise.

k. Ask for comments., DQOeterming if the assessee understands the
information provided about each dimension/exercise.

Discuss majar strengths.

a., DOo not minimize this arza.

b. Even if the area is a strength it may se a develppment
cpportunity (A stremgth can be used to cvercome or help
develop a weak area).

Oiscuss major developmentali needs.

a. Select the three or four mnst important developmental needs
unless several developmental needs are relatec tc each other.

b. Choose developmental needs which can be develaped.

Obtain general feedback from the assessee in the form of gquestions
and the assessee's reactions to the assessor's aobservations ang
recommendations.

Administer the post-assessment center questionnaire. Close the
intervisw on a high note by emphasizing strengths and the
passibility to overcome weaknesses.
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