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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

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

Winston Churchill

Backoround

Inherent in every leadership position is the responsibility to

efficiently and effectively manage scarce resources. The ability to
I

zarry out this responsibility requires a development of the necessary

management skilis. Management 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 Force obtains its higher level managers. Unlike the civilian

sector, which is frequently able to recruit personnel to 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 important to discuss the terminology u.ed

in this thesis. The terms "career development", "officer development",

and "officer career development" are used intercha.geably i.n the liter-

ature. As used in this thesis they are all taken to mean the same

thing. Officer development encompasses bo'h the technical and

I



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 I
technical training requirements vary, all Air Force officers have

similar management development needs.

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

integration of functional technical training, advanced academic training,

professional military education and experience throughout the individ-

ual's military career. Through this process, critical attitudes, knowl-

edge and skills are increased to meet the challenge of more responsible

positions.

Guidelines for officer development are provided in two Air

Force publications, AFM 25-1, U.S. Air Force Management Process, and

AFR 36-23, Officer Career Oevelopment.

"The military management concept is that an accumulation of

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

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

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

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) orovide 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

assignments along a prescribed route of advancement" (Ooehm and Hoyle,

2



I.

1977:204). It can be both training designed to imp3rt knowledge

necessary for effective job performance, and a planned succession of

job assignments to gain knowledge and experience (Boehm and Hoyle, 1977),

Craig (1967:406) defines management development as "the planned

experience, guided growth, and training opportunities provided for

those who perform the management functions." It has two specific

objectives, one immediate arid one long range. The immediate objective

is to increase the present perfcrmance of individuals. Th. long range

objective is to prepare those individuals with recognized potential for

future advancement and responsibility (Craig, 1967). This 1ong range

objective is vitally important to the Air Force for at leas-- two reasons:

(1) continual reductions in both 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

force.

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 organizational growth. Firms realized that formalli

organized and planned development programs were essential to maintain

an adequate resource of trained managers (English and marchone, 1977:88).



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

development of the officer force.

In the past, officers improved themselves and their sub-
ordinates without the a.td of a formal program. The Air Force
sought to develop most of its officers within the organizational
structure. It was reasoned that, by exposure to an operational
environment and on-the-4ob training, officers would develop the
professional and technical skills required to insure their moti-
vation, effectiveness, and performanceo However, the Air Force
today, because 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 Education, tne Air Force 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

feedback can be used to identify strengths and weaknesses in management

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

correct deficiencies.

Statement of the Problem

Although there are both formal and informal programs for officer

management development, weaknesses exist in both. Formal management

development opportunities such as Professional Military Education and

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

4
portion of the officer force.
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Both personal experience and the results of the Air Force

Quality of Life Survey, Third Edition (McNichols, 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

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 appears that a better way must be

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

ment as Air Force managers.

Approach to the Problem

The assessment center Is a technique which may be useful for

management development of Air Force officers. The assessment center

has been used extensively in business and government since 1956 for a

number of purposes, but primarily for selection of individuals for

management jobs. The Task Force on Oevelopment of Assessment Center

Standards (Moses, 1975:2-3) defined assessment centor as follows:

in summary, an assessment center consists of a standard-

ized evaluation of behavior based on multiple inputs. Multiple
trained observers and techniques are used. Judgments about
behavior 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
reported and discussed, and thE assessors agree on the evaluation
of the dimensions and any overall evaluation th3t is made.

It is important to emphasize that an assessment center is a

method and not a place (Byham and Wettengel, 1974:353). In the

"typical' assessment center six candidates come together for one to

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

II 5



the numner 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. Tre 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 otsezved by

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 together to discuss tre recorded ooservatic*ns

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 candidate, management, or both. Finally, some type of

oral feedback is usually given to both the candidate and management.

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 t-o assist Air Force officers in their

management development. An actual assessment center is examined and

considered for such application. The center studied was conducted at

6



Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio in 1974 and 1975 and was called the

Aeronautical Systems Division (ASO) Management Assessment Center. This

center was designed to evaluate Air Force civilian scientists and

encineers for first level supervisory positions. Cetailed objectives

of this study effort are outlined below.

Statement of Objectives

The overall objective of this thesis is to investigate the

concept of assessment centers as a method For officer development.

Specifically, the objectives are:

1. Examine the feasibility of using an assessment

center for the purpose of officer development.

2. Conduct a validity stLdy of the ASO Ifanagement

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

While the assessment center approach to management development

should be considered for all Air Force officers, this research was

nased on data gathered on scientific and engineering personnel. The

data was based on the ASD Management Assessment Center co ducted ir

1974 and 1975 for GS-9 through GS-14 level civilian personnel. Thls

thesis effort will orovide the backcround for conductino a oilot

7



assessment center for Air Force officers of comparable grade assigned

to ASO. The results may t-en be compared to those obtained with

civilian participants.

Finally, no attempt is made tc include a study on ccst effec-

tiveness or means of implementation on an Air Force wide basis.

5 ummary

This initial chapter has provided an introduction to the

research subject, identified the problem, and outlined the cbjectives

and limitations of the study. The next chapter details the method-

ology used in accomplishing the objectives.

8



CHAPTER II

mETHODOLOGY

The methodology used will parallel the previously stated

objectives. The overall methodology is described below.

1. Conduct a literature review on present officer development

programs and determine the criteria presently used in

officer development.

2. Conduct a literature review on the assessment center process,

including its use for management development.

3. Conduct a validity study on the ASO Management Assessment

Center.

4. Outline an assessor training program, including expanded

dimension definitions and benchmarks, for use in a pilot

assessment center.

5. Discuss post-assessment feedback. Prepare an outline for

the feedback interview.

6. Oescribe Future data gathering efforts needed to further

evaluate the effectiveness of the assessment c nter for

management development of Air Force officers.

Literature Review: Officer Development

Since this thesis was concerneo with an examin3tlon of the

management development process for Air Force officers, a background on

the present methods for officer development was needed. This backgrouno

9



was included (1j 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-

ment methods fell into two broad categories -- formal off-the-Job

training and informal on-the-job training. A discussion of both these

areas is included as well as a discussion of the precommissionino

programs providing inicial management development training.

Literature Review: Assessment Center

. this thesis integrates the two processes of development

a., t, it was also necessary to review the literature per-

taini:g to assessment centers. In reviewing the literature on assess-

rent centers, f'.ve general areas were considered.

First, information was sought on the evolution of the assess-

ment center. Before discussing the application of this technique, it

vias necessary to establish an historical perspective.

Second, the literature was reviewed to determine the various

uses of the assessment center, Althounn this thesis advocates the use

for officer development, there are other uses of which one should be

aware. It 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

assassment centers for management development of Air Force officers.

10

! 1



The fourth issue reviewed was that of validity "Unlike many

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

been well received partly because properly controlled research has

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

assessment center must stand alone. The literature was reviewed to

determine now to go abouL conducting a validity study.

Finally, the literature was reviewed to investigate the use of

assessment centers in the military. Articles reporting on both the

applicability of the assessment process and actual military assessment

centers were reviewed.

Several sources were used in the literature reviews on both

officer development ard assessment centers. The sources used included

the AFIT library system, Wright State University library, Defense

Documentation Center, Air University library, and files in the ASO

Human Resources Center.

Validation

After showing that the assessment center is applicable to

management development of Air Force officers, the next part of the

methodology was to introduce an assessment center design and to show

the validity of that desion. The design selected was the management

Assessment Center operated at ASD in 1974 and 1975 to select first-

level civilian supervisors in scientific and engineering positions. A

ccnplete description o" 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 between civilian

and military jobs in the scientific and engineering fields at ASO. This

similarity is discussed in Chapter VI. The other reason was the oppor-

tunity to conduct a validity study using readily available data before

testing the design Wuith Air Force officers.

The validation of the 1974-75 management Assessment Center was

done in two parts -- content validity and empirical validity. The

empirý.cal study was further divided into predictive and internal valid- F
ity. Background on these types of validity is given in Chapter IV.

Content Validity

Following 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 Validity

The statistical analyses were accomplished using the Statistical

Package for the Social Science-, (SPSS), (Nie, et al, 1975). All pro-

grams were run on the Aeronautical Systems Division's COC 6600 computer

at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio.

The empirical validity consisted of two parts -- predictive

and internal. Predictive validity was concerned with identifying the

strength oF the relationship between the overall assessment center

ratinn and actLal manacerial success foilowino the assessment center II

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 of the

Aeronautical Systems Division and Wright Aeronautical Laboratories were

evaluated in 1974-1975 using the Management Assessment Center. A total

of 50 centers consistino of six assessees each were conducted. ir all

cases, two centers were run concurrently. All the assessees were GS-9

through G5-14 level personnel occupying scientific and engineering

positions. Records for personnel assessed in the first 12 centers were

deleted since these centers were operated under a pilot program. From

the 32 operation&i centers, those with less than six assessees were

deleted. The internal val.dity was based on data from 144 individuals

assessed in 24 centers.

The predictive validity was based on data from 143 induividuals.

Records of individuals no longer assigned to Wright-Patterson AFB were

deleted from the 32 operational centers, since criterion data was not

readily available.

Data on dimension 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 Oy rprnr-rfinn

the Lcore closest to that assessor's final dimension rating for tne

a3sessee.

13
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Internal Validity. The determination of the reliability of the

assessment center consisted of four parts:

1. Examination of the relations among the dimensions and

iettueen the dimensiuns and the overall assessment rating.

2. measurement of the agreement in ratings among assessors.

3. Identification of the nature of the underlying components

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 Dimensions: The correlation among the

14 Final Oimension ratings and between the 14 Final Dimension tatings

and the Overall Assessment rating were accomplished using the SPSS

subprogram PEARSON CORR. The variables used were the finai ratings for

each dimension and the overall rating deaermined during the consensus

meeting.

The correlations of the dimension ratings for the six exercises

with (1) final ratings on the same dimension and (2) the overall assess-

ment rating were also accomplished using the 5P55 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 tue 47 uariaoies (Inoiviouai assessor rating for each dimension witih-

in each exercise) for the three assessors evaluatinc the individual.

14
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The three correlation coefficients for each v-Tr'adle were then averaoed.

This was done for both the correlations with the final dimension rating

and the overall assessment rat.ing.

B. Tnter-rater reliability: "In an assessment center, the

best measure of reliability is the degree of agreement among the three

raters" (Norton, Ourne, and Thornton, 1980:17). The SPS5 subprogram

PEARSON CORR was again used to calculate the correlation coefficients

for the variables analyzed.

The variables used to determine the inter-rater reliability were

the individual assessor ratings for each dimension within each exercise.

In the context of the assessment canter, dimensions are the otservable

traits and characteristics exhibited by an individual in a simulated

situation 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 final inter-rate: reliability was calculated in the following

four steps:

1. Compute the three assessor correlation coefficient matrix

for each dimcrýion in each exercise. This was accomplished

for each of the 24 times the center was run. Each corre-

lation was for an N = 6.

2. Compute the average zorrelation coefficient for each

dimension in each exercise frum the above matrices.

3. CaldCimesiote thn fineh i h n ragingal•ii th r

each dimension in each exercist hy averaging all the



average ccrrelation coefficients from each of the 24

center runs.

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

average correlation coefficients to determine the inter-

rater reliability measure for each dimension in each

exercise.

The Spearman-Grown (S-B) prediction formula was usea to adjust

for the number of assessors evaluating each assessee, "The results of

Remmers and others lead rather definitely to the conclusion that, if

judges are comparable, the reliability of pooled judgments increases

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

(Guilford, 1936:421).

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

Ar 1
r A= 1 + (A-1)r1

of assessors and rI is the final average correlation coefficient from

step 3 above.

C. Factor Analysis: A factor analysis using SPSS 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).

were factored using principal component analysis and VARImAX rotation.
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The number of factors extracted was specified using an eigenvalue of

1.0 as the cutoff criterion.

A second objective was to determine if the underlying factors

of dimensions, as identified on the assessment center feedback reports,

were identical to the pattern generated independently by the factor

analysis. The feedback report is a written discussion of the assessee's

performance in the 14 dimensions. On the feedback report, these dimen-

sions are consolidated in four mp.iayernent skill areas:

1. Interpersonal skills ½leadership, energy, Forcefulness,

persuasiveness, and flexibility).

2. Administrative skills (decision making, problem solving,

organizing; acquiring information, and risk taking).

3. Communication skills (oral and written). ]
4. Other (empathy and stress tolerance).

To accomplish this, final dimensional ratings for the entire pcoulation

were factored specifying four factors to be extracted.

0. Regression analysis: A multiple regression analysis

using SP5S 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. To accomplish this a

stepwise regression was done using the entire population. An examination

of the resulting regression equation indicated the amount of information

used by the assessors in oetermining the overall iaLii,9.
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Predictive ValiditL. In determining the predictive validity

of the Management Assessment Center, the SPSS subprogram PEARSON 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 as actual criteria

of managerial success -- present grade, present salary, most recent

merit appraisal rating and the number 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 Strickland, 1977:356).

Pilot Assessment Center

After conducting the validity study, the final steps in the

methodology began with a comparison between dimensions used in the ASO

Management Center and criteria presently used in officer development.

There appeared to be enough similarity to justify use of the ASO 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 major elements of the training were

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

14 dimensions were prepared. In addition, benchmarks were prepared to

assist assessors in calibrating their dimension ratings.

18



If the ASO Management Assessment Center is to be used for

developmental purposes, feedback to the assessees is also important.

An approach to giving feedback was discussed and an outline was pre-

pared to guide the feedback interview.

A considerable amount of data concerning the ASO 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

managerent development of Air Force officers. The direction such data

gathering should follow is described in Chapter VI.

Summary

This chapter has described the methodology for achieving the

stated objectives. This methodology includes literature 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

manaaement development of Air Force officers. The next chapter reviews

the present officer development system.
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CHAPTER III

AIR FORCE OFFICER OEVELOPMENT

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 information 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 opportunities 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 "Officer Oevelopment",

"Career Development" and "Officer Career Development" are used inter-

changeably in the literature. Officer development includes both

technical and management development. Alsc, as used in this thesis,

"leadership" development and "management" development are taken to mean

the same thing.

Since management development begins prior to commissioninq for

the majority of Air Force officers, this study begins with a review of

thc diffeorat rnmmissoninr, nrnnrams.
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Precommissioning Managament Development Trainin2

The three different methods for bringing commissioned officers

on active duty provide a wide range of education and training in basic

management skills. The methods include:

1. The Air Force Academy (AFA)

2. Air Force ReservE Officer Training Corp (AFROTC)

3. Officer's Training School (OTS)

The Air Force Academy (AFA)

At the Air Force Academy "leadership is based on the whole

person concept, meaning that many attributes of character, education,

and professionalism are necessary to compliment academic education and

complte preparation For Air Force Service" (U.S. Air Force Academy

Catalog, 1977,113). During the first two years, development is centered

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

necessary prerequisite to leadership development.

During the final two years, the military training and studies

program is geared to developing individual leadership skills through

expanded responsibilities within the organizational structurc of the

Air Force Academy. The cadet wing is organized similarly to an oper-

ational Air Force wing, and cadets are given the opportunity to hold

various operational and staff positions (U.S. Air Force Academy

Catalog, 1977).

During 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



reveal that only one semester of basic management principles and three

semesters on the behavioral 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 AFROTC

program consists of two separate courses linked by a field exercise

scheduled between the second and third years. These two programs are

the General military Course (GMC) and the Professional Officer

Course (POC).

"The WfE1C is developmental in nature and is designed to motivate

and prepare cadets for entry into the POC" (AFROTC 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, lq77:2-1). Ouring the two year period,

approximately 25 percent of the program is directed to expanding the

cadets' leadership experiences in officer-type activities (AFROTC Rec

53-2, 1977). The leadership activities are designed to emphasize "the

individual as a manager in the Air Force" (Place, 1978:37'. The material

covered includes individual motivational and behaviorai processes, lead-

ership, communications, and group dynamics. Throughout the program,

22
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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 leadersnip laboratory are designed to

enhance leadership capabilities (Place, 1978).

The Officer Training School (OT5) Program

The Officer Training School (OTS) program is designed to prc-

pare those individuals already pussessing degrees with the opportui.ity

to nain a commission. The twelve weeks of instruction is designed to

provide training to "meet the fundamental requirements for newly

commissioned officers in the Air Force" (Place, 1978:39).

As with both the AFA and AFROTC programs, the structure at OTS

is designed to provide experience in diffurt~it Lui,,,,nd wd slaffl

positions of the Air Force organization. Additionally, each candidate t

receives seventy-eight classroom hours of leadership and management

training which emphasizes typical leadership and management situations

confronting an Air Force officer (Place, 1978).

One criticism of the OT5 program is the lack of indepth stuoy

devoted to any one area because of the time restrictions (Place, 1976;

Oobias, 1974).

Post Commissioning Manaqement. Development Traininc-

Once commissioned, management development takes the form of Ooth

formal and informal "opportinities" occurring continuously throughout

the officer's career. The word "opportunities" needs to be stresed

because management development becomes botn a joint and an individ,3l

effort. Management development results from opportunities that the

23 f
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supervisor nust make some effort to present, and the officer must make

some effort to use.

Supervisors ar? in the best position to determine the needs of

their suoordinates. The supervisor has "the responsibility for develop-

ment actions such as performance evaluations, job rotation through

s.imple-to-complex duties, and recommendations for classification,

training, education and further assignments" (AFR 36-23, 1979:4-1>o

Once the supervisor providus the opportunities to develop management

potential, it is then up to the individual to take advantage of them.

"Tnr Air Force guides and 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, 1979:4-1). This is accom-

plished through an inteqration of both formal and informal development

opportunities.-

Formal Traininq

Throughout an officers' career, they are provided with oppor-

tunities for formal educational training. These opportunities include

Professional Military Education (PME) programs, the Air Force institute

of Technology, specialized management programs and self-development.

Professional Military Education. "The basic PME objective is

to enhance the professional military competence of Air Force Officers

through a program of education designed to broaden perspectives,

increase knouleage and prepare these officers to assume higher levels

of command a.d sta'f outies and reýpo,,sibilities" kAFR 53-8, 1975:2-11.

Three levels of education exi3t: Squadron Officers Schcol, Air Command
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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 Officer 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 outside that specialty. The PME 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

command and 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

and includes:

1. An examination cf Air Force standards of leadership.

2. A basic understanding of how people interact with the

leadership process.

3. An exdimitiu:i cif diffcrcnt .... r•hp sl•, and Lhe

situational approach to leadership.
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4. A practical application of the formal instruction in

communicative skills, leadership, and management.

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

to identify individual interpersonal and administrative

skills (Squadron Officer School Curriculum Catalog, 1977).

During the leadership block, the students appear to have an excellent

opportunity to examine their own leadership styles and reevaluate their

effectiveness in many diffeient 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 managing 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 "hands-on" training exposing the student to

different management systems in use in the Air Force.

Officers are selected for Squadron 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 SOS in

residence (Groves, 1975). Those not selected have the option of coi.1-

pletlng SOS by correspondence. Non-selection for SOS does not eliminate

an officer from attendance at the next level of PME, Air Command and

Staff Colleqe.
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The Air Command and Staff College is the Air Force PME school

at the intermediate level. "The mission of Air Command and Staff College

is to prepare selected officers for the ýo.amand and staff duties of

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

One of three instructional 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. Iwo objectives of this block are:

1. Apply field grade leadership and management skills in

the Air Force environments.

2. Apply selective non-quantitative decision-making techniques

in deriving solutions to management problems (Air Command

and Staff College Catalog, 1977).

A comprehensive review of the literature provided each
student, coupled with a random sampling of lectures conducted
in the area . . . found that a definitive explanation of the
terms 'field grade leadership and management skills" was not
readily apparent. While the scope and depth of training re-
quired for field grade leaders'lip and management development
should be different than that conducted at SOS, the literature
revealed that ACSC is also employing a 'grass roots' approach
to the development process (Place, 1978t4G).

"Grass roots" implies the same fundamental management skill introduced

in the Squadron Officer School curriculum. While ACSC should be pro-

vicing higher grade officers with management skills needed for higher

level positions, the program appears to be duplicating or reinforcing

the development skills already acquired.

Officers are selected for attendance at the Air Command and

Staff College by a central selection board at Headquarters, USAF.

Approximately 18 percent of all eligible officers are able to attend.
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ACSC in residence (Groves, 1975). Those officers not selected for

attendance in residence are encouraged to complete either the Seminar

Program administered by ACSC at all Air Force 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 following general

objective:

To comprehend factors contributing to leadership, command,
and management of human resources in the Department of Defense;
analytical techniques for decision making; and principle methods
used in defense resource management (Air 'ar College Bulletin,
1978:14).

Of the 167 hours allocated to the command and manaoement unit, 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 board at Headquarters, USAF. Approx-

imrately 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 residence (AFR 53-8, 1976).

An examination of the Professional Military Education programs

uncovers two weaknesses. The first is the small fraction of the total

officer force given the opportunity to attend the schools. This is

particularly true with ACSC and AWC. Although a number of Air Force
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officers are given the opportunity to attend equivalent schools of the

other services, the percentages increase to only 21 percent for ACSC

or equivalent and 16 percent for AWC or equivalent (Groves, 1975).

Secondly, "the SOS, ACSC, and AWC curriculum for leadership

and management development shoula be integrated to reduce redundancy

and overlap" (Place, 1978:86). fruch of the fundamentals of leadership

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

Air Force Institute of chnol.ogy. 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 requirenif 3 in scientific, technological,

managerial, medical, and other fieloa as directed by Headquarters, USAF"

(Air Force Institute of Technology Catalog, 1979). This mission is

accomplished through ooth university level educational programs and

continuing education programs. The university level work is designed

to provide officers with a "broad edL.cational 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 continuino education

programs are short courses designed to provide specialized training to

meet specific Air Force and DO0 needs.

Of the three resident schools, the School of Systems and

Logistics c..wei Li,, GLduaLe management Programs concerned with

management development. The stated purpose of these programs 4s "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 Technology Catalog, 1979:111). The graduate programs are desicned

to help students accomplish the following objectives related to manage-

ment developmentt

1. Oevelop 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. Oeal successfully with human, material, and financial

resources.

5. Increase their knowledge of management information systems

and the capabilities and limitations of the computer as a

tool for managerial decision-making (Air Force Institute of

Technology Catalog, 1979).

The continuing education 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 OOD (Air Force Institute of Technology

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 -,election process for AFIT is

competitive. Officers desiring admission to resident graduate degree

programs request a letter of evaluation. In coordination with the
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major commands, AFMPC determines the applicants availability and selects !

the officers for attendance. Again, as with PME, one weakness of AFIT I'
is the number of officers who have the opportunity to attend the

programs. i

Specialized Le3dership and Management Training. In addition to

PME and AFIT, the Leadership and Management Development Center (LilOCC)

offers a number of programs to prepare mid- and upoer-level managers

for increased responsibilities. Three programs offered include:

Professional Personnel Management Course, USAF Commander's Course, and

Base 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 Management Course is designed to

"contribute to the professional development of senior personnel managers"

(AFii 50-5, 1979:4-5). This five week course provides extensive instruc-

tion in such areas as the management process, management philosophy,

problem analysis, decision making, management by objective, organizational

development theory, and communication analysis. It is available only 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 PME and AFIT, quotas are small.

A review of the objectives of the different PME schools, AFIT

prcgrams, and specialized management development courses indicates some

common developmental criteria. Communication skills, both oral and

written, proolem solving, luadership, 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 basic management theory and the behavioral aspects of leader-

ship. The primary weakness common tu these programs 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 correspondence

courses in a wide variety of subjects. The correspondence courses for

the Professional Military Education Program are the primary source for

management development.

Off-duty education orograms are offered at most Air Force 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 experience

that results from on-the-job involvement in the management process

(Oobias, 1974). "Everything 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 in 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. Because of this, both AFI

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 operational systems, (2) assistance in devel-

oping and understanding the skills necessary to manage both the human

and procedural aspects 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-the-job

coaching of subordinates (AFM 25-1, 1974).

Coachincq. Coaching is an on-the-job development 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-

to-day problems, and helping subordinate's develop management skills

(Robinson, 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 (Qobias, 1974).

CounselinU. AFR 36-23 provides more specific guidelines for

supervisors. According to Table 4-1, AFR 36-23, the supervisor is

required to continuously assess the subordinate's potential and develop j
7I
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4t 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

behavior" (AFM 35-16, 1979, 5-4). Whereas coaching refers to the

subordinate's work-related experiences, counseling focuses on thelV

subordinate's behavior in a broader, more fundamental sense. It refers

to specific objectives and 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 process (Qobias, 1974).

A major aspect of the counseling process is the providing of Ii
feedback to the officer as a means to improve present performance 14AFR

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. Periodic counseling represents those sessions scheduled at

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 an OER, promotion, attendance at school and

tender of a regular commission.

Personal t~pviieirc a;ndU t". result:; cf the ult,'f~'

Survey, Third Edition, (McNichols, 1980), indicate a weakness exists
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in both the coaching and counseling methods of informal management

development for Air Force officers. The cummulative experience of two

officers with 16 years service, in six assignments within four major

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 requested. The results of 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 Fcrcp officers. They are not to 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 capabilities? Sup-

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

intormation oecause supervisor's reported judgmenL5 dL: dILEU iIOt Gliy

by the subordinate's performance, but also by: (1) lack of training of
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supervisors in hc • make required judg;ments, (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 because of limited time or a large workload,

because the supervisor is unable to actually observe the ratee's per-

formance, or because the supervisor lacks the tecinical knowledge

needed to judge the ratee's potential (Rummier, 1972).

AFR 36-10, Officer Evaluation System, states three specific *1
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 impression ý)f

the officer concerned, often referred to as the "halo"j

effect.

3. Inconsistency in ratings due to evaluation differences in

understanding the meaning of the various characteristics

being rated, and variations in evaluation standards.

Finally, Fournies (1974t20) states five reasons why any manage-

ment appraisal system fails as a tool for management development and I,

p-ovides the following summary:

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

The conclusion drawn is that the OER, which appears to be the primaryI
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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 joo rotation. "The organization

must provide, in a formal way, movement of managers in and out of

learning jobs (a job that provides ample decision-making experiences

sufficiently different from those currently assigned) as a part of a

total system Oevelopment process" (English and Marchione, 1977:8B).

Job rotation is the movement of ufficers from job to jcb for

training purposes as well as to meet the needs of the Air -urce. "Varied

assignments provide the opportunity to gain new experience and to apply

past training" (AFR 36-23, 197-:4-1). Eah assig"n-ent shculd be pla.ned

to contribute further to the officers present knowledge of the Air Force

and to better prepare him or her for jobs of increasing responsibility

and scope (AFR 36-23, 1979:4-1). Headquarters, USAF and AFMPC have been

Wven the responsibility to manage the officer force to meet the follow-

ing assignment goals: to fulfill present and projected authorizations,

manage available personnel resources at the lowest cost, rreet mission

requirements, and provide full career progression opportunities. A

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

purpose of tracking officers career progvession within that AFSC. One

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

to gain the varied experience needed for career progression ano manane-

ment development. The major restrictions with this development method

are the availability of assignments and the requirement to meet Air

Force needs.
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Summary

In summary, this chapter has rresented a review of the major

Formal and informal management development oppo:tunities avaflable to

Air Force officers. Formal management development includes the manage-

ment education received during thd commissioning process, in the Air

Force professional military education system, in the Air Force Institute

of Technology programs, in specialized management development courses,

and the results of the officer's individual rfforts at self-development. rI

A review of the objectives of these programs indicates the following o

common developmental criteria: commi.nicative skills, both oral and

written, problem solving, leadershiP, decision makPi"•, anu 7esource

manaoement.

Informal management development is achieved prima:'iy through

on-the-job coaching, counseling and rotation of assiinments. A very

important aspect of th2 informal management development methods is the

feedback on present job performancE provided by the individual's

supervisor.

Tniv i., ieje has indicated there are limitations in the number

of rfficerv' hole to receive management development through the formal

training opportunities. Therefore, the Air Force emphasis on manage-

ment 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

ur.nded by Air Force policy. This defiLiency is especially true of

LLunseling upon which the o'ficer can base further management deveiop,,,u,,L.
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A technique which has potential for use in management develop-

ment is the assessment center method. The next riaper• pre;,cis an

overview of the assessment centar process, incluoi, iti use as a

development Lool.
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CHAPTER IV\

THE ASSESSMENT CENTER MflETHOD

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 (OSS, 1948:1).

In 1942 the British formed the War Office Selection Board (WNOS) to

select officers for the British Army. They patterned the WOSB after

the German procedures and devised additional assessment techniques as

well, such as the leaderless group discussion (Huck, 1977:263).

The first use of the assessment center in the United States was

by the Office of Strategic Service (055) -- set up to evaluate the

qualifications of candidates to serve as overseas intelligsnce agents

durino World War II (MacKinnon, 1975;1). The final report of the 055

Assessment Staff was published in a book entitled Assessment of fren

(055, 1948). This report generated considerable interest in assessment

center techniques, largely because of the contrast with traditional
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paper-and-pencil selection methods (Bray, 1976:16-2). The enthusiasm

was dampened somewhat however, by disappointing validity studies con-

ducted by the OSS Stafr (MacKinnon, 1975:2).

The assessment center method was first applied to American

industry in 1956 when the American Te*ephone and Telegraph Company

(AT&T) began the Management Progress SLudy, a longitudinal research

program designed to follow tne growth and development of a sample of

young managers (Cohen, Moses, and Byham, 1974:6). The first AT&T assess-

ment center was fashioned after the OSS Center and staffed by profes-

sional psychologists (Bray, 1976:16-2). A totae of 274 managers were

assessed and then reassessed eight years later (Bray, Campbell, 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 Bell in 195B 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 for assessment centers, since it was

staffed entirely by laypersons and not dependent on professional assessors

(Bray, 1976:16-2). In the early 1960's several other companies began

using assessment centers. These included Standard Oil of Ohio, IBM,

General Electric, Sears, Wickes, and J.C. Penny (MacKinnon, 1975:3)

Since the 055, the first major use of the assessment center

method in the Federal Government was by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

The IRS program first started in 1969 to identify first-level supervisors.

Since tnen, it nas oeen expanded to select candidates for an Executive

Oevelopment 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, Depart-

ment of Housing and Urban Development, the U.S. Army, and the U.S. Air

Force (Byham and Wettengel, 19741. State governments, as well as

foreign governments have also implemented assessment centers. Byham

and Wettengel (1974) provide an excellent overview on government usage

of assessment centers.

MacKinnon (1975:5) states that the rapid multiplication of

assessment centers 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, Develop-

ment Dimensions, and Assessment Designs. In 1980, over 2000 organi-

zations are using assessment centers (Curran, 1980).

Uses of Assessment Centers

Just as there are many organizations using assessment centers,

they are used for many purposes. In reviewing the literature, the

following uses were found: employment, early identification, placement,

advancement, developmert, affirmative action, and training. Each 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 joos

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, 1976:16-6). The U.S. Army has also U
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used assessment centers in a similar capacity as precommissioning

screening devices (Veaudry and Campbell, 1974:24). 6ray (19-6:16-6)

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, 1976:31).

"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). Bray (1976:15-7) 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 management levels,
but rather to identify those 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 (197601E-7), this is most likely because assessment is usually

aimed at a more general management level rather than at specific jobs.

Assessment is, however, often 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 frequent use of the assessment 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 middle

managers" (Bray, 1976:16-7). many authors report that the assessment

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

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

and Hinrichs, 1978).

Although not usually the primary purpose, assessment centers

are also used for development purposes. In numerous 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; Bray, 1973: Kraut, 1976:

and Boehm and Hoyle, 1977). The degree to which a center is used for

development varies. "Some organizations use assessment programs exclu-

sively for personal development in order to help people diagnose their

competencies and to help improve them" (Kraut, 1976:32). Preparation

of individual development plans is usually a primary or strong secondary

objective of assessment centers only above the bottom level of management 0

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 folliwing explanation for why there are Few

assessment centers for development only:

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

Pnokn adw.,M (1077:.5n11cont lld ''hn' tt2I a"l

relationship" between assessment and development. They explain this
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relationship as followst

The ultimate goal of assessment center programs is essentially
the same as the wide variety of existing development strategies --

to maximize individual effectiveness (job preference) and consq-
quently the attainment of organizational success.

An example of a program which combines assessment ano development is the

Leadership Development Program used at the U.S. Air Force Squadron
1

Officer School. Students are assessed during the first two weeks and

then given the opportunity to participate in a development program to

work on identified weaknesses or other areas of interest durino 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 Dimensions Inc., which offers 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 particularly necessary

to identify minority-group members with higher potential so that they

can be moved along more quickly" (Bray, 1976:16-8). A good example may

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

1 The assessment center used at 505 was patterned after the ASO

Management Assessment Center operated at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, in
1974 and 1975. It also contains dimensions usually found in management
as nment. C.-en*nrs nuch ac .,-.b.1n. Eo.lvingn flcibriity4, mcivast inn

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

training and development activities can be planned (Byham, 1971:11).

Norton and Edinger (1978:21) explain how the Federal Government has

promoted the use of the assessment center for affirmative action:

Federal 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 awsessment is for 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 appruach and suggests "It may be that the assessment

center approach can finally throw some light on the overall effective-

ness of management training in pinpointing its strengths and weaknesses."

MacKinnon (1975:10) provides an appropriate summary concerning

the purposes of assessment centerst

Broadly speaking, the purpose of assessment centers in
business and industry is to identify managerial potential For
purposes of selection, placement, promotion, or development
(or some combination of these), but which of these is most
stressed varies from program to program.

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

affirmative action and training evaluation in the future.
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Oesign Considerations

Although there are multiple uses of assessment centers, and even

though there is no set pattern for design of an assessment program,

there are certain considerations which must be taken into account when

setting up a new 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 guidelines 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. Also,

regardless of the purpose, "Assessment centers should be incorporated

as part of a total system rather than as a process that oper'ates in a

vacuum" (Moses, 1975:4).

Once organizational 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 on
special interviews with line and staff managers in the organi-
zation who supervise the level of work in question or who have
special staff knowledge thereof.

In order to defend the fairness and soundness of the assessment center

it is also important to maintain a well-documented record detailing the

process which leads to the dimensions being assessed (Byham, 1978:4).

Few assessment centers use exactly the same exercises, however,

all rely heavily on simulations designed to elicit multiple dimensi.ons
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from the participants. The simulations are based on situations the

candidates are likely to face in the target job. Gray (1976:16-9)

offers the following advice:

In planning the assessment center, there should be a good
amount of redundancy between exercises so that a particular
dimension can be seen in more than one setting. The 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, leader-

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 (1977:69-8?).

Assessors are usually either professional psychologists or man-

agers two or thiee 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" (MacKinnon, 1975:9).

When nonprofessional 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 Luill

vary from one week to one year in duration" (Jaffee and Frank, 1978:52):

There are many methods ermployed to conduct assessor training. Byham

(1970:157) provides the following information ori assessor traininQ:
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The most common method of training is by understudy. In the '
usual situation, 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. In a typical trainino
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 observations.

The Standards in Appendix A provide additional information on assessor

training and list minimum training requirements. Also, the management

consulting firms such as Development Dimensions, Inc. provide assessor

training services.

Individuals may become candidates for assessment either by self-

nomination, nomination by their supervisor, nr automatically at certain

career points. According to Howard (1974111g), 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 than 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 tne canoioate

and to the supervisor - 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 (1975010-11) 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 or even as a person. The
giver of the feedback is usually the staff member who trote
the report on the candidate.

Another type of feedback is the written report prepared for the

organization. The written report may be used in both centers designed

for selection or promotion, as well as centers designed for development.

MacKinnon (1975:1421) also comments on the written report:

In general, reports are of one or two kinds, depending upon
the purpose of the assessment program. Most typically they

describe the performance of the candidate in the assessment
center, and provide ratings of the canoidate on tie rated vari-
ables, with 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 recommendations.

Practices regarding feedback vary from organization 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 selection anr the

developmental aspects of the assessment center data, most
organizations are becoming more and more developmental in
their emphasis.

These are some of the principal areas to be considered when

d~signing an as~ssmQE t center. Although a new center can be patterned

after existing centers, each application of the assessment center must
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be considered a special case and planned accordingly. For additional

information, Jeswald (1977:45-66) provides a thorough overview on

issues involved in establishing an assessment center.

Validity

The literature review on assessment center validity is divided

into three main area- -- content validity, preJictiv,3 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 results and

the correlations between the various 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

between dimensions and the overall rpting.

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" (Norton, 1977:445).

The initial step in establishing content validity is to conduct a

thorough job analysis 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 job analysis, the dimensions to be assessed will be defined.

unce oimensions are oetineo, exercises are selected or developed which

will bring out the desired dimensions. After assessors have oeen
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trained to observe and record the identified dimensions, a pilot center

she.' be run to w rK out any problem and give the assessors the oppor-

tunx - oub-,e actual behavior. When these steps are carefully

foiliwed dni.' u;,.umented an assessment center may be said to have con-

tent val. .ty.

Predictive validity studies have been carried out by many

organizations. Numerous authors have puolished reviews on such studies

including Cohen, moses and Byham (1974), Howard (1974), MlacKinnon

(1975), Huck (1977), Klimoski and Strickland (1977), and Norton and

Edinger (1978). FoL their 1977 article, Kli.Toski 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 ,. 'nt centers"

(Klimoski and Strickland, 1977:355).

The only major validity study found since the Klimoski and

Strickland article was a foilow-on study of IBM managers by Hinrichs

(1973). In the study, 47 individuals were assessed in 1967 to predict

advancement in management and Lhen followed up eight yeafs later. This

study appears to be the only "pure" validity study since the AT&T Manage-

ment Progress Study. The assessment center results were "not used

aoministratively 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 evaluation 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 HINRICH'S STUDY

Position Change In
Level Position Level

Predictor Yr 1 Yr 8 Yr 1 to Yr 8

Assessment Center .26* .46* .22

Fflanager .32* .55* .22

n 47 30 30

*p -ý .05

Hinrichs (1978:597) concludes as follows:

While the manager's prediction based upon a careful review
of personnel records predicts the 8-year criterion more signif-
icantly than does the assessment center, the shrunken multiple
correl3tion of the two together is .58 . . . . Both predictors
do significantly and independently predict the criterion after
Tight years.

The AT&T Ilanagement Progress Study is cited frequently as the

most important, most comprehensive and one of the only "pure" predictive

validity studies (Cohen, Moses, and Byham, 1974:10; Howard, 1974:122;

MacKinnon, 1975:19; and Norton, 1977:446). The correlation of the

assessment center rating (pr~dicting 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 Byham (1974:10) summarized

nineteen research studies taken from a variety of industrial settings.

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 job 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 eyham, 1974121).

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 on traditional methods
for predicting managerial success reveals that the average valid-
ity of the assessment center is about as hioh as the maximum
validity attained by use of these traditional methods.

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 (1977:355) take the

position that the frequently used criteria listed in Table 4-I "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 assessment center predictions" (Klimoski and Strickland, 1977:357)

As possible alternatives they suggest biographical data, peer nomi-

nations, and training director or supervisory ratings or rankings.

In reviewing the lit2rature on internal validity, most articles

included inter-rater reliability and factor analysis. Since assessment

centers use multiple assessors, the issue of inter-rater reliability is

important because it is a measure of consistency between assessors. A

summary of inter-rater raiahilivty data puhlished by Howard (1q74) 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

components seem sufficiently high to support their further use."

Further analytic studies also contribute frequently to studies

on internal validity. Howard (1974:117) reports that the number of

dimensions ranged from 10 to 52 in the companies she studied. The

purpose of factor analysis is to break a large set of 'ariables or

dimensions into basic elements or structure. A comprer:ensi\,e summary

of factor analytic studies is given by Huck (1977:275-2-'). As Huck

(1977:276) points out, "A direct comparison of these facLor •tud3uL

is not possible due to the differences in variables, variaole i,'tcrpre-

tations, assessrment techniques, and objectives of each programn.- In a

later article, Sackett and Hakel (1979:136) conclude that "A small

number of dimensions, namely, leadership, organizingu and planning, and

decision making serve to define the underlying factor structure."

A recent article by Norton, Ounne, and Thornton (1980) includes

a number of techniques applied to an internal validity study. Among the

techniques used are the following: correlations among final dimension

I'ratings; correlations between final dimension rati.ngs and overall assess-

ment; correlations of dimensions observed in simulations with final

dimension ratings and overall assessments; inter-rater reliability;

factor analysis; and multiple regression of final dimension ratings on

overall assessment. This article provides a thorough example of an

internal validity study.

Although a great deal of research has been done to show the

Validity L;. the azsozoicnt center technique, fLhP validity of a particular

assessment center should not be taken for granted. Moses (175:g)
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emphasizes this point as follows:

The historical record of validity . . . cannot be taken as H
a guarantee that a given assessment program will or will not be '
valid in a given setting. Because of this, each user must ascer-
tain the 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

perhaps the most extensive research on assessment centers. Smith (1978)

provides an overview of the pilot assessment center established in 1973

at the U.S. Army Infantry School (USAIS) at Fort Benning, Georgia. The

initial Army research had twi 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 December 1974. Analysis of initial

results was limited to inter-rater reliability and factor analysis.

Plans were also made to collect data on Future performance for sub-

sequent validity studies. Details on the Army research are described

in numerous follow-on reports.

Of special interest to this thesis is a report on the USAIS

assessment center written by Salter and Omstead (1974). 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 previously served as an assessor for an individual later

assigned to him for counselirng" (Salter anc. Olmstead, 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-

nique at the U.S. Air Force Squadron Officer Scnool (SOS). He descrioes

the use of assessment centers at SOS during 1975-1977 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 SOS students. He discusses how an assessment and development program

can be combined and provides an example to illustrate. Smith (1977:42)

"credits SOS with making a determined effort to improve its leadership

development piogram but suggests there is still room for further growth

and improvement." The main area of improvement called for is to offer

both section commanders and students more spedific guidance about the

assessment process and its' place in the SOS Leadership Development

Program (Smith, 1977:42).

program. According to McAdoo (1979:3), the purpose of his study was to
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Phase I: Establishing rapport - Casual conversation to establish a

relaxed, informal climate and reduce possible anxiety.

Phase II: Introduction

A. Oiscussion 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.

B. Review and discussion of the assessment process.

1. Oiscussion 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 purpose and background of the
leadership dimensions.

Phase III. Feedback of assessment results for each dimension. The
following steps occur for each dimension&

A. Name dimension and ask assessee to define iL.

B. State the official definition and reach consensus with the
assessee.

C. Ask the assessee to analyze his performance on the dimension.

0. Provide the counselor's findings concerning the assessee's
performance.

E. Support the assessment conclusions with examples of specific

behavior from assessor's reports and/or videotapE segmant3,
if appropriate.

F. Encourage two-way discussion of the feedback,

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

H. Present courselor recommendations for corrective actions or
remedial prigrams.

Phase IV: Conclusion of counseling session

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

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

Figure 4-1

uSAIS ASSESSMENT CENTER;
ELEMENTS OF A TYPICAL COUNSELING SESSION.

(Salter and Olmstead, 1974:42)

60

L. .



Li

I. High-impact :-edback

A. Verbal feedback frcm counselor followed by videotape support.

B. Comparison of the assessee's performance with that of his peers.

C. Participative interaction which aids the assessee in analyzing
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.

II. motivating approaches.

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

B. Demonstrating the relevance of skill in a particular dimension
to presen•t 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.

III. Additional motivating methods.

A. Individualized instruction programs in the Infantry School
tailored to meet the ,%eeds of the individual assessee.

8, Periodic foll•w-up interview either on a regular basis or
upon the initiative of the assessee.

Figure 4-2

USAIS ASSESSmENT CENTER:
EFFECTIVE COUNSELING TECHNIQUES

(Salter and Olmstead, 1974:43-44)
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1

establish "the criterion validity of the dimensions of behavior used

at S05 when assessing stodents." His study may be divided into two

areas.

First, he computed the coLrelations of the assessment center

dimension ratings, pretest scores, and reading scores with performance

at SOS. 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 membprs based on their "judgment of how

effective the individual was in influencing a croup to accomplish a

specific task" (McAdoo, 1979:23-24). The overall performance was based

on both academic score and leadership evaluation, plus writing and

spea-ing grades. Note that academic score, leadership evaluation, and

overall performance were also included as dimensions 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 bignificant recommen-

dation was that the assessment ratings of 505 students be retained as a

basis for a longitudinal study of leadership in the Air Fcrce.

Francis (1978) describes some problems in applying traditional

methods to Air Force evaluation, promotion, and selection systems. She I
discusses the use of the assessment center as a possiale solution to
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TABLE 4-4

CORRELATION RESULTS OF McACOO'S STUDY

Leadership Overall Academic
Dimension Evaluation Performance Score

Acceptance of
Responsibility .519 .482 .208*

Forcefulness .482 .424 .365

Willingness
to Lead .475 .382 .293

Motivation .360 .433 .213*

Interpersonal
Skills .372 .292 .138*

Flexibility .321 .205* .106*
V

Organizing

Skills .311 .299 .215i!

Problem
Solving .253 .330 .235

Pretest .361 .342 .627

Reading Test .268 .348 .a96

Leadership
Evaluation 1.000 .687 .402

Overall
Performance .687 1.000 .675

Academic Score .402 .675 1.OCO

N 83 significance: p < .05, except as noted

*p Z .05

b3



some of these problems. Areas mentioned for application of assessment

techniques include initial officer selection, 3everal applications for

development, and selection of personnel for sensitive jobs. Francis

(1978:54) concludes as follow3:

? U.S. Air Force has a number of personnel management
probiems such as selection, evaluation, promotion, development,
and retention which might profit from the use .'f an objective
arid unbiased technique such as the assessmcnt center process.

In a similar study Geiger I1Y771 examined the use of the assess-

ment center in screening applicants and selectrin candidates for the

marine Corps Officer Candidate School program. The following comments

were offEred by Geiger (1977:4) concerning the importance of the

selection and develcpment process:

Since the military is a totally closed system, wnereby all
assignments and all promotions are made from witnin, iL 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 selectiu7 methods and is Lot.h

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, Beyond merely discussing potential military applications,

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

referenced.
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S ummar'.

There is no lack of literature regarding assessment centers.

This revieui has broadly covered the literature in describir.g the history

and growth of assessment centers, some of the many uses, some design

considerations, the issue of validity, and applications to the military.

Although a considerable amount of research has been done,

additional research is needed before assessment centers Lecome operational

in the 'ir Force. The 505 asses5ment program should be continued and

data ccllected for lungitudinal studies. Also, pilot assessment ceters

for development and perhaps other purposes should be established in other

settings to gather additional data to je used in establishino the effec-

tiveness of the assessment center method in the Air Force. This last

point is addressed later in this thesis.

With this ov'.rview, 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

VALIOATION

ASO Management Assessment Center

In 1973, an assessment center was specially designeo to evaluate

Air Force civilian employees for first level super'vsisory positions. The

employees were scientists and encineers at Wright-Patterson AFB (WPAFBJ,

Ohio. Most were at the G5-12 and G5-13 level. This center was operated

in 1974 a~n 1975 by the Aeronautical 5ystems Division C Civilian

Personnel Division. The assessment center was calleo the "Q5C manaoe-

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

C enter."

At WPAF2, the jons performed -y military scientists and engineers

are es,-entially ident.cal to the jons performed by their civilian counter-

ý.arts. Because of tnis ind also because the results were used for both

jelcction ar-d development purposes, the A5D Zenter was examined for

future ar;nlication to manaziement ievelopmU-t of Air Force orfj 'rs. rLs

oxaminati(r; included a validlty study wnic& is reportF_ in tr_'S chapter.

")e validation effort was divided into an evaninaticn of -onr,ent

vali.ddity and an, umpirical validtty St.JCy. -inco a thorcuuh 2-c aralysis

was prjrlitT.cd, tiiu cr•rt.ent validity is trIeFly revie~uo arc sumMarizeo.

1 U C,:3JLIALII v; i.'Jtj is uaQ U. un Oati collrceJ dur!In', t. 2 erticn
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Content Validity

As stated in Chapter IV, content validity is concerned with the

accuracy of the assessment center in representing the target job. The

content of the ASO Center is examined in the following areas: job

analysis, dimensions, exercises, feedback, assessor selection, assessor

training, and trial run and evaluation. Finally, the overall content

validity is summarized.

Job Analysis

The job analysis for the ASO Center was performed by Or. Joseph

L. Moses of Assessment Associates, Inc. Based on interviews with six

second level supervisors, Or. Moses prepared a Supervisory Abilities

Inventory aesioned tQ crllect and rank characteristics essential in a

first level supervisory position. The Supervisory Abilities Inventory

Is included as Appendix B.

The inventory was distributed by the ASO Civilian Personnel

Office to approximately 700 first and second level supervisors in ASC

and the Air Force Acionics Laboratory (AFAL). Responses were received

from a total of 147 supervisors.

In addition to determining supervisory characteristics, the

Supervisory Aoilities Inventory was also used to determine uihetler aný

significant differences existed .,etween A5C and AFAL concerning treir

characterlstics. The finai report indicated that there were only minor

differences between tne two orýanizaticn5 as to qualities (ýLeted in a

first level suv-rvisur. The complete iou analysis is Included as

ýApojnndix L.
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Dimensions

The job analysis identified 15 dimensions critical to success

as a first level supervisor. One dimension, "originality", was dropped

after a trial run of the assessment center. This was based on the

recommendations of Or. Moses and the assessors due to problems in

observing this dimension (Bryant, 1980). The final 14 dimensions Ald

their definitions, as used in the ASO Center, are given in Figure 5-,.

Exercises

The assessment center exercises were selected or designed by

Or. moses to measure the dimensions listed above. The eyercises used

in determination of the overall assessment rating included a back-

ground 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.

Each cardidate received a personal, private interview with an assessor

a few days after completing the center. The interview lasted approx-

imacely one hour and included a comprehensive analysis of the candidate's

performance during the assessment center. Prior to the interview, each

candidatc was asked to complete a "Career Development Invencory" which

wma tr'en d1sCucsed during the interview and recomnendations marde where

appropriate. The candidate's firsL level supervisor also received a

SrLU~r. '.-on. the assessor, and a notice of the OvuraL! assessment

r131 irfu. t: sa ;,.,nd l. . .... s •u,.rTrvi-nr uf t:he eandidatL rece.ýed a vjzittir1

ref. 't prepared ty t ,a,, ,-i5-lr .



1. Oral Communications Skills (OC): To what extent can this individual

effectively express his ideas orally?

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

3. Energy (EN): To what extent does this individual maintain a high

level of activity?

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

5. Persuasiveness (PE): To what extent is this individual able to sell
nis point of view to others?

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

7. Empathy (EDI): To what extent does this individual exhibit a concern
for others?

8. Stress Tolerance (ST): To w~hat extent is this individual able to
respond appropriately to stressful conditions?

9. Risk Taking (RT): To what extent is this individual willing to take

either risk or responsibility to achieve objectives?

10. Acquiring Information (AI): To what extent is this individual able
to obtain information'?

11. Organizing Skills (05): To what extent can this individual plan and
organize the work of himself and others?

12. Problem Solvir-g (PS): To whdt extent can this irdividual easily Find
the best solution to a problem?

13. Decision Making (OM): To what extent can this individual lake
decisions of high quality?

14. Written Cummurications Skills (WC): To what extent can this individual
effectively express his ideas in wAriting?

Figure 5-1

ASO A55ESSNrENr CENTER DIMENSION.)
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1. Interview (INT): This exercise provides an opportunity for the

assessor to gather inputs directly from the candidate in a one-

on-one situation. It addresses such areas as job likes and

dislikes, career planning, interests, and any other 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.

2. 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).

3. management Problems (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.

4. 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.

5. 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 decision

and present the reasoning behind it. A staff member is assigned to
play the role of a resource person who will answer any questions the
candidate wishes to ask.

6. 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 told 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
ASO ASSESSMENT CENTER EXERCISES
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Assessor Selection

Three assessors and a chairman were required to assess each

grcip of six candidatus. Assessors were selected from stc_,;n level

supervisors or experienced first level supervisors nominated by Lhe

organizations serviced by the ASO Civilian Personnel Office. Botn

military and civilian supervisors were considered for assessor assign-

ments. The following selection criteria were suggested by Dr. Mosess

1. Young (35-40 age group if possible) F
2. Auility 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. Freedom from bigotry

6. Second level supervisor (or higher) of key staff person

7. Should be a person who is respected by peers

It should be noted that the above criteria represented 'ideal conditions,

not all of which were met in every case.

Assessor Training!

All assessors attended a one-week training course conducted by

Or. Moses. The training included the following general areas: back-

ground on assessment centers; the assessment process; observing and

recording behavior; recording dimensions; giving feedback; and familiar-

ization with dimensions and exercises. The film "12 iTngry rfien" and I
videotapes of the various exercises were used as traininc alUs.

Trial Run and EvaluatiOr

A trial run of the a%. '_enter was conducted curir:- :anur,:j.!

-72 =I
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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 program.

As part of the evalL.ation, the 82 employees who participated in

the trial run were surveyed to gather feedback concerning their reaction

and recommendations. Overall the reactions were favorable. The results

of the survey are summarized in Appenoix 0.

Another survey was designed to receive Feedback from the first

70 managers (second level supervisors of the 82 assessees) who had

received at least one written report from the ASO Center. The sionif-

icant findings (Friedman, 1975) were as follows:

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

the information prcvided ty the Assessment Center was very

useful to the employee.

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 some unfavorable to the employee concerned -

were taken based on the Assessment Center information.

4. Only two of the managers who responded did not plan to

send other employees through the Assessment Center.

5. A majority of managers (70%/ felt that trie Assessment Center

report provided more creditable data than the supervisory

appraisal for merit promotion (Supervisory Evaluationl cF of

LmployeePutential fo: First Level Supervisory fcsit ions, AF iCr- -1 L
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6. Five of the managers recommended cancellation of

the Assessment Center.

7. A large percentage (46') of the managers expressed concern

for the amount of time required for supervisors to serve as

assessors.

S ummary

Upon completion of the evaluation, a decision was made to

implement the ASD Center as an additional input to the Merit Promotion

System. Based on the thorough job analysis, assessment center design,

training, trial run, and evaluation, the AS5 management Assessment

Center appears to possess content validity.

Empirical ValiditX

The empirical validity consisted of two parts, internal and

predictive. The internal validity is accomplished (1) to deterrine

the reasonableness and consistency with which the information is useo

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 predict

managerial success.

Internal validity

The data used in Lhe internal validity consisted of the three

assessor ratings fcr each dihiension observed in an exercise. ,ýJith.r

the six exercises, 47 beParate dhirEnsicns were assessec. 't tn• tir-t

of the consensus meeting, a :dL_,,. ; fu! -.... •-•n an oIv-ra~l
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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 dimensions and the overall assessment of potential.

The ratings for 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 dimension ratings

and indicated that behavior representing the dimension being evaluated

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

assessment ratings.

TABLE 5-2

OISTRIBUTION OF OVERALL ASSESSMrENT RATINGS

N

4 mrore than acceptable 8 5.6

3 Acceptable 62 43.4

2 Questionable 41 28.7

I Unacceptable 32 22.4

143 100.0

The distribution indicates that there was an even distribution of good

and tad ratings within 49i of the candidates beino rated acceptaole or

higher and 51 percent being rated qjestiznable or lower. The mean

value for the overall assessment Lating was 2.32 with a standard

deviation of .89.

Table 5-3 pres-rts the mean3 and the standotr dev .Lx tons c f tn

47 odmension ratings for the exercises, ano the 14 Fina) dimn-msira' ratfnrs.
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TABLE 5-3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DIMENSION, RATING AND FINAL 0IMENSION RATING

EXERCISE

DIMENSION INT CIC MGP STF REB ORP FINAL

oC 3.92 3.67 2.84 3.76 3.76

(.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

(1.16) (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 3.95 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)

AI 2.96 3.17 3.11 3.13
(1.29) (1.06) (1.16) (.94)

05 3.20 3.05 3.44 3.26 3.25
(1.09) (1.26) (1.04) (.967) (.86)

Ps 3.07 3.11 3.30 '.98 3.17
(1.21) (1.20) (1.07) (1.06) (.89)

Om 2.99 2.92 3.36 2.99 3.10
(1.21) (1.32) (I.n8) (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 oral

communications, energy, empathy and stress tolerancE.

There are two possible explanations for the low average ratings

in leadership, persuasiveness 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 be assessor bias in the ratino of these dimensions.

The center design may make it difficult to rate highly all assessees on

these dimensions.

The high average ratings in both oral communications and energy

appear consistent with the type of individual comprising the sample

population. The high average ratings for both empathy ano stress

tolerance may be due to inflation by the assessors. For both dimensions,

the assessee will rate hich unless some negative behavioi 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 ratings.

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 three of the five interpersonal skills;

leadership, energy, and forcefulness. This high correlation is seen as

i.ndicatinG the need for energy and forcefulness in order to rise to the

position of leaoersnip within the group.

Th.e second hiznest group correlations (.70-.7?. eXisEL amronu

,nrev af tl-e Five admInistrative skills; decision makinz, croilem soivir--,

1A
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Zan-'zing. This is also an expected result based on the inter-

deV djence of the three dimensions.

A review of the correlations among the 14 final dimension ratinys

and the overall assessment rating indicates that persuasiveness 1.1)

leadership L.77), decision making (.72), problem solv-ing (.72), oroý,n-

.i~zing skills (.71) and forcefulness (.70) had the highest correlations.

These results are fairly consistent with the data of the Supervisory

Aoil-'ty Inventory (Appendix [), in which leadership, decision making

and organizing skills were listed as ceinc- cr itically important for

supervisory succes9 in the target iob. Persuasiveness, which had the

highest corr2lation, was listed as somewhat important, and Forcefulness

was listed as usually important. Alritten comm: ;-ications (.3911 and

empathy (3)nao trip louest correiat.,ons.

The average correlations of the dinensions coserved in the

exe..cise with the final rating for that exercise ano also with the over-

all assessment rating are prezE-ted in table 5 5. These correlations

'ndicate the strength of the 7 :.,ti;onsnip of the dirnensioF- measurec iýn

the exercise witn the (1) final rating -- that dimension and (2,' the

overall assessment rating. All dimensions were otserved in at lEast

two exercises.

Anumter or the dimensions, sucn as leadersnip, erier-v,- Fe<-P

oitor:3anizing Skill-S, written commurucatic.-is andý cral crrnmurlcaticn,

displayed h4-- coz-relatlons for all the exercisps. 'his lnoica,,es that

the asse~su~rq ccnisit2rtl1 , sec cpporturlit.,ws to ocservc t~eriavioJcr c-.a:-

acterlstlc of these oi lens.-orn in all exercises.
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TABLE 5-5

CORRELATIONS OF DIMENSION RAT!j3S FOR EXERCISES WITH

FINAL RATINGS ON SAME DIMENSIONS AND WITH OVERALL ASSESSnIfENT (N=144)

i imension INT CIC MGP STF REB ORP

OC .61 .66 .67

(.41) (.49) (.53)

LE .78 .77 .75

(.64) (.70) (.59)

EN .75 .75 .76

(.54) (.5a) (.54)

FO .62 .74 .76 .76
(.43) (.56) (.60) (.59)

PE .65 .72 .60

(.55) (.63) (.55)

FL .63 .59 .60 .53
(.43) (.55) (.46) (.40)

Erfi .57 .60 .46
(.29) (.26) (.30)

ST .57 .42 .63
(.25) (.29) (.33)

R- .40 .54 .41 .44
(.36) (.36) (.38) (.20)*

Al .38 .46 .78
(.33) (.50) (.37)

05 .59 .63 .67 .57
(.59) (.57) (.47) (.44)

PS .59 .56 .66 .62
(.59) (.58) (.51) (.44)

0M .57 .47 .65 .65
(.54) (.52) (.50) (.46)

WC .68 .69(.31) (.29)

Final Ratings/(Overall Assessment Rating)

Significance: p ! .01 except as noted

* .01 e p & .05

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 indicate that the assessors consistently saw

less opportunity to observe behavior characteristic of that dimension

in the Interview than in the Research 8uc-;et. These results may be

reasonable since the Research Budget was designed to provide the assessee

with the opportunity to gather inFormation wniie Li~e interview was a

general information input from the a:sessee to the assessor,

The rance for the correlations between the dimension ratinos for

each exercise and the overall assessment rating was .20 to .70. Four of

the dimensions, empathy, stress tolerance, risk taking and written

communications had rather low correlations. Norton, Cunr-e, and Thornton

(1979:17) point out that this low correlation would arise if "either

the candidates' performance on tiat dimension for that simulation was

hignly divergent from their overall 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

indicating that probably the assessors were ignoring that dimension in

detLermining the overall rating.

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

rater raliabilities for the 47 dimension ratings for the exercises and

for the 14 final dimension ratings were determined (Table 5-6). As

stated in Chapter II, 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 computable curreiation
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TABLE 5-6

INTER-RATER RELIARILITIES OF OIMEN5ION RATINGS FOR EXERCISES

ANO FOR FINAL DIMENSION RATINGS

Oimension INT CIC MGP STF REe GRP fEAN FINAL

Oc .62 .69 .69 .67 .77

(.83) (.87) (.87) (.86) (.91)

LE .82 .85 .83 .83 .85
(.93) (.94) (.94) (.94) (.94)

E N, .81 .81 .88 .83 .84
(.93) (.93) (.96) (.9g) (.94)

FO .73 .81 .84 .79 .79 .84
(.92) (.93) (.94) (.92) (.92) (.94)

PE .72 .82 .79 .77 .82
(.89) (.93) (.92) (.91) (.93)

FL .74 .79 .72 .65 .73 .77
(.90) (.92) (.ag) (.a5) (.89) (.91)

EM .70 .67 .58 .65 .77
(.a8) (.86) (.81) (.85) (.91)

ST .60 .55 .57 .57 .72
(.82) (.79) (.80) (.80) (.89)

RT .58 .71 .71 .59 .65 .73
(.81) (.88) (.88) (.81) (.85) (.89)

Al .72 .68 .79 .73 .82
(.89) (.86) (.92) (.89) (.93)

os .72 .84 .72 .56 .71 .78
(.89) (.94) (.89) (.79) (.88) (.91)

PS .71 .79 .73 .57 .70 .80
(.68) (.92) (.89) (.80) (.8 ) (,21:

OW .76 .74 .66 .49 .66 .73
(.90) (.90) (.85) (.74) (.85) (.S9)

WC .77 .52 .65 .74
(.91) (.76) (.85) (.90)

Mffean .67 .73 .76 .77 .69 .53
(.86) (.89) (.90) (.91) (.87) (.77)

Average r/(Spearman-8rovjn)

5ee Tauic 5-1 -Lz explanatlon of dimenslons
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coefficients were used. The average correlations of the 24 groups were

then averaged to provide an overall average for the 47 dimension ratings

for the exercises. The 5pearman-Brown Formula was then applied to

these averages to provide the reliability measure.

The inter-rater reliabilities ranged from .74 to .94 for the

47 dimension ratings for the exercise. The lowest reliability for a

oimensio(, within an exercise •jas decisicn •_-.... ii i Orgallize intal

Problem. Since decision making had high reliabilities for the other

exercises, this low correlation was seen as a problem with the exercise

not the dimension. The highest reliability was for energy in the

Supervisory Tas' Force exercise.

lable 3-5 aiso shuws tne mean reliabilities for e_ exercise

ann for eacn dimerision. die dtr,,,rsiun means range from .C0 for strcss

tolerance to .94 fr.r both luaj.zrship and energy. The lowest reliability

for a final dimensLon ia 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 than the

mean rating for the dimensions. This is expected since differences of

more than one in final ratings were resolved during the consensus

meeting.

A review of the mean reliabilities for the exercise shows a

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

Supervisory Task Force. The mean reliability of the Crganizational
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Problem exercise was considerably lower tha.- 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 5-7). Factor ! was comprised of

the five interpersonal skilis - leadership, energy, forcefulness,

persuasiveness and flexibility. The second factor consisted primarily

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

cations. Stress tolerance contributed to a lesser degree. Both oral

communications and risk taking contributed to notr Iactor I and Factor

Il. Finally, empathy determined Factor II!. These results are generally

consistent with previous studies (Norton, Ounne and Thornton, 1979 and

Sackett and Hakel, 1979).

In the study by Norton, Dunne and Thornton, two factors emerged.

The strongest factor consisted of Problem Analysis, Judgment, Planning

and Organizing, and iritter. 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 of

Organizing and Planning, Decision Making and Decisiveness. The second

factor consisted of Leadership and Behavior Flexibility. These results

are comparable to FACTOR II and Factor I resoectively.
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TAKLE 5-7

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTSt LOADING AFTER VARI'AX ROTATION

Dimension Factor I Factor II Factor III

OC .517 .514 .052

LE .840 .335 .127a I

EN .893 .189 .014
a 

i "

FO .887 .235 .022

PE .657 .482 .197

FL .584 .354 .403

EM .068 .062 .945

ST .291 a .582 .170

RT .492 .468 .256

Al .287 .666 .251

OS .463 .743 .007

PS .301 .798 .173

Dm .375 .722 .165

WC .052 .766 .154

Variance explained by the three factors: 69.1%

See Table 5-1 for explanation of dimensions.
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Since a specific palt of the center design was a Feedback Report

which was used by assessors to provide feedback to the assessee in four

areas, a factor analysis was accomplished fcrcing in a fourth factor.

(Table 5-8). The results show that Factor 1 is determined oy the

interpersonal skills, Factor 1K by the aoministrative skills, factor .I'

by the communicative skills and stress tolerance, and Factor '. 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 factor anaiysis 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, one ,mas excluded in the analysis since both 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 in which four factors

were indicated. These results suggest that differences do exist in the

nature of the underlying factor structure for the different assessor

teams. Some of the more consistent findings were (1) Leadership and

energy were strong determinants of one of the factors in 20 of the 23

runs, (2) empathy strongly determined a factor in seven of the runs, an d

(3) organizing skills and problem solving load as one factor in 13 of

the runs.

Multiple Regression Analysis. A ten step regression analysis :uas

accomplished using the 14 final dimension ratings to predict the overall
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L ~. -. - - ---- ---- . - - -. -. ~~ -



I

TABLE 5-8

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

Oimension Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor 1V

OC .495 .186 .658 .102

LE .805 .397 .156 .088

EN .876 .208 .158 .007

FO .866 .244 .185 .001

iiPE .615 .450 .309 .166

FL .549 .388 .193 .373
I I

Efjl .061 .115 .055 .952
--------- ---------- II I

ST .268 .188 .747 .231S•I "I•

RT .434 .638 .037 .160

AI .215 .756 .177 .149

OS .396 .688 .383 .076

PS .255 .785 .345 U24

OM .302 .766 .256 .070

WC .066 .402 .710 .144

Variance explained by the Four factors: 75.1%

See Table 5-1 for explanation of dimensions
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assessment center rating (Table 5-9). This procedure was done tc nude!

the amount of information that could be used in making the overall

assessment rating.

As in previous studies (Norton, Ounne, and Thornton, 1979; and

Sackett aF( '4akel, 1979), a smaller subset of the total number of

2dimensions yielded a high R , indicating that the overall rating can

be modeled quite accurately using a portion of the total number of

oimensions measured. :n the study by Norton, Zunne and Thornton, Four

dimensions (Planning and Qrganizing, Problem Analysis, Oral Commurications I
and Task qesponsibility) accounted For 82.2 percent of the variaticn of

tne overall rating. 'i
in tne study by Sackett and hakel, tr:ree predictors vieloed .2 s

rangi% From .83 to .86 for the cifferent assessor teams participating

in the center. In no case dim equations with up to seven predictors

Exceed the R2 For three predictors by more than .05. The three

strongest predictors in their study were Leadership, Planning and Grgan- 1
izino, and Decisiun I^aking. I

TA.LE 5-9

1TULTIFLE REGRESSION OF FINAL DIMENSION RATING'S C OVERALL AS

2 2 Results of 5-step solution
.ariable R R Increase Lleight F 5i ofF

PE .662 -- .341 41.93 .60I

LE .745 .083 .234 31.23 .00

CM .798 .053 .250 27.54 .00C

Emf .814 .016 .135 10.6B .UC1

RT .823 .009 .131 7.27 .008 IiI

Constant -. 955



The regression for the entire population (N=144ý for the ASO

Center resulted in Persuasiveness, Leadership, Decision )aking, Empathy

and Risk Taking accounting for 82.3 percent of the variation of the over-

all rating. While Persuasiveness, Leadership, Decision Making and Risk

Taking had high correlations with the overall rating (Table 5-4),

empathy had the lowest.

Predictive Validity

The predictive validity consisted of a computation of the

correlation coefficients of the 14 final dimension ratings and the over-

all assessment center rating with four variabies 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

appraisal rating (APP), and the number of promotions (PROMICTE) since

the assessment center. A literature review accomplished by Klimoski

and Strickland (1977:3K0) identified these as criteria used in previous

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

They were used in this study .because of availability and as a means

to compare the predictive validity of the ASO Center with previous

studies. Two possible criteria to be further investigated are differences

in salary and the results of a persoral interview with the assessee's

immediate supervisnr on present job performance.

The number of promotions for the 143 candidates ranged from

zero to two. Only 4.2 percent had two, 32.g percent had one and 62.9

percent had zero promotions since L;,e asstessment center. Present grade
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ranged from GS-11 to GS-15 with G5-13 and G5-14 comprising almost 92 per-

cent of the candidates. Salary for the candidates was dependent on

both G5 rating and step within the G5 rating. The range was from

S$22,671 to $45,126 with a mean of $J6,874. There were 30 steps in

the salary range with the most frequent occurring in 20.3 percent of the

cases. The range for the most recent merit appraisal rating was from

40 to 70 with a mean of 65 and a standard deviation of 5.4. Cver 6,',

percent of the 110 candidates having available merit appraisal ratings

has a rating of 66 or higher, indicating some inflation in the appraisal

system.

The correlations of the overall assessment center rating and the

four criterion variables ranged from .15 for salary to .28 for the most

recent merit appraisal rating (TaUle 5-10/. The number cf promotions

displayed tne second highest correlation (.27), just slicrtly lower than

that for the appraisal ratino.

The predictive validity for the appraisal rating compares well

with the .30 correlation of the study by Norton, Ounne and Thorntor

(1979'. The predictive validity for the number of promotiuns was some-

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

One factor to consider with the low correlation f~r salary is the Irregular-

ities in the pay scales. For instance, it is not uncommon For a junior

0S-14 to have a lower salary than a senior GS-13.

The correlations of the 14 final dimension ratings and the over-

all assessment center are also shown in Table 5-10. Excluding salary,

cne correiaLiuitts acczosstýEtr'e~ crtei v---------- -- t-l------- fairl

consistent. Oral communications, leadership and written communications
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TABLE 5-10

CORRELATIONS OF FINAL DIMiENSION AND OVERALL AS5ESSmENT RATIN,6s

WITH INDICATORS OF MANAGERIAL SUCCESS (N=143 except as noted)

Dimensions Promotions Salary APP*** Grade Mean

OC .18* .26 .31 .32 .27

LE .25 .18* .22 .25 .23

EN .23 .09*" .19* .18" .17

FO .27 .13" •20* .22 .21

PE .23 .09* .20" .22 .19

FL .19" -. 01"* .11"* .124* .10

EM. .00"* -. 10"* .7 -03** -.02

ST .20 15* .27 .24 .22

RT .20 .O2'* .25 .,b

Al .g19* .07** .11* .*15 .13

GS .17' .15* .22 .22 .19

PS .25 .11* .24 .23 .21

OM .29 .09** .24 .21 .21

WC .19" .18" .29 .25 .23

M 1ean .20 .10'' .21 .20

Overall .27 .15* .28 .24
Assessment

*** N 110

Significance: p l_ .01 except as noLed

.01 < p : .05

•* p > .05

See Table 5-1 for explan3tion of dimensions
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have the hi-hest m•--n correlation with the four criteria variatles.

Empath has by far the lowest.

Conclusions

In general, the results of the empirical validity show that the

assessment center provides a useful measure of the dimensions evaluated.

come specific conclusions follow:

1. Arquiring information should be excluded from tne interview.

The correlation of this dimension with the final dimension

rating indicates that very little weight was -iven to this

dimnension by the assessors in that exercise.

2. The organizational protlem exercise needs to be examined for

nossible problems in the measurement. of dimen';ions within

that exercise. Inter-rater reliabilities for all four

dimensions within that exercise were considerably lower

than for any other exercise.

3. Definition 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 some

cases, the same assessee was given both a zero and a five

rating by different assessors because no stress was observed.

4. Evidence indicates that empathy is a dimension independent

of all others and has little bearing on performance within

the assessment 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 dimension was not
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criginally identified on the Supervisory Abilities Inventory,

but was added based an additional commeits provided by

supervisors completing the inventory. it is felt that

empathy can be eliminated from tne dimensions evaluated.

Summary

Although the assessment center design appears to have content

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.
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CHAPTER VI

PILOT ASSES5ENT CENTER

Introduction

One of the objectives of this research effort .s to provide a

basis for a pilot assessment center to further investig .e the is!iess-

ment center as a means for management development of Aii Force officers.

In Chapter 1II, 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 manage-

ment skills. Criteria common to the management developmenx. programs

were also listed. These criteria included oral communication 5kili,

written communication skills, problem solving, leadership, decision

making, and resource management.

Of the above mentioned developmental criteria, all 9xcept

resource management were included as dimensions in the AS0 Management

Assessment Center. In addition, the ASD center included the following

nine dimensionst energy, forcefulness, persuasiveness, flexibility,

empathy, stress tolerance, risk taking, acquiring information, and

organizing skills. The dimensions used in the ASO Center were the

result of an indepth job analysis of first lLvel supervisory jobs i1

the scientific and engineering field.

''though civilian personnel were t ie subjects of the job analysis,

it is assumed that •he same dimensions would apply to military officers

in similar jobs. This assumption is thought to be valid since the jobs
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performed by military scientists and engineers at Wright-Patterson AF6

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 ASO

Center dimensions, the ASO Center was examined for future use as a

management development tool for Air Force officers.

The data presented in Chapter V provide general support for the

content and empirical validity of the ASO Center. Some of the diffi-

culties with certain exercises and dimensions identified in that chapter

ma, 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 ASO Center.

This chapter provides the basis for updating the assessor training,

providing the required assessor feedback, and gathering the infuemation

necessary to examine the ASO Center's effectiveness as a management

development method.

Assessor Trainiriq

As was pointed out in Chapter IV, assessors are normally pro.-

fessional managers two or three levels above the candidates. While they

may have an extensive background in the management field, they must also

receive adequate training to enable them to accurately understand and

evaluate the dimensions measured in the assessment center. Standards

and c c ccnnq9siHr9Hinns for assessment center operations, Appendix A,

presents the minimum training requirements and a brief description of

95



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

assessor training.

TABLE 6-1

ASSESSOR TRAINING

Day One Introduction to Assessment Center
Overview of the Assessment Process
Observing and Recording Candidate Behavior

Day Two Review of Assessment Dimensions
Review of Exer -es

Day Three valuation of Candidate Behavior
Review of Benchmarks

Team Assessment

Day Four Practice Assessment Center

Day Five Writing Final Reports
Feedback Training
Assessment Center Administration

Since measurement of the dimensions is a prime consideration, a

thorough understanding of the basic dimension definitions and the

relevant behavior associated with each dimension should be stressed.

During the assessor training this is accomplished first by acquiring

an understanding of the dimLnsion definitions, their relationship to

other dimensions, and examples of effective and ineffective performance.

This understanding is further reinforced during the review of the

specially developed benchmarks which represent the typical benavior

expected for a specific dimension rating. Finally, the operation of

the practice assessment center and the writing of final reports should

be used to resolve any remaining confusion.
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In the ASO Center, brief dimension definitions were printed on

the exercise report forms used by the assessors. Both a review of these

reports and the results of the internal validation indicate that the

different assessors viewed some dimensions differently. To increase

assessor understanding relative to the dimensions, expanded dimension

definitions and benchmarks have been developed for use in the assessor

training (Fig. 6-1 to 6-16).

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 ASO Center,

dimensions 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 for a given dimension. 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 fcr 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 behavior not produced, L2' learning

ways of correcting deficiencies, and (3) acquiring motivatinn to improve.
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Oral Communication Skills: How effective is this individual in V
expressing ideas orally? Is presentation logical and well-organized?

Look to the audience for cues. What is their reaction?

Additional points to consider:

Volume and projection
Voice clarity and articulation
Voice tone - pleasant and enthusiastic or monotone?
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 in both group and one-on-one situations.
Low monotone voice which is barely audible at times. Looked down too
much when 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.

Eenchmark Three

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

Benchmark Four

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

Figure 6-1

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: ORAL COMMIiUNICATION SKILLS
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Leadership: To what extent is this individual able to 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 in 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 6-15 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 Force and lead the group to a
consensus decision. Did 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.

4'

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 I
down own list - was able to maintain control. Contributed strongly to

final recommendations on the management Problems by asking pertinent
questions and restating others' positions. Ouring the City Council dis-
cussion was listened to attentively by the group and rereived support
most of the time.

Figure 6-2

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: LEADERSHIP
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Ener2y: To what extent does this individual maintain a high level of
activity? How much ooes this individual participate in exercises?

Additional points to consider:

Verbal inputs h
Note-taking
Use of chalkboard
Remember to locrk for level of activity. Do not be concerned
with the impact of the activity on the group.

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

Benchmark Two

Very low level of energy. Almost a non-participant. After
initial presentation participated very little in City Council Exercise,
reoponri-' cnly whh- questioned. 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. Took many notes during
City Council. Paricipated in a lively fashion during early discussion
period but did not sustain. In the Management 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 occasionally and volunteered to
write final decision.

Benchmark Four

Displayed a great deal of energy. Entered the discussion almost
immediately and participated almost constantly thereafter. Interested
and enthusiastic throughout discussion. Was ouick 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 others? 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 reaction
Self-confidence
Display of initiative

Note: The difference between leadership and forcefulness is that while
an individual may be forceful, i.e., able to command attention, this
individual may not be effective in leading others to accomplish 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 relationship between leadership, persuasiveness, forcefulness and
energy is shown in Figure 6-15.

Benchmark Two

Quiet and reserved. Commands attention on only a short-term
oasis. Manner of speaking is generally low-keyed. During 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 others but tends to hold back. Came
on strong in the Interview, but riot as aggressive in group discussions.
City Council presentation was forceful and listened to 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 lask Force, others reacted favorably
to the few inputs made by #3.

Benchmark Four

ODsplayed considerable 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, others listened attentively 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 nF ttention n tho 9,_pervicinrv T=ck FLr<e. VJry annr•5ivp Jn th•

interview.

Figure 6-4

DEFINITION ANO BENCHMARKS: FORCEFULNESS
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Persuasiveness: To what extent is this individual able to sell his/her
point of view and counter obji-tions from others?

Additional points to consider:

Attempts to sell ioeas. 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 Persuasiveness is that an
individual may be able to sell ideas to others, but ineffective in
bringing others together to accomplish the whole task. See ý,inv-e
6-15 for the relationship between Leadership, Persuasiveness, Force-
fulness and Energy.

Benchmark Two

Few attempts to sell ideas were largely ineffective. Not very
convincing in City Council - other group members persuaded 72 more than
#2 persuaded them. Was difficult to follow ideas presented on Manage-
ment Problems - did not make specific points. Not at all persistent
in asking questions on Research Budget.

Benchmark Three

makes points well in some situations. More convincing in

initial City Council Presentations but later attempts to support own
department were moderately successful. Arguments and ideas were
generally good concerning the Management Problems and many were
accepted. However, the force of arguments were carried by others.
Swayed the group away from preselection of trainees on Problen #1.
Was moderately successful at selling initial decision on Research

Budget. When new data was presented, was not persuasive in attempting
to use new data to support decision.

Benchmark Four

Showed considerable skill in persuading others - both in getting
ideas accepted and changing their positions. Convinced the group tu

*[ accept a set of criteria which was then used to support own department
in City Council Exercise. Used minimum data supported by logical

*• arguments to sell decision on Research Budget. Very persuasive in
countering assessor's arguments relatively quickly.

Figure 6-5

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: PERSUASIVJENESS
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Flexibility: To what extent can this individual adjust to new situations
easily?

Additional points to consider:

Reaction to neu 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 to followers

Benchmark Two

Rarely altered method or style in spite of often being alone
or in the minority 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.

Benchmark 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 questions, but shifted position based on later argu-
ments from assessor. As a City Council member was willing to listen
to others' proposals, and was willing to compromise with only slight
reluctance. In discussion the Management Problems, went along with the
majority most of the times

Benchmark Four

Shows a lot of ability to adapt to new situations and new infor-
mation. In the Research Budget, was quick to pick up leads and foliow
them through - even though this varied from planned approach. Demon-
strated flexibility in examining others', rCy Council proposals and
in proposing alternative solutions and projects - seemed to always
have a back-up plan. Came on very strong at first on Supervisory
Task Force. When rejected by the group, toned down approach and
made several inputs which were accepted by the group.

Figure 6-6

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: FLEXIBILITY
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Empathy: To what extent does this individual show concern for others? ̀l

Additional points to consider: H

Sensitivity or awareness of others' feelings
Respect while others are speaking

Do others feel comfortable around this individual?

Benchmark Two

Though not abrasive, displays very little tolerance for those

who were poor performers. Extends normal courtesy to others. Very

little concern for others surfaced in any of the exercises.

Lenchmark Three

Attentive to others remarks. Feels job can get accomplished

without being unduly harsh on anyone. In Management Problem preferrea
to compromise rather than alienate anyone. Displays an awareness of the
importance of people issues. During Interview expressed an interest in
working with people and a concern for both family and friends as well as
the Job. In the Supervisory Task Force was nut completely diplomatic.

•.,= =exhibitEd suiiit - pdL.it-e witL oLhUite.

Benchmark Four

Exhibits a genuine concern for others. Listens attentively to

others without interrupting. Displays above average sensitivity. Likes
working with and assisting others. During management Problems expressed
concern for employee morale. In the Supervisory Task Force introduced

the idea of human relations, was willing to change to accomodate feelings

of others. Solicited comments from all group members.

Figure 6-7

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: EMPATHY
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Stress Tolerance: To what extent does this individual exhibit
stability of performance under pressure, opposition, or other
difficult conditions.

Additional points to consider:

Poise
Display of nervousness or irritation
Change in speech or behavior

Note: Stress is inherent 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" (Norton, and Cdincer,
1978:13). If an iodividual "can survive the exercise as presented
without indicating stress, he should 0e a Qood rating on stress
tolerance" (Moses, 1974).

6enchmark Two

Performance is degraded under stress or conflict. Cutward
display of nervousness - tapping pencil, biting fincernails, strained
voice, etc. Especially nervous in group :Aercises. Stress was
apparent in speech during City Council formal presentation. Always
looked down, never at group during discussion on Mlanagement Problem.
became frustratep and face uas flushed w ,ii e data was i•trc•uccd
in Research Budget

Benchmark Three

Outward appearance of calmness. Performance is not degraded
seriously 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
management Problems until time pressure was felt. Expressed frustration
by making negative comments to others. Did not appear to be bothered
by stres s during Research Budget, even wnen challenged by the assessor.
At times, voice shows a little strain, but not too apparent.

Benchmark Four

Went into all exercises with relaxed attitude and maintained
composure throughout. No outward signs of stress. In Research Budget
was completely poised in both the questioning 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 irritation
but recovered quickly. Not disturbed by conflict during City Council.
Instead, worked hard in seeking compromisies. No signs of stress in
discussion of Management Problems - always spoke in calm, clear voice.

Figure 6-8

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: STREýS TOLERANCE
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Risk Taking: To what extent is this individual willing to risk
negative consequences in order to achieve objectives?

Additional Points to consider:

Willingness to state a position or take a stand
Willingness to make a decision based on limitud information
Willingness to take an unpopular position
Willingness to assume responsibility

Benchmark Two

Very cautious about expressing an opinion. Usually does not
take a very firm stand. Does not get deeply involved. Is not willing
to take a risk to achieve objectives. During interview indicated
dislike tcr ambiguous work situations. Curing Management Proolemslack of participation indicated reluctance to risk criticism of others.

Benchmark Three

.'Jilling to disagree with others and to take an unpopular position
oQup exercises. Did not indicate desire to take on added respon-

bi•Oli.les. in hianagement Problems often made comments and disagreed
with others. During City Council made a fairly safe decision to com-
promise.

Benchmark Four

In all exercises was willing to take either the risk or the
responsibility to gst the job done. Quick to take action, wants to
get things done, not reluctant to make decisions and justify it.

During the Interview indicated desire to do innovative things. In
Research Budget was willing to make decision witn minimum amount of
data.

Fioure 6-9

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: RISK TAKING
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Acquiring Information; To what extent is this indi\ ii able to
obtain information?

Additional Points to consider:

Number of questions asked.
How aggressive is questionino?
Is questioning adjusted to data received in answers
to previous questions?

How much informat.ion is obtained?
Follow-through on questions.
Ability to determine what information is needed.

Note: SEe Fioure 6-16 for relationship between Decision Making, Problem
Solving, and Acquiring Information.

8enchmark Two

Information gathering is shallow in depth and general in nature.
Oniy responded to questions asked by assessor in !nterview. Although
given the opportunity, sought no information from the assessor. Curing
Research Budget stuck strictly to original set of questions and obtained
only minimal data. In City Council Exercise, asked very few questions
of others.

Benchmark Thre2

Fairly good at obtaining information, however, does nr' -pi
to recognize its significance for follow-up questions. Used plan')
period in Research Budget to organize a logical set of questions.
Revised leads uncovered during questioning but frequently got FtoLý-
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 questionnaire to make
sure nothing Lwas missed. BnhakFu

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

In the city council discu: ion, asked isony questions and refuýsed to
accept half answers but aggressively sought pertinent facts. Also
picked out pertinent facts in problem statement. Asked several questionsI about the assessment center process and use of results during the inter-
view.

Figure 6-10
DEFINITION AND BENCHMA4RKS: ACQUJRINjG INFORMATON'
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!Oranizing Skills: To what extent does this individual plan and organize
his/her own activities and those of others?

Additional points to consider:

Are oral and written reports logical and understandable?

Efficient use of time?
Does the individual set goals and dcrk toward them?
Are activities structured?

Are priorities assigned to different activities? 7

Benchmark Two

Demonstrated an average ability to organize own work, but
iiieffective 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

a floderately well organized in group exercises. In City Council
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 and
priorities be established. Research Budget report was organized
into sections.

Benchmark Four

Well organized in both individual and group exercises. Showed
ability to organize thoughts and formulate ideas throughout disc.ossion
in examining arid questioning others proposals in City Council. Oral
presentation was logical, pertinent and organized to achieve objectives.
In the Research Budget, questions were logical and comprehensive. List
of answers were complete and reports well organized to present findings.
Used a good outline in the Organizational Problem to organize approach.

Figure 6-11

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: ORGANIZING 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-
ution. Snows little participation and little effect on solving a group
problem. In tne Management Problems displayed some understanding of
problem but was never able to arrive at solution. During Research
Budget did not grasp problem or understand significance of data. in
ouperviscry T3sk Force twias more concerned with resolving minor disputes
than with the group problem.

Benchmark Three

Considers pertinent inputs to a problem and arrives at a solution. i
Plans material arid assesses facts and data fairly well. During manage-
ment Problems, developed sn1,tions to problems and brought them out
after considerable thought .i.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 others
suggestions as necessary to arrive at solutions. Readily understood
problems in Management Problems and presented accepted solutions to
two. Recommend logical first step to the Research Budget problems. In
Supervisory Task Force, identified barriers to agreement and proposed
alternative methods to resolve.

Figure 6-12

DEFINITION AND BELNCHMARKS: PROBLEM SOLVING
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Decision making: To what eytent can this individuai 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 Solving, and Acquiring Information

Benchmark Two

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

Benchmark Three

Willing to make decisions. In group exercises, decisions were
fairly logical and convincing. Also decisive in one-on-one situation,
but decisions not always based on sound logic. In Manaoement 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 decisions quickly which are reasonable and supportable.
Does not hesitate to change position if additional information is ob-
tained and justifies a reversal. Decisions based on good insight and
facts. In City Council was willing to make a decision LJlth available
facts well before time expired. In the Research Budget made good
decision supported with solid rationale. Used positive approach,
ignoring irrelevant data.

Figure 6-13

DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: DECISION MAKING
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Written 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 and paragraphs well-structured?
Is the report easy to read and understand?
Is the report clear and concise, or are excess words used?
Handwriting should not be a factor unless it distracts from
the message

Does the report have an introduction, main points, and conclusion?

Benchmark Two

Writing lacks style and organization. Written mostly in long
rambling sentences with little substance. Transitions between sentences
and paragraphs poor. Some incomplete sentences. What was Jritten 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. Had no conclusions in Organizational
Problem report. Narrative report in Research 8udget pulled
together the data obtained. Good grammar, only a few instances of
improper sentence structure or miss.pelling. Satisfactory organ-
ization, but did not include all available facts in written report
for Research Budget.

Benchmark Four

Uses logical organization and better than average sentence
structure0  material is well though out and easily understood. Used
facts effectively in Research 6udget to bring point across. Contains
very little superfluous material. Wýriting is complete, factual,
displays gcod vocabulary with very few errors in spelling

Figure 6-14 4
DEFINITION AND BENCHMARKS: WRITTEN COMMUNICATION SKILLS
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Dimension Key Point

Leadership Gets others to accomplish task

Persuasiveness Gets others to accept ideas

Forcefulness Gets others to pay attention

Energy Level of activity

Figure 6-15

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEAOERSHIP, PERSUASIVENESS,

FORCEFULNESS, ANO ENERGY

11
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Dimension Key Point

Decision Making Selecting alternatives best supported
by the information available

Problem Solving Lvaluating and interpreting
informatinn

Acquiring Information Determining information needs and
identifying sources

Figure 6-16

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DECISION MAKING, PROBLEM SOLVING

AND ACQUIRING INFORMATION
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Most assessment centers achieve these results by means of the I
feedback interview for which the assessors receive special training. The V.
content 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 overall 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 E provides a suggested outline for the assessor feedback inter-

view. It is jased on two different outlines used with the ASO Centdr

and one outline developed by Salter and Olmstead (1974:2) shown in

Figure 4-1.

Even before 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.

Oata Gathering

The updated ASO 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 AS0 Center using Air Force officers 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 ASO Captains be run to gather the
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information needed to answer those questions. Tflajors and Lieutenant

Colonels would be trained to serve as the assessors.

Empirical validation similar to that presented in Chiapter V

should be accomplished and compared with the present results to detect

any differences or problems in the assessment center operation. In

addition, feedback should be solicited from the assessees in order to

obtain their reactions to the assessment center. A questionnaire

developed to assist in this process is shown in Figure 6-17. Appendix

0, referenced previously, served as the basis for this questionnaire.

Finally, the assessors themselves should be questioned to determine

their reactions to the assessment center. The questionnaire shown in

Figure 6-18 was developed for this purpose.

Summary

This chapter has presented the results of efforts to modify

the 1974-75 ASO Assessment Center design for possible use as a pilot

assessment center for management development of Air Force officers.

The modification included expanded definitions, specially developed

benchmarks, an outline for providing assessor feedDack, and outlines

for obtaining reactions from both assessees and assessors.

115

Ii



1. Did you have any prior knowledge concerning the assessment center
method?

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

3. Were the exercises realistic compared to your view of an Air Force
manager's job7

4. Do 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?

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

6. In your opinion, were the assessors well-qualified?-

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

8. Did you recognize your development needs prior to the assessmentS~center? l

9. Did you recognize your strong points prior to the assessment center-?

10. Do you believe the assessment center method is of value as a
management development tool for Air Force officers?

11. Would you recommend the assessment center to others as a develop-
mental tool?

12. 0o you think the assessment center should be used throughout the
Air Force for officer' development?

Figure 6-17. Assessee Reaction Questionnaire
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1. in your opinion, is the assessment center an effective counseling
teLhnique?

2. Co you find it easier to give more objective feedback in the
assessment center environment?

3. Do you think all supervisors should be required to serve as
assessors?

4. Do you think all supervisors should receive assessor training,
even if they do not ever serve as assessors?

5. Were the exercises realistic compared to your view o" an Air
Force manager's job?

6. Co 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?

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

. Waz the training you received adequate? If not, please explain.

9. Go you think the assessment center should be used throughout
the Air Force for officer development?

Figure 6-18. Assessor Reaction Questionnaire

i
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

"Officer Development" is a broad term encompassing both tech-

nical and management training throughout an officer's career. The I"

Air Force has adopted both formal and informal nethods of development.

The focus of this thesis has been on that portion of development con-

cerned with management skills. Weaknessess have been identiFied 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 3oentifying

strengths and weaknesses in an officer's management skills.

Assessment centers rove been used previously by the military.

They were used by the Germans in World War T and the British in World

War li for officer selection, and by the United States in World War -:

for the selection of intelligence agents. Since World War i1, 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 tney have been

used for a number of different purposes since 1956. 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 personncl for advancement or promotion; however, there

is a growing trend toward combining assessment and development.

The ASO management Assessment Center, operated at WJright-

Patterson AFE in 1974-1975, was examined for application to management

development of Air Force officers. Its dimensions i4ncluded 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 problem appeared to

stem from inadequete training of assessors in observing and recording

dimensions. Other conclusions concerninn the validity study are dis-

cussed later in this chapter.

After conducting the validity study and oetermining that the

ASO Management Assessment Center could be used for officer develnpment,

the ASO model was updated for future application. This update Involvec

three areas. First, a program for training assessors was descriued.

To aid in training, expanded dimension definitions nJ benchi,=zks

based on assessrr reports were prepared to aid in standErdization of

rat ings. Second, the feedback of assessment results to assessees was

discussed •inc_. this is perhaps thin most crucial part of a development

center. Ar citline was suggested to guide the feedback interview.

Fina1 ,', Le appriac:h to gathering additional data from assessees and

as:ezsc-ri abouk the utility of this method for management development

was OiScLsse".

Conclusions

1. There is a need for improved officer management development
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programs particularly in the area of feedback on strengths and

weaknesses in management skills.

2. The ASD Management Center is a valid model for assessing

the strengths and weaknesses of Air Force officers assigned to scientific

and engineering positions at ASO, although some problems were detected

in the measurement of several dimensions. Cetailed conclusions are

listed below:

a. Acquiring information should be excluded from the

* Interview.

b. The organizational problem exercise needs to be examined

for possible problems in the measurement of dimensions within that

I' exercise,

c. Measurement oroblems exist for the stress tolerance

dimension. This vwas indicated first by the low inter-rater reliability

and seuond by reviewing the assessor worksheets.

t. Evidence indicates that empathy is a dimension indeoendent

of all others and has little bearing on performance within the assessment

cenrer, It is felt that empathy can be eliminated fiaom the dimensions

evaluated.

3. Trainino o7 assessors in the accurate evaluation of indi-

viduals in the Jifferent dimensions is the key element in the effective-

ness o: the assessment center. Precise and differentiable definitions

and benchmarks foi calibrating assessee behavior in a specific dimension

are essential.

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

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

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

other purposes.

Recommendations

1. Conduct a pilot assessment center as described in Chapter VI.

The primary purpose of this effort should be to assess the reaction of

Air Force officers to the use of the assessment center as a manaoement

development method.

2. Investigate other criterion variables, such as the results

of a personal interview on job performance with the assessee's

*I
immediae supervisors, for determining the predictive validity of

botn the A50 Center and the pilot assEssrEnt contcr.

3. Accomplish additional research to determine what differences

if any, exist in dimensions critical to success fur civilian managers

versus Air Force managers. This should include an examination of

whether or not an assessment center should be designed for general

managnment development of all Air Force officers or if it needs to be

specifioally designed for a target job.

4. Investigate the possible implementations of an Air Force

wide assessment center program for managenent developmenL. This should

include an examination of such areab as: frequency, cost, location,

manning, and potential candidates.

121



= I

|

APPENOICES

122



APPENOIX A

123

Aa'



STANDARDS AND ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

FOR ASSESSMENT CENTER OPERATIONS

Task Force on Development of Assessment Center Standards

Jcseph L. •ioses, Ph.D., Chairman

Albert Alon Cabot L. Jaffee, Ph.D.

Douglas W. Bray, Ph.D. Alan I. Kraut, Ph.D.

William C. Byham, Ph.D. John H. McConnell

Donald L. Grant, Ph.D. Leonard W. Slivinski, Ph.D.

Lowell W. Hellervik, Ph.D. Thomas E. Standing, Ph.D.

James R. Huck, Ph.D. Edwin Yager

Endorsed by Third International Congress on the Assessment Center method

Quebec, Canada

May 1975
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1. Rationale for Assessment Center Standards

The rapid growth in the use of the Assessment Center Method in
recent years has resulted in a proliferation of applications in
a variety of organizational, educational and oovernmental settings.
Serious concerns have been raised by many interested parties which
reflect a need for a set of minimal professional standards for
users of this technique. These standards should:

- define what is meant by an assessment center

- describe minimal acceptable practices concerning:

-- organizational support for assessment operations

-- assessor ti iing

-- informed consent on the part of participants

-- use of assessment center data

-- validation issues

These standards are not desigr to prescribe specific practices.
Neither do these standards ir / way endorse a specific assessment
center format or specific asbSsment techniques. 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.

2. Assessment Center Oefined

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

i. multiple assessment techniques must be used. At least
one 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-
haviorally to situational stimuli. The
stimuli present in a simulation parallel
or resemble stimuli in the Work situation.
Eyamples 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 a.i outcome (i.e., recommendation
for promotion, specific training or development) nust 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 I

developed to tap a variety of predetermined behaviors
and have been pretested prior to use to insure that the
techniques provide reliable, objective and relevant
behavioral information for the organization in question.

6. The dimensions, attributes, characteristics or qualities
evaluated by the assessment center are determined 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
dimensions, attributes or qualities previously determined.

In summary, an assessment center consists of a standardized evaluation
of behavior based on multiple inputs. Multiple trained observers
and techniques are used. Judgements about behavior are maoe, 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 agree on the evaluation of the
dimensions and any overall evaluation that is made.

The following kinds of activities do not constitute an assessment
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.

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

4. Single assessor assessment (often referred to as individual
m--asuemn bv one indivirital aus'i •===assess....-nt i ~srmn ynp . .ni ta sno, a variety.

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

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

3. Organizational Support for Assessment Center Operations

The assessment center should be administered in a professional
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.
Mflinimal considerations in developing this policy should include:

1. The population to be assessed.

2. The purpose of assessment.

3. The kinds of people who will serve as assessors.

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

5. 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. Expected "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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4. 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 to organization
and is a function of many factors including:

- The length of time an individual serves as an assessor.

- The frequency of individual participation as an assessor.

- The amount of time devoted to assessor trainino.

- The qualification and expertise uf the assessment center

trainer.

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

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

The above list is illustrative of the many issues related to
assessor training. There is 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 requiredt

1. Knowledge 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.

1 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. KnowledGe of feedback procedures where approp iate.

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

5. informed Consent on the Part of Participants

Informed consent is a fundamental concern in conducting an assessment
center program. This means that the participant is given sufficient
information prior to assessment to evaluate inteiligently the nature
of the program and the consequences of attending 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 not 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 not 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 purpose 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 feedOack givren.

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. However, it would be inappropriate
tc suggest to participants that the assessment center is for personal
development or training when the clear intent is for selection or
management stzffing.

6. Use of Assessment Center Data

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 reports on performance
in the assessment techniques, to assessor ratings and reports pre-
pared for management. The preceding is not exhaustive and could
also include participant and peer reports and observatinns, biouraph-
ical and test data, etc.

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 zssess-
ment data, the kind of information Lhey will receive and the format
that will oe provided.

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

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).

7. Validation 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 valiaity of the assessment
ce-ter process in a variety of organizational settinos.
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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 one'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 Division of Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
American Psychological Association, 1975 and "Standards for Educa-
tional and Psychological Tests and Manuals" prepared by the AmeriLan
Psychological Association, 1974.

In addition to the above standards, which include provisions
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 a'iility to document th, 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 group of
individuals assessed.

8. Concluding Statement

It became obvious in developing these standards thaL 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 professional5 using this technique.
Those 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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IDEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEAOQUARTERS AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISIOIN (AFSCi

WRIGHT.PArTTRON AIR FORCE BASE OHIO A3A33

16AU]G 1971
suillcy Supervisory Abilities Inven t ArU

TO

1. T.e Air Force Systems C-c-and is .l asning -o test a aev methcd
of identLfying and assessing rotentia- _-andIates fcr first :eve:
supervisors positions. Your assistance is requested in identifying
the abilities essential to effective performance as a first levzi
suterrisor in your orgzaizaticn. Please ccmtlete the attacLed
Supervisory Abilities Tnventcr-r and return to A•D/DPCU by 30 August 1ý73.

2. in deter.ning superv•sor. effectiP:eness there are mary personal
chaxecteri3tics considered to be iLccrtant. c-enerally s-pesaizg,
these can be placed in one of th2 foll.--ring areas:

- Superlisory Kncwledge

- Supervisory Abilities

Supervisor-f traits are cdaracteristics wiich relate to such
factors as loyalty, integrity, att itude, honesty, etc.
Super-risory knowledge characteristics are such factors as 'ob
knovledge, and work ex-prience. Su.,err-.socr abilities art
characteristics which enable the indiviiual to effectively
manage his work, and the work of others.

In order to develop a Super'lsocr Candidate Assessnent senter
for use in the Air Force Systems ,=mmand, .;e are interested
in your views concerning abilities and skills needed to become
an effective supervisor.

Attached you wsill find a li3t of supezriso--f abilities. Please
rate these in ter-ms of the i-portance you =-lace on these areas
among your first level subordinates. Aot all of these ability
areas are equally impomant. Rate these abilities as follows:

Critically immortant: 5

Somewhat 1.pora•,t: 4

Usually Helpful.:

Somewhat Unimportant: 2

No,- :Tecessar-r:
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Space has been provided fcor -',u to add other ahil-:- areas
which are not covered in the list. Please give a brief
descr.ztion or definition of the abilitv and -hen rate its
iuL-Dortance.

Do not include traits (such as loyalty, integrit-y, etc.) or
experience (job know'ledge). These characteristics are itortant.
However, we are interested in v iew of the abilities needed
to successfully perform as an ASD or AFkL supervisor at
Wrigkt-Patterson AnB.

/ $rassistance ~-jhis effort is =ort a~ppreciated.

S'. RAM M. RE, iChef I Atch
Ci'-i2ian Personnel Divlsicn inventory
ZCS/Personnel
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SUPERVISORY ABILITIES INVENTORY

Names Grade:

Title:

Organizat.ional Symbol: -late: ,

I.
OIRECTIONS: Please rate earh of the following abilities in terms of importance
in performing as a first level supervisor in your organization. You may add
any other ability area not covered in the list which you feel is important.
Please describe or define this ability and then rate its importance. Rate the
abilities using the numerical 3cale shown:

Critically Important: 5
Somewhat Important: 4
Usually Helpful: 3
Somewhat Unimportant: 2
Not Necessary: I

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

RAT NG

FLEXIBILITY: Able to adjust to new situations easily

ORGANIZING SKILLS: Can plan and organize work of self and others.

ORAL SKILLS: Can express ideas orally.

WRITTEN SKILLS: Can express ideas 4. writing.

ENERGY: Maintains a high level of activity.

PROBLEM SOLVING: Able to find best solution easily.

LEACERSHIP: Able to get others to work effectively in a g,oup.

PERSUJASIVENESS: Able to sell his point of view to others

OECISION MAKING: Makes decisions of high quality

FORCEFULNESS: Able to command attention from others

ORIGINALITy: Able to approach problems in a new way

ACQUIRING INFORMATION: Able to obtain information

R:SK TAKING: Willing to take risk/responsibility to ac.ileve
objectives.

STRESS TOLERANCE: Able to respond appropriately to stressful
conditions
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AIR FORCE ASSESSMENT CENTER

Analysis of Supervisory Dimensions

J. L. Moses, Ph.0.

October 1973
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Introduction

A special study was conducted at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base

in order to determine those Factors viewed by management personnel as

important For success as a first level manager. This study was the

first step in designing an Assessment Center for the Air For-ce Systems

Command. In addition to determining supervisory dimensions, the stuoy

was designed to analyize whether any significant differences in the

characteristics required to be a successful supervisor existed among

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

and AFAL.

A special rating form, The Supervisory Abilities Inventory, was

developed. This consisted of a series of 14 di'fferenL abilities generally

found related to supervisory success. These abilities and their definitions

are:

- Flexibility: Able to adjust to new situations easily

- Organizing Skills: Can plan and organize work of self and others. V
- Oral Skills: Can clearly express ideas orally.

- Written Skills: Can clearly express ideas in writing.

- Energy: Maintains a high level of activity.

- Problem Solvino: Able to Find best solution easily.

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

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

- Decision Making: Making decisions of high quality.

- Forcefulness: Able to command attention from others.
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- 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 provided for

the supervisor to offer additional abilities. The inventory was admin-

istered to supervisory personnel in the ASD and AFAL organizations at

Wright-Patterson Air Force aase. Each individual was given a cover letter

explaining the purpose of the inventory, and was asked to rate each of the

fourteen dimensions on a five point scale ranging from 5: critically

important; 4: somewhat important; 3: usually helpful; 2: somewhat unim-

portant; 1: not necessary. The supervisor was also advised that he could

add any other ability areas not covered in the Inventory which he felt was

important. As noted, 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 total of 60 supervisors from ASO and

87 from AFAL completed the Supervisory Abilities Inventory. This was a

large sample and was representative of supervisory personnel in each

organization. A breakdown of the participants by GS level and organization

is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS BY ORGANIZATION AND LEVEL

GS LEVEL ASO AFAL

16 1

15 15 11

14 35 35

13 10 22

12 - 11

11 or less - 7

TOTAL 60 87
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A~nalysis of Results

All of the 14 dimensions listed on the Supervisory 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 as:

-Critically important: Leadership
Oroanization skills

Decision making

- Somewhat important: Oral skills
Written skills

Flexibility
Stress tolerance
Persuasiveness
Risk Taking
Problem solving
Acquiring information

- Usually helpful: Forcefulness
Enrergy 

i

The mean ratings for the AFAL and ASO supervisors are presented

in Table 2.

I
I
I
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TABLE 2

MEAN RATINGS OF AFAL AND ASO

SUPERVISORS CF RATINGS ON SUPERVISORY ABILITIES INVENTORY

Oimension AFAL ASO

(N=87) (N=60)

Leadership 4.80 4.86

Organizing Skills 4.68 4.03

Oecision making 4.45 4.55

Oral Skills 4.44 4.28

Written Skills 4.33 4.18

Flexibility 4.21 4.25

Stress Tolerance 4.20 4.23

Persuasiveness 4.14 4.08

Risk Taking 4.09 4.05

Problem Solving 4.04 3.93

Acquiring Information 3.80 3.81

Originality 3.79 3.50

Forcefulness 3.57 3.71

Energy 3.56 3.41

As seen in Table 2, there is a high degree of agreement between

the ratings made by ASO and AFAL supervisors. The mean raLings were

converted to rnak order scores and are presented in Table 3.
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TABLE 3

RANK ORDER OF SUPERVISORY ABILITIES BY

ASO AND AFAL SUPERVISORS

Ranking

Cimension AFAL ASO

Leadership 1 1

Organizing Skills 2 2

Oecision Making 3 3

Oral Skills 4 4

Written Skills 5 7

Flexibility 6 5

Stress Tolerance 7 6

Persuasiveness 8 8

Risk Taking 9 9

Problem Solving 10 10

Acquiring Information 11 11

Originality 12 13

Forcefulness 13 12

Energy 14 14

The ranking indicates virtually complete agreement of the relative

importance of these attributes by supervisors in both organizations. A

rank order correlation coefficient was computed, and a cnrrelation of

.983 was obtained between the rankings shown in Table 3. For all practical

purposes, supervisors in both these organLzations hold views concerning the

a1tLtr s required to be a successful first level manager,
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The data was examined in greater detail to determine whether

different rating patterns existed as a function of management level. These

are presented in Table 4. The ratings of the one 55-16 Supervisor in AFAL

were combined with the GS-15 group. The ratings of the supervisors at

GS-11 or 1 ss were not included as the number of cases (7) was too small

to constitute a meaningful subgroup.

As can be seen, there is generally 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. Tc some 2xtpnt, there is more disaareement among supervisors

in the same organization concerning the relative rating given a dimension,

than supervisors in AFAL when compared to their counterpart in ASO. Table

5 shows these comparisons more clearly. It presents the differnzes between

mean ratings For the ASO and AFAL groups, as well as differences within

ASO and AFAL between higher and lower OS level supervisors. For AFAL,

differences are shown between supervisors at GS level 15 and 12; for ASO

between GS levels 1S and 13.
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TABLE 4

MEAN RATINGS BY 5.5. LEVEL OF AFAL ANO ASO SUPERVISRS[

AFAL ASO

GS 55 15 65 65 GS G5

15 14 13 12 15 14 13

Leadership 4.66 4.94 4.50 5.00 4.93 4.85 4.80

organizing Skills 4.66 4.73 4.54 4.72 4.87 4.51 4.70

Oecision Making 4.41 4.42 4.40 4.59 4.46 4,54 4.70

Oral Skills 4.58 4.45 4.54 4.36 4.26 4.28 4.35

Written Skills 4.33 4.51 4.31 4.09 4.06 4.31 3.90

Flexibility 4.33 4.20 4.00 4.36 4.13 4.37 4.00

Stress Tolerance 4.16 4.28 4.00 4.00 4.20 4.26 4.10

Persuasiveness 4.58 3.97 4.0(1 4.18 4.00 4.20 3.80

Risk Taking 3.83 3.97 3.90 4.63 4.06 4.11 3.80

Problem Solving 4.08 3.82 4.13 4.09 4.00 3.65 4.10

Acquiring 3.75 3.80 3.59 3.72 3.93 3.80 3.70
Information

Originality 3.58 3.54 4.09 3.81 3.26 3.60 3.50

Forcefulness 3.66 3.51 3.40 3.81 3.80 3.82 3.20

Energy 3.66 3.31 3.68 3.72 3.40 3.48 3.20
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TABLE 5

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN rfIEAN RATINGS BY ASO AND AFAL

SUPERVISCRS AS A FUNCTION OF ORGANIZATION AND GS LEVEL

AFAL AFAL ASO r
GS-15 65-15
v s

Dimension ASO C-S-12 GS-13

Leadership .06 .34 .13

Organizing Skills .05 .06 .17

Decision making .10 .18 .24

Oral Skills .16 .22 .04

Written Skills .15 .24 .16

Flexibility .04 .03 .13

Stress Tolerance .03 .16 .10

Persuasiveness .06 .40 .20

Risk Taking .04 1.20 .25

Problem Solving .11 .01 .10

Acquiring Information .0 .03 .23

Originality .29 .23 .24

Forcefulness .14 .15 .60

Energy .15 .06 .20
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As noted, the differences in the mean rating between AFAL and ASO

supervisors are slight. For example, the mean rating difference for the

leadership dimension was six one/hundredth's. These differences ranced

from .01 to .29 of a rating scale unit. Not only do supervisors 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 importan'e of these dimensions, regardless of whether these supervisors

were in ASO or AFAL. There are only two abilities viewed considerably

different by supervisors in each organization. AFAL hiher level super-

visors rated risk taking less important than did lower level supervisors.

ASO higher level supervisors saw forcefulness as more important than did

lower level supervisors. With these two conceptions, all of the remaining

ratings substantially agreed.

Analysis of Additional Comments Made by superviscrs

As noted earlier, space was provided on the Supervisory Abilities

Inventory for the supervisors to add additional dimensions 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 dnd twelve supervisors in AFAL provided additional dimensions. These

included such diverse areas as "accept direction" to "productivi.ty". One

area was mentioned by several supervisors and might be included if techniques

can be developed to reliablv measure this attribute. This area. Pmpathvy

was defined as a concern For those supervised.
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Conclusion

The rrsuls of this znalysis indicaLe that supervisors in both ASO

anL vie.. 'jertically the qualities needed For success as a First level

superv'sor i- their respective organizations. These abilities are:

leaderst. p, o.,anizino skills, decision making, oral skills, written skills,

flexibility, stress tolerance, persuasiveness, risk taking, problem

solving, acquiring information, oricinality, forcefulness, and energy.

An additional quality, empathy, was added by some supervisors.

No significant differences were noted in ratings or rankings of

ratings made by supervisors in ASO and AFAL. This means tha:. a similar

assessment program available to both organizations can and should be

utilized. It is also possib>' to assess individuals simultaneously from

botr organizations in a sinyle assessment canter if C cir~d.

The Supervisory Abilities Inventory, having prover useful in deter-

mining the relative rank order of importance perceived by incumbent super-

visors, might make for a useful assessment technique, It can have

particular merit in Lounseling individuals concerning the relative sig-

nificance of supervisory abilities needed at both ASO and AFAL.

i

it'



1.

I:

'4

I

I,,
149_

!'_

£.



ASSESSMENT CENTER TRIAL RUN

Questionnaire

A. To refresh your 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.

2. Group exercise where each member must persuade his peers to adopt
city budget recommendation assigned at random at beginning of exercise.

3. Participate on Committee which must resolve four varied management
problems.

4. Individual fact-finding exercise to obtain relevant information
needed to make decision.

5. Prepare formal written proposal.

6. Personal interview with Assessor.

7. Complete biographical questionnaire.

8. Complete Career Development inventory.

9. Work preference tests (three).

10. Feedback interview with Assessor a few days after Assessment Center
exercises were completed. u

B. A series of questions wilI now be addressed toeachof the above exercises.
Please answer to the best of your ability by placing a circle around appropri-
ate answer, or by providing comment.

1. Task Force Member Exercise

a. Were the Instructions clear and problem structured so that you
could approach problem In rational manner?

91% YES 2% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

b. Was problem realistic enough to provide discussion interplay
between the group members?

94% YES 2% NO 4% DON'T KNOW
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c. Was adequate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

83% YES 13% NO 4% 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% NO 21% DON'T KNOW

e. Did the presence of the Assessor In the room bother you after
the first few minutes?

60 YES 89% NO 4% DON'T KNOW

f. Was the probiem too difficult?

2% YES 96% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

2. City Budget Recommendation

a. Were the instructions clear and problem structured so that
you could approach problem In rational manner?

91% YES 9% NO DON'T KNOW

b. Was problem realistic enough to provide discussion interplay
between the group members?

87% YES 13% NO DON'T KNOW

c. Was adenuate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

66% YES 34% NO 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?

55% YES 26% NO 17% DON'T KNOW

e. Did the presence of the Assessors In the room bother You after
the first few minutes?

4% YES 94% NO DON'T KNOW
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f. Was the problem too difficult?

2% YES 91% NO 60 DON'T KNOW

3. Committee to Solve Four Management Problems

a. Were the instructions 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% NO DON'T KNOW

c. Was adequate time allowed for this problem during the
Assessment Center?

81% YES 15% NO 4% DON'T KNOW

d. Did the ranking of yourself and other members of the group at
the end ef the session provide Insight into the exercise?

57% 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 94% NO DON'T KNOW

f. Was the problem too difficult?

YES 100% NO DON'T KNOW

4. Fact-flndlng 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% DON'T KNOW

b. Did the Assessor respond to questions promptly and provide

aeuItloian'r', . ton !n complet. e manner?

77% YES 19% NO 4% DON'T KNOW
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c. Did you feel frustrated, angered, or pressured during the I

10-minute questioning period?

14% frustrated

4% angered

20% pressured

61% none of the above

5. WrIting Assignment on Changing Organizatior-

a. Was the problem thought-provoking to the po.-it thz you were
able to present your Ideas in writing without undivs oifficulty?

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 tlme allowed for the interview?

91% YES 4% NO 4% DON'T KNOW

b. Was a meaningful discussion held between you and the Assessor
during the interview?

81% YES 11% NO 9% DON'T KNOW

c. The Inteiviews are structured to delve Into a number of areas
which are normally considered personl. Was the interview too
personal?

YES 98% 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 promotion
or performance evaluation programs?

9% YES 85% NO 6% DON'T KNOW
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7. The Completion of the Biographical Questionnaire

a. The questions on the "Background Questionnaire" are fairly V
comprehensive considering your academic and personal life. Are
they too personal?

YES 96% NO 4% DON'T KNOW

b. Was the information assembled sufficient to provide a good
discussion during the interview with the Assessor?

74% YES 15% NO 11% DON'T KNOW

c. Would you recommend that the "Questionnaire" be expanded to
include more background Information on your academic and work
experience?

38% YES 40% NO 21% DON'T KNOW

8. 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?

57% YES 17% NO 26% DON'T KNOW

c. Have you completed any action since the Assessment Center In
the Career Development area?

43% YES 51% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

d. If yes, was the action prompted by something that happened

during the Assessment Center?

38% YES 46% NO 17% DON'T KNOW

9. Work Preference Tests (three)

The work preference tests are used to determine preference in
supervisory style. The results of the tests will be used at a later
dat! afrtr 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. TDY 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

43% 6 - 12 days

20% More than 12 days

b. Did the Assessor give you a report in writing as to the
results of the Assessment Center?

13% YES 87% NO DON'T KNOW

C. Did the Assessor present the Information in a manner that
Indicated he had preplanned for the interview?

77% YES 17% NO 6% DON'T KNOW
*1

d. What was the approximated time used for the feedback Interview?

30% 20 minutes or less
55% 20-40 minutes

13% 40-60 minutes

60-90 minutes

1% 90 minutes or more

e. The ratings are labeled "More than Acceptable," "Acceptable,"
"Questionable," and "Not Acceptable." Did the Assessor Ind!cate
what rating you had received as a result of the Assessment Center?

70% YES 28% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

f. As you know, Assessees receive feedback Information during the
Asqetqment Center by observation and discussion with other Assessees.
Did the feedback Interview with the Assessor correlate with what
you expectea the Assessment Ccnter to pradict?

66% YES 15% NO 19% DON'T KNOW
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g. Did the Assessor respond to your questions openly and In
knowledgeable fashion?

89% YES 9% NO 2% DON'T KNOW

h. Did you have confidence 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

of the Assessment Center results. Approximately 300 employees will be

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

person who refuses to attend the Assessment Center, or why he might

choose an employee with a "Not Acceptable" or "Questionable" rating

over those who are available and have a "More than Acceptable" or J

"Acceptable" rating. Do you concur in general with the above plan?

81% YES 13% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

2. Each Assessee will 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 KNOW

3. The "feedback report" prepared by the Assessor, which (,onsolidates

all the fina ngs developed during the Assessment Center, 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 froi. Official 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

feedback reports?

56% YES 31% NO 13% DON'T KNOW
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4. Assessees will be allowed to retake the Assessment Center
(after 6 months) to improve the original rating. The rating from -

the last ^ssessment Center attended will be the rating for record
and will oe used whether It Is higher or lower. Do you concur In this
proposal'?

38% YES 55% NO 6% DON'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?

74% YES 15% NO I!% DuN'T KNOW

6. "At least half the 'worth' of the Assessment Center is the
benefit the Assessee receives personally from attending the Assessment
Center." Do you agree with this statement?

70% YES 23% NO 6% DON'T KNOW

iL
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ASSESSOR FEEDBACK INTERVIEW OUTLINE I

1. Establish rapport - Casual conversation to establish a relaxed,
informal climate and reduce possible anxiety.

2. Ask the assessee to relate thoughts about the assessment center
and its value.

3. Explain the purpose of the interview.

a. Help the individual benefit from the assessment center experience.

b. Aid the individual in forming a developmental plan.

4. Review and discuss the assessment process.

a. Assessors observed and recorded behavior.

b. Assessors met and shared observations From the various
exercises and discussed each individual for several hours.

c. They then =ame to an overall judgment of strengths and
development needs.

d. Comparisons in the discussion were not between people
in the assessment center but against established be-ichmarks.

5. Provide feedback of assessment results for each dimension/exercise.

a. Name dimension and ask assessee to explain it.

b. State the official definition and reach consensus with the
assessee.

c. Identify and briefly describe the exercises measuring the
dimension.

d. 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
exercises.

f. Compare and contrast performance in various exercises measuring
the dimensions.

g. Lncourage two-way djitu , o, -j 5f
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h, Ask assessee to suggest ways to improve performance of the
dimension, if any.

i. Present recommendations for ccrrective actions or remedial
plans.

j. After reviewing all the dimensions, give summary of overall
performance in each exercise.

k. Ask for comments. Determine if the assessee understands the
information provided about each dimension/exercise.

6. Discuss major strengths. v.
a. Co not minimize this arEa.

b. Even if the area is a strength it may ue a development
opportunity (A strength can be used to overcome or help
develop a weak area).

7. Discuss major developmental needs.

a. Select the three or four most important develipmental needs
unless several developmental needs are relater to each other.

b. Choose developmental needs which can be developed.

8. Obtain general feedback from the assescee in the form of questions
and the assessee's reactions to the assessor's observations and
recommendations.

9. Administer the post-assessment center questionnaire. Close the
interview on a high note by emphasizing strengths and the
possibility to overcome weaknesses,
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