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Background AC Research Focus Area
Professor Deniz Ones from the University of
Minnesota, USA challenged the South African
AC fatuity with her keynote address at the 28th
ACSG Conference in 2008 on “Recent AC
Research - A Recap”. She encouraged AC
practitioners, scholars, students in South
Africa to get engaged with the research
debate locally and internationally. She
advocated that if AC practitioners and
academics want to gain the respect of their
peers they will have to do “heroic things” in
the AC field.

• 2009 - ACSG Workshop
• 2010 - ACSG Workshop
• 2011 - ACSG Workshop
• 2012 - ACSG Workshop
• 2013 - ACSG Workshop – International
AC Methods Conference

Vision AC Research Focus Area
The vision of the
research focus area is to
demonstrate academic
excellence in the study
of Assessment and
Development Centers
(ACDs) that has
practical applied value
in South Africa

Mission AC Research Focus Area
• Provide original, interesting and rigorous research
aimed at a broader scientific understanding of
ADCs within both the South African context and the
broader international arena.
• Facilitate the transfer of knowledge from research
through postgraduate training that contributes to
practical application of ADCs in the real world of
work.
• Share expertise with the broader scientific
community, organisations and practitioners to
contribute to the sustainability of the research
programme.

Goals of the Research Focus Area
• Make a meaningful contribution to the body of knowledge
by generating local and international research
publications and presenting findings at local and
international conferences.
• Collaborate with reputable international researchers in
the field of ADCs.
• Utilise teaching and mentoring inputs of international
experts to build research capacity and strengthen the
research culture in ADCs in South Africa.
• Recruit quality Master’s and Doctoral students to conduct
their studies within the focus area and identify funding
opportunities.

George Thorton - International Advisor

Introductions: Presenters
• Dan Hughes
• Director of Product Development at a&dc.
• 15 years’ experience in assessment, including ACs and
technology-based assessment.
• Coordinated major international survey of AC practices.

• Alyssa Gibbons, Ph.D.
• Assistant professor at Colorado State University.
• 10 peer-reviewed journal articles on AC topics.
• 10 years’ experience in AC design & implementation.

Introductions
• Deon Meiring, Ph.D.
• Associate Professor, Department of HRM, University of Pretoria, Assistant
Professor extraordinary Department of Industrial Psychology, Stellenbosch
University
• 8 years AC practitioner in designing and implementation of AC in SAPS.
Developed new AC facility and AC consulting service at UP
• Chairperson ACSG (2006-2007), honorary member of ACSG

• Jurgen Becker, Ph.D.
• Senior Consultant at the Statistical Consultancy Service
(STATKON) at the University of Johannesburg
• Senior Lecturer extraordinary at the Department of HRM,
University of Pretoria
• Research consultant at JVR psychometrics

Overview
• Introductions
• How can we follow evidence-based practice when
there just isn’t much evidence?
• Where does research lag behind practice?
• 4 important areas: development, technology, culture, mixedmodel ACs.

• What can we do about it?
• Triangulating from other research areas.
• Evaluating our own practices, even with small samples.
• Collaboration to produce evidence that meets the needs of
practice.

About You
• How long have you been working with ACs?
• 0-3 years
• 4-10 years
• 10+ years

• How are you involved in ACs?
•
•
•
•

Internal practitioner
External consultant
Researcher
Any other role?

Objectives
By the end of the day, you should be able to:
• explain the limits of AC research in each of the
focal areas;
• describe key findings from other areas of research
that relate to each focal area;
• design simple, practical evaluation plans to address
important research gaps;
• network with other practitioners and researchers
to share best practices and pursue mutually
beneficial research collaborations.

THE PROBLEM OF SPARSE
EVIDENCE

Evidence-Based Strengths of ACs
• Are generally clearly linked to the target job through
job analysis. (e.g., Krause & Thornton, 2009; Povah, Crabb, & McGarrigle, 2008; Spychalski,
Quiñones, Gaugler, & Pohley, 1997)

• Predict future performance. (e.g., Gaugler et al., 1987; Hardison & Sackett,
2004; Hermelin et al., 2007)

• Show incremental validity over cognitive ability and
personality. (e.g., Dayan, et al, 2002; Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnson, 1996; Goldstein, Yusko,

Braverman, Smith, & Chung, 1998; Hardison, 2006; Krause, Kersting, Heggestad, & Thornton, 2006)

• Produce fairer results for women & minorities. (e.g.,

Bernardin, Konopaske, & Hagan, 2012; Huck & Bray, 1976; Moses & Boehm, 1975; Schmitt & Mills,
2001).

• Are popular with candidates. (e.g., Dodd, 1977; Macan, Avedon, Paese, & Smith,
1994; Thornton & Byham, 1982).

Evidence for Specific AC Practices
• Assessor training. (e.g., Schleicher et al., 2002; Thornton & Zorich, 1980)
• Using psychologists as assessors. (e.g., Gaugler et al., 1987)
• Common competencies/dimensions. (e.g., Arthur et al., 2003;
Meriac et al., 2008)

• Choosing a small set of dimensions. (e.g., Gaugler & Thornton,
1989)

Benefits of Evidence
• ACs have an outstanding reputation among
organizational decision makers. (Furnham, 2008)
• Major selling point for many AC consultancies! (Lievens,
2002)

• Often recommended as a means to fair, merit-based
personnel decisions. (Cascio & Aguinis, 2005; Thornton & Johnson, 2006)

Is All AC Practice Evidence-Based?
• ACs are complex.
• Many variants in design and
implementation.

• Our global survey: areas of
widespread AC practice for which
we simply don’t have much evidence.
•
•
•
•

Developmental ACs (DCs).
Technology in ACs.
ACs across cultures.
Mixed-model (dimension AND exercisebased) ACs.

Gaps: Development
• Survey:
• 39% of ACs are used primarily or solely for development.
• An additional 24% emphasize selection and development
equally.
• Even most ACs that are primarily selection-oriented give
some type of feedback.

• Clearly, employee development is a major function of
the AC method!
• Increasing trend since the first DCs were reported in the
1970s. (Ballantyne & Povah, 2004)

Development: Evidence?
• Only a few evaluations of effectiveness:
• DC participants received higher supervisor ratings than
controls in one study. (Englebrecht & Fisher, 1995)
• DC participants saw improvement in their own performance
on some dimensions. (Rupp et al., 2006)
• DC participants were not promoted faster than
nonparticipants… unless they engaged in development
activities following the DC. (Jones & Whitmore, 1995)

Development: Evidence?
• Some evaluations of participant reactions:
• Negative feedback leads to negative cognitive and affective
reactions, especially if candidates perceive a negative effect
on their careers. (Francis-Smythe & Smith, 1997)
• Candidates who receive positive feedback or feedback
consistent with their own self-ratings are more engaged in
feedback and follow-up activities. (Woo et al., 2008)
• Feedback reactions predict later performance. (Anseel et al., 2011)
• Giving comparative vs. criterion-referenced feedback
interacts with the candidate’s goals (performance or
mastery) to affect feedback reactions. (Anseel et al., 2011)

Gaps: Technology
• 57% of ACs are currently using technology to facilitate
some part of the process.
• Video assessment, report generation, distance role-plays, online
scheduling, etc.

• The use of technology in ACs is becoming increasingly
sophisticated:
• 13% use computerized simulations; 10% put them online.
• 9% use “virtual reality” and 19% plan to do so within 2 years.
• 18% use automated or semi-automated scoring.

• Companies of all sizes use technology in ACs for all kinds
of positions and purposes.
• Multinational and multi-continent ACs are most likely to use
technology.

Technology: Evidence?
• Several examples available where technology-based
ACs have been implemented. (eg Meiring & Van der Westhuizen, 2011;
Hartog, 2011; McNelly, Ruggeberg & Hall Jr 2011)

• Practitioners in 2011 survey perceived a positive
impact of technology.
• Mean 3.38 on 5 point scale, between “small” to “moderate.”
• Most positive impact on efficiency of the AC.

• But very little published research evaluating impact of
specific technology features.

Technology: Evidence?
• Video recording doesn’t have much of an effect. (Ryan et
al., 1995).

• Face to face exercises don’t necessarily add
incremental validity over telephone exercises. (Gowing, Morris,
Adler & Gold, 2008)

• Computerized exercises can predict criteria above
cognitive ability. (Lievens, van Keer, & Volckaert, 2010).
• Using a web-based AC can reduce administration
costs by 50%. (Gowing, Morris, Adler & Gold, 2008)
• But what about delayed interactions, virtual reality,
etc.?

Gaps: Culture
• Briscoe (1997) argued that the AC method was largely
confined to Western Europe and North America.
• In 2011 survey, 70% of ACs operated in Europe and
North America…
• … but 48% of ACs operated outside those regions!

• Explaining the contradiction: multiregional ACs.

• 23% of ACs operate in more than one country
• 13% operate across 2 or more major regions.
• 96% of multi-regional ACs include Europe or North America.

• How should we translate AC techniques from one culture
to another?
• How can we manage multiple cultures within the same
AC?

Culture: Evidence?
• Several review or theoretical papers about how
culture might affect ACs. (Bernthal & Lanik, 2010; Briscoe, 1997; Lanik
& Gibbons, 2011; Lievens & Thornton, 2005; Thornton & Povah, 2011)

• Two studies that actually compare AC performance
and validity for different cultural groups:
• Melchers & Annan (2010) – compared German-speaking,
French-speaking, and Italian-speaking officer candidates for
the Swiss Armed Forces.
• Lievens & van Keer (2005) – compared Flemish-speaking and
French-speaking bank managers in Belgium.

Culture: Evidence?
• Similar studies, similar findings.
• Within each study, all candidates completed the same AC,
but in their native or preferred language.
• Found no differences in performance or predictive validity
across groups.

• Focus on language differences within the same
country.
• Melchers & Annan (2010) argue for meaningful cultural
differences across language groups.
• But these differences are still relatively subtle.

Setting the Stage: Mixed-Model ACs
• Sackett & Dreher (1982) – The “near classic article” that
lead the AC field astry
“Factors that emerge from
AC reflect exercises, rather
than dimensions

Thornton (2012) Observation at
SIOP 2012 - “Juristic value” in
Sackett Dreher article

25 Years - AC Fixit period
• Design Fixit - tested and tried: definition, number,
transparancy of dimensions, behavioural checklist, scoring
method, assessors training.

• Lance, C. E., Newbolt, W. H., Gatewood, R. D., Foster, M. R.,
French, N. R., & Smith, D. E. (2000). Assessment center
exercise factors represent cross situational specificity,
not method bias.
• Lance, C.E., Foster, M.R., Nemeth, Y.M., Gentry, W.A., &
Drollinger, S. (2007). Extending the nomological network of
assessment centre construct validity: prediction of crosssituationally consistent and specific aspects of assessment
centre performance

Epic of the Heated Debate
Lance (2008)
“ACs do not work the way
they are supposed to”
Not Sufficient evidence for
Construct Validity
Supports Exercise-based model
Discard design fixes
Exercise effects =True variance

SIOP 2008 – San Francisco

Evolution of the Debate
• Lievens, F., Tett, R.P. & Schleicher, D.J. (2009). Assessment
centers at the crossroads: toward a reconceptualization of
assessment center exercise.
• Lievens, F. (2009). Assessment centres: a tale about dimensions,
exercises, and dancing bears.
• Jackson, D.J.R., Stillman, J.A. & Englert, P. (2010). Task-based
assessment centres: empirical support for a systems model.
• Hoffman, B.J., Melchers, K.G, Blair, C.A., Kleinmann, M & Ladd,
R.T. (2011). Exercises and dimensions are the currency of
assessment centres.
• Cahoon, M.V., Bowler, M.C. & Bowler, J.L. (2012). A reevaluation of assessment center construct-related validity.
• Hoffman, B.J. & Meade, A. (2012). Alternate approaches to
understanding the psychometric properties of assessment
centres: an analysis of the structure and equivalence of exercise
ratings

SIOP 2012 - San Diego

Dimension, Task, and Mixed-Model Perspectives on
Assessment Centers: Submitted By: Duncan J R Jackson
In response to criticisms concerning the construct validity of
ACs, 3 perspectives on AC measurement have been
articulated. This symposium brings together 4 studies that
add insights into the dimension, task, and mixed-model
perspectives on ACs. Implications for the development of AC
theory and practice are discussed.

Mixed Model ACs in Practice?
• 2011 global survey:
•
•
•
•

67% use overall dimension ratings.
59% use overall exercise ratings.
49% report using both dimension and exercise information.
35% report basing OARs on both dimension and exercise
information.

• But are these really mixed-model ACs?

Gaps: Mixed-Model ACs
• Mix Model Perspective approach brand NEW
approach
• What is “IT” – Just like normal AC – NOT ABOUT
THE DESIGN – INTERPETATION OF RESULT
• An approach to interpret, analyze and report on AC
ratings
• Assessment of multi sources (INCLUDES BOTH
DIMENSIONS AND EXSERCISES) that contribute to
variance – multi facet interpretation (Hoffman & Baldwin,
2012)

Mixed-Model: Evidence?
• Argument has gone full circle - both sources of
variance need to be taken into account in order to
have a holistic view of human behaviour (Lievens &
Christainsen, 2012)
• But what about the assessors and variance they
contribute to the rating scores
• PROBLEM – on a theoretical level most AC
practitioners understand concept of the mixed model,

however how do you implement it?

Mixed-Model: Critical Questions
• Often – the strength, relevance of simulations are
artificial increased in ad-hoc fashion to promote
consistency in AC behaviour
• Yet, quantification, feedback and validation
procedures are not adapted accordingly to the main
principle of the mixed model
• Loosely integrated principle of the Mixed
Model – lead to further confusion and
misinterpretations

STRATEGIES FOR
OVERCOMING SPARSE
EVIDENCE

What can we do about these gaps?
• Triangulate from other research.
• Collect new evidence.
• Even with small samples.

• Collaborate to expand the body of evidence.

TRIANGULATING FROM
OTHER RESEARCH:
DEVELOPMENT

Using ACs for Development
• Where to look?
•
•
•
•

Training.
Multisource feedback.
Behavior change (e.g., counseling psych).
Motivation (goal setting, self-regulation).

Development: Some Useful Findings
• Classical training principles:
• Practice & repetition aid learning. (Russ-Eft, 2002)
• Practice in different contexts is especially helpful. (Russ-Eft, 2002)
• DCs can present opportunities for practicing new skills or
behaviors & receiving feedback on these! (Thornton & Rupp, 2005)

• Timing of feedback is important!
• Immediate feedback is more effective than delayed feedback.
(e.g., Kulik & Kulik, 1988)

• Feedback should be specific and concrete. (Ilgen et al., 1979)

Development: Some Useful Findings
• We know quite a bit about facilitating transfer of
training: (Grossman & Salas, 2011)
• Supervisor support is essential.
• Training in realistic environments encourages transfer.
• Maintenance or follow-up activities are helpful.

• And we know how to set good goals: (Locke & Latham, 2002)
• Specific, measurable, with deadlines.
• Challenging but realistic (“stretch” goals).
• Accountability.

Development: Some Useful Findings
• Individual differences among learners influence training
effectiveness:
• Goal orientation – learning/mastery vs. performance
orientation. (e.g., Dweck & Leggett, 1988)
• Metacognitive skills & self-awareness. (Russ-Eft, 2002)
• Familiarity and experience with the job – connecting new
information to existing mental models.
• Beliefs about whether skills are developable in general. (Maurer
et al. , 2003)

• Personal self-efficacy for change. (McCauley & Hezlett, 2002)

Development: Some Useful Findings
• Some skills may be easier / faster to develop than
others.
• Simple, concrete skills develop faster than complex ones.
(Hellervik et al., 1992)

• Cognitive skills may develop faster than interpersonal ones.
(Brush & Licata, 1983)

• Must begin by creating a need for change. (Hellervik et
al., 1992; McCauley & Hezlett, 2002)

• Establish motivation to develop and self-awareness about
what and how to develop.

Development: Some Useful Findings
• Feedback acceptance is essential for development. (Ilgen
et al., 1979; Bell & Arthur, 2008)

• Feedback is accepted more easily when it is:
•
•
•
•

Positive. (Brett & Atwater, 2001)
Aligned with a candidate’s own self-view. (Brett & Atwater, 2001)
Presented by a trusted & credible source. (Kudisch, 1996)
Specific and behavioral. (Ilgen et al., 1979)

Development: Apply It
• How can you apply these findings to DCs?
• Identify 3 features or design choices you could include in a
DC to improve its effectiveness based on these findings.

• What else have you found helpful in trying to develop
evidence-based DCs?

TRIANGULATING FROM
OTHER RESEARCH:
TECHNOLOGY

Using Technology in ACs
• Where to look?
•
•
•
•

Computerized testing.
Training & simulators.
Communication.
Human-computer interaction.

Technology: Some Useful Findings
• Measurement equivalence - does it apply?
• Self-report methods have shown equivalent properties
between computerized and P&P formats. (eg Salgado & Moscoso 2003;
Bartram & Brown, 2004)

• One study even showed an improvement in properties
when moved to an online format. (Ployhart, Weekley, Holtz & Kemp 2003)
• But ability tests are not necessarily equivalent when
administered online. (Coyne, Warszta, Beadle & Sheehan 2005)
• Mixed results from telephone and video-conference
interviews versus face to face interviews. (Chapman & Rowe 2001; Silvester,
Anderson, Haddleton, Cunningham-Snell & Gibb 2000)

Technology: Some Useful Findings
• Applicant reactions to computerized testing:
• Almost universally positive applicant reactions to online
personality questionnaires and ability tests. (Anderson 2003)
• But F2F interviews more favourable than telephone
interviews and video-conferencing. (Chapman, Uggerslev & Webster 2003; Bauer,
Truxillo, Paronto, Weekley & Campion, 2004)

• Individual differences in computerized testing:
• Concerns raised about fairness issues with technology use.
• But also examples where technology has reduced adverse
impact with other assessment methods. (Silvester et al 2003; Chan & Schmitt,
1997)

Technology: Some Useful Findings
• Fidelity – does it matter?
• Training simulation games can be more effective than
standard instructional methods. (Sitzmann, 2011)
• But some medical research suggests that fidelity of
simulation does not necessarily improve learning transfer.
(Norman, Dore & Grierson, 2012; Giovanni, Roberts & Norman, 2009)

• Low fidelity multiple choice simulations (SJTs) are still
predictive of performance. (McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel & Grubb 2007)
• But ACs can add incremental validity over and above SJTs,
probably due to need to demonstrate behaviour. (Lievens &
Patterson, 2011)

• Question of whether technology adds to the fidelity of an
AC or detracts from it (eg email simulations).

Technology: Apply It
• How can you apply these findings to your ACs?
• Identify 3 actions you could take to integrate this research
into ACs where you are using technology

• What else have you found helpful in trying to develop
technological ACs?

TRIANGULATING FROM
OTHER RESEARCH:
CULTURE

Using ACs Across Cultures
• Where to look?
•
•
•
•

Culture & cognition.
Acculturation.
Cultural values (e.g., GLOBE).
Translation & measurement equivalence work.

Culture: Some Useful Findings
• Research supports between-culture variance in
fundamental thinking styles: analytic vs. holistic thinking.

(e.g., Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Nisbett & Miyamoto, 2005; Norenzayan et al., 2007)

• Analytic – breaking the whole down into its component parts.
• Holistic – emphasizing the whole and how the components relate.

• Implications:
• Different strategies for decisionmaking and information-gathering
dimensions.
• Assessor processes!

Culture: Some Useful Findings
• Another major difference: individualist vs.
collectivist orientation. (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Hui & Triandis, 1986)
• Individualists emphasize personal achievement and the
uniqueness of the individual.
• Collectivists emphasize success of the group and the
relationship of the individual to others.

• Implications:
• Candidates using different strategies to achieve goals –
performance differences?
• Cultural perspectives may affect which kinds of behavior
assessors attend to.

Culture: Some Useful Findings
• But this research has some substantial limitations:
• Emphasis on comparing North Americans and East Asians.
• Very broad dimensions of culture: either/or framework.

• A more sophisticated framework: Project GLOBE.
(House et al., 2004)

• Assessed similarity of 62 cultures along 9 cultural value
dimensions.

• These characteristics vary within cultures too! (Hui,
1988)

• We can’t just assume thinking styles based on culture of
origin!
• This has effects for candidates and assessors.

Culture: Some Useful Findings
• Frame-of-reference effect: do we naturally compare to
others from our own culture? (Heine, Buchtel, & Norenzayan, 2008)
• Culture creates implicit biases and assumptions that we are
often unaware of – our “normal.”

• Training can reduce these biases!
• Create a need for change by making trainees aware of their
assumptions (e.g., Pendry, Driscoll, & Field, 1997).
• Vignettes and case studies – show how someone from
another culture would interpret a situation and why. (Bhawuk,
2001; Triandis, 1984)

• Need to be careful not just to replace old stereotypes with
new ones.

Culture: Apply It
• How can you apply these findings to your ACs?
• Identify 3 key issues you would want to consider in adapting
an AC to a new culture.

• What else have you found helpful in trying to develop
and implement ACs in different cultures?

TRIANGULATING FROM
OTHER RESEARCH:
MIXED-MODEL ACS

Using Mixed-Model ACs
• Much of the development of Mix model approach –
consciously or sub-consciously directed at solving the
dimension vs. exercise dilemma in AC
• Some of the most prominent developments:
• Trait Activation Theory (Tett & Burnette, 2003)
• Cognitive Affective Personality Systems Theory (CAPS) (Mischel & Shoda, 1995)
• New methodological approaches to investigate construct validity (Hybrid
versions of the MTMM and g-theory)
• Clinical vs Statistical integration of AC ratings

• Basic observation – focus shifted away from the exercise vs
dimension debate looking at both dimensions and exercises
being important in AC

Mixed Models: Some Useful Findings
• Rethink Final Dimension ratings and Overall
Assessment Rating
 Confusion very prevalent
 A key assumption of aggregating dimension ratings is inter-exercise
consistency
 The same remains true when PEDR’s are included in predictive
research designs (i.e. nomological networks)
 Direct violation of the mixed model philosophy which promulgate
that dimension ratings should be expressed for each specific exercise
 This is particularly relevant for providing feedback
 Aggregation of dimension ratings across exercises is further complicated
when one considers the method of integration

Mixed Models: Some Useful Findings
• Clinical vs Statistical Integration
 Typically, the AT&T method of integration is used to arrive at post consensus
dimension ratings (PCDR) which can then be further aggregated into OAR.
 The integration of PCDR are predominantly combined in a clinical fashion
 Contemporary research seems to suggest that a statistically integrated
dimension ratings seems to outperform clinically derived ratings (stronger
related to job criteria and less bias).
 Furthermore, aggregated dimension ratings seem to violate the basic
assumptions of the mixed model approach since the influence of specific
exercises are averaged across the dimension ratings.
 Result: “Ironing out” effect makes it impossible to contextualize dimension
ratings of candidates
 E.g. Across the role-play, presentation and in-basket, John achieved a below
average rating.

Using Mixed-Model AC: Apply it
• Context:
• Involved in re-conceptualization an existing AC
suite of exercises
 Three main areas of development were identified:
• Mixed model approach to design (i.e. CAPS)
• Saliency of behavioural prompts (i.e. TAT)
• Statistical integration of ratings
 The rest of the presentation – practical demonstration
of how these concepts were implemented in an existing AC

Mixed Model approach
• Motivation – if both dimensions and exercises are considered to be
legitimate sources of information – need to use approach that accommodate
this thinking
• Goal – provide rich layers of information regarding candidates’ competency
potential.
• Thus, how participant performed in a specific task and how he/she
performed on dimensions.
• Bottom-up design - observed behaviour forms the most basic building
blocks.
• Bundles of related behaviors are then aggregated into higher-order
competencies.
• Practically speaking the first two levels of observation should be used if
the AC is applied for developmental purposes.
• However, if the AC is used for selection purposes – dimension ratings can
be used.

Levels of Aggregation
• Although, we don’t recommend further aggregation beyond the
dimension ratings, dimension ratings can be further
aggregated into PEDR and AOR ratings.
• This would strictly speaking violate some of the assumptions of
the mixed model, yet when large number of candidates
are assessed for selection purposes – PEDR’s and AOR are
preverable
• Research have shown that broad dimension ratings (PEDRs and
AORs) are strong predictors of job performance (
Hoffman, Melchers, Blair, Kleinman, & Ladd, 2011)
• The levels of aggregation can be graphically depicted as
follows:

Levels of Aggregation

Aggregation

More abstract

More specific

Across
exercise
(OAR)
Final Dimension Ratings
(PCDR)

Within exercise
(PEDR)
Individual Behaviour
(BARS)

•The question still remain – what is the most appropriate way to
aggregate ratings?
•The mixed model seems to suggest only until the PEDR level

Problems with final dimension rating & PEDR
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Statistical derived integration framework

Mixed Model Based Reporting
Overarching
Dimensions

7 Buckets

Competencies

Assessment
Method

Written
Communication
Communication

Interpersonal
Facilitation &
Communication
Consideration/
Awareness of
Others

The ability to
express ideas
effectively in a
written format.
Conflict
Management
The ability to
effectively
manage and
resolve conflict
situations in the
workplace.
Interpersonal
Sensitivity
The ability to be
empathetic
towards the
needs and
feelings of
others.

In-basket

In-basket

LGD*
Role-play

In-basket

Develop
ment
Area

Coaching
Required

On target/
acceptable

Strength

Mixed Model Based Reporting
4

3

2
In-basket
Leaderless Group Exercise
Role-play
1

Strategic Presentation
Case Study

0

Preliminary Findings
• Rudimentary investigation suggest that greater inter-exercise congruence
of dimension ratings.
• Lower cognitive load due to less competencies being assessed –
maximum of three competencies for each item.
• Mixed model approach of providing feedback – richer development data
that can be used for coaching
• TAT – promote greater on-target behaviour
• Greater mono-method mono-trait variance suggest guardrails (i.e.
prompts) does not restrict range in ratings
• Electronic rating platform and statistically derived integration algorithm
limits bias which typically plague clinical integration sessions (i.e. wash-up)
sessions.

Preliminary Findings (cont.)
• Statistical integration – solves major data problems
(multicolinearity)
• Cost and time efficient
• Virtual AC – reality
• Criterion referenced interpretation – “how much Business
Acumen is needed”
• Next – construct and predictive validly
• Have we solved some of the problems that plague AC’s
with new approach?

COLLECTING NEW
EVIDENCE

Building the Body of Evidence
• 86% of ACs & DCs conduct some form of
evaluation…
• … but such evaluations are often limited to basic
reaction measures.
• Only 42% conduct any kind of validation.
• Even rigorous evaluations are not often presented or
published.
• Not focused on answering research questions – showing
that a particular program worked, not why it worked.

Why is that?
• What are the major obstacles to conducting rigorous
evaluations?
• Why aren’t the rigorous evaluations of ACs and DCs
disseminated more widely?

Planning in Advance
• Before embarking on AC design, think about:
•
•
•
•
•
•

What characteristics of the AC do I want to evaluate?
How will I evaluate these characteristics?
How will this inform current practice?
What data do I need to collect to do this?
Who needs to be involved?
When does this need to be collected?

• Get commitment from key stakeholders
• Build it into the plan from the start

Evaluation with Small Samples
• Statistical significance is nice, but practical results are
even better.
• ACs: Decision theory – ratio of “hits” to “misses” – how
often were AC ratings right?
• DCs: Minimum competency approach – what % of
candidates meet a predetermined minimum standard before
vs. after the DC?
• What metrics is the client concerned with? How do these
change before & after the implementation of the AC/DC?

Qualitative Data
• Focus groups, interviews, or questionnaires.
• What were candidates thinking in the AC? How did they
choose a strategy? Which parts were most realistic? Were
they behaving naturally or “faking it”?
• Response processes are part of validity evidence! (e.g., SIOP, 2003)

• Can be interpreted and analyzed rigorously.
• Systematic procedures for classifying and coding.
• E.g., critical incidents technique, grounded theory
methodology.

Practical Ways to Get Outcome Data
• Self-assessments / reflections during the AC.
• Immediate reaction measures.
• E.g., feedback acceptance, goal setting, development intentions,
fairness perceptions.
• Make your evaluation survey intentional!

• Follow-up as a development tool.
• Check in after a few weeks/months – accountability, maintenance,
and also data.
• Involve the supervisor.

• What does the organization already track?
• Performance… but also applicant retention, turnover,
promotions, awards, etc…

Other Strategies
• Are there any other strategies can you think of for
collecting new evidence?

A SIMULATION EXERCISE

Evidence-Based Practice?
• Case study exercise
• What recommendations can you make based on current
evidence?
• In which areas do you need to find/create evidence?
• Where else can you look?
• How might you collect your own evidence in this case?

COLLABORATION

Collaborative Possibilities
• Many ACs are small, true.
• But one of the major limitations of AC research is that
there are so few comparative studies.
• Analytical advances can help us account for
nonexperimental data structures.
• E.g., comparing apples & pears.

A Few Ideas
• Academic-practitioner collaborations.
• Practitioner networks.
• Choose a common measure for an outcome of interest (e.g.,
feedback acceptance).
• Collect data from several small ACs.
• Use multilevel models to account for the nested data.
• Test whether characteristics of the ACs influence the
outcome!

Discussion
• What other kinds of research collaborations would
you like to see?
• What are the barriers to conductive collaborative
research?
• How can we overcome them?

Thank You!
We hope you found the session useful –
have a wonderful conference!
Alyssa Gibbons
Dan Hughes
Deon Meiring
Jurgen Becker

alyssa.gibbons@colostate.edu
dan.hughes@adc.uk.com
deon.meiring@up.ac.za
jurgenb@uj.ac.za

