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INTRODUCTION

In any employment screening process, in order tisam the behaviour of the
applicant in the position he or she was hired, &weehto make use of certain
employee selection instruments with predictivedigliregarding the applicant’s
conduct. When it comes to manager positions, régssdf the field of work,
some of the most reliable instruments in terms adef validity are the
assessment centres. Studies show that the useclofcautres has increased
steadily in recruitment activities, precisely dodleir results (Gaugler, Pohley,
1997; Gaugler & Co., 1987, Lievens, 2003).

According to theGuidelines and Ethical Considerations for Assessruamter
Operations(2009), an assessment centre consists of a stasethel/aluation of
behaviour based on multiple inputs. There are gsegdral trained observers and
various techniques. The process entails carrying l®haviour appraisals,
mainly from specifically developed assessment sathuhs. These observations
are pooled in a meeting among the assessors or dansnof a statistical
integration process. In a dialogue on integratioomprehensive accounts of
behaviour and frequently ratings of it are poolegether. The analysis results in
evaluations of the performance of the assesseethemlimensions or other
variables that the assessment centre was designawdsure. The statistical
integration method should be validated in complanith professionally
accepted standards.

A well designed assessment centre presents sey&ra over the traditional
assessment methods. One of the main advantagé® iacturacy of rating
performances in that specific job. Another onetesldao the applicants’ ability
to self-assess. Thus we build a good basis fordimtification of the individual
development needs. In order to obtain and use adehntages, we must pay
great attention to the process of designing asssdsicentres and also be
mindful of all the factors that contribute to theadjty and consistency of the
evaluation (Lievens, 2001a, 2001b, 2002; Lievems)vway, 2001).

As stated before, assessment centres have mang, gaich as: high level of
reliability; good face validity from applicants; iable to measure several
abilities, which then may be used in the validatedrnvarious criteria, namely
performance, successful training programs, careeeldpment, identification of
potential in certain positions (Gaugler & Co., 1987



Thornton and Rupp (2006) underline the similarided differences between the
assessment centre method and other assessmerduyyesc€lrable 1).

Consequently, we may identify the characteristicassessment centres, namely
the manner in which the various individual assesdémeocedures are combined
and employed. The many evaluation procedures magprporate various
techniques (tests, simulations exercises and iet®@s), more than one
simulation exercise including important requirensemdf the target job,
considerations on complex behaviours, which arevesit for managerial
competencies. We use multiple assessors (inclutdgiter level managers) and
last but not least a systematic process of po@djintegrating the information
provided by the observers. According to ThorntoiR&pp (2006), the result of
an assessment centre is an appraisal of severageaal competencies and in
many cases, an overall evaluation of an applicgmdtential to succeed in the
targeted jobs.

An essential step in designing such an assessraptreds to clearly determine
its purpose. Table 2 presents the characterisfiasgessment centres, taking
into account their various purposes.

As shown below, the dimensions evaluated diffemfeme program to the other.
If the purpose is promotion, then the assessmeateps should involve

competencies mirroring long term development paderf however, the goal is

diagnosis and training, then the program shoulduet@ such dimensions that
may be further developed in the program or in thare.



Table 1. Comparing characteristics of alternative asessment
methods and Assessment Centrg€$hornton & Rupp, 2006)

Alternative Assessment Methods

Assessment Centre Med

I ndividual assessment:

« Holistic evaluations made;
Assessment conducted by a sing
person;

One individual assessed at a time;

le

U

Specific evaluations made, which
may be combined into an overall
rating;

Assessments conducted by
multiple assessors;

Multiple individuals may be
assessed at a time (e.g. 6-12);

Multisource feedback :
Assessors receive limited to no
training;
Feedback is mostly in writing;
Multiple assessors used

Assessors receive extensive
training;

Feedback is often oral and written;
Multiple assessors, mostly from

(supervisors, co-workers, upper management, HR or outside
subordinates, customers); the organisation;

Behavioural background interview:

« Self accounts of past behaviours] « Observations of current behaviour;

« Can include fake data;

Cognitive ability tests:

« Abstract problems; « Concrete, work-related problems

+ Abilities assessed based on « Require a demonstration of the
responses to items; behaviour needed to solve

problems;

- May cause adverse impact; - Little adverse impact caused,

Personality questionnaire:

- Easy to fake; - Hard to fake;

« Self description; « Description by observers;

« Measures stable traits; « Can measure both stable traits and

Low face validity.

developable skills;
Participants respond favourably,
high face validity.




Table 2. Comparing Assessment Centres with differémpurposes

(Thornton

& Rupp, 2006)

Purpose of Assessment Centre

Promotion/ Diagnosis of Skill development
Selection training needs
Applicants High potential All interested All interested
employees or employees. employees.
applicants.
Target job Target position tg Current or future | Current or future
be filled now or in | job. job.
the future.
Number of Few (5-7), More (8-10), Few (5-7).
dimensions | overall level. specific.
Nature of Potential and Developable, Skills easy to train|
dimensions | traits. conceptually
distinctive.
Exercises used Generic. Moderate Work models.

similarity to target
job.

Assessment | Rather short Rather long Rather long
time (Y2 — 1 day). (12 — 2 days). (12 — 2 days).
Observation | Intensive
method monitoring. B B
Integration Objective, Individualised for
method quantifiable. every applicant. |
Report type Short, descriptive. Long, diagnosis. mbdiate, oral.
Feedback Applicants, Applicants and Applicants and
respondents | managers — 2 supervisors. maybe
higher levels. supervisors.
Feedback HR personnel. HR experts or | HR experts, trainer
providers assessors. or facilitator.
Outcome Overall rating Assessment by | Behavioural
(OAR. dimension. proposals.

In Romania, Assessment Centres have been scasmlyso far, mainly because
by comparison to other selection screening methbesjesign and validation of
such centres involves rather high costs. Anothesar however is linked to HR
specialists here, who have not thoroughly studied method, in a context
where current needs do not allow more complex amtres, but whose benefits
may be seen in time. This situation is further excled on the one hand by the
lack of vision and strategy in human resourcescpd| as well as the centralised



approach in the decision-making process on ther ditved, leaving it all to the
exclusive competence of the general manager.

CHOICE OF SUBJECT MATTER

This study is based on a need which became morenanel apparent during the
major changes that occurred in organisations, imgeof managerial screening
and selection instruments. The early 2000 in Romasaw the excessive
application of psychological tests, despite the fhat the personality traits or
constructs tracked were irrelevant in the applisgoerformance in the targeted
manager position. The company’s decision—makeosing for applicants to fill
their vacant manager positions, were content wh information received
about their applicants, even though such informmaditben did little to ensure the
selected applicant would actually have great peréorces in that job.
Nonetheless, in terms of employee selection, thigeswas an upgrade from the
former 90s methods, when hiring was based uporofneeendations”. There
were no data on the applicant’'s competences, aghkeselected based on how
close the applicant was to the trusted individmalking the recommendation.

On the other hand, this stage allowed the appkcenianager positions to get
accustomed to various psychological tests, sugeesonality questionnaires, as
well as to cognitive ability tests. In the begimpirpsychological tests were
regarded as extremely fascinating, despite the reghirements of time, both
on the part of the applicant and psychologist. Mmon too underwent
improvements, from the phase where an applicantdvgive the tests and then
the corresponding results would be showed onlyhto émployer, to a stage
where the specialist would be “obliged” to provitie applicant with a detailed
feedback on the psychological tests passed. Therduapproach is to give the
applicant a general feedback after passing alstneening steps, including the
final interview with the employer.

In time, the applicants acquainted themselves thighpsychological tests used
in these processes, which prompted them to de@seus strategies in order to
pass them with the best possible results. Anoteped that influenced the use
of such tests was the time requirements. The cdmplef a psychological test
meant between 2 and 4 hours, which was a lot faapplicant and even more
for the HR specialist, whether he was an employdbeorganisation ordering
the tests or of a recruitment agency. If we addethis the time spent with the
first screening interview and then the final intewv with the decision-maker,
the time spent by an applicant during the selegtimtess easily reached 5 to 6
hours, depending on the screening steps, wheragashéocompany, a full



selection process with all applicants was be ctosé-6 weeks. Such duration
was far too long, considering also that the nofegiod for an upcoming

vacancy was between 15 and 30 days. Consequerdig thas no time to

properly carry out the selection process and hireew employee, if we also
counted their notice period. The organisation wotkids find itself in the

situation where there was about a 30-day interetveen the departure of the
employee, formerly filling the target position atite arrival of the new one,
when no one would actually occupy said job. Suchnado, with vacant

managerial positions, was dreadful for an orgaiuisat

Another variable with a bearing on this period was face validity of the trials
in the selection process. For the managers, assgfrieials or tests were deemed
irrelevant for filling the target position. Many tanes, the organisation was
confronted with statements such as:ybu plan on giving me this test don't
because I've already taken it before and | findrieélevant, | won't takes it
again’ or “l hope this is not the test with one hundred goasti I've already
taken it a few times befdreThis sort of reactions were indicative of the
applicants’ level of involvement in the screeninggess, moreover since they
were not convinced that such tests were actualgvaat in predicting their
success and performances in the target jobs.

During 2005-2007, Romania went through a perioce@dnomic growth, but
experienced further difficulties in screening amdestion processes, namely a
lack of applicants for vacant positions. On theolabmarket, the offer for
vacancies far exceeded the demand, which leadctmaiage in attitude for the
applicants. Salary expectations grew unjustifiabythout also counting the
added value brought to the company, and the mamnerhich they would
contribute to its turnover. Furthermore, applicantauld easily withdraw from
selection processes, even after passing sevegasstan account of the process
being irrelevant or not engaging enough. It allaéested to applicants deeming
the target jobs unattractive or the organisatioapyealing if such processes
were even required for hiring.

On the other hand, companies demanded a thorougkrscg process, which
were to provide them with all the needed informati@and even ensure them that
once hired, the applicant would rate very highlmnjob performance scale. The
greatest risk was with managerial positions, whaneinadequate employee
would adversely influence the course of the busireexl even have a negative
bearing on the organisation’s financial pointers.

Consequently, human resources specialists werd faitk a new challenge: to
design a selection process and devise screenitiginments that were able to
provide as many information as possible, in ordepredict the applicant’s job



performance once hired, and also that were ent@ntrelevant enough for the
applicants, in such a manner as, regardless ofiritakresults, they would all
consider the process a positive and useful expagien

On such grounds, the development and applicatiokseéssment Centres as an
employee screening instrument became the optimati@o to the problem.
This method meets the requirements of all the gmaoncerned — applicant and
employer on one hand and HR specialist on the offtex latter is content with
the amount and quality of the information obtaioedhe applicant, whereas the
employer — the organisation — is satisfied with vh&ie of the selection results
and the report sent by the specialist.

Assessment Centres are not particularly used ircountry, mainly due to the

time and cost requirements involved in their impdamation, as well as due to a
lack of training within the companies, given thereat needs in this field. On

this account, specialised organisations, recruitnaewl selection agencies and
so on should take advantage of this opportunity allmtate their funds and

resources correspondingly. This is a long term stment as companies will

always resort to the expertise of such human ressuporganisations for

managerial screening and selection. Naturally,ngmortant aspect of this issue
IS maintaining an attractive price. The marketapibf these services will, in

time, ensure their development and perfecting.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS THESIS is to design and validate an Assessment
Centre in order to use it as a predictor in manapselections. We would thus
create a working instrument based on the dimensiodscompetencies required
to achieve managerial success. Our case studycisséd on selecting the
director in charge of operations for an industpia@duction company.

Goals:

1. Identify the competencies / dimensions requiredrtsure a successful
performance in the position of operations directoithin a
manufacturing facility.

2. Design an Assessment Centre, able to measure timpetencies
previously identified.

3. Validate the Assessment Centre as an accuratecfmedor ensuring
the success of an operations director in a manufagtfacility.

4. Validate the Managerial Skill Appraisal Form (PitarPitariu & Albu,
1999), as an instrument in management performassmsament.



CASE STUDY: DESIGN

Stages

We conducted our case study in two separate stades.first built the
Assessment Centre and then we proceeded to itkatiah, in the second phase.

A. Assessment Centre set up.

The set up is based on a preliminary survey, wiaeggoup consisting of 14
managers was asked to define those competencidsnensions that ensure
managerial performance in the position of direatocharge of operations. The
survey pointed out tb key dimensions of managerial competence:

D1 -planning and organising;

D2 — company and business awareness;

D3 — communication;

D4 — decision-making;

D5 — teamwork.

To point out these five dimensions, we used thieviohg types of exercises:
E1l-leaderless group discussion, without assigned;roles
E2 - in-basket;
E3 - leaderless group discussions, with designated;ro
E4 — role-play;
E5 -factory simulation.

Some exercises were devised and others, whichdglreasted, were merely
applied. Nonetheless, we should mention here tbaalh dimensions could be
measured during an exercise (Table 3).

Table 3. Dimensions measured during every exercise

Dimension Exercise

El E2 E3 E4 E5
D1 X X X X X
D2 X X X X
D3 X X X X X
D4 X X X X
D5 X X X X




Key.

D1 — planning and organisin@2 — company and
business awarened33 —communicationpP4 —
decision-makingp5 — teamwork.

E1- leaderless group discussions, without
designated role€?2 -in-basket exercis€3 —
leaderless group discussions, with designated;roles
E4 —role-play;E5 — simulation.

The applicants’ behaviours were evaluated by f@sessors: 2 managers and 2
psychologists. The 4 assessors underwent a prookssaining, which
constitutes a very important aspect in the devetoyrof an Assessment Centre,
namely: defining the dimensions, categorising thledviours and describing the
exercises used for assessment.

B. Assessment Centre validation.

The validation activity was carried out by applyitige centre to a sample of
subjects from 4 different organisations (A-D), mianufacturing companies. In
every such facility, the purpose of the centre tgasse it as an instrument in the
internal selection process, for the position ofrapens director. The survey was
conducted with 33 individuals (22 men and 11 womah)employed in the four
companies (Table 4). The age of the participantged between 27 and 58
years old, meaning an average of 41.1 yearsositiQ9).

Table 4. Sample structure by gender

Sex Company Total
A B C D

Men 4 5 6 7 22

Women 6 2 3 0 11

Total amt 10 7 9 7 33

CASE STUDY: RESULTS
The Validation Procedure of the Assessment Centre

The evaluation using the Assessment Centre assamrment for appraisal was
conducted by 4 trained assessors, in 2007.
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On the other hand, all the subjects were assegsetans of Managerial Skill
Appraisal Form initially designed by Pitariu, Pitariu & Albu (29). This form
enables us to measure 18 dimensibnkd) which are instrumental in managerial
performance and success— Technical competencé — Learning ability 13 —
Creativity at workl,— Persuasionls — Group integrationls— Communicationl,

— Supervisionlg — Decision-making abilityla — Organisational skillsl;o — Energy
input, I;; —Loss of autonomy;,— People skillsl;3; — Conformity to norms l4 —
Self-improvement,s — Image preservatigi ;s — Loyalty, 1,7 — Productivenesd ;g

— Initiative.

Every dimension constitutes an item, which furtbensists of a definition and a
rating scale, with seven steps and three behavianchors (fixed at step levels 1,

4 and 7). An additional itenhyg requires the assessor to synthesise the assessee’s
managerial skills, by using a 7-step scale.

In the study we focused on the rank correlatiomvbeh assessors, in 2007, using
Kendall's coefficientr, and the arithmetic mean of all item scores perp=omg
during the same year. We chose to employ Kendalii& correlation coefficient
because:
 The number of individuals assessed in every compeay too low to
calculate the linear correlation coefficient;
 In many cases, the number of the score valuesngnea rater was
different from the number of the score values giv®n the second
assessor; for this reason, we couldn’t determinee@s kappa coefficient
of inter-rater agreement;
» The number of possible score values (7) was lolgn the number of the
assessees in every organisation; hence from dleaflall’'s coefficients
(3), onlyt, could give extreme values.

The inter-rater agreement is goodgfhas a positive value and is as closer to 1
as possible. It becomes significant when it reaehtbseshold op=0.05.

For companies A and C, the majority of taecoefficients have a positive value.
The negative ones have low values and are notfisigni at said threshold of
p=0.05. The fact that there are few coefficients Wierome significant at
p=0.05 may be explained in the following manner:.egaily, the scores received
by an individual from two raters are not equal ghare very few items where
more than half of the subjects could have recethedsame score from both
assessors) (Table 37). Also, there weren’t casesentme of the raters gave the
majority of the subjects higher scores than them#ssessor (sustained by the
fact that the mean of the scores’ differencespablte value, is lower than 1 at
almost all items) (Table 38). In other words, tesessors didn’t rate in the same
manner, but one of them rated some individualsdrigimd some lower than the

11



other assessor. In most cases, the difference bptiwee scores (when said
scores weren't identical) was 1 point.

For company B, inter-rater agreement has a lowesl ldhan in the case above,
for companies A and C. There are mgyeoefficients with negative values and
two of them are even statistically relevanpa0.05. For two items — 15 and 19
— one of the assessors gave all the subjects ttme s&ore: 5. Inter-rater
agreement is lower between the first and the seaessdssors than between the
second and the third, respectively the first amdttird. There are more negative
g coefficients between the first and second ratedsfawer items where at least
half of the subjects were rated the same by theasgessors.

For this company also the absolute values of th#nagetic means of the
differences between the scores given by two raegslower than 1 for most
items (Table 38). The highest mean is 1.286, wiadttually not high at all.

For company D, most of thg coefficients determined between the first and the
third rater, respectively the second and the tratdr have a negative value. For
7 of the 19 items identified in the Appraisal Form,coefficients determined
between the first and the third assessor are vegatid relevant gi=0.05. At
most items, the first and third assessors rateds#ime for no more than 2
individuals. For 15 of the 19 items identified imetForm, the mean of the score
differences between the rates of the first andtind assessor, at absolute value,
exceeds 1 point.

Thus, the findings show us that the third raterraiged differently from the
other two (either he had different definitions ftbe constructs or he was not
acquainted with the subjects assessed).

We might conclude that in companies A and C thera ibetter agreement
between the scores set by the raters for the itechsded in the Appraisal Form
(in these companies, there is a higher numbeeafstfor which at least half of
the subjects were rated equally by the two asses3dwrere is also a higher
number of items for which the arithmetic mean o thfferences between the
scores, taken at absolute value, is lower thamwhgreas the score correlation
was determined at a lower level in company D, whtbee third rater had a
different appraisal approach than the other two.

12



In determining the rate average, we consideredevery individual, the mean
of the scores given for the Form’s items in 2007.

For companies A, B and C, we determined the megrt®bsidering the scores
given by the three raters.

For company D, because the scores given by thé #ssessor were different
from the others’, we determined the mean by comsigeonly the rates of the
first two assessors.

Figure 1 below shows the score means for every, ipgmcompany.

55

Media

Compania A

Compania B

Compania C

3.0 Compania D

NN Y Y Y Y Y Y

O, D, 0, %, O, O, 0, 0, %00, O, O, 0, 0, %0, O, O, 0, 20, %,
(77 (//U,(// (’/5(’/6*(’/)(’/&(’/&(’/ Sy Sy Ky y Ky Ky Sy
R e o Ly 4545 Xy Yo e XS 4g Yo

Fig. 1. Score means for the items identified
in the Appraisal Form, by company

With the same purpose in mind — to study the ptedsic— we examined the
inter-rater agreement during 2008 and 20009.

We made the same arrangements as for the prevears the only difference
being that for 2008 and 2009 the subjects weresasdeby only two raters and
not three.

The findings showed that for 2008 and 2009, inéeiragreement was good.
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Table 5. Number of items for which at least half of théjgats were
appraised in the same way by the two raters, ir8200

Company No. of
items
A 8
B 11
C 11
D 7

Table 6. Number of items for which the arithmetic meanalasolute
value) of the differences between the scores gmyetine two raters is
lower than 1, in 2008

Company No. of

items
A 19
B 18
C 19
D 19

Table 7. Number of items for which at least half of théjgats were
appraised in the same way by the two raters, i® 200

Company No. of

items
A 16
B 12
C 11
D 12

Table 8 Number of items for which the arithmetic meanalasolute
value) of the differences between the scores gmyetie two raters is
lower than 1, in 2009

Company No. of

items
A 19
B 19
C 19
D 18

14



The data gathered and analysed show us that thagddaal Skills Appraisal
Form may be used as a criterion in the selectiongss.

Please note that in this study, we used only 5stetorresponding to the 5
dimensions of the Assessment Centre (Table 9).

Table 9. The Items of thdManagerial Skills Appraisal Forprused in
the validation study for the Assessment Centretaadimensions
measured by said Centre

Item in the Appraisal Form | Dimension of the Assessment Centre

Is — Group integration D5 —Teamwork

le— Communication D3 — Communication

I — Decision-making ability | D4 — Decision-making process

lg — Organisational skills D1 — Planning and organising

l,7— Productiveness D2 — Company and business awareness

The assessment using the Appraisal Form was cardiuny the immediate
superior, together with the functional supervisorthe years of reference —
2007, 2008 and 2009. In 2007, the assessment wds macollaboration with

the operations director of the time, who was sclesbluo later leave the
company.

The next step in the study consists of an anabfdise predictor.

The Assessment Centre as predictor was designeahipliance with the rules
and regulations provided by theuidelines and Ethical Considerations for
Assessment Center Operatiq2609), in order to achieve tloentent validity:
collecting from the field-oriented experts all tinbormation regarding the tasks
and duties of an operations director in a manufaxgufacility, as well as the
survey conducted with the help of 14 managers, Withview to obtain the 5
dimensions / competencies required for the suaglgssfformance of this job.

The face validity was obtained by analysing the responses of thes&ssent
Centre’s subjects, from all the participating ongahons, immediately after the
completion of the exercises. We collected the fata the individuals’ replies

to questions such asfo what extent do these exercises imitate real life
situations that an operations director might comeross during the
performance of his tasks? What is your reactiothatend of this experience?
The results obtained reflected a positive outcameahe subjects considered that
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such Assessment Centre is relevant and represéaitsasmd accurate method of
appraising the competencies required in the newtipos

We further checkethe convergent validity, going along the following line: if
the dimensions were well defined and the exeraisgdkschosen, then for every
dimension, the corresponding ratings should caeetirectly, significantly at
least afp=0.05.

Work method: We determined the linear correlation coefficierds the results
of the assessment exercises, for every separaiensgiom (Table 10). All the
calculations were made considering the OAR values gimensions and
exercises, for the entire sample of 33 individuals.

Table 10 Linear correlation coefficients for the exeraiesults, for
every dimensionN=33)

Exercises for Dimensions
which r was D1 D2 D3 D4 D5
determined
El E2 0.577** | 0.569*** | 0.518** - 0.687***
E3 0.483** 0.360* 0.476** - -
E4 0.349* - 0.398* - 0.748***
E5 0.456** 0.285 0.397* - 0.486**
E2 E3 0.682*** | 0.601*** | 0.447** 0.583*** | -
E4 0.465** - 0.459** 0.403* 0.714***
E5 0.601*** | 0.511** 0.390* 0.557*** | 0.370*
E3 E4 0.546*** | - 0.539*** | 0.646*** | -
E5 0.635*** | 0.510*** | 0.363* 0.541*** | -
E4 E5 0.631*** | - 0.587*** | 0.554*** | 0.707***

Key: ** p<0.00 ** p<0.01 * p<0.05

Therefore, the convergent validity is very goodorkrall the linear correlation
coefficients determined for the results of the sss®nt exercises, only one is
insignificant at the value g#=0.05 (for dimensior2 — company and business
awareness, between exercigels- leaderless group discussions, with assigned
roles andE5- simulation), and half of them (19 out of 38) aignificant at
p=0.001. Thus we conclude that the dimensions haee borrectly defined.

The discriminant validity was based on the following idea: if the dimensions

were well defined and the exercises well choseen tor every exercise, the
results of the dimensions’ ratings do not correlate

16



Work method: We determined the linear correlation coefficients the

assessment results of the dimensions, for everaragp exercise in the
Assessment Centre (Table 11). All the calculatimese made considering the
OAR values per dimensions and exercises, for th#éreesample of 33
individuals.

Table 11 Linear correlation coefficients for the dimensbresults,
for every exerciseN=33)

Dimensions Exercises

for which El E2 E3 E4 E5

r was

determined

D1 D2 0.353* 0.562*** | 0.564*** | - 0.490**
D3 0.413* 0.598*** | 0.287 0.447** 0.247
D4 - 0.373* 0.615*** | 0.632*** | 0.653***
D5 0.269 0.390* - 0.588*** | 0.501**

D2 D3 0.218 0.675*** | 0.632*** | - 0.427*
D4 - 0.377* 0.766*** | - 0.633***
D5 0.040 0.300* - - 0.600***

D3 D4 - 0.433* 0.520** 0.634** 0.505**
D5 0.580*** | 0.504** - 0.348* 0.385*

D4 D5 - 0.373* - 0.454** 0.536***

Key: *** p<0.003, ** p<0.01 * p<0.05

Therefore, the discriminant validity is rather lorom a total of 38 correlation
coefficients, only 6 are insignificant pt0.05, whereas 14 coefficients (which is
more than a third) are significant @0.001. The correlations tend to be lower
for exerciseEl — leaderless group discussions, with assigned rahel higher
for exerciseE4 —role-play (where all the correlation coefficiente gignificant

at least atp=0.05). As a fact, lower discriminant validity ocsuoften in
Assessment Centres studies.

For a further confirmation of theonstruct-related validity of the Assessment
Centre, we processed the results obtained fromdilmensions’ assessment
during the exercises (OAR) by factor analysis @n@acipal Component Method
and the Varimax Rotation Method).

We drew 6 factors, which cover 79.200% of the te@liation £1:16.636%;
F2:15.208%;F3:12.904%;F4:11.623%;F5:11.550%;F6: 11.279%).

Table 12 below contains the assessment saturatiadhe factors we previously
drew out.
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Table 12 Linear correlation coefficients between the gdiof the
dimensions, as obtained from exercises and therkadtawn by

factor analysis, significant at valpe0.05

Dimension | Exercise Factor
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
1 1 0.848 **
2 0.384 0.696 **
3 0.579 ** 0.557 **
4 0.355 0.507 * 0.432
5 0.417 0.626 **| 0.557 **
2 1 0.816 **
2 0.391 0.788 **
3 0.640 ** 0.420 0.426
5 0.745 ** | 0.400
3 1 0.529 * 0.500 * 0.365
2 0.549 **
3 0.373 0.623 **
4 0.755 **
5 0.790 ** 0.378
4 2 0.732 **
3 0.858 ** 0.357
4 0.578 ** 0.448 *
5 0.440 * 0.356 0.592 **
5 1 0.831 **
2 0.357 0.825 **
4 0.833 ** 0.420
5 0.413 0.825 **

Key. * p<0.01; ** p<0.001

If we follow the ratings which present high satiwoas in every factor, we find

that 3 of the dimensions (2, 3 and 5) are very wadhsured in the exercises of

the Assessment Centre:
All the ratings of dimension 5Téamwork show high saturations in
factor F2. There is no other factor with such significantusations at
p=0.05;
All the ratings of dimension ZJompany and business awarerdsasve

high saturations in factoF6. There is no other factor with such

significant saturations at valye0.05;
Four of the five ratings of dimension &gmmunicatioh show high
saturations irF3. There is no other factor with such high saturatitor
these ratings at valye=0.05.
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All the ratings of dimension 1IP{anning and organising3how high saturations
in factor F4, but four out of the five ratings (the ones obgginfollowing
exercises 2, 3, 4 and 5) present high saturatioR4 also. Since this factor has
high saturations for the ratings of dimension 4 d[3ecision-making proce}s
as obtained in exercises 2, 3, 4 and 5, it is ptesdor the scores given to
dimension 1 during exercises 2, 3, 4 and 5 to ceflboth the
planning/organising and decision-making processes.

All the ratings of dimension 4 Decision-making proceyspresent high
saturations inF1, but three of such ratings also have saturatianfagtor F3
(referring to communication). Therefore, it is pb#s for the scores given to
dimension 4 Decision-making proceysluring exercises 3, 4 and 5 to reflect
also the manner in which the decision made is conrated.

We further outlined the Comparison of the overalings means, within the
Assessment Centre, as well as the Comparison ah#ans of the dimensions’
overall ratings.

Comparison of the overall rating means, within theAssessment Centre

We employed the ANOVA method in comparing the olleaing averages
(OAR) between companies, for every exercise andyadienension.

Table 13 Statistical indices for overall ratings (OAR), detened for
every dimension, within every exercise, for evamynpany

Exercise| Dimensio Company| Company| Company| Company
n A B C D
m o m o m, o m o

4.10| 0.74] 3.86| 0.69] 3.00| 1.58] 3.57| 0.98
2.40| 0.70] 3.29| 0.49] 3.22| 1.09] 1.86, 0.90
3.90| 1.10] 3.43| 0.79] 3.33| 1.12] 2.57| 1.13
3.60{ 1.07] 3.57| 0.53] 2.67| 0.87] 3.00| 0.58

3.70| 1.16] 3.86| 0.38] 2./8| 0.67] 3.00| 0.82
2.90| 0.99] 3.57| 0.53] 2.89| 0.78] 2.29| 0.49
3.50{ 1.35] 3.43| 0.98] 2.89| 1.05] 2.86| 0.69
2.90| 1.29] 3.57| 0.53] 2.33| 0.71] 3.14| 0.69
3.40{ 0.84] 3.43| 0.53] 2.22| 0.83] 3.00| 0.58

3.10{ 0.88] 3.29| 0.49] 2.11| 0.93] 3.29| 1.38
290 1.37] 3.71| 1.11] 2.56| 0.73] 2.57| 1.13
3.50| 1.27] 3.43| 1.13| 2.67| 0.71] 2.43| 1.27
290 1.37] 3.14| 0.69]| 2.22| 0.97] 3.29| 1.25

AIWINRFPORWNEFRPOWNE
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3.10

0.88

3.14

0.69

1.89

0.78

2.86

0.90

3.10

1.45

3.14

1.07

2.56

1.01

2.43

1.27

3.00

1.15

3.29

0.49

2.22

0.97

2.86

1.07

3.00

0.82

3.29

0.76

2.33

0.71

2.71

0.76

3.20

1.03

4.00

1.00

2.33

0.87

3.86

0.90

2.90

1.20

3.43

0.79

3.22

1.09

3.29

0.76

3.50

1.08

2.86

1.07

3.11

1.05

3.29

0.95

3.10

1.20

3.57

0.79

2.78

0.83

3.43

0.79

(&)
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2.80

0.79

3.00

0.82

2.56

0.88

3.29

0.49

The findings show that, in the majority of caség highest mean was obtained

for company B and the lowest for company C, whiélady point out the
existence of various differences between the compan

Comparison of the means of the dimensions’ overalatings

For every dimension in part we determined the aye@ the overall ratings on

that particular dimension, obtained during the eises. Then we proceeded to a
comparison of the means, per company, using the \WAi®ethod.

Table 14 below shows the statistical indices fa thsults: highest mean in
companies B and A, and lowest in C and D.

Table 14.Statistical indices of overall ratings (OAR) foresy
dimension, in every exercise for every company

Dimension| Company A

Company B

Company C

Company D

m

o

m

o

m

o

m

o

3.44

0.70

3.63

0.52

2.42

0.76

3.31

0.76

2.78

0.90

3.50

0.38

2.97

0.67

2.50

0.75

3.50

0.98

3.26

0.72

2.91

0.81

2.71

0.65

2.98

0.95

3.39

0.38

2.39

0.76

3.18

0.80

bW NF

3.20

0.70

3.32

0.61

2.44

0.75

3.00

0.43

The outcome of the comparisons is presented ineTéfl

For dimensions 1Rlanning and organisingand 5 Teamwork the arithmetic
means differ considerably between the companiesth{@shold p=0.01 for
dimension 1 and g#=0.05 for dimension 5). When the difference betwten
means was considerable, we proceeded to a companisthe companies’
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means two by two, using the LSD method. In all ¢hesses, said difference was
generated by the low arithmetic mean, obtaineddmpany C (Table 15).

Table 15.Comparison of the overall ratings averages betwleen
companies, using the ANOVA method

Dimension| F(3, 29) p| The companies among which
the difference of the mean is
considerable

1| 5.050] 0.006|A and C p=0004), B and C
(p=0.002),
C and D p=0.017)

2| 2.446] 0.084

3| 1546 0.224

4| 2526 0.077

5| 3.087| 0.043]Aand C (=0.017), B and C
(p=0.012)

3.8

Media

- Dimensiunea 1

- Dimensiunea 2
||||||||||||||| Dimensiunea 3

- Dimensiunea 4

- Dimensiunea 5

Compania

Fig. 2. The means of the dimensions’ overall ratings, dapgany
Dimension 1 = Planning and organising
Dimension 2 = Company and business awareness
Dimension 3 = Communication
Dimension 4 = Decision-making process
Dimension 5 = Teamwork
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The residual differences between the companied) boterms of arithmetic
means for exercise, respectively for dimension, vadl as in terms of
dimensions prompted us to approach every compaaraely (Fig. 2).

We further proceeded to examittee concurrent validity andthe predictive
validity of the Assessment Centre. This study enhancedirtkéetween the
overall rating for a specific dimension (OAR) aime tarithmetic average of the
scores for the item in th&ppraisal Form corresponding to said dimension, in
2007 (for the concurrent validity) and years 2008 2009 (for the predictive
validity). Since the number of individuals partiatmg in the Assessment Centre
was diminished in every organisation, we determirgpearman’s rank
correlation coefficient, instead of the linear ebation coefficient.

Table 16 Rank correlation coefficients (Spearman) betwiben
dimensions and the items identified in anagerial Skills Appraisal
Form, which are significant gi<0.05

Year | Company Dimensions
D1 D2 D3 D4 D5

2007 | A 0.754* 0.652* 0.873***| 0.776** 0.676*
B 0.852* 0.954***
C 0.742* 0.684*
D

2008 | A 0.935*** 0.910*** | 0.985*** | 0.649*
B 0.982*** | 0.764* 0.895**
C 0.830** 0.858** 0.869**
D 0.934** 0.898**

2009 | A 0.867*** 0.763** | 0.948***
B 0.767* 0.937** | 0.863* 0.982***
C 0.687* 0.736* 0.798** 0.783*
D 0.917**

Key: ** p<0.001 ** p<0.01;* p<0.05.

In company A, all the dimensions present a goodwoent validity (there is a
significant correlation ap=0.05 with their respective items from tAppraisal
Form). However, in company D there is no such validity.

An analysis of the correlation coefficients detered for 2008 and 2009 reveals
that, for company A, there are four dimensions wilod predictive validity for
a period of one year and three dimensions with guedlictive validity for a
period of two years. In turn, in company D there anly two dimensions with
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good predictive validity over one year and just anmaension with such good
validity for a period of two years.

The predictive value in company D is low. This fagght be determined by the
company’s traits, as it is a company acquired ftbm State using the MEBO
method (takeover by the management and employeeskntly with private

equity. However, the company has not yet convettedhe result-oriented
organisational culture and the employee assessanenteward policies are still
biased. Therefore, even if the appointment of tperations director took into
account the results obtained in the assessmentecehe actual employee
appraisal process during the two consecutive yess based on different
criteria.
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CASE STUDY: CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this thesis is to design an instnintieat can be employed in
managerial screening and selection processes, igergeral context that
underlines (yet again) job performance. Given tlo@vidy it involves, the
managerial function has the strongest impact oarganisation. The Romanian
companies have already grown out of the period wienapplicants hired
would meet a minimum of the job requirements. Tae @approach in employee
selection, in particular managerial screening, $@suon ensuring that once hired
and part of the company, the individual will be segsful at his job. The method
used has to meet several requirements: to have alodity, as applicants
should find it relevant for their target job; thené allocated to the application
and interpretation of data should cut back the tthuraof a selection process; to
measure those performance-related competenciesnghditly, have predictive
validity.

The need to predict the behaviour and performarfcégh® new employee
generated a new approach among the recruiters lfahigiternal or external to
the organisation): a long term relationship withplagants and by default,
tracking of the results, in such a manner as torenthat the information given
during a feedback session helps the developmes#idfprocess and sustains the
formation of a pool of potential candidates forigas other jobs and positions
within the organisation, regardless whether theyally are current company
employees or not (Smith & Mazin, 2004).

Under these conditions, the Assessment Centrenisid®red to be one of the
methods with high predictive value, if all the ste its development and
implementation are properly completed, as provioedhe substantial literature
on the subject for the past 10, 15 years.

Consequently, in compliance with the outcome of tase studywe may
conclude the following
1. The inter-rater agreement within the Appraisal FomR2007 was

analysed and determined with the help of Kendal’'soefficient;
the agreement of the rates given by the assessdne items in the
Form is better in companies A and C — where thegensore items
for which more than half of the subjects received same score
from the two raters and there are more items fachvthe arithmetic
mean at absolute value of the score differencksnier than 1 — and
rather low in company D (where the third assessweq different
performance than the other two).
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. The outcome of the comparison between the arititmagans, by
company (2007) show in circa two thirds of the sade out of 19)
that said means differ considerably between congsa(atp=0.05).
When the difference between the means was conbiderave
proceeded to a comparison of the companies’ meaasby two,
using the LSD method. For every item where the esameans
differed significantly by company, between orgah@aB and C the
difference was significant at leastpat0.05.

. Inter-rater agreement for both 2008 and 2009 isdgao all
companies, which added to the loyalty.

. Given all the results obtained, we may use the Aigpt Form as a
reliable criterion in order to track the subjeasblution. This Form
has a high degree of trustiness.

. We ensured the content validity of the Assessmeentt@ by

following the correct steps in its design, accogdia theGuidelines

and Ethical Considerations for Assessment Centerer@mns

(2009), as well as by carrying out the survey, il support of the
14 managers, with the view to identify the compeies normally
required for a successful director of operations.

. Based on the data collected from all the subjéai®wing the use of
the Assessment Centre method, we obtained a high td face
validity.

. From all the linear correlation coefficients detared for the results
of the assessment exercises, only one is insignifiat the value of
p=0.05 (for dimension 2, exercises 1 and 5), antidfahem (19 out
of 38) are significant ap=0.001. Thus we conclude that the
dimensions have been correctly defined and we l@avery good
convergent validity.

. From a total of 38 correlation coefficients (linearrelation between
the ratings in an exercise), only 6 are insigniftcatp=0.05, whereas
14 coefficients (which is more than a third) argngicant at
p=0.001. The correlations tend to be lower for eiserd and higher
for exercise 4 (where all the correlation coefintgeare significant at
least atp=0.05). We thus have low discriminant validity, wini
actually occurs often in Assessment Centres stydigbur & Co.,
2000, Arthur & Co., 2003).
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9. In order to confirm the construct-related validdlthe Assessment
Centre, we processed the results obtained fromdiheensions’
assessment during the exercises (OAR) by factotysina(the
Principal Component Method and the Varimax Rotatidethod).
The 6 factors we drew out cover 79.200% of thel tetaiation
(F1:16.636%;F2:15.208%;F3:12.904%;F4:11.623%;F5:11.550%);
F6: 11.279%), confirming that three dimensions (2argl 5) were
very well measured during the assessment exer@sadsgdimensions
1 and 4 have high saturations in other factors too.

10. The comparison of overall rating means (OAR) by pany, for
every exercise and every dimension, using the ANOW&thod,
revealed differences between the companies, whiclmpted us to
examine every such organisation distinctively.

11. The comparison of the dimensions’ overall ratingsans, by the
ANOVA method also revealed major differences betwdbe
companies. This constituted our second reasorutly @very one of
them separately from the other.

12. The raters’ score agreement, pointed out by Keisdallcoefficient,
had a positive value and was statistically sigarficatp=0.001. The
calculation ofa coefficient in order to examine the Centre’s inter
rater agreement reaches very high valg€s858), in 19 out of 22
rating situations being higher than 0.900, whicimfconed a very
good agreement between the four raters. This fasures the
trustiness of the Assessment Centre.

13. To obtain the concurrent validity we calculated &pgan’s rank
correlation coefficient, for the dimension’s ovéredtings and the
arithmetic means of the scores of the correspondegs in the
Appraisal Form, in 2007. Results revealed that comgpA presents a
good concurrent validity for all dimensions (sigeoaint correlation at
value p=0.05 with the corresponding items in the Form)eveas
company D has no such validity.

14. To obtain the predictive validity, we determined tlank correlation
for a period of one year (2008), respectively tveang (2009). The
criterion used was the Managerial Skills Appraisatm, containing
19 items. However, we employed only 5 of said itetoscorrelate
with the 5 dimensions of the Assessment Centreghation abilities,
activation as a group member, Communication skibgcision-
making abilities, Organisational skills and Prodertess: results,
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products. In company A all the dimensions had ay vgood
concurrent validity (there is a significant corteda atp=0.05, with
the corresponding items in the Form), but in comyp@rthere is no
concurrent validity. The analysis of the correlaticoefficients,
determined for 2008 and 2009 pointed out that immgany A there
were four dimensions with good predictive validity a period of 1
year, and three dimensions with such validity fopeaiod of two
years. In turn, in company D, only two dimensionasd hgood
predictive validity for one year and just one dirsien for two years.

15. The predictive validity for company D is low. Thiact might be
determined by the company’s traits, as it is a camypacquired from
the State using the MEBO method (takeover by theagement and
employees), currently with private equity. Howevdte company
has not yet converted to the result-oriented osgdional culture and
the employee assessment and reward policies alte b&sed.
Therefore, even if the appointment of the operatidirector took
Into account the results obtained in the assessomnite, the actual
employee appraisal process during the two consecykears was
based on different criteria.

16. The Assessment Centre we designed may be suctgasfed in
organisations such as A, B and C, more specificalhere both
employee performance and its assessment take intoumat
performance indices with a high degree of objetstivi

PERSONAL INPUT

This paper underlines the novelty of an Assessntesitre designed and
implemented for the managerial positions in a potida facility. We focused
on highlighting the essential competencies of digemt performer and thus we
demonstrated the Assessment Centres predictives waililnin certain kinds of
organisations.

The development of such Assessment Centres, usedjgqersonnel screening
and selection procedures, for various positionsetian certain key dimensions,
would provide us with sufficient basis to prompt # broader utility of such
centre as a selection instrument. In time, the cuoptied by its development
would be offset against its usefulness.
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CASE STUDY: LIMITATIONS

The specific design and the outcome revealed mghidy allow us to employ
the Assessment Centre for companies such as typds akd C. In order to
further cover organisations type D, the centre'sigle should account for other
dimensions, which would mix with the organisatiom&ues more than with the
objective performance markers.

FURTHER DIRECTIONS FOR THE CASE STUDY

Given the results we obtained herein, we believa #xtending the use of
assessment centres as selection tools to othds frehy be construed as a solid
direction for continuing this study. There are argdere managerial selection
doesn’t take into account the activity which wik loarried out by the person
hired. On one hand, this induces a shortage ofiGgé altogether, that might
be able to make a difference in that position. @ndther hand it determines the
appointment of certain individuals, who have digigr expectations and will
thus yield different results than the markers lat@cked and desired. In
Romania, the fields that have so far remained ‘wctted” by the method of
assessment centres are: research, education allgmrhinistration.
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