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THE EFFECT OF THE ASSESSMENT CENTER PROCESS 
l 

ON THE SELF-ESTEEM OF PARTICIPANTS 

Self-esteem may be defined as the value or impo~tance ~ttribJted 
. ' 

to the self in comparison with others. In short, self-este.em is an 

evaluation whict1 Jndividuals make and customarily maintain bf them-

selves. Coopersmith (1967) believed self~esteem expres'sed an attitude 

of approval or disapproval and indicated the extent to.which people· 

· believed themselves" .to· be capable, significa~t, successrur and worthy. 

According to Coopersmith {1967) self .. esteem develops early in 
. . . - . 

childhood, becoming relati'vely stable as individuals· mature and in-
. . .. . 

corporate more information into their self concept; a view ·also shared 
.. 

by others {·e.g., Morse & Gergen, 1970). Korman {1970) noted however . . 

that circumstances involving self evaluationmay ari'se wh'ich alter 

the relatively chronic level of self-esteem. According to Korman· 

(1970) chronic level of self-esteem may be altered due to specific 

characterist;ics of the situation. For example, environments which are 

novel may temporarily alter an individual's opinion about their com-. 

petence. furthermore, Festinger {1954) proposed that there.is an 

intrinsic need for individuals to evaluate their opinions and that 

they tend to rely on social information for their view of reality when 

objettive data are not available. That is, people will actively seek· 

social .evaluation of their abilities and opinions whenever there i·s 

uncertainty. 

l 

.! 
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Byham ( 1971} noted that Assessment Centers had the ability to 

sensitize a participant with respect to achievement and self.;,worth, 

that the assessment process was similar to unfreezing, and 11 there 

was a great deal of evidence that most participants gained in self-

insight from participating in assessment exercises and that this 

insight was fairly accurate 11 (p. 12). Assessment centers, because 

1 they are novel situations for many participants, create a need for 

self-evaluation.· Moreover, they allow for self-evaluative opportunity 

in that participants can directly compare their abilities with other 
. . 

parti C::i pants in group exercises and with some absolute or expected 

level in individual exercises. Morse & Gergen (1970) revealed that 

when 11others 11 in a group situation were competing for the same employ-

ment openings and opportunity, i.e., where the utility of comparison 

was high, self-esteem change should be expected. 

The manner in which self-esteem changes under these conditions 

has not been directly investigated. It has been suggested that an 
' 

individual will be motivated to perform a task in a manner consistent 

with the self-image with which they approach the task (Korman, 1966, 

1967A; 1968; 1970; 1971; 1976; Lecky, 1945). It has also been shown 

that consistency between a person's performance and expected performance 

results in feelings of pleasure (Aronson & Carl smith, 1962). 

Past evidence also suggests that high self-esteem (HSE) and low 

self-esteem (LSE) individuals differ in several aspects. Marecek 

and Mettee (1972) showed that relative to persons with HSE, individuals 

with LSE were made uncomfortable by success. This effect was found 

to be exaggerated when the LSE people were convinced of their low 
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status and were made to feel personally responsible for the success 

experience (Marecek et al., 1972}. Korman (i967b) proposes that 

11 the longer a person is in a HSE situation (iJ11p1ied competence by 

others) the more internalized will their se1f concept become and 

·the more they will be motivated to seek outcomes consistent with 

it11 (p. 66). 
. . 

Some studies have shown a tendency for both high and low self ... 

esteem participants to limit their cognitive input to information 

congruent to their self-image. Jones (1973} ··and Silverman (1964) 

found that HSE evaluators reacted more favorably to approval than to 

disapproval and were generally more responsive to success, than was 

true for LSE participants. Investigations by Stotland, Thorley, 

Thomas, Cohen and Zander (1957) , Gerard (1961}, Korman (1967), 

Baruch (1973),·and Dlpboye, Zultowski, Dewhirst and Arvey (1978).· 

concluded that LSE individuals were predisposed to believe that suc-

ce~ss was unrealistic. ·.Three of thes~ investigations (Stotland et 
. . 

al., 1957; Gerard, 1961; and Cohen, 1966) also.found that LS~ subjects 

were more vulnerable to outside pressures, more dependent upon 

situations, and more susceptible to the perception of failure than 

people with HSE. Furthermore, Cohen. (1959) and Byrne (1961) found 

that HSE. in di vi duals tended to protect themselves from negative self::. 

evaluation, whereas LSE peop 1 e were sensitive to such negative 

evaluations. · Finally, HSE people were foundto be systematically 
. . 

different.in group performance s ituati ans in that they e)(ert more 

influence (Thomas & Burdick, 1954), have greater confidence in. their 

ability to deal .with events (Coopersmith, 1967), and were less nega-

tively influenced by the presence of others (Shrauger, 1972). 
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In adulthood success in work is a primary determinant of our 

competence. Moreover, work plays an unparallelled role in the 

formation of self-esteem and identity (0 1Toole, 1973). It is in the 
. . . . 

workplace that our esteem is constantly on the line and serves as 
. . 

the major focus of our self-evaluation. Perhaps nowhere else is 

evaluation of our work behavior more clearly the objective than in 

an assessment center. 

Each year thousands of men and women participate in assessment 

centers, whose purposes include career development, team building, 

promotion and early manager identification (c.f. Bullard, 1969; Byham, 

1971; 1976; Campbell & Bray, 1967; Jaffee, Frank & Rollins, 1976; 

Kraut, 1975; Moses & Mcintryre, Note 1). With the broader application 

of assessment center techniques there is a concern for potential 

effects of the assessment process on participants 1 careers, morals 

and motivation to perform (Dodd, 1976). 

One aspect of the effects of the assessment process on parti ci-

pants concerns self-esteem (Huck, 1973). Specifically, we have seen 

that a person 1s level of self-esteem affects his or her behavior 

in specifiable ways; i nfl uenci ng the way people approach a task and 

their self-estimated probability of b.eing able to perform itsuccess-

fully. The purpose of the present study was to examine the effects · 

of ass~ssment center participation on self-esteem. 
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· ··. ·Hypotheses · · 

Thus it.was hypothesi~ed'thai HSE and LSE. 'individuals, because 

of varying Jeve.Js of pe:r•ce:i ved pe t~:qhal adeq.oacy and · selective 
.• ·. . .~-' .. _,. . . . : . ; ; . . ,• . . " '. . •, . ~: . ·~ : . :J " ·.. . .;: . . 

. ,. - . ' . 

. . _esteell) scores in .accor:d-with ¢0.nsiste~cy theory.· .That. is;·~SE ,indivi-
... " ' . : ~: ., ' .·. . . ", ~;· 

. . < . . . · .. 

crease while HSE p~frti'ci pants I ,post $cores W,i)l:re~at~l the same or. 
. - - . ~- . . . .·, 

; 
· .. '.;. 

iricrease .. ·. 
·;· ...... : .:: .. 

' ... ·:_:· .. ; : '· .· . 

. Participants: 

-FOrty.;,eighf nationwide sales 'rep~esentativ~s (42. males and· 6 .· .. 
females) of 'an international pharmaceutical organfiation were the 

.· .. · . . . . . . . . . . . ··. 
. . 

participants in ·this s~tudy •. The sales representatives ope:f-ated under 

a· clistrfct .manager alld provided doctors' hos pi ta ls and clinics within 
. . ' . 

a. Specified area, with samples and information con~erning new pharma,.; 

··.· ceuti cal products. The final' ~ample consis't~d of. 36 .males. and 3 · .. 
. . 

. females •due to miss fog ;data. The) sele~tian~:pr6cess' for· the·candi<;lates_ .. 

was not random; requirements .fo.r partjcipati on in the center were . 

th.at the individuals have worked at least two years with the company 

· as sales representati~es, had to show a d~sire to particip~te in the · .. 

center and in most cases, were recommended by superiors. · The partici-

pants were not given objective feedback until after the pre, and post 

measures had bee~ given. 

Measure 

·. !he Self .. Assuran.ce scale of the ·self Qescdptive lnv~ntory 
. ' 

. {SDI) _was used to measure sel f•esteem~ Thi$, measure has been 

""• .. ' 

" ,· 
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extensively used by other researchers both in and out of industry, 

e.g., Gavin (1973), Hamilton (Note 2), Korman (1966, 1967and1970), 

Weiner (1970, 1973) and London and Klimoski (1975). Although the 

evidence on most self-esteem measures, including the SDI, is far 

from complete, it was considered the most suitable because of its 

brevity, self-explanatory nature, low item transparency, handling of 

acquiesence and that it allows comparisons with previous studies. 

Assessment Program 

The assessment center began with introductory remarks from 

corporate officers who explained that the purpose of the center was to 

identify areas where development would enhance their performance .as 

sales managers. Immediately following the introduction, participants 

were administered the SDI to obtain a measure of their pre-assessment 

se 1 f-es teem. 

The assessors for the two day center were district and region al 

sales managers, all of whom had undergone several days of training. 

Most of the assessors were two management levels above the candidates 

and none previ ous.ly knew any of the asses sees. 

Six exercises were developed following a comprehensive job 

analysis. The assessment techniques included four individual exercises. 

One consisted of an analytical task lasting one and a half hours fol-

lowed by a half hour oral presentation by each·participant to an 

assessor. The second exercise was a three hour in-basket task. Two 

fact finding exercises asked the assessees l) to deal with a problem 

employee and 2) to argue for or against a stadium development project. 

The asses sees were given fifteen minutes to prepare for each exercise 
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andthen one-half hour for each exercise presentation. Resource 

. people were employed in the fact finding exercises, each was given 

the same background infonnation and training to maintain standardiza-

tion across situations. The.final two exercises were leaderless 

group problem-solving tasks involving six participants. The assessees 

had thirty minutes to prepare, with the actual exercises lasting one 

hour. All exercises were typical of those found in most assessment 

centers (c.f., Huck, 1973; Thornton, 197la; andMoses et al., Note l). 

At the conclusion of the assessment center, participants were readmin-

is tered the SDI. Both sets of responses were subsequently mailed back 

to the experimenter. 



Results . 

A pre-test post-test, two group design was used. ·.The independent 

variable was initial level of self-esteem and the dependent variable 

was the post-score on the self-assurance scale of the SDI. Self-

esteem level (HSE or LSE) was established through the use of a me.di an 

split on pre self .. esteem scores. Twenty•tWo subjects were defined as 

HSE due to pre SDI scores above 29; seventeen LSE subjects had pre 

self-assurance <scores of 29 or below. 

A possible confound in the design, namely perfonnance in the 

assessment center, was ruled out early as a 1-test showed that the 

level of self-esteemdfd not distinguish performance scores. · HSI 

individuals had a mean performance score of 38. l while LSE subjects 
. I 

had a mean performance score of 39.0. This difference was not signifi-

cant (t = .55, df = 37, 2. = .58) sq the performance variable was dropped 

from further analyses·. 

It was hypothesized that the po?t scores on the self-'"assurance 
. . 

seal~ ,9f the $0.l would increase for HSE individuals a,nd decrease for 

LSE subjects. ·.In an analysis of variance, this effect would be shown 

in a significant Level by Time CL x T) interaction. The results of 

this analysis, using the median split described above, is shown 

in Table l. Effects due to L X T were only marginally significant 

([ (1,77) = 2.87, ~ = .09). 



... : . 

Source 

Between Subjects 

Level (L) 

Subject (L) 

Within Subjects 

Time (T) 

L x T 

T x S(L) 

. TOTAL 

**** R < .0001 

··.·., 

. ··9 

Table l 

Repeated.Measures Analysis of Variance 
. . ·. . ... · .. . 
Median Split on Pre Self-Esteem. Scores 

29/30 

df .. ·MS F 

1 950.234 34.75**** 

37 ·21 .345 

l 24. 820, 2.41 

1 29.585 2 .87 

37 l0.313 

77 
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. . 

The mean change (post minus pre scores) for HSE was -0.04 and 

for LSE was -2. 52. Si gni fi cant effects due to Level ( L} (£. (1 , 

77) = 34.75, Q.(.0001) reflected the fact that participants were 

assigned· to L based on pre scores of the SDI and that the pre-post 

correlation for the SDI was 0.83. This correlation is an approximation 

of the test-retest reliability that is confounded with effects due 

to the assessment process. Another estimate of test-retest reliability 

·was obtained using 100 introductory psychology students over an iden-

tical, two day, time period. The coefficient of stability yielded a 

correlation of 0.65; the low coefficient indicating high measurement 

error in the SDI instrument. 

The use of a median split in assigning individuals to levels 

of self-esteem is only one of several ways to establish self-esteem 

1 evel s. Two additional analyses were therefore performed to examine 

results issuing from alternative groupings of participants. The first 

alternative removed nine individuals from the analysis who had 

scored at the median (29 or 30) on the first administration of the 

self-assurance scale. This split resulted in 15 subjects in each 

group of HSE and LSE. This analysis is shown in Table 2. 



Source 

11 

Table 2 

Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance 

Having Removed Medi an Scores (29 and 30) 

df MS F 

Between Subjects . 

Level ( L) 1 1411.350 85.47**** 

Subject (L) 28 16.512 

Within Subjects 

Time (T) l 2.817 AO 
L x T 1 98. 817 13.93**** 

T x S(L) 28 7.092 

TOTAL 59 

**** p_ < .0001 
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The L x T interaction was significant (f. ( 1 ,59) = 13. 91, £. < .0001) . 

The 1-tes t indicated a mean change (post minus pre) of +2 .13 for 

HSE participants and -3.00 for LSE subjects. 

A thfrd analysis was conducted to alter the previously arbitrary 

median sp 1 it from 29-30 to 30,...31 and in cl uded the entire applicant 

pool. There were 15 individuals in the HSE group and24 in the LSE 

group. This design turned out to be especially noteworthy, as results 

were consistent with the hypothesized relationship between initial 

level of self-esteem and post SDI scores. As is shown in Table 3, 
' 

there was a marginally significant difference between pre and post 

levels of self-esteem (f. (1,77) = 3.26, £. (.1). The L x T inter-

action was highly significant (f. (1,77) = 17.04, £. < .0001) as an 

examination of difference scores revealed that individuals in the 

HSE group increased on the average of +2.13 points in post self-

esteem scores while individuals in the LSE group decreased an average 

of -3.16 points in post self-esteem measurement. 



Source 

Between Subjects 

Level (L) 

Subject ( L) 

Within Subjects 

Time (l) 

L x T 

T x S(L) 

TOTAL 

**** Q.( .0001 

. *** Q. < .001 

* Q. <.1 

13 

. Table 3 

Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance 

· Median Split on Pre Self-Est£:?em Scores 

30/31 

df MS 

1 1284.617 

37 18. 308 

l 24 .821 

1 129.646 

37 7.609 

77 

F 

70 .17**** 

3.26* 

lT.04*** 



Discussion 

The results of the present study tend to support the hypothesis 

that participation in an assessment center affects the individual 

in accorclance with consistency theory. That is, participants' post-

test scores were the same or moved in the direction of their initial 

level of self-esteem. Other evidence that the assessment process 
. . . . . '. . 

affected the participants was revealed in differences in coefficients 

of stability between assessment center individuals and non participants. 

For the sales representatives the coefficient of stability on the SDI 

tes t,...;retes t was 0. 83. Tes t .. retes t reliability, over the same two 

day period, for a group of 100 college students who had not partici-

pated in an assessment center was 0.65: The difference was attributed 

to the treatment, as standard deviation measures between the groups 

differed. 

These results replicate those of Hami 1 ton (Note 2) Who found 

that the variance of SDI scores increased significantly for HSE indivi-

duals in an assessment center for the selection of police officers. 

However, Hamilton (Note2)did not find a significant increase in the 

variance of LSE participants. Hamilton's (Note 2) conclusion that 

effects on participants would be more pronounced under typical assess-

ment center conditions was also supported~ irl that individuals scoring 

both below and above the median on the self-assurance scale would 

show greater variance in scores after participation. 

Jones (1973) reviewed the results of self-esteem investigations 

from the perspective of two broad social evaluation traditions~ The 

first tradition emphasized self-consistency in which "evaluations of 

14 
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the self and others are mediated by a tendency toward self-cons i stency 11 

(Jones, 1973, p. 186). The second tradition, 11 self-esteem, 11 proposed 

that the i ndi vi dual 11 had a need to enhance his self-evaluation and to 

increase, maintain, or confirm his feelings of personal satisfaction, 

worth and effectiveness" (Jones, 1973, p. 186). Although Jones (1973) 

concluded that cognitive consistency theories 11 may be somewhat over-

worked, 11 he adopted several boundary con di tidns to account for results 

where self-consistency theory had been supported. One such condition 

proposed that self-exposure, (i.e., where the candidate can anticipate 

that his successes and failures will be disclosed} would increase the 

tendency of a participant to make apparently self-consistent responses. 

This extension is applicable to the present study in that assessment 

centers are likely to expose and sensitize a participant with respect 

to self-worth (Byham, 1971) and that typical assessment center exercises 

allow for dfrect exposure and comparison. Thus the evidence suggests 

that a self-consistency framework would be adopted by assessment center 

participants. The results of the present study al so support such a 

position. 

Limitations 

One limitation of the present study was in the use of the self-

assurance scale of the SDI as a measure of self-esteem. As noted 

previously, the measure was chosen because of its brevity; low item 

transparency and the comparisons which .it allowed with past investiga-

tions. The SDI has been used in a number of studies (Ghiselli, 1971; 

Hamilton, (Note 2); Korman, 1966; 1967; 1970; London and Klimoski, 1975) 
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. . 

even though there is relatively little evidence concerning its con-
. . . 

struct validity. Furthermore, recent evidence by Hamilton and Elliott 
.' . 

(Note 3) concerning convergent validity of self-esteem measures, shows 
. . 

that the self-assurance scale is only moderately related to other 

commonly used measures of self-esteem. The authors questioned the use 

of the self-assurance scale ofthe SDI as a measure of sel f•esteem. 

Specifically, the self-assurance scale shared only six percent common 
. . . 

·.variance with other measures of self-esteem and, as indicated by the 

rel i abi 1 i ty estimates reported ·previously, contained only 42 percent 

systematic variance. Because of these lirhitations it is not possible 

to unambiguously attribute the changes from this iiwestigation tothe 

same elements of self-esteem as found in other commonly used measures. 

The self-assurance scale however, is related to important aspects of 

management peY'formance that reflect components of self-esteem. For 

example, the self~assurance scale iscorre1ated 0.66 with lifehistories 

of managers judged to. be effective in dealing with occupation al and 

personal problems (Ghiselli, 1971). Self-esteem, as measured by the 

SDI, has also been found to correlate with job level (Gavin, 1973) 

as well as to moderate the relationship between interests and intrinsic 

satisfaction (Dipboye et~ al, 1978) and between task liking and task 

success (Korman, 1968}. 

A second limitation, both in Hamilton 1s (Note 2) investigation 

and the present study, has to do with the effects of regression toward 

the mean. According to the regression toward the mean phenomenon, 

given any standard score Zx, the best linear prediction of the standard 
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score ZY, is one relatively nearer the mean of zero than is the Zx 

(Hays, 1973). The idea being that if one uses a linear rule for pre-

diction, then it is usually a good bet that an individual will fall 

relatively closer to the. group mean on the variable predicted than he 

does on the variable actually known. Nevertheless, this tendency 

runs counter to the effects proposed in the present study for both 

HSE and LSE participants and, therefore, the results should be con-

si dered a conservative estimate of the true effects. 

Regression to the mean is also related to how the sample is 

divided. The present investigati6n was based on a revised median split 

which should have moderated the effects of regress ion towards the mean 

when compared to other ways of dividing the group, e.g., extreme 

group approach. The revised median sp1 it was employed to maintain 

maximum sample size and divide the sample at the point reflecting 

perceptual differences between those above (HSE) and below (LSE) the 

splitting score~ 

Conclusions 

Self-esteem has come to be recognized as an important variable 

in organizational behavior. For example, it has been related to job 

attitudes (Korman, 1967b; Baruch, 1973; Lawler, 1973; and Dipboye 

et al., 1978), job performance (Gavin, 1973; Hechler and Weiner, 1974; 

London and Klimoski, 1975; and Cohen and Lefkowitz, 1977) and vocational 

choice (Korman, 1966; 1969; Bedian, 1977; and Leonard, Walsh and 

Osipow, 1973). Wells and Marwell (1976) have appropriately noted that, 

11 how people think of an evaluate themselves both as a consequence of 

work conditions and as a predisposition for subsequent behaviors, 
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is an essential behavioral construct for interpreting human conduct 11 

( p. 250). 

Al though the economic and societal importance of work has domi-

nated thought about its meaning, it is increasingly cl ear that work 

plays a crucial psycholog.ical role in the formation of self-esteem 

and identity. Work contributes to self-esteem in two ways; first, it 

makes one aware of one's efficac;:y and competence. Secondly~ work 

reminds the employee daily that he or she has something to offer, i.e., 

is needed by others. The workplace generally, then, is one of the 

major foci of personal evaluation. Lawler ( 1973) suggested that LSE 

participants 1 predisposition to believe that success was unrealistic 

could affect their motivation in the work environment. The author 

proposed that one way a company could deal with this affect of self-

esteem on motivation was to select only those candidates possessing 

HSE levels. Schein (1970) also stressed the need of supervisors to 

become more concerned with subordinates' feelings, particularly those 

associated with self-image and acceptance. These viewpoints are ap-

propriate in light of the present study's finding that self-esteem 

level 'could be influenced by simulated work environments. 

The assessment center method has seen phenomenal growth in the 

past ten years in American industry. We can anticipate its popularity 

to continue in the years to come due in part to its acceptance by 

governmental agencies. Interest has al so arisen because of the validity 

of the technique as well as the fact that time and money are saved by 

combining assessment and development in the same procedure. The assess-

ment center process offers the opportunity for managers not only to 
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observe promising candidates but als~; to evalu~te them ~bjectively 
and obtain a gener~ 1 fee 1 i ng for whether the person would fit into 

the organization. Moreover, the reports resul t1~g from assessment 

are useful -as planning. tools to adjusthiring patterns and as career·. 

planning devices for cand.idates. The additional dividends which accrue 
' -

above and beyond the explici,( goals of !iSsessment include: ·candidate· 

training and a positive-influence· on job expectations- (Byh~ni, 1971). ·. 

Assessment 'center popularity is al so eyi denced in the nurnber of 

articles present in'~the' .busfoess and i~dustrial jOurnals •. Byhalri'(197j) ·.· 

has collected a·bibliograph,Yof over 600 articles'on the process. 

Neverth.eless, there are a number of questions remaining. The present 
. . .. ' .· ' .. . . 

study examined only one potential vari~ble related to the effects -of 
. . . . 

' ' ' 

the assessment center process on the participants and these resuf~s' 
' ' ' 

.. are not entirely' clear.· Subsequentstudies of effects on self-esteem 

would ,benefit from both a larger sample size, the Lise of extreme 

groups, and the use of a different measuring instrument. Moreover, it 

is not known how long any effects issuing from the process would last 

and what effects they might have on motivation, perforinance,, absenteeism 

or turnover. Furthermore, the strength of effects might well be 

influenced by the purpose and particular kinds of exercises used in the 

process. Finally; future_ studies of the assessment center effects might 

wel 1 beiiefi t from a clOser examination of not only the extreme groups 

but also the moderate levels of self~esteem •. 
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Self-Description Inventory 

Circled items (31) comprise the Self-Assurance scale 
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Name 
Date 
Code # 

~~--,__--~~--~-

28 

Admin. 1 
4 
7 

2 
5 
8 

3. 
6 
9 

DIRECTIONS: ·The pu.rpose of this questions below is to obtain a picture 
of the traits you believe you possess and to see how you descri.be your-
sel L Ther:e are no right or wrong answers, so try to describe yourself 
as accurately and honestly as you can. 

SECTION A: In each of the pairs of words below,Gheck the one you think 
MOST describe~ you. 

1. a. capable 
-b. discreet 

© a. understanding 
-b. thorough 

3~ a. cooperative 
-b. inventive 

4. a. friendly 
-b. cheerful 

5. a. energetic 
-. b. ambitious· 

6. a. persevering 
-b. independent 

~ _a. loyal 
. b. dependable 

8. a. determined 
-b. courageous 

9. a. industri6us 
-b. practical 

10. a. planful 
--b. resourceful 

@ a. -. b. 
unaffected 
alert 

·.~ _a. sharp•wi tted 
\..::..';.:) b. deliberate 

~. 13. _a .. kind 
~ b. jolly 

14. a. efficient 
-b. clear--thinki ng 

15. a. realistic 
-b. tactful 

@ a. 
-b. 

enterprising 
intelligent· 

17. a. affectionate 
-b. frank 

@ a. progressive 
-b. thrifty 

19 . a . since re 
-b. calm 

~ a. though tfu 1 
~ -b. fair-minded 

21. a. poised 
-b. ingenious 

® a. 
-b. 

sociable 
steady 



···'. :,." 

•.. 2·3: 

> ··=·· .··_' 

a. appieciative 
-.. b. ··. good,.. natured 

a. ·pleasant · 
-. b. modest 

@ a. responsible 
·.-. b. reliable · 

@) _a. dignified 
b~ civilized 

€) -.b~· ... imaginative 
se l f;..coritrolled 

29 
:~. ·.'·. 

28 . 

29' .. 

® 
© 

·32. 

; ·.1 _,· .... 

.. . . 

a. cons.ci eriti ous 
-.. b. quick ,_. 

a. logical 
-b .. adaptable 

a. sympathetic· 
-b. patient 

a. stable. 
-b. foresighted 

a. horiest 
b. generous 

SECTION B: . In each of the pairs of words below, cb~ck the One you• 
think LEAST desctibes you. 

© 
34. 

':35 ,· 

·. 36. 

@) 
@ 
39. 

40·~. 

. ·. 
a. Shy 

-. b. lazy 

. a. unambitious 
-b. reckless 

a. noisy 
-b. . arrogant 

a. emotional 
-b. headstrong 

. a .. i rrina tu re 
b. .quarrelsome 

. ·a. unfriendly 
. b. ··se lf"'.'seeking 

a. affected · 
-.b. moody 

· a. stubborn 
-· b. cold 

~ a conceited 
~ -b: infantile 

® 
® 

a. shall ow 
-b. stingy 

a. unstable 
~b .. · frivolous 

<44. a. defensive 
-b. touchy · ·.· -· .. 

. 45 . a· • tense 
-.. b. irritable 

@ a. dreamy 
b. dependent 

47. . a. changeable 
-b. prudish 

48. a. nervoµs . 
··~- intolerant 

49 • a • .. careless 
·~. foolish 

@) a. apathetic 
"'"'.-b .. egotistic;al 

® a. despondent 
b. evasive 

52. a. distractible 
-b. complaining 

@) a. weak 
b. selfish 

54. a .. rude . 
-b. self-centered 

... ' 
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55. a. rattle ... brained ® a. cyhi cal 
-b. disorderly -b. _aggressive 

® a. fussy 61. a; d.issatisfied • 
-b. submissive -b. outspoken 

® a. opinionated ® a. undependable 
-b. pessimistic -b. resentful 

® a. shiftless 63. a. shy 
-b. bitter -b. excitable· 

® a. hard-hearted 64. a. irresponsible 
-b. sel f.;.pitying -b. impatient -' 



-
··'ii 

APPENDIX B 
. . 

Letter to Di rectors of Management 
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Departnent of Psychology 

Directors of.Management Development 
· and Sales Training . . 

Dear Directors:. 

Blacksburg, .. Virginia 24061 

May 8, 1978 

\~e appreciate this opportunity to get out of the laboratory and 
into the real worldthat>you have provided for us. The research we are 
conducting is part of the on'."going studies ofAssessment.Center$ at · 
Virginia Tec;h. At present, we are interested Jn the effects of the 
assessment process on job satisfaction, self-esteem, and life satisfac-
tion and any causal relationships among them. · 

Enclosed are 2 setsof i den ti cal ques ttonnai res. Each set will 
be administerecito the participant atdifferent times. The question:-
nai res marked (PA) on the top 1 eft-h and corner are to be given prior 
to the assessment center~ Each set will take approximately 30 minutes 
for the participant to complete. ·· ' 

The second set of questionnaires l abel.ed (PTA) - are to be given . 
inmedi ate ly ·after th.e participants conclude the assessment process .. The 
questionnaires areself-administering,all .. directions are provided for 
the participants. Again, the questionnaires will therefore be filled· 
out by each parti cipantthree times. The participants should be unaware 
that they wi 11 be answering the questionnaire at these various times .. 

Instructions for the participants indicate that completed question"'. 
naires should. be sent back to Virginia Tech in theprovi ded envelopes. 

· Pl ease insure prompt mailing. 

. . Virginia Techd./ill be pr.ovi ding ~U1J1111ary results from this i nforma-
tion to your company as soon as the data has been received and evaluated. 

We are extrem~ly grateful for your cooperation, and are. looking 
forward to evaluating the data~ · ·· · · ·. 

With best regards; 

John W. Ha~ilton, Ph.D. · 
Janes D .. Utterback, M .s. 
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC;INSHTUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 
·. .. . 

Department of Psychology Blacksburg, Virginia ·. 24061 · 

Dear .Assessment Center Participant: 

···The following res~arch is bei.11g conducted by Virginia Tech through 
the· cooperation of the Management Development departments .. ·Al though 
the data collected will be considered part of the assessment process,. 
it will not be used in your evaluations. We ask that you fill out the 
attached questiOnnaire; ·it will take approximately. 30 minutes of your· 
time. In order .to assure frankness .in· .ansW!;!.ring, we: emphasize that 
your responses will be treated confidential)y. .Only sunmary data will 
be returned to your company and individual responses wil 1 not be re- . 
vealed in any way. With this in mind, we ask _that you write your name 
in the top right h_and corner of each page, in: order to insure no mix.., 
ups in the data evaluation; 

. . .. . 
·' . . . . ' · . 

.•. After completing the ·questionnaires, check to .make sure you have. 
answered each i tern and that your .name is on the top of each page. 
Return the questionnaire to us using the self;..addressed· stamped en;.. 
ve 1 ope provided. 

We personally would like to take this opportunity to. thank you 
in advancefor your cooperation~ · · 

With best· regards, 

··• Joh11 W. Ha~i 1 ton, . Ph. D ~ 
•. James D. Utterback~ M.S. 

·. • .. 
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THE EFF"ECT OF THE ASSESSMENT CENTER PROCESS 
· ... : . . . 

ON THE SELF~ESTEEM OF PARTICIPANTS 

by 

James Davis Utterba~k 
. . . 

. ·.(ABSTRACT) 
. . 

Effects of the Assessment tenter process on partici~ants 1· self~·.· 

esteem Were examinecland rel at~d to past research anc{ tradi·tional 
. .. . . . 

self-esteem theories. Thirty•nine sales representatives were assessed 

for career~development potential at a large midwestern pharmac~utical 
. . . , . 

company. It was proposed, in accord with consistency· theory, that high 

and low self-esteem participants would show post assessment self-
. . . . 

esteem change scores in the direction of their initial level of self-

esteeni. A two-group, pre-post design was employed resulting in 

significant changes for -~i:gh.and·lows~lf~_~steem participants.·-. The 
:~ . . .:· . . . . . . . . " . ., . . 

implications of the present. findings for the use of assessment· center 

. methodology; and fµture res'eard1 n~eds were disgussed. 
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