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THE EFFECT OF THE ASSESSMENT CENTER PROCESS
o (. N
ON THE SELF-ESTEEM OF PARTICIPANTS - "

%

Se]f—esfeem may be defined as the value or importance attributed
to the self in‘comparison with others. In short, self-esteem is an
evaluation Which;individuaTs‘make,énd’custbmari]y maihtain'Of them-
selves. Coopersmith (1967) believed sé]f;esteem expreSSed an attitude

of approva1 or disapprova1 and’indicatedlthe extent to which people
.-be1ieved themselves to be capable, significant, successful and worthy.

 Accordjng to Coopersmith (1967) Sé1f-esteem.deve1ops early in

childhood, beCOMing.relafiVely stable as individuals mature and in-
corporate more information into their self concept; a view aiso shared
by others (e.g., Morse & Gérgeh; 1970). Korman (1970) noted however
vﬁhat circuhstancesbinv01ving se]f-eva]uatioh may arise which alter

the relatively chronic level of self-esteem, ~Accokding to Korman
(1970) chronic level of self-esteem may be a]fered due to specific
characteristics of the situation. For ekamp]e, 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
objectiVe data are not available. That is, beop]e will actively seek
‘social_evaluation of'their abilities and opinions]whene?er there is

uncertainty.



' Byham (1971) noted that AssesSméht Centers had'the ébiTity to
sensitize a pérticipaht'with respect to achievement énd'se1fAWOr£h;
‘that the assessment process was simi1ér~t§'unfreézing, and'ftheré
was a great‘deailof eVidence that most partiéipantsfgained in self-
insight from participating in assessment exercises and that this
insight was fairly accurate" (p. 12). Assessment centers, because
'/theyvare novel situations for many pakticipahts,}crééfe a'ﬁeed for
' se]f—eva]udtion,i Moreqver,'they allow for se1f—éva1uatiVe Opporfunity
in thaf participénts can directly comparé theik abilitie51W1fh other
participants in group éxercises and with some absolute or expected
level in individual exercises. Morse & Gergén (1970)‘re9ea1ed that -
when “chérg“”in a”grQUﬁ Situation were competing fof fhe’same employ-
ment openfngs and opportunity, i.e., where the:uti1ity of comparison
was high, se]feéSteem change should bé:expetfed, |

" The manner in which_Se]f-eéteém changes under these conditions 7
.has not been dirett]y'investigatéd.'vItvhas beén suggeStéd*that an
individua]:Will bevmotivdted'to‘pérfbrm'avtaSk-in a manner Edhsfstent
With the-se]f—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 expectedvperformanté
'resu1ts in feeljngs of pleasure (Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962).

Paétvevidence'a]so suggests that high Self-estéem (HSE) andv1OW'

‘self-esteem (LSE) individuals differ in several aspects;"Marecekf
| and Mettee (1972) showed that_ré]ative to persons with HSE, individuals
with LSE were hade uncomfortable by success. This effect was found

to be exaggerated when the LSE people were convinced of their low



status and were made to fee1 persona]]y respons1b1e for the success
exper1ence (Marecek et al., 1972) ' Korman (l967b) proposes that 1'v
"the 1onger a person is in a. HSE s1tuat1on (1mp11ed competence by
others) the more 1nterna11zed w111 the1r se]f concept become and
“the n more they w111 be mot1vated to seek outcomes cons1stent w1th
fim (p 66) u | y _‘ :,. : - | .c }7

Some stud1es have shown a tendency for both h1gh and 1ow se]f- _'.”
esteem part1c1pants to 11m1t the1r cogn1t1ve 1nput to 1nformat10n o
"congruent to their se]f 1mage Jones (1973)-and S11verman (1964)
found that HSE eva]uators reacted more favorab]y to approva1 than to
d1sapprova1 and were genera]]y more respons1ve to success than was

“true for LSE part1c1pants. Invest1gat10ns by Stot]and Thor]ey, : d‘

- Thomas, Cohen and Zander (]957) Gerard (1961) Korman (1967),

- Baruch (1973), and D1pboye Zu]towsk1, Dewh1rst and Arvey (1978)
conc]uded that LSE 1nd1v1duals were pred1sposed to be11eve that suc-
cess was unrea]1st1c Three of these 1nvest1gat1ons (Stot]and et
' T-' 1957= Gerard 1961, “and Cohen 1966) a]so found. that LSE subJects ;
were more vu]nerab]e to outside pressures more dependent upon »
s1tuat1ons, and’ more suscept1b]e to the percept1on of fa11ure than
v'peop]e w1th HSE Furthermore Cohen (1959) and Byrne (1961) found -
~ that HSE 1nd1v1dua]s tended to protect themse]ves from negat1ve se]f—
eva]uatton whereas LSE peop]e were sens1t1ve to such negat1ve
eva]uat1ons._ F1na11y, HSE peop]e were found to be systemat1ca11y
d1fferent in. group performance s1tuat1ons 1n that they exert more
1nf1uence (Thomas & Burd1ck ]954) have greater conf1dence in. the1r

C'ab111ty to deal w1th events (Coopersm1th 1967), and were ]ess nega-

| t1ve1y 1nf1uenced by the presence of others (Shrauger 1972)




| In adu]thood success in work is a pr1mary determ1nant of our
ompetence Moreover, work p1ays an. unpara]]e]ied role in the
format1on of se]f-esteem and 1dent1ty (0 Too]e, 1973) It is in the
workplace that our esteem 1s constant1y on the 11ne and serves as
- the major focus of our self-evaluation. Perhaps nowhere else is f
eva]uat1on of-our work behavlor more}c]ear]y the-obgect1ve than in
~an assessment center. " | | | B
Each year'thouSands of men and women particfpate'1n”as5essment
centers;'Whose purposes‘fnciude'career,deve1opment;‘team}buf1d1ng,
promotion‘and“earIy manager 1dentffication (c.f. Bu]]ard 1969 Byham,
| 1971; 1976; Campben & Bray, 1967; Jaffee, Frank & Rollins, 19765
Kraut 1975 Moses & McIntryre ‘Note 1) N1th the broader app]1cat1on
of assessment center techn1ques there is a concern for potent1a1 |
effects-of the assessment process on»part1c1pants careers, mora]s '
and motiration'to perform (Dodd; 1976). |
One aspect of the effects of the assessment process[on partici-
pants concerns se]f—esteem (Huck 1973) Speciffcailyg we’have seen:
that a person ' level of self- esteem affects h1s or her behav1or

~1in spec1f1ab1e ways, 1nf1uenc1ng the way peop]e approach a task and

'the1r se]f-est1mated probab111ty of be1ng ab]e to perform 1t success- o

fu]]y The purpose of the present study was to exam1ne the effects

of-assessment center partjc1pat1on,on se]feesteem..



':Hypotheses
Thus 1t was hypothes1zed that HSE and LSE 1nd1v1duals because
of vary1ng levels of perce1ved persona] adequacy and seTect1ve -
'”sens1t1v1ty to evaluat1ve 1nput W111 show post—assessment seTf—

t‘esteem scores 1n accord w1th con51stency theory That 1s LSE 1nd1v1—‘;

‘:&duaTs post se]f assurance scores w111 e1ther rema1n the same or de-

: crease wh11e HSE part1c1pants post scores w111 rema1n the same or .
increase. e e TR

© Method

viParticipants;" |
Forty -eight nat1onw1de sa]es representat1ves (42 ma]es and 6
fema]es) of an 1nternat1ona1 pharmaceut1ca1 organlzat1on were the

-‘part1c1pants in th1s study The saTes representat1ves operated under '

- a d1str1ct manager and prov1ded doctors hosp1tals and clinics w1th1n

. a‘spe01f1ed area, wjth.sampTes,and 1nformat10n'concern1ng new pharmae"
V‘ceuticaT products~"The‘ftnal“sampie consisted of 36 males and 3
_fema]es due to m1ss1ng data. The‘seTectioniproceSStfor’theﬂcandidates

~ was not random, requ1rements for part1c1pat1on 1n the center were

- that the 1nd1v1duals have worked at least two years w1th the company

' as saTes representat1ves had to show a des1re to part1c1pate in the o

center and in most cases, were recommended by super1ors. The part1c1-'f’

 pants were not g1ven obJect1ve feedback until after the pre and post
measures had been g1ven |
The SeTf Assurance scale of the Se]f Descr1pt1ve Inventory

:.(SDI)ﬁwas used.to.measure se]f-esteem.5<Th1spmeasure has~beenv':“"



"extenSiVeTy'usedlbykother researchers both infandjOUt‘of induStry;f'i
e.q., _G.a,vin (1973), Hamilton (Note 2), Ko'rman'j(1966, 1967 'and_'197o’)7,i
Weiner (1970 1973) and London and Klimoski (1975) {'ATthough'thek‘
ev1dence on most seTf-esteem measures, 1nc1ud1ng the SDI, is far
from complete, it was cons1dered the most suitable because of its

: 'brev1ty, seTf-expTanatory nature Tow item transparency, handT1ng of

acqu1esence and that it aTTows compar1sons w1th prev1ous stud1es.

- Assessment Pr;gram v

The assessment center began w1th 1ntroductory remarks from
‘corporate off1cers who expTa1ned that the purpose of the center was - to
identify areas where deveTopment would enhance the1r performance as S
sales managers. Immed1ate]y‘foTTow1ng the 1ntroduct1on,,part1c1pantsv
were administered thefSDI'to obtain a‘measure of their pre-assessment
'seTf-esteem.j. | | |

The aSsessorskfor the two day center;were'dTStrictpand>regiona1
sa]és‘managers; aTTtof'Whom'had undergone severaT days ot‘tradnfng”
'Most of ‘the assessors were tWo. management TeveTs above the cand1dates
and none prev1ousTy knew any of the assessees .

Six exerc1seS»were developed foTTow1ng a comprehensive:job

analysis. The assessment techn1ques 1ncTuded four 1nd1v1dua1 exerc1ses.

~ One cons1sted of an anaTyt1caT task Tast1ng one and a han hours foT-

- Towed by a han hour oral presentat1on by eachupart1c1pant to an
.assessor The second exerc1se was a three hour in- basket task ~Two
fact f1nd1ng exercises asked the assessees T) to deal W1th a probTem
empToyee and 2) t0»argue for or.aga1nst}a stadjumvdeveTopment prOJect,x

The assessees were given fifteen minutes to prepare for each exercise



‘and then bhe-hélf‘hOUr for each exercise presentation. Resaﬁrdé'.'
'.,peop]e’were emp]dyéd in the fact finding exercises; each was given
“the same background information and training to.maintain standardiza-

tion across situations. The final two exercises were leaderless

group problem-solving tasks involving six partfcipants. The assessees

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

hour. A1l eiercises were typical'of'those fouhd'in most assessment

centers (c.f., Huck, 1973; Thdrnton, 1971a; and Moseé et al., Note 1).

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

- istered the SDI. - Both sets of responses were subsequently mailed back

‘to the experimenter.



ResuTts'?‘ ‘
A preetest;pOSt-teSt,'two gr0up desfgn was.osed; bThe»independent
}variab1e was initfa1'1eVe1 of seTf—esteem‘and*the'dependent:variabTe '
_was the pos t- score on the self- -assurance scale of the SDI Selfe a
esteem 1eve1 (HSE or LSE) was estab]1shed through the use of a med1an
sp]it3on'pre se]f-esteem scores. Twenty- two subJects were. def1ned aS»i
HSE due to pre 'SDI scores above 29, seventeen LSE subJects had pre .
self- -assurance scores of 29 or below. = | =
A poss1b1e confound in the. de51gn name1y performance in the ]'“'
aSsessment‘center,~was ruled out ear1y'as a t-test-showed that the
level of se]f esteem did- not d1st1ngu1sh performance scores. HSE
1nd1v1duals had a mean performance score of 38 1 while LSE subJects .
had a mean performance score of 39.0. This difference was not s1gn1f1- o
cant (t = 55 df = 37 p_- 58) sovthe‘performance var1ab1e5was‘dropped o
from further ana]yses ' RRREEES o | | o
It was hypothes1zed that the post scores on the se1f4aSSurance"v?‘
: sca]e of the SDI wou]d 1ncrease for HSE 1nd1v1duals and decrease for o
'[ LSE subJects In an ana]ys1s of variance, this effect would be shown
in a s1gn1f1cant Leve] by T1me (L X T) 1nteract1on, The resu]ts of
th1s analys1s, us1ng the median split described above, is shown
in Table 1. Effects due to L X T were only marg1na11y s1gn1f1cantk':

(F (1,77) = 2.87, p = .09).



| 1 Table 1 »1'
Repeated;MeaSures Ana1ysis of Variance
Median Split Oh:Pre Self-Esteem Scores

©29/30

&

- Source  v‘ - o df

i

Between Subjects

Subject (L) 37 27.35
Within Subjects \‘ v | | o
 Time (1) N B}
LxT 1 o958
Txs 3w 10313

2.41
2.87

CTOTAL 7

wkkk p £ 0001

Level (L) 1 950.23%  34.75weex
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The meanléhanée (pnét minus pre sCoreé).fbr HSE was -0.04 and
~ for LSéiwésf-Z}Sz; Signifiéant effects due to Level (L) (F (1,

77) ="34.75-, R<.0001) reﬂ’ec’:ted the fact that p‘.a\rticipants were
assigned to L based on pre scores of the SDI and that the pre-post
§orne1ation for thé SDI was 0.83. This cornélation is an‘abproximétion4
of the teSt-retest reliability that is confounded with effects due

to the assessment process. Another estimate of test-retest reliability
vwas'qbtained using‘100 introductory psychO]dgy'studentsTovér an iden-
tical, two day, time period. The coefficient of stébi]ity yie]déd a
cbrreiation of 0,65§*thé Tow coefficient indicating hign measurement
erron in the SDI instrument.
| The use of a median split in assigning individuals to-levels

of self-esteem is only one 6f seVera] ways to establish self-esteem
.ievéié. Two additional analyses were therefore performed to examine
~results issuing from alternative groupings‘of participants. The firét
alternative removed nine individuals from the anéiysis who had |
scdred'at the mediénr(29 or 30) on the first administration of the
‘ se]f—assurance-scale. This split resulted in 15 subjects in eacn

group of HSE and LSE. This analysis is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
Repeated Measures Ana]ysié'of Variance

Having RemoVed Median Scores (29 and 30)

———— . ——

Source ‘ df ' MS E

Between Subjects

Level (L) o 1411.350 85 47 %k
Subject (L) 28 16.512

Within Subjects
Time (T) o 2.817 40
LxT | o - 98.817 13,93k

T x S(L) | 28 7.092

TOTAL . : 59

***% p {.0001



.:v12 .

" ':The'ﬂL‘ x T ”inteir'afction 'was significant (F a, 59) 1301, R( .0001).
:'The t test 1nd1cated a mean- change (post minus pre) of +2. 13 for
HSE part1c1pants and 3 00 for. LSE subJects. d ’ | | v
v A th1rd ana]ys1s was conducted to alter the oreviOUS1y arbitrary' -
med1an sp11t from 29- 30 to 30 31 and 1nc1uded the ent1re app11cant
1poo] ~ There were 15 1nd1v1duals 1n the HSE group and 24 1n the LSE

_gtoup Th1s des1gn turned out to be espec1a11y noteworthy, as resu]ts R

,were cons1stent with the hypothes1zed re]at1onsh1p between 1n1t1a1
v'1eve1 of se]f—esteem and post'SDI scores. As is. shown in Tab]e 3,5
;there was a marg1na1]y s1gn1f1cant d1fference between pre and post
:vlevels of se]f esteem (F (1,77) = 3,26, EJ(-]) The L x T 1nter— B
action was highly slgn1ficant'(£;(],77)b= 17.04, p_«(.OOO])_as an
Vexanination.ofvdifference scores revea]ed_that,individuals in the

HSE ghOuorincreased~on the avehage:of'£2.13 ooints in post se1f-i
esteen scdres'whi1e:1ndividuals‘in‘the LSE group decreased an ayeragev

of -3.16 points in post se]f—esteem measurement.



 Table 3

Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance,

' "Mediah-Split»danré SéTf?Eéteem Séores oy

30/31

Source L df CoMs

™

Between Subjects

Level (L) 1 1284617

~ Subject (L)" 37 . 18.308
Within Subjects A
| Time (1) R 24.821
LxT D  129.686
TxSW) 8 7.609

70_]7****>

R
17.04%k%

TOTAL ' 77

*kkk p <0001
wxk p .00

*p {1



| Discussion

’fhe resu]ts df the presént study‘ténd to support thé}hypdtheSis‘
that pa?ticibétidn in an assesémenf-center“affects the ihdividuai”,‘
' fh accordance with tonsttehcy theo}y.' That is, partiéipahts‘ p6stf
test scores were the same or moved in the direction of their initial
level of self-esteem. Other éVidence‘that theiéSsessment'procéss
éffécted the‘participants was revealed iﬁ’differehtes in:COeff}ciéﬁté
of stabi]ityrbetween assessment center ihdividuals and:npn participants.
For the sa]es.rebfeSentatives the coefficient of stability on the SDI
testeketést was'0}83. Test?retest ke]iabi11ty, overfthe“sémeftWOj
day period, for a grdup of 100 co]]ege students who‘had not'partici. 
pated in an assessment’center'Was 0.65. The difference wésjattfibUted
to the treatment, as standard deQiatidn measures bétWeen'the“groups
differed. |

These results replicate those of Hami]ton'(Ndfe”Z)‘who found -

that the variance of SDI scores increased significantly for HSE indivi-
duals in an assessment céﬁter'for the selection of police officers.
However, Hamilton (Note 2) did not find a significant increase in the
variance of LSE participants. Hamilton's (the'2) conclusion that
effects on participants would be more pronounced under typiéa] assess-
ment cehfer'conditions was also supported, in that individuals sCOrihg ‘
: both-be]ow'and above the median on the se]f—assurahce sca]e would |
show greater variance in stores'aftek‘paftiéipatioﬁ.'
| Jones (1973) reviewed the results of‘sé]f-esteem investigations
from‘the_perspective'of two broad social evaluation traditions. 'Thé

first tradition emphasized self-consistency in which "evéTuations_of

14
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the self and others are med1ated by a tendency toward se]f-cons1stenqy'
(Jones 1973, p. 186). The second trad1t1on, “se]f-esteem,“ proposed |
that the individual "had a need to enhance his self-evaluation and to |
increase, maintain, or.cOnfirmvhis feelings of'pensoneibsatisfaction,,
worth and effectiveness" (Jones, 1973; p. 186). A1though Jones (1973)
concluded that cognitiVe consistency theories "may bevsomeWHat over-
worked," he adopted several boundary conditions‘to account for results
where se1f-consistency theory had been supported. 'Onefsuch condition
proposed that self-exposure, (i.e., where the candidete can anticibate
“that his successes and fai]ures will be disclosed) would increase the
tendency of a participant to make apparently Se1f?consistent responses.
This extension is app]ieab]e to the present study in that assesshent
centers are likely to expose and sensitize a participant with respect
to self-worth (Byham, 1971) and that typical assessment center exercises
allow for direct exposure and comparison. Thus the evidence suggests
that a:seif—consistency framework would be adopted by‘assessmenb center
panticipants. The results of the present study also 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, lTow 1item
transparency and the comparisons which. it a]]owed with past 1nvest1ga-
tions. The SDI has been used in a number of studies (Gh1se111, 1971,
Hdmiffbn, (Note 2); Korman, 1966; 19673 1970;'London and Klimoski, 975)



even though there 1s relat1ve]y 11tt1e ev1dence concern1ng 1ts con- i
-‘“struct va11d1ty Furthermore recent ev1dence by Ham11ton and E111ott'
}(Note 3) concern1ng convergent va11d1ty of self-esteem measures, shows‘
>r,that the se]f assurance scale 1s on]y moderate]y re]ated to other"
,commonly used measures of self-esteem The authors quest1oned the use,
of the se]f assurance sca1e of the SDI as a measure of se]f-esteem.‘,: .

'Spec1f1ca11y, the se]f assurance sca]e shared on]y 51x percent common

’(,var1ance w1th other measures of self- esteem and as 1nd1cated by the

re11ab111ty est1mates reported prev1ous]y, conta1ned only 42 percent
‘vsystemat1c var1ance., Because of these 11m1tat1ons 1t 1s not poss1b1e.*
' ;'to unamb1guous]y attr1bute the changes from this 1nvest1gat1on to the
1 same elements of se]f esteem as found 1n other common]y used measures._
” The- se]f-assurance sca1e however, 1s re]ated to 1mportant aspects of
_management performance that ref]ect components of se]f—esteem For f
:‘examp1e the se]f—assurance sca]e 1s corre1ated 0.66 w1th 11fe h1stor1es
of managers Jjudged to be effect1ve 1n dea11ng w1th occupat1ona1 and !

personal»problems (Gh15e111, 1971). Se]f esteem, as measured by the

. SDI has a]so been found to corre1ate with. JOb 1eve1 (Gav1n 1973)

as we]l as’ to moderate the relat1onsh1p between 1nterests and 1ntr1ns1c -
sat1sfact1on (D1pboye et al 1978) and between task 11k1ng and task
success (Korman 1968) | ' '

. A second 11m1tat1on, both in Ham11ton s (Note 2) 1nvest1gat1on -
and the present study, has to do w1th the effects of regress1on toward o
the mean. Accord1ng to the regress1on toward the mean phenomenon,

| g1ven any standard score Z s the best 11near pred1ct1on of the standard»
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E soorégzy=,is~one'reiative1y'néarer’the mean of iero thanbts:the‘Z
(Hays,'1973) The 1dea be1ng that if one uses a ]1near rule for pre-}
diction, then it is usua]]y a good bet that an 1nd1v1dua] w11] fa]] |
re1at1ve]y closer to the group mean on the var1ab1e pred1cted than he
does on ‘the var1ab1e actually known Neverthe]ess, this tendency

" runs counter to the effects proposed in the present study for both
HSE and LSE part1c1pants and,_therefore, the results should be con-
sidered a conservative estimate of the true effects.

Regress1on to the mean’ is also re]ated to how the samp]e is :
div1ded The present 1nvest1gat1on was based on a rev1sed med1an sp11t
]-wh1ch shou]d have moderated the effects of regress1on towards the mean “’
when compared to other ways of d1v1d1ng the group, e.g., extreme
group approach. The,rev1sed med1an split was_emp]oyed to maintain
max1mum samp]e s1ze'and divide’the‘sample at the’point'reflecting},.
perceptual differenceS“betueenAthose'above‘(HSE) and he]Ow (LSE) the .
sp11tting score. | | :

Conclusions

Se]f-esteem has come to be recognized as an 1mportant variable
in organizational behavior. For examp]e, 1t has been related to JOb
attitudes (Korman, 1967bs Baruch, 1973; Lawler, 1973; and Dipboye
et al., 1978),'job performance (Gavin, 1973; Heohler and Weiner, 1974;
London and Klimoski, 1975; and Cohen and Lefkowitz, 1977) and vocational
choice (Korman,v1966; 1969; Bedian, 1977; and Leonard, Walsh and
Osipow, 1973). Wells and Marwell (1976) have appropriate1y noted that,
"how people think of an evaluate thémsé]Ves both as a consequence of |

work conditions and as a predisposition for subsequent behaviors,
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isfan essentiaibhehaViora1'construct;for}interpreting‘human.conducth}
(o 3501, . : | o L ,
di A1though the econom1c and soc1eta1 1mportance of work has dom1-
nated thought about 1ts mean1ng, 1t is 1ncreas1ngly clear that work
.,p]ays a cruc1a1 psycholog1ca1 ro1e 1n the format1on of se]f-esteem v
and 1dent1ty WOrk contr1butes to self-esteem 1n two ways, f1rst, 1t
.imakes one aware of one's eff1cacy and competence. Secondly, work
rem1nds the employee da11y that he or she has someth1ng to offer, i.e.,
is needed by others. The workp]ace genera11y, then, 1s one of the
'major‘foci offpersona] eva]uat1on,' Law]er (1973) suggested that LSE

' participants pred1sp051t1on to be11eve ‘that success was unrea11st1c
5cou1d affect the1r mot1vat1on in the work env1ronment The author
proposed that one way a company cou]d deal ‘with th1s affect of self-
esteem on mot1vat1on was to se]ect on]y those cand1dates possessing
HSE 1evels. Sche1n (1970) a]so stressed the need of superVTSors to-“

’become more concerned w1th subord1nates fee11ngs, part1cu1ar1y those

. assoc1ated w1th se]f—tmage and acceptance These v1ewpo1nts are ap-

: propr1ate 1n 11ght of the present study's - f1nd1ng that se]f—esteem |
: 1eve1 cou]d be 1nf1uenced by s1mu1ated work env1ronments o

' The assessment centervmethod has seen phenomena] growth‘in.the |
past ten years‘in.Americantindustry. We can ant1c1pate 1ts popu]ar1ty
to continue in the years to come due in part toits. acceptance by v
governmenta] agenc1es. Interest has a]so ar1sen because of the va11d1ty |
of the techn1que as well as - the fact that t1me and money are saved by
'vcomb1n1ng assessment and deve]opment in the same procedure. The assess-

ment center process offers the opportun1ty for managers not only to’
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‘ obserVe{promisindxcandfdates but:aTSOHtotevatuate them objectfvely |
and obta1n a genera] fee11ng for whether the person wou]d fit 1nto

the organ1zat1on. Moreover, the reports resu1t1ng from assessment |
~are usefu] as p]ann1ng tools to adJust h1r1ng patterns and as career
planning dev1ces for cand1dates vahe add1t1ona] d1v1dends wh1ch accrue
above and beyond the exp]1c1t goals of assessment 1nc1ude candidate
tra1n1ng and a pos1t1ve 1nf1uence on JOb expectat1ons (Byham, 1971)
Assessment center popular1ty is a]so ev1denced in the number of

articles present in the bus1ness and 1ndustr1a] Journals. Byham (1977)

| has co]lected a b1b11ography of over 600 art1c1es on the process.
Neverthe]ess, there are a number of quest1ons rema1n1ng The present‘
study exam1ned on]y one potent1a] variable related to the effects of '
the assessment center process on the part1c1pants and these results |
.are not ent1re1y c]ear. Subsequentvstud1es of effects on se]f-esteem -
| wou]d/benefit from both a 1arger samp1e size, the use of extreme

groups and the use of a d1fferent measur1ng 1nstrument MOreover, it
is not known how 1ong any effects 1ssu1ng from the process would Tast

: and what effects they might have on mot1vat1on performance, absentee1sm
or turnover. Furthermore, the. strength of effects might we]] be |
~ influenced by the purpose and part1cu1ar k1nds of exercises used in the
process Finally, future stud1es of the assessment center effects m1ght
well benefit from a c]oser exam1nat1on of not only the. extreme groups

but also the moderate levels of self-esteem.



rRefetencezNotes

Moses, J., ahd'MCIntyre, F. Standards and ethical considerations -

'efor'asseSSment-center operations. Task Force on development of

assesément center standards, Greenbriar, West Virginia April 1978.
Hami1ton, J.N. Assessmeht centers and‘seTfAéSteem Unpub]1shed
manuscr1pt 1974 (Ava11ab1e from author s address)

Ham11ton J w and E111ott L B A note on the convergent

;vva11d1ty of se]f—esteem measures Paper presented at the meet1ng 1

~of the Southeast Psycho1og1ca1 Assoc1at1on New. Orleans,

’<r>March 1979.
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APPENDIX A

Self-Description Inventory

Circled items (31) comprisévthe Se]f-AssUkancé'scale
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) - Date

‘Name

Code #__

~ Admin.

4 5 6
7. . 8 9

DIRECTIONS: The purpose of th1s quest1ons below is to obtaln a p1cture o

of the traits you believe you possess and to see how you describe your-

- self.  There are no right or Wrong answers, so tny to descr1be yourself
- as accurate]y and honest]y as you can. -

1SECTION A:: In each of the pa1rs of words be]ow, check the one you th1nk -

v capab1e
i} .'_d1screet

: .;;understand1ng
b, thorough

. 'cooperat1ve
. inventive.
b. cheerful

.- energetic-
.. ambitious’

. persevering
independent

. loyal
.eedeterm1ned'
. courageous
. practical

. planful
. _reSOUrcefuT

- alert

MOST descr1bes you. o

. friendly

. 'dependab]e L

. industrious =

. unhffectedfefjf,.v

Shanp;Witted B

deliberate

. kind
. dolly.

eff1c1ent

: ;c1ear—th1nk1ng

. :rea11st1c
_b. tactfu]

a.‘ enterpr1s1ng
b. intelligent

affectionate

. Frank.

progress1ve_'

:, thr1fty

s1ncere_
calm

a. thoughtful

fair-minded

. poised
. 1ngen1ous,

. soc1ab1e S
,ifsteady ‘:;~‘



conscientious

. appreciative . cons
. qu1ck

23,
: . good-natured

. Tlogical

. pleasant
. *adaptab1e

_a 28.- _a

_b b

_a 29, __a

_b. modest ' - _b.

_a. responsible - : . ___a sympathet1c
__b. reliable _ ‘ - _b. patient
_a | ' 1‘ilbv;_a stable
_b b
—a _a
_b !

dignified |
foresighted

'.‘lll' civilized
. honest

imaginative 32. |
b. ‘generous

se]f—Controlled

| 'SECTION B: In each of the- pa1rs of words be]ow, check the one you.
think- LEAST describes you.

@ _;_b. shy - 44

.:fdéfehSive,‘

cold h. evasive
. ,distractibTé'

. conceited , ' 52.
' : complaining

. infantile
weak
se]fish

sha]]dw
stingy

. 'rude ,
selfncentered

® 606

unstable : v 54.
~frivolous : _

a
lazy | _b. touchy
34,.‘;_§. “unambitious 45, _a tense
| _*b. reckless _ _b irritab1e
5‘;35. __a. noisy o 48) _a. dreany
__b. arrogant | o . __b. dependent
' 36. _;ﬁ.»‘emot1ona1 - . __p.’.changeable
v __b. ‘headstrong ‘ - _b. ‘prudish
| __a. immature o 48. __a 'nervous'
- __b. quarrelsome _b .1nto1erant
' a. FUnfhend]y 49. __ a. careless
e ;_p,bjselfuseek1ngr SRR R _b. foolish
,39. __a. affected S 433‘- 3 a.»,apathetic'
_b. moody v - _b. egotistical
40. __a. stubborn | - (::; a. desbondentf
b. )
_a. _a
_b b
;;ﬁ- _a
__b. _b
_;?Q —
_b. _b



rattle-brained

disorderly .

fussy
submissive
opinionated
pessimistic

shiftless
bitter

a. hard-hearted

self-pitying

130

cynical

aggressive

;diésatisfiedﬁ‘
. outspoken

undependable

. resentful

shy

. excitable

irresponsib]e
impatient
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY :
'stepartment of Psycho]ogy ;A"~”'_:‘f;A'f BTacksburg, V1rg1n1a 24061
LI May 8, 1978
,feD1rectors of Management DeveTopment

iR “and’ Sales Tra1n1ng S

‘lfﬁDear D1rectors S

Ne apprec1ate th1s opportun1ty to get out of the Taboratory and

into_the real world that you have provided for us. The research we arevfib" a
- conducting ‘is part of the on-going studies of Assessment Centers at. .

Virginia Tech. At present, we are interested in the effects of the
assessment process on job satisfaction, self-esteem, and Tife sat1sfac-
‘t1on and any causal re]at1onsh1ps among them . :

- _ Enc]osed are 2. sets of 1dent1ca1 quest1onna1res EaCh set w111 ‘
- be administered to the participant at different times. The quest1on—
“naires marked (PA) on ‘the top left-hand corner are to be given prior.
. to the assessment center. Each set will take approx1mate1y 30 m1nutes
- for the part1c1pant to comp]ete Ny

 The second set of quest1onna1res Tabe]ed (PTA) - are to be g1ven

i 1mmed1ate1y after the participants conclude the assessment process.. The

: ‘quest1onna1res are se]f—adm1n1ster1ng, all directions are prov1ded for
- the participants. Again, the questionnaires will ‘therefore be filled

-~ out by each part1c1pant three times. The participants should be unaware; ;

that they will be answer1ng the quest1onna1re at these various times.
Instructions for the part1c1pants 1nd1cate -that comp]eted question-

‘naires should be sent back to Virginia Tech . 1n the prov1ded enveTopes

" Please 1nsure prompt ma111ng :

V1rg1n1a Tech w111 be prov1d1ng summary results from. th1s 1nforma-
- t1on to your company as soon- as the data has been rece1ved and eva]uated.,

We are extreme]y gratefu] for your cooperat1on and are Took1ng
'forward to evaluat1ng ‘the data R 3 , .

with besf'regards; .;] f'>”

~John W. Hamilton, Ph.D.
‘James D. Utterback, M.S.
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- _ VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of PsychoIogy v . . BIacksburg, V1rg1n1a 24061

Dear Assessment Center Participant:

: ~ The following research is being conducted by V1rg1n1a Tech through
the cooperation of the Management Development departments. ~Although
- 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 approx1mate1y 30 minutes of your
time. In order to assure frankness in answering, we emphasize that
your responses will be treated confidentially. Only summary data will
be returned to your company and individual responses will not be re-
vealed in any way. With this in mind, we ask that you write your name
in the top right hand corner of each page, in order to 1nsure no mix-
ups in the data evaluation. : :

After completing the quest1onna1res, check to make sure you have
~answered each item and that your name is on the top of each page.

- Return the questionnaire. to us- using the seIf—addressed stamped en-
~velope provided. .

We personaITy wouId like to take this opportun1ty to thank you
in advance for your cooperat1on ‘ , .

~ With best'regards,

John N.'HamiIton,‘Ph.D.
James D. Utterback, M.S.
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THE EFFECT OF THE ASSESSMENT CENTER PROCESS
ON THE SELF- ESTEEM OF PARTICIPANTS |
'by.
James Davis Utte‘rba'ck' ”
(ABSTRACT)

 Effects of the Assessment Center process on partic1pants‘ self-
esteem were examined:andfhelatéd'to'past nesearch and‘traditional
se1f-esteem theOries. Th1rty-n1ne sales representat1ves were assessed
for career—deve]opment potent1a1 at a large m1dwestern pharmaceut1ca1
‘company. It was proposed, in accord with cons1stency theory, that h1gh |
'and 1ow se]f—esteem part1c1pants would show post assessment self-
esteem change scores in the d1rect1on of their 1n1t1a1 1eve1 of self-
esteem. A two-group, pre»post,des1gn was emp]oyed resu]t1ng 1n |
s1gn1f1cant changes for h1gh and 1ow se]f—esteem part1c1pants - The
1mp11cat1ons of the present findings for the use of assessment center

methodoTogy. and‘future_research needs‘were d1scussed.
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