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Abstract 

The study purpose was to examine how leadership skills and abilities are 

measured using the assessment center method. The specific question addressed was 

whether the work simulation ratings made unique, incremental contributions to the 

overall competency ratings over and above those from the testing. Archival data from a 

consulting firm specializing in leadership assessment were used to address the research 

questions. The population consisted of 200 manager and executives assessed for selection 

or development over 3 years. For each of the 8 competencies, a preliminary backwards 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to eliminate personality and motives 

inventory scales that did not significantly contribute to the overall leadership competency 

rating. Upon determining which variables should remain in the full analyses, eight 

multiple regression analyses were conducted in which variables were introduced in two 

blocks, the first of which contained the remaining cognitive ability testing and personality 

and motives inventory scales, while the latter added work simulation ratings. Results 

showed that work simulation exercises made significant contributions to assessors’ 

ratings of 7 of the 8 overall leadership competencies. Assessors considered half of the 8 

competencies to be trait-based, and thus expected to draw more heavily on the personality 

and motives inventory scales and cognitive ability test score when making judgments of 

these overall competency ratings. Similarly, assessors considered the other four 

competencies to be skill-based, suggesting greater reliance on the performance-based 

simulations when determining overall competency ratings. These assumptions were 

upheld for 6 of the 8 competencies. Assessors expected to rely more on simulation data 

for 2 of the competencies they considered to be skill-based, but in fact, ended up placing 
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more weight on the personality and motives inventories and cognitive ability test results. 

Implications for future research include conducting similar analyses of individual 

assessors’ overall competency model determinations, doing predictive validity studies, 

such as on-the-job performance studies that seek to determine the most predictive sources 

of data, and studying how these findings could be applied to design simulations in such a 

manner as to yield the most useful information to assessors when making their judgments 

of overall leadership competencies. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

The need for effective leadership is widespread among organizations. It is 

commonly understood that whether an organization succeeds in its mission is in large 

part due to the effectiveness of its leaders. Leaders have an impact on virtually every 

aspect of their organizations; leadership strength typically yields positive results while 

poor leadership can cost organizations untold amounts of money and put their very 

survival at risk. And yet, in a 2006 study by Accenture (in Davis & Barnett, 2010), only 

19% of survey respondents stated that they believed their organization’s strategies to 

fulfill their leadership needs were highly effective. Organizations have leaner leadership 

structures than at any time in history, yet organizations are larger, more complex, and 

more global (Corporate Leadership Council, 2003). Thus, each leader’s level of impact 

on the organization is greater than ever before, in turn making the need for strong leaders 

more crucial than ever before.  

This need is compounded by the changing demographics of the labor force. The 

U.S. Department of Labor (2010) reported that as baby boomers continue to age, the 

proportion of people 55 years old and up is expected to grow by 29.7 percent, by far, the 

fastest growing segment of the U.S. population. Conversely, the group of people aged 45 

to 54 is projected to decrease by 4.4 percent, thus creating a sizable deficit in the number 

of people available to fill the employment void. In 2005, Ready and Conger found that 

virtually none of the human resources executives from 40 global organizations said they 

had enough high-potential employees to fill key management roles. Groves (2010) spoke 

of the "5/50 crisis,” which says firms could lose 50 percent of their senior leaders in the 
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next 5 years. Moreover, when current, junior leaders take retiring senior leaders’ places, 

organizations need to have a ready supply of people who can fill the junior leaders’ 

vacated roles. The increase in demand and shortage of supply allows employees with 

leadership experience and aspirations to be more selective in their choices of employer, 

consequently making retention an additional problem for organizations. In addition, RHR 

International (2005) found that in the face of the dearth of potential leaders, and despite 

overwhelming evidence that leadership is critical to organizational success, nearly 75% 

of executives surveyed believe their organizations’ talent management systems fail to 

produce a sufficient supply of talented leaders. Furthermore, the Corporate Leadership 

Council (in Davis & Barnett, 2010) reported that fewer than 20% of employees have 

better than a 50% chance of being successful in more senior and more critical roles. 

Strong leadership and effective management have been shown to be related to a 

host of positive results for organizations, including increased productivity, profit, market 

value, and growth (Centre for Economic Performance & McKinsey & Company, 2005; 

Hanson, 1986; Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999; Zenger & Folkman, 2002), 

increased sales volume (Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999), decreased turnover 

(Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999; Zenger & Folkman, 2002), increased employee 

commitment (Zenger & Folkman, 2002), increased longevity of firms (Welbourne & 

Andrews, 1996), greater customer satisfaction (Rucci, Kim, & Quinn, 1998) , enhanced 

high potential retention and development (Corporate Leadership Council, 2005), and 

better long-term returns and shareholder wealth (Blimes, Wetzker, & Xhonneux, 1997; 

Huselid & Becker, 1997). Research on the Service–Profit Chain demonstrated that when 
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leaders have a positive impact on employee morale and satisfaction, both customer 

satisfaction and revenue increase (Rucci, Kim, & Quinn, 1998). 

Research done in 2005 by the Corporate Leadership Council found that high-

quality managers, who are interpersonally effective and possess the intellectual and 

emotional ability to handle complex situations, think strategically about issues, and lead 

others through change, can positively impact employee potential by as much as 37% (in 

Davis & Barnett, 2010). Conversely, career “derailment” is often the case for those 

leaders who are unable to learn from mistakes, demonstrate problems in interpersonal 

relationships, have difficulty in developing people, show an inability to build and lead 

their teams or make transitions, do not follow through consistently and reliably, fail to 

take a broad view in problem solving, exhibit “functional prejudice,” or show a lack of 

openness to new or different ideas (Lombardo & McCauley, 1988). Additionally, these 

leaders can miss opportunities to help high potential employees develop into higher level 

leaders and can actually hinder their progress. Further, frequent leadership changes for a 

given employee, so-called “manager churn,” can derail those employees who are 

considered high potential, thus eliminating a promising source of leadership candidates. 

Identifying and Selecting Leadership Talent 

The critical tasks for the organization are to identify and select the best people for 

leadership roles, both those who are ready today and those who will be ready after 

additional training and/or experience. Most organizations use traditional selection and 

hiring methods, such as resume screening, unstructured interviews, and reference 

checking, to the exclusion of other, more valid methods for predicting leadership success. 
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Figure 1 illustrates the relative usage rates of selection tools used by Fortune 100 

employers (Sharf & Jones, 2000). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite their prevalence, traditional selection methods are prone to error for 

several reasons (Andler, 1998; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986; Hogan, 1990). Findings show 

that job applicants are estimated to misrepresent resume information approximately 33% 

of the time. Reference checking may provide useful commentary on past performance. 

However, previously successful leaders often fail because a heretofore untapped aspect of 

personality or lack of skill suddenly becomes important when the individual is placed in a 

different or higher level position that presents new challenges (RHR International, 1998). 

Unstructured interviews top the list of selection methods commonly used by Fortune 100 

employers (Sharf & Jones, 2000), yet Schmidt & Hunter (1998) found that this type of 

interview was effective only 38% of the time. Even structured interviews have been 

found to be little more effective than flipping a coin (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). In 
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addition, physically attractive applicants are more likely to get job offers and are offered 

higher starting pay (Andler, 1998; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986; Hogan, 1990). 

A large body of research suggests that the assessment center method is a best 

practice when measuring overall leadership skill and potential (Gaugler, Rosenthal, 

Thornton, & Bentson, 1987). Jeanneret and Silzer (1998) defined the method as “a 

process of measuring a person’s knowledge, skills, abilities, and personal style to 

evaluate characteristics and behavior that are relevant to (predictive of) successful job 

performance” (p. 3). The use of assessment centers for leadership selection dates back to 

early work by practitioners at AT&T in the mid-1950s through the 1960s. In subsequent 

years, the use of assessment centers increased enormously, such that by the late 1980s it 

was estimated (Gaugler, et al., 1987) that over 2,000 organizations were utilizing an 

assessment center approach to make informed decisions about a multitude of human 

resource issues, including employee selection, promotion or placement, early 

identification of “high potentials,” (HIPOs), succession planning, performance appraisal, 

and training and development. 

Assessment centers typically use an in-depth evaluation conducted over a period 

of 1 or more days, by assessment psychologists or others who have been appropriately 

trained; these individuals typically emanate from external consulting firms, and on 

occasion, from within the organization’s appropriate line department or human resources 

group. The most noteworthy feature of the assessment center approach is the use of a 

multi-rater/multi-method approach (Thornton, 1992). Methods often include: (a) 

measures of personality, values, interests, and motives, (b) cognitive aptitude testing 

instruments, (c) work simulations, such as case analyses, in-baskets, and role-play 
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exercises, which simulate real world scenarios, (d) situational judgment tests, which 

consist of questions about relevant on-the-job situations, (e) presentation or group 

interaction exercises with assessment observers or occasionally with other assessees, and 

(e) a structured, behaviorally-based interview with a lead assessor. Throughout the 

assessment center process, multiple assessors interact with the participants through the 

various assessment exercises. This combination of objective and subjective methods 

yields multiple and independent observations about each assessment participant, allowing 

themes regarding the participant’s leadership skills to emerge from the various sets of 

data. 

Ultimately, the observations made by staff during the assessment center are 

described and evaluated against a set of leadership competencies that define the skills, 

aptitudes, and qualities that the assessment center is designed to measure. For any given 

assessment center, the specific competencies to be measured are established in advance 

of the assessment process, and typically reflect the anticipated requirements for success 

in a future leadership role. Organizations establish such competencies through various 

methods, which may include internal research to identify the key requirements for 

success in a leadership role within a company in the context of its organization’s strategy, 

culture, and emerging business challenges. Other organizations draw from generic 

competency lists that are publicly available and supported by the literature on leadership 

effectiveness. In either event, a list of leadership competencies is needed to calibrate and 

integrate the assessment observations and findings into coherent themes that are relevant 

to the organization and the job.  
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Lead assessors typically use a clinical process to integrate the observations and 

ratings gleaned from the individual assessment tools and exercises into a cohesive, 

qualitative picture of each participant’s knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 

characteristics. In addition, they provide corresponding ratings for each participant on the 

competencies being measured to quantify the participant’s most salient strengths and 

weaknesses or areas of concern. In cases of selection for a specific job, a hiring 

recommendation often accompanies the listing of strengths and development needs.  

Statement of the Problem 

While the assessment center method is a best practice for the selection of leaders, 

it is also a time- and labor-intensive process. In a challenging economic climate, 

organizations are increasingly showing interest in more streamlined assessment 

processes. They often question whether the benefits of a comprehensive assessment 

center approach justify the expense (S. Gregory, 2010; S. Sackett, 2010). Nonetheless, as 

noted earlier, validation studies appear to support the superiority of this method 

compared to other individual assessment tools for predicting leadership job performance 

(Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). A question that has received little attention, 

however, concerns the relative contribution of assessment center components in 

determining assessor overall ratings of leadership competencies. More specifically, given 

that they are the most costly and time consuming components, how important are 

simulation exercises in formulating assessors’ overall judgments? Simulation exercises 

are valued because they provide a snapshot of “skills in action,” or actual leadership 

behaviors that go beyond the innate traits and characteristics that are gleaned from 

objective tests and measures (Thornton, 1992). Particularly helpful for leadership 
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assessment, they allow assessors to see the skills and competencies an individual has 

gained by virtue of his or her past experience. That said, it is reasonable to ask whether 

simulations are really necessary, and whether they meaningfully and/or significantly 

contribute above and beyond the more efficient and inexpensive objective assessment 

tools, such as personality and motives inventories and cognitive ability measures. 

Study Purpose and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether work simulation exercises make 

sufficiently significant contributions to assessors’ overall judgments of leadership 

competencies in an assessment center to justify the investment required to conduct them. 

The null hypotheses are: 

H01: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Leading Courageously competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model used in this study), above 

and beyond the variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and 

personality and motives inventories. 

H02: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Creating Alignment competency (as defined in the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H03: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Developing Leaders competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 
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variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H04: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Strategic Thinking competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H05: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Drive for Results competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H06: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Interpersonal Effectiveness competency (as defined by 

the leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond 

the variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H07: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Building Collaboration competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 
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H08: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Managing Execution competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

Significance of the Study 

The results of the study will help answer the questions: “Are simulations a 

necessary part of the assessment center process?” and “Do lead assessors sufficiently 

utilize the information gleaned from them, such that the cost and inconvenience of their 

delivery is justified?” If they are not necessary, then logic would suggest organizations 

could simply utilize the less costly and less time consuming components of the 

assessment center to draw their conclusions about competencies. 

Limitations of the Study and Generalizability 

The data themselves are limited because of their archival nature. While this study 

examined the relationship between assessment components and assessor ratings of 

leadership competencies, measures of actual job performance (competencies observed on 

the job) were not available. As a result, the question of how accurately the assessment 

components and assessor ratings predicted actual behaviors and performance on the job 

could not be examined in the present research. 

Although the participants in this study were largely employees of or candidates 

for Midwest-based organizations, they cover a fairly broad spectrum of industries and 

include individuals from across the United States. The sample includes some 

international candidates/employees as well. The normative data gathered by the 
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leadership consulting firm suggest that the group of assessment participants is quite 

representative of corporate leadership talent across the United States. 

That said, the results will clearly reflect the training and points-of-view of the 

individual assessors who participated in the study in terms of the specific way in which 

the data are integrated to arrive at an overall prediction of each assessee’s behavior on the 

job. The question of how individual assessor characteristics or training influence the 

overall competency ratings will need to be addressed with additional research. Moreover, 

the question of the nature and magnitude of various assessment center components’ (e.g., 

simulations) contributions to overall predictions of how the individual assessee will 

behave on the job using a purely actuarial integration, versus the clinical integration 

method used in the current data set, will need to be explored by further research. 
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Glossary 

Term Definition used in context of this research 

Assessment Measurement of one or more aspects of an individual’s 
knowledge, skill, ability, and/or behavior 

Assessment center  Multi-rater/multi-method that is used to assess an 
individual’s knowledge, skill, and/or ability. Components 
typically include personality and motives, values, and 
preferences inventories, cognitive ability tests, and work 
simulations exercises. Background interviews are often 
conducted to provide context 

Assessment components Types of assessment methods used in an assessment 
center (e.g., work simulation exercises and personality 
inventories) 

Assessor Trained observer/rater of an individual’s performance in 
an assessment situation 

Assessor judgments Term can be used interchangeably with ratings, but is 
often used to describe assessor qualitative predictions 
about an individual’s behavior or reactions 

Bright side Personality characteristics that are reflective of how an 
individual comes across in most situations when not 
stressed, tired and/or not at his or her best 

Cognitive ability test Assessment of an individual’s ability to process and solve 
cognitive problems; typically an objective measure that, 
unlike personality or motives inventories, has right and 
wrong answers 

Competency Categories of knowledge, skills, abilities, and behaviors 
necessary to perform effectively in a role or roles 

Competency model Full set of competencies needed to perform a role or roles 

Competency-based 
structured interview 

Behaviorally-based interview that gathers specific 
examples of an individual’s past behavior in specific 
situations 

Dark side Personality characteristics that emerge when an individual 
is stressed, tired, and/or not at his or her best (cont.) 
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Term Definition used in context of this research 

In-basket or Case study 
(Analysis and planning 
exercise) 

A type of work simulation exercise in which the 
individual is asked to communicate his or her responses 
and actions in writing. The assessor develops behavioral 
ratings on related competencies based on the individual’s 
performance 

Integration Process used by the lead assessor, to combine all of the 
observations and ratings gleaned from assessment center 
components to develop overall judgments 

Lead assessor Assessor who integrates all of the input gleaned from an 
assessment center and reaches final conclusions about 
competencies, strengths, weaknesses, and hiring 
recommendation(s) (when used for selection) 

Leader Individual who provides leadership to an individual(s) 
and/or to driving a project or organizational initiative. The 
term can be used interchangeably with “manager” 

Manager Individual who provides supervision for another 
individual(s). Usually possesses some degree of 
hiring/firing capability. Term can be used interchangeably 
with “leader” 

Motives inventory Assessment of an individual’s motives, values, interests, 
and/or preferences, that is what one innately wants to do 

Overall competency 
rating 

One rating for the entire competency that represents the 
lead assessor’s judgment, based on integration of all 
relevant data for that competency 

Personality inventory A tool that measures an individual’s innate personality 
traits and characteristics 

Ratings Quantitative evaluation of individual’s performance 
against behavioral standards 

Role-play A type of work simulation exercise in which the 
individual interacts directly with an assessor who adopts 
the role of an individual in the work simulation scenario 
(in-person, telephone, or video-conference). The assessor 
develops behavioral ratings on related competencies 
based on the individual’s performance (cont.) 
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Term Definition used in context of this research 

Unstructured interview Interview in which questions are not standardized across 
participants 

Work simulation exercises 
(simulations) 

Full or partial replicas of the target role(s) that require an 
individual to exhibit the behaviors likely to be elicited 
from his or her performance of the target role(s), and 
fidelity of the simulation to the target role is the basis for 
claims of content validity 
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CHAPTER 2 

Review of the Literature 

The topic of leadership is widely discussed in the research literature, as well as in 

the popular press. It seems to be of particular interest in times of economic downturn, 

perhaps because people more closely scrutinize the leadership of businesses that drive the 

economy. Numerous studies on its importance and the far-reaching consequences of both 

effective and ineffective forms of leadership have been conducted (Hogan, Hogan, & 

Kaiser, 2008). Effective leadership practices have been found to have a major impact on 

every organizational performance measure studied, including employee commitment, 

turnover, profit, and customer satisfaction (Zenger & Folkman, 2002). Conversely, a 

number of studies have found the negative effects of a failed executive to include lost 

intellectual and social capital, failure to meet business objectives, and ruined employee 

morale (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008). A 1999 study by Smart estimated the cost 

(adjusted for inflation) of a failed executive to be as high as $2.7 million. 

Much has been written on ways to define leadership. Discussions on whether 

leadership is innate or acquired abound in the literature (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; 

Sternberg & Vroom, 2002; Vroom & Yago, 2007; Zacarro, 2007). Fleishman, Zacarro, & 

Mumford (1991) pointed out a plethora of studies addressing the topic over many years, 

including Carlyle (1841), Galton (1869), Terman (1904), Kohs & Irle (1920), Bird 

(1940), Stodgill (1948), and Mann (1959). Machiavelli espoused his principles of 

leadership as long ago as 1532. Prevailing views about leadership effectiveness have 

ranged from Galton’s arguments in 1869 that it is based on a set of genetic, inheritable 

characteristics that cannot be affected by developmental efforts, to Stogdill’s 1948 claims 
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that reject trait-based leadership effectiveness approaches in favor of situation-based 

ones, and back again to studies supporting the existence of trait-based leadership (Judge, 

Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Peterson, Smith, Martorana, & Owens, 2003). Adopting 

one approach over the other raises questions about implications for selection of leaders, 

such as whether the assessment of personality characteristics is useful in evaluating 

potential employees. Making decisions about the effectiveness of development efforts 

would most certainly be affected by one’s belief that leadership effectiveness can be 

learned or is based on unchangeable traits. One could also consider if and how leadership 

characteristics might predispose people to develop skills that would make them effective 

leaders (Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998). Researching the efficacy of a trait-based versus a skill-

based approach to leadership could provide useful insight.  

Studies of how to best measure leadership, have also received research attention 

(e.g., Dunnette, Triandis, & Hough, 1994; Gaugler & Thornton, 1989; Gaugler, 

Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; Meriac, 

Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Sackett & Tuzinski, 2001; Thornton & Rupp, 2006; 

Zacarro, 2007). One method of leadership measurement, the assessment center approach, 

has been addressed in recent literature, from the perspective of its definition, its utility, 

and its associated validity. A host of literature supports the efficacy of assessment centers 

in predicting on-the-job leadership effectiveness (e.g., Dunnette, Triandis, & Hough, 

1994; Gaugler & Thornton, 1989; Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; 

Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Sackett & Tuzinski, 2001; Thornton & 

Rupp, 2006; Thornton & Byham, 1982; Zedeck, 1986). However, few studies have 

delved into exactly what assessors attend to in order to develop their predictions, or in 
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other words, which specific assessment center components contribute to assessor 

judgments of overall leadership competencies and in what proportions. The studies 

reviewed here represent portions of the literature that are relevant to the present research 

and provide a context for the analysis that follows. This review will discuss literature on 

the importance and impact of leadership, as well as the way it has been defined, and will 

be followed by studies addressing methods of measuring leadership effectiveness, with 

special emphasis on the assessment center method.  

The Importance of Leadership in Business and Industry 

Strong leadership and effective management have been shown to be related to a 

host of positive results for organizations. Included are: increased productivity, profit, 

market value, and growth (Centre for Economic Performance & McKinsey & Company, 

2005; Hanson, 1986; Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999; Zenger & Folkman, 2002), 

increased sales volume (Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999), decreased turnover 

(Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999; Zenger & Folkman, 2002), increased employee 

commitment (Zenger & Folkman, 2002), increased firm longevity (Welbourne & 

Andrews, 1996), greater customer satisfaction (Rucci, Kim, & Quinn, 1998), enhanced 

high potential retention and development (Corporate Leadership Council, 2005), and 

better long-term returns and shareholder wealth (Blimes, Wetzker, & Xhonneux, 1997; 

Huselid & Becker, 1997). When leaders have a positive impact on employee morale and 

satisfaction, both customer satisfaction and revenue increase, according to research on the 

Service–Profit Chain (Rucci, Kim, & Quinn, 1998). 

In addition to the financial impact of leadership, employees often reap either the 

benefits of improved morale when working for effective leaders, or the agonies of 
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working for ineffective ones (Hogan, 2007). In fact, studies of Fortune’s 2003 list of “100 

Best Companies to Work for in America” found that the listed firms had less turnover, 

more workforce stability, and stronger financial results when compared to companies in 

the broader market (Ballou, Godwin, & Shortridge, 2003; Fulmer, Gerhart, & Scott, 

2003). In contrast, those employees who are unfortunate enough to be the recipients of 

poor leadership from their managers appear to suffer in ways that extend past their 

workdays. The 1999 reports from The National Institute for Occupational Safety and 

Health (NIOSH), which is a division of the Centers for Disease Control (which in turn is 

a division of the National Institutes of Health) indicate that people’s difficulties at work 

have a greater negative effect on their health than does any other life stressor, including 

personal financial woes and family troubles. Results of organizational climate surveys 

show that almost 75% of the working adult population states that their immediate 

supervisor is the single most stressful aspect of their jobs (Hogan, p. 106). When asked if 

they would be willing to work for their former managers again, only 38% answered 

affirmatively (Curphy, 2008).  

Given that the application of strong, effective leadership or the lack thereof has a 

sizable impact on organizations’ results, the topic bears further study on the ways 

organizations can best select strong leaders. The first step toward that end would be to 

define leadership.  

Definitions of Leadership 

Perhaps Stogdill (1974) said it best when he declared that the number of 

definitions of leadership is equal to the number of people who have tried to define it. 

Bennis (2005) estimated the number of leadership definitions to be 850, based on 
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thousands of empirical investigations of leaders that have been conducted in the last 75 

years, while Zenger and Folkman (2002) reported that more than 10,000 articles on 

leadership have been written in the last century. Whether these particular estimates are 

accurate or not, suffice it say that the topic of leadership has been of intense curiosity and 

debate to many people for many years. 

Some leadership definitions are conceptual in nature while others prescribe 

specific characteristics, behaviors, or results necessary to constitute leadership. Some of 

the more conceptual definitions include Bennis and Nanus’ 1985 picturesque version in 

which they said that leadership is akin to the Abominable Snowman, “…whose footprints 

are everywhere but who is nowhere to be seen" (p. 3). In a 1790 letter to Thomas 

Jefferson, Abigail Adams declared that: 

… Leadership" is a word on everyone's lips. The young attack it and the 

old grow wistful for it. Parents have lost it and police seek it. Experts 

claim it and artists spurn it, while scholars want it. Philosophers reconcile 

it (as authority) with liberty and theologians demonstrate its compatibility 

with conscience. If bureaucrats pretend they have it, politicians wish they 

did. Everybody agrees that there is less of it than there used to be. The 

matter now stands as a certain Mr. Wildman thought it stood in 1648: 

"Leadership hath been broken into pieces. …” (in Bennis, 2005, p. 1).  

Several more heartening definitions from the University of Exeter’s Centre for 

Leadership Studies (2008) include one by Lao Tzu, Chinese founder of Taoism (6th 

Century BC) that reads: 
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A leader is best when people barely know that he exists, not so good when 

people obey and acclaim him, worst when they despise him. Fail to honour 

people they fail to honour you. But of a good leader, who talks little, when 

his work is done, his aim fulfilled, they will all say, “We did this 

ourselves.” 

Antoine de Saint-Exupéry spoke to the importance of gaining buy-in from others 

with his quote, “…If you want to build a ship, don't drum up people to collect wood and 

don't assign them tasks and work, but rather teach them to long for the endless immensity 

of the sea…” (1950, p. 13). Dwight D. Eisenhower frankly summed up his view of 

leadership when he said that it is “…the art of getting someone else to do something you 

want done because he wants to do it” (2008). While Eisenhower alluded to the concept of 

influencing as a key component of leadership, Katz and Kahn (1978) stated it directly 

when they asserted that leadership is "…the influential increment over and above 

mechanical compliance with the routine directives of the organization…." (p. 258).  

An historical perspective on leadership dates back to Galton’s (1869) “Hereditary 

Genius,” which espoused that extraordinary people were born with a special leadership 

ability that gave them the power to do amazing things that could change the course of 

history (in Zacarro, 2007). In the 1940s, the ancient concept of “servant leadership” was 

adopted by the British Army Officer training school of the Royal Military Academy 

Sandhurst (RMAS), and thus demonstrated that a form of leadership could be taught. The 

1960s brought Hersey and Blanchard’s “Situational Leadership” model, which defined 

leadership as “…the process of influencing the activities of an individual or a group in 

efforts toward goal achievement in a given situation (1988, p. 86).”  
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Hogan, Hogan, and Kaiser (2008) suggest that the last 100 years of study in the 

field of leadership have been distilled to two schools of thought. One camp espouses the 

belief that the current research on leadership is antiquated and stale (Hamel, 2008) while 

the other professes that scientific research on the topic is, at least in part, responsible for 

the discovery of an irrefutable correlation between the quality of leadership and 

achievement of success (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008).  

Several recent studies have established the link between leader effectiveness and 

aspects of personality (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 

2002; Peterson, Smith, Martorana, & Owens, 2003). Hogan, Curphy, and Hogan (2005) 

defined leadership as “the ability to persuade other people to set aside for a period of time 

their individual concerns and to pursue a common goal that is important for the 

responsibilities and welfare of a group” (p. 493). According to Zaccaro, Kemp, and Bader 

(2004) and Yukl (2006), leadership is a combination of complex behavior patterns driven 

by the attributes and traits of the leader. Zaccaro (2007) defined leader traits as 

“relatively coherent and integrated patterns of personal characteristics, reflecting a range 

of individual differences that foster consistent leadership effectiveness across a variety of 

group and organization situations” (p. 7). He viewed leadership traits as consisting of 

values, motives, cognitive abilities, interpersonal and problem solving skills, and 

expertise. Yukl (2006) proposed a related definition of leader traits by emphasizing 

leadership effectiveness as a function of personality, motives, needs, and values. 

The question of “nature versus nurture,” whether leaders are born or made over 

time is a question that still persists. The trait school of thought clearly points to a strong 

connection between leadership and personality (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; Peterson, 
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Smith, Martorana, & Owens, 2003; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Yukl, 2006; 

Zacarro, 2007; Zaccaro, Kemp, & Bader, 2004). Sternberg’s views (2007) represent those 

who think otherwise, as illustrated by his statement, “one is not born a leader” (p. 34). He 

instead, emphasizes the importance of the situation in eliciting leadership behaviors, as 

do Vroom and Yago (2007). Assessment center proponents point to aspects of leadership 

that are skill-based and cannot be measured effectively by attending only to stable traits 

(Kenny, 1981; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Sternberg, 2007). All in all, 

the issue is multi-faceted and complex at best. As such, when seeking the most effective 

leaders, it would appear to be prudent for organizations to measure potential leaders’ 

personal attributes by using personality instruments, as well as those skills that can be 

learned with experience that are measured effectively with an assessment center 

approach. 

Competency-Based Approach  

Today, many researchers, as well as practitioners, use a competency-based 

approach to describing leadership behaviors. Competencies are categories or factors of 

knowledge, skills, abilities, and behaviors necessary to perform in a role or roles (Frisch, 

1998). Competency modeling is consistent with both the “nature” and the “nurture” 

approaches to leadership because it seeks to combine all of the characteristics of 

personality, cognitive ability, motives, and behavior that been shaped by experience 

(Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). Using a competency-based approach to 

measure leadership is beneficial because it reflects the ways organizations typically 

define behaviors that their leaders will be expected to demonstrate on the job. Having a 

set of descriptors with specific definitions upon which all can agree can greatly simplify 
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and clarify communications. Competency models also seek to encompass measurement 

of the knowledge, skills, abilities, and behaviors necessary to effectively address 

variables, such as organizational or departmental culture, placement in organizational life 

cycle (e.g., start-up, maintenance, etc.), and level and type of support needed by the 

individuals to be managed by the person in the target role (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).  

Individual competency models vary from those that have a large number of 

narrowly defined, discrete categories to those that are divided into broader skills, 

abilities, and behaviors. The choice of competencies is typically dependent upon the 

requirements and responsibilities of a specific role at a particular level within an 

organization within a given industry. The intended use of the competency measurements 

also helps define the competencies an organization seeks to measure. Typical uses for 

competency model measurements include selection, development, providing performance 

feedback, high potential identification, and succession management plan development. 

Determination of the competency model is also driven by application in given industries, 

organizations, job levels, and jobs that require varying knowledge, skills, and abilities, 

and therefore need to be tailor-made to fit the purpose of the particular human resource 

decision to be made. The concept of a multi-level leadership pipeline was introduced by 

Charan, Drotter, and Noel (2001). They purported that the tasks and levels of 

responsibility expected of individuals at different levels of leadership are markedly 

different, such as those appropriate for a supervisor, a middle-level manager, and a senior 

executive. In order to accurately measure those skills, the competency model must be 

tailored to fit the particular leadership pipeline level that applies to the job at hand. 



 

24 

However, some competency models are designed generically enough to be appropriate 

for multiple jobs at a given level such as the one below. 
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Table 1. 

Leadership Competency Model 

Competency Definition 

Leading Courageously Taking charge, conveying leadership/executive presence, addressing 
tough or contentious issues 

Creating Alignment Making decisions, creating aligned structure, and taking action that gets 
all relevant groups and individuals working toward common goals 

Team Leadership Building teams in which people work together toward common goals, as 
opposed to individual accomplishments 

Developing Others Assessing others’ strengths/development needs, providing accurate and 
helpful feedback and coaching, managing performance 

Strategic Thinking Making decisions in the context of the bigger picture and the established 
goals 

Business Acumen Understanding of and comfort with financials inherent in running a 
business 

Critical Thinking & 
Judgment 

Analyzing complexity, drawing logical conclusions, making sound 
decisions 

Drive for Results Conducting all work in service of meeting and exceeding goals 

Risk-Taking and Innovation Showing willingness to try new things tempered by prudence, and ability 
to find new applications for existing things or create new things 
altogether 

Interpersonal Effectiveness Building relationships by showing interest in others’ needs, concerns 

Building Collaboration Visibly promoting, actively bringing others affected by decisions 
together to solve problems jointly 

Planning & Organizing Ability to create concrete and strategic action plans, planning for 
execution of plans 

Managing Execution Organization skills, priority setting, delegation with appropriate amount 
of instruction and guidance, and follow through/follow up 

Resilience Bouncing back from setbacks, continuing to work toward goals despite 
roadblocks, maintaining positive attitude in the face of obstacles 

Integrity Following through on commitments, actions are consistent with words, 
acts in accordance with the best interests of the organization 

Learning Agility Openness to learning new and different information that may contradict 
previous views, showing intellectual curiosity and desire to learn 

MDA Leadership Consulting, 2007 
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Measuring Leadership 

Given the positive impact of strong leadership in organizations, the need to hire 

and promote individuals who possess this seems of paramount importance. The question 

then arises, “How does one measure leadership, however one defines it, in individuals?” 

A number of assessment methods are available. This review will discuss those relevant to 

the present research, namely the assessment center method, personality and motives 

inventories, and cognitive ability tests. A brief mention of structured interviews will be 

made as a way in which to gather contextual information within which to consider the 

assessment findings. 

The Assessment Center Method  

Assessment centers are a comprehensive method of leadership measurement in 

that they combine multiple measures of multiple constructs by multiple raters (Thornton, 

1992). The definition of Assessment Centers developed by the Task Force on Assessment 

Center Guidelines was endorsed at the 17th International Congress on the Assessment 

Center Method (1989) and reads as follows: 

An Assessment Center is a standardized evaluation of behavior based on 

multiple inputs. Multiple trained observers and techniques are used. 

Judgments about behaviors are made, in major part, from specifically 

developed assessment simulations. These judgments are pooled in a 

meeting among the assessors or by a statistical integration process. 

A lead assessor, often an organizational psychologist, is charged with conducting 

a structured background interview to provide context for the participant’s situation and 

perspective, and to clinically assess the participant’s relative strengths and weaknesses on 
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multiple competencies. Additionally, the lead assessor interprets the work simulations’ 

observations and ratings made by other assessors, as well as the personality and motives 

inventories, cognitive ability tests, and any other relevant assessment components (such 

as background information) and integrates them into a comprehensive picture of the 

participant’s knowledge, skills, abilities, and expected behaviors as they relate to the 

target job. In the absence of an actuarial integration process, assessors use a clinical 

process to integrate all interpretations, behavioral observations, and competency ratings 

from all of the assessment components into overall competency ratings (Waldron & 

Joines, 1994). In the case of selection, the sponsoring organization typically requests an 

overall hiring recommendation. The lead assessor almost always provides oral feedback 

to the manager or human resources representative, typically within 1 to 2 days of the 

assessment (Frisch, 1998). A written report typically follows the initial feedback and 

summarizes the results, the way they apply to the job, suggestions for development, and a 

recommendation in cases of selection or promotion.  

The assessment center method has been used in employee selection for decades 

(Lance, Foster, Gentry, & Thoresen, 2004). It was initially utilized for military officer 

selection in Germany in the 1930s. Douglas Bray was the first to use the assessment 

center method in private industry (Bray & Grant, 1966). His landmark longitudinal study 

of AT&T started in 1956 and continued for 25 years (see Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974; 

Bray & Grant, 1966; Moses & Byham, 1977; Thornton & Byham, 1982 for additional 

history and research on the advent, development, and growth of assessment centers). 

Since that time, the use of leadership assessment centers for organizational applications 

has grown astronomically such that they are now a standard practice for thousands of 
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organizations (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson, 1987; Waldron & Joines, 

1994).  

Assessment centers can be used for a variety of purposes (Waldron & Joines, 

1994; Thornton, 1992). Some of the more common ones are employee selection, 

development, promotion, performance feedback, succession management planning, and 

high potential identification. Some organizations conduct leadership assessment centers 

in-house, but many hire outside consulting firms that specialize in the field. Frisch (1998) 

identifies multiple advantages of using external consultants, including the significant time 

investment on an intermittent basis that is necessary to staff an assessment center. In 

addition, he noted that external consultants can more easily ensure objectivity than can 

internal employees as they do not have prior contact with the participants. Frisch also 

notes that external consultants typically are in a unique position from which they can 

benchmark participants’ behavior against that of people in similar roles in other 

organizations or fields.  

Legal compliance is an additional consideration, particularly when assessments 

are being utilized for the purpose of selection (see Uniform Guidelines on Employee 

Selection Procedures, 43 Fed. Reg. 166 [1978]). The Americans with Disability Act 

(ADA) (56 Fed. Reg. 144 [1991]) is of particular relevance to assessment procedures to 

ensure that individuals are given appropriate accommodations (Frisch, 1998; Gutman, 

2000). Gutman (2000) also noted that alternate applications of assessment results, such as 

those for development, require the same careful attention to maintaining high standards 

of quality because any commentary on an employee’s performance or level of skill could 
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be brought to bear on decisions made about his or her employment, compensation, career 

growth, or other issues.  

Assessment Center Components 

Assessment centers frequently include measures of personality, motives, and 

cognitive ability, in addition to their most notable component, work simulations. 

Assessors use these components to make judgments, draw conclusions, and build 

recommendations. Typical assessment center components are detailed below. 

Cognitive Ability Tests 

Cognitive ability tests are paper-and-pencil (or internet-based) instruments that 

are designed to measure aptitude in analysis, evaluation, and judgment (Sternberg & 

Vroom, 2002). They are not intelligence tests per se (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2001), but 

rather are designed to test participants’ skills in multiple aspects of thinking and problem 

solving, such as conceptual reasoning, analytical thinking, numerical reasoning, and 

spatial reasoning, etc. They can be divided into two categories (Gawron, 2000), the first 

of which measures the pure cognitive power to learn new information, solve problems, 

and draw conclusions, etc. and thus are not timed measures. The second category of tests 

measures the speed with which an individual can demonstrate the particular cognitive 

abilities and so are timed measures. 

Using cognitive ability tests for assessment purposes has many benefits. The 

literature is rife with studies of virtually every aspect of cognitive ability measures, thus 

providing a solid foundation for their use (e.g., Berry, 2007; Gawron, 2000; Meriac, 

Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 

2001; Sternberg & Vroom, 2002). They have consistently been shown to be reliable 
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measures and have high validity, especially for more complex jobs. In fact, they have 

been proven to be the single best predictor of job performance across jobs, settings, and 

organizations (Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). 

And from a practical standpoint, they are typically quite inexpensive to purchase, 

administer, and score. One must take care though, to ensure there is a clear, demonstrable 

connection with the tasks that will be required on the job (Frisch, 1998).  

The use of cognitive ability tests also presents some drawbacks. Many of the tests 

are written in English, and so may not accurately gauge the ability of non-native, English-

speaking candidates. This is particularly relevant for those tests that measure speed, as 

even non-native individuals with decades of fluency in English are unlikely to think 

through and solve problems as quickly as they would were they tested in their native 

language. Those individuals taking speed-based cognitive ability tests who have 

difficulties in reading (e.g., lower level of reading skill or dyslexia) are apt to be 

penalized as well (Hausdorf, LeBlanc, & Chawla, 2003). The tests are also subject to 

adverse impact and therefore need to be interpreted with caution by those who are trained 

to do so (Berry, 2007; Gutman, 1999). There is no question then, that cognitive ability 

tests are prone to flaws for a portion of test takers, but are in general, the single most 

predictive assessment measure available (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson, 

1987; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Schmidt & Hunter, 1988). 

Personality and Motives Inventories 

Inventories of personality are pencil-and-paper (or internet-based) measures of the 

ways individuals are apt to feel and behave (Gough & Bradley, 2006), and care about and 

value (Hogan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007), respectively. Some personality inventories, 
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such as the MMPI-2 are designed to measure pathologies (Graham, 2000) and are used 

primarily for applications in mental health, forensic, and specialized jobs whose function 

can present great risk to the general public (e.g., police officer, airline pilot, nuclear 

power operator, etc.). Personality inventories used in work assessment processes seek to 

measure non-pathological characteristics of identity, who an individual “really” is and 

how that same individual comes across to others, which Hogan & Kaiser (2005) called 

“reputation” (p. 171).  

Benefits of personality inventories include their ability to provide feedback about 

strengths and limitations based on known factors that are related to job performance. 

They can also predict the ways a person is likely to behave on the job (e.g., interacting 

with others, “citizenship” behaviors [e.g., responsibility, tendency to follow rules, etc.], 

drive for achievement, organizational skills, and leadership and influencing style, etc.; 

Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Peterson, Smith, 

Martorana, & Owens, 2003). They are relatively easy to administer and can be done 

online in an unproctored environment. They typically measure how one behaves at his or 

her best, sometimes called the “bright side” (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005) aspect of 

personality. While multiple measures of the positive aspects of an individual’s 

personality abound, Hogan (2005) introduced the concept of measuring the negative 

aspects of personality, or “dark side,” to identify which leaders would likely exhibit 

career “derailers.” Hogan (2005) defined “derailers” as dysfunctional behaviors that tend 

to emerge when one is stressed, tired, or not at his or best. These behaviors can render 

people ineffective as leaders, and consequently, should be considered with caution in the 

context of the leadership positions for which they are being assessed. These behaviors 
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should not be considered automatic disqualifiers, but rather notable factors to be 

considered in the assessment process (Hogan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007). 

Disadvantages of using personality inventories exist, as well. They measure 

tendencies and predispositions, not skills, and thus cannot identify whether a person is 

experienced or competent in an area where he or she seems to have potential (Meriac, 

Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). Additionally, some (cf. HPI) tend to have low face 

validity, in which case participants may not detect relevance of the instrument to their 

job. Some inventories are prone to distortion since candidates can intentionally fake 

responses or unwittingly answer the questions in an overly, socially desirable way 

(Nicolson & Hogan, 1990). Nonetheless, such faking has been shown to have minimal 

negative impact on predictive validity. While all personality inventories require some 

level of training to interpret, those that may be distorted, in particular, require expert 

interpretation. 

Inventories of motives, values, preferences, and/or interests are different from 

personality inventories in that the latter measure what individuals are likely to do, 

whereas the former measure what individuals care about and want to do (Gregory, 1992; 

Hogan, 1996; Hogan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007). Motives, values, preferences, and/or 

interest inventories are particularly useful in identifying the organizational culture in 

which an individual feels most comfortable and so are often applied in career 

development situations (Hogan, Hogan, & Warrenfeltz, 2007). Inventories of this type 

can also aid in identifying areas of current or potential compatibility and conflict among 

team members. In that people tend to be transparent about their interests and values, they 

tend to answer the questions quite openly. Consequently, the inventories are less apt to be 
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vulnerable to the effect of social desirability (or faking) than are personality measures 

(Nicolson & Hogan, 1990). In addition, people’s deepest values tend to remain stable 

throughout their careers, so these inventories get high marks for reliability. 

Work Simulation Exercises 

The hallmark of an assessment center is the work simulation. Work simulations 

offer a content-valid way to gather observable work-related behaviors in action (Frisch, 

1998; Thornton, 1992). As such, they are designed to be full or partial replicas of the 

target role with its attendant issues and challenges, and are most useful (and most 

appropriately used) when the simulation scenario, tasks and situations directly correspond 

to the activities and events that occur on the job (Thornton, 1992). In turn, these exercises 

provide the greatest value when used to assess individuals who have relevant experience 

upon which to draw and thus should be able to demonstrate measurable skills and 

competencies expected of the role, level, organization, and industry. Sternberg and 

Vroom (2002) emphasized that measuring participants’ responses to simulated challenges 

that are as close as possible to those actually found on the job are essential to making 

accurate inferences about the way in which they will actually behave on the job. 

The benefits of work simulations are many (Thorton, 1992). First, they provide 

the assessors with opportunities to see the participants’ “skills in action” and either 

confirm or call into question the participant’s potential, which may be suggested by the 

aptitude and/or personality and motives measures. Work simulations are particularly 

important when conducting assessments for higher-level roles. In these cases, experience 

is apt to have shaped a participant’s application of knowledge, skills, abilities, and 

behaviors in such a manner that neither personality nor cognitive ability testing alone can 
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completely convey (Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). Work simulations also 

tend to have high face validity and for that reason, participants can clearly see the 

exercises’ relevance to the job at hand (Thornton, 1992). While the primary goal of an 

assessment exercise is an accurate measurement, having a participant emerge from the 

process with the belief that he or she has been fairly assessed is clearly of import. In 

addition, those individuals who may struggle with test-taking anxiety are apt to find work 

simulations a welcome opportunity to demonstrate their skills. 

Work simulations also have some drawbacks. They are clearly labor intensive and 

time consuming to design, administer, and score. They also require additional assessors 

who are thoroughly trained in their delivery and interpretation (Frisch, 1998). While work 

simulations are often developed to assess for multiple jobs at a particular level of 

leadership (e.g., senior executive or mid-level manager, etc.), they can also be tailored to 

fit a specific organization or department, which can involve experts in work simulation 

design, as well as considerable time and financial investment (Frisch, 1998). 

Assessment Center Validity 

Numerous researchers have examined the effectiveness of the assessment center 

methodology (e.g., Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; Lance, Foster, 

Gentry, & Thoresen, 2004; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008; Sackett & 

Tuzinski, 2001). Gaugler, et al. conducted a meta-analysis of 107 relevant studies and 

determined that assessment centers have a significant and consistent correlation with 

improvement in employee performance on the job. In addition to job performance, 

assessment centers are correlated with ratings of potential, competencies, training 

performance, and career advancement. Hough and Oswald’s (2000) review of assessment 
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center research showed that the assessment center approach can provide significant added 

prediction over personality assessment instruments and cognitive ability tests alone 

(Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). A 2006 study by Jansen and Vinkenburg 

showed efficacy of the assessment center approach in the prediction of management 

career success over a 13-year period. While the single most predictive method of 

individual leadership skill is cognitive ability testing (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), 

personality instrumentation also predicts aspects of leadership effectiveness (Hogan, 

Curphy, & Hogan, 1994), and is correlated with leadership emergence and leadership 

effectiveness across a variety of settings. Using assessment center work simulations adds 

significant value to the validity and utility of individual assessments, such that they 

warrant inclusion in an individual assessment process whenever possible (Gaugler, 

Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, & Fleisher, 2008). In 

addition, well constructed work simulations (e.g., case analyses, role-plays, and in-basket 

exercises) can make notable contributions to the face validity, and therefore the 

credibility of the entire assessment process when viewed from the perspective of the 

participant, which is particularly valuable in applied settings. 

Summary 

While neither the definition of leadership, nor the most efficacious ways in which 

to measure it may be agreed upon, a significant body of research supports its enormous 

role in contributing to successful or unsuccessful results for organizations from both 

financial and non-financial standpoints. Further, despite the lack of consensus on 

precisely which measurement methods should reign supreme, and as all of the 

aforementioned assessment center components provide some incremental validity, it 



 

36 

would appear to be incumbent upon organizations to leverage the benefits of the 

assessment center method in making their leadership judgments. 

That being said, the degree to which assessors consider each of the components 

when making their overall judgments is unexplored in the literature. Thus, the following 

questions remain: do some components of assessment center methodology explain 

significantly more variance than others in assessor ratings and specifically, does the most 

ubiquitous component of assessment center methodology—the work simulation 

exercise—contribute unique incremental explanation of variance over and above that 

explained by other, less costly components (e.g., personality and cognitive ability 

measures). The focus of this study is on determining the relative contributions of 

assessment center components to assessors’ overall predictions of leadership 

effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Method 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether work simulation exercises 

make sufficiently significant contributions to assessors’ overall judgments of leadership 

competency in an assessment center process to justify the investment required to conduct 

them. The operational definition of leadership for the purposes of this study will be 

“effectiveness in the overall leadership competencies utilized in this study, as represented 

by higher ratings (1–2 = below expectations, 3–6 = meets expectations, 6–7 = exceeds 

expectations).” 

Population 

The research population consisted of working adults, primarily in the United 

States, who participated in an assessment center for job selection or development. The 

research sample was made up of 200 leaders (or aspiring leaders) who participated in an 

assessment process with a leadership consulting firm between January, 2007 and July, 

2010. The leadership assessments utilized in this study were requested by client 

organizations, either for the purpose of employee selection (external hires or internal 

promotion) or as a diagnostic tool to aid in the development of current employees’ skills. 

The participants came from a variety of industries and were typically being assessed at 

the director level and above. Most had at least some post-secondary education. Additional 

analyses conducted by the leadership consulting firm (Sackett, 2010) suggested that only 

minimal gender differences existed in results obtained from the measures utilized in this 

study. The terms “leader,” “manager,” and “executive” will be used interchangeably to 

refer to participants in the study. 
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Assessors 

The assessors and lead assessors involved in this study worked at the same 

leadership consulting firm and were extensively trained in the principles and delivery of 

assessment center techniques, including cognitive ability testing, personality and motives 

inventory results interpretation, role-playing, in-basket and case analysis scoring, 

behavioral observation, and rating processes. To obtain the highest inter-rater reliability 

as possible, all assessors regularly participated in rigorous mandatory calibration 

processes, in which each assessor rated the same sample work simulation exercise. All 

ratings were then compared to the standards established for rating that exercise. Each 

assessor was required to study and practice simulation delivery and rating until he or she 

produced ratings equal to those set as the standard for that exercise. Likewise, lead 

assessors underwent extensive training and calibration in interpreting cognitive ability 

testing and personality and motives inventories results. Standards were established for 

attributing specific scales to specific competencies and each lead assessor was required to 

interpret the scales according to these standards. 

The lead assessor for each assessment participant used a clinical process to 

integrate all of the input gleaned from the assessment center and reached final 

conclusions about competencies, strengths, weaknesses, and a hiring recommendation 

(the latter only when used for selection). The lead assessors in the study had all obtained 

advanced degrees in psychology and were licensed or licensable as Licensed 

Psychologists, according to the standards set forth by the State of Minnesota Board of 

Psychology. Their assessment interpretations (including inventory and test interpretation, 

as well as integration of all assessment components to form competency ratings) were 
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subject to regular peer and senior peer review by master assessors (those assessors with at 

least 15 years in the practice of leadership assessment center development and delivery). 

Instruments 

California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was originally published in 1956 as 

a 462-item, self-report instrument, and has been subsequently revised. The third and most 

recent revision contains 434 self-report items (CPI-434) and was published in 1996. 

While the original 462-item version is still available from the publisher, the more recent 

edition is the one currently in use. For the purposes of this study, the CPI-434 will be 

used. It has 434 true/false items and is intended to provide a meaningful picture of an 

individual’s behavior using familiar, everyday “folk concepts” (Gough, 1996). These 

concepts refer to the terms and phrases people are likely to use to describe others’ 

behavior in everyday social interactions (Gough & Bradley, 2006), such as “achievement 

oriented” or “flexible.” The CPI addresses a variety of traits that can provide insight into 

leadership behaviors and the ways one is likely to behave and be perceived in 

organizational settings. This is the aspect of personality, sometimes called the “bright 

side” (Hogan & Kaiser, 2004), that highlights how one behaves when at his or her best. 

The instrument is available in both pencil/paper and online formats, both of which take 

approximately 45–60 minutes to complete, but is untimed so an individual may take as 

much time as is necessary to complete the inventory. Table 2 contains a description of the 

20 folk scales that comprise the instrument.  

The scales were developed using an initial normative sample of 6,000 men and 

7,000 women, which captured a comprehensive cross-section of society (Gough & 
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Bradley, 2006). The reliability of the CPI has been assessed with respect to its internal 

consistency, as judged by alpha (.77 median) and test–retest reliability (medians: 1-year = 

0.68, 5-year = 0.56, 25-year = 0.58). The correlations between CPI scales and related 

external criteria have been found to fall in the 0.2 to 0.5 range. This degree of correlation 

is typical for much of personality research because the scales typically assess broad 

behavioral tendencies (Gough, et al., 2006).  

The CPI has been shown to have predictive power for both an individual’s 

behavior as well as subjective judgments of him or her made by others. It is widely used 

in business and governmental organizations as a relatively easy, non-intrusive, and 

inexpensive way to gather information for selection and development purposes (see 

Appendix A for sample CPI Profile). 
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Table 2. 

California Psychological Inventory (CPI) Scale Descriptions 

Scale Description 

Dominance (Do) Social dominance and initiative and persistence. 

Capacity for Status (Cs) The personal qualities and attributes that underlie and lead to the 
attainment of status and symbols of success. 

Sociability (Sy) How outgoing, participative, and sociable a person is. 

Social Presence (Sp) Factors such as poise, spontaneity, and self-confidence in personal and 
social interaction. 

Self Acceptance (Sa) People’s sense of personal worth, self acceptance, and capacity for 
independent thinking and action. 

Independence (In) Independence, confidence, and resourcefulness, but not necessarily 
affiliativeness. 

Empathy (Em) The capacity to think intuitively about people and to understand their 
feelings and attitudes. 

Responsibility (Re) Conscientiousness, dependability, and a sense of responsibility. 

Socialization (So) Social maturity and integrity. 

Self-Control (Sc) Self-regulation and self-control, versus impulsivity and self-
centeredness. 

Good Impression (Gi) How concerned people are about others’ impressions. Also a validity 
indicator to identify people who attempt to present a good impression 
of themselves.  

Communality (Cm) The degree to which people’s reactions are similar to those of the 
general public. Also a validity indicator. 

Well-Being (Wb) Freedom from anxiety and self-doubt. Also a validity indicator.  

Tolerance (To) How accepting people are and the degree to which they are non-
judgmental. 

Achievement via Conformance 
(Ac) 

Factors related to interest in working in a setting that requires 
conformance. 

Achievement via Independence 
(Ai) 

Factors related to interest in working in settings that requires autonomy 
and independence. 

Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) Efficiency in intellectual tasks. 

Psychological Mindedness (Py) Interest in and attentiveness to others’ needs and motives. 

Flexibility (Fx) Degree of flexibility in social behavior and adaptability to different 
ideas. 

Emotional Sensitivity (F/M) Patience and interpersonal sensitivity. 

Gough & Bradley, 2006 
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Hogan Development Survey (HDS) 

The Hogan Development Survey (HDS) assesses eleven behavioral tendencies 

that can impede work relationships, hinder productivity, and/or limit overall career 

potential. These career derailers are deeply ingrained personality traits and affect an 

individual's leadership style and actions. When under pressure, most people will exhibit 

at least some counterproductive tendencies. Under normal circumstances, a modicum of 

these characteristics may actually be strengths. However, when an individual is 

undergoing stress of some kind, such as being tired, pressured, worried, bored, or 

otherwise distracted, the same characteristics are apt to be exaggerated and may impede 

effectiveness and erode the quality of relationships with others (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). 

The HDS identifies tendencies that are often referred to as the “dark side” of one’s 

personality, what we see when people are stressed. 

The HDS contains 168 items that are keyed true and false. The HDS technical 

manual reports that the items have been reviewed for invasive or intrusive content to 

ensure the inventory has no adverse impact on age, race, ethnicity, or gender. The 

instrument is available in online and pencil/paper formats. Total completion time is 

estimated to be 20–25 minutes (although individuals may take as long as they like) with a 

5th grade reading level. The instrument has been normed on more than 100,000 adults 

employed in multiple industries. The HDS has been validated in more than 50 

organizations across a wide range of occupational categories. Most of the validation 

research has involved linking HDS scores with ratings of managerial competencies (R. 

Hogan & J. Hogan, 2007). HDS scores are stable over time, with test–retest reliabilities 

ranging from 0.58 to 0.87 (mean = 0.75). The HDS technical manual reports robust 
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external correlates and examines correlations with existing personality measures, 

including (1) the Hogan Personality Inventory which is based on the Five-Factor model 

of personality (Wiggins, 1996) and was normed on 30,000 working adults; (2) the 

standard scales of the MMPI, which is universally considered to be the most widely used 

and highly respected measure of psychopathology in the world (Hogan, et al., 2008; 

Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen, Kaemmer, 1989); (3) a special set of MMPI 

scales developed by Morey, Waugh, and Blashfield (1985) to assess standard DSM-III 

personality disorders; (4) the Motives, Values, Preferences Inventory (Hogan & Hogan, 

1996); (5) measures of cognitive ability that are often used to evaluate candidates for 

management positions; and (6) descriptions of a person’s performance as a manager from 

the perspectives of subordinates, peers, and supervisors. The 11 HDS scales are briefly 

described in Table 3; see Appendix B for sample HDS Profile. 
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Table 3. 

Hogan Development Survey (HDS) Scale Definitions 

HDS Scale Description: High scorers may be: 

Excitable Moody, easily annoyed, hard to please, and emotionally volatile 

Skeptical Distrustful, cynical, sensitive to criticism, and focused on the negative 

Cautious Unassertive, resistant to change, risk averse, and slow to make decisions 

Reserved Aloof, indifferent to the feelings of others, tends to be uncommunicative 

Leisurely Overtly cooperative, but privately irritable, stubborn, and uncooperative 

Bold Overtly self-confident, arrogant, feels entitled, has an inflated self-worth 

Mischievous Charming and takes risks, tests limits, and seeks excitement 

Colorful Active, energetic, entertaining, dramatic, and seeks attention 

Imaginative Creative, thinks and acts in unusual or unexpected ways that are confusing to 
others 

Diligent Meticulous, precise, conscientious, hard to please, and demands perfection 

Dutiful Eager to please, reluctant to take independent action or go against popular 
opinion 

Hogan & Hogan, 1997 

Motives, Values, & Preferences Inventory (MVPI) 

The Motives, Values, Preferences Inventory (MVPI) was designed to provide a 

direct measure of a person’s motives or work values (Hogan & Hogan, 1996) and is 

different from personality inventories. Personality measures tell us what a person may do 

in certain situations, whereas value and interest inventories tell us what a person wants to 

do. The MVPI evaluates the motives and values important to the person and gives insight 

into the fit between a person’s values and an organization’s culture. As with the HDS, the 

technical manual for the MVPI reports that the 200 items have been reviewed for 

invasive or intrusive content to ensure the inventory has no adverse impact on 
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race/ethnicity or gender. The total completion time is typically 15–20 minutes (although 

is untimed) with a 5th-grade reading level. The MVPI Manual (Hogan & Hogan, 1996) 

states that each of the 10 independent scales consists of 20 items that were rationally 

developed from hypotheses about the “likes, dislike, and aversions of the ‘ideal’ 

exemplar (p. 21) of each of the 10 motives (scales). There is no “correct” answer for any 

of the questions, as motives, themselves are not “right” or “wrong.” As such, Hogan and 

Hogan (1996) reported no need for faking keys. MVPI scores are stable over time, with 

test–retest reliabilities ranging between 0.64 and 0.88 (mean = 0.79). The MVPI was 

originally normed on 10,000 employed adults and has been used in more than 100 

validation studies, showing that the inventory effectively predicts job performance and 

turnover (Hogan, R. & Hogan, J., 2007). Table 4 lists brief descriptions of each of the 10 

scales (see Appendix C for sample MVPI profile). 
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Table 4. 

Hogan Motives, Values Preferences Inventory (MVPI) Scale Definitions 

MVPI Scale Description: High scorers appreciate: 

Aesthetics  Creative and artistic self-expression 

Affiliation  Frequent and varied social interaction  

Altruistic  Actively helping others and improving society  

Commerce  Business activities, money, and financial gain  

Hedonism  Fun, good company, and good times  

Power  Competition, achievement, and worldly success 

Recognition  Being known, recognized, appreciated, and famous 

Science  Ideas, technology, and rational problem solving 

Security  Certainty, predictability, and risk-free environments 

Tradition   History, tradition, duty, hard work, and respect for authority  

Hogan & Hogan, 1997 

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal® (WGCTA) 

The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA) was designed to 

measure important abilities involved in critical thinking (Watson & Glaser, 2008). It is 

frequently used to predict performance in technical, administrative, supervisory, 

managerial, and executive roles. The WGCTA is completed at the individual’s own pace. 

The long form of the WGCTA contains 80 multiple choice items that are typically 

completed in 45–60 minutes, however, the instrument is untimed so as to allow 

measurement of intellectual power, as opposed to speed. The items contain problems, 

statements, arguments, and interpretations of data that have been judged to be similar to 

those one would regularly encounter in work or classroom settings, and in newspaper and 

magazine articles (Watson, et al., 2008). Watson and Glaser (2008) built two types of 
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items for the test, one with “neutral” content such as scientific facts or the weather, and 

other topics about which people generally do not have strong feelings. Items of the 

second type contain “controversial” content, addressing such topics as political or social 

issues that often provoke strong feelings, opinions, biases, and attitudes that have been 

shown to affect some individuals’ ability to think critically (Jaeger & Freijo, 1975; Jones 

& Cook, 1975; Mitchell & Byrne, 1973).  

The five subtests are: 

Test 1: Inference. Measures the ability to discriminate among degrees of truth or 

falsity of inferences drawn from given data. 

Test 2: Recognition of Assumptions. Measures the ability to recognize unstated 

assumptions or presuppositions in given statements or assertions. 

Test 3: Deduction. Measures the ability to determine whether certain conclusions 

necessarily follow from information in given statements or premises. 

Test 4: Interpretation. Measures the ability to weigh evidence and decide if 

generalizations or conclusions based on the given data are warranted. 

Test 5: Evaluation of Assumptions. Measures the ability to distinguish between 

assumptions that are strong and relevant and those that are weak or 

irrelevant to a particular question at issue (Watson & Glaser, 2008).  

Based on the test publisher’s recommendations, individual subtest scores are not 

interpreted. Instead, the results on the five WGCTA subtests are combined to yield a 

single, overall reliable measure of critical thinking ability represented by a raw score, 

which is then standardized on a normal curve to produce a percentile ranking. The 
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percentile ranking represents an individual’s relative standing when compared with others 

in a managerial norm group. 

Reliability was measured by examining the stability of test scores over time. The 

degree of internal consistency was measured by calculating split-half reliability 

coefficients with adjusted values ranging from 0.69 to 0.85 (Watson & Glaser, 2008). 

The coefficients were corrected for length using the Spearman-Brown formula. The test–

retest reliability coefficient was 0.73. Multiple studies of its validity show it predicts 

problem solving (r = .33), judgment (r = 0.23), total performance (r = 0.28) and overall 

potential (r = 0.24) (Watson & Glaser, 2008). In a study of Nursing Directors, it 

correlated at 0.34 and higher with clinical knowledge, financial acumen, communication 

skills, and total performance. A study of 2,300 employees across nine industries found 

that high scores on the WGCTA correlated with organizational success at r = 0.33.  

Work Simulation Exercises 

The leadership consulting firm developed the work simulations used in this study 

to measure participants’ adeptness at the leadership competencies used for each 

assessment. As previously stated, simulations are particularly valuable because they give 

assessors a “real world” look at participants’ skills in action (Thornton & Rupp, 2006) 

and allow participants to showcase the skills they would likely use on the job. Each 

simulation is evaluated by an assessor other than the lead assessor. Behavioral 

descriptions and competency ratings are assigned by using a 1–5 scale that corresponds to 

performance standards (at the 1 [lowest], 3, and 5 [highest] points) of “does not meet,” 

“meets,” and “exceeds” expectations. Often, an overall performance rating is also 

assigned.  
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Inter-rater reliability is ensured by providing assessors with regular training and 

calibration exercises. Content validation is assumed because the exercises were written to 

specifically measure the leadership consulting firm’s leadership competencies. Construct 

and criterion validation evidence is currently being collected (S. Sackett, personal 

communication, May 2009). 

Analysis and Planning Exercise 

In this case study exercise, the participant assumes the role of a newly appointed 

executive working for the fictitious organization outlined in the accompanying scenario 

materials. The new leader is “in the office” with a limited window of time to respond to a 

variety of managerial issues and conduct a thorough analysis of the issues. An assessor 

other than the lead assessor rates the responses on a 5-point Likert-type scale against the 

previously agreed upon set of competencies. The exercise provides insights into people 

management skills, leadership and influencing effectiveness, planning and organizing 

skills, and strategic thinking and decision-making style. The observations and ratings are 

then utilized by the lead assessor to help determine overall judgments and ratings. 

Role-play Exercise 

The participant continues in the role of new executive by meeting with a direct 

report from the scenario. The exercise provides insight into the same broad set of 

competencies as does the analysis and planning exercise, however, some things elicited 

from the case analysis, such as organizing skills, cannot be effectively measured by the 

role-play. Likewise, the role-play can provide information about aspects of the 

competencies, such as listening skills, that cannot be gleaned from the in-basket or case 

study exercise. The role of the direct report is “played” by an assessor other than the one 
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who scored the case study or the lead assessor. The role-play assessor has been trained to 

correspondingly adjust responses to the behavior of the participant. The assessor employs 

a rating process that is similar to that used in the in-basket or case study and passes along 

this information to the lead assessor who factors it into the overall judgment and rating 

process. 

Assessment of Overall Leadership Competencies 

As previously stated, competencies are categories of knowledge, skills, abilities, 

and behaviors necessary to perform in a role or roles (Frisch, 1998). The leadership 

consulting firm’s competency model was developed based on examination of existing 

competency models and extensive job analysis of relevant jobs and position levels 

(personal communication, S. Sackett, 2009). The leadership consulting firm assessors 

rated assessment participants on each of the competencies by clinically integrating the 

results of the simulation exercises, cognitive ability testing, and personality and motives 

inventories.  

Half of the competencies were identified as being more skill- than trait-based, 

namely Creating Alignment, Developing Leaders, Building Collaboration, and Managing 

Execution. Therefore, assessors made the assumption that they would be more influenced 

by the work simulation ratings for these competencies (in which assessees can 

demonstrate their skills) than by either the personality and motives instruments or the 

cognitive ability testing (which would provide data about assessees’ predisposition to 

think or act in a particular way). Conversely, Leading Courageously, Drive for Results, 

and Interpersonal Effectiveness were considered to be more trait- than skill-based 

because they were developed to identify the innate characteristics of comfort with boldly 
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taking charge, feeling internally driven to achieve results, and being relationship-

oriented, respectively. By the same line of reasoning, for these competencies, assessors 

assumed that they would draw more deeply on data from the personality and motives 

inventories and cognitive ability testing elements of the assessment than the work 

simulations. Strategic Thinking could have been classified as a skill, but was flagged as a 

competency area that required assessees to possess a high enough level of intelligence to 

be able to execute the skill of thinking in a strategic manner. As such, Strategic Thinking 

was assumed to be a competency that would draw primarily on the cognitive ability 

testing, an innate capability, rather than an acquired skill.  

Human Subjects Review 

The University of Minnesota Human Subjects Internal Review Board (IRB) 

approved the exempt status application for this study because of the archival nature of the 

data. Each participant signed an informed consent document prior to engaging in the 

assessment process, stating that his or her results, and the interpretation thereof, could be 

used for research purposes (see Appendix D). 

Data Collection 

The data were obtained from a leadership consulting firm based in Minneapolis, 

Minnesota. The firm was founded in 1981 and specializes in talent management 

(leadership assessment, succession planning, talent review), leadership development 

(individual coaching, team development, and action learning), and organizational 

performance (organizational and team strategy development and work force planning). 

The data were collected between January, 2007 and July, 2010.  
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Data Analysis 

The data in this study were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) 16.0. In this research, each of the 8 hypotheses addressed a different 

competency in the Leadership Competency Model (see Table 2.). The dependent variable 

in each hypothesis was the overall competency rating given by the lead assessor for the 

specific competency being tested. The independent variables for each hypothesis 

consisted of the individual assessment component ratings for that competency (the ratings 

from work simulation exercises, cognitive ability testing, “bright side” and “dark side” 

personality ratings and motives inventories). To control for the compounding of Type I 

error rates a family-wise alpha of 0.05 was used for each competency. As such, the 

family-wise alpha of 0.05 was divided by the number of tests present in Block 2 for each 

competency model. The new adjusted alpha was then used to determine if each null 

hypothesis was accepted or rejected.  

Each independent variable (the work simulations, cognitive ability testing, and 

personality and motives inventories) provided data to multiple competencies, but not all 

competencies. This study addressed the 8 competencies that were measured by one or 

more work simulation exercises, namely Leading Courageously, Creating Alignment, 

Developing Leaders, Strategic Thinking, Drive for Results, Interpersonal Effectiveness, 

Building Collaboration, and Managing Execution. The specific work simulation exercises 

that correspond to these competencies and other available data are depicted in Table 5.  

While the simulation exercises were written to measure specific leadership 

competencies (i.e., they are scored directly against the leadership competency model), all 
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of the cognitive, personality, and motives data were available for assessors to use when 

making final ratings for each of the 8 competencies. 

• WGCTA—one total raw score was converted to a single percentile score 

based on the leadership consulting firm’s function executive norms. 

• CPI—20 scores; standardized t-scores (mean = 50, standard deviation = 

10) for 20 scales. 

• HDS—11 scores; percentile scores based on test publisher norms for 11 

scales. 

• MVPI—10 scores; percentile scores based on test publisher norms for 10 

scales. 

• Analysis and Planning exercise and Role-play exercise—one score for 

each exercise that was evaluated against specific leadership competencies 

using a 1 (below expectations) to 5 (exceeds expectations) scale. Scores of 

3 represented “meets expectations” for executive-level performance.  

Table 5 depicts the 8 leadership competencies and their respective data sources. 
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Table 5. 

Data Sources (Assessment Components) for Measurement of Leadership Competencies 

  Personality  Work Simulations 

Competency 

Cognitive 
Ability 
Testing 

(WGCTA) 

Bright Side 

(20 CPI 
Scales) 

Dark Side 
(11 HDS 
Scales) 

Motives 
10 MVPI 
Scales) 

Analysis 
and 

Planning 
Exercise 

Role-play 
Exercise 

Leading 
Courageously X X X X X X 

Creating 
Alignment X X X X X X 

Developing 
Leaders X X X X — X 

Strategic Thinking  X X X X X — 

Drive for Results X X X X — X 

Interpersonal 
Effectiveness X X X X — X 

Building 
Collaboration X X X X — X 

Managing 
Execution X X X X X — 

— The work simulation does not measure this competency. 

Due to the large number of personality and motives instrument scales (20 CPI 

scales, 11 HDS scales, and 10 MVPI scales) that potentially could be included in the 

multiple regression analysis for each dependent variable, a preliminary backwards 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was conducted to eliminate the insignificant 

variables for each hypothesis. Thus for each competency the 20 CPI scales were entered 

into a separate backwards stepwise multiple regression equation to identify predictive 

scales. This same variable selection process was repeated for the 11 HDS scales, and then 
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the 10 MVPI scales. Scales were identified as predictive if they were statistically 

significant. The scales identified as predictive were used in the final analysis for each 

hypothesis. While the personality and motives inventories are not objective tests with 

correct and incorrect answers, the scale variables, in combination with the cognitive 

ability test will be referred to as the “testing” variables for the purposes of this study. 

Backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis was utilized because it mimics 

the way in which hypothesis testing is conducted, in which variables are dropped from 

the equation to determine if the error increases, thus indicating the incremental 

contribution of the dropped variable. This type of multiple regression analysis is a 

regression model-building procedure where the data are used to select predictor variables, 

one by one, such that the least significant variable is dropped at each step. The final 

subset of predictors is determined when all of the remaining variables are significant. 

Multiple regression analysis was selected as the appropriate statistical technique 

to test all hypotheses because it allowed for control of selected variables to determine the 

relationships between the remaining independent and the dependent variables (McMillan 

& Schumacher, 2001). As a first step, for each hypothesis, the testing variables, including 

the cognitive ability variable and all of the personality and motives variables that were 

identified as significant in the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis were entered in one block (i.e., Block 1) to assess their contribution to the 

overall competency rating (i.e., the dependent variable). Secondly, the simulation(s) was 

added to all of the Block 1 variables to form Block 2. This allowed for determination of 

whether work simulation ratings provided unique, incremental contributions to overall 

competency ratings (the dependent variable). Lastly, an additional multiple regression 
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analysis was conducted using only the simulation ratings for each competency. The 

results of this analysis were used to compare the amount of variance explained by the 

simulations alone with that of the testing only variables (Block 1). The comparison for 

each competency tested the accuracy of the assessors’ assumptions that they would rely 

more heavily on the testing variables for the competencies they assumed to be trait-based 

and the simulation variables for those competencies they deemed to be skill-based.  

Hypotheses 

The null hypotheses are: 

H01: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Leading Courageously competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H02: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Creating Alignment competency (as defined in the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H03: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Developing Leaders competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 
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H04: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Strategic Thinking competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H05: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Drive for Results competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H06: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Interpersonal Effectiveness competency (as defined by 

the leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond 

the variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H07: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Building Collaboration competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 

H08: Work Simulation exercises will not contribute significantly to assessor 

judgments of the Managing Execution competency (as defined by the 

leadership consulting firm’s competency model), above and beyond the 
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variance accounted for by cognitive ability tests and personality and 

motives inventories. 



 

59 

CHAPTER 4 

Results 

In this chapter, several assumptions of the statistical tests used in the data analysis 

for this study will be discussed, as will correlations between dependent and independent 

variables and the results of the hypotheses testing. 

Hypotheses 1–8 were analyzed by using multiple regression analysis. Because 

there was the potential for a total of 44 independent variables for each hypothesis, a 

preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to eliminate the 

insignificant personality and motives variables for each hypothesis. Following this 

analysis, the remaining personality and motives variables for each hypothesis were used 

in its final multiple regression analysis. In order to answer the research question for each 

overall leadership competency of whether the performance-oriented work simulation 

exercises added significant and unique prediction power above and beyond the 

personality and motives inventories and the cognitive ability test score, the independent 

variables were grouped into two blocks for each hypothesis. Block 1 consisted of only the 

cognitive ability score and the personality and motives inventory scales that remained 

after conducting the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis, while 

Block 2 utilized all of the variables included in Block 1, with the addition of the 

applicable work simulation exercise(s). The decision to leave the non-significant 

variables following the Block 1 multiple regression analysis allowed for comparison 

between overall competency rating judgments made by assessors when provided with 

testing components only versus the same testing variables with the addition of work 

simulation(s).  
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Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the variables used in this study are presented in Tables 

6–12. These include the number of cases, mean, minimum (min.), maximum (max.), and 

standard deviations (SD) for all variables. The dependent variables listed in Table 6 are 

the lead assessors’ overall ratings on each of the 8 competencies. In some cases, the 

sample sizes are different because not every competency was rated for each of the 200 

cases. For the most part, the author makes the assumption that they were accidentally 

omitted and as such are missing completely at random. Table 6 lists the descriptive 

statistics for the dependent variables. 

Table 6. 

Descriptive Statistics of the Dependent Variables 

Hypothesis N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Leading Courageously 180 4.66 1 7 1.505 

Creating Alignment 183 4.01 1 7 1.468 

Developing Leaders 200 3.86 1 7 1.405 

Strategic Thinking 183 4.11 1 7 1.610 

Drive For Results 200 5.28 2 7 1.217 

Interpersonal Effectiveness 200 4.45 1 7 1.416 

Building Collaboration 200 4.10 1 7 1.389 

Managing Execution 179 4.97 1 7 1.382 

* 1 = below expectations, 3 = meets expectations, 5 exceeds expectations 
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The Drive for Results competency had the highest mean and lowest standard 

deviation, and thus was rated high more often than any other competency, while 

Developing Leaders was consistently rated lower than the others. Nonetheless, the 

averages were all within the “meets expectations” range, and so, overall reflect a high-

performing group of leaders. The Strategic Thinking competency had the highest 

standard deviation, and thus shows the greatest variability in ratings. This is not 

surprising given that Strategic Thinking may be more relevant for only some leadership 

positions, while the others, such as Drive for Results is relevant for virtually all 

leadership positions.  

Table 7 lists the descriptive statistics for the CPI variables used in this study.  
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Table 7. 

Descriptive Statistics of the CPI 

Scale N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Dominance (Do) 200 69.94 38 80 6.644 

Capacity for Status (Cs) 200 60.72 40 75 6.488 

Sociability (Sy) 200 59.80 30 73 7.888 

Social Presence (Sp) 200 57.05 32 76 7.043 

Self Acceptance (Sa) 200 61.08 29 74 5.969 

Independence (In) 200 64.37 44 79 5.358 

Empathy (Em) 200 62.24 39 79 8.081 

Responsibility (Re) 200 59.81 39 71 5.559 

Socialization (So) 200 56.88 36 69 4.980 

Self Control (Sc) 200 61.66 39 73 5.649 

Good Impression (Gi) 200 67.22 45 85 7.755 

Communality (Cm) 200 54.41 28 61 5.273 

Well Being (Wb) 200 61.18 6 65 5.913 

Tolerance (To) 200 62.55 44 71 4.942 

Achievement via Conformance (Ac) 200 62.70 47 72 5.553 

Achievement via Independence (Ai) 200 64.27 48 73 5.402 

Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) 200 61.63 43 72 5.550 

Psychological Mindedness (Py) 200 63.38 49 80 6.105 

Flexibility (Fx) 200 54.91 27 80 9.339 

Emotional Sensitivity (FM) 200 43.32 27 60 7.256 

*The stated values have been scaled to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10  
 

Visual inspection of the CPI scale means in Table 7 suggests that in general, the 

participants possess higher levels of the characteristics measured than is typical for the 
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general population. This is to be expected from a group of leaders, as the characteristics 

measured by these variables are ones that are typically useful and helpful for people in 

these types of roles, although having an extremely high score does not necessarily equate 

to an highly effective level of that particular characteristic (i.e., one can have too much of 

a good thing). The mean for the Emotional Sensitivity (FM) scale stands out in contrast to 

those of the other scales because it is uniquely gender-based. The questions that load on 

that scale are designed to differentiate between heavily task-focused people at the lower 

end of the scale and highly relationship-oriented people at the higher end. The scale is the 

only one in the CPI that consistently differentiates people along gender lines in that 

women’s scores tend to be higher (toward the relationship-oriented end) than do scores of 

men (Gough, 2006). While the data on gender for the present sample were not available, 

the executive norm group used consists of a greater proportion of men than women; as a 

result, the scale tends to be positively skewed with the larger number of people toward 

the lower end of the scale. Consequently, the mean is notably lower than those of the 

other 19 scales.  

Table 8 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the HDS. 
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Table 8. 

Descriptive Statistics of the HDS 

Scale N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Excitable 200 41.06 16 96 22.788 

Skeptical 200 45.28 4 98 24.371 

Cautious 200 37.12 11 100 24.500 

Reserved 200 45.32 1 98 24.145 

Leisurely 200 43.32 1 98 25.824 

Bold 200 54.03 4 98 26.740 

Mischievous 200 54.82 1 97 25.473 

Colorful 200 59.98 2 99 27.278 

Imaginative 200 54.54 7 100 25.341 

Diligent 200 49.65 1 100 29.124 

Dutiful 200 48.51 2 99 26.954 

* The stated means are based on percentiles. 0 – 69 = No/low risk, 70 – 89 = Moderate risk, 90 – 99 = 
High risk. 

In Table 8, the lowest mean for the HDS was the Cautious scale. This would 

suggest that overall this group of leaders tends not to be risk-averse. In contrast, the Bold, 

Mischievous, Colorful, and Imaginative scales show the highest means. This is not 

surprising as the qualities measured by these scales are often exhibited by leaders, such as 

confidence, action orientation, comfort with visibility, and orientation toward new ideas.  

Table 9 presents the descriptive statistics for the MVPI. 
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Table 9. 

Descriptive Statistics of the MVPI 

Scale N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Aesthetics 200 53.14 4 99 28.390 

Affiliation 200 57.07 3 100 25.058 

Altruism 200 48.46 1 100 28.837 

Commerce 200 55.93 4 96 24.325 

Hedonism 200 41.79 1 99 28.524 

Power 200 51.20 1 100 30.541 

Recognition 200 34.93 1 96 26.545 

Science 200 60.03 3 100 28.272 

Security 200 30.35 1 99 24.118 

Tradition 200 59.30 3 98 25.010 

*The states means are based on percentiles. 0–35 = No/low importance, 36–65 = Average Importance, 66–
99 = High importance 

In Table 9, the highest mean for the MVPI was the Science scale, suggesting that 

this is an intellectually oriented, curious group. On the other hand, neither Security nor 

Recognition is a primary motivator for this group. 

The descriptive statistics for the WGCTA are presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10. 

Descriptive Statistics of the WGCTA 

Instrument N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

WGCTA 200 65.93 39 77 7.379 

*The stated means are based on percentiles. 

In Table 10, the mean of 65.93 for the WGCTA is suggestive of a high level of 

intellect among this group of executives based on the test publisher executive norm group 

mean of 67.17 (Watson & Glaser, 2008). Overall, the scores trend higher than those of 

the test publisher’s general population norm group mean of 50.00, however, they still 

show typical variability. 

Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics for the Analysis and Planning Exercise 

work simulation. 

Table 11. 

Descriptive Statistics of the Analysis and Planning Exercise 

Competency N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Leading Courageously 198 2.88 1 5 1.056 

Creating Alignment 199 2.32 1 5 1.058 

Strategic Thinking 199 2.87 1 5 1.052 

Managing Execution 199 2.61 1 4 .938 

* 1 = below expectations, 3 = meets expectations, 5 exceeds expectations 
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The descriptive statistics for the Role-play simulation are presented in Table 12. 

Table 12. 

Descriptive Statistics of the Role-play 

Competency N Mean* Min. Max. SD 

Leading Courageously 200 3.31 1 5 .93819 

Creating Alignment 200 3.07 1 5 .93316 

Developing Leaders 199 2.74 1 5 .98389 

Drive for Results 200 3.20 1 5 .91591 

Interpersonal Effectiveness 199 3.38 1 5 .75000 

Building Collaboration 197 3.13 1 5 .92417 

* 1 = below expectations, 3 = meets expectations, 5 exceeds expectations 

Tables 11 and 12 show that the group overall performed somewhat better in the 

Role-play exercise than in Analysis and Planning exercise. Here again, there is expected 

variability in the scores for purposes of the multiple regression analyses. 

Correlations Between Independent Variables 

The correlations between independent variables look much as would be expected. 

Many of the personality and motives scales show positive inter-correlations, indicating 

that the scales are related. Negative correlations, where evidenced, are also expected. The 

pattern of correlations is similar to those reported by the test publishers (Gough, 2006; 

Hogan & Hogan, 1996). Inter-correlations are shown within and between instruments. 

Noteworthy examples of correlations within instruments include Sociability and Social 

Presence (r = .694) within the CPI, Bold and Mischievous (r = .446) within the HDS, and 

Power and Commercial motives (r = .439) within the MVPI. In addition, both positive 
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and negative inter-correlations between instruments’ scales are evidenced, such as CPI 

Self-acceptance and HDS Colorful (r = .503), CPI Independence and MVPI Security  

(r = -.525), and HDS Skeptical and MVPI Power (r = .410).  

Correlations Between Independent Variables and Dependent Variables 

Each hypothesis will be addressed separately. Correlations between all 

independent variables retained in the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analyses for each hypothesis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the 

associated dependent variable will be presented under each hypothesis section. 

Inferential Statistics 

Variable Selection Procedure: Preliminary Backwards Stepwise Multiple 

Regression Analysis 

Because each hypothesis contained the potential for 41 personality and motives 

inventory scale scores, in addition to the cognitive ability score and either one or two 

simulation scores, the multiple regression equations would have been unwieldy. So, the 

41 scores were whittled down by using a preliminary backwards stepwise multiple 

regression analysis for each hypothesis. The remaining scales for each hypothesis were 

then utilized in the final multiple regression analyses. The results of the preliminary 

analyses are shown in Table 13.  
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Table 13. 

Variable Selection: Scales Identified as Significant by Preliminary Backwards Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses 

  
California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 

“The Bright Side” 

Hogan Development Survey  

(HDS) “The Dark Side” 
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 Inventory (MVPI) 
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1 Leading 
Courageously X            X X   X  X  X X  X X   X 

2 Creating 
Alignment X           X    X   X  X X X     X 

3 Developing 
Leaders     X   X     X  X    X X  X      X 

4 Strategic 
Thinking X     X   X   X    X  X X  X     X  X 

5 Drive for 
Results X X   X            X  X  X X   X X  X 

6 Interpersonal 
Effectiveness X   X   X X       X    X     X   X X 

7 Building 
Collaboration   X       X     X   X X X   X X   X  

8 Managing 
Execution   X X X X X X   X X X    X   X   X   X   
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Final Multiple Regression Analysis 

Final Model Assumptions. Skewness, kurtosis, and variance inflation factor 

(VIF) values for the final models will be shared. The skewness and kurtosis statistic 

values for each hypothesis were tested by dividing each estimate by its respective 

standard error and then evaluating the resulting values against the critical value interval 

of -1.96 to 1.96 for the z distribution (the standard normal distribution with a mean of 0 

and a standard deviation of 1) associated with a 95% confidence/type 1 error rate (i.e., 

alpha value of .05). The VIF quantifies the severity of multicolinearity in regression 

analyses. It provides a measure of how much the variance of each regression coefficient 

is increased due to the presence of colinearity between the independent variables. For all 

of the 8 hypotheses in this study, the VIF values met the standard of being less than 10 

(Kutner, Nachtsheim, & Neter, 2004). 

The participants in this study were rated on the high end of the scale more often 

than on the low end for all 8 hypotheses, thus the distributions of scores were negatively 

skewed. Four hypotheses—Leading Courageously, Drive for Results, Interpersonal 

Effectiveness, and Managing Execution—had z test values for the skew statistic that were 

outside of the critical values -1.96 to 1.96 (below -1.96), and hence those hypotheses 

produced significantly negatively skewed distributions. This is not unexpected because 

by definition, the people going through the assessment were under consideration for 

positions that were at a higher level than their current ones or were deemed sufficiently 

strong in their roles as to be candidates for development. However, the significance of the 

negative skewness means that the results must be interpreted with a degree of caution. 

Similarly, results should not be considered definitive because of negative kurtosis statistic 
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values. For 7 of the 8 hypotheses, the exception being Drive for Results, the distributions 

were flatter than they would be if they were normally distributed and thus, the ratings 

were distributed more evenly than would be the case with a normal distribution. That 

said, when each kurtosis estimate was divided by its standard error, 5 of the 8 hypotheses, 

Leading Courageously, Drive for Results, Interpersonal Effectiveness, Building 

Collaboration, and Managing Execution, were found to be between -1.96 and 1.96, 

suggesting that their distributions, while somewhat flatter than normal, appeared to not be 

significantly so. Conversely, the values for the three other hypotheses indicated that those 

distributions were significantly flatter than expected, and so should be regarded with the 

same level of caution applied to those distributions that were significantly negatively 

skewed.  

Results 

The results of the final multiple regression analyses are presented in tables under 

each hypothesis section. To address the research questions, the cognitive ability variable 

and personality and motives variables identified as significant in the preliminary 

backwards stepwise multiple regression analyses were utilized in the final multiple 

regression analyses. In the final multiple regression analysis, variables were entered in 

two separate blocks, the first of which contained the cognitive ability testing and 

personality and motives inventory variables that were selected by the preliminary 

backwards stepwise regression analyses. Rather than eliminating the Block 1 variables 

found not to be significant, as would be the case were the final analysis to be a backwards 

stepwise multiple regression analysis, the second block consisted of all of the Block 1 

variables and the relevant simulation variable(s) for each hypothesis. The rationale for 
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this approach was to identify whether the addition of the simulation variables to the 

cognitive ability variable and the personality and motives variables identified in the 

preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis explained unique, 

incremental variance over and above that which was explained by those same cognitive 

ability, personality, and motives variables alone. 

Trait- vs. Skill-based Competencies 

The assessors’ ratings of the four competencies that were considered to be skill-

based were expected to draw more heavily on the performance-based work simulations. 

They included Creating Alignment, Developing Leaders, Building Collaboration, and 

Managing Execution. The reverse applied for those competencies deemed to be more 

trait- than skill-based. For these competencies, Leading Courageously, Strategic 

Thinking, Drive for Results, and Interpersonal Skills, the more relied-upon assessment 

components were assumed to be those variables found in Block 1, the cognitive ability 

testing and personality and motives inventory ratings in the absence of the simulations.  

Table 14 presents the variance accounted for by testing alone (Block 1), testing 

and simulations (Block 2), and simulations alone for each hypothesis. The outcome of 

Block 2 multiple regression analyses were affected by the presence of all of the Block 1 

testing variables, as opposed to the significant ones only. Had the Block 2 analysis for 

each hypothesis included only those Block 1 testing variables that were found to be 

significant in the Block 1 analysis for that hypothesis, the additional variance explained 

by adding the simulation(s) may have been notably less or greater. As such, one cannot 

infer from these results that the variables found to be significant in Block 2 are in any 

way a prescription for the most effective variables to use when determining the overall 



 

73 

competency rating, rather they simply indicate which variables assessors attended to 

when determining overall competency ratings. 

Table 14 also illustrates that the assessors’ assumptions were upheld in 6 of the 8 

hypotheses, while two (Building Collaboration and Managing Execution) were not. 

Those two represent the competencies that were considered to be skill-based, and thus 

were expected to result in greater variance explained by the performance-oriented work 

simulations. However, for both of those hypotheses, these assumptions did not hold true. 

The findings for each hypothesis will be discussed under each individual section. 
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Table 14. 

Variance Predicted by the Model 

 

 

Variance explained by: 

Hypothesis Competency 
Trait- or skill-

based 
Testing alone 

(Block 1) Simulations alone 

Block 2: 
Testing and 
simulations 

Greatest variance 
explained by: 

Expected to explain 
greatest variance: 

1 Leading Courageously Trait 46.0 33.0 59.8 Testing Testing 

2 Creating Alignment Skill 19.4 41.3 48.3 Simulations Simulations 

3 Developing Leaders Skill 14.9 30.9 41.2 Simulations Simulations 

4 Strategic Thinking Trait 37.8 32.3 49.7 Testing Testing 

5 Drive for Results Trait 33.9 0.5 34.4 Testing Testing 

6 Interpersonal Effectiveness Trait 23.0 10.1 29.4 Testing Testing 

7 Building Collaboration Skill 19.8 13.5 31.7 Testing Simulations 

8 Managing Execution Skill 29.7 15.8 38.9 Testing Simulations 
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Results by Hypothesis 

Leading Courageously. Table 15 presents the correlations between all variables 

retained in the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis for this 

hypothesis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent variable, 

Overall Leading Courageously. 
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Table 15. 

Pearson Correlations for Leading Courageously 

Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables 
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Overall Leading 
Courageously 1.000              

Analysis and Planning: 
Leading Courageously .387**  1.000             

Role-play: Leading 
Courageously .527**  .240**  1.000            

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal 
(WGCTA) .034 .360**  .104 1.000           

Dominance (Do) .604**  .217**  .294**  .130 1.000          

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) .023 .032 -.064 .259**  .148* 1.000         

Flexibility (Fx) .153* .170* .052 .223**  .063 .395**  1.000        

Cautious -.409**  -.170* -.245**  .016 -.513**  -.100 -.129 1.000       

Colorful .444**  .249**  .243**  .062 .480**  -.107 .068 -.274**  1.000      

Dutiful -.216**  -.073 -.109 -.084 -.152* -.013 -.086 .147* -.052 1.000     

Affiliation .290**  .119 .170* -.059 .437**  -.119 -.090 -.310**  .419**  -.092 1.000    

Hedonistic .001 -.047 -.073 -.171* -.026 -.280**  -.071 -.020 .208**  -.119 .418**  1.000   

Power .256**  .065 .162* -.109 .335**  -.307**  -.390**  -.177* .371**  -.144* .401**  .290**  1.000  

Security -.225**  -.151* -.098 -.172* -.279**  -.309**  -.502**  .178* -.175* .216**  -.071 .063 .136 1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 16 presents the results for the Leading Courageously dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 1. Skewness (γ1 = -0.511, z = -2.57, p < .05) for Leading 

Courageously indicates that the distribution is significantly skewed in a negative 

direction. Thus, more people were rated at the higher end of the rating scale which is 

consistent with the group pattern of negative distributions. As such, the results of the 

multiple regression analysis cannot be interpreted as definitive. Kurtosis 

(γ2 = -0.536, z = -1.35, p > .05) indicates that this aspect of the population poses no 

serious violations of the kurtosis guideline. As such, the tails of the distribution do not 

contain significantly more or fewer people than would be expected in a normal 

population distribution. VIF values for the final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.124 

(Dutiful) to 2.086 (Dominance), which is under the guideline of 10. 
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Table 16. 

Multiple Regression Results for Leading Courageously 

 Unstandardized Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) -1.514 1.623  -.933 .352 

WGCTA -.013 .012 -.066 -1.069 .287 

Dominance (Do) .094 .018 .430 5.261 .000*** 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) -.011 .016 -.046 -.673 .502 

Flexibility (Fx) .018 .012 .117 1.522 .130 

Cautious -.006 .004 -.097 -1.458 .147 

Colorful .012 .004 .229 3.191 .002** 

Dutiful -.007 .003 -.121 -2.013 .046* 

Affiliation -.002 .004 -.031 -.420 .675 

Hedonistic -.004 .003 -.083 -1.223 .223 

Power .004 .004 .086 1.141 .256 

Security .000 .004 .007 .097 .923 

Block 2       

(Constant) -2.822 1.425  -1.981 .049 

WGCTA  -.034 .011 -.172 -3.018 .003** 

Dominance (Do) .088 .016 .402 5.658 .000*** 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) .004 .014 .018 .307 .759 

Flexibility (FM) .013 .010 .086 1.292 .198 

Cautious -.002 .003 -.033 -.570 .569 

Colorful .009 .003 .166 2.639 .009** 

Dutiful -.006 .003 -.110 -2.104 .037* 

Affiliation -.004 .004 -.069 -1.076 .284 

Hedonistic -.001 .003 -.015 -.249 .804 

Power .003 .003 .058 .888 .376 

Security .001 .004 .020 .320 .750 

Analysis and Planning 
Leading Courageously .324 .081 .223 4.006 .000*** 

Role-play Leading 
Courageously .480 .082 .311 5.820 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 16 indicates that the addition of the work simulation ratings made 

significant contributions to the overall Leading Courageously competency rating. 

Because the results were significantly skewed, they must be interpreted with a degree of 

caution. In addition, the value of the regression coefficient cannot be accepted as definite 

given that it can fluctuate. The Dutiful rating was found to be significantly negatively 

correlated with the Overall Leading Courageously rating (see Table 15). Similarly, the 

regression coefficient was found to be negative and significant (see Table 16). As such, 

while this cannot be stated absolutely, the inverse relationship was assumed to be the 

case. As would be expected, high scores on the WGCTA, Dominance, and Colorful and 

low scores on Dutiful appeared to be predictive of high ratings on this competency. Thus, 

people who could be described as intelligent, take charge, unafraid to challenge others, 

active, and socially confident would be seen as courageous leaders. As illustrated in 

Table 14, the variance explained by Block 1 (46.0%) exceeded that of the simulations 

alone (33.0%) Thus, the initial assessor assumption was upheld stating that this is a trait-

based competency that consequently would have been expected to gather information of 

greater significance from the testing components than from the simulation ratings. The 

combination of the testing variables and simulations (Block 2) accounted for 59.8% of 

the variance, which was greater than that which was explained by either the testing alone 

or the simulations alone.  

Creating Alignment. Table 17 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the Creating Alignment preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent variable, 

Overall Creating Alignment.  
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Table 17. 

Pearson Correlations for Creating Alignment 

Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables 
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Overall Creating 
Alignment 
(dependent variable) 1.000            

Analysis and Planning 
Creating Alignment .421**  1.000           

Role-play 
Creating Alignment .523**  .138 1.000          

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal 
(WGCTA) .201**  .202**  .109 1.000         

Dominance (Do) .304**  .189* .165* .130 1.000        

Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) .304**  .189* .115 .346**  .499**  1.000       

Dutiful -.216**  -.145* -.214**  -.084 -.152* -.076 1.000      

Colorful .183**  .071 .198**  .062 .480**  .156* -.052 1.000     

Skeptical -.097 -.125 -.022 -.207**  -.034 -.280**  -.143* .095 1.000    

Affiliation .157* .110 .147* -.059 .437**  .042 -.092 .419**  .103 1.000   

Commercial .086 .046 .010 -.074 .114 -.213**  -.035 .107 .288**  .050 1.000  

Security -.135 -.124 -.121 -.172* -.279**  -.353**  .216**  -.175* .335**  -.071 .272**  1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 18 presents the results for the Creating Alignment dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 2. Skewness (γ1 = -0.142, z = -0.714, p > .05) for Creating 

Alignment indicates that there is no evidence to suggest that the distribution is 

asymmetrical. However, the kurtosis (γ2 = -0.894, z = -2.258, p < .05) for this hypothesis 

indicates that this group is definitely not normally distributed with respect to this statistic. 

As the value is negative, the distribution is flatter than would be the case was it normally 

distributed, and the results must be interpreted cautiously. VIF values for the final model 

(i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.111 (Role-play Creating Alignment) to 2.119 (Dominance). 
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Table 18. 

Multiple Regression Results for Creating Alignment 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1      

(Constant) -1.919 1.665  -1.153 .251 

WGCTA .015 .015 .074 .999 .319 

Intellectual 
Efficiency (Ie) .058 .024 .222 2.436 .016* 

Dominance (Do) .015 .021 .072 .721 .472 

Dutiful -.011 .004 -.195 -2.656 .009** 

Colorful .002 .004 .031 .365 .715 

Skeptical -.008 .005 -.136 -1.714 .088 

Affiliation .007 .005 .129 1.585 .115 

Commercial .009 .004 .154 2.001 .047* 

Security .004 .005 .064 .780 .436 

Block 2      

(Constant) -3.514 1.358  -2.587 .011* 

WGCTA .004 .012 .021 .352 .725 

Intellectual 
Efficiency .051 .019 .193 2.620 .010** 

Dominance .013 .017  .059 .743 .459 

Dutiful -.004 .003 -.074 -1.215 .226 

Colorful -.002 .004 -.034 -.496 .621 

Skeptical -.006 .004 -.094 -1.469 .144 

Affiliation .003 .004 .061 .933 .352 

Commercial .007 .004 .125 2.008 .046* 

Security .005 .004 .085 1.280 .202 

Analysis and 
Planning 
Creating 
Alignment .403 .081 .288 4.969 .000*** 

Role-playing 
Creating 
Alignment .692 .086 .464 8.004 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 



 

83 

As illustrated in Table 18, high scores on Intellectual Efficiency and Commercial 

appeared to predict high ratings for the overall Creating Alignment competency. Thus, 

people who were resourceful and profit-driven were judged to be skilled in making 

decisions and taking action that results in all relevant groups and individuals working 

toward common goals. Block 1, testing alone, explained 19.4% of the variance in the 

dependent variable, while Block 2, testing and simulations, explained an additional 

28.9% of the variance (see Table 14). Thus, testing plus the work simulation ratings 

provided unique contributions beyond that of the testing variables, to the lead assessors’ 

judgments of the Overall Creating Alignment rating. As shown in Table 14, simulations 

alone explained 41.3% of the total variance for this competency (48.3%), which was the 

highest amount of variance accounted for by any group of independent variables. This 

supports the assessor view that Creating Alignment was a skill-based competency. 

Developing Leaders. Table 19 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the Developing Leaders preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent variable, 

Overall Developing Leaders. 
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Table 19. 

Pearson Correlations for Developing Leaders 

Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables used in 
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Overall 
Developing Leaders 1.000           

Role-play Developing Leaders .556**  1.000          

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA) .094 .138 1.000         

Self-acceptance (Sa) .232**  .152* .201**  1.000        

Self Control (Sc) .003 -.027 -.174* -.332**  1.000       

Psychological Mindedness (Py) -.068 -.013 .259**  .180* .114 1.000      

Emotional Sensitivity (FM) .101 -.056 -.027 -.136 -.082 -.046 1.000     

Colorful .181* .164* .062 .503**  -.338**  -.107 -.041 1.000    

Imaginative -.102 .055 .041 .242**  -.259**  .098 -.086 .292**  1.000   

Affiliation .135 -.002 -.059 .327**  -.226**  -.119 -.055 .419**  .234**  1.000  

Security -.127 -.126 -.172* -.313**  .073 -.309**  .074 -.175* -.226**  -.071 1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 20 presents the results for the Developing Leaders dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 3. Skewness (γ1 = -0.252, z = -1.266, p > .05) for this 

hypothesis suggests that there is no evidence to indicate that the distribution is 

asymmetrical. However, the kurtosis value (γ2 = -0.906, z = -2.258, p < .05) is outside of 

the critical value of -1.96 to 1.96, thus indicating that the distribution is flatter than would 

be found in a normal distribution. As such, more people scored at the high and low ends 

of the rating scale than one would expect were it normally distributed, and the results of 

the hypothesis testing must be interpreted with caution. VIF values for the final model 

(i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.048 (Emotional Sensitivity) to 1.681 (Self-Acceptance). 
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Table 20. 

Multiple Regression Results for Developing Leaders 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) -1.529 2.186  -.700 .485 

WGCTA .019 .014 .098 1.356 .177 

Self-acceptance (Sa) .055 .020 .238 2.749 .007** 

Self-control (Sc) .032 .017 .139 1.818 .071 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) -.032 .017 -.147 -1.918 .057 

Emotional Sensitivity 
(FM) .026 .013 .143 2.089 .038* 

Colorful .004 .004 .089 1.046 .297 

Imaginative -.009 .004 -.172 -2.340 .020* 

Affiliation .004 .004 .079 1.034 .302 

Security -.006 .004 -.120 -1.613 .108 

Block 2       

(Constant) -2.382 1.824  -1.306 .193 

WGCTA .006 .012 .031 .506 .613 

Self-acceptance (Sa) .043 .017 .189 2.617 .010* 

Self-control (Sc) .023 .015 .101 1.585 .115 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) -.021 .014 -.096 -1.505 .134 

Emotional Sensitivity 
(FM) .029 .011 .159 2.783 .006** 

Colorful .001 .004 .014 .192 .848 

Imaginative -.010 .003 -.179 -2.922 .004** 

Affiliation .007 .003 .127 1.986 .049* 

Security -.004 .003  -.074 -1.190 .236 

Role-play Developing 
Leaders .784 .085  .531 9.203 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 20 shows that Self-acceptance, Emotional Sensitivity, and Affiliation, 

indicative of self-confidence, a strong relationship-orientation, and desire to have 

frequent interaction with people, respectively, were predictive of higher ratings on the 

Overall Developing Leaders competency. A high FM score tends to mean one is highly 

sensitive to people’s feelings, suggesting that people with this characteristic may be more 

effective in doing what is required to develop leaders, including building a trusting 

relationship, providing guidance, and delivering tactful and constructive feedback, as 

opposed to using a more task-oriented, blunt delivery style. Based on the negative 

correlation between the Imaginative variable and the dependent variable (see Table 19), 

although not significant, and the significant negative regression coefficient (see Table 

20), the relationship was presumed to be inverse. Thus, high scores on the Imaginative 

scale appeared to negatively predict the Overall Developing Leaders rating. This is not 

unexpected as high Imaginative scorers can present information in a somewhat unusual 

and/or convoluted manner, thus making it more difficult to give clear instruction or 

guidance. Here again, as with the competencies listed above, the work simulation rating, 

the Role-play, added significant predictive power to the Developing Leaders Overall 

competency rating. Table 14 illustrates that Block 1 accounted for just 14.9% of the 

variance, while Block 2 explained an additional 26.3% of the total explained variance of 

41.2%. As with the Creating Alignment competency, the Developing Leaders simulation 

rating accounted for more variance (30.9%) than that of the testing alone (see Table 14). 

This supports the assessor assumption that Developing Leaders is a skill-based 

competency. 
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Strategic Thinking. Table 21 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis for Strategic 

Thinking, as well as the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent variable, 

Overall Strategic Thinking. 
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Table 21. 

Pearson Correlations for Strategic Thinking 
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Overall Strategic Thinking 1.000             

Analysis and Planning 
Strategic Thinking .569** 1.000            

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal 
(WGCTA) .498** .294**  1.000           

Dominance (Do) .340** .273**  .130 1.000          

Independence (In) .353** .244**  .243**  .533**  1.000         

Good Impression (Gi) -.175* -.137 -.216**  .236**  .045 1.000        

Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) .362** .243**  .346**  .499**  .330**  .227**  1.000       

Skeptical -.072 -.038 -.207**  -.034 -.121 -.179* -.280**  1.000      

Leisurely .056 .022 .053 -.260**  -.276**  -.348**  -.198**  .287**  1.000     

Colorful .255** .215**  .062 .480**  .237**  -.033 .156* .095 -.103 1.000    

Dutiful -.145* -.107 -.084 -.152* -.354**  .135 -.076 -.143* .107 -.052 1.000   

Recognition .135 .125 -.046 .287**  .015 -.129 -.074 .383**  .167* .478**  -.057 1.000  

Security -.242** -.207**  -.172* -.279**  -.525**  -.013 -.353**  .335**  .344**  -.175* .216**  .177* 1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 22 presents the results for the Strategic Thinking dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 4. Skewness (γ1 = -0.298, z = -1.497, p > .05) for Strategic 

Thinking shows there is no evidence to indicate that the distribution is asymmetrical. 

Here, as with the Developing Leaders hypothesis, kurtosis (γ2 = -1.021, z = -2.578, p < 

.05) indicates that the distribution is flatter than a normal one and so people are 

distributed in higher numbers at the two ends than would be expected in a normal 

distribution. As with several other hypotheses, caution must be exercised when 

interpreting the results. VIF values for the final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.226 

(Dutiful) to 2.243 (Dominance). 
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Table 22. 

Multiple Regression Results for Strategic Thinking 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) -7.011 2.008  -3.491 .001** 

WGCTA .075 .015  .350 4.971 .000*** 

Dominance (Do) .032 .021  .136 1.519 .131 

Independence (In) .038 .024  .128 1.541 .125 

Good Impression (Gi) -.017 .014  -.090 -1.214 .226 

Intellectual Efficiency 
(Ie) .035 .022  .129 1.600 .111 

Skeptical .001 .005  .010 .130 .897 

Leisurely .008 .004  .140 1.953 .052 

Colorful .004 .004  .073 .953 .342 

Dutiful .000 .004  -.005 -.068 .945 

Recognition .002 .004  .041 .528 .598 

Security -.006 .005  -.094 -1.178 .241 

Block 2       

(Constant) -6.454 1.814  -3.558 .000*** 

WGCTA .060 .014  .281 4.356 .000*** 

Dominance (Do) .019 .019  .082 1.001 .318 

Independence (In) .033 .022  .112 1.491 .138 

Good Impression (Gi) -.007 .013  -.039 -.580 .563 

Intellectual Efficiency 
(Ie) .025 .020  .092 1.258 .210 

Skeptical .001 .004  .010 .152 .880 

Leisurely .007 .004  .122 1.894 .060 

Colorful .003 .004  .049 .717 .474 

Dutiful .000 .004  .002 .041 .968 

Recognition .001 .004  .018 .259 .796 

Security -.003 .004  -.056 -.774 .440 

Analysis and Planning 
Strategic Thinking .589 .093  .382 6.332 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Not surprisingly, the findings for Hypothesis 4 suggest that the degree of intellect, 

as measured by the WGCTA in Block 1, explained 37.8% of the variance and is therefore 

predictive of a higher Overall Strategic Thinking rating (see Tables 14 and 22). The work 

simulation rating, when added to the testing variables, explained an additional 11.9% of 

the total variance (49.7%), and so also contributed to the Overall rating. However, as 

shown in Table 14, the simulation rating alone accounted for 32.3% in the final overall 

rating. These findings suggest that the simulation rating alone contributed almost as much 

to the final rating as did the cognitive ability measure. Yet, on balance, the assessor 

assumption that this is ultimately a trait-based competency held up. 

Drive for Results. Table 23 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the Drive for Results preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent variable, 

Overall Drive for Results. 
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Table 23. 

Pearson Correlations for Drive for Results 

Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables used 
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Overall Drive for Results 1.000             

Role-play Drive for Results .225**  1.000            

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal 
(WGCTA) .042 .045 1.000           

Dominance (Do) .455**  .200**  .130 1.000          

Capacity for Status (Cs) .164* .101 .132 .525**  1.000         

Self-acceptance (Sa) .371**  .135 .201**  .606**  .543**  1.000        

Cautious -.334**  -.165* .016 -.513**  -.451**  -.391**  1.000       

Colorful .322**  .231**  .062 .480**  .396**  .503**  -.274**  1.000      

Dutiful -.237**  -.083 -.084 -.152* -.106 -.076 .147* -.052 1.000     

Affiliation .331**  .123 -.059 .437**  .211**  .327**  -.310**  .419**  -.092 1.000    

Power .305**  .100 -.109 .335**  .086 .196**  -.177* .371**  -.144* .401**  1.000   

Recognition .093 -.070 -.046 .287**  .164* .242**  -.062 .478**  -.057 .381**  .520**  1.000  

Security -.129 -.102 -.172* -.279**  -.311**  -.313**  .178* -.175* .216**  -.071 .136 .177* 1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 24 presents the results for the Drive for Results dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 5. This distribution is the most negatively skewed of all of the 

hypotheses, with skewness values of (γ1 = -0.754, z = -3.789, p < .05), and thus reflects a 

far greater number of people were rated at the high end of the distribution than the low, 

dictating a cautious interpretation of the results is appropriate. On the other hand, kurtosis 

(γ2 = -0.191, z = -0.428, p > .05) indicates that this aspect of the population indicates no 

serious violations of the kurtosis principle, suggesting that the tails of the distribution do 

not contain more or fewer people than would be expected in the normal population. VIF 

values for the final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.112 (WGCTA) to 2.255 

(Dominance). 



 

95 

Table 24. 

Multiple Regression Results for Drive for Results 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) 1.495 1.382   1.082 .281 

WGCTA -.001 .011  -.005 -.081 .935 

Dominance .049 .016  .268 3.017 .003** 

Capacity for 
Status -.035 .015  -.183 -2.344 .020* 

Self-acceptance .038 .017  .186 2.215 .028* 

Cautious -.005 .004  -.103 -1.401 .163 

Colorful .006 .004  .144 1.802 .073 

Dutiful -.008 .003  -.170 -2.717 .007** 

Affiliation .005 .004  .105 1.453 .148 

Power .007 .003  .162 2.149 .033* 

Recognition -.010 .004  -.218 -2.769 .006** 

Security .002 .003  .051 .724 .470 

Block 2       

(Constant) 1.292 1.393   .928 .355 

WGCTA -.001 .011  -.007 -.107 .915 

Dominance .048 .016  .259 2.916 .004** 

Capacity for 
Status -.035 .015  -.180 -2.301 .022* 

Self-acceptance .039 .017  .188 2.245 .026* 

Cautious -.005 .004  -.100 -1.352 .178 

Colorful .006 .004  .124 1.504 .134 

Dutiful -.008 .003  -.166 -2.652 .009** 

Affiliation .005 .004  .103 1.423 .156 

Power .006 .003  .156 2.065 .040* 

Recognition -.009 .004  -.197 -2.440 .016* 

Security .002 .003  .049 .701 .484 

Role-play Drive 
for Results .092 .082  .071 1.123 .263 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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As shown in Table 14, the Overall Drive for Results multiple regression analysis 

was the only 1 of the 8 hypotheses to show virtually no added variance explained from 

adding the work simulation rating to the testing variables in Block 2, where the additional 

variance explained was only 0.4%. However, numerous personality measures did appear 

to have a significant impact on the overall competency rating, explaining 33.9% of the 

variance (see Tables 14 and 24). These are taking charge and forcefully advocating for 

one’s point-of-view, as measured by Dominance, self-confidence measured by Self-

acceptance, a drive to acquire influence, as measured by Power, and a desire to receive 

credit, as measured by Recognition. In addition, Dutiful (desire not to challenge the status 

quo), was negatively predictive of the Overall Drive for Results competency rating. 

Because the Capacity for Status rating was positively correlated with Overall Drive for 

Results, but found to have a negative regression coefficient (both of which were 

significant), no conclusion can be drawn about the direction of the relationship, except to 

say that there is one. One possible explanation for the difference between the two is 

because the correlation represents only the relationship between the two variables, which 

in this case are Capacity for Status and Overall Drive for Results, whereas the regression 

coefficient represents the relationship between the same two variables with all other 

variables in the Drive for Results model partialed out (i.e., held constant). With only 

0.5% of the variance explained by the simulation alone (see Table 14), as compared with 

the 33.9% explained by the testing components, the findings bear out the assessor 

assumption that this is a trait-based competency and thus the testing components would 

provide a greater contribution than that of the simulations. 
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Interpersonal Effectiveness. Table 25 presents Pearson correlations for all 

variables retained in the preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression analysis for 

Interpersonal Results, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent 

variable, Overall Interpersonal Effectiveness. 
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Table 25. 

Pearson Correlations for Interpersonal Effectiveness 

Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables used in 
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Overall Interpersonal 
Effectiveness 1.000            

Role-play Interpersonal 
Effectiveness .318**  1.000           

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal 
(WGCTA) -.103 -.006 1.000          

Dominance(Do) .209**  .092 .130 1.000         

Social Presence (Sp) .266**  .034 .187**  .468**  1.000        

Responsibility (Re) .023 -.070 .133 .383**  .075 1.000       

Self-control (Sc) -.004 .000 -.174* -.053 -.387**  .364**  1.000      

Emotional Sensitivity (FM) .208**  -.031 -.027 -.269**  -.085 .027 -.082 1.000     

Colorful .272**  .275**  .062 .480**  .388**  -.017 -.338**  -.041 1.000    

Hedonistic .111 .103 -.171* -.026 .170* -.268**  -.368**  .170* .208**  1.000   

Scientific -.151* -.004 .122 .101 .000 .024 -.030 -.242**  .017 .033 1.000  

Security -.140* -.063 -.172* -.279**  -.392**  -.125 .073 .074 -.175* .063 .108 1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 26 presents the results for the Interpersonal Effectiveness dependent 

variable associated with Hypothesis 6. Skewness (γ1 = -0.406, z = -2.040, p < .05) for 

Interpersonal Effectiveness shows that the distribution is significantly skewed in a 

negative direction, indicating that more people were distributed at the higher end of the 

rating scale, which is consistent with the group pattern. Again, caution must be exercised 

when interpreting the results. Kurtosis (γ2 = -0.363, z = -0.917, p > .05) shows that this 

aspect of the population yields no serious violations of the kurtosis guideline. VIF values 

for the final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.120 (Role-play Interpersonal 

Effectiveness) to 2.079 (Dominance). 
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Table 26. 

Multiple Regression Results for Interpersonal Effectiveness 

 Unstandardized Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) -2.725 2.135   -1.276 .203 

WGCTA -.022 .013  -.112 -1.615 .108 

Dominance .031 .019  .149 1.624 .106 

Social Presence .048 .017  .243 2.882 .004** 

Responsibility -.028 .020  -.117 -1.446 .150 

Self-control .049 .019  .214 2.565 .011 

Emotional 
Sensitivity .051 .013  .275 3.835 .000*** 

Hedonistic .001 .004  .021 .287 .775 

Scientific -.004 .003  -.076 -1.131 .259 

Security -.002 .004  -.034 -.476 .635 

Colorful .009 .004  .186 2.337 .020* 

Block 2       

(Constant) -4.041 2.074   -1.948 .053 

Watson -.023 .013  -.122 -1.823 .070 

Dominance .031 .018  .152 1.723 .086 

Social Presence .051 .016  .260 3.206 .002** 

Responsibility -.022 .019  -.089 -1.150 .252 

Self-control .039 .019  .170 2.102 .037* 

Emotional 
Sensitivity .052 .013  .280 4.078 .000*** 

Hedonistic .000 .003  -.004 -.051 .959 

Scientific -.004 .003  -.075 -1.149 .252 

Security -.001 .004  -.019 -.280 .780 

Colorful .005 .004  .098 1.240 .216 

Role-play 
Interpersonal 
Effectiveness .508 .123  .268 4.136 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 26 shows that three CPI scales contributed to the Overall Interpersonal 

Effectiveness rating, Social Presence, Self-control, and Emotional Sensitivity, explaining 

23.0% of the variance (see Table 14). This would appear to make sense as being 

comfortable in front of others, editing one’s comments so as not to injure others, and 

paying attention to relationships are all critical elements of the Interpersonal 

Effectiveness competency. The testing and work simulation ratings in Block 2 explained 

an additional 6.4% of the variance, and thus made a lesser, but significant contribution to 

the overall rating that was over and above that contributed by the non-simulation ratings. 

The simulation alone explained just 10.1% of the variance for this hypothesis. This 

finding supports the assessor assumption that Interpersonal Effectiveness is a trait-based 

competency that would glean more significant and conceptually meaningful information 

from the testing components than from the work simulations. 

Building Collaboration . Table 27 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the Building Collaboration preliminary backwards stepwise multiple 

regression analysis, including the corresponding work simulation(s), and the dependent 

variable, Overall Building Collaboration.  
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Table 27. 

Pearson Correlations for Building Collaboration 
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Independent Variables used in 
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Overall Building Collaboration 1.000          

Role-play Building 
Collaboration 

.368**  1.000         

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA) 

.029 .014 1.000        

Sociability (Sy) .236**  -.013 .064 1.000       

Well-being (Wb) .183**  -.048 .114 .214**  1.000      

Emotional Sensitivity (FM) .134 .009 -.027 -.107 -.146* 1.000     

Leisurely -.140* -.088 .053 -.244**  -.246**  .091 1.000    

Colorful .197**  .141* .062 .469**  .144* -.041 -.103 1.000   

Imaginative -.067 .071 .041 .187**  -.003 -.086 -.058 .292**  1.000  

Scientific -.215**  -.058 .122 .068 .023 -.242**  .223**  .017 .160* 1.000 

Security -.123 -.060 -.172* -.228**  -.162* .074 .344**  -.175* -.226**  .108 

Commercial .035 .013 -.074 .008 .096 -.320**  .076 .107 .049 .301**  

Hedonistic .139* .120 -.171* .074 -.092 .170* .050 .208**  .175* .033 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 28 presents the results for the Building Collaboration dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 7. Neither skewness (γ1 = -0.122, z = -0.613, p < .05) nor 

kurtosis (γ2 = -0.732, z = -1.848, p > .05) show serious violations of the principles of a 

normal distribution. While a normal distribution cannot be inferred from these results, 

there is no evidence to suggest that the distribution is asymmetrical. VIF values for the 

final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.059 (Role-play Building Collaboration) to 1.425 

(Sociability).  
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Table 28. 

Multiple Regression Results for Building Collaboration 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) -1.226 1.614   -.760 .448 

WGCTA .010 .013  .051 .738 .461 

Sociability (Sy) .032 .013  .189 2.437 .016* 

Well-being (Wb) .032 .017  .130 1.855 .065 

Emotional Sensitivity 
(FM) .027 .013  .150 2.041 .043* 

Leisurely -.001 .004  -.013 -.180 .857 

Colorful .004 .004  .073 .926 .356 

Imaginative -.007 .004  -.132 -1.834 .068 

Scientific -.010 .004  -.218 -2.958 .003** 

Security -.005 .004  -.101 -1.302 .194 

Commercial .008 .004  .155 2.030 .044* 

Hedonistic .006 .003  .130 1.834 .068 

Block 2       

(Constant) -3.391 1.540   -2.202 .029* 

WGCTA .007 .012  .035 .549 .583 

Sociability (Sy) .039 .012  .230 3.191 .002** 

Well-being (Wb) .038 .016  .157 2.412 .017* 

Emotional Sensitivity 
(FM) .028 .012  .155 2.279 .024* 

Leisurely .001 .004  .024 .339 .735 

Colorful .001 .004  .016 .221 .825 

Imaginative -.007 .004  -.138 -2.081 .039* 

Scientific -.010 .003  -.201 -2.952 .004** 

Security -.005 .004  -.090 -1.257 .210 

Commercial .008 .004  .147 2.075 .039* 

Hedonistic .004 .003  .094 1.422 .157 

Role-play Building 
Collaboration .530 .093  .356 5.719 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 28 presents results showing that Sociability, Well-being, Emotional 

Sensitivity, and Commercial made significant contributions to the Overall Building 

Collaboration rating. Conversely, Imaginative and Scientific are negatively predictive of 

the dependent variable. Table 14 shows that Block 1 accounted for 19.8% of the variance, 

and Block 2 which included the simulation rating in addition to the testing variables, 

explained an additional 11.9% of the variance. The variance explained by the simulation 

rating alone, 13.5%, is less than that accounted for the testing alone (see Table 14). This 

runs counter to the initial assumption made by assessors that Building Collaboration is a 

skill-based competency, and thus should draw more heavily on the performance-based 

simulation variable. 

Managing Execution. Table 29 presents Pearson correlations for all variables 

retained in the Managing Execution preliminary backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis, including the corresponding work simulation, and the dependent variable, 

Overall Managing Execution. 
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Table 29. 

Pearson Correlations for Managing Execution 
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Overall Managing Execution 1.000                

Analysis and Planning 
Managing Execution .397**  1.000               

Watson-Glaser Critical 
Thinking Appraisal (WGCTA) .005 .262**  1.000              

Sociability (Sy) .032 .188* .064 1.000             

Social Presence (Sp) .080 .182* .187**  .694**  1.000            

Self-acceptance (Sa) .120 .299**  .201**  .692**  .623**  1.000           

Independence (In) -.066 .133 .243**  .322**  .380**  .393**  1.000          

Responsibility(Re) .247**  .115 .133 .225**  .075 .125 .207**  1.000         

Self Control (Sc) .133 -.140 -.174* -.194**  -.387**  -.332**  -.073 .364**  1.000        

Achievement via Independence 
(Ai) -.010 .081 .364**  .340**  .399**  .307**  .320**  .373**  .096 1.000       

Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) .170* .269**  .346**  .516**  .508**  .435**  .330**  .418**  .067 .652**  1.000      

Psychological Mindedness (Py) -.121 .066 .259**  .196**  .246**  .180* .306**  .315**  .114 .580**  .447**  1.000     

                (cont.) 
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Dependent Variable and 
Independent Variables used in 

Managing Execution Hypothesis O
ve

ra
ll 

M
an

ag
in

g
 

E
xe

cu
tio

n
 

A
n

al
ys

is
 a

n
d 

P
la

nn
in

g
 

M
an

ag
in

g
 E

xe
cu

tio
n

 

W
at

so
n

-G
la

se
r 

C
rit

ic
al

 
T

h
in

ki
ng

 A
p

p
ra

is
al

 
(W

G
C

T
A

) 

S
o

ci
ab

ili
ty

 (
S

y)
 

S
o

ci
al

 P
re

se
n

ce
 (

S
p

) 

S
el

f-
ac

ce
p

ta
n

ce
 (

S
a)

 

In
d

ep
en

d
en

ce
 (

In
) 

R
es

p
o

n
si

bi
lit

y(
R

e)
 

S
el

f 
C

o
nt

ro
l (

S
c)

 

A
ch

ie
ve

m
en

t 
vi

a 
In

d
ep

en
d

en
ce

 (
A

i) 

In
te

lle
ct

u
al

 E
ffi

ci
en

cy
 (

Ie
) 

P
sy

ch
o

lo
gi

ca
l M

in
d

ed
n

es
s 

(P
y)

 

C
au

tio
u

s 

Im
ag

in
at

iv
e 

C
o

m
m

er
ci

al
 

R
ec

o
g

n
iti

o
n

 

(Table 29. cont.)                 

Cautious -.111 -.175* .016 -.473**  -.281**  -.391**  -.334**  -.184**  -.154* -.097 -.326**  -.100 1.000    

Imaginative -.314**  -.048 .041 .187**  .175* .242**  .239**  -.086 -.259**  .081 .043 .098 -.119 1.000   

Commercial .104 .025 -.074 .008 -.100 -.048 -.124 -.078 .118 -.257**  -.213**  -.248**  -.131 .049 1.000  

Recognition -.114 -.027 -.046 .301**  .228**  .242**  .015 -.104 -.385**  -.188**  -.074 -.171* -.062 .219**  .336**  1.000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 30 presents the results for the Managing Execution dependent variable 

associated with Hypothesis 8. Skewness (γ1 = -0.428, z = -2.151, p < .05) for Managing 

Execution indicates that the distribution is significantly skewed in a negative direction. 

As with many of the other hypotheses, caution must be used in interpreting the results 

because of this. Consistent with the pattern of the other hypotheses, more people were 

rated at the high end of the rating scale. Kurtosis (γ2 = -0.660, z = -1.667, p > .05) shows 

no serious violations of the kurtosis guideline. One cannot state the distribution is normal 

with respect to kurtosis, however, this finding suggests that the tails of the distribution do 

not contain more or fewer people than would be expected in the normal population. VIF 

values for the final model (i.e., Block 2) ranged from 1.193 (Imaginative) to 3.216 

(Sociability). 



 

109 

Table 30. 

Multiple Regression Results for Managing Execution 

 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

Block 1       

(Constant) 1.235 2.401   .514 .608 

WGCTA -.004 .015  -.022 -.282 .778 

Sociability (Sy) -.052 .021  -.291 -2.476 .014* 

Social presence (Sp) .049 .021  .251 2.303 .023* 

Self-acceptance (Sa) .063 .023  .266 2.716 .007** 

Independence (In) -.027 .020  -.105 -1.326 .187 

Responsibility (Re) .065 .020  .262 3.305 .001** 

Self-confidence (Sc) .009 .023  .037 .390 .697 

Achievement via 
Independence (Ai) -.028 .027  -.108 -1.036 .302 

Intellectual 
Efficiency (Ie) .042 .027  .168 1.592 .113 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) -.046 .019  -.205 -2.411 .017* 

Cautious -.003 .005  -.056 -.669 .505 

Imaginative -.015 .004  -.276 -3.872 .000*** 

Commercial .007 .004  .121 1.586 .115 

Recognition -.008 .004  -.152 -1.858 .065 

Block 2       

(Constant) 1.080 2.247   .481 .632 

WGCTA -.015 .014  -.074 -1.007 .315 

Sociability (Sy) -.050 .019  -.283 -2.580 .011* 

Social presence (Sp) .054 .020  .276 2.701 .008** 

Self-acceptance (Sa) .043 .022  .180 1.937 .054 

Independence (In) -.027 .019  -.105 -1.418 .158 

Responsibility (Re) .058 .019  .232 3.122 .002** 

Self-control (Sc) .024 .021  .100 1.124 .263 

Achievement via 
Independence (Ai) -.011 .026  -.041 -.421 .674 

      (cont.) 
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Unstandardized 

Coefficients  
Standardized 
Coefficients   

Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. 

(Table 30. cont.)       

Intellectual 
Efficiency (Ie) .021 .025  .082 .822 .412 

Psychological 
Mindedness (Py) -.045 .018  -.202 -2.541 .012* 

Cautious -.002 .004  -.035 -.438 .662 

Imaginative -.014 .004  -.244 -3.655 .000*** 

Commercial .005 .004  .083 1.163 .247 

Recognition -.005 .004  -.097 -1.251 .213 

Analysis and 
Planning Managing 
Execution .492 .100  .340 4.932 .000*** 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

Table 30 presents results that indicate Sociability, Social Presence, Responsibility, 

and Psychological Mindedness made positive contributions to the Overall Managing 

Execution rating, while Imaginative negatively predicted the dependent variable. Thus, 

people who could be described as socially comfortable in front of other people, confident, 

conscientious, and insightful would be skilled at getting things accomplished through 

others, whereas those who thrive on interaction and explain things in a potentially 

confusing manner would be considered less skilled. Block 1 accounted for 29.7% of the 

variance in the dependent variable, while Block 2 explained an additional 9.1% of the 

total variance of 38.9% (see Table 14). Thus, the presence of the simulation rating in 

addition to the testing variables appears to make a significant contribution to the assessor 

overall rating. As shown in Table 14, the simulation rating alone explained 15.8% of the 

variance. Given that assessors considered this competency to be skill-based, and while 
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the simulation made a unique contribution to the overall Managing Execution rating, it 

was surprisingly relatively smaller than that of the testing.  

Summary 

Seven of the eight hypotheses were supported by the data, with the exception of 

Hypothesis 5, Drive for Results. While caution must be exercised when interpreting the 

results due to significant skewness and kurtosis statistic values throughout much of the 

analysis, these results state that assessors attended to the simulation ratings when making 

their overall judgments for 87.5% of the competencies for which a simulation rating was 

available. Initial predictions of whether testing alone or simulations alone explained the 

most variance for each hypothesis were upheld 75% of the time. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

The goal of this study was to examine the degree to which lead assessors attend to 

measures of performance in work simulations when determining overall competency 

ratings in the context of a leadership assessment process. Specifically, hypotheses were 

made to address the question of whether simulation ratings made a significant 

contribution over and above that of cognitive ability testing and personality and motives 

inventories. With the exception of the Building Collaboration hypothesis, all of the 

hypotheses were based on data that deviated from a normal distribution. This may be 

simply a reflection of the population studied, yet the results must be interpreted with 

caution. Nonetheless, the findings may provide potentially useful insights into the overall 

leadership competency rating process for this set of assessors at this particular 

organization, and may indeed spark ideas for other organizations. Overall, all 8 of the 

null hypotheses were rejected except for the Drive for Results hypothesis. Thus, the 

results suggest that for 87.5% of the competencies studied, the presence of simulation 

ratings in addition to testing component ratings provided unique contributions to overall 

competency ratings that were over and above those provided by cognitive ability testing 

and personality and motives inventories alone. 

Explanation of Findings 

While the study’s results suggest that work simulation exercises influenced this 

group of assessors’ judgments about most leadership competencies, findings also suggest 

that assessors tended to rely more heavily on the cognitive ability testing and personality 

and motives instrument ratings than on work simulations when making their judgments 
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about the overall rating for 6 of the 8 competencies, namely Leading Courageously, 

Strategic Thinking, Drive for Results, Interpersonal Effectiveness, Building 

Collaboration, and Managing Execution. In 5 of the 6 cases, the exception being the 

Drive for Results competency, in which Block 1, containing the cognitive ability test 

measure and the personality and motives inventory scales, explained virtually all of the 

variance, work simulations made significant contributions that were over and above the 

testing elements, although not as dramatic in magnitude as those made by the cognitive 

ability testing and personality and motives instrumentation. Even when comparing 

contributions made by testing alone with those made by simulations alone, the findings 

showed that simulations made significant contributions, but not more so than the testing 

components did for the majority of the competencies. 

The determination of the overall Leading Courageously rating appears to be 

heavily based on several personality measures. This was anticipated as Leading 

Courageously was deemed a trait-based competency that would be informed more by 

personality inventories than by work simulations. Dominance (the tendency to take 

charge and direct the actions of others), Colorful (the tendency to dramatically call 

attention to oneself), and Dutiful (the tendency to avoid saying or doing anything that 

could incur the disfavor of others, particularly one’s manager) appeared to be related to, 

and may have made the great contribution to the overall competency rating. The study 

findings suggest that the Leading Courageously Analysis and Planning and Role-play 

exercises’ ratings provided additional contributions to assessors’ judgments, but were not 

as compelling as were those provided by the personality, motives, and cognitive ability 

components.  
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In the case of Strategic Thinking, the cognitive ability measure, a predictor of 

intelligence, appeared to have had the most noteworthy relationship with assessors’ 

overall competency ratings. This is logical and was expected, in that innate intelligence is 

required to sufficiently understand and be able to reason through complex issues in order 

to think strategically about them, and thus is a critical component of strategic thinking. 

One might be tempted to assume that one’s level of intelligence would be a sufficient 

predictor of strategic thinking ability. However, the findings show that the Analysis and 

Planning work simulation rating appeared to be responsible for almost the same amount 

of influence as well, (32.3%) than that of the cognitive ability measure (37.8%), as 

illustrated in Table 14. Herein lies the skill-based aspect of Strategic Thinking. A 

potential explanation for this may be in the differing levels of experience possessed by 

multiple assessment participants. Those in the group of 200 with more experience and 

presumably more skill in analyzing problems from a strategic perspective would be likely 

to score higher in this regard on the Analysis and Planning work simulation than those 

who were bright, but had less practice thinking in a strategic manner. So, the conclusion 

can be drawn that the testing portions of the assessment contributed more to the overall 

rating, yet the work simulations also appeared to have value in determining the overall 

Strategic Thinking competency rating. 

The Interpersonal Effectiveness hypothesis results suggested that assessors relied 

heavily upon the assessment testing components, as would be expected for a trait-based 

competency. They did, however, also appear to have found value in the simulation 

ratings. As such, interpreting the personality scales Social Presence (social comfort), 

Self-control (level of impulsiveness), and Emotional Sensitivity (relationship-orientation) 
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appeared to provide significant insights into the way in which people would likely 

interact with others, yet the Role-play allowed assessors to observe how people actually 

behaved in this regard.  

The Building Collaboration competency yielded unexpected results in that 

personality and motives scales (Sociability, Well-being, Emotional Sensitivity, 

Imaginative, Scientific, and Commercial) appeared to influence assessors’ overall 

competency ratings more than did the Role-play rating. As one of the competencies that 

assessors assumed to be a skill-based one, the reverse would have been expected. 

Apparently, innate personality and motivational characteristics provided compelling 

enough data about whether people were predisposed to act in a way that would garner 

others’ collaboration, as to surpass the value of the data provided by observing people 

who were seeking to gain that collaboration. That notwithstanding, the addition of the 

Role-play from Block 2 did make a significant contribution to the overall competency 

rating. 

The Managing Execution competency was considered a skill-based one, and so 

would have been expected to be more strongly influenced by work simulations than 

testing elements. However, the competency produced the same unanticipated pattern of 

contribution as with Building Collaboration, that is, greater influence from the testing 

elements, specifically Sociability (interacting with others), Social Presence 

(demonstrating ease in social situations), Responsibility (assuming responsibility), 

Psychological Mindedness (attending to others’ motivators), and the inverse of 

Imaginative (explaining in a clear manner even when highly stressed), and 

correspondingly less from the Analysis and Planning simulation rating. Managing 
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Execution is defined as accomplishing things through other people by working through 

tasks, which on the face of things seems to be highly skill-oriented. Yet, the results 

suggest that assessors were more influenced by the personality characteristics of taking 

responsibilities seriously and feeling driven to work through tasks carefully so as to 

ensure precision and accuracy than they were by execution of those skills. This would 

suggest that the concept of accepting and delegating responsibility and organizing tasks is 

both trait-based (feeling comfortable connecting with others such that one can make 

assignments to them, being responsible enough to seek completion of the tasks at hand in 

the appropriate timeframe, feeling able to “let go” of tasks, and managing one’s stress 

reactions) and skill-based (knowing how to and being able to organize and communicate 

the task). Consequently, it makes sense that both types of assessment components would 

contribute to assessors’ overall judgments of participants’ level of competence in this 

regard.  

The Drive for Results competency finding was the only one that suggested 

assessors almost exclusively used the information gleaned from Block 1, the cognitive 

ability test and personality and motives instruments scales, to make their determinations 

of the overall competency rating. This makes intuitive sense because the concept of 

driving for results through obstacles and frustrations is more of a trait or characteristic of 

an individual’s resolve to move forward toward a goal despite obstacles, than a skill per 

se. 

In contrast, the findings for the Creating Alignment and Developing Leaders 

competencies indicate that assessors weighted the work simulations results far more 

heavily than they did the cognitive ability and personality and motives inventories. In 
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opposition to the idea that the definition of Drive for Results is based on personality 

characteristics and motivational levels, both Creating Alignment and Developing Leaders 

were considered to be combinations of skills, rather than traits or characteristics. Creating 

Alignment involves ensuring that all work is done in concert toward the same 

overarching goals, but does not dictate this be based on relationships between the parties 

or any particular method of goal attainment that would make this more of a trait-based, 

personality-driven construct. Rather, a clear understanding of exactly which personality 

and motivational characteristics could be relevant was found to be useful, but limited in 

its contribution. Empirically, Intellectual Efficiency (resourcefulness) and Commercial 

(profit-oriented) were the Block 1 characteristics that provided significant contributions 

to the overall competency rating; however they were smaller in proportion than those of 

the work simulations. Given the statistical significance of the simulation ratings found in 

this study, observing someone in the act of creating alignment appeared to be essential in 

making a judgment about whether they would be successful in getting all parties moving 

in the same direction. 

Developing Leaders was considered to be another skill-based construct and results 

bore this out by showing that the simulation measures carried more weight than the 

testing components when making final ratings. Observing someone actually holding a 

leadership development conversation appeared to be more useful in determining overall 

competency ratings than understanding the specifics of his or her personality, motives, or 

cognitive abilities. This supported the finding that while the testing components may 

have provided contributions to the overall rating, the simulation in combination with the 
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testing provided a more significant contribution to determining one’s overall skill rating 

in this competency domain. 

Implications for Practice 

Because the results are unique to this particular consulting firm, the specific 

implications for practice are largely its own as well. Nonetheless, there may be some 

aspects of the findings that could benefit other organizations that use the assessment 

center method, or at minimum, spark additional research. Implications for assessment 

center methodology might include design of competency models, work simulations, and 

the assessment center itself, as well as integration of assessment data and training and 

calibration. 

Several additional implications for practice spring to mind. Simulations appeared 

to be especially important for two of the skill-based competencies (e.g., Creating 

Alignment and Developing Leaders). An argument can easily be made that all work 

simulation ratings must be accurate in order to develop the most useful outcomes from an 

assessment center. Yet, because of their relatively strong impact on assessors’ 

determinations of the Creating Alignment and Developing Leaders competencies’ overall 

ratings, this study’s findings would appear to suggest that above all other competencies, 

the simulations ratings associated with these two competencies must be unfailingly 

accurate. Otherwise, assessors could be lead astray by erroneous ratings that could cause 

them to under- or over-rate the entire competency area. Although this can be the case for 

all of the competencies, the greater influence of the simulations makes this even more 

imperative for these competencies in particular. In order to ensure the accuracy of these 

ratings, the firm might be well advised to continue its vigilance in training new 
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simulation delivery staff, as well as maintaining inter-rater consistency and rating 

stability over time by conducting rigorous and regular calibration sessions for all 

simulation delivery staff.  

One might also consider whether simulations are needed for the more trait-based 

competencies or if the simulations are more effectively targeted to measure critical 

aspects of the competency, particularly so with Drive for Results because according to 

this study’s finding, the assessors drew virtually all of their impressions from the non-

simulation data. As such, the study’s findings might heighten awareness of the need to 

create simulations in such a way as to capture unique data above and beyond that which 

can be gleaned from standardized testing. 

Limitations of the Present Study 

An obvious limitation concerns the archival nature of the data. Specific 

demographic data were not available that would have allowed for examination of 

additional research questions, such as differences in rating based on gender, age, industry, 

and/or educational level. Secondly, because more than one lead assessor’s ratings were 

used in the study, differences between assessors’ styles and biases may have affected the 

overall results. Rigorous calibration processes were utilized to help ensure inter-rater 

reliability, however, even slight differences in how each assessor defined the 

competencies or assigned ratings would have been reflected in the data used in the study. 

Studying individual assessor’s ratings would eliminate that limitation; however, the 

sample size available was not large enough to allow for an analysis of each assessor’s 

ratings. 
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A third limitation relates to generalizability. The assessment process used in this 

study is typical of those used in multiple firms throughout the United States. 

Additionally, the background and training of the specific assessors in this particular 

organization involved in this study are similar to those of many assessors in these types 

of organizations. However, the regression equations are uniquely those of this particular 

firm because all of the data were grounded in their culture, competency model, and 

approach to assessment. Furthermore, because this study combined the ratings of multiple 

assessors, the results may have been affected by differences in the specific assessors’ 

approaches based on individual biases and idiosyncrasies. Due to these limitations, the 

results are not assumed to be generalizable to other organizations. 

The generally high marks given to assessees across all competencies present an 

additional limitation. The leaders in this study were more often rated on the high end of 

the scale, thus creating negatively skewed distributions of data for each of the 8 

competencies. This may simply be a reflection of the population, which would not be 

especially surprising because this is not a random sample of leaders. By and large these 

were people who were thought to be strong enough as leaders to be considered for 

selection, promotion, and/or development. That being said, assessor inaccuracy or bias 

also could have created the skewness and kurtosis. A third possibility exists as well. 

Perhaps the skewed distributions reflected a failure on the part of the work simulations. 

They might not have been crafted, administered, or rated by assessors in such a manner 

as to elicit and capture a full range of responses and so may have caused raters not to 

utilize the entire rating scale. 
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Lastly, the research design utilized in the study introduced an additional limitation 

that could be eliminated by modifying the analysis. Because the Block 2 analysis added 

the simulations to all of the variables utilized in Block 1, as opposed to dropping those 

found to be insignificant, as would be done in a backwards stepwise multiple regression 

analysis, one cannot conclude that the variables found to be significant in Block 2 

constitute a specific group of variables (i.e., simulation(s), personality and motives scales, 

and cognitive ability test score) that assessors could and should consider when 

determining overall competency ratings.  

Implications for Future Research 

Because this study is based on classic assessment center methodology and tools, 

the results may stimulate similar research in other settings that employ this standard 

approach and protocol. It is recommended that subsequent research test the 

generalizability to multiple populations. This would be particularly useful because were 

research to yield findings indicating that particular work simulations do not make unique, 

incremental contributions to assessors’ judgments of overall leadership competency 

ratings, one might reach the conclusion that those simulations should be modified or 

dropped from an assessment center. Given the cost and labor involved in administering 

simulations, as well as the time and energy invested by the participant and the client 

organization, discovering that the value contributed by simulations is either redundant or 

insignificant would be useful information indeed. 

Clearly, the unique background and perspective of the assessors who integrated 

the data and made judgments about assessees’ skills and abilities in areas of leadership 

competency were in themselves independent variables in the assessment process in 
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addition to the intentional data collected. Thus, a second area of relevant study concerns 

the impact of individual assessor characteristics on the determination of overall 

competency ratings. 

There is also a practical benefit from conducting this type of research. Using the 

findings could help determine whether all assessors in an organization are utilizing the 

assessment data in an accurate and consistent fashion and assigning ratings in a normal 

distribution so as not to be too harsh or too lenient overall would be instructive for each 

individual’s practice, as well as for that of the entire organization. Training to address 

what is truly relevant when assigning final ratings would be a natural outgrowth of such a 

line of study.  

Broadening the study to include more junior and/or senior levels of jobs (e.g., 

individual contributors, entry-level supervisors, mid-level managers, and/or senior 

executives) could also provide instructive findings on how assessors may or may not 

utilize different personality and motives scales when making overall judgments of 

competency for differing levels of job experience and responsibility. Gathering 

participants’ demographic information such as gender, industry, and educational level 

could also yield useful findings. For that matter, identifying the gender and level and type 

of experience and/or education of the assessors (e.g., college, graduate degree, years of 

experience, external consultant, internal human resources or field employee, etc.) could 

potentially identify noteworthy findings.  

Future research studies could include additional analyses to identify which 

specific personality and motives inventory scales assessors could consider the “best” in 

making overall competency judgments and ratings. This could be accomplished by 
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conducting the final analyses as backwards stepwise multiple regression analyses in 

which the insignificant personality and motives scale variables would be dropped from 

the following Block 2 analyses.  

Another area for future research could address this study’s finding that suggested 

for 75% of the competencies addressed, assessors correctly assumed that they were more 

influenced by the testing elements present in Block 1 when they identified the 

competency as being trait-based and by the work simulations when they considered the 

competency to be skill-based. This could be formalized into a study and expanded to 

thoroughly address assessors’ perceptions of the specific cognitive, personality, and 

motives scales they use when making final determinations of overall competency ratings. 

Comparing these findings to empirical outcomes could shed light on which specific 

testing scales are the most useful in determining final ratings.  

Other potential areas for future research include exploring the ways in which 

simulations could be designed to provide the most relevant data for a specific set of 

leadership competencies. Such data could also be used to ensure simulation design allows 

for sufficient differentiation between sub-par, on-par, and above-par performance in a 

given competency area. 

Examining the ways in which findings of this type might be used in a purely 

actuarial integration process, as opposed to the clinical integration method employed in 

the current data set might be an additional area of research. In conducting such a study, it 

is recommended that criterion validity data also be collected to determine the efficacy of 

using an actuarial approach. This leads to the ultimate purpose of the assessment center 

method and the use of assessment in any capacity, namely whether the process is 
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predictive of performance. Ultimately, studies that examine predictive validity, such as 

actual on-the-job performance will be the best guide for determining the sources of data 

that should be gathered. 

Conclusions 

In summary, while the statistical results from this study must be interpreted with a 

degree of caution, this study’s findings suggest that work simulations do indeed provide 

unique incremental contributions to assessors’ judgments about overall leadership 

competencies. The magnitude of the implications suggests that further research to expand 

on this conclusion is warranted. 
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APPENDIX A 

Sample California Psychological Inventory (CPI) Profile 
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APPENDIX B 

Sample Hogan Development Survey Results 

 

 

The graph above shows scores on each scale. Scores shown are in percentiles. The percentile 
scores indicate the percentage of people from a comparison (or ‘norm’) group who score at or below 
obtained score. 



 

139 

APPENDIX C 

Sample Motives, Values, Preferences Results 

 

The graph above shows scores on each scale. Scores shown are in percentiles. The percentile 
scores indicate the percentage of people from a comparison (or ‘norm’) group who score at or 
below the obtained score. The norm group used is indicated below the profile. 
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APPENDIX D 

Understanding of Release of Information 

Understanding of Release of Information 

We believe that it is our responsibility to help you understand fully how your assessment information will be used so you can make 
an informed decision about your participation in it. We also have specific obligations to the client organization that requested your 
participation in this assessment, and we want to make sure that you understand that we will be sharing the results of your 
assessment with them either orally, in writing, or both, and either electronically or in hard copy. Your participation in this assessment 
process is completely voluntary as is your consent to allow us to release your assessment results to the client organization that 
requested your assessment. At any point after signing this release form, but prior to our releasing the results of your assessment to 
that client organization, you may rescind your consent by notifying us in writing of your desire to do so. 

During your time with us, we will be gathering information about you in order to develop an understanding of your work-related skills, 
ability, knowledge, characteristics, and your approach to work. The process will typically include the following: 

1. A work style interview that focuses on your educational and professional background, your plans and goals, your 
strengths and limitations, and other work information; 

2. A variety of cognitive ability tests and personality inventories; and 

3. One or more standardized work simulation exercises. 

In most cases, we will be in telephone contact with the client organization to share your results within 24 hours after your 
assessment date. Our summary will discuss your results in the context of the client organization’s culture, your career development, 
and/or a specific role in the organization. We will also provide to the client organization a confidential written summary of your 
assessment results. 

We believe that it is your right to receive verbal feedback on your assessment results and that your knowledge of them can be 
extremely valuable in helping to develop your skills. As such, we encourage you to participate in a feedback session at no cost to 
you. For individuals already employed by our client organization, we will either make your feedback appointment before you leave 
our office or you can call at a later date to schedule an appointment. For those not already employed by our client organization, 
please wait until the organization informs you of their hiring decision and then contact us to schedule a feedback session. The length 
and location of feedback session varies by client organization and purpose, so we may provide your feedback either via telephone 
or in-person. 

Your records are confidential and access to them is limited to those who can legitimately expect to receive and use the information. 
However, we conduct research on our process and assessment tools from time to time, and we may include your assessment 
results, without individual-identifying information, as part of a group for research purposes. No personally identifiable information 
from your assessment will be released to individuals or organizations other than the client organization requesting your assessment 
without your written approval and the written approval of the client organization. Of course, there is the unlikely requirement that 
such information would be released upon court order or to conform to state or federal law, rule, or regulation. 

We ask that you indicate your understanding of and consent to the described uses and release of your assessment information by 
signing and dating this form in the space below. 

I, the undersigned, consent to the use and release, as described in this document, of any and all assessment information 
collected on me.  

Signature:   Date:    

Printed Name: ___________________________________________ 

Please check the box below if we may e-mail you to request your feedback or to provide information of interest.  

 I give my permission to contact me at my email address. 


