Subtopic: Personnel Selection, Placement, and Classification
Gaugler, B. B., Rosenthal, D. B., Thornton III, G. C., & Bentson, C.  (1987).  Meta-analysis of assessment center validity.  

NB:  The authors conducted a meta-analysis to estimate true validity of assessment centers, to determine to which extent variability in results across studies is due to statistical and methodological artifacts, and to identify characteristics of assessment centers that moderate predictive validity of assessment centers. They have confirmed that validity centers show both validity generalization and situational specificity. 

1. Validity Generalization: Assessment centers have predictive validity; a mean corrected validity coefficient was ~ .36. The avg. validity in total sample is .21 => the authors conclude that the validity of assessment centers does generalize
a. The predictive validity coefficients for promotional studies were around .30; for basic research studies ~  .48; for dimensional ratings ~ .33; for management potential ~  .53
Note: these results (a) noticeably differ from Hunter & Hunter (1984), who found the mean validities to be .43 for performance and .63 for management potential.  Since Gaugler et al (1987) corrected for sampling error, range restriction, and criterion unreliability (and Hunter & Hunter didn’t), it’s not clear why their numbers are lower. Possibly, a different selection of articles. 
2. Situational Specificity: Statistical and methodological artifacts accounted for 54 % of the observed variance; this is not surprising given the great variability in procedures used in assessment centers.
3. Ratee characteristics as moderators of assessment center validity:
a. Age of assessment center participants was n.s.
b. Gender: assessment centers are more valid when there are more female participants
c. Ethnicity: assessment centers are more valid when there are fewer minority participants
Note: The authors suggest that these results (b&c) are due to difference in group dynamics that occur when there’s a larger proportion of women & minorities, rather than to differential validity of assessment center for different genders and ethnicities.

4. Evaluation device characteristics as moderators of assessment center validity:
a. Assessment centers are more valid when there is a greater variety and number of exercises used.
b. Assessment centers are more valid when peer evaluations are used for evaluating assessees (in addition to ratings of trained assessors).  
5. Other assessment center characteristics as moderators of assessment center validity:
a. Assessment centers are more valid when psychologists (rather than managers) are used as raters/assessors.
b. Ratio of assessees to assessors was n.s.
c. Days of assessor training was n.s. (?!)
d. Number of days of observation of ratees was n.s.
e. Hours spent integrating information was n.s.
f. Providing feedback to ratees & their supervisors was n.s.
g. Criterion contamination was n.s.
6. Overall, assessment centers are more valid in predicting ratees’ job/management potential (.53) than in predicting performance (.36)
a. This is in agreement with previous studies; e.g. Hunter & Hunter (1984), Cohen et al (1977), Klimoski & Strickland (1981), and Turnage & Muchinsky (1984).

