Subtopic: Personnel Selection, Placement, and Classification

Woehr, D. J., & Arthur, W., Jr. (2003). The construct-related validity of assessment center ratings: A review and meta-analysis of the role of methodological factors.

NB: 

A review and meta-analysis show even that assessment centers demonstrate content-related and criterion-related validity. The view that assessment centers lack construct-related validity has not been demonstrated. Therefore, it is questionable whether “validity paradox” of assessment centers actually exists. 

Also, it is clear that design/methodological factors influence construct-related evidence in assessment center ratings. Higher convergent validity and lower discriminant validity estimates were shown (1) with across-exercise rather than within-exercise rating method,  (2) when psychologists rather than managers were used as assessors, (3) when assessor training was conducted, and (4) when longer rather than shorter assessor training was used. 

· The unitarian conceptualization of validity: content-, criterion-, and construct-related validity are simply different strategies for demonstrating construct validity of a test (Binning & Barrett, 1989; Landy, 1986). 

· The current view of assessment centers is that they have criterion-related validity (i.e., predict criterion well) and content-related validity (i.e., cover the content of job dimensions), but not construct-related validity (i.e., demonstrate a lack of convergent and discriminant validity with respect to job dimensions) – this is known as the assessment center “validity paradox”: the assessment centers inherently lack construct validity while showing content and criterion validity. 
· Here, Woehr & Arthur (2003) note that current view of assessment centers treats construct-related validity as a separate kind of validity to be demonstrated, which is inconsistent with unitarian conception of validity that postulates that presence of any 2 out of 3 interdependent components implies presence of the 3d component.
· => If we accept the unitarian view of validity, then we should agree that since content- and criterion-related validity of assessment centers have been shown, construct-related validity should also exist. Then how do we explain the “validity paradox” of assessment centers? 

1. The Construct Misspecification Explanation: the lack of convergent & divergent validity evidence is not due to measurement error or method bias, but to misspecification or mislabeling of the latent structure of the construct domain.

Note – no empirical support for this explanation.
2. The Methodological Explanation: assessment center design/ methodological factors add measurement error, which precludes obtaining appropriate convergent and discriminant validity levels 

Note – some empirical support: differences in design and implementation of assessment centers do result in large variations in psychometric outcomes (Schmitt, Schneider, & Cohen, 1990; Lievens, 1998)

=> two  main  Purposes  of  this  study: 

I. Based on existing literature, methodological explanation for the “validity paradox” seems most promising.  Woehr & Arthur (2003)  have identified 7 methodological/design factors as potential moderators of assessment center construct-related validity evidence:

1. number of performance dimensions assessed

5.   assessor training

2. participant-to-assessor ratio



6.   length of assessor training

3. type of rating approach




7.   assessment center purpose

4. type of assessor







II. Woehr & Arthur (2003) also wanted to examine content-, criterion-, and construct-related evidence of assessment centers in the same study, since (a) this hasn’t been done previously and (b) by demonstrating existence of 2 out of 3 components, we gain support for presence of the 3d (according to unitarian view of validity). 
Results:

1. Significant moderators: type of rating approach, type of assessor, assessor training and length of training

a. The mean dimension convergent validity was higher for the across-exercise approach (.43) compared to within-exercise approach (.29), while dimension discriminant validity was lower for the across-exercise approach (.48) than for within-exercise (.58)
b. The mean dimension convergent validity was higher for psychologists (.45) compared to managers/supervisors (.38), while dimension discriminant validity was lower for psychologists (.40) compared to managers/supervisors (.64)
c. The mean dimension convergent validity was higher when assessor training was present (.36) compared to when there was no assessor training (.29), while dimension discriminant validity was lower when assessor training was present (.51) compared to when there was no assessor training (.63)
d. The mean dimension convergent validity was higher when assessor training was 1-5 days long (.44) compared to when assessor training was shorter than a day (.29), while dimension discriminant validity was lower when assessor training was 1-5 days long (.54) compared to when assessor training was shorter than a day (.59)
2. Partial support for the other 2 moderators: number of dimensions and assessment center purpose 
3. No support for participant-to-assessor ratio as a moderator
4. Studies that have shown a lack of construct-related validity evidence have either shown a lack of criterion-related validity evidence, or failed to evaluate criterion-related validity evidence. => it is not clear that “validity paradox” of assessment centers exists at all. 

