SE|LEGT SIMULATION-BASED ASSESSMENT OF POSITIVE ATTITUDE AND TEAMWORK BEYOND PERSONALITY TESTING  SE| ECCT

INTERNATIONAL INTERNATIONAL

Avuthors: Luye Chang, Ph.D., Steven Jarrett, Ph.D., Megan Why, Victoria L. Marlan, Amber H. Tipton, Select International, Inc.

NTRODUCTION

Abstract

- METHOD -~ RESULTS 'DISCUSSION

Team Exercise Simulation

Question 1: Does simulation predict job performance better Implications of Findings

A team exercise simulation developed to assess teamwork and positive Desc"phon than personality inventory? (Table 1) This study extends the extant literature by noting that different measurement
attitude was tested on 87 operator workers. A comparative evaluation e Simulation outperformed the personality assessment in predicting methods also differ in predictive ability of different criteria. We found that the
between the simulation and personality tests showed that the simulation had 1. There are three phases of the contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviors, team exercise simulation was more predictive of contextual performance than
strong predictive validity of task performance and contextual performance, exercise: 10.minu’res for i”STrUCﬁf’" particularly when it comes to measuring positive attitude. self-reported personality inventory. The simulation in this study is

incremental validity beyond self-reported personality inventories, and minimal and two design phases of 35 minutes e Personality assessment only edged out the simulation in predicting task distinguishable from typical work sample tests. The observation and evaluation
subgroup differences. each. performance with teamwork. of assessors were centered on participant interaction with others rather than

2. Participants complete a circuit board assembly task included watching the

their ability to perform the tasks. By giving participants a challenge that
time, fulfilling the orders, involving all team members in the activity, and

Background

® Hypothesis 1 was largely supported.

. ; required collaborative effort, the simulation elicited more behavioral samples
e Existing literature on personnel selection has often demonstrated that performing .quqll’ry checks on the boards. | Q . . . Ce . of cooperating with others, offering extra help, empathizing, and showing
measurement methods differ in the ability to predict performance (Salgado, 3. After the first phase the qss?ssor checked the ’reqm. > boards for accuracy uestion 2 Does simulation provide incremental validity support — all of which bear relevance to contextual performance in the work
Viswesveran, & Ones, and defects, then presented “bad news” to the participants (a major over personality assessment? (Table 2) environment (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997).

customer cancelled an order so the circuit boards would not be accepted by
the warehouse).

2001).

¢ Simulation explained an additional 5.2% variance in job performance with

. the teamwork ratings and an additional 8% variance with the positive From a practical standpoint, this study
e Recent research has shown Hypothesis 1: 4. Teams continued onto the next assembly phase of the exercise. After each attitude ratings. corroborated the predictive gains The stud h ted
the substantial predictive The simulation will be a assembly phase, participants debriefed their approaches to the exercise. e Hypothesis 2 was supported. of adding simulations to e STU y c?rro (frtl e
power of simulations, and better predictor of job 5. Assessors evaluated participants on a form with a minimum of 3 ratings per conventional assessments. The the predlc’rlve gains of
moreover, incremental performance (task and participants for each phase. Q . 3. D . lati h anifi b simulation predicted some udding simulations to
validity above traditional contextual) than the self- 6. The ratings resulted in an overall rating (ranging from 1: much less than vestion 3: Does simulation show significant subgroup et .

Y . . performance criteria, contextual conventional assessments
knowledge tests (Lievens & report personality acceptable to 5: much more than acceptable) for positive attitude and differences or adverse impact? performance in particular, better )
Patterson, 2011). teamwork, for each participant. ¢ Bivariate correlations showed non-significant relationships between than personality measurement. The

simulation scores and gender/ethnicity (rgender = .15; rrace = -.01). simulation demonstrated impressive incremental validities over and above
e |n this study we further S | : : : . . . : .
) , e , , ampie e The effect sizes of subgroup differences for simulation were all smaller personality tests. Moreover, subgroup differences on simulation performance
evaluated the efficacy of a high-fidelity simulation compared to personality . . . .

] , i , Gender Race than .50 (Cohen, 1988). was shown as negligible and adverse impact was not a concern. A selection
tests, another commonly used selection tool in the prediction of job : : 0 0 : method with robust predictive validities, incremental prediction beyond other
performance. Male | Female | African American Hispanic or Caucasian .?,dvggscai |m|;)c1c’r ratio was 88,07 for gender and 87.0% for race, meefing measures and minimF::II adverse impact i,s indubi’rqblya«or’rhy of cu’r’ryen’rion and

Latino the o rule. e
® Unlike personality inventories, 78.3% | 21.7% 22.99/, 2.3% 71.1% e Hypothesis 3 was supported. utilization.
simulations do not rely on Hypothesis 2: . The study emphasized the
self report. Also, The simulation will provide Table 1. Multiple Regression of Simulation and Personality Inventory :I'hls study also bols’rer.ed the . importunce of meusuring
Simulqﬁons expose incremenfdl leidify over |mp0r'|'ance Of medasuring mUI'l'lpIe m I-I-i I " -I-r -I- nd
respondenfs in a reql Then Self-reporf personqli-ry Measures OF\)/erfCI” TdSk Perf' OCB CWB COhS1‘I‘UC1‘S Gnd USing mU|1'ip|e . u p e. co S uc S u
situation and thus are able inventory in predicting job . s R : o measurement methodss in the using multiple measurement
to elicit more spontaneous oerformance. e Participants in this study completed and passed a comprehensive Teamwork R2 145 161 104 |.062 selection procedure. Mounting methods in the
reactions and responses. ;sg.]e;szsenfqlc:f’;’rfe:zewchgﬂ IEEIU,??:HEHS?E:G“:Z measures during 2008 and Team Exercise Simulation |3 229" 2117 223%  |-.207 evidencfe has qccurpu.lq’red. selection procedure.
Therefore, it is expected that simulations P pany 9P ' regdrdl;\g the mulgdlmensm.naxl nd’;lure T % Bakker. 20141 T of
: : : i o ok _ ob performance (Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Tsaousis akker . To
are less prone to socially desirable responding and e The Teamwork scale included 18 items and the Positive Attitude scale was Personality Assessment B 278 317 207 116 Lap’zre o full rcm(ge of iob éerformdace on,e ust m,ec:sure muI,’ripIe cc)ms’rruc’rs
can be a more valid assessment of actual ability or standing on a construct. ' -DOI '
Y J measured by 16 items. A S-point scale Likert scale was used. Positive Attitude R2 .086 046 120 .005 or competencies that are essential to success in that position.
e The two constructs of interest in this study, teamwork and positive attitude, ® At the beginning of 2014 the participants completed the team exercise as Team Exercise Simulation | B 283" 199 340" 1-.071
are typically assessed through personality tests. part of the pilot sample and supervisors provided ratings on their job
: : performance and counterproductive work behaviors. Personality Assessment B 071 075 059 |.023
® We compared scores from the two selection procedures in terms of : .. : : Table 3. Subgroup Differences in Simulation and Personality Measure
e Supervisors rated participants’ performance in task performance,

subgroup differences between race and gender groups.
IrOup d Iroup contextual performance (i.e., organizational citizenship behaviors), and

counterproductive work behaviors (CWBS). Table 2. Hierarchical Regression of Simulation and Personality Inventory Non-White | White |d (Race)| Female | Male g
e Task performance and contextual performance, each comprised of four B F Change R? AR? (Gender)
Hypothesis 3: items, were rated on a seven-point Likert scale. Teamwork Tc.eamw.ork
The simulation will not e 11 CWBs were rated on a yes/no scale and summed up to indicate the Simulation >33 >47 | 0.07 >17 | o] 0.17
d i o Step 1: Personality assessment .306™ 8.372* .094 Personality Assessment 6.21 6.22 0.01 6.72 6.08 -0.39
emonstrate signiticant number of CWBs demonstrated by the individual. Overall performance e
subgroup differences or was a composite of text performance and contextual performance which S.Tep 2: Team Exercise Simula- ] " " .
adverse impact. were identified as the critical performance criteria of the organization flon 229 4.829 145 0-052 Positive Attitude
' Simulation 5.25 5.08 | -0.09 4.56 5.29 0.41
Positive Attitude Personality Assessment 6.63 7.25 0.39 7.22 | 7.03 -0.12
.078 497 006
Step 1: Personality assessment
Step 2: Team Exercise Simula- 283" 7.007™ .086 0.080
tion




