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Abstract

i

The purpose of this study was to investigate the LPC and personality

traits as pvedic,tdt*s of leadership behavior. Subjects were one hundred and

_seventy two trainees taking part in Junior Leadership Training in the

- Can'a,dian Forces. Subject’s leadership ability was evaluated on the basis of

standardized military leadership training assessment. Subjects “were

administered Jackson's Personality Regearch Form (PRF), Fiedler's Least
Preferegj Co-worker Scale (LPC) and the Ohio Stéte ideal Leadership
Questionnaire (IL8B). In 2ddition their scores for the Canadian Forces General
Classification battery (GC) were obtained _The research was carried out in
two phases. First, two groups of leadersmp tramees were administered a
series of pgrsonahty and \eadership measures. Possible intervening
variables such as leaming‘gbility, education-and m"otiyation: were \aiso
assessed. Combining daia from poth groups a series of equations were

' calculated to predict leadership ability on the basis of the LPC score,

- personality traits, and learning abmty and 2age.  Results showed nQ.

sxgmftcant relat\onshm between elther the LPC or the ILB and Leadership
(LDRSHP), however a number of PRF traits, as well as the GC test were
significantly correlated. ‘A combination of PRF traits (Desirability,
Auto‘nomy, Coghitive Structure, Def\endence.and Change) ;;redicted LDRSF!P.
In phase 2 this equation was used to predict LDRSHP scores (PLDRVSHP); The
- prediction of LDRSHP;wasi improved whgn GC and Age were added to the
“predictor equation. A Principte Component Factor Analysis of all leadership
' Mmeasures pfoduced a thr\eek‘factor solution fﬁdicating two aspects of a
leadership construct were being evaluated one of which indicated possit;le

inherent personality characteristics.

~ 'S
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INTRODUC TION

Since the time when the first two of our prehistofic ancestors got
together as a team to hunt or fight for survival the topic of leadersmp has
occupied the attention of mankind. - - ' ' \

At the Battle of Agincourt in 1415, an English army some 13,000
strong ‘routed avastly superior French force of 50,000. Henry V played an.
important part in encouragmg the English troops to overcome the much;:
tronger enemy. The bond between king and soldier was strong and he was
seen throughout the battf® taking the same risks as the lowest of his

~ foiiowers on another continent in another war in the Cnmea on October

25th, 1854, 600 horsernen of the Light Brigade followed Lord Cardigan into
the "jaws of death” knowing that their chances of survival wef*e minimal and
also probably knowing that their effort was unnecessary and a blunder. Oniy

“one third of the original group answered roll call after the.charge. A

cammon behavioral thread that marks the above ‘incidents is _t_hat of

Jeadership. in describing the Battlé of the Sérnme §ome 650 years after

Agincourt Keegan (1976) wrote that: ~ Arguments can be found to suggest
that leadership -- conscious, princmled exemplary -- was of higher quahty
and of greater military significance in the First World wﬁr at least in the

‘British army, than before or since.”

Leadership has been mvestigated -theoretically from a sobdial
psychologipai standpoint. However there are others who wish to understand‘
the ability for very practical-reasons. Accurate pre-selection of potential
leaders is of inestimable value to both the mi‘iitary and to industry. Only
those with the necessary personal characteristics and skills wouidlbe

chosen before expending the considerable resources required for lengthy

13
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‘lleadership trainihg This improved predtctabtltt'y would therefore lead,to a |

more cost efficient training system tor potenttat leaders.
MethOGs for predicting ieadershtp abmty ‘have lncluded various
psychmetrtc instruments. One of the most widely used Is the Lez;st

_ Preferred Co—worker (LPC) developed by Fiedier (Sashkin Taylor a ?

Trtpath], 1974). However, there are questions regardtng the Interpretation
of the outcome scores on this scale. A second related variable of interest in
predicting le‘adershlp‘ has been personality. - Indeed 1t has been suggested

- that per_s@na}ity traits are inherent in Fiedler's model of leadership \Style,
However, whilé a relationship between leadership and persanahty makes

intuitive sense, empirical support for the hypothests comes mamly from
studies where personanty was a secondary focus of the research. It is stil
undetermthed whether personality. can predict leadershlp abmty -
thdependeht of actual leadership measures

 The purpose of this paper then is to investigate the LPC as a valid
predictoh of leadership performahce and whether there is a retattonshtp
between leadership performance and personalijy. Predictions of Leadership.
were assessed using the LPC, and the Ohio State, |deal Léadershtp Behavior
Ouésttonnaire (iLB). These two Were“chosen to assess the tohstrhct'vanctty
of the LPC in view of the intuitive connection between the Behavior Style of
the LPC and the Behavior Dimensions of the ILB. Personaltty was defined by
Jacksons trait model ustng[the Personamy Research Form (PRF). (Jackson
1984). Outcome measures of leadership included subjects performance

| during the leadership assessment Dhase of a Canadian Forces Junior

Leadership Training Course and a Pger Rating assessment by other members
of the same course. -As cognitive ability has also been shown to be related
to leadership potential (House and Baetz, 1979) a measure Of learning



apivliy was also included. The Canaoiap}‘orcés General Classification Test, |

a wel‘l esiabnshed énd validated test-of learmng abmty was used to éssess

~ this dimenslon. It Is proposed that the addition of a learmng factor in lny'
« equation related to leadership could only imprcve the overall ability of that
. equation to predict. . '

The primary research goals were (1) an ana!ysis of the construct and
predictive ablnty of the LPC; (2 an mvestigatlon of personality factors
possibly 1nherent m the LPC; and (3) an investiganon of personality as a
* direct predictor of leadership performance.

Leadership -

LS

" Def inition-s of leadershfp are nUMerous (Hemphili, ;J.Kt; 1958; Etzion.i,
A, 1961; Fiedler, F.E, 1967; Dublin, R, 1968; Lipham, J.; 1964; and Stogdi‘n,
Ft.r*l.,if)b“za
‘ most dermitions eg..the emergence of an indwldual who ig capable of

However, it is possnble to identi{y a common element basic to

inf luencing another tndwidual ‘or group of individuals towards complehon of
some goal. . )
. _ Hoy and Miskel (1982) dn’f erentiate leadersmp behavzour the specnf ic
acts of a leader in djrecting and co- ordmatmg the work of 2 group, from
leadership style, which eminates from the underlying. need structure of the
. leader. It is this need structure that motivates the leader .in various 1
- leadership situétions ‘While he may be capable of thé ré'qpiredbehaviour in
" a'given situation, he rnay lack the desire oF motivation to demonstrate that
) behavtor Leadership style tan be thought of as a set of personal constmcts ‘ ‘

~based on the individual's need structure from which an individual )

leadership behaviour is developed One of the mpst popular measures of
.Ieadership style is theLPC ‘ T



In deve!oplng his model Fiedier first addressed Individual dlrrerences ‘
among leaders by using a paper and pencil measure cal!ed the Least
Preferred Co-worker (LPC). The questionnaire asked the leader to. describe ~
his or her. least preferred Co-worker; that is, the person with whom the -

leader warks least well. Fiedler feit that he could ‘iden‘tlfy different styles

~ of leaders using this method.

The LPC defines leadership style as the underlylng need structure of
the individual that motivates his behaviour In various leadershtp situat!ons ‘
1t is assessed by the extent 4f the leaders esteem for his or her "least ‘
prefered co-worker” or LPC. A score is obtatned by the leader rating his of -
PC on a set of bi-polar rating scales (usually 16 to 24 dimgnsions) .
ed score. may be thought of- as the leader's emotional reaction to
people With whom.the leader could not work well. The sum df the ratings -
indicate both low LPC leaders, fe. those who rate thelr LPC with extremely

" unfavourable ranngs and high LPC leadbrs fe. who rate tyetr LPC in a°

relatlveiy favourable iight Low LPC leagers. tend to be punitive towards
others, seeking.esteem through task completion, though they are not - “
necesarily more distant. High LPC leaders are Satisfied by happy group
relationships, they are more relaxed compnent and g\on directive, seekmg
their esteeth through Interpersohal relations.

In developing his model, Fiedler.had noted that clinical therapists
who were considered to 69 "good” therapists tended to view their patients

- as similar to themselves, while therapists considered "bad’, saw thelr

patients as quite dis-simiiar to themselves. It was this observation that
" Fledler extended to the leadership setting ‘



From these ooservations and also recogmsing that leadersmp
!frectlveness depended on sttuational factors, F fedler (1951) constructed a
model which proposed contingency relationships. There are two basic .
‘premises to his modet: \ : a

(I Leadersmo  style Is determined by the motivations of the

leader with.regard to his or her own need structure. -

2. Groupef rectlvcne,SS\ {S a joint function of the leader's style

‘ _and the situation’s favoﬁrab'leness' fhat is, ‘group performance

is c0ntingent upon the leader’s motlvations and upon tne
leader’s control of and influence in the s!tuation _ ’

Reviewers, however nave noted construct validity prob!ems ‘inherent
in tne psychometric Instrument based on this mode) Over the years Fiedler ‘
" and his associates have developed a variety of 1nterpretations of the LPC * o \\
score, ranging from the orlginal concept of Social Dlstance to Motives and N .
Needs, 0 Cogn‘lttve‘ Complexity to the current view -of Motivational , = & |
Hierarchy (Rice,: 19783‘)“ It 15 interesting that these interpretations are a |
post hoc effort to explain empirical f indings. To explore further what the
LPC really assesses, this study investigated the predictive and construct
* validity of the LPC. . | .
From years of study-of the LPC, 2 very extensive literature base has
been created. However, within the parameters of this study only those past .
studies that are directly relevent to thekprediction of individual leadership

performance gre adcir essed A ) (

a\-"; .
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| G An important aspect of psychometric validity Is the extent to which
the test predtcts the criterion of interest; in this case, leadership ability.
Research assessing the predictive abn‘ity of ttie L«Ptf has pmduéeg,mjxed
\ results B | o
‘ - One study was designed to show the errects on gr0up performance of
yariahles such as the method of leader selection, tne leaders ‘personality
characterlstics and the style of leadership (Pandey, ‘1973) 144 subjects |
were selected f rom an origmal group of 306 based on thew performance ona
‘-number ‘of (Jeadership and personallty tests. These included Fledier's LPC,
Ey‘senck S personality inventory, Allport's Ascgndance—Submtsslve‘Reactlon
Test 2nd a test developed In the Hindi lanquage called Sinha's Dependence
‘Proneness scale. Subjects were divided fito 4 groups which defined four
_possible types of ‘léader_s based on their performance In-these tests . Group
leader selection was either by “appointment”, "election " or "rotation”. The
types of leaders.created were (1) task-oriented, extrovert ascendant and
independent leaders' (2) task-oriented, introvert submissive and dependent
1eaders: (3) relationsmp—oriented extrovert ascendant and- independent:
'leaders (4) relationsmp-oriented 1ntrovert submissive and  dependent
leaders. The establlshed groups were asked to discuss current problem ‘~
areas. The criterton measure was the influence the leader was able t0 have
on the opinions and productwtty of the other group members in terms of
" ideas generated withdrawn or rejected. Pandey found that a relatlonshiw
oriented style of leadership ‘was more effective- than a task- oriented style
for developing a favorable and conducive atmosphere leadmg to high group
productivity. The personality characteristics of the teader dld not



eigmﬂcantly influence either -the‘ generation or the rejectton of igeas.
However an interaction between personality and leadership style showed :
that a combination of task'orfentated style add an introverted, submissive
and dependent personanty influenced the gr0up atmosphere so that the least
* number of {deas were withdrawn under these leaders.

The results of this study indicate an interactlon ‘between Ieadership ‘
Style as defined by the LPC and personality, even though the basis for this
Interaction may not be determined. i |

in a second study Sashkin, Taylor and Tripathi (1974) concluded that
F ledlers interpretation of the LPC was speculative. They correlated the LPC
with 17 other psychological measures, using oartic!panto from.a nationwide
brokerage firm (Sashkin, Taylor and Tripathi, 197‘3‘). They investigated the
LPC from four different perspectives: theory, methodology, validity , and
utmty The abmty to predict performance was “also addressed by this
research but, as a secondary concern.

Data were obtained from 34 offices across the USA, each office
having a staff of “between 20 and 30. workers. Eai:h office manager
completed the LPC and a number of other psychological measures. Three
* situational variables of interest’ In the contingency model were measured
using items from: the Survey of Orgamzanons Questionnaire (Taylor and
© Bowers, 1970). The overall performance measure ysed to assess leader
effectiveness was the sum of commisstons earned by the office as comoared
to the average earnings that would be expected,

The results of this study suggest that the LPC does in certain
conditions and to some degree, predict the leaders effectiveness in terms of -
- group berfoimance. The predit;tabmty is even greater when improvements

in performance were considered rather than established performance. The
." ‘ : ‘ X ‘ . ‘
‘ )
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v
strongest reiationship between the LPC score and peri ormance showed nigh
LPC leaders to be more effective than the low LPC ieaders and more open
witn information and iess socially differentiating .

Based on this it would be expected that the high LPC participants in
- “the current study would also receive higher ratings as leaders

Graen, Alvares, Orris and Martella (1970) did not find. nport for the

. contingency modei oi leadership effectiveness when anaiysed from 2
strategical and- procedural perspective. The authors focused on research
conducted in the Belgian Navy (Fiedier 1965, 1966, 1967). The data from
this study has been cited as 2 cruciai test of the contingency mode) {Fiedler,
1967, p. 155). The Beigian navy study involved 288 petty officers and
recruits stationed at a Naval Training Centre and seiected from 546 on
certain pretest measures. Selected subjects were assigned to one of 96
 three man .groups. Each group was asgigned a condition based on the .16
: pose_ioie combinations av"ai_iabie from four dichotomized dimensions. (1)
Language group - Dutch or French, ,t?) Language .group of leader - same oi;
different from members;; (3) Position pbwer of leader - group leader a

petty officer or a recruft; and (4) Task sequence - complete structured
' task f irst and unstructured second or the reverse sequence. The result ot}
this maniputiation was.to estaoiish 6 three man groups for each of the 16
possible combinations of situation. ‘

Each of the groups was then presented with a structured (r indinl;\he

~shortest route for a ship that must visit a number of different ports given
certain constraining factors) or unstructyred (composing a recruiting letter
for the Belgian navy) task A1l 96 three man groups were administered both
tasks. Hair of the groups did the structured task rirst ‘while the other half
completed the non ctured task first.-

P
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‘Results of the study yielded 48 rank-order correlations between the
| ) | leader's LPC and group per ormance. Only two of these were found to be
significant (p<.0S). This lack of significance, however, was not interpreted
by Fiedler as unsupportive of the contingency .mvodel. He argued that the |
_ model required only that the observed correlations be in the right direétton.
. (Ftedler, 1967, p. 119).
‘ . Graen et al concluded that research on the contmgency mode! presents
1the researcher with several dimcult'ies partlcularly ‘in Mentn‘ylng and
partitioning the_numerous variables. Thls‘reqmres a large number of cells
E ‘kand thus decreaSes sample size. They cbncluded that while brob_abm_ties‘
"based on previous publis;\ed reports appeark‘to be greater ~than zéro t\he'ir ;
evidence lndicates a evidentlal probability approaching zero They suggest‘
~that this casts grave doubts on the plausibility of the contingency model
. Although the work or. Fiedler has been well documented {Graen,
Alvares Orris and Martella, 1970; -Sashkin, Taylor and Tripathi, ‘;974*
‘Evans and Dermer 1974) and the LPC scale has been used extenswely to
support the model, the validity of the scale, as a direct predictor of group
performance has not been well researched. Rice and Chemers (1975)
suggested that it 1s meamngu;ss to propo% a d‘lrect link between 3 paper
©and pencn test and'a cqmplexkariame such as group productivity. First the |
LPC score must manifest itsell in some leader style of behavidr which in
" turn has an eff éct on the group process. | |
Vecchio (1977) supported these negative speculations in his research
on Fiedler's model of leadership éffect\ive'ness. " He examined forty-eight
four-man groups to determine the vatidity of group perfdrmance predictions
_based onnthe Cbnt?ngency Mode). .However the results falled to \produce
evidence in support of the Model. Vecchio suggested two possible reasons -
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for this lack of supporting evidence. First, there may be limitations on the
models generalizabiity. Secondly, there Is tWibﬂtty that the model
simmy lacks predictive abilty.
| Nost studies however have provided at Jeast some support to
' encourage further study into the LPC While evldence for the use of the LPC
I3 inconclusive, evidence against it is not conclusive enough to Justify
~ abandoning the measure. Fiedler (1971) acknov'vledgés the questions ralsed
in the negative studies by admitting that the results were not as strbng as
he would have liked but, he argues they are better than chance. He has also
responded to criticisms of -his theory by t‘rylkng to make appropriate
adjustments to it as more data became available (Ashour 1973).

' This research wm focus in part.on indivldual leadership performance
- as a criterlon measure rather {han on_group protiuctivlty Virtually all
studies in the past have addressed thé question of the LPC using group
rather than lndiv!dual performance as the crlterion measure. This
‘ ~methoaology was used partly because of the dtmculty of assessing a
specific individual In the leadership role. It has been easter to measure the
overall performance or productivity of the group rather than to focus on the
actual lgadershlp.demonst_\rated by the individual. In the current study\li has
been bossiblé to change this focus ans assess individual participants in a
controlled settihg in terms of their. personal leadersmb performance, | Itis
proposed that this direct and systematic assessment of an individual's
‘performance will more accurately address thKLPCs ablifty to predict
- leadership performance than has been possible in the past.
To achieve this, participants in this study will be assessed on their
* leadership performance during the testing phase of a Juntor Leadership

Training Program. The leadership assessment criteria are wel established -
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and the assessing starf have ‘cleér parameters to follow when giving a

leadership mark Although each indwidual is a‘ssessed‘using a slightly
different scenario the criteria. used as the basis for assessment are

. maintained throughout for all par_*ticlpants. _ The situational vartables are

therefore effectively kept to 2 minimum while leadership ability‘f'or‘each

© subject is evaluated in g.chnsistent manner.

. o

e

Other problems with Fiedier's model have be\en' with interpretation of ‘

the LPC: score. it is not clear what construct the seate measures.

: Thfough the years, Fiedler and his aésociates have pt;opos‘ed four

- different interpretatnons of the LPC score eg. social distance, (Fiedler,

1957) .motives and needs (Fiedler, 1964) cognitive complexity (Foa,
Mitchen and Fiedler 1971), and motivational hierarchy (Fiedler, 1972).

‘ ~ However each of these mterpretations has emerged post hoc .to exp]am new

- data as it became available. Rice reviewed the research results to asertain

their fit with the four existmg !ntemf‘etatiohs A consequénce‘af the

" review was that he added a fifth. mterpretation the value-attitude model.

This value-attitude- interpretation of the LPC\a{tempted to clarify the
meaning of task oriented and relationship oriented behavior. The

" interpretation propdsés that high LPC\pe‘rsoris value ihterpefsonal success

relatively more than low LPC pérsons and low LPC persons value task

© success relatively more than high LPC persons (Rice, 1978).

Rice suggested that the wealth of LPC data available seems far more
orderly™ if the LPC is seen as simgly as a measure of leader attitudes and

values. S ‘ - ’1
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T From tms perspectlve 1t seems perfectly reasonable that LPC ts

' more stroneg related to other measures of intra- and mterpersonal
attitudes than to any other general class of variables.” (Rice, 1978

P1231), :

In the Sasnkm Taylor and Tripathi study (1974) reviewed earller the

12

meanlng of the LPC score was also questioned. . It was suggested that the

LPC score Itself might be sigmr icantly dependent on situatfons. ‘In their

conclusion the authors state, - ‘ A
“Leaders’ LPC score - the degree of esteem reported ttor some
particular least preferred Cco-worker - may have moré general
meaning only in the context of actual situations.”

In an attempt to assess the Interpretation of the LPC scale'as a

cognitive measure, “a Study with 112 sub jedts inciuding business.students,

managers and\‘eystems analysts correlated LPC scale ‘scor‘es with three

cognltive‘meésures (Evans and Dermer, 1974). Results showed that while
- the low end of the LPC stale seemed to be assoclated wlth cognitive
simpliclty, mgh scorers were not unegquivocably cognitiveiy complex This
WOuld suggest that while those subjects who are lacking in intellectual
sophistication do answer the questionaire in a consistent and predictable
‘manner those with a Qreater intellectial sophistication may tedd to
intellectualise the questionnaire. Tdey try to read into the questions thus

creating response patterns that may have more to do with self image than

leadership. This research further questions the construct validity of the
LPC. - B

In a comprehensive study -of the construct validity of the LPC, Rice
(1978¢) reviewed four generai categories of research: (| ) attitudes held by
_‘ high and‘ low LPC persons; (2) observable behavlors'engaged in by high and
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1OW LPC DGT‘SODS' (3) reactions 6‘7 other group members to high and low LPC

‘ persons and (4) determinants of responses - 1o the LPC scale. The study

provided supporting evidence for Fledier's proposition that Tow LPC persons
are task priented while high LPC persons are relationship oriented.

‘ One way of establishing the construct vandity of a measure Is
to compare 1t with another established measure of the construct in question

‘eg‘ leadérship measures. However tnere‘ have been. few attempts to

correlate tne LPC directly with other measures of leadership This study:

- will attem?pt Lo address this relationship of the LPC to other measures of |

Ieadersmp to thy to further estabnsh its construct validity. L
. }{\: ‘megsyregof leadership style similar to the LPC was developed.at . -

" Ohio State University in the early-sixties (Hoy and Miskel, 1978). The ideal
-Leadership Behavior Questionnalre uses a model which evalugtes the person
- in terms~ of high or low Tinitiating structure® and high or low

“consideration”. The goal of this meésure is to assess strengths in terms of
these dlniens!ons which may then be applied in ‘actual Ieadershtp situations..

Because both the ILB and the LPC assess leadership style it was cons!dered

to be .an appropriate measure to include in this study to assess construct
validity. It is prpposed then that there will be a significant relationship.

" between the scores of these two measures.

Peer rating has also been shown to be a-good assessment of -
leadership performance (Bain, Skinner and Rampton, 1980). It would be

expected that this too would show a significant relationShlp %0 the LPC.
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Personality and Leadership

~ Wnile what the tbe"%ly measures 1S a matter of “debate, there

appears to be consensus that 1t is associated to some degree wlth‘
peréonaiity factors and traits in leadership (Muchinsky, 1983).

Fiedler has suggestéd that the LPC taps‘a personality dimension of
the leader which bredisposes«- the leader towards a certain interpersonal
style Whgnbrelatmgto subordinates; (Fjedler, 1971). He argues that this
results in the stability of leadership style sIn‘Ce‘ mature adult personality
does not readnyk change within reasonably short perfods. Whether the LPC s
actually assessing personalit;, however 1ndtrec'tly;_1s still questionable.
Although Hemef.prop‘osea the relationship between the LPC and personality
traits, empirical evidence is still required (Hamner & Organ, 1978) as no
'conclusive research is available.
| Regardless of the theoretical pos1tton taken, personality traits and
leadership traits are often considergd synonymous when describing the
individual who isthotht of as a leader. The environment. may change,‘ the
'situation may'change and those being led may change, but the “bricks and
mortar” of the leader remain the same. What is it-that makes one indiwidual
a better leader than another in a giveh circumstance? Wnenever 3 group of
people get together td perform a task regardless of what that task may be,
a leader emerges to take charge The situation may be simple or compiex, it
. may be safe or highly dangerous but always a "natural” leader will come to
the fore. In support of this premls research has eonststently demonstrated
some relationship between individual differences and leadership behavtor
In describing leadersmp Katz and Kahn (Y‘iﬁ) identify three major

N - N L N
components of the concept: (1) an attribute pf "an office or position; (2) 2

! . ~ | .
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characteristic of a person;-and (3) a category of actual behaviour. The
second of these components suggests inherent personality traits.

In this and other derlnltlons of leadership, personality 1s inferred, e. g
the “character of the person” descibed by Katz and Kahn, and the “leadership
style” developed by Hoy and Miskel. It is possible that these attributes

. which determine the very pgrsonal input ;nto \eadership are personality
traits. Fledler's hypothesis that leadership effectiveness depends, at leaét

T in part on a factor he calls “Leadership Style‘ may be inf erring a dimension |-

‘composed of pérsonauty traits.
- Is 1t possible that all these similar, yet different, def 1mtlons have a
common factor of personanty traItS'? .

in an attempt to determine the relatlonship between personality and

leadership, thts study definés personality from the Trait: Theory of -

personality. The basic assumptlon here Is that ther;e are continuous
~ dimenstons (traits) along which individuals differ. These traits are the

primary determmants of behaviour and are consistent across situations

(Hersen, Kazdin & B"Hau« 1983; It is assessed in this _study using

Jackson's PRF. Jackson(lQG?, 1970, !Q;I)developed a construct-oriented

1nventory based on Nurray‘s st of psyChogenic needs (Murray, |938). that

assessed personallty traits using self report. The measure was designe\? to

- minimize response blas acquiescence and desirable responses.  This

quantification permits comparisons with other variables of quantified

- behavior. ‘The Jackson trait theory of personality 1s used In this study for a
number of reasons. First, the traits themselves can be establis{xed and
operauonany aet ined thus aliowing the creation of discrete tralt variables
which can be used within the research in a consistent and replicab!e mapeer.
That 1$ to say, the trait théory provides direct quantification of vifriables

L IR
14
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for research. Secondly, the Jackson trait model 1s used because it is based

~ on needs as the underlying structure determining personality traits. This Is
similar to the needs ‘concep\t aQapied by Fiedler to understand a ‘leader’s
motivation which Influences his style. ~ Thrdly, of pa'rtlépla‘r cont_:ém to
- this study Is the fact that Jackson (1984) provides normative data for
" Canadian Military Samples for both Officers and Enlisted Pe_rsonnlel.‘ ‘

‘\ ~ Investigating the overall structural stability of .the trait approach,
Harris (1980) used Jackson's inventory,” the Personality Research Fotm

(PRF). Harris assessed 29 Graduate Students in a cl‘mlcal‘ ‘psychology

~ program and sub-divided them into four groups based on the peérjod of time a

which the sub-group members had Known one anomm the groups then”

completed a series of personality . profile assessments. Each subject \

‘ cofnp!eted the PRF, rated ever;} ather person in ihe‘gr;oup, and was then given ‘

the group's average rating of him or herself. Fach subject then rated

 themselves on the PRF traits and repeated the self rating;ba‘sed on his_or her -

. home culture. Harris found eizidence for an impressive level of structural
‘ sta'bmty’, showing congruence between the individual profiles estabijshe.d

~ usmg‘tne PRF, the average.perception of others-or the indtvidual and \tihe self
beréeption of.the individual on those same traits. -

Olweus, in his work on the stability of- aggressive reaction patterns

in males, reviewed 16 studies (Olweus, 1979). He found a high degree of
_consistency over time In .aggressive behavior patterns, that could be
intuitiv8ly connected to the personality traits of the individual His results
gave'strong suppoft to the premis ihat the stability of g&gresswe behavior
is only slightly lower than the stabiity generally accepted for intelligence.

" The research carried out by these two investigators and o;hers'wno
‘have looked at trait stabijity ( Mchols, 1965, Biock, 1971) provides
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‘ ~
empirica! justification for the stabmty and conslstency of traits IT we

| ECCBDt tnen that personanty traits are stable and that they can be measur ed

17 - -

ina consistent manner we can’ assess the mﬂuence these traits might have -

ona CGDCGDt such as leadersmp
PBFSOHBHW ‘has long been Of interest ‘as one criterton that might be

utilized-in the ilecnon process of leaders For example in ‘943 prompted ‘

by a global

theUnited States Army actually produced a personality
selection fest for military leaders (Lieberman 1943). Unfoftunately‘ only an

‘ “origlonal report in which the measure Is descibed as TPer_sohaUty Test 101"
- was found. Therefore the predictive validity of tﬁlsmeasure Isnot Known.

* A typical exampie of research on leadership and personality was

" carried out by Rice and Chemers when they “investigated the relationship
- betweenleader behavior, situational.favorableness and leader goals derived -

from a ‘motWa\fipnahhieradtyy‘ proppséd by F 1~edlérj (Rice & Chemers, 1975).

Personality is inferred &5 an infervening factor in the leadership behavior

as rated by observers and defined in terms of “taisk- riented", - “prominence -

seeking™ and “relationship oriented™ and In the manner that these relate to

o productivity (success).

Steaghil (19‘48) in a study of the results of a body of- research, .

descrlbed five factors identlf ied from the PRF that related to leadership.
TheSe he called Capac!ty Aghievement, Responslbﬂnty Participation and

s Status ld addition to the tralts found in the Skinner arfd Joaquin studies
cited below, he.lricluded Cognitive Structure, Order, Change, Endurance,

Understandihg, Achievement, Nurtuance and Social Recognition in the

- equation.

' Yoder and Rice's study-of the relatlonshtp between leader personanty

P

charactertstics and group task performance also resulted in Tittle

%
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conémsive evidence (Yoder, Rice, Adiams & Prince, 1979).\ Each of 36 male
~ and 36 remale cadets at the United States Mllttéry‘Academy at West Point
was required to 1ead a group of three people, also West Point cadets. Each of
- the groups was reqmred to complete a structured task (production of scale
drawings of a butlding) and an unstructured task (write a proposal on how

* juntor officer standards Could'be maintained and Increase re-enlistiment

ra\tes)\_‘ Data sources are reported to haye included a .. . substantial number
of high dUath ‘measures of persodanty“, Howéver, ‘ although the authors
refef to hévtng conectect a .. set of 25 personality variables” the reader
15 not mrormed as to their tdenttty The reader is told that a factor: anatysts
of the 25 produced nind measures that were analysed directly in terms of
" maiionshlp to task perrormance The researchers were not able to
‘:Identn'y ny single variable y of vartables that had signmcant abiiity
to predict group performan . egardless-of the gender of the group.
) in a study that mvestigated the PRF in the " Canadian .Context™
- ~Sktnner and Jackson (1976) evatua’ted the PRF tor English speaking (N 2141)

‘and French speaktng (N= 1040) subjects tn ‘a personnel setectton context Al

parttctpants were dra‘wn from the Canadtan Forces otner ranks appncant

body who had been accepted tor tratnmg within the Canadtan Forces. Factor -

anatysts of the résults produced f tve tactors emergtng from the response
patterns One of these, Factor 2 was prtmarﬂy denned by Exntbltton
Afﬂliation and Dominance, and was Identif led as 0utgo1ng Socta
leadership Although not tested in the study- it was proposed by Sklnner and
Jackson that high scorers in these dimensions would be charactertzed by 2
_desire to be the leader and Tocus of attention in groups

Joaqmn (1980) in a study of the predtcttve valug of the PRF with -
" regard to pttot traintng identified a simnar 'ractor (Exhtbttton Amltatton ;

o
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Play, Desirability eod Dommence) as ao important predtctor\ of ‘mmt\ary
leadersmp His original sample consisted of 151 anglophone unoergsaouate
pnot trainees  who had been .accepted for pilot training in the canadian
forces between 1970 and 1973 Joaquin proposed that this factor 1abeled
"Outgoing, Soctal Leadership™ was in some way re]ated to and an important .
predictor of ‘mmtary leadérsnip However, like the prevlous study there
was no-empirical evidence to support it. . |
. Although not singled out 'to the exclusion of other tralts in the
exlsting research the repeated emergence of Exmbltlon Affiliation and
Dominance factors’ as predictors. of leadership, e‘stabnshes grounds to °
predict that ~.th‘ese‘ three traits will again have predictive ‘abllity n t‘he\
present study. ‘ " o |
A Teview of the theoretical, methodologlcal and practical 1Ssues
g assoclated with the use of personallty tests speclr !cally in pnot selection.

o produced’ some lnteresting findings (Wenek, 1986) For example despite the

- Intuitive belief that afighter ptlot rr}ust possess certain preferred traits Af
he 1S to be successful empirical eviddnce s portmg this bellef is very. rare;
in the research Hterature Wenek goes as far as to suggest that
Practlcally, therefore, research reporting unqualif 1ed success
inthe applicat!on of personality tests to selection decision
‘making 1s almost non-existent” ‘

. Inorder to address the above |ack of results wenek proposes 2 Hst of )
the minimum ‘requirements for the experimental evaluation of any .‘
personamy test. | ’

a - Thata distlnctloo be drawn between classes of crlteria
\ (psycn!atrlc vs. performance) and the criterton of choice

© be clearly defined;
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b that the personality test be based on a‘th‘eory of
personality supported by. a substantial boayi of research;
C. . thatthe test demonstrate highreliability and
~vand1ty in measuring personality and that it be
| resistant to respOnse bias )
d. that a clear a priori explanatton be pmvlded as
to how the personanty constructs identif ted
as predictors relate to job behaviors 1ndicat1ve
of eff ective (pilot) performance; and,”
e that amethodologicatly sound research strategy
" be devised which will redyce or eliminate the
‘possibmty of stgnmcant conrounds or criterion

e

" contamination. / o
A © (Wenek, 1986 p5) - \
The reseaﬁ;h‘ described -above shows, there has been ‘_ongotn‘g
. speculation regarding 2 relat‘idnsmp between personality and léadership.
H_ouse a\ndiBaetz in their very comprehensive review of thgimerature '
concerning leadership (House and Baetz, 1979) preseniéd‘ suppofttng
evidence for the idea mat the abm%y to lead 1s related to personanty tr %us
Measures have incmded the Dominance scale of the Calif orma Personamy
| Inventory” (Megargee 1966), the Need For mﬂuence scale (Uleman, 1972_)
and the Guilford Zimmerman Ascendance scale (Guetzkow, 1968). The
leadersmp scale of the Canrorma Personallty Inventory developed by
© Goodstein apd Schrader\(1963) has also been shown to discriminate leaders
from others. .‘ /
_ More recently-evidence has accumulated to indicate that within broad
domains ieadership canf be assoctéted ;ith‘.speclfic personality ‘and
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motivational characterfstics (Miner, 1988). Although accepted that leaders
are capable of adjusting thelr behavior to meet the demands of a given
situation, there are also. inherent trafts that play an important role in the
process. Miner believes that certain key trats may exist ‘and that these

© traits may manifest tnemselvei dif ferently depending on the demands of the
spectr Ic situation.

From a trait perspect!ve one could predict that high scorers in.certain
trait areas particularly Exhlhttlon» Affiliation and Dominance would
demonstrate high levels of leadership performance. However research.to
date has not used a methodology which permitted investigation-of predlcttve
relationships oetween traits and leadership. That Is, no studies to date

fhave directly assessed traits of sub Jects and then used this data to predict‘

- the ru‘ture/leadersoip pe‘rrormance of the 'same sub jects. This study pursues.
this relatfonship by predict\ng scores on the CAF measure of leadershlp
from PRF tralts. } ‘

Forthermore Ir as hypothes!zed earlier by Fiedler the LPC measure
ltself contains some_dimension of personanty, and 1f these personanty

- dimensions -predict leadership. performance, !; is possible that the

;pr‘edlctWe valldity of the LPC score can be understood partly as a

"persona‘lity measure. |t may be these‘ inheren‘t personal!ty traits which best
predict leadership performance Sucn 3 comparlson of the abllity of the LPC |
and personauty to predict leadership nas not been made.

-

“To date, research on Fiedler's LPC has left several questions as to its
ability to predict actual leadership pestof‘mance and its construct validity.
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This study addresses both ‘questions by assesgino the réiationsnip between
LPC scores and performance scores on a Canadian Forces Junior Leadership
assossment and on peer ratings of leadership. Construct validity is
" addressed oy comparing LPC scores with another ieaciei;snip measure, the
ILB, and the i vest:igation of personality traits inherent in the LPC. The
study furthf considers whether personality traits alone can predict
teadership ability. o
The résearch was carried out in two stages First two groups ‘of
j young soldiers undergoing ieadersnip training were administered a series of
personality and leadepghip measures . Possible intervening variables suqh
as learning abiiity education and motivation were also assessed. From the ‘;
scores on these measures 2 series of equations were Ccomputed and
.evaiuai;ed for predicting leadership ability. :
n tne second stage of the study the predictor equatén obtained inn
the 1 rst stage was used to predict ieadersnip performance of candidates on
.8 subsequent ieadership training Course. Comparisons were made between
| the predicted ieadership score and the actual ieadership score

st \
Based on the foregoing discussion the following nypotneses have been
developed. | ' _ ‘ - |
1. Scores on Fiedler's LPC will show- a Signiricant abllity to
predict demonstrated ieadership ability as evaluated by the Canadian forces
Leadership Training evaiuation score and by peer ratings of ieadersnip
ability.
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*

| 2 The Exmbttton Affmation and Domtnance scale scores of ~
Jacksons PRF will show a significant abliity to predict demonstrated .
leadersmp abmty as evaluated-by the Canadian Forces Leadershlp\Trainlng |
* evaluation score and by peer ratings of leadership ability. |
y 3. There will be a signn' icant correlation between tne Exhibition,
Af filtation and Dominance scores of the PRF and the LPC scores.
4 There will be a significant correlation between the three |
leadersnip meabures tpc ILB and Peer Rating | |
.5 Tne oredicttve ability of the LPC will be partially accounted for'
" by the PRF scores No prediction is m /de as to which scores, the LPC or PRF
are the strongest pregfctors of leadership atmtty
6.  Addition of the GC score to the LPC and PRF scores would

“improve the predictive ability of both equations. =
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METHOD
Subjects
A total of 172 trainees took part in one of three successive Junior

‘Leadersmp Training (JLO) Courses at the Canadian Forces Fleet School
Halifax (n-S? n=58; n-57 reSpectwely) Of the total group. 160 were male

- and 12 were female Subjects ranged in age from 22 yrs to 34 yrs |

{X=26.07) and.had completed between 8 yrs and 15 yrs of formal schooling
(X=11.08).  All had been selected for the ‘training as a norma) part of their ‘
career progressnon The subjects were similar in terms of time in the
service (5 to 6 years) rank (all corporals) . and considered military |
potentlal (posvtwe) “Although the group contained both anglophone and
francophone ethnic backgrounds all subjects were fluent in English as
‘ required for day to day operations within the Canadian Forces. :
 All subjects were asked to participate in the study on the first day of
their t‘rainim_;‘r ‘Subjects were volunteers and ihey were advised that their
Aparticipétion in the stu'dy would have no bearing on their success during the -
training. At that time they were given no information regarding the nature
of the reéearch They were told that fhey would receWe a full brief ing at
the conclusnon of their trammg and that they would be able to withdraw
_their support at that time should they wish to do so Only two sub jects for
‘personal reasons, took this option and they are therefore not included in the

i
total "n" above.



Measures

Predictor

Jackson's Personality Research Form (PRF) F orn1-E :

25

Personality was measured using Jackson's Personality Research f-;orm '

(Jackson 1967). The PRF is a construct-oriented test th%t was devéloped by
" a Sequence of "psychometri‘c procedures designed to bptimizé scale
homogenelty, freedom from response style, content generahzabmty, and
convergent and discrimmant validity. (Jackson 1970, 1971). The instrument
is reliable. Kuder-Richardson values range from .8;') to .97. Research
demnnstrates a high degree o.f Vélidity (Jackénn 1967 Jackson & Guthrie,

1967, Jackson & Lay, 1967; Kusyszyn 1967 and Kusyzyn and .Jackson,

1967). . Investigation shows that subjects have little d!fﬁculty‘

) onderstanding the PRF as very low numbers of profiles are invalidated by
high “infrequency” scores {(Rarhpton, 1970; \Vandy‘ke, 1981). ~ Specific
normative data ‘is\availab‘l‘e for Canadian Forces personnel (Jackson, 1984).

The PRF iconsists of 352 stétements that might be used to describe an
individual. The subject is asked to respond to each of th\ese ntatements as
being true or false as they apply to him or ‘her self (Appendix B). Responses

.are placed on a template scored standard sheet. Each trait described in the
measure (Appendix C) is assessed by 16 true false questmns which are

tabulated These constitute the scores which formulate a Personality

3

profile of measured traits.
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Predicted leadership was measured using Fiedler's Least Preferred
Co-worker .scale (LPC) in which the subject describes his or her least

. preferred co-worker on 2 bipolar adjective Check list, Although there have

been some quesnons about the mterpretation of the measure it has bee)
supported in-the literature as a predictor of leadersmp abNity. Rice. reports
amedian test retest relability of .67 indicating that the scale Is internaily
consistent (Rice 1978b) - |
Tne actual test measure conslsts of one sheet of paper contalning
“both'the instructions and the response matrix. (Appendix D). The subject Is
presented with 18 pairs of _descrlptive adjectives with the 2Aadje«_:t!ves -
from each pair eubtending a line that contains 8 response boxes. (eg.

:Pleesani et 0 Unpleasant). The subject is asked to.

b

~ place an X" in one.of the 8 boxes between each pair of adjectives, In a

location that describes the mdividua\!?ﬁth whom they would least like to
work. Each of the 8 blocks between the ad jectwe pairs was scored frdm i
to B, with patrs 1,2,7,11, M 16, and 18 being asslgned a deseending order or
scores (8 to 1) and the remainder an ascending order (1 to.8). The subjects \
score was the total obtained from ail 18 adjective pairs (maximum tdd)s
Each mdividual score was considered to be on a cont fnuum rang!ng
from 1 to 144 with scores at the higher end of that cont inuum being more

}predictive of effective 1eadersmo ability than those-on the lower end of the

»

continuum.



A second measure of potentiai _leadership used was the ideai

Leadersnip Behavior Questionnaire (ideai Seifg)}ideai Leader) developed from

‘the Ohio State University studies of the 1960's It measures two basic
dimenslons of ieader benavior Consideration and Structure. Consideration

inciudes behavior indicating mutuai trust, respect and a certain warmth and -

| rapport between the leader and his group. ~-This) dimension appears to

emphasize a deeper concern for group members' peeds and includes such‘ ’

behavior as allowing subordinates more participation in decision making and
encouraging more two way communication Structure inciudes behavior in
which the leader organizes and defines group activities and his relation to

the group. This leader defines the“rdie he expects each member to assume,
assigns ta§i<s plans ahead establishes ways of getting tnings done and

pushes for production. Tnis dimension seems to emonasize overt attempts

to achieve organizational goals (Hoy & Miskel, 1982, Finch, Jonés &

Litterer, 1976). (Appendix E)
Research using this measure has generaiiy been of a practicai nature
focusing on its reiationsnip to productivity_and empioyee satisfaction.

Resuits tend to support: the idea that workers are more sa Jsi’ied with a

considerate leader rather than one -who possesses a nigh initiating
| structure. However this prererence does not always translate into
increased productivity with results In that area being inconsistent. For
; example high consideration was found to be ‘rei‘ated to low gr:iievance rates
and low turnover in some cases while just the ~tiiibosite in others (Finch,
Jones and Litterer, 1976). e :

-
[
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The méasure CONststs of two identical series of 40 questions. The
quesions ﬁescribe behaviprs that have ;posslble. !mpl!catibnsan leadership.
B The subject is asked to reépond ;qthe‘ questions using a Likert type sca!é by
~seiécting either A, B, C, D or E for each question. ( A=always, B=often,
C=occasionally, D=seldom, E=never). The suoject answers the first of the
“two series of questions based-on his of"' M perception of how they believe
they ought to act as the leader of wa Ip, or what ‘they expect of

themselves as a leader. The Second Beries of _Questio nswered based

\:

- on-the subject’s perception of what the ideal leager ght to do when

-

supegyising a group.

Two separate scoring keys are used ong to obtain an “Initiating .

. Structure” score, the otner a"Conslderatlon score. Each key Identifies

certain questlons and anocate*s scores for each of the resptmse options for '
' those quest!ons The same scormg keys are used to score both the ~Ideal
' self” and%he ldeal leader” questtons In this manner each subject obtain$ 4
seperate scores, an "Initiating Structure™ score and .| Cons!geration score
foF the “ldeal” self” questions and another \“.!mtiattng Structure” and
‘“Cons!deration" score for the “Ideal leader”. .Eachg the foﬁr scores were

-

used independently during the analysis.

Ten Principles of Leadershi |
Actual Jeadership ability was tested sting practical leadership

' situations based on The Ten Principles of Leadership, as defined by the
Canadian Forces (Canadian F®es Publication (CFP) 131 (2), 1966). Each

subject was given the _opp0rt‘ ity to lead a group of his or her peers through
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WO standardized situations that required an ndividual to. demonétrate
. thetf leadership ability.  The situations are comprised of “set piece”
\‘ scenaros in which the student i presented with a problem (eg. a member of
the ‘course has fallen off a cliff and has sustained a back injdry) and the
ihdivicual must tne‘n organize the resources at his disposal tb effect the
‘necessary solution (in the case of the injuréd mempgr, a rescue). Sample -
situation and instructions are contained in Appenmx\r;f‘ The subject s not
assessed on” completion or non completion of the task but rather on the
apnrkoach‘taken and the amount ot leadership shown ‘du‘"rmg the ‘operation.

" The subject 15 assessed by qualified instructors based on performance in 10
opét;atronally defined behavioural areas (Appendix 6). ‘Each area receives a
-score ‘rrcm 11035, the total 61’ these scores ébnstitut!ng the overah score

| for that exercise Each student completes two exerctses with scores from .
" these being combined into the 7 !nal practical leadersmp score (Ldrshp)

An assessment of leadership ability as seeﬁ‘thrbugh‘ the eyes of a
‘peer group was obtained using 2 Leadership Peer Rating The rating scale
used was based ona system currently in usé in the Canadian Forces Officer _
Training School aid defined in Canadian Forces Publication A-PD-131-
003/PT-HO1. - | o
‘ ~ Each subject was given two sheets of paper The f irst, the "Rankmg
| ‘Scale contained a list of those individuats from his or her subgroup (in this
case a section of approximately 10 persons)‘ The sheet also provmed space
for merit listing and\‘ra)ti\ng these subjects (Apberidix H). The second sheet,
“Leader ﬁescriptions", p‘roﬂded‘a 1to 7‘scoring system based onha series of



definitions of leadership (Appendlx J) instructions for the administration
‘or the Peer Rat!ng (Appendix K) were read to sub ]ects and they were aljowed -

to complete the questionnaire in their own time. Subjects werenot aliowed

to take the questionnaire away or discuss it with ihelr peers until after

sxghey had comp}eted their assessments. - |

An individual's Peer Rating score was the mean of the scores that
individual had obtained from his or her peer groupl Due to the very sensitive .
| nature of this type of “assessment a‘ general pfebrlef rémfor’c’;ng‘ the
conf identi‘ali;ty of scoi‘es was carried out prior to the actual agministration
of the rating. This brief ing proved useful In allaying the fears of many of \
the subjects as to how the results of this measure would be used.

intervening Variabl

Tms test has been used w;thm the Canadian Armed Forces in one f orm
or another since 1940 as a measure of potentzai learning abmty The test
has been vahdated on 2 reguiar basis sinte omgmany instituted and has .

| been found. to be both valid and reliable. Research carried out using cadets
at the Royal‘mhtary‘ College Kingston in 1980 showed a relationship
| betweé\n GC score and first Year academic achievemeﬁt at the College (r =
33, p<05) (Vandyke, 1980). The General Classificatich Test is a classified
document and can only be obtained through tﬁe Department of National
Defence. V _
Confidence that the GC test is actually a measure of general learning

abijity‘éomes from research into its relationship with other measures -

A
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Remographic_Questionnaire

designed to test the same area of ~(3()[‘('!})&t(‘.‘l’iC!? Studies show..the GC as

‘ correlating with other selection tests used wuhln the Canaaian Forces
!nclualng tests of verba} mathematlcal memamcal ancl clerical abmty\ C

used m the trade selection process for new entry personnel (Sklnner
Rampton, and Keates, 1972). LeGras and‘Staple\s (1983) reported 2

 correlation of .75 (p<.QS) between the GC'score and the total stre on the -

\Weachler Adult Intell!gence Scale - Revised (WA!S--R). ;SlgntrIC'ant '
i"elationsmps were aiso round betweer U"te. GC test and both the yérbal and
performance geg;esxm the WAIS-R. Studies have also demonstrated the
predictive abmty of the GC test in areas such as recruit training, trades
tralmng, pilot training and second 3 rench) lanquage tralnlng ‘

~ Subjects are requlred to answer 0 intellectual ability and SI(IH
testtng questions In 30.minutes. The. guestyons are an mumple choice and

'answers are recorded on an answer sheet that- can be both template scored

or.machine read. All recruits to the Canadian Armed Forces are required to
take the GC Test and.their scores are recorded at the Canadian’ Forces -
Personnel and Appned Research Unit (CFPARU) Toronto 5co§‘és ;‘or‘ al
subjects were obtained from tms organivation The cover sheet and Exampie
questions are found in Appenmx L. ' ‘

7

~ Inorder to aquire basic demographic inf ormation such a3 age, sex, "academic ‘

achievement years of service etc., a Short Demograpmc Questionnaire was
administered to an sub jects (Appendxx M).

31



Mot ivation to attend leadership traihing was considered an important

32

intewemrig factdrf, A short self report Motivational_ Ques*-tlondatré"was

administered to all subjécts. The questionnaire, Which.was devised for

this study, was designed to assess the Subjects enthusiasm for the training
- (Appendlx M).. ‘ ‘

The qugstionﬁaire constéted of 6 questions to which the subject .

_ responded on a sbvm ,point scale ranging from 1 "Strongly Agree” to T

"Strongly Dlsagree The response‘

tern was reversed for questions 3, 4
~and 6. Total score was used as an indigator of motivation.

Procedure
The study was conducted m two seperate phases. The first combined
© sub jects from the first two of the three traimng courses (demgnated groups

1 and 2 n=HS) The data [rom phase 1 was used to calculate an initial

enghted scores of the LPC, personal\ty trait measures and GC

_to redict leader*smp In the second phase this equatlon was applied to-data’

ffom Group 3 (n-S?) to calculate predicted leadership scores. Predicted

1 adersmp scores for Group 3 were then compared with the actual scores _

‘obtamed by the individuals w?’&m Group 3.
Phase |

All sub jects in phase | were administered the PRF; the LPC, the ILB
questionnaire and 2 short Demograpmc/r’iotwatlonal Ouestionnaire at the

commencement (Day one) of the Junn Leadersmp Traimng Course. Tests

.



critical requirements :
‘Evaluation guide used by the assessers. Is found in Appendix N. Criterla

33,

* were administerd In the sanie order. General Classification test scores for

all subjects were obtained from the Canadtan Forces Personnel and Applied .
Research Unit (CFPARU) In Toronto. (All applicants for the Canadian forces -

* are routinely tested at the time of their application for entry and the
scores obtained on all the test measures used are retained at CFPARU) ‘

During the training perfod (5 weeks) each sub jeo{ was assessed by
tratned instructors for their leadership abmty during a - sertes of

‘stanpardlzed leadersh: festing situations and then evaluated on eacn of ten

hip as def Ingd by the Canadian Military. The

used In evaluating on a scale of 1 to S are contained in Appendtx 6.
" on completion of tne course all subjects were r‘equ!red t0 complete a
Leadership Peer Ratmg of the sub Jects in thelr own section (Approx 10 per -

section). Peer Ratings were based on measures currently in use witmn the

Canadian Forces.’

A

Flnal course: results based on the same ten crltical requirements

above were collected for all sub jects

Phase 2

'Subjects in-Group 3 were administered identical measures given to

the prevlous groups. wltn directions administrative procedures and data

retrieval processes belng the same as for the previous groups. However the -

* data obtamed WBS applied 1o the WE?QMEG equation from. Phase 1 to

calculate the predlqted leadership scores.
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Al analySe.s were carrled olit usihg the Statistieal Package. for the |
" Soctal Sciences (SPSS-X). The sequence for the administration of measures
' used as the predictor variabies and the collection-of criterion variaple data
are shown in Table 1. - | " ®
, ‘ ‘
~ Table I
Experimental Design

Measure  Pretest - During = Posttest

: Pr‘edig:tor Variables:

PRF X
LRC B ¢
6C X
ILB I thrud X
Criterion Variables: .

Leadership Assess. X S
Peer Rating : X
: ) NS
' Additional Factors: _

- Demographic Quest.
Mot ivational Quest.

Y "

> X,

L4

<

. Stepwise multiple regression kechniqug;, were ‘applied to combined
.; _datajfrom groups’ one and two ‘for predicted variables. Hypothetical
_ equations combining LPC, seflected PRF and 6C scores, were analysed to-

Q
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obtain a final equation contammg we!ghted combinatlons of these

predtctor variables < .
This equation was then applied to the data obtained from the tmra

‘group to obtain a predicted leadership score (PLdrshp) .for each subject.

- Pearson sr was«then utilized to compare tms PLdrshp score with the actual

leadersmp score (Ldrsnp) obtained rrom the performance assessment. Two

sub j,ects were excluded from the analysis because of miss.lng data.

K



36
RESULTS and DISCUSSION

Frequsncies, ‘Histograms and "full‘Statistics were obtained for all
~ variables in the study. T-Tests and a MANOVA were conducted to assess -
homogeneit'y' between groups 1 and 2 (Appendix A, Table 1) as these were

combined in Phase 1. . ' o

MANOVA analysis showed that there were no significant dtfferences
between the groups for any of the variabies.used in subsequent analysis.
However a t-Test indicatsd that there \‘A{as a significant difference between
Groups | and 2 on two variables (LPC t = -2.10 p<05 and Play t = -2.15
- p<\O$) (Appendix A, Table 1) So while it was\poss‘ib!e to combine data from
Groups | and 2 as one sa'mblé for analysis in Phase 1, (v:autlon‘sh‘ould be
excercised when considering the LPC score. This difference in LPC between
groups | and 2 wil be addressed later. Appendix A Table 2; lists means and
‘ standard deviations for all variables by group. . N

. Results from the Motwahon Ouesttonnalre (maxlmum score= 42) -

indicated overall high motivation towards success across combmed groups
(X = 36. 44 sd.=5.44 ) and no S)gmficant differences between Groups.

‘A comparison between Canaduan Forces Enlisted Persomel normative
_PRF data (n-QMI) {Jackson, 1967) and PRF scores in this study showed no
stgmfu:ant difference (t = -.183,;df = 42,p = B335). -

Pregictive validity

Hypothesis | stated. that scores on F jedler's LPC would ’ show
significant ability to predict demonstrated leadership ability as defined by



1able 2

£y

BT B2 B3 B4  PeerR  Loshp

r . -1L719 0651  -0575 038 1025 1203

LPC - n 170 170 <170 170 152 170
p 063 . 200 228 _ 322 104 059

r 25690 7193 1839, 0318 - .0255 N

Bl ni . 170 170 . 170 152 169
Y 000 .00 - .008 349 370
ST T 2007 6342 0872 0507
B2 n 170 - 170 152 169
p 004 000 . 143 256

Y ®3147 0365 0524
B3 n 170 © 152 169
P 000 327 249 -
S ~0160 0139
B4 n 152 169
P 422 429

L r 4903
Peer R n . 152

000

i -

r= correlahon mamment betwean varmblas

n = sample gize

P = prigbability of the given event

S

the Canadian Forces Leadership Training evaluation score and by Peer‘ Rating

of leadersmp ability This wfs not supported The correlatmn between

Fiedler's LPC and demonstrated leadership performance (Ldrshp) was only

marginally-significant (r=. 1203, p=059) (Table 2)

The predictive validity

of thé LPC is therefo\re qﬁestionable- at least in terms of how Ieadership is .

assessed using the Canadian Forces criterion. The size of this correlation

could have been affected by the fact that the subject population was a

\ .

Tany



38

select group. This created restriction of range problems‘ in terms of the
correlations obtained, a situation compounded by the relatively small
sample size. ‘ ‘ :

There was no significant relattonsnlp‘between the LPC and the Peer

~ Rating (r=.1025, p=.104). This suggests that the LPC cannot predict

teadership as assessed by. the peer ratlné method.
Jable 3 -

¥

‘ - T Pesr Ratin

"~ Yeriable ' r f P r p
Exhibition ' 1153 0 13 . .3073 .001

. Affiliation <0803 - .264 1531 .068
Dominance . .2628 © 003 365 000

) Hy'bo—t:@Z which predicted that the Exhibition, Affiliation and
Dominance scales of Jackson's PRF would predict leadersmb was only
_‘partiany supportéd. ‘One of the predicted personémy traits was
| sigh‘ficantly correlated with leadership (Ldrshp), ie. Dominance (r=2628,
p=.003).. However Exhibition and Affitiation were not (Table 3). Correlation

* of Exhibition, Affiliation and Dominance with Peer Rating scores produced

.-
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~ two signiricant resulis_ Exhibition (r=3073, p=.001) and Dominance (F=.3656,
p=.000). (Table 3). o | |
A stepwise . multiple regres%!on “analysis imputing Exhibitiqn,
"~ Affiliation 'and pominance into the ana!'ysis, and using demonstrated
leadéréhip behavior (Ldrshp) as the criterion measure producéd amultiple R
- 0f 2628, p=005 (Table 4).. However of the three inputed variables ‘on‘ly

Dominance was significant in the resulting equation.

Tabie 4

. Variables entered: Exhlbmon Aﬁ‘lhatmnandDominm o
Selected Citerion Varable: Larshp.

. Variablesin - © R sRZ - FOpae
. regrassion squation : ' -
Sep1 - - "Dominence 2628- 0690 ~ B.158%

v

8 F value for a varisble's beta wexgm in the final equahon after W variables have been entered.
L] .
pc.Ot v ‘ | | 3 / .
A second regressmn analysis usmg the same mput varlables in the
analys!s but using Peer Rating as the dependent var;able produced a.
multiple R of .3656, p=.000. Again Dominance was the only sagmf;cant

variable in the resulting equation (Table 5).

av
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Personality and the LPC ~ e
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Table 5

MMMMMQMMM&LM {
Variahles enterad: Exhibition, Affiliation and Dominance

Selected criterion ymable Peer Rating s

,

Varisbles in R aR2 O ptn
‘ regression aquation o o,
Step1 _ Dominance > 3656 1337 14505 %

2

- 8 F value for 8 variable's bela weight in the final equation afler all var!ablas have been enterad.
. *peon | ‘ ‘

It woul‘d therefore appear that of the three hyf:bthesised variables

only Dominance shbw;s any degree of predictive power.

ﬂ ‘ (G )
- Table & presents the correlét--ion of the PRF -scales with each

. leadership measure.. H9pothesis 3 pr‘oposed that thiﬁbc measure contains

an inherent personality ractor however, the LPC dorrelatés signiticantly
only with' Sentience (r=-, 2289 p<. 01) and Understanding (r=-2182, p<01).
There is therefore no evidence that the LPC has personality- traisqs inherent -

in its structure as predicted In Hypothesis 3 It is p‘ossime hat these

'unexpected correlations occur due to- chance created by a large number of h
analyses. There would appear to be no intuitive or theoretical reason for
~either of these traits to significantly effect leadership behavior.

A
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Table 6
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Pearson's r
PRF Scales LPC LB B2 L83 iLB4 Peer  Ldrshp
Abssement 0960 -1468 .0958 -1629 0763 -.1386 -.0069
Achisvement -0414 - 4374%% 0819 4107 0515 31B54= I10b
Affilistion  -0536 1336 2066% 0093  .1731* 1531 0603
Aggression -0664  1739% -0585 1295 -0676 1484 1223
Autonomy . 0000 -2242%% -1605* -0301 -.1S87¢ 0616 .1438°

Changs  °- -0926  .1789% 1257 A311  -0119 1398  2165%
Cognitive Struclure -0083  3527%% 1232 2823%% 156Q%  2358%% 2742 %%
Defendance -0212 0738 -0023° - 0801 -1377 -0356 -2351 e
Dominance. -.1287  3503%%  2125% 29544 1532 3656 2628 **
Endurance ~0361  3162%% 1653%  2042% 0580 . A735% 3049 *+
Exhibition . ~-0931  1677% 0369  .1584% -0411  3073*% 1153

~ Harmavoidance T0442 0325 -0150 -0538 0816 -2038% -2516 %S
Impulsivity S -0274 -3158%% -0640 -2034% - -.1130 -0549 -.1644*

" Noturance - T 0090 - 1940%  2929%%- 1833* 1902 - 0818 - 0648
Order - 0919 - 3472%% 1B866%  3549%%  2248%% 0430  A752%
Play DR, -0142. . 0397 0575 -0126 -0564 0140 0169 ..
Senlisncs -2280%% 0783 1462 0597  -0014 1147 . 0565
Socisl Recognition 0603 2409~ 2544%% 1614* 2764"% -09656 -0380
Succorsnce -0103 0816 1100~ -0016 - 1474  -0594  -0600
Understanding - -2182% 1025 03N 0461  -.007) 149 1418
infraquency -0118  -2280%* 0111  -2386%%-1309 -1178 -.1169
Desirability -0384 0938 0212 AS3IB 0930 2946%v 3393
®* e O} * n¢.05

Construct valldity of the LDRSHP measures

‘ Hybpthesis 4 predicted that there would be 2 significant correlation

between the three leadership measures of LPC, ILB, and Peer Rating.

" However not all the correlations were significant (Table 2).
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A Principle Component Factor Anaiysis of the leadership meas

produced a three factor solution (Table 7). AN four ILB components mga
on the first factor PR, LDRSHP and LPC !oaded on the second; and ai
combination of all seven variables made up the third (Table B). Cons&dermg
Factor 1, PR, LDRSHP. and@c may be representing a measurement of
. 1ead.ersmpoifferent than the.ILB, represented I Factor 2. Factor 3 seems
10 féprosent a stin i’nore complex relationéh’ip- of leadership coroponoots.

Table 7

 Factor Eigénvame -~ % of Variance Cumulative &

216590 309 . 309

1 .

-2 156711 224 . §33 .

-3 124297 178 ‘ 711
4 .88651 . 127 83.7 -
5 o "Sii 73 TR
6 40204 57 9.8
5

22436 32 _- . 1000

st

A
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Table 8. : | : ~
. N . M : . . ‘ . . \
Variabie " Factor !  Factor2 . Factor3  Communality
B3 76149 -2594 39275 80154
11T 72813 -29288 45265 82084
B2 71440 19099  -47858 77589
B4 70858 06230  -54004 79761
LDRSHP 13948 79075 20846 73382
PR 15447 75199 37312 72857

LPC 00917 42753 -36721 © 31772

Factors.1 and 2 can be int‘erpreted as two types of measurement of

leaderShip. The four ILB scores in Factor 2 are a series of purely academic

‘;questionnaires that required little personal, subjective evaluation of self or.

others. The ‘seg:ond »faétor (PR, LD5HP and LPC) all requir‘e.\some element of
sub jectiv? assessment of either self or anothef. These 2 ~1’ actors might then
be intgfpreted as Objective:Leadership (Factor 1) and Subjective Lgadership
(Fattor 2) | ‘ ‘ o T

Factor 3 {s more co;niplex.:While‘ all corfelations are relatively‘ large,

they load positively or‘nég‘atively on the f aétor. ILB1, ILB3, LDRSHP and PR

“al |ov§d‘ positively while ILB2, ILB4 and LPC load negatively.  This
distinction may be understood partly by the fact that the ILB! and ILB3

questions were baseq 6n the leaQership concept of “initiating Structure”
while ILB2 and ILB4 were based on "Consideration”. Factor 3 then; might
suggest a continuum with task oriented leadership at one end and
consideratipn for people oriented leadership at the other. If this is the caée

then the LPC could be seen as a people‘or "Consideration™ oriented measure.



» .

C;n the other hand the LDRSHP and PR variables, because of the nature of the
assessment procedure could contain a task orientation element

The correlation between Ldrsnp and Peer Ratmg was significant
(r— 4903, p=.000). As both measures were based on performance durtng the
Junior Leadership Tralning and the Individual behaviors were observed’ by.
both the instructors and the peer group, it is not surprtslng tnat this
retationship should exist.

while Peer Rating and Leadership var\ames 10ad onh the same factor, .
tnere are different personahty characterlstlcs wnich predict each (Tab!es
16 and 17). LDRSHP is predlcted by an equation containing PR, DE, ZR and HA,
while PR is premcted by LDRSHP”\, EX, GC, and AGE. Tnis suggests that whtile -
the measures represent a sinmar construct  of leadersmp they are

| ,lnf Iuenced by the presence of ait ferent personanty tralts as observed by the
rater. . S ; ‘ R : .

As stated in Hypotnesis 5, it hwas proposed that the ability.of the LPC

‘ to predict IeaderShip would, at least in part, be accounted ior by the \-/

inherent personahty factors. The anaiysis of the data preduced mixed
results in answer to:this question o

_ Correlational analyses appear not to support the nypbtnesis as
correlalions between t,he‘ LPC and all scales of the PRF produced only tnU \
two previously described significant relationships, Sentience (ra- 2289,
p<01), and Understandmg (r=-.2182 p<01) (Table 6) This would lndlcate
that only a very weak overall relationsmp exists between the LPC and tne
PRF.
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On the other hand the Principle Component -Factor analysis described

_above does indicate the possibility of some_inherent personality dimensions

in the LPC At this time it is not possible to be more def inmve about what
that relationship might be. | &

. v

Hypothesls 6 predtcted that the GC could add to the predictive power, -

‘ot the LPC if used-in concert with that measure. However as the LPC was
1tself. unable to significantly predict Leadership Behavior this part of the’ -

hypothesls s academic.

. The General Classif lcatvon Score (GC) when used as a smgle predictor

of Ldrshp produced 2 significant correlation (r= 2230 p=.002). Correlation

“analysls between the GC and the LPC- did however show a small but

significant Telationship (r-‘ﬁ1355~ p=.041). As tht GC has been well

" established as measure of cognitive ability it suggests thét £esponses on
~ the LPC are influenced by thgse‘abi‘nties. B

»

ng Post hoc analyst

~ Further post hoc analyses were performed to investigate more
“extensively the nature of the personality and leadership relationship.

A,
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Table.9 | |
Stepwise Regression Analysls for PRF Variables with Leadership using
Variables entered: Al PRF variables .
Selected criterion veriable: Ldrshp . J
Verisblesin © - R 2RZ - FOpg
regression equation \ ‘ :

" Step " Destrability 339 115 14307%
Step2 . . ° Autonomy " 395 041, 10.059*
Step 3 Cognitive Structure ~ 459 055 9.625*
.Step4 * Defendence ~ . 501 .040 8.966 %
Step S " Aggression. - - _ 534 . 034 . 8431 %
Step 6 Chenge -~ 862 .03 8077+

Y

a F valua for 8 variable's beta weight in the { ma‘ equation, after all varisbles have bean entered.

!

Stepwise Regression analysis showed clear evidence tbatAsomg of the
_PRF variables other than those hybothesized were able to predlcf Iéadéfsmf)
performahc‘:e on the Junio_r Leadership Course. lnputing‘ all 22 Variab]es of
-the Jackson PRF with LbRSHP as criterion, produced a re\gresé'ion equation
~ containing © Desirability, Autonory, Cognitive Structure, - Defendence, .
Aggressmn and Change It was significant and accounted for a multtple R of
5619, p<Ol.(Tabled). . . :

Inputing the same PRF variables mto a stepwnse regressmn analysus
‘and.'using Peer Ratmg as the cnterlon vanable produced an equanon‘

* containing only Dominance (r=3656, p<.01) (Table 10).
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Table 10

for PR Variapl C
using Combined Data from Groups ! and 2 '
Verisbles entered: Al PRF varisbles
‘Selected criter fon varisble: - Peer Rating:
V.ariab'l&s in R ,R2 R FOpgta
regression aquation

Step 1 . _ Dom{inance . 3656 125 - 14.505*

8 F value for a vanable s.bets we:gm in the final equation, after all variables have been entereri
* pc 0l .

‘_Predictéci Leédership scoi"es (PLdrshp) were obtained for; G:roub"s :
‘ s_ubjecis using the regression 'équatto‘n‘ derived from Table 9 (102.07 v
1.37DY + 1.13AU + 1.76CS - 14205‘*‘ 1.02AG + 1.13CH). These Ptdrshp
SCOres were compared with the actual Ldrsnp scores obtamed by the Same i
‘ gmup of “sub jects. Correlation between Ptﬁrshp and Ldrshp produced a
Pearson s I of 2049 (p=:067) (Table ! 1)
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| CTable 1 P i -

Varisbles in Equation L © " Pearson'sr
) : . Lmjshp/PLtrshp

Destrability : ; o Y

Autonomy ) : :

_Cognitive Structure ' . .204%9 - 067
" Defendence ~

_Aggression

Change

Desirability ~ o ‘ A
OC Test . .

" Age . 3540 . .004
Defendence

Cognitive Structure

Autonomy \

. aCTest - 4 \ 3100 on
Age S \ : .

Desirability
BCTgst . R '
Change 3363 .006

‘@ . N *
Cognitive Structure - oo
Defendence:

S

In an attempt to improve the predictive ability of this equation all |
predlctor variables were entered including all PRF vamables LPC, ILB1 to 4,
’Age and General Classification Tes’t This produced a second equation in
which the General Classif ication Test and age rep‘aced aggression
lmprovmg the multiple R to .6164, p<05(Table 12). The order in which the

variables entered into the equatuon also changed
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Table 12

" Verisblesentered: Age, 6C, LPC, ILB 104, ATl PRF scales.
. Selected criterion varizble: tdrshp ‘

" St

Varisbles in R -7 aR? ' F'bé,
regression equation o :
Step ¥ * . Desirsbility . ..349 422 14.409 *
Step2. . OCTest 456, 086 13.540 *
Step 3 Change 503 045 11.539%
_ q AR - 534 032’ 10.087 *
. St © Defendsnce - ‘ 562 030 9.216 *
Step 6 ~_Cognitive Structure 594 037 - . 8.979*%

Step 7 ‘ Autonomy ‘ 616 028 - 8.580 %

8F value for o varisble's beth wmght in the final equahm after all variables have been entared
* p <0} ;

" Table 13 ; i
wi ion Anal si A LPC, ILBI to 4 and all PRF
Variabl h) ting Using Combined Data fro Groups. 1 and

© Varisbles entered  Age, 6C, ch,~u.§ Tto4, Al PRF wales
.Selected criterion varisble: Peer Rating

Varisbles in . R aRZ. Flpta
regression aquation \ )
Sep1 Dominance C 365 134 14.042%
Step 2 Age . 442 062 10.926 %
Step 3 aC Test ‘ . 516 - 070 10737*%

. © F value for avariable's beta weimt 1n the fina) equation, after al} varisbles have boen entered.
. ) p< 01 )



50
This regression analysis was repeated using PR (Peer Rating). as a.
criterion measure (Table 13). This analysis provides further comparison of
the aifferences between LDRSHP ang PR as constructs of /ie;%jersnip |
‘measures.. | ‘
Predicted Leadership scores (PLdrsnp) were obtained for Group 3
subjects using this regression equation (Tabie 12), and these PLArshp scores .
"were compared with the actual Larshp scores obtained by the same group
'of subjects. Correlation between PLdrshp and Ldrshp produced a Pearson's
" of 3540, p=.004 (Table 11). ‘ |
Fiedler's LPC and aii ideai Leadership Questionaire results inputed\,v
into a Stepwise’ Regression Anaiysis without any other varlables produced.
no signii‘icant results predicting leadership. When the Generai
Ciassii’ication Test scores and age were added to this combination “the
predictive abiiity increased (R = .3990, p<.03), however the LPC and the iLB‘
- were removed from the equai:ion {Table M)

1Y

-ty



Table 14~

. Vorisblesentered. Age,OC,LPC,ILB 1104
- 'Selected criterion veriable: “Ldrshp

\
~ Varisbles in R " aR2 Flogts
. regression equation ‘ : ‘ , : .
sepl . - oCTest . 299 090 10543+

Sep2  Ae Co 399 070 10.037%

8 f value for 8 variame s beta weumt 1n the final equation, aﬂer all yariames have been enterea ’
R
p<.0l

, | 'Predicted ieadérsﬁip ‘scores (PLdrshp) were obtained.for Group 3
‘ piarticipants using this equation. Correlation between Ldrshp and PLdrshp
was found to be 5|gnificant (r=3100, p=.011) (Table 11).
Based on the literature, the analyses already presented and mtumve
‘ reasoning, a final regression anglyszs was carried out using 2 group of
| selected van‘ébles ‘some 6f which had shown earlier significance. The

variables chosen for this analysis were Age, GC, Achlevement (AC), Change

- (CH), Defendence (DE), Cognitive Structure (CS) Dommance (DO), Endurance

- (EN), Harmavoidance {HA), impulsmt,y (1M) Order (ZR) and Desirability (DY).
‘ ~The results of this regression produced a multxple R 0f-.5923 (p“ 000) (Table
15). ‘ o ‘ ‘ : . s



Tabte 15

32

Variables enterad Age, 6C, AC, CH, DE, CS, DO, EN, HA, IM, ZR (Order) DY
Selected criterion variable: Ldrshp.

Verisbies in "R

~aR2 . Fleta
regression equation : :

Sepl  Desirebility. 348 321 14638*
Step 2 oCTest - 457 087 11,590 »
Stp3 Change | 502 043 5.980 *
Stepa . - A DY+ 1 032 4533%
Step 5 Cognitive Structure /560 ‘031 4548 -
“Step 6 - Defendence S 592 037 5750% .

8 F value for a variable's beta welght in the final equahon after all varmbles have been anlerad

*n¢.01.

ThlS same group of variables was again entered into 3 stepwase

regressxon ana!ysis using Peer Rating as the criterion variable. As in

previous cases Dominance, Age and the GC score were the only sigmf icant
factors in the equation produced (R= 5!55 p¢.0l ) (Table !6)
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Variables entered: Age, ec AC, CH DE, CS, DO, EN, HA, IM ZR DY

Se!ectod criterion vorloole Peer Rating _ ]
Yerisbles in - R aRZ 2 bota ‘
\ ‘r.eonesoim equation IR . ~
Step | C Do ‘ 3656 134 14.042%
Stap 2 A . .4420 062 10.926 *

Step 3 L ‘ 51585 \O"}'O 10.737*

‘ : }; \:aig;a for ovariablesbeta waight in the final eouahon after all vomablw have been entered.
Predicted Leadersmp scores (Prdrshp) were obto!ned for Group
3 subjects using this regression equation (Table 15), and these PLdrshp
stores were compared with the actual Ldrshp scores obtained by the same
gi*oup of sdbjects Correlation between PLdrshp and Ldrshp produced a
" Pearson’sr of .3363 (p=.006) (Table 11).

ina tlnal attempt to fully lnvesttgate the !LB serles as predictors the
‘scores for these 4 measures were collapsed to produce two new addit!.v;
scores. ILB! and.ILB3 were con'apsed‘to produce 1LBS, a variable that canbe

" viewed as an overall measure of “task™ oriented leadership. .ILB2 and 1L
were collapsed to produce ILB6, which can be 1nferpre§ed
“conslderatioo“ style of leadership. iLB1 through ILB4 were also combined
10 produce ILB7 Interpreted as overall leadﬁrsmp style. o
- Each of these new variables were used.in regression analysis wlth al!
" previous vanao!es and LDRSHP and PR as criterioo variables. Non of the
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oﬁgmal or conapsed ILB variab!es proved slgniricant In this analysls
" (Tables 17 and 18),

Table 17 ~ | : .

Variablesenteﬂ!i: AB to DY, ILBS to ﬂ.87 PR LDRSHP (X) AGE
Selectedcriterim verisble: Llorshp -

Verisblesin ‘ R aR2 O ot

. regressionemation : ‘ ;

~ swepr - . PR . a8y 239 . A44a917*
Step 2 . DE - 5302 042 27.759%
Step 3 O \ 5511 . 023 20504 *

. Swep4 HA . N, . 5743 026 17.223%

8 F value for & varisble’s beta weight indhe finel equation after 8l verisbies have been entered.
\ N ' .

*pcot. - S

-’
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Table 18 : ]
Verisblesentered AB toDY ILBS toILB7, PR,LDRSHP,6C, AE
Selected criterion varisble: Peer Rating

Voriables in R aRZ PO
regression squation ‘
S step | LDRSHP 4889, 239 44917 %
Step 2 B : 5636 079 . 33.059%
Step 3 oc 5836 - .023 24259 %

.- Stepd4 | OAGE 6068 . 028 20.402 *

& F value for o varisble's beta wmght in the finai aquuhon uﬁer all vanablm have been entered..
* p <0l

~The LPC was unable to‘sﬁow any si@’kani abitity to predict
}eadership abmty, nor was there any sigmf icant relat!onsmp shown
: between the LPC and Peer Rating. ‘

The guestion of construct validity of the LPC was addressed and there
is some evidence to suggest a relationship exists between the measure and
a factor called Subjective Leadership. There was, however, nd ‘direct
support for a significant relationship between the LPC and the personanty
variabies. ' \ ‘

Certain personal‘ity variables (Desirability, Autonomy, Cognitive
‘ Structure Defendence, Aggression, Harmavmdance Change and Dominance)
; were able to predict Ieadersmp abmty

»
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~ The best predigtor of teadership ability was 165785 » 1.44DY -
F67HA - 1.332Age + 3666C - 833DE. B "

~

.

Lp

o

3
N



GENERAL DISCUSSION,

. T \
The most imporetant aspects of this research were to investigate the

\ predictive anq‘the construct validity of the LPC as 2 measure of leadership
and to inveé_tigate a relationship between leadership and pérsonanty, This
reséa\rch provides some interesting information on which to consider
fuﬁtr\er Fiedler's claims, about his instrument and personatity. \

\

he LPC a5 2 measure of leadership.

Predictive Validity

 As with bést research, (Graen Alvares, Orris and Martena
1970, Pandey, 1973, Sashkm Taylor and Trrpatm 1974, Veccmo 1977)
Fiedler's LPC did not show conclusively that there isyany significant
relationship between it arid demonstrated leadership ability as measured by

any of the leadershi'pf tests during the assessment phase of the Junior

- Leadership Course. This inability to réplicate previous findings is partly

understood in terms of the methodology used in this research. A great deal
of the past research was perf ormed“ wrthin the context of Fiedler‘é
. antihgency modei where group perfc;rmar\‘ce has been the criterion. It ha_s
" therefore been subject to interpretation problems pecause of the effects of
many variables not cons\stentiy assessed or coniroﬂed across studies. This
-research was not intended to be a study of the Contmgency Model and there
was no intent to mampulate or control for numerous other vanables\lt was
the basic intent of this research to improve upon earlier attempts \by
dlrectly assessing individual performance rather than group behaviour
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When ugBd outside the parameters of the Contingency Modg!, there is
little evidence to support the LPC as a predictor of leadership. in the
present study the LPC was unable to predict potential leagership ability -

Constryct Validity.

r . ' o
of what the LPC really measures has not been resolved

~ The question
in this research, however- there are some interesting resutts which suggest
_some possible inherent leadership constructs tn the LPC,

In terms of it's const'rué‘t validity the LPC has not been seriously
compared to other measures of 1eadé.rship to any great extent. To adoress
" this the LPC was compared with other leadership measures to aicertain if a -
comrﬁon leadership construct exists. In this regard \the results of the

Principle Component Factor analysis of all the [eaderghip measures are.

notable. The three factors obtained show a ‘r‘el‘auonshlp between afl the . -

leadership measures Uaéed Tirst on the objectivity or subjectivity required
to respond to the test items. The. ILB quéstionnaire can be seen as an
~ objective. assessment‘by‘ the individual of how tbey see \t‘heoretical
leadership and it can be completed in an objective manner, le’the subjects
deal with facts uncoloured by indivtduél feénngs. However the second group
. of measures, Ldrshp, Peer Rating a’nd the LPC, all require some sub jecme
analysis‘by\the individual briér to completing the questions, le they are
dea?ing with facts but anowklng th'emlto bé-coloured by pérsonal feelings.
Second1y the relationship that produces the third factor, loading the
LPC with ILBZ and ILB4, and combining LORSHP and PR with ILBI1 and QILBJ,
~ suggests a factor that 1s deScrjlbIng leadership sme. Although all the
correlations in this factor are:stgmf icant in terms of absolute values there
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R \ are opposite stgns This Indicates a posslme continuum -on which two

tactors of leadership measures are located at the extremes. It is suggested
that this continuum based on the leadersmp styles of "task” orientation at
“ one end and “constderation” or people orientatfon-at the other, may be the-
'basls of this difference between the, two factors. The [[F:} measures -
“provided four Individual scores two of wmcn refer to a concept -called
"+ Initiating Structure” which can be equat‘éd to the idea of task. The other
two ére described as “Consideration” and are identified more closely to a
relationship orientation. LDRSHP and PR rating when put in the context of
~ the mJ]‘ita’ry training system might v‘ven\cohtain a strong element of task
orientation in that they are very ‘direci assessments of how_\wen thefi
‘!ndwidua‘l actualy carried out the leadersmb function. On the other hand
the LPC does have the personal subjective element that anows the,
individual the freedom.of valuing and usmg consideration for personal
‘characteristics in thelr responses '
in this context the LPC ILB2 and ILB4 can be seen miore as measures |
‘of tne persog—oriented consideratmn style. of leadersmp The ILB! |L83
LDRSHP and PR sCores can be séen 2s tndicators of the task oriented style of
leadersmp '

The importance of cognitive abilities.

To assess an ‘inherent cognitive: component In the LPC it was.

~  correlated with the 6C Test. The analysis produced a small but signif iqént
‘ rémtionshlpt This. result gives some support to the work of Evans and \
. Dérmer-(1974) who found that igtellectual sophistication influenced the
way in whgch the LPC was gnsw_érgd. They $uggested that those who were ‘

".,&% 3
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1nfellettuaﬂy sophisticat‘eu tended to read more into the questions than
those less intellectually sophisticated, thereby creating different response
patterns to the same questwhs o

~ This “small but signmcant relationshlp between the General
Classif ication Test (GC) and the LPC is not consistent throughout the three
groups while groups 2 and 3 show very similar. stgnmcant *negattve

.........................
..............
aerrr ey,

\\\\\

no obyious-fdctors that mlght account for this descrepancy between the‘
‘g_roups as all three are similar in demographics and composition.

The Géneral Classification Test Battery did however show significant
ability-to predict leadership behavior, but consndering its history as a _test' ‘
" measure within the Canadian Forces this result is not surprising The 6C
has consistently been capable of predicting success in a wide range of
_endeavours, both practical and academic (LeGras and Staples, 1983,
Vandyke, 1982). As a measure of cognitive am\]ity‘. it 1s In 2 sense an

indicator of . intellectual eaoaoity to assimilate skills and knoWledge and to

- turh those attributes- into practical application By 1tself the 6C was a
srgmficant predictor of leadership and this shou}d be no Surprise, as -
regai'diess of any other traits avanable to the individual the lack of .
intellectual ability would likely make the‘achievrhent of success as‘a«
teader difficut. | o |

The GC is a simpie test in terms of its 1ntenectuai sophistication
l._lnnke the LPC with its complex requirement to do two tmhgs at once, eg.
‘both understand and then complete the questionalre, the GC requires no
complex operations The subject either knows the answer or doesnt and no
amount of rationa!ization ‘will help. Inthe case of the GC a wrong answer s

2 wrong answer, hOWBVQF ther e are no SUCh definitive lines drawn in
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answering the LPC, all answers are valid. In other words: any relationship
established betw‘\een‘ the two measures rhay‘ have more to do with cognitive
.. process than content ™ o \ .

The results of this research show clearly a relationship between
* general inteneétual‘ levei hand iéadei'ship, which makes intuitive sense.
Leadership isa complex interaction of many changing fac}ors that require
constant updating and assimulation. It Is Inconceivable that an individual
- without the Intellectual cababmty to do this. For example the military
leader faced with a simple task of guarding f‘ew.p‘risbnefrs is confronted
with making a wide range of decisions including the basic . security
questions, the dangers involved with its consequent influence on just how
much force should be used, t'he"feeding of both ﬁis own’men and the

- prigoners, fatique considerations if the operation is ongoing, avallability

“-of all the resources, not to mention all the preplanning \réquired to prepare
for future kunforese'erxi evéntuan'ties, There can be no guestion that the-

\ ‘mdividqal who 15 going to be sUcéesSful as a leader in this environment

" must be-intellectually capable. Any other assets he or she might have will

" undoubtédly play a large part in the SuCCess of the operation but without the ‘
‘basic “smarts” the leader is doomed to failure. | |

Difficulties with the LPC.

These LPC results can be understood‘ from many perspe‘c'tives.\ For
example, it is poSSib!e thét ‘s{yle‘ as used in the contingenc‘y model does
'not equate to abmty Secondly, there are problems with tne mechanics of
completmg the measure itsell so that. scores are. affected as much by
methodology as'the content or construct of the quest,ionnaire. The LPC was
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'admi‘hiétered in accordance to the standardtzea procedures. However to
complete the questionaire in a retiable manner requires the subjects to
}possess two skills. F irst they must understand the instructions and
requirements of the test to estabnsh an 1mage pattern of the least prefered

- co-worker. This is not clearly explalned in the mstructtons They must also
'have sufftctent verbal skill to understand the precise meamng of the
adjectives used in the questaonnalre. This process of estabnshmg: a
. consistent tmége requires the level of cogntttve ability discussed earlier
and must be coupled with a hlgh level of concentrat!on Although the mean.
'years of formal schooling was 11.08 tls is generany below the level of
high school graduation and in any case it does not necessarny Teflect the

. actual intellectual level of the subjects. Possibly of more significance, It
. certainly does ngt reflect their concentration ébmties‘or interest.

The *second‘and maybe [ of some the more difficult problem that faces
the subject while compléting the LPC Is the requirement to retain unchanged
the‘ image they have created while answering all the questtoné. Agatn this
k.‘requires very épectﬂc cogmttve.-sk'ms coupled wtth a con‘ttnued need for
- concentration. = Without the above skills the sub ject is l&ely to
_ misunderstand the requirement before he starts the process. tven if
_successful 1n that endeavour they may have diff iculty in retaining the image
they have established throughout the test period,. particutarly if there is no
personal interest in taking the test. While all subjects were Volurwt_egrs o
* there canbe no guarantee of interest, ‘ * o
Therefore based soley on the mechamcs of completing the measure,
- with no referent:e to the content of the questtons there 1s a requirement ror

- complex intellectual functicntr\g and for a level of concentration and
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interest. If inadequate these requirements significantiy efiect the internai
reliability of LPC.

[}

Reiationsnip between personality and the LPC.

The premis that the. LPC s in some way directly linked to

personaiity was not suppdrted. This -contradicts ;the findings of Pandey

(i973) who found a relationship between ieadership style as defined by the ‘
LPC, and personaiity As with many research studies invoiving leadership

-. the differences in design and methbdoiogy make direct comparisons

difficult as may be the case when considering Pandey's findings. He used
very small groups of individuals (48 groups of 3) in his study and tnerefore
the ieader had only two others to demonstrate his ability. in the ‘current
study the number of individuals who were involved In the process was much

'iargertnereby allowing i"or a greater variety of ‘input into the assessment
~process. On the other hand the cyrrent research lends some support to other

researchers who have seen the LPC as simpiy a measure of leader attitudes
(Rice 1978) (ie. 1t measures the attitude one has towards ones least -
prefered co worker) or as otners have said, it has signiricance only Witnin

\ ~ the context of the situation (Sashkin Taylor and Tripathi, 1974) (ie. the LPC

changes over situations and has. no ‘meaning -outside of situational

contingencies) w

/ Although not a clear endorsement of the reiationsnip between the LPC
and personality tne resdits of the factor analysis do indicate the possibility -

 that the relationship exists. The factor loading of the LPC with the personal
consideration dimensions of the ILB would seem to show 2 “personal” or

-
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“feelings™ aspect to the measure. I this is“the case, personality wbuld
intuitively play a part when individuals complete the questionnaire. .

Pr wer. of

The results obtained relating leadership ability to personality traits
proved vehy interesting. Although the hypotheses made here baéed on‘trévts
‘fouﬂu in brevious research (Skinner and Jackson, 1976 Joaquin, 1980)

) were not supported strong relatlonsmbs using other trait patterns emerged.

| ‘During tbg analysis when omy the PRF variables where entered Exhibition,

; Affmatmn and Dominance either singularly or grouped, did not predict‘»
]eadersmp skill.  However Desirability, Autopomy, Cognitive Structure, f
Qéfgndence, Aggression and Change »pl‘oduéed a significant and

S, ‘cdmpari{ively large multiple r" .when entered. \wnénfall‘okthe'r relevent

© varlables ‘Qve're added into the above analysis, GC score. and Age replaced
Aggression in the overal‘l‘ equétion increasing the muitiple “r*.achieved. \

. Using the predictiops available with this second grouping 1t was poss!ble to'~
gain signif fcant resuits in predicting the actual leadersh!p acmevement

‘scores obtalned. by the third grou;j“_gf subjects. it is 1mportant to nate that

© not-with-standing the Increased r" when non PRF variables were added, the

" was large and slgﬁir icant even without the added variables.

The equation described above makes ‘intuitive sense if one: co’risidérs\ o
descriptions of the traits the PRF purports to measure. Désirapﬂ_ify refers

to the degree to which one describeé oneself to othgrs, in terms judged as

desirable, either consciously or ypeonsciously. In other words the tendancCy

to pfesent a favourable picture of onesell to others. A leader who does not-

possess this trait and who does not present him or her self in a favourable



- harm them who easny takes offence and who does not accept criticism

65
l‘lght would presumably have a certain amount of ‘difﬁculty relatlngfo
‘subordinates with it's consequent effect on feadérsmp. ‘.Autonomy refers to
- an individual's need to break away from codstralnt, an individual who is not
tied to beop!e‘ or fo obngations‘, ‘a person who enjoys freedom. Such an
individual would have difficulty in.being one of. the pack and would be mgre
likely to sucteed in ‘the;indwidu‘anst‘ic position of leader. High scores in
Cognitive Strt;cture !ndig:z_it‘e a need for complete information before a
_ decision is made, 2 dislike of ambiguity or uncertainty. ‘ Defendence has 2
negative 'imput inte the equationahd this is understaridable iri the light thét s
“this trait describes an individual who readny suspects that people mean to

Clearly a leader with these traits would have a great deal of - difﬁcu]ty }\'
. . dealing with both their superiors and subordinates. The liking of new a}\d |
different experiences is characterised by Changé This msp descr}mes the
‘ individual who readtly adapts to changes in the envirqhment as Ma;eur ’.

. From a practical standpoint this must be séen as an mwﬁasm f'ﬁr\

\‘\3’\

successful Jeader. .
when coupled with the intenectual assatg bremgt.ed
© scores the above personanty traits would appear. tMG\CO?isls;}?qf Witrf\mt Tt

one mlght intuitively consider to be the requnrements of « lea@‘shu

' wﬁén i)oth the (::C ’énd Age are used as predictors of ieéders‘h!p Age
adds to the predictive ability However, it is Interesting that the eﬂect of
Age on the predlction was in a negative direction te. the younger the
participant the mgher the leadership potentla) At first consideration this
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rﬁight be unexpected, until one tonsiders the participant populationl, Not-
with-standing that all Canadfan Forces Other Ranks will ultimately be .
placed on the course, selection for the Junior Leadership Training Is based
ona nurﬂberl of fperi’ormance factors. An individual who has performed ébove
an average level early in his or her Career wilil be'placed on the course ai a
younger age than an individual who has <demonstrated only average
performance du\ri‘ng their career. L thus takes that much mger again for an
individual with below average pe‘rformar"\cie to be accepted for traimng This
means t‘hat by and large the younger: the-individual on the course the better

bxpected that

performer fth'ey have been in the past. It theréf_ore might be
 the younger members of ‘the course are more likely to aéni‘eve good results

than the older members Include this past performance with posgtive
‘ mtenectual abmty and you have an individual wno 15 likely to be successful

in.a wide range of achievement areas.

Tms research has shown tnat certain personality traits are 1n fact
predictive of leadership ability, especiany when supplemented with a good
intellectual capacity. The leader who has both ,»thg personality and the
intellect will be fol‘lowed‘ not only becausé they have the personal
cha‘racterlsticé that naturally differentiate them from the group, but aiso
because they possess the Intellectual skilis to direct the operations of their.

v subordlnates in an effective and productive manner.
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. ‘To date in the Canadian Forces there is no systematic assessment of
personality at any stage in a military career. An individual enrols Mthout
. 'any‘personal\lty evaluation and assum'ikng there is nothipg during. the career

that would propnpt apy special attention the individual will retire without

ever ﬁavlng one. Notwithstanding the possible Human Rights implications of
the program it would seem that personatity might be used as a factor in the
:'search for future leaders This might be particularly important when
selecting young of ficers who because of their academic background may

v Well be 1ntel|ectuany capable of command but who for one reason or

another, simply do not have the personanty that enables them to lead. In
"practice this deficit in abilities will*hopefully come to the surface during

officer training, however. in some cases, because of the rwery technical

na‘ture of some of this ‘earl}’traiping, 2 greét deal of expense and time may
" already have been -co:pmitt‘ea to' the individual before his.or her ~per‘s‘onanty
weakness becomes fully apparent -This not only costs wasted funds but it
may also cause considerable damage to 2 system and mental and physical
stress to those within the system wnb have been unfortunate enough to have

been reqlred to serve in subordinate posttions

Although this research is based on - sman numbers of people-

"undergoing specmc tralmng at-a speclflc time the indicators are clear.
Personality does have a bearing on leadership behaviour and if it can be
a\ccurately assessed 1t may well be usefully included as part 0f selection
processes where p,otent!‘al leaQerfnp Is a factor. In the military context,
that is not to say it should be éxc‘luswe of all the other measures \'currently \
- "used within the Canadi\an Forcési Rather it should‘be\ 3 part of 3 package
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that ooks at academic qualification and standing, practical demonstrated
leadership amllty, motivation, physlcal fltness and all the other criteria

_ already established as navlng some valldlty in the selection process. Inthis
way a weighted selection profile can be established that ‘would lnclude all. |
the necessary components and thbse who do ndt have the personal traits to
meet that profile would be selected out long berore they have wasted tne
funds that mlght well have been applied to someone mare sultable '

‘ _ ; |
Although the study dld not support an uncondltlonal relatlonsmp
-between leadersmp ability and “the predlcted personality traits lt has
" established that there is a degree of ljelatlonshlp between other PRF scales o
énd. demonstrated : leadershlp\. Although thl::{ indications  regarding these
~ other traits are clear, the number of sibjects a.véllable for the study was -
‘ ﬁl‘f) necessity smal) and. consequeritl_y the results must be lr)térpreted in that
| light. Even if we-accept this, the results do indicate a pattern‘ that is w‘orth
‘ pursu.ing‘ in future research with lérger. poulations. ‘
From the ~standpoint of the mllltary‘ the com:dpt of personality
testing requires a great deal of study There are: questlons which must be
| addressed; what constltutes an "acceptable” prof lle for any glven position,
‘ how can that proflle be defended in the court system should it be challenged
and what is the cost effectiveness. The reseal'ch presented herein does
: never-tne—less lndlcate that there is a potentlal payoff and that continued
research of a similar nature is worthwhile:
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in summary this research was unable to support the hypothesis that
‘tne LPC Is capable of predicting lndividual Jeadership abmty The construct
val!dl_ty of the LPC is not at all clear, though there is some relationship
between the LPC and other leadership measures. -1t Is believed that much of
the diff icul‘ty experienced over the years Withith‘e measure 1s a produ;:t.of-
inconsistent test. taking caused by the c‘omplexlty otcdgmtive* operations
., required of the sub Jects. Test taking is also vunerable to other factors such
: as interest understanding and even fatique. -

A}

~In terms of posttive findings the results indicate: that certain
bersonanty traits can predict leadership behaviour. A combination OT the -
traits of Desirabmty Autonomy Cognitive Structure, Defendence, i
Aggression and Change, as defined by Jatkson were abie to predict the'

leadership performance of the subjects. Tms predtctabmty was increased
by the addition of the GC Test score and Age.

- This research has shown however that situations can be found where

the component parts of leadersmp and it's predictors can be assessed in a
| “re!atlvely controlled semng There are other courses ltke the Junfor
Leadership. Course in both mmtary and industrial settings where further
research might add more information to the relationship between the LPC,
= personality and !eadersmp

¢ }“‘,
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Appendix B

Jackson's Personality Research Form (Form B

Douglas N. Jackson, Ph.D. -

' The PRF “FOrm E s, pumlshed by Research Psychologists PresAs Inc. and
full mformation regarding the mstrument can be obtamed througn that‘ |
-organization. For the benefit of the readers of tms paper the following
‘ general information is provided. A ' |

The sub ject is presented with 352 statements that mlght be used to
describe himself. If the sub ject agrees with the statement or decides that
i does descrlbe him he. wm answer TRUE on the accompanymg answer'
sheet. If the subject disagrees with the statement or feels that it does not-

describe him he will answer FALSE. A sgries of sample qﬁestions follows.
1. 1 would like to be a Social Worker. -

2. People consider me to be the life of any party.

N

3. lam ‘son\netlmes considered to be over emotional in my dealings
with others. | | |

4 1donot like to be in a position Where | must make important
decisions. .o o \

S. 1 donot like toread.



Scale

Abasement
" Achievement

Affiliation

Aggression

Autonomy

Change
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Appendix C
Personality. Research Form Scales
Description of High Scorer. \

_Shows a high degree of humility; accepts blame ahd
criticism even when not deserved; exposes himself to
situations where he is in an mferior posmon tends
to be self-effacing.

Aspires to accomplish difficult tasks; maintains high
standards and is wnlmg to work toward distant
goals; responds posltwely to competlhon willing to
put forth effort to attain excellence.

Enjoys being with friends and peopie in general;
accepts people readily;, makes efforts to win
friendships and maintain associations with people.

Enjoys combat and argument; easily annoyéd; .
sometimes willing to hurt people to get his way; may
seek to "get even” with people whom he percewes as

’ having harmed him.

Tries to break away from restraints, conl inement, or

. restrictions of any kind; enjoys being unattached,

free, not tied to people, places, or obligations; may
be rebellious when faced with restraints.

Likes new and different experiences; dislikes routine
and avoids it; may readily chahge opinions or values
in different circumstances; adapts readily to changes

- in environment.

Does not }ike.ambiquity or uncertainty in information;
wants all questions answered completely; desires to
make decisions based upon definitg knowledge,
rather than upon guesses or probabilities.



Defendence

Dominance

Endurance
. Exhibition
Harmavoidance

Impulsivity
Nurturance

Order

Play

of others may en]oy bemg dramatic or witty.-

Does not enjoy excitmg activittes especiany if
- danger is involved; avoids risk of bodily harm; seeks

- methodlcally organized.

83

Readny suspects that people mean him harm or are
. against him; ready to defend himself at all times;

takes offense easily; does not accept criticism
readily.

: A‘ttembté to control his environment, and to

inTluence or direct other people; expresses opinions

* forcefully; enjoys the role of leader and may assume

it spontaneously.

Wwilling to work long hours; doesn't give up quickly on

a problem; persevering, even in the face of great '
difficulty; patient and unrelenting in his work habits.

Wants to be the center of attention; enjoys having én
audiencc; engages in behavior which wins the notice

to maximize personal sdfety.

\Tends to act on the "spur-of the moment~ and without

deliberation; gives vent readily to feelings and

~.wishes; speaks freely; may be volatile in emotional
expression . .

- Gives sympathy and comfort assists others -

whenever possible, interested in caring for children,

- the disabled, or the infirm; offers a "helping hand™ to
 those-in need readﬂy performs f avors for others.

Concerned with keeping personal effects and
surroundings neat and organized; dislikes clutter,
confusion, ‘lack. of organization; interested in
developing methods for keeping matenals

" Does many things “just for f un’, spends a-good deal of

time participating in games, spor@s _social

- activities, and other amusements; enjoys jokes and

funny stories; maintains a light-hearted, #asy-going
attitude toward life.



" Sentience. -

Social Fiecognjt ion

Succorance

Ty,

Understa‘ndirﬁg
Desirability

Infrequency

84

*

‘Notices smells, sounds, sights, tastes, and the way

things feel; remembers these sensations and belleves

that they are an important part of life; is sensitive

to many forms of experience; may maintain an
essentially hedonistic or aesthetic view of life.

Desires to be held in high. es{eem by acquaintances;
concerned about reputation and what .other people
think of him; works for the approval and recogmtion

~of others

‘ Frequently seeks the Sympathy*protectlon love,

advice, and reassurance of other'people; may feel

-ingecure or helpless without such support; confides

difficulties readily toa receptive person. -

wants to understand many areas or know1edge
valyes synthesis of ideas, veritiable generalization,
logical thought, particularly when directed at

- satisfying intellectual curiosity.

Describes self in terms judged as desirable,

consciously or unconsciously, accurately or

inaccurately, presents favorable picture of seif m
responses to personanty statements

Responds‘\m‘ implaysible or pseudo-random manner,
possibly due to carelessness, poor comprehension,. -
passive non-compliance, confusiop, or gross
deviation

r

(Jackson, DN, Manual for the Personanty Research
Form, 1967) ,

~
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SIN o RN NAME

Look at the words at both ends of the line before you put in your X"

Please remember thai there are po right or wrong answets Work rapidly. y?ur ﬁrst
answer is likely o be the best Please do not omit any items and mark each ilem only
once. .

\" R 0 - oo -t @

Think of the perso.p with whom you ta_n_ work !ea.st well He/she may be someone You
work with now, or ne ’she may be Someone you kaew in the past

He/she dc»es not have to'be the person you like least well, but should be the person with
- whom you had the most’ dxmcully in getling a ;ob done Descnbe this person ashe/she
- appears to you

-

Pleasant B ____ww_,_ —_— Unpleasa®
Friendly - ‘ _ ______M,___“__ Unfriendly
Rejé‘cting R __m__u_u*___v.____ ; Accepting
Tenséf R _;‘j\‘___._...__._ _' Relaxed |
Distant [ ;.:..;...Z..\__ _ ‘Close
- ‘Col‘d T R __T__._______\___ ‘Warm
Supporti‘ve‘ S “;u______J__ : ";v‘;“Hosfi'ie
Boring \ .._“__:.__ — Inmresting;
| Quarrelsome - ___________f'_____ ‘I‘iarmonibus. »
(}ioomy ______.___.___ | Chee;ful
'.Qpe‘n~ | | e Gusrded
_Backbiting SN Loyal —
Untrxism'onhy S SO SN JOU S — ) Trlustwdrthy |
Considpraw ......W__._.,_._._._._..__*._._. lnconsidertw_ ‘
o . Nasty —— © Nice
Agree;ble — W_M_f_“,__ — | Disagrecable
Insincere ___._w...___._._.____ Sincere

Kind = - Unkind
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! ‘ ' Appendix E
2 ‘ ‘

- !deai Leader Behavior Queéti‘mn;re

The ideal Eﬁdéfshib Behavior Qu'eationnailje was developed by staff

members of the Ohio State Leadeq:sﬁ{p Studies, Center for Business and

Economic Research, Division of Resear‘ch College of Adminiétrati\ie

.Science, Omo State Umversnty, Celumbus Ohio. .Full mformatlon regarding
- “the apphcatwn of this measure may be obtained through that orgamzation

For the benefut of readers®f this paper the following -information is
prowded The sub ject is presented with a list of 40 statements which m the
nrst case are used to describe how the subiect feels nmg__t_;g_aﬁ (his

\ _ldeal self) as a leader of a group and secondly are used to describe how a
" ggge[ gugm,; ag& (what he expects of a leader)as leader of a .group. Each
‘ of the two response patterns are scored twice. The first time to provide a
‘ score for" lnitla‘tmg Stmcture and then a second time to provide a score for -
' -~Consideration".

On a scale from A to E the subject must decide whether he should

| always, often, occasionally, séldom or never act as desct:ibed by the

item. Using scoring templates provided two scores are obtained reflecting

- the Ideal ‘Self in both “Initiating Structure” and “Consideration”.and two

more scores refiecting the |deal Leader on the same two factors. |

For the sake of inuétrétion' the following are typical questions. ‘
I. Ensure that the group members understand the aim. . . ABCDE

2. Never let the group know why a certain action is being
taken. - o ... ABCDE

3. Always have a group favorite. .. ... ABCDE
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Site *3

RCISE COMBAT REA

IFF RES
: §I‘TUATIOE o We have received word that a mémber of the course has
o S fallen off-a cliff locatedat 6R .~ The casualty

on being hailed, reported that his back is broken and fe
has no feenng in his lower body

MISSION , Admlmster f 1rst aid and recover the casualty to HQ.
" EXECUTION Secticn____;__ will administer first ald place

casualty on stretcher following proper procedures, and
réturn him to HQ. ' You have 90 minutes to complete the
task. The cliff is considered to be very dangerous and

: ,slippery

EBVICE & SUPPORT

Map and Romer and all eduipment that. you should require ‘
to complete this task is in the JLC's storeroom in area
" marked *3. ;

‘You are in command
DS is your immediate Superior
- Commuiinications are in piain 1anquage
~You must tommunicate to HQ by radio when:
you leave HQ for site.
arrive on site
leave site area
Your callsign is section
Are there any questmns?
A Time check




 SERVICE & SU PPORT

Site *4
EXERCISE COMBAT READIN

- You are the leader of a search and rescue party. You have

found some articles of clothing that you believe may be
of immediate concern to Marcom search and rescue. They

~have reported that an afrcraft will pick up the
- information in 90 minutes at GR

Construct a meésage pick up.

Sect}on e wm construct a message pick up'as
aircraft unable to land. In the pick up, you must include
the articles of clothing and a sketch of the area.

Map and Romer
All equipment that you should reqmre to complate this
task is in the JLC's storeroom area marked *4.

: :

‘ . [
You are in command
DS is your immediate superior

" Communications are in plain lanquage
+ You must communicate to this HQ by radio when

arrive on site -

leave site area
Your callsign is section
Are there any questions?
Time check
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d responsibil

Accepts responsibility for task, takes notes 'effecvtwely, ensures
understanding by asking questions, planmng time approortate to taSk
complextty. took action to ensure; .

R subordinates not exposed to unnecessary hazards,
2. rules and regulations are obeyed, deadlines and time
limits are met, firmly supervises activities under his
personal command, supports subordinates when required

Eﬁmmmmﬂuw (1ead by example)

" - Initiated corrective action for inadequate work, took action to ensure dead -
lines and time limits were met, responds promptly to unforeseen
" requirements and hazards, maintains pursmt of goals under difficult
conditions. .

rrectly applies k
‘ Achieves professlona! competence

i Takes notes ef fectively, ensures understanding by asking questions does a
reconnaissance, does a time appreciation, pre-warns subordinates of
impending task, planning time appropriate‘to task complexity, obtains
- assistance’ when and where needed in planning, utilizes expertise of

subordinates, chain of command.clearly defined, makes good use of previous
instructions and knowlédge, took attion to ensure; \

1 subordinates not exposed to unnecessary hazargs,
2 rules and reguiations are obeyed, firmly supervises.
activities under his personal command, seeks

suggestions when in doubt.



Make sound and time!y decisions

" Arrives prepared to review instructions, utilizes expertise of subordinates,

makes good use of any worthwhile suggestions, lmtiated corrective action

-for inadequate work, took action to ensure 2

l. 5ubordmates not exposed to unnecessary hazards;

2. deadiines and time limits are met, seeks
suggestions when in doubt.

v \ : -
Appreciates strengths and limitations ; " «
and pursues self improvement

Obtains assistance when and wheoé needed in pianning, makes good use of
worthwhile suggestions seeks suggestions when in doubt.

. Inspi irit and i0 A
Know your men and promote their weifare y

Obtains ass:stance when and where needed in planmng, utilizes expemse of

- subordinates, make 'good use of any Worthwhile” suggqstions gives
recognition for high performance, ,seeks suggestions when in doubt, makes
“use of good suggestions, supports men when required, works effec{ively
with superiors and peers.

Train your men as a team

Arrives prepared to receive instructions, ensures under‘standihg, ask
necessary questions, does a reconnaissance, pre-warns his people of
impending task, planning time is appropriate to task complexity; utilizes
expertise of subordinates, considers all major factors in  planning,
assembles subordinates and’ensures attention to detail, a concise, accurate
statement of job required, areas of responsibility specifically assigned,
correctly identified available resources, chain of command clearly defined,
necssary communications and instructions outlined, maintained concurrent
activity, took actlon to ensure deadllnes and time limits were mét.
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© Keep your men informed . - R L, (

_ Pre-warns . his people of impending task assembles subocdinat,es and
ensures ‘attention to detail, voice is loud enough and .firm,.eye contact,

*.manner is positive, briefly outlines overall. task,, a concise, accurate
statement of job-required, area of responsibility specifically assigned,
chain of command clearly defined, confirmed instructions were understood.

- Ensure, understood, supervised, accomplished - ‘

Assembles subordinates and ensures attention to detail, eye'contact, areas
of . responsibility specifically assigned, chain of command -clearly
defined,confirmed progress periodically for . all sections, initiated
. corrective action for inadequate work mamtamed concurrent activities,
took action to ensure;

.

subordinates not exposed to unnecessary hazards '

.
2 rules and regulations were obeyed
3. { deadlines and time limits were met, provided
encouragement and inspirational leadership when
required, f trmly supervises activities under his personal
~ command, gives recognition for'high performance,
! supports men when required, responds promptly to
. - . Unforeseen requirements and hazards.
‘> : o \\. . ~ ‘
le effectively ‘
Developes responsibility and leadersh:p potenhal
in subordinates . A -

Appoints .a second in command, obtains assistance when and where needed
inplanning, utilizes expertise of subordinates, areas of responsibility
specifically assigned, chain of cammand clearly defined, maintained:
concurrent activities.

r—

(Adminstrative and Assessment Procedures
Junior Leaders Course, Canadian Forces Fleet
School, Halifax, 1985)
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' 4
\ ;m
' LEADERSHIP ABILITY
—_ < 3 -
. RANKING SCALE E
PLATOON
g SECTION __ B
. 3 RN R N
L 2
# CANDIDATE - CANDIDATE RANKINGS |
. . l A - 2 ;
1 / CANDIDATE NUMBER . -~ gRATING
4 NN 3 =
2 {Most)
3 “ext Most) - a
4 Kl .
5 ~
. ‘
?
7
8
9 - \
10 “|(Next Least) . |
11 (Least) ]

»
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3 -

- .  Make Np Marks On This Form

. LE&R DESCRIPTIONS

What Kind of Leader Wil] He Become ;

N

THE MOST EFFEGTIVE KIND OF LEADER - .

I would stake my life on him to know his job tnd do tt. nght at all timeo.
He would run the best platoon in the unit,

Men‘wou!d be more than willing to work for him and {ollow him.

\AN EXTREMELY HIGH KIND OF LEADER

He would do ab‘good deal more than is required of hun. for the good of

the group.
He would- pull a great deal inore than his own weight in a tough situation,

A VERY GOOD LEADER

He would do more than is required of him,

‘| He has what it ttkes to dg the job right.

He would inspire conlidence and have support.

—

‘A_GOOD “LEADER

He would do what is required of him in the proup.
He might make mistakes but he would usuvally come through,

He would do an avérige job of running his platoon,

A FAIR .LEADER

lt is doubtful he has lcquxred the clpabxlxty to do the job right, unless
he is backed by someone else.

He would run a less-than-average platoon.
He may lose sight of the group task.

A POOR LEADER

He has very little of what it takes to t;e a leader.
Somebody would always have to be checking on him or covering for him,
He is likely to fail in a tight situation.

THE LEAST EFFECTIVE KIND OF LEADER
&

‘He would prohably never be considered for a Jeader's job.

| He would probably fail in a pinch and endanger the lives of his men.

His outfit would be hetier of{ without him,

NOTE: The masculine words He, His, Him, and Men, should he construed

to include the _Icminine words She, Hers, Her, and Women.

n

-
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE CONDUCT OF PEER RATING EXERCISE

1. When all candidates are seated, have received their forms, and are
ready to being, the following instructions are given. The instructions which
are written in BOLD TYFE must be read aloud, clearly amd slowly, exactly as
written, Amplifying directions for the supervising officer, which are not to
be read to the candidates, are are printed in normal type.

2. -When ready, begin to read:

IN FRONT OF EACH OF YOU SHOULD BE PENCILS, mmasm AND TWO FORMS.

O PAGE IS TITLED "LEADERSHIP RANKING SCALE", AND THE OTHER, “LEADER-
SHIP DESCRIPTIONS". RAISE A HAND IF YOU DO NOT HAVE OF OF EACH PAGE.
_(Bere, correct any deficiencies). | | -

LOOK AT THE “LEADERSHTP RANKING SCALE™. mmmpwmmuou '
WILL FIND YOUR PLATOGN AND SECTICN NUMEER. |ON THE LEFT SITE IN
THE SECTION CALLED "§1 CANDIDATE", YOU WILL FIND LISTED THE NAMES OF
mmmxmmmsmxmmcwnpnmm. EACH CANDIDATE

» )

HAS BEEN RANDOMLY ASSIGNED A NUMEER. Wamﬁmmmm

NUMRBER.

wmm&msxn&mmmmxmmmmzm IN YOUR SBEC-
nmmm«sosmzmnmpwmmmrmasmmms
/xzsznmc\rmyoumcsmmsmmmaim, YOU/WILL BE SIMPLY

TO LEAD OTHERS, TO TRAIN THEM, AND, IN GENERAL, mmmmgasm- K

SIBILITIES OF LEADERSHIP.



3y
mmmwm‘mm&mmmmmiwmmm
;mmmmmmm‘mmﬁmm‘nﬁEMWm
mwmmmmmm,-mmmmmmrﬁ/mr
YOUREA!’.LYBF.LIEVE RAISEAI’B\NDIFYCU}RVEANYQJIBI‘IONS (Ques-
tionsshouldbaansweradWre—readmgthepartofﬂmeinstrucuons

that applies).

YOU WILL RATE ALL OF THE CANDIDATES EXCEPT YOURSELF ON THIS FORM.
REMEMBER, THE RESULTS WILL BE STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. NOW LISTEN CARE-
FULLY!

LOOK AT THE FORM CALLED "LEADERSHIPDESCRIPTIONS". IT CESCRIBES SEVEN -
DIFFERENT KINDS OF BEHAVIOR. READ EACH DESCRIPTION TO YOURSELF WHILE I

WHAT KIND OF LEADER WILL'HE BEOOME?
' TYPE 7: THE MOST EFFBCTIVE KIND OF LEADER.

IMDSEKEMYLIFECNEDMNMHISJOBANDIDITRIM
ATAILTIMES S . .

HE WOULD RN THE EEST PLATOON IN. THE -UNIT.

HIM.

THE'IYPE7HANHAS!HEVERYHIGESTGJALITIESOFAIENER THERE ARE
FENMNOF“!IS'IYPEANDTYPEGISWASRARE‘ .

TYPE 6: mmmymmmmm
&

}IEWDMAGIDDEAL!&REMISRBQUIRE)CFHIM; FOR THE
@DW'B—EMJP

&ENDRMA@EATEALPDREMNHIS@NVEIMM
STITUATION. -

. TYPE 53 Avm~mmma. . _
HE WOULD DO MORE THAN IS REQUIRED OF HIM.

A

f.../a\



¢

HE HAS WHAT IT TAKES TO D0 ‘THE JOB RIGHT.

HE WOULD INSPIRE CONFIDENCE AND HAVE SUPPORT.

THE TYPE 5 MAN IS NOT QUITE AS GOOD AS TYPE 6. HOWEVER, HE IS SLIGHTLY

BETTER THAN TYPE 4 WHICH 15 NEXT.

TYPE 4: A GOOD LEADER. \
HE WOULD DO WEAT IS REQUIRED OF HIM IN THE GROUP.
- HE MIGT MAKE MISTAKES, BUT HE WOULD USUALLY OOME THROUGH.
mmommavmmd*nmmmsm‘
ASYOUSEE,PEISATYPICALLEADRV&DDDESANRVMJOBANDKEEPS
' QUT OF TROUBLE. HE IS NEITHER ABOVE NOR EELOW AVERAGE AT DOING A
LEADER'S JOB. THE NEXT ONE, TYPE 3 IS NOT QUITE UP TO THE MARK.
TYPE 3: A FAIR LEADER.

ITIS]ZOUBTE\LHEH\SABJ’IRED?HECPEABMTY‘IODJMJOB
RIGHT, UNLESS HE IS BACKED BY SOMEONE ELSE.

HE WOULD BUN A LESS-THAN-AVERAGE PLATOON.

1OSE SIGHT OF THE GROUP TASK.

TYPE 2: A FOOR LEADER. ‘
m-msmmmwwm IT TAKES TO BE A LEADER.

I'DRHIM ~

HE IS LIKELY TO FAIL IN A TIGHT SITUATION.

NOTICE THAT A TYPE 2 MAN IS WORSE THAN TYPE 3. TYPE 1 IS THE WORST OF

- ALL,

TYPE 1:. mmgrmacrm LEADER, ,:‘
tmvumvmmammvmmmﬂsmmm mRALz-:AD.éR's JOB.

HE WOULD PRCBABLYFAILINAPIM‘IAN)MER'IHEIEVESOF
HIS MEN.

Hmmnmmmammmm.
-ni/‘4 .

.

-n



MLKDK.AT'H-!EI‘DM(I‘ITIED I.EADERSHIPRAMCTNSSCME ‘ SJPPOBEYUJ

AREAWERC}DCEMWFORALEADERSHIPPOSITICN MDIS’I!-IEWAN
YUJWPIQ(ASH\VMMBDSTWIAL]NMM&W\PIQ(MS

MAN FROM YOUR LIST AND DR A LINE THROUH HIS NUMBER. [O THIS NOW. .
(Allow time). mmmms:mwm.pMMMmml
AND 2. mcoum“cmnimmm@m).oummemrrm\\
"MOST” Pmm&mmmmmmﬁcmmasmmm=m'

'POTENTIAL. [(Allow time). LEAVE COLUMN 2 (RATING) HLANK.

NOW, FROM THE LIST OF mmmcmm, N‘DIS'MEWXN YOU WOULD

G!DSEASIF\VDBMLEASTPM‘ENTIAL]NYOURSEXZPI(N? PICK HIM NOW,

| AND DRAW A LINE THROUGH HIS NOMBER. (Allow time). AT THE BOTTOM OF
COLMN 1 WHERE IT SAYS "LEAST", PRINT THE NUMBER OF THE MAN YOU 'FAVE
aiosmasmvnmmamwmm'm (Allow tine). N IOOK AT THE
mmmmmmsmm,smmmmxmmmmm
pmmmmmamnmmmsma IN COLUMN 1 WEERE IT
SAYS "NEXT MOST", WRITE HIS NUMBER. (Allow time). FROM THE REMAINING
cé&nxmﬁsammmmomsﬁéémmmm.mam
THROUGH HIS NUMBER AND WRITE IT IN COLUMN 1 WHERE IT SAYS "NEXT LEAST".

(Allow time).

FOR'IHEMIN[ER. KEEPG!COSM'IHE(‘ANDIDATESWYM'IHEPDSTAND'IHE

mmmmmmmvacmssmowmmmmmpm

THEMCNIOML WHEN YOU ARE FINISHED, ALL THE CANDIDATES WILL BE

IN ORDER OF LEADERSHIP ABILITY, WITH YOUR FIRST CHOICE AT THE TOP,

THEN YOUR. SECOND QHOICE, AND SO ON ALL THE WAY DOWN TO YOUR IAST GHOICE

)

AT THE BOTTOM.

Jss

- s g b

b b e v e



GO AHEAD AND FINISH SELECTING. RAISE A HAND IF YOU HAVE A QUESTION.

(Allow encugh ‘time for all to Finish). _NOA THAT YOUR HAVE RANKED THE
‘mmswmmmmmmsrmmmasmm;m~m
| GO EURTHER AND DECICE JUST HOW GOOD OR BAD A LEADER EACH OF THEM WOULD

BE.

‘memmmpmmmmummeaNDmﬂﬁmumvﬁmmas
HAVING THE MOST POTENTIAL. mcvmmszvmnmxvrmmmmvs
,wsrman.mmmommmmummswmmwma
. YOUR TOP CANDIDATE WILL BECOME. TEAT IS, FROM YOUR PRESENT KNOWLEDGE
OF HIM, mw'mmwmmummmm«éimm

. FUTURE. rrnoﬁsm*mmmasm-/. PICK WHATEVER DESCRIPTION BEST
Fnsmuampmgim mmmmmm:mmcxmmxmcwm
DESCRIPTIONS IS MOST CORRECT, CHOCSE THE HIGHER OF THE TWO. LOOK AT
mmmmmmmrmmsmmmpcmxm o
THIS NOW. (Allow time). NOW WRITE THE RATING OF HIS DESCRIPTION IN-

COLIMN 2 TO THE RIGIT OF HIS NRMEER. ' (Allow time).

hmcr mmmmmm.mmmmmmvmm‘
msrwmnmas:xmn 'FIND THE [ESCRIPTION WHICH TELLS WHAT
KIND OF LEADFR YOU THINK YOUR BOTTOM CANDIDATE WILL BECOME. CHOOSE
mmmmwmmm rrmmwrmvsmaizmil
BE SURE THAT HIS DESCRIPTION IS A LOWER ONE THAN YOU CHOSE FCR YOUR
mpm.mM-mmnmmmmmmmm

\mm mmmwmmxmmm&wmmnmmxs
mmmammm.mmmcmcrwm © LOOK OVER THE

mwzasm&mmommmmxmmmmmxmm

. ../

e+ o o b, o o

i — o
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@ AEAD. (Allow time). THAT NUMBER IS THE EOTTOM CANDIDATE'S RATING.
cdnmameoau&:zsmxmmsmm (Allcwtime) Wmli
mmmmcmsmmmmscmpnmﬂmmmamsmm
o&‘mnmmwm.am mwmmmwmnmmmnmmm
. COLIMN 2 BESIDE HIS NUMBER. mmmmmmw:mm
RATING. mvm,_mﬂnszsmpom,_mmmmvﬂamm

»

RATING THAN ANY MAN ABOVE HIM. REMEMEER THAN NO MAN CAN HAVE A HIGHER |,
NMBER RATING THAN ANY MAN ABOVE HIM. DO THE REMAINDER CF YOUR LIST
NOW. VHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, PLEASE STAY 1N YOUR SEATS UMTTL ALL
CANDIDATES HAVE COMPLETED THEIR us'rs (On camplétion collect all

b

rating forms).
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Appendix L

nadian Forces General Classification Test (GC3-

As it is an offence under the Official Secrets Act for unauthorized

persons to have access to this document only the cover and direction page
are prov:ded as an appendix to this paper. Should information be required, in
terms of content, construction or use of the Test, researchers: should
contact the addreSs shown on the cover page. For the sake of illustration
two typical questions formats are presented below

‘.

‘ Sample Questions

Which number comes next in the following sertes? 3, 7. 12, 18, 25,

33, . ..

I @19 (A (4) 42

1 2 3 4 5
Answer 4is correct for Question | ; therefore, onthe answer sheet
space 4 is blackened opposite Question number 1.

APPLE is to TREE as RASPBERRY isto
(1) Plant  (2) Cane  (3) Root (4) Leaf

1 2 3 4 5.

000

- Answer 2 ié correct for question 2; therefore space 2 is blackened

opposite question number 2,



CONFIDENTIAL - 01864
THIS IS AN OFFICIAL DOCUMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF '
C NATIONAL DEFENCE OF CANADA o
~ “It is an offence under the Official Secrets Act for unauthorized persons to retain possessian
of this booklet, or of parts of it, or to communicate its subject matter by any means to any
persons other than those who require to know it in connection with their duty or with action

undertaken at the request or with the approval of an Officer or Dfficial of the Department
of National Defence, authorized by the Department in that beh:j}"

CANADIAN FORCES
GENERAL CLASSIFICATION TEST

DO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET A
UNTIL YOU ARE TOLD |

Do not write your namne¢ or mark your answers in this

booklet, You will be given a separate answer sheet.

CANADIAN FORCES _
PERSONNEL APPLIED RESEARCH UNIT
TORONTO, ONTARIO

JUNE 1981



DIRECTIONS

This is a test of your general military aptitude. For each problem in the test there
are four possible answers. There is only one correct answer for each problem. Read each
quesuon carefully, and decide which one of the four answers is the correct one.

~
-

You are w/mark your answers on your answer sheet by blacking out the space
under the number which 1s the same as the answer you have choscn

DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS IN THIS TEST BOOKLET

Now look at the four practice questions on the next page.
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~

CONAME ‘ \ INT

SIN

. HIGHEST GRADE LEVEL COMPLETED AT SCHOOL
" PROVINCE IN WHICH YOU OBTAINED THE ABOVE GRADE
'YEARS COMPLETED AT COMMUNITY COLLEGE OR TRADE SCHOOL

" YEARS COMPLETED AT UNIVERS!TY

PART ONE

AGE DATE OF BIRTH e~

DATE OF ENROLMENT IN CF.

toa



PART TWO

The next set of questions requires that you answer them by carefully
reading the statemént on the left of the page and then circle the number in
the 1 to 7 scale on the right hand side of the page that-most fits your
attitude to the statement."

Strongly agree
Moderately agree

~ Agree
Unsure
Dicagree

" Moderately disagree
Strongly disagree

NN WN -

. ' | Strongly : Strongly
: ‘ : - Agree - - Disagree

1. 1| have little interest in
completing the JLC course. 1 23 4 5 & 7

2. | | have no intention of
completing a full career in-

the Canadian Forces. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. 1 will work very hard to

ensure success on the JLC .

course. : \ \ 1. 2 3 4 5 © 7

-4 ) feel enthusiastic about
- the training | am about to - L
undertake. . 1 2 3 4.5 6 7.

NS
N

o<

A



1 am only on the JLC course
because | cannot get myself
removed.

| believe that | am well
motivated towards the
JLC course.

¥
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LEADERSHIP INCIDENT REPORT

NAME .
EXERCISE . OBSERVER

W

CLASS SECTION -~

DATE . | CTIME
TASK . WEATHER
| I A

CRITICAL REQUIREMENTS [ 1 ]2 | 3 | 4

SCORE

m KS/ACCEPTS RESPONSIBILITY ;. Effective ( ). Ineffective ( ) -

S]e6] 7] 8] 9 [10_

1

.

(2)  PERFQRMS UNDER PRESSURE . Effective () Inerfective () |-

»

3

(3 1 RRECTLY APPLI S KNOWLEDGE : _ Ef_f‘ecti‘ve () Ineffective () |-

Nes

“-

W

{
(4 - ‘(N T

AT CISIVENESS - . Effective ( ) iIneffective ()

o
]
»

- -

(l_nitieled by Observer)




»

(%) SEEKS/ACCEPTS ADVICE, \ Effective { ) Ineffective ( )

(0) INSPIRES TEAM SPIRIT AND CO-OP. Effective ( ) |nef$ect}-\y)

t

K

(7) PLANNING, ___ Effecive ( ) ineffective ( )
(8) COMMUNICATION.  Effective { ) ineffective ( )
(9) SUPERVISION T Effective () Ineffective (
(10) DELEGATION . Effective { ) Ineffective ( )
. S

[ GENERAL REMARKS.

>




 ASSESSOR WORK SHEET
R IPT OF ORDERS .
Arrived OnTime ( ) . - Late (¥ \
Prepared ( ) Not Prepered” ( )
~ Took Notes. © Effectively ( ) lneffectively ( )
Understending of Task Yes ( ) No ()
“Asked Questions Co¥es () ()
_Answéred Questions Correctly  Yes () No ()
TIME APPRECIATION |
The Leader's Orders/Briefingended 8t . hrs
MH-Hoursetfor . hrs

~Is the Time Appreciation Tor this task: Reahst:c( yunr eahst}c ¢ )

_ WARNING URDER
Gene } Qutline

- Wes {he necessary mformahon possed on Yes ( ) No -( )
was the following mentioned: 0

Who is participating - ves () No. (

)

. Where to RV for Orders o ves-{ ) No ( )
~ What time Orders sre ‘Yes ( ) No ( )
was Concurrent Activity assigned . Yes® ) No ()

Presentation of wWarning Order  Effective { ) Ineffective ( )

RECONNAISSACE

Type of Recce: : Map ( ) Ground ( ) Other { )
The Recce for. tms task wBes: Effeétive () lneﬂectiv‘e ()

PREPARAT!DN AND PLANNING Effectwe () lneffectwe ( )
why: ‘

Generel Comments on thevTagk to this Dm"nt:\,




ORDERS
lssuedal . . hrs ; e .
Staging of Orders: ‘ Effective { ) Ineffective ( )

Begen with the word "ORDERS’ Yes ( ) No ( )
SITUATION ,  Effective () Ineffective { )
MISSION 7 Effective { ) ineffective ( )
EXECUTIQN. | '
GENERAL OUTLINE: ‘ Effective- () Ineffective ( ).

GROUPING AND TASKING: ~ Effective ¢ ) Ineffective ( )
 CO-ORDINATING INSTRUCTIONS
o o » Effective
SERVICE SUPPORT: " Effective
COMMAND AND SIGNALS.  Effective { ) Ineffective ( )
‘ PR‘ggENTATIQN OF ORDERS. Effective () ineffective { )

Ineffective { )
Ineffective { )

P~
e s

EXECUTION OF TASK.
Task commenceat —______ hrs -

r

Task end at ________“ : hrs




MAIN CRITIQUE POINTS




