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PERCEPTUAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN MULTI-RATER FEEDBACK SOURCES
IN THEFEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

David Sandt Corderman

(ABSTRACT)

The use of multi-rater feedback as away to analyze perceptions within the context
of job performance and |leadership in the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) was examined.
Researchinthisdomainisnotable asthistype of evaluationisnow being donewith regularity
in the private sector and is starting to be utilized more extensively in the public sector, but
isstill being used to alimited extent in law enforcement. The path of thisresearch examined
differences between self-assessments and assessments of others (peers and subordinates) in
dimensions of |eadership as measured by the same multi-rater instrument at two pointsin
time. Thisresearch effort made use of amulti-rater survey instrument called the“ L eadership
Commitments and Credibility Inventory System (LCCIS),” designed by Keilty, Goldsmith,
and Company, which is used in multiple industries and was expanded to capture
characteristics considered important to FBI leaders.

Resultsshowed high ratingson afive point Likert scale asindicated by mean averages
of self and others. Additionally, Z scores, t testsand ANCOVA indicated that FBI supervisors
did not overestimate their leadership, as indicated by (1) an overall leadership measure at
time two compared to time one, (2) agreater perceptual agreement between others and self
existing on second multi-rater assessments than on the initial assessments, and (3) any
statistical differences of means in all measured categories at time two versus time one.
Various subcategories of the assessment showed a mixture of non-statistically significant
results and that subordinates and peers perceived leaders differently. Further, analysis of
two unigue dimensions of the LCCIS, “Manage Diversity” and “Build Public Trust” showed
exceptionally high results.

Theimplications of the present research are that leadership in the FBI, as measured
by different dimensions, is strong. Yet, there is no evidence that leaders or othersin this
organization change their perceptions over time. These findings may point to the need for
multi-rater instruments to be used in concert with persona development plans in order to
improve the perception of leadership.



Acknowledgements

| wish to thank a number of people for their support during my formal educational
process. First, and most importantly, ismy lovely wife, Louise. She has stood by me for
more than 23 years, sustaining me in a multitude of ways including my academic pursuits
which have consumed my attention for half of our marriage. Next, | want to thank my
two children for their love and support.

I would aso like to thank Dr. John Campbell, Dr. Lois Knowles, Dr. Marcie
Boucouvalas, and Michael Ferrence, Jr. who originaly had the foresight to see the value
of the Adult Learning and Human Resource Development Program at Virginia Tech, and
initiated the program of which | was a part. Jeffrey Higginbotham also deserves credit
for supporting this effort. This program, and the three (and counting) that followed it,
produced a significantly more sophisticated teaching corps at the FBI and DEA
Academies. Thank you each for all you did to make these programs possible.

Further, | want to thank Dr. John Greene for all his assistance and guidance, and
the members of my cohort and working groups who have sustained me during this
process. All of you have nurtured and supported me throughout this effort, and | could
not have done it without you. Additionally, special recognition must also go to Dr.
Milton Goldsamt and Dr. Larry “Nick” Nicholson for pulling me to the finish line.

Finally, | wish to express my gratitude to the members of my committee. You
allowed me to pursue an intellectual challenge, one that | enjoyed immensely. Special
thanks must be given to committee members' Dr. John Jarvis and Dr. Albert Wiswell,
both of whom met with me on several occasions, steering me through the tumultuous

process of the dissertation challenge.



Table of Contents

(@4 gT= 0] (= O SRR 1
gL 0o (8 Tox 1 o o OSSPSR 1
(@< V= SRR 1
Conflicting Opinions on the Use of Multi-rater Feedback ..........c.cccevveveruennee. 2
360-Degree Feedback and DevelOpmeNt...........cccoveveeeeneeniescie e 3
Multi-rater Instrument Used for thiSStudy .........ccccoveeeveeieccesececee e 4
The Federal Bureau of INVEStIGation ...........cooeeeinienieniienee e 4
Adult Learning and Human Resource Development...........coccoveeveneenieenienene 6
LEAAEISNIP ..o 6
TREISSUES ...t bbbttt 7
RESEAICH QUESLIONS ......ooveeieieciie ettt ee e e s areereesnneens 8
DEfiNItioN OF TEIMS ... e 9
Outline of the Remainder of the Study ...........cccccoieeiiniiiinieee e 10
(@4 7= o] = 1110 TSP 11
REVIEW Of the LITEIEIUIE ...ttt e 11
OVEIVIBIW .ottt bbb bbbttt et et saenbenreas 11
01000 = 1 (o o USSP 11
S (0= o 1 o o TR 12
Self-Perception Versus Person Perception ...........coceevvveeneeinneenenenns 13
Other Biases and Problemsin the Perception Process...........ccccveeue. 14
Perception Change TNEOKIES ........cccvveereeie e 15
Multi-rater FeedDacK ............ccooiiiiie 16
Process and PUIPOSE .......cceevueeierieeie e sieeie e seesee e e e eee e 17
Differences from Traditional Feedback Process...........ccocvevvieeiinnnenne 18
Reasons Organizations Use Multi-rater Feedback ............ccccoveeneenen. 18
Varying Uses of Multi-rater Feedback ...........cccceveieiiininienieneee, 19
Multi-rater Feedback from Direct Reports, Peers and Self-Reports. ...21
Goal Setting and Multi-rater Feedback ..........cccoeveeivienicce e 21
Multi-rater Feedback and Law Enforcement ..........c.ceeeeevvnenenenienne. 22
LEAAEISNIP ..o e 23
Importance of Leadership ..o 24
Leadershipasa Performing Art ..o 24
DevelOpiNg LEAUENS........coieeeeeeecieee et 24
LeaderSasLearners ... s 25
Leadership and Reflection...........ccoovvevecce e 26
Leadership and Feedback ... 27
Perceptual Agreement Between Multi-rater Feedback Sources...........cccoeeuee. 27
Agreement Between Self-assessment and Others' Assessments............. 28
Effect of Feedback on Self-Rating Perception Versus Others’
ASSESSIMENTS ...t e e 29
SUMIMIBIY ..ttt ettt sttt e e s e e san e s s s e e sss e e s abseeebseesneeesneeesnneeenn 29



(@ T o = I ] = T 31

Methodology and PrOCEAUIES ...........ceiierieeeerieiecee st esie e steete e sreenae e e eaesseesseensens 31
1o (8o 1 o o 31
(@< V= Y S 31
O] 1 (= S OSSPSR OTSPOPRR 31
S ] o S 33
e Lo 7= S 37
RELEIS e aa e 37
INSITUMENT ...t sab e ane e e ern e e sneeas 38
0101 o 0= 41
Research Design and ANAIYSIS ....cc.eeveieeieeie e 42
@0 0x 11T o S 44
(@ 7= o = g 0T | R 46
eSS o T o ] o OSSR 46
110 (8 o1 o o 46
PUINDOSE. ... ettt e b e e 46
INSETUMENT SUMIMEIY ..ottt nn e sneeas 47
Dz = U 7= S T 47
L Y] 07015 49
[ Y] 07011 - 49
[ Y] 07011 -5 52
[ Y] 070111 1 68
[ Y] 07011 =S 79
[ Y] 070111 1 90
@0 0k 11T o S 95
(@ 7= o = g o = T 96
Summary and IMPlICALIONS ........cccvevieeeriee e e nee e 96
10 [ o1 o o 96
(@< V= S 96
D1 o155 o o S 97
Research QUESLION L ........ooiuiecieeciee et 99
Research QUESLION 2 ........oouieceeeeiee et 102
Research QUESLION 3........ooiuie e e 104
Research QUESLION 4 & 5.....ooeeeeee e 106
Research QUESLION B ........ccoueeieieiee e 108
[F 7o) o= 1 o] 110
T 1 = 1 113
Recommendations for Further Research ...........cocceeveveicevecce e 115
Recommendations fOr PraCtiCe .........cccvveereeee v 118
@0 ok 115 T o S 120
L= £ 10 =SOSR 121



Tables

Table 1

Research Questions and Corresponding HYPOthESES .........ccvevviiirenienieneee e 47
Table 2

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 1 (Overall Measurement) ..........cccceeveeveeievieenieenns 51
Table 3

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 1 (Overall Measurement) .........coceveeveneenenieeseese s seeseesens 52
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics:. Hypothesis 2a (Steps to Empowerment) .........ccccevveveecieieennne 53
Table 5

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2a (Steps to EMpowerment) ........ccoceveeeneennneenesien e 54
Table 6

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2b (Credibility) ......cccoovevvecevieeieceseereee e, 55
Table 7

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2b (Credibility) ... 55
Table 8

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2¢ (Challenge and Support the Organization) ........ 56
Table9

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2c (Challenge and Support the Organization) ............c.cceeeenee. 57
Table 10

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2d (Build TEAMS) .......ccoovevvieeieniiniereeie e 57
Table 11

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2e Hypothesis 2d (Build TEAMS) .......ccceceveerviieeveeiecieseenne 58
Table 12

Descriptive Statistics. Hypothesis 2e (Develop Individuals) .........ccecevvevveceieeiiennnns 59
Table 13

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2e (Devel op INdiVIdUuals) .......ccccoieeeiiiinieniereee e 59
Table 14

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2f (Quality and Task) .......ccccvvvevereesieeneeieseeseeeens 60
Table 15

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2f (Quality and Task) ........cceocereererrerin e 61

Vi



Table 16

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2g (Customer/Client) ........ccooeveevenieneenesceenenins 61
Table 17
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2g (Customer/CHIENt) .........ccooeerereereriisieseeie e seee e 62
Table 18
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2h (ViSION) .......cooeeiiiiienieereeeseesee e 62
Table 19
ANCOVA: HypothesSIS 2N (VISION) ...coveiiiieiieeie et 63
Table 20
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2i (Foster CreatiVity) ......ooovvererrenieseeneseeseeens 64
Table 21
ANCOVA: HypothesiS 2i (FOSter CreatiVity) .....cooereeereerene e see e 64
Table 22
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2j (Manage DIVErSItY) .....cccoveevereeneenenin e 65
Table 23
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2] (Manage DIVEISItY) ......ccovererieenienie e 66
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2k (Build Public Trust) .........ccooevveveiinieiieienns 67
Table 25
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2k (Build PUDITIC TIUSE) ......coveeiiiiienieeeneeee e 67
Table 26
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3a (Steps to Empowerment) .........ccocceveevencnneeenns 69
Table 27
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3b (Credibility) ..o 70
Table 28
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3c (Challenge and Support the Organization) ........ 71
Table 29
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3d (Build TEAMS) .......ccovveverieerieniineeneeie e 72
Table 30
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3e (Develop Individuals) .........ccoceveeieeinicenenenns 73

vii



Table 31

Descriptive Statistics. Hypothesis 3f (Quality and Task) ........cccocvevveeviieciie e 74
Table 32
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3g (Customer/Client) ........ccoceveevenieneenesieenenins 74
Table 33
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 3g (Customer/ClHIENt) ........coverrereereriesieseeie e 75
Table 34
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3h (ViSION) .......eoveeiiieninie e 76
Table 35
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3i (Foster CreatiVity) ......oooveeereenenieeneeseseeseeins 76
Table 36
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3] (Manage DIVErSItY) ......cccoveevereeneeneniee e 77
Table 37
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3k (Build Public Trust) ........ccccoeveeviiiieiiiecieecies 78
Table 38
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 3 (Overall Measurement) .........ccoceveeveneeneniinseese e e seesens 79
Table 39
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4a (Steps to Empowerment) .........ccocceveevevceneeenns 81
Table 40
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4b (Credibility) .....ccoooeeveeiieieneseeeee e 82
Table 41
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4¢ (Challenge and Support the Organization) ........ 82
Table 42
Descriptive Statistics. Hypothesis4d (Build TeamS) .......cccvevveeieiiiicieccie e, 83
Table 43
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4e (Develop Individuals) .........ccoceveeieeieiceienenns 84
Table 44
Descriptive Statistics. Hypothesis 4f (Quality and Task) ........cccevvevveeviieciie e, 84
Table 45
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4g (Customer/Clent) ........ccoooeveevenieneeiesieenenins 85

viii



Table 46

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4h (ViSION) .......cooeeiiieneiie e 86
Table 47

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4i (Foster CreatiVity) .....coveovveereeieeieseenesee e 87
Table 48

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4] (Manage DIVErSItY) .....occoveevereeneeneniee e 88
Table 49

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4k (Build Public Trust) ........cccoovveeveervececiecieens 89
Table 50

ANCOVA: Hypothesis4 (Overall Measurement) .........cocceveeveveenenieeneenesiesseeseeseens 90
Table 51

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 5 (Overall Measurement) ..........ccccevveevveceveerieenns 92
Table 52

ANCOVA: Hypothesis5 (Overall Measurement) .........cccceveeveneeneniieseese s e seesens 93
Table 53

NUMEXC DIfferenCesS iN IMEANS.......cceiiiiiieriesie et 9
Appendices

Appendix A

L eadership and Commitments and Credibility Inventory Self Form ...........cceevienes 130
Appendix B

L eadership and Commitments and Credibility Inventory Other Form..........cccccceeuenee. 141
Appendix C

Validity and Reliability Analysis— University of CoOnnectiCut ...........ccceevveeneriennnnnne 154
Appendix D

L eadership and Management Science Unit Letter to Course Attendee............cceeueeeee. 174
Appendix E

Technical Appendix: Reliability Analyses- TIMEONE ........coceveeieneineeieseesee e 178
Appendix F

ANCOVA ReSUItSHYPOINESIS 3 .......coiiceceeceee e 180
Appendix G

ANCOVA ReSUItSHYPOINESIS 4 ...t 186



Appendix H
ANCOVA ReSUItSHYPOINESISS .......cooieeiceeseee e



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Overview

Asthe 20" Century ended, the use of systems instruments procedures became
popular tools for the improvement of leadership practice in organizations. A subset of
these systems instruments is multi-rater feedback, known also as 360-degree or multi-
source feedback (Warech, Smither, Reilly, Millsap, & Reilly, 1998). These systems are
generally designed for the improvement of organizational effectiveness and involve
various components. Specifically, the multi-rater feedback process involves systematic
assessment from subordinates, peers, supervisors, and customers, all done to solicit
perceptions about an individual’s practices. This approach assumes that performance
varies across contexts, and that leaders will act differently with dissimilar constituencies.
By receiving feedback from more than one layer within a bureaucracy, each with whom
the individual being rated regularly interacts, the executive's overall understanding of
how they affect others will be enhanced.

The positive aspect of multi-rater feedback is that it directly acknowledges
differences in viewpoints from various opportunities of observing aleader’s behavior
(Day, 2000). Typically, the information is used for developmental purposes, although it
has been tied to performance evaluation (though not as used for this study), and can be a
powerful tool for leadership improvement. It has become awidely accepted piece of
human resource devel opment programs, and is assumed to have value in the work
environment context.

According to Dalton (1998) “it is difficult to find a Fortune 1000 company in the
United States that has not tried a 360-degree assessment somewhere in the organization
at least once” (p. 59). Additionally, Atwater and Waldman (1998) estimate 90 percent of
Fortune 1000 firms use some form of multi-source feedback. Aswe move into the 21
Century it appears asiif this technique will become a more widely accepted mechanism
for the development of leaders.

As the popularity of thistype of assessment has become more extensively

acknowledged, it has carried over to the public sector. Additionally, as taxpayer funded
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organizations move forward, they like their private sector counterparts, are likely to
constantly seek opportunities for improved performance. Multi-source evaluation of
their leadersis believed to be one of these methods.

As Loehr (1997) describes in a discussion about feedback and corporate
executives, “you’' ve got to open up the hood and take an honest ook at what's really
underneath it. No hiding. No denying” (p. 36). He continues, “opening up to personal
truth can be both scary and painful, but the payoff in growth can be tremendous’ (p. 36).

And why shouldn’t it be? If our corporate and public sector leaders take an
honest and critical ook at themselves on a consistent and on-going basis, not only will
their leadership practice improve, but those who model themselves after the leader will
also see growth in their leadership abilities. Moreover, respondents who fill out a multi-
rater evaluation of their leaders receive areinforcing message of the importance of the
items, which are part of the assessment. That isto say, many hundreds of individuals
within an organization will complete the multi-rater assessment for the recipients of the
feedback, and in that way be reinforced on what is the value message for the
organization. “Thus, it contributes to individual, group, and organizational
development...and sensitizes employees to the organization’s expectations’ (London &
Tornow, 1998, p. 4).

Conflicting Opinions on the Use of Multi-rater Feedback

There are conflicting views about the best use of multi-rater feedback (Bracken,
Dalton, Jako, McCauley, & Pollman, 1997). The debate surrounds the confidentiality of
the information and exactly how that information might be used. According to Dalton
(1998), “using 360-degree feedback for appraisal has two implications for the process:
(a) the immediate boss will see the results; they will not be confidential, and (b) the
individual will be rewarded or punished (salary increases, promotions, and so on) based
on the results’ (p.69). However, Bracken et al. (1997) argue that providing feedback
without using other aspects of an organization’s operational and administrative process
denies the assessed individual the full benefits of the feedback procedure.

While this debate is ongoing, there continues to be alack of complete insight into

all the subtle nuances of the use and effects of multi-rater feedback, and it has become a
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research domain ripe for study. “Unfortunately, what we know about the integration of
the large amount of data generated by 360-degree feedback islimited” (Brutus, Fleenor,
& London, 1998, p.27).

The present research provides some insight into the nuances of multi-rater
feedback by examining the area of perceptual agreement among multi-rater feedback
sources. It addsto the literature by offering insight into the use of multi-rater assessment
as part of a case study in a public sector law enforcement organization — the Federa
Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

360-Degree Feedback and Devel opment

London et al. (1998) suggest that improvement in the leadership domain can be
accomplished through the use of the 360-degree feedback process. Edwards and Ewen
(1996) indicate that individuals and organizations using multi-rater feedback can gain a
better understanding of their organizational strengths and weaknesses, assess the quality
of their leadership as compared to norms, and forecast their training needs. According to
Goldsmith (1996, unpaginated), “ senior management teams at some of the world’s
leading companies — American Express, Avon, GE, Netscape, Nortel, Texaco — use 360-
degree feedback as part of an overall process to help align corporate values and
individual behavior.”

According to work done by Hazucha, Hezlett, and Schneider (1993), multi-rater
feedback can improve skill and development efforts. They found effectiveness was
improved two years after the provision of multi-rater feedback.

Three hundred sixty-degree feedback can also be used to initiate devel opmental
plans for improved performance. According to Nelson (1993), individuals are driven by
a self-regulation process, which isroutinely tied to agoal or benchmark. When
individuals see that their performance does not match the standard of behavior that they
originally attributed to themselves (as measured by the feedback), they adjust their
behavior accordingly. Unfortunately, little is known about how managers receiving
multi-rater feedback set goals to change their behavior (Brutus et al., 1998).

While the present research did not address goal-setting in conjunction with multi-
source assessment (as this is another area suitable for further examination), it did focus

3



on perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources. Specificaly, it examined
the agreement between perceptions of self and others in dimensions measured by the
survey instrument used for this study. Additionally, it separated “others’ into peers and
subordinates, and examined differences among these assessments and self-assessments.
By doing this, this research helped clarify the importance of subordinate and peer ratings
in multi-rater assessments. This was done through the examination of hypotheses that
sought to determine how perceptual agreement might change over time. To do so, a
system designed to measure |eadership dimensions considered important in law

enforcement, particularly the FBI, was used.

Multi-rater Instrument Used for this Study

The process used to gather data for this study consisted of a multi-rater systemin
useinthe FBI. Thissystem iscomposed of two data collection instruments, called the
“Leadership Commitments and Credibility Inventory System” (LCCIS). The primary
instruments of this system are completed by subordinates (direct reports) of those being
evaluated, peers, and by the individuals (self-reports) who are the focus of the feedback
themselves. These instruments were created by Keilty, Goldsmith, and Company and the
FBI and are attached as Appendices A and B. These instruments, their attendant
characteristics, and their prior validity and reliability are discussed in Chapter 3.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation

The FBI has focused on leadership since the organization was founded in 1908.
From its beginning, the FBI has constantly refined its leadership strategy in the law
enforcement arena. When J. Edgar Hoover became its director, he was determined to
establish the FBI as the preeminent law enforcement agency in the United States. Over
time, and as aresult of many successes, the FBI grew into itsrole as the leading law
enforcement agency in the world (Deloach, 1995). Today, the FBI continues to enjoy a
worldwide reputation for leadership excellence in law enforcement.

While the FBI enjoys an enduring reputation, opportunities for improvement are
evidenced by such occurrences as the widely publicized problems associated with the

Ruby Ridge Incident, the siege at Waco, Texas, and arrests of FBI agents accused of
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espionage. These episodes, as well as others for which the FBI has been criticized, all
tend to suggest that leadership, or lack thereof, was a central factor of the final outcome.
And whileit is easy to focus on the negatives (for they receive media attention and
capture the imagination of the American public), the FBI also routinely handles high
profile cases that are executed flawlessly. Thisisduein no small part to the quality of
leadership demonstrated within the organization.

Today the FBI isinvolved in a number of leadership initiatives, including training
and development programs. The FBI Academy, located on the Marine Corps Base in
Quantico, Virginiais on the cutting edge of these issues in the law enforcement
profession. One such curriculum isthe FBI’s National Academy program where midlevel
and executive police officers from agencies all over the world are invited on aregular
and ongoing basis for training. National Academy participants reside at the FBI
Academy for 10 or 11 weeks and receive instruction ranging from forensic science to
leadership and management.

Many other training programs for law enforcement personnel occur at the FBI
Academy, including training for future leaders of the FBI. Two of these programs are the
Executive Development Institute (EDI) | for first-line supervisors and the EDI Il for mid-
level leaders. In both of these programs, management issues are introduced and
professionals considered to be the best in their fields are invited to facilitate discussions
regarding leadership. Additionally, as part of an effort to raise the level of leadership
skill sets at the FBI, in 2001 the administration of the multi-source feedback instrument
was approved for use in each of these programs.

Training for the FBI's administrators is seen as extremely important asit is the
FBI's belief its executives should model the behavior it wishes other law enforcement
agencies to adopt as their standard. In fact, part of the FBI’s mission statement
articulates its responsibility to provide assistance and leadership to local law
enforcement. The statement reads, “ The Mission of the FBI isto uphold the law through
the investigation of violations of federal criminal law; to protect the United States from
foreign intelligence and terrorist activities; to provide leadership and law enforcement
assistance to federal, state, local, and international agencies; and to perform these

responsibilities in a manner that is responsive to the needs of the public and is faithful to
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the Constitution of the United States’ (Federal Bureau of Investigation, n.d.). Clearly,
modeling leadership and providing training for personal and professional development in

the leadership domain is a matter the FBI takes very serioudly.

Adult Learning and Human Resource Devel opment

The concept of providing training for adults focusing on personal and
professional development is a cornerstone of adult learning and human resource
development (ALHRD). ALHRD incorporates research that focuses on social change
through the use of |eadership development and group dynamics. Additionally, ALHRD
focuses on persona growth and organizational development (Stubblefield & Keane,
1994). Asan extension of this process, many companies have adopted leadership
development programs for their executives. The FBI’s leadership training has been
designed in this vein, specifically, for leadership improvement and skill enhancement.

The present research focused on a unique part of the executive growth and
enhancement process, and sought to examine aspects of leadership and development in
the FBI through using a multi-source feedback system. This point is significant because
of its particular focus on leadership in the executive ranks of law enforcement.
Specifically, the study examined perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback
sources of FBI executives at two pointsin time. Only two time points were used because

this study was constrained by afinite research period.

Leadership

A variety of researchers have examined successful leaders and organizations to
determine what constitutes success (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1993;
Peters & Waterman, 1982). Furthermore, many studies have been published to support
trait theories of leadership (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Infact, in the United States trait
theories of leadership were the conventional wisdom until the 1940s, when a strong
belief arose that |eaders were born and not made. This approach highlighted the
attributes of individuals “ such as personality, motives, values, and skills” (Yukl, 2002).

During the latter half of the 20" Century a change occurred and ideas about

leadership and management were narrowed to leadership development and the growth of
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the individual executive. As the 1990s approached, the focus shifted to the full
development of the organizational leader. Aspiring leaders were required to inspire and
communicate a shared vision, demonstrate empathy, improve leadership and
management skills, model the way, and have knowledge of oneself (Bennis & Nanus,
1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Nadler & Tushman, 1990).

Regarding the responsibilities of leadership in the 1990s, Spencer & Spencer
(1993) suggested that distinguished superior leaders recognize their own limitations by
unambiguously affirming them and work on triumphing over them. Schein (1992)
offered that |eaders need to have a high level of objectivity about themselves and their
organizations, which requires them to see and understand their growth areas. This
includes recognizing and managing their anxieties and defensiveness. Staub (1996)
boldly stated “we need the courage to challenge the old assumptions and to ask tough
guestions about our ways of interacting, thinking, and living. Then we need the courage
to take in new data and act on it” (p. xvii).

These authors express daunting challenges for leadership in both the private and
public sectors, and the difficulties will be no less significant in the future. Therefore, itis
imperative that present-day |eaders maximize opportunities to learn about both their
strengths and growth areas. Through the use of multi-source feedback, individuals
should be able to see themselves through the perceptions of others and use these insights

to improve the way they lead in their organizations.

The Issues

Do supervisors in awork environment change their perception of their leadership
ability after having the opportunity to examine how others see them in thisrole? Over
time, and after reflection on their own and others' perceptions, do these individuals
change the way they see their leadership skills? Does multi-rater feedback on
supervisors' leadership dimensions help supervisors see themselves the way their
subordinates and peers do in a public sector setting? Isthis effect particularly salient in a
law enforcement one? |s multi-rater feedback effective, and is convergence of
perceptions between self-perceptions and others' perceptions desirable?
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This study considered the ideas expressed in these questions. Specifically,
elements surrounding these questions were examined as a case study in a public sector
law enforcement setting, the FBI.

Research in thisdomain is notable in that the use of multi-source feedback is now
being done with regularity in the private sector, but is still being used in an even more
limited way in the public sector, particularly law enforcement. The present research
therefore adds to the literature. It focuses on using multi-rater feedback as a basis for
examining how perceptual agreement may change over time.

Furthermore, the present study made the effort to identify whether or not leaders
in the FBI have greater perceptual agreement between others’ assessments and their own
assessments on subsequent evaluations. It examined differences in self-assessments
versus others, measured by the same instrument at two pointsintime. It also
hypothesized that these assessments at time two would be in greater agreement than at
time one. Underlying this was that after theinitial feedback, |eaders should have a more
accurate perception of their impact on others, and on second assessments self and others
ratings should converge even more.

According to Hazuchaet al. (1993), individuals who have been assessed by 360-
degree feedback on more than one occasion increased their leadership skill level on
second assessments. This research partially tested Hazucha's et al. (1993) contention. It
assessed whether or not individual s who were evaluated with a similar mechanism on
more than one occasion increased their leadership on second assessments. It did so by
subdividing categories into |eadership sub-scales and determining if differences that were
found between self-perception and others at time one converged at time two. To add
further depth, this study aso examined whether there were differences in agreement

between peer and subordinate ratings at time one and time two.

Research Questions

This study examined the following questions. Datafor this research were
collected from individuals who participated in two multi-rater assessments at two
different pointsin time. The time span between evaluations varied but was generally
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1. Isthere agreater perceptual agreement between others (peers and
subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

2. What are the dimensions (sub-categories of the LCCIS) of any differences
found?

3. Arethere differences in agreement between peer and self-ratings and
subordinate and self-ratings at time two and time one?

4. What are the dimensions of any differences found in peer and self-ratings?

5. What are the dimensions of any differences found in subordinate and self
ratings?

6. Arethere differencesin agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at

time one and time two?

Definition of Terms

The term “multi-rater feedback” is defined for the purpose of this research, as:

Multi-rater feedback — Multi-rater feedback concerns receiving information about
one's leadership abilities from a variety of different sources, including subordinates and
peers, in the form of written documentation. Multi-rater feedback as a concept can be
further broken down into the terms “270-degree feedback” and “ 360-degree feedback.”
270-degree feedback is multi-rater feedback from the assessed individual, subordinates,
and peers, and is the system in use by the FBI. 360-degree feedback is the process of
receiving information about oneself from self, subordinates, and peers. It adds the layer
and perspective of the individual’s supervisor. For purposes of this research, multi-rater
feedback and 360-degree feedback will be used interchangeably.

The term “subordinate” is defined for the purpose of this research, as:

Subordinate — Someone who works for and in no case is higher in grade level or
position than the assessed individual.

The term “peer” is defined for the purpose of this research, as:

Peer — Someone who is reasonably close or equal to the assessed individual in
both grade level and or position.

The term “self-report” is defined for the purpose of this research, as:
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Salf-report — Someone who isamid level executive in the organization who has
supervisory responsibilities over people and programs. Thereislittle or no differencein
variation among those who were assessed in this study in terms of both grade level and

position.

Outline of the Remainder of the Study

Chapter 2 relates and reviews literature surrounding the research areas:
perception, multi-rater feedback, and leadership. Additionally, it examines the area of
perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources.

Chapter 3 describes the context, setting, participants, raters, instrument, and
research procedure. It concludes with the data analysis plan.

Chapter 4 analyzes the data that address the research questions. It focuses on the
phenomena of interest, including the findings.

Chapter 5 provides the discussion, summary and implications of this research.
Finally, it describes the limitations of this research, and concludes with recommendations

for further study and practice.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of Literature

Overview

The present study sought to identify whether or not there was perceptual
agreement in multi-rater feedback sourcesin the FBI, asindicated by dimensions of
leadership measured at two pointsin time. Therefore, areview of the literature related to
perception lends perspective to this study. Additionally, aliterature review of multi-rater
feedback provides insight into the specific focus of the research, and areview of that
written about leadership provides further depth. Finally, to offer particular focus to the
contribution of this research, areview of the literature related to perceptual agreement

between multi-rater feedback sourcesis provided.

Foundation

Multi-rater feedback hasits roots in behavioral science research, social
psychology, differential psychology, and individual and organizational development.
Writing in 1993, Dunnette stated, “the 360-degree feedback movement draws from and
depends upon an exceptionally wide range of topics that have been represented for years
in our behavioral science journals — such topics as person perception, impression
formation, individuals conceptions of self, impression management, and behavioral
change” (p. 374). Yammarino and Atwater (1993) reviewed these areas offering that in
the literature there seems to be an ongoing and never-ending effort designed to
understand self-perception, person perception, and behavioral change efforts.

Because this research is examining perceptual agreement asit relates to
examining oneself and others, it isimportant to explore what the literature suggests are
some of the significant aspects of the perceptual process in the domain of human
interaction and social intercourse. Therefore, this literature search begins with the

concept of perception.
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Perception

“The process of perceiving other peopleisrarely trandated (to ourselves or
others) into cold, objective terms...More often, we try to get inside the other person to
pinpoint his or her attitudes, emotions, motivations, abilities, ideas, perceptions, and
traits” (Knapp, 1978, p. 88). Knapp elaborates that each of us are a product of our
cultural, educational, and personal backgrounds, and that our perceptions are influenced
by all of these conditioning experiences. Additionaly, he suggests that we choose to see
certain things about others, and what we see is often dependent upon how we process this
information.

Asearly asthe 1940s, Asch (1946) suggested we form opinions of others based
on an overall perception. Once thisis done we slant assessments of individual traitsto
the perception we have taken as awhole of the individual. Specifically, if we see another
person as offensive, anything associated with this person’s particular idiosyncrasies will
also be perceived as negative.

First impressions play arolein our perceptions of others. Our visual cues cause
us to draw immediate direct inferences, which we will often then try to validate over
time. Knapp (1978) explains that first impressions are used to reduce uncertainties and
to avoid having to admit mistakes when judging others. Histheory suggests that we
avoid changing our opinion even in the face of contradictory information, in order to
cling to an original view. While assessments can change over time, initial perceptions
can be very powerful and are often lasting. This has also been called primacy effects.

Perception determines the quality and quantity of our exchange of ideas (Laborde,
1997). She suggests that we perceive the world with our senses and code the information
on amap in our brain, which then determines our behaviors. Our behavior includes how
we describe and interact with others. Furthermore, she suggests that most of our
perceptions are unconscious and that our memories are selected pictures, sounds, and
feelings, which we have condensed to fit our belief system. She also suggests that this
process works in reverse and that, instead, our belief system helps us select the pictures,

sounds, and feelings we hold onto. Thisincludes how we see others and ourselves.
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Self-Perception Versus Person Perception

In the 1990s Yammarino and Atwater (1993) indicated there was an ongoing
effort designed to understand self-perception and person perception in the literature.
Both person perception and self-perception include insight, awareness, acuity,
discernment, observation, and sensitivity, which are all aspects of the multi-rater
feedback evaluation process. Self-perception can be described as a subset of person
perception. Both person perception and self-perception are discussed below.

According to Schneider, Hastorf, and Ellsworth (1979), when an individual makes
a perception about another person they make their judgment based on the person, the
behavior, and the context. This processis known as person perception. Person
perception is very complex, but usually begins when we observe or hear another person
doing something. It includes the process of first impressions, judgment making, and
assessing. Thefina stage of the person perception process usually involves making a
prediction about the future behavior of the individual.

Self-perception has many overlapping characteristics with perceptions of others.
In research conducted by Locke (2002), he concludes that despite common beliefs,
individuals think the same about themselves and othersin terms of complexity. He
suggests this is important because this finding may influence social cognitive theory and
research, and “differences in the complexity of how people conceptualize the self versus
others might predict differencesin how people respond to and evaluate the self versus
others’ (Locke, 2002, p. 1094). Further, according to Schneider et a. (1979), insights
about self and others naturally reinforce one another.

However, Jones and Nisbett (1972) found that the differences between self-
perception and others' perceptions tend to be that individuals attribute their behavior to
Situational circumstances, while observers tend to see others’ behaviorsin terms of
internal dispositional explanations. A common assumption is that individuals have
greater episodic knowledge of the self than others (Locke, 2002). This aspect of
perception has relevance in the present study, as it was hypothesized that individuals
would rate themselves more highly than their peers and subordinates on their initial
multi-rater assessments. Supervisors may see their reasons for doing things as
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situational, whereas others may see them as permanent aspects of their personality and
character, including their leadership credibility.

To add further depth to the concepts of episodic and situational assessments of
self, Markus and Wurf (1987) suggest that when an individual is thinking about and
describing him or herself they do so with knowledge they have in their short-term
memory. They use attributes they have in their working self-memory to describe
themselves. However, that type of memory holds only avery restricted amount of
information. This may also be true when individuals assess others. These aspects of the
person perception process have implications for the present research, although they are
not being measured. Thisis another fertile areafor study.

Another aspect of person perception and self-perception that has potential
relevance for the present study, is the research done by Brown (1986) who suggests that
individuals tend to describe themselves more positively and less negatively than they do
others, though not more positively than descriptions of abest friend. If ng a best
friend or someone for whom there is a positive general impression, there is potential for a
“halo effect.” Thisidea suggeststhat if the overall impression is positive, the assessed
may be rated highly in all areas even though some of their leadership traits are flawed.

The present research asks respondents of the feedback to have someone else
distribute the surveys, and, therefore attempts to minimize the potential for the halo
effect.! Thisresearch took the position that by having a neutral party hand out the
instruments there was potential for a more objective evaluation than if the assessment
tools were given out by the assessed to individuals of his’her choice. Unfortunately, this
type of an intangible effect is hard to completely account for in social science research
and must be considered as a potential limitation on the results of the present studly.

Other Biases and Problems in the Perception Process

Certain other biases were discovered in the literature relating to the perception
process. These include contrast effects, leniency, central tendency biases, and recency
effects (Kreitner & Kinicki, 2003).

Contrast effects deal with the perceiver’s perception of the individual on whom
the judgment is being made. If the assessed individual is among low performers he/she

1 See Appendix D for instructions regarding distribution of survey instruments.
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may be rated more highly than if that person is among high achievers. Leniency and
central tendency biases deal with how arater normally assesses others. Some raters will
always be overly lenient regardless of the person being rated; some will always avoid

extreme judgments, etc. Finally, thereisrecency bias. This perception quandary deals
with recent information. Regardless of whether it is positive or negative the person is

rated as such.

Perception Change Theories

Thereis aso literature that discusses theories about changes in perception as a
result of areflective process. This concept has some bearing on the present study, asit is
hypothesized that reflection will bring about a convergence of rating scores between self
and others on second multi-rater assessments as compared to first assessments.
Therefore, the reflective processis directly associated with perception and thisis
reflected in the literature through perception change theories.

Some of the theories regarding perception change give rise to philosophica and
ethical issues. These theories have broader cognitive focus than those ideas discussed
earlier, in that they focus on the mental processing of experience and personal
understanding. Mezirow (1990) offers a theory in this domain, which incorporates the
concept of critical reflection. About his theory of perspective transformation he
proposes, “Perspective transformation is the process of becoming critically aware of how
and why our presuppositions have come to constrain the way we perceive, understand,
and feel about our world; of reformulating these assumptions to permit a more inclusive,
discriminating, permeable, and integrative perspective; and of making decisions or
otherwise acting upon these new understandings. More inclusive, discriminating,
permeable, integrative perspectives are superior perspectives that adults choose if they
can because they are motivated to better understand the meaning of their experience”
(p.14). Thisideamay be relevant to the present study, asit is believed that following the
first iteration of the multi-rater assessment there will be reflection on the feedback, which
will alow for a superior perspective of greater redity in the second assessment of self.

Finally, Freire (1970) espoused another perception theory more radical in its
impact on the social conscience. Histheory relates to how adult learning is played out

through the education process. He suggests that in an educationa encounter those who

15



are receiving the education not only gain a deepening awareness, but also a capacity to
transform their lives. Histheory centers on social change, particularly for oppressed
people and, similar to Mezirow’s theory, has philosophical and ethical considerations
attached to it because of the motives and responsibility of those providing the education.

Theorists such as Mezirow and Freire offer greater conceptual frameworks than
can be focused on in this research. However, asfar as the present study is concerned, it is
important to understand the multifaceted nature of the perception process and, by
extension, the potential for change associated with it. Further, concepts that incorporate
changes in perception can be sophisticated topics that define social movements and have
been written about in thisway in the literature. Mezirow and Freire offer theories that
expose the seriousness of the responsibilities associated with the processes, whereby
human resource development professionals expose individuals to information that may
cause deep personal introspection and critical reflection about their perceptions. The
present research examines perceptual introspection that may cause profound

introspection in an organizational setting.

Multi-rater Feedback

While the 360-degree feedback system has received much publicity and use, itis
reportedly one of the least understood management developments in recent years (Church
& Bracken, 1997). According to Jackson and Greller (1998) and Nowak, Hartley, and
Bradley (1999), there islittle definitive research concerning this process. Further, thereis
little information concerning multi-rater feedback and law enforcement in the literature.

One of the roots of 360-degree feedback is the employee attitude survey, which
seeks to discern and lead to organizational change (Nadler, 1977). Additionally, London
and Tornow (1998) offer that the source of multi-rater feedback can also be found in the
performance evaluation process, used in most public and private sector organizations.
They suggest 360-degree feedback is a significant learning tool and should be used as the
core for self-development.

London and Smither (1995) write about a more practical foundation for the use of
multi-rater feedback, suggesting it has grown in popularity out of the pressure for
businesses to change in a more competitive marketplace. As evidence of this premise, in
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1991 Van Velsor and Leslie suggested the previous 15 years had seen a dramatic growth
in the number of such instruments. By 1996 Bohl found that 13 percent of companies
surveyed used a 360-degree feedback instrument, which they designed and administered
internally or the company purchased from another vendor, and another nine percent used
some form of partid multi-rater assessment. The same year, Edwards and Ewen (1996)
reported that 90 percent of Fortune 1000 companies used some form of multi-rater
assessment. By 1998 Dalton offered that it was difficult to find a Fortune 1000 company in
the United States that had not experimented with multi-rater feedback in one form or another.

Process and Purpose

[Iluminating the concept of what 360-degree feedback involves, Hazuchaet al.
(1993) offer that multi-rater feedback instruments “ provide managers with feedback
about their skills from multiple sources: typically their supervisors, peers, subordinates,
and themselves’ (p. 325). London and Smither (1995) define the concept as the process
by which performance evaluations of an employee are collected by more than one source.
Brutus et al. (1998) succinctly state, “the ratings from self and others constitute the core
of the 360-degree feedback process’ (p.15), and the advantages of such a system are that
each of the individuals, whether they are direct reports, peers, or the supervisor, may
provide germane but slightly different information (Borman, 1991).

The 360-degree feedback procedure consists of three components: data,
evaluation, and action (Jackson & Greller, 1998). The data are factual information
obtained from raters who observe the person being measured. This data usually take the
form of responses to questions, or narrative descriptions, which raters provide on the
survey questionnaires. The evaluation element consists of avalue judgment or reading of
responses. The action element relates to what occurs as a result of the process.
According to Jackson and Greller, the action element may be the key to effective
utilization of a 360-degree feedback system.

These instruments are usually designed in such away that the * capacities assessed
in the tool are those that the organization wants its managers to develop over the long
run” (Van Velsor, 1998, p. 150). As such, those filling out the instruments receive a

reinforcing message of the importance of the items as they complete the forms. “Thus, it
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contributes to individual, group, and organizational development...and sensitizes
employees to the organization’s expectations’ (London & Tornow, 1998, p. 4). As
Schein (1992) explains, groups “must develop a common language and category system
that clearly define what things mean” (p. 92). Multi-rater systems are a means by which
organizations can instill and strengthen a set of beliefsin their employees.

Studies of organizations show that the key to growth and survival isto keep the
needs of their constituencies in some kind of balance. Defining the organization through
a set of beliefs about its core competencies and basic functions in society reflects this
balance (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). The process of communicating the organization’s
values through repeated use of the multi-rater feedback instrument is a very powerful
way to buttress the organization’s values.

Differences from Traditional Feedback Process

The multi-rater feedback processis unlike traditional performance evaluation,
because it includes subordinate and peer ratings. Their addition can offer some
advantages as each data source presents different perspectives (Smither, Wohlers, &
London, 1995). “Thus feedback from more than one source should have more
informational value than feedback from the supervisor alone” (Smither et al., 1995, p.62).

“Top down” ratings are typically associated with organizations through the
performance evaluation process (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995) where individuals know
clearly who is providing them with the feedback. However, with multi-rater feedback,
the sources of the critique are often anonymous and, therefore, the information is more
readily accepted by its recipients (Dalton & Hollenbeck, 1996). Additionally, London
and Smither (1995) suggest that this process provides a richness and depth of insight to
the evaluated individual, which they would not otherwise have available to them.

Reasons Organizations Use Multi-rater Feedback

London (1997) suggests that individuals are not always good at providing and
receiving feedback, and, therefore organizations take the initiative to develop systems
with the goal of improving relationships. Research has shown that multi-rater assessment
can supplement and improve the communications process (Bernardin & Beatty, 1987).

Wanguri (1995) lists some of the benefits intrinsic to multi-rater systems.
Significantly, the multi-rater feedback system increases participation in the performance

18



management process. It isviewed as being more accurate than traditional feedback
methods, and when used for promotional purposes, multi-rater assessments provide a
better range and quality of information than “top down” systems. Asaresult, they tend
to reduce or limit single rater bias.

Brutus et al. (1998) suggest that the impact of multi-rater feedback is
extraordinarily powerful. This can be increased when an individual’s perception of self
is different than the perceptions of others within the organization, as gained from the
feedback process. Their premiseis that the communication of the feedback is used by
the organization to capture the feedback recipient’s attention.

London & Beatty (1993) state, “the 360-degree approach recognizes that little
change can be expected without feedback, and that different constituencies are a source
of rich and useful information to help managers guide their behavior” (p. 354). They
offer that any appraisal of supervisory effectiveness must include managerial actions that
are aligned with the organization’s values. A significant means of measuring thisis
through the multi-rater assessment system.

Varying Uses of Multi-rater Feedback

There are many ways that organizations use 360-degree feedback. In 1993
Tornow offered that multi-rater feedback is used as a means for organizations to change
or improve performance levels, as away to improve performance by increasing
awareness or as a part of the performance evaluation process. London and Beatty (1993)
offer that multi-rater feedback is the primary means for change and that through feedback
individuals can experience powerful and lasting change. Tornow, London, and CCL
Associates (1998) offer, “that 360-degree feedback should be a core part of self-
development; that it fits the realities of the new workplace; and that it is multi-faceted in
purpose and value’ (p. xiv).

Perhaps the most popular uses of multi-rater feedback are employee development
and/or performance appraisal. Of the two, employee development is the most frequently
cited (Atwater & Waldman, 1998; Jackson & Greller, 1998). Due to concerns about
misuse, many organizations use multi-rater feedback exclusively for development, and
“only the managers being rated see the feedback” (Atwater & Waldman, 1998, p. 96).

These two authors propose that the use of a multi-rater feedback system for
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developmental purposes will usually produce more reliable results as compared to its use
in an employee appraisal system. Thisis because the employee being rated, for the
purposes of development, will be less likely to alter their behavior in order to influence
rater scores. Further, by “playing to the raters,” those rated may use their influence and
make decisions that may not be in the best interest of the organization.

In spite of the fact that multi-rater feedback is often given only to the recipient, it
has been used in other ways aswell. “In many cases, employees are given such feedback
as part of atraining or expanded appraisal program” (Smither et a., 1995, p. 61) or
“within the context of a developmental program” (Sternbergh, 1998, p. 28). Sternbergh
continues, “in some cases the feedback isintegral to the program, that is, it supports the
purpose of the program, and the program increases the value of 360-degree feedback. In
other casesit isvirtually an add-on: the feedback report is given to participants, but the
program barely makes mention of it” (p. 28).

According to Dalton and Hollenbeck (1996), 360-degree feedback should be
treated not as a one-time event but as a continuous process. Hazuchaet a. (1993), argue
that individuals who have been assessed with 360-degree feedback on more than one
occasion increase their skill level on second assessments. Additionally, their work
partially supports the premise that ability development will be related to both
improvement efforts and environmental support, and that some developmental activities
are more effective than others.

In 1994 Budman and Rice offered that the use of multi-rater feedback in the
performance evaluation process was already becoming popular. In their examination in
1998, Atwater and Waldman specifically focused on whether or not an organization is
ready to take multi-rater feedback beyond personal developmental use to become a part
of the appraisal process. They suggested that in order for this to take place successfully,
it must be gradually introduced into the culture. First, it should be introduced as a
developmental tool until employees are comfortable with the process and later as part of
the appraisal process. These authors acknowledged the debate associated with expanded
use of the multi-rater feedback appraisal in the evaluation process, but suggest, “if
handled properly, 360-degree feedback can broaden the perspective of performance
appraisals and be a useful addition to the traditional performance process’ (p.104).
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London and Beatty (1993) offer afocused debate regarding the use of multi-rater
feedback, particularly in connection with competitive advantage. In their work they present
a set of measurement dimensions (including work unit and operational standards) that they
suggest should be considered when designing and using a multi-rater feedback system.

Multi-rater Feedback from Direct Reports, Peers and Self-Reports

Feedback from subordinatesis typically called “upward feedback,” and it
involves the collection of ratings from multiple direct reports and the comparison of
those ratings to self-ratings (Reilly, Smither, & Vasilopoulos, 1996). There are
differences of opinion about how information from direct reports is treated. While
feedback from direct reports may seem threatening, some studies have shown that
feedback from subordinates is treated favorably (Bernardin, Dahmus, & Redmon, 1993).

There have been some interesting findings with regard to studies of upward
feedback. For instance, astudy by Wohlers, Hall, and London (1993) found that greater
agreement between self and subordinate ratings arose when individuals were of the same
race. Additionally, London and Wohlers (1991) found that direct reports’ assessments
were more likely to be in agreement with femal e self-reporting than male self-reporting.?

With regard to critique from colleagues, Landy and Farr (1983) report that multi-
rater feedback from peers was found to be valid and reliable. Brutus, Fleenor, and
McCauley (1996) investigated demographic and personality predictors regarding self-
reporting and multi-rater feedback. These authors concluded that such things as gender,
race, self-esteem, introversion, age, and sensitivity influence self-perception, as well as
the perceptions of others who are involved with the rating process.

Goal Setting and Multi-rater Feedback

According to London and Tornow (1998), “the 360-degree feedback process
should include setting goals’ (p. 1). However in many systemsthisis not usually done.
For instance, London and Smither (1995) found that out of 20 organizations they studied,
only eight consistently tied training measures to the results of the multi-rater feedback.

Training measures can range from leadership development programsto a simple

2Inthe spirit of these two researchers, the present study considered examining the differences between
genders with regard to perceptual agreement in the FBI. Thiswas not done however after the data were
cleaned and there was availabl e information on only six female participants.
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development plan. Of the remaining 12 companies studied by these two authors, only
half tied the results to any type of goal setting. The rest did not have any procedure to
ensure that those companies assessed set goals based on the feedback they received.

Another study done by Kluger and DeNisi (1996) examined the relationship
between multi-rater feedback and goal setting. These two authors found that multi-rater
feedback combined with goal setting results in superior return for the participants,
compared with systems that administer multi-rater feedback alone. Sternbergh (1998)
expands on thisidea by offering that a good multi-rater system includes a program that
concludes with goal setting.

Brutus et al. (1998) suggest that there is some certainty with regard to 360-degree
feedback, and that is that multi-rater feedback provides the feedback recipient a range of
information that can be used for goal setting. However, they also offer, “little is known
about how managers receiving 360-degree feedback set goals to change their behavior
and improve their performance”’ (p.27). Thisisanother area suitable for further
examination that was not addressed as a part of thisresearch. It will be discussed in
Chapter 5 under the “Recommendations for Further Research” section.

Multi-rater Feedback and Law Enforcement

Although there is little research regarding multi-rater feedback and the law
enforcement community there are afew instancesin the literature. Atwater, Waldman,
Atwater and Cartier (2000) did a study regarding upward feedback using 110 supervisors
from an unidentified policing agency. A unique comment offered in the limitations
portion of their article provides insight into their thoughts, which may be reflected in the
larger academic community regarding law enforcement. Specifically, they offer that the
unigue nature of the way police agencies are set up and the natural danger involved in
this kind of work may have impacted their study. They continue, “ police organizations
are known for being quasi-militaristic and feedback from subordinates may have been
perceived as an intrusion into the power structure” (p. 290). It is possible that these
unigue aspects of law enforcement have contributed to the lack of effort and/or need for
the type of research being conducted here.

Currently, there are some examples of multi-rater and upward feedback in use by

law enforcement. The Oceanside Police Department in California has been using
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subordinate evaluations of their supervisors for at least five years. (Seethe
Oceanside, California Police Department Subordinate Feedback Form.) The Freemont,
Cdlifornia Police Department has a mandatory 360-degree feedback evaluation that is
reviewed by the supervisor’s evaluator and is attached to the supervisor’sfina
evauation. (See the Freemont, California Police Department 360-degree Feedback
Form.) Additionally, the Arlington, Virginia Police Department has tested the use of
subordinate ratings of their leaders in recent years. Finaly, the Madison, Wisconsin
Police Department has their officers evaluate their managers about the changes they need
to make in order for their subordinates to perform more efficiently. Thisinformationis
used for the overall benefit of the organization and for the self-improvement of the
supervisor (Wycoff and Oettmeier, 1994).

Other policing agencies are also experimenting with the feedback process as they
learn more about it through attendance at the FBI’s National Academy Program. As
evidenced by these examples, and the FBI’s association with a multi-rater feedback
assessment system for more than 15 years, it is clear that the law enforcement community
is slowly experimenting with this form of adult learning and human resource
development. Chapter 3 of the present study offers adiscussion of the FBI’s multi-rater
feedback system and itsidiosyncrasies, which is undoubtedly the most comprehensive

one used in law enforcement and the foundation for this research.

Leadership

Improving leadership capacity is one of the main purposes of human resource
developmental systems. It isalso adesired behavioral outcome (Brutus et al., 1998) of
the effort behind the 360-degree feedback process. Leadership includes the power to
influence. Creating the ability to influence othersis achieved in avariety of ways, which
include modeling the way, critically reflecting, nurturing relationships, achieving peak
performance, and listening. The following literature search reviews these concepts, as
well as others, and helps provide afoundation of understanding of how feedback can be a

critical link to the improvement of leadership in organizations.
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Importance of Leadership

L eadership permeates all human endeavors. According to Maxwell (1998),
“leadership ability isthe lid that determines a person’s level of effectiveness’ (p. 1).
Additionally, he suggests, “everything rises and falls on leadership...[and] any endeavor
you can undertake that involves other people will live or die depending on leadership” (p.
225). Drucker (1996) provides that successful |eaders entrust others to do many thingsin
their name, however, the most important things are those they do themselves.

Leadership asa Performing Art

Kouzes and Posner (1995) state that, “leadership is also a performing art —a
collection of practices and behaviors — not a position. Constituents don’t willingly
follow positions; they follow people engaged in aprocess’ (p. 30). These two authors
also suggest that leaders model the way. They set an example through personal
illustration and devoted execution. How they respond to and use feedback is a critical
piece of modeling the way.

According to Staub (1996), “aleader knows how to read people —is dways
seeking to understand others with regard to their desires, dreams, strengths, and internal
motivators, and is always seeking a more effective way of reaching out to them” (p. 98).
Additionally, he proffers that this process is enhanced through the improvement of
listening skills, including the feedback from others.

Goldsmith (1997, unpaginated) believes that as we forge ahead, organizations are
moving from hierarchical structures toward “networked” associations. In part, thisis
being caused by technological changes as well as customer demands. Consequently,
organizational leadership structures are changing. “In ahierarchical organization, leaders
can more easily give orders and expect people to respond. In anetwork organization,
leaders need to effectively influence people without line authority.” Therefore,
developing one's influence potential is akey piece of the leadership process.

Developing Leaders

Maxwell (1993) submits that highly successful leaders develop not only
followers, but also other leaders. Part of this process includes a succession planning
system, which usually begins with talent identification and incorporates multiple
assessment techniques such as simulations, written tests, interviews, and multi-rater
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feedback. These kinds of assessments provide arisk-free way to identify leadership
prospects, and offer insight into developmental needs.

Weber (1996) suggests that the future requires leaders to be role models.
Additionally, he says, “we leaders of today, and the leaders in our organizations who
follow us, must become skilled, committed growers of effective leaders, staffs, and
governance people. We have no more important task” (p. 306).

Regarding leadership development, Tichy (1997) offers that executive employees
need to have preparation in a concentrated and repeated form that asserts leadership
growth at all levelsin an organization. Business leaders need to embrace the concept that
they can build other leaders throughout the organization and need to reward those who do
so successfully. Effective leaders vigorously use their companies’ human resource
development systems to cultivate leaders. In private industry, successful businesses and
successful leaders understand that their responsibility is to take the most important asset
they have, human resources, and make that asset even more valuable through personal
growth and development.

LeadersasLearners

Donnithorne (1993) suggests, “Executive leadership is a state of constant
learning. There can be no sitting back, no relaxing. Executive leaders are at the pinnacle
of management but they will stay there only if they keep evolving. Indeed, leadership
development is a process that never finishes’ (p. 146).

Kaltman (2000) quotes Robert E. Lee regarding the importance of lifelong
learning: “ The education of a man or woman is never complete till they die. Thereis
always before them much to learn and more to do. Our hardest lesson is self knowledge”
(p. xiv).

Brookfield (1990) submits that |earning takes place when there is a concerted
effort to reflect on the experience. This process takes time and effort and should include
experiences, which incorporate both an individual’s strengths and weaknesses.

According to Bennis and Townsend (1995), a bona fide |eader supplements their growth
areas with others, and does the best they can with their inherent gifts. They constantly
ask questions of themselves and acknowledge themselves for those things that they have

donewell. Leadersconstantly arein search of waysto improve. Leaders also spend time
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analyzing the good in order to produce more of it (Oakley & Krug, 1991). They focuson
and analyze their entire existence in order to learn and grow. Thisis done through the
critical reflection process.

Leadership and Reflection

Bennis and Townsend (1995), suggest the best leaders are reflective practitioners
who both think and act. These individuals understand how they affect other people.
Additionally, they have a great deal of knowledge about themselves, including their
strengths and weaknesses. They become |leaders by devel oping an understanding of
themselves by reflecting on experience. Leaders ask the right questions at the right time
in order to discover the truth about themselves and their lives. Bennis and Townsend also
suggest that good leaders should be good followers. “If you're coming up within an
organization, you must be agood follower or you' re not going to get very far. Leaders
and followers share certain characteristics such as listening, collaborating, and working
out competitive issues with peers’ (p. 8). Receiving feedback and critically reflecting on
it isthe highest form of listening and self-discovery, and is one of the most significant
ways to grow as aleader.

Covey (1989, 1991) lays out a foundation of personal reflection based around
seven habits. He relates the process of self-discovery and leadership devel opment
through a story about sharpening asaw. In his story, aman isbusy sawing atree with a
dull saw and is not making any progress. When asked why he does not take time to
sharpen the saw, he replies that heistoo busy. This parable vividly reflects an
unexamined life. Sharpening the saw represents taking time to nourish the mind and soul
in away that allows for reflective thinking. Through this process an individual assesses
what he/she is doing with their time and attention. Obviousdly, thisis avery personal and
soul-searching process, which relates to the leader’s personal and professional
development, and is the essence of growth through the adult learning process.

In 1983 Clavell edited the work of Tzu, which offers that |eaders need to be
aware of themselves, their environment, and others and have a healthy understanding of
where they stand in regard to their situation and those around them. Having this kind of
knowledge is based on relationships and the willingness to be open to the suggestions of
others. Only through continuous feedback does this kind of personal understanding
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occur, which moves a leader toward peak performance, and separates those who are truly
exceptional from the average performer.

Leadership and Feedback

Staub (1996) proffers that leadership is about putting yourself in a position to be
scrutinized by others. He says “being aleader means realizing that you influence and
work with people in a 360-degree sphere: up, down, and around. It means that you are
putting yourself on the line and inviting others to do the same” (p. 199). Further, he says
that feedback allows learning to occur. Without feedback, individuals feel asif they are
not being cared for, do not feel connected, and will not perform up to their ultimate
potential.

Cohen (1990, 2000) believes that leaders are made and not born. He suggests that
the process of how to become a good leader can be taught. Assuch, it is possible to grow
in leadership capacity through the process of receiving and reflecting on feedback from
others.

According to London and Tornow (1998), |eadership can be improved through the
use of amulti-rater feedback system. They suggest that it is possible to better understand
the strengths and weaknesses of corporate leaders by using a 360-degree feedback
system. Thisalso helpsto gauge how the quality of the leadership in their business
measures up to other organizations.

De Vries (1994) suggests that |eaders must have avision and “need to have the
knack of perceiving salient trendsin the environment. They must be able to process
many different kinds of information, and use their perceptions as a basis for judging the
direction in which environmental forces are going” (p. 73). Without some kind of a

feedback mechanism, this process is basically impossible.

Perceptual Agreement Between Multi-rater Feedback Sources
The rationale for using multi-rater feedback to measure performance deals with
the concept of self-perception (Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & Fleenor, 1998). These
authors suggest, “anonymous feedback from subordinates should help managers see
themselves as others see them, and provide them with developmental feedback about
needed changes in their behavior” (p. 578). Thisisimportant as research indicates that
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self-perception as compared to others' perceptions seems to be an area where thereisa
lack of consistency (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). The present study sought to
determine if these findings hold true among leadersin alaw enforcement setting.

Agreement Between Self-assessment and Others' Assessments

One of the principal findings of multi-source research on the level of agreement
between self-raters and other ratersis that generally little agreement exists between self
and others (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). Furthermore, thereis a propensity for
individuals to overrate themselves as compared to others (Thornton, 1980; Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988).

Festinger (1954) suggests that individuals will discount the discrepancy between
their concept of self and others when they are rated lower by others than they perceive
themselves. This concept is called “cognitive dissonance theory.” Bernstein and
Lecomte (1979) offer that feedback, which is negative and not in alignment with an
individual’s self-perception, is not valued the same way as information in aignment with
or higher than an individual’s self-perception. Meyer (1980) suggested that
defensiveness is associated with ratings that are different than self-ratings.

Atwater, Roush, and Fischthal (1995) offer that those who overrate themselves as
compared to others tend to be inferior performers. Additionally, in research done by
London and Wohlersin 1991, it was found that female managers tend rate themselvesin
line with direct reports assessments more frequently than do their male counterparts. On
the other hand, Shore and Thornton (1986) found no differences between gender in self-
ratings versus superior ratings, although their study used non-managerial workers.

A study done by Halman and Fletcher (2000), where individual s rated themselves
before and after a devel opment center experience, found that pre-development center
experience ratings displayed considerably less congruence between self and development
center observer ratings than after the experience. Additionally, as a sub-component
within their research, they found that under-raters became more accurate in their self-
evaluations on post-devel opment center assessments than did over-raters.

Atwater et al. (1998) offer, “ assessments can be made of whether self-ratings are
higher, lower, or in-agreement with ratings provided by others’ (p.578). The present
study examined the propensity for leaders to overrate themselves as compared to their
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subordinates and peers on first versus second assessments, and whether or not there was a
convergence of ratings on second assessments.

Pearce and Porter (1986) propose that feedback from others, which confirms an
individual’s self-assessment, is favored and viewed as more informative than feedback
that does not confirm an individual’s view of self. Pedler and Boydell (1980) suggest
that feedback that is seen as exceedingly different than an individual’s self perception
will result in rationalization and will lead to an unwillingness to change or improve.

Effect of Feedback on Self-Rating Perception Versus Others’ Assessments

There have been differences of research results of feedback on self-ratings versus
others’ ratings. For instance, according to Atwater et al. (2000), “the evidence regarding
the impact of feedback on self-ratingsis not altogether clear” (p. 278). Thisindicates
some relevance for the present study. Ashford and Tsui (1991) highlight the advantage of
individual s seeing themselves the way they are viewed by others. Additionally, Atwater
and Yammarino (1997) offer that self and other agreement are related to effectiveness.
Conversely, Fleenor, McCauley, and Brutus (1996) suggest that whether or not
individuals rate themselves higher, lower or the same as others has no bearing on their
job performance effectiveness. While this particular concept was not measured in the
present research, it is another area open for study. Atwater et al. (1998) offer that
“simultaneous consideration” of both self and others' assessments, no matter what their
relationship, is of value for explaining performance outcomes.

Finally, Atwater et al.’s (2000) research indicates that |eaders rating themselves
and receiving feedback from others twice through multi-rater assessment lowered their
self-ratings at time two and brought them more into alignment with their subordinates
ratings. They suggest that persona growth can take place if individuals who overrate
themselves on a first assessment align their ratings with others on second assessments.
The present research sought to examine whether or not Atwater et a.’s (2000) findings

remain consistent within the context of the FBI work setting.

Summary
The literature reviewed here concentrated on perception, multi-rater feedback,
leadership, and perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources as a basis for
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the present study investigation. Thisreview offers particular focus to the contribution of
thisresearch. In the next chapter the methodology and procedures for the present study
are detailed.
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CHAPTER 3
M ethodology and Procedures

Introduction

This chapter describes the research methodology and procedures used in the
present study. The chapter begins with a brief overview of the research, and then
describes the context of the study. It follows by addressing the setting, participants,
raters, and the instrument. Finally, this chapter deals with the procedure and data
analyses that were followed.

Overview

The present study sought to extend the research into multi-rater feedback. It did
so by focusing on multi-rater assessmentsin alaw enforcement setting. More acutely, it
examined whether there is perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sourcesin
the FBI.

Context

The public sector usually embraces changes in leadership and management
developments more slowly than their private sector counterparts. However, the FBI has
endeavored to stay abreast of the private sector. This evidences the fact that as a public
sector and law enforcement leader, the FBI has consistently looked for opportunities to
improve its leadership competencies. The incorporation of multi-rater feedback is no
exception, as the FBI began using it to assess |eaders more than 15 years ago.

The incorporation of a multi-rater instrument in the FBI was viewed by the
ingtitution as anovel ideaat itsinception and was not universally embraced. Initialy,
leaders within the organization were skeptical of its value and were fearful that the
information would be used to harm the individual on whom the information was
generated. Walter Sirene, who worked in the precursor to the Leadership Development
Institute, was a very progressive leader and saw the opportunity for multi-rater feedback
to add value to the development of leadership training in the FBI. Sirene was always
studying the private sector to find opportunities which could be transferred to the FBI. In
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his work with Keilty, Goldsmith and Company, he learned of their using this new
management trend of the 1980's and embraced it for use in the FBI.

Sirene spent numerous hours convincing executives within the FBI that a multi-
rater feedback system would benefit the organization. After many meetings with various
leaders he was able to persuade one of the highest-ranking executives in the organization
that multi-rater assessment was a good idea for personal leadership development. He
also recommended that thisindividual be the first to be assessed with the system, as an
example for others. The introduction of the “Leadership Commitments and Credibility
Inventory System” (LCCIS) in this manner led the way for other executivesto use the
instruments.® 1t soon was instituted as part of a course called the Executive Development
Institute (EDI) |, with the understanding that all results would be used only for personal
development and that its outcomes would be shared exclusively with the individual on
whom the information was generated.

The personal example of one of the FBI’s highest ranking officials, coupled with
the understanding that the information would be shared only with the individual on
whom the information was generated, was the key to the organization’s successin
embracing the multi-rater feedback system. For more than 15 years, the process has been
used for personal development with no evidence of abuse. The system was modified a
few years after itsincorporation into the FBI to capture afew more dimensions of
leadership, which were not in the original version of the instrument. The instrument and
its modification will be discussed later in this chapter.

Within the context of the FBI, this study took advantage of an opportunity to
examine the results of a multi-rater feedback system. While thistype of system is now
being used with regularity in the private sector, it is being used to alimited extent in law
enforcement. The present research adds to the literature by using multi-rater feedback as
abasis for examining how perceptua agreement may change over time. It does so in the
context of a system designed to measure leadership attributes considered important in

law enforcement, particularly the FBI.

3 The LCCISisthe multi-rater feedback instrument used for this study.
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Setting

The FBI is an organization that is known throughout the world. It built its
reputation by being outstanding in investigative matters, centralizing fingerprints for use
by all authorized police agencies, creating aworld renowned |aboratory, and bringing
high standards to law enforcement (Del oach, 1995). Additionally, dueto its unique role
of serving the public, leading in the law enforcement profession, training a myriad of
United States and international law enforcement executives, and investigating the most
complex national and international criminal conspiracies, the FBI has ongoing
extraordinary responsibilities. Effectively carrying out these responsibilities requires
trust. The public trust that the FBI enjoys today has developed over time and is aresult
of the fidelity of the agent and support personnel who serve the public in their role as FBI
employees. Inthe work the FBI does, it is essential that this relationship built around
trust not be breached.

However, it is noted that in the unsettled times of the last 20 years, greater candor
has been demanded by the American public of taxpayer-funded institutions. Asaresult,
the media and the public have raised a number of questions about the leadership of the
FBI. Significant incidents such as Waco, Ruby Ridge, the arrests of FBI agents for
espionage, the controversy surrounding the theft of nuclear secrets at Los Alamos, and
the appearance of impropriety by one of the FBI's former directors, Judge William
Sessions, have caused a search for ways to ensure the American public that high ethical
behavior remains one of the organization’s priorities. These incidents raise a question
that probably cannot be answered, which is whether or not the use of the multi-rater
system has helped to minimize the number of these types of incidents. And while the
answer is difficult to determine, the FBI continues to examine ways to improve its
leadership, including expanding the use of the multi-rater instrument.

Other steps the FBI has recently taken to deal with these and other issues of
public trust and bring into focus the importance of leadership concerns was to rename the
Management Science Unit at the FBI Academy, first the L eadership and Management
Science Unit, then the Leadership Development Unit and finally, the Leadership
Development Institute. While in part symbolic, these actions are representative of the
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desire to change deep-rooted cultural beliefs about managerial behavior and emphasize
the importance of leadership development.

The Leadership Development Institute is essentially a training, consulting, and
program management entity responsible for teaching management and leadership
theories and practices. The Institute maintains extensive liaison functions with local,
state, federal and international law enforcement executives and provides leadership and
consulting services to various units, divisions, and field offices of the FBI. In addition to
many other duties and responsibilities, the Institute oversees the administration of the
multi-rater instrument used in the FBI’s executive programs, which is the foundation for
thisresearch. The present study is an extension of the work of the Institute.

Recently, as another step to improve its leadership programs, the FBI began
evaluating its leaders with the same multi-rater instrument more than once during their
career. These assessments occur approximately 18 months after their appointment as a
supervisor, about three to five years later when they are promoted to middle management,
and two to three years after that upon their promotion to a top executive leadership
position. The present research examined two iterations of the use of the multi-rater
system by the same individual. Thiswas a practical decision, asit will take a number of
years to develop enough cases for meaningful analysis of three iterations of the same
person. It is believed that through multiple evaluations, those measured will use the
results to change their behavior and improve their leadership performance.

The FBI has chosen to provide the information obtained from the multi-rater
assessment only to the individuals being rated. None of the gathered information has
been shared with anyone other than the individual being assessed, and it has only been
used for personal developmental purposes. Thisis often the starting point when this type
of assessment is being integrated into an organization (Atwater & Waldman, 1998). Itis
not the design of this study to offer an opinion about whether the use of information
gathered with multi-rater assessments should be shared beyond personal use for the FBI,
or any other organization —thisis an areafor further study. However, it was the purpose
of this research to examine if a panel of those individuals, who already had the benefit of
being assessed through this process, closed a gap between their self ratings and others’
ratings on a subsequent assessment. And, while the results can be universally interpreted,
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it is noted that the organizational context is likely to impinge on the leadership
dimensions being noted by the instrument being used. Thisisa possible limitation to be
discussed in Chapter 5.

Within the context of the FBI’s use of this instrument, the sequencing of the
different assessments used for the purposes of this study was as follows. Thefirst
assessment took place prior to aprogram called the EDI |. EDI | is atwo-week
leadership and management program, which is overseen by the FBI Academy’s
Leadership Development Institute. This courseisaresidential program held at the FBI
Academy and the focus of the training is on personal and professional leadership
development. The coursework includes instruction on creativity, political savvy,
situational leadership, leading “Generation X,” and communication skills for leaders.

Typically, leaders attending EDI | have been in a supervisory capacity for at least
18 months. Therefore, those evaluating them as part of the multi-rater assessment have
had avery good opportunity to judge their strengths and growth areas. Because of the
raters fairly significant knowledge of those they are rating, the primacy effects should be
minimized in the assessment process. Further research may determine the length of time
it takesfor first impressions to “wear away.”

During EDI 1, the results of the assessment are privately shared with the
individual being rated and individual outcomes are assessed to examine strengths and
areas where there is room for improvement. If they desire, course participants are given
the opportunity meet with the multi-rater feedback contractor, who sits down privately
and discusses procedures and strategies that may be useful for change in the areas of
personal practice and professional growth. Strategies recommended can include
reaffirming and building on areas of strength, setting personal goals, using resource
guidesto learn new methods and procedures, and assessing personal behavior patterns.

As part of EDI 11, another residential leadership program for mid-level leadersin
the FBI offered later in an executive's career, the same multi-rater instrument is now
being used to rate attendees for a second time, and most of the individuals attending EDI
I will have already been assessed with the multi-rater feedback instrument in their EDI |
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experience.* Thisgroup isarelatively small one, since at the time of this study there
were only three EDI 11 opportunities in which the multi-rater assessment was used.
Those who had the second experience are the only ones being used for this study.> While
it was not the focus of this research, an areafor further study may be to compare
leadership levels of those who have had the benefit of two versus one assessment. Such
recommendations for further research will be offered in Chapter 5.

EDI 11 focuses on “operational” strategies and uses tabletop exercises, instruction
by leadersin the FBI who offer examples of the organization’s best practices, and
executives from FBI headquarters who have unique insights on how to interact with their
component of the organization. Situational |eadership techniques are discussed within
the group setting, and emphasize those areas that are part of the multi-rater feedback
instrument. Additionally, because many in the class were assessed with the feedback
instrument a second time, results from this assessment were presented to the attendees
with a repeated opportunity for one-on-one counseling with the contractor.®

According to Martineau (1998), the use of the same multi-rater feedback
instrument on more than one occasion to examine the gradual development of
competencies may be more valuable than using the instrument to measure the impact of a
singleintervention. Through this process an individual has the ability to determine if
there is meaningful change over time, based on the two measurements used for
comparisons. Itisin thisvein that thisresearch was done. Additionally, Martineau
argues that “instruments that measure multiple dimensions and provide feedback in a
variety of formats are more likely to be of value when used multiple times than are less
complex and dynamic instruments that give a single presentation of the results’ (p. 234).
“Value’ in this context deals with worth to the individual being measured. The

instrument used by the FBI measures avariety of constructs and offers multiple

4 Because EDI | was not amandatory program for first line supervisors until 2001, some of those attending
EDI |1 did not have the benefit of the training offered during EDI |, nor were they assessed with the
feedback instrument until their EDI 11 experience.

5 A third and final opportunity for assessment is during a course for executive |eaders called the L eadership
Forum. Thissix-day program focuses specifically on leadership for senior executives and the multi-rater
assessment is now being used for these participants aswell.

8 The contractor spent a half-day in this course with these more senior leaders offering personal counseling
strategies, if asked for by course participants.
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dimensions, which were evaluated and used in this study. These constructs and

dimensions are articulated in the “Instrument” section below.

Participants

The individuals who were selected for this study were those who had the benefit
of being the recipients of more than one multi-rater assessment. At the time of this
research, there were three EDI Il programs since the new policy of using the multi-rater
instrument more than once during an executive's career had been instituted. Dataon 73
individual s who were assessed with the instrument twice were gathered. These 73 cases
represented the entire available pool of those with two multi-rater assessments through
the end of the calendar year 2002, and were arandom pattern of FBI personnel in their
grade and position. Using the same 73 participants assured no systematic biases from
substituting people. All data sources and information about individual participants were

anonymous due to confidentiality agreements the contractor made with the FBI.”

Raters

The ratersin this study included subordinates, peers, and self-raters. In all three
instances there was little variation within groups. Subordinates were reasonably closein
the amount of time they had to observe each of the individuals being evaluated, astime
in position of those assessed was relatively similar in all instances. Peerswere equal in
grade level and positional responsibility as those they were evaluating. Self-raters were
also a homogeneous group as the in-service training they were attending (before which
the assessments were administered) assured similar grade level and placement in the
organization. Further, all self-raters were middle-management and aspiring executivesin
the FBI.

Raters at time one and time two were necessarily different individuals. Dueto
the transfer of supervisorsto field office assignments throughout the United States with
each promotional opportunity, it was very unlikely that instruments were disseminated to

the same raters for any given individual during the two different assessments. This factor

"In part, these agreements stipulated that no results could knowingly be matched by
name to any assessed individual and shared with athird party.
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eliminated the potential for memory effects from first assessments to second assessments.
Additionally, the amount of time between assessments (three to five years in most cases)

eliminated awareness of artifacts for self-raters.

Instrument

Each of theratersinvolved in this process were given a copy of the paper and
pencil LCCISto fill out confidentially. Only peers and subordinates were used as
feedback providers. In thisrespect, this assessment was not a true 360-degree
assessment, but a hybrid. In the present study it isbeing called a*“270-degree
assessment” as it omits an assessment from the individual’s immediate supervisor.
Therefore, this assessment did not include feedback from the entire circle of relevant
viewpoints. However, there was more than enough data for those assessed to view how
others see them.

Kellty, Goldsmith, and Company developed the LCCIS for their private sector
clients. The FBI initially used it in 1985 inits basic format. It then consisted of 77
guestions grouped under eight categoriesincluding: 1) STEPS to EMPOWERMENT,
2) CREDIBILITY, 3) CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION, 4) BUILD
TEAMS, 5) DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS, 6) QUALITY and TASK, 7) CUSTOMER/
CLIENT, and 8) VISION.

In 1991 the basic instrument was enhanced by the FBI to capture some of its
unigue dimensions of leadership responsibilities. As such, the contractor, with the
guidance and counsel of individuals from the FBI's Management Science Unit (the
precursor to the Leadership Development Institute), modified the instrument to address
issues considered critical to a public law enforcement organization. Three categories
were added, including: 1) FOSTER CREATIVITY, 2) MANAGE DIVERSITY, and
3) BUILD PUBLIC TRUST. These three categories and the questions asked of
respondents about them have the same appearance, formatting, and style as the questions
in therest of the inventory. The questions are grouped into a composite index measuring
each concept. With the rest of the instrument, they were initially tested for validity and
reliability.
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Theinitia validity and reliability testing was done in November 2001 at the
L eadership Research Institute at the University of Connecticut. The following analyses
were conducted: confirmatory factory analysis, item analysis, and aphainternal
consistency reliability analysis. Additionally, confirmatory factory analysis was used to
examine the construct validity of the categories of the questionnaire. The results
indicated the correlations of the items and categories were found to be quite acceptable.
The category reliabilities for the questionnaire ranged from .85 to .95. Overal, the
results of thisinitial validity and reliability testing showed the “instrument is
psychometrically strong...” (Keilty, Goldsmith, & Co., 2001).8

At the contractor’s collection center, the information from respondents was
entered into a database and a report was generated for each of the evaluated individuals.
No information was shared with the FBI on any specific person. The individual’s report
was confidential and was given only to that person on whom the information was
generated. Inthisregard, thiswastruly a developmental exercise designed for self-
improvement, and the information was not used in any way for direct performance
evaluation or as information that might affect one's chances for promotion.

The fundamental format of the instrument is a series of 97 questions grouped

under different categories as follows:®

STEPS TO EMPOWERMENT —includes providing an enabling structure, supporting
and collaborating, empowering others, and analyzing others' readiness.

N =20
CREDIBILITY —includes competence, character, composure, courage, and care for
people.

N=21
CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION —includes appropriately
challenging decisions he or she thinks are not good for the organization and continuously
striving to improve the organization.

N=6

8 The report describing the psychometric properties of the LCCIS s attached as Appendix C.
9N = # of questions under each category.
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BUILD TEAMS —includes actively promoting teamwork and promoting other areas of
the organization.

N=4
DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS-includes providing developmental feedback on
performance problems and correcting employee misconduct.

N=7
QUALITY and TASK —includes maintaining high quality standards and explaining how
the work results in organizational success.

N =10
CUSTOMER/CLIENT —a customer or client is a person, internal or external, who
receives a service or product. This construct includes following through on commitments
made to customers and assessing customer satisfaction levels.

N=6
VISION —includes explaining the organizational vision to others and implementing
actions in the work group that are in alignment with the organizational vision.

N=5
FOSTER CREATIVITY —includes encouraging othersto creatively solve problemsand
allowing new ideas to be explored and evaluated.

N=4
MANAGE DIVERSITY —includes providing equal opportunity to compete for
assignments or promotions and dealing with complaints of discrimination effectively.

N=5
BUILD PUBLIC TRUST —includes using position only for legitimate persona gain and
integrity issues such as aways upholding the law.

N=9

Each of these categories contains questions that seek to get at the essence of the

following query (that istaken directly from the instrument regarding the individual being
evauated): “While considering the individual’s effectiveness, how satisfied isthe
respondent with this person’s performance?’ Responses are provided within the context
of aLikert scale format. The Likert scale has arange of responses from “highly

satisfied” to “highly dissatisfied.” Between these two extremes are the responses
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“satisfied,” “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,” and “dissatisfied.”’® These responses are
designed to measure the degree of perceived effectiveness of the leadership practices of
the individual being evaluated. Thereis also a space marked “unable to respond.”

In particular, the categories“MANAGE DIVERSITY” and “BUILD PUBLIC
TRUST” reflect a special relationship with the American public and the unique
responsibilities of alaw enforcement service. These categories attempt to tap these
attributes since they are thought to be critical for success in law enforcement. Delattre's
(1994) work influenced the decision to include these items in the survey. He suggests
that in order to lead effectively in the law enforcement domain, public trust issues are
essential. Infact, this aspect of the FBI’s steadfastness is a significant part of the
foundation upon which the agency built its reputation. Assuch, itisacritical part of why
the organization continues to do its job of gathering information about some of the most
important matters under the public domain including foreign intelligence and terrorist
activities, and what allows it to enjoy a history of many significant prosecutorial

SUCCeSsses.

Procedures

Thelogistical process of distributing the material began with the instruments
being mailed to the individual being evaluated with instructions to have one of their
subordinates anonymously distribute them. The only personal information asked of the
respondent was whether they were a peer, adirect report or the evaluated individual.
Specific details were provided when the instruments were distributed, which included
mailing instructions.! In addition to the ratings based on the Likert scale, survey
respondents were given the opportunity to provide narrative comments.*> Once
completed, each rater sent their form individually to an independent data collection

center that handled the data collection process.

10 The numbers 1 — 5 are used to correspond with these responses. 1 represents the lowest measure, “highly
dissatisfied,” and 5 represents the highest response, “ highly satisfied” with the numbers 2, 3, and 4
representing the corresponding middle responses.

1 See Appendix D.

12The narrative comments are beyond the scope of this particular research, but can be useful when
providing feedback.
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At the collection center the information was entered into a database and a
personal report was generated for each of the supervisors on whom the information was
gathered. As noted, the individual’s report was considered completely confidential.

The contractor forwarded the gathered data to the researcher. It was screened
carefully to ensure the data sets contained reasonable responses, and that evaluators had
followed instructions. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software
was used for dataentry. Datafrom 73 individuals were used for this research, and
represented all the available data through 2002. All data analysis was done throughout
the fall of 2002 and spring, summer and fall of 2003.

Research Design and Analysis

The overall research design corresponds to obtaining three types of data (self,
peers and subordinates, the latter two types considered “others’ when grouped together)
at two pointsin time. At each time, the same self-administered instrument or inventory
of questions (the LCCIS) dealing with leadership behavior was used. The inventory’s
guestions were devised to fall into 11 conceptually different categories or dimensions,
which are discussed along with information about their reliability in the “Instrument”
section above. The overall research design broadly correspondsto a3 x 2 x 11 design.
That is, three types of individuals x two pointsin time x 11 sub-categories of scores
gathered from each type of person.’®

SPSS was selected as the system for data analysis. The original data were
screened for missing values to ensure that only those cases were retained where raters
took the assessment seriously and conscientiously completed the questionnaire. Extra
sets of data provided with the original were screened and eliminated. Only data sets
matched with the same individual at two pointsin time were retained. Seventy-three
individuals with both afirst and second assessment, therefore totaling 146 cases, were
retained. If surveyswere found to be missing some data pointsin an apparent random
configuration, the data were estimated utilizing procedures outlined by Tabachnick and
Fidell (1996).

13 Additionally, adding together all the variablesincluded in the 11 sub-categories created an overall
measure.
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The 146 (73 x 2) casesincluded atotal of 1,014 subordinate, peer, and self-ratings
at time one and 934 subordinate, peer, and self-ratings at time two for atotal of 1,948.
For each of these ratings there were 97 variables.*

Two SPSSfiles were originally created, each containing 73 cases. Thefirst
represented feedback at time one assessments and the second represented time two-
assessments on the same individual. A six-digit sequence number was used to identify
each case. Therefore, each of the 73 individuals used in the study had two six-digit
numbers corresponding to two sets of data, one for each time assessment. Cases were
further broken down into three categories of self-scores, peer scores and subordinate
scores. A system for comparison of the scores assessed at time one (prior to EDI 1)
against the scores at time two (prior to EDI 11) was developed. Basic descriptive
statistics of mean, range, and standard deviation of group responses were analyzed.

A third SPSSfile was created including scores of self, peers, subordinates, and
others from each of the subscales and an overall scale at time one and time two.”® Thus,
thisfile included 73 cases broken down into the 11 conceptually different sub-categories
or dimensions plus an overall measurement for self, peers, subordinates, and others at
two times.*® Thisfile was used to run Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) tests.

Finally, afourth SPSS file was created which was used for t tests and allowed for
comparisons of significant difference of means between first and second assessments.
These tests were done for each hypothesis, all sub-hypotheses, and for direct comparison
of subordinate and peer mean differences at time one versus time two even though these
comparisons were beyond the scope of the offered hypotheses.

Standard analytical procedures and alphareliability analysis were conducted to
evaluate the reliability of the LCCIS survey items and integrity of scales.t” Theresults
were very similar to those found by the Leadership Research Institute at the University of
Connecticut, and indicated exceptionally strong category reliabilities ranging from .84 to

.97. Large sample teststo compare group means (Z scores) and t tests were used as the

14 Thus, 188,956 individual data pointswere originally created.

5 Means were used for subordinate, peers and others.

6 Thus, thisfileincluded 7008 data points (73 cases x 2 times x 12 variables x 4 types:. self, peers,
subordinates, and others).

17 See Appendix E.



primary way of testing the research hypotheses.’® Additionally, ANCOVA was used to
augment the findings.

Individual hypotheses were examined as follows. Hypothesis 1 was tested using
an analysis of the overall data collected by the multi-rater feedback instrument used by
the FBI. Because thiswas ageneral hypothesis, all 97 questions of the LCCIS in both the
self and others (subordinate and peer) groups were pooled to yield an overall scale for the
entire instrument, and a comparison was made of first time assessments to second time
assessments. Then a Z score was computed for comparison of the significance of
difference of means at time one and timetwo. T tests were run for comparison of the
significant difference of means between first and second assessments, and ANCOVA
techniques were used to augment the findings. Additionally, while not part of the
hypothesis a Z score also was computed to compare means of others' scores at time one
with means of self scores at time two.

Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 including Sub-hypotheses 2a— 2k, 3a—-3k, and 4a— 4k
were all tested in the same way as the first hypothesis. As such, a significant amount of
data were generated from this testing, which allowed for comparisons between leadership
dimensions and gave greater depth to this study.

Aswith earlier analysis, similar tests were run for Hypothesis 5, even though this
hypothesis was only examining a general finding rather than each of the sub-scales.
Because of the broader nature of Hypothesis 5, Z score testing was not run on each of the
sub-scales aswas done in earlier hypotheses. However, al the other testswererun. The

results are included in Chapter 4 of this study.

Conclusion

This chapter described the methods and procedures used to obtain the data
necessary to address the research questions offered. It began with the design, setting, and
description of the participants and raters. It followed by including a description of the
multi-rater instrument used in the present research. Finally, it concluded with the

procedure and data analysis.

BWalker and Lev (1969) indicate the appropriateness of using difference of meansto test a hypothesis that
two means are equal. While difference of meansyielded suitable results for the way the hypotheses were
offered, ANCOVA testing was al so done to account for effects of first assessments.
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The next chapter will analyze the data, focusing on the phenomena of interest.
Finally, Chapter 5 will provide the discussion, summary and implications of this research.
Additionally, it will describe the limitations of the analysis, and conclude with
recommendations for further study and practice. Between these two chapters a deeper
appreciation of the concepts addressed in this research will become apparent, providing
an increased understanding of the use of multi-rater feedback as a developmental tool.

45



CHAPTER 4

Research Findings

Introduction

This chapter discusses the findings and results developed from this research. It
begins with the purpose of the study and is followed by an instrument summary and data
anaysis. The data analysis details the hypotheses used and is ordered by a presentation
of the results of the data framed around each. Through this process a generous amount of
information about multi-rater feedback was developed, the implications of which will be
discussed in Chapter 5.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to answer the following questions regarding multi-
rater feedback in the context of the FBI work setting.

1. Isthere agreater perceptual agreement between others (peers and
subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

2. What are the dimensions (sub-categories of the LCCIS) of any differences
found?

3. Arethere differences in agreement between peer and self-ratings and
subordinate and self-ratings at time two and time one?

4. What are the dimensions of any differences found in peer and self-ratings?

5. What are the dimensions of any differences found in subordinate and self-

ratings?

6. Arethere differencesin agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at

time one and time two?

These questions were answered through five hypotheses, which included a
number of related sub-hypotheses. Examining them resulted in further knowledge of the
multi-rater feedback process, particularly asit relates to law enforcement supervisorsin
the FBI. The way the Research Questions correspond to the Hypotheses is depicted in
Table 1.
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Table 1

Research Questions and Corresponding Hypotheses

Research Question Corresponding Hypotheses
Question 1 Hypothesis 1
Question 2 Hypothesis 2
Question 3 Hypotheses 3 & 4
Question 4 Hypothesis 3
Question 5 Hypothesis 4
Question 6 Hypothesis 5

Instrument Summary

As articulated in Chapter 3, this study made use of the Leadership Commitments
and Credibility Inventory System (LCCIS). Previous validation of thisinstrument
indicated that overall values of aphareliability were high. However, reliability tests
were also conducted here to verify these previous results.® With regard to these tests,
results showed that the overall value alphareliabilities were .84 or better for each of the
subscales, and were consistent with the previous validity and reliability tests reported by
the Leadership Research Institute at the University of Connecticut, which are attached as
Appendix C.%®

DataAnaysis

To set the stage for understanding the results presented here a series of statistical
tests of significance, one for each hypothesis, was used to test whether various sets of
ratings were relatively closer to each other at time two, compared with time one. Each
statistical test was evaluated for statistical significance in the same way, as follows:

» Z scores were computed, to compare average values of each group at the same point
in time.

» Each Z score was evaluated to seeif its value was greater than or equal to 1.96. This
represents a criterion value for considering differences in group means as not likely to
have occurred by chance less than five timesin 100 (corresponding to an alpha level
of .05). However, if aseriesof related sub-hypotheses (as in Research Questions 2, 3,

4, and 5 where 11 categories from the same instrument were being examined) was

1% See Appendix E
2 Reliability tests were conducted only on time one assessments.
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tested by using data from the same persons, then the significance tests were
considered interrelated, rather than having independent or separate probability
estimates of how likely they were to be significant. The overall criterion value of .05
for these interrelated tests was divided by 11, the number of sub-hypotheses, to make
the alpha level .0045 for each of the 11 tests. This correspondsto aZ score of 2.84.

[ This adjustment (developed by Dunn) ensures that the overall probability level for
the total number of related significance tests does not exceed .05. In that way, it
reduces the chance of “too many” tests being considered statistically significant,
when in fact they are not because of their being tested with data from the same
sources.]#

Each statistical test was considered two-tailed, since each hypothesis tested for
whether or not one group’s results was larger or smaller than results from the other
group, rather than testing for the direction of those differences.

To understand the results better, disparities between group means were interpreted
after conducting statistical tests, asfollows. If astatistical test was found to be
statistically significant (that is, its Z score exceeding or being equal to the critical
value and therefore falling in the critical region), then the group means involved were
subtracted from each other, to obtain a numeric difference. This was done to see how
numerically far apart they were in contributing to the statistical disparity, and in what
direction. If atest result was not statistically significant, then the group mean
differences compared in that test were considered numerically different but not

significantly so. Instead, they were considered chance rather than meaningful

differences.
Finally, t tests were run for comparison of the significant difference of means
between first and second assessments.?

After tests for significance were done, ANCOVA was used to further test each

hypothesis. Since there was variation in initial values, time one scores were used as the

2 See Dunn in Kirk, R.E. (1968). Experimental Design: Procedures for the Behavioral Sciences. Belmont,
CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing.

2 |t isnoted that in every hypotheses and sub-hypotheses t tests examining difference of means between
first and second assessmentsyielded non-significant alphalevels. Assuch, thefollowing resultsare
examined with the understanding that they are relative ones regarding the raw data. They add depth to this
research which would be lost if this study focused only on significant alphalevels.
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covariate in order to determine whether response type (peer, subordinate, or others)
makes a difference in the final response (time two) when time one scores were controlled
for. All ANCOVA test were computed using alpha = .05. These tests added robustness
to the findings of the tests of significance that determined the level of agreement between
self-ratings and others’ ratings.

Hypotheses

Most multi-source research on the level of agreement between self-ratings and
others’ ratings has found generally little agreement between the two (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1992). Further, there is evidence that individuals tend to overrate
themselves as compared to others (Thornton, 1980; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). The
present research examined the following hypotheses related to these research findings,
but within the context of the FBI work setting.

Hypothesis 1

The present research builds on the former findings. Here it was hypothesized that
having two sets of ratings between self and others at different times would bring about
more alignment on the second set. Therefore, the first hypothesis considered the
agreement between self-perception and perception of others on second assessments as
compared to first assessments, and sought to answer the initial question of the research,
whichis:

1. Isthere agreater perceptual agreement between others (peers and
subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

Hypothesis 1: Overall, leadersin the FBI will ratetheir leader ship more
highly compared with other s (peersand subordinates) on fir st assessmentsthan on
second assessments[computed as Self M ean Assessments (SA) — Other Mean
Assessments (OA) at timeone (T1) > Self Mean Assessments— Other Mean
Assessmentsat timetwo (T2)].

To test this hypothesis, all measures were combined to create an overall or global
leadership scale. Thiswas used to compare first assessments means of self to others
(peers and subordinates) and second assessments’ means of self to others. This process
included a decision to equalize the importance of the values and not have a weighted

average from one or more of the subscales that make up the different categories of the
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LCCIS. Assuch, each of the 97 questions that compose the instrument was given the
same weight.

First, an overall mean of al 73 cases of self-scores at time one was computed and
compared to an overall mean score of all others (peers and subordinates) at time one. An
overall mean of all 73 cases of self-scores at time two also was computed and compared
to an overall mean score of all others at time two (see Table 2). Z scores were then
computed to compare means at time one and those at time two, in order to test the null
hypothesis that there is no difference in meansin either instance. The observed value of
Z = 1.34 at time one, and the observed value of Z = .09 at time two were not within the
rgiection region. Therefore, there was insufficient evidence to regject the null hypothesis
in each case. Consequently, the results suggest no statistical difference between
perceptual agreement measures of self versus others at time one, or at timetwo. This
was confirmed by at test comparing difference of means at time one with time two.

While not part of the hypothesis a Z score aso was computed to compare means
of others' scores at time one with means of self scores at time two, to examine if there
was a statistically significant difference. The observed value of — 1.66 was also not
within the rejection region. Thisindicates that no significant differences were found in
perceptual agreement measures between others and self at time one versus time two.
This analysis adds further depth to the overall finding that no significant differences were
found in perceptual agreement measures at time one versus time two for this hypothesis.

It is noted, however, that while these Z score computations were not found to be
significant, the patterns in mean differences are of interest. Although not significant, the
numerical difference in means (.0203 at time one > .0016 at time two) suggest directional
consistency relative to Hypothesis 1 in smaller differences being associated with greater
feedback. These implications will be discussed further in Chapter 5.
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 1 (Overall Measurement)

N Mean  Std.Deviation

OVERALL 73 4.4324 .30176
Self
Time One

OVERALL 941 4.4121 .57332
Others
Time One

OVERALL 73 4.4403 .33565
Self
Time Two
OVERALL 861 4.4387 .58740
Others
Time Two

To further test this hypothesis ANCOVA was used. Aswith the Z score testing,
all measures were combined to create an overall or global leadership scale by adding
together all the data points in the 11 sub-categories and creating an overall mean of
others (peers and subordinates). This was done for each of the 73 cases at time one and
time two. The between-subjects factors of 73 mean self scores were then compared with
73 mean other scores. The dependent variable was the mean overall scale at time two
and the covariate was the mean overall scale at time one. Results showed a significance
level of .94 indicating a non-significant alphalevel. It adds further depth to the overall
finding that no significant differences were found in perceptual agreement measures at
time one versus time two for this hypothesis. Table 3 reflects the between-subjects

effects of this test.
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Table 3

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 1 (Overall Measurement)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.956% 2 2.478 32.828 .000
Intercept 2.314 1 2.314 30.651 .000
ALL1 4,943 1 4,943 65.479 .000
RESPTYPE 4.997E-04 1 4.997E-04 .007 .935
Error 10.794 143 7.548E-02
Total 2877.620 146
Corrected Total 15.750 145

a. R Squared = .315 (Adjusted R Squared = .305)

Hypothesis 2

While the first hypothesis examined an overall measure, it may not convey the
entire story. In order to more carefully examine the subcomponents of the LCCIS, the
second hypothesis deals with the nature of the change in agreement between self-ratings
and others' ratings on second assessments as compared to first assessments as reflected in
various types of dimensions or subcategories of the |eadership assessment. It seeksto
answer the following research question:

2. What are the dimensions (sub-categories of the LCCIS) of any differences found?

Hypothesis2: Leadersin the FBI will ratetheir leadership more highly
compared with other s (peersand subor dinates) on fir st assessmentsthan on second
assessmentsin each subcategory [computed as Self M ean Assessments (SA) —Other
Mean Assessments (OA) at timeone (T1) > Self Mean Assessments— Other Mean
Assessmentsat timetwo (T2) in each subcategory].

In order to test this hypothesis, 11 Sub-Hypotheses 2a— 2k were offered. These
sub-hypotheses allowed for an examination of each subscale within the instrument that
composesthe LCCIS. A lack of support for any of the sub-hypotheses surrounding these
subscales indicated alack of overall support for Hypothesis 2. These sub-hypotheses
were al tested in the same way as Hypothesis 1. All the sub-hypotheses are listed below,

but only those with noteworthy findings are discussed in any detail.
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Hypothesis 2a: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “STEPSto EMPOWERMENT” compared with
first assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. Table 4 reflects the mean scores of this

subcategory at time one and time two.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2a (Steps to Empowerment)
N Mean Std. Deviation
STOE 73 4.2952 .32619
Self
Time One
STOE 941 4.3016 .65725
Others
Time One
STOE 73 4.3438 .33218
Self
Time Two
STOE 861 4.3539 .64907
Others
Time Two

Aswith Hypothesis 1, ANCOVA testing was also done. Results showed a non-
significant alphalevel of .98. It adds further depth to the overall finding that no
significant differences were found in perceptual agreement measures at time one versus

time two for this hypothesis. Table 5 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.
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Table 5

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2a (Steps to Empowerment)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: STOE2

Type Il Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.1432 2 2.071 23.857 .000
Intercept 4.776 1 4.776 55.008 .000
STOE1 4.143 1 4.143 47.714 .000
RESPTYPE 6.505E-05 1 6.505E-05 .001 .978
Error 12.416 143 8.683E-02
Total 2771.420 146
Corrected Total 16.559 145

a. R Squared = .250 (Adjusted R Squared = .240)

Hypothesis 2b: There will be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “CREDIBILITY” compared with first
assessments.

The observed value of Z = 3.66 at time one is within the rejection region.
However, the observed value of Z = 1.31 at time two isnot. The results at time two
showed no statistical difference between the means of self versus others. Therefore,
there isincreased agreement between self and others on second assessmentsin the
category CREDIBILITY as compared to first assessments and support for Hypothesis 2b.

Table 6 reflects the mean scores of this subcategory at time one and at time two.



Table 6

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2b (Credibility)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CRED 73
Self
Time One
CRED 941
Others
Time One

4.4514 .33980

4.3774 .67953

CRED 73
Self
Time Two
CRED 861
Others
Time Two

4.4292 .35710

4.4003 .68675

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis. Results showed a non-
significant alphalevel of .99. Table 7 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.

Table 7
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2b (Credibility)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.8652 2 3.432 37.344 .000
Intercept 2.883 1 2.883 31.372 .000
CRED1 6.771 1 6.771 73.668 .000
RESPTYPE 1.044E-05 1 1.044E-05 .000 .992
Error 13.144 143 9.191E-02
Total 2850.970 146
Corrected Total 20.008 145

a. R Squared = .343 (Adjusted R Squared = .334)

Hypothesis 2c: There will be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION” compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 4.07 and — 2.75 at time one and time two,

respectively. The time one score is within the rejection region whereas the time two
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scoreisnot. Similar to Hypothesis 2b, there is increased agreement between self and
others on second assessments in the category CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION as compared to first assessments and support for Hypothesis 2c.

It is curious to note that for this subcategory the supervisors underrated
themselves as compared to others at time one and time two. Thisisreflected in the
negative differences in mean scores, — .074 at time one and — .069 at time two. The
decrease in difference of mean scores at time two shows a convergence of self and
others’ assessments from time one and, therefore, increased agreement, although it is not
in the direction of supervisors overrating themselves at time one as was presumed when

this study was proposed. See Table 8 for mean scores for this hypothesis.

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2c (Challenge and Support the Organization)
N Mean Std. Deviation
CSORG 73 45137 .37035
Self
Time One
CSORG 941 4.5886 .52638
Others
Time One
CSORG 73 4.5114 44125
Self
Time Two
CSORG 861 45811 .56933
Others
Time Two

ANCOVA testing was also done. Results showed a non-significant alphalevel of
.72. Table 9 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.

56



Table 9

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2c (Challenge and Support the Organization)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CSO2

Type Il Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.6812 2 2.341 21.661 .000
Intercept 3.124 1 3.124 28.911 .000
Cso1 4,549 1 4.549 42.094 .000
RESPTYPE 1.430E-02 1 1.430E-02 132 717
Error 15.452 143 .108
Total 3030.880 146
Corrected Total 20.133 145

a. R Squared = .233 (Adjusted R Squared = .222)

Hypothesis 2d: There will be increased agreement between self and otherson

second assessmentsin the category “BUILD TEAMS’ compared with first

assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. Table 10 reflects the mean scores of

this subcategory at time one and time two.

Table 10

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2d (Build Teams)

Std. Deviation
48218

BT
Self
Time One

BT 941

Others
Time One

BT
Self
Time Two

BT 861

Others
Time Two

N Mean
73 4.3562

4.3964

73 4.4247

4.4051

.69249

.52156

71614
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ANCOVA results showed a non-significant alphalevel of .44. It adds further

depth to the overall finding that no significant differences were found for this hypothesis.

Table 11 reflects the between-subject effects of this test.

Table 11

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2d (Build Teams)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BT2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.4682 2 2.734 15.891 .000
Intercept 8.757 1 8.757 50.899 .000
BT1 5.418 1 5.418 31.492 .000
RESPTYPE 101 1 101 .590 444
Error 24.602 143 172
Total 2871.610 146
Corrected Total 30.070 145

a. R Squared =.182 (Adjusted R Squared = .170)

Hypothesis 2e: There will be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “DEVEL OP INDIVIDUALS’ compared with
fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 3.93 and .11 at time one and time two,
respectively. The Z score at time one is within the rejection region however, the Z score
at timetwo isnot. Therefore, there was support for Hypothesis 2e and, like Hypothesis
2c it was not because the supervisors overrated themselves at time one as was presumed
when this study was proposed. Table 12 reflects the mean scores of this subcategory at

time one and time two.
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2e (Develop Individuals)

N Mean Std. Deviation
DI 73 .44308
Self
Time One
DI 941
Others
Time One

4.2661

4.3691 .62212

DI 73 41626
Self
Time Two
DI 861
Others

Time Two

4.4012

4.3985 .64950

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis. Results showed a non-
significant alpha level of .37. Table 13 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.

Table 13
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2e (Develop Individuals)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.1412 2 1.071 8.243 .000
Intercept 10.515 1 10.515 80.952 .000
DI1 2.119 1 2.119 16.315 .000
RESPTYPE .103 1 .103 794 374
Error 18.574 143 .130
Total 2840.240 146
Corrected Total 20.716 145

a. R Squared = .103 (Adjusted R Squared =.091)

Hypothesis 2f: Therewill be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin thecategory “QUALITY and TASK” compared with first

assessments.
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There was no support for this hypothesis. See Table 14 for mean scores for this

hypothesis.

Table 14

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2f (Quality and Task)
N Mean Std. Deviation

QT 73  4.4315 .39224
Self
Time One
QT 941  4.4497 61714
Others
Time One

QT 73  4.4425 43745
Self
Time Two
QT 861 4.4705 .63230
Others
Time Two

ANCOVA results showed a non-significant alphalevel of .82. It adds further
depth to the overall finding that no significant differences were found in perceptual
agreement measures for this hypothesis. Table 15 reflects the between-subjects effects of
this test.
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Table 15

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2f (Quality and Task)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: QT2

Type Il Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.6692 2 1.835 13.929 .000
Intercept 6.329 1 6.329 48.049 .000
QT1 3.661 1 3.661 27.796 .000
RESPTYPE 7.034E-03 1 7.034E-03 .053 .818
Error 18.836 143 132
Total 2913.670 146
Corrected Total 22.505 145

a. R Squared = .163 (Adjusted R Squared = .151)

Hypothesis 2g: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “ CUSTOMER/CLIENT” compared with first
assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. Table 16 reflects the mean scores of

this subcategory at time one and time two.

Table 16

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2g (Customer/Client)

N Mean Std. Deviation

CcC 73 43842
Self
Time One

CcC 941
Others
Time One

4.4132

4.3822 .62411

CcC 73 45550
Self
Time Two
CcC 861
Others

Time Two

4.3425

4.4344 .60268
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ANCOVA results showed a non-significant alphalevel of .13. Table 17 reflects

the between-subjects effects of this test.

Table 17

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2g (Customer/Client)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CC2

Type 1l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.3972 2 1.698 13.036 .000
Intercept 8.169 1 8.169 62.707 .000
CC1 3.197 1 3.197 24.539 .000
RESPTYPE .300 1 .300 2.300 132
Error 18.630 143 .130
Total 2824.000 146
Corrected Total 22.026 145

a. R Squared = .154 (Adjusted R Squared = .142)

Hypothesis 2h: Therewill be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “VISION” compared with fir st assessments.
There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 18 for mean scores for
this hypothesis.
Table 18

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2h (Vision)
N Mean Std. Deviation

\ 73
Self
Time One
\ 941
Others
Time One

4.2849 AB776

4.3260 .72026

\ 73
Self
Time Two
\ 861
Others
Time Two

4.3096 .52709

4.3566 .71893
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Aswith previous hypotheses, ANCOVA testing was also done. Results showed a
non-significant alphalevel of .79. It adds further depth to the overall finding that no
significant differences were found for this hypothesis. Table 19 reflects the between-
subjects effects of this test.

Table 19
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2h (Vision)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

Type 1l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.136% 2 3.568 23.719 .000
Intercept 5.807 1 5.807 38.603 .000
V1 7.106 1 7.106 47.238 .000
RESPTYPE 1.080E-02 1 1.080E-02 .072 .789
Error 21.510 143 .150
Total 2758.370 146
Corrected Total 28.646 145

a. R Squared = .249 (Adjusted R Squared = .239)

Hypothesis 2i: Therewill be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “FOSTER CREATIVITY” compared with first
assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. Table 20 reflects the mean scores of

this subcategory at time one and time two.
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Table 20

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2i (Foster Creativity)
N Mean Std. Deviation

FC 73 4.4178 .51884
Self
Time One
FC 941
Others

Time One

4.3448 72528

FC 73 4.4315 44733
Self
Time Two
FC 861
Others

Time Two

4.3673 72037

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis. Results showed a non-
significant alphalevel of .56. It adds further depth to the overall finding that no
significant differences were found for this hypothesis. Table 21 reflects the between-
subjects effects of this test.

Table 21
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2i (Foster Creativity)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.0142 2 3.007 20.204 .000
Intercept 9.900 1 9.900 66.524 .000
FC1 5.814 1 5.814 39.066 .000
RESPTYPE 5.149E-02 1 5.149E-02 .346 .557
Error 21.282 143 .149
Total 2846.820 146
Corrected Total 27.296 145

a. R Squared = .220 (Adjusted R Squared = .209)

Hypothesis 2j: Therewill be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “MANAGE DIVERSITY” compared with first

assessments.



Z scores for this hypothesis are 8.42 and 5.31at time one and time two,
respectively. Therefore, there was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin
both of these cases. The mean score difference at time one (.20) is greater than the mean
score difference at time two (.14). Therefore, there is a convergence of means at time
two as compared to time one. Thus, there is support for Hypothesis 2j. Table 22 reflects

the mean scores of this subcategory.

Table 22

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2] (Manage Diversity)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

MD 73 4.7260 141029
Self
Time One
MD 941 45248 .64481
Others
Time One

MD 73 4.6849 42416
Self
Time Two
MD 861 45461 .67381
Others
Time Two

Aswith previous hypotheses, ANCOVA testing was done. Results showed a non-
significance alphalevel of .50. Table 23 reflects the between-subjects effects of thistest.
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Table 23

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2j (Manage Diversity)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

Type Il Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.5112 2 3.255 28.379 .000
Intercept 4.648 1 4.648 40.520 .000
MD1 5.697 1 5.697 49.664 .000
RESPTYPE 5.322E-02 1 5.322E-02 464 497
Error 16.404 143 115
Total 3126.090 146
Corrected Total 22915 145

a. R Squared = .284 (Adjusted R Squared = .274)

Hypothesis 2k: There will be increased agreement between self and otherson
second assessmentsin the category “BUILD PUBLIC TRUST” compared with first

assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 6.39 and .98 at time one and time two,

respectively. The Z score at time one is within the rgjection region. Therefore, there was
sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin this case, but not at timetwo. A
convergence of mean scores at time two also occurred as compared with time one. Thus,

there is support for Hypothesis 2k. Table 24 reflects the mean scores of this subcategory

at time one and time two.
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Table 24

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 2k (Build Public Trust)
N Mean Std. Deviation

BPT 73 4.7412 .32450
Self
Time One
BPT 941
Others

Time Two

4.6500 47157

BPT 73 4.6743 .40964
Self
Time Two
BPT 861
Others

Time Two

4.6531 .51165

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis. Results showed a non-
significant alphalevel of .82. Table 25 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.

Table 25
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2k (Build Public Trust)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.4592 2 1.229 11.644 .000
Intercept 3.298 1 3.298 31.234 .000
PBT1 2.416 1 2.416 22.882 .000
RESPTYPE 5.725E-03 1 5.725E-03 .054 .816
Error 15.099 143 .106
Total 3183.750 146
Corrected Total 17.558 145

a. R Squared = .140 (Adjusted R Squared = .128)

Because there was alack of support for six sub-hypotheses (2a, 2d, 2f, 2g, 2h, and
2i) and t tests showed a non-significant results in comparing time one difference of means
to time two difference of meansin al sub-categories, there was alack of support for
Hypothesis 2. However, by testing these sub-hypotheses, valuable information regarding

the 11 subscales measured was developed. The implications will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Hypothesis 3

Consistent with the second hypothesis, Hypothesis 3 flows from the primary
hypothesis. This hypothesis, together with Hypothesis 4, separates “ others’ into peers
and subordinates. These two hypotheses therefore assist in addressing the third, fourth,
and fifth research questions:

3. Arethere differences in agreement between peer and self-ratings and
subordinate and self-ratings at time two and time one?

4. What are the dimensions of any differences found in peer and self-ratings?

5. What are the dimensions of any differences found in subordinate and self-
ratings?

Specifically, Hypothesis 3, addresses part of the third research question, the fourth
research question fully, and separates “ others’ (from Hypothesis 1) into the portion made
up of peers. Itisasfollows:

Hypothesis 3: Leadersin the FBI will ratetheir leadership more highly
compared with peers (PA) on first assessmentsthan on second assessmentsin each
subcategory [SA —PA at T1> SA —PA at T2 in each subcategory].

Aswith Hypothesis 2, in order to test this hypothesis, Sub-Hypotheses 3a— 3k
were offered. These sub-hypotheses alowed each subscale within the LCCIS to be
examined. A lack of support for any of the sub-hypotheses surrounding these subscales
indicated alack of overall support for Hypothesis 3. These sub-hypotheses were all
tested in the same way as Hypotheses 1 and 2. All the sub-hypotheses are listed bel ow,
but only those with noteworthy findings are discussed in any detail.

Aswith Hypothesis 2, ANCOVA test on aglobal or overall leadership scaleis
included comparing between-subjects factors of 73 mean self scores with 73 mean peer
scores after Hypothesis 3k. Additionally, ANCOVA testing was done in the same way
on each of these subscales to add greater understanding to thisresearch. In every
ANCOVA except the CUSTOMER/CLIENT sub-category results showed a non-
significant alphalevel. Therefore, only with Hypothesis 3g, which deals with the
CUSTOMER/CLIENT sub-category, are the results of ANCOVA included in the data
analysis of Sub-Hypotheses 3a—3k. #

2 See Appendix F for the entire results of Hypothesis 3 ANCOVA testing.
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Hypothesis 3a: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “STEPSto EMPOWERMENT” compared with
first assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 6.51 and — 4.74 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to rgect the null hypothesisin each of these cases. This hypothesisis similar to
Sub-Hypothesis 2¢c where the supervisors underrated themsel ves as compared with
others. Inthisinstance, asin most of the subcategories for Hypothesis 3, the supervisors
underrated themselves as compared to their peers at time one and time two. Presently,
thisisreflected in the negative difference in mean scores, — .12 at time one and — .10 at
timetwo. The decrease in difference of mean scores at time two shows a convergence of
self and peers assessments from time one versus time two and therefore increased
agreement. Therefore, there is support for this hypothesis, although it is not because the
supervisors overrated themselves at time one as was presumed when this study was
proposed. Table 26 reflects the mean scores of this subcategory at time one and time

two.

Table 26

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3a (Steps to Empowerment)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

STOE 73 4,2952 .32619
Self
Time One
STOE 442 4.4149 .53355
Peers
Time One

STOE 73 4.3438 .33218
Self
Time One
STOE 386 4.4456 .58166
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3b: There will be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “CREDIBILITY” compared with first

assessments.
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There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 27 for mean scores for

this hypothesis.

Table 27

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3b (Credibility)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CRED 73 4.4514 .33980
Self
Time One

CRED 442 45157 51211
Peers
Time One

CRED 73 4.4292 .35710
Self
Time Two

CRED 386 4.4996 .61179
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3c: Therewill be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION” compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 8.85 and — 4.80 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to rgect the null hypothesisin each of these cases. This hypothesisis similar to
Sub-Hypothesis 3a where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared to peers at
time one and time two. Presently, thisis reflected in the negative difference in mean
scores. — .16 at time one and — .13 at time two. The decrease in difference of mean
scores at time two shows a convergence of self and peers assessments from time one to
time two and, therefore, increased agreement. See Table 28 for mean scores for this

hypothesis.
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Table 28

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3c (Challenge and Support the Organization)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CSORG 73 45137 .37035
Self
Time One
CSORG 442 4.6765 43633
Peers
Time One

CSORG 73 45114 44125
Self
Time Two
CSORG 386 4.6429 .54463
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3d: There will be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “BUILD TEAMS’ compared with first
assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 5.47 and — 1.98 at time one and time two,
respectively. Therefore, there was insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis at
time one but not at time two. This hypothesisis similar to Sub-Hypotheses 3a and 3c
where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared to peers at time one and time
two. Presently, thisisreflected in the negative difference in mean scores. —.17 at time
one and — .08 at timetwo. The decrease in difference of mean scores at time two shows
a convergence of self and peers assessments from time one to time two and, therefore,
increased agreement. Thus, there is support for this hypothesis. See Table 29 for mean

scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 29

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3d (Build Teams)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

BT 73 4,3562 48218
Self
Time One
BT 442 45271 .56954
Peers
Time One

BT 73 4.4247 .52156
Self
Time Two
BT 386 4.5032 .68269
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3e: There will be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS’ compared with
first assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 7.4 and — 3.43 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to rgect the null hypothesisin each of these cases. This hypothesisis similar to
Sub-Hypotheses 3a, 3¢, and 3d where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared
to peers at time one and time two. In thisinstanceit is reflected in the negative
difference in mean scores: —.19 at time one and — .09 at time two. The decreasein
difference of mean scores at time two shows a convergence of self and peers
assessments and, therefore, increased agreement. Thus, there is support for this

hypothesis. See Table 30 for mean scores.
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Table 30

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3e (Develop Individuals)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

DI 73 4.2661 44308
Self
Time One
DI 442 4,4586 .50116
Peers
Time One

DI 73 4.4012 41626
Self
Time Two
DI 386 4.4907 .56933
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3f: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “QUALITY and TASK” compared with first
assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 5.53 and — 3.83 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. This hypothesisis similar to Sub-
Hypotheses 3a, 3c, 3d, and 3e where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared
to peers at time one and time two. Presently, thisis reflected in the negative differencein
mean scores. — .12 at time one and — .11 at time two. The decrease in difference of mean
scores at time two shows a convergence of self and peers assessments from time one to
time two and, therefore, increased agreement and support for this hypothesis. See Table

31 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 31

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3f (Quality and Task)
N Mean Std. Deviation

QT 73 4,4315 .39224
Self
Time One
QT 442 4,5529 .51389
Peers
Time One

QT 73 4,4425 43745
Self
Time Two
QT 386 45521 .59308
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3g: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “CUSTOMER/CLIENT” compared with first
assessments.

There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 32 for mean scores for

this hypothesis.

Table 32

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3g (Customer/Client)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CcC 73 4.4132 43842
Self
Time One
CcC 442 4.4672 .55984
Peers
Time One

CcC 73 4.3425 .45550
Self
Time Two
CcC 386 4.4922 .60928
Peers
Time Two

As mentioned earlier, ANCOVA testing for this sub-hypothesis showed a

significant alphalevel (.05). Thiswasthe only sub-category dealing with ANCOVA
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testing in Hypotheses 3a— 3k where a significant aphalevel wasfound. Table 33

reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.

Table 33

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 3g (Customer/Client)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CC2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.6502 2 2.825 18.765 .000
Intercept 8.323 1 8.323 55.283 .000
CC1 4,924 1 4.924 32.704 .000
RESPTYPE .604 1 .604 4.009 .047
Error 21.529 143 151
Total 2872.250 146
Corrected Total 27.180 145

a. R Squared = .208 (Adjusted R Squared = .197)

Hypothesis 3h: Therewill be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “VISION” compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are — 4.84 and — 3.46 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to regject the null hypothesis in each of these cases. This hypothesisis similar to
the five Sub-Hypotheses 3a, 3c, 3d, 3e, and 3f where the supervisors underrated
themselves as compared to peers at time one and time two. Presently, thisis reflected in
the negative difference in mean scores. —.16 at time one and — .14 at time two. The
decrease in difference of mean scores at time two shows a convergence of self and peers
assessments from time one to time two and, therefore, increased agreement. Therefore,

there is support for this hypothesis. See Table 34 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 34

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3h (Vision)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

\% 73  4.2849 46776
Self
Time One
\% 442  4.4403 .63782
Peers
Time One

\% 73  4.3096 .52709
Self
Time Two
\% 386 4.4477 .67336
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3i: Therewill be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “FOSTER CREATIVITY” compared with first
assessments.

Resultsindicated alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 35 for mean

scores for this hypothesis.

Table 35

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3i (Foster Creativity)
N Mean Std. Deviation

FC 73 44178 .51884
Self
Time One
FC 442  4.4106 .63638
Peers
Time One

FC 73  4.4315 44733
Self
Time Two
FC 386 4.4236 .68518
Peers
Time Two
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Hypothesis 3j: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “MANAGE DIVERSITY” compared with first
assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 2.97 and .88 at time one and time two,
respectively. The Z score at time one is within the regjection region. Therefore, there was
sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin this case, but not at time two. Further,
there is a convergence of mean scores at time two as compared to time one. Thus, there

is support for Hypothesis 3]. See Table 36 for mean scores for this hypothesis.

Table 36

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3] (Manage Diversity)
N Mean Std. Deviation

MD 73 4,7260 41029
Self
Time One
MD 442 4.6584 49205
Peers
Time One

MD 73 4.6849 42416
Self
Time Two
MD 386 4.6617 .55720
Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3k: Therewill be increased agreement between self and peerson
second assessmentsin the category “BUILD PUBLIC TRUST” compared with first
assessments.

There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 37 for mean scores for

this hypothesis.
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Table 37

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3k (Build Public Trust)
N Mean Std. Deviation

BPT 73 4.7412 .32450
Self

Time One
BPT 442 4.7589 .36451
Peers

Time One

BPT 73 4.6743 .40964
Self

Time Two
BPT 386 4.7522 .45670
Peers

Time Two

Finally, to further examine Hypothesis 3, ANCOVA was used on a global
leadership scale by adding together all data pointsin the 11 sub-categories and creating
an overall mean of peers. Thiswas done for each of the 73 cases at time one and time
two. The between-subjects factors of 73 mean self scores were then compared with 73
mean peer scores. The dependent variable was the mean overall scale at time two and
the covariate was the mean overall scale at time one. Results showed a non-significant
aphalevel of .31. It suggestsalack of support for this hypothesis from a global
perspective, which is also confirmed by the findings of four of the sub-hypotheses and
the t tests. Table 38 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.
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Table 38

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 3 (Overall Measurement)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.0572 2 3.029 37.650 .000
Intercept 2.128 1 2.128 26.456 .000
ALL1 5.712 1 5.712 71.008 .000
RESPTYPE 8.210E-02 1 8.210E-02 1.021 314
Error 11.503 143 8.044E-02
Total 2955.190 146
Corrected Total 17.560 145

a. R Squared = .345 (Adjusted R Squared = .336)

Because there was alack of support for four sub-hypotheses (3b, 3g, 3i, and 3k),
and t tests showed a non-significant results in comparing time one difference of meansto
time two difference of meansin all sub-categories, there was also alack of support for
Hypothesis 3. However, asin the case of Hypothesis 2, by testing these sub-hypotheses,
valuable information regarding the subscal es measuring 11 subcategories of the LCCIS
was developed. The implications will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Hypothesis 4

Consistent with the second and third hypotheses, Hypothesis 4 also flows from
Hypothesis 1. This hypothesis separates “others’ (from the first hypothesis) into the
portion that is made up of subordinates. Like Hypothesis 3, it assistsin addressing a part
of the third research question. Additionally, it addresses the fifth research question.
These questions are as follows:

3. Arethere differencesin agreement between peer and self-ratings and
subordinate and self-ratings at time one and time two?

5. What are the dimensions of any differences found in subordinate and self

ratings?

Hypothesis4: Leadersin the FBI will ratetheir leadership more highly
compared with subor dinates (sa) on first assessmentsthan on second assessmentsin

each subcategory [SA —saat T1> SA —saat T2 in each subcategory].
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In order to test this hypothesis, Hypotheses 4a— 4k were offered. These
hypotheses allowed each of the LCCIS subscales to be examined. A lack of support for
any of the sub-hypotheses surrounding these subscalesindicated a lack of overall support
for Hypothesis 4. These sub-hypotheses were all tested in the same way as Hypotheses 1,
2, and 3. All the sub-hypotheses are listed below, but only those with noteworthy
findings are discussed in any detail.

Aswith Hypotheses 2 and 3, an ANCOVA test on aglobal or overall leadership
scale was included after Hypothesis 4k. Additionally, ANCOVA testing was donein the
same way on each of these subscales to add greater understanding to thisresearch. In
every case for this hypothesis the ANCOVA showed a non-significant alphalevel .*

Hypothesis 4a: Therewill be increased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “ STEPSto EMPOWERMENT”
compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 3.45 and 2.54 at time one and time two,
respectively. The Z score at time one is within the rejection region, unlike the Z score at
timetwo. Therefore, there was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis at time
one, but not at time two. The decrease in difference in mean scores from time one to
time two, .09 and .06 respectively, shows a convergence of self and subordinates
assessments at time two. Therefore, there isincreased agreement between self and
subordinates assessments at time two, and support for this hypothesis. See Table 39 for

mean scores for this hypothesis.

2 See Appendix G for the results of Hypothesis 4 ANCOVA testing.
80



Table 39

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4a (Steps to Empowerment)
N Mean Std. Deviation

STOE 73 4.2952 .32619
Self
Time One
STOE 499 4.2013 .73608
Subordinates
Time One

STOE 73 4.3438 .33218
Self
Time Two
STOE 475 4.2794 .69076
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis 4b: There will be increased agreement between self and
subor dinates on second assessmentsin the category “CREDIBILITY” compared
with first assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 6.48 and 3.80 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to regject the null hypothesisin each of these cases. The decrease in mean score
differences from time one to time two, .20 and .11 respectively, shows a convergence of
self and subordinates’ assessments at time two. Therefore, there isincreased agreement
between self and subordinates assessments at time two, and support for this hypothesis.

See Table 40 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 40

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4b (Credibility)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CRED 73 4.4514 .33980
Self
Time One
CRED 499 4.2548 77930
Subordinates
Time One

CRED 73 4.4292 .35710
Self
Time Two
CRED 475 4.3196 .73289
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis4c: There will be increased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT
the ORGANIZATION” compared with fir st assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. See Table 41 for mean scores.

Table 41

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4c (Challenge and Support the Organization)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

CSORG 73 45137 .37035
Self
Time One
CSORG 499 4.5107 .58436
Subordinates
Time One

CSORG 73 45114 44125
Self
Time Two
CSORG 475 4.5309 .58440
Subordinates
Time Two
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Hypothesis4d: There will be increased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “BUILD TEAMS’ compared
with first assessments.

There was no support for this hypothesis. See Table 42 for mean scores for this

hypothesis.

Table 42

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4d (Build Teams)
N Mean Std. Deviation

BT 73  4.3562 48218
Self
Time One
BT 499 4.2806 .76766
Subordinates
Time One

BT 73  4.4247 .52156
Self
Time Two
BT 475 4.3253 .73328
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis 4e: There will be increased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS’
compared with fir st assessments.

There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 43 for mean scores.
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Table 43

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4e (Develop Individuals)

DI

Self

Time One

DI
Subordinates
Time One

DI

Self

Time Two

DI
Subordinates
Time Two

N

73

499

73

475

Mean

4.2661

4.2897

4.4012

4.3236

Std. Deviation

44308

.70335

41626

.69969

Hypothesis 4f: Therewill be increased agreement between self and

subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “QUALITY and TASK”

compared with fir st assessments.

There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 44 for mean scores for

this hypothesis.

Table 44

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4f (Quality and Task)

QT

Self

Time One
QT
Subordinates
Time One

QT

Self

Time Two
QT
Subordinates
Time Two

N

73

499

73

475

Mean Std. Deviation

4.4315

4.3583

4.4425

4.4042

.39224

.68353

43745

.65563



Hypothesis 4g: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “CUSTOMER/CLIENT”
compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 3.54 and 1.54 at time one and time two,
respectively. The Z score at time one is within the rejection region and, therefore, there
was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin this case, but not at time two.
Therefore, there is a convergence of mean scores at time two as compared to time one.
Thus, there is support for Hypothesis 4g. See Table 45 for mean scores for this
hypothesis.

Table 45

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4g (Customer/Client)
N Mean Std. Deviation

CcC 73  4.4132 .43842
Self
Time One
CcC 499  4.3069 .66752
Subordinates
Time One

CcC 73  4.3425 45550
Self
Time Two
CcC 475 4.3874 .59377
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis 4h: There will be increased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “VISION” compared with first
assessments.

There was alack of support for this hypothesis. See Table 46 for mean scores for

this hypothesis.
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Table 46

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4h (Vision)

\%

Self

Time One

\%
Subordinates
Time One

\%

Self

Time Two

\%
Subordinates
Time Two

N

73

499

73

475

Mean

4.2849

4.2248

4.3096

4.2825

Std. Deviation

46776

7274

.52709

74648

Hypothesis 4i: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and

subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “FOSTER CREATIVITY”

compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 3.11 and 3.17 at time one and time two,

respectively. Both are within the rejection. Therefore, there was sufficient evidence to

reject the null hypothesisin each of these cases. The decrease in mean score differences

from time one to time two, .13 and .11 respectively, shows a convergence of self and

subordinates assessments at time two. Therefore, there is increased agreement between

self and subordinates assessments at time two, and there is support for this hypothesis.

See Table 47 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 47

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4i (Foster Creativity)
N Mean Std. Deviation

FC 73 4.4178 .51884
Self
Time One
FC 499 4.2866 .79186
Subordinates
Time One

FC 73 4.4315 44733
Self
Time Two

FC 475 4.3216 .74533
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis4j: Therewill beincreased agreement between self and
subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “MANAGE DIVERSITY”
compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 10.25 and 7.06 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to rgect the null hypothesisin each of these cases. The decrease in mean score
differences from time one to time two, .32 and .23 respectively, shows a convergence of
self and subordinates assessments at time two. Therefore, there isincreased agreement
between self and subordinates assessments at time two, and support for this hypothesis.

See Table 48 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 48

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4] (Manage Diversity)
N Mean Std. Deviation

MD 73 4.7260 41029
Self
Time One
MD 499 4.4064 .73520
Subordinates
Time One

MD 73 4.6849 42416
Self
Time Two
MD 475 4.4522 .74288
Subordinates
Time Two

Hypothesis 4k: There will be increased agreement between self and

subordinates on second assessmentsin the category “BUILD PUBLIC TRUST”
compared with fir st assessments.

Z scores for this hypothesis are 10.65 and 4.28 at time one and time two,
respectively. Both are within the rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient
evidence to rgect the null hypothesisin each of these cases. The decrease in mean
scores from time one to time two, .19 and .10 respectively, shows a convergence of self
and subordinates’ assessments at time two. Therefore, there is increased agreement
between self and subordinates assessments at time two, and support for this hypothess.

See Table 49 for mean scores for this hypothesis.
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Table 49

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4k (Build Public Trust)
N Mean Std. Deviation

BPT 73 47412 .32450
Self
Time One
BPT 499 4.5536 .53126
Subordinates
Time One

BPT 73 4.6743 40964
Self
Time Two
BPT 475 45726 .53952
Subordinates
Time Two

Finally, to further examine Hypothesis 4, ANCOVA was used on a global
leadership scale by adding together all the data points in the 11 sub-categories and
creating an overall mean score for subordinates. This was done for each of the cases at
time one and time two. The between-subjects factors of 73 mean self scores were then
compared with 70 mean subordinate scores. The dependent variable was the mean
overall scale at time two and the covariate was the mean overall scale at time one.
Results showed a non-significant alphalevel of .31. It suggests alack of support for this
hypothesis from a global perspective, which is also confirmed by the findings of five of
the sub-hypotheses and the t tests. Table 50 reflects the between-subjects effects of this
test.
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Table 50

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 4 (Overall Measurement)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.086%2 2 2.543 20.380 .000
Intercept 4.110 1 4.110 32.938 .000
ALL1 4.665 1 4.665 37.393 .000
RESPTYPE 132 1 132 1.057 .306
Error 17.468 140 125
Total 2770.830 143
Corrected Total 22.553 142

a. R Squared = .225 (Adjusted R Squared = .214)

Because there was alack of support for five sub-hypotheses (4c, 4d, 4e, 4f, and
4h), and t tests showed a non-significant results in comparing time one difference of
means to time two difference of meansin al sub-categories, there was also alack of
support for Hypothesis 4. However, asin the case of Hypotheses 2 and 3, by testing these
sub-hypotheses valuable information regarding the subscal es as measuring different
leadership categories of the LCCIS was developed. The implications will be discussed in
Chapter 5.

Hypothesis 5

To add further depth and richness to this study, agreement between subordinates
and peers on first and second assessments were compared. While thisissueis different
than the majority focusin this research, which is on self-assessments versus others
assessments, an additional level of understanding regarding multi-rater feedback was
developed. The following hypothesisis offered which addresses the sixth and final
research question of this study:

6. Arethere differencesin agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at
time one and time two?

Hypothesis 5: Peers ratingswill be more similar to self-ratingson first and
second assessmentsthan will subordinates’ ratings.

This hypothesis complements earlier hypotheses, which suggested that assessed

individuals would rate themselves higher than peers and subordinates on first
20



assessments, and that there would be convergence on second assessments. Hypothesis 5
suggests that peers' ratings would align with self-ratings more than subordinate ratings.

In order to test this hypothesis, first amean of all 73 cases of self scores at time
one was determined for comparison with an overall mean score of peers at timeone. A
mean of all 73 cases of self scores at time two was then calculated for comparison to an
overall mean score of peers at time two (see Table 51). Z scores were then computed for
comparison of means at time one and comparison of means at time two in order to test
the null hypothesis that the meansin either instance did not differ. The observed value of
Z =—6.48 at time one, and the observed value of Z = 4.47 at time two were within the
rejection region. Therefore, there was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin
each case. Consequently, the results indicate a statistical difference between perceptual
agreement measures of self versus peers at time one and at time two.

Further, amean of all 73 cases of self scores at time one was determined for
comparison with an overall mean score of subordinates at time one. A mean of all 73
cases of self-scores at time two was calculated for comparison to an overall mean score
of subordinates at time two (see Table 51). The observed value of Z = 5.52 at time one,
and the observed value of Z = 3.40 at time two were within the rejection region.
Therefore, there was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesisin each case.
Consequently, the results indicate a statistical difference between perceptual agreement
measures of self versus subordinates at time one and time two.

While these Z score computations were found to be significant, they only reveal
part of the story. The patterns in mean differences are of interest, as self mean scoresin
each instance (time one and time two) are less than peer mean scores, and self mean
scores in each instance are greater than subordinate mean scores. However, self and peer
mean scores at time one are in greater agreement (.09 difference) compared with self and
subordinate mean scores (.12 difference). At time two, self and subordinate mean scores
are in greater agreement (.07 difference) compared with self and peer mean scores (.09
difference). Thisdoes not lend support for Hypothesis 5. Further, t testsin all sub-
categories of peers versus self showed a non-significant results in comparing time one
difference of means to time two difference of means. These implications will be
discussed further in Chapter 5.
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Table 51

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 5 (Overall Ratings)
N Mean  Std. Deviation

ALL 73 4.4324 .30176

Self

Time One
ALL 442 4.5247 44599

Peers

Time One
ALL 499 4.3124 .65044

Subordinates

Time One

ALL 73 4.4403 .33565

Self

Time Two
ALL 386 45278 .53257

Peers

Time Two
ALL 475 4.3663 .61960

Subordinates

Time Two

To further address Research Question 6 time one peer and subordinate scores
were directly compared with one another, as were time two scores. The results showed
statistically significant difference in each instance. The time one difference of means
was .2123 and the time two difference of means was .1615. These results indicate a
difference in agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at time one and time two.

ANCOVA testing was also done to test between-subjects effects of peers and
subordinates as an overall scale and on each of the individual subscales corresponding to
the categories offered in Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4. Although not the focal point of this
research, this testing adds even greater depth, understanding and robustness to this
research.

The results of the ANCOVA showed non-significant alpha levelsin every case
except the VISION and FOSTER CREATIVITY sub-categories. It is noted however, the
overall resultsindicate marginal significance effects. The alphalevel for the twelve tests
of peersto subordinates range from p equal to or < .04 t0 .18.%2 The ANCOVA test on a

global or overal leadership scale comparing between-subjects factors of 73 mean peer

% See Appendix H for the results of Hypothesis 5 ANCOVA testing
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scores with 73 mean subordinate scoresistypical and agood reflection of these twelve tests

with an overall significance level of .06. Results of thistest are depicted in Table 52.

Table 52
ANCOVA: Hypothesis 5 (Overall Measurement)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.0352 2 3.517 28.424 .000
Intercept 4.235 1 4.235 34.224 .000
ALL1 5.523 1 5.523 44,632 .000
RESPTYPE .445 1 .445 3.592 .060
Error 17.324 140 124
Total 2835.240 143
Corrected Total 24.359 142

a. R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)
Finally, in order to contribute to a discussion of these differences from an overall

perspective, Table 53 is offered as a summary of numeric differencesin means. The

corresponding hypotheses are reflected within the table.
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Table 53

Numeric Differences in Means

Self / Others

ALL

T12  .0260 (Hyp 1)

T24  .0192 (Hyp 1)

T2-T1 -.0068 (Hyp 1)
STOE

T1 .0027 (Hyp 2a)

T2 .0000 (Hyp 2a)

T2-T1 -.0027 (Hyp 2a)
CRED

T1 .0849** (Hyp 2b)

T2 .0507 (Hyp 2b)

T2-T1 -.0342 (Hyp 2b)
CSO

T1-.0740** (Hyp 2c)

T2 -.0603 (Hyp 2¢c)

T2-T1 .0137 (Hyp 2¢)
BT

T1 -.0356 (Hyp 2d)

T2 .0370 (Hyp 2d)

T2-T1 .0726 (Hyp 2d)
DI

T1-.0918** (Hyp 2e)

T2 .0247 (Hyp 2e)

T2-T1 .1164 (Hyp 2e)
Qr

Tl -.0027 (Hyp 2f)

T2 -.0151 (Hyp 2f)

T2-T1 -.0123 (Hyp 2f)
CC

T1  .0438 (Hyp 29)
T2 -.0740** (Hyp 29)
-.1178 (Hyp 29)

T2-T1
\Y

T1 -.0219 (Hyp 2h)
T2 -.0288 (Hyp 2h)
-.0068 (Hyp 2h)

T2-T1

FC

T1 .0836 (Hyp 2i)

T2 .0740 (Hyp 2i)

T2-T1 -.0096 (Hyp 2i)
MD

T1 .2096** (Hyp 2j)

T2 .1493** (Hyp 2j)

T2-T1 -.0603 (Hyp 2j)

Self / Peers

-.0795**3 (Hyp 5)
-.0973** (Hyp 5)
-.0178 (Hyp 5)

-.1068** (Hyp 3a)
-.0986 ** (Hyp 3a)
.0082 (Hyp 3a)

-.0438** (Hyp 3b)
-.0712** (Hyp 3b)
-.0274 (Hyp 3b)

-.1534** (Hyp 3c)
-.1479** (Hyp 3c)
.0055 (Hyp 3c¢)

-.1589** (Hyp 3d)
-.0849 (Hyp 3d)
.0740 (Hyp 3d)

-.1781** (Hyp 3e)
-.0767** (Hyp 3e)
.1014 (Hyp 3e)

-.1000** (Hyp 3f)
-.1205** (Hyp 3f)
-.0205 (Hyp 3f)

-.0288 (Hyp 39)

-.1411** (Hyp 3g)°>

-.1123 (Hyp 39)

-.1329** (Hyp 3h)
-.1493** (Hyp 3h)
-.0164 (Hyp 3h)

.0329 (Hyp 3i)
-.0219 (Hyp 3i)
-.0548 (Hyp 3i)

.0740** (Hyp 3j)
.0137 (Hyp 3j)
-.0603 (Hyp 3j)

Self / Subordinates

.1151** (Hyp 5)
.1096** (Hyp 5)
-.0055 (Hyp 5)

.0890** (Hyp 4a)

.1055 (Hyp 4a)
.0164 (Hyp 4a)

.1945** (Hyp 4b)
.1521** (Hyp 4b)

-.0425 (Hyp 4b)

.0041 (Hyp 4c)
.0082 (Hyp 4c)
.0041 (Hyp 4c)

.0753 (Hyp 4d)
.1356 (Hyp 4d)
.0603 (Hyp 4d)

-.0247 (Hyp 4e)

.1082** (Hyp 4e)

.1329 (Hyp 4e)

.0740 (Hyp 4f)
.0808 (Hyp 4f)
.0068 (Hyp 4f)

.0932** (Hyp 49)

-.0219 (Hyp 49)
-.1151 (Hyp 49)

.0575 (Hyp 4h)
.0740 (Hyp 4h)
.0164 (Hyp 4h)

.1329** (Hyp 4i)
.1548** (Hyp 4i)
.0219 (Hyp 4i)

.3151** (Hyp 4j)
.2466** (Hyp 4))
-.0685 (Hyp 4j)

Peers /
Subordinates?
1945 (Hyp 5)

.2068 (Hyp 5)
.0123 (Hyp 5)

.1959 (Hyp 5)
.2041 (Hyp 5)
.0082 (Hyp 5)

.2384 (Hyp 5)
.2233 (Hyp 5)
-.0151 (Hyp 5)

1575 (Hyp 5)
.1562 (Hyp 5)
-.0014 (Hyp 5)

.2342 (Hyp 5)
.2205 (Hyp 5)
-.0137 (Hyp 5)

.1534 (Hyp 5)
.1849 (Hyp 5)
.0315 (Hyp 5)

.1740 (Hyp 5)
.2014 (Hyp 5)
.0274 (Hyp 5)

.1219 (Hyp 5)
1192 (Hyp 5)
-.0027 (Hyp 5)

.1904 (Hyp 5)

.2233 (Hyp 5)
.0329 (Hyp 5)

.1000 (Hyp 5)

1767 (Hyp 5)
.0767 (Hyp 5)

.2411 (Hyp 5)
.2329 (Hyp 5)
-.0082 (Hyp 5)

! Significance testing was not reported here on any peers versus subordinate ratings as it was outside the
scope of Hypothesis 5 as offered. This column is presented simply to add more depth to Table 53.

2TimeOne

3 Bold type and** indicates p < or equal to .05.

4Time Two

5 Underline indicates ANCOVA results of p < or equal to .05.
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Table 53 (Cont.)

BPT
T1 .1027** (Hyp 2k) -.0096 (Hyp 3Kk) .1904** (Hyp 4Kk) .2000 (Hyp 5)
T2 .0342 (Hyp 2k) -.0808** (Hyp 3K) .1288** (Hyp 4k) .2096 (Hyp 5)
T2-T1 -.0685 (Hyp 2K) -.0712 (Hyp 3K) -.0616 (Hyp 4k) .0096 (Hyp 5)
Conclusion

This chapter discussed the analysis that developed from this study. It began with
asummary of the purpose of the research and was followed by an instrument summary
and dataanalysis. The data analysis addressed each of the research questions as detailed
through five primary hypotheses and 33 sub-hypotheses. A significant number of
findings were generated as result of this effort. The next chapter will discuss these
findings and their implications. It will conclude with the study’s limitations and

recommendations for further study and practice.
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CHAPTER 5

Summary and Implications

Introduction

This chapter sets forth a summary of the study presented here. It also presents the
conclusions of thisresearch. It begins by providing an overview of thefindingsand is
followed by a discussion regarding the outcomes and implications of the study. Finally,
this chapter ends with the limitations and recommendations for further research and

practice.

Overview

According to Martineau (1998), using any type of instrumentation, multi-rater or
not, to measure the success of development requires it to be interpreted within the
context of the system. Thisresearch tested a part of the multi-rater system, which isin
place in apublic sector law enforcement setting, by examining self versus subordinates
and peer ratings at two times. Therefore, the interpretation of the results must be
considered within the context of the organization, its attendant idiosyncrasies, and within
the limitations of the present study.

Specifically, this study examined the perceptions of individuals with regard to
leadership dimensions in the context of the FBI work setting. Thereis evidence that no
statistically significant differences exist in the perceptions of leadership between self and
others, as an overall measurement on either afirst assessment or a second assessment.
Additionally, it is noted that in every hypotheses and sub-hypotheses t tests examining
difference of means between first and second assessments yielded non-significant alpha
levels. Assuch, the following discussion is arelative one. Nonetheless, when analyzing
subscales or specific dimensions of leadership behavior, the results are both interesting
and varied. Additionally, generally supervisors rated themselves lower than their peers
and higher than subordinates. These findings are not altogether consistent with the
literature and indicate that perhaps some contextual interpretations may be associated
with the participants of thisresearch. That is, all the individuals used in this study are

career law enforcement professionas who underwent a very thorough background
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investigation prior to entry in the FBI. These individuals may have a homogeneous
worldview including their perspective of leadership issues, which may be reflected in the
findings. Further, the results must be interpreted within afairly narrow range of mean
scores for most of the categories, basically between 4.2 and 4.7 on afive point Likert
Scale. Thus, every mean comparison becomes arelative one. Additionally, there where
only 73 individuals who were the participants of this research due to limitations of those
available at the time of this study.

Finally, within the dimensions of MANAGE DIVERSITY and BUILD PUBLIC
TRUST, two categories that were part of the testing instrument, there were interesting
findings that lent a unique perspective to this particular research. Specifically,
supervisors rated themselves more highly on these particular dimensions than others
(peers and subordinates) as indicated by difference in mean averages at both time one
and timetwo. Generally, the findings also showed that peers and subordinates rated these
leaders more highly in these dimensions than they rated them on other dimensions as
indicated by mean averages. Aswith the overall findings, these results may indicate that
there are contextual interpretations that have to do with a prescreened law enforcement
population, and how individuals in this population perceive themselves. Further, it

becomes clear that these are critical dimensions to the culture of the FBI.

Discussion

One of the principal findings of multi-source research on the level of agreement
between self-raters and other ratersis that there is generaly little agreement between self
and others (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). Furthermore, thereis a propensity for
individuals to overrate themselves as compared to others (Thornton, 1980; Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988). The following discussion provides a different perspective from
these previous findings as was determined through the outcome of the Research
Questions and hypotheses offered. It does so by providing some view into multi-rater
feedback by examining the area of perceptual agreement among multi-rater feedback
sourcesin an effort to assess these previous findings. It adds to the literature by offering
a perspective about perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources as part of

acase study in alarge public sector law enforcement organization — the FBI. Prior to this
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work there was not much research using multi-rater feedback in the law enforcement
domain. As such, the findings offered here are a piece of scholarship that helps to shed
light on both the uniqueness of alaw enforcement culture and some of the attendant
idiosyncrasies associated with it.

Significantly, the FBI isafairly insulated culture and the findings of this research
may be areflection of adherence to mores associated with it. What was being measured
could have been this adherence as much as leadership. Additionally, all FBI employees
undergo avery rigorous and thorough background investigation prior to their entry into
the organization. Through this process alone many “would be” leaders and raters were
not involved in this study. These facts highlight two things. Oneis the importance of
examining the context of this study and understanding where it fits within the broad
scope of multi-rater feedback research. The second is being aware that thisresearch is
but one leadership intervention in use by the organization, and has a contextual place
within the FBI as well.

This research opened the door to what has traditionally been afairly insulated
work setting. The results illuminate an area of multi-rater feedback that has not been
explored extensively, namely its use in alaw enforcement environment. The value added
isin exposing the world to a part of the FBI that has not had scrutiny and expanding the
understanding of the multi-rater feedback process in a place heretofore where thereis
little or no documentation on the subject.

Further, in more closely ng the overall value of what was learned in this
instance, the research conducted highlights a specific part of the FBI leadership
programs, EDI | and EDI II. However, the multi-rater instrument used for this study is
not the only measurement of leadership in use by the organization. Annual performance
evaluations, informal mentoring, temporary additional duties, and a variety of other
training opportunities all serve to augment the multi-rater feedback experience. Assuch
its significance and the analysis must be considered as but one piece of the overall human
development process in the organization. Further, the results must be assessed with the
understanding these other experiences may have affected the study’s outcome. All these
pieces of the “FBI experience” add to arich and highly developed insular familiarity to

those within. The instrument itself is a part of this familiarity. After more than 15 years
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of use, it isas much a part of the culture of the organization as many of the other artifacts
withinit. Thefact that part of thisinstrument was designed by the organization itself and
measures the concepts MANAGE DIVERSITY and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST must also
be kept in mind. All these aspects of this research are both benefits that help to advance
scholarship in this area and are also contextual restrictions.

Regarding specifics, the instrument used in this study contained 11 subscales that
could be assessed. The present research examined these sub-scales using six research
guestions and five hypotheses. Three of the hypotheses contained 11 sub-hypotheses
corresponding to each of the subscales of the LCCIS. Therefore, distinctions could be
addressed if found.

The study evidence showed this: in many dimensions there was more alignment
during the second rating than on the first as predicted in the hypotheses. However, when
comparing differences in the amount of convergence at time two compared with time one
there was no statistical difference for all hypotheses.

In the main it was found that the hypotheses were not supported, however when
moving from the overarching findings into the nuances, there were alot of interesting
developments not altogether expected. Clearly, this research showed evidence that those
rated (aspiring executives in the FBI) see themselves differently from their peers and
differently from their subordinates, and on assorted leadership dimensions. These
breakdowns will be addressed below.

Research Question 1

This section examines the findings by focusing on the six research questions that
were the concentration of this study. The discussion continues by examining the findings
surrounding the comparison of self with “others,” the combination of peers and
subordinates. It does so by addressing the first research question, which is:

1. Isthere agreater perceptual agreement between others (peers and
subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

Asan overal measurement comparing self to others (Hypothesis 1), there was no
statistical difference found between the ratings of self versus others at time one or self
versus others at time two. By comparing others at time one (as an overall measurement)
to self at time two there was no statistically significant difference, either. T tests
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comparing difference of means between first and second assessments were also
consistent with these results. Further, ANCOVA showed no statistical difference at time
two when controlling for time one scores. These results al indicate that |eaders
fundamentally did not change their overall view of their leadership ability from the first
time they received the assessment to the second time they received it as measured by the
LCCIS. Further, while not setting out to specifically examine this outcome, Hypothesis 1
testing also determined that the means of self versus others at both time one and two
were aimost identical (4.4 on a5 point Likert scale). The implications are that as an
overall measure of leadership, the way leaders in the FBI rate themselves compared with
how others (subordinates and peers) rate them is basically the same.

However, while the Z score computations for difference in mean comparisons at
time one and time two were not found to be significant, the patterns in mean differences
were of interest and the difference in means (.0203 at time one > .0016 at time two)
suggests avery small amount of support for Hypothesis 1. While statistically
insignificant relative to the size of these differences, it is consistent with the hypothesis.
These implications suggest that there is some, though very limited, support for the idea
that agreement increased between self and others on second assessments in this overall
view of leadership compared with first assessments.

Additionally, although a negative mean difference was found between others at
time one and self at time two (— .0282), which was not statistically significant (as
measured by a Z score), the result indicates more |eadership on the second assessment.
That is, the recipients of the feedback rated themselves more highly at time two than
others did at time one. This result, combined with a smaller mean difference between
self and others at time two versus time one, may indicate better leadership and the
desired overall outcome. |deally, leaders will learn about how others perceive them from
feedback in the first instance, make adjustments to their behavior in the direction of
improvement, and in their second assessment align their ratings more closely with those
who rate them. The results for Research Question 1 shows no statistically significant
support in the direction of this outcome, but some patterns that support using multi-rater
feedback as a productive tool for leadership improvement in the FBI.
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Because the findings here show no statistically significant support in the direction
of Research Question 1 (Hypothesis 1), they are inconsistent with Atwater et a.’s (2000)
research that indicated leaders rating themselves and receiving feedback from others
twice through multi-rater assessment brought them more into alignment with their
subordinates' ratings. These authors suggest that personal growth can take place if
individuals who overrate themselves on afirst assessment align their ratings with others
on second assessments. Their findings were not confirmed in this study.

Additionally, according to Brutus, et al. (1998) and London and Tornow (1998), the
desired behavioral outcome of using 360-degree feedback isto improve the leadership
capacity of theindividuals being assessed. Here the results indicate that those outcomes
were not confirmed except through non-statistical support. These findings are of great
interest. Clearly, the organization being studied has devoted a tremendous amount of
energy, effort and time to the multi-rater instrument process. Yet, the results suggest there
are no statistical significant differences found between self and others' perceptions of the
leaders even after they have benefited from receiving the results of the initial feedback.
What are the implications for the use of multi-rater feedback and leadership?

It would appear that those individuals who were used in this study are capable
leaders who begin with a strong self-perception of their abilities. The record shows high
resultson a Likert scale for self and others at time one and time two. Evidently, thereisa
healthy self concept about leadership ability in the FBI, which is confirmed by others
ratings.

It also seems that in the main these leaders did not appear to benefit significantly
by the impact of the multi-rater process or did not perceive a significant need to change
based on the results learned at time one. In some measure it suggests that if learning did
take place through critical reflection (Brookfield 1990) at time one it did not result in
changed behavior asindicated by the LCCIS time two results. The implications may be
that a more thorough system that includes individual coaching plans could helpin
instances where those rated find value in feedback but do not know how to trandlate it
into an actionable agenda. An individual coaching plan with an action component can be
used as an accompaniment to the multi-rater feedback process to make it more effective.
In this study those assessed were |eft to their own device to use the information obtained
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from these instruments. A more structured individual development plan combined with
multi-rater feedback may have changed the results of this study.

These results may also point to the fact that those leaders used in this study were
afairly homogeneous group with similar attitudes about personal and professional
development. Here they were tested twice to determine their leadership ability and were
provided some training for improvement. Yet, after both iterations of the training they
were sent back into awork environment where they were busy attending to operational
issues with little chance for reflection on the training provided or the results of the
feedback. If the work environment to which they returned did not attach much
importance to the training and support it with appropriate follow-on assignmentsit had a
limited effect for changing behavior. While this was not independently tested it suggests
implications for goal setting used in conjunction with multi-rater feedback discussed in
the “Recommendations for Further Research” section below.

Finally, these overall results may indicate that that those used in this study
represent only a percentage of the leaders in the organization and perhaps the better ones.
These individuals volunteered and were selected for positions of greater responsibility in
the FBI. Thiswas evident by the fact that they were in the respective training where the
LCCIStesting was done. The results show high self ratings which were confirmed by
others' ratings. No changes at time two may represent alaissez-fare attitude by those
assessed toward the need for critical reflection or change in the way they were leading.
While the results measured here represent a standard of good leadership or even very
good leadership it does not go to the heart of reaching the full potential of the leadership
capacity within the organization. In some respects it further muddies the water regarding
multi-rater feedback when leadership levels appear to be fairly high. It lends credence to
the conclusion of Atwater et a. (2000), “[that] the evidence regarding the impact of
feedback on self-ratings is not atogether clear” (p. 278).

Research Question 2

While the first question considered an overall measure, it may not convey the
entire story. Further discussion will clarify how the 11 subscales of the LCCI S contribute

to this research.
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In order to more carefully examine the subcomponents of the LCCIS, the second
guestion dealt with the nature of change in agreement between self-ratings and others’
(peer and subordinate) ratings on second assessments as compared to first assessments.
Itis:

2. What are the dimensions (sub-categories of the LCCIS) of any differences
found?

As the discussion moves beyond the overall scale used in the first research
guestion, the findings are mixed for self versus others as the various subscales are
considered. Hypothesis 2 addressed thisissue.

Because there was alack of support for six out of 11 sub-hypotheses
(corresponding to each of the 11 dimensions of the LCCIS) of Hypothesis 2 (2a, 2d, 2f,
2g, 2h, and 2i), and t tests showed a non-significant results in comparing time one
difference of means to time two difference of meansin all sub-categories, there was also
alack of support for Hypothesis 2. This hypothesis suggested leadersin the FBI would
rate their leadership more highly compared with others (peers and subordinates together)
on first assessments compared with second assessments in each subcategory. This
hypothesis al so suggested that |eaders would more closely align their self assessments
with others on second evaluations than on first. However, the mixed findings suggest
that when grouping peers and subordinates together into “others,” thereislittle
consistency in the results.

In answering Research Question 2 the results indicated the following. Thefive
leadership dimensions in which there was evidence of some (non-statistically significant)
support for the sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 2 were CREDIBILITY, CHALLENGE and
SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION, DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS, MANAGEDIVERSITY,
and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST. By contrast, the six dimensions where there was alack of
support for the sub-hypotheses were STEPS to EMPOWERMENT, BUILD TEAMS,
QUALITY and TASK, CUSTOMER/CLIENT, VISION, and FOSTER CREATIVITY.
There seems to be no indication of an overall pattern regarding specific dimensions.

The five dimensions where there was non-statistically significant evidence of

support for Hypothesis 2 indicate there is a change in perceptions about the leaders
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abilitiesin the desired direction of more alignment at time two than time one. These
results suggest that in roughly half (five of 11) of the dimensions evaluated in this study
the outcomes indicate the desired effect. Further, the breakdown of the subcategories
offer something of an understanding and indicate there are some differences in the sub-
scales, which balance out when all measures are combined into an overall scale
(Hypothesis 1).

ANCOVA testing shed some light on Hypothesis 2. In every subcategory for this
hypothesis the ANCOVA results indicated non-significant aphalevels. Further, an
ANCOVA test on aglobal or overall leadership scale comparing between-subjects factors
of 73 mean self scores with 73 mean other scores also showed non-significant apha
levels. It appearsasif theinitial response (time one) type makes little difference in the
final response (time two) when time one scores are controlled for.

Research Question 3

However, the fact that as different groups peers and subordinates rated

supervisors consistently across leadership dimensions was evident more often than not in
thisstudy. Thiswasregularly confirmed in almost all the sub-hypotheses dealing with
self versus peers (Hypotheses 3a- k), in which difference in mean self scores were lower
than difference in mean peer scores. It also was regularly confirmed in almost all the
sub-hypotheses dealing with self versus subordinates (Hypotheses 4a—k), in which
difference in mean self scores were greater than difference in mean subordinate scores.
Research Question 3 dealt with thisissue. Itis:

3. Arethere differences in agreement between peer and self-ratings and
subordinate and self-ratings at time two and time one?

Asindicated, the results generally demonstrated these differences. In nine out of
11 sub-hypotheses dealing with self mean scores compared with peer mean scores
(Hypothesis 3), the supervisors underrated themselves compared with peers at time one
and timetwo. Thiswas reflected by negative mean differences in each instance,
regardless of whether the differences were significant or not (as measured by a Z score).
The only categoriesin which they did not were FOSTER CREATIVITY and MANAGE
DIVERSITY. Further, in the same nine out of 11 categories, statistically significant

differences were found in time two mean self scores compared with time one mean peer

104



scores. In each of these instances this confirmed that mean difference self scores at time
two were lower than the mean peer scores at time one.

What these results imply are a self-perception of less|eadership for those rated at time
two compared with the assessment by peersat time one. The inference seemsto be that peers
in the FBI work setting perceive their equals as more qualified than those rated see
themselves. Thisremains true on second assessments even after those rated had the benefit of
receiving and digesting theinitial feedback. These findings are interesting and may point to
how much leaders do not know, possibly indicating opportunity for continued devel opment.
Certainly it illuminates a unique perspective in the area of multi-rater feedback.

Previous findings in this area by Landy and Farr (1983) indicated that multi-rater
feedback from peers was found to be valid and reliable. The findingsin this research
show enough evidence to indicate that peers either have an inflated sense of one
another’s leadership ability or give themselves the benefit of the doubt when they are
asked to rate each other. This may be caused by the fact that they have a unique
understanding of each other’sroles and responsibilities. 1t may aso indicate empathy for the
struggles of the “leadership” position. Further, it may evidence that thereisahigher order
cognitive skill process associated with leadership that is only understood by those who have
shouldered asimilar responsibility. Too, it may beindicative of a maturing process that
comes with important assignments associated with ever-greater leadership positions.
Whatever the case, the perception is not shared by the subordinatesin this research.

Generally the opposite was true of subordinates’ ratings of their supervisors. In
eight out of 11 sub-hypotheses dealing with self mean scores compared with subordinate
mean scores (Hypothesis 4), the supervisors overrated themsel ves compared with
subordinates at time one and time two. This was reflected by positive mean differences
in each instance, regardless of whether the differences were statistically significant or not
(as measured by aZ score). The only categories in which the supervisors did not overrate
themselves at both times were CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION,
DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS, and CUSTOMER/CLIENT. Yet, in each of these instances
at either time one or time two, they overrated themselves at one time or the other

compared with their subordinates.
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Further, in eight out of 11 categories, statistically significant differences were
found in time two mean self scores compared with time one mean subordinate scores.
The only categories where this was not the case were CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION, QUALITY and TASK, and CUSTOMER/CLIENT. The positive
instances confirmed that mean self scores at time two were higher than mean subordinate
scores at time one. It implies a self-perception of more leadership for those rated at time
two compared with the assessment by subordinates at time one. The implications are that
in general subordinatesin the FBI work setting see their supervisors as having less
leadership ability than those rated see themselves as having. This general finding
remains true on second assessments even after those rated have the benefit of receiving
and digesting the initial feedback results.

Similar to the peer rating findings, these findings are interesting. Unlike the peer
rating findings, these results are more consistent with previous research on multi-rater
assessment where self raters tend to rate themselves higher than others.

As Borman (1991) indicates, the advantages of multi-rater feedback are that each
of the raters, whether they are direct reports, peers, or the supervisor, may provide
germane but dlightly different information. Here we find that subordinates clearly see
their leaders differently than the leaders peers do or than the leaders see themselves. By
and large, subordinates perceptions are lower than the peers. Yet, when combined
(Hypothesis 1), they cancel each other out.

Research Questions4 & 5

The findings in this research show evidence that subordinates either have a
depressed sense of their supervisors' leadership ability or do not give them the benefit of
the doubt. This may be caused by the fact that they do not have an understanding of their
bosses' roles and responsibilities. It may also indicate alack of empathy for the struggles
of the supervisory position. Further, it may evidence that thereisalack of insight and
discernment associated with leadership when someone has not shouldered a similar
responsibility. Or it may be indicative of alack of maturity that can only come with ever-
greater leadership positions. Whatever the case, the perceptions of subordinates are
clearly different than those of the peersin this study.

Research Questions 4 and 5 get at the heart of these differences. They are:
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4. What are the dimensions of any differences found in peer and self-ratings?

5. What are the dimensions of any differences found in subordinate and self-
ratings?

Hypothesis 3 addressed the fourth research question and separated “others’ (from
the first hypothesis) into the portion made up of peers. Hypothesis 4 addressed the fifth
research question, and separated “others” into the portion made up subordinates.

Resultsindicated a lack of support for Hypothesis 3 (the hypothesis dealing with
peers) because there was alack of support for four of its sub-hypotheses (3b, 3g, 3i, and
3Kk) and t tests showed non-significant results in comparing time one difference of means
to time two difference of meansin all sub-categories. Results also indicated alack of
support for Hypothesis 4 (the hypothesis dealing with subordinates) because there was a
lack of support for five of its sub-hypotheses (4c, 4d, 4e, 4f, and 4h) and t tests showed
non-significant results in comparing time one difference of means to time two difference
of meansin all sub-categories.

The seven leadership dimensions in which there was evidence of some non-
statistically significant support for the sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 3 (that is, evidence
of more alignment at time two than time one) were STEPS to EMPOWERMENT,
CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION, BUILD TEAMS, DEVELOP
INDIVIDUALS, QUALITY and TASK, VISION, and MANAGE DIVERSITY. By
contrast the four dimensions where there was alack of support for the sub-hypotheses
were CREDIBILITY, CUSTOMER/CLIENT, FOSTER CREATIVITY, and BUILD
PUBLICTRUST.

The six dimensions in which there was evidence of some non-statistically
significant support for the sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 4 (that is, evidence of more
alignment at time two than time one) were STEPS to EMPOWERMENT,
CREDIBILITY, CUSTOMER/CLIENT, FOSTER CREATIVITY, MANAGE
DIVERSITY, and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST. By contrast the five dimensions where there
was alack of support for the sub-hypotheses were CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION, BUILD TEAMS, DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS, QUALITY and TASK,
and VISION.
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In each of these cases (Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4) there seems to be little
indication of an overall pattern regarding specific dimensions. Similar to Research
Question 2, the findings from the specific sub-hypotheses imply a randomness to the
results, but indicate that on some leadership dimensions there is the desired outcome of
more alignment at time two than time one.

The two dimensions where there was a consistency of results between Hypotheses
3a- k and 4a - k were STEPS to EMPOWERMENT and MANAGE DIVERSITY. In
these two dimensions there is evidence that with both peers and subordinates, thereis a
change in perceptions about the leaders’ abilities in the desired direction of more
alignment at time two than time one though this was not confirmed by the difference of
meanst test. These results indicate there is a change in perceptions about the |leaders
abilitiesin the desired direction of more alignment at time two than time one though not
statistically so.

ANCOVA testing helped shed some light on Hypotheses 3 and 4. In every case
for both these hypotheses except the CUSTOMER/CLIENT sub-category for Hypothesis
3 (self versus peers) the results showed non-significant alphalevels. Additionally,
ANCOVA tests on global or overall leadership scales comparing between-subjects factors
of mean self scores with mean peer scores and mean self scores with mean subordinate
scores showed non-statistical alphalevels. It appearsasif theinitial response (time one)
type makes little difference in the final response (time two) when time one scores are
controlled for with either of these groups.

However as was aso discovered in this research, by examining the results beyond
the hypotheses' outcomes in most of these dimensions (regardless of statistical
significance), peers overrated FBI leaders and subordinates underrated them. Thiswas as
compared to the leaders' self ratings. This may be the most important finding of this
study and suggests that in the FBI work setting the perception of leaders is dependent
upon the particular leadership status of those rating the leader.

Research Question 6

Finally, to add further depth and richness to this study, agreement between
subordinates and peers on first and second assessments were compared. While thisissue
is different than the majority of the focus of this research, which is on self-assessments
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versus others' assessments, an additional level of understanding regarding multi-rater
feedback was developed. The following research question was offered which addresses
thisissue:

6. Arethere differencesin agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at
time one and time two?

This question complements earlier questions, and asks directly what were the
differences in agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at different times. This
guestion was addressed by Hypothesis 5, which suggested that peers’ ratings would align
with self-ratings more than subordinate ratings at both time one and time two. This
guestion was also addressed by directly comparing peer and subordinate mean
differences at time one and time two.

The overall results showed alack of support for Hypothesis 5. By examining the
patterns in mean differences in each instance (time one and time two) the results show
self and peer mean scores at time one in greater agreement (.09 difference) compared
with self and subordinate mean scores (.12 difference). At time two however, self and
subordinate mean scores were in greater agreement (.07 difference) compared with self
and peer mean scores (.09 difference).

However, it was also learned that when peer and subordinate mean scores at time
one and two were directly compared, they were found to be statistically significant
different (as measured by a Z score). These findings reinforce what was discussed earlier
regarding peer and subordinate perceptions. Specifically, peers and subordinates in the
FBI work setting perceive their leaders differently.

These same results were also indirectly confirmed through the ANCOVA testing
for Question 6. Particularly, ANCOVA was done to test between-subjects effects of peers
and subordinates as an overall scale and on each of the individual subscales
(corresponding to the same categories offered in Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4). The results of
the ANCOVA for peers and subordinates showed non-significant alphalevelsin every
dimension except the VISION and FOSTER CREATIVITY sub-categories. It isnoted
however, and this an important point, the overall results indicate marginal significance
effects. The significance level for the twelve tests of peers to subordinates range from p
equal to or <.04t0.18. The ANCOVA test on aglobal or overall leadership scale
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comparing between-subjects factors of mean peer scores with mean subordinate scoresis
typical and a good reflection of these twelve tests with an overall significance level of
.06. These results (though not all statistically significant) supplement the Z score testing.

The conclusion drawn from of all these outcomes from Question 6 are that before
feedback (time one), peer and self rater perceptions align themselves more closely than
after theinitial feedback. Time two assessments show more alignment between
subordinate and self rater perceptions. Thisfinding isan overall assessment. It implies
that there are differences in perceptions between peer and subordinate ratings at time one
and time two. Additionally, there are differences in agreement between peer and
subordinate ratings at time one and time two as measured by direct comparison of mean
scores, which isindirectly supported by non-statistically significant ANCOVA results.
This clearly implies differences in the way peers and subordinates rate leaders in the FBI
work setting, and lends further credibility to all the findingsin this study regarding peer
and subordinate distinctions.

Further, these findings not only suggest that in the FBI culture peers perceive their
leaders differently than do subordinates but also that they perceive them as better leaders.
As discussed, these findings may have to do with the difference vantage points and
knowledge that each of these groups has about the challenges |eaders face. The context
in which each of these groups finds itself with the accompanying responsibilities may be

the significant factor that causes each to rate leaders differently.

Implications

There are many implications for the present study. First, it is evident that
perceptions are highly subjective, malleable, and unique to each rater involved. Clearly,
individuals perceptions about others are dependent upon the context and position from
which they must observe. Using multi-rater feedback as part of an overall performance
development system embraces this understanding. In fact, Day (2000) considers this one
of the positive aspects of the multi-rater feedback process. By receiving feedback from
more than one layer within an organization with whom the individual being rated
regularly interacts, the supervisor’s overall understanding of how he/she affects others

should be enhanced. While this study did not clearly evidence that leadersin the FBI do
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change their overall understanding of how they affect others as an overall scale (Research
Question 1), there was non-statistically significant evidence through the sub-hypotheses
that in various leadership dimension sub-scales of the LCCIS time two differencein
means were in greater alignment than time one difference of means. Thisimpliesthat in
some instances the rated individuals may have improved their understanding of how they
affect others asreflected in their ratings of themselves at time two.

Further implications for this research refutes the work of Jones and Nisbett (1972)
who found that differences between self-perception and others’ perceptions do exist.
Their findings may suggest individuals attribute their behavior to situational
circumstances, while observers tend to see others’ behaviorsin terms of internal
dispositional explanations. A common assumption is that individuals have greater
episodic knowledge of the self than do others (Locke, 2002). Supervisorsin this study
may also have seen their reasons for doing things as situational, and as separate groups,
subordinates and peers may have seen them as permanent aspects of their personality and
character, including their leadership credibility. When combined into “others’ however,
the results of ratings from subordinates and peers showed no statistical differences
between self-perception and others’ perceptions.

Here it was hypothesized that individuals would rate themselves more highly than
their peers and subordinates on their initial multi-rater assessments. The findings suggest
that the individuals being rated generally perceive themselves differently from both their
peers and their subordinates when these two groups are bifurcated (Research Question 3).
Generally, self-raters rated themselves lower than their peers and higher than their
subordinates. Asan overall assessment (Research Question 1) however, self-raters and
others (peers and subordinates together) rated themselves similarly. The implications are
that subordinates and peers see the rated individuals' reasons for doing things differently
(Question 6) and the rated individuals have their own perspective. This may be due to
situational contexts based on their position in the FBI work environment or due to the
experiential understanding of peers versus subordinates.

With regard to the two subscal es where there were perhaps the most interesting
findings, MANAGE DIVERSITY and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST, in al instances the
results showed exceedingly high ratings by peers, subordinates, and self raters (as
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measured by an average mean score). For example the highest mean average at time one
for self was 4.7412 in the category BUILD PUBLIC TRUST. The second highest was
4.7260 in the category MANAGE DIVERSITY. These numbersimply very high self-
ratings in each of these categories and reflect a positive self-image by those in this study
in these categories. The time two self ratings are lower but are still higher than al of the
other time two self ratings in this study at 4.6743 and 4.6849, respectfully.

When others' (peers and subordinates together) ratings are considered across
these categories the findings remain consistent. Others did not rate the leaders as highly
asthey rated themselvesin the categoriesBUILD PUBLIC TRUST and MANAGE
DIVERSITY, but the scores at time one were the first and second highest of all
dimensions. The findings remain consistent at time two. When the mean scores of peers
are taken into consideration the results are similar (BUILD PUBLIC TRUST and
MANAGE DIVERSITY) at time one and time two, respectively. The only higher score
was a time one mean score in the category CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION. Theresults also were similar with regard to subordinates’ ratings at
time one and time two. The highest ratings were in the category BUILD PUBLIC
TRUST, the second highest were in the category CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the
ORGANIZATION, and the third highest were in the category MANAGE DIVERSITY.
Clearly, the categoriesBUILD PUBLIC TRUST and MANAGE DIVERSITY are
significant for the FBI work setting. They reflect a special relationship with the
American public and the unique responsibilities of alaw enforcement service. These two
categories of the instrument were developed by the contractor in conjunction with the
FBI as part of the LCCIS in an attempt to tap these attributes since they are thought to be
critical for successin law enforcement. It is both pleasing and reassuring to see that
leadersin the FBI rate themselves and others very highly in these important |eadership
dimensions.

Finally, while Hazucha et al. (1993) found that there is evidence that managerial
performance may improve following multi-rater feedback, in this case there was no
statistically significant change (as measured by a Z score, t tests and through ANCOVA
testing) between first and second assessments as an overall measurement (Hypothesis 1).

Further, in time one versus time two difference of means comparisons for all hypotheses,
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t tests showed no statistically significant differences. Thisimplies that within the FBI
work setting there is no evidence that multi-rater feedback has a significant effect on
improving performance as measured by the perception of peers and subordinates within
the system that currently exists and within the limitations of this study. However, in
certain dimensions there is some non-statistically significant evidence of more alignment
at time two assessments than time one assessments.

Clearly, this study showed that leadership in the FBI is strong as measured by
mean averages of self and others on afive point Likert scale. Additionally, it showed that
in two unique dimensions of the LCCIS, MANAGE DIVERSITY and BUILD PUBLIC
TRUST, there were exceptionally high results. These findings are reassuring given the
importance of the work the FBI does.

With regard to the use of the LCCIS within the organization, this study showed
evidence that as but one piece of the leadership development process there are some
limitations with it. While very useful in providing feedback about the perceptions of
others that may have had a profound effect on avery small number of participants, the
instrument by itself can only offer a partial understanding to any individual about how
they can improvein their leadership abilities.?® Other training and learning opportunities
are necessary for any person to maximize their skillsin the context of adult learning and
human resource development. In this case the LCCIS and its attendant idiosyncrasies
must be considered as but one piece of this process.

Limitations

Aswith al social science research, there are limitations to the present study.
There are aso factors that potentially caused findings from this study to be affected,
shifted, or conclusions from results to be less generalizable. This section will delineate
the more apparent limitations and biases.

Onethreat to the credibility of the present study isrelated to the distribution of the
survey instrument. Asindicated in Appendix D, the instruments were sent to the assessed
individual with instructions to have one of their subordinates distribute them. Because of

this process, there was the assumption that raters were anonymous and more objective

% The results of any one or two participants are unknown within the context of the overall results.
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than those who the assessed individual might have chosen, and the potential for the halo
effect was potentially minimized. Since this assumption was not independently tested,
there is no way of knowing what effect distributing the materials this way and the choice
of peer(s) and subordinate(s) selected may have had on the validity of responses.

Another potentially biasing factor was the difference in the number of raters who
actualy filled out the questionnaire for each assessed individual. Each individual was
sent a package with 14 peer/direct report evaluations and one self-evaluation. Itis
assumed that all 15 of these instruments would be properly filled out and returned to the
data collection center for collation. Obviously, results were skewed or atypical if too few
of the instruments were returned on alarge number of the participants. This research
used 73 participants and most had four or more responses from both peers and
subordinates. Therefore, there should have been enough data sets to minimize
idiosyncratic responses. However, a broader-based study consistently using more
participants per rater may have more statistical power and validity.

Because this process relied on peers and subordinates for most of the feedback,
another potentially biasing area may be the distribution of instruments to peers versus
subordinates. Varying percentages of peers versus subordinates may have atendency to
skew the response results. This potential bias was also not independently tested, and
there is no way of knowing what effect this may have had on the outcome of those
hypotheses that combined responses.

Another factor was that the subordinate and peer evaluation were done by
different people for the first versus second assessment. As aresult, some of the change
indicated by the second assessment may be due to perceptions of different individuals.

Another consideration that could have been limiting is that because of the Likert
scale response used in the selected instrument (1-5 rating), responses were limited.
Therefore, a certain amount of depth was lacking in the feedback than would be the case
with a broader scale.

A further limitation is that the pool of individuals used in this research was
thoroughly screened prior to their entry into the FBI. Assuch, their tolerance for issues
such as diversity and regard for public trust are possibly different than they would bein
an unscreened civilian population, and the results obtained from this area of the research
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must be scrutinized with thisin mind. This screening of employees is inherent in most of

law enforcement and may be a reason for limited research in this occupational field.
Finally, while the results may be universally interpreted, it is noted that the

organizational context is likely to impinge on the leadership dimensions being noted by the

instrument being used. The findings must be interpreted within the context of the study.

Recommendations for Further Research

Multi-rater feedback has been widely publicized. Yet, as discovered in the
literature, it is perhaps one of the least understood management developments in recent
years (Church & Bracken, 1997). Furthermore, it has been reported that little definitive
research concerning this process exists (Jackson & Greller, 1998; Nowak et al., 1999).
This research offered some insights into this human resource devel opment practice.
However, there are many other areas yet to explore within this concept.

Goal setting and its relationship to multi-rater feedback have not been sufficiently
explored according to Brutus et al. (1998). These authors suggest that some certainty
exists with regard to 360-degree feedback, and that is that multi-rater feedback affords
the feedback recipient arange of information that can be used for goal setting. However,
little is known about how managers receiving multi-rater feedback set goals to change
their behavior. Clearly, once growth areas are identified as aresult of feedback from
subordinates and peers, there is an opportunity to learn about oneself and change
behavior. For many, goal setting isaway of changing behavior, and is amethod
frequently used for improving performance.

Whether or not individual development plans that include a goal setting
component are created or an individual sets goals on their own as aresult of learning
from feedback was an area not addressed here. Goal setting as a way to improve
performance becomes apparent as a natural extension to this research based on the
overall finding of no perceptual changes of leadership over time. The present research
could be built on by having those rated set goals for themselves to improve in the various
leadership dimensions of the LCCIS. The present system used by the FBI and similar

systems utilized by other organizations could be augmented with personal developmental
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plans, including a goal setting component. This concept will be addressed in the
“Recommendations for Practice” section below.

First impression or primacy effects had implications for the present research, but
were not addressed. The assumption was made that with 18 months of observation
primacy effects would have worn away and would have little influence on the
assessments made by those receiving the feedback. Additionally, by the very nature of
the multi-rater process whereby many perspectives (subordinate and peer) were garnered,
such biases would become minimal or non-existent. This concept was not illuminated in
the present study due to the amount of time that each of the raters was able to observe
those being rated. In thisanalysis each rater had the opportunity for at least a year and
half to make observations about the people they rated. Further research may determine
the length of time it takes for first impressions to “wear away.”

To add further depth to the concepts of episodic and situational assessments of
self, Markus and Wurf (1987) suggest that when an individual is thinking about and
describing him or herself, they do so with knowledge they have in their short-term
memory. What they use to describe themselves is with the attributes they have in their
working self-memory, which holds only avery restricted amount of information. This
may also be true when individuals assess others. These aspects of the person perception
process may have had implications for the present research, although they were not
measured. With any part of the perception process there is a certain amount of
subjectivity that isin the eye of the beholder. Even though those doing the rating in this
instance had the opportunity to observe for an extended period, there is a possibility that
recency effects or other perception attributes may have had an effect on their responses.
The results suggested afairly stable measure of those rated as perceived by others
(Hypothesis 1) at both times. It islikely that episodic or situational assessments had a
minimal effect on the present findings. However, these effects were not examined in this
instance and offer another area suitable for study.

Fleenor, McCauley, and Brutus (1996) suggest that whether or not individuals
rate themselves higher, lower or the same as others has no bearing on their job
performance effectiveness. Thisis somewhat the opposite side of the present research,

which addressed how raters perceived themselves or others in their work capacity. This
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view of the person perception process would be interesting to explore in an effort to
examine self-concept and its relevance to job performance. Thisidea was not being
measured in the present research and is another area available for study.

One more area for research in the multi-rater feedback domain is the comparison
of the quality of leadership by those who have had the benefit of more than one multi-
rater feedback intervention. While it was not the focus of this research, an areafor
further investigation may be to compare leadership levels of those who have had the
benefit of two versus one assessment. The results from this examination (as an overall
measure) would support hypotheses that suggest no changesif these types of comparisons
are made. Further study may indicate other findings.

This research was primarily quantitative in nature. Yet thereis aplace for
qualitative research that focuses on multi-rater feedback. The multi-rater feedback
instrument used in this study had a place for written comments, which were part of the
assessment given to each feedback recipient. This study intentionally did not use any of
thisinformation both because its focus did not lend itself to this type of anaysis and to
ensure the anonymity of each of those receiving the feedback. Undoubtedly, there wasrich
information contained in these comments that would be valuable to analyze for research
purposes. Further, thistype of analysis could incorporate interviews allowing for greater
understanding of those who gained most from the multi-rater feedback process.

The 360-degree feedback procedure consists of three components: data,
evaluation, and action (Jackson & Greller, 1998). The data are the factual information
obtained from the raters who observe the person being measured. These data usually
take the form of responses to questions, or narrative descriptions, which raters provide on
survey questionnaires. The evaluation element consists of avalue judgment or reading of
responses. The action element relates to what occurs as a result of the process.
According to these two researchers, the action element may be the key to effective
utilization of a 360-degree feedback system. This action element is another areathat is
open for further study. A subcomponent of thisidea may be the goal setting concept
mentioned earlier and could be incorporated into a personal developmental plan used in
conjunction with the multi-rater feedback process.
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Finally, Hooijberg and Choi (2000) point out that little focus has been given to the
essence of the differentiation between self and other raters. This study’s literature search
did examine how self and others do perceive differently, but it is clear that the research is
limited in thisarea. Additionally, while this research discovered that self and other raters
(peers and subordinates together) perceive leaders basically the same, clearly as separate
groups subordinates and peers perceive leaders differently. This discovery, which was
not the central focus of thisresearch, is an area that can be examined more extensively
both conceptually and in practice. Further, why peers rated leaders higher than
subordinates in this particular research is speculated about and is likely associated with
the context from which they must observe. More research could help illuminate these

particular findings and suppositions.

Recommendations for Practice

This research produced a variety of interesting findings. The implications are that
leadership in the FBI, as measured by different dimensions, is strong. Yet, thereisno
evidence that as an overall measure leaders or others in this organization change their
perceptions over time as measured by the LCCIS. It appearsthat thereis no verification
by the means used in this study that the current use of the multi-rater feedback instrument
alone is having the effect of significantly improving the perception of leadership in the
FBI. Consequently, there isthe possibility that those attending the EDI | training are not
doing the kinds of critical thinking about their |eadership practice that Mezirow (1990)
and Brookfield (1990) refer to when they discuss this concept, particularly asit relates to
changed behavior following the reflective process. These findings may point to the need
for multi-rater instruments to be used in concert with personal development plans where
there is an expectation of personal reflection and changed behavior.

The multi-rater instrument used in this research was not tied to any kind of a
developmental plan for the individual receiving the feedback. It is suggested that by
attaching the instrument’s use to this kind of individual strategy for persona growth, the
latter results (time two) may be different. It would appear that this kind of a performance
development system would be of benefit in this instance as in spite of the positive aspects

of the use of the multi-rater assessment, possibly more could have been gained if there
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was a developmental plan associated with it. This plan could include measurable goals
either recorded in some formal or informal way by the organization or by each assessed
individual. Further, the other leadership training and practices in use by the organization
could be tied to the personal developmental plan aswell. In thisway there would be a
comprehensive assessment that would be associated with a performance improvement
strategy. This plan could be used as a basis for developmenta opportunities garnered
inside or outside the organization depending on the specific needs of the assessed.

A personal developmental plan has the commensurate associated costs that
accompany it, and requires other ancillary considerations. First, it necessitates those
administering the written feedback be trained as professionals in providing such
guidance. To be credible, these trainers need the appropriate education and background
that allows for those receiving the feedback to “buy in.” Also, these types of reports take
considerable time to create and draft, and any organization interested in such services
must be prepared to pay afairly substantial sum for them. Next, it is critical that the
culture of the organization embrace this kind of afeedback system and that it be
supported by the leadership at the highest levels. Aswas noted earlier with regard to the
adoption of the use of the multi-rater feedback instrument, once one of the senior leaders
in the organization was evaluated with it, others bought in aswell. Such support is
critical for these systems to be accepted as cultural norms. Further, in order to obtain the
maximum amount of integrity with this type of a system, the individuals receiving the
feedback have to believe the information provided in written reports is confidential .
Otherwise, there is possibility of challenge. Thisis especialy true given thelitigious
nature that currently exists within the public and private sectors. Finally, an education
process needs to take place whereby those participating in the multi-rater feedback
process gain a full knowledge of what is expected of them before, during, and after
receiving such feedback and their individual developmental plans.

It would be interesting to pursue research regarding the gains in the perceptions of
leadership in organizations using individual development plans in conjunction with
multi-rater feedback. After a close examination of the use of multi-rater feedback,
particularly in thisinstance, it is reasonable to assume that if this kind of plan wasin

effect the results of this research may have been different.
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Conclusion

This chapter delineated a summary of the study presented here. It began by
providing a summary overview, followed by adiscussion of the study’s conclusions,
implications, and limitations. Finally, this chapter concluded with recommendations for
further research and practice. Through this sequence, an intricate look into a public
sector law enforcement organization, the FBI, was discovered. Further, arich and highly
developed understanding of the leadership as evaluated from those within the
organization was uncovered. The results shed further light on organizational systems
instruments used by human resource professionals in the form of the multi-rater feedback

process.
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APPENDIX A



LEADERSHIP
COMMITMENTS
AND CREDIBILITY
INVENTORY SYSTEM

Print Your Name

SELF

FORM
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Thisinventory system is designed to measure the effectiveness of your |eadership practices as rated by you
and others (peers, direct reports). Peers are defined as peopl e organizationally on your level. Direct reports
are peopleyou supervise. Thegoal isto have seven of each (6/8 or 5/9 is permissible). If you have acurrent
assignment without sufficient direct reports, then you may distribute instruments to those who worked with
you in the recent past.

First, print your name on the cover of all forms. Onthe Other Form, check the peer box on formsyou planto
giveto peersand check thedirect report box on formsyou plan to giveto direct reports. Then, ask your peers
and/or direct reportsto completethe Other Formfor you. Be certainto assurethemtheir ratingsare anonymous,
encouragethemto be candid. To assurevalidity and anonymity, aminimum of three reports must bereceived
from Peers and three from Direct Reports.

Next, completethisself form. Record your perceptions of how othersseeyou. To help understand each item,
read it in context with the group heading.

You are the only person in the FBI who will see the results of this inventory system in a comprehensive
summary. Normsfor 200 or more anonymous people will be provided the FBI L eadership and Management
Science Unit for training devel opment needsanalysis. Thefeedback youwill receiveisfor your personal self-
development.

Be certain all forms are completed within 3 days and mailed to:
NCS Organizational Assessment Systems

4401 West 76th St.
Edina, MN 55435,
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LEADERSHIP COMMITMENTS AND CREDIBILITY

Instructions: Asyou complete this questionnaire, please note that each item is preceded with the question,
“How satisfied are others with your abilityto. ...” Your response choices are described at the top of each
page. Pleaseindicate your choice by circling your selection for each numbered item.

......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

STEPSTO EMPOWERMENT

Provide Enabling Structure: Note: Structure is coaching and teaching how to do atask.

1. Provideenabling structurewhenneeded .........c..cccovovvivvieninvencnesesecee HD D N S HS UR
2. Demonstrate how to do specific tasks when necessary .........ccoceveveeveeenene. HD D N S HS UR
3. Make certain that goals are understood ...........ccccvevvevereverenceseeneeeeeeens HD D N S HS UR
4. Changefroma“boss’ toa“coach” ........cccocvivieiievinie s HD D N S HS UR
5. Provide appropriate orientation on New assignMentS.........ccocvveveereereereenenn HD D N S HS UR
6. Providetimely coaching and feedback ...........cccovevvveervniennvinnnce e, HD D N S HS UR
Support and Collaborate
7. Collaborate with othersin setting goals ........cccceeveveneveveres e HD D N S HS UR
8. Encourage othersto participate in making decision............ccocveevereceeeenene. HD D N S HS UR
9. Encourage othersto discusstheir CONCEnS.........ccoovvevvvrevervrereereeeeeeens HD D N S HS UR
10. Support otherswhenthey need it ........ccceveceieiecccsce e HD D N S HS UR
11. Motivateothershby building their confidence ........c.cccocvvvvvivevenceceseceee, HD D N S HS UR
1

133



......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE

HD D N S HS UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied
Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to. . ..
Empower Others
12. Eliminate unnecessary sign-offs (approvals) .......ccceevevvenienivseseniesesenens HD D N S HS UR
13. Delegate authority aswell asresponsibility ........cccccoevveevevievcevercccseceee, HD D N S HS UR
14. Empower othersto make deCiSiONS........cccccveevevecesiese s HD D N S HS UR
Analyze Others’ Readiness Note: readinessis ability, willingness, and confidence to do atask.
15. Break the work into Specific tasks......ccvvrerrreececine e HD D N S HS UR
16. Assessthe ability of othersto do specific tasks........ccvvvvvrieriencrccereccecenne, HD D N S HS UR
17. Assess the motivation of othersto do specifictasks.......c.ccvevvvrerereeeennne. HD D N S HS UR
18. Ask others what they need to do their job better ..........coovvvvvveveveceenene, HD D N S HS UR
19. Avoid over-leading (t00 MUCh SLIUCLUFE) .......ceeveevererese e HD D N S HS UR
20. Avoid under-leading (t00 little StrUCLUIE) ........cccevveverere e HD D N S HS UR
CREDIBILITY
Competence
21. Perform thetechnical/functional skillstodothejob ..........ccccevvvvvvrcieenne HD D N S HS UR
N \V =1 o 1= o o) = S HD D N S HS UR
23. Manage conflict eff ECtIVELY ...ovevveveeeeecc s HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

Character
24. Ensure honest reporting of reSUItS .......cccvevveceeerere e HD D N S HS UR
25. Follow through on COMMItMENES......c..coeveereeirere e HD D N S HS UR
26. Communicate honestly with others (No “hidden agendas”) ........ccccccveueeee. HD D N S HS UR
27. Maintain highintegrity inall StUationS..........ccccevvveverererereee e HD D N S HS UR
28. Avoid“playing faVvorites’ ........cccceevierenenie et HD D N S HS UR
Composure
29. Expressconfidencein difficult SItUaLiONS.........ccccvveevevern s HD D N S HS UR
30. Maintain COMPOSUre UNAEr PrESSUIE......ccverereererrerresresreseessensesseseeseeseeesenns HD D N S HS UR
31. Encourage and accept candid CritiCiSM ......ccccvvevievevesere e HD D N S HS UR
32. Demonstrate a*“can do” attitude (even if others say “it can’t
0= 0 (0] 1= TS HD D N S HS UR
33. Improve asaresult of receiving feedback from this questionnaire ............. HD D N S HS UR
Courage
34, AdMit MIStaKeSTEAINY .......cceveecieece e HD D N S HS UR
35. PracticeWhat YOU PreaCh .......cccveeeereeeeecee et HD D N S HS UR
36. Demonstrate courage to stand up for beliefs.......ccoovvvivviviincenccsescee, HD D N S HS UR
37. Challenge higher level management when appropriate..........ccccceeveerveennene. HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE

HD D N S HS

Highly Dissatisfied  Neither Satisfied Highly

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

CareFor People
38. Realize how he or she affeCtS OtNEN'S .........ccoveirirrecer e
39. Treat otherswith respect and dignity ......ccccceceeeevivievvievce e
40. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about others .........cccceeveeveveeenene

41. Support an appropriate balance between work and non-work life
FOF OLNES ...t e e

CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION
42. Represent the organizationin apositive Manner .........coccovveveeveeveereereeseenens
43. Support higher level management ... s

44. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about the organization
and higher [evel Management ..........cccceveeeeeeerierie e e

45, Act proud to be amember of the organization ...........ccccevvvevereerecreeseeceenens

46. Appropriately challenge decisions you think are not good for
110X 10T 0 Tz (o o

47. Continuously striveto improvethe organization...........ccoccvceveverereereereenns
BUILD TEAMS

48. Actively promote teamwork iN YOUr @r€a.........ccvveeverieveereesieseeseeseeseesensensens

49. Shareinformation acrossorganizational boundaries .........c.ccoeevevereereeennne

50. Establish relationships across awide range of areas
throughout the Organi Zation ...........cccceveeevererereereeeeee e s

51. Promote other areas of the organization .............ccccvevvievievvnescesesereeee,
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied ~ Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are others with your abilityto. . ..

DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS

52. Provide developmental feedback on performance problems....................... HD D N S HS UR
53. Give positive feedback for improvement in performance............ccoceeveneeee. HD D N S HS UR
54. Provide growth opportunities for Others ... vcnes s, HD D N S HS UR
55. Support people of al backgroundsto reach their full potential

(regardless of race, gender, or other differences) ........cccvevvvvvvveverereeceennns HD D N S HS UR
56. Provide candid performancefeedback in atimely manner ...........ccou....... HD D N S HS UR
57. Treat employee mistake as opportunity for instruction ..........cccccceveeveenene. HD D N S HS UR
58. Correct employee’ SMISCONAUCE ........ccceveeerirere e e HD D N S HS UR

QUALITY and TASK

59. Maintain high quality standards ..o HD D N S HS UR
60. Communicate theimportance of QUalILY .........cccooiiiinini i HD D N S HS UR
61. Strivefor continuous improvement of relevant work processes ................. HD D N S HS UR
62. View change as an OPPOItUNILY .........cceeeoeeerienienerere e e HD D N S HS UR
63.. ACCEPL AN MANAGE FTSK ...ttt e HD D N S HS UR
64. Originate action to completethetask ... HD D N S HS UR
65. Accomplish desired resultswith limited resources when necessary ............ HD D N S HS UR
66. Keep the rght TOCUS ........civirieieeeee e HD D N S HS UR
67. Makethework meaningful and relevant ... HD D N S HS UR
68. Explain how the work resultsin organizational SUCCESS...........ccoereeerennene HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto . . ..

CUSTOMER/CLIENT Note: a customer or client is any person, internal or external, who receives a
serviceor product. For instance, thefollowing people could be an FBI employee’scustomer: Fellow employee,
crime victim, accused, witness, defense attorney, and prosecutor.

69. Follow through on commitments made to customers (see definition
BDOVE) .t HD D N S HS UR

70. Avoid sarcastic commentswhen customerscomplain .........cccccecveeneneniene HD D N S HS UR

71. Listen to the ideas of customers for improving work product or

SEIVICES ..ttt ettt se ettt et b e bt e bt e bt et bt bt R et bt r e e r e e b e b HD D N S HS UR
72. Consider customers as atop PriOrity .......ccceeeeererereseresieseese e HD D N S HS UR
73. Deal with customer concernson atimely basis ... reriienereccccnen HD D N S HS UR
74. Assesscustomer satisfaction [eVElS..........cocvvviiniiic e HD D N S HS UR
VISION
75. Explainthe organizational vision to Others..........ccocoviiiiiniiencseceee HD D N S HS UR
76. Communicate a clear vision for the Work group ..........ccocceeveneseneceienne HD D N S HS UR
77. Motivate others to commit to the VISION .........ccoeiieiineineiseeee e HD D N S HS UR
78. Establish astrategy to realize the Vision ... iencneseseceeee HD D N S HS UR
79. Implement actionsin the work group that are in alignment with
the organi Zational ViSION .........c.ooeieierienie e HD D N S HS UR
FOSTER CREATIVITY
80. Encourage othersto creatively solve problems..........ocooevereieieiecieenen HD D N S HS UR
81. Avoid commentsthat stifle creativity (killer phrases) .........ccccevvvnenenne HD D N S HS UR
82. Make reasonableriskstoimplement new ideas..........ocooevereienieieeeeenen HD D N S HS UR
83. Allow new ideasto be explored and evaluated .............cccooeerienenencncneennn, HD D N SHS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

MANAGE DIVERSITY

84. Provide egual opportunity to compete for assignments or promotions ...... HD D N S HS UR

85. Create aworkplace environment free of intimidation ...........ccccccceerenenne HD D N S HS UR
86. Create aworkplace environment free of hostility .........ccocovereieienciicinne HD D N S HS UR
87. Create aworkplace environment free of offensive behavior ....................... HD D N S HS UR
88. Deal with complaintsof discrimination effectively ..........cocoeieieniieinene HD D N S HS UR

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST Note: Government service implies unique responsibilities. Since the clients of
Government employees aretaxpayers, the servicesrendered are different from privateindustry. Taxpayer
confidencein government employeesisinterpreted as“Public Trust.” Also, onewho holdsaposition of
“Public Trust” hasafiduciary or trustee type obligation to “ The People.”

Public Trust
89. Useposition only for legitimate personal gain ..........ccoceeevenenenenecceeienenn HD D N S HS UR
90. Ensure others use their position only for legitimate personal gain.............. HD D N S HS UR
91. Usetaxpayers fuNdSWISElY ........oooieiiieeiecrescee e HD D N S HS UR
92. Be ateam-player when working with other government employees .......... HD D N S HS UR
93. Assurethe public hasfair aCCESSt0 SEIVICES .....cccovirireriiiinee e HD D N S HS UR
Integrity
94. Behavethesamein private and public life........ccooiiiiiinine e HD D N S HS UR
95. Exhibit moral behavior consistent with organizational values..................... HD D N S HS UR
96. Alwaysuphold the CONSEITULION ..........ccoiriririnere e HD D N S HS UR
97. AlwaysSuphold the TaW ........c.ooi i e HD D N S HS UR

Thank you
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APPENDIX B



LEADERSHIP
COMMITMENTS
AND CREDIBILITY
INVENTORY SYSTEM

Thisform isbeing completed for:

Print Name of Individual being Evaluated

OTHER Areyou this persons (Check v one) PEER D
FORM
Or DIRECT REPORT | |
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR PEERSAND DIRECT REPORTS

Thisinventory system is designed to measure and improve the leader ship practices of the individual
listed on thiscover. Your candid responsesareimportant. Please complete asmany itemsas possible.
To help understand each item, read it in context with the group heading. If you have insufficient
information upon which to base a decision, circle Unable to Respond. Also, you are requested to
providewritten comments at the back of thisbooklet.

Do not identify yourself on thisform. Your responsesareanonymous. They will be combined with the
responses of othersto produce a comprehensive summary report for the person being assessed. The
resultsareintended to show areas of opportunity for personal development.

Theperson you arerating will receivethe summary confidentially. Theonly resultsprovided the FBI
will benormsfor 200 or moreanonymous people. ThelL eader ship and M anagement Science Unit will
use these normsto analyze training development needs.

Becertain that your relationship totheindividual for whom you are completing thisformisaccurately
indicated on thefront cover (asDirect Report or Peer). Peersare peoplewho are organizationally on

the same level. Direct reports are people directly supervised, now or in recent past, by person being
rated.

Please complete form within 3 days and mail to:
NCS Organization Assessment Systems
4401 West 76th St.
Edina, MN 55435

Thank you
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LEADERSHIP COMMITMENTS AND CREDIBILITY

Instructions: As you complete this questionnaire, please note that each item is preceded with the
question, “How satisfied are you with this persons abilityto....” Your response choices are described
at thetop of each page. Pleaseindicateyour choiceby circling your selection for each numbered item.

......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto . . ..

STEPSTO EMPOWERMENT

Provide Enabling Structure: Note: “ Enabling Structure” includes coaching and teaching how to do atask.

1. Provideenabling structurewhenneeded .........ccccoovveveieciecnceccecesese s HD D N S HS UR
2. Demonstrate how to do specific tasks when necessary .........ccoceevvivveinnns HD D N S HS UR
3. Make certain that goals are understood ...........cooevvererereereereereeceseseseeeens HD D N S HS UR
4. Changefrom a“boss’ toa“coach” .......cccccvivvvvvrienerereree s HD D N S HS UR
5. Provide appropriate orientation on new assignments ..........ccoceveeeeerernieens HD D N S HS UR
6. Providetimely coachingand feedback ..........ccccovvvveveieiciccccce HD D N S HS UR

Support and Collaborate

7. Collaborate with othersin setting goalS........cccovvvvvvrerierereeereeceeesese s HD D N S HS UR
8. Encourage othersto participate in making decisSions...........cccceeeevvrieinnnnns HD D N S HS UR
9. Encourage othersto discuss their CONCENS........ccvvvvrereereereerenreseseseneens HD D N S HS UR
10. Support otherswhen they NEe it ........ccceeeveeveeierierceceereee e HD D N S HS UR
11. Motivateothersby building their confidence.........ccceveveeeeecrcencnciiecnens HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

Empower Others

11. Eliminate unnecessary sign-offs (approvals) ........cccevevvnenieneneneneneens HD D N S HS UR
12. Delegate authority aswell asresponsibility .........occceoeieinininininicnenns HD D N S HS UR
13. Empower othersto make deCiSIONS .........coovererenieieierieeeeeeere e HD D N S HS UR

Analyze Others Readiness Note: readinessis ability, willingness, and confidence to do a task.

14. Break the work into SpecifiC tasks .......ccooovireieieieceere e HD D N S HS UR
15. Assessthe ability of othersto do specific tasks.......ccooeeeenerienienenicncins HD D N S HS UR
16. Assessthe motivation of othersto do specific tasks ........cccccververeniencnnens HD D N S HS UR
17. Ask others what they need to do their job better ... HD D N S HS UR
18. Avoid over-leading (t00 MUCH StrUCLUIE) ..........coeruerieieeieieeeeeeeeeene s HD D N S HS UR
19. Avoid under-leading (t00 little StruCtUre) ..........ocooeieiereieereeeeeeeeans HD D N S HS UR
CREDIBILITY
Competence
21. Perform thetechnical/functional skillsto dothejob..........cccooririnncnnns HD D N S HS UR
22. MaNagEPEOPIE ...t HD D N S HS UR
23. Manage conflict Eff ECtiVELY .....ccooeriiiiii e HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are others with your abilityto. . ..

Character
24. Ensure honest reporting Of reSUILS ........ccovvvveverievereeceeeeeeec e HD D N S HS UR
25. Follow through on COMMItMENES ........ccoevvveiinire e HD D N S HS UR
26. Communicate honestly with others (No “hidden agendas”) .........cc.ceveene HD D N S HS UR
27. Maintainhighintegrity inall SitUatioNS .........ccccovivverererereeeceeeee s HD D N S HS UR
28. Avoid“playing faVvorites” .......ccccvivierererere s HD D N S HS UR
Composure
29. Expressconfidencein difficult SItUBLIONS.........cccceveverievereeececeeecese e HD D N S HS UR
30. Maintain COMPOSUre UNAEN PIrESSUIE ......c.evueruerreriereeseeseereereesensesessessessessens HD D N S HS UR
31. Encourage and accept candid CritiCiSM ......cccvevreverererereeeeec e HD D N S HS UR
32. Demonstrate a“can do” attitude (even if others say “it can't
0= 0 (0] = T HD D N S HS UR
33. Improve asaresult of receiving feedback from this questionnaire............ HD D N S HS UR
Courage
34, Admit MistakeSTreadily .....ccevveveeeeeeeeeeec e HD D N S HS UR
35. Practicewhat he or she preaches .........cccovvvveeviieveses e HD D N S HS UR
36. Demonstrate courage to stand up for beliefs ... HD D N S HS UR
37. Challenge higher level management when appropriate........ccoceeeeevvivieienns HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto . . ..

CareFor People

38. Realize how he or she affectS Others.........cccvviriiiiinisee e HD D N S HS UR
39. Treat otherswith respect and dignity ........ccoceeeiiiinenenercee e HD D N S HS UR
40. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about others...........cccceeeveenenee. HD D N S HS UR

41. Support an appropriate balance between work and non-work life
FOF OLNEIS ...t HD D N S HS UR

CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION

42. Represent the organization in apositive Manner ..........ccccccevevereneneneennn. HD D N S HS UR
43. Support higher level management ... HD D N S HS UR
44. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about the organization

and higher [evel Management ..........cocooeieiereneneseeeeee e HD D N S HS UR
45. Act proud to be amember of the organization ............ccocevveviienencienn, HD D N S HS UR
46. Appropriately challenge decisions he or she thinks are not good for

thE OrgANIZALTON ...t HD D N S HS UR
47. Continuoudly striveto improvethe organization ............ccccceeeereneencneenn. HD D N S HS UR

BUILD TEAMS

48. Actively promote teamwork in hiSor her area..........ccooceeeenenieienencnenn, HD D N S HS UR
49. Shareinformation across organizational boundaries ............cccccevererene. HD D N S HS UR

50. Establish relationships across awide range of areas
throughout the Organi Zation .............coceve e HD D N S HS UR

51. Promote other areas of the organization ...........c.ccoceveieiereinincncscnes HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are others with your abilityto. . ..

DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS

52. Provide developmental feedback on performanceproblems ..................... HD D N S HS UR
53. Givepositivefeedback for improvement in performance...........ccoceevvenens HD D N S HS UR
54. Provide growth opportunities for Others .........ccccocvvievievevececccececesees HD D N S HS UR
55. Support people of all backgrounds to reach their full potential

(regardless of race, gender, or other differences) ........ccccveeevevcevevcnnienn, HD D N S HS UR
56. Provide candid performance feedback inatimely manner.........c..cccceveens HD D N S HS UR
57. Treat employee mistake as opportunity for instruction ...........c.ccccvveeveenns HD D N S HS UR
58. Correct employee’ SMISCONAUCE ........ccccvrererirere e see e eee e sesee e HD D N S HS UR

QUALITY and TASK

59. Maintain high quality Standards .........c.cceoveeveniininveses e HD D N S HS UR
60. Communicatetheimportance of qUality ........c.ccoevvvreriererecreeeceeerese s HD D N S HS UR
61. Strivefor continuousimprovement of relevant work processes ............... HD D N S HS UR
62. View change as an OPPOrtUNITY .........cceceeereresesieseeseeseseeseesesesesresresseseens HD D N S HS UR
63. Accept and MANAGETISK ...veveeereeeeeeeeeeese e ste e seesee e saeseesesesessessesneseens HD D N S HS UR
64. Originate action to completethetask ........ccccceeveevevievieveniene e HD D N S HS UR
65. Accomplish desired resultswith limited resourceswhen necessary .......... HD D N S HS UR
66. Keepthe right FOCUS ......evviieereceee e HD D N S HS UR
67. Makethework meaningful and relevant ...........cccoovvvvievercinceecescesesecens HD D N S HS UR
68. Explain how the work resultsin organizational SUCCESS........cceevrrvrivrerrnnns HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

CUSTOMER/CLIENT Note: acustomer or client isany person, internal or external, who receives
aserviceor product. For instance, the following people could be an FBI employee's customer:
Fellow employee, crime victim, accused, witness, defense attor ney, and prosecutor.

69. Follow through on commitments made to CUStOMEYS.........ccevvvererereninnns HD D N S HS UR

70. Avoid sarcastic comments when customers complain .........ccceeeveevreeinnnnns HD D N S HS UR

71. Listento theideas of customers for improving work product

OF SEIVICES .euireeereeereseeres et se st b et e e n et n s HD D N S HS UR
72. Consider customers as atop Priority ......cccceeeeeievierereriereneesessesseseseseneens HD D N S HS UR
73. Deal with customer concernson atimely basis .......ccoceveverecercecceneeinnnnns HD D N S HS UR
74. Assesscustomer Satisfaction [eVEIS ... HD D N S HS UR
VISION
75. Explainthe organizational ViSionto Others.........cocoveieieiecnieniencnenes HD D N S HS UR
76. Communicate aclear vision for the Work group..........cceeeeereninininciens HD D N S HS UR
77. Motivate othersto commit t0 the VISION ..........ecevvieeriirenirnieeeerecenes HD D N S HS UR
78. Establish astrategy torealizethe Vision ..........ccocovereienencinicnceneeenens HD D N S HS UR
79. Implement actionsin the work group that are in alignment with
the organi zational VISION ..........cciiiiieiiiieniene e HD D N S HS UR
FOSTER CREATIVITY
80. Encourage othersto creatively solve problems ... HD D N S HS UR
81. Avoid commentsthat stifle creativity (Killer phrases) ... HD D N S HS UR
82. Takereasonableriskstoimplement New ideas .........cccceeevecerenienencnennens HD D N S HS UR
83. Allow new ideasto be explored and evaluated ............ccooveerenienincncnnens HD D N S HS UR
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......................................................................... ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE
| | | | |

HD D N S HS UR

Highly Dissatisfied ~ Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto

Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are others with your abilityto. . ..

MANAGE DIVERSITY

84. Provide equal opportunity to compete for assignments or promotions.....HD D N S HS UR

85. Create aworkplace environment free of intimidation...........c.ccoceeviennns HD D N S HS UR
86. Create aworkplace environment free of hostility ..........ccooeerinininiiicnens HD D N S HS UR
87. Create aworkplace environment free of offensive behavior ..................... HD D N S HS UR
88. Deal with complaintsof discrimination effectively ... HD D N S HS UR

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST Note: Government service implies unique responsibilities. Since the
clientsof Gover nment employeesar etaxpayers, the servicesrendered aredifferent from private
industry. Taxpayer confidencein government employeesisinterpreted as” Public Trust.” Also,
one who holds a position of “Public Trust” has a fiduciary or trustee type obligation to “The

People.”

Public Trust
89. Useposition only for legitimate personal gain ..........cccceeeveeeereenienieneneneens HD D N S HS UR
90. Ensure othersusetheir position only for legitimate personal gain ............ HD D N S HS UR
91. Usetaxpayers fundSWISEY ...t HD D N S HS UR

92. Beateam-player when working with other government employees......... HD D N S HS UR

93. Assurethepublic hasfair aCCESSTO SEIVICES.......oviierereeieeirereeeeerie s HD D N S HS UR
Integrity

94. Behavethesamein privateand public life ... HD D N S HS UR

95. Exhibit moral behavior consistent with organizational values................... HD D N S HS UR

96. Alwaysupholdthe CoNStitULioN ..........ccooeviiineie e HD D N S HS UR

97. Alwaysuphold thelaw ..o HD D N S HS UR
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ANSWER OPTIONS — CIRCLE ONE

| |
HD D N ‘S HS UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly  Unableto
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  respond
Dissatisfied

Consider your effectivenessin the following items.
How satisfied are otherswith your abilityto. . ..

PLEASE CONTINUE TO THE NEXT PAGE TO PROVIDE YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS
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WRITTEN COMMENTS
Please list this person’s strengths, opportunitiesfor improvement and general comments below.

Strengths:

Opportunitiesfor Improvement:

Additional Comments:

Thank you for taking the time to complete thisform.
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FBI Leadership Commitments and Credibility Questionnaire
Validity and Reliability Analyses

This report presents the findings of empirical analyses of the FBI LEADERSHIP AND
COMMITMENTS AND CREDIBILITY questionnaire, The analyses were conducted to
examine the validity and reliability of the questionnaire, and identify items for review and
possible revision.

Methodology
Questionnalre

The questionnaire contains 97 items responded to using & 5-point satisfaction scale (HD, D
N. §, HS) with an additional “Unable to Respond™ option. The ilems are categorized under
11 major dimensions, some of which broken down into smaller dimensions yielding a total
of 19 “categories™ of items for the analyses in this report. The labels for the calegories are
listed in Tables 1 and 2.

Data

The data file contains the rtings of 795 managers (i.c., Self), 4794 Peers, 5480 Direct
reporis, and | uncoded perspective for a total of 11,070 questionnaires.

Analyses

Confirmatory factor analysis, item analysis, and alpha internal consistency reliability
analyses were carried out. Thﬁ:mdysuwmumdtnmncﬂwmuuutuhdn}rmd
reliability of the data obtained from the questionnaire.

Findings

Construct Validity

During the development of the questionnaire, the literature base and expert review provided
Judgmm.tnrsuppmfmn the conleat validity of the feedback questonnaire. Now that
sufficient ratings are available, it is appropriate to empirically exam how the questionnaire
is working.

Confirmatory factor analysis was used 10 examine the construct validity of the categories
assessed by the questionnaire. This empirical technique examines the ratings to ascertain if
the assignment of items to categories was reasonable. The earlier item/category
assignments camed out during the development stage represent a “hypothetical model™ that
the analysis confirms is reasonable or not for each item.
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Tables 1.1 = 1.4 present the item-level factor loadings for each of the 19 catepories
(factors). These loadings, which are correlations of the item and catepory are all quite
acceptable. We arc able to find only five (5) items with loadings less than .70. These items
were the following:

Ttem Loading

19. Avoid over-leading (oo much structure).

21. Perform the technical/functiona] skills 10 do the job.

37. Challenge higher level management when approprinte.

44, Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about the
organization and higher level management.

46, Appropriately challenge decisions you think are not good
for the organization

2283

3

The high levels of factor loadings suggest that the confirmatory factor analysis “fit™
statistics will meet or exceed professional standards (see Bentler, 1990). To put these fit
statistics in perspective, readers should note that we are attempting to “confirm” the
hypothesized leadership commitment and coedibility model specified in the feedback
questionnaire. We are, in fact, “testing™ the data 1o ascertain if they fit the model. The
most currently popular fit statistics and their obtained fit statistics are listed below:

Statistics Fit Index

Bentler-Bonnett Nonommed (Tucker-Lewas, TLI)
Comparative Fit Index CFI)

Baollen (IFT)

Rioot Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)

2eek

In all cases these fit statistics meet professional standards and lend suppart to the construct
validity of the foedback questionnaire.

Reliability

The item analysis and alpha intemal consistency relinbility findings are présented in Tables
2.1-2.8. In these tables the response percentages are presented, followed by the item-level
means and standard deviations, The next column of data presents the cormected correlation
of the item with the set of remaining items in the category. Further to the right is a column
af reliability indices for the category if the respective item was deloted from the
questionnaire. Finally, the reliability of the data for the overall category is presented,
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Examination of the data in the far right column of Tables 2.1-2.8 indicates that the current
category reliabilities for the LEADERSHIP COMMITMENTS AND CREDIBILITY
questionnaire range from .85 to .95, These are considered to be very high levels of
reliability and lend support to the adequate sampling of items (i.e., behavioms) during the
development of each category, as well as the accuracy of the resulting data.

Since any good instrument can be “fine mned,” we will identify a few items that could be
reviewed. The rting of “Linable 1o Respond™ was selected by at least 10% of the raters for
items 4, 5,12, 15, 33, 51-54, 56-58, 69-75, B4, 88, 8991, 93-94 (gee boxed vahues).
Inspection of the boxed values in the first column of Tables 2.1-2.8 indicates that the
calegories with several items rated “UR™ were Develop Individuals, Customer/Cliend, and
Public Trust. In fact, all of the items in the Develop Individuals and Customer/Client
categories had “UR™ ratings by greater than 10% of the raters. Table 3 contains a breakout
of the percent of “UR" rtings by perspective group. As expected, the highest perceats are
fund for the Peer mters for the Develop Individuals category. Readers should note that
more than 10% of both Peers and Direct Reports selected the “UR™ rating for the
Customer/Client itemns, Developers should review the items boxed in the first columa and
cansider the pature of the behavior being described so that the reasonableness of the “UR™
ratings can be considersd.

Ttems with Jow or high means and low standard deviations sometimes do not correlate well
with other items in their respective category. In Table 2.2 Item 21 - Perform the
1echnieal/functional skills to do the job - is an example of this situation. Other items with
highmnsmdlnwmmh:ddnﬁu&m[gg..ﬂmﬂ}stﬂlmm:mﬂnmﬂﬁdmw
with their respective category. ltems that tend to receive high levels of satisfaction from
raters can still be judgmentally impaortant to include in the questionnaire, as Jong as
m&mrmmmumnymymm‘thmwhmﬁuﬂymﬂnm

Continuing in Tables 2.1-2.8, we consider the commelation of each item with the remaining
itemns in the category (Correlation with Catogory), and the effeet of deleting the respective
itern from the questionnaire. From an empincal sense we note that none of the correlations
are considersed to be “low”, We are simply identifying the carrclations that are low relative
1o the others in the category list (see boxed valoes). The items associated with thess
correlations are candidates for review, 11 they are deleted, the overall category reliability
wwenld be the value listed in the column labeled Category Alpha Reliability if Item Deleted.
For example, item-19-Avoid over-leading (too much structure) - has a correlation of .65
with the remaining five items defining the Analyzing Others” Readiness category. Thie
averall category reliability is .90, 1f item 19 was deleted, the reliability would still be .50,
If more than one item were deleted from the category, the resulting category reliability
would decrease a few poinis.

Dieleting item 21-Perform the technieal/functional skills to do the job - from the
Compelence category would raise the resulting reliability from .33 io .89. While this is the
case, 1 fwo jtem category does not sample enough behaviors 10 adequately support the
content validity of the category. Therefore, item 21 should not be deleted. The remaining
tems associated with boxed correlations (items 34, 37, 41, and 46) do not appear to cffect
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the level of reliability if they are deleted. Developers will most likely prefer to keep the
ftems in the questionnaire 1o enhance content coverage and support content validity of the
respective calegory.

Recommendations

The dats presented in this report support the validity and reliability of the LEADERSHIP
COMMITMENTS AND CREDIBILITY questionnaire. While the item and category-level
statistics indicate the instrument works well from a psychometric perspective, fine-tuning is
always possible. Such revisions can be made based on literature-based judgment and
empirical data. This report provides input to the empirically based decisions.

It is recommended that developers consider the items identified for review in this repert. In
some cases the item could be deleted, and in others revisicn would be appropriate.
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Leadership and
Management Science Unit
FBI Academy

e e " Quantico, Virginia 22135
- — === (703) 632-3154

Jume &, 2001
Dear EDN Parlictpant:

Congrasulnnons on beehy seleced by the SAMMS Bourd (o aivend e sexd Exccutive Development [neisms
(EDT) L, 071 52420000 Thhe agenila for flie twn weeks is enclosad

COURSE

EDN 1t designed for yous persbnal development as a leader in the FBL It will streich voar mind in nzw
disuctions by immducing umigue e, knowladee, asd skills. The mient is i provide you with the ability and
comfidence §0 accept new respomsibilaies. Thnk of EDF a8 an impartant step i voir comtimons seil-developanent

TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS

I driving, armnge to arrive no later than 730 AM, Tuestay, 187142001, For those soming by plene, 3 bus
will e acheiialed (o beave Natsonal Adrport an Mosdsy, G801 52001, of T pom

Yowr FTrovel Authorizarton Number i TRI-AG-0 8202
WILL YOU ATTEND?

The: first thing you shoeld do is determine whetber ar wot von will altend. 1Fyou cannct, plesss csll Ciss Biush,
Execuive Progrms Administrative Assistan, o Quantico, extemsion 115, Then, prepore a commumication o EDSP,
Adnunisimative Services Division, a5 torwhy von cannet partssspate. Also, reimm the 15 formes 1o Mrs. Bush, Lendership
und Mlitagettend Scimee Unit, Quantico, noting they are from you. IMvou have any questions of eoncerns, pless fel
firoe 40 oontact her: Shewill assesf vou

D THIS NOW

IFyom can artend. von should immediately arrnge eo complese the following tnarctians with the Leadrship
Crammurtsperaty ol Creadiifify imeentery Syatem packet. Plesss mee the deadlines far maiking the completed fores.

The goal is in have the *Ottker Parme® fllad o by soven peers and by seven direct reparts. Peers are defined
an peeple orgamratioeaHy on your [cvel, dnd dinect reparts are people yon supervise. Having six of cne groap and eight
af the ather, ar even fvefing i4 pernussdble. You compiete and mail (b *Self Forn™ | recommend vem give 1he
aasignmenn fog dstssbniticn of the "Oitber Fornes® o vour nssssinmg wil instructions (o distribue them modamdy (so 1
i enksnce confldentiality nnd seope of feedhack)
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Aszore yous fame i filled im on each insirument and [« whsether evabidor i a peer ar direcs
repart. Hive ah astistinl place enclosed kabels vo Questsr an 10 112 x 17 inch epvelopes. Thes, the forms can be
rulined directhy by thase peovilimg Reofiack sossoure confidentinlity, Yo sstistant shonld follow up o ensuee forms
e compdetod and mailed

The feedback will be provided s yoo by [Br. Jobn Greene, an outside consubinne, an & confdeniisl basis. The
feedhack is for your seii-development anly,

ATTIRE

Clagstodin atie is normally casusl. However, during modin presentations and some dinners, vou are requested
10 wer Emitness ailice 1 makes the fsedhack mors meaningfal for your public spesking and press relesss TV
ippeirances. Business uitire is also trsdionally wom during graduation asd onr schedidled sveming mesls, Further
infiormulion abom dress &5 explained i (% enclosed General Informumtions shest

TELEPHONE-ADDRESS—FAX

T hetp you communicaie watlh 1o outside world, | have enchosed twa helpfinl sheets. Cine i o help you place
calls. The ather is o kzave with people needing to commmnicsite with vou. You will be able 10 catl out frean your roarms
n the Jefferson Donm Imstrict people to leve messges on vour dorm rom VoiceMsil Plesse make plans o engane
tzlephope enlls will ot be disnupinve w0 vour amendance in ol

ARRIVAL

W'ME[H#mm.ummmmmmmummm:mmnu
Ohir classronm will be an the Lyceum, Jefferson Enilding

FIRST MORNING
W will Begian with o breakfast o1 730 wm, on Tocsdsy, Angust 14, 2001, in the Lyceom.

I bk foraard o ihe next ED ssaston and hope to auke vour sigy bere informatlve and comforinble,. Call or
e-mmitd] Drvwn: Leosard if your name o nssignment is incornect,

Siticerely,

Kievim L Comelius
(7] G213 155
Enclesurs and Atinchiments (5)

EDI Tentutive Schedude

Cemerul laftrmation for Academy Training

Phone [nfrmation

1 Can be Reached

Leavernip Commitmesret avd Crnddidiny frremiary Spatem pacet

u.h.l...'u.l—
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Leadership Commitments and Credibility Inventory System

The Leadership Commitments and Credibility Inventory System (LCCIS) is i feedback
system designed Lo provide commen! regarding performance to the rated individusl from
their subordmates and peers. It is wol designed for self-development only and results will
be distributed only 10 you, the participant. Dr. John Greene, who is a consultant for the
FBI with a ten-yeur relationship, will be here in September to discuss the results obtaimed
from this instroment.

Gl

The goal is to have the “Other Forms" filled owt by seven peers and by seven direct
reports. Peers are defined as people organizationally on your level, and direct reports are
people you supervise. Having six of one group and eight of the other, or even five/nine is
permissible. You complete and mail the “Self Form.” | recommend vou give the
assignment for distribution of the “Other Forms™ to your nsgistant with instrections to
distribute them randomly {$o as 1o enhance confidentiality and scope of feedback),

Action Sieps

Agsure your fame is filled in on each instrument and check (V) whether evaluator is
4 peer or a direct report.  Have an assiatant place enclosed labels to Questar on 10 14 x
12-inch envelopes. Thus, the forms ¢an be retumed directly by those providing feedback
1o assure confidentiality. Your assistant should follow up to ensure forms are completed
and mailed.

The feedback will be provided to you when you retum in September, Dr. Greene will be
here then to discuss leadership and performance issues and assist in questions regarding
self-development.
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APPENDIX E

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS-ALPHA SCALES (TimeOne)

STEPS TO EMPOWERMENT
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of Items= 20 Alpha= .9629

CREDIBILITY
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of Items=21 Alpha= .9664

CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases= 1014.0 N of Items= 6 Alpha= .8872
BUILD TEAMS

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 4 Alpha= .8935

DEVELOPINDIVIDUALS
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of Items= 7 Alpha= .8442

QUALITY and TASK
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of Items=10 Alpha=.9498

CUSTOMER/CLIENT
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 6 Alpha= .9206
VISION

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 5 Alpha= .9453

FOSTER CREATIVITY
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 4 Alpha= .9115

MANAGEDIVERSITY
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 5 Alpha= .9134

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases= 1014.0 N of [tems= 9 Alpha= .9188
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Analysisof Covariance Testing: Hypothesis 3

Between-Subjects Factors

N

RESPTYPE M
P

73
73

M = self
P = peer

N =73 in all casesfor both self and peers

Overall Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

APPENDIX F

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.0572 2 3.029 37.650 .000
Intercept 2.128 1 2.128 26.456 .000
ALL1 5.712 1 5.712 71.008 .000
RESPTYPE 8.210E-02 1 8.210E-02 1.021 314
Error 11.503 143 8.044E-02
Total 2955.190 146
Corrected Total 17.560 145
a. R Squared = .345 (Adjusted R Squared = .336)
Steps to Empowerment
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: STOE2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.6232 2 2.812 29.114 .000
Intercept 4.129 1 4.129 42.751 .000
STOE1 5.268 1 5.268 54.551 .000
RESPTYPE 6.128E-02 1 6.128E-02 .635 427
Error 13.810 143 9.657E-02
Total 2837.200 146
Corrected Total 19.433 145

a. R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)
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Credibility

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 8.2832 2 4.141 42.205 .000
Intercept 2.189 1 2.189 22.304 .000
CRED1 8.098 1 8.098 82.522 .000
RESPTYPE 6.569E-02 1 6.569E-02 .669 415
Error 14.032 143 9.813E-02
Total 2932.200 146
Corrected Total 22.315 145
a. R Squared = .371 (Adjusted R Squared = .362)
Challenge and Support the Organization
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CSO2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.6062 2 3.303 29.410 .000
Intercept 2.838 1 2.838 25.272 .000
Cso1 5.807 1 5.807 51.707 .000
RESPTYPE 116 1 116 1.032 311
Error 16.061 143 112
Total 3091.820 146
Corrected Total 22.667 145
a. R Squared = .291 (Adjusted R Squared = .282)
Build Teams
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: BT2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.0772 2 3.039 15.589 .000
Intercept 9.660 1 9.660 49.560 .000
BT1 5.814 1 5.814 29.828 .000
RESPTYPE 8.069E-03 1 8.069E-03 .041 .839
Error 27.873 143 195
Total 2954.560 146
Corrected Total 33.950 145

a. R Squared =.179 (Adjusted R Squared = .168)
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Develop Individuals

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.0722 2 1.036 6.432 .002
Intercept 13.338 1 13.338 82.819 .000
DI1 1.857 1 1.857 11.531 .001
RESPTYPE 2.639E-02 1 2.639E-02 .164 .686
Error 23.030 143 161
Total 2910.040 146
Corrected Total 25.102 145
a. R Squared = .083 (Adjusted R Squared = .070)
Quality and Task
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: QT2
Type lll Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.209% 2 2.605 19.370 .000
Intercept 5.662 1 5.662 42.103 .000
QT1 4.679 1 4.679 34.795 .000
RESPTYPE .190 1 190 1.413 .237
Error 19.230 143 134
Total 2984.540 146
Corrected Total 24.439 145
a. R Squared = .213 (Adjusted R Squared = .202)
Customer/Client
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CC2
Type Il Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.6502 2 2.825 18.765 .000
Intercept 8.323 1 8.323 55.283 .000
CC1 4.924 1 4.924 32.704 .000
RESPTYPE .604 1 .604 4.009 .047
Error 21.529 143 151
Total 2872.250 146
Corrected Total 27.180 145

a. R Squared = .208 (Adjusted R Squared = .197)
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\Vision

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 9.1022 2 4.551 27.892 .000
Intercept 6.439 1 6.439 39.462 .000
V1 8.288 1 8.288 50.796 .000
RESPTYPE .219 1 .219 1.343 .248
Error 23.332 143 .163
Total 2838.790 146
Corrected Total 32.434 145

a. R Squared = .281 (Adjusted R Squared = .271)
Foster Creativity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.0892 2 3.045 19.057 .000
Intercept 11.376 1 11.376 71.205 .000
FC1 6.072 1 6.072 38.004 .000
RESPTYPE 4.690E-02 1 4.690E-02 .294 .589
Error 22.847 143 .160
Total 2910.320 146
Corrected Total 28.937 145

a. R Squared =.210 (Adjusted R Squared = .199)
Manage Diversity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.9742 2 2.487 21.640 .000
Intercept 4.779 1 4.779 41.585 .000
MD1 4.967 1 4.967 43.220 .000
RESPTYPE 1.996E-02 1 1.996E-02 174 .678
Error 16.436 143 115
Total 3216.540 146
Corrected Total 21.410 145

a. R Squared = .232 (Adjusted R Squared = .222)
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Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.7528 2 1.376 12.872 .000
Intercept 3.372 1 3.372 31.537 .000
PBT1 2.514 1 2514 23.513 .000
RESPTYPE 213 1 .213 1.993 .160
Error 15.288 143 .107
Total 3262.950 146
Corrected Total 18.040 145

a. R Squared = .153 (Adjusted R Squared = .141)
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Analysisof Covariance Testing: Hypothesis 4

Between-Subjects Factors

N

RESPTYPE M
S

73
70

M = self
S = subordinates

N = 73 for salf and 70 for subordinates

Overal Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

APPENDIX G

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.086% 2 2.543 20.380 .000
Intercept 4.110 1 4.110 32.938 .000
ALL1 4.665 1 4.665 37.393 .000
RESPTYPE 132 1 132 1.057 .306
Error 17.468 140 125
Total 2770.830 143
Corrected Total 22.553 142
a. R Squared = .225 (Adjusted R Squared = .214)
Steps to Empowerment
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: STOE2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.265% 2 2.633 20.089 .000
Intercept 6.162 1 6.162 47.022 .000
STOE1 4.880 1 4.880 37.238 .000
RESPTYPE 191 1 191 1.454 .230
Error 18.348 140 131
Total 2659.090 143
Corrected Total 23.613 142

a. R Squared = .223 (Adjusted R Squared = .212)
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Credihilitv

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 8.2892 2 4.145 27.782 .000
Intercept 4.793 1 4.793 32.126 .000
CRED1 7.452 1 7.452 49.953 .000
RESPTYPE .129 1 129 .868 .353
Error 20.886 140 .149
Total 2739.880 143
Corrected Total 29.175 142
a. R Squared = .284 (Adjusted R Squared = .274)
Challenge and Support the Organization
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CSO2
Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.6812 2 1.840 12.000 .000
Intercept 5.704 1 5.704 37.192 .000
Cso1 3.678 1 3.678 23.984 .000
RESPTYPE 5.783E-03 1 5.783E-03 .038 .846
Error 21.472 140 .153
Total 2929.910 143
Corrected Total 25.153 142
a. R Squared = .146 (Adjusted R Squared = .134)
Build Teams
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: BT2
Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.3062 2 2.153 9.189 .000
Intercept 14.926 1 14.926 63.700 .000
BT1 3.647 1 3.647 15.563 .000
RESPTYPE .505 1 .505 2.156 144
Error 32.805 140 .234
Total 2760.020 143
Corrected Total 37.111 142

a. R Squared = .116 (Adjusted R Squared = .103)
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Develop Individuals

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.6302 2 1.315 7.487 .001
Intercept 12.652 1 12.652 72.046 .000
DI1 2.211 1 2.211 12.589 .001
RESPTYPE .515 1 .515 2.935 .089
Error 24.586 140 176
Total 2737.920 143
Corrected Total 27.215 142
a. R Squared = .097 (Adjusted R Squared = .084)
Quality and Task
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: QT2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.7502 2 1.875 10.618 .000
Intercept 8.054 1 8.054 45.612 .000
QT1 3.507 1 3.507 19.860 .000
RESPTYPE 142 1 142 .805 371
Error 24.720 140 77
Total 2799.590 143
Corrected Total 28.469 142
a. R Squared = .132 (Adjusted R Squared =.119)
Customer/Client
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CC2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 1.7252 2 .862 4.824 .009
Intercept 13.071 1 13.071 73.111 .000
CC1 1.710 1 1.710 9.564 .002
RESPTYPE 5.516E-02 1 5.516E-02 .309 579
Error 25.030 140 179
Total 2737.460 143
Corrected Total 26.755 142

a. R Squared = .064 (Adjusted R Squared = .051)
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Vision

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.6072 2 3.803 17.864 .000
Intercept 7.391 1 7.391 34.713 .000
V1 7.419 1 7.419 34.846 .000
RESPTYPE 119 1 119 561 455
Error 29.808 140 .213
Total 2649.760 143
Corrected Total 37.414 142

a. R Squared = .203 (Adjusted R Squared = .192)
Foster Creativity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.3442 2 3.672 19.349 .000
Intercept 11.033 1 11.033 58.136 .000
FC1 6.477 1 6.477 34.127 .000
RESPTYPE .438 1 .438 2.307 131
Error 26.570 140 .190
Total 2746.360 143
Corrected Total 33.914 142

a. R Squared = .217 (Adjusted R Squared = .205)
Manage Diversity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 8.6532 2 4.327 23.987 .000
Intercept 6.722 1 6.722 37.270 .000
MD1 6.509 1 6.509 36.089 .000
RESPTYPE .294 1 .294 1.629 .204
Error 25.252 140 .180
Total 3013.960 143
Corrected Total 33.905 142

a. R Squared = .255 (Adjusted R Squared = .245)

190




Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.8102 2 1.905 13.336 .000
Intercept 4.074 1 4.074 28.521 .000
PBT1 3.235 1 3.235 22.648 .000
RESPTYPE 6.577E-02 1 6.577E-02 .460 499
Error 20.000 140 .143
Total 3065.350 143
Corrected Total 23.810 142

a. R Squared = .160 (Adjusted R Squared = .148)
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APPENDIX H

Analysisof Covariance Testing: Hypothesis5

Between-Subjects Factors

N
RESPTYPE P 73

S 70

P = peers
S = subordinates
N = 73 for peers and 70 for subordinates

Overall Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.0352 2 3.517 28.424 .000
Intercept 4.235 1 4.235 34.224 .000
ALL1 5.523 1 5.523 44,632 .000
RESPTYPE .445 1 445 3.592 .060
Error 17.324 140 124
Total 2835.240 143
Corrected Total 24.359 142
a. R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)
Steps to Empowerment
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: STOE2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.6942 2 3.847 26.988 .000
Intercept 6.390 1 6.390 44.825 .000
STOE1 6.229 1 6.229 43.699 .000
RESPTYPE .469 1 469 3.292 .072
Error 19.957 140 .143
Total 2725.310 143
Corrected Total 27.651 142

a. R Squared = .278 (Adjusted R Squared = .268)
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Credibility

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 11.5642 2 5.782 37.609 .000
Intercept 3.941 1 3.941 25.637 .000
CRED1 9.766 1 9.766 63.526 .000
RESPTYPE 312 1 312 2.031 .156
Error 21.523 140 154
Total 2789.260 143
Corrected Total 33.086 142
a. R Squared = .349 (Adjusted R Squared = .340)
Challenge and Support the Organization
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CSO2
Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.9552 2 2.478 23.016 .000
Intercept 3.821 1 3.821 35.493 .000
Cso1 4.085 1 4.085 37.949 .000
RESPTYPE .239 1 .239 2.218 139
Error 15.071 140 .108
Total 3022.950 143
Corrected Total 20.026 142
a. R Squared = .247 (Adjusted R Squared = .237)
Build Teams
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: BT2
Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 6.4302 2 3.215 17.403 .000
Intercept 10.320 1 10.320 55.862 .000
BT1 4.688 1 4.688 25.376 .000
RESPTYPE .634 1 .634 3.433 .066
Error 25.863 140 .185
Total 2809.580 143
Corrected Total 32.293 142

a. R Squared =.199 (Adjusted R Squared = .188)
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Develop Individuals

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

Type Ill Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 3.9842 2 1.992 12.174 .000
Intercept 8.379 1 8.379 51.205 .000
DI1 2.761 1 2.761 16.874 .000
RESPTYPE .627 1 .627 3.834 .052
Error 22.909 140 .164
Total 2786.580 143
Corrected Total 26.893 142
a. R Squared = .148 (Adjusted R Squared = .136)
Quality and Task
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: QT2
Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.6442 2 3.822 29.070 .000
Intercept 4.261 1 4.261 32411 .000
QT1 6.171 1 6.171 46.938 .000
RESPTYPE 511 1 511 3.889 .051
Error 18.407 140 131
Total 2875.190 143
Corrected Total 26.051 142
a. R Squared = .293 (Adjusted R Squared = .283)
Customer/Client
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: CC2
Type lll Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 2.9002 2 1.450 9.551 .000
Intercept 11.057 1 11.057 72.833 .000
CC1 2.380 1 2.380 15.675 .000
RESPTYPE 276 1 276 1.817 .180
Error 21.254 140 152
Total 2825.290 143
Corrected Total 24.154 142

a. R Squared = .120 (Adjusted R Squared = .107)
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Vision

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.5112 2 3.756 22.775 .000
Intercept 7.972 1 7.972 48.346 .000
V1 5.754 1 5.754 34.893 .000
RESPTYPE .750 1 .750 4.546 .035
Error 23.086 140 .165
Total 2736.950 143
Corrected Total 30.597 142

a. R Squared = .245 (Adjusted R Squared = .235)
Foster Creativity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

Type [l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 9.5492 2 4,774 28.097 .000
Intercept 6.249 1 6.249 36.772 .000
FC1 8.420 1 8.420 49.553 .000
RESPTYPE .695 1 .695 4.088 .045
Error 23.790 140 .170
Total 2759.740 143
Corrected Total 33.339 142

a. R Squared = .286 (Adjusted R Squared = .276)
Manage Diversity
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 7.7332 2 3.866 25.253 .000
Intercept 5.294 1 5.294 34.576 .000
MD1 5.822 1 5.822 38.027 .000
RESPTYPE 432 1 432 2.819 .095
Error 21.435 140 .153
Total 3000.100 143
Corrected Total 29.168 142

a. R Squared = .265 (Adjusted R Squared = .255)
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Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

Type 11l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 5.2912 2 2.645 29.951 .000
Intercept 1.911 1 1.911 21.639 .000
PBT1 3.750 1 3.750 42.457 .000
RESPTYPE 317 1 317 3.585 .060
Error 12.365 140 8.832E-02
Total 3113.860 143
Corrected Total 17.656 142

a. R Squared = .300 (Adjusted R Squared = .290)
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Vitae

David Sandt Corderman received his undergraduate degree from Lehigh University
and masters’ degrees from Virginia Commonwealth University and Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University. He spent four years as an officer in the United States Marine
Corpsand then becamean FBI Agentin 1983. Dr. Corderman currently servesasaninstructor
at the FBI Academy, where he teaches a course in Human Behavior in Organizations as part
of the FBI’sNational Academy Program. Heisalso an adjunct professor for the University
of Virginiaand one of the managersof the National Executive Institute, an executivetraining

program for chiefs of police with more than 500 sworn officers.
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