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David Sandt Corderman

(ABSTRACT)
The use of multi-rater feedback as a way to analyze perceptions within the context

of job performance and leadership in the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) was examined.
Research in this domain is notable as this type of evaluation is now being done with regularity
in the private sector and is starting to be utilized more extensively in the public sector, but
is still being used to a limited extent in law enforcement.  The path of this research examined
differences between self-assessments and assessments of others (peers and subordinates) in
dimensions of leadership as measured by the same multi-rater instrument at two points in
time.  This research effort made use of a multi-rater survey instrument called the “Leadership
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.

Results showed high ratings on a five point Likert scale as indicated by mean averages
of self and others.  Additionally, Z scores, t tests and 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) a greater 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 unique dimensions of the LCCIS, “Manage Diversity” and “Build Public Trust” showed
exceptionally high results.

The implications 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 others in this
organization change their perceptions over time.  These findings may point to the need for
multi-rater instruments to be used in concert with personal development plans in order to
improve the perception of leadership.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Overview

As the 20th 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 a leader’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 a widely accepted piece of

human resource development 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.  As we move into the 21st

Century it appears as if this technique will become a more widely accepted mechanism

for the development of leaders.

As the popularity of this type 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 leaders is 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 look 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 look 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 a reinforcing message of the importance of the

items, which are part of the assessment.  That is to 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).

2

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 a lack of complete insight into

all the subtle nuances of the use and effects of multi-rater feedback, and it has become a



research domain ripe for study.  “Unfortunately, what we know about the integration of

the large amount of data generated by 360-degree feedback is limited” (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 adds to 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 Federal

Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

3

360-Degree Feedback and Development

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 developmental

plans for improved performance.  According to Nelson (1993), individuals are driven by

a self-regulation process, which is routinely tied to a goal 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



on perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources.  Specifically, 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 leadership 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 system in

use in the FBI.  This system is composed 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.

4

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 a result of many successes, the FBI grew into its role 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



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 while it 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.  This is due in no small part to the quality of

leadership demonstrated within the organization.

Today the FBI is involved in a number of leadership initiatives, including training

and development programs.  The FBI Academy, located on the Marine Corps Base in

Quantico, Virginia is on the cutting edge of these issues in the law enforcement

profession.  One such curriculum is the FBI’s National Academy program where midlevel

and executive police officers from agencies all over the world are invited on a regular

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) I for first-line supervisors and the EDI II 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 as it 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 is to 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

5



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 seriously.

Adult Learning and Human Resource Development

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 leadership development and group dynamics.  Additionally, ALHRD

focuses on personal growth and organizational development (Stubblefield & Keane,

1994).  As an 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 points in time.  Only two time points were used because

this study was constrained by a finite 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).  In fact, in the United States trait

theories of leadership were the conventional wisdom until the 1940s, when a strong

belief arose that leaders 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 20th Century a change occurred and ideas about

leadership and management were narrowed to leadership development and the growth of

6



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 leaders 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

questions 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, it is

imperative that present-day leaders 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 a work environment change their perception of their leadership

ability after having the opportunity to examine how others see them in this role?  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?  Is this effect particularly salient in a

law enforcement one?  Is multi-rater feedback effective, and is convergence of

perceptions between self-perceptions and others’ perceptions desirable?

7



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 this domain 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 points in time.  It also

hypothesized that these assessments at time two would be in greater agreement than at

time one.  Underlying this was that after the initial feedback, leaders 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 Hazucha et 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 individuals 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 leadership 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 also 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.  Data for this research were

collected from individuals who participated in two multi-rater assessments at two

different points in time.  The time span between evaluations varied but was generally

three years.
8



1.  Is there a greater 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.  Are there 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. Are there differences in 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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Self-report – Someone who is a mid level executive in the organization who has

supervisory responsibilities over people and programs.  There is little or no difference in

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 sources in the FBI, as indicated by dimensions of

leadership measured at two points in time.  Therefore, a review of the literature related to

perception lends perspective to this study.  Additionally, a literature review of multi-rater

feedback provides insight into the specific focus of the research, and a review of that

written about leadership provides further depth.  Finally, to offer particular focus to the

contribution of this research, a review of the literature related to perceptual agreement

between multi-rater feedback sources is provided.

Foundation

Multi-rater feedback has its 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 as it relates to

examining oneself and others, it is important 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.

11



Perception

“The process of perceiving other people is rarely translated (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.  Additionally, he suggests that we choose to see

certain things about others, and what we see is often dependent upon how we process this

information.

As early as the 1940s, Asch (1946) suggested we form opinions of others based

on an overall perception.  Once this is done we slant assessments of individual traits to

the perception we have taken as a whole 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 a role in 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.  His theory 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 a map 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 on to.  This includes 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 process is 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.  The final 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 others in 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 differences in how people respond to and evaluate the self versus

others” (Locke, 2002, p. 1094).  Further, according to Schneider et al. (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’ behaviors in 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 a very 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.  This is another fertile area for 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 a best friend.  If assessing a best

friend or someone for whom there is a positive general impression, there is potential for a

“halo effect.”  This idea suggests that 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.1  This research 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 study.

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 a rater normally assesses others.  Some raters will

always be overly lenient regardless of the person being rated; some will always avoid

extreme judgments, etc.  Finally, there is recency 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

There is also literature that discusses theories about changes in perception as a

result of a reflective process.  This concept has some bearing on the present study, as it 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 process is directly associated with perception and this is

reflected in the literature through perception change theories.

Some of the theories regarding perception change give rise to philosophical 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).  This idea may be relevant to the present study, as it is believed that following the

first iteration of the multi-rater assessment there will be reflection on the feedback, which

will allow for a superior perspective of greater reality in the second assessment of self.

Finally, Freire (1970) espoused another perception theory more radical in its

impact on the social conscience.  His theory relates to how adult learning is played out

through the education process.  He suggests that in an educational encounter those who
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are receiving the education not only gain a deepening awareness, but also a capacity to

transform their lives.  His theory 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, as far 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 this way 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, it is

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 is little definitive research concerning this process.  Further, there is

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 partial 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

Illuminating the concept of what 360-degree feedback involves, Hazucha et 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 a value 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 a way 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 beliefs in their employees.

Studies of organizations show that the key to growth and survival is to 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 process is 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
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management process.  It is viewed 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.  As a result, 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 premise is 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 this is

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 a way 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.  This is 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 as well.  “In many cases, employees are given such feedback

as part of a training or expanded appraisal program” (Smither et al., 1995, p. 61) or

“within the context of a developmental program” (Sternbergh, 1998, p. 28).  Sternbergh

continues, “in some cases the feedback is integral to the program, that is, it supports the

purpose of the program, and the program increases the value of 360-degree feedback.  In

other cases it is virtually 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.  Hazucha et al. (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 a focused 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

2 In the spirit of these two researchers, the present study considered examining the differences between
genders with regard to perceptual agreement in the FBI.  This was not done however after the data were
cleaned and there was available information on only six female participants.

Feedback from subordinates is 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, a study 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 female self-reporting than male self-reporting.2

 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 systems this is 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 programs to a simple
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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 this idea 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).  This is another area suitable for further

examination that was not addressed as a part of this research.  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 a few instances in 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

unique 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

unique 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.  (See the

Oceanside, California Police Department Subordinate Feedback Form.)  The Freemont,

California Police Department has a mandatory 360-degree feedback evaluation that is

reviewed by the supervisor’s evaluator and is attached to the supervisor’s final

evaluation.  (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.  Finally, 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.  This information is

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 a discussion of the FBI’s multi-rater

feedback system and its idiosyncrasies, 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 is also a desired 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 others is achieved in a variety 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 a foundation of understanding of how feedback can be a

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

Leadership permeates all human endeavors.  According to Maxwell (1998),

“leadership ability is the 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 leaders entrust others to do many things in

their name, however, the most important things are those they do themselves.

Leadership as a 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 a process” (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), “a leader knows how to read people – is always

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, this is

being caused by technological changes as well as customer demands.  Consequently,

organizational leadership structures are changing.  “In a hierarchical organization, leaders

can more easily give orders and expect people to respond.  In a network organization,

leaders need to effectively influence people without line authority.”  Therefore,

developing one’s influence potential is a key 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 a risk-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 levels in 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.

Leaders as Learners

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.  There is

always before them much to learn and more to do.  Our hardest lesson is self knowledge”

(p. xiv).

Brookfield (1990) submits that learning 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 leader 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

done well.  Leaders constantly are in search of ways to improve.  Leaders also spend time
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analyzing the good in order to produce more of it (Oakley & Krug, 1991).  They focus on

and analyze their entire existence in order to learn and grow.  This is 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 developing 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 a good 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 is the highest form of listening and self-discovery, and is one of the most significant

ways to grow as a leader.

Covey (1989, 1991) lays out a foundation of personal reflection based around

seven habits.  He relates the process of self-discovery and leadership development

through a story about sharpening a saw.  In his story, a man is busy sawing a tree 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 he is too busy.  This parable vividly reflects an

unexamined life.  Sharpening the saw represents taking time to nourish the mind and soul

in a way that allows for reflective thinking.  Through this process an individual assesses

what he/she is doing with their time and attention.  Obviously, this is a very 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 leaders 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 a leader 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 as if 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.  As such, 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), leadership can be improved through the

use of a multi-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.  This also helps to gauge how the quality of the leadership in their business

measures up to other organizations.

De Vries (1994) suggests that leaders must have a vision and “need to have the

knack of perceiving salient trends in 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).  This is important as research indicates that
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self-perception as compared to others’ perceptions seems to be an area where there is a

lack of consistency (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).  The present study sought to

determine if these findings hold true among leaders in a law 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 raters is that generally little agreement exists between self

and others (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992).  Furthermore, there is 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 alignment 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 Wohlers in 1991, it was found that female managers tend rate themselves in

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 individuals rated themselves

before and after a development 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-development 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-ratings is not altogether clear” (p. 278).  This indicates

some relevance for the present study.  Ashford and Tsui (1991) highlight the advantage of

individuals 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 leaders 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 personal 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 al.’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.  This review offers particular focus to the contribution of

this research.  In the next chapter the methodology and procedures for the present study

are detailed.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology 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 assessments in a law enforcement setting.  More acutely, it

examined whether there is perceptual agreement between multi-rater feedback sources in

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 leaders more than 15 years ago.

The incorporation of a multi-rater instrument in the FBI was viewed by the

institution as a novel idea at its inception and was not universally embraced.  Initially,

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 this individual 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 executives to use the

instruments.3  It soon was instituted as part of a course called the Executive Development

Institute (EDI) I, 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 success in

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 its incorporation into the FBI to capture a few 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 this type of system is now

being used with regularity in the private sector, it is being used to a limited extent in law

enforcement.  The present research adds to the literature by using multi-rater feedback as

a basis for examining how perceptual 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 LCCIS is the 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 a world renowned laboratory, and bringing

high standards to law enforcement (DeLoach, 1995).  Additionally, due to 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 a result

of the fidelity of the agent and support personnel who serve the public in their role as FBI

employees.  In the 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.  As a result,

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 Leadership 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

this research.  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.  This was a practical decision, as it 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.  This is often the starting point when this type

of assessment is being integrated into an organization (Atwater & Waldman, 1998).  It is

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 – this is an area for 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.  This is a 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.  The first

assessment took place prior to a program called the EDI I.  EDI I is a two-week

leadership and management program, which is overseen by the FBI Academy’s

Leadership Development Institute.  This course is a residential 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 I have been in a supervisory capacity for at least

18 months.  Therefore, those evaluating them as part of the multi-rater assessment have

had a very 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 takes for first impressions to “wear away.”

During EDI I, 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

guides to learn new methods and procedures, and assessing personal behavior patterns.

As part of EDI II, another residential leadership program for mid-level leaders in

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

II will have already been assessed with the multi-rater feedback instrument in their EDI I
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experience.4  This group is a relatively small one, since at the time of this study there

were only three EDI II opportunities in which the multi-rater assessment was used.

Those who had the second experience are the only ones being used for this study.5  While

it was not the focus of this research, an area for 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 II focuses on “operational” strategies and uses tabletop exercises, instruction

by leaders in 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 leadership 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.6

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

single intervention.  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.  It is in this vein that this research 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 a variety of constructs and offers multiple

4 Because EDI I was not a mandatory program for first line supervisors until 2001, some of those attending
EDI II did not have the benefit of the training offered during EDI I, nor were they assessed with the
feedback instrument until their EDI II experience.
5 A third and final opportunity for assessment is during a course for executive leaders called the Leadership
Forum.  This six-day program focuses specifically on leadership for senior executives and the multi-rater
assessment is now being used for these participants as well.
6 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 II programs since the new policy of using the multi-rater

instrument more than once during an executive’s career had been instituted.  Data on 73

individuals 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 a random 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.7

Raters

The raters in this study included subordinates, peers, and self-raters.  In all three

instances there was little variation within groups.  Subordinates were reasonably close in

the amount of time they had to observe each of the individuals being evaluated, as time

in position of those assessed was relatively similar in all instances.  Peers were 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 executives in

the FBI.

Raters at time one and time two were necessarily different individuals.  Due to

the transfer of supervisors to 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

7 In part, these agreements stipulated that no results could knowingly be matched by
name to any assessed individual and shared with a third 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 the raters involved in this process were given a copy of the paper and

pencil LCCIS to fill out confidentially.  Only peers and subordinates were used as

feedback providers.  In this respect, this assessment was not a true 360-degree

assessment, but a hybrid.  In the present study it is being 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.

Keilty, Goldsmith, and Company developed the LCCIS for their private sector

clients.  The FBI initially used it in 1985 in its basic format.  It then consisted of 77

questions grouped under eight categories including: 1) STEPS to EMPOWERMENT,

2) CREDIBILITY, 3) CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION, 4) BUILD

TEAMS, 5) DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS, 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

unique 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 the rest 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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The initial validity and reliability testing was done in November 2001 at the

Leadership Research Institute at the University of Connecticut.  The following analyses

were conducted: confirmatory factory analysis, item analysis, and alpha internal

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.  Overall, the

results of this initial 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.  In this regard, this was truly 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:9

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 is attached as Appendix C.
9 N = # of questions under each category.
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BUILD TEAMS – includes actively promoting teamwork and promoting other areas of

the organization.

N = 4

DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS – 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 others to creatively solve problems and

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 personal gain and

integrity issues such as always upholding the law.

N = 9

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

following query (that is taken directly from the instrument regarding the individual being

evaluated): “While considering the individual’s effectiveness, how satisfied is the

respondent with this person’s performance?”  Responses are provided within the context

of a Likert scale format.  The Likert scale has a range 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.”10  These responses are

designed to measure the degree of perceived effectiveness of the leadership practices of

the individual being evaluated.  There is 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 a law 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.  In fact, this aspect of the FBI’s steadfastness is a significant part of the

foundation upon which the agency built its reputation.  As such, it is a critical 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

successes.

Procedures

The logistical 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, a direct report or the evaluated individual.

Specific details were provided when the instruments were distributed, which included

mailing instructions.11  In addition to the ratings based on the Likert scale, survey

respondents were given the opportunity to provide narrative comments.12  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.
11 See Appendix D.
12 The 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 data entry.  Data from 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 points in time.  At each time, the same self-administered instrument or inventory

of questions (the LCCIS) dealing with leadership behavior was used.  The inventory’s

questions 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 corresponds to a 3 x 2 x 11 design.

That is, three types of individuals x two points in time x 11 sub-categories of scores

gathered from each type of person.13

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 points in time were retained.  Seventy-three

individuals with both a first and second assessment, therefore totaling 146 cases, were

retained.  If surveys were found to be missing some data points in an apparent random

configuration, the data were estimated utilizing procedures outlined by Tabachnick and

Fidell (1996).

13 Additionally, adding together all the variables included in the 11 sub-categories created an overall
measure.
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The 146 (73 x 2) cases included a total of 1,014 subordinate, peer, and self-ratings

at time one and 934 subordinate, peer, and self-ratings at time two for a total of 1,948.

For each of these ratings there were 97 variables.14

Two SPSS files were originally created, each containing 73 cases.  The first

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 I)

against the scores at time two (prior to EDI II) was developed.  Basic descriptive

statistics of mean, range, and standard deviation of group responses were analyzed.

A third SPSS file 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.15  Thus,

this file 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.16  This file was used to run Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) tests.

Finally, a fourth 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 alpha reliability analysis were conducted to

evaluate the reliability of the LCCIS survey items and integrity of scales.17  The results

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 tests to compare group means (Z scores) and t tests were used as the

14 Thus, 188,956 individual data points were originally created.
15 Means were used for subordinate, peers and others.
16 Thus, this file included 7008 data points (73 cases x 2 times x 12 variables x 4 types: self, peers,
subordinates, and others).
17 See Appendix E.
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primary way of testing the research hypotheses.18  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 this was a general 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 time two.  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.

As with 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 as was done in earlier hypotheses.  However, all the other tests were run.  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.

18 Walker and Lev (1969) indicate the appropriateness of using difference of means to test a hypothesis that
two means are equal.  While difference of means yielded suitable results for the way the hypotheses were
offered, ANCOVA testing was also 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.
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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

analysis.  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.  Is there a greater 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.  Are there 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. Are there differences in 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 as it relates to law enforcement supervisors in

the FBI.  The way the Research Questions correspond to the Hypotheses is depicted in

Table 1.

46



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

  

19 See Appendix E
20 Reliability tests were conducted only on time one assessments.
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Instrument Summary

As articulated in Chapter 3, this study made use of the Leadership Commitments

and Credibility Inventory System (LCCIS).  Previous validation of this instrument

indicated that overall values of alpha reliability were high.  However, reliability tests

were also conducted here to verify these previous results.19  With regard to these tests,

results showed that the overall value alpha reliabilities 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.20

Data Analysis

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 see if 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 times in 100 (corresponding to an alpha level

of .05).  However, if a series of related sub-hypotheses (as in Research Questions 2, 3,

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



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 corresponds to a Z 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.]21

• 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, as follows.  If a statistical 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 a test 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.22

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

21 See Dunn in Kirk, R.E. (1968). Experimental Design: Procedures for the Behavioral Sciences. Belmont,
CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing.
22 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.  As such, the following results are
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 alpha levels.
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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,

which is:

1.  Is there a greater perceptual agreement between others (peers and

subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

Hypothesis 1: Overall, leaders in the FBI will rate their leadership more

highly compared with others (peers and subordinates) on first assessments than on

second assessments [computed as Self Mean Assessments (SA) – Other Mean

Assessments (OA) at time one (T1) > Self Mean Assessments – Other Mean

Assessments at time two (T2)].

To test this hypothesis, all measures were combined to create an overall or global

leadership scale.  This was 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.  As such, each of the 97 questions that compose the instrument was given the

same weight.

First, an overall mean of all 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 means in 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

rejection region.  Therefore, there was insufficient evidence to reject 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 time two.  This

was confirmed by a t test comparing difference of means at time one with time two.

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, to examine if there

was a statistically significant difference.  The observed value of – 1.66 was also not

within the rejection region.  This indicates 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.  As with 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 alpha level.  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)

52

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

4.956a 2 2.478 32.828 .000
2.314 1 2.314 30.651 .000
4.943 1 4.943 65.479 .000

4.997E-04 1 4.997E-04 .007 .935
10.794 143 7.548E-02

2877.620 146
15.750 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

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 leadership assessment.  It seeks to

answer the following research question:

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

Hypothesis 2:  Leaders in the FBI will rate their leadership more highly

compared with others (peers and subordinates) on first assessments than on second

assessments in each subcategory [computed as Self Mean Assessments (SA)  – Other

Mean Assessments (OA) at time one (T1) > Self Mean Assessments – Other Mean

Assessments at time two (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

composes the LCCIS.  A lack of support for any of the sub-hypotheses surrounding these

subscales indicated a lack of overall support for Hypothesis 2.  These sub-hypotheses

were all 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.



. Hypothesis 2a: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “STEPS to 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

  

As with Hypothesis 1, ANCOVA testing was also done.  Results showed a non-

significant alpha level 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

4.143a 2 2.071 23.857 .000
4.776 1 4.776 55.008 .000
4.143 1 4.143 47.714 .000

6.505E-05 1 6.505E-05 .001 .978
12.416 143 8.683E-02

2771.420 146
16.559 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
STOE1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2b: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in 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 is not.  The results at time two

showed no statistical difference between the means of self versus others.  Therefore,

there is increased agreement between self and others on second assessments in 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.
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Table 6

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

CRED 73 4.4514 .33980
Self

Time One
       CRED 941 4.3774 .67953

Others
Time One

 
CRED 73 4.4292 .35710

Self
Time Two

       CRED 861 4.4003 .68675
Others

Time Two

Table 7

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2b (Credibility)

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis.  Results showed a non-

significant alpha level of .99.  Table 7 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

6.865a 2 3.432 37.344 .000
2.883 1 2.883 31.372 .000
6.771 1 6.771 73.668 .000

1.044E-05 1 1.044E-05 .000 .992
13.144 143 9.191E-02

2850.970 146
20.008 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CRED1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2c: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the

ORGANIZATION” compared with first 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



score is not.  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.  This is reflected 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 4.5137 .37035
Self

Time One
CSORG 941 4.5886 .52638

Others
Time One

  
 

CSORG 73 4.5114 .44125
Self

Time Two
CSORG 861 4.5811 .56933

Others
Time Two

  

ANCOVA testing was also done.  Results showed a non-significant alpha level of

.72.  Table 9 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.
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Table 9

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

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CSO2

4.681a 2 2.341 21.661 .000
3.124 1 3.124 28.911 .000
4.549 1 4.549 42.094 .000

1.430E-02 1 1.430E-02 .132 .717
15.452 143 .108

3030.880 146
20.133 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CSO1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

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

second assessments in 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)
 N Mean Std. Deviation

BT 73 4.3562 .48218
Self

Time One
BT 941 4.3964 .69249

Others
Time One

  
 

BT 73 4.4247 .52156
Self 

Time Two
BT 861 4.4051 .71614

Others
Time Two
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ANCOVA results showed a non-significant alpha level 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

5.468a 2 2.734 15.891 .000
8.757 1 8.757 50.899 .000
5.418 1 5.418 31.492 .000
.101 1 .101 .590 .444

24.602 143 .172
2871.610 146

30.070 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
BT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2e: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS” compared with

first 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 time two is not.  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 4.2661 .44308
Self

Time One
DI 941 4.3691 .62212

Others
Time One

  
 

DI 73 4.4012 .41626
Self

Time Two
DI 861 4.3985 .64950

Others
Time Two

  

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

2.141a 2 1.071 8.243 .000
10.515 1 10.515 80.952 .000

2.119 1 2.119 16.315 .000
.103 1 .103 .794 .374

18.574 143 .130
2840.240 146

20.716 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
DI1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2f: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “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 alpha level 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

3.669a 2 1.835 13.929 .000
6.329 1 6.329 48.049 .000
3.661 1 3.661 27.796 .000

7.034E-03 1 7.034E-03 .053 .818
18.836 143 .132

2913.670 146
22.505 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
QT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2g: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in 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

CC 73 4.4132 .43842
Self

Time One
CC 941 4.3822 .62411

Others
Time One

  
 

CC 73 4.3425 .45550
Self

Time Two
CC 861 4.4344 .60268

Others
Time Two
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ANCOVA results showed a non-significant alpha level 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

3.397a 2 1.698 13.036 .000
8.169 1 8.169 62.707 .000
3.197 1 3.197 24.539 .000
.300 1 .300 2.300 .132

18.630 143 .130
2824.000 146

22.026 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2h: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “VISION” compared with first assessments.

There was a lack 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

V 73 4.2849 .46776
Self

Time One
V 941 4.3260 .72026

Others
Time One

  

V 73 4.3096 .52709
Self 

Time Two
V 861 4.3566 .71893

Others
Time Two
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As with previous hypotheses, ANCOVA testing was also done.  Results showed a

non-significant alpha level 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

7.136a 2 3.568 23.719 .000
5.807 1 5.807 38.603 .000
7.106 1 7.106 47.238 .000

1.080E-02 1 1.080E-02 .072 .789
21.510 143 .150

2758.370 146
28.646 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
V1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2i: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in 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 4.3448 .72528

Others
Time One

  
 FC 73 4.4315 .44733

Self 
Time Two

FC 861 4.3673 .72037
Others

Time Two
  

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis.   Results showed a non-

significant alpha level 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

6.014a 2 3.007 20.204 .000
9.900 1 9.900 66.524 .000
5.814 1 5.814 39.066 .000

5.149E-02 1 5.149E-02 .346 .557
21.282 143 .149

2846.820 146
27.296 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
FC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2j: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in the category “MANAGE DIVERSITY” compared with first

assessments.
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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 hypothesis in

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 2j (Manage Diversity)
 N Mean Std. Deviation

MD 73 4.7260 .41029
Self 

Time One
MD 941 4.5248 .64481

Others
Time One

MD 73 4.6849 .42416
Self

Time Two
MD 861 4.5461 .67381

Others
Time Two

As with previous hypotheses, ANCOVA testing was done.  Results showed a non-

significance alpha level of .50.  Table 23 reflects the between-subjects effects of this test.
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Table 23

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 2j (Manage Diversity)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

6.511a 2 3.255 28.379 .000
4.648 1 4.648 40.520 .000
5.697 1 5.697 49.664 .000

5.322E-02 1 5.322E-02 .464 .497
16.404 143 .115

3126.090 146
22.915 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
MD1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 2k: There will be increased agreement between self and others on

second assessments in 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 rejection region.  Therefore, there was

sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis in this case, but not at time two.  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 4.6500 .47157

Others
Time Two

BPT 73 4.6743 .40964
Self

Time Two
BPT 861 4.6531 .51165

Others
Time Two

ANCOVA testing was done to further test this hypothesis.  Results showed a non-

significant alpha level 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

2.459a 2 1.229 11.644 .000
3.298 1 3.298 31.234 .000
2.416 1 2.416 22.882 .000

5.725E-03 1 5.725E-03 .054 .816
15.099 143 .106

3183.750 146
17.558 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
PBT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Because there was a lack 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 means in all sub-categories, there was a lack 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.  Are there 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.  It is as follows:

Hypothesis 3:  Leaders in the FBI will rate their leadership more highly

compared with peers (PA) on first assessments than on second assessments in each

subcategory [SA – PA at T1 > SA – PA at T2 in each subcategory].

As with Hypothesis 2, in order to test this hypothesis, Sub-Hypotheses 3a – 3k

were offered.  These sub-hypotheses allowed each subscale within the LCCIS to be

examined.  A lack of support for any of the sub-hypotheses surrounding these subscales

indicated a lack 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 below,

but only those with noteworthy findings are discussed in any detail.

As with Hypothesis 2, ANCOVA test on a global or overall leadership scale is

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 this research.  In every

ANCOVA except the CUSTOMER/CLIENT sub-category results showed a non-

significant alpha level.  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. 23

23 See Appendix F for the entire results of Hypothesis 3 ANCOVA testing.
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Hypothesis 3a: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “STEPS to 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 reject the null hypothesis in each of these cases.  This hypothesis is similar to

Sub-Hypothesis 2c where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared with

others.  In this instance, as in most of the subcategories for Hypothesis 3, the supervisors

underrated themselves as compared to their peers at time one and time two.  Presently,

this is reflected in the negative difference in mean scores, – .12 at time one and – .10 at

time two.  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 peers on

second assessments in the category “CREDIBILITY” compared with first

assessments.
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There was a lack 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 4.5157 .51211
Peers

Time One

CRED 73 4.4292 .35710
Self

Time Two
CRED 386 4.4996 .61179
Peers

Time Two

Hypothesis 3c: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the

ORGANIZATION” compared with first 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 reject the null hypothesis in each of these cases.  This hypothesis is similar to

Sub-Hypothesis 3a where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared to peers at

time one and time two.  Presently, this is 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 4.5137 .37035
Self 

Time One
CSORG 442 4.6765 .43633

Peers
Time One

CSORG 73 4.5114 .44125
Self

Time Two
CSORG 386 4.6429 .54463

Peers
Time Two

Hypothesis 3d: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on
second assessments in 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 hypothesis is similar to Sub-Hypotheses 3a and 3c

where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared to peers at time one and time

two.  Presently, this is reflected in the negative difference in mean scores: – .17 at time

one and – .08 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.  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 4.5271 .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 peers on

second assessments in 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 reject the null hypothesis in each of these cases.  This hypothesis is similar to

Sub-Hypotheses 3a, 3c, and 3d where the supervisors underrated themselves as compared

to peers at time one and time two.  In this instance it is reflected in the negative

difference in mean scores: – .19 at time one and – .09 at time two.  The decrease in

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: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on
second assessments in 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 hypothesis is 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, this is reflected in the negative difference in

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 4.5521 .59308
Peers

Time Two

  
Hypothesis 3g: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “CUSTOMER/CLIENT” compared with first

assessments.

There was a lack 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

CC 73 4.4132 .43842
Self 

Time One
CC 442 4.4672 .55984

Peers
Time One

 
CC 73 4.3425 .45550

Self
Time Two

CC 386 4.4922 .60928
Peers

Time Two

  

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

significant alpha level (.05).  This was the only sub-category dealing with ANCOVA
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testing in Hypotheses 3a – 3k where a significant alpha level was found.  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

5.650a 2 2.825 18.765 .000
8.323 1 8.323 55.283 .000
4.924 1 4.924 32.704 .000
.604 1 .604 4.009 .047

21.529 143 .151
2872.250 146

27.180 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Hypothesis 3h: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “VISION” compared with first 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 reject the null hypothesis in each of these cases.  This hypothesis is 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, this is 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

V 73 4.2849 .46776
Self

Time One
V 442 4.4403 .63782

Peers
Time One

  
V 73 4.3096 .52709

Self
Time Two

V 386 4.4477 .67336
Peers

Time Two

  

Hypothesis 3i: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “FOSTER CREATIVITY” compared with first

assessments.

Results indicated a lack 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 4.4178 .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

76



Hypothesis 3j: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in 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 rejection region.  Therefore, there was

sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis in 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 3j.  See Table 36 for mean scores for this hypothesis.

Table 36

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 3j (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: There will be increased agreement between self and peers on

second assessments in the category “BUILD PUBLIC TRUST” compared with first

assessments.

There was a lack 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 points in the 11 sub-categories and creating

an overall mean of peers.  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 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

alpha level of .31.  It suggests a lack 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.

78



Table 38

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 3 (Overall Measurement)

Because there was a lack 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 means to

time two difference of means in all sub-categories, there was also a lack of support for

Hypothesis 3.  However, as in the case of Hypothesis 2, by testing these sub-hypotheses,

valuable information regarding the subscales 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 assists in addressing a part

of the third research question.  Additionally, it addresses the fifth research question.

These questions are as follows:

3.  Are there differences in 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?

Hypothesis 4:  Leaders in the FBI will rate their leadership more highly

compared with subordinates (sa) on first assessments than on second assessments in

each subcategory [SA – sa at T1 > SA – sa at T2 in each subcategory].

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

6.057a 2 3.029 37.650 .000
2.128 1 2.128 26.456 .000
5.712 1 5.712 71.008 .000

8.210E-02 1 8.210E-02 1.021 .314
11.503 143 8.044E-02

2955.190 146
17.560 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

As with Hypotheses 2 and 3, an ANCOVA test on a global or overall leadership

scale was included after Hypothesis 4k.  Additionally, ANCOVA testing was done in the

same way on each of these subscales to add greater understanding to this research.  In

every case for this hypothesis the ANCOVA showed a non-significant alpha level.24

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “STEPS to EMPOWERMENT”

compared with first 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

time two.  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 is increased agreement between self and

subordinates’ assessments at time two, and support for this hypothesis.   See Table 39 for

mean scores for this hypothesis.

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

subordinates on second assessments in 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 reject the null hypothesis in 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 is increased 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

  

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “CHALLENGE and SUPPORT

the ORGANIZATION” compared with first 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 4.5137 .37035
Self

Time One
CSORG 499 4.5107 .58436

Subordinates
Time One

CSORG 73 4.5114 .44125
Self

Time Two
CSORG 475 4.5309 .58440

Subordinates
Time Two
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Hypothesis 4d: There will be increased agreement between self and

subordinates on second assessments in 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 assessments in the category “DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS”

compared with first assessments.

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

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4e (Develop Individuals)
 N Mean Std. Deviation

DI 73 4.2661 .44308
Self 

Time One
DI 499 4.2897 .70335

Subordinates
Time One

DI 73 4.4012 .41626
Self

Time Two
DI 475 4.3236 .69969

Subordinates
Time Two

  

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “QUALITY and TASK”

compared with first assessments.

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

this hypothesis.

Table 44

Descriptive Statistics: Hypothesis 4f (Quality and Task)
 N Mean Std. Deviation

QT 73 4.4315 .39224
Self

Time One
QT 499 4.3583 .68353

Subordinates
Time One

QT 73 4.4425 .43745
Self

Time Two
QT 475 4.4042 .65563

Subordinates
Time Two
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Hypothesis 4g: There will be increased agreement between self and

subordinates on second assessments in the category “CUSTOMER/CLIENT”

compared with first 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 hypothesis in 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

CC 73 4.4132 .43842
Self 

Time One
CC 499 4.3069 .66752

Subordinates
Time One

CC 73 4.3425 .45550
Self

Time Two
CC 475 4.3874 .59377

Subordinates
Time Two

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “VISION” compared with first

assessments.

There was a lack 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)
 N Mean Std. Deviation

V 73 4.2849 .46776
Self

Time One
V 499 4.2248 .77274

Subordinates
Time One

V 73 4.3096 .52709
Self

Time Two
V 475 4.2825 .74648

Subordinates
Time Two

  

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “FOSTER CREATIVITY”

compared with first 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 hypothesis in 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

  

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

subordinates on second assessments in the category “MANAGE DIVERSITY”

compared with first 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 reject the null hypothesis in 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 is increased 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 4j (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 assessments in the category “BUILD PUBLIC TRUST”
compared with first 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 reject the null hypothesis in 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 hypothesis.

See Table 49 for mean scores for this hypothesis.

88



Table 49

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

BPT 73 4.7412 .32450
Self

Time One
BPT 499 4.5536 .53126

Subordinates
Time One

 
BPT 73 4.6743 .40964
Self

Time Two
BPT 475 4.5726 .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 alpha level of .31.  It suggests a lack 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

5.086a 2 2.543 20.380 .000
4.110 1 4.110 32.938 .000
4.665 1 4.665 37.393 .000
.132 1 .132 1.057 .306

17.468 140 .125
2770.830 143

22.553 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Because there was a lack 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 means in all sub-categories, there was also a lack of

support for Hypothesis 4.  However, as in the case of Hypotheses 2 and 3, by testing these

sub-hypotheses valuable information regarding the subscales 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 this issue is different

than the majority focus in this research, which is on self-assessments versus others’

assessments, an additional level of understanding regarding multi-rater feedback was

developed.  The following hypothesis is offered which addresses the sixth and final

research question of this study:

6. Are there differences in agreement between peer and subordinate ratings at

time one and time two?

Hypothesis 5: Peers’ ratings will be more similar to self-ratings on first and

second assessments than will subordinates’ ratings.

This hypothesis complements earlier hypotheses, which suggested that assessed

individuals would rate themselves higher than peers and subordinates on first
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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 a mean of all 73 cases of self scores at time

one was determined for comparison with an overall mean score of peers at time one.  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 means in 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 hypothesis in

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, a mean 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 hypothesis in 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 scores in

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).  This does not lend support for Hypothesis 5.  Further, t tests in 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 4.5278 .53257

Peers
Time Two

ALL 475 4.3663 .61960
Subordinates

Time Two

  

25 See Appendix H for the results of Hypothesis 5 ANCOVA testing

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 levels in every case

except the VISION and FOSTER CREATIVITY sub-categories.  It is noted however, the

overall results indicate marginal significance effects.  The alpha level for the twelve tests

of peers to subordinates range from p equal to or < .04 to .18.25  The ANCOVA test on a

global or overall leadership scale comparing between-subjects factors of 73 mean peer
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scores with 73 mean subordinate scores is typical and a good reflection of these twelve tests

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

Table 52

ANCOVA: Hypothesis 5 (Overall Measurement)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

7.035a 2 3.517 28.424 .000
4.235 1 4.235 34.224 .000
5.523 1 5.523 44.632 .000
.445 1 .445 3.592 .060

17.324 140 .124
2835.240 143

24.359 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)a. 

Finally, in order to contribute to a discussion of these differences from an overall

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

corresponding hypotheses are reflected within the table.
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Table 53
Numeric Differences in Means
 Self / Others Self / Peers Self / Subordinates Peers /

Subordinates1ALL
T12 .0260 (Hyp 1) -.0795**3 (Hyp 5) .1151** (Hyp 5) 1945 (Hyp 5)
T24 .0192 (Hyp 1) -.0973** (Hyp 5) .1096** (Hyp 5) .2068 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 -.0068 (Hyp 1) -.0178 (Hyp 5) -.0055 (Hyp 5)      .0123 (Hyp 5)
STOE 

T1     .0027 (Hyp 2a)  -.1068** (Hyp 3a)  .0890** (Hyp 4a)  .1959 (Hyp 5)
T2 .0000 (Hyp 2a) -.0986 ** (Hyp 3a) .1055 (Hyp 4a)      .2041 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 -.0027 (Hyp 2a) .0082 (Hyp 3a) .0164 (Hyp 4a)      .0082 (Hyp 5)
CRED 

T1  .0849** (Hyp 2b) -.0438** (Hyp 3b)    .1945** (Hyp 4b)  .2384 (Hyp 5)
T2   .0507 (Hyp 2b) -.0712** (Hyp 3b)    .1521** (Hyp 4b)  .2233 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 -.0342 (Hyp 2b)     -.0274 (Hyp 3b)  -.0425 (Hyp 4b) -.0151 (Hyp 5)
CSO

T1-.0740** (Hyp 2c) -.1534** (Hyp 3c)  .0041 (Hyp 4c) .1575 (Hyp 5)
T2 -.0603 (Hyp 2c) -.1479** (Hyp 3c) .0082 (Hyp 4c)      .1562 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 .0137 (Hyp 2c)      .0055 (Hyp 3c)   .0041 (Hyp 4c) -.0014 (Hyp 5)
BT 
T1 -.0356 (Hyp 2d)  -.1589** (Hyp 3d)  .0753 (Hyp 4d) .2342 (Hyp 5)
T2 .0370 (Hyp 2d)            -.0849 (Hyp 3d)  .1356 (Hyp 4d) .2205 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 .0726 (Hyp 2d) .0740 (Hyp 3d)   .0603 (Hyp 4d) -.0137 (Hyp 5)
DI 
T1-.0918** (Hyp 2e) -.1781** (Hyp 3e)     -.0247 (Hyp 4e)     .1534 (Hyp 5)
T2 .0247 (Hyp 2e)  -.0767** (Hyp 3e)     .1082** (Hyp 4e)     .1849 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1 .1164 (Hyp 2e) .1014 (Hyp 3e) .1329 (Hyp 4e)      .0315 (Hyp 5)
QT 
T1     -.0027 (Hyp 2f) -.1000** (Hyp 3f)      .0740 (Hyp 4f)     .1740 (Hyp 5)
T2     -.0151 (Hyp 2f) -.1205** (Hyp 3f)      .0808 (Hyp 4f)     .2014 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1     -.0123 (Hyp 2f)     -.0205 (Hyp 3f)      .0068 (Hyp 4f)     .0274 (Hyp 5)
CC
T1      .0438 (Hyp 2g)     -.0288 (Hyp 3g)      .0932** (Hyp 4g)     .1219 (Hyp 5)
T2     -.0740** (Hyp 2g)    -.1411** (Hyp 3g)5     -.0219 (Hyp 4g)     .1192 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1     -.1178 (Hyp 2g)     -.1123 (Hyp 3g)  -.1151 (Hyp 4g)     -.0027 (Hyp 5)
V 

T1     -.0219 (Hyp 2h) -.1329** (Hyp 3h)   .0575 (Hyp 4h)     .1904 (Hyp 5)
T2     -.0288 (Hyp 2h) -.1493** (Hyp 3h)   .0740 (Hyp 4h)     .2233 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1     -.0068 (Hyp 2h)     -.0164 (Hyp 3h)   .0164 (Hyp 4h)     .0329 (Hyp 5)
FC
T1      .0836 (Hyp 2i)      .0329 (Hyp 3i)    .1329** (Hyp 4i)     .1000 (Hyp 5)
T2      .0740 (Hyp 2i)     -.0219 (Hyp 3i)      .1548** (Hyp 4i)     .1767 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1     -.0096 (Hyp 2i)     -.0548 (Hyp 3i)  .0219 (Hyp 4i)     .0767 (Hyp 5)
MD
T1    .2096** (Hyp 2j) .0740** (Hyp 3j)      .3151** (Hyp 4j) .2411 (Hyp 5)
T2    .1493** (Hyp 2j)      .0137 (Hyp 3j)      .2466** (Hyp 4j) .2329 (Hyp 5)

T2 – T1     -.0603 (Hyp 2j)     -.0603 (Hyp 3j)  -.0685 (Hyp 4j)     -.0082 (Hyp 5)
1 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.
2 Time One
3 Bold type and** indicates p < or equal to .05.
4 Time 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 3k)    .1904** (Hyp 4k)    .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

a summary of the purpose of the research and was followed by an instrument summary

and data analysis.  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 this research.  It begins by providing an overview of the findings and 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.  This research tested a part of the multi-rater system, which is in

place in a public 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.  There is evidence that no

statistically significant differences exist in the perceptions of leadership between self and

others, as an overall measurement on either a first 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.  As such, the following discussion is a relative 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 this research.  That is, all the individuals used in this study are

career law enforcement professionals 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 a fairly narrow range of mean

scores for most of the categories, basically between 4.2 and 4.7 on a five point Likert

Scale.  Thus, every mean comparison becomes a relative 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 time two.  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.  As with 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 raters is that there is generally little agreement between self

and others (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992).  Furthermore, there is 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

sources in 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

a case study in a large 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 a law enforcement culture and some of the attendant

idiosyncrasies associated with it.

Significantly, the FBI is a fairly insulated culture and the findings of this research

may be a reflection 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 a very 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.  One is 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 this research 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 a fairly insulated

work setting.  The results illuminate an area of multi-rater feedback that has not been

explored extensively, namely its use in a law enforcement environment.  The value added

is in 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 there is

little or no documentation on the subject.

Further, in more closely assessing the overall value of what was learned in this

instance, the research conducted highlights a specific part of the FBI leadership

programs, EDI I 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.  As such

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 a rich 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 is as much a part of the culture of the organization as many of the other artifacts

within it.  The fact that part of this instrument 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

questions 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 a lot 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.  Is there a greater perceptual agreement between others (peers and

subordinates) and self on the second multi-rater assessment than the initial assessment?

As an overall 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 all indicate that leaders

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 almost identical (4.4 on a 5 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 a very 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 leadership 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.  Ideally, 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 al.’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 a first 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 is to improve the leadership

capacity of the individuals 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

results on a Likert scale for self and others at time one and time two.  Evidently, there is a

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 as indicated by the LCCIS time two results.  The implications may be

that a more thorough system that includes individual coaching plans could help in

instances where those rated find value in feedback but do not know how to translate 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 left to their own device to use the information obtained

101



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

a fairly 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 a work 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 assignments it 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.  This was evident by the fact that they were in the respective training where the

LCCIS testing was done.  The results show high self ratings which were confirmed by

others’ ratings.  No changes at time two may represent a laissez-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 al. (2000), “[that] the evidence regarding the impact of

feedback on self-ratings is not altogether 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 LCCIS contribute

to this research.
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In order to more carefully examine the subcomponents of the LCCIS, the second

question 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.

It is:

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

question, the findings are mixed for self versus others as the various subscales are

considered.  Hypothesis 2 addressed this issue.

Because there was a lack 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 means in all sub-categories, there was also

a lack of support for Hypothesis 2.  This hypothesis suggested leaders in 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 also suggested that leaders 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,” there is little

consistency in the results.

In answering Research Question 2 the results indicated the following.  The five

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, DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS, MANAGE DIVERSITY,

and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST.  By contrast, the six dimensions where there was a lack 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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abilities in 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 alpha levels.  Further, an

ANCOVA test on a global or overall leadership scale comparing between-subjects factors

of 73 mean self scores with 73 mean other scores also showed non-significant alpha

levels.  It appears as if the initial 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

this study.  This was regularly 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 this issue.  It is:

3.  Are there differences in agreement between peer and self-ratings and

subordinate and self-ratings at time two and time one?

As indicated, 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 time two.  This was 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 categories in 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
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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 leadership for those rated at time

two compared with the assessment by peers at time one.  The inference seems to be that peers

in the FBI work setting perceive their equals as more qualified than those rated see

themselves.  This remains true on second assessments even after those rated had the benefit of

receiving and digesting the initial feedback.  These findings are interesting and may point to

how much leaders do not know, possibly indicating opportunity for continued development.

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 findings in 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’s roles and responsibilities.  It may also indicate empathy for the

struggles of the “leadership” position.  Further, it may evidence that there is a higher order

cognitive skill process associated with leadership that is only understood by those who have

shouldered a similar responsibility.  Too, it may be indicative 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 subordinates in 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 themselves 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 a Z score).  The only categories in which the supervisors did not overrate

themselves at both times were CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION,

DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS, 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 subordinates in 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 slightly 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 Questions 4 & 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 a lack of empathy for the struggles

of the supervisory position.  Further, it may evidence that there is a lack of insight and

discernment associated with leadership when someone has not shouldered a similar

responsibility.  Or it may be indicative of a lack 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 peers in 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.

Results indicated a lack of support for Hypothesis 3 (the hypothesis dealing with

peers) because there was a lack of support for four of its sub-hypotheses (3b, 3g, 3i, and

3k) and t tests showed non-significant results in comparing time one difference of means

to time two difference of means in all sub-categories.  Results also indicated a lack 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 means in 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 a lack of support for the sub-hypotheses

were CREDIBILITY, CUSTOMER/CLIENT, FOSTER CREATIVITY, and BUILD

PUBLIC TRUST.

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 a lack of support for the sub-hypotheses were CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the

ORGANIZATION, BUILD TEAMS, DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS, QUALITY and TASK,

and VISION.

107



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, there is 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

means t test.  These results indicate there is a change in perceptions about the leaders’

abilities in 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 alpha levels.  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 alpha levels.  It appears as if the initial 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 also 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.  This was 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 this issue

is different than the majority of the focus of this research, which is on self-assessments

108



versus others’ assessments, an additional level of understanding regarding multi-rater

feedback was developed.  The following research question was offered which addresses

this issue:

6. Are there differences in 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

question 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

question was also addressed by directly comparing peer and subordinate mean

differences at time one and time two.

The overall results showed a lack 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 alpha levels in every

dimension except the VISION and FOSTER CREATIVITY sub-categories.  It is noted

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 < .04 to .18.  The ANCOVA test on a global or overall leadership scale
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comparing between-subjects factors of mean peer scores with mean subordinate scores is

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 the initial feedback.  Time two assessments show more alignment between

subordinate and self rater perceptions.  This finding is an 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 is indirectly 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 findings in 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 leaders 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 leaders in 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 difference in

means were in greater alignment than time one difference of means.  This implies that in

some instances the rated individuals may have improved their understanding of how they

affect others as reflected 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’ behaviors in terms of internal

dispositional explanations.  A common assumption is that individuals have greater

episodic knowledge of the self than do others (Locke, 2002).  Supervisors in 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.  As an 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 subscales where there were perhaps the most interesting

findings, MANAGE DIVERSITY and BUILD PUBLIC TRUST, in all instances the

results showed exceedingly high ratings by peers, subordinates, and self raters (as

111



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 numbers imply 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 all 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

as they rated themselves in the categories BUILD 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.  The results 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 categories BUILD 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 a law 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 success in law enforcement.  It is both pleasing and reassuring to see that

leaders in the FBI rate themselves and others very highly in these important leadership

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,

112



t tests showed no statistically significant differences.  This implies 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 a five 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 a very small number of participants, the

instrument by itself can only offer a partial understanding to any individual about how

they can improve in their leadership abilities.26  Other training and learning opportunities

are necessary for any person to maximize their skills in 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

As with all social science research, there are limitations to the present study.

There are also 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.

One threat to the credibility of the present study is related to the distribution of the

survey instrument.  As indicated 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

26 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

actually filled out the questionnaire for each assessed individual.  Each individual was

sent a package with 14 peer/direct report evaluations and one self-evaluation.  It is

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 a large 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 a tendency 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 a result, 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.  As such, their tolerance for issues

such as diversity and regard for public trust are possibly different than they would be in

an unscreened civilian population, and the results obtained from this area of the research
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must be scrutinized with this in 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 development 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 a range 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 a result of feedback from

subordinates and peers, there is an opportunity to learn about oneself and change

behavior.  For many, goal setting is a way of changing behavior, and is a method

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 a result 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 this analysis 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 a very 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 is in 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 a fairly stable measure of those rated as perceived by others

(Hypothesis 1) at both times.  It is likely 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.  This is 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.  This idea 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 area for

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 changes if these types of comparisons

are made.  Further study may indicate other findings.

This research was primarily quantitative in nature.  Yet there is a place 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

this information both because its focus did not lend itself to this type of analysis and to

ensure the anonymity of each of those receiving the feedback.  Undoubtedly, there was rich

information contained in these comments that would be valuable to analyze for research

purposes.  Further, this type 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 a value 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 area that is

open for further study.  A subcomponent of this idea 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 this area.  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 this research, 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, there is no

evidence that as an overall measure leaders or others in this organization change their

perceptions over time as measured by the LCCIS.  It appears that there is 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 is the possibility that those attending the EDI I training are not

doing the kinds of critical thinking about their leadership practice that Mezirow (1990)

and Brookfield (1990) refer to when they discuss this concept, particularly as it 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 personal 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 as well.  In this way there would be a

comprehensive assessment that would be associated with a performance improvement

strategy.  This plan could be used as a basis for developmental 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 a fairly substantial sum for them.  Next, it is critical that the

culture of the organization embrace this kind of a feedback system and that it be

supported by the leadership at the highest levels.  As was 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 as well.  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.  This is especially true given the litigious

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 this instance, it is reasonable to assume that if this kind of plan was in

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 a discussion 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, a rich 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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INVENTORY SYSTEM

                                                             Print Your Name

SELF
FORM

131



GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This inventory system is designed to measure the effectiveness of your leadership practices as rated by you
and others (peers, direct reports).  Peers are defined as people organizationally on your level.  Direct reports
are people you supervise.  The goal is to have seven of each (6/8 or 5/9 is permissible).  If you have a current
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.  On the Other Form, check the peer box on forms you plan to
give to peers and check the direct report box on forms you plan to give to direct reports.  Then, ask your peers
and/or direct reports to complete the Other Form for you.  Be certain to assure them their ratings are anonymous;
encourage them to be candid.  To assure validity and anonymity, a minimum of three reports must be received
from Peers and three from Direct Reports.

Next, complete this self form.  Record your perceptions of how others see you.  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.  Norms for 200 or more anonymous people will be provided the FBI Leadership and Management
Science Unit for training development needs analysis.  The feedback you will receive is for 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:  As you complete this questionnaire, please note that each item is preceded with the question,
“How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..”  Your response choices are described at the top of each
page.  Please indicate 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     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

STEPS TO EMPOWERMENT

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

1. Provide enabling structure when needed ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

2. Demonstrate how to do specific tasks when necessary ............................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

3. Make certain that goals are understood ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

4. Change from a “boss” to a “coach” ............................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

5. Provide appropriate orientation on new assignments .................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

6. Provide timely coaching and feedback......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Support and Collaborate
7. Collaborate with others in setting goals ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

8. Encourage others to participate in making decision .................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

9. Encourage others to discuss their concerns ................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

10. Support others when they need it ................................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

11. Motivate others by building their confidence .............................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

1
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Empower Others

12. Eliminate unnecessary sign-offs (approvals) ................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

13. Delegate authority as well as responsibility ................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

14. Empower others to make decisions ............................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Analyze Others’ Readiness  Note: readiness is ability, willingness, and confidence to do a task.

15. Break the work into specific tasks ............................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

16. Assess the ability of others to do specific tasks ........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

17. Assess the motivation of others to do specific tasks ................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

18. Ask others what they need to do their job better ........................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

19. Avoid over-leading (too much structure) .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

20. Avoid under-leading (too little structure) .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

CREDIBILITY

Competence

21. Perform the technical/functional skills to do the job ................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

22. Manage people ............................................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

23. Manage conflict effectively .......................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

2
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Character

24. Ensure honest reporting of results ............................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

25. Follow through on commitments ................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

26. Communicate honestly with others (No “hidden agendas”) ........................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

27. Maintain high integrity in all situations ........................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

28. Avoid “playing favorites” ............................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Composure

29. Express confidence in difficult situations ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

30. Maintain composure under pressure ............................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

31. Encourage and accept candid criticism........................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

32. Demonstrate a “can do” attitude (even if others say “it can’t
be done”) ...................................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

33. Improve as a result of receiving feedback from this questionnaire ............. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Courage

34. Admit mistakes readily ................................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

35. Practice what you preach ............................................................................. 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................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

3
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Care For People

38. Realize how he or she affects others ........................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

39. Treat others with respect and dignity .......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

40. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about others .............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

41. Support an appropriate balance between work and non-work life
for others ...................................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION

42. Represent the organization in a positive manner ......................................... 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 level management ....................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

45. Act proud to be a member of the organization ............................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

46. Appropriately challenge decisions you think are not good for
the organization ........................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

47. Continuously strive to improve the organization ......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

BUILD TEAMS

48. Actively promote teamwork in your area .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

49. Share information across organizational boundaries ................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

50. Establish relationships across a wide range of areas
throughout the organization ........................................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

51. Promote other areas of the organization ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

4
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DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS

52. Provide developmental feedback on performance problems ....................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

53. Give positive feedback for improvement in performance ............................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

54. Provide growth opportunities for others ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

55. Support people of all backgrounds to reach their full potential
(regardless of race, gender, or other differences) ........................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

56. Provide candid performance feedback in a timely manner .......................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

57. Treat employee mistake as opportunity for instruction ............................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

58. Correct employee’s misconduct ................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

QUALITY and TASK

59. Maintain high quality standards ................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

60. Communicate the importance of quality ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

61. Strive for continuous improvement of relevant work processes ................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

62. View change as an opportunity .................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

63..Accept and manage risk ............................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

64. Originate action to complete the task .......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

65. Accomplish desired results with limited resources when necessary ............ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

66. Keep the right focus ..................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

67. Make the work meaningful and relevant ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

68. Explain how the work results in organizational success .............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

5
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CUSTOMER/CLIENT  Note:  a customer or client is any person, internal or external, who receives a
service or product.  For instance, the following people could be an FBI employee’s customer:  Fellow employee,
crime victim, accused, witness, defense attorney, and prosecutor.

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

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

71. Listen to the ideas of customers for improving work product or
services ......................................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

72. Consider customers as a top priority ........................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

73. Deal with customer concerns on a timely basis ........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

74. Assess customer satisfaction levels .............................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

VISION

75. Explain the organizational vision to others .................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

76. Communicate a clear vision for the work group ......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

77. Motivate others to commit to the vision ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

78. Establish a strategy to realize the vision ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

79. Implement actions in the work group that are in alignment with
the organizational vision .............................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

FOSTER CREATIVITY

80. Encourage others to creatively solve problems ........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

81. Avoid comments that stifle creativity (killer phrases) ................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

82. Make reasonable risks to implement new ideas ........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

83. Allow new ideas to be explored and evaluated ............................................ HD  D  N  S HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

6

138



MANAGE DIVERSITY

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

85. Create a workplace environment free of intimidation ................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

86. Create a workplace environment free of hostility ........................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

87. Create a workplace environment free of offensive behavior ....................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

88. Deal with complaints of discrimination effectively ...................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST  Note:  Government service implies unique responsibilities.  Since the clients of
Government employees are taxpayers, the services rendered are different from private industry.  Taxpayer
confidence in government employees is interpreted 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. Use position only for legitimate personal gain ............................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

90. Ensure others use their position only for legitimate personal gain .............. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

91. Use taxpayers’ funds wisely ......................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

93. Assure the public has fair access to services ............................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Integrity

94. Behave the same in private and public life ................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

96. Always uphold the Constitution .................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

97. Always uphold the law ................................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Thank you

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

7
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Developed with Keilty, Goldsmith & Company
for use in FBI management development programs

IMPORTANT
Please mail completed form within three days to:

NCS Organization Assessment Systems
4401 West 76th Street

Edina, MN 55435                                MSU-WHS:  4.28.04 
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LEADERSHIP
COMMITMENTS
AND CREDIBILITY
INVENTORY SYSTEM

This form is being completed for:

                           Print Name of Individual being Evaluated

OTHER
FORM

  Are you this persons (Check ! one) PEER

    0r DIRECT REPORT
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR PEERS AND DIRECT REPORTS

This inventory system is designed to measure and improve the leadership practices of the individual
listed on this cover.  Your candid responses are important.  Please complete as many items as 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
provide written comments at the back of this booklet.

Do not identify yourself on this form.  Your responses are anonymous.  They will be combined with the
responses of others to produce a comprehensive summary report for the person being assessed.  The
results are intended to show areas of opportunity for personal development.

The person you are rating will receive the summary confidentially.  The only results provided the FBI
will be norms for 200 or more anonymous people.  The Leadership and Management Science Unit will
use these norms to analyze training development needs.

Be certain that your relationship to the individual for whom you are completing this form is accurately
indicated on the front cover (as Direct Report or Peer).  Peers are people who 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 ability to . . . .”  Your response choices are described
at the top of each page.  Please indicate your choice by circling your selection for each numbered item.

STEPS TO EMPOWERMENT

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

1. Provide enabling structure when needed ................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

2. Demonstrate how to do specific tasks when necessary ............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

3. Make certain that goals are understood ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

4. Change from a “boss” to a “coach” ........................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

5. Provide appropriate orientation on new assignments ................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

6. Provide timely coaching and feedback ....................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Support and Collaborate

7. Collaborate with others in setting goals ..................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

8. Encourage others to participate in making decisions ................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

9. Encourage others to discuss their concerns ............................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

10. Support others when they need it ..............................................................HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

11. Motivate others by building their confidence ............................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

1
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Empower Others

11. Eliminate unnecessary sign-offs (approvals) .............................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

12. Delegate authority as well as responsibility ............................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

13. Empower others to make decisions ........................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Analyze Others’ Readiness  Note: readiness is ability, willingness, and confidence to do a task.

14. Break the work into specific tasks ............................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

15. Assess the ability of others to do specific tasks ......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

16. Assess the motivation of others to do specific tasks ................................. 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 (too much structure) ................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

19. Avoid under-leading (too little structure) ..................................................HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

CREDIBILITY

Competence

21. Perform the technical/functional skills to do the job .................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

22. Manage people ........................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

23. Manage conflict effectively ........................................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

2
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Character

24. Ensure honest reporting of results ............................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

25. Follow through on commitments ............................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

26. Communicate honestly with others (No “hidden agendas”) ...................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

27. Maintain high integrity in all situations ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

28. Avoid “playing favorites” ........................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Composure

29. Express confidence in difficult situations ................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

30. Maintain composure under pressure .......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

31. Encourage and accept candid criticism ...................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

32. Demonstrate a “can do” attitude (even if others say “it can’t
be done”) .................................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

33. Improve as a result of receiving feedback from this questionnaire ............ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Courage

34. Admit mistakes readily ............................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

35. Practice what he or she preaches ............................................................... 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 .............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

3
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Care For People

38. Realize how he or she affects others .......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

39. Treat others with respect and dignity ......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

40. Avoid unnecessary destructive comments about others ............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

41. Support an appropriate balance between work and non-work life
for others .................................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

CHALLENGE and SUPPORT the ORGANIZATION

42. Represent the organization in a positive manner ....................................... 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 level management ..................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

45. Act proud to be a member of the organization .......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

46. Appropriately challenge decisions he or she thinks are not good for
the organization .......................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

47. Continuously strive to improve the organization ....................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

BUILD TEAMS

48. Actively promote teamwork in his or her area........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

49. Share information across organizational boundaries ................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

50. Establish relationships across a wide range of areas
throughout the organization ....................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

51. Promote other areas of the organization .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

4
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DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS

52. Provide developmental feedback on performance problems ..................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

53. Give positive feedback for improvement in performance .......................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

54. Provide growth opportunities for others ................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

55. Support people of all backgrounds to reach their full potential
(regardless of race, gender, or other differences) ...................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

56. Provide candid performance feedback in a timely manner ......................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

57. Treat employee mistake as opportunity for instruction ............................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

58. Correct employee’s misconduct ................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

QUALITY and TASK

59. Maintain high quality standards ................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

60. Communicate the importance of quality .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

61. Strive for continuous improvement of relevant work processes ............... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

62. View change as an opportunity .................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

63. Accept and manage risk ............................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

64. Originate action to complete the task ........................................................HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

65. Accomplish desired results with limited resources when necessary .......... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

66. Keep the right focus ................................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

67. Make the work meaningful and relevant .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

68. Explain how the work results in organizational success ............................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

5
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CUSTOMER/CLIENT  Note:  a customer or client is any person, internal or external, who receives
a service or product.  For instance, the following people could be an FBI employee’s customer:
Fellow employee, crime victim, accused, witness, defense attorney, and prosecutor.

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

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

71. Listen to the ideas of customers for improving work product
or services ..................................................................................................HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

72. Consider customers as a top priority ......................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

73. Deal with customer concerns on a timely basis ......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

74. Assess customer satisfaction levels ............................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

VISION

75. Explain the organizational vision to others ................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

76. Communicate a clear vision for the work group........................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

77. Motivate others to commit to the vision .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

78. Establish a strategy to realize the vision .................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

79. Implement actions in the work group that are in alignment with
the organizational vision ............................................................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

FOSTER CREATIVITY

80. Encourage others to creatively solve problems ......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

81. Avoid comments that stifle creativity (killer phrases) ................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

82. Take reasonable risks to implement new ideas .......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

83. Allow new ideas to be explored and evaluated .......................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

6
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MANAGE DIVERSITY

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

85. Create a workplace environment free of intimidation ................................ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

86. Create a workplace environment free of hostility ...................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

87. Create a workplace environment free of offensive behavior ..................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

88. Deal with complaints of discrimination effectively .................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST  Note:  Government service implies unique responsibilities.  Since the
clients of Government employees are taxpayers, the services rendered are different from private
industry.  Taxpayer confidence in government employees is interpreted 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. Use position only for legitimate personal gain ........................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

90. Ensure others use their position only for legitimate personal gain ............ HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

91. Use taxpayers’ funds wisely ....................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

93. Assure the public has fair access to services .............................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

Integrity

94. Behave the same in private and public life ................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

96. Always uphold the Constitution ................................................................. HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

97. Always uphold the law ............................................................................... HD  D  N  S  HS  UR

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

7
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PLEASE CONTINUE TO THE NEXT PAGE TO PROVIDE YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS

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

HD D N S HS     UR
Highly Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Highly     Unable to
Dissatisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied    respond

Dissatisfied

Consider your effectiveness in the following items.
How satisfied are others with your ability to . . ..

8

151



WRITTEN COMMENTS

Please list this person’s strengths, opportunities for improvement and general comments below.

Strengths:

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

Opportunities for Improvement:

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

Additional Comments:

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

Thank you for taking the time to complete this form.

9
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Developed with Keilty, Goldsmith & Company
for use in FBI management development programs

IMPORTANT
Please mail completed form within three days to:

NCS Organization Assessment Systems
4401 West 76th Street

                                                                    Edina, MN 55435                                    MSU-WHS:  4.28.04
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           APPENDIX E

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  -  A L P H A   S C A L E S  (Time One)
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 Items =  4 Alpha =    .8935

DEVELOP INDIVIDUALS
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 Items =  6 Alpha =    .9206

VISION
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases =   1014.0                    N of Items =  5 Alpha =    .9453

FOSTER CREATIVITY
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases =   1014.0                    N of Items =  4 Alpha =    .9115

MANAGE DIVERSITY
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases =   1014.0                    N of Items =  5 Alpha =    .9134

BUILD PUBLIC TRUST
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases =   1014.0                    N of Items =  9 Alpha =    .9188
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           APPENDIX F

Analysis of Covariance Testing: Hypothesis 3

Between-Subjects Factors

73
73

M
P

RESPTYPE
N

M = self
P = peer
N = 73 in all cases for both self and peers

Overall Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

6.057a 2 3.029 37.650 .000
2.128 1 2.128 26.456 .000
5.712 1 5.712 71.008 .000

8.210E-02 1 8.210E-02 1.021 .314
11.503 143 8.044E-02

2955.190 146
17.560 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: STOE2

5.623a 2 2.812 29.114 .000
4.129 1 4.129 42.751 .000
5.268 1 5.268 54.551 .000

6.128E-02 1 6.128E-02 .635 .427
13.810 143 9.657E-02

2837.200 146
19.433 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
STOE1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)a. 

Steps to Empowerment
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Credibility
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

8.283a 2 4.141 42.205 .000
2.189 1 2.189 22.304 .000
8.098 1 8.098 82.522 .000

6.569E-02 1 6.569E-02 .669 .415
14.032 143 9.813E-02

2932.200 146
22.315 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CRED1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .371 (Adjusted R Squared = .362)a. 

Challenge and Support the Organization

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CSO2

6.606a 2 3.303 29.410 .000
2.838 1 2.838 25.272 .000
5.807 1 5.807 51.707 .000
.116 1 .116 1.032 .311

16.061 143 .112
3091.820 146

22.667 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CSO1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .291 (Adjusted R Squared = .282)a. 

Build Teams

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BT2

6.077a 2 3.039 15.589 .000
9.660 1 9.660 49.560 .000
5.814 1 5.814 29.828 .000

8.069E-03 1 8.069E-03 .041 .839
27.873 143 .195

2954.560 146
33.950 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
BT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .179 (Adjusted R Squared = .168)a. 
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Develop Individuals

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

2.072a 2 1.036 6.432 .002
13.338 1 13.338 82.819 .000

1.857 1 1.857 11.531 .001
2.639E-02 1 2.639E-02 .164 .686

23.030 143 .161
2910.040 146

25.102 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
DI1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .083 (Adjusted R Squared = .070)a. 

Quality and Task

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: QT2

5.209a 2 2.605 19.370 .000
5.662 1 5.662 42.103 .000
4.679 1 4.679 34.795 .000
.190 1 .190 1.413 .237

19.230 143 .134
2984.540 146

24.439 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
QT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .213 (Adjusted R Squared = .202)a. 

Customer/Client
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CC2

5.650a 2 2.825 18.765 .000
8.323 1 8.323 55.283 .000
4.924 1 4.924 32.704 .000
.604 1 .604 4.009 .047

21.529 143 .151
2872.250 146

27.180 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .208 (Adjusted R Squared = .197)a. 
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Vision
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

9.102a 2 4.551 27.892 .000
6.439 1 6.439 39.462 .000
8.288 1 8.288 50.796 .000
.219 1 .219 1.343 .248

23.332 143 .163
2838.790 146

32.434 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
V1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .281 (Adjusted R Squared = .271)a. 

Foster Creativity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

6.089a 2 3.045 19.057 .000
11.376 1 11.376 71.205 .000

6.072 1 6.072 38.004 .000
4.690E-02 1 4.690E-02 .294 .589

22.847 143 .160
2910.320 146

28.937 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
FC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .210 (Adjusted R Squared = .199)a. 

Manage Diversity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

4.974a 2 2.487 21.640 .000
4.779 1 4.779 41.585 .000
4.967 1 4.967 43.220 .000

1.996E-02 1 1.996E-02 .174 .678
16.436 143 .115

3216.540 146
21.410 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
MD1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .232 (Adjusted R Squared = .222)a. 
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Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

2.752a 2 1.376 12.872 .000
3.372 1 3.372 31.537 .000
2.514 1 2.514 23.513 .000
.213 1 .213 1.993 .160

15.288 143 .107
3262.950 146

18.040 145

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
PBT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .153 (Adjusted R Squared = .141)a. 
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           APPENDIX G

Analysis of Covariance Testing: Hypothesis 4

Between-Subjects Factors

73
70

M
S

RESPTYPE
N

M = self
S = subordinates
N = 73 for self and 70 for subordinates

Overall Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

5.086a 2 2.543 20.380 .000
4.110 1 4.110 32.938 .000
4.665 1 4.665 37.393 .000
.132 1 .132 1.057 .306

17.468 140 .125
2770.830 143

22.553 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Steps to Empowerment

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: STOE2

5.265a 2 2.633 20.089 .000
6.162 1 6.162 47.022 .000
4.880 1 4.880 37.238 .000
.191 1 .191 1.454 .230

18.348 140 .131
2659.090 143

23.613 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
STOE1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .223 (Adjusted R Squared = .212)a. 
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Credibility
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

8.289a 2 4.145 27.782 .000
4.793 1 4.793 32.126 .000
7.452 1 7.452 49.953 .000
.129 1 .129 .868 .353

20.886 140 .149
2739.880 143

29.175 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CRED1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

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

Challenge and Support the Organization

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CSO2

3.681a 2 1.840 12.000 .000
5.704 1 5.704 37.192 .000
3.678 1 3.678 23.984 .000

5.783E-03 1 5.783E-03 .038 .846
21.472 140 .153

2929.910 143
25.153 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CSO1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .146 (Adjusted R Squared = .134)a. 

Build Teams

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BT2

4.306a 2 2.153 9.189 .000
14.926 1 14.926 63.700 .000

3.647 1 3.647 15.563 .000
.505 1 .505 2.156 .144

32.805 140 .234
2760.020 143

37.111 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
BT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .116 (Adjusted R Squared = .103)a. 
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Develop Individuals

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

2.630a 2 1.315 7.487 .001
12.652 1 12.652 72.046 .000

2.211 1 2.211 12.589 .001
.515 1 .515 2.935 .089

24.586 140 .176
2737.920 143

27.215 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
DI1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .097 (Adjusted R Squared = .084)a. 

Quality and Task

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: QT2

3.750a 2 1.875 10.618 .000
8.054 1 8.054 45.612 .000
3.507 1 3.507 19.860 .000
.142 1 .142 .805 .371

24.720 140 .177
2799.590 143

28.469 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
QT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .132 (Adjusted R Squared = .119)a. 

Customer/Client

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CC2

1.725a 2 .862 4.824 .009
13.071 1 13.071 73.111 .000

1.710 1 1.710 9.564 .002
5.516E-02 1 5.516E-02 .309 .579

25.030 140 .179
2737.460 143

26.755 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .064 (Adjusted R Squared = .051)a. 

189



Vision

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

7.607a 2 3.803 17.864 .000
7.391 1 7.391 34.713 .000
7.419 1 7.419 34.846 .000
.119 1 .119 .561 .455

29.808 140 .213
2649.760 143

37.414 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
V1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .203 (Adjusted R Squared = .192)a. 

Foster Creativity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

7.344a 2 3.672 19.349 .000
11.033 1 11.033 58.136 .000

6.477 1 6.477 34.127 .000
.438 1 .438 2.307 .131

26.570 140 .190
2746.360 143

33.914 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
FC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .217 (Adjusted R Squared = .205)a. 

Manage Diversity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

8.653a 2 4.327 23.987 .000
6.722 1 6.722 37.270 .000
6.509 1 6.509 36.089 .000
.294 1 .294 1.629 .204

25.252 140 .180
3013.960 143

33.905 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
MD1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .255 (Adjusted R Squared = .245)a. 
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Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

3.810a 2 1.905 13.336 .000
4.074 1 4.074 28.521 .000
3.235 1 3.235 22.648 .000

6.577E-02 1 6.577E-02 .460 .499
20.000 140 .143

3065.350 143
23.810 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
PBT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .160 (Adjusted R Squared = .148)a. 
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APPENDIX H

Analysis of Covariance Testing: Hypothesis 5

Between-Subjects Factors

73
70

P
S

RESPTYPE
N

P = peers
S = subordinates
N = 73 for peers and 70 for subordinates

Overall Measurement

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: ALL2

7.035a 2 3.517 28.424 .000
4.235 1 4.235 34.224 .000
5.523 1 5.523 44.632 .000
.445 1 .445 3.592 .060

17.324 140 .124
2835.240 143

24.359 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
ALL1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .279)a. 

Steps to Empowerment

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: STOE2

7.694a 2 3.847 26.988 .000
6.390 1 6.390 44.825 .000
6.229 1 6.229 43.699 .000
.469 1 .469 3.292 .072

19.957 140 .143
2725.310 143

27.651 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
STOE1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .278 (Adjusted R Squared = .268)a. 

193



Credibility

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CRED2

11.564a 2 5.782 37.609 .000
3.941 1 3.941 25.637 .000
9.766 1 9.766 63.526 .000
.312 1 .312 2.031 .156

21.523 140 .154
2789.260 143

33.086 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CRED1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .349 (Adjusted R Squared = .340)a. 

Challenge and Support the Organization

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CSO2

4.955a 2 2.478 23.016 .000
3.821 1 3.821 35.493 .000
4.085 1 4.085 37.949 .000
.239 1 .239 2.218 .139

15.071 140 .108
3022.950 143

20.026 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CSO1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .247 (Adjusted R Squared = .237)a. 

Build Teams
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BT2

6.430a 2 3.215 17.403 .000
10.320 1 10.320 55.862 .000

4.688 1 4.688 25.376 .000
.634 1 .634 3.433 .066

25.863 140 .185
2809.580 143

32.293 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
BT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .199 (Adjusted R Squared = .188)a. 
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Develop Individuals
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: DI2

3.984a 2 1.992 12.174 .000
8.379 1 8.379 51.205 .000
2.761 1 2.761 16.874 .000
.627 1 .627 3.834 .052

22.909 140 .164
2786.580 143

26.893 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
DI1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .148 (Adjusted R Squared = .136)a. 

Quality and Task
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: QT2

7.644a 2 3.822 29.070 .000
4.261 1 4.261 32.411 .000
6.171 1 6.171 46.938 .000
.511 1 .511 3.889 .051

18.407 140 .131
2875.190 143

26.051 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
QT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .293 (Adjusted R Squared = .283)a. 

Customer/Client

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: CC2

2.900a 2 1.450 9.551 .000
11.057 1 11.057 72.833 .000

2.380 1 2.380 15.675 .000
.276 1 .276 1.817 .180

21.254 140 .152
2825.290 143

24.154 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
CC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .120 (Adjusted R Squared = .107)a. 
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Vision
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: V2

7.511a 2 3.756 22.775 .000
7.972 1 7.972 48.346 .000
5.754 1 5.754 34.893 .000
.750 1 .750 4.546 .035

23.086 140 .165
2736.950 143

30.597 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
V1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .245 (Adjusted R Squared = .235)a. 

Foster Creativity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FC2

9.549a 2 4.774 28.097 .000
6.249 1 6.249 36.772 .000
8.420 1 8.420 49.553 .000
.695 1 .695 4.088 .045

23.790 140 .170
2759.740 143

33.339 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
FC1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .286 (Adjusted R Squared = .276)a. 

Manage Diversity

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MD2

7.733a 2 3.866 25.253 .000
5.294 1 5.294 34.576 .000
5.822 1 5.822 38.027 .000
.432 1 .432 2.819 .095

21.435 140 .153
3000.100 143

29.168 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
MD1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .265 (Adjusted R Squared = .255)a. 
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Build Public Trust

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: BPT2

5.291a 2 2.645 29.951 .000
1.911 1 1.911 21.639 .000
3.750 1 3.750 42.457 .000
.317 1 .317 3.585 .060

12.365 140 8.832E-02
3113.860 143

17.656 142

Source
Corrected Model
Intercept
PBT1
RESPTYPE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Type III Sum
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

R Squared = .300 (Adjusted R Squared = .290)a. 
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