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University of Washii~~ton

.~bstract

~~~ I?~ AC~ ~~ fl~1EU~ GI~N~E ~~~
~~E PE ’QWNCE CF A1~~LThTh~ ?ND STAFF OPFICEI~

I
- By Mitchell ~~Geever Zais

thaixinan of the Supervisory Ccirinittee: Professor Pred E. Fiedler
Departnent of Psychology

This st~xIy investigates the impact of intelligence arxl ex-

perience on the performance of Army Line carviaix~ers arxl staff

officers, as well as the d~~ree to which these relaticriships are

mcxlerated by the suborthnate ‘S perception of stress in his re-

lationship with his boss. A n~x~el is described which provides an

explanation for the inconsistent ar~ variable correlations between

intelligence ar~ performance thtained in ru.inarcus organizational

sb.xiies.

~~~ subjects in this sti.z~y consisted of 45 line ca~~any can-

marxlers ar~ 47 battalion staff officers fran nine Army battalions

whose performance was evaluated by their ixrinediate superior , the

battalion caiinari~er.

It was sh~~n that intelligence arx~ performance were positively

correlated for lire officers aria negatively correlated far staff

officers. The opposite effect was fonr~ far experience which was

negatively correlated with perf ormance for line officers ar~ posi-
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tively for staff officers. The best line officers were bright ai~
inexperienced while the best staff officers were less intelligent

bat experienced .

Urx~er 1c~ri stress with boss, intelligence arxl performance ware

positively correlated for line personnel , while for staff officers,
Sintelligence arti perforinarce were unrelated. Conversely, urx~er

high boss stress , intelligence had no impact on line officer per-

formance but for staff officers was negatively correlated with

perform~~~e.

E~cperience was fanxl to interact with boss stress in exactly
the cççosite maxn~~ as intelligence. Ur~ier lcw boss stress ex—

perience ar~ performance were negatively correlated for line

officers ar~ uncarrelatei for staff officers. Ha~ever , uther high

boss stress experience had no effect on line officer performance

bit was positively correlated with performance for staff officers.

These results were explained thrcugh analysis of the s~ork

d~ nan~s far lire ar~i staff positions. In this sanple, staff ~sork
requires rigid adherence to regulations, ar~ star~ard operatieg
procedures. The staff officer is viewed as an extension of his
boss’ s will axxl any leaway for innovation is subsutied by the boss.
Further, the need for stai~2ardization of staff pro~~ ures across
diverse arxl widespread military units maMates strict adherence to

unifonn procedures. The staff officer is effective to the degree
that he foUc~ s aM kn~~s the dictates of these procedures (ex—
perience) aM ineffective to the degree that he creatively in-
novates within his jcb (intelligence) .
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1t~ lire ca~narrIer ‘s jth is characterized by high danands far j
creativeness. His primary respensibilities are the building of

unit norale, notivation and esprit-de-corps; establisI~~ nt and

n n t ~~arx~e of military order and discipline, peblicmtion and en—

forcenent of policies aM standards, developnent and inpl~tentation
of train~~~ plans, ‘and the efficient allocation and utilization of

his subordinate personnel. His intelligence may thus aid him in

the ~~xxv~ lishnent of his jth, while experience may be a hirxlerence

as it may suggest solutions to past rc~~l~ us that are not can-

patible with present situations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This study investigates the contribution of intelli-

gence and experience to the effec tiv~ness of individuals in

• military leadership and in staff positions. It is one of a

series of investigations in organiza cional settings which

explore the effect of stress with the superior on the indi-

vidual ’s ability to use his intelligence and his experience

in the performance of the task. The study compares company

commanders and battalion staff officers, that is, personnel

who routinely are rotated between command and staff posi-

tions at the same level of the organization and have the

same general background and training. Di ff erences in their

behavior and performance thus can generally be assumed to

be a function of position occupancy rather than selection

or self—selection for one or the other type of position.

Intelligence and experience typically are the most

important variables considered in recruiting or selecting

personnel for management or senior staff positions. We

aiinost always prefer the most intelligent and most exper-

• ienced job app licants to those who are dull and inexper-

ienced. Yet, the empirical evidence supporting the value

of intelligence and experience is tenuous. Further , almost

all previous investigations in this area have focused on

the performance of line personnel to the virtual exclusion

of staff personnel. In light of the increasing role of the
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staff  o f f i cer in formal organiza tions this omission is

indeed perplexing .

Line and Staff  Personnel

While some organization theoris ~~s have discussed the

role and performance of staff personiiel, (Sampson , 1955;

Hampton , Summer & Webber , 1968; F illey & House , 1969) there

is little consensus on an operational definition of a staf f

position that will clearly distinguish it from a line posi- 
p

.

tion. Filley and House provide three important character-

istics which differentiate line and staff positions.

1. While line personnel contribute directly to the

primary objectives of the organization , staff executives

contribute through the provision of such auxiliary services

as supply or inven tory control , personnel management,

financial management, or legal advice. Clearly, however ,

in a law firm legal services would constitute a line func-

tion since the application of law is the primary function

of the organization.

2. The chain of command typically passes directly

from line position to line position . Staff members may

well, have supervisory responsibility. In fact, the chief

of a staff section may have many subordinates directly

under his control. This supervisory responsibility, how-

ever , is outside the direct line of control that runs

from the highest to the lowest echelons of the organization .

Thus , the authority of the chief of a staff section will



not extend beyond his section , while the authority of a line

manager will extend to all line sections below his hier-

archical level.

3. The final distinction between line and staff is

that the organization designates positions as line and
• staff.

The line and staff  members in the specific organiza-

tions with which this study deals (Army battalions) conform

to this definition of line and staff  as advanced by Filley

and House. The chain of command is from the battalion

commander to company commanders down to platoon leaders and

noncommissioned platoon sergeants and squad leaders. The

line commanders contribute directly to the function of the

battalions, e.g., in a medical battalion the company com-

manders are responsible for the provision of medical

services and line commanders in an artillery battalion

provide artillery fire. Staff positions in these organiza-

tions typically involve responsibility for coordinating ,

training , providing personne l services, or logistical and

maintenance support. There is clear delineation within the

organizations between line and staff positions. In fact,

line personnel wear distinctive uniform insignia.

There are only a few studies which provide empirical

support for the existence of true differences between line

and staff personnel. Porter (1963) found that staff members

had lower levels of job satisfaction than line mana-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~~~~~~~~~~ —S
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.ger s. Similarly , Mitchell (1970) found that U.S. Air Force

field commanders were more satisfied than their peers in

staff assignments. Porter and Henry (1964) found that line

personnel were more inner—directed t tan staff personnel who

put more importance on other-directed behavior . Zajonc and

Wolfe (1966) found tha t staff members have wider communica-

tion networks within the organization than line personnel;

that staff members had “a differentiated , mor e comp lex , less

segmented and more highly organized cognitive structure”

(Potter, 1977) than did line personnel. Finally, they found

that staff mer~bers seemed to identify more with the organi-’

zation than did line personnel. Zajonc and Wolfe attributed

these differences to the position the employees held within

the organization ra ther than to other fac tors such as

education or hierarchical level. This is an important

issue in this study as there are no significant differences

in background, training or selection between the line and

staff members on any variables in this study. They are

neither exclusively “ line types ” nor “staff types.”

Intelligence and Performance

Numerous attempts have been made to correla te in telli-

gence and executive task performance. Extensive reviews

of the literature by Mann (1959), Campbell , Dunnette ,

Lawler and Weick (1970) and Stogdill (1974) have shown that

these studies yielded weak and inconsistent correlations in

the range of .20 to .30, indicating that overall , the

_ _ __. _ __._ _ _ _ •_ _ _ _ _ _ _~~~~~ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ S_ _~~~~~_ _ . __
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leader ’s intelligence plays a relatively minor role in

determining performance. This is in striking contrast to

the implicit assumption made in almost all bureaucratic

organizations that there is a strong and direct relation-

ship between intelligence and performance. “Intelligence

is generally defined as the ability to cope with problems in

a rational manner by planning, organizing, coordinating ,

and evaluating alternative modes of action, through the use

of innate cognitive abilities” (Butcher, 1968, cited in

Potter , 1978). Since this is an almost perfect description

of the functions of the executive , the low correlation are

doubly intriguing. Why is the relationship between intelli-

gence and performance so weak? What can be done to increase

the strength of this correlation so that the intellectual

resources of the organiza tion ’s personnel can best be

exploited? Finally , is intelligence an equally valuable

attribute in both line and staff positions?

There is reason to believe that varying jobs place

varying intellectual demands on job incumbents and that

there is a somewhat restricted range of intellectual levels

for which performance at any one job will be optimal. As an

illustration of this principle, consider a job which places

rather low demands on the intellectual abilities of the

worker , for example , a quality control inspector on an

assembly line. The work is extremely repetitious and

structured . Obviously, if the worker is too dull he may be
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unable to perform the task. But if the worker is too bright

he will become bored , disinterested , and inattentive, and

the quality of his performance will Ceteriorate. Hypotheti-

cal performance curves for these two jobs of varying intel-

lectual demand are shown in Figure 1.

Note that as the average intellectual abilities of the

job incumbents in both positions rise performance also

rises. However , individuals who are too bright do not feel

challenged , nor stimulated in their work, lose interest and

motivation and performance drops. This hypothesized func-

tion between intelligence and performance suggests that

there is a optimum intelligence level for every job, and

that individual 5 whose intellectual abilities are signifi-

cantly above or below that level perform less well than

their better matched co—workers.

Admittedly, this proposed relationship between intelli-

gence and performance is simplistic. It does not consider

other variables which moderate performance , e.g., motivation

(Blades, 1976), experience (Csoka , 1974), education (Chemers ,

Rice, Sund~trom & Butler , 1975), or group relations (Fiedler &

Keuwese, 1963). But with other moderating variables being

controlled it is proposed that this model presents a

reasonable representation of the relationship between

intelligence and performance.

This optimum intelligence level model also suggests

that performance will be positively correlated with
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intelligence if the average intelligence level of a group

is lower than optimal for that particular job; if the average

intelligence leve l is higher than optimal , performance will

be nelatively correlated with intelligence ; and if the

average intelligence level is near the optimum intelligence

than performance will be unrelated to intelligence. This

model may help to explain the empirical studies which , as

already noted, have shown weak and inconsistent relation-

ships between intelligence and performance.

Conversations with high ranking military leaders , as

well as the author ’s own experience , suggest that the

optimum intelligence level for staff officers at the battal-

ion level is lower than the optimum intelligence level f o r

line commanders.

It may well be that for some jobs there is no upper

limit to the optimum intelligence level. As Miner (1957)

suggests :

At the highly skilled level , many individuals
in actual fact write their own job specifica-
tions and set for themselves the degree of
intellectual demand . There is no upper bound
for a physician or business executive or research
scientist. The job is as complex intellectu-
ally as the individual is willing and able to
make it.

As indicated before , within the battalion staff

off icers and line commanders are drawn from the same pool

of officers and their intellectual abilities are therefore

equal. If in fact lower intellectual demands are placed on

~ lIIir.. ~__~ -__~~ - 
—--—-- --—— — - 
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the staff off icer  and higher intellectual demands are made

on the line officer , the following hypothesis is suggested :

Hypothesis 1. The correlation between intelligence

and performance for s taff  off icers is different  than that

for line commanders.

Intelligence, Performance and Stress with the Boss

The question of the relationship between intelligence

and performance was recently reopened by Fiedler and

Leister ’s (1977) test of a “Mu ltiple Screen Model” which

postulates that the leader ’s intelligence must pass through

“screens” of variable permeability to f low from the leader

to the members of the group in order to affect group per-

formance. Unless the screens are permeable , permitting the

products of the leader ’s intelligence to pass through , the

leader ’s intelligence cannot affect group performance .

Four of the screen variables tested by Fiedler and Leister

were (a) the leader ’s motivation, (b) his experience and

background knowledge , (c) the stress in the relationship

with the leader ’s superior, and (d) the group ’s acceptance

of the leader. As the model predicted , each of these van -’

ables accounted for a significant portion of the variance

in the correlation between leader performance and inteili-

gence. Most important of these, however , appeared to be

stress with boss, the variable which constitutes the major

moderator in the present study. 

— — -  —-
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A study of Army mess halls by Blades ( 1976) demon-

strated that a leader with a low motivational level will

not u t i l ize  his intelligence to the extent that a highly

motivated leader wi l l .  Blades showed that there was a high

correlation be tween intel l igence and rated performance of

the dining hall  for motivated mess stewards who had the

support of their subordinates , while the correlation was

low and ins igni f icant for unmotivated mess stewards who

lacked the support of their subordinates.

Another study supporting the Multiple Screen Model

showed that a leader ’s intelligence also interacts with his

experience in inf luencing performance . Csoka (1974)

suggested tha t the intel l igent  leader without requisite

experience will  not understand the task well since he lacks

the necessary background , while the experienced but less

intelligent leader will be unable to integrate his experi-

ence in a manner to fac i litate app lication to his current

task . Also , Chemers , Rice , Sundstrom , and Butler  (1975)

found that less intelligent leaders derive less benef it

from training than their more intelligent peers.

Another important variable which moderates the impact

of a leader ’s intelligence on his job performance is the

leader ’s relations with his group. Fiedler and Meuwese

(1963) in a review of studies of three mili tary organ iza-

tions (Army tank crews, B—29 bomber crews, and anti-aircraft

ar tillery crews ), found that there was a generally high
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positive correlation between a leader ’ s intelligence and

his job performance when the groups were cohesive. The

correlations were low or slightly ne ative when the groups

were uncohesive . A group is defined as cohesive if one or

both of the following conditions are present in the group :

The members feel attracted to the group or the members are

adjusted to the group and are free of interpersonal tension.

Stress also has been shown to a f f ec t  the intell igence—

performance relationship. As Potter (1978) hypothesized ,

it is possible that different sources of stress may be

di f ferentially related to job per formance , and may differ-

entially moderate the intelligence-performance relationship.

Evidence for this was demonstrated by Silverman (1977)  who I’

presented two groups of subjects with a memory task. One

group was told they wou ld receive an electric shock irres-

pective of their performance on the task . The other group

was told they wou ld be shocked only if their performance

was unsatisfactory. Silverman found that performance

increased for the second group who had some control over

whether or not they would be shocked, while performance was

impaired for those subjects who had no control over the

outcome .

The two studies most germaine to this inquiry investi-

gated the moderating e f f e c t  of stress with one ’ s superior

on the use of intelligence in job performance. They

yielded , however , somewhat contradictory and puzzling
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results. In the first, Fiedler and Leister (1977) showed

in a study conducted with 158 Army infantry squad leaders

that there was a moderate and highly significant (r = .51,

n = 28 , p < .01) correlation between intelligence and job

performance when stress with the sup.~rior was low (one SD

below ~) ,  but when stress with the superior was high (one SD

above ~O , there was no correlation between intelligence and

performance (r = .07, n = 27, ns). Further, they showed

that the level of stress with the superior was a stronger

determinant than leader-subordinate relations in determining

the degree to which the leader was able to use his intelli-

gence to increase his job performance. When his relation-

ship with his superior is stressful, neither motivation nor F.,
experience enable the leader to use his intelligence to F
affect his performance.

The other study in which stress with boss emerged as r

the most important moderator variable was conducted with a

large U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters staff (Potter , 1978).

In this study it was demonstrated that under conditions of

high stress with boss caused by conflicting demands and the

withdrawal of resources on the part of the boss , intelli-

gence was negative ly correlated with performance (r = -.27,

n = 48, p < .01). When this stress with the boss was low,

intelligence was not significantly correlated with perform-

ance. In other words, under this kind of stress with boss ,

intelligence may even be detrimental to performance . This

L — - .~~~~~. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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Table 1

Correlation of Intelli gence and Performance
Under High and Low Boss Stress

High Low Fisher ’s Z
Boss Stress Boss Stress Significan ce of

(N) (N) The Difference

1 1—Squa d Lea ders - .oi 2.01**

(27) (28) L

Coast Guard Staff2 _ .27** .16 2.20**

(48 ) (60)

~~p .05

~~.. .01

1 Stress above or below 1SD.

2 Stress a bove or Le low mean. 



type of stress was called by Potter “double-bind stress”

inasmuch as the subordinate found himself caught between

the superior ’s demand for production while the superior at

the same time withheld informat ion ai d  guidance considered

crucial in the performance of the ta3k.

In essence, while the Fiedler and Leister study shows

that low stress enables the leader to use his intelligence

to advantage, the Potter study showed that under low stress

the individual’s performance in a staff position will be

unaffected by his intelligence . Thus, under low stress

with boss , the leader profits from intelligence and the

staff officer does not_lose by it. Under high stress the

leader does not lose by intelligence while for the staff

off icer intelligence is detrimental. Table 1 summarizes

these somewhat conflicting results. The question that

arises is, what is it about certain jobs that makes

intelligence sometimes have a negative impact under high

boss stress and sometimes no effect under high boss stress?

Similarly, under low boss stress , what is it about certain

jobs that causes intelligence to have either no impact on

performance or else a positive effect? Put another way ,

why is it that for squad leaders intelligence has no im pact

or a positive impact on performance , whil.e for Coast Guard

staff intelligence has no effect or a negative ef fect on

performance?
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Assuming the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  impact of boss stress on the

intelligence-performance relationship as shown in the Fiedler

and Leister , and Potter studies , the following hypothesis

is advanced .

Hypothesis 2. Lirte and ~ ta ft officers will differ in

the in tel l  i~i e—performance correlation under conditiens

of hi~j h and low double—bind s t ress .

ExEerience and P er formance

It is nearly an ar ti cle of f a i t h  in a l l  f ield s of

organizational endeavor that few attributes of ~in 
4

executive are mere valuable than experience . This vir-

tually unchallenged assumption , that inc:eased experience

will necessarily result in higher levels of performance , is

the foundation stone of organizational policies so pervasive

and so basic that we do not recognize the assumption as such.

It is the justification for a multitude of expensive orciani—

zational practices which may or may not have value to the

organization. Government and industry spend millions of

dollars annually re:ru.itinq experienced personnel. Many

jobs are closed to personnel without any evidence that the

required experience contributes to performance .

Does experience really contribute to success. apd if

not , how can those jchs or those individuals that will not

profit t roni traininq or experience be identi1ied~.’ The

answer to this quest ion has potent implications for the
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most effective preparation , assignment, and uti l ization of

personnel in formal organizations.

The results of previous studies on the ef f e ct of

experience on leader performance pre ;ent a puzzle.

Intuitively one assumes a direct cor : elation between

experience and performance. Yet, “in the leadership litera-

ture as a whole , the impact of exper ience on per formance is

consistently minimal” (Potter , 1977). In studies conducted

in 13 civilian and military organiz ations across mul tiple

levels of organiza tional hierarchy, Fiedler (1970) reported

a median correlation of -.12 between years of leadership

experience and management performance or group effectiveness!

Subsequent analyses of other studies (Csoka & Fiedler , 1972;

Bons & Fiedler , 1976) have supported this relationship.

These f indings do not, however , address the issue of

the relative impact of experience on the performance of

line personnel versus its impact on staff personnel.

There is reason to suspect that experience interacts

differentially with performance for various jobs just as

intelligence does. As Fiedler (1978) has suggested , one of

the functions of experience is to provide a basis f or the

job incumbent to recall solutions to previous problems. If

the job is struc tured by a mul titude of regula tions , laws,

and procedures , then ex perience will  prov ide expertise in

applying the appropriate specified solutions to any given

problem. An example of this might be the job of a corporate

- 

. -.

~~
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tax lawyer or accountant which to a very high degree is

structured by a maze of complex regulations , procedures,

and laws. Experience in these jobs will increase knowledge

of and the ability to use the intricate structure of legal

and accounting machinery . In this kind of job, analogous

to the battalion staff officer ’s position , experience would

be positively correlated with performance. On the other

hand, if the job is characterized by a low degree of struc-

ture and high demands for creativity , experience may not be

the appropriate resource on which to draw for problem

solving or guidance in behavior . It may be difficult or

even impossible to match current problems with past solu-

tions. Consider for example the job of an advertising

executive or popular music composer. It is unlikely that

past successes could be repeated using the solutions that

were previously appropriate. Such jobs, as those of an

executive in which the task and the criterion for success

are broad ly defined , will not benefit from experience. In

fact, having ready-made solutions at hand may invite their

inappropriate application to current dilemmas; experience

may then become a detriment to performance. Thus, most

great composers , writers and scientists have done their

most original work in their youth. The unstructured job,

calling for creative and original solutions to comp lex

problems , corresponds to the position of a company commander

whose roles and tasks are certainly much less predetermined
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and specified than those of the staff officer. The

following model portrays this hypothesized interaction

between experience and performance .

As shown on the di agram in Figure 2 , as experience

increases , for jobs requir ing intricate procedures ,

performance also increases. However, for  jobs requir ing a

high degree of creativity experience would have either no

impact or even a deleterious effect.

This model might then explain the perplexing low and

even negative correlation s between experience and perform-

ance revealed in previous research. For some jobs the

correlation is posi tive , for some jobs it is negative , and

the net result is that they cancel each other out. This

argument, extended to Army line and staff  posi tions, sug-

gests the f ollowing hypothesis:

Hyp~thesis 3. The correlation between experience and

performance for staff officers differs for line corn-

manders.

Experience, Performance and Stress with the Boss

Several studies have shown an interact-ion between the

subordina te ’s relation ship with his boss and his use of

experience in the performance of his job (Leister , 1975;

Potter, 1978). Lazarus (1966) has suggested that a person

reacts to stress by narr owing his focus on his env iron-

ment. Further , he posits that under high stress the m di-

vidual may resort to defensive coping mechanism s (experience)

_ _ _  
_________ _ _  

____
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while under low stress the individual is more likely to

adopt a problem solving mode (intelligence). To the excent

that experiential repertoire provides the proper response

or correct solutions to problem s, stress will not damage

performance. For individuals without the requisite reper-

toire of experience which enables them to reach for a prob—

lent’s solution , a narrowed focus becomes detrimental and

performance suffers.

In a study of U.S. Army enlisted personnel , Berkum

(1964) showed tha t recently trained recruits performed

better than experienced sergeants where stress was low ,

but the sergean ts performed significantly better than the

recruits when Stress was high. Fiedler and Leister (1977)

in a study of Army squad leader s found experience was

unrelated to performance under low stress with superior ,

while under high boss stress experience was positively

correlated with performance (r = .40, n = 27 , p < .05).

Similarly, in the study of Coast Guard staff personnel ,

Potter (197 8) found that experience was unrel ated to per-

formance under low double—bind stress while performance

was significantly correlated with experience (r = .44,

n = 48 , p < .001) under high double—bind stress. This

suggests the following :

~ypothesis 4. For both line commanders and staff

officers, experience is positively correlated with

performance when double-bind stress is high.

_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



II. METHOD

Subjects

This study involved nine Army battalions. A battalion

typically consists of three combat r r  line companies as

well as a headquar ters company whici includes the battal ion

staff elements, and a support company . The latter provides

logistic and combat support to the line elements. A bat-

talion is commanded by a Lieutenant Colone l who has a Major

as executive officer. Subjects included in this study were

company commanders of nine battalions plus available staf f

officers from each battalion . With the exception of two

First Lieutenants, all 4 5 company commander s held the rank

of Captain. The 47 Battalion staff officers included 3

Majors , 24 Captains, 14 First Lieutenan ts, and 4 Second

Lieutenants. Ages ranged from 20 to 41, with a mean age

for company commanders of 28.2 years, and for staff  off i-

cers of 28.8 years. The difference is not significant.

The possible ef fec ts  of the greater distribution in the

ranks of staff  off icers  did not effect the conclusions as

will be shown in the discussion section . When staff cap-

tains (n = 25) were compared to commanders wi th captain ’s

rank (n = 42) there were no significant differences in

either intelligence or experience (~ = 30.2 and 31.4, t =

.97; and ~ = 86.9 and 81.3, t = — .77; respectively).

_ _
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Data Collection

A questionnaire and an intelligence test (Appendix A)

were administered to all available line (Appendix B) and

staff (Appendix C) officers in each battalion in the sample.

The experimenter administered the in~ elligence test and

directed the subjects to complete the remainder of the

questionnaire at their own pace at the testing site.

Subjects were told prior to administration of the ques-

tionnaire about the general na ture of the research and the

confidentiality of individual responses. They were advised

that they could leave the room at any time if they did not

wish to participate, and that any questionnaire items could

be omitted if they desired to do so. All chose to

participate.

Tests and Questionnaires

Experience was determined by asking each subject to

indicate how many years and months he had served on active

duty. Since it is Army policy to rotate personnel between

line and staff  assignments, total military service is

considered the best measure of an individual ’s experience

in the organization. This ranged from 1.3 years, to 19.6

years, with a mean of 6.6 years. Line officers averaged

6.7 years of service while staff officers averaged 6.6

years. The difference is not significant. Time in service

was partitioned into a low , med ium and upper third wi th less

than 62 month (n = 33) service considered low , 66 to 94 months

~
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medium (n = 34), and 99 or more months (n = 22) high

experience.

In telligence was measured by the Wonderlic Personnel

• Test Forms V and B. This is a 12—minute test of 50 items

including analogies , analyses of geometric figures, arith-

metic problems, disarranged sentences, sentence parallelism

with proverbs , similarities, logic , definitions , judgment,

spatial relations and direction following. In industrial

and business organizations the mean score for the test is

21.77 out of a possible 50. Reported test—retest reliability

is between .82 and .94 for immediate retest. Internal con-

sistency as measured by odd-even reliability correlations

range from .88 to .94 (Wonderlic , 1975).

The overall median score for this sample of subjects

was 30.83 (88th percentile) which corresponds to a Wechsler-

Bellevue score of about 112, well above the average. Scores

ranged from 12 to 42, with a standard deviation of 5.2.

The mean for company commanders was 30.9 and for staff

officers was 29.9 (difference ns). Subjects were classified

as having high intelligence if they scored 34 or higher on

the test (n = 25), medium intelligence for scores 30 to 33

(n = 30), and low in telligence if they scored 29 or lower

(n = 35).

The two forms of the test, V and B, are considered

equivalent in that the means for the two forms are nearly

II
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identical (Form B, n = 39 , ~ = 30.1; Form V, n = 53 , X =

30.6, ns).

Double—bind stress. A global measure of the stress

with boss was obtained by having the subjects respond to a

single item, seven—point , bi-polar scale in response to

the fol lowing ques tion :

Describe the stressfulness of your relations with

your immediate superior . 
-

Little Moderate High

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Although this is not similar to the operationalization

used by Potter (1978) in his assessment of double—bind

stress , the justification for the use of this measure will

be explained at the end of this section . Double-bind

stress is defined by leadership behaviors which the subor-

dinate perceives as stressful. It presumably occurs when

the superior (here the battalion commander) pushes for high

performance but is seen at the same time as withholding

guidance , informat ion , freedom of action , and support.

“Unlike stress which re sul ts from a challenge which the

subordinate hopes to meet, this type of stress seems to

arise from a situa tion over wh ich the subordinate has no

control.” Potter (1978) h

Responses on this measure ranged from 1 to 7 with an

overall mean of 3.31 and a standard deviation . of 1.81. The
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means for company commanders and for staff officers were

respectively 3.53 and 3.09 (ns). As in the Fiedler and

Leister (1977) study subjects were classified as high in

double-bind stress if they scored on~ standard deviation

above the mean , five or higher (n = ~2), medium if they

scored two to four (n = 41), and low if they scored one

standard deviation below the mean , one (n = 17) .

Leader behavior was assessed using a 26-item scale

developed from selected items from the Leadership Behavior

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) Form XII (Stogdill , 1963).

Item selection was based on a factor analysis of the 31

items used in the study of Coast Guard s t a f f  personnel

(Potter , 1977) .  Subjects were directed to respond to the

following instructions:  “Below are a series of statements

which describe ways in whi ch your boss may behave. Read

each statement and indicate how often your boss behaves in

this way.” Responses ranged from 1 (never) through 4
c

(sometimes) to 7 (always) . A varimax analysis of the 26

items identified f ive  fac tors  accounting for more than f ive

per cent of the variance each and which in total accounted

for 96.5% of the variance . These five factors are :

Boss freedom. This most significant factor has an

eign value of 9.29 and accounts for 60.8% of the variance

in the LBDQ scale. The six items with factor loading s

greater than .50 are:
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Loading Item

.82 He always allows members complete freedom in
their work.

.79 He permits members to use their own jud gment in
solving problems.

.77 He allows the group a h i h  degree of initiative .

.74 He lets members do their work the way they
think best.

.58 He trusts the members to exercise good judgment.

.53 He puts suggestions made by the group into
operation .

Boss competence. This second factor , which seems to

assess the subord inate ’s perception of the superior ’s

competence and calmness , accounts for 16.6% of the scale

variance and has an eigen value of 2 . 5 4 .  The f ive item s in

this factor , three with negative loadings, are:

Loadi~~ I tem

— .69 He gets swamped by details.

.65 He remains calm when uncertain about certain
events.

• -.64 He gets confused when too many demands are
placed on him.

.63 He gives advance notice of change.

-.54 He gets things all tangled up.

Boss structure. The third factor seems to be a measure

of the degree to which the boss provides appropriate struc-

ture in defining the task. The four items with loadings
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greater than .50, which account for 8.1% of the scale

variance and have an eigen value of 1.24 are: 1 - -
Loading Item

.79 He lets members know what is expected of them .

.66 He makes sure that his part in the group is
understood by the group members.

.60 He keeps work moving at a rapid pace ,

.54 He maintains definite standards of performance .

Boss push. The fourth factor is a measure of the

degree to which the boss pushes or pressures his subordinates

to work harder and increase performance. The three items on

this factor account for 5.8% of the scale variance and have

an eigen value of .89.

Loadi~~ Item

.80 lie asks members to work harder. U

.75 He needles members for greater effort.

.65 He pushes for increased work performance .

Boss tolerance for uncer ta in ty.  The f i na l  factor

measures the superior ’ s abi l i ty  to tolerate uncer ta in ty  and

delay. The two items of this factor account for 5.2% of the

variance and have an eigen value of .79.

Loading Item

.67 He is able to tolerate postponement and
uncertainty .

.61 He accepts delay without becoming upset .  
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To determine which leader behaviors produced stress

with the subordinate a mul tiple regression analysis was

performed using the f ive previously defined factors as the

independen t variables with the global measure of stress L
with boss as the dependent variable. The two boss behaviors

which accounted for a significant portion of the variance

in the subordinate ’s perception of the stressfulness of

his relationship wi th his boss are: (a) the boss pushes

f or performance (
~~ 

= .32, p < .01) while (b) withholding the

freedom to act (
~~ 

= — .37, p < .05). The other identified

boss behaviors; boss is competent and calm , boss provides

appropriate structure , and boss tolerates uncertainty,  were

unrelated to the global measure of stress with the boss

= .09, -.14, and .09, respectively). The multiple

or explained variance in boss stress based on boss behaviors

was .27, a highly significant value (F = 6.35; df 5,86;

p < .001). These two behaviors, pushing for performance,

while withholding freedom to act , conforms precisely to

Potter ’s (1978) definition of double—bind stress, even —

though the items which measure this dimension are different.1

1Guttman (1944) provides an example of how items can
have d i f f e r i ng  meaning for diverse groups of subjects:

a sample of items of satisfaction with Army
life which formed a scale for combat outfits in the
Air Force did not form a scale for men in the technical
schools of the Air Force. The structure of camp life
for these two groups was too different for the same
items to have the same meaning in both situations.”

In this instance , the items which provided a measure of
double—bind stress for Coast Guard staff personnel at the
district leve l were no t~ the same items which measured
double—bind Stress in Army battalions.

-—~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - 
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Criterion Measures

Each company commander and staff officer was rated by

his battalion commander on an 8-item questionnaire , each

item having five responses ranging from “Greatly exceeds

job requirements ” (5) to “Does not meet job requirements”

(1) (Appendix D). This performance measure was developed

by Bons (1974) for use with military leaders. Three items

illustratin .j the rating scale are:

The way he organizes his people and specifies ways of
getting the job done.

The way he handles his job when demands are extra
heavy or when he find s himself under severe pressure.

• His rapport with his subordinates without becoming
overly familiar .

A factor analysis of the eight items using varimax

rotation resulted in one significant factor with an eigen

value of 5.1 and which accounted for 86% of the variance .

Loadings on this factor ranged from .26 to .87 with six of

the eight items loading above .50. The scale was therefore

assumed to be unidimensional and all eight items were summed

to produce a single performance score. Scores ranged from

40 to 12, with a mean of 33.4, a median of 34.3 , and a

standard deviation of 5.86. The Spearman—Brown split-half

reliability of the scale was .98. The mean for company

commanders and for staff officers was almost identical

(33.4 and 33.3 , respectively)

I 
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III. RESULTS

Similarity of Line and Staff

The lack of any significant differences in any vari-

ables between line commanders and staff officers, with the

• exception of Boss Push reflects the fundamental inter-

changeability of the officers who occupy the two types of

positions (Table 2). As mentioned earlier, unit commanders

are chosen from the pool of available staff officers within

the battalion and upon completion of their command assign-

ment will typically resume staff duties within the battalion.

This rotation between line and staff  assignments is a con-

tinuous pattern in an Army officer ’s career and is basic to

the concept of “professional development. ” Thus, any

differences between the two groups should not be due to

different types of officer s being in each group , but rather

to the character istics of the line or staff positions.

Intercorrelation of Variables

Table 3 presents a correlation matrix which includes

all the variables in this study. As can be seen , perform-

ance is not significantly correlated with any of the other

variables; specifically, there is no correlation between

either intelligence (r = — .03 , n = 89), or experience

(r = .01, n = 89) . This result .~.s consistent with findings

by Mann (1959), Campbell , Dunnette, Lawler , and Weick (1970),

and Fiedler (1970). Second , the perception of double-bind

stress is unrelated to rated performance (r = — .18, n = 91),

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _
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Table 2 r

Var iable Means and Two Ta i led Tes ts of

Significance for Line and Staff Positions

Mean

Variab l e Line Staff T-Value
(N) (NI *

Performance 33. 4 33.3 .06
(45) (46)

IntellI gence 30.9 29.9 .94
(44) (47)

Experience 80.1 78.6 .18
(44) (46)

Double-Bind 3.53 3.09 1.17
Stress (45) (46)

Boss Freedom 28.7 31.3 -1.73
(45) (47)

Boss Competence 24.8 25.5 - .63
(45) (47 )

Boss Structure 20.5 21.1 - .65
(45) (47)

Boss Push 14.2 11.7 3.12 ~~
(45) (47)

Boss Tolerates 6.96 7.96 -1 .77
Uncertainty (45) (47)

*** p ~ .01
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experience (r = .09, n = 8 9) ,  or intelligence (r = -.08,

n = 89). Third , the boss behaviors with the highest

correlations with double—bind stress are Boss Freedom (r =

— .42, n = 92, p < .001) and Boss Push (r = .35, n = 92,

p < .001), the boss behaviors which mul tiple regressive

analysis reveal pr imari ly account for the variance in boss

stress. Finally, with the exception of Boss Push, all boss

behaviors are significantly intercorrelated . This would

seem to indicate that there is a component in perceptions

of boss behavior which reflects a generally positive or

negative a f fect on the part of the subordinate toward his

boss (see Table 3).

Effects of Intelligence on Performance

Hypothesis 1 stated that the correlation between

intelligence and performance would diff er for staf f  officers

and for line commanders. Figure 3 shows the interaction

between intelligence and performance for line and staff

officers over low , medium , and high levels of intelligence .

A simple , two—way analysis of variance yields a significant

interaction , (F = 3.28, df = 2,85, p < .05)

This f igure , indicating that intelligence has a posi-

tive effect on the per formance of line commanders , while H

being deleterious to the per formance of staf f  personnel , H

represents the middle portion of Figure 1 between the two

optimum intelligence levels where staff positions place lower

intellectual demand s upon individuals than line positions. 

~~- - -~~~~~---~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ • - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~
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FIgure 3. The effect of intelligence on performance of cailpany
conuanders and battalion staff officers.
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The correlations between intelligence and performance

do d i f fer  for line (r = .18, n = 44 , ns) and staff  (r =

-.23 , n = 46 , ns). Although neither correlation by itself

is significant the difference in the correlations (Fisher ’s

— z) is marginally significant (z = 1.92 , p = .055) . •

~ypothesis 2 stated that for both line commander s and

staff  officers there would be a significant difference in

the intelligence-performance correlation under conditions

of high and low double-bind stress. Figure 4 shows the

correlations (converted to Z) between intelligence and

• performance over three levels of double—bind stress for

line commanders and staff officers. As previously stated ,

• double—bind stress is conceptualized as occurring when the

superior (here the battalion commander) pushes for high

performance but at the same time is seen as withholding

guidance , information and support.

Figure 4 , interestingly enough, provides support for

two conclusions. First of all, it supports the general

notion that double-bind stress has a deleterious effect on

the use of intelligence. This is clearly indicated by the

negative slopes of the lines for both line and staff, (i.e.

the greater the double—bind stress the lower or more negative

the correlation between intelligence and performance).

This figure also supports the previously expressed idea

that company command positions place higher intellectual

demands upon the job incumbents than do staff positions. One

- ---~~~~~----- -—-~~~~~~~~—- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~
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suggested reason is that under low double-bind stress the

individual is free to use his intelligence . Since the line

commander , as already posited , needs his intellectual

abilities to perform effectively, his intelligence is corre-

lated positively with performance when double-bind stress

is low. For the staff officer , whose job by its structured

nature does not demand creative use of intellect , there is

no correlation between his intelligence and performance t
in those conditions when he is free to use his intellectual

ab i l i t i e s. Conversely, under condit ions of h igh  double-

bind stress , when the line commander is unable to meet the

intellectual demands of his job the correlition between

intelligence and performance is reduced to zero; while in

the same stressful conditions the staff officer misuses his

intelligence because creativeness and oriqinality interfere

with the job .
t .

Further , these results support the Fiedler-Leister data

and the Potter data as reported in Table 1. The squad

leader sample (line) of Fiedler and Leister corrosp~ nds to

the line company commanders. The Coast Guard staff corres-

ponds to the battalion staff officer sample. In both com-

parable groups, line and staff , the correlations are nearly

identical. However , the small size of the battalion line

and staff samples cause the correlations to be non-si~;nificant .

The compatibility of these results lends wci..iht to arciument

that whether or not intelliqence has a beneficial , detrimen-

k •. - --—-.-~- - - —--j ---- ---- —~~.—• ---~~~~a - .:. S~~~~.
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tal, or no eff ect on performance is contingent not only

upon stress in the subordinate ’s relationship with his

superior but also upon the structuredness of the job . In

highly procedural and structured jobs intelligence at best

seems to have no effect; in unstructured and ambiguous jobs

intelligence at worst seeming ly has no impact (see Table 4)

The correlations between intelligence and performance

f or line commanders under conditions of low double-bind

stress (r = .56, n = 7 , ns) and for s taff  officers under

high double-bind stress (r = — .56, n = 9, p .10) are

significantly different (Z = 1.96 , p < .05) .

Effects of Experience on Performance

Hypothesis 3 stated that the relationship between

experience and performance would d i f f e r  for s ta f f  o f f ice rs

and for line officers. Figure 5 shows this interaction

between experience and performance for line and staff

officers. A simple two-way analysis of variance yields a

significant interaction (F = 3.01, df = 2,85, p = .05) . As

the f igure indicates, experience enhances the performance

of staff personnel while it appears to degrade the perform-

ance of line officers.

The correlations between experience and performance

for line commanders (r = -.26, n = 44 , p < .10) and for

staff  of f icers  (r = .20, n = 45, ns) differ . Although

neither correlation by itself is sign i f i cant, the di f fe rence

• - = - ~~~~:= -
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Table 4

Correlation of Inte lli gence and Performance
Under Hi gh and Low Boss Stress

High Low Fisher ’s ZBoss Stress Boss Stress S ignifican ce of(N) 
—

~~~~~~~ (N) the Di fference

Squad Leaders ~ -.01 .51*** 2.01**
(27) (28)

C~npany Conlllanders 1 .06 .56
(13) (7) .97

Staff

Coast Guard Staff 2 _ .27*** .16 2.20**
(48) (60)

Battalion Staff 1 _ 5 5 * .17 1.39
(9)  (9)

~~p <  .10 -

~~

** p ( .05

~~~~~~ .01

1. Stress above or below 1SD. 
.

2. Stress above or bel ow mea’.
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in the correlations (Fisher ’s Z) is significant (Z = 2.14 ,

p < .05).

Hypothesis 4 stated that ex1~erience is positively

correlated with performance for both line commanders and

staff officers when double—bind stress is high. Figure 6

shows the correlations (converted to Z) between experience

and performance over three levels of double-bind stress for

line commanders and staff officers. This figure is practi-

cally a mirror image of the interaction of intelligence and

double—bind stress (Figure 4) . Staff officers ’ experience

has an increasingly positive correlation with performance

as double-bind stress increases. For company commanders -
‘

under conditions of low double-bind stress, experience is

strongly negatively correlated with performance . As double-

bind stress increases the magnitude of this negative rela—

tionship decreases. For line commanders under high double-

bind stress and for staff officers under low double-bind

stress , experience has no effect on performance. But,

experience is beneficial to staff officers under high double—

bind stress and detrimental to line officers under low

double—bind stress. The difference in the correlations

between experience and performance for line commanders

under conditions of low double—bind stress 4r -.86, n =

8, p < .01) and for staff officers under high double—bind

stress (r = .49, n = 9, ns) (like the correlation between

intelligence) is highly significant (Z 2.85, p .01).

_ - - - - - •- • • - •- -
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The relationship between experience and performance

under varying levels of boss stress for battalion staff

officers is very similar to those results obtained by Fiedler

and Leister (1977) and in the Potter (1978) study. However,

the data for company commanders are different as Table 5

clearly shows. Plausible explanations for these divergent

resi~’it~. shall be presented in the next section .

These results imply that the best line commanders at

the battalion level are bright and young while the most

effective staff officers are less intelligent and more

experienced. In other words , the best line officers make

the worst staff officers and the best staff officers are

the wor st commanders~ This is the case as is shown in

Figure 7.
£ A simple analysis of variance shows this interaction

to be highly significant (F = 8.02, df = 1,46, p < .01)

The difference in performance for intelligent , inex-

perienced officers and for less intelligent, experienced

officers is significant and marginally significant for line

and staff respectively. This is shown on Table 6.

Alternative Explanations

It might be argued that the striking ly different effect

of intelligence and experience on the performance of line

and staff officers could be an artifact of the differences

in rank between line and staff personnel; i.e., all but two

of 44 rated unit commanders were Captains , while at the

___________ -~~• - - •- - - -- - -~~ 
- •-.•
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Tab le 5

Correla ti ons of Ex per ience and Performance
Under High and Low Boss Stress

High 
— 

Low Fisher ’s Z
Boss Stress Boss Stress Significance of

(N) (N) the Difference

1 **Squad Leaders ‘ .40 .09 1.17
(27) (28)

Coas t Guard Staff2 •44*** .03 2.22**
(48) (54)

Bat tal ion Staff 1 .42 -.13 1.00
(9) (9)

Company Coninanders 1 -.04 _ .86~~* 2.25**
(12) (8)

** p < .05

*** p ~ .01

1. Stress above or below 1 SD

2. Stress above or below mean 

T~~~~~~~ — - --
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Table 6

Mean Performance Scores for Intelligent , Inexperienced
Officers and Less Intelligent , E’per ienced Office rs

Intellige nt Less Intelli gent
Position Inexperienced Experienced I Value

(n) (n) 
—

**Line 34.9 29.8 2.14
( i i )  (12)

*Staff 30.9 35.4 -1.96
(14) (13)

** p < ~~Q5

— -~
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staff  level there were  five Second Lieu tenan ts, 14 First

Lieutenants, and 3 Majors, in addition to the 24 staff

Captains. Again , however , an analysis of the correlations

by rank show that this is unlikely. As Table 7 shows,

intelligence is negatively correlated with performance for

staff  personnel of all ranks , while experience was posi- 
k

tively correlated with performance for staff personnel of

all ranks. The signs of all correlations are just the

opposite for captain commanders.

Another explanation might focus on the differences in

the variable means for the various ranks. However, only

for experience is there any significant effect for rank

differences. Since promotion within the Army is , to a

large extent , contingent upon length of service, this

finding is not surprising . As one can see from Table 8, a

one-way analysis of variance reveals no relationship between

rank and any of the other variables in this study.

An alternative explanation for the negative but non-

significant correlation between experience and performance

for line comm anders (r = -.26, n = 44, ns) focuses on the

role of the company commander who occupies a unique place

in the military ethos. Only in the role of command is a

military leader challenged to his utmost , facing the

greatest demands of his career , and bearing the weightiest

responsibility commensurate with his rank . Command at each

hierarchical. level is invariably a prerequisite for

__________ - 
~~-
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Table 7

Correlation of Performance with 1 ‘itelligence and

Experience over all Rarks

Intelligence Experience
Rank Line Sta~~~ Line Staff

In) In) Ui) (nI_

2LT. - .23 93*
(5) (4)

iLl. — -.08 - .16
(2) (14) (2) (14)

CPT. .22 ~.36* ~.27* .26
(42) (24 ) (42) (24)

MAJ. — —

(3) r

TOTAL .18 -.23 _ .26* .20
(44) (46) (44) (45)

* p <  .10

- -
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Table 8

Variable Means and F Probab lity

(Onewa.y Anal ysis of Variance) for Different Ranks

Mean F
Variable 2LT iLl CPT MAJ Probability

(n) (n) . (n) (n) Level

Performance 34.8 33.2 33.2 35.0 .89
(5) (16) (67) (3)

Intelligence 26.4 28.8 30.9 32.0 .15
(5) (16) (67) (3)

Experience 41.2 
• 

48.6 83.4 203.7 .00
(4) (16) (67) •(3)

Doublebi nd
Stress 2.25 3.25 3.32 4.6 7 .39

(4) (16) (68) (3)

Boss Freedom 32.0 29.3 30.0 29.7 .92
(5 ) (16) (68) 

• (3)

Boss Competence 25.0 23.4 25.5 27.3 .54
(5) (16) (68) (3)

Boss Structure 24.0 20.2 20.8 19.0 .26
(5) (16) (68) (3)

Boss Push 12.4 12.8 13.0 14.0 .96
(5) (16) (68) (3)

Boss Tolerates 9.80 7.88 7.16 8.33 .16
Uncertainty (5) (16) (68) (3)

_______________________________ ~~~- - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-•..

~~

—-

~~~~~
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promotion. Not all are priviledged to command above the

company level and an of f icer  wh ile in a command position

has more status than when he holds a staff job. Ordinarily,

an officer will  have at the most one command assignmen t at

each rank; thus an Army Captain can !xpect to occupy a

leadership position (company command) only for 18 months

during his eight years as a Captain . Since command positions

are seen as prestigious , and as a prerequisite for advance-

ment, competition for command or line positions among

officers who have not commanded is keen. One might then

assume that those officers who are chosen f or command ear ly

in their career are identified as the “sharp” young officers,

the fast risers, the most capable. This might then account

for the high performance scores for the less experienced

line off icer , while those who are not afforded the oppor-

tunity to command early are seen by their superiors as less

competent and hence are rated lower.

This explana tion , while plausible, does not seem to

hold for this samp le. The mean intelligence and experience

of captains in line and staf f positions were very similar

and not significantly different (~ 31.4 and 30.2 and ~

81.3 and 86.9, respectively) . Whether the company commander ’s

experience is the cause or the effect of poor performance is

by no means established and needs to he further investi~-iated .

As previously shown , however , line and staff officers do use

experience differently.
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Boss Behaviors

The variou s boss behavior s, derived from a factor

analysis of the LBDQ items , have already been described and

it was shown how these boss behaviors affected perceptions

of stress. One naturally asks, therefore, which behaviors

on the part of the boss facilitate the use of his subordin— 
F

ates ’ intelligence and experience? To answer this question

the five previously identified boss behaviors were parti—

tioned , as double—bind stress, one standard deviation above

and below the mean . Correlation coefficients were computed

to show the relationships between intelligence and perform-

ance, and experience and performance for both line and

staff o f f i ce r s  under high and low conditions of specified

boss behaviors. These results are summarized in Table 9.

The results reveal that, in general , line commanders

are able to use their intellectual resources when they

perceive their boss as being competent and in control .

Perhaps this implies that line commanders attribute compe-

tence to bosses who allow them to utilize their in telligence ,

although in this case , it is impossible to determine

causality . Experience seems to impair performance for these

commanders , however , when the boss is seen as pushing for

performance while allowing l i t t le  freedom of action (double-

bind stress) and tolerating little uncertainty and delay .

Staff officers , on the other hand , appear to misuse

their intelligence when the boss does not push for perform-

_______ _ _ _ _  

-
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Table 9

Correlation of Performance with Intelli gence and
Exper ience Under Va ri ous Boss Behav iors 1

Boss Intel lig ence Ex per i ence
Behaviors Line Staff Line Staff

(N) ( N )  (N) (N) H

Hi .26 -.36 -.07 .02 -~~

Boss 
— 

(4) (13) (4) ( 13 )
Freedom

Low .12 — .52 - .45 .26
_____________ 

(12 ) (7 ) (11) (6)

Hi .85** -.28 -.57 .00
Boss (6) (14) (6) ( 14 )
Competence

Low .34 .57 -.40 -.41
_____________ (11) (5) (11) (4)

Hi .32 -.11 -.37 .01
Boss 

— 
(8) (13) (7) (13) H

Structure
Low -.16 -.42 .22

_______________ 
(12) (9) (12) (20)

Hi -.03 -.21 - . 50** .34
Boss (18) (6) (18) (6)
Push

Low .02 _ .51* .28 .23
_____________ 

(7) (14) (7) (14)

Hi .28 -.04 -.15 .09
Boss (6) (12) (6) (12)
Tol era te~~~Uncertainty

Low - .06 .04 - .46 .58
___________ 

(9) (8) (10) (7)

1 Behav iors above or be l ow 1SD
* p ~ .10

** p < .05

~~~~~~~~ _~~~~~~-~~~~ • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •- -~~~~~ -_ - __________
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ance , does not provide appropriate structure , and allows

little freedom. In other words, when the boss doesn ’t tell

him what to do , doesn ’ t emphasize do i ng anything , yet

withholds freedom of action , the sta f officer may use his

intelligence to generate creative pr~blem solutions which

are seen by the boss as inappropriate. However , it seems

that in the absence of appropriate guidance from the boss

(low Boss Structure) , the staff officer is able to use his

experience to determine appropriate behaviors , i . e . ,

adherance to the prescribed rules and procedures.

In sum , it seems that specific boss behaviors do not

have as large an impact on the use of intelligence and

experience by line and s ta f f  o f f i c e r s  as does the percep- L

tion of stress in their relat ionship wi th  the boss. In

other words, it’s not so much what the boss does, but 
r~~

instead how much stress he generates in his relationships

with his subordinates that determines how their intelligence

and experience will impact on performance .

I
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IV. DISCUSSION

Intelligence and Performance

This study found (a) that the intelligence of li ne and

staff officers has a different effect on the performance of

these officers and (b) that stress with the boss (double—

bind stress) moderates these relationships. The explanation

for these finding s and the predicted results were based on

a model postulating an optimum level of intell igence for

specific jobs.

Staff work within Army battaliona is routinized to a

very high degree. Regulations and standard operating pro-

cedures cover almost every contingency which the staff

officer is likely to encounter in his day-to—day activities.

To fulfill his duties he need only recognize his current L

situation or problem and apply the appropriate regulation

or procedure. The staff officer is effective to the degree

to which he follows the explicitly prescribed rules relative

to his own staff assignment. The more intelligent staff

of ficer at the battalion level is perhaps more likely to

innovate and to rely upon his own judgment to solve problems.

The necessity for standardizing the diverse types of Army

battal ions throughout the wor ld sharply  discourages innov a-

tion and personal jud gment.  Instead of increas ing  pe r fo rm -

ance levels , the creative use of intelligence may th~’n cause

deviations from the mandatory or recommended procedures and

impair performance .

- ~~~~~
—-

~~



Further , innovation is discouraged from another source ,

the commander. In the military ethos, the staff officer is

seen as “an extension of the commander. ” He takes no

actions, issues no policy, nor coordinates any activities

outside his own staff section , except with the superior ’s

approval. Everything the staff officer does that affects

the organization is done “in the name of the commander.” H
When the staff officer speaks, he speaks “for the commander.”

Therefore , it is incumbent upon the commander to exercise

close supervision over his subordinate staff officers so

that their actions will in fact be an extension of his

wi l l .  As a r esu l t , any la t i tude  which exists in the st a f f
t i

of f i ce r ’ s job which is n ot li mit~ed by regulat ions and SOP ’ s

is pre-empted by the commander. Again , creat ivi ty and inno-

vation are greatly restricted and their application may, in

fact , lower performance in the eyes of the commander , who

ul t imate ly  is the judge of performance.  - 

-

On the other hand , the job of the cfficer in a leader-

ship position of a company is significantly less structured

than that of the battalion staff officer. His primary

functions include the establishment and enforcement of

policies and standards , the maintenance of military disc!-

pline and esprit de corps , the organization and allocation

of his personnel resources , and the training and motivation

of his subordinates. These functicns demand innovation and

c rea t iv i t y. The line commander ’s intelliger. th~ n appears

- - - - -- - - -~~~~~~~~~~~~ S. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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to aid him in the accomplishment of his job. This suggests

that the optimum intelligence level for company commanders

is higher tnan that  for battalion staff officers and that

the average intelligence ievel for junior officers is some-

where between the two optimum intell igence levels.

Addit ional ly ,  this  study reconciles apparent d i f f e r —

ences in the Fiedler and Leister (1977) study and the Potter

(1978) study . While Fiedler and Leister found that, depen-

ding upon boss stress , in tel ligence hel~~ ç1 performance or

had no eFfec t , Potter found that  intel l igence had no cf f e c t

or hurt performance . The present investigation explains

these differences through an examination of job character-

ist ics , spec i f i ca l ly ,  the procedur al and cr ea t ive dem ands

of the job . Intel l igence can be positively correlated w i t h  , -

performance only when (a) stress with the boss is low and k

(b) when the job requires the creative use of intellect at.

a level greater than the int~cflectua1 level of the job

incumbent (squad leaders and company commanders). In jobs

which (a) the intellectual demand s of the p sition are

lower than the abilities of the job in cumbent s , and whicJ~
(b) are character ized by a hi gh degree of s t ruc tu re  and

routine~ (Coast Guard staff and bat tal ion s t a f f ) ,  in t e l l i—

gence will have an increasing ly de t r imen ta l  e f fe c t  on

p~ r to r rn ance  as double—b ind stress increases.

_ _ _ _  ___  ___  _ _ _ _ _  -
.
- --
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E~~~rience an.~~Perforrnan ce

The results of this -3tudy confirm that experience has

a different effect on the performanc~. of lin~ and staff

personnel , and that double—bind stre ‘a mo~erates these

relationships. These findings again are explainud through

an analysis of the characteristics of a s t a f f  j ob and a line

position at the battalion level.

As previously suggested , the staff officer ’s job at

the bat talion level is highly gover ned by ~ ca ndardiz ed

procedures and requlat icns ;  he iS e f f ec t ive  to th~ locree

to which he adheres to prescribed procedures and methods.

T~e longer he is in the military the more familiar he

becomes wi th  “f.~~ 1rmy way ” o~ doi ng th ings , i . e .  the

regulations , steps and pricedures inherent in any staff

position , the more effective he becomes. Thus, f or the

staff officer , experience is slightly but not significantly

correlated with performance (r = .21), n = 45~ . This is

consistent with Po ’ ter ’s (19/8) finding that Coas t Gu~’r .1

staff perform .nce impro~rcd with experience (r = .18, n

J40 , p = .03). For the line commander , cu the other hand ,

whose approach tc the job mus t be cre.~ti~’e and innovative .

ex}’erien~ n is sl i-j h t ly  neqat i~rel~s cc:’rela ted w I t h  performance

(r  — . 26, a 44, ns)

The interpretation ~f F • .qu~ e 6 ~nd Table  7 shot•. in q  the

effect of (cubic—bind gi ross ci th~ correlation of p~ rf~ rm—

- -.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- 

• . - ~ 
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ance with experience for company commanders and staff offi-

cers again relates to the nature of the tasks involved , in

line positions and staff positions. As previously shown ,

the individual in a staff position will benefit from experi-

ence because of the intricate procedural demands inherent in

such a position (Figure 2). Under high stress the staff

officer will abandon his creative and intellectual skills

and will focus on what  he knows best , what  his experienct

has taught him (Lazarus , 1966). Experience is the appro-

priate resource (as opposed to intelligence ) in this intri-

cately structured and procedural  job.  There is , theref ore ,

a positive correlation between the staff officer ’s experience

and his performance , the more experienced officer being most

familiar with the intricate procedural demand s of the lob .

On the other hand , the staff officer in the low stress

condition is free to use his intellectual resources and

presumably does so. Since this is the inappropriate source

of guidance for behavior there is no correlation between

his experience and his performance in this condition .

Consider the l ine o f f i c e r .  Under the high stress

condition , he , too , will abandon his c reative and intellec-

tual skills in order to fall back on his experience. But

in his case , where the job is characterized by high crea-

tivity demands, experience is the inappropriate reference

for job effectiveness. As a result , there is no correlation

between experience and 1e rformance . Explain m u  the ext

—5- - -- --- . 5



Lnegative correlation between experience and performance for

line commanders under low double—bind stress conditions is

somewhat speculative . Possibly under low stress the more

experienced commanders relax in the job and do not try as

hard. This is consistent with Berkurn ’s (1964) finding that

recruits outperformed experienced sergeants when stress was

low.

In essence , neither intelligence nor experience con—

tribute to the performance of staff officers under conditions

of low double-bind stress, as was also shown by Potter .

Also, neither intelligence nor experience affect line per—

formance under conditions of high double-bind stress. When

the line officer can use his intellect to aid his perform-

ance , experience serves as an obstacle. In contrast, when

the staff officer can use his experience to aid performance ,

high intelligence has a negative effect.

Summary of Results

Several tentative conclusions can he drawn from this

study. First, the optimum intelligence level model

(Figure 1) may account for the results of this and previous

studies. It suggests why intelligence can be positively,

negatively, or not correlated with performance for any

single job, depending upon the average intelligence level of

the job incumbents and the optimum intelligence level for

the job. If the average intelligence level is below

optimum , intelligence and performance will be positively

- ~~
S -  .. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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correlated ; if the average intelligence level is above

optimum , intelligence and performance will be negatively ‘
I

correlated ; and if the average intelligence level is near

optimum , intelligence and performance will be unrelated .

Further, the results suggest that intelligence can have a

positive impact only on jobs requiring the creative use of

intellect , and this seems possible only when double—bind

stress is low . Intelligence has a detrimental effect on

jobs requiring a high degree of standardization and routine

when double-bind stress is high.

Figure 2 portrays the effect of experience on jobs

characterized by high demands for creativity and originality

and on jobs requiring rigid adherence to standard operating

procedures and regulations. It seems experience has a

negative impact on the former and a positive effect on

performance in the latter. This model also helps to explain

the puzzling results of previous investigations of the effect

of experience on performance . Addi t iona l ly ,  it appears tha t

experience will have a positive impact on performance only

on jobs requir ing a high degree of standardization and

in t r ica te  procedural guidance  and only when double-bind

stress is h igh .  Finally, the results suggest that experi-

ence will have a negative effect on performance in jobs

requiring the creative use of intellect when stress wi th the

boss is low . However , this spec u lation , un l i ke  the other

findings , is not supporte~I by previous research.

. - - ~‘--~ — “
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Practical implications. Although this study used as

subjects military line and staff personnel at battalion

level , the finding s may generalize to other positions with

similar distinguishing characteristics , i.e., high demand s

for creat ivi ty  and intellectual abilities, or intricate

procedural demands. Similarly, the optimum intelligence

level model may be appropriate for other jobs. Bearing

this in mind, the practical implications discussed may be

applicable to organizat ions  other than m i l i t a r y.

The implications of this study concern the most effec-

tive assignment and utilization of personnel within the

organizational setting .

The most s igni f icant  conclusion is tha t the intellec-

tual abilities of ind iv idua ls  need to be matched wi th  the

intellectual demand s of the job. Some people who are

either too dull or too bright for a specific job will not

perform as well as those whose mental abilities are at the

optimum intellectual level for that particular job . This

is intuitively sensed by many personnel managers who reject

job applicants who are “over—educated ” or appear “too smart”

for the job.

Secondly, it is suggested that personnel managers need

to analyze jobs for structural and procedural demands and

creative and in te l lec tual  demands.  The more experienced

personnel can then be assigned to posi t ions  wherein t he i r

familiarity with the system can be of value as opposed to

L ________ - — 
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positions where experience may be an obstacle to original

thinking .

Theoretical implications. The theoretical implications

of this study are consistent with  pruvious research (Potter ,

1978). First of all , stress which i~. perceived by subordin-

ates as stemming from their relationship with their boss,

wherein the boss pushe s for  performance yet withholds infor-

mation , guidance and freedom , has a negative impact on the

ability to use intelligence. At the same time , this double-

bind stress positively affects the ability to use experience .

Secondly, it appears that even though intelligence and

experience perform a similar function (i.e., provide a basis

on which to make decisions about behavior) they are used in

very different ways. Some situations seem to require that T
intelligence be used to guide behavior and other situations

require that experience~be used for maximum effectiveness.

The substitution of one for the other may impair performance.

How does an individu.~l decide whether to use his experi-

ence or his intellect? In some cases the decision is made

for him . If the subordinate is subjected to pressure ,

especially from his boss, he cannot use his intelligence .

We cannot however , endorse the eradication of boss pressure ,

for this stress stimulates the use of experience . In sum

then , it seems that if the job requires the creative use of

intellect and if the job incumbents have the necessary

mental skil ls, it is inappropriate for the boss to pressure

- -- ~~~~~~~~~~ -
- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — _ t__ ~~~~~~~~~~~ - — =__._*5~~_5_ 
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them . On the other hand , if the job is routine and proce-

dural and if subordinates are experienced , stress from the

boss will improve performance.

This study is only one step toward unraveling the p

complex knot which intertwines experience , intelligence and

their effect on specific jobs. Much work will need to be

done to answer such questions as, “What functions of

intellect are degraded by stress? Why is stress necessary

to stimulate the use of experience? How does one determine

the creative and intellectual demands of a job? How does

one assess the routineness and procedural demands of a job?

and How is the optimum intelligence level for a specific

job measured? Hopefully, this study will stimulate research

to answer these important questions. 

- .-.._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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W ON ~~(RLlC

PERSONNEL TES T
F O R M  V

NAME Date 
(Ph. Pflnt )

READ ThIS PAGE CAREFULLY. DO EXACTLY AS YOU ARE TOLD .
DO NOT TURN OVE R THIS PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE

I~~STRVCTED TO DO SO.

This is. test of problem solvin g .bi lit y . It contains var ious types of questions. Below is a sample question Lcorrectly filled in: , 
-

REAP is the opposi te of

1 obta in. 2 cheer, 3 continue, 4 ex ist , 5 sow L~J
The correct answer is “sow (It is helpfu l to unde rline the correct word.) The correct word is numbered
5. Then write the figure 5 in the brackets at the end of the line

Answer the next sample quest ion your self.

Gasoline sells for 23 cents per gallon . What will 4 gallons cwt’ 1—]
The corre ct answ er is 92c . There is nothing to underline so j ust place ~92( in the brackets.

Here is another example -

MINER MINOR — Do these words have

I simil ar meanin g. 2 contradictory , 3 mean r.eithe r same nor oppos ite?

The correct answer is ~meari neither same nor opposite” which is number 3 so all you have to do is place
a fig~ re 3’ in the brackets as the end of the line.

When the answer to a question is a letter or a number, put the letter or number in the brackets.
All letters should be printed .

This test contains 50 questions. It i~ un likely that you will fini sh all of them , but do your best After the
examiner tel l , you to begin , you wil l be given exactly 12 minute s to wo rk as m any at you can. Do not go
so fast that you make m istak es since you must tr y to get as many right as posi ible. The questions become
inc-teasingly difti cult , so do not ski p about Do not spend too much time on any one problem. The examiner
will not answer any questions after the test be*ins.

Now, lay down you r penci l and wait for the examiner to tell you to begin!

Do not turn the pate until you are told to do so.

C. yrsgbi 1939 by E. F W .d..eI,eC

P.thd,aP d b. ’ C F W,nd*br. P 0 B,. 7. N,,i M.ld , til,nw. All r.Stt . ..~~ .sd , .ch~~in4 ,?. .gM t, .e,’othic. thu t.~ t ot
say pars ffi.u,oI in any form by nvn o r5ph. sec:o~~aph , ar .su any artist — .. . .~wffi ., if. r*prod .ci.on, a.. stid or at.
lis.mM.d It.. lot .

~~iNTID IN U i.A~

Ill, -5’ .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ ‘~~~~~ 
. -. -
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Vstss V

I In th , fo ll owing set of words , w hich word is diflerent from the other , ?
I copper , 2 nickel. 3 aluminum , 4 WIri l I. S bron~t’ [ ...._... j

2. Which wor d below is related to bear a. calf is to çØw~
1 chick , 2 cub . 3 (awn , 4 trout, S f ox .  [ ‘ — 4

3, Most of the items below r esemble each o ilier Which ~~w is least like the other s ’
I July. 2 Feh r u.iiv . 3 Ap r i l . 4 Tuesday. 5 June  [—- - - . 1

4 In 20 days a boy saved one dollar . Wh at w as his averag e dail y aaving ?
5 HYPOCRITE HVST KRICA L — Dii th ese words have

I similar meaning, 2 contra d ictory , 3 nican neither same nor opposite ’ 
~~~~~~~~

6. Are the mesnin gs of the fo llowin g se nte nc es I s i ii i ,l~ r . 2 contradictory, .t neither
sim ilar nor contr . r t :~ i- ,iv Looli before vi ii leap ‘flu nk ro,tiv and speak tomorrow [ — I

1 Assume the fi rst 2 statements are true, Is the ii,,~ l one: (1 )tr ue , (2 )f alse , (3 )not certai n ’
The flute is in r.uire with th e harp. The harp is in tune with the viol a. The viola is in
tune w tth the flute [..

~ 
....J

S In the following set of w o rd s , whic h wor d is diff e rent from the other s ’ . 
-

I beef , 2 mackerel. .1 v ea l , 4 baco n . 5 hot dog [—. .1 P1
9 Ar e the meanings of the following setsiCncCS’ I simi lar , 2 contradi ctory, 3 neit her

si milar nor contradictory ’ Never look a gift hors e in the mouth You cannot make a silk
purse out of a sow ’s ear -

10 Most of the item s below resemble each other . Whic h one us least like the others ’
I suspicion . 2 unhclu , f . 3 doubt . 4 reso lve . 5 misgiving

II SUPPORT is t he oppo s it e of
I maint ain . I s us t a in , 3 cheris h. . desert , S prop 1 1

1 2 Assume the fi rs : 2 st atements i re  true Is the f~nii I line : (1  )triie , ( l ’ f f a lxe , ( 3)not ~erj~~fl~
Theie puppies are normal ilogs All normal d c ’  are act iv e These pu~qsirs or, sctu s ’ r S 4

Ii How many of the h~ e items l iste d below are cx ii i dup lic at es o f each ot her ~ [ ...,.J
7,562 731u 5
ar~’ 637 .59

S27i R1 H7i si
SiCl M QtCJM

i6253 (7 iti3 s.i~ 7

14 Gasoline is 12 5  cents a giill øt i . How many gallons can you bit~r for a dollar? —i
I S DECEPTION is the oppo s ite of

I falsehood . 2 tri cke ry , 3 (ra nkne ss 4 flnc~~ ’ 5 (sbrscatsovs
It, Ass ume the f irst 2 s iutem nenix are t rue Is the f’iiu.iI inc. ( I ‘ItrUe, (2 ‘(f alse , (3 )non ~~~~~~~~

All red headed boys like candy Ch a r l es is ie if. headecl He likes candy _ .. 1
17 . A dealer bough t some cars for 32500 He sold them (Or 52900. makin g $50 on each cai.

How many cars were involved ’ 1 1
18 ABSURD ACCEDE ‘ Do these words have

I similar mean ing , 2 coni rai iiu’torv .5 mean ne ther same nor oppos ite ’ . 1
19 Two of the t ,,IIowii ,~ p,~uiei b s have s im , l ai meilri n~ x Wh,r ’i ones are t hey~ 1I Yen r. ich mo,. t i w . * , t h  h,,n.v nan ,,.th ~~~~~~~~

~ ‘Tb. f~..i ih.r d~... uh. .n ..h o, i.th. wh..i sh.i g.ts th. 5rss..
.5 A liv toi io,, . lb. hu n.v
4 Swnt .psw.r.. a’ wti.n a’. pay

Too •w i f t  an ion ’ a. tai l ,  .. too .1, ,,.

20 In the follow ing s et i f  w’~ rds , which word is f I t  ‘ ren t from the o(~ eyt ~
I little, 2 small . 3 ti ni’ . 4 spaciou s , pr-ta’s., . [ -

II ADORN is the opposite ,.f
I garnish , 2 ornua rneni 3 em bellish . 4 bedeck , S deface

22 Are the meanin gs of the turlI wing aeritefli’es I s u n n y ’  2 contradictory. 3 n,ithpi’
sim Ian nor coni ruud ict ’ ry ‘ Winds are always (Oul i,’ than deeds Stabs heal , hut hail
st’ords never

23 Two of the following ;,, u ertus have a similar meaning Which ones are ~~~~~ [ II i • hlii .n t. ia . tv
I t~’ II. ii h.j. 1’, • ‘ I  In’s .5. I
.5 I :, I, vita, ~ .g.’n’ I,. , . . .
4 ~ ,,tu,n. i~~.ori I l . a  bra..
S ~ II ~‘OO ‘~i. lIw •*~I ~~~ “I

14 A rectangular I i  coiirplorelv ‘i l l , ’ ,I holds h4 0 ri,hue feet if grain If t he bin us R feet
w ide and 10 c u t  long. h u w  ilt~ ;n ii ii 1 J

It liNGER is the o pposit e ‘f
I f u r y , 2 ye a i i . .1 f i t t l a’ r  ‘nc, 4 itui pIe..ur~ S resentment I

2ti Assume the f ir :t  2 sl u t,, ‘ii, , , e  ~‘ iie I final i”iie t ’ ’ , c  ‘((s It e . (3~ nist certa in ”
These boys ar e normal h,I,lr. . n ‘u (‘m aP chi ,l,en a r e big eate rs These bos” are big
eater’s f I

2”  A ~wuy is tO years ‘ l i t  at ’ ,i hus t s r .  is t, . qs old ‘,t.’ti.’n the Iy’i is 16 sears. crl f, what will
tie the age of his s ,,,. 1.

— ~~~~~~- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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2$. Are th, meanings tnt the I. n l l , uw iu~ sentenc e. I au. n ulai , 2 contradictory, .1 is r u ttuet
similar nix, cu ntu a i l ,c t ,n ,  i ‘ A l  csu,uueii ,’i s ue  ended at mair ia ‘u’ Th. man who es pect s
cu~x itur t in th u l i e  u u i i u , n  (s’ t n u u i u  .1 ,0 .1 t n t . . j u l  l . l , i i , t  j

29 In th e (ollowiiig tet m i  winu - t s  us i i i .  i ii,’. 1 .s . tu i l  ci cu t f t  i , uiu the ‘ u r is
I orIon, 2 s , ’ e l i i  .1 s,uur , 4 spice , ‘i bii ii ie

30. ABSCOND AI1SFN k’lc — I).. these wonmhs base
I su ntmhs r ,n i ra i , ,i , s . .‘ m ’ i u i u t i  sl it , u.n s I iu ur ans tie , nheu 5*0 nOr opposit e ’

i f .  Pour at the i,nl l, ss iu ig ii 
~~ 

is ca st  tin’ l)tte,f i ,n g et hei iii su i hi a as as to make a tria ng lr
Wh ich 4 auc tiuci ‘

~~~~~~~~~~~~ Hi N ~ 
/

s j
32 RETREAT RETRIEVE tX. the ’se winds have

I s imilar nieaning. .1 m .‘ i,i i ii!,, i .i. i .5 unesu ’ neither same nor o~’tçXfli te
.13, Which numbei u iu the i, .l l,.si ui i gi t usup iii n i utt u Ia’S repls’.ents the sni aIIe.i uniount 1

999 999 9 I 1 sit
,M. An . the mesu tu ngs m ,t the tolli,w ui ig se i t t r uum ’es I ai nn i lau . 2 co ntrad is ’to i ~‘ , 3 iie ith r i

sinlilgi nor contrsduu’ton s’ ‘ A hi u~ nif it iseed us a ii ienul indesnit A f a u t t i t u l  lr uei n.I is a st r uuuu ~
defens e

.55 Whet, the pint ’. iii gs * m ’ lu i i e m c i  eased t i u u i i u  Its 4 (‘tnt. to 20 S cents, what w.s the percent
mut est, in cost .1 t t ie gmu s n . luu un’ ‘

i~ A°PEAL us t t ue ,ut upu ns i i e i
I tiesees’h. 2 e t u i u e , t  . 5 ieipurs t , 4 . Ieuib S inv ok e

I? Two ol th, hi u hl ~iwung m i s  en his tua s’ i’ S , n u u u  u uiea i,iuucs ‘,tith u~ ti units air they ’
i knry afl.ci b.um.otn . maui.
1 Tb. ..., u ,.. ,.. I,u . ‘ in , rush. nuisi s
5 Twu uim.g.u.ut ih.I i a uu. .uu
4 A ih,..i,.i.I ,, .,,t ,. n . m  , i , , , ,  h i m  r.. .s.” ‘St
S Wet ., a P i , , , 5  i., 1., ,i.s ~~~~~ it,. h.,,ini is..,, . a...

.t$ . Supps.ae iou at ,  ,,i ice th~ I ll.,,’ ,, g us, , i , ts s, t hat t t ut ’s ’ urua k t ’  a .‘t ,t  uu 1.iri c senteirn e It it is
a true a~f ltens’i’. mai k I, I’ S fl the br im Ion. i i tau t’, put cii Fl in if,. I’ iui m k o i s

.lways Li g ht rt utu g I, ‘I l. ’us s thu niti ’ i
39. A cl un k was esuui ’t hi’ on t int s ,  at u u , y n u n itis Mu.nmf ~ y At $ PM ins Tuesday it was 154

seconds s tow ’ it itsot scion ’ i ste . t~ssw sxssa lx u nit 0, (uS.’ 515 ‘iiuiu,u i ‘
40 ENDURE is th e ,‘l’iuu ’siit’ mit

I a ht i u w , 2 tue in .5 su itet . 4 s ustain,  S htuth
4 1 If 3 ’~ tons i t  u’om , l m i t  S i b  what w i l l  4 . t , ni us m ’ m ’ Si ’ 1 1
42 Are th, meaning . m l  nIne i ol Imu w , tu ~~ seiu t ruu i ’es I s mi tu i  lua u , 2 i u’ un ii s i t um ’t in s .1 neith em

sussilac nra’ in iu t i , , , fu, ’i in ‘ l ’ l  ii cui .-ss u s ~ nim’ t ’tte i it . but it iluus’s l i n t  ~ 5Y the to l l ash is
virtue

43. Which numbe t in the t .nl l. ’is in ~ gu snup of turn hers u epi esi’nts the s malle s t aiis iuut ,t
211 9 7 .1 2 4 ‘S’~

44 l’h is ges iiuetn ic t tg ur e c ats Ia” divided lu s’ a st r~ u~ ht lute i i m u t r a in  put t Is whi c h .u II r i
togethei in a certain w a s  to tuake a 5n’ n it m t oi 1uua ne It ,  nw such a line l ’s ~ u u i uung 2 of the
numbe rs, Then w i  ic these isun itte is as the answei

L ,

[4

43 ‘I’hr.. me n, (tu rn a pan tnershu p ant I agree t i n dii’ dc the pu ,‘ttrs es t ua lli ’ X inv ests fir’ Siuii
Y inve Sts Sli l t iu u stud Z inns’ i’ s t % S I S&it i  II the 1u, intu i s Sic S lOu t) . boss mui’h less dna’s X re~c.ive than ml t h e  ~,mt uu t i t s were m tn 5 i m i t ’uf iii p1 ii5us’n i m u  t in the £nris unt investe d ‘

4ts Whet is the nest numb,, in this ‘i- n n e t ’ 115 4 1 25
47 Two ot the lo llu n w i u n g  Pt , ,, .‘ S’s have s , n n n , l , u n  nueai iin gs Whu m ’h itnes art ’ the s F I

i N.. “ ... m. ii..,, at ii,. turn .
S A u.n ii i,, t In. wu .. s . ,  In. a,, ,
t Tin. ,i,~u’ t .u t ‘i~~ I i, •na n a ,  .,.n, ,,,
4 ‘r ,. • ...u, .’ .. s.’utnrriu,u.. t , . i.t.t. a
I II.. a’ ..i.ir g.ssi

4& ADROIT A I’FI’T hi , , th es e sso i , is  tnn ise
I airn i lat meanings . m ’ inn n t n  ,,d ,’ i mn t fli es ,, ise uth en m u t e  t int oppstsite ‘

49 In pti nt ing jt i a i f i ,  Ii- mt 14 uii)ii ii ’ . , ) ’ , a ‘‘ ‘ u t t e r  thu’s’n ,f,”i i ‘ ii,. ’ ira ‘ s t e .  i i  type
the largen ts’ ia’ a ~n n int ed f n c ’  m’uu nt a ins I m iii win Is I.lsu fi g I Ste s i tu  al len r ’, ~s’ * ;nitgr t u r n
taini 154)0 snoruls I’ li,. an t nm te 5 slt, utte .t I’ hu ll f’agei in a nt,iga. un ue th us t isaisi pages
molt tre in the sn,aII ty pe ‘

SO On, num ber ‘is die t,ull , .ss i un ~ ten u’s .hi ’.’s not fi t nt ni l  the patteitu set hi’ th e o thers

~ fbat thsnild that numb.’ , be ‘ I I t)Qt) I 100 I If ’ 0 I If) t O

- . . - - . - - - - - -— - .--- - - - - —-
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IMlv.rslty of Washington
Organizational Research

LEADER EFFECT! VEF~E5S SURVEY

Personnel : Fred E. Fledler , Professor of Psychology ; CPT flitchell Zals ,
R~~~arch Assistant ; CPT W illiam kn~~1ton , Research Assi stantPhone: 206-543-2314

~te of the most ir’portant assets of any organization is Its leadership
talent. A project is currently being run in your unit to see If the effec-
tiveness of leaders can be increased . This survey Is being made as part of
this project. On the following panes you will be asked a nur~jer of questionsconcerning both your leadership situation and your relationship with your
1~~ed1ate Supervisor and/or cubor’dlnate . We believe that this survey will
help extend our knowledne of the contiltions Influencing a leader ’s effective-
ness. The qual ity of the results, however, w ifl be no better than theaccuracy of the responses you provid e us.

This study Is not being conducted by the A r~~’ , but it Is being under-taken with the Division ’ s permission, The auestionnaire should take youapproximately 3Q_45 minutes to con*lete , Your participation in this Study is ,co.~ letely vol untary. We hope you will helo us In this proj ect, but , ofcourse, you are f ree to decline to participate or to omit answering part i-
cular Sections of the survey. If you na ve any questions , please feel free tocontact Dr. Fledler, CPT Zais, or CPT gnowlton at the number listed above,

We assure you that all answers yo u provi de us will be held in strict
confidence and will be used for research purposes only (do not put your neroon the survey). No one within the Di’,is1~n will eve r see your resoo rt ses , andour final report of this research (wh~cn will bc availab le to you) w i l l  pro-
vide only s iannary Informat ion from whi ch no individual res pons 2s can be
identified.

We will be grateful for your assistan ce , Please begin by indicating your
position 5 cOITpany/battery , and battalion designations below. Thi s info rmationwill be used for administrative purposes only.

Position 
________________ -.

~~/BTRY —

____________ ______ ______ - - - - ‘a
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BIOGRAPHICAl. IIIFOR!”TION

1. EstImate the months you have spent in the following positions:

1. III Primary Staff 
_______

2.. Co. CDR (or equivalent ) 
______

3 . C o . .~ _ _ _

4. Platoon Leade r 
_______

2. Total tim e on active duty: _______ years 
_______ months

3. Present ~‘ty position: BTRY/CO COR 
______ 

ISG 
______

4. I assigned to a~’ present position (check one):

I. _______ 
before the first sergeant was assigned to his Job.

2. _______ 
afte r the first sergeant was assigned to his job.

5. +bs ~~tal time I have worked with the first sergeant is

_______ 
years 

_______ 
months

6. The ~ ta l tine I have wo rked in a~y present position Is

_______ years 
_______ 

months —

7. ~~ : _______ 
Rank: 

_____________

H 
a

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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IMrestworthy : : : : :.
~~

.: :: :  Trustworthy _____
Considerate : : : : : : : Inconsid erate 

_______

Nasty : : : : : : : Nice 
_______

Agreeable : : : : : : : Disagreeable 
_ _ _ _r v 4~~r r r  H

Insincere : : : : : : : Sincere 
__________m~~~~~~ 5~rr~~Kind : : : :  : : : : : Unkind 
_ _ _ _

TOTAl.

Describe the relationshi p between you and your grou p. Circle the nuiiber wh l :h
best represents your res ponse to each item.

ii

1. The people I supervise have trouble getting along ~“ ~~ Q 46’

wi th each other . 1 2 3 4 s

2. P~~t subordinates are reliable and t rus two rthy . 5 4 3 2 1

3. There seens to be a friendly ata~sphere an~ng the
people I supervise . 5 4 3 2 1

4. ~ subordinates alwa ys cooperate with me In getting r
the job done. 5 4 3 2 1

S. There is friction between .~ c subordinates and
~~self. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Pb subordinates give me a good deal of help and
ss4~port In gettin g the Job done. 5 4 3 2 1

7. The people I supervise wor k well together in getting
the job done. 5 4 3 2 1

8. I have good relations with the people I supervIse. 5 4 3 2. 1

I

L 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Ii
TASk ST~iCTU~

Circle the nt~~er In the appropriate col ian,.
- Usually Someti mes Seldom I

True True True
1. Is there a blueprInt, picture, model, or

detailed description available of the finished
product or servIce? 2 1 0

2. Is there a person avaIlable to advise and qlve
a description of the finished pro duct or ser—
fine, or how the job should be done? 2 1 0

3. Is there a step-by-step procedure , or a st an—
dard operating procedure which indicates in
detail the process which is to be followed? 2 1 0

4. Is there a specIfic way to subdivide the task
Into separate parts or steps? 2 1 0

5. Are there some ways which are clearly recog-
nized as better than others for perfornilng this
task? 2 1 0

6. Is It obvious when the task Is finished and the
corr.~t solution has been found? 2 1 — 0

7. Is there a book, manual, or job description
which Indicates the best solution or the best
outcome for the task? 2 1 0

8. Is there a generally agreed understandlnq about
the standards the particular product or servi ce
has to meet to be considered acceptable? 2 1 0

9. Is the evaluation of this task generally made
on acme quantitative basis? 2 1 0

10. Can you and your group find out how well the
task has been acconpllshed in enough time to
Ieprov, future performance? 2 1 0

— .a z_~tr
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Describ. the st r,ss fu lness of your relations wi th the following people:
Little Itderate High

1. Yo.rpeers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Yosri ~~ dlat. super1or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Yeer subo rdinate s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

POSITIOtI POWER
Circle the n,~ter which best represents your answer.
1. Con you di rectl y or by reconwe ndat lon administer rewards and punishments to

yeir subordinates?

2 1 0

~~~act directly or can Can reconrend but with NOrecouunnd with high mixed results
effectiveness

2. Can you directly or by reconrendation affect the promotion, demotion, hiringsr firing of your subo rdinates?

2 •
1 0

C~e act directly or can Can reconrend but with NOVecO~~ nd with high mixed results
effectiveness

L Do you have the knowledge necessary to assign tasks to subordinates and
testr uct than in tas k conpl etio n?

1 0
YES Someti mes or in some NO

aspec ts
4. Ii It your Job to evaluate the performance of your sub ordina tes?

2 1 0 r
YES Sometimes or i n sane NO

aspects
5. Do you have sore official title of authori ty given by the organization

( f r  .x p1e, foreman, department head, coimnander)?
2 0

NO

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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STRESS WITh SUBORDINATES N~D II?~DIATE SLPERVISOR

ho w ach stress or tension do you feel on your Job ss a result of your subor-
dinates behaving in the following way?

~~ subordinates in general

1. The people I su pervise have trouble getting
along together. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. It’ subordinates are not reliable or tr u2tworth y. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3• ~~, subordinates do not cooperate with me In
getting a job done . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Iaterpersunal conflicts occur between me and my
subr odlnates . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Maw ach stress or tension do you feel on your job as a result of your
imeedlate si.çervisor behaving in the following way?

S. Ms acts unfriendly or unapproachable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. He does not inform me of what he expects of me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. He doss not permit am to use my judgment In
solving problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

S. He becomes unpleasant with me when he is under
pressure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. He pressures me to work harder. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Ne sets deadlines which are extremely difficult Lto meet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. He does not pay attention to my suggestIons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. He shows Interest in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. K. does not notify me of changes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. Ne places am In con~et1tion with others at my
level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. He tries to dictate how I handle my subordln-
ates. 1 2 . 3  4 5 6 7

16. He doesn’t provide am with needed info rmation to
perform my Job properly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. He uses my performance evaluation as a threat. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Now often are the following statements true for ynur Job? 
WI

.! WI

a. I have to do thin gs that should be done
dIfferently. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

b. I not clear as to what my responsibiliti es
are. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

c. I wo rk under incon~,atib1e policies and guide—
lines. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

d. It Is not clear who has the authority to make
decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

•. I receive conflicting job demands f rom different
people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

t. I an not clear as to how thIngs should proceed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Rate your present job on how ouch overal l stress it places on you.

Ma Stres s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extreme Stress

Now satisfi ed are you with your present job?

Extremely Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely Satisfied

Nm. math effort do you expend on your job?

Phini~~~~.1 2 3 4 5 6 l Maxlaaa

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~~~~~~~

- 
. -~~~~
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YOUR D1~DIATE $(~ ERVISOR

Below are a series of statemen ts which descri be w~ ~ in which your boss may
behave. Read each statement and indicate how ofte~ your boss behaves in this
may.

101 OFTEN DOES YOUR BOSS
BEHAVE LIKE ThIS?

9
H

1. Ne Is friendly and approachable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Ne lets group renters know what is expected of

the.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. He allows renters cor~lete freedom In their
work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Ne worries about the outcome of any new
prOcedore. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Ne asks merters to work harder. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. He gets confused when too many demands are made

on ld•. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Ne does little things to make it pleasant to be
a~~~~er of the group. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. He encourages the use of uniform procedures . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Ne permits renters to use their own judg ment in
solving problen~ . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Ne remains calm when uncertain about certain
events. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. He needles renters for greater effort . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. 1W gets things all tangled ig . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. H. puts suggestions made by the çroup into
operation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. Ne lets renters do their work the way they
tkta& best. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

is . He drives hard when there is a Job to be done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

-‘
~~~~~~~ 

_ _ _
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}

NOW OFTEN DOES YOUR BOSS
BEHAVE LIKE ThIS?

16. He gets swanped by detaIls. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. 1W makes sure that his part in the group is p.

enderstcod by th e group renters . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

iS. Ms allows the group a high degree of initiatI ve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ii. 1W is able to tolerate postpo nenent and

e.certainty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1W pwshes for Increased work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. H. gives advance notice of changes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1W maIntains definite standards of performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. 1W trusts the renters to exercise good judgment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. Ms keeps the work moving at a rapid pace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Me accepts delays without becoming upset. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. Ne becomes anxious when he cannot find out what
Is cowing next. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

~~~
. •• ~~, 4T . ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ :_ _ 
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STAFF OFFICER QUESTIONNAIRE
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II
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IMiversity of Washinator
Org.nlzittonal Researcn

LEADER (FFECTIVE .ESS SURV_Y

Personnel: Fred E. Fied jer , Professor of Psychology ; ~‘T Mitchell Zais,Research Assi stan t ; CPT W i ll ia m Knowlton . Research Assistant
Phone: 206-543-2314

,~~ of the most irportant assets of any organization is its leadershi p
talent. A projec t is currently being run in your unit to see if the effec-
tiveness of leaders can be increased . This survey Is being made as part of
this project. On the follo~nne pacies you wlU be asKed a nunt er of queSt~onsconcernIng both your leaoersnlp situa tion and your relationship with your
i~~~diate supervisor and/or suoorolnate. ~e b eli e ve that tnis survey Will
help extend our knowle~ae of tne conuitlons intlu encing a leader s effective-
ness. The qual i ty of the results , however , wi ll be no better than the
accuracy of the responses you provioe us.

This study is not being conducted by the Army, but it is being under-
taken with the Division s permission. The Questionnaire should take you
approximately 30-45 minutes to co rrvlete. Your participation in this study is
co,p~etely voluntary. ~e hope you will help us In thi s project, but , of
course, you are free to decline to participate or to omi t answerlni parti-
cular sections of the sur.ey. If you nave any Questions . please feel free to
contact Dr. FlecIler, C?T Z als , or CPT K.rowlton at the nuirDer listed above.

We assure you that all answers you provi de us will be held in stri ct
renfi denc e and wi l l  be used for research purposes only (do not put your na-~on the surv ey ) . la ore witni n :r~e u ly i s i o n  wi l l  eve r see your res po nses , and
our final report of this research (wnic ~, will be available to you) will pro-

• vide only si~nnary Information from which no inuiv idu al responses can be
Identified.

We will be grateful for your assistanc e . Please begin by indicating your
position, coilpany/battery, ano battalion designat ion s be1~ w. This info ru ’at ion
will be used for administrative purposes only.

Position —

aJ/BTRY --

~~~ - --
- —
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P1OGR~PWIC*L I~FO~~~U~ i.

1. £sti t. the months you have spent In the following positions:

1. SN _ _

2. UI~~ _____

3. SN Primary Staff ______

4. Co. COR (or equi valent ) _______

2. Total ti.~ on active duty: ______ 
years ______ 

months

3. Present duty position : BU CDR _ BR STAFF OFF _

4. The total time I have worked in r~t present position is

________ 
years ________ 

months

S. Age: 
______ 

Rank : ___________

6. Source of Comaisslon: USP~ ____ ROTC ____ 
OCS ____
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LEAST P~~FERRED COWO~~ 1

Think f the person with WhOM you have bean able tt work lu st well. This may be
samacu you work with now, or sonoone you knew in t e past. It does not have to
be tile person you like least wel l ,  but should be t1 person with whom you had the

difficulty in getting a job done. (
~ scr1be U~ s person as he or she appears

you.

I. ~ scrlb1ng the person with w hom you least like th wor k . If you ordin arily
think of hiWher as being gult * neat. you would put an X in the space marked
1. lIk, til ls:

Ve,y Neat : :. . .f : : : : : : :  Very iMtidy

if you ordinari ly think of this person as being only s ltght b neat, you would
pet your ‘r in space 5:

Very Neat : :..
~

.: :4 .: :...r: : :  Very lkiti4y

If you think of this pers on as being wry imtidy (or not neat), you would p~t
ymr r Iii apaca 1:

Very heat : : : : : X :  Very lMtidyr r r r r rr- r
Iak at t he words at both ends of the line b fore you .ark your ~~~ Remeir~er
there are no right or wrong answers . Wo rk rapidly; your firs t answe r Is likely
~ be the best. ~ not omit any Itewo , and mark each item only once.

Scoring
U,~ leasant 

_______r r r r r~~Frmnodly : : : : : : : : : lMfri endly 
_______r r r r r r ri

Nej~~tIng : _:_r: : r : : : : ..r: Accept lug 
______

Tiese : : : : : : : : Nelaxed 
________r r r~~-r~~-r

Sistiet : : :: : : : : :  Close 
______

~.ld : : : : : : : : 
_________r 3r r - r ~r r

Sieportive : : : : : : _: :_r: h ostile 
______

Siring : : : lntertstirg 
_______mrr-r~r r

~ srvul sane : : : : : : : Narnonlous 
__________

~~r rr r r r r
Slos~~ : : : : : : : : Cheerful 

__________

~~r r r r- r r r
~~sn : : :: : :  : : : Giaardcd 

____________

S,nkblting : :: : : :~~~: : ~~_: Loya l 
______

L~1 
-.
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I

~~.,~~tusrthi 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Tu .~~~rthy 
_____

~~~I~~rsts : : : : : : : : :  I considerate 
________

a,t, : :r: :~~ ~~~~~ 
N 

______

A~ susble : : : :: : : : :  Disagreeable 
______

~~~~~~ : : : : :: : : :  SIncere 
______

11a : : : :: : : :  IMind 
_ _ _

TDT*L _

~~crIbe tile relationshi p between you and your groi . Circle the n~~~er which
hut ~rlpres,~~s your response to each I t a .

II ! !I ~!~ ! F
1. The psople ls. ervise kave trouble gettlng along ~ 

3
wlth ssch ethier. 1 2 3 4 5

t. ~~ snkordinates are reliable and trustworthy. S 4 3 2 1

3. There si~~ to be a friendly a~~ sphere onong the
eaplelsupervlse. $ 4 3 2 1

4. ~~ swhsrdInatu always Cooperate with ma in getting
tNe Job~~ne. 5 4 3 2 1

I. ihere Is friction between ~~t suierdiutes mad
~~s.lf. . 1 2 3 4 $

S. ~~i.bordInatesgIve agoodd.al of help and
t ujpurt lu gettlng the job done. 5 4 3 2 1

1. lle pe le i s~ .rv1se work well together in getting
$hs J~~done. 5 4 3 2 1

S. Iksse~~sd relstions wlth the people Isi urv1se. 5 4 3 2 1

‘I
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T~ K ST~ C~~~
Circle tie mater in the appropriate co lu .

Us ially Somatimas Seldom
J:~ _ True True

1. Is there a blueprint, picture, model, or
datailed description available of the finished
preduct or serv ice? 2 1 0

2. Is there a person availabl , to advise m d  give
a description of the finished product or ser—
fIcs. or hiow the job should be done? 2 1 0

3. Is there a step-by-ste p procedure, or a Stan-
dard operating procedure which indicates in
detail the process which is to be fo ll~~~d? 2 1 0

4. Is there a specifi c way to subdivide the task
inks saparate parts or steps? 2 1 0

S. Are there ices ways which are clearly recog-
iiiz.d as better than others for performing thi s
task? 2 1 0

6. Is It cbvious when the task is f inished and the
corro~t solution has been found? 2 1 0

7. Is tiler. a boo k , manual • or job description
which Indicates the best solution or tP~e best
out~ ms fo r the task ? 2 1 0

S. Is there a generally agreed understandi ng about
the standards the particular product or servi ce
has to mast to be conside red accepta ble? 2 1 0

S. Is the evaluat ion of this task generally made
an sine quantitatIve basis? 2 1 0

10. Can you mad your group find out how well the
task Ms been acccnvl ished in enough tIne to
Iapis,., future performance? 2 1 0

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Sisaibs the st reosfu lness of your relations with the followi ng people:
Little Pbderste High

1.Vour psers 1 2 3  4 5 6 7

• 2. Yeer 1~~ d1ate superior 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7
3. Yoursuiordinates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

POSITION POWER
Circle the mater which best represents your answe r.
1. Cmi you di rectly or by r,couimndatiom adni nister rewards and punlslwi,nts toyour subordinates?

2 1 0
Cmi. act directly or can Can recoirrend but ifth NOruco~~nd with high mi xed results
effectiveness
2. Can you di rectly or by reconmundatlon affect the pronotlon, denot lon , hiringor firing of your subor dinates?

2 1 0
C act dir ectly or can Can recoseund but with NO
reco~~ nd with l~igh mix ed results
effectiveness
3. Si you Nave the knowledge necessary to assign tasks to subordinates andinstruct then in task coeplet ion?

2 1 0
Soestimes or In some NO
aspects

4. Is It your job to evaluate the performance of your subordi nates?
2 1 0

VU Scsetines or In soii~ NO
aspects

S. Si you have soss official ti tle of authority given by the organization
(for .z~~ le. foreman , department head , cn~~ander)?

2 0
TU NO
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STESS WITh SI~ORDINATES NW DSEtI*Tt SLPERVISOR
Nm. mach stress or tension do you feel on your j .b as a resul t of your sitor-
dineMs behaving in the followi ng way?

~~$uiordInetes in oen.rpl
1. TM people I supervise hive t rouble getti ng ~alomg together. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. ~~ subovdinates are not rellable ev trvstIorthy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. ~ ss*ordInates do not cooperate with In
getting a job done. 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

4. Iató,personal conflicts occur between ma and ~eubrodinates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

~~ machi stress or tension do you feel on your job as a result of your
I diate supervisor behaving In the following way?
S. Si acts imfri.ndly or imapproach.ble. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Ns does not infovm ne of whathsup.ctsof . 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7
7. Si does not permit ma to use ~ jud~~nt in

nelvlng probleus. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
S. Sibwmas impleasant w Ithmawh.nhe is under

pesssure. 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7
I. Si pvessuresmato work harder. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

10. Ne sets deadlines which are extrenely difficult
th~~~t. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Si dess mot pay attsnt1on to~~~sugqestions. 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

12. Si shcws inter.st in~~~wort. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Ns does not notify ne of changes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. Si places ma In ccap.tit icn with others at ~~t
level . 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

18. Si tries to dictate Now I handle ~ ‘ subordin-
ates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1$. Si doesn’t provide ma with needed Information to
pevform~~~job preperly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. Nsimas~~~performance evaluation asathreat . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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~~ oftan are the following statenents true for y..ijr Job? j

a. IMse to do things tnat should be done —

~ ITs1~~tly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I. Iaast clesr as to what~~~v’esponsib11Ities
•5. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

c. I wart under Incomp atible policies and guide-
1I~~ . 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

d. It is .t cl.ar who has the authority to make
dedsI~~. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

i. I receive conflIcting Job demands from dIfferent
peuple. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

f. $ n e m a tclesr as to Ms thingn should proceml. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

~~~ jeer present Job on km. madi overall stress It places on you.
Si Streas 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 Extreme Stress

satisfied are you with your present Job?

~~. l y  Sissatlsfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely Satisfied

___ ob effort do you eipend on your job?

~ m$~~~~l 2 3 4 S 6 7 Nexima

- _ _ _ _ _ _-- _____ -
~~ 

-
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YO~* HI~0IATI S(PERVT SOR
b low are a series of statements which describe ways in which your boss may
behave. S i d  each statement and indi cate how often your boss behaves in this
way.

NOW OFTEN DOES YOUR bOSS
• . bEHAVE LIKE ThIS?

1. No Is friendly and approachaMe. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Ne lets 5VOUP ~~~ers know what is expected of
thaw. 1 2 3 4 3 6 7

3. Ne allows ubsrs couplets freedom in their
wart. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Ne worries about the outcome of any new
precede.-e. 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

S. Ne asks~~~~ers to wort Narder. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Ne gets confused when too many demands are ade
anus .  1 2 3 4 $ 6 7

7. Si does little things to wake it pleasant to be
a ober ofthe group. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

S. Si encourages the use of uniform procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

S. Ne permits uv*ers to use their owi judgumat In
aelving problema. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

10. Si remains calm when uncertain about certain
ewusts. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Ns nsed1es .~~ers for greater effort . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Ne gets things all tangled up. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

13. Si puts suggestions made by the group into
operation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. Si lets meobers do their work the way thsy
tbimk bsst. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

IS. Ne drisss hard whmi there is e Job to b.done. 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --— ~~~~~-—--—~~~-- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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NOW OFTEN DOES YOUR BOSS
bEHAVE UKE THIS?

bt
• -

‘ h u H16. Ne gsts swaiuped by details. — 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. Ne kes sure that his part in the group Is
.mderstood by the group menters. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Ne allowa the group a Nigh degree of InitiatI ve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. Ii. Is able to tol erate postponeuent and

certainty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. He pushes for increased work performance. 1 2 3 4 S 6 7

21. Ne gives advance notice of changes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Si maintains definite standards of performan ce . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. Ne trusts the ueuters :o exercise good judguent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. Ne keeps the work maying at a rapid pace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. Hs accepts delays without becomlng upset. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. II. becomes anxious when he cannot find out what
is coslng next. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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~ /ITRY 
_____ IN 

— 
Position

Is ~~~ arIson to all indi viduals I know of in
a sImilar position. I rate this individua l as
follows: (circle one)

~~a’ ~~~~~ —, —~~~~ O W
II S~~4.a L. 41 V~ ~~~~

1. The way he carries out adni nist rative actions
required of him as a leade r of a unit in keeping
wlth SOP’s and REG’s. 5 4 3 2 1

2. The way he knows and understands the personal
proble of subordinates and considers their
suggestions and feelings. 5 4 3 2 1

3. HIs rapport with his subordinates without
be~~ 1ng overly famIliar. 5 4 3 2 1

4. His tichnical proficiency with the available
thoth, techniques and equipment necessary to

tot heJob. 5 4 3 2 1

S. The extent to which he takes the initiati ve to
propose and carry out Innovations relating to the
Job and th the supervision of hls people. 5 4 3 2 1

6. The way he organ izes his people and specifies
wsys of gettlng the job done. 5 4 3 2 1

7. The may he work s with unit officers and NCO s
and yourself to accorplish the mission. S 4 3 2 1

S. The way he handles his Job when demands are
extra heavy or when he finds himself under
savsra pressure. 5 4 3 2 1

Noted Individeal • s Name _______________________________________

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _______________________ _______  
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APPEN DIX E

RAW DATA : VARIABLE S IN STUDY
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Line Commanders

Case 0 ID I XQ Boss Stress Performance Exper ience
Score

1 213]. 42 1 39 73
2 2132 25 4 34 55
3 2133 28 2 40 68
4 2134 34 4 40 55
5 2135 21 6 38 56
6 2232 27 1 32 116
7 2233 28 4 32 85
8 2234 36 4 39 55
9 2235 36 3 24 72

10 2,31 34 3 40 78
11 2332 38 5 38 62
12 2333 34 6 32 -0
13 2334 30 6 33 72
14 2335 25 4 58
15 2431 25 3 25 120
16 2432 38 3 32 54
17 2433 30 1 36 79
18 2434 34 4 36 54
19 2435 36 5 27 91
20 2436 19 3 29 83
21 2531 30 1 35 68
22 2532 32 4 40 134
23 2533 36 2 37 66
24 2534 38 5 38 80
25 2535 41 1 40 41
26 2536 30 7 40 135
27 2537 36 2 37 79
28 2631 21 6 31 43
29 2632 32 5 35 100
30 2633 - 27 6 34 94
31 2731 32 3 26 7].
‘32 2732 37 2 37 54
33 2733 25 3 40 60
34 2734 20 1 38 66
35 2831 32 2 27 56
36 2832 29 4 37 69
37 2833 34 3 36 138
38 2834 28 6 19 86
39 2835 27 6 32 66

• 40 3131 —0 1 20 134
41 3132 33 1 18 99
42 3133 27 1 33 116
43 3134 28 2 28 66• 44 3135 36 3 36 . 104
45 3136 28 4 25 11.3
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Line Commanders

Case I ID 0 Boss Allow. Boss Remains Boss Pro— Boss Pushes Boss Tole—
Freedom Calm vides Struc- for  Pertor - rat es Un-

tuze manc. certain ty.

* 1 2131 39 27 28 5 7
2 2132 33 30 25 13 8

• 3 2133 34 27 23 14 10
4 2134 30 28 24 16 6

• 5 2135 30 27 19 16 6
6 2232 35 30 20 13 12
7 2233 21 25 18 8 9
0 2234 23 21 19 15 9
9 2235 27 23 17 17 7

10 2331 26 23 20 15 5
11 2332 24 21 19 20 2
12 2333 24 20 21 18 8
13 2334 28 20 22 21 2
14 2135 16 8 23 16 3
15 2431 30 29 22 13 8
16 2432 34 28 23 8 9
17 2433 36 33 23 S 13
10 2434 15 30 22 17 9
19 2435 21 26 18 7 3
20 2436 31 24 25 16 8
21 2531 30 29 18 12 5
22 2532 29 23 20 13 6
23 2533 33 31 20 7 11
2 4 2531 35 28 22 14 6
25 2535 29 29 21 16 7
26 2536 32 24 15 10 7
27 2537 35 30 25 15 6
28 2631 26 21 15 16 10
29 2632 34 22 20 13 8
30 2633 20 20 15 16 6
31 2731 33 26 21 21 6
32 2732 36 28 23 14 7
33 2733 31 21 20 18 7
34 2731 39 27 27 20 11
35 2831 32 29 22 13 9
36 283 2 3 5 28 22 15 9
37 2833 24 18 21 10 3
38 2834 26 29 18 15 7
39 2835 19 24 20 13 7
40 3131 29 18 21 17 3
41 3132 10 22 10 20 2
42 3133 30 22 17 12 5
43 3134 34 20 22 16 6
44 313 3 31 21 14 13 7
45 3136 22 25 10 11 8 
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Staff Officers

Cu. I ID I IQ Boss Stress Performance Experience
Scor.

1 2122 33 2 33 79
2 2123 31 1 40 31
3 2124 33 2 40 88
4 2123 28 4 37 75

• S 2126 27 4 36 81
6 2222 12 2 35 74
7 2223 30 6 31 28
S 2224 32 4 32 120
9 2225 35 1 37 57

10 2227 34 7 —0 62
11 2322 33 3 33 42
12 2323 26 1 35 84
13 2324 31 4 40 133
14 2327 31 1 38 52
15 2329 28 1 40 80
16 2422 21 6 30 73
17 2423 28 2 34 12
18 2424 29 7 34 172
19 2522 25 4 40 —0
20 2523 26 2 39 114
21 2525 39 2 38 90
22 2526 32 3 40 235
23 2622 30 1 33 190
24 2623 36 2 23 41
23 2624 28 2 30 55
26 2625 34 5 22 40
27 2626 25 1 33 16
28 2627 32 5 31 68
29 2722 32 3 23 103
30 2723 29 1 32 102
31 2721 31 1 29 30
32 2725 18 2 39 114
33 2726 23 —0 33 23
34 2727 30 4 40 32
35 2822 34 2 34 73
36 2823 34 2 36 56
37 2824 35 4 31 204
38 2825 30 5 30 44

• 39 2826 30 2 26 66
10 2827 39 2 29 72
41 2828 33 2 29 52
42 3122 31 3 30 43
43 3123 33 4 36 . 44
44 3124 24 5 31 125
45 3125 25 7 39 102
46 3126 31 2 29 49
47 3127 33 6 12 61 
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Staff Officers

Case I I D I Boss Allow s Boss Remain. Boss Pro- flois Pushes Boss Tols-
Frsedom Ca lm vid.s Struc- for P•rfoz-- rates Un-

turs mancs certainty

1 2122 37 27 24 13 S
2 2123 40 27 24 11 10
3 2124 36 31 24 11 8
4 2125 39 35 26 16 4
5 2126 32 24 20 10 9
6 2222 26 22 19 15 6
7 2223 30 23 21 14 9
8 2224 24 21 18 14 7
9 222 5 35 31 24 10 B

10 2327 35 31 20 16 11
11 2322 39 30 26 10 12
12 2323 35 31 26 12 13
13 2324 19 11 14 17 2
14 2327 39 31 23 3 7
15 2329 34 27 23 11 B
16 2422 28 24 23 16 4
17 2423 32 27 18 8 10
18 2424 37 26 23 11
19 2522 11 9 17 15 4
20 23 23 33 22 17 10 6
21 2525 34 28 23 14 ii
22 2326 28 26 14 11 7
23 26 22 34 27 23 10 8
24 2623 37 30 23 18 10
25 2624 35 29 22 12 8
26 2625 32 25 23 12 9
27 2626 38 30 27 12 12
28 2627 34 30 21 10 8
29 2722 31 28 21 14 9
30 2723 41 32 26 3 13
31 2724 0 0 0 0 0
32 272 3 35 26 24 0 8
33 2726 34 25 24 13 8
34 2727 26 18 21 12 9
35 2822 34 29 23 13 5
36 2823 32 30 24 11 8
37 2824 21 30 20 20 7
38 2823 26 23 21 9 6
39 2826 39 33 22 5 12
40 2827 38 33 25 9 7
41 2828 32 27 24 13 8
42 3122 38 23 23 13 8
43 3123 23 26 19 15 S

• 44 3121 28 15 16 17 12
43 3123 17 15 17 11 5
46 3126 34 27 21 10 10
47 3127 22 22 16 12 7 


