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Summary

The ability to predict future performance is crucial for sustainable selection
procedures. While several selection methods individually predict both performance
in job training programs and subsequent job performance, of particular interest is
the ability of a system of methods to predict performance in related yet different
domains.

This study investigates the extent to which the selection system for the
Norwegian Armed Forces’ Officer Candidate School is able to predict performance
during education and training, in addition to subsequent performance in the role as
a military leader. Furthermore, the relationship between selection, education and
subsequent leadership performance is investigated through assessing the
contribution of education and training in predicting leadership performance when
controlling for the effect of the selection system.

While the selection system is highly predictive of academic performance in
the education’s theoretical aspects, it is far less predictive of performance in
practical aspects and of subsequent performance in the role as a military leader.
Performance during education and training is, expectedly, highly predictive of
subsequent leadership performance. Paradoxically, it is performance in the
education’s practical aspects that contributes to subsequent leadership performance,
while academic performance in the education’s theoretical aspects appears to be
negatively (though not significantly) related to subsequent leadership performance.

The study concludes that the skills, competencies and abilities required for
learning in academic environments are not necessarily important for mastering the
practical aspects of military leadership. In such, a tailormade rather than generic
competency framework based on identification of specific skills, competencies and
abilities directly relevant to a specific job role and its context would facilitate
accurate definition of selection criteria, optimization of their use, and ultimately

greater accuracy in predicting subsequent on-the-job performance.
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1. Introduction

Building and maintaining a capable workforce through successful selection
procedures constitute a source of organizational competitive advantage (Salas,
Tannenbaum, Kraiger & Smith-Jentsch, 2012; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018). The
most important property of any selection method is its predictive validity, that is,
its ability to predict future performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The predictive
validity of any selection method is directly proportional to its practical economic
value (Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie & Muldrow, 1979).

According to The Norwegian Department of Defense, the most valuable
resource of the Norwegian military is its personnel (Forsvarsdepartementet, 2013).
Identifying valid performance predictors for personnel selection has always been
an important challenge for military organizations (Fosse, Buch, Safvenbom, &
Martinussen, 2015), and the ability to attract, select, develop and retain the right
personnel is also said to be one of the most important strategic challenges of the
Norwegian Armed Forces (NAF) (Forsvarsdepartementet, 2012).

Substantial resources are placed into personnel selection in the NAF, thus
from cost perspective, this selection should entail valid methods. Considering the
number of candidates evaluated and selected for military leadership education in
the NAF, even small increases in the selection process’ accuracy can have a
substantial impact. However, in a military context, economic gains are not the main
incentive for accurate selection procedures. Rather, increased operational capability
and impact, and importantly, avoidance of loss of human lives motivates accurate
selection (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a).

The NAF is a hierarchical organization where military leaders are recruited
through an education system that qualifies them for leadership positions at various
levels (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019). In such, the NAF does not primarily select
candidates for military education, but for the profession (Forsvarets personell- og
vernepliktssenter, 2019b). This requires leadership potential to be assessed and
identified even at admission to lower-level educational programmes, which
together with an increasing differentiation and specialization of the military
profession (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019b), poses substantial

requirements for personnel selection.
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1.1 Research Question

The NAF is a particularly interesting organization within which to study
personnel selection. Given that candidates are selected for a profession, and may
come to fill positions across a range of hierarchical levels, branches and functions,
identifying selection criteria able to predict performance in such a range of positions
is a core challenge. Admission to these positions is regulated through military
leadership education, which adds to the requirements of the selection process,
necessitating its ability to also predict the likelihood of performance in and
successful completion of education. The NAFs’ military branches’ need for
competence constitutes the basis for initiating the selection process for education
(Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). A prerequisite for a sustainable
education system is that resources for selection and training are an investment for
a lifelong employment relationship. A successful selection process will therefore
both result in lower levels of dropout during education and training, and higher
productivity as a result of high long-term work performance.

Despite the varying requirements in terms of knowledge, skills and
competencies associated with the range of positions military personnel may fill
throughout their careers, a common requirement for all leader positions within the
NAF, regardless of hierarchical level and function, is executing leadership in line
with that specified in “the Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership”
(Forsvarssjefens grunnsyn pa ledelse) (Forsvarsstaben, 2012). Efforts to
operationalize these specifications have resulted in a framework of balanced
leadership behaviour, and a tool for measuring this is developed (Martinsen, Fosse,
Johansen & Venemyr, unpublished). “The Chief of Defence’s perspective on
leadership” is also implemented into personnel selection and training, and governs
which criteria and competencies are sought during the selection process aimed at
evaluating military leadership potential.

However, this potential is not necessarily sufficient for direct entry into
lower-level leader positions within the NAF. Military leadership requires mastery
of specific military competencies achieved through education and practice in the
military profession (Grebstad & Johnsen, 2019). In such, performance in military
leadership education and training is likely to cultivate leadership potential and also
be predictive of subsequent on-the-job leadership behaviour.

In order to document the predictive validity of a selection system, a

covariance must be demonstrated between selection methods results and some
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measure of performance. Typical performance criteria in validation studies include
measures of job performance, performance in job training programs (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998), or educational performance (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019).

Our case is the selection process for admission to the NAFs’ Officer
Candidate School (OCS), which has traditionally been the first step in the NAFs’
three-leveled education system (Forsvarsdepartementet, 2013). This system was
however recently restructured following the implementation of a new
organizational rank-structure (St.prp. 111 LS, 2014-2015), dividing the structural
model into two complementary career systems facilitating development of officers
with broad competencies and specialists with in-depth expertise in their field. The
selection system as described in this study however remains largely unchanged.

The traditional selection process for admission to the OCSs’ success hinges
on its ability to predict both performance in education and training, and subsequent
performance in the role as a military leader. Through a longitudinal design, we thus
investigate the ability of this selection process to predict both performance during
military leadership education and training and subsequent balanced leadership
behaviour (BLB). While BLB is not a measure of job performance per se, but rather
a measure of specific leadership behaviours essential for effective military
leadership, it is a highly relevant criterion to validate the selection process against
for several reasons. Firstly, it represents a set of valued behaviours in the
organization. Secondly, while the predictive validity of selection processes in the
NAF has been evaluated against supervisory performance ratings criteria
(Kjenstadbakk, 2012; Norrgne, 2016; Vik, 2013), the extent to which these are able
to predict valued military leadership behaviours remains unknown. Lastly, research
conducted in the process of validating the BLB tool suggests that BLB scores
predict supervisory ratings of job performance (Martinsen et al., unpublished).
Thus, balanced leadership behaviour is closely related to job performance for
military leaders in the NAF, and is therefore conceptualized as a measure of military
leadership performance in this study.

Given that military leadership requires mastery of specific military
competencies achieved through education and practice in the military profession
(Grebstad & Johnsen, 2019), the contribution of military education and training in
explaining variation in BLB evaluations when controlling for the effect of the
selection system is also investigated. Figure 1.1 illustrates this study’s research

model.
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Figurel.1: Research model.

Thus, this study constitutes a validation study of the selection process for
admission to the Norwegian Armed Forces’ Officer Candidate School, aiming to

answer the following research questions:

To what extent does the selection system for admission to military
leadership education (T1) predict performance in education and training (T2), and

subsequent performance in the role as a military leader (T3)?

To what extent does performance in military education and training (T2)

predict subsequent performance in the role as a military leader (T3)?

2. Selection of Military Leaders in the Norwegian Armed Forces

Many young Norwegians aspiring to become leaders in the NAF apply for
the Officer Candidate School, the first step in the NAFs’ three-leveled education
system (Forsvarsdepartementet, 2013). Candidates who are admitted to the OCS
embark on a two-year education. The first year entails education and training in
both theoretical and practical aspects of military leadership. The second year
consists primarily of practice, where each officer candidate holds a leader role for

a team of conscripts. The purpose of the OCS is to ensure the Armed Forces officer
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candidates to occupy positions and execute relevant missions at the lowest level of
leadership function, provide a basis for potential further military education, and to
promote knowledge, skills and attitudes according to the NAFs’ requirements and
needs. Subsequent to completing the OCS, some graduates continue their military
career as officer candidates, while others pursue further education through the Basic
Officer Education (BAE)1, which further qualifies for Advanced Officer Education
(AO)2. These higher-level educations are required for rank ascendance within the
organizational hierarchy and pursuing a life-long career. As the OCS is the first step
of NAFs’ effort to develop what may be their future military leaders and generals,
itis considered a cornerstone in their education system (Forsvarets hgyskole, 2013).
Selecting the right personnel for admittance to the OCS is therefore of great
importance, and should arguably be based on the best scientific evidence available.

The selection process for admission to OCS education and training has been
conducted under Joint Admission and Selection (“Felles Opptak og Seleksjon™).
This selection process is a four-step process with the aim and purpose to uncover
candidates’ fitness, abilities and motivation for leadership education in the NAF.
The first step entails screening applicants based on high school grade point average
(GPA), general mental ability (GMA) scores and criminal records. Qualified
applicants are summoned for a two-week selection process. Upon arrival, applicants
are checked for possession and use of illegal drugs, undergo a medical examination,
and are tested in physical abilities. Applicants who do not pass the medical and/or
physical requirements are sent home at this point, while qualified applicants
undergo a structured interview assessing military leadership development potential.
A leadership prognosis is derived based on interview scores, and an academic
prognosis is calculated based on high school GPA and GMA scores.

Candidates who pass through to the next phase undergo a 5-7-day long field
exercise consisting of various military simulation exercises. Candidates are divided
into teams of 6-10 members, where the team leader role rotates among members. A
trained observer follows each team and assesses each candidate’s performance in
the leader role. Based on field exercise scores, another leadership prognosis is set.

Ultimately, the academic prognosis, an overall leader prognosis (derived by

1 A 3-year undergraduate program at the Norwegian Defence University College that leads to a bachelor’s degree in
military studies, which specializes in leadership and military power, within the military branch of either the Air Force,
Navy or the Army.

2 A graduate program at the Norwegian Defence University College that leads to a master’s degree in military studies,
which specializes in military power, development of doctrines and concepts, joint military operations and staff
methodology.
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weighting and combining the prognoses derived through interview and field
exercise scores), and results on physical ability tests constitute the basis for
selection. Figure 2.1 depicts the successive step-wise process as a model.
Candidates who do not meet the criteria at one stage are not tested further through

more comprehensive and time-consuming methods.

Screening Week 1 Week 2 Main Selection
s N -
High School Test of Field Exercise
g GPA possession/use Leader'
of illegal drugs Leadership Prognosis
Vs N\ ~
v __Field Exercise
GMA Medical
examination
~ ~ . Academic
( B ( B Prognosis
Criminal Physical tests
Record

e T
(i) Physical tests
Interview
Leadership
Prognosis
—_— Selection Basis

Academic
Prognosis

Figure 2.1: Model of the Joint Admission and Selection Process.

The distinctiveness of the NAFs’ function and responsibility poses a core
challenge to selection of candidates for military leadership education and training
(Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). Furthermore, a highly valid
question is whether there exist robust generic selection criteria that embrace the
range of positions across organizational levels and branches that candidates may
come to hold after completing the OCS. With the military profession becoming ever
more differentiated and specialized, it is almost a paradox that the selection process
for lower-level education, training and leader positions is generic in nature.

«The Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership» states that “The
selection of leaders through approved and scientific based instruments (tests),
followed by leadership development measures that take into account the
distinctiveness of the military leader’s challenges, are important measures for
ensuring that the Armed Forces at any given time have leaders with the required
personal prerequisites” (Forsvarsstaben, 2012, p. 13). Thus, the utmost objective
during selection is to identify candidates with the greatest potential for executing

military leadership in line with the NAFs’ distinctive guidelines.
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3.Literature Review

The theoretical foundation for this study is twofold, drawing on theory from
within the two academic fields of leadership and selection. Relevant leadership
theories are presented and discussed against the context of the NAF, before the
literature on selection methods is reviewed. Theories and research of various

selection tools are presented and discussed in relation to the OCS selection process.

3.1 Theories of Leadership

Despite being extensively researched, the nature of leadership still remains
a debated topic (Yukl, 2013). What most definitions of leadership have in common
is that leadership involves a process of exerting influence over someone (Yukl,
2013) in order to achieve a goal (Avolio & Bass, 1994). For example, House and
Javidan (2004) define leadership as “the ability of an individual to influence,
motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of
the organizations of which they are members of” (p. 15). One reason for the
theoretical disagreements around the concept of leadership is that leadership has
been studied from distinctive perspectives. Of these approaches, the leader-centred
approach, which focuses on characteristics of the leader (Bass & Bass, 2008), and
investigates the determinants of effective leadership in terms of traits, abilities,
behaviours or aspects of the situation (Yukl, 2013), is most relevant to the OCS
selection process, as candidates are admitted based on assessments of individual

characteristics and portrayed behaviours.

3.1.1 Trait Theories of Leadership

A major focus within leadership research has been identifying the traits and
skills that characterize successful leaders. While a trait — a «relatively stable
disposition to behave in particular ways» (Yukl, 2013, pp.143) - can refer to various
individual attributes such as personality aspects, temperament, needs, motives and
values, much of the research within the trait approach has focused on personality
traits (Yukl, 2013). Research suggests a relationship between aspects of personality
and leadership, however, personality is found to have a stronger effect on leader
emergence than on leader effectiveness (Judge, Bono, llies & Gerhardt, 2002). This
distinction is important, as being perceived by others as a leader does not guarantee

leadership effectiveness in terms of positive organizational, financial and relational
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effects. This distinction is particularly important in relation to selection, where the
aim must be to identify candidates who will actually be effective leaders as opposed
to having the appearance of a leader.

Another focus within the trait approach has been to identify the skills
predictive of leadership. Here, skills have been defined at various levels of
abstraction, ranging from broad general abilities such as intelligence to more
narrow and specific abilities (Yukl, 2013). Research suggests that the importance
of cognitive skills increases along with the level of complexity of jobs (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998), while meta-analytic findings suggest that intelligence is moderately
related to leadership effectiveness (Judge, Colbert & llies, 2004).

According to Yukl (2013), the relative importance of different skills varies
depending on level of management. A taxonomy of skills related to leader
effectiveness includes technical skills (knowledge about methods, processes,
procedures and techniques), interpersonal skills (knowledge about human
behaviour and interpersonal processes, empathy, communicative abilities) and
conceptual skills (general analytical ability, logical thinking, inductive and
deductive reasoning) (Yukl, 2013). Due to differing requirements at different levels
of management, technical, interpersonal and conceptual skills may not be of equal
importance to all leaders. While the importance of technical skills decreases as level
of management increases, the importance of conceptual and interpersonal skills
increases with the ascendance to higher levels (Yukl, 2013). Supportive of this is
the finding that the importance of cognitive skills increases along with the level of
complexity of jobs (Schmidt and Hunter, 1998).

3.1.2 Leadership Behaviours

Another approach to studying leadership has focused on the behaviours,
which are more adaptable than traits, related to leader effectiveness. While certain
traits may be positively related to leadership effectiveness, in order to understand
exactly what effective leaders do to influence subordinates, their actual behaviours
must be the unit of inquiry.

Summarizing research on leadership behaviour over the past half century,
Yukl (2012) proposes three major types of leadership behaviour, distinguishable by
their task, relations and change orientation. Task-oriented behaviours are those that
contribute to the accomplishment of tasks efficiently and reliably, while relations-

oriented behaviours increase mutual trust, cooperation and job satisfaction through
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the support of subordinates (Yukl, 2012). These two types of behaviour are based
on the meta-categories initiating structure and consideration, respectively, from
early works on identifying categories of leadership behaviour (e.g. Fleishman,
1953). Change-oriented behaviours concern understanding the environment,
adapting to it innovatively, and implementing major changes (Yukl, 2012).
Research on the effects of leadership behaviour on indicators of leadership
effectiveness such as subordinate satisfaction, subordinate performance and
superiors’ ratings of leader effectiveness has generated ambiguous results. A meta-
analysis interpreting and summarizing these mixed results found both initiating
structure and consideration to be related to leadership outcomes, but consideration
more strongly so (Judge, Piccolo & llies, 2004). Consideration relates more to
follower satisfaction, motivation and leader effectiveness, while initiating structure
relates more to leader job performance and group-organization performance (Judge,
Piccolo & llies, 2004). Investigating the relative validities of different leader
behaviours, Piccolo and colleagues (2012) found that when compared directly to
other leadership styles, initiating structure hardly had any effect on organizational
outcomes. With different leadership styles relating differently to various
organizational outcomes, effective leadership may require both task, relations, and

change-oriented behaviours (Martinsen, Fosse & Johansen, 2019; Yukl, 2013).

3.1.3 Leadership versus Military Leadership

While aspects of the NAFs’ doctrinaire approach to leadership is based on
general leadership theory, a legitimate question is whether military leadership is a
unique concept, or if leadership is a generic concept valid across the military-civil
distinction. If leadership in a military context deviates from leadership in civil
organizations, general leadership theories may be inapplicable to a military context.

A review and comparison of military leadership doctrines and general
leadership theories concluded that western military doctrines to great extent tend to
correspond to the contents of established leadership theory (Chan, Soh & Ramaya,
2012). Particularly, definitions of leadership from general theory hold that
leadership entails a process of influence. Influence is also a central component of
mission command, which is a common military leadership philosophy (Parrington
& Findlay, 2013). However, although military leadership is defined similarly to
general definitions of leadership, the purpose and authority of military

organizations renders military leadership distinguishable to some extent from
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leadership in civil organizations. According to Hannah & Snowden (2013), what
differentiates military from general leadership is the context in which it is executed.
The context in which military leadership is executed is at times characterized as
dangerous and extreme, which may be considered the core condition for performing
military leadership (Hannah et al., 2013). This means that military personnel are
faced with demanding tasks and environments that require hardiness, resilience and
robustness (Bartone, Eid, Johnsen, Laberg, & Snook, 2009; Maddi, 2007), and more
structure and professionalism than what is needed in many other industrial and
professional contexts (Fosse, Skogstad, Einarsen & Martinussen, 2019). The notion
of context further raises the question of whether military leadership can
meaningfully be conceptualized as one coherent form of leadership.

The NAF is a highly complex organization, consisting of numerous
hierarchical levels and sub-organizations. Furthermore, the organization contains
different functional segments, reflecting the operative and administrative aspects of
the military profession. This is reflected in the introduction of “the Chief of
Defence’s perspective on leadership” (Forsvarsstaben, 2012), in which it is stated
that the NAFs’ leadership philosophy lies at the intersection between operative and
administrative principles. Military leaders must be able to master both the operative
and administrative contexts, that is to integrate leadership and management
(Johansen, Fosse & Boe, 2019). Additionally, the range of the NAFs’ mission
portfolio, including a peace, crisis and war perspective, adds to the contextual
variation within which military leadership is executed.

Contingency theories of effective leadership hold that the traits or
behaviours required for effective leadership vary for different situations (Yukl,
2013). Whereas the trait and behaviour approaches assume that certain leader traits
or broadly defined behaviours are positively related to leadership effectiveness in
all situations, the contingency perspective describes how situational variables may
influence these relationships (Yukl, 2013). Given the multiple contexts within
which a military leader may need to practice his or her leadership, it is likely that
he or she must possess a range of different traits and behaviours in order to be an

effective leader in the various contexts.

3.1.4 Requirements and Characteristics of the Military Leader

The nature of military organizations poses substantial requirements to

military leaders. Military leaders must master a range of tasks, such as formulating
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and implementing strategies, ensuring an effective organization with efficient
communication flows, creating a sense of unity and an understanding of the mission
within the section, ensuring the competency of individuals and teams, and, most
importantly, lead under extreme conditions in crisis and combat situations. These
complex tasks require gathering, analysing and combination of information, at
times in unpredictable situations (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019). Despite these
task requirements, there is no definite answer to what effective military leadership
should entail (Martinsen et al., 2019).

The NAFs’ official leadership philosophy is mission command, which is
considered the most effective leadership philosophy in military operations (Ben-
Shalom & Shamir, 2011; Parrington & Findlay, 2013). At the core of this
philosophy lies the notion that any mission must be understood in terms of its
intention (Forsvarsstaben, 2014). Compliance is to be tied to the intention of the
mission as opposed to the direct wording of a specific command (Forsvarsstaben,
2012). Mission command permits decentralized decision making based on the
intention of the mission, allowing the military leader to make independent
assessments for action based on his or her situational understanding
(Forsvarsstaben, 2012). This philosophy allows initiative to be taken at all
organizational levels (Forsvarsstaben, 2014), encouraging all soldiers to lead peers
and subordinates at one point or another during their term of service. However,
mission command can in certain instances also call for detailed orders and control
(Forsvarsstaben, 2014). Thus, mission command entails shifting between strict
command and decentralization, which requires high levels of trust (Forsvarsstaben,
2014). In such, the NAFs’ leadership philosophy calls for both task-oriented
(solving the mission) and relations-oriented (creating mutual trust) behaviours,
which is well-aligned with the general leadership literature (Yukl, 2013).

“The Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership” (Forsvarsstaben, 2012)
elaborates the requirements of leaders in the NAF further. The intention of this
piece of work is to concretize how leaders in the NAF should practice leadership,
and thus emphasizes leadership behaviours. Mission-oriented, interaction-oriented
and development-oriented leadership behaviours are highlighted as essential for
effective military leadership (Forsvarsstaben, 2012). Due to its importance in the
military context, role model-orientation is added as a fourth category, and the

importance of balancing these behaviours is stressed (Forsvarsstaben, 2012).
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In recent years, initiative has been taken to further operationalize these
leadership behaviours. Based on Yukl’s (2012) taxonomy of leader behaviours, a
context-specific theory of military leadership has been developed (Martinsen et al.,
unpublished). Balanced leadership behaviour has been introduced as an
operationalization of individual prerequisites for practicing mission command
(Johansen et.al., 2019). The adaption of Yukl’s (2012) taxonomy for the NAFs’
context includes the three meta-categories mission focus, development focus and
role model. Mission focus reflects task orientation, development focus reflects
dimensions of both relations and change orientation, while the role model category
was added based on its important status in the NAFs’ practice and culture
(Martinsen et al., 2019). Each of these meta-categories consist of four facets, which

together make up balanced leadership behaviour (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1
Military Leadership: Three main categories with facets (Martinsen et al, 2019)
Mission focus Development focus Role model
Following up Stimulate independence Organization orientation
Goal orientation Communicate mastery Willingness to learn
Clarifying roles Stimulate innovative thinking Consideration
Action orientation Stimulate development Integrity

Where the trait approach to leadership assumes that the endowment of
certain traits makes some individuals natural leaders (Yukl, 2013), a behaviour
approach implies that leadership can be trained and developed, as behaviours are
more adaptable than traits (Cooper, 2010). Balanced leadership behaviour is indeed
regarded a skill that can be trained and developed (Johansen et al., 2019), and
constitutes a framework for leadership development within the NAF (Heaeren, 2018).
The conceptualization of BLB as a trainable skill aligns with the notion that military
leadership requires mastery of specific military competencies achieved through
education and practice in the military profession (Grebstad & Johnsen, 2019).
Meta-analytic findings suggest that leadership training, given certain facilitative
conditions, has a positive effect on several evaluation criteria (Lacerenza, Reyes,
Marlow, Joseph & Salas, 2017). As the OCS is a cornerstone in the NAFs’ efforts
to train and develop future military leaders, one would expect this effort to promote
the knowledge, skills and attitudes required for practicing effective military

leadership. Followingly, we hypothesize that:
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H1: Higher levels of performance in military leadership education and training is

facilitative of higher levels of military leadership performance.

The operationalization of the specific leadership behaviours required for
military leadership has facilitated the practical use of the framework in selection.
Five specific leader competencies derived from “the Chief of Defence’s perspective
on leadership” are implemented as criteria for assessing leadership potential during
the Joint Admission and Selection process. These include role model, solving
mission, interaction and development. A fifth construct, mental robustness, has
been identified and added as important to assess candidates on (Forsvarets
personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). Taken together, these leader competencies
may be viewed as a competency profile for the role selected for, and through the

use of selection methods, candidates are assessed against this profile.

3.2 Selection Methods

The practice of personnel selection is underpinned by the assumptions that
there are individual differences between people in terms of skills, abilities and other
personal characteristics, hence people are not equally qualified for all jobs, and that
it is possible, to some extent, to predict future behaviour and estimate future job
performance (Arnold et al., 2016). The purpose of selection methods is to measure
individual characteristics to provide estimates of likely future job performance. The
ability to predict future job performance and job-related learning, predictive
validity, is the most important property of any selection method, and is directly
proportional to its practical economical value (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). In order
to assess a method’s predictive validity, the relationship between the construct
measured by the method (the predictor) and subsequent work behaviour indicated
by performance measures (the criterion) must be analysed (Arnold et al., 2016).

A selection process starts with the identification of the individual
characteristics likely related to job performance. This requires information about
the job role and information about what is valued — that is, criteria used to judge
performance on the job (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018). Conducting a job analysis
generates systematic information about the job or role in question, while a
competency analysis helps translate this information into describing observable
behaviours underpinning the tasks and responsibilities of the role (Arnold et al.,

2016). Competencies may be defined as “sets of behaviours that are instrumental in
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the delivery of desired results or outcomes” (Kurz & Bartram, 2002, pp. 229).
Underpinning these behaviours are individual characteristics — personality traits,
abilities, motivation and knowledge — that form a competency potential (Kurz &
Bartram, 2002). Given facilitative situational factors, this competency potential
translates into observable behaviours essential for reaching desired results or
outcomes. In selection settings, direct access to observing work behaviours is
constrained, and therefore the underlying individual characteristics facilitative of
desired behaviours is targeted instead (Skorstad, 2015).

Once the individual characteristics required to perform the tasks of a role
are identified, these may be used as selection criteria. These individual
characteristics must be measured, for which different selection methods may be
used (Salgado, Viswesvaran & Ones, 2001). The choice of selection method and
composition of selection tools will depend on both the organization’s competency
needs, resource constraints, and the methods’ predictive validity (Lai, 2010).

There is a wide range of different methods that can be used in selection (Lal,
2010; Martinsen, 2009; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Skorstad, 2015). No method
alone seems to be perfect (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), but by combining different
selection methods into a system, accuracy in selecting the candidates most likely to
achieve the highest levels of job performance increases (Lai, 2010). Performance
in any given role is likely to require several competencies with potentially differing
underlying individual characteristics, which prompts the use of several selection
methods. When several predictors are combined in a selection system, a key
question is how much each additional predictor increases the predictive validity for
job performance. The incremental validity, and ultimately increase in utility, will
depend on not only the predictive validity of added predictors, but also on the
correlation between the various predictors (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). In order to
assemble a selection system able to predict performance with the greatest possible
accuracy, selection tools should be combined so as to tap into and measure the
various dimensions that make up performance.

In the selection process for admission to the OCS, candidates are not
selected for a specific job, but rather a general role as lower-rank leader, which
makes it difficult to conduct specific job analyses to base selection on. Instead, the
selection process is based on the analysis of competencies required of any leader in
the NAF to practice mission command, as specified in “the Chief of Defence’s

perspective on leadership”.
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Following the four-step selection model previously presented, the following
sections review the literature of the selection methods included in this selection
system. Specifically, we focus on GPA, GMA, the selection interview and the
assessment centre as predictors performance in education and training and
subsequent job performance. The literature on physical ability tests is not reviewed,
as these are included in the selection process merely to ensure that candidates satisfy
the physical requirements for being able to complete education and training and

being fit for the officer role (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2016).

3.2.1 Grade Point Average

Employers have generally believed that grades help understand who will
perform a job well (Campion, 1978; Zikmund, Hitt, & Pickens, 1978), arguing that
grades are useful predictors because they reflect intelligence, motivation, and other
abilities applicable to the job (Baird, 1985). What grades do reflect is academic
performance, outcomes of successful behaviours in an educational system, and
capture outcomes of learning in academic environments (Viswesvaran & Ones,
2018). In terms of individual characteristics, grades are primarily determined by
cognitive ability (Kuncel & Hezlett, 2007), and to some extent personality factors
such as conscientiousness and openness (Connelly & Ones, 2010). While school
grades are not an intelligence measure, previous research has found strong
correlations between school performance and intelligence (Roth et al., 2015).

Meta-analytic findings suggest that grade point average (GPA) to some
extent predicts job performance as measured by supervisory ratings, with reported
validity coefficients of .11 (O’Leary, 1980, as cited in Hunter & Hunter, 1984, pp.
85), .14 (Reilly & Chao, 1982), .16 (.33 when corrected for range restriction) (Roth,
BeVier, Switzer & Schippman, 1996) and .34 (Schmidt, Oh & Shaffer, 2016).
Performance in training is also to some extent predicted by GPA, though this has
been less extensively studied than the relationship between GPA and job
performance. Meta-analytic findings report validity coefficients of .30 (O’Leary,
1980, as cited in Hunter & Hunter, 1984, pp. 85).

Research from within a military context also suggests a relationship between
GPA and various performance measures. Studies from the US Defence Department
suggest that the best single predictor for adapting to military training is high school
diplomas (Farr & Tippins, 2010). The same studies also show a strong link between

higher education and military training (Farr & Tippins, 2010). Secondary education
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is an established predictor of officer training, and academic performance in military
education in particular has been shown to correlate with this (Alf, Neumann &
Mattson, 1988). Studies conducted using samples from the NAF suggest that high
school GPA is predictive of academic performance in military education and
training (Kjenstadbakk, 2012; Norrgne, 2016; Vik, 2012), but not supervisory
leadership ratings (Kjenstadbakk, 2012; Vik, 2012).

While GPA has been found to be a fairly good predictor of performance in
work and training, some issues are related to the use of GPA for selection purposes.
Comparing the GPA of candidates may not be fair, as there are likely to be
differences in the harshness of different graders and course difficulty across
learning institutions (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018). Increasing levels of grade
inflation over time (Kostal, Kuncel & Sackett, 2016) further add to the potential
unfairness of ranking and comparing candidates based on GPA. Grades have also
been found to show a simplex pattern of validity (Lievens, Ones & Dilchert, 2009),
meaning that validity decreases as the temporal distance of criterion measurement
increases (Roth et al., 1996). Most candidates applying for the OCS are quite young
and have recently graduated high school, thus the issue of simplex validity patterns
may not be of great concern in this context. Moreover, as many candidates lack
previous work experience, GPA may be the only indication of previous
performance available for assessment.

In the Joint Admission and Selection process, high school GPA is used to
rank applicants. While there is no minimum required score, applicants are ranked
based on high school GPA (weighted 0.7). Thus, the higher a candidate’s GPA, the
more likely (s)he is to proceed in the process. The rationale for using high school
GPA as a selection criterion is that, although the selection process mainly aims to
assess leadership potential, criteria must also be included to predict and ensure that
admitted candidates will succeed academically during education. High school GPA
is also used (in addition to GMA scores) to calculate an academic prognosis which
constitutes part of the basis for final selection decisions. Based on these previous
findings concerning GPA as a predictor of job and training performance, the

following hypotheses are postulated:
H2: High school GPA is a significant predictor of military leadership performance.

As the nature of the OCSs’ theoretical aspects is more closely aligned to

traditional academic environments, we hypothesize that:
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H3: High school GPA is a stronger predictor of academic performance in
theoretical subjects than performance in practical subjects during military

education and training.

3.2.2 Intelligence and General Mental Ability

Intuitively, it is hard to imagine any job where some extent of cognitive
ability is not required in order to perform work tasks. Broadly defined, cognitive
ability refers to the capacity to process, understand, reason with and remember
information (Dilchert, 2017). A large number of different but highly related
constructs constitute cognitive ability, and the commonality of these are commonly
termed intelligence (Dilchert, 2017). Hierarchical models of intelligence posit the
existence of a single general factor g (Carroll, 1993), describing one’s general
mental ability (Spearman, 1904). This general factor is collectively defined by
different specific aptitudes, such as verbal aptitude, spatial aptitude, and numerical
aptitude. Specific aptitude theory hypothesizes that performance in different jobs
requires different cognitive aptitudes and, therefore, regression equations computed
for each job incorporating measures of several specific aptitudes will optimize the
prediction of performance on the job and in training (Schmidt & Hunter, 2004).

Murphy (1996) argued that hierarchical models suggest that general versus
specific ability constructs can be used for different purposes. However, general
mental ability is found to be the most valid predictor of supervisory ratings,
correlating above .50 with later occupational level, performance in job training
programs, and job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 2004). Whether additional
cognitive factors provide incremental validity is a function of how broadly or
narrowly one defines cognitive ability and job performance (Schmitt, Cortina,
Ingerick, & Wiechmann, 2003).

General mental ability (GMA) is measured through cognitive ability tests,
which seek to uncover candidates’ intelligence, including the ability to record, store
and use information (Skorstad, 2015). Measures of GMA are widely used for
selection across professions and countries, and several large meta-analyses have
documented the predictive validity of GMA for job performance, with validity
coefficients ranging from .45 to .70 (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Salgado & Anderson,
2003; Salgado, Anderson, Moscoso, Bertua, De Fruyt, 2003; Schmidt & Hunter,
1998, Schmidt et al., 2016). Schmidt and Hunter (1998) found that cognitive ability

measures are among the most valid predictors of job performance across all job

17



GRA 19703

situations. Cognitive ability measures have also been shown to be the best available
predictor for job-related learning, that is, acquisition of job knowledge on the job
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1992; Schmidt, Hunter & Outerbridge, 1986).

Theories about the determinants of job performance hold that the major
direct causal impact of GMA is on the acquisition of job knowledge (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1992; Schmidt et al., 2016). According to Hunter (1986), intelligent people
have higher levels of job performance because they acquire more job knowledge
more rapidly. The knowledge of how to perform the job is what causes higher levels
of job performance (Hunter, 1986). Hence, the measurement of GMA is of
particular utility for positions requiring rapid learning and high change capacity
(Hunter, 1983; Schmidt, 2002; Schmidt, Hunter & Outerbridge, 1986).

Research findings further suggest that the relationship between GMA and
job performance is greatest for complex and cognitively demanding tasks (Bertua,
Anderson & Salgado, 2011; Farr & Tippins, 2010; Salgado et al., 2003; Schmidt,
Hunter & Outerbridge, 1986). The reasoning behind this is that inconsistent tasks
are complex and continue to draw on cognitive resources and require cognitive
information processing, which has shown to have a large correlation with GMA
over time (Ackerman, 1986, 1987, 1992).

In line with this, it is assumed that the relationship between intelligence and
leadership is greater than that between intelligence and non-leaders, which might
be due to the fact that leaders are required to solve poorly defined problems
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1992). However, meta-analytic findings suggest that
intelligence is only moderately related to leadership (Judge, Colbert & llies, 2004).
Haslam, Reicher and Platow (2011) emphasize that the importance of the leader's
abilities is situational, provided that different abilities are required for different
leadership situations, which aligns with Yukl’s (2013) proposition that the
requirements for leadership effectiveness is contingent on leadership level. GMA
is also found to predict movement in the job hierarchy, where individuals move into
higher-complexity jobs if their GMA exceeds the complexity level of their current
jobs (Wilk, Desmarais & Sacket, 1995). This is particularly relevant in the NAF,
characterized by frequent job rotation with following job management
requirements, rapid development and frequent organizational changes.

Research findings suggest that GMA also predicts performance and learning
in job training programs (Hunter, 1986, Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Ree & Earles,
1992; Schmidt, Shaffer & Oh, 2008), and academic achievement (Richardson,
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Abraham, Bond & Hinshaw, 2012). As with the relationship between GMA and job
performance, GMA predicts performance in these domains through its role in
knowledge acquisition and learning processes (Dilchert, 2017).

Research conducted with military samples report similar findings,
indicating that GMA is a strong predictor of performance in military work and
training (Carretta et al., 2014; Hunter, 1986; McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson &
Ashworth, 1990; Ree & Earles, 1991). Studies within the NAF have reported mixed
findings of the relationship between GMA and various performance criteria during
OCS education and training. Both Kjenstadbakk (2012) and Norrgne (2016) report
that GMA is a significant predictor of OCS GPA, while only Kjenstadbakk (2012)
finds GMA to be predictive of leadership assessments.

The concept of GMA has however received criticism for having minimal
utility (Guilford, 1988). Extensive research conducted in the US Army highlights
the importance of special factors beyond general intelligence (Farr & Tippins,
2010). These studies concluded that the importance of a general intelligence factor
remains strong, but that it cannot rule out the need for more specific predictors (Farr
& Tippins, 2010). However, multiple studies have indicated that weighted
combinations of specific aptitudes (e.g., verbal, spatial, or quantitative aptitude)
tailored to individual jobs do not predict job performance better than GMA
measures alone, disconfirming specific aptitude theory (Hunter, 1986; Jensen,
1986; Sacket & Wilk, 1994; Schmidt, Ones & Hunter, 1992; Thorndike, 1986).

The NAF uses its own developed GMA measure (“Alminnelig Evneniva”),
as a measure of general learning ability, numerical and general reasoning, and
general conceptual understanding (Skoglund, Martinussen & Lang-Ree, 2014).
This measure has been used in the NAF for a long time and is well-documented as
a cost-effective, reliable and valid predictor of job performance (Sundet, Barlaug &
Torjussen, 2004). In the Joint Admission and Selection process, GMA scores are
used to rank and screen applicants, based on the rationale that intelligence is
considered the strongest predictor of scholastic achievement (Roth et al., 2015) and
job-related learning (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The minimum admission criterion
is set to GMA >/=5 (Forsvarssjefen, 2008), which equals an 1Q of 100 (Forsvarets
Sanitet, 2018), because this is shown to be the required level of cognitive ability in
order to be able to follow the progression and complexity of both education, training
and work (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). GMA scores are also

used (in addition to high school GPA) to calculate an academic prognosis which
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constitutes part of the basis for final selection decisions. Based on these previous
findings concerning GMA as a predictor of job and training performance, the

following hypotheses are postulated:
H4: GMA is a significant predictor of military leadership performance.

H5: GMA is a significant predictor of performance in military education and

training.

3.2.3 Selection Interviews

Interviews are one of the most frequently used selection procedures (Macan,
2009; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt & Maurer, 1994; Ryan & Ployhart, 2014),
designed to predict future job performance based on applicants’ oral responses to
oral inquires. However, the selection interview is not a universal concept. In an
extensive meta-analysis of the predictive validity of employment interviews,
McDaniel and colleagues (1994) distinguish among interviews by the dimensions
interview content, how the interview is conducted, and the nature of the criterion,
and find that the interview’s predictive validity depends on these various factors.
Interview content refers to what kind of questions are asked during an
interview. Behavioural interviews involve asking interviewees to describe job-
relevant behaviour in past situations, and is based on the premise that past behaviour
predicts future behaviour (Janz, 1989). Thus, interviewers search for evidence of
previously demonstrated desired behaviours, suggesting capability of similar
behaviours in future job situations (Arnold et al., 2016). In contrast, situational
interviews are based on goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990), the
underlying assumption being that behavioural intentions predict future behaviour
(Latham & Saari, 1984). Candidates are asked to indicate how they would behave
in hypothetical situations, and behaviourally anchored rating scales are used to rate
and compare responses with those provided by others (Arnold et al., 2016).
Meta-analytic results suggest that situational interviews vyield high
predictive validity for job performance (McDaniel et al., 1994). However, a key
problem with situational interviewing is that it does not account for different levels
of experience. Experienced applicants may have a better understanding of what is
required in the setting, and thus have an advantage over inexperienced applicants
(Arnold et al., 2016). Job complexity has been found to influence the validity of
situational but not behavioural interviews (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth & Klehe, 2004),
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where only behavioural interviews significantly predict job performance for
complex jobs (Krajewski, Goffin, McCarthy, Rothstein, & Johnston, 2006).
Nevertheless, both situational and behavioural interviews are found to have good
criterion-related validity, meaning that interview performance is predictive of job
performance (Klehe & Latham, 2006). While both yield validity, behavioural
interviews may be slightly better for more complex jobs (Levashina, Hartwell,
Morgeson, & Campion, 2014).

The manner of information collection in an interview relates to the extent of
standardization across candidates. Interview structure is defined as “any
enhancement of the interview that is intended to increase psychometric properties
by increasing standardization or otherwise assisting the interviewer in determining
what questions to ask or how to evaluate responses” (Campion, Palmer, &
Campion, 1997, p. 656). One can distinguish between unstructured and structured
interviews, where structured interviews typically are based on a job description,
follow a set format with pre-determined questions, ask the same set of questions in
the same order to all candidates, and note and score responses following a
formalized scoring guide. Unstructured interviews tend to lack these characteristics,
potentially reducing measurement reliability (McDaniel et al., 1994).

For predicting job performance, meta-analytic findings indicate that the
structured interview (regardless of content) is more valid than the unstructured
interview (McDaniel et al., 1994; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The reason for this is
that standardization ensures consistency in questions across interviewers and
interviewees and in the set of criteria used to evaluate responses (Arnold, et al.,
2016). Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988) found a corrected validity of r = .31 for
unstructured interviews and r = .62 for structured interviews. Schmidt & Hunter
(1998) report similar coefficients of r = .38 for the unstructured and r =. 51 for the
structured interview. For predicting training performance, meta-analytic findings
indicate similar validity coefficients for both the structured (r=.34) and unstructured
(r=.36) interview (McDaniel et al., 1994). Similarly, Schmidt & Hunter (1998)
report a validity coefficient of .35 for both structured and unstructured interviews.

The interview differs somewhat from other selection methods in that its
social nature may allow for human bias to affect interview scores, potentially
reducing predictive validity. However, by increasing interview structure, the
influence of biases may be reduced, ultimately increasing the interview’s predictive

validity (Posthuma, Morgeson & Campion, 2002). Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi

21



GRA 19703

(2009) found that the relationship between verbal impression management and
interview ratings was lower for high-structure than for low structure interviews,
suggesting that structure narrows and directs focus to job-relevant information.

Contrary to other selection methods such as GMA tests, the interview is not
a measure of a single psychological construct. Noting that it remains unknown
exactly what combination of constructs the interview measures, Schmidt and
colleagues (2016) suggest that it probably measures a combination of previous
experience, mental ability, personality traits, and specific job-related skills and
behaviour patterns. Meta-analytic findings support that interviews to some extent
measure mental ability, reporting corrected average correlations between GMA and
unstructured interviews (r=.50) and structured interviews (r=.35) (Huffcutt, Roth
& McDaniel, 1996). Schmidt and Hunter’s (1998) findings of differing incremental
validity for the structured and unstructured interview in combination with GMA
measures (24% vs. 8%) further reflects such a difference.

In the Joint Admission and Selection process, candidates undergo a
structured situational interview, in which hypothetical questions are posed to assess
five personal characteristics essential for leadership in the NAF: role model, solving
mission, mental robustness, interaction and development. Responses are assessed
according to a scoring guide, and an overall score is used (together with field
exercise scores) to set a leader prognosis, indicating expectations of military
leadership development potential. The choice of hypothetical questioning is based
on the fact that applicants are young with limited previous experience to reference.
Research from within the NAF indicates that the interview significantly predicts
subsequent performance measures, also when controlling for GMA (Isaksen, 2014,
as cited in Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a; Kjenstadbakk, 2012;
Norrgne, 2016; Vik, 2013). Based on the review of findings concerning the validity

of the selection interview, the following hypotheses are postulated:
H6: The interview is a significant predictor of military leadership performance.

Given the interview’s emphasis on behaviours, likely to be more relevant in

mastery of practical aspects of education and training, we hypothesize that:

H7: The interview is more predictive of performance in the practical aspects of

education and training than in theoretical aspects.

22



GRA 19703

3.2.4 Assessment Centre/Field Exercises

An assessment centre (AC) consists of a standardized evaluation of
behaviour based on multiple sources (Rupp, et al., 2015), where an organization
can profile applicants’ ability across a range of competencies and highly job-related
contexts (Arnold, et al., 2016). The design of an AC reflects the need to assess the
extent to which applicants can demonstrate a range of competencies which define
the key knowledge, skills and abilities required to perform the role in question. ACs
bundle various simulations to elicit behaviour required in the actual content of a
role that can be evaluated, scored, and used in the prediction of work-relevant
criteria. The goal is to have candidates show that they can perform appropriately in
a variety of realistic job-related situations, whilst trained assessors independently
observe and rate candidate behaviours across different exercises (Viswesvaran &
Ones, 2018). A systemic procedure is used for recording and rating specific
behaviours as they occur, and independent assessor ratings and reports are then
brought together to form an overall rating for each candidate in a moderation
session where the candidates’ performance is discussed (Arnold, et al., 2016).

The appeal of ACs lies in their generally good levels of criterion-related and
face validity (Hough & Ones, 2001) and ability to provide insight into relevant
dimensions that prove hard to evaluate through other selection methods (Borman,
1982; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr & Fleisher, 2008). Although the predictive validity
of ACs has been much debated, meta-analytic findings indicate that the average
validity of AC studies is very good, because assessment is based upon direct
observation of job-relevant behaviours (Arnold, et al., 2016). However, a common
finding in the AC literature relates to the problem of convergent versus discriminant
validity (Lance, 2008). Cross-situational consistency across exercises rather than
within exercises indicates discriminant validity, meaning that different
competencies are evaluated separately in each exercise. However, in most ACs,
assessors are more likely to provide similar ratings for an individual across different
dimensions within the same exercise, rather than for the same competency across
exercises (Robertson & Smith, 2001). This represents convergent validity and
suggests that exercises, not dimensions, are the important construct behind ratings.

This poses a problem to whether ACs measure what they intend to. Kuncel
and Sackett (2014) argue that the construct validity issue may not actually be that
problematic, as the competency scores for each exercise are only a step towards a

final overall AC rating for each competency. They argue that if focus is shifted to
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this overall AC competency rating, exercise-specific effects are no longer the
dominant source of final AC ratings when ratings for each competency across all
of the AC exercises are combined (Kuncel & Sackett, 2014).

Several meta-analyses have reported the validity of overall AC ratings
(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018). Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsch (1984) found that
the AC was a good predictor of job performance ratings (r = .43) and grades (r =
.31), whilst Hunter and Hunter (1984) report that AC also predicts promotion (r =
.63). Similar findings are also found in analyses conducted in a military setting
(Dobson & Williams, 1989; Melchers & Annen, 2010) and within the NAF
(Isaksen, 2014, as cited in Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a;
Kjenstadbakk, 2012; Norrgne, 2016).

During the Joint Admission and Selection process, candidates undergo a
field exercise consisting of multiple evaluation methods intended to obtain
information about candidates' prerequisites and development potential, where
trained assessors independently observe and rate candidate behaviour. The field
exercise may thus be described as a form of assessment centre. During the field
exercise, candidates are assessed on the same five personal characteristics essential
for leadership in the NAF as during the interview: role model, solving mission,
mental robustness, interaction and development. Field exercise scores are used
(together with interview scores) to set a leader prognosis, indicating expectations
of military leadership development potential. While in the interview scores are
given based on candidates’ reports of how they would behave in hypothetical
situations, the field exercise generates ratings of actual displayed behaviours.

The rationale for measuring these same leadership characteristics through
field observation is that self-reports of behaviours may not be completely accurate.
For example, while most candidates report that they will master long walks with
heavy equipment and the use of armed weapons, 10-20% of candidates resign from
the selection process after exposure to this during the first night of the field exercise
(Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). As these tasks are absolute
minimum requirements for what a candidate should master, their assessment is vital
before embarking on a long and costly military leadership education. Based on the
abovementioned findings concerning the predictive validity of assessment centres,

the following hypotheses are postulated:

H8: The field exercise is a significant predictor of military leadership performance.
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Given the closer resemblance in context between the field exercise and

practical aspects of education and training, we hypothesize that:

H9: The field exercise is more predictive of performance in the practical aspects of

education and training than in theoretical aspects.

4. Research Methodology and Design

This chapter explains and describes the study’s methodological
considerations. The basis for the data sample is introduced, along with data
sampling procedures. The study’s variables are presented, and the measurement of
these is explained. Finally, the research design is elaborated on, followed by a

description of the study’s statistical analysis.

4.1 Data Sample and Data Collection

Our study is based on data from the NAFs’ “Leader Candidate Study 2015-
2020 (Forsvarets lederkandidatstudie 2015-2020) (Stabsskole, 2015), a study
conducted to further develop the selection and education of officer candidates in
the NAF and enhance competencies revolving leadership, military psychology and
selection. The “Leader Candidate Study 2015-2020” is approved by Norwegian
Centre for Research Data (Norsk samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjeneste). The study
monitors candidates who pursue the OCS selection process throughout selection,
education and training, with the aim of controlling the selection process’ predictive
validity. The study is based on a survey offered to every candidate at the outset of
the selection process. Applicants answer a questionnaire including consent that
answers can be linked to information regarding the selection tests and future
performance measures from education and practice. Through informants at the
Norwegian Defence University College (NDUC), we gained access to anonymized
selection data from the “Leader Candidate Study” for candidates admitted to the
OCS in 2016 and 2017. The choice to include two cohorts significantly increased
the sample size, which serves to improve the reliability of results.

The selection data were coupled by our informants at NDUC to data from
another research project within the NAF aimed at developing a context specific
theory and a new measure of military leadership (Martinsen et al., unpublished). In
this project, following an initial conceptual identification of military leadership, an

instrument was developed to measure balanced leadership behaviour (BLB). In the
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validation process of this instrument, a total of 5,374 military personnel has
participated by responding to the instrument’s items, providing evaluations of
subordinates’, peers’, superiors’ or own leadership behaviours.

We chose as our sample the 259 subjects for whom selection data and BLB
scores could be coupled. For 125 of these subjects, we were able to acquire data
from OCS exam protocols consisting of grades obtained during the education’s first
year. These data were anonymized and coupled to selection data and BLB scores
by our informants at NDUC. The sample includes 106 candidates admitted to the
OCS in 2016 and 153 candidates admitted in 2017, from each of the three military
branches, the Army (n=207), the Navy (n=19), and the Air Force (n=33).

The data for our sample were generated at three points in time (T1, T2 and
T3). Candidates’ scores from the selection process were generated in advance of
the candidates’ admission to the OCS (T1). Academic results were generated during
the candidates’ first year of education and training (T2). BLB evaluations were
generated at the completion of the education’s second year of practice (T3). Given

the inclusion of two cohorts, data is generated over a period of three years in total.

4.2 Variables and Measurement Tools

The dataset contains 12 variables. The variables containing data collected
during the selection process (T1) are referred to as this study’s predictors, as this
data is collected with the aim of predicting future performance. These variables
include 1. High School GPA, 2. GMA, 3. Physical Strength, 4. Physical Endurance,
5. Interview, 6. Field Exercise, 7. Academic Prognosis, 8. Leader Prognosis.

The variables containing grades obtained during the OCSs’ first year of
education, 9. GPA Total, 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical
Subjects, constitute one set of criteria against which the selection process’ methods
are validated. Inanalysing to which extent the selection system predicts BLB when
controlling for the effect of performance in education and training, 10. GPA
Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects serve as predictor variables.

The selection methods included in the selection process are hypothesized to
not only predict academic performance, but also leadership potential and
performance in the role as a lower-level military leader. The variable containing
BLB scores generated at the completion of the education’s second year of practice,
12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour, constitutes this study’s second criterion. Table

4.1 lists the study’s variables.
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Table 4.1

Overview of the study’s variables
Variable Explanation
1.GPA (Scale 1-66) Grade point average from high school diploma
2.GMA (Scale 1-9) Measure of general learning ability, numerical and

general reasoning, and general conceptual understanding.

3.Physical Strength (Scale 1-9) Average score of 3 strength tests. Push-ups, sit-ups and
pull-ups (2016) / Medicine ball throw, standing long jump
and pull-ups (2017).

4.Physical Endurance (Scale 1-9) 3000-meter track run

5.Interview (Scale 1-9) Measure of leadership potential defined by 5 leadership
competencies: role model, solving mission, mental
robustness, interaction and development. Average of
scores across these 5 dimensions.

6.Field Exercise (Scale 1-9) Measure of leadership potential defined by 5 leadership
competencies: role model, solving mission, mental
robustness, interaction and development. Average of
scores across these 5 dimensions.

7.Academic Prognosis (Scale 1-9) The candidate’s presumed potential for succeeding
academically during the education. Derived by weighting
and combining GPA and GMA.

8.Leader Prognosis (Scale 1-9) The candidate’s presumed potential for succeeding as a
military leader after completing education and training.
Derived by weighting and combining leadership potential
scores assessed through interview and field exercise.

9.GPA Total (Scale 0-6) Grade point average of all subjects undergone during
education and training.

10.GPA Practical Subjects (Scale 0-6) Grade point average of all practical subjects undergone
during education and training.

11.GPA Theoretical Subjects (Scale 0-6) Grade point average of all theoretical subjects undergone
during education and training.

12.Balanced Leadership Behaviour (Scale 1-7) Measure of leadership behaviour. Average of scores
across three sub-dimensions: role model, mission focus
and development focus.

Most of the study’s variables are discrete numeric variables at the ordinal
level. However, for the purpose of performing the statistical analyses required to
answer the problem formulation, all variables are treated at the interval level.
Variables not initially at the ordinal level have been recoded to meet the criteria for
inclusion in the analyses.

1. High School GPA is measured on a continuous scale ranging from 1 to 66
and is calculated by multiplying high school GPA (1-6) by 10 and adding up to 6
potential additional credits (up to 4 STEM credits and 2 additional credits, e.g.
military service points).
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2. GMA is measured on a 9-point scale where 1 is the lowest score and 9 is
the highest. This score is generated by calculating the average of scores on three
tests (also measured on 9-point scales) measuring aspects of intelligence: Raven,
Numerical Reasoning (“Tallrekker”), in the form of number series sequence tests,
and Verbal Ability (“Ordforstielse”) assessing knowledge of Norwegian and
English language. The admission criterion for GMA is a score of 5,0 or higher,
although in certain cases candidates with a lower score may be considered. These
candidates must re-sit the cognitive ability tests and achieve a minimum average
score of 3,0 and a minimum score of 2,0 on each of the three sub-tests.

3. Physical Strength is also measured on 9-point scales, where 1 is the
lowest score and 9 is the highest. The physical strength score is generated by
calculating the average score of three tests of physical strength. In the 2016
selection process these included push-ups, sit-ups and pull-ups, and the admission
criterion was an average score of 2,0 or higher. In the 2017 selection process
physical strength was tested through medicine ball throw, standing long jump and
pull-ups, and the admission criterion was set at an average score of 5,0 or higher.

4. Physical Endurance was measured by means of a 3000-meter track run
both years, also on a 9-point scale, where 1 is the lowest score and 9 is the highest.

5. Interview is also measured on a 9-point scale where 1 is the lowest score
and 9 is the highest. The interviews conducted during the selection process are
structured situational interviews, where interviewers follow an interview guide for
posing questions and a scoring manual for evaluating responses. The purpose of the
interview is to generate information about the candidate’s leadership potential.
Based on “the Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership ', questions are derived
to measure 5 personal characteristics essential for leadership in the NAF: role
model, solving mission, mental robustness, interaction and development. The role
model construct involves exhibiting core values of respect, responsibility and
courage, and showing integrity in the way leadership is conducted. Solving mission
involves demonstrating decision making skills and prioritizing and handling
various sets of challenges. Mental robustness involves mastery of uncertainty and
performance under physically and psychologically challenging environments. The
interaction construct concerns ability to care for others, create trust and delegate
tasks to enable role clarity, while development involves ability to stimulate and
recognize independent thinking in followers. Candidates receive scores on each of

these 5 leadership competencies, based on which a leader prognosis is calculated,
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indicating how the candidate is expected to perform as a leader at a basic officer
candidate level. The leader prognosis derived from the interview is later used as a
component in calculating the total 8. Leader Prognosis. In the data we received,
only scores on the individual interview components were included. A total
interview score - 5. Interview - was calculated by averaging the scores of the 5
individual components. Thus, while the individual components are discrete
numerical variables, the total interview score is continuous with two decimals. Our
data included some observations with missing values on 1-2 of the individual
interview components (n=50). Due to time limitations, solving mission and
interaction are sometimes not prioritized in the interview, which explains these
missing values. For these subjects, the average was calculated based on the
remaining individual component scores.

6. Field Exercise is measured on a continuous 9-point scale where 1 is the
lowest score and 9 is the highest. The field exercise score is generated by calculating
the average of scores on 5 personal characteristics essential for leadership in the
NAF as observed in the field: role model, solving mission, mental robustness,
interaction and development. While scores on these sub-components take discrete
values ranging from 1-9, the average total score holds two decimals. The field
exercise aims to reveal candidates’ potential leader characteristics in a field setting.
Based on candidates’ performance during the field exercise, qualitative evaluations
are made by trained observers regarding the 5 various aspects of leadership
behaviour. These evaluations are later translated into numeric scores following a
scoring guide to set a leader prognosis, which is ultimately combined with the
leader prognosis derived in the interview to set the final 8. Leader Prognosis.

The variable 7. Academic Prognosis is also measured on a 9-point scale
where 1 is the lowest score and 9 is the highest. The academic prognosis is derived
by weighting and combining high school GPA and GMA scores, and is a numerical
expression of how the candidate is expected to perform academically.

8. Leader Prognosis is derived by weighting and combining leader potential
scores as assessed through the interview and the field exercise. The prognosis is
measured on a 9-point scale where 1 is the lowest score and 9 is the highest, and
constitutes a numerical expression of how the candidate, given education and
training, is expected to perform as a leader at a lower-rank level. This prognosis,

combined with the academic prognosis constitute the final basis for selection
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decisions, and are weighted and combined to derive a final score ranking the
remaining candidates at the end of the selection process.

The variables measuring academic performance during the education’s first
year, 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects, were
calculated based on grades in exam protocols received from representatives at the
Army’s, Air Force’s and Navy’s OCSs, while 9. GPA Total was extracted directly
from these protocols. In the Army and Navy, grades are given on a 6-point scale A-
F where A is the highest grade, E is the lowest possible pass grade, and F equals
fail. These grades were recoded into numeric values where A=5, B=4, C=3, D=2,
E=1 and F=0. The Air Force operates with a percentage scale for grading, where 0-
39,99% equals grade F, 40-49,99% equals grade E, 50-59,99% equals grade D, 60-
79,99% equals grade C, 80-89,99% equals grade B, and 90-100% equals grade A.
In order to make grades across all three military branches comparable, percentage
grades were recoded first from the interval level (1-100) to the ordinal level (A-F),
and then into numeric values where A=5, B=4, C=3, D=2, E=1 and F=0.

The various subjects included in the education vary to some extent between
the three military branches. Some subjects are general and included in the education
programme regardless of branch, while others are branch-specific. Despite these
differences, we consider a GPA score obtained during the education’s first year to
be a representative measure of performance, comparable across branches. The
variable 9. GPA Total is calculated by averaging all individual subject grades for
each student. 10. GPA Practical Subjects was calculated by averaging all grades in
the practical subjects undergone by each student, while 11. GPA Theoretical
Subjects was calculated by averaging all grades in the theoretical subjects
undergone by each student. These variables are thus measured on a continuous 6-
point scale with scores holding two decimals.

12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour is measured by administering the
instrument to candidates’ superiors, asking them to retrospectively assess
leadership behaviour for the total period for which the candidate had functioned as
the assessor’s subordinate (a period of 6 or 12 months, depending on military
branch). The BLB tool consists of 12 items measured on a 7-point scale where 1 is
the lowest score and 7 is the highest — with the exception of item 2 and item 4 which
are reversed. Items 1-4 measure the sub-component role model, items 5-8 measure
the sub-component mission focus, and items 9-12 measure the sub-component

development focus. The data we received included only the raw scores on each of
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these 12 items. The total BLB score was calculated by averaging the scores of the
12 items (items 2 and 4 were first reversed). The balanced leadership behaviour
variable is hence a continuous variable with two decimals. This variable constitutes

the main criterion against which to validate leadership development potential.

4.2.1 Missing Values

Methodological considerations include decisions about how to treat
potential missing values in the dataset. Missing values effectively reduce sample
size, and ultimately statistical efficiency (Stehlik-Barry & Babinec, 2017). The
main concern with missing values is whether they are missing at random or if some
factor is systematically causing missing values for a given variable, potentially
introducing bias into the data (Stehlik-Barry & Babinec, 2017).

Our dataset has a fair amount of missing values. Variable 2. GMA has 1
missing value. This is likely due to an error in the data entering phase, and the
observation is included in the dataset. VVariable 7. Academic Prognosis has 154
missing values. The reason for this is likely differences between branches and
across cohorts in registering this prognosis. In the period 2015-2017, the calculation
of this prognosis was changed, with some branches calculating the academic
prognosis directly into the final combined academic/leader prognosis score.
Because these observations hold valid values across other variables, because the
raw scores that would have been entered into the prognosis (high school GPA and
GMA) are present, and because deleting them from the dataset would more than
halve the sample size (and hence decrease the accuracy of all analyses not including
these variables), these observations are included in the dataset.

The T2 variables 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical
Subjects have 134 missing values, while 9. GPA Total has 144 missing values. The
reason for these missing values is that in the work with gathering academic results
to couple with the existing selection- and balanced leadership behaviour data, only
data for 125 students could successfully be coupled. Academic results were coupled
(by our informants) by means of matching ID numbers. A likely explanation for the
low number of matches is that hand-written ID numbers may be distorted when
scanned for digital registration (i.e. 1 is transformed to 7 and vice versa, 6 is
transformed to 0, etc.), or differences in ID registration (full ID number versus birth
date only). The 10 additional missing values for 9. GPA Total are likely due to some

error or slack in the update and registration of the exam protocols. For these 10
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observations, grades in every individual subject were registered in the protocols,
but for some reason a final GPA was not listed. Because 125 is the total number of
observations for which it was possible to obtain and link academic results to
selection data and balanced leadership behaviour scores, these observations are
included in the dataset. The 10 observations with missing values on 9. GPA Total
are also included in the dataset, as these hold valid values across other variables,
and importantly, for 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects.

12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour has 2 missing values. This is likely due
to the intentional or unintentional skipping of items in the instrument. The

observations are included in the dataset.

4.2.2 Reliability and Validity

The purpose of selection methods is to measure individual characteristics in
order to provide estimates of likely future job performance. In order to confidently
make such predictions, it is vital that the measurement instrument produces reliable
results (Skorstad, 2015). Reliability concerns the accuracy of measurement scores,
and the extent to which these are influenced by random errors of measurement
(Cooper, 2010). While the reliability of the NAFs’ instrument for measuring GMA
has been documented (Sundet, Barlaug & Torjussen, 2004), the reliability of
interview and field exercise scores may be more questionable, as these rely on
subjective judgements. Cooper (2010) points out that because behavioural ratings
often involve observing behaviour only for a short time, and in one or two
situations, they may not be highly accurate measures.

Joint Admission and Selection interviewers and field exercise observers are
trained to classify behaviours according to a particular checklist, and follow
structured guidelines, which may serve to increase the reliability of assessments.
Moreover, during the field exercise, behaviour is observed for an extended amount
of time across multiple situations, potentially increasing the accuracy of
evaluations. The use of two methods for assessing leadership potential (interview
and field exercise) may also increase the accuracy of leadership potential scores, as
measuring constructs through several instruments tends to cancel out the systematic
errors associated with each instrument (Cooper, 2010).

Furthermore, it is also vital that an instrument’s measurements reflect the
construct the instrument claims to measure (Cooper, 2010). The validity of an

instrument concerns the extent to which inferences drawn based on scores are valid
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(Skorstad, 2015). Of greatest concern in relation to selection is construct validity —
the extent to which an instrument measures the construct it claims to measure
(Cooper, 2010) -, and predictive validity — the extent to which the instrument may
be used to predict a future criterion (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019).

One inherent challenge in estimating the predictive validity of a selection
method is caused by the fact that performance measures can only be obtained for
individuals who pass through a selection process and are hired. This effect of a
sample selection process, resulting in an observed sample not representative of the
population of interest, is referred to as range restriction (Sackett & Yang, 2000).
When predictor scores are used as selection criteria, the resulting workforce may
not provide the full theoretically possible range of scores on the predictor and/or
criterion measures, resulting in underestimated validity coefficients (Arnold et al.,

2016). Figure 4.1 illustrates this phenomenon.

Criterion

Xij
Test score

Figure 4.1: Model of the range restriction phenomenon.

Scores falling below the cut-off at x; constitute “missing data” in analyses.
Several of this study’s predictors have cut-off values, hence range restriction may
result in underestimated validity coefficients. This may be particularly prominent
for GMA measures, where the cut-off value is set at 5 on a 1-9 scale. Corrections

for range restriction are not conducted in this study.

4.3 Research Design and Statistical Analysis

The aim of this study is to assess the predictive validity of the selection
process for admission to the NAFs’ Officer Candidate School. This selection
system is assembled with the objective of identifying the candidates with the
highest potential for becoming military leaders, and prospering during education

and training. Thus, the predictive validity of the selection process is assessed
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against both education and training performance criteria, and subsequent military
leadership evaluations. Furthermore, given that military leadership requires mastery
of unique military competencies attainable through education and training in the
military profession (Grebstad & Johnsen, 2019), we assess the relationship between
performance in education and training and subsequent leadership evaluations.

In such, this study’s design is longitudinal, examining the predictive
validity of variables collected at one point (T1) for performance measures collected
at later points in time (T2 and T3). The predictor variables include all scores
collected during the selection process. Academic results and BLB assessments
collected after the first and second year of the educational programme, respectively,
constitute the performance criteria. Figure 4.2 visualizes the timeline of data

generation and the postulated hypotheses in the study’s research model.

T3
Balanced Leadership
Behaviour

H2, H4, H6, H8

v

Education & Training
Performance

Predictors: Performance Measure:
High School GPA Supervisory ratings of
GMA Balanced Leadership
Physical Abilities Behaviour
Interview
Field Exercise
Academic Prognosis
Leader Prognosis

Performance Measures:
GPA Total
GPA Practical Subjects
GPA Theoretical Subjects

Figure 4.2: Research model with hypotheses.

In order to investigate the predictive validity of the selection process’
methods and test hypotheses, we conducted both correlational analyses and
multiple hierarchical regression analyses, to examine to what extent the predictors
(selection methods) explain the variance in the criteria (performance measures).
Correlation analyses show the strength of the correlation between predictors and
criteria. Multiple hierarchical regression analyses illustrate to what extent a set of
predictors predict a given criterion, and how much its variance can be explained by
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the dependent variables (Martinussen & Hunter, 2008). Multiple hierarchical
regression analyses also allow for evaluating the predictive validity of each
predictor while controlling for the effect of the other (Agresti & Finlay, 2009).
The dataset was first explored visually and through descriptive statistics, in
order to provide an overview and detect relationships between the independent and
dependent variables. Correlational analyses were then conducted, in order to obtain
numerical expressions of the relationships between variables. This provided a basis
for conducting subsequent regression analyses. Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r)
indicates the strength and direction of a linear relationship between two variables.
However, it does not imply causality, meaning that inferences may not be made
about the causal relationship between the two variables. For this reason, and
because correlation can only be computed for two variables at a time, correlational
analyses were not sufficient in order to answer this study’s problem formulation.
Multiple linear regression analyses were conducted in order to understand
how the output (criteria) changes as a result of changes to the input (predictor)
variables (Jank, 2011). By conducting multiple hierarchical regression analyses, we
were able to insert different sets of predictors through several steps of analyses. The
multiple regression coefficient (R2) expresses how much of the variation in the
criteria are explained by variation in the various predictors. Thus, through several
steps of analysis, we assessed to what extent the various selection methods and the
selection battery as a whole predict 1) performance during military education and
training, 2) military leadership evaluations and 3) the contribution of military
education and training in explaining variation in military leadership evaluations

when controlling for the effect of the selection system.

5. Results

In this chapter we present the results of descriptive statistics and correlation
analyses, before presenting the results from the regression analyses. Descriptive
statistics are presented to provide an overview over the dataset. Results from
correlational analyses indicate the qualitative nature of relationships between
variables, such as direction and strength. Finally, regression analysis results

indicate to what extent predictors actually predict the various performance criteria.

5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analyses
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The dataset was first explored through descriptive statistics and
visualizations such as histograms and plots to provide an overview of the
distribution of the various variables. These variable distributions are presented in

Table 5.1, with minimum, maximum and mean values, and standard deviations.

Table 5.1

Descriptive statistics of the study’s variables
Variable n Minimum Maximum M SD
1.High School GPA (Scale 1-66) 259 28,30 61,70 46,48 5,68
2.GMA (Scale 1-9) 258 3,00 9,00 6,48 1,27
3.Physical Strength (Scale 1-9) 259 3,67 9,00 6,88 1,43
4.Physical Endurance (Scale 1-9) 259 3,67 9,00 7,44 1,35
5.Interview (Scale 1-9) 259 2,60 9,00 6,48 1,34
6.Field Exercise (Scale 1-9) 259 2,60 8,80 6,18 1,37
7.Academic Prognosis (Scale 1-9) 105 3,15 8,35 6,64 0,77
8.Leader Prognosis (Scale 1-9) 259 2,77 8,77 6,24 1,15
9.GPA Total (Scale 0-6) 115 1,83 4,26 3,21 0,51
10.GPA Practical Subjects (Scale 0-6) 125 1,80 4,50 3,45 0,51
11.GPA Theoretical Subjects (Scale 0-6) 125 0,33 4,75 3,06 0,84
12.Balanced Leadership Behaviour (Scale 1-7) 257 2,50 6,83 5,23 0,68

The predictor variables all show a relatively narrow range, with exception
of 1. High School GPA (SD=5,68), which has a much wider measurement scale.
The range is particularly low for 7. Academic Prognosis (SD=0,77). This may be a
result of the large number of missing variables (n=105), and the range would
possibly be larger had the missing values been present. The range restriction in
predictor variables is however expected, as only candidates scoring above cut-off
values progress in the selection process. We further note that the distributions of
the predictor variables are all slightly skewed, with mean scores falling above the
mean of the scales. This is most notable for 4. Physical Endurance (x=7,44).

Through visualisations of the distributions of variables 9. GPA Total, 10.
GPA Practical Subjects, 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects, these variables appear to be
more normally distributed than the predictor variables. The mean scores of these
variables fall closer to the mean of the scales: 9. GPA Total (¥=3,21), 10. GPA
Practical Subjects (¥=3,45), 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects (¥=3,06). Scores on
these variables tend to fall quite close (on average) to the mean, reflecting a
somewhat narrow range: 9. GPA Total (SD=0,51), 10. GPA Practical Subjects
(SD=0,51) and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects (SD=0,84).
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For the criterion 12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour, scores are distributed
in a slightly skewed manner, with the mean score (x=5,23) falling above the mean
of the scale. On average, scores on this variable tend to fall somewhat less close to
the mean (SD=0,68) than do scores for the academic performance criteria variables.

The study’s table of correlations is presented in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2

Table of correlations
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1.High School GPA 1
2.GMA .365** 1

3.Physical Strength
4.Physical Endurance
5.Interview

6.Field Exercise

-.205**  -.091 1

-.084 -.080 501%* 1

.183**  -.016 .069 .018 1

-.147* -.067 .229** .186** 103 1

7.Academic Prognosis J790**  679*%*  .060 .162 167 .030 1

8.Leader Prognosis -.099 -.066 232%*%  174**  328**  972** 063 1

9.GPA Total .195* .023 .066 .048 .086 275**  324*%*  284*%* 1

10.GPA Practical Subjects .056 -.030 .201* .155 -.036 291** 186 273**  845%* 1

11.GPA Theoretical Subjects A486**  317** 073 -.047 332** 174 B609**  241%*  402**  229** 1
12.Balanced Leadership Behaviour ~ -.007 -.070 -.006 -.043 125* .160* -.086 .182**  301**  .321**  -057

Note. N=259. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), **. Correlation is significant
at the 0.01 level (2-talied).

5.2 Regression Analyses

The predictor variables were entered as models into stepwise hierarchical
regression analyses against the study’s criteria variables. Predictor variables were
entered stepwise in the order they are derived during the selection process. The first
model contains 1. High School GPA and 2. GMA. 3. Physical Strength and 4.
Physical Endurance were entered in the second step, 5. Interview in the third step,
and finally 6. Field Exercise was entered in the fourth and last step. Due to issues
of multicollinearity, 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis were entered
into a separate model to assess whether these add any value in explaining more of
the variance in the criteria than do the individual selection tools. Table 5.3 presents

the results for the analysis with 9. GPA Total as the criterion.
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Table 5.3
Multiple hierarchical regression analysis with criterion 9. GPA Total as dependent variable
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

1.High School GPA 217* .228* .218* .251*
2.GMA -.058 -.057 -.053 -.041
3.Physical Strength .087 .081 .014
4.Physical Endurance .010 .016 .006
5.Interview .051 .005
6.Field Exercise .299**
R2 .041 .049 .052 132
Adjusted R2 .024 .015 .008 .084
R2 Change .041 .008 .002 .080
F-value 2.396 1.430 1.193 2.739*

Note: N=115. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

1.High School GPA is the only significant variable of the first (p = .217%),
second (B = .228%), and third (B = .218*), model, but none of these models as a
whole are significant. In the fourth and only significant model, 1. High School GPA
is still a significant predictor ( = .251*) after controlling for 6. Field Exercise,
however 6. Field Exercise is the model’s most significant variable (f = .299**).
Hence, we find no support for the hypothesis that GMA is a significant predictor of
performance in military education and training (H5). Adding 6. Field Exercise
resulted in a substantial increase in Adjusted R Square to .084, meaning that the
selection system as a whole is able to explain 8,4% of the variation in 9. GPA Total.

A separate analysis was performed to assess the predictive validity of 7.
Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis for 9. GPA Total. Table 5.4 presents

the results of this analysis.

Table 5.4

Regression analysis of variables 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis with criterion 9. GPA Total
7.Academic Prognosis .300**
8. Leader Prognosis .348**
R2 .226
Adjusted R2 .208
F-value 12.686**

Note: N=90. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported, *p<.05. **p<.01.

Both 7. Academic Prognosis (p = .300**) and 8. Leader Prognosis (f =
.348**) are significant variables in this model. Adjusted R Square of the model is

.208, meaning that the academic and leader prognoses as a model can account for

38



GRA 19703

more than double the amount (20,8%) of the variation in 9. GPA Total than can the
model including the entire battery of selection tools.

Correlational analyses suggest that practical and theoretical subjects are not
strongly related, and thus that performance in the one may be predicted by different
factors than the other. Hence, the same multiple hierarchical analyses were
performed with 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects as
criteria, as with 9. GPA Total. Table 5.5 presents the results for the analysis with
10. GPA Practical Subjects as the criterion.

Table 5.5
Multiple hierarchical regression analysis with criterion 10. GPA Practical Subjects as dependent variable
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
1.High School GPA .084 .108 119 155
2.GMA -.060 -.056 -.059 -.042
3.Physical Strength .166 A71 123
4.Physical Endurance .057 .054 .042
5.Interview -.057 -.093
6.Field Exercise 275%*
R2 .007 .047 .050 118
Adjusted R2 -.009 .015 .009 .073
R2 Change .007 .040 .003 .069
F-value 429 1.453 1.234 2.619*

Note: N=124. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

Neither 1. High School GPA, 2. GMA, 3. Physical Strength, 4. Physical
Endurance or 5. Interview are significant in the first three models, nor are these
models as a whole. The fourth model on the other hand is significant, though 6.
Field Exercise is the only significant variable of this model (p = .275**). Adding
6. Field Exercise in the fourth model, Adjusted R Square is significantly increased
to .073, meaning that the battery of selection tools as a whole is able to explain
7,3% of the variation in 10. GPA Practical Subjects. We note that while 1. High
School GPA was a significant predictor of 9. GPA Total, it is not for 10. GPA
Practical Subjects, which lends initial support to the hypothesis that high school
GPA is a stronger predictor of academic performance in theoretical subjects than
performance in practical subjects during military education and training (H3).
Furthermore, these results provisionally disconfirm the hypothesis that the
interview is more predictive of performance in the practical aspects of education

and training than in theoretical aspects (H7), but lend provisional support to the
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hypothesis that the field exercise is more predictive of performance in the practical
aspects of education and training than in theoretical aspects (H9).

Again, a separate analysis was performed to assess the predictive validity of
7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis for the criterion 10. GPA Practical

Subjects. Table 5.6 presents the results of this analysis.

Table 5.6
Regression analysis of variables 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis with criterion 10. GPA

Practical Subjects

7.Academic Prognosis .162
8. Leader Prognosis 347%*
R2 154
Adjusted R2 135
F-value 7.941**

Note: N=90. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

8. Leader Prognosis is the only significant variable of this model (B =
.347**). The model as a whole is significant, with an Adjusted R Square of .135.
Thus, the academic and leader prognoses as a model can account for almost double
the amount (13,5%) of the variation in 10. GPA Practical Subjects than can the
model of the entire battery of selection tools. Note that while both 7. Academic
Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis were significant predictors of 9. GPA Total,
only 8. Leader Prognosis is a significant predictor of 10. GPA Practical Subjects.

To assess the predictive validity of the battery of selection tools for
theoretical academic performance, the predictor variables were entered into the
same analyses, this time with 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects as the criterion. Table

5.7 presents the results for the analysis with criterion 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects.

Table 5.7
Multiple hierarchical regression analysis with criterion 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects as dependent variable
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

1.High School GPA A27** 453** A405** 435**
2.GMA 162 161 A72* .185*
3.Physical Strength .220* .196* .156
4.Physical Endurance -.129 -.118 -.129
5.Interview .249%* .218**
6.Field Exercise 229%*
R2 .259 .294 .354 402
Adjusted R2 246 271 .326 371
R2 Change .259 .036 .060 .048
F-value 21.107** 12.405** 12.924** 13.087**

Note: N=124. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.
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1. High School GPA is the first model’s only significant variable (p =
A27**). The model as a whole is significant, with an Adjusted R Square of .246.
Hence, these two predictors alone are able to explain 24,6% of the variance in 11.
GPA Theoretical Subjects. 1. High School GPA is still a significant variable (f =
.453**) when controlling for 3. Physical Strength and 4. Physical Endurance, while
3. Physical Strength is also a significant variable of the second model (B = .220%).
The model as a whole is also significant. By adding 3. Physical Strength and 4.
Physical Endurance in the second model, Adjusted R Square increases to .271,
significantly improving the model. 5. Interview was added in the third model,
resulting in Adjusted R Square increasing yet again to .326. 1. High School GPA (B
= .405**) and 3. Physical Strength (f = .196*) remain significant variables when
controlling for 5. Interview. In the third model, 2. GMA (B =.172*) and 5. Interview
(B = .249**) are also significant variables. The third model as a whole is also
significant, and can account for 32,6% of the variance in 11. GPA Theoretical
Subjects. In the fourth and final step, 6. Field Exercise was added, increasing
Adjusted R Square further to .371. 1. High School GPA (B = .435**), 2. GMA (B =
.185%*), and 5. Interview (P = .218**) are still significant variables when controlling
for 6. Field Exercise. 3. Physical Strength is however no longer significant after
controlling for 6. Field Exercise, while 6. Field Exercise is a significant variable of
the fourth model (B =.229**). The model as a whole is also significant, and is able
to account for 37,1% of the variance in the criterion 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects.

These findings, taken together with those from Table 5.5, lend support to
the hypothesis that high school GPA is a stronger predictor of academic
performance in theoretical subjects than performance in practical subjects during
military education and training (H3). Our findings indicate that the interview is a
highly significant predictor of performance in the education’s theoretical, but not
practical aspects. Hence support is not found for the hypothesis that the interview
is more predictive of performance in the practical aspects of education and training
than in theoretical aspects (H7). Support is however found for the hypothesis that
the field exercise is more predictive of performance in the practical aspects of
education and training than in theoretical aspects (H9), although the difference in
marginal (B = .275** versus B = .229*%*),
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Once again, a separate analysis was performed to assess the predictive
validity of 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis for 11. GPA Theoretical

Subjects. Table 5.8 presents the results of this analysis.

Table 5.8
Regression analysis of variables 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis with criterion 11. GPA

Theoretical Subjects

7.Academic Prognosis B597**
8. Leader Prognosis 174*
R2 401
Adjusted R2 .388
F-value 29.171**

Note: N=90. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

Both 7. Academic Prognosis (B = .597**) and 8. Leader Prognosis (B =
.174*) are significant variables, and so is the model as a whole. With an Adjusted
R Square of .388, the two prognoses as a model are able to explain 38,8% of the
variance in 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects, which is only a slight improvement from
the model containing the selection variables as predictors.

As the next step of analysis, the predictor variables were once again entered
into the same hierarchical regression analysis to assess their predictive validity for
the leadership criterion. Table 5.9 presents the results for the analysis with 12.

Balanced Leadership Behaviour as the criterion.

Table 5.9

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis with criterion 12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour as dependent

variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

1.High School GPA .021 .022 -.009 .013
2.GMA -.078 -.080 -.069 -.070
3.Physical Strength .021 .005 -.018
4.Physical Endurance -.056 -.052 -.068
5.Interview 126 107
6.Field Exercise .164*
R2 .005 .008 .023 .048
Adjusted R2 -.003 -.008 .003 .025
R2 Change .005 .002 .015 .025
F-value .676 492 1.167 2.080

Note. N=256. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

Neither 1. High School GPA, 2. GMA, 3. Physical Strength, 4. Physical

Endurance or 5. Interview are significant variables in the first three models, nor are
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these models significant. 6. Field Exercise is the only significant variable of the
fourth model (B = .164*), but the model as a whole is not significant. Adding 6.
Field Exercise in the fourth model increased Adjusted R Square to .025, meaning
that the model representing the battery of selection methods as a whole is only able
to explain 2,5% of the variation in the criterion balanced leadership behaviour.

Through these findings, we find no support for our hypotheses that high
school GPA, GMA and the interview are significant predictors of military
leadership performance (H2, H4, H6). However, these findings do lend support to
the hypothesis that the field exercise is a significant predictor of supervisory ratings
of military leadership performance (H8).

A separate analysis was performed to assess the predictive validity of 7.
Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis for criterion 12. Balanced Leadership

Behaviour. Table 5.10 presents the results of this analysis.

Table 5.10
Regression analysis of variables 7. Academic Prognosis and 8. Leader Prognosis with criterion 12. Balanced

Leadership Behaviour

7.Academic Prognosis -.103
8. Leader Prognosis .245*
R2 .067
Adjusted R2 .049
F-value 3.636*

Note: N=104. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

8. Leader Prognosis is the only significant variable in this model (p =
.245*). The model as a whole is however significant. Adjusted R Square of this
model is .049, meaning that the academic and leader prognoses as a model can
account for almost double the amount (4,9%) of the variation in balanced leadership
behaviour scores than can the model including the battery of selection tools.

The final analysis to be performed was with the aim of assessing to what
extent academic performance in education and training predicts balanced leadership
behaviour when controlling for the selection system. 10. GPA Practical Subjects
and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects were entered as predictors into the hierarchical
regression. Table 5.11 presents the results of the analysis including 10. GPA
Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects as predictors of the criterion

of 12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour.
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Table 5.11

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis with criterion 12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour as dependent

variable
1.High School GPA .027
2.GMA -.013
3.Physical Strength -.057
4.Physical Endurance -.202*
5.Interview .103
6.Field Exercise 115
10.GPA Practical Subjects .387**
11.GPA Theoretical Subjects -218t
R2 197
Adjusted R2 141
F-value 3.496**

Note: N=123. Standardized Beta coefficients are reported. *p<.05, **p<.01.

The results of this analysis indicate that, when controlling for the various
selection predictors, 10. GPA Practical Subjects is a significant predictor of 12.
Balanced Leadership Behaviour (B = .387**). (11. GPA Theoretical Subjects is
nearly significant ( = -.218) at the .05 level p=.051). While 6. Field Exercise was
a significant predictor of BLB evaluations (f = .164*) in previous analyses (Table
5.9), itis no longer a significant predictor controlling for the effect of education and
training. (Note however that the number of observations included in this analysis is
only 125, compared to 289 in previous analyses). 4. Physical Endurance is the only
significant selection predictor (B = -.202*) when controlling for the effect of
education and training, with a negative effect on BLB evaluations. Accounting for
variables 10. GPA Practical Subjects and 11. GPA Theoretical Subjects results in
an Adjusted R Square of .141. Thus, when accounting for both the battery of
selection tools and performance during education and training, 14,1% of the
variance in 12. Balanced Leadership Behaviour can be explained. These findings
partially support the hypothesis that higher levels of performance in military
leadership education and training is facilitative of higher levels of military

leadership performance (H1).

6. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the study’s results and findings against theories
and findings from the literature review. The findings related to predicting
performance in education and training are discussed first, followed by a discussion

of the findings related to predicting balanced leadership behaviour. The section
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culminates with a general discussion of the relationship between selection,

education and training and subsequent military leadership performance.

6.1 Predicting Performance in Education and Training

The NAFs’ military branches’ need for competence constitutes the basis for
initiating the selection process for education in the Armed Forces (Forsvarets
personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). This adds to the requirements of the
selection process, necessitating its ability to predict the likelihood of performance

in and successful completion of education and training.

6.1.1 High School GPA as a Predictor of Academic Performance

By assessing the predictive validity of high school GPA as a predictor for
academic performance, we found support our hypothesis that high school GPA is a
stronger predictor of academic performance in theoretical subjects than
performance in practical subjects during military education and training (H3).

We initially found that high school GPA was the best single predictor for
academic performance in military training, and that the issue of simplex validity
patterns is in fact not of great concern in this context (Lievens, Ones & Dilchert,
2009; Roth et al., 1996). However, we were somewhat surprised when controlling
for the effect of the other predictors. While high school GPA s still a significant
predictor, the field exercise is an even more significant predictor of overall
performance in education and training. This finding exemplifies how the total GPA
may be a somewhat imprecise measure of performance in quite different areas,
requiring different skills and abilities. Distinguishing between practical and
theoretical subjects reveals that field exercise scores are more strongly related to
performance in the education’s practical aspects, while high school GPA is more
strongly related to performance in theoretical aspects.

These findings were further strengthened by regression analysis with GPA
in theoretical subjects as the criterion. Here, we find that not only is high school
GPA a significant variable controlling for other predictors, it is also the predictor
with the strongest positive effect on academic results in theoretical subjects
throughout the four models tested. Ultimately, these findings indicate that high
school GPA might not be the best single predictor for adapting to military training
as awhole, as previous US studies have indicated (Farr & Tippins, 2010). However,

our findings suggest that high school GPA is a valid predictor of officer training
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and academic performance in military education (Alf et al., 1988; Kjenstadbakk,
2012; Norrgne, 2016; Vik, 2012) and that it does capture outcomes of learning in
academic environments (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018).

In terms of individual characteristics, grades are primarily determined by
cognitive ability (Kunzel & Hezlett, 2007), and significant correlations between
school performance and intelligence have been found (Roth et al.,, 2015).
Significant correlations were also found among our predictor variables (Table 5.2),
where high school GPA correlates substantially with GMA, indicating that
measures of cognitive ability and grades are related constructs. This implies that
both high school GPA and GMA are important selection tools for assessing

candidates’ presumed potential for succeeding academically during education.

6.1.2 GMA as a Predictor of Academic Performance

While we find high school GPA to be a significant predictor of total OCS
GPA, we find it somewhat counterintuitive that no support is found for our
hypothesis that GMA is a significant predictor of performance in military education
and training (H5), and that it has a negative effect on total GPA. Similar results are
found for the criterion GPA in practical subjects. Thus, it is further emphasized that
using traditional predictors for academic performance is not expedient for
predicting performance in the OCSs’ practical aspects. The main plausible reason
for this is that different skills and abilities might be required to perform well in
these aspects of education and training, as opposed to traditional academic
environments (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018) where performance is primarily
determined by cognitive ability (Kunzel & Hezlett, 2007). This is supported by the
fact that we found that GMA is a significant predictor of GPA in theoretical
subjects, lending some support to our hypothesis (H5). Consequently, the NAFs’
GMA measures of verbal, numerical and general reasoning might be a better suited
predictor for performance in theoretical subjects than in practical subjects.
However, high school GPA is the single best predictor of theoretical academic
performance, indicating that previous academic results are a stronger predictor than
the ability to process, understand, reason with and remember information. In such,
measures of GMA cannot rule out the need for more specific predictors (Farr &
Tippins, 2010) of performance in a context that is specific for military leadership.

The true validity of GMA as a predictor of performance in military training

and education might not the captured in the Joint Admission and Selection process,
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as performance measures can only be obtained for individuals who pass through a
selection process and are hired. The minimum requirement is GMA >/=5, equalling
an 1Q of 100 (Forsvarets Sanitet, 2018), meaning that about 40% of the population
are opted out. Hence, the majority of possible performance measures are never
documented, in that the largest part of the method's explanatory power lies within
the 40% of the population which is cut off. This range restriction (Sackett & Yang,
2000) is likely to result in underestimated validity coefficients (Arnold et al., 2016).

The academic prognosis, a weighted and combined measure of high school
GPA and GMA, is used as a basis for final selection decisions. This prognosis is of
practical utility to the extent that it is a better predictor of academic achievement
than are its individual components. Our results reveal that the academic prognosis
significantly predicts performance in the education’s theoretical aspects, but not in
practical aspects. It is also a significant predictor of overall performance in
education and training, with the model containing both the academic and leader
prognosis being able to account for more than double the amount of the variation
in total GPA than the model including the entire battery of selection tools. This
indicates that the effect of underestimated validity coefficients is reduced and that
the contribution of the broad performance measure is higher for overall
performance. Hence, these findings indicate that the weighted combination of high
school GPA and GMA scores provides a better measure of academic performance
than the two individual measures, and support the use of the academic prognosis as

collective predictor set, as a basis for final selection decisions.

6.1.3 Interview as a Predictor of Academic Performance

The hypothesis that the interview is more predictive of performance in the
practical aspects of education and training than in theoretical aspects (H7) is not
supported by this study’s findings. Quite contrary, we find that the interview is
significantly predictive of performance in theoretical aspects, but not practical
aspects of education and training. This finding is somewhat surprising, given the
interview’s emphasis on leadership behaviours, which intuitively should be more
strongly related to behavioural patterns in practice than skills and abilities required
for performance in traditional academic environments.

Correlational analyses (Table 5.2) reveal a slight significant correlation
between high school GPA and interview scores (r=.183**), indicating that the

interview captures some construct also captured by high school GPA. Meta-analytic
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findings suggest that interviews to some extent measure mental ability (Huffcutt et
al., 1996), which has also been found to be a determinant of grades (Kuncel &
Hezlett, 2007). No such correlation between GMA measures and interview scores
was found in this study, suggesting that the interview captures some other aspect
related to high school academic performance. Our analyses reveal that high school
GPA significantly correlates with OCS GPA in theoretical subjects (r=.486*%*),
while only marginally with total GPA (r=.195*) and not at all with GPA in practical
subjects. It thus seems that there is some shared construct captured by both high
school GPA and the interview that is related to academic performance in theoretical
subjects, but not performance in practical subjects. Although intended to measure
leadership potential, the interview may also capture constructs such as previous
experience, personality traits and behaviour patterns — exactly what combination of
constructs is measured by the interview remains unknown (Schmidt et al., 2016).
The effect of pre-interview impressions may be particularly relevant here,
as part of the preparation for the interview includes interviewers reviewing
candidates’ application papers and high school diploma. Meta-analytic findings
suggest that interviewers’ access to cognitive ability test scores decreases the
interviews predictive validity (McDaniel et al., 1994). The correlation between high
school GPA and interview scores and the finding that the interview is a better
predictor of GPA in theoretical than practical subjects could suggest that access to

measures of previous performance in the form of grades might have a similar effect.

6.1.4 Field Exercise as a Predictor of Academic Performance

The hypothesis that the field exercise is more predictive of performance in
the practical aspects of education and training than in theoretical aspects (H9) is
supported by the findings of this study, albeit only marginally. While the OCS
education and training contains theoretical subjects for which skills and abilities
required for achievement in traditional academic environments undoubtedly are
important, it also contains training in the practical aspects of military leadership. In
such, the field exercise which tests candidates in practical aspects of military
leadership in military-specific contexts provides added value to the selection
process in predicting performance in the education and training’s practical subjects.

The finding that the field exercise is also a significant predictor of academic
performance in the theoretical aspects of the education, even when controlling for

predictors such as high school GPA and GMA, is somewhat surprising. This is
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particularly interesting given the slight negative correlation between field exercise
scores and high school GPA (r=-.147*). A potential explanation for this could be
that there is some motivational factor required to overcome the challenging and
demanding nature of the field exercise that also contributes to endurance and

performance in the education’s academic challenges.

6.1.5 The Predictive Validity of the Entire Selection System

The OCS total GPA represents performance during military leadership
education and training, and reflects acquisition of job-related knowledge, a major
determinant of subsequent job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1992; Schmidt et
al., 2016). Given that candidates are educated and trained in both academic and
practical aspects of military leadership, overall performance is expected to require
several different skills, abilities and characteristics. Hence, accurate prediction of
overall performance may require the combination of several measurement methods.

Our results indicate that the selection system as a whole is able to explain
8,4% of the variation in the total GPA criterion. Of all selection tools included in
the selection system, only high school GPA and field exercise scores are predictive
of total GPA. Thus, while the selection system to some extent predicts performance
in education and training as measured by total GPA, a vast proportion of variation
in total GPA remains unaccounted for by the system of selection methods. As
pointed out, because performance in theoretical and practical subjects are likely to
require quite different skills and abilities, the total GPA may be a somewhat
imprecise criterion. In such, differentiating between GPA in practical and
theoretical subjects may better capture the relationships between the various
predictors and aspects of performance in education and training.

The entire selection system as a model is able to account for 7,3% of the
variation in GPA in practical subjects. Of all the selection methods, the field
exercise is the only significant predictor of performance in the education’s practical
aspects. Together, these findings imply that the system as a whole is not particularly
predictive of performance in the practical aspects of the education and training,
though the prognoses used for final selection decisions are somewhat valid
predictors. Still, much of the variation in this aspect of performance is attributed to
factors other than those assessed during the selection process.

However, as a whole, the selection system appears to be fairly predictive of

performance in the theoretical aspects of the OCS education. The entire selection
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system as a model is able to account for a substantial 37,1% of the variation in the
criterion GPA in theoretical subjects. While high school GPA and GMA, included
in the selection system to ensure academic performance, alone can account for
24,6% of the variation in GPA in theoretical subjects, the inclusion of the remaining
selection predictors results in considerable incremental validity.

Out of these three performance criteria, the selection system is best able to
predict academic performance in the OCSs’ theoretical subjects. In such, the
selection system’s success in predicting performance in education and training
depends on how this is conceptualized. Overall, the system is partly successful in
predicting the likelihood of performance in and successful completion of education
and training, containing predictors important for ensuring performance in both

theoretical and practical aspects of military education and training.

6.2 Predicting Balanced Leadership Behaviour

The NAF does not primarily select candidates for military education, but for
the profession (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019b), which
necessitates the identification of candidates with the greatest potential for executing
military leadership during selection. Based on the requirements for effective
leadership within the NAF, substantial resources are placed into assessing

candidates’ leadership development potential.

6.2.1 High School GPA as a Predictor of Balanced Leadership Behaviour

Our findings do not support the hypothesis that high school GPA is a
significant predictor of military leadership performance (H2). This suggests that
behaviours resulting in successful outcomes of learning in academic environments
(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018) are not the same as those required for effective
military leadership. This finding is somewhat surprising, as grades are primarily
determined by individual characteristics such as cognitive ability (Kuncel &
Hezlett, 2007) and to some extent personality factors (Connelly & Ones, 2010),
which are also thought to be related to leadership (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Judge
et al., 2002). However, meta-analytic findings suggest that GPA is more predictive
of performance in training than job performance (O’Leary, 1980, as cited in Hunter
& Hunter), because of the strong resemblance between training programs and
classroom demands (Schmidt et al., 2016). Our findings reflect this notion, with

high school GPA having a positive significant effect on performance in military

50



GRA 19703

education and training. Thus, while not a directly relevant predictor of leadership
performance, it may provide utility in predicting performance in education and

training, which in turn is likely to be related to subsequent leadership performance.

6.2.2 GMA as a Predictor of Balanced Leadership Behaviour

The results of this study do not support the hypothesis that GMA is a
significant predictor of military leadership performance (H4). This is a highly
surprising finding, given that measures of GMA are found to be among the most
valid predictors of job performance across all job situations (Schmidt and Hunter,
1998). Furthermore, meta-analytic findings suggest that the relationship between
intelligence and leadership is stronger than between intelligence and non-leaders
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), which may be explained by the fact that leaders are
required to solve problems poorly defined problems (Schmidt & Hunter, 1992).

Military leaders are faced with complex tasks, at times in unpredictable
situations (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019) in a context at times characterized as
dangerous and extreme, which is considered the core condition for performing
military leadership (Hannah et al., 2013). In such, one would expect intelligence to
be important in executing military leadership. However, this description is not
necessarily particularly fitting of the context within which OCS candidates practice
military leadership during the education’s second year of practice.

Balanced leadership behaviour evaluations indicate the extent to which
candidates demonstrate 1) task-oriented behaviours such as goal setting, role
clarification, monitoring progress towards goals and action-orientation (mission
focus), 2) development-oriented behaviours aimed at developing the competence of
subordinates to support their goal-attainment, such as supporting autonomy,
promoting novelty-seeking, supporting mastery and encouraging subordinate
personal development (development focus), and 3) role model behaviours such as
organization-orientation (versus self-centered behaviours), willingness for personal
development, consideration and integrity.

Seen in relation to Yukl’s (2013) contingency theory of leadership skills,
role model and development-oriented behaviours, both having relational
components (Martinsen et al., unpublished), may require what Yukl (2013) defines
as interpersonal skills, as these behaviours require knowledge about human
behaviour and interpersonal processes. Mission focus on the other hand may to a

greater extent require more technical and conceptual skills. However, this study’s
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subjects receive BLB evaluations after 6- or 12-month period of lower-level
leadership practice. Given that the importance of conceptual skills, reflecting GMA,
increases in line with ascendance to higher organizational levels (Yukl, 2013),
mission focus scores may be less affected by GMA, rather reflecting technical
aspects. The “missions” or tasks that candidates are met with during the OCS
practice year might not be that complex or draw on cognitive resources requiring
cognitive information processing, which has shown to have a large correlation with
GMA over time (Ackerman, 1986, 1987, 1992; Bertua, Anderson & Salgado, 2011;
Farr & Tippins, 2010; Salgado et al., 2003; Schmidt, Hunter & Outerbridge, 1986).

Given the increasing degree of specialization in the NAF (Forsvarets
personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019b), one can assume that requirements for the
leader's characteristics will vary widely in relation to different disciplines. Thus, it
seems plausible that a minimum GMA requirement is important, so that leaders
who are selected have the prerequisites for being promoted within the organization
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2004; Wilk, Desmarais and Sacket, 1995). However, the
importance of intelligence might be less pronounced at lower-rank levels within the
Armed Forces’ organizational hierarchy, but increase along with rank ascendance
as one is exposed to increasing demands of conceptual skills requiring higher levels
of intelligence (Yukl, 2013). In such, the requirements for intelligence may change
in parallel with level of leadership and thus not be expressed during the OCS year
of practice, but rather after a few years of service as an officer.

With this assumption, ability measurement will probably be an important
predictor for selection for the OCS, even if this study’s analyses do not find as
strong correlations between GMA and the criterion for leadership performance as
expected. With behaviours being to some extent determined by personality
(Cooper, 2010), evaluations of leadership behaviours at lower-rank levels may be
less influenced by GMA, and more so by other individual characteristics more
directly related to observable behaviours. However, being perceived by others as a
leader does not guarantee long term leadership effectiveness in terms of positive
organizational, financial and relational effects. In such, the true validity of GMA as
a predictor of leadership effectiveness may not be captured in this study.

The lack of predictive validity of GMA for BLB evaluations may also be
attributed to issues of range restriction as previously described, where performance
measures for 40% of the population are lacking, leading to range restriction (Sackett

& Yang, 2000) and ultimately underestimated validity coefficients (Arnold et al.,

52



GRA 19703

2016). However, this finding can probably be partly explained also by the fact that
intelligence consists of several facets, and that the «g-factor» may not provide
optimal predictive validity in relation to, for example, leadership (Skorstad, 2015).
Hence, this finding supports theories that leadership is situation-dependent and
adapted to the situation in which leadership is exercised, and thus different abilities

are required for different leadership situations (Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011).

6.2.3 Interview as a Predictor of Balanced Leadership Behaviour

Given the interview’s behavioural emphasis, aiming to measure intentions
of behaviours vital for effective military leadership, we hypothesized that the
interview is a significant predictor of military leadership performance (H6).
However, this study’s findings lend no support to this hypothesis. The interview’s
lack of ability to predict subsequent leadership behaviours may suggest poor
construct validity, meaning the interview may not measure what it intends to
(Cooper, 2010). Several sources of error may obscure the measurement of
leadership potential in the interview. Although the interview is structured,
interviewers are given leeway to improvise follow-up questions, which may reduce
standardization across candidates and ultimately validity (Posthuma et al., 2002).

Furthermore, although interviewers undergo interview training and follow
an interview guide and template for scoring responses, the interview’s social
context may render interviewer evaluations vulnerable to various biases, such as
the “halo effect” (Skorstad, 2015), the “similar-to-me-effect” (interviewer-
applicant similarity), and the effect of first impressions and pre-interview
impressions (Posthuma et al., 2002; Skorstad, 2015). As discussed, the effect of
pre-interview impressions may be particularly relevant here. Our findings may
suggest that access to measures of previous performance in the form of grades might
distort the measurement of potential for leadership development.

Alternatively, candidate attempts at impression management or poor self-
knowledge may reduce the accuracy of responses and ultimately evaluations
(Cooper, 2010). Research suggests that the relationship between verbal impression
management and interview ratings is lower for high-structure than low structure
interviews (Barrick etal., 2009). Yet, a discrepancy is observed between self reports
of and actual mastery of essential tasks (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter,
2019a), which may indicate an effect of social desirability or poor self-knowledge

on responses to interview questions. Alternatively, as personality traits, abilities,
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motivation and knowledge, in addition to facilitative situational factors are
important for behaviours essential for reaching desired outcomes (Kurz & Bartram,
2002), behavioural intentions are likely insufficient for predicting future behaviour.

While both situational and behavioural interviews are predictive of job
performance (Klehe & Latham, 2006), a core issue with situational interviewing is
that it does not account for different levels of experience (Arnold et al., 2016). Some
applicants who apply for the OCS have some previous military experience from
compulsory military service, while others have no previous military experience at
all. Candidates familiar with the NAF and military context may therefore have an
advantage over inexperienced candidates by having a better understanding of what
is required and desired in described settings (Arnold et al., 2016). If so, the
interview could be measuring levels knowledge of and familiarity with the military
context instead of military leadership potential. However, precisely because many
candidates do not have any previous work experience, situational interviewing
avoids discriminating against candidates with no previous work-related behaviours
to draw on as required in behavioural interviewing (McDaniel et al., 1994). While
the behavioural interview may be slightly favourable for predicting job
performance in complex jobs (Krajewski et al., 2006; Levashina et al., 2014), the
situational interview may be fairer and more effective for entry-level positions.

It is worth noting that in contrast to other selection tools, the interview
serves several other purposes beyond measurement of personal characteristics, i.e.
evaluating the extent of fit between the candidate and the organization (Skorstad,
2015). Given its social nature, the interview may capture important elements
otherwise hard to uncover (Cooper, 2010), such as divergent attitudes and
perceptions or psychological vulnerabilities. The flexibility of follow-up questions
may hence be highly valuable in order to detect such critical factors. Ideally, the
interview should produce valid measures of leadership potential predictive of
subsequent leadership evaluations, yet some of its value might lie in identifying
individuals not suited for the military profession in terms of attitudes or
psychological vulnerabilities. Given the abovementioned challenges related to self-
reports of behaviour in hypothetical situations, leadership potential might be more

accurately measured through direct observation.

6.2.4 Field Exercise as a Predictor of Balanced Leadership Behaviour
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The results of our analyses support the hypothesis that the field exercise is
a significant predictor of military leadership performance (H8). During the field
exercise, behaviour in military-specific contexts is observed over an extended
period of time, allowing for assessment of performance in a variety of relevant
situations across different exercises (Arnold et al., 2016). Particularly, candidates
are evaluated on the extent to which they exhibit role model, solving mission,
mental robustness, interaction and development behaviours. This resembles the
measurement of BLB, where supervisors assess the extent to which subordinates
over an extended period of time have demonstrated various mission focused-,
development focused-, and role model-oriented behaviours. Assessment based on
direct observation of job-relevant behaviours (Arnold et al., 2016) thus appears to
result in fairly good criterion-related validity (Hough & Ones, 2001).

Our results reveal that the field exercise is the only significant predictor of
BLB, suggesting that important characteristics such as leadership quality or social
skills are difficult to measure through other tools than behavioural ratings (Cooper,
2010). The field exercise thus appears to provide insight into relevant dimensions
that prove hard to evaluate through other selection methods (Borman, 1982; Meriac
etal., 2008). Given the distinctiveness of the military context (Hannah & Snowden,
2013), it seems that observing behaviours in context-specific and critical situations
is essential for predicting future military leadership behaviours.

While we find the field exercise to be a significant predictor of BLB, a
stronger effect was expected given the similarity of constructs measured in the field
exercise and BLB evaluations. Several sources of error may potentially obscure
filed exercise measures, resulting in an apparently weaker relationship between
leadership potential estimates and subsequent leadership behaviour. A common
source of error in AC behavioural ratings concerns assessors being more likely to
provide similar ratings across different dimensions within the same exercise, rather
than for the same competency across exercises (Robertson & Smith, 2001).
Concerns may thus be raised to whether the field exercise actually measures the
five leadership dimensions intended. Yet, as scores for each exercise are only a step
towards an overall final rating of each leadership dimension, exercise-specific
effects may not be the dominant source of final ratings when ratings for each
leadership dimension across all exercises are combined (Kuncel & Sackett, 2014).

Despite the use of systemic procedures for rating specific behaviours as they

occur, assessors’ subjectivity may still influence behavioural ratings through the
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“halo effect”, so that candidates scoring high on one particular leadership
dimension also receive high scores on the other dimensions. Another potential
source of error concerns the distinction between leadership and leadership
emergence (Lord, De Vader & Alliger, 1986). Implicit shared beliefs about leader
behaviours and traits could potentially favour candidates who fit a certain military
leader prototype. Such implicit beliefs might affect assessors’ perceptions directly
or, alternatively, have an indirect effect on scores through followers’ reactions.
Followers tend to allow others to lead when they match the followers’ perceptions
of what good leaders should be (Lord et al., 1986). Thus, when holding the leader
role, candidates who fit followers’ leader perceptions may elicit higher levels of
followership, which in turn could influence assessors’ ratings.

Our results indicate a positive relationship between field exercise scores and
physical strength (r=.229**) and physical endurance (r=.186**). Physical abilities
undoubtedly facilitate mastery of the field exercise’s physically challenging
aspects, yet there is no intuitive reason for these abilities being related to for
example the demonstration of decision-making skills (solving mission), the ability
to care for others (interaction) or the ability to stimulate independent thinking in
followers (development). These correlations could be interpreted as physical
abilities affecting perceptions of leadership qualities, resulting in more physically
able candidates receiving higher scores. As being perceived as a leader does not
guarantee leadership effectiveness (Judge et al., 2002), such an effect might explain
the low correlation between field exercise scores and subsequent BLB evaluations.

Evidently, there are challenges inherent to both the interview and the field
exercise as measurement tools for assessing leadership development potential. In
such, the use of two methods for assessing leadership potential is recommended, as
measuring constructs through several instruments tends to cancel out the systematic
errors associated with each instrument, resulting in more accurate measures
(Cooper, 2010). We find that the leader prognosis, derived from interview and field
exercise scores and used as a basis for selection decisions, is a better predictor of
BLB than both interview and field exercise scores individually. This suggests that
the weighted combination of interview scores and field exercise scores providing a
better measure of leadership potential than the two individual measures, which

supports the use of the leader prognosis as a basis for final selection decisions.

6.2.5 The Predictive Validity of the Entire Selection System
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Because performance in any given role is likely to require several
competencies with potentially differing underlying individual characteristics, and
because no selection method alone seems to be perfect (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998),
combining various selection methods into a system tends to increase predictive
accuracy (Lai, 2010). The Joint Admission and Selection system is assembled with
the intention to identify the candidates with the greatest potential for executing
military leadership. Thus, of major interest is the extent to which the selection
system as a whole is predictive of performance in the role as a military leader, and
the incremental validity of each added predictor (Arnold et al., 2016).

Our results indicate that the selection system as a whole is able to explain a
mere 2,5% of the variation in balanced leadership behaviour. Of all selection tools
included in the selection system, the field exercise is the only significant predictor
of subsequent balanced leadership behaviour. These findings suggest that the
selection system as a whole rather poorly predicts future military leadership
performance as measured by balanced leadership behaviour, leaving 97,5% of the
variance in BLB evaluations unaccounted for. The prognoses based on which final
selection decisions are made are slightly more valid predictors, yet also these leave
a vast proportion of variation in balanced leadership behaviour evaluations
unaccounted for (95,1%). Because it is very difficult to control extraneous factors
when dealing with humans (Jank, 2011), all of the variance in criterion variables is
rarely accounted for in the social sciences. Yet, the finding that nearly all variance
in balanced leadership behaviour is explained by other factors than those included
in the battery of selection tools assembled with the purpose of identifying and
predicting leadership potential warrants a critical stance.

The preceding discussion of individual predictors has illuminated potential
errors of measurement associated with each selection method that may decrease the
reliability and, importantly, predictive validity of these measurement tools.
However, reliability and validity in the measurement of criteria is equally important
in validation processes (Arnold et al., 2016; Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019). An
apparent lack of predictive validity between the system of selection tools and
balanced leadership behaviour might just as well be ascribed to erroneous criterion
measurement as predictor measurement.

Studies conducted in the process of validating the BLB tool have found
satisfactory reliability measures (Martinsen et al., unpublished), suggesting that the

tool generates accurate evaluations (Cooper, 2010). In addition to being reliably
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measured, a good criterion must also contain variability in performance across
individuals (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), and
performance scores should ideally be distributed across the entire measurement
scale (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019). Descriptive statistics (Table 5.1) show that
BLB scores are not distributed across the entire scale of measurement, with a range
of 4,33 and mean score of 5,2 on a 7-point scale. These statistics could suggest that
supervisors are reluctant of giving low scores, potentially disturbing the true
relationship between predictors and balanced leadership behaviour.

On the other hand, as candidates who receive BLB evaluations have been
selected on multiple criteria and undergone two years of military education, training
and practice, one might expect such a high average score. Research indeed suggests
that performance variability would be larger if all candidates were hired or selected
randomly (Schmidt et al., 1979). Furthermore, the possibility that the purpose of
measurement affects evaluations cannot be entirely ruled out. It is possible that
supervisors would assess subordinates’ balanced leadership behaviour differently
if evaluations were collected for practical use rather than research purposes.

It is worth noting that the entire selection system contains selection tools
included, not because their measures are hypothesized to be predictive of
leadership-related criteria, but for the sake of ensuring ability to master academic
and physical aspects of education and training. While GMA and GPA are likely to
be relevant predictors for academic performance, personality traits such as
extraversion and conscientiousness may be more relevant for predicting leadership-
related criteria (Lang-Ree & Martinussen, 2019). Meta-analytic findings indeed
suggest there is a relationship between aspects of personality and leadership (Judge
et al., 2002). One might therefore assume that a greater proportion of variance in
BLB could be accounted for, were personality measures included in the selection
system. In such, it is perhaps less surprising that the selection system does not
account for a substantial proportion of variance in balanced leadership behaviour,
as it both contains certain predictors not necessarily relevant to leadership criteria,
and lacks personality measures which likely are relevant.

Although “the Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership” holds that
effective military leadership requires balancing behaviours oriented towards
mission, interaction, development and being a role model (Forsvarsstaben, 2012),
contingency theories of effective leadership posit that the traits or behaviours

required for effective leadership vary for different situations (Yukl, 2013). It is
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plausible that the context(s) under which candidates execute leadership during the
education’s second year of practice call for one of these behaviour orientations to a
greater extent than others. Hence, the use of the aggregated BLB criterion could
potentially conceal relationships between selection predictors and sub-components
of balanced leadership behaviour; mission focus reflecting task-oriented
behaviours, development focus reflecting relations- and change-oriented
behaviours, and role model-oriented behaviours, respectively.

Although there may be individual differences facilitative of performance in
a leader role, military leadership requires mastery of specific military competencies
achieved through education and practice in the military profession (Grebstad &
Johnsen, 2019). In such, a more likely relationship between selection predictors and
subsequent military leadership may be one where the selection system is predictive
of potential for prospering during military leadership education and training, and
the competencies achieved through the OCS in turn are causal of subsequent

military leadership performance.

6.3 Performance in Education and Training as a Predictor of Balanced
Leadership Behaviour

The leadership development potential sought during selection indicates how
candidates, given education and training, are expected to perform as a leader at a
lower-rank level. Assuming that specific military competencies acquired in
education and practice cultivate leadership potential and contribute to military
leadership performance, a final analysis was performed to assess the extent to which
performance in military leadership education and training predicts subsequent
military leadership performance, controlling for the effect of selection. Results of
this analyses suggest that performance in OCS practical subjects is a highly
significant predictor of BLB evaluations, while performance in theoretical subjects
appears to have a negative, though not significant effect on BLB evaluations. Thus,
we partially find support for the hypothesized relationship between performance in
education and training and subsequent military leadership performance (H1).

These findings suggest that it is not academic performance in theoretical
subjects, but rather performance in practical subjects that is predictive of
subsequent BLB. In such, it is a paradox that the selection process is most
successful in predicting theoretical academic performance, when this in turn does

not predict, or is even negatively related to subsequent military leadership
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performance. Furthermore, even after controlling for the effect of military
leadership education and training, the vast majority of variance in BLB evaluations
(85,9%) is still unaccounted for.

Identifying valid performance predictors for personnel selection has always
been an important challenge for military organizations (Fosse et al., 2015), and a
highly valid question is whether there exist robust generic selection criteria that
embrace the range of positions across organizational levels and branches that
candidates may come to hold. With the military profession becoming ever more
differentiated and specialized, it is a paradox that the selection process for lower-
level leader positions is generic in nature. Because candidates are not selected for a
specific job, but rather a general role as lower-rank leader, it is difficult to conduct
specific job analyses to base the selection process on. Instead, candidates are
assessed against a competency profile consisting of leader competencies derived
from “the Chief of Defence’s perspective on leadership”.

A challenge with generic competency frameworks is that they often lack
sufficient behavioural specificity for many job roles (Arnold et al., 2016). Ideally,
behavioural indicators in a competency model should be directly relevant to a
specific job role and its context, so that assessment criteria may be more accurately
defined and their use optimized in selection (Arnold et al., 2016). In such, a core
challenge with the Joint Admission and Selection system may be that it is based on
a generic competency profile. Furthermore, because the OCS has traditionally been
a qualifying requirement for pursuing higher levels of military education, in turn
qualifying for rank ascendance and the pursuit of a life-long career, it has been
necessary for its selection process to ensure potential for mastering even more
academically demanding environments.

As the NAFs’ traditional vertical career system has been found generate an
inexpedient rank structure, resulting in a competency structure that is not
adequately adjusted the NAFs’ need for in-depth competencies, a new rank-
structure has recently been implemented to ensure fewer generalists and more
specialists (St.prp. 111 LS, 2014-2015). This implementation reflects the military
profession becoming ever more differentiated and specialized, and has required a
restructuring of the NAFs’ education system as well. The new education system is
customized to educate for two different career paths, which in turn has implications
for these educations’ selection models. The selection for the new officer education

must to a greater extent be based on the fact that officer candidates embark an
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education where the requirements for analytical problem understanding, strategic
insight and overall understanding are emphasized more than previously (Forsvarets
personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a). The new specialist education on the other
hand, being more experience-based, revolves around more fundamental leadership
and discipline understanding (Forsvarets personell- og vernepliktssenter, 2019a),
and will thus require a different set of selection criteria.

The findings of this study, validating the traditional selection system for
admission to the former OCS, seem supportive of such a restructuring of selection
for military education. While grades in theoretical subjects reflect academic
performance and capture outcomes of learning in academic environments
(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2018), performance in practical aspects of military
leadership education and training is what appears to cultivate leadership potential
and facilitate acquirement of specific military competencies required for mastery of
military leadership for lower-rank leaders. Performance in theoretical subjects
might be more important to provide a basis for potential further military education
(BAE or AO) required for rank ascendance within the organizational hierarchy and
to acquire competence to conduct planning, and management of operations required
when pursuing a life-long career as an officer (Forsvarets hgyskole, 2013). Thus,
high school GPA, GMA and performance in theoretical subjects may be more
important predictors for future officer education, while the field exercise and the
traditional OCSs’ practical aspects are likely more important for the future
specialist education, as mastery of this aspect of education and training appears
more closely related to the nature of work as a lower-rank military leader.

A distinction between two different career paths with respective educations
further seems sensible in that the skills, competencies and abilities required for
higher-level officer educations are not necessarily important for mastering practical
aspects of military leadership at lower-rank levels. The distinction between officers
and specialists narrows the range of possible positions individuals may come to fill
across hierarchical levels, branches and functions, which in turn may facilitate the
identification of specific skills, competencies and abilities to base selection for
these different educations on. Selection for the new officer education may reflect
the greater requirements for analytical problem understanding, strategic insight and
overall understanding than previously. In such, selection may be based on a more
tailormade competency model, so that assessment criteria may be more accurately

defined and their use optimized in selection (Arnold et al., 2016).
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The selection of military leaders revolves around identifying individuals
with the potential to, given education and training, master the balancing of leader
behaviours essential for effective military leadership. Balanced leadership
behaviour is indeed regarded a skill that can be trained and developed (Johansen et
al., 2019). However, a competency potential, formed by individual characteristics
such as personality traits, abilities, motivation and knowledge, only translates into
observable behaviours essential for reaching desired outcomes given facilitative
situational factors (Kurz & Bartram, 2002). Our findings may indicate that
situational factors during the period for which BLB is assessed are not facilitative
of the potential assessed during selection translating into desirable behaviours.

However, the lack of predictive validity of the selection system in predicting
balanced leadership behaviour in aspiring officer candidates does not necessarily
mean that the selection system is not successful in identifying potential future
leaders. Despite being extensively researched, the nature of leadership still remains
a debated topic (Yukl, 2013), and there is no definite answer to what effective
military leadership should entail (Martinsen et al., 2019). In such, the predictive
validity of the selection system may be contingent on the conceptualization of
leadership. Leadership behaviours relate differently to various indicators of
leadership effectiveness such as subordinate satisfaction, subordinate performance
and superiors’ ratings of leader effectiveness. While BLB is found to predict
supervisory ratings of job performance (Martinsen et al., unpublished), one cannot
rule out that other factors also contribute to effective military leadership.

Finally, although BLB is regarded a skill that can be trained and developed,
it is unlikely that this skill is fully developed after two years of lower-level military
education and training. Thus, the true contribution of the individual characteristics
measured during selection in predicting behaviours essential for leadership
effectiveness may become more evident after sustained practice in the military
profession, with exposure to a greater variety of tasks, challenges and demands,

requiring a range of skills and behaviours.

7. Conclusion and Implications

The Joint Admission and Selection system’s success hinges on its ability to
predict both performance in education and training, and subsequent performance in
the role as a military leader. The selection system has limited predictive validity

for overall education and training performance, with only high school GPA and
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field exercise scores being valid predictors. However, it is highly successful in
predicting academic performance in the education’s theoretical aspects. High
school GPA and GMA, included in the selection system to ensure academic
performance, can alone account for a substantial amount of variation in
performance in theoretical aspects of education and training, yet the inclusion of
the remaining selection predictors results in considerable incremental validity. The
selection system is thus found to be partially successful in predicting performance
in education and training.

The selection system holds limited predictive validity of performance in the
role as a military leader at a lower-rank level, where the field exercise is the only
of the system’s six selection tools to be a valid predictor of this criterion. This
suggests that important military leadership characteristics are best captured through
behavioural ratings, and that the field exercise provides insight into relevant
dimensions of the distinctive military context that prove hard to evaluate through
other selection methods (Borman, 1982; Meriac et al., 2008). The selection
interview is less able to capture such important leadership characteristics predictive
of subsequent military leadership performance, yet some of its value might lie in
identifying individuals not suited for the military profession in terms of attitudes or
psychological vulnerabilities The finding that GMA, one of the most valid
predictors of job performance across all job situations and strongly related to
leadership (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), is not predictive of performance in the role
as a military leader at a lower-rank level is surprising. However, the importance of
cognitive ability is likely to increase along with rank ascendance and exposure to
increasing demands of conceptual skills (Yukl, 2013).

The selection system’s limited validity for predicting military leadership
performance is partly attributed to the fact that military leadership requires mastery
of specific military competencies achieved through education and practice in the
military profession (Grebstad & Johnsen, 2019). Paradoxically, it is performance in
the OCS education’s practical aspects, which the selection system is less successful
in predicting, that contributes to subsequent military leadership performance.
Different skills and abilities might be required to perform well in these aspects of
education and training than in traditional academic environments (Viswesvaran &
Ones, 2018). In such, traditional predictors of academic performance are
inexpedient for predicting performance in practical subjects, and the need for more

specific predictors of performance in a military-specific cannot be ruled out.
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Being based on a generic competency framework, a core challenge with the
Joint Admission and Selection system is a lack of sufficient behavioural specificity.
The need to ensure that candidates admitted to lower-level education have potential
for both for mastering military leadership at lower-rank levels, but also advancing
in the organizational hierarchy through higher-level education may pose too
challenging and perhaps even opposing requirements. A tailormade competency
model based on identification of specific skills, competencies and abilities directly
relevant to a specific job role and its context would facilitate accurate definition of
selection criteria, optimization of their use, and ultimately greater accuracy in

predicting subsequent on-the-job performance.

8. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

A main limitation of this study is the lack of corrections of range restriction,
which is likely to result in underestimated validity coefficients for the various
predictors (Arnold et al., 2016). Furthermore, the study’s relatively small sample
size warrants caution in the interpretation of results. As a larger sample size results
in a smaller standard error (Stehlik-Barry & Babinec, 2017), the use of a larger
sample would allow for higher confidence in the accuracy of results.

The use of only one source of leadership ratings may also be a limitation in
this study, as source has been found to strongly and systematically affect leadership
research results (Conway & Lance, 2010). The use of several rating sources may be
needed for a valid approach to the study of leadership using inventories. Future
research should include BLB-ratings provided by several sources such as
subordinates and peers in addition to superordinates in order to obtain a more valid
criterion measure. Relatedly, the use of BLB evaluations of leaders who have
sustained practice in the military profession over a prolonged period as a criterion
may give valuable insights in the selection process’ predictive validity for
performance in lifelong employment, which is considered a prerequisite for a
sustainable selection system. Moreover, as the use of an aggregated BLB measure
potentially may conceal relationships between selection predictors and sub-
components of BLB, future research should also investigate the predictive validity
of the selection system with each of these sub-components as criteria. Finally,
future research is needed to assess whether competency models tailormade to the

new military education system facilitate optimized use of selection criteria.
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