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Abstract

The United States' national security depends upon high-performing leaders within
select high-stress and high-risk military functional communities. However, research
into the personality traits needed to perform well in these communities is lacking.
This quantitative, retrospective, nonexperimental, correlational research aimed to
determine whether relationships existed between the personality traits of Air Force
EOD Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan and their combat performance
and resilience. The theoretical foundation of this study encompassed personality
trait theory, theories of human resource management and performance, and
criterion measurement theories. The TAKES FC, a commercially available forced-
choice five-factor model personality assessment, measured personality traits.
Combat performance was measured using the Combat/Deployment Performance
Rating Scale (CDPRS), and Resilience was measured using the Connor-Davidson
Resilience Scale (CD-RISC). Air Force EOD Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan completed the TAKES FC and CD-RISC, whereas their Team
Members completed CDPRS surveys to assess their combat performance. This
study revealed that the combat performance domain of Field Readiness was best
predicted by a curvilinear relationship with the personality trait of Extraversion.
Resilience was best predicted by both linear and curvilinear relationships with
Emotional Stability. Additional research is suggested to support these findings
further, develop new theories of high-stress and high-risk leadership performance,
and enact leadership development and resilience programs within dangerous career
fields.

Keywords: Combat Performance, Explosive Ordnance Disposal, Five-

Factor Model of Personality, Resilience, United States Air Force.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

The state of global affairs balances atop a thin peak of peace and risks
disruption at any moment. Xi Jinping has resolved to reunify Taiwan with China
during his reign (Sacks, 2021). Vladimir Putin is seemingly content to end the earth
in nuclear devastation (Pandita, 2023; Smetana & Onderco, 2023). The Middle East
continues to burn, with thousands dying each year due to kinetic conflicts (Mogul
et al., 2023). Recently, the United States experienced cold skirmishes with China
and Russia in the forms of trade (Dhar et al., 2023; Orhan, 2022), cybersecurity
(Kaplan & Watts, 2022), and media misinformation (Elswah & Howard, 2020;
Zheng et al., 2021). Although these cold struggles are frustrating, a worst-case
scenario might be these colder and non-kinetic skirmishes escalating to a traditional
or nuclear ground and air war (Allison, 2017; D. Johnson, 2021).

The United States recognized this growing threat and released a new
National Defense Strategy that marked a distinct shift in America's threat
prioritization from non-state extremist organizations in the Middle East to Strategic
Peer Competitors such as China and Russia (U.S. Department of Defense, 2022).
This shift means that in a strategic competition war, instead of fighting homemade
Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) built by terrorist networks, battlefield
commanders must focus on gaining quick air superiority over America's foes
(Deaile, 2022). In this future war, Air Force Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)
Team Leaders' roles will be to disarm and remove enemy weapons and other
explosive hazards from military airfields after enemy attacks to enable immediate
aircraft operations (4ir Force Manual 32-3001, 2022; Harper, 2022). However, the
United States Air Force cannot expect to launch and recover aircraft and fight for
air superiority if EOD Team Leaders perform poorly and are unprepared for war
(Crandell, 2020). If EOD Team Leaders are not adequately selected, trained, and
developed into their leadership roles, and that deficit causes underperformance,
America will undoubtedly lose the battle to its Eastern enemies, and its position as
the arbiter of Western ideals of freedom and liberty will tumble (Bandow, 2022).

As such, screening, recruiting, training, and preparing EOD Team Leaders to lead
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successfully in nonpermissive combat environments are paramount and a matter of
national security. Despite EOD Team Leaders’ strategic importance to national
security and war posturing, recruiting and retaining talent remain problematic for
Air Force EOD’s strategic echelon of leadership (J. Johnson, 2020). This human
talent and leadership development problem persists, and how recruiting, training,
and development efforts are linked to previous operational combat performance and
resilience of Air Force EOD Team Leaders has not been identified in the literature.

Historically, enlisted recruits for all branches of the United States military
have been assessed by the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, more
commonly known as the ASVAB (Segall, 2004). In the past few decades, however,
research has cast doubt on the ASVAB's utility as the only assessment tool for
predicting military members' outcomes (Kirkendall et al., 2020). For example, Ree
and Carretta (1994) argued that ASVAB scores did not account for 84% of the
variance in soldier job performance. Of note is that the U.S. Department of Labor
Employment and Training Division (2006) guidelines for testing and assessment
denote that this level of variance is still “very beneficial” for training selection (pp.
3-10). However, these guidelines were developed with economic competitiveness
and employment fairness in view instead of military lethality and wartime
effectiveness. Martin et al. (2020) also demonstrated that the ASVAB measured
existing aptitude but failed to account for the propensity to acquire new knowledge,
problem-solve, or navigate complex learning requirements. Kirkendall et al. (2020)
noted that military leaders are beginning to recognize the need for a whole-person
approach to acquiring military talent; thus, this approach is growing in popularity
relative to adding personality-based noncognitive measures to recruiting efforts
(Drasgow, 2020).

Noncognitive assessments are an emerging tool for predicting performance
across various disciplines (Berga & Austers, 2022; Mouratille et al., 2022; Thomas,
2023). Personality assessments offer unique tools for predicting behavior and
performance at many levels of organizations (Moyle & Hackston, 2018).
Personality traits predict various human outcomes, such as attitudes toward

diversity and inclusion (Lall-Trail et al., 2023), success in technology-reliant career
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fields (Fleming & Jia, 2016), and career satisfaction (Ones et al., 2007). Research
has shown that personality traits also help analyze and predict performance across
numerous professional disciplines (Cardenas Moren et al., 2020; Hogan & Foster,
2013; Mourelatos et al., 2022). In broader military contexts, personality traits have
been used to predict the performance of Army recruiters (Nye, White, Horgen, et
al., 2020) and those whom they recruit (Rose et al., 2013), as well as general
soldiering performance (Knapp & Kirkendall, 2020). However, measuring
performance is problematic.

Developing unique and mission-related criterion measures to gauge the
effectiveness of aptitude and noncognitive assessments for military career fields is
problematic due to the substantial time and resources required (Velgach & Arabian,
2023). As such, military specialties that employ noncognitive assessments often use
convenience data such as training outcomes or administrative records to measure
performance (Knapp, 2006; Yu et al., 2023). This approach leaves a knowledge gap
because the literature indicates that training outcomes are not always a reliable
predictor of operational success (Diamantidis & Chatzoglou, 2014). Using training
outcomes and administrative data as criterion measures also leaves combat
performance wholly unexamined.

Nonetheless, leaders must understand recruits' personalities and behaviors
to recruit and train effective talent for military service (Martin et al., 2023).
However, research on personality and cognition as measured against military
operational performance measures is limited. Specifically, the Air Force EOD
program lacks research linking cognition and personality to combat performance
analytics. Hogan and Hogan (1989) analyzed numerous noncognitive aspects of
EOD training and operational performance in the Navy and Army. Still, these
results are decades old and were not derived from examining Air Force EOD
combat performance. Researchers used personality traits to predict recruits’ success
in training pipelines across numerous Air Force jobs, including EOD (Lytell et al.,
2018; Manacapilli et al., 2012; Rose et al., 2013). However, those analyses

measured training outcomes, meaning that personality traits for thriving and
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succeeding after pipeline training in tactical combat leadership roles remain

unidentified and unresearched for the Air Force EOD community.

Statement of the Problem

In a kinetic war, air superiority will likely determine success (Tchakalian,
2022). If the United States does not maintain its decisive advantage in the air, the
nation will likely suffer defeat within the opening minutes of a future war (Tirpak,
2021). To gain and maintain air superiority, however, EOD forces must perform
superbly and consistently in combat to recover airfields after an attack (Crandell,
2020). EOD's role in airfield recovery requires Team Leaders to rapidly locate,
identify, render safe, and dispose of unexploded ordnance items blocking critical
command infrastructure, taxiways, and runways (4ir Force Tactics, Techniques,
and Procedures 3-32.10,2019). To perform these duties, Air Force EOD leaders
argue that Team Leaders must display excellent communication, problem-solving
skills, keen attention to detail, mental and emotional stability, and physical fitness,
as well as possess an understanding of physics, mechanics, and electrical theory
(dir Force Enlisted Classification Directory, 2021; U.S. Air Force Recruiting,
2021). However, no academic studies have confirmed these assertions or linked
them to predictive assessments based on criteria from operational combat settings.

Despite the strategic importance of EOD Team Leaders, the initial training
pipeline of EOD is at risk of incrementally lowering its standards. EOD Team
Leaders should be elite and specialized military personnel who detect, disarm, and
dispose of conventional, improvised, chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons
(Joint Publication 3-42,2022). They face great psychological demands in
operational contexts, negotiate stressful and high-stakes situations, and navigate
intense training requirements (4ir Force Manual 32-3001, 2022; Otto et al., 2021).
However, the Air Force recruits its EOD candidates from the general public, which
is a potential launching point for reducing EOD training standards.

Within America's shifting parenting culture, a shrinking percentage of U.S.
youth are motivated or qualified to join the military due to various issues such as

the economy, obesity, and discipline (Baldor, 2022; McMahon & Bernard, 2019;
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Velgach & Arabian, 2023). These recruiting challenges drove the Air Force to
lower physical fitness requirements for the general forces (Secretary of the Air
Force Public Affairs, 2021) and relax numerous long-held uniform and appearance
standards across the Air Force (Garland, 2021). Narrowing to EOD contexts, the
Air Force relaxed its ASVAB testing standards for EOD in 2019 and added the
TAPAS component to the entry requirements informed by research based on
training outcomes as a criterion measurement (J. Johnson, 2020). Representatives at
Headquarters Air Force touted that removing specific ASVAB requirements did not
reduce the standards within EOD's pipeline because all EOD graduates must
complete Naval School Explosive Ordnance Disposal (NAVSCOLEOD) before
assuming EOD duties. This assertion, however, is grounded in a false assumption
that the training standards of NAVSCOLEOD are unchanging and not adaptable to
student quality driven by changes at earlier points within individual services'
training pipelines.

The independent frameworks of each military branch's EOD preparatory
processes and the Navy's training requirements processes put the entire EOD
program at risk of lowering standards, and thus, the performance of EOD Team
Leaders, in a cascading fashion. As an Air Force-specific example, as recruits
recently entered Basic Military Training with lower entry standards, the Air Force
EOD Preliminary Course experienced higher medical injuries and academic failure
rates, leading cadre members to adjust their course criteria and academic wash-back
processes to maintain end-strength goals. As those students progressed to
NAVSCOLEOD with fewer ASVAB requirements and reduced testing standards at
the EOD Preliminary Course, Air Force students began failing written aptitude tests
at a rate higher than that of their sister-service peers. Per Navy policy, when written
and practical tests have a failure rate of more than 50%, the Training Officer
evaluates and amends those tests independent of the Air Force and other joint
service stakeholders (Department of the Navy Education and Training Command,
2011). However, the local policy at NAVSCOLEOD is 40%. Simply stated, each

training level is adjusted to the previous level's quality in this environment. Yet,
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there is no forcing function to review subsequent training events to evaluate the
success or failure of adaptations at earlier points in training.

Further deficits persist in using training outcome data as a dependent
variable within EOD studies. NAVSCOLEOD instructors indicated that recent Air
Force EOD graduates required more training time with instructors to successfully
complete the course than Air Force students before the reduction of ASVAB
requirements. As such, current predictive success models in the Air Force identify
graduates as successful without considering potential academic struggles and undue
amounts of cadre tutoring time to reach previous levels of success. Currently, the
Air Force uses outcome data from this problematic process to set their recruiting
standards, an approach that risks lowering entry and training standards across the
EOD community. Unfortunately, NAVSCOLEOD will not publicly release data to
reflect these reductions in student performance.

Finally, current research lacks an evaluation of the Air Force EOD human
talent recruitment and development framework based on operational success,
performance in combat operations, or resilience after combat events (Hogan &
Hogan, 1989; J. Johnson, 2020; Rose et al., 2013). Despite studies that leveraged
the components of the TAPAS and ASVAB to create a Predictive Success Model,
graduation and non-graduation of NAVSCOLEOD served as binary dependent
variables and criterion measurements in these studies. This framework is
problematic because considerable evidence indicates that simply passing training
does not always predict success or later proficiency in training tasks (Diamantidis
& Chatzoglou, 2014). Using a binary dependent variable also limits the
examination of other performance indicators used in training, such as average
grades, number of failed tests, written versus practical test performance, or wash-
backs in training. Tactical-level leaders within the Air Force EOD community also
complain about recent EOD graduates' abilities to certify and grasp EOD core
concepts in operational contexts within reasonable timelines. These complaints are
subjective conjectures and lack academic rigor, measurable analyses, or literature
support. Research linking the ASVAB and TAPAS with demonstrated Team

Leader success in operational combat EOD contexts is also lacking.
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The window of opportunity to evaluate the performance and resilience of
combat veterans is closing. Fewer than 15% of enlisted personnel were assigned to
combat specialties or ever experienced combat in their careers (Kratz, 2022).
However, the Air Force EOD community experienced combat in uncommonly high
numbers compared to other Air Force specialties. In 2014, when Middle Eastern
combat operations ended for the Air Force EOD community, Air Force EOD
Technicians had completed more than 55,000 combat missions, disarmed nearly
20,000 IEDs, received over 100 Purple Heart Medals for injuries sustained in
battle, and lost 20 service members in Iraq and Afghanistan (Leslie, 2014). Combat
operations, however, ended in 2014, and thus, military members lack opportunities
to receive combat experience (Schogol, 2017). As new members enter the military
without opportunities for combat, experienced veterans are retiring and separating,
and research on how Air Force EOD Veteran Team Leaders' experiences should
impact the recruiting, training, and preparation of new warriors is lacking (Beynon,
2021). The problem this dissertation addressed is that despite the importance of
EOD Team Leaders’ performance, no studies to date have extended beyond the
training pipeline to correlate personality traits with combat performance or post-

combat resilience in the Air Force EOD enterprise.

Purpose of the Research

In this dissertation, I sought to identify and measure correlations between
Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders’ personality traits, a retroactive
assessment of their combat performance, and their post-combat resilience. In doing
so0, I added to the literature on trait theories of leadership and predictive
performance through human resource management theories while offering
information to Headquarters Air Force to consider refining EOD's Predictive
Success Model, training pipeline, and leadership development processes.
Personality trait theory has been used to predict performance across various
organizational and academic contexts (Zell & Lesick, 2022). Researchers have also
analyzed personality traits and performance within high-risk and high-stress

occupations such as police officers (Dirzyte et al., 2022; Sellbom et al., 2021),
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firefighters (Tomaka & Magoc, 2021), and aviators (Ali & Malik, 2022). Air Force
EOD recruiting media proclaimed that EOD Team Leaders require Type-A
personalities, must perform well under pressure, have high initiative and superb
stress management skills, and must multitask to succeed operationally in the career
field (U.S. Air Force Recruiting, 2018). Despite those claims, academic literature
lacked research confirming such assertions among Air Force EOD Team Leaders
who experienced combat. Although studies revealed a correlation between TAPAS
scores and ASVAB results and success in initial EOD training, how the TAPAS
and ASVAB impact operational success in tactical EOD environments and post-
deployment resilience is currently unknown.

The aim of this dissertation was to identify personality traits that predicted
operational success and resilience among Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team
Leaders. This dissertation arms the Headquarters Air Force, the Air Force
Personnel Center, and the EOD Training Working Group with data and information
to refine Air Force EOD's Predictive Success Model for recruiting, reevaluate
measures within the training pipeline, and create a leadership development process
for future Air Force EOD Team Leaders. This dissertation also contributes to the
broader literature on trait theories of leadership within high-risk and high-stress
leadership contexts. The aim of this study was to identify the personality traits of
operationally successful and resilient Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team

Leaders.

Research Questions

The research questions for this study were grounded in the preponderance
of literature that links human performance to personality trait theory (Corazzini et
al., 2021; Li et al., 2022) and the Air Force's recent historical use of forced-choice
five-factor model personality assessments (Drasgow et al., 2023; Segall, 2004). I
designed the research questions to understand how and whether personality traits,
measured by a forced-choice five-factor personality model assessment, affected

EOD Operators' combat performance and resilience.
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RQ1: Which of the five-factor model personality traits is most predictive of
combat performance among Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans as
measured by the Combat/Deployment Performance Rating Scale (CDPRS)?

RQ2: Which of the five-factor model personality traits is most predictive of
resilience among Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans as measured by

the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC)?

Significance of the Research

Before this study, no scholars had examined the correlation between
personality traits and Air Force EOD Team Leaders' combat performance or
resilience after initial pipeline training. The findings in this dissertation extend the
work of the trait theories of leadership along with predictive success by testing
personality trait scores against a more suitable sample population beyond the
training environment, Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan. This dissertation also contributes to the broader literature by
providing a better understanding of how personality trait theory relates to members'
leadership performance within dangerous, high-risk, and high-stress career fields

such as those within the Air Force EOD enterprise.

Conceptual/Theoretical Framework

This dissertation implicated several vital theories, including personality trait
theory, theories of human resource management and performance, and criterion
measurement theories. Though the military began analyzing and selecting recruits
exclusively with aptitude theory, this study adopted a whole-person view similar to
Snow (1992) who noted that aptitude theory is grounded in one's potential, "a
latent, present, inferred quality or power that makes possible the development,
given specified conditions, of some further quality or power, positive or negative"
(p. 6). Snow also argued that "humans are not lists of independent variables; they
are coordinated wholes" (p. 10). Therefore, personality trait theory underpinned this
study's analyses of personality traits. Zell and Lesick (2022) noted that since the
1900s, extensive research has been conducted on the relationship between

personality traits and performance across various disciplines. Research on the
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dimensions of personality continues to support the efficacy of using five domains
to characterize personality traits in the English language (Sutin et al., 2023). Thus, I
employed the five-factor theory of personality by McCrae and Costa (1985) as a
theoretical foundation for measuring personality traits of the study participants.
Finally, this dissertation relied upon various theories of human resource
management that emphasize that human performance could be observed and
measured to improve leadership and talent management practices (T. F. Burgess &
Heap, 2015).

The conceptual framework of this study was similar to that of Hogan and
Hogan (1989), who compared aptitude and personality traits to Senior
Noncommissioned Officers' (SNCO) perception of performance among Navy and
Army EOD Operators. More specifically, this dissertation expanded the current
understanding of predictive success modeling work in the Air Force that regressed
ASVAB and TAPAS scores against success in initial training. The independent
variables for this dissertation were personality traits as measured by the TAKES FC
personality assessment. The TAKES FC measured the same five domains as the
TAPAS but omitted the sixth “other” domain (see Table 1). Because the TAKES
FC is a commercial assessment, the facets are copyrighted and are not individually
listed in this dissertation.
Table 1

TAPAS Domains and Facets as Compared to TAKES FC Domains

TAPAS Domains TAPAS Facets TAKES5 FC Domains
Openness to Experience Tolerance Openness to Experience
Conscientiousness Achievement Conscientiousness

Non-Delinquency
Responsibility
Self-Control
Extraversion Dominance Extraversion
Attention Seeking
Sociability
Agrecableness Cooperation Agreeableness
Selflessness
Emotional Stability Adjustment Emotional Stability
Even Tempered
Optimism
Other Physical
Conditioning
Situational
Awareness
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The dependent variables were EOD Team Leader performance, measured
by Wasko et al.’s (2012) Combat/Deployment Performance Rating Scales
(CDPRS), and Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leader resilience, measured
by the 25-item Conner-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC). The CDPRS
measures five domains defined by 15 considerations (see Table 2). The CD-RISC is
a commercialized and copyrighted instrument, so the domains and facets of the

CD-RISC are not published in this dissertation.

Table 2
CDPRS Domains and Facets
CDPRS Domains CDPRS Considerations
Field/Combat Judgment Thinks rationally under pressure.
Makes sound on-the-spot field decisions.
Applies correct rules to the situation.
Immediately/correctly performs required warrior
tasks.
Field Readiness Keeps self, weapons, and equipment in combat-

ready condition.
Maintains positive control and accountability of
weapons, equipment, tools, and munitions.
Follows procedures for handling equipment and
weapons safely.

Physical Endurance Is capable of meeting the demands of physical or
environmental challenges or stressful situations.
Sustains performance as long as the situation
requires.

Physical Courage Overcomes fear of bodily harm.
Takes necessary risks in spite of fears.
Does not act recklessly or place self or others at
unwarranted risk.

Awareness and Vigilance Maintains sense of alertness to enemy and
environmental threats.
Is always aware of unusual or threatening persons
or conditions.
Remains focused and alert despite sleep
deprivation, extended missions, and difficult
environmental conditions.

Methodology

The research approach used in this study was a quantitative, retrospective,
nonexperimental, correlational design to determine whether a relationship existed
between Air Force EOD Veteran Team Leaders' personality traits and their combat

performance and resilience. Correlational research designs help researchers
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determine whether a relationship exists between two or more variables or sets of
scores (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). I used survey data completed by Air Force
EOD Combat Veterans and conducted multiple linear regressions, singular
regressions, and curved estimations to examine the relationships between the
independent and dependent variables. Hair et al. (2019) noted that regression
analyses help predict changes in the dependent variables due to changes in the
independent variables.
Instrumentation

The TAKES FC personality instrument measured the independent variables
and the CDPRS and CD-RISC instruments measured the dependent variables. The
Air Force EOD program currently uses the TAPAS, a forced-choice personality test
based on McCrae and Costa's (1985) five-factor model that measures predictors of
motivation and job performance (Stark et al., 2014). However, the TAPAS is
owned by the military and unavailable for public use. Moreover, the Air Force
implemented the TAPAS after most Iraq and Afghanistan veterans entered the
military, eliminating the availability of archival data for use in measuring their
personality concerning combat performance. Thus, the TAKES FC served as a
commercially available forced-choice five-factor model surrogate for the TAPAS
throughout data collection for this dissertation. The TAKES FC was open for 6
weeks and administered to the sample population through the commercial
organization’s web-based and smartphone applications under a data use agreement.

The CDPRS retroactively measured Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team
Leaders’ combat performance. The CDPRS measured five domains defined by 15
considerations and was administered via an online survey through Survey Monkey.
The survey was open for 6 weeks and, similar to Hogan and Hogan's (1989) design,
it was completed by EOD Technicians who were in a position to observe the
sample population during their combat deployments, in this case, Air Force EOD
Combat Veteran Team Members.

Connor and Davidson’s (2003) Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-
RISC) was used to assess the resilience of Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team

Leaders. The CD-RISC is a 25-item self-assessment gauged on a 5-point scale. The
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scores were added together into a composite number, with higher scores indicating
greater levels of resilience. This self-assessment survey was loaded into Survey
Monkey, open for 6 weeks, and delivered to the sample population via email,
private veteran organizations, word of mouth throughout the veteran community,
and social media.
Population and Sample

The target population for this dissertation included Air Force EOD Combat
Veterans who served in enlisted Team Leader positions during their deployments to
Iraq and Afghanistan. EOD Team Leaders were Staff Sergeants, Technical
Sergeants, and Master Sergeants who achieved their "7-Level" certification per the
EOD Career Field Education and Training Plan’s requirements during their
deployment. Air Force EOD Team Members, those grading the performance of the
sample population, were Senior Airmen and Staff Sergeants who achieved their "5-
Level" certification per the EOD Career Field Education and Training Plan
requirements during their deployment. In this dissertation, Iraq and Afghanistan
veterans are Air Force EOD Operators who served in either theater long enough to
be awarded the Iraqi and Afghanistan Campaign Medals or the Global War on
Terrorism Expeditionary Medal. Air Force EOD Team Members who served in an
observatory position to evaluate their Team Leaders’ combat performance
completed the CDPRS via a Survey Monkey link delivered through email and
social media engagements. The Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders
completed the TAKES FC and CD-RISC via a direct link to the surveys sent to the

participants via email or social media.

Scope and Limitations

The scope of this dissertation included Air Force EOD Veteran Team
Members and Team Leaders who, during their deployments, had achieved their "5-
level" and "7-level" certifications per Air Force EOD's Career Field Education and
Training Plan. Although I intended to discover whether personality traits predicted
the combat performance and resilience of Air Force EOD Combat Veterans, the

organizational implications are far-reaching. This dissertation revealed that certain
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personality traits predicted operational success among Air Force EOD Combat
Veterans. These findings might also apply to EOD Combat Veterans in the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and international militaries, as well as bomb technicians in
civilian law enforcement agencies and demining companies. This study also
revealed that certain personality markers are related to combat performance and
resilience. In that case, those same markers might apply to members in other high-
stress career fields with higher-than-average likelihoods of injury or death. Within
the Air Force EOD population, identifying personality traits that led to high combat
performance should enable EOD leaders to increase job satisfaction, minimize
turnover, and forge EOD warfighters to survive better, save lives, and generate
airpower in future combat.

Several limitations to this research potentially affect the interpretation and
generalization of the results. A significant limitation of this study is the survey-
based nature of data collection for the TAKES5 FC, CDPRS, and CD-RISC.
Although the TAKES FC is a forced-choice test resistant to faking, it still relies on
self-reporting, which could distort the accuracy of the sample population's
perception of their personality measurements (Drasgow et al., 2012; Trent et al.,
2020). Online-based surveys are fraught with problems such as sample population
control and a lack of researcher observation (Andrade, 2020).

Time is also a significant limitation of this dissertation. The CDPRS
required subordinates to recall events, feelings, and interpretations that were more
than 10 years old. This retroactive perception tasking has proved difficult in some
contexts (D. Jackson et al., 2022). The CD-RISC has also shown that levels of
resilience can improve or regress over time (Connor & Davidson, 2003). Earlier
research suggested that personality traits remained stable over time, but recent
studies have indicated that personality traits can adapt and change pending certain
external factors (Borghuis et al., 2017).

Another limitation of this study is nested within diversity and inclusion. The
Air Force tends to be a White-male-dominated enterprise, and EOD's diversity and
inclusion numbers are lower than average (Demographics, 2020). As of June 2023,

the Air Force EOD program was less than three percent female and 11% non-
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White. Basing this study on a community with a low representation of minorities
potentially limited the generalizability of the results to other, more diverse
organizational contexts. Finally, [ am an Air Force EOD Operator and Combat
Veteran of Iraq and Afghanistan, which might have prompted bias. To mitigate
potential bias, I used quantitative methodology and de-identified the data during
this dissertation. I also used a methodologist who evaluated and confirmed my

findings.

Definition of Terms

In this section, I briefly define key terms in the research that readers who
are unfamiliar with Air Force EOD might not understand.

Air Force EOD Enterprise: Since Congress and Headquarters Air Force
determine the end-strength requirements for EOD forces, the numbers fluctuate
frequently; however, the total force strength for active-duty EOD forces has
averaged around 1,300 members in recent history.

Combat Performance: Combat performance is the quick and proficient
performance of one’s physical, mental, and technical wartime tasks in non-
permissive combat environments.

Combat Veteran: An Air Force EOD veteran of Iraq or Afghanistan who
served in the conflict for a duration that fulfilled the requirements to receive an
Iraqi Campaign Medal, Afghanistan Campaign Medal, or Global War on Terrorism
Expeditionary Medal.

EOD Team Leader: An EOD Team Leader in the Air Force is a formerly
certified 7-level member with an Air Force Specialty Code of 3E871 who has
completed all of their Initial Job Qualification Standards tasks, been active in a
flight training program within the past 90 days, and has been evaluated by a local
Quality Assurance program (A4ir Force Manual 32-3001, 2022; Department of the
Air Force Instruction 36-2670, 2020). For this dissertation, all EOD Team Leaders
included those who had held a 7-level certification and Staff Sergeant, Technical

Sergeant, or Master Sergeant rank at the time of their deployment.
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EOD Team Member: An EOD Team Member in the Air Force is a member
who holds a 3E8X1 Air Force Specialty code and has been active in their local
flight's training program within the past 90 days, had all of their Career Field
Education and Training Plan items evaluated by their flight leadership, and has
been assessed by a local Quality Assurance program (A4ir Force Manual 32-3001,
2022). For this dissertation, all EOD Team Members were those who held a 5-level
certification and Airman First Class, Senior Airman, or Staff Sergeant rank at the
time of their deployment.

Master Sergeant: Master Sergeants are the first rank of the SNCO tier,
wherein SNCOs begin to "integrate subordinates' talents, skills, and abilities with
other teams to effectively accomplish the mission" (Enlisted Force Structure, 2022,
p. 16). Master Sergeants are technical experts transitioning into the role of leaders
of teams and sections of teams (Enlisted Force Structure, 2022).

Naval School Explosive Ordnance Disposal: The Navy Explosive Ordnance
Disposal School at Eglin Air Force Base in Florida is the sole location for the
Department of Defense to train basic skills in the best methods for locating,
identifying, evaluating, recovering, rendering safe, and disposing of foreign and
domestic weapons, including nuclear weapons (Ward et al., 2008).

Personality Traits: The theory that underpinned this dissertation was
McCrae and Costa's (1985) five-factor model, which holds that human personality
can be broken down into five basic traits: extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness.

Resilience: The ability to endure stressful and life-threatening situations
while remaining mission-capable and mentally stable.

Senior Airman: Senior Airmen have mastered performing at the basic and
intermediate levels and are becoming skilled operators and trainers while also
beginning to build leadership skills (Enlisted Force Structure, 2022).

Staff Sergeant: Staff Sergeants are at the beginning of the Air Force's
Noncommissioned Officer Leadership tier and are beginning to develop into
technical experts and leaders of other Airmen and teams (Enlisted Force Structure,

2022).
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Stress: Numerous factors contribute to job stress, such as workload,
business hours, and high-stakes mission sets (Syed et al., 2021). In EOD contexts,
stress is compounded by the threat of injury or death while performing operations
in extremely dangerous contexts (Otto et al., 2021).

Technical Sergeant: Technical Sergeants are seniors in the Junior
Noncommissioned Officer Tier and are considered the foremost technical experts in
their operational specialties (Enlisted Force Structure, 2022).

Type-A Personality: A pattern of behavior generally associated with high
levels of competitiveness, assertiveness, impatience, and high achievement

(Rychter et al., 2023).

Summary

The U.S. military is on the precipice of losing its competitive advantage
against enemies of America, yet warfighter readiness is of utmost importance to the
West (Flournoy, 2021). If EOD Team Leaders are not operationally successful and
ready for war, America will lose its air dominance and risk defeat in its next war
(Crandell, 2020; Tirpak, 2021). If researchers do not immediately leverage and
study the experience of previous combat veterans, they will lose the opportunity to
apply those lessons to future generations of American warriors. In this study, I
attempted to supplement Air Force EOD's recruiting, training, and leadership
development effectiveness by examining the relationship between Air Force EOD
Combat Veteran Team Leaders' personality traits, combat performance in wartime
contexts, and resilience post-combat. I also expanded the literature on personality
traits and performance within high-risk career fields. Moreover, I provided
Headquarters Air Force with information to reanalyze or update their current
Predictive Success Model and suggested practical implications for implementation

within initial EOD pipeline training and future leadership development.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

Behavioral scientists throughout history have observed human behavior to
collect, compile, and analyze data to solve consequential problems (Gelino et al.,
2023). Behavioral scientists have addressed many difficulties within organizational
leadership and offered beneficial models for leaders responsible for hiring,
selecting, and developing human talent (Hirsch, 2021; Wada, 2020). The U.S.
military presents a unique talent acquisition and development challenge for leaders
because its sole purpose is to execute war against enemies of the United States
(Knapp & Rumsey, 2023). This challenge has critical implications within the
context of extreme recruiting and retention obstacles for the military that come at a
pivotal time when the United States desperately needs a decisive combat and
deterrence capability (Ching-Hsin, 2023; Coy-Ne & Hall, 2023; Velgach &
Arabian, 2023). As such, the U.S. military has turned to various aptitude and
personality assessments to select and place their applicants (Nye, White, Drasgow,
et al., 2020). Personality traits and cognitive abilities are well-established predictors
of performance across various disciplines; however, their exact role relative to
organizational outcomes and success is complex and a topic of much research
(Baier et al., 2019; Brandt et al., 2020; Hall et al., 2015; Harré, 2021). In this
literature review, I consider the theoretical foundations of trait theories of
leadership and followership as well as criterion measurement by briefly reviewing
the history of aptitude and personality trait assessments and surveying current
literature and research on predictive performance relative to organizational

outcomes and leadership development.

History of Measuring Military Recruits

Predictors of performance are grounded in decades of human behavioral
observation (Weiner & Greene, 2017), yet generational attitudinal shifts in
personalities and aptitudes have sparked continued analyses of behavioral
developments and trends (Douglas & Gray, 2020; Emory et al., 2022; Lu &
Gursoy, 2016; McGinley et al., 2011; Twenge et al., 2015). The military's aptitude
assessments began shortly after World War 1 (Gifford, 1990), but recent
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developments in research and literature have driven Armed Services leadership to
include personality assessments in their arsenal of behavioral prediction (Nye
White, Drasgow, et al., 2020). This section includes a review of the history of
aptitude and personality theories, specifically as they relate to military recruitment,
selection, and job placement implementation.

Aptitude Theory

Many researchers developed numerous influential aptitude models and tests
throughout the past century (Lang et al., 2016). Roberts et al. (2000) noted that
today's intelligence tests resemble those crafted by pioneers such as Binet, Simon,
Yerkes, Wechsler, and many others. Although providing an exhaustive history of
aptitude research is outside the scope of this dissertation, this section includes a
survey of some key models and names that occupy the path to today's aptitude tests
used for military recruitment and selection.

Sir Francis Galton. Galton was arguably the first to use survey methods
and statistics of probability to investigate mental characteristics (Chamarette,
2022). He used word association methods to gauge the reactions of several
individuals (Miilberger, 2017). Galton's work emanated from a sense of elitism
because he assumed that mental ability was inherited and passed down through
distinguished families such as the Galton, Wedgwood, and Darwin lineage
(Pearson, 1914). Galton ignored the privilege that wealth and aristocracy bestowed
upon upper- and middle-class families through land and resource inheritance
(Chamarette, 2022). Instead, he extrapolated animal and plant behavior to humans
and concluded that desirable attributes could be enhanced in society through more
prolific breeding of high-performing families, whereas undesirable attributes could
be bred out of the human herd (Galton, 2003; Harding, 1932). Though the ethics of
his contributions to behavioral and cognitive sciences are questionable, Galton was
the father of applying mathematical statistics to humans' mental and physical
characteristics (Clauser, 2007).

Cattell and Bryant. Around the time Galton was doing his work in
eugenics, J. M. Cattell and Bryant (1889) used the same types of word association
testing to analyze groups of people. Overall, they collected more than 12,000-word
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associations from 516 subjects to analyze the differences between individuals and
groups of people (Miilberger, 2017). J. M. Cattell and Bryant found that the word
associations did not solely depend on the stimuli but varied widely based on the
class of the individual. Their findings indicated that aptitudes, at least as measured
by word association methods, depended upon one's age, upbringing, and previous
training (Miilberger, 2017).

Binet-Simon. Near the end of the 1800s, French students from various
educational backgrounds entered public education, so Alfred Binet and Theodore
Simon developed a placement test to evaluate their aptitude for continued education
and additional coursework (Boake, 2002). Unlike Galton who focused on gifted
individuals, Binet and Simon focused on children with learning disabilities
(McCredie, 2017). While Binet and Simon were developing the framework of
differentiating expected intelligence within different age groups, William Stern
refined the idea of mental age and the intelligence quotient, most commonly known
as "IQ" (Kovacs & Pl¢éh, 2023). Moreover, as the United States prepared for the
First World War, the Binet-Simon test underwent two major revisions (Boake,
2002). Lewis Terman led the second revision, making the revised Binet and Simon
scale the dominant measure used in American intelligence testing (Boake, 2002).

Lewis Terman. Lewis Terman revised the original Binet-Simon test and
introduced it to the United States, where it underwent numerous other revisions
(Dale et al., 2014). Terman (1968) surveyed more than 160,000 children and
selected the top 1,500 for a particular analysis. The results revealed that these
superior children were more successful in adulthood relative to academic and
career achievements. They published more papers, registered more patents, and had
higher incomes than children who scored lower on the IQ tests (Terman, 1958).
Terman and the other researchers’ works showed that intelligence assessments
could predict future performance outcomes (Gersh, 1981).

David Wechsler and the Adult Intelligence Scale. The Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale, currently in its fourth revision, was initially developed as the
Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale (Canivez & Schraw, 2010; Wechsler, 1939).

As Wechsler was working with individuals with lower-than-average levels of



Personality Trait Theory and Combat Performance 21

education, he expressed concern that the Stanford-Binet test was biased toward
people with average-to-high education (Boake, 2002). As such, he created a scale
that did not rely on reading but used verbal word comprehension and performance
scales (Wechsler, 1939). Wechsler's experience with the military and America's
entrance into World Wars fed the utility for mental testing in military recruitment
and abilities assessment (Boake, 2002).

Army Alpha and Beta Tests. As the United States prepared to enter the
First World War, numerous peaceful activities, such as science and industry, were
redirected toward solving problems of national defense (Yerkes, 1921). Aptitude
analyses were no exception to this movement; thus, an opportunity arose to inject
aptitude theory into the Armed Services' talent acquisition process (Foster, 1923).
In 1917, Robert Yerkes began a campaign to convince the Armed Services to adopt
intelligence testing and subsequently developed the Army Alpha and Beta tests in
the following years (Carson, 1993). As the First and Second World Wars came to
fruition, the Army Alpha and Beta tests showed utility in identifying solder aptitude
and job placement (Tuddenham, 1948). Others, however, were doubtful about the
tests' utility and equity (Atwell, 1937; Rury, 1988).

Migration to the ASVAB. After the World Wars, the U.S. military
developed its aptitude and intelligence testing programs through trial and error,
using numerous tests, versions, and management frameworks (Maier, 1993). The
military's aptitude requirements remained fluid and were eventually unified as the
United States migrated from compulsory service to an all-volunteer force and as
high schools experienced chaotic recruiting efforts from individual branches of the
military (Maier, 1993). The ASVAB currently in use fits awkwardly into
intelligence testing because it was developed based on perceived similarities to
military occupations instead of psychological or aptitude theory (Roberts et al.,
2000). The current ASVAB measures five domains with nine subtests (see Table

3).
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Table 3
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Domains and Subtests
Domain Subtest Name Subtest Abbreviation
Quantitative Arithmetic Reasoning AR
Mathematics Knowledge MK
Verbal Expression Paragraph Comprehension PC
Word Knowledge WK
Technical Mechanical Comprehension MC
Automotive & Shop Info AS
Electronics Info EI
Science General Science GS
Spatial Assembling Objects AO

Supplementing the ASVAB. Although the military has recognized aptitude
as an essential component of job placement, there is also an understanding that
other attributes are more important for some careers than others (Knapp & Rumsey,
2023). During the Army’s Project A, researchers discovered that the ASVAB was
useful for predicting technical performance and general soldiering, whereas other
noncognitive measures were more suitable for predicting measures such as effort,
leadership, discipline, and physical fitness (M. Allen et al., 2023). The ASVAB
measures crystallized knowledge, not the ability to acquire new knowledge or
conduct novel problem-solving skills (Martin et al., 2020). As such, metrics
grounded in psychological theory were added to improve the ASVAB's utility
(Carretta et al., 2015; Martin et al., 2020).

Trait Theory

Studying the human mind is a practice with origins as old as the human
species (Hergenhahn & Henley, 2013). Since the 4th century BCE, Aristotle,
Hippocrates, Plato, and several other philosophers have analyzed and studied
human behavior (Graiver, 2021). However, McAdams (1997) argued that
personality psychology did not become a distinct discipline in social science until
the 1930s. Scientists and academics, building on the work of Freud (1917), Jung
(1968), and many others, began to construct the modern understanding of human
behavior (McAdams, 1997). Since then, the study of personalities has morphed into
a significant component of foundational psychological academics (Piotrowski,

2021; Wu, 2021). Although it is beyond this dissertation’s scope to offer an
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exhaustive history of psychological trait theory, this section contains a brief review
of key individuals and developments on the road to personality testing for job
placement and prediction.

Gordon Allport. Allport was a Harvard academic who posited that
personality is the unique dynamic of a person that allows them to relate to their
external environment (Nichols, 2019). That said, he strived to identify fundamental
and pervasive tendencies of human personality rather than superficial traits (F. H.
Allport & Allport, 1921). G. W. Allport (1970) also worked tirelessly to identify
the roots of discrimination and prejudice within individual and social psychology
and their impacts on communities.

G. W. Allport (1927) argued that social sciences needed to attain clear and
unambiguous language for those within the discipline to achieve the same precision
as those in the physical sciences. He found that terms such as attitude, disposition,
factor, and trait were “employed vaguely to suit the needs of the moment” (G. W.
Allport, 1927, p. 284). Allport also argued that scientists misidentified personality
for factors underlying personality, such as intelligence, physique, and temperament.
As such, he sought to rescue the term “trait” from these ambiguous hijackers to
make the concept independent, reliable, consistent, and measurable. G. W. Allport
and Odbert (1936) reviewed more than 400,000 terms and added 17,953 to a lexical
list that they assessed had the capacity to “distinguish the behavior of one human
being from that of another” (p. 24). From that list, Allport and Odbert narrowed
their collection down to 4,504 words that “symbolize[d] most clearly ‘real’ traits of
personality” (p. 26). From Allport’s lexical work, he developed a hierarchy
containing three categories of traits (G. W. Allport, 1961). This hierarchy included
cardinal, central, and secondary traits, with cardinal traits encompassing single
characteristics that potentially motivated a person’s actions, whereas central traits
were the building blocks of a person’s personality (G. W. Allport, 1961). Lastly,
secondary traits were less influential and tended to depend on external
circumstances (G. W. Allport, 1961).

Raymond Cattell. Cattell was a British-American academic who began his

studies in intelligence testing but soon turned to factor analytic methods and their
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employment for analyzing personality traits (R. B. Cattell, 1943). Cattell was a
prolific publisher with hundreds of articles and books outlining the structure and
measurement of personality (Revelle, 2009). He also proposed the idea of fluid and
crystallized intelligence, which served as a foundation for aptitude testing (Boyle et
al., 2016). R. B. Cattell (1957) specifically furthered G. W. Allport and Odbert’s
(1936) lexical work by analyzing their lists to eliminate repetitive and redundant
information. He created a new lexicon with only 171 trait descriptors, which he
used for factor analyses (R. B. Cattell, 1957). After using factor analytic methods,
Cattell developed a list of 16 personality factors that he considered the most
influential traits for human behavior.

R. B. Cattell’s (1957) theory of personality also offered a description or
catalyst for human behavior and responses to certain situations. He argued that
stimuli drove human responses, and these stimuli provided certain situations and
underlying personality structures influenced by a person’s personality traits (R. B.
Cattell, 1957). Like G. W. Allport (1961), R. B. Cattell (1965) also viewed human
behavior through three different lenses and thus collected his data from three
distinct human behavioral sources. First, L-Data came from daily behavior and
interactions such as academic grades, interactions with friends, and work
performance (R. B. Cattell, 1965). Second, Q-Data were related to how a person
thought about their behavior and came from a survey measurement (R. B. Cattell,
1965). Finally, T-Data referenced observations about a person’s interactions within
a controlled laboratory experiment (R. B. Cattell, 1965).

Hans Eysenck. Eysenck was a psychologist and personality theorist who
was famous for his theory of personality and intelligence. He worked in London at
a psychiatric hospital and evaluated patients during their intake phase (H. J.
Eysenck, 1955). Eysenck noted that certain patients tended to answer questions
similar to those of their fellow patients, with whom they shared similarities (S. B.
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1977). For example, people from certain professions or social
situations, such as prisoners, would answer questions similarly (S. B. Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1977). H. J. Eysenck (1980) hypothesized that humans perhaps contained

certain personality traits that led them into those certain professions. Whereas R. B.
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Cattell (1965) boiled down G. W. Allport and Odbert’s (1936) list of 4,504 traits to
16 factors, H. J. Eysenck (1983) argued that they were unreliable and difficult to
replicate. He narrowed down the 16 personality factors to three simple super
factors: psychoticism, extraversion, and neuroticism, also known as the PEN model
(H. J. Eysenck, 1983). H. J. Eysenck (1991) felt that Cattell’s 16 factors were
higher-order factors linked closely to personality types and were a combination of
primary personality traits. Psychoticism, extraversion, and neuroticism, on the other
hand, were second-order factors (H. J. Eysenck, 1983). H. J. Eysenck (1980) felt
that all individuals experienced these three traits to some degree, but that
worldview derived from his argument that genetics influenced personality traits.
Concerning psychology, nature versus nurture holds a disputed dichotomous
relationship (Barlow, 2019). H. J. Eysenck (1980) leaned toward the nature side of
this dichotomy but also included nurture within his theory. The nature versus
nurture relationship pitted psychoticism against socialization, extraversion against
introversion, and neuroticism against stability (H. J. Eysenck, 1991). H. J. Eysenck
(1980) moved the field of personality research from simply having a standard
collection of terms by offering a model and taxonomy to study human personality
traits.

Five-Factor Model of Personality. The pioneering work of Allport,
Cattell, and Eysenck led many scholars to develop what became known as the five-
factor model of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1985). Fiske (1949) birthed the
theory that included five basic personality traits. Tupes and Christal (1992)
conducted work for the U.S. Air Force that involved analyzing officer candidates
and announced a five-factor model of personality after continually seeing five traits
recurring in their test subjects. Norman (1963) recognized the significance of these
writings, arguing that the language work carried out by Allport and Cattell
represented differences in human behavior and would thus offer a model for
personality traits. Operating from that hypothesis, Norman replicated all the work
mentioned above and developed a taxonomy of five orthogonal personality factors.
Goldberg (1981, 1990, 1992) continued the development of this model by

examining trait terms and confirming many of the five-factor structures discovered
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by those before him, even coining the term “big five” for the theory. The “Big
Five” became prominent with the NEO-PI inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992;
McCrae & Costa, 1985). Since then, numerous personality measurements have
emerged grounded in the five-factor model, which measures openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Some of these
measures include the Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991), Enneagram (Hook et
al., 2021), International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 2003), Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator (Myers & McCaulley, 1985), NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1992),
Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003), and Tailored Adaptive
Personality Assessment System (TAPAS; Drasgow et al., 2012). As the literature
expanded to characterize and define personality traits, so did pioneering research to
link them to employee selection (Scholarios et al., 1994).

TAPAS. The use of personality tests for assessing job placement and
predicting performance within the U.S. military is far less storied than aptitude tests
and the ASVAB (Nye, White, Horgen, et al., 2020). The military began to dabble
in personality testing for performance prediction in the 1980s with the Army’s
Assessment of Background and Life Experiences (ABLE) survey, measuring effort,
leadership, discipline, fitness, attrition, and citizenship factors (Hough et al., 1990).
The Army quickly discovered that subjects could easily fake the ABLE’s Likert
scale, which almost destroyed its predictive validity for performance (Zickar et al.,
2004). This discovery drove White and Young (1998) to develop the Army’s
Assessment of Individual Motivation (AIM). The AIM followed a forced choice
format, which drove candidates to pick a “most like me” or “least like me” choice
to mitigate faking on the assessment (Knapp et al., 2004). The AIM worked well
for the Army, but as time progressed, the need arose for a modernized personality
assessment (Drasgow et al., 2023).

The TAPAS provided the U.S. military with a modernized and computer-
based personality assessment for selecting and classifying human talent (Drasgow
et al., 2023). Using Goldberg’s (1992) big-five personality framework, the TAPAS
designers developed 22 facets that all fit within the openness, conscientiousness,

extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional stability factors (Drasgow et al., 2023).
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From 2006 to 2009, the Army conducted an Expanded Enlistment Eligibility
Metrics project that tested the TAPAS for use with the ASVAB (Knapp & Heftner,
2010). The military began implementing TAPAS testing at Military Entrance
Processing Stations in 2009 and has administered the TAPAS to more than two
million applicants as of the Drasgow et al. (2023) Interim Report. During this
period, the TAPAS has undergone numerous revisions and has been the subject of
much research and continues to feed Predictive Success Models for 12 Air Force
specialties, including EOD, as of October 2022 (Drasgow et al., 2023). The current
TAPAS version measures six domains with 15 facets (see Table 4).

Table 4

Tailored Adaptive Personality Assessment System (TAPAS) Domains and Facets

Domain Facets
Openness to Experience Tolerance
Conscientiousness Achievement
Non-Delinquency
Responsibility
Self-Control
Extraversion Dominance
Attention Seeking
Sociability
Agreeableness Cooperation
Selflessness
Emotional Stability Adjustment
Even Tempered
Optimism
Other Physical Conditioning
Situational Awareness

Psychological Trait Theory

The theoretical background of this research paper rests upon the trait theory
of leadership. Scholars lack a unified theory of leadership traits, and no singular
author or group claims ownership of the theory. That said, in the last several
decades, volumes of literature have been generated to attempt to identify the traits
of successful and effective leaders (Dinh & Lord, 2012; Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1991; Lord et al., 1986; Stogdill, 1974; Zaccaro et al., 2017).
Personality and Performance

Scholars have measured leadership personality traits against work behavior

and leadership styles (Schattke & Marion-Jetten, 2022), process improvement
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(Bagherian et al., 2023), school administration (Person et al., 2021), and a range of
other performance variables (S. H. Allen & Gallagher, 2022; Carleton et al., 2018;
Dinler & Balci, 2021). Researchers have also considered how leaders might predict
organizational performance (Abdelmegeed Abdelwahed et al., 2023; Judge &
Zapata, 2015; Nye et al., 2022). Sonnentag and Frese (2001) conducted a meta-
analysis and concluded that throughout 20 years of research through the late 1990s,
in more than 72% of research, individual performance served as a dependent
variable. It is no surprise, then, that trait theory and organizational performance
reached an intersection where personality traits were employed to predict how
leaders and followers performed within their given organizations (Melis & Nawaz,
2023; Murmu & Neelam, 2022; Rodriguez-Lopez et al., 2023). Hasel (2013)
argued that the traits of successful leaders depended upon the contexts in which
they operated. However, the literature lacks sufficient analyses of personality trait
theory and performance in operational combat contexts.
Five-Factor Model as a Predictive Theoretical Foundation

Personality theory has been used to predict personal values, attitudes, and
behaviors throughout various contexts (R. B. Cattell & Tregaskis, 1965; L. Huang
et al., 2014; Landers & Lounsbury, 2006). As the study of personality psychology
evolved, researchers added an element of cognition to psychology, shifting its focus
from human behavior (Maestripieri & Boutwell, 2022). Adding this cognition
element to the field of personality psychology advanced the understanding of the
traits that make people unique and similar in their patterns of thinking, feeling, and
behaving; thus, numerous theories based on human personality were formed
(Arshad & Chung, 2022). Humanistic theories such as Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy
of needs and Rogers’ (1959) self-actualization theory emerged. Other personality
theories developed to explain or predict human behavior included the expectancy-
value theory (Rotter, 1954), social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), and
behaviorism theory (Skinner, 1974). Research also emerged demonstrating that
personality traits influenced employee behavior (Greenidge & Coyne, 2014; Mount
et al., 2006; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009) and supported the idea that

personality traits are valid predictors of numerous workplace performance criteria
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(Sackett & Walmsley, 2016). In these organizational settings, personality
psychologists loyal to type assessments, such as the Meyers-Briggs Type Indicator,
usually relent that type-based personality assessments should not be used to hire
and recruit candidates (Lloyd, 2022). Trait-based measures grounded in the five-
factor model, however, are often used for recruitment and promotion of employees,
although this tactic is not without criticism (Paul, 2005). Ewen (2010) argued that
the five-factor model is a foundation for psychological trait theory and dominates
the landscape of academic psychological research. Other scholars have researched
potential links between the five-factor model and leadership effectiveness (Judge et
al., 2002; Sackett & Walmsley, 2016). Because a surrogate for the TAPAS was
used in this dissertation, and the TAPAS is based on the five-factor model, the five-
factor model served as the theoretical foundation for the predictive personality
portion of this research (see Drasgow et al., 2023). The five-factor model measures
openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and
emotional stability (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1985).

Openness to Experience.

Organizational Performance. Openness to experience is generally
associated with one’s tendency to seek new sensations as well as
adventuresomeness and creativity (Skuzinska et al., 2023). Research showed that
openness to experience positively correlated with outside-the-box thinking and
innovative organizational behavior (Park et al., 2018; Yesil & Sozbilir, 2013). Cui
et al. (2023) found that openness to experience mediated unfavorable relationships
between cognitive diversity, knowledge sharing, and innovative work behaviors.
Individuals who scored high in the openness to experience area typically displayed
a high tolerance for ambiguous environments and increased sensitivity toward
others’ emotions (X. Chu et al., 2015; McCrae & Greenberg, 2014). These
individuals are characterized by an uncommon ability to integrate new beliefs and
information into their thought processes to broaden their perceptions and opinions
(McCrae & Greenberg, 2014; Woo et al., 2014).

Mental Health and Resilience. Researchers disagree on the correlation

between openness to experience and specific mental health and resilience
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components. McCrae and Greenberg (2014) and Skuzinska et al. (2023) noted that
openness to experience did not show a statistically significant positive correlation
with mental health. However, extensive research has linked openness to experience
with better perceptions of stress and healthier coping mechanisms to stressful
situations (L. Burgess et al., 2010; Meléndez et al., 2020; Straud et al., 2015). As
such, Williams et al. (2009) argued that individuals with higher levels of openness
to experience demonstrated greater resilience to stressful contexts. Openness to
experience also showed a slight correlation to higher purposes in life for military
veterans (Fischer et al., 2023).

Military Contexts. Research explicitly relating openness to experience with
performance in military contexts is lacking. J. S. Campbell et al. (2009) found that
military pilots scored higher in the openness to experience area than average
citizens across the American population. J. J. Jackson et al. (2012) discovered that
German soldiers with low openness to experience scores tended to complete their
terms of military service instead of seeking civilian employment opportunities,
revealing a lower overall openness score across the German military population
(Klee & Renner, 2016). Higher levels of openness to experience correlated with
more balanced family lives among American combat medics in their training
pipelines (Escolas et al., 2016). However, no research exists linking openness to
experience with the performance of EOD duties in combat or resilience after

deployment.

Conscientiousness.

Organizational Performance. The personality trait of conscientiousness is
associated with the propensity to be hardworking, orderly, arranged, and
disciplined (Halfhill et al., 2005; Moreland et al., 2023). Conscientiousness has
been linked to numerous criteria and outcomes within the organizational sphere.
For example, conscientiousness showed a curvilinear relationship in helping those
with lower general mental abilities perform better within their organizational
contexts (Harris-Watson et al., 2022). In academic contexts, optimism increased
performance among students with high levels of conscientiousness but lowered

performance among those with lower levels of conscientiousness (Icekson et al.,



Personality Trait Theory and Combat Performance 31

2020). Conscientiousness has been studied concerning abusive leadership (Srikanth
et al., 2022), time management (Waldeyer et al., 2022), engagement-boredom
organizational dynamics (Dishon-Berkovits et al., 2023), salespeople performance
(Wihler, Meurs, Momm, et al., 2017), safety climate (Xu et al., 2020), and a litany
of other organizational outcomes (Carter et al., 2014; Ohme & Zacher, 2015; Rice
& Reed, 2022). Chaparro et al. (2020) found that civilian pilots tended to score
higher in conscientiousness but failed to find the same level of correlation among
military pilots, indicating a potential difference in conscientiousness needs between
military members and the civilian population.

Mental Health and Resilience. Numerous researchers have investigated the
correlations between conscientiousness and mental health. For example,
conscientiousness displayed a negative correlation with anxiety, depression, and
perceptions of stress among Chinese youth during COVID-19 (T. Liu et al., 2022).
However, Farahani et al. (2019) posited that conscientiousness displayed a non-
linear relationship when measured against various mental health outcomes.
Research revealed that individuals with higher levels of conscientiousness were
more likely to seek healthcare for physical and mental problems (Willroth et al.,
2023). Specific to resilience, conscientiousness has been related to numerous
organizational criteria such as outcome resilience (Linnemann et al., 2022), career
resilience (Arora & Rangnekar, 2016a), and supermarket employee resilience
(Civgin et al., 2023). No studies, however, have linked conscientiousness to EOD
veteran resilience.

Military Contexts. Unlike openness to experience, the conscientiousness
personality trait has been heavily researched relative to numerous military-related
outcomes. For example, in Nigeria’s armed forces, conscientiousness was linked to
work methods of control contributing to security force well-being (Ujoatuonu et al.,
2022). Conscientiousness was also found to mitigate risks for suicide among high-
risk U.S. and Chinese military veterans with posttraumatic stress disorder (J. Huang
et al., 2019; Straus et al., 2019). Dutch and American Special Forces operators
tended to score higher in conscientiousness compared to civilian populations (Bech

et al., 2021; Huijzer et al., 2022). Military groups who scored higher in
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conscientiousness performed better as a group than teams with lower scores
(Halfhill et al., 2005), and individually, they performed better on situational
judgment tests (Brown et al., 2021). Coastguardsmen with higher levels of
conscientiousness generally demonstrated higher levels of organizational
commitment, which were mediated by courage, an important trait in combat (Mert
& Koksal, 2022). Calleja et al. (2020) found that conscientiousness predicted
higher leadership planning and performance levels among junior officers. However,
lower scores in conscientiousness resulted in higher alcohol use and other
unhealthy coping mechanisms, such as verbal defensiveness and suicidal ideations
among military members involved in handling stressful situations (Herzog et al.,
2022; Na et al., 2023; Ridgway et al., 2023). Despite the vast research in military
contexts relative to conscientiousness, no research exists on the correlation between

conscientiousness and EOD combat performance or resilience.

Extraversion.

Organizational Performance. Extraversion is the tendency to be outgoing,
warm, assertive, and talkative (Darr et al., 2018; Moreland et al., 2023; Mueller et
al., 2019). Research indicates that extraversion is also related to one’s level of
confidence (Burns & Burns, 2016). Some research supported a two-dimensional
framework of extraversion that highlighted assertiveness, dominance, and directive
natures of extraverts whereas other studies focused on expressiveness and social
influence (Darr & Kelloway, 2016; DeYoung et al., 2007; Drasgow et al., 2012;
Judge et al., 2013). Wihler, Meurs, Wiesmann et al. (2017) argued using the trait
activation theory that extraversion only affected organizational performance when
paired with social competency within the proper work contexts for engagement.
Ziegler et al. (2014) found that extraversion was not a significant predictor of first-
year training success in organizational contexts; however, some of the sub-facets of
extraversion predicted success in limited training environments. Lievens et al.
(2009) found that extraversion negatively impacted training success due to trainees’
need to socialize, which interrupted their focus and dedication to learning.

Mental Health and Resilience. Numerous studies have shown

extraversion’s positive correlations with beneficial mental health outcomes
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(Gniewosz, 2023; Tian et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2023). Extraversion has been
negatively correlated with posttraumatic stress disorder cognitions (Kotov et al.,
2010; Yalch & Levendosky, 2016; Yalch et al., 2021) and was found to decrease
suicidal ideations when aggravated by stressors such as sleep deprivation (Killgore
et al., 2022). That said, extroverts tended to receive more social support through
their outgoing nature and levels of likeability and popularity (Nikitin & Freund,
2015). Research revealed that extroverted people were more negatively affected by
imbalances in work-life conflicts relative to well-being (Huo & Jiang, 2023). In
line with Wihler, Meurs, Wiesmann, et al.’s (2017) argument about trait activation
theory discussed above, Gniewosz (2023) found that extroverted individuals tended
to react negatively to situations such as the COVID-19 pandemic when their
extraverted tendencies were tampered. However, other researchers showed that
extraversion was positively linked to resilience and the ability to effectively cope
with traumatic experiences (Cuartero & Tur, 2021; Shen et al., 2021).

Military Contexts. Extraversion has also been used to study individual
effectiveness within specific military contexts, but many of the research projects
were within the mental health realm concerning suicidal ideations and
posttraumatic stress disorder among veterans (Caska & Renshaw, 2013; Killgore et
al., 2022; Moreland et al., 2023; Staugaard et al., 2015). Huijzer et al. (2022) found
that extraversion was an important personality trait for high-risk, dangerous
military fields. Saxon et al. (2020) found an association between high extraversion
and increased graduation from Marine Corps Reconnaissance School. Darr et al.
(2018) found that extraversion was a mediating factor that influenced soldiers’
motivation to train. Although Michalowska-Sawczyn et al. (2019) studied
extraversion concerning combat sports, no apparent research exists on the

relationship to military wartime combat.

Agreeableness.

Organizational Performance. In organizational contexts, agreeableness has
been researched across a vast landscape of issues and shown to correlate with
emotional intelligence (Hellwig & Schulze, 2023), team performance (Bradley et

al., 2013), team communication (Macht & Nembhard, 2015), and several other
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outcomes (Arora & Rangnekar, 2016b; F. Chu et al., 2019; Guay et al., 2013).
Interestingly, agreeableness is also a well-researched subject in employee
performance. Nandkeolyar et al. (2022) found that female performance evaluations
increased as their agreeableness increased, indicating that expectations of
agreeableness likely influenced their perceptions of organizational performance.
However, research also showed that leaders and managers with high levels of
agreeableness tended to offer high performance ratings even if their followers
performed poorly (Randall & Sharples, 2012; Yun et al., 2017). Schippers (2014)
argued for a positive view of agreeableness and noted that those with high levels of
agreeableness would compensate for social loafing on teams, meaning that highly
agreeable people made up for lower-performing individuals in their organizations.
Generally, those with higher agreeableness have better interpersonal relationships
in their work lives but tend not to hold others accountable (John Bernardin et al.,
2016; Rollings et al., 2023; Schmidt, 2018). Agreeableness was positively
correlated with innovation in some studies (Rahman et al., 2023) and negatively
related to the originality of ideas in other studies (Hunter & Cushenbery, 2015).
Agreeableness also showed positive correlations with productive approaches to
problem-solving within specific disciplines (Cam & Alkal, 2020).

Mental Health and Resilience. Agreeableness has been found to correlate
with numerous mental health outcomes (Jangjeet et al., 2019; Willroth et al., 2023).
Research suggested that agreeableness moderated the impacts of specific daily
stressors such as parental phubbing among adolescents (Bai et al., 2020). Other
research showed that agreeableness helped teleworkers navigate the stressors of
working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic (Meagher & Cheadle, 2020).
Han et al. (2023) argued that agreeableness increased nurses’ competency to offer
spiritual care to patients with mental health problems. Numerous studies also
revealed that agreeableness was linked to increased resilience (Chhabra et al., 2023;
Das & Arora, 2020; Marica & Maftei, 2021; Oshio et al., 2018; Punova, 2022).

Military Contexts. Agreeableness resulted in better group performance by
military service teams (Halfhill et al., 2005) and positively mediated the

relationship between team cohesion and well-being in military contexts (Reizer et
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al., 2023). Na et al. (2023) found that agreeableness tended to decrease the levels of
persistent high alcohol consumption among military members. Combat veterans
who possessed more elevated levels of agreeableness also reported lower levels of
posttraumatic stress disorder (Plouffe et al., 2023). In an earlier research project,
Lim and Ployhart (2004) found that agreeableness was negatively related to
transformational leadership tendencies. Aside from those studies, the literature

lacks an analysis of agreeableness’ effect on technical performance in combat.

Emotional Stability.

Organizational Performance. Neuroticism is negatively linked to
emotional stability and increases sensitivity to stressful or traumatic situations
(Hisler et al., 2020). The adverse effects of neuroticism on job performance have
been well documented across various organizational contexts (Deniz Giinaydin,
2021; Judge et al., 2013; Masood et al., 2017; Zell & Lesick, 2022). Aside from
performance, neuroticism has also been associated with higher levels of
workaholism and emotional burnout in organizational contexts (Balducci et al.,
2021; Giannini & Loscalzo, 2016; Thoresen et al., 2003). Although neuroticism has
traditionally been associated with negative outcomes, some studies indicated that
those with high neuroticism (low emotional stability) performed slightly better in
specific contexts, such as when the task required a person to gain status or acquire
large amounts of attention (Bendersky & Parikh Shah, 2013; Tewfik et al., 2023;
Wood et al., 2022). Other studies revealed an indirect link between neuroticism and
performance by demonstrating a link between low neuroticism and obesity, which
is correlated with lower performance across various performance outcomes (Olivo
et al., 2019). In a recent study, Uppal (2017) explored curvilinear relationships
between neuroticism and job performance and showed that the negative
relationships between neuroticism and performance were mediated by factors such
as social support. Neuroticism has also begun to show non-linear and linear impacts
on mental health outcomes (Klinger-Konig et al., 2018).

Mental Health and Resilience. Research indicates that neuroticism is
significantly linked to mental health outcomes (Gale et al., 2016; Sandhu & Kaur,
2021; Wenzel et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2021). In general, those with higher levels
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of neuroticism tended to see the world through darker lenses and had unfavorable
levels of mental health (Junga-Silva & Silva, 2022). Neuroticism is also believed to
worsen the posttraumatic and depressive outcomes stemming from childhood abuse
and trauma (Knight et al., 2023). Other mental health outcomes, such as early
childhood depression and long-term resilience deficits, were linked to neurotic
tendencies (Chen et al., 2023). Cuartero and Tur (2021) argued that neuroticism
diminished individuals’ resilience relative to their ability to acquire skills to protect
them from adverse and stressful situations.

Military Contexts. Neuroticism has been studied in several military
contexts. Lower levels of neuroticism have been linked to successful basic training
graduation rates (Le et al., 2011). Low neuroticism scores were also associated with
successful military pilot training (J. P. Campbell et al., 2010). Huijzer et al. (2022)
found that commandos scored lower on neuroticism than civilians and candidates
who dropped out of their training pipeline. Israeli Defense Forces officer candidates
also tended to score lower on measures of neuroticism (Iversen et al., 2023).
Niziurski and Berntsen (2018) found that neuroticism predicted soldiers’ levels of
homesickness during deployments to Afghanistan. Dretsch et al. (2022) found that
U.S. Army soldiers’ levels of neuroticism increased after a 12-month combat
deployment. In a recent research project comparing Russian Alpinists and Special
Forces soldiers, Alpinists scored higher levels of neuroticism than Special Forces
(Apalkova et al., 2021). This research supported the position that neuroticism is
positively associated with risk-taking tendencies (N. Liu et al., 2022; Peters et al.,

2020).

Recent Literature for Military Performance Measurement

The Air Force uses aptitude and personality metrics in constructing
Predictive Success Models that are generally based on training outcomes.
Predictive Success Models use training data such as academic grades and practical
performance for rated officers as measured by check rides and daily flight
performance (Woolley et al., 2023). For enlisted members, researchers have

focused their predictive analyses on the recruits’ likelihood of completing initial
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career training (Trent et al., 2020). Although the ASVAB and TAPAS are
institutionalized predictor measures, determining the criteria for measuring and
defining success remains a problematic and costly problem for military leaders.
Criterion Measurements

Selecting the criteria for measuring military talent and performance is a
particularly unique challenge for military leaders (J. P. Campbell, 2023). J. P.
Campbell et al. (1993) defined job performance as a mixture of declarative
knowledge, procedural knowledge and skill, and motivation. M. Allen et al. (2023)
recommended that military leaders consider a litany of issues, such as training
success, technical performance, retention, and combat performance. However,
Knapp and Rumsey (2023) posited that the literature is replete with criterion
measures that are “of limited relevance, contaminated, too narrowly focused, and
unreliable” (p. 273). Much of the research about military criterion measurements is
focused on entrance requirements, yet enlisted military applicants typically lack a
robust employment history or technical experience within their fields of interest
(M. Allen et al., 2020; Velgach & Arabian, 2023). As such, recruiters must select
and assign individuals and predict their combat effectiveness solely based on
screening tests and assessments (Velgach & Arabian, 2023).

Researchers disagree about the outcome variables for measuring the
effectiveness of those screening tests and assessments relative to performance and
success among military occupations (Knapp & Rumsey, 2023). Some experts
support criteria that measure “can-do performance,” others prefer “will-do
performance, whereas many argue that a mixture of can-do and will-do measures is
optimal (M. Allen et al., 2020; J. P. Campbell & Knapp, 2001). Gebhardt and
Baker (2023) cautioned that performance measures can quickly become overly
complex, exceed the actual requirements of professions, and needlessly disqualify
too many applicants from certain specialties. Due to these factors, leaders should
consider balancing competing priorities of organizational goals and mission needs,
as they align with adverse impacts on diverse pools of individuals, when designing
and implementing performance measures (Burgoyne et al., 2021; Knapp &

Rumsey, 2023; Sackett et al., 2010).
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Training Data. Enlisted criterion measures are commonly tied to success
and failure metrics from training events due to the availability and convenience of
the data (Carretta & King, 2008; Knapp, 2006; Russell, Allen, et al., 2023; Waugh
& Russell, 2005; Yu et al., 2023). Unfortunately, because the landscape of military
training is diverse, success is not commonly defined and likely depends on various
measures of knowledge-based or performance-based assessments (Held et al.,
2014; Knapp & Rumsey, 2023). The Air Force exclusively uses training data to
evaluate selection methods and create predictive success models (Trent et al., 2020;
Woolley et al., 2023). The literature is replete with examples of training increasing
organizational performance and mission success, but those reports generally focus
on the quality of training or compare training against a lack of training and they
lack an evaluation of EOD performance in combat (Saks, 2022; Yao et al., 2020).
In this literature review, I did not locate studies comparing varying performance
levels in training, such as the performance of individuals who thrived in training, to
those who passed by only meeting the minimum requirements.

The current training success model in the Air Force relies on task success
instead of one’s ability to operate in austere and diverse environments (Carberry,
2023; Cornell-d’Echert, 2012). Russell, Ingerick, et al. (2023) argued that the
criteria should also be used to measure job proficiency relative to knowing facts
and principles about a job and how to perform specific tasks and functions.
Cornell-d’Echert (2012), on the other hand, argued that those focused on modern
warfare must train beyond task success and completion and focus on adaptability
and irregular warfare as markers for success. Carberry (2023) argued that Air Force
training is unidimensional and measured via pass-fail metrics that fail to capture
accuracy, time, and decision-making. Currently, the EOD community gauges its
training success based on task completion standards with pass-fail proficiency
codes (Career Field Education and Training Plan 3E8X1, 2020).

Post-training attrition and degrading mission readiness are potential
indicators of the inadequacy of training data as a foolproof success measure. The
Government Accountability Office (2017) noted that between 2005 and 2015, the

U.S. military recruited 1.7 million members at a cost of 75,000 dollars per person,
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but 25% of the recruits did not complete their first term of enlistment. The
Australian Defense Force loses 31% of its first-term military personnel to attrition
annually (Hoglin & Barton, 2015). The U.S. Army spends 137 million dollars
annually to recruit and train soldiers to replace those removed from the service due
to physical performance deficits (Turner et al., 2022). The Air Force maintenance
community is losing higher-than-average numbers of first-term Airmen due to poor
working conditions and stress management despite the successful completion of
initial training (Government Accountability Office [GAO], 2019). Military attrition
occurs for various reasons and at different stages of service members’ careers. The
literature on the rates of post-training attrition is either lacking or not released to
the public. However, the GAO (2022) found that mission capability rates in the Air
Force and Navy have declined since 2015, all driven by individuals who completed
their initial job training pipelines. This decline in mission readiness supports the
notion that the completion of initial training does not necessarily equate to mission
success and calls into question its use as a performance predictor.

Finally, some researchers doubt the efficacy of training data compared to
other criterion measures. M. Allen et al. (2023) ranked training data last in a list of
four groups regarding their authenticity in measuring performance. Gebhardt and
Baker (2023) noted that training standards do not automatically align with on-the-
job performance expectations. Thus, selection models that use training standards
should be carefully evaluated for efficacy. Garavan et al. (2019) also argued that
the methodologies used to link training to organizational performance are at risk of
potential validity concerns and must be reevaluated. M. Allen et al. (2023) noted
that the Air Force’s use of training school grades and pass-fail measurements
should be considered administrative rather than performance data.

Administrative and Records-Based Criterion. Recent literature has
considered the likelihood of military departments employing administrative records
as criteria for performance due to their convenience and availability (Yu et al.,
2023). Administrative data include annual performance reviews, military
decorations, quarterly and annual awards, separation information, discipline, and

punishments (M. Allen et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023). M. Allen et al. (2023) found
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that administratively based criterion measures generally scored lower in
psychometric quality than other methods.

The Air Force uses an enlisted evaluation system to measure the annual
performance of their enlisted members (Department of the Air Force Instruction
36-2406, 2023). Enlisted evaluations are likely poor performance markers because
they are subject to contamination by raters, personal likability, stereotypes,
generalizations, and attenuated variances (O’Leary & Pulakos, 2017). For projects
such as this dissertation, Air Force enlisted evaluations would fail to accurately
measure the sample population because the Air Force uses forced distribution and
stratification systems that measure EOD Operators against Air Force members
from other career fields (Department of the Air Force Instruction 36-2406, 2023).
Several researchers have questioned the effectiveness of forced distribution and
stratification systems relative to their efficacy of measuring and rewarding
performance; thus, employing ratings grounded in a forced distribution system
would not result in reliable data to effectively measure operational performance
(Chattopadhyay, 2019; Giumetti et al., 2015; Loberg et al., 2021; Moon et al.,
2016).

Other administrative criteria measurements could be based on awards,
punishments, or promotion rates, but these aspects of performance are also
problematic (M. Allen et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023). The literature is rife with
support that award programs do not always incentivize the organizational behavior
they are touted to promote (Chalmers, 2011; Ge et al., 2022; Kirby et al., 2015;
Seppala & Smith, 2020). Regarding disciplinary issues, the Air Force released two
keystone reports, noting disparities among minorities concerning punishments and
discipline (Report of Inquiry Addendum, 2021). Although the report did not suggest
any causal factors for the disparities, it certainly generated doubt regarding the
efficacy of using punishments and discipline as criterion measures for gauging the
desired performance in recruiting, training, and developing human talent. Finally,
administrative outcomes, such as promotion, are based on the number of slots

available within that organization and do not directly reflect the individual’s
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performance (M. Allen et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2023). Thus, promotion rates are also
an unreliable measurement of performance.

Competency Modeling. Competencies are an emerging approach under
development in the Air Force to measure performance (A4ir Force Handbook 36-
2647,2022; Barelka et al., 2019; Barron & Rolwes, 2020). Air Force leadership
assessed that knowledge, skills, abilities, and other attributes that “contribute to a
culture of high performance” should be observable through actions and behaviors
(Air Force Handbook 36-2647, 2022, p. 4). Competencies, however, usually refer
to “soft skills” such as flexibility, teamwork, adaptability, and communication that
are not directly linked to specific tasks but instead are based on one’s potential to
master tasks after the initial training (Rodriguez et al., 2002; Russell, Ingerick, et
al., 2023).

Per the Air Force guidance that governs competency modeling, the
traditional means of performance measures require Airmen to run through a series
of task-centric checklists, whereas competency modeling focused on behaviors
critical to job performance (A4ir Force Handbook 36-2647,2022). Due to resource
constraints, the military has not adopted costly interview methodologies to establish
competencies but has instead mimicked numerous competencies identified as
applicable across civilian occupations (Russell, Ingerick, et al., 2023). For example,
the U.S. Air Force used Spencer and Spencer’s (1993) competencies to establish a
military baseline for foundational competencies (Russell, Ingerick, et al., 2023).
However, military leaders should use caution when employing civilian
competencies. Although most military members spend the bulk of their time in
garrison conditions, their expected performance should be evaluated based on
austere wartime combat conditions in high-risk and high-stress contexts (Velgach
& Arabian, 2023).

The competency model is subject to tension when faced with occupationally
nuanced requirements. The problem with competencies and soft skills is that if they
are not linked to job tasks, subject matter experts within the discipline must infer
the importance of the competency to skills within their profession (Schippman et

al., 2000). Barron and Rolwes (2020) used that construct for their research by
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selecting 35 enlisted career fields and tasking subject matter experts within those
career fields to identify essential and less-important competencies for their
professions. They found that specific “clusters” of competencies were shared across
certain career fields (Barron & Rolwes, 2020). For example, strategic thinking was
important for intelligence and finance careers, whereas flexibility and resilience
were more critical for aviation and investigators (Barron & Rolwes, 2020). Other
competencies have demonstrated usefulness in Mission Essential Tasks measured
at a higher level than the specific tasks and have shown potential to be used in
broader contexts when professions share competency needs (Alliger et al., 2013).

Although competencies focus on broader success measurements instead of
narrowly defined job tasks, the need for occupationally specific measurements still
exists due to the nuanced nature of certain professions (Barron & Rolwes, 2020;
Knapp & Rumsey, 2023). The Air Force is building two sets of competencies (4ir
Force Handbook 36-2647,2022). The first is foundational competencies that apply
to all Airmen and serve as the core of developmental capability (4ir Force
Handbook 36-2647,2022). The second set includes occupational competencies,
which apply to Airmen within a specific workforce community (4ir Force
Handbook 36-2647,2022). To date, the Air Force EOD community lacks
occupational competencies, and research on competency modeling’s ability to
predict task-based EOD outcomes is lacking.

Career Field Specific Measures. Developing occupationally fair and
relevant measures presents numerous challenges due to the diversity of military
specialties, problems differentiating between jobs and roles, evolving demands and
threats, and demands on time and money to create job-specific criterion measures
(Gebhardt & Baker, 2023; Russell, Ingerick, et al., 2023). Ellis et al. (2023) noted
that cross-functional criterion measures should be developed to measure
performance across joint services. However, Russell, Allen, et al. (2023) argued
that occupation-specific measures are important for talent matching and conceded
that developing such measures is difficult. Knapp and Rumsey (2023) lamented a
lack of occupational data sources for designing appropriate criterion measures

beyond training.
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The latest round of criterion measurement research involved evaluating
numerous measurements and taxonomies to gauge military members’ performance
(M. Allen et al., 2023; Russell, Allen, et al., 2023). For cross-job taxonomies,
researchers evaluated J. P. Campbell’s (2012) model, Bartram’s (2005) eight
competency model, and the Zaccaro et al. (2012) leader performance model. To
measure domain-specific behaviors, researchers employed measurements to gauge
organizational citizenship behavior, cross-cultural behavior, adaptability, ethical
performance dimensions, engagement, team performance, active listening,
counterproductive work behavior, and individual team performance (Dorsey et al.,
2017; Klafehn et al., 2019; Macey & Schneider, 2008; O’Shea et al., 2009; Pulakos
et al., 2000; Russell et al., 2006, 2017; Shuffler et al., 2012; Spector et al., 2006).
Regarding military-specific performance, they used scales measuring first-term
performance, combat performance, military training performance, and situational
awareness (Matthews et al., 2011; Sager et al., 2005; Wasko et al., 2012; Waugh &
Russell, 2005). Still, these studies were meant to find joint-service and cross-
functional performance taxonomies but none included measurements against Air
Force EOD Team Leaders.

Current EOD Performance Measurement. The current state of Air Force
EOD performance measurement is not postured to capture different performance
levels nor deliver quality data for research purposes. The U.S. Air Force Recruiting
(2021) video for EOD indicated that operators must display excellent
communication, problem-solving skills, keen attention to detail, emotional stability,
physical fitness, and an understanding of physics, mechanics, and electrical theory,
yet no operational scale exists to validate or measure any of these criteria for U.S.
Air Force EOD Technicians. Instead, EOD technicians navigate upgrade training
through a series of pass-fail tasks which, if failed, can be repeated countless times
within a given period (4ir Force Manual 32-3001, 2022; Career Field Education
and Training Plan 3E8X1, 2020; Department of the Air Force Instruction 36-2670,
2020). Under this construct, a scoring gradient to discriminate between high and
low performance is absent. Air Force EOD Operators who take multiple attempts to

barely pass their evaluations and Air Force EOD Operators who flawlessly pass on
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the first attempt are all given the same skill level and recognized with the same
level of success.
Combat Performance and Resilience as Emerging Criterion Measurements

Combat Performance. In only a few studies, combat performance has been
used as a criterion for leadership development and talent management. The
literature on combat performance tends to focus on physical and mental fitness
relative to human performance (Diaz et al., 2018; Harty et al., 2022). Earlier studies
broached the idea of using combat performance as a measure, but these articles are
rare, dated, and did not thoroughly navigate leadership development (Shirom, 1976,
Whitmarsh & Sulzen, 1989). Some military career fields, such as fighter pilots, use
a scaled form of combat performance, yet no such measurement exists for ground
combat functional communities such as EOD (Mansikka et al., 2021).

To fill this void, Wasko et al. (2012) developed the Combat/Deployment
Performance Rating Scale for the Army’s Class research project. They developed
the measure in three phases. First, they derived evaluation dimensions by reviewing
the Soldier Combat Evaluation form (Dover, 2002), the Combat Performance
Questionnaire, Combat Performance Prediction Scales (J. P. Campbell & Knapp,
2001), and survey results by Keene and Halpin (1993) about combat preparedness.
After gathering these data, Wasko et al. (2012) used Army-wide performance rating
scales and created a taxonomy with dimensions and combat-oriented definitions for
further analyses. The second phase involved 30 noncommissioned officers with
deployment experience who rated the criticality of each dimension and created
incident scenarios from their deployment experience. Those incidents were used in
the third phase to develop behaviorally anchored rating scales for the dimensions
and to revise the CDPRS based on subject matter expert feedback.

The CDPRS failed to provide enough variance in the Army Class project to
be useful for their research purposes. However, the CDPRS was administered at a
point in the research when poor performers would have likely been lost to attrition;
thus, they were not included in the sample population. This method of
administration likely failed to assist in recruiting high and low performers for the

CDPRS to show variance in combat performance.
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Resilience. Resilience has not been studied as a predictive success or
performance measure, yet the importance of resilience during and after combat
operations is well established. Research revealed that military members tended to
be more resilient than civilian members (Sanborn et al., 2022). However, military
members’ exposure to extreme trauma showed negative impacts on their short- and
long-term health (Bovin et al., 2023). Post-9/11 veterans with posttraumatic stress
disorder have shown higher struggles with verbal and visual functions as well as
functional impairment (Aase et al., 2023; C. E. Jackson et al., 2021). Van Der
Meulen et al. (2020) argued that resilience impacted military members’ ability to
continue functioning effectively after traumatic events. As such, resilience is likely
an important measurement to gauge enduring performance within large-scale
military operations at length.

The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale has been used to assess resilience
across a broad spectrum of military contexts. Although Green et al. (2014) argued
that a two-factor CD-RISC model was best used when assessing Iraq and
Afghanistan Veterans, the CD-RISC under its current form has been used with
active duty and veteran populations in numerous studies (Gaddy et al., 2017; D. C.
Johnson et al., 2011). The Connor Davidson Resilience Scale has been used to
assess Air Force Basic Trainees’ resilience, yet no research exists that involves
specifically analyzing Air Force EOD combat veterans’ resilience or how
personality traits, resilience, and combat performance interact (Bezdjian et al.,

2017).

Summary

Despite the deep history of trait theory and the recent explosion of the
literature on performance criterion measurements, there is a dearth of research
about personality traits, combat performance, and resilience. The myriad of studies
focusing on trait theories of leadership and their effects on various outcomes within
organizational settings coalesces to provide a foundation for understanding how
personality impacts performance. These studies can serve as a springboard to

launch other research that will strengthen the military force. Although studies exist
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on the topic, the following question remains: Which personality traits are most
predictive of combat performance and resilience among U.S. Air Force EOD

Combat Veteran Team Leaders?
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Chapter 3 — Methodology

This chapter contains details of the methods and resources used in this
retroactive quantitative research survey study to examine the correlations between
Air Force EOD Combat Veterans’ personality traits, their combat performance, and
post-combat resilience. Survey research is used in the social sciences to question a
study sample and derive data about their knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors for
quantitative analyses (Goodfellow, 2023). This type of quantitative data is complex
and must be analyzed through multivariate statistical methods to be distilled into
valuable, actionable information (Hair et al., 2019). In this dissertation, I examined
quantitative data gained through surveys to understand the relationships between

the independent and dependent variables for this study.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

In this dissertation, I determined the relationship between the personality
traits of Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders of Iraq and Afghanistan,
their retroactively graded combat performance, and post-combat resilience.
Although personality traits have been studied in correlation with EOD training
performance, the results are closely held by the military and have not been released
to the public. As such, in this study, the hypotheses for the research questions are
grounded in the literature from other disciplines. I employed a survey research
method to examine the correlations between personality traits, combat
performance, and resilience. The two primary research questions that guided this
dissertation are as follows:
Research Question 1

Research Question 1 was intended to identify which of the five-factor
model personality traits among Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans of
Iraq and Afghanistan was most predictive of combat performance as measured by
the Combat/Deployment Performance Rating Scale (CDPRS). In this dissertation,
positive correlations were predicted across all personality traits in alignment with
extant literature from other career communities (Bech et al., 2021; Huijzer et al.,

2022; Park et al., 2018; Reizer et al., 2023; Saxon et al., 2020; Yesil & Sozbilir,
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2013). The literature also indicated a curvilinear relationship with the dimensions
of Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability, given measurable benefits for
specific amounts of neuroticism displayed among high-risk military communities
(Apalkova et al., 2021; Farahani et al., 2019; N. Liu et al., 2022; Peters et al.,
2020). However, no single personality trait was revealed as being most predictive
of combat success in the literature. Thus, the following null hypothesis was
formulated for Research Question 1:

Hi: The five-factor model of personality traits as measured by the TAKES-

FC will not provide a singular statistically significant personality trait as

most predictive of combat performance as measured by the CDPRS.
Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was intended to identify which of the five-factor
model personality traits was most predictive of resilience as measured by the
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) among Air Force EOD Team
Leader Combat Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan. A positive relationship was
predicted among all facets because research indicated mental health benefits for all
five components of the five-factor model as well as increased functional longevity
(L. Burgess et al., 2010; Chen et al., 2023; Chhabra et al., 2023; N. Liu et al., 2022;
Meléndez et al., 2020; Straud et al., 2015; Van Der Meulen et al., 2020; Wang et
al., 2023). However, no single personality trait was revealed as being most
predictive of resilience in the literature. Thus, the following null hypothesis was
formulated for Research Question 2:

Ha: The five-factor model of personality traits as measured by the TAKES-

FC will not provide a singular statistically significant personality trait as

most predictive of resilience as measured by the CD-RISC.

Study Variables
Independent Variables

The personality traits of Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans of
Iraq and Afghanistan, as measured by the five-factor model of personality, served

as the independent variables for this dissertation. In official military contexts, the
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TAPAS is used to measure the personality traits of military members and potential
recruits. Because the TAPAS is owned, administered, and protected by the military,
the TAKES FC served as a forced-choice five-factor model surrogate for the
TAPAS in this dissertation. Both the TAPAS and TAKES FC are grounded in the
five-factor model and measure the same domains. Thus, the independent variables
were the five personality domains measured by the TAKES FC (see Table 5). The
TAKES FC boasts good internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .68—.79) and suitable
criterion validity with measures of career success (Cronbach, 1979; see Table 6).
Each EOD Team Leader received a percentile ranking score against the sample
population’s z-score standard range within each personality domain and against an
overall representation of the general population. Higher percentile scores indicate a
higher prominence of that personality trait within each Team Leader Veteran.

Permission was granted to use the TAKES FC for this dissertation (see Appendix

O).
Table 5
TAPAS Domains and Facets as Compared to TAKES FC Domains
TAPAS Domains TAPAS Facets TAKES FC Domains
Openness to Experience  Tolerance Openness to Experience
Conscientiousness Achievement Conscientiousness
Non-Delinquency
Responsibility
Self-Control
Extraversion Dominance Extraversion
Attention Seeking
Sociability
Agreeableness Cooperation Agreeableness
Selflessness
Emotional Stability Adjustment Emotional Stability
Even Tempered
Optimism
Other Physical Conditioning

Situational Awareness
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Table 6
TAKES FC Criterion Validity
TAKES FC Domains Criterion Validity
Openness to Experience 17
Conscientiousness .26
Extraversion 24
Agreeableness -.03
Emotional Stability 25

Dependent Variables

Combat performance and resilience served as the dependent variables for
this dissertation. The CDPRS was used to measure combat performance
retroactively, and the CD-RISC was used to measure resilience.

CDPRS. The CDPRS was designed by Wasko et al. (2012) as part of a
more extensive study to measure performance among Army soldiers during their
initial enlistments. For job-specific and composite measurements in the study by
Wasko et al., the CDPRS demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s o =
.90-.95) but did not show enough variance to examine the sample population
suitably, resulting in poor incremental validity and few statistically significant
correlations. However, in their project, Wasko et al. administered the CDPRS at a
time in the research after poor performers were likely eliminated via service
attrition. This dissertation targeted all Air Force EOD Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan and included a range of high- and low-performing EOD veterans to
show variance in their performance ratings. The dependent variables were the five
CDPRS domains (see Table 7), measured by a 7-point Likert scale with combat-
centric definitions to help guide respondents toward a consistent application of high
and low performance. Permission was granted to use the CDPRS for this

dissertation (see Appendix D).
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Table 7
CDPRS Domains and Facets
CDPRS Domains CDPRS Facets
Field/Combat Judgement Thinks rationally under pressure.
Makes sound on-the-spot field decisions.
Applies correct rules to the situation.
Immediately/correctly performs required warrior
tasks.
Field Readiness Keeps self, weapons, and equipment in combat-

ready condition.
Maintains positive control and accountability of
weapons, equipment, tools, and munitions.
Follows procedures for handling equipment and
weapons safely.

Physical Endurance Is capable of meeting the demands of physical or
environmental challenges or stressful situations.
Sustains performance as long as the situation
requires.

Physical Courage Overcomes fear of bodily harm.
Takes necessary risks in spite of fears.
Does not act recklessly or place self or others at
unwarranted risk.

Awareness and Vigilance Maintains sense of alertness to enemy and
environmental threats.
Is always aware of unusual or threatening persons
or conditions.
Remains focused and alert despite sleep
deprivation, extended missions, and difficult
environmental conditions.

CD-RISC. Resilience was measured by Connor and Davidson’s (2003)
Resilience Scale. This measurement is a well-validated and widely used instrument
with 25 items for measuring resilience (Bezdjian et al., 2017). Connor and
Davidson found that the CD-RISC boasted good internal consistency (Cronbach’s o
=.89), test-retest reliability (» = 0.87), and convergent validity with numerous other
stress and resilience scales. The domains and facets are copyrighted and cannot be
published in detail within this dissertation. However, the scale was administered
and scored in accordance with Connor and Davidson’s guidelines, and the
participants received a publicly releasable composite score for resilience.

Permission was granted to use the CD-RISC for this dissertation (see Appendix E).



Personality Trait Theory and Combat Performance 52

Research Design

I employed a quantitative, nonexperimental correlational design to examine
whether relationships existed between Air Force EOD Combat Veterans’
personality traits, combat performance, and post-combat resilience. This study’s
primary research methodology was a survey research approach. Quantitative
correlational designs allow researchers to identify relationships between variables
and predict resulting patterns among sample populations (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). For this dissertation, I employed multiple linear regressions (MLRs), simple
regressions, and curved estimations to draw comparisons between variables.
Population and Sample

The sample population for this dissertation included Air Force EOD
veterans who served in enlisted Team Leader and Team Member positions during
their deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan. EOD Team Leaders are Staff Sergeants,
Technical Sergeants, and Master Sergeants who achieved their "7-Level"
certification per the EOD Career Field Education and Training Plan 3E8X1 (2020).
Air Force EOD Team Members are Senior Airmen and Staff Sergeants who
achieved their "5-Level" certification per the EOD Career Field Education and
Training Plan 3E8X1 (2020). In this dissertation, Iraq and Afghanistan veterans
refer to Air Force EOD Operators who served in either theater long enough to be
awarded the Iraqi Campaign, Afghanistan Campaign, or Global War on Terrorism
Expeditionary Medals. Research Question 1 required both Team Member (CDPRS)
and Team Leader (TAKES FC) responses to create dyads measuring personality
traits and combat performance. Research Question 2 was only based on the Team
Leaders' responses to measure personality traits (TAKES FC) and resilience (CD-
RISC). Due to a lack of Team Member response rates, the sample for Research
Question 1 (n = 71) was smaller than that for Research Question 2 (n = 81).

Iinvited Air Force EOD Combat Veterans to participate in this research
project via email and social media engagement (see Appendix A). The USAF EOD
Facebook Group and the researcher’s personal Facebook page hosted the social
media announcements. I also made announcements via LinkedIn and email

distribution lists through the Air Force EOD Masterblaster Organization and the
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United States Bomb Technicians Association. Team Member Veterans were
directed to a Survey Monkey link containing the CDPRS and a request for the
contact information of the Team Leader they were retroactively evaluating. In cases
where a Team Member initiated the dyad and provided contact information, Team
Leaders received their TAKES FC and CD-RISC access via direct message or
email. Team Leader Veterans were directed to a Survey Monkey link containing
the CD-RISC and a request for their personal contact information and their Team
Member’s contact information. In cases where the Team Leader initiated the dyad,
a direct access link to HR Diagnostic’s TAKES FC questionnaire was emailed to
the Team Leaders, and a link to the CDPRS was directly messaged or emailed to
their Team Members.
Researcher’s Orientation to the Dissertation

A limiting factor of this dissertation is my status as an established
professional and strategic leader within the field. My insights into this dissertation
are enriched by my access to technical data, conversations, privileged knowledge,
and gray data that, due to security considerations, cannot be publicly released or
cited. Although the reference material for the nonsensitive gray data cannot be
cited, where included, I deemed them necessary for accurate and comprehensive
portrayals of the Air Force EOD talent management context. The inclusion of these
types of data has been kept to a strict minimum. Moreover, this dissertation
underwent a Department of Defense prepublication security review and Air Force
Subject Matter Expert review before public release.
Data Collection and Privacy Protection

This dissertation's data collection and management platform was version
29.0.2.0 of IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software. As
the CD-RISC, CDPRS, and TAKES5 FC results were collected, I transcribed the
data manually into SPSS. Each participant agreed to an informed consent form
before participating in the surveys (see Appendix B). After the end of the data
collection period, I replaced all names with numbers to protect the respondents'
identities. All data were stored on the researcher’s password-protected personal

laptop and hard drive.
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Power Analysis

I conducted an a priori power analysis to establish the target number for this
dissertation’s sample population. Because the study by Wasko et al. (2012) did not
provide an expected level of suitable variance in the CDPRS, for this dissertation, |
used the standard deviation (SD = 1.08 — 1.70) found within their In-Unit
Performance Rating Scale (PRS) as a previously established baseline for power
analyses. [ used a probability level with 95% confidence (p = <.05) to avoid Type I
errors and a power (1 — f) index of .80 to avoid Type II errors. This power analysis
resulted in an optimal sample size of between 43 and 92 Team Leaders for a large
effect size. An additional 43 to 92 Team Members were required for retroactive
scoring on the CDPRS to create the dyads required for Research Question 1.
Data Cleaning

To ensure dependable results, the data underwent cleaning before analysis.
The TAKES FC is a commercially administered personality test. Surveys with
incomplete responses were not logged as completed surveys and were excluded
from the results. Thus, data cleaning was not necessary for the TAKES FC results.
The CD-RISC and CDPRS required all questions to be complete for proper
analyses. Neither survey had incomplete responses, so no surveys were deleted due
to incompletion. I deleted 27 dyads due to a lack of Team Leader TAKES FC and
CD-RISC completion, three dyads due to a lack of Team Leader TAKES FC
completion, and four dyads due to a lack of Team Member CDPRS completion.
Five Team Leaders failed to identify Team Members for CDPRS completion and
did not complete the CD-RISC. Three Team Leaders did not provide contact
information for themselves or their Team Members. One Team Leader was not
deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan. One Team Member completed a CDPRS for a
Team Leader who was deceased. All the above data were deleted and not used for
this dissertation.
Data Analysis

This dissertation involved an analysis of data using descriptive and
predictive statistical methods within IBM’s SPSS. To answer Research Question 1,

I conducted a series of MLRs, simple regressions, and curved estimations to
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determine how each of the five personality traits in the TAKES FC contributed to
the five factors of combat performance via the CDPRS. To answer Research
Question 2, I conducted more MLRs, simple regressions, and curved estimations to
determine how the five personality traits measured by the TAKES FC contributed
to resilience, as measured by the CD-RISC.

Summary

Chapter 3 included the essential elements of this research’s design and
methodology. Data collection initially occurred using HR Diagnostics’ website and
two Survey Monkey questionnaires. A priori power analysis indicated an optimal
sample size of 43 to 92 Team Leaders for a large effect size. Two research
questions guided two hypotheses, which were tested by conducting MLRs, simple
regressions, and curved estimations. Chapter 4 is a report of the formal findings of

this dissertation.
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Chapter 4 — Results or Findings

The aim of this study was to evaluate the relationship between the
personality traits of Air Force Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Team Leader
Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan and their combat performance and resilience. The
research approach for this dissertation was a quantitative, retrospective,
nonexperimental, correlational design. Two research questions aligned to the study
purpose and guided this study. I selected the study’s sample of participants through
a nonprobability, purposive sampling technique from an Air Force EOD Veteran
population with combat experience in Iraq or Afghanistan. The participants did not
receive compensation, and the recruiting process included email announcements
through EOD nonprofit organizations and social media announcements via
Facebook and LinkedIn.

I used descriptive and inferential statistical techniques to analyze the
study’s data. The initial step was analyzing the data using descriptive statistics. The
second step was performing multiple linear regressions (MLRs) to determine how
each of the five personality traits measured by the TAKES FC contributed to the
five factors of combat performance via the Combat/Deployment Performance
Rating Scale (CDPRS) and resilience as measured by the Connor-Davidson
Resilience Scale (CD-RISC). The third step was conducting simple regressions and
curved estimations to determine whether curvilinear relationships existed between
the predictor and outcome variables. This chapter is dedicated to the formal

reporting of the findings achieved in this study.

Descriptive Statistics and Demographic Data

The participants provided numerous demographic data points during their
surveys. The U.S. military is a White male-dominated profession. Like the broader
military community, the Air Force EOD program is also White male-dominated. As
expected, the Air Force EOD veteran community that responded to this study was
no exception. However, at some points, marginalized communities were

represented in this dissertation beyond their representative numbers, as reflected in
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the current active-duty Air Force EOD community. At other points, some
communities were excluded because they did not participate in the survey.
Gender and Ethnicity

I evaluated the study’s demographic data using descriptive statistical
techniques. Frequencies (n) and percentages (%) represented the specific
descriptive statistics and were used to analyze the study’s demographic
information. Table 8 contains a summary of findings for the descriptive statistical
analysis of the demographic information associated with the gender and ethnicity of
the Team Leaders who participated in this study. Table 9 contains a summary of
findings for Team Members’ gender and ethnicity.
Table 8

Descriptive Statistics Summary Table: Demographic Variables of TL Gender and
Ethnicity

Demographic Variable n=38I % Cumulative %

Gender (TL)

Male 76 93.83 93.83

Female 5 6.17 100.00

Missing 0 0.00 100.00
Ethnicity (TL)

White 67 82.72 82.72

Hispanic or Latino 6 7.41 90.12

Asian or Asian American 1 1.23 91.36

Another Race 3 3.70 95.06

Prefer not to answer 4 4.94 100.00

Missing 0 0.00 100.00
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics Summary Table: Demographic Variables of TM Gender and
Ethnicity

Demographic Variable n=_§1 % Cumulative %
Gender (TM)
Male 64 79.01 79.01
Female 7 8.64 87.65
Missing 10 12.35 100.00
Ethnicity (TM)
White 54 66.67 66.67
Black or African American 3 3.70 70.37
Hispanic or Latino 7 8.64 79.01
Asian or Asian American 2 2.47 81.48
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 1.23 82.72
Another Race 2 2.47 85.19
Prefer not to answer 2 2.47 87.65
Missing 10 12.35 100.00

Although females currently represent around three percent of the Air Force
EOD community, they comprised six percent of the Team Leader population (see
Table 8) and nearly nine percent of the Team Member population (see Table 9) in
this study. Similarly, non-Whites represent just 11% of the current Air Force EOD
force, but in this dissertation, the Team Leader population was more than 17% non-
White. However, certain communities, such as Black/African American and
American Indians, were not represented among the Team Leader population due to
a lack of survey responses.
Participants’ Age

In this dissertation, I evaluated the participants’ ages, which were
continuous in nature, using descriptive statistical techniques. The specific
descriptive statistical techniques used included frequencies (n), measures of central
tendency (mean scores), variability (minimum/maximum and standard deviations),
standard errors of the mean (SE,), and data normality (skew and kurtosis). Table 10
contains a summary of the findings for the descriptive statistical analysis of the

participants’ ages.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics Summary Table: Study Participant Age
Variable M SD n SEy  Min Max  Skew Kurtosis
Participant Age 45.67 522 80 0.58 35.00 62.00 0.53 0.43

Country of Combat Deployment

This dissertation targeted Air Force Combat Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan. Of the veterans who responded, nearly 63% of the participants’
responses were based on their experiences in Afghanistan whereas 37% were based
on their experiences in Iraq. Table 11 contains a summary of the findings for the
descriptive statistical analysis of the study participants’ country of deployment.
Table 11

Descriptive Statistics for Deployment Location

N=381 %
Afghanistan 51 62.96
Iraq 30 37.04

Findings: Research Questions

Two research questions guided this study. I analyzed the data against two
data sets of the TAKES FC. The first data set was normed solely to the sample
population of Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan who responded to this study. Thus, the z scores and percentile rankings
in this data set were based on Air Force EOD Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan. The second data set was normed to a broader population
encompassing more than 500,000 historical responses to the TAKES FC
representative of the general population across various military and civilian career
fields. The z scores and percentile rankings in this data set highlighted where the
personality traits of Air Force EOD Team Leader Combat Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan ranked among the general population. The following subsection
contains the findings for Research Question 1 and Research Question 2.
Research Question 1

Research Question 1 was formulated to identify which of the five-factor
model personality traits among Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders was

most predictive of combat performance as measured using the CDPRS. I used
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MLRs to evaluate the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions for each
domain of participants’ CDPRS scores. Hair et al. (2017) argued that sequential
regression methods, such as stepwise estimations, are generally less effective for
theoretical analyses and usually require larger samples. I used the CDPRS to
analyze broad categories of combat performance rather than detailed EOD-specific
variables. As such, I analyzed all independent variables simultaneously in these
MLRs. I addressed the assumptions of the MLRs using statistical means
(independence or error and multicollinearity) and visual inspection of scatter plots
(linearity, homoscedasticity, normality of residuals, and influential outliers). All
models showed a Durbin-Watson score of between 2.00 and 2.50, and all variance
inflation factors were below 5.00 for this research question. However, tolerance
values showed violations of multicollinearity assumptions in each model. Because
the models failed to produce statistically significant results, multicollinearity
violations did not cause inflated values. Thus, corrections for multicollinearity were
not made, and the raw data are provided below. Violations of linearity are shown
for the most predictive relationships on the scatter plots in Appendix F.

Multiple Linear Regressions (Normed to Sample). The TAKES FC
personality assessment was normed to the Air Force EOD Veteran Team Leaders'
sample population and to a data set representative of the general population. MLRs
failed to show statistically significant associations between the TAKES FC
personality traits (normed to the sample) and the CDPRS performance domains.
The following section contains a discussion of the findings of the data set normed
to the study’s sample population of Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders
of Iraq and Afghanistan.

MLR for Field and Combat Judgment. The predictive model within the
TAKES FC data set normed to the sample population was not statistically
significant (F (5,65) = 0.35, p = .88, R* = .03), indicating that the TAKES FC
dimensions of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability did not explain a significant proportion of
the variation in the participants’ CDPRS scores for Field and Combat Judgment.

Table 12 contains a summary of the findings and regressions model for the
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evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions normed to the
sample population for Field and Combat Judgment CDPRS scores.
Table 12

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Field and Combat Judgment CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B T P
(Intercept) 586 0.16 [5.55, 6.18] 0.00 3721 <.001
Openness to 0.18 031 [-0.43,0.79] 0.14  0.59 56
Experience
Conscientiousness 0.11 0.21 [-0.31, 0.53] 0.09 0.52 .60
Extraversion 0.05 0.39 [-0.73, 0.83] 0.04 0.13 .90
Agreeableness 0.13 0.21 [-0.29, 0.55] 0.11 0.61 .54
Emotional Stability -0.18  0.52 [-1.23,0.86] -0.15 -0.35 73

MLR for Field Readiness. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the sample population was not statistically significant (¥ (5,65)
=0.69,p=.63, R*=.05), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Field Readiness. Table 13 contains a summary of the findings
and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES
FC dimensions normed to the sample population for Field Readiness CDPRS
scores.
Table 13

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Field Readiness CDPRS Scores

Model B SE  95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 621 0.13 [5.55,6.18] 0.00 48.69 <.001
gf;?ﬁ:;scéo 009 025  [-041,058] 008 034 73
Conscientiousness 0.05 0.17 [-0.30, 0.39] 0.05 0.27 .79
Extraversion 0.04 0.32 [-0.59, 0.67] 0.04 0.12 .90
Agrecableness 0.00 0.17 [-0.34, 0.34] 0.00 0.02 98

Emotional Stability 0.10 042 [-0.75, 0.94] 0.10 0.23 .82
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MLR for Physical Endurance. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the sample population was not statistically significant (¥ (5,65)
=0.28, p =.92, R* = .02), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Physical Endurance. Table 14 contains a summary of the
findings and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimensions normed to the sample population for Physical Endurance
CDPRS scores.
Table 14

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Physical Endurance CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 583 0.18 [5.55, 6.18] 0.00  32.67 <.001
gﬁ;:ﬁiiscéo 035 035  [-035,1.04] 024  1.00 32
Conscientiousness 0.12 024 [-0.36, 0.60] 0.09 0.51 .61
Extraversion 0.08 0.55 [-0.80, 0.96] 0.06 0.18 .86
Agreeableness 0.02 024 [-0.45, 0.50] 0.02 0.10 .92
Emotional Stability -0.34  0.59 [-1.52,0.84] -0.25 -0.57 57

MLR for Physical Courage. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the sample population was not statistically significant (¥ (5,65)
=0.65,p=.67, R>=.05), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Physical Courage. Table 15 contains a summary of the findings
and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES
FC dimensions normed to the sample population for Physical Courage CDPRS

SCOrc€s.
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Table 15

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Physical Courage CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t p
(Intercept) 621 0.15 [5.55, 6.18] 0.00 4252 <.001
gf;?ﬁ:;scéo 026 028  [-0.31,0.82] 026  0.90 37
Conscientiousness 0.17 0.20 [-0.27, 0.51] 0.10 0.60 .55
Extraversion 0.20 0.36 [-0.52, 0.92] 0.17 0.55 .58
Agrecableness 0.20 0.20 [-0.45, 0.50] 0.18 1.02 31
Emotional Stability -0.48 0.48 [-1.45,0.49] -0.43 -0.99 33

MLR for Awareness and Vigilance. The predictive model within the
TAKES FC data set normed to the sample population was not statistically
significant (F (5,65) = 0.01, p = .99, R* = .01), indicating that the TAKES FC
dimensions of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability did not explain a significant proportion of
the variation in the participants’ CDPRS scores for Awareness and Vigilance.
Table 16 contains a summary of the findings and regressions model for the
evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions normed to the
sample population for Awareness and Vigilance CDPRS scores.

Table 16

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Awareness and Vigilance CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t p
(Intercept) 6.18 0.15 [5.89, 6.48] 0.00 41.64 <.001
gf;:gg;scéo 006 029  [0.52,064] 005 021 84
Conscientiousness 0.09 0.20 [-0.31, 0.49] 0.08 0.44 .66
Extraversion 0.16 0.37 [-0.57,0.90] 0.14 0.45 .66
Agreeableness 0.07 0.20 [-0.33, 0.46] 0.06 0.33 74
Emotional Stability -0.19  0.49 [-1.17,0.80] -0.17 -0.38 .70

MLR for Summary CDPRS Score. The predictive model within the
TAKES FC data set normed to the sample population was not statistically
significant (F (5,65) = 0.35, p = .88, R* = .03), indicating that the TAKES FC
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dimensions of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability did not explain a significant proportion of
the variation in the participants’ summary CDPRS scores. Table 17 contains a
summary of the findings and regressions model for the evaluation of the confluent
and individual predictive abilities of TAKES FC dimensions normed to the sample
population for the CDPRS scores.

Table 17

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to Sample) Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability (Generalized to Sample) Predicting Summary CDPRS Score

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 6.01 0.13 [5.80, 6.32] 0.00  46.09 <.001
gf;gg:;scéo 019 026  [-0.33,0.69] 0.18  0.72 47
Conscientiousness 0.10 0.18 [-0.26, 0.45] 0.09 0.56 .59
Extraversion 0.11 0.33 [-0.54, 0.76] 0.10 0.33 77
Agreeableness 0.08 0.18 [-0.27, 0.44] 0.09 0.48 .66
Emotional Stability -0.22  0.44 [-1.09,0.65] -0.22 -0.50 .62

Multiple Linear Regression (Normed to General Population). The
TAKES FC personality assessment was normed to the Air Force EOD Veteran
Team Leaders' sample population and to a data set representative of the general
population. MLRs did not show statistically significant associations between the
TAKES FC personality traits normed to the general population and the CDPRS
performance domains. The following subsection contains a discussion of the
findings of the data set that was normed to the general population.

MLR for Field and Combat Judgment. The predictive model within the
TAKES FC data set normed to the general population was not statistically
significant (F (5,65) = 0.38, p = .86, R* = .03), indicating that the TAKES FC
dimensions of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability did not explain a significant proportion of
the variation in the participants’ CDPRS scores for Field and Combat Judgment.

Table 18 contains a summary of the findings and regressions model for the
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evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions normed to the
general population for Field and Combat Judgment CDPRS scores.
Table 18

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Field and Combat Judgment CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 6.15 0.28 [5.57, 6.67] 0.00 2221 <.001
Openness to 0.15 027  [-039,068 0.3 054 59
Experience
Conscientiousness 0.03  0.08 [-0.13, 0.20] 0.07 0.40 .69
Extraversion 0.01 042 [-0.83, 0.84] 0.01 0.02 .99
Agreeableness 0.11  0.17 [-0.24, 0.46] 0.11 0.64 .52
Emotional Stability -0.09  0.47 [-1.02,0.85] -0.08 -0.18 .86

MLR for Field Readiness. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the general population was not statistically significant (F (5,65)
=0.53,p=.75, R = .04), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Field Readiness. Table 19 contains a summary of the findings
and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES
FC dimensions normed to the general population for Field Readiness CDPRS
scores.
Table 19

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Field Readiness CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B T P
(Intercept) 6.50 022 [6.05,695] 0.00 2898 <.001
gf;?ﬁ:;scéo 004 022  [-0.40,048] 004 0.8 86
Conscientiousness 0.01  0.07 [-0.13, 0.14] 0.01 0.08 .94
Extraversion 0.01 0.34 [-0.67, 0.69] 0.01 0.03 .98
Agrecableness 0.00 0.14 [-0.28, 0.28] 0.00 0.01 1.00

Emotional Stability 0.13 0.38 [-0.63, 0.89] 0.15 0.34 74
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MLR for Physical Endurance. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the general population was not statistically significant (¥ (5,65)
=0.23, p =.95, R* = .02), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Physical Endurance. Table 20 contains a summary of the
findings and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimensions normed to the general population for Physical Endurance
CDPRS scores.
Table 20

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Physical Endurance CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B T P
(Intercept) 595 031 [5.32, 6.57] 0.00 19.00 <.001
Sfﬁ?ﬁiii? 029 031  [-032,090] 022 095 35
Conscientiousness 0.04 0.10 [-0.15, 0.23] 0.07 0.40 .69
Extraversion 0.11 047 [-0.84, 1.05] 0.07 0.23 .82
Agreeableness 0.01 0.20 [-0.39, 0.40] 0.01 0.03 .98
Emotional Stability -0.31  0.53 [-1.37,0.76] -0.26 -0.58 57

MLR for Physical Courage. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the general population was not statistically significant (F (5,65)
=0.64, p = .67, R*= .05), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
CDPRS scores for Physical Courage. Table 21 contains a summary of the findings
and regressions model for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES
FC dimensions normed to the general population for Physical Courage CDPRS

SCOrc€s.
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Table 21

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Physical Courage CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B T p
(Intercept) 6.38 0.26 [5.87, 6.89] 0.00 2497 <.001
gf;?ﬁ:;scéo 021 025  [028071] 0.19 085 40
Conscientiousness 0.05 0.08 [-0.11, 0.20] 0.10 0.58 .57
Extraversion 0.20 0.37 [-0.57, 0.97] 0.17 0.51 .61
Agrecableness 0.17 0.16 [-0.15, 0.49] 0.17 1.05 .30
Emotional Stability -0.38 0.44 [-1.25,0.49] -0.39 -0.88 38

MLR for Awareness and Vigilance. The predictive model within the
TAKES FC data set normed to the general population was not statistically
significant (F (5,65)=0.11, p = .99, R* = .01), indicating that the TAKES FC
dimensions of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability did not explain a significant proportion of
the variation in the participants’ CDPRS scores for Awareness and Vigilance.
Table 22 contains a summary of the findings and regressions model for the
evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions normed to the
general population for Awareness and Vigilance CDPRS scores.

Table 22

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Awareness and Vigilance CDPRS Scores

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 634 0.26 [5.82, 6.86] 0.00 2443 <.001
gf;:gg;scéo 005 025  [-046,0.56] 0.04  0.19 85
Conscientiousness 0.04 0.08 [-0.12, 0.19] 0.08 0.45 .65
Extraversion 0.17 0.39 [-0.62, 0.95] 0.14 0.42 .68
Agreeableness 0.06 0.16 [-0.27, 0.39] 0.06 0.35 73
Emotional Stability -0.15  0.44 [-1.04,0.73] -0.16 -0.35 73

MLR for Summary CDPRS. The predictive model within the TAKES FC
data set normed to the general population was not statistically significant (F (5,65)

=0.30,p =91, R = .02), indicating that the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to
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Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability did not explain a significant proportion of the variation in the participants’
Summary CDPRS score. Table 23 contains a summary of the findings and
regressions model for the evaluation of the confluent and individual predictive
abilities of TAKES FC dimensions normed to the general population for the
Summary CDPRS score.

Table 23

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES FC (Normed to General Population) Openness
to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional
Stability Predicting Summary CDPRS Score

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 6.26 0.23 [5.80,6.72] 0.00 27.16 <.001
gf;gr‘:z;iéo 0.15 023 [-030,0.60] 0.15  0.65 52
Conscientiousness 0.03 0.07 [-0.11,0.17] 0.08 0.45 .65
Extraversion 0.10 0.35 [-0.60,0.79]  0.09 0.28 78
Agreeableness 0.07 0.15 [-0.22, 0.36] 0.08 0.47 .64
Emotional Stability -0.16 039  [-0.94,0.62] -0.18 -0.41 .69

Curved Estimation (Normed to Sample). I conducted follow-up analyses
using individual TAKES FC dimensions normed to the sample population in
predicting CDPRS scores in the wake of the nonstatistically significant modeling
observed in Research Question 1. The follow-up analyses included simple linear
regressions and curved estimation analyses for each predictive pair. I conducted
curved estimation analyses to determine whether individual predictive relationships
were curvilinear rather than linear. As a result, two dimensions of the TAKES FC
normed to the sample population, Extraversion, and Emotional Stability, were
statistically significant in predicting some CDPRS domains. The following
subsection contains a report of the follow-up analyses for the curved estimation of
TAKES FC dimensions to predict CDPRS scores.

TAKES FC Dimension: Extraversion. The assumption of linearity for the
predictive relationship between the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion and the
dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores was violated, based on a visual

inspection of the scatter plot associated with the analysis (see Appendix F). As a
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result, I conducted a curved estimation analysis to determine whether the
curvilinear relationships between the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion and
some dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores were statistically significant.
The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field and Combat
Judgment in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion
(normed to the sample) was not statistically significant (F' (2, 68) =2.42; p = .10,
R’ =.07) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted
for in the analysis. Table 24 contains a summary of the findings for linear and
curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the sample) for Field and Combat Judgment
CDPRS scores.
Table 24

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Field and Combat Judgement Scores

Equation Intercept B F Df R’ p
Linear 5.87 0.07 0.23 1,69 .00 .63
Quadratic 6.11 0.18 2.42 2,68 .07 .10

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field Readiness in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the
sample) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 7.62; p = .001, R’ = .18) when the
curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the analysis.
Table 25 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved estimations for
the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of
Extraversion (normed to the sample) for Field Readiness CDPRS scores.

Table 25

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normalized to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Field Readiness Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.21 0.20 2.75 1,69 .04 .10
Quadratic 6.51 0.33 7.62 2,68 18 001 **

Note. **p <.01.
The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Endurance in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the

sample) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 4.31; p = .02, R> = .11) when the
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curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the analysis.
Table 26 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved estimations for
the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of
Extraversion (normed to the sample) for Physical Endurance CDPRS scores.
Table 26

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKE5 FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Physical Endurance Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ P
Linear 5.84 0.03 0.04 1,69 .00 .84
Quadratic 6.21 0.19 431 2,68 11 02%*

Note. **p <.05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Courage in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the
sample) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 3.30; p = .04, R’ = .09) when the
curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the analysis.
Table 27 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved estimations for
the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of
Extraversion (normed to the sample) for Physical Courage CDPRS scores.

Table 27

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Physical Courage Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 6.21 0.02 0.01 1,69 .00 91
Quadratic 6.48 0.13 3.30 2,68 .09 04%*

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Awareness and Vigilance
in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to
the sample) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) =2.31; p=.11, R’ = .06)
when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the
analysis. Table 28 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the sample) for Awareness and Vigilance

CDPRS scores.
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Table 28

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Awareness and Vigilance Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.19 0.07 0.29 1,69 .00 .59
Quadratic 6.41 0.17 2.31 2,68 .06 11

Note. **p < .05.

TAKES FC Dimension: Emotional Stability. The assumption of linearity
for the predictive relationship between the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional
Stability and the dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores was violated, based
on a visual inspection of the scatter plot associated with the analysis (see Appendix
F). As a result, I conducted a curved estimation analysis to determine whether the
curvilinear relationships between the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
and the dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores were statistically significant.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field and Combat
Judgment in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional
Stability (normed to the sample) was not statistically significant (£ (2, 68) =2.84; p
=.07, R’ = .08) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was
accounted for in the analysis. Table 29 contains a summary of the findings for
linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample) for Field and
Combat Judgment CDPRS scores.

Table 29

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Field and Combat Judgment
Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 5.87 0.10 0.49 1,69 .01 49
Quadratic 6.13 0.10 2.84 2,68 .08 .07

Note. **p <.05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field Readiness in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the sample) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 4.21; p = .02, R> = .11) when
the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the

analysis. Table 30 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
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estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample) for Field Readiness
CDPRS scores.

Table 30

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Field Readiness Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 6.21 0.22 3.48 1,69 .05 .07
Quadratic 6.41 0.22 421 2,68 11 L02%*

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Endurance in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the sample) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) =2.10; p = .16, R’ = .06)
when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the
analysis. Table 31 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample) for Physical Endurance
CDPRS scores.

Table 31

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Physical Endurance Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 5.84 0.05 0.10 1,69 .00 75
Quadratic 6.10 0.05 2.07 2,68 .06 14

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Courage in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the sample) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 3.86; p = .03, R’ = .10) when
the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the
analysis. Table 32 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample) for Physical Courage

CDPRS scores.
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Table 32

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Physical Courage Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.21 0.02 0.02 1,69 .00 .88
Quadratic 6.50 0.02 3.86 2,68 .10 03**

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Awareness and Vigilance
in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
(normed to the sample) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 1.99; p = .15,
R? = .05) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted
for in the analysis. Table 33 contains a summary of the findings for linear and
curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample) for Awareness and
Vigilance CDPRS scores.

Table 33

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CDPRS Awareness and Vigilance Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.20 0.07 0.24 1,69 .00 .63
Quadratic 6.40 0.07 1.99 2,68 .05 15

Note. **p < .05.

Curved Estimation (Normed to General Population). I conducted
follow-up analyses using individual TAKES FC dimensions normed to the general
population to predict CDPRS scores in the wake of the non-statistically significant
modeling observed in Research Question 1. The follow-up analyses included
simple linear regressions and curved estimation analyses for each predictive pair. |
conducted curved estimation analyses to determine whether individual predictive
relationships were curvilinear rather than linear. Like in the data set normed to the
sample population, two dimensions of the TAKES FC normed to the general
population, Extraversion and Emotional Stability, were statistically significant in
predicting some domains of CDPRS scores. The following subsection contains a
report of the follow-up analyses for the curved estimations of TAKES FC

dimensions in predicting CDPRS scores.
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TAKES5 FC Dimension: Extraversion. The assumption of linearity for the
predictive relationship between the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion and the
dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores was violated, based on a visual
inspection of the scatter plot associated with the analysis (see Appendix F). As a
result, I conducted a curved estimation analysis to determine whether the
curvilinear relationship between the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion and
some dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores were statistically significant.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field and Combat
Judgment in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion
(normed to the general population) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) =
2.59; p = .08, R? = .07) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship
was accounted for in the analysis. Table 34 contains a summary of the findings for
linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for Field
and Combat Judgment CDPRS scores.

Table 34

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Field and Combat Judgment
Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 5.96 0.08 0.24 1,69 .00 .62
Quadratic 5.96 -0.45 2.56 2,68 .07 .08

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field Readiness in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the
general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 6.92; p = .002, R’ =
.17) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for
in the analysis. Table 35 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for Field Readiness

CDPRS scores.
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Table 35

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Field Readiness Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.44 0.18 2.20 1,69 .03 14
Quadratic 6.44 -0.43 6.92 2,68 17 002%*

Note. **p <.01.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Endurance in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the
general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) =4.18; p = .02, R’ = .11)
when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the
analysis. Table 36 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for Physical
Endurance CDPRS scores.

Table 36

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Physical Endurance Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 5.86 0.01 0.01 1,69 .00 .94
Quadratic 5.87 -0.74 4.18 2,68 11 02%**

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Courage in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the
general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 3.30; p = .04, R’ = .09)
when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for in the
analysis. Table 37 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for Physical Courage

CDPRS scores.
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Table 37

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Physical Courage Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.23 0.02 0.01 1,69 .00 91
Quadratic 6.23 -0.54 3.30 2,68 .09 04**

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Awareness and Vigilance
in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to
the general population) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 2.35; p = .10, R’
=.07) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for
in the analysis. Table 38 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for Awareness and
Vigilance CDPRS scores.

Table 38

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Awareness and Vigilance
Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 6.29 0.08 0.30 1,69 .00 .59
Quadratic 6.29 -0.38 2.35 2,68 .07 .10

Note. **p < .05.

TAKES5 FC Dimension: Emotional Stability. The assumption of linearity
for the predictive relationship between the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional
Stability and the dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores was violated, based
on a visual inspection of the scatter plot associated with the analysis (see Appendix
F). As a result, I conducted a curved estimation analysis to determine whether the
curvilinear relationships between the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
and the dependent variables of CDPRS domain scores were statistically significant.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field and Combat
Judgment in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional
Stability (normed to the general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) =
4.74; p = .01, R’ = .12) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship

was accounted for in the analysis. Table 39 contains a summary of the findings for
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linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general population)
for Field and Combat Judgment CDPRS scores.

Table 39

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Field and Combat

Judgment Scores
Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 6.02 0.09 0.55 1,69 .01 46
Quadratic 5.83 -0.62 4.74 2,68 12 O1**

Note. **p <.01.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Field Readiness in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 5.61; p = .01, R’ =
.14) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for
in the analysis. Table 40 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general population) for Field
Readiness CDPRS scores.

Table 40

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Field Readiness
Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 6.49 0.17 2.78 1,69 .04 .10
Quadratic 6.35 -0.39 5.61 2,68 .14 O1%*

Note. **p < .01.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Endurance in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) =3.41; p = .04, R> =
.09) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for
in the analysis. Table 41 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general population) for Physical

Endurance CDPRS scores.
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Table 41

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Physical Endurance
Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 5.87 0.02 0.02 1,69 .00 .90
Quadratic 5.67 -0.70 3.41 2,68 .09 04

Note. **p < .05.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Physical Courage in the
follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to
the general population) was statistically significant (F (2, 68) = 5.14; p = .01, R* =
.13) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship was accounted for
in the analysis. Table 42 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general population) for Physical
Courage CDPRS scores.

Table 42

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Physical Courage
Scores

Equation Intercept )i F df R’ p
Linear 6.24 0.02 0.02 1,69 .00 .88
Quadratic 6.10 -0.70 5.14 2,68 13 01**

Note. **p < .01.

The predictive model for the CDPRS domain of Awareness and Vigilance
in the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
(normed to the general population) was not statistically significant (F (2, 68) =
2.67; p=.08, R? = .07) when the curvilinear element of the predictive relationship
was accounted for in the analysis. Table 43 contains a summary of the findings for
linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the
TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general population)

for Awareness and Vigilance CDPRS scores.
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Table 43

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CDPRS Awareness and
Vigilance Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 6.29 0.06 0.26 1,69 .00 .61
Quadratic 6.16 -0.46 2.67 2,68 .07 .08

**p <.05

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was posed to identify which of the five-factor model
personality traits was most predictive of Team Leaders’ resilience as measured
using the CD-RISC. I used MLRs to evaluate the predictive abilities of the TAKES
FC dimensions for the perceptions of resilience as measured using the CD-RISC.
The assumptions of MLRs were addressed through statistical means (independence
or error and multicollinearity) and visual inspection of scatter plots (linearity,
homoscedasticity, normality of residuals, and influential outliers). Both models
showed a Durbin-Watson score of between 2.00 and 2.50. Both models’ tolerance
values and variance inflation factors violated multicollinearity assumptions.
However, because the models failed to produce statistically significant results,
multicollinearity violations did not cause inflated values. Thus, corrections for
multicollinearity were not made, and the raw data are provided in the following
subsection. Violations of linearity are shown for the most predictive relationships
on scatter plots in Appendix F.

Multiple Linear Regression (Normed to Sample). The uncorrected
predictive model was statistically significant, F (5,66) = 4.04, p = .003, R* = .23,
indicating that 23.4% of the variance in perception of resilience (CD-RISC) can be
explained by the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to Experience,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability. The
perceptions of the TAKES FC Openness to Experience were not statistically
significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B =1.77, t ¢6) = 0.86, p =
.38). Similarly, the perceptions of the TAKES FC Conscientiousness were not
statistically significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B = 0.75, ¢ (66) =

0.57, p = .57). The perceptions of the TAKES FC Extraversion were not
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statistically significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B = -1.59, t (66) =
-0.63, p =.53). The perceptions of TAKES FC Agreeableness were not statistically
significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B = -2.04, ¢ ) =-1.43, p =
.16). Lastly, the perceptions of TAKES FC Emotional Stability were not
statistically significant in the predicting perceptions of resilience (B =4.78, ¢ (66) =
1.45, p = .15). Table 44 contains a summary of the findings for the evaluation of
the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimensions on the perceptions of
resilience as measured by the CD-RISC.

Table 44

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability (Normed to Stample)
Predicting Perceptions of Resilience (CD-RISC)

Model B SE 95.00% CI B t P
(Intercept) 81.80 1.03  [79.76, 83.86] 0.00 79.81  <.001
gf;gg:;scéo 177 200  [-223,577] 019  0.89 38
Conscientiousness 0.75 1.32 [-1.87, 3.38] 0.08 0.57 .57
Extraversion -1.59 2.56 [-8.24, 2.25] -0.17 -0.63 .53
Agrecableness -2.04 1.43 [-4.88, 0.80] -0.23 -1.43 .16
Emotional Stability 478 330 [-1.81,11.36] 0.52 1.45 15

Note. *p < .05.

Multiple Linear Regression (Normed to General Population). The
uncorrected predictive model was statistically significant, F' (5,66) = 5.16, p <.001,
R’ = 28, indicating that 28.1% of the variance in perception of resilience (CD-
RISC) can be explained by the TAKES FC dimensions of Openness to Experience,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability. The
perceptions of the TAKES FC Openness to Experience were not statistically
significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B = 1.45, t ¢6) = 0.85, p =
.40). Similarly, the perceptions of the TAKES FC Conscientiousness were not
statistically significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B = 0.15, ¢ (66) =
0.30, p = .77). The perceptions of the TAKES FC Extraversion were not
statistically significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B =-2.99, ¢ (6) =
-1.14, p = .26). The perceptions of TAKES FC Agreeableness were not statistically
significant in predicting the perceptions of resilience (B =-1.52, ¢ 6y =-1.34, p =
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.17). Lastly, the perceptions of TAKES FC Emotional Stability were close, but not
statistically significant in predicting participant the perceptions of resilience (B =
5.69, t 66)=1.99, p = .051). However, as previously mentioned, the closeness to
statistical significance was eliminated (B = 3.00, ¢ ¢6) = 1.89, p = .06) after
correction for multicollinearity. Table 45 contains a summary of the findings
(uncorrected for multicollinearity) for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of
TAKES FC dimensions for perceptions of resilience as measured with the CD-
RISC.

Table 45

Predictive Model Summary: TAKES Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability (Normed to General
Population) Predicting Perceptions of Resilience (CD-RISC)

Model B SE  95.00% CI B T P
(Intercept) 8823  1.81 [84.62,91.83] 000 4883 <.001
gf;gg:;scéo 145 170  [-1.94,4.85] 0.17 0.85 40
Conscientiousness 0.15 0.51 [-0.86, 1.16] 0.04 0.30 77
Extraversion -2.99 2.63 [-8.24, 2.25] -0.30 -1.14 26
Agrecableness -1.52 1.14 [-3.79, 0.75] -0.20 -1.34 17
Emotional Stability 5.69 2.86 [-0.20, 11.40] 0.70 1.99 .051

Note. *p < .05.

Curved Estimation (Normed to Sample). In the wake of the findings for
Research Question 1, I conducted follow-up analyses using individual TAKES FC
dimensions normed to the sample population to predict Team Leaders' resilience
perception as measured using the CD-RISC. The follow-up analyses included
simple linear regressions and curved estimation analyses for each predictive pair. |
conducted curved estimation analyses to determine whether individual predictive
relationships were curvilinear rather than linear or more curvilinear than linear. As
a result, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Emotional
Stability were statistically significant in predicting CD-RISC scores. The following
subsection contains a report of follow-up analyses for the simple regression and
curved analyses of TAKES FC dimensions in predicting CD-RISC scores.

TAKES FC Dimension: Openness to Experience. 1 conducted a curved

estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
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TAKES FC dimension of Openness to Experience and the dependent variable of
CD-RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC
scores and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Openness to
Experience (normed to the sample) was statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70)
=9.49; p =.003, R’ = .12) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) =4.71; p = .01, R’ = .12)
elements of the predictive relationship. Table 46 contains a summary of the
findings for linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive
abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of Openness to Experience (normed to the
sample population) for CD-RISC scores.

Table 46

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Openness to
Experience (Normed to Sample) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 81.81 3.27 9.49 1,70 A2 .003#*
Quadratic 82.04 3.22 4.71 2,69 12 O1**

Note. **p <.01.

TAKES FC Dimension: Conscientiousness. | conducted a curved
estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
TAKES FC dimension of Conscientiousness and the dependent variable of CD-
RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores
and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Conscientiousness
(normed to the sample) was statistically significant for linear (¥ (1, 70) =7.98; p =
.01, R’ = .10) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 7.14; p = .002, R* = .17) elements of the
predictive relationship. Table 47 contains a summary of the findings for linear and
curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Conscientiousness (normed to the sample population) for CD-RISC
scores.

Table 47

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of
Conscientiousness (Normed to Sample) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 81.73 3.00 7.98 1,70 .10 01%*
Quadratic 84.00 2.76 7.14 2,69 17 .002%*

Note. **p <.01.
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TAKES5 FC Dimension: Extraversion. I conducted a curved estimation
analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion and the dependent variable of CD-RISC scores was
statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores and the follow-
up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the sample)
was statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70) = 10.98; p = .001, R’ = .14) and
curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 5.43; p = .01, R? = .14) elements of the predictive
relationship. Table 48 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the sample population) for CD-RISC scores.
Table 48

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to Sample) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 81.78 3.53 10.98 1,70 14 001%*
Quadratic 81.93 3.57 5.43 2,69 14 01%*

Note. **p <.01.

TAKES FC Dimension: Agreeableness. 1 conducted a curved estimation
analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the TAKES FC
dimension of Agreeableness and the dependent variable of CD-RISC scores was
statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores and the follow-
up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Agreeableness (normed to the sample)
was not statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70) = 0.50; p = .48, R> = .01) or
curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 0.51; p = .60, R? = .02) elements of the predictive
relationship. Table 49 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Agreeableness (normed to the sample population) for CD-RISC

SCOrcs.
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Table 49

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of
Agreeableness (Normed to Sample) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept b F Df R’ p
Linear 81.82 0.74 0.50 1,70 .01 A48
Quadratic 82.29 0.41 0.51 2,69 .02 .60

Note. **p < .05.

TAKES FC Dimension: Emotional Stability. 1 conducted a curved
estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability and the dependent variable of CD-
RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores
and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
(normed to the sample) was statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70) = 10.98; p =
.001, R’ = .14) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 5.43; p = .01, R’ = .14) elements of the
predictive relationship. Table 50 contains a summary of the findings for linear and
curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the sample population) for CD-RISC
scores.

Table 50

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to Sample) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 81.85 4.05 16.45 1,70 .19 .001**
Quadratic 82.06 4.02 8.15 2,69 .19 .001**

Note. **p <.01.

Curved Estimation (Normed to General Population). In the wake of the
findings for Research Question 1, I conducted follow-up analyses using individual
TAKES FC dimensions normed to the general population to predict Team Leaders'
resilience perception as measured using the CD-RISC. The follow-up analyses
were simple linear regressions and curved estimation analyses for each predictive
pair. I conducted curved estimation analyses to determine whether individual
predictive relationships were curvilinear rather than linear or more curvilinear than
linear. As a result, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and

Emotional Stability were statistically significant in predicting CD-RISC scores.
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The following subsection is a report of the follow-up analyses conducted for the
curved estimations of TAKES FC dimensions in predicting CD-RISC scores.
TAKES FC Dimension: Openness to Experience. 1 conducted a curved
estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
TAKES FC dimension of Openness to Experience and the dependent variable of
CD-RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC
scores and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Openness to
Experience (normed to the general population) was statistically significant for
linear (F (1, 70) = 12.85; p = .001, R? = .16) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 7.40; p =
.001, R? = .18) elements of the predictive relationship. Table 51 contains a
summary of the findings for linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the
predictive abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of Openness to Experience
(normed to the general population) for CD-RISC scores.
Table 51

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Openness to
Experience (Normed to General Population) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 86.17 3.42 12.85 1,70 .16 001 #*
Quadratic 85.61 0.57 7.40 2,69 18 001 **

Note. **p <.01.

TAKES FC Dimension: Conscientiousness. | conducted a curved
estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
TAKES FC dimension of Conscientiousness and the dependent variable of CD-
RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores
and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Conscientiousness
(normed to the general population) was statistically significant for linear (¥ (1, 70)
=8.75; p=.004, R’ = .11) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 7.04; p = .002, R’ = .17)
elements of the predictive relationship. Table 52 contains a summary of the
findings for linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive
abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of Conscientiousness (normed to the general

population) for CD-RISC scores.
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Table 52

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of
Conscientiousness (Normed to General Population) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept b F df R’ p
Linear 84.97 1.21 8.75 1,70 A1 004+
Quadratic 84.69 -0.46 7.04 2,69 17 002%*

Note. **p <.01.

TAKES FC Dimension: Extraversion. I conducted a curved estimation
analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion and the dependent variable of CD-RISC scores was
statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores and the follow-
up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general
population) was statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70) = 12.71; p = .001, R* =
.15) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 6.40; p = .003, R’ = .16) elements of the predictive
relationship. Table 53 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Extraversion (normed to the general population) for CD-RISC scores.
Table 53

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES5 FC Dimension of Extraversion
(Normed to General Population) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 86.60 3.92 12.71 1,70 15 .001**
Quadratic 86.47 2.99 6.40 2,69 .16 .003**

Note. **p <.01.

TAKES FC Dimension: Agreeableness. 1 conducted a curved estimation
analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the TAKES FC
dimension of Agreeableness and the dependent variable of CD-RISC scores was
statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores and the follow-
up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Agreeableness (normed to the general
population) was not statistically significant for linear (F (1, 70) = 0.92; p = .34, R’
=.01) or curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 1.69; p = .19, R? = .05) elements of the predictive
relationship. Table 54 contains a summary of the findings for linear and curved
estimations for the evaluation of the predictive abilities of the TAKES FC
dimension of Agreeableness (normed to the general population) for CD-RISC

SCOrcs.
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Table 54

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of
Agreeableness (Normed to General Population) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 82.66 0.88 0.92 1,70 .01 34
Quadratic 82.87 -1.03 1.69 2,69 .05 19

Note. **p < .05.

TAKES FC Dimension: Emotional Stability. 1 conducted a curved
estimation analysis to determine whether the curvilinear relationship between the
TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability and the dependent variable of CD-
RISC scores was statistically significant. The predictive model for CD-RISC scores
and the follow-up analysis for the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability
(normed to the general population) was statistically significant for linear (¥ (1, 70)
=10.98; p = .001, R’ = .14) and curvilinear (F (2, 69) = 5.43; p = .01, R’ = .14)
elements of the predictive relationship. Table 55 contains a summary of the
findings for linear and curved estimations for the evaluation of the predictive
abilities of the TAKES FC dimension of Emotional Stability (normed to the general
population) for CD-RISC scores.

Table 55

Linear Regression and Curve Estimation for TAKES FC Dimension of Emotional
Stability (Normed to General Population) Predicting CD-RISC Scores

Equation Intercept B F df R’ p
Linear 88.39 4.02 22.17 1,70 24 .001**
Quadratic 87.51 1.61 12.01 2,69 .26 .001**

Note. **p <.01.

Summary

Chapter 4 contained a report of the findings of this dissertation. In this
study, I evaluated the relationship between the personality traits of Air Force EOD
Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan and their combat performance and
resilience. The research approach for this study was a quantitative, retrospective,
nonexperimental, correlational design. I used three instruments in this study: (a)
Team Leaders’ TAKES FC assessment scores to evaluate personality traits, (b)
Team Members’ completion of the CDPRS to evaluate combat performance, and

(c) Team Leaders’ self-assessment on the CD-RISC to evaluate resilience.
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Research Question 1 was used to identify which of the five-factor model
personality traits among Air Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders was most
predictive of combat performance as measured by the CDPRS. I conducted MLRs
by analyzing Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability against the CDPRS domains of Field and
Combat Judgment, Field Readiness, Physical Endurance, Physical Conditioning,
and Awareness and Vigilance. Although MLRs did not return statistically
significant results, curved estimations showed statistically significant results for
Extraversion and Emotional Stability. Extraversion had the most predictive power
over Field Readiness for data normed to the sample population (see Table 56) and

the general population (see Table 57).

Table 56
Summary Table for Research Question One (Normed to Sample Population)
Extraversion Emotional Stability
Field & Combat Judgement
Field Readiness R?=.18; R?=.11;
p=.001 p=.02
Physical Endurance R?=.11;
p=.02
Physical Courage R2=.09; R2=.10;
p=.04 p=.03
Awareness & Vigilance
Table 57
Summary Table for Research Question One (Normed to General Population)
Extraversion Emotional Stability
Field & Combat Judgement R?=.12;
p=.01
Field Readiness R?=.17; R?>=.14;
p =.002 p=.01
Physical Endurance RZ2=.11; R2=.09;
p=.02 p=.04
Physical Courage R2=.09; R2=.13;
p=.04 p=.01

Awareness & Vigilance

Research Question 2 was posed to identify which of the five-factor model
personality traits was most predictive of Team Leaders’ resilience as measured
using the CD-RISC. Although MLRs did not return statistically significant results,

simple linear and curved regressions showed that Emotional Stability had the most
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predictive power over resilience for both the data normed to the sample population

(see Table 58) and the general population (see Table 59).

Table 58
Summary Table for Research Question Two (Normed to Sample Population)
Openness  Conscientiousness Extraversion Emotional Stability
Linear R?=.12; R%2=.10; R?=.14; R?=.19;
p=.003 p=.01 p=.001 p=.001
Curved R2=.12; R2=.17; R2=.14; R?=.19;
p=.01 p=.001 p=.001 p=.001
Table 59
Summary Table for Research Question Two (Normed to General Population)
Openness Conscientiousness Extraversion Emotional Stability
Linear R2?=.16; R?=11; R?=15; R?=.24;
p=.001 p=.004 p=.001 p=.001
Curved R?=.18; R?=.17; R%=.16; R?=.26;
p=.001 p=.002 p=.003 p =.001

The correlations for both research questions provide insights into future
talent acquisition models and leadership development programs. Using the U.S.
Department of Labor Employment and Training Division’s (2006) criteria, a model
with an R=>.35 is considered “very beneficial.” RQ1’s most predictive
relationship was Extroversion’s correlation with Field readiness (R = .42), and
RQ2’s most predictive relationship was Emotional Stability’s correlation with
Resilience (R = .51). That said, using the TAKES FC as a selection model is not
recommended. Instead, for this study, I used the five-factor model to analyze traits
to inform future models. Salkind and Frey (2020) argued that findings with an R =
>.40 have a moderate to strong relationship whereas findings with an R =>.50 have
a strong relationship. Thus, this dissertation’s findings are undoubtedly useful for
further discussion regarding using the current success metrics. These findings and
recommendations for future research and refinement are discussed in the next

chapter.
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Chapter 5 — Discussion

Through this dissertation, I contributed to the literature on personality trait
theory within high-risk and high-stress leadership contexts. The aim of this study
was to identify the personality traits of operationally successful and resilient Air
Force EOD Combat Veteran Team Leaders. My findings will hopefully arm the
Headquarters Air Force, the Air Force Personnel Center, the EOD Training
Working Group, and EOD leaders across the enterprise with data and information
to refine the Air Force EOD community’s Predictive Success Model for recruiting,
reevaluate human performance measures within the training pipeline, and create a
leadership development process for future Air Force EOD Team Leaders. In the
existing body of research, I did not locate current literature or previous studies that
linked personality traits to combat performance on an individual evaluative basis.
This research helps fill that gap in the literature while also building a foundation for
future researchers to refine and develop newer leadership theories for high-stress
and high-risk career fields.

Using the TAKES FC (forced-choice five-factor model personality
assessment), Combat/Deployment Performance Rating Scale (CDPRS), and
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC), I presented and tested two research
questions within this study. The research questions addressed the following gaps:
(a) understanding how leaders’ personality traits can affect their combat
performance; (b) understanding how leaders’ personality traits can affect their
resilience after high-stress and high-risk combat deployments; (c) expanding the
limited amount of research within the Air Force EOD community on the
relationship between personality trait theory and effective leadership within
combat; and (d) increasing practical research on personality trait theory relative to
leadership development within the Air Force EOD training pipeline.

In this chapter, I review the research questions, consider the theoretical and
practical implications of personality traits for combat performance and resilience

within the Air Force EOD community, and make recommendations for future
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research in this area of interest. I also discuss the limitations of the current study

and offer a summary of the research.

Research Questions

Data from the surveys addressed the research questions but did so in a
manner that was different from what was predicted in the literature review. The
findings from this dissertation indicated that none of the personality traits linearly
correlated with job performance, as measured based on combat success, in a
statistically significant manner. However, curved estimations showed that some of
the domains of combat performance were predicted by curvilinear regressions
against some personality traits. For resilience, only Emotional Stability came close
to a significant linear correlation (p = .051) when analyzed with multiple linear
regression (MLR). However, the closeness to that statistical significance was lost
once the independent variables were corrected for multicollinearity. Four of the five
personality traits correlated with resilience when analyzed with singular linear
regressions. Surprisingly, resilience was better predicted with curved estimations
than by singular regressions, although both showed statistical significance in most
cases. The findings from this dissertation, as they relate to the research questions,
are discussed in the following subsections.
Research Question 1

Research Question 1 was intended to identify which of the five-factor
model personality traits among Air Force EOD Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan was most predictive of combat performance as measured using the
CDPRS. Based on the literature review (Bech et al., 2021; Huijzer et al., 2022; Park
et al., 2018; Reizer et al., 2023; Saxon et al., 2020; Yesil & Sozbilir, 2013), I
predicted positive correlations across all personality traits in alignment with extant
research from other career communities. The literature review also indicated the
possibility of a curvilinear relationship with some personality traits given the
measurable benefits for certain amounts of neuroticism displayed among high-risk
military communities and curved conscientiousness in various other disciplines

(Apalkova et al., 2021; Le et al., 2011; N. Liu et al., 2022; Peters et al., 2020; Yuan
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et al., 2018). However, the literature lacked evidence to support that any single
personality trait would stand out among the five-factor model as the most
predictive of Air Force EOD Combat Veterans’ performance. Thus, a single null
hypothesis was predicted for RQ1. Per Hi, the five-factor model of personality
traits as measured using the TAKES FC would not provide a single statistically
significant personality trait as most predictive of combat performance as measured
by the CDPRS.

Result. The findings for Research Question 1 failed to support the null
hypothesis, Hi, but did so in a different manner from what was expected per the
literature review. After conducting MLRs for each CDPRS domain against all
TAKES FC personality traits, the results showed no statistically significant
correlations between Team Leaders’ personality traits as measured using the
TAKES FC and their Team Members’ perception of combat performance as
measured using the CDPRS. This finding was surprising because the literature
review indicated positive correlations between all personality traits and aspects of
job performance among other career fields. Because MLRs failed to produce
statistically significant results, I conducted a curved estimation for each CDPRS
domain against the TAKES FC personality traits. The curved estimation yielded
statistically significant results for the Extraversion and Emotional Stability
personality traits relative to some domains of combat performance. These results
confirmed the literature review’s indication that a curvilinear relationship
potentially existed between Emotional Stability and performance within Air Force
EOD Combat Veterans, as evidenced by the existence of neuroticism within some
high-risk military communities (Apalkova et al., 2021; N. Liu et al., 2022; Peters et
al., 2020). A curved relationship between Extraversion and combat performance
was not explicitly predicted in the literature review; however, this finding may not
be surprising to those within the Air Force EOD community.

Extraversion. Despite a lack of research and literary support, Air Force
EOD leaders and their recruiting media historically claimed that EOD Team
Leaders required Type-A personalities and high confidence levels to perform well

under pressure (U.S. Air Force Recruiting, 2018). Some research supports the
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position that individuals’ Extraversion trait is correlated with their confidence
levels (Burns & Burns, 2016). Anecdotally, Air Force EOD leaders have
consistently argued that successful EOD Team Leaders must strike a critical
balance between displaying high levels of confidence without progressing that trait
beyond the boundaries of cockiness or extreme levels of arrogance. Their assertions
are grounded in an assumption that a lack of confidence and second-guessing one’s
decisions can be fatal in such high-stakes and high-risk career fields, whereas
arrogance or cockiness can lead to tense inter-team relations and poor decision-
making. As such, many local EOD leadership development and on-the-job-training
programs contain elements of mentorship and exhortations for Team Members and
Team Leaders to be “confident, but not cocky.” The findings from this study
indicating a curvilinear relationship between Extraversion and combat performance
are perhaps the first-ever quantitative foundation for Air Force EOD leaders to
support these enduring anecdotal assertions about the mission-related balance of
confidence and cockiness as evidenced by the personality trait of Extraversion.
When analyzed via curved estimation, Extraversion had statistically significant
predictive power for Field Readiness, Physical Endurance, and Physical Courage.
Extroversion had the largest and most significant predictive power for Field
Readiness in both the target population and general population data sets.

Emotional Stability. Many individuals, both from within the EOD
community and outside its ranks, have satirically noted that people need to be
mildly crazy to volunteer for EOD duties. Like the assertions from Extraversion,
these claims have been anecdotal and lacked academic support. However, the
findings from this dissertation indicated that Air Force EOD Team Leader Veterans
of Iraq and Afghanistan have lower levels of Emotional Stability compared to the
general population (see Table 60). This finding aligns with current literature
showing that some high-risk careers require members with certain neurotic
tendencies for operational success (Apalkova et al., 2021; N. Liu et al., 2022;
Peters et al., 2020).
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Table 60
Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Stability z-Scores
Minimum Mean Maximum SD
AF EOD Team Leaders -4.41 -1.62 1.08 1.17

Emotional Stability had predictive power over certain aspects of
performance when analyzed with curved estimation. In the data set normed to the
sample population, Emotional Stability demonstrated statistical significance with
Field Readiness and Physical Courage. In the data set normed to the general
population, Emotional Stability demonstrated statistical significance with Field and
Combat Judgment, Field Readiness, Physical Endurance, and Physical Courage.
Like Extraversion, Emotional Stability had the highest predictive power over Field
Readiness.

Research Question 1’°s null hypothesis was rejected but in an unexpected
manner. These findings are an essential first step for identifying and exploring
whether and how Extraversion and Emotional Stability traits interact with EOD
Team Leaders’ combat performance. These findings also contribute to
understanding how personality traits interact with task performance within high-
risk and high-stress professions. To date, the literature has consistently indicated a
relationship between neuroticism and performance within these communities.
However, this study laid the foundation for more comprehensive analyses of
curvilinear personality relationships within communities whose leaders are at
increased risk for injury or death from their duties.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was posed to identify which of the five-factor model
personality traits was most predictive of resilience as measured using the CD-RISC
among Air Force EOD Team Leader Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan. A positive
relationship was predicted between all personality traits and resilience facets
because research generally indicated mental health benefits for all five components
of the Five-Factor Model as well as increased functional longevity (L. Burgess et
al., 2010; Chen et al., 2023; Chhabra et al., 2023; N. Liu et al., 2022; Meléndez et
al., 2020; Straud et al., 2015; Van Der Meulen et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023).
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However, the literature review did not indicate that any single personality trait
would stand out as being most predictive of Air Force EOD Combat Veteran
resilience compared to the other personality traits. Thus, the null hypothesis for
Research Question 2, Ho, was that the five-factor model of personality traits as
measured using the TAKES-FC would not provide a singular statistically
significant personality trait as most predictive of resilience as measured using the
CD-RISC.

Result. The findings for Research Question 2 failed to support the null
hypothesis but also did so in a different manner from what was predicted based on
the literature review. At first, the TAKES FC results were normed within the
sample population. When MLRs were conducted for the CD-RISC composite score
against all TAKES FC personality traits, the results showed no statistically
significant correlations between Team Leaders’ personality traits as measured using
the TAKES FC and their CD-RISC score. The TAKES FC scores were then
normed across a sample representative of the general population. MLR data
analyses failed to show statistically significant correlations for four of the five
personality traits as measured using the TAKES FC. Only Emotional Stability came
close to showing statistically significant (p =.051) correlations with resilience as
measured using the CD-RISC, but that statistical significance was lost once
independent variables were corrected for multicollinearity.

Considering the findings for Research Question 1, I conducted curved
estimations for the TAKES FC’s correlation with CD-RISC scores and found a
surprising result. When analyzed using curved estimations and singular linear
regressions, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and
Emotional Stability showed statistically significant correlations with CD-RISC
scores across both data sets, although the general population data set generally
showed more predictive power than the sample population data set. Of the four
personality traits, Emotional Stability had the largest predictive power over CD-
RISC scores. Curved estimations showed more predictive power (p = .001, R* =
.26) than linear regression (p = .001, R* = .24). This unique finding is unpacked

more in suggestions for future research.
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Implications

Although the results of this dissertation addressed the research questions
differently from what was expected, they offered a valuable glimpse into the
relationship between personality traits and their impacts on combat performance
and resilience after combat. As such, the implications for recruitment, talent
management, and leadership development within the Air Force EOD community
are many. Predictive Success Modeling is a relatively new development within the
Armed Forces, and the use of combat performance and resilience in this
dissertation as criterion measures for talent recruitment and leadership development
was unchartered for predicting success until this research. As such, many of the
practical implications should be contingent on and refined by future research. This
section includes the theoretical and practical implications, followed by a discussion
of the limitations and recommendations for future research.
Theoretical Implications

The theoretical background of this research paper rests upon personality
trait theories of leadership. Scholars lack a unified theory of leadership traits, and
no author or group claims ownership of the theoretical foundation. The literature
varies relative to the impact of personality traits on individual performance in
organizations. However, the literature predominantly supports the theory that as the
traits of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness,
and Emotional Stability increase, so does individual performance within
organizations (Cam & Alkal, 2020; Moreland et al., 2023; Park et al., 2018; Wihler,
Meurs, Wiesmann et al., 2017; Zell & Lesick, 2022). The literature also chiefly
indicates that as Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability increase, so does personal resilience
(Chhabra et al., 2023; Cuartero & Tur, 2021; Meléndez et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2023; Willroth et al., 2023). However, some research is beginning to emerge
suggesting that personality traits are curvilinearly related to workplace behaviors in
some cases (Le et al., 2011; Yuan et al., 2018). For example, Widiger and Mullins-
Sweatt (2009) argued that individuals with excessively high levels of Emotional
Stability can be oblivious to threats and signs of danger. Hisler et al. (2020) argued
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that elements of neuroticism increase sensitivity to stressful or traumatic situations.
Those findings can presumably be generalized to other high-risk career fields such
as Air Force EOD. This study’s findings add to the emerging literature and
challenge the idea that personality traits are linked linearly to the performance and
resilience of Air Force EOD Technicians. Future researchers should further explore
theories of curvilinear relationships within high-risk and high-stress communities.
Practical Implications

The United States Air Force is revolutionizing how it prepares Airmen for
war. At the 2024 Air Force Association Warfare Symposium, the Chief of Staff of
the Air Force, General David Allvin, noted that this is a “time of consequence” for
the United States Air Force and that the military branch must enact sweeping
changes to prepare for future war (Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs, 2024).
During the same symposium, the Secretary of the Air Force, Frank Kendall, noted
that the branch should re-optimize for conflict with great powers and announced the
rebranding of Air Education and Training Command to Airman Development
Command (Naegele & Gordon, 2024). These sweeping changes provide an
opportunity to employ the practical implications of this dissertation’s findings. The
following subsection includes suggestions for Air Force EOD leadership
development moving into the future.

Recruiting and Predictive Success Modeling. The results of this study
have practical implications that Air Force EOD leaders should consider when
selecting recruits for EOD training at the beginning of their careers. The current Air
Force EOD selection model does not evaluate potential Air Force EOD recruits or
individuals within their human talent development framework based on operational
success, performance in combat operations, or resilience after combat events
(Hogan & Hogan, 1989; J. Johnson, 2020; Rose et al., 2013). Instead, in the studies
that resulted in a Predictive Success Model leveraging components of the TAPAS
and ASVAB, graduation and non-graduation of NAVSCOLEOD were used as
binary dependent variables and criterion measurements. This framework is
problematic because considerable evidence indicates that simply passing training

does not always predict success or later proficiency in job tasks (Diamantidis &
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Chatzoglou, 2014). Using a binary dependent variable also does not allow the
examination of other indicators of performance in training, such as average test
scores, number of failed tests, written versus practical test performance, wash-
backs in training, or cadre contact time. A recent unpublished white paper by the
EOD Training Detachment showed statistically significant findings that in addition
to graduation and non-graduation, average test scores and number of failed tests
could also be predicted by ASVAB scores. Unfortunately, TAPAS data were
unavailable for the white paper’s analysis. However, the findings from this
dissertation indicate that factors beyond the training environment have the potential
to inform recruitment and leadership development efforts. Invariably, where
possible, performance in actual combat operations and resilience post-combat
should be prioritized over performance in artificial training contexts when selecting
human beings for dangerous and life-threatening wartime functions.

In view of this dissertation’s findings, the Air Force EOD Career Field
Manager should consider consulting with the Air Force Personnel Center’s
Strategic Research and Assessment Branch (AFPC/DSYX) to request a
reevaluation of Air Force EOD’s entry requirements. The DSYX branch of AFPC
provides analytic capabilities to Career Field Managers to make data-driven
decisions about assessing, selecting, classifying, and recruiting candidates into their
career fields. Its aim is to improve training and job success while maximizing
racial, ethnic, and gender diversity to meet recruiting needs. EOD’s current entry
standards and Predictive Success Model were designed based on available
administrative data collected through training metrics gained at the Air Force EOD
Preliminary Course and Naval School Explosive Ordnance Disposal. However,
according to the DSY X Personnel Services Delivery Guide, DSYX can work with
Career Field Managers to collect new job performance metrics and data to inform
assessment models (AFPC/DSY X Consultation Information, 2021). These
consultations about data collection are the most comprehensive and labor-intensive
service DSYX offers, so the EOD Career Field Manager should consult DSYX
early and devote EOD resources to developing EOD-specific performance

measurcs.
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Early Leadership Development. The initial training pipeline for EOD also
has practical implications. After EOD candidates are assessed, selected, and placed
in the EOD pipeline, they proceed to the Air Force EOD Preliminary Course in
Texas and the Navy’s EOD School (NAVSCOLEOD) in Florida, where they
attempt to complete basic EOD skills training. Students are placed in joint-service
classes for the duration of the Navy’s school and taught by instructors from all four
branches of the United States Military. Because NAVSCOLEOD is Navy-
controlled and attended by all four branches, changes to the academic curriculum
must be concurred on by multiple services and approved by a board of joint-service
flag officers (1-Star Generals and higher). As such, curriculum changes are
cumbersome and usually unfeasible for adding service-specific requirements.
Nonetheless, there are processes aside from curriculum changes that the EOD
enterprise can generalize from the Special Warfare community and implement
within their initial training pipeline at the Preliminary Course and NAVSCOLEOD.

The Air Force Special Warfare community uses subjective judgments of
job-relevant attributes to assess program candidates. Although this process is labor-
intensive, the Special Warfare community has determined that the resource expense
is worth the outcome relative to preparing their human talent pool for operations on
small teams in high-risk and high-stress environments. Selecting and training
candidates with higher chances of success within operational contexts will improve
organizational performance, increase satisfaction, and help retention. However,
because the EOD community is not considered Special Warfare, it lacks the latitude
and resources that Special Warfare leaders enjoy when selecting and developing
human talent. Nonetheless, similar to the Special Warfare community, Air Force
EOD Technicians operate on small teams within high-stress and high-risk contexts,
so Air Force leaders should consider generalizing some of the selection and
development tactics from Special Warfare to the Air Force EOD community.

Personality assessments should be implemented at the Air Force EOD
Preliminary Course to gauge candidates’ alignment with their potential for combat
effectiveness and resilience. After the Predictive Success Model is refined to reflect

better training criteria, combat effectiveness, and resilience, the Air Force EOD
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Career Field Manager might consider requesting the Air Force Special Operations
Command Psychologist to develop a personality-based assessment program to
gauge EOD candidates’ alignment with combat performance and resilience
markers. Like the Special Warfare program, EOD’s program might include special
training for EOD instructors who assess students’ personalities. At the EOD
Preliminary Course, students who do not meet combat performance and resilience
markers by the end of their course should be redirected from the EOD program and
placed in another career field. Those who possess the markers, pass the EOD
Preliminary Course curriculum, and progress to NAVSCOLEOD should be entered
into a personality development program while at NAVSCOLEOD.

The Air Force EOD program should implement an EOD-specific
mentorship and development program that facilitates the growth and development
of personality traits aligned with combat performance and resilience. Currently, the
Air Education and Training Command mandates that all Air Force technical
training students partake in mentorship programs that foster baseline general
competencies across all career fields. However, these programs tend to address
nuanced problems with general solutions. Because EOD candidates are recruited at
a higher level and have exponentially more contact time with instructors than other
noncombat Air Force specialties, developmental programs aimed at the general Air
Force population are typically ill-fitting, cumbersome, and ineffective within the
EOD training pipeline. For example, the Airmanship 200 mentorship program aims
to force general Airmanship training into an EOD program where mentorship
organically occurs. Similarly, BRACER FORCE aims to inject warrior-mindedness
into an EOD curriculum where the core training curriculum is already grounded in
wartime operations. In line with the findings from this dissertation, Air Force EOD
candidates should instead be waived from participating in these types of programs
and have their limited mentorship and development time away from the Navy
curriculum grounded in competencies and attributes better aligned with the
demonstrated combat performance and resilience among Air Force EOD Combat

Veterans.
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Developing and Retaining Leaders. The Air Force EOD Program’s 15-
year strategic plan indicated that EOD must develop and retain leaders who can
decisively execute mission orders across a range of military operations during
future conflicts. The findings from this dissertation suggest that Air Force EOD
leaders should develop methods along the training lifecycle for Air Force EOD
Technicians to foster and measure Extraversion and Emotional Stability to meet
wartime mission demands successfully. Currently, the Air Force EOD program
lacks a plan or resources to develop personality traits linked to combat performance
and resilience. The Predictive Success Model designed by AFPC/DSY X identified
personality traits that aligned with the likelihood of passing the EOD training
pipeline. However, DSYX did not publicly release those results, nor were they used
to create a continuing development plan for EOD Technicians beyond the training
pipeline. Instead, they are only used to select recruits for EOD training. Beyond
initial selection, personality traits are not formally recognized as a developmental
priority for EOD human talent.

The Air Force EOD Program should also leverage the Air Force’s broader
initiative to incorporate competency-based learning into human talent development.
The Air Force is moving toward competency modeling focused on behaviors
critical to job performance instead of line-by-line task-based learning (4ir Force
Handbook 36-2647,2022). Although EOD missions are technical in nature and
require task-based evaluation, the EOD career field should incorporate
competencies and personality metrics into their Specialty Training Standards and
Master Training Plan. Due to resource constraints, the broader Air Force
community has not adopted costly interview methodologies to establish
competencies but has instead mimicked numerous competencies identified as
applicable across civilian occupations (Russell, Ingerick, et al., 2023). However,
the findings from this dissertation can serve as a cost-free foundation for Air Force
EOD leaders to launch competency-based training and measurement.

Lastly, Air Force EOD Leaders should advocate for a targeted approach to
navigate the Emotional Stability levels within their technicians. The Air Force

EOD community’s Predictive Success Model process identified some personality
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traits that are negatively correlated with Emotional Stability, which also predicted
success within the initial EOD training pipelines. This unique situation means that
due to the Air Force’s current identified aspects of operational necessity, the EOD
program recruits members with certain personality traits that negatively correlate
with Emotional Stability; yet, Emotional Stability was both linearly and
curvilinearly related to resilience. Thus, EOD members are potentially postured
from the outset of their careers for lower levels of resilience after exposure to high-
risk and high-stress contexts such as combat operations. Air Force EOD Leaders
should recognize that due to operational necessity, EOD is a high-risk asset relative
to mental health longevity. As such, they should invest resources to provide higher
mental and physical healthcare tiers compared to non-combat career fields and
lower-risk communities. These mental health resources would provide a suitable

avenue for instilling Emotional Stability into EOD Leadership development.

Limitations

This dissertation had a specific and defined focus but was not without
fundamental limitations. Although leveraging the combat experience of veterans
from America’s last wars offered benefits to this study, problems associated with
the separation of those individuals from their events and the practices of current
talent selection in the Air Force remained. This section highlights several general
limitations of the study.
Sample Population

The sample population was a significant limitation of this study. The Air
Force does not allow data collection from active-duty populations for the sole
purpose of academic research. Additionally, the Air Force Personnel Center’s
research equities did not align with the timelines and requirements of this
dissertation. Thus, an official project analyzing these research questions across a
targeted active duty and more recent sample population as secondary-use data was
untenable. As such, the population targeted for data collection included the Iraqi
and Afghanistan Campaign Veterans. Although 125 potential Team Leader/Team

Member dyads were identified from that sample population for this dissertation,
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only 81 were usable for the analysis. The Air Force EOD community usually
averages around 1,300 members, whereas the joint community, including all four
branches, has over 5,000 members. The retroactive nature of this dissertation
means that many of the veterans’ experiences were more than 10 years removed
from this project (see Table 61). This type of retroactive perception tasking has
proved difficult in some contexts (D. Jackson et al., 2022). The CD-RISC has
shown that levels of resilience can improve or regress over time (Connor &
Davidson, 2003). Earlier research suggested that personality traits remained stable
over time, but recently, researchers have argued that personality traits can adapt and

change pending certain external factors (Borghuis et al., 2017).

Table 61
Descriptive Statistics for Time Gap Between Deployment and Data Collection
Minimum Mean Maximum SD
Time Gap 6 years 15.14 years 21 years 2.60 years

This dissertation's voluntary and survey-based nature also likely impacted
the sample population. Hjortskov et al. (2023) found that varying levels of
motivations and value propositions tended to affect response rates for surveys.
Similarly, in a volunteer-based survey such as this dissertation, individuals with
specific motivation types and performance levels within the veteran community
might have responded differently compared to those with other motivations and
levels of performance. This type of response bias could have impacted the
measurement of the study's variables.

Limited Measurement Tools

This dissertation was also limited by a lack of access to the official
assessment tools the Air Force community uses. In addition to preventing the use of
an exclusively active-duty sample population through official channels, Air Force
policy also prevents the use of active-duty workforce and measurement tools such
as the TAPAS and ASVAB. Although the TAPAS measures overall personality
domains and subordinate facets, the TAKES FC only produced outputs for the
general domains (see Table 62). As such, I could not analyze the facets of

personality that are subordinate to the overall personality domains. Although
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participants were asked to grade EOD Team Leaders on EOD-relevant
performance, the CDPRS was based on general soldiering skills and not

customized to EOD-specific tasks.

Table 62
TAPAS Domains and Facets as Compared to TAKES FC Domains
TAPAS Domains TAPAS Facets TAKES FC Domains
Openness to Experience  Tolerance Openness to Experience
Conscientiousness Achievement Conscientiousness
Non-Delinquency
Responsibility
Self-Control
Extraversion Dominance Extraversion
Attention Seeking
Sociability
Agreeableness Cooperation Agreeableness
Selflessness
Emotional Stability Adjustment Emotional Stability
Even Tempered
Optimism
Other Physical Conditioning
Situational Awareness
Adverse Impact Ratios

I was unable to consider adverse impact ratios through the available data.
Air Force leadership and researchers have stated that one of the primary drivers of
predictive success modeling is to expand its numbers of historically
underrepresented groups (Woolley et al., 2023). Many researchers have asserted
that maximizing performance and diversity, equity, and inclusion are competing
priorities for placement testing within some organizational contexts (Burgoyne et
al., 2021; Knapp & Rumsey, 2023; Sackett et al., 2010). In fact, Velgach and
Arabian (2023) suggested that “traditional measures of quality” may not be
appropriate for gauging military success if diversity is to be increased (p. 370).
Song et al. (2017) demonstrated that diversity improvements within job recruiting
are attainable if changes to job performance requirements are accepted. Contrarily,
improvements in job performance are attainable, but adverse impacts on
marginalized communities are generally worsened (Song et al., 2017). When the
Air Force EOD program forewent ASVAB-only testing and implemented its

Predictive Success Model, its adverse impact ratio improved significantly yet
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remained below the U. S. Department of Labor Employment and Training
Division’s (2006) recommended 80% threshold.

Although amending Air Force EOD’s Predictive Success Model or
determining the relationship between job performance criteria and adverse impact
ratios of any future models is outside the scope of this dissertation, Air Force EOD
leaders must evaluate any new or amended models to determine whether “trade-
offs between selection quality and adverse impact” exist within their testing (De
Corte et al., 2007, p. 1380). If trade-offs exist, Air Force EOD leaders must seek
ways to improve diversity without compromising safety. Unlike civilian
organizations, the military’s primary objective is to prepare for and carry out
combat operations (Knapp & Rumsey, 2023). EOD technicians undertake some of
the world’s most dangerous missions in unforgiving locations (Air Force, n.d.). If
leaders amend selection standards to specifically recruit underrepresented groups
for jobs where they are at higher risk of injury or death, the Air Force could
inadvertently perpetuate systemic racism and institutional bias by creating a system
whereby minorities are targeted for and susceptible to higher risks of fatality than

their majority counterparts.

Recommendations for Future Research

The findings from this study expanded the literature about how personality
traits affect combat performance and resilience within high-stress and high-risk
teams. The literature review indicated correlations between all aspects of
personality and combat performance and resilience. However, this dissertation
resulted in some surprising findings that should serve as a foundation for future
research.
EOD Specific Performance Rating Scales

The Air Force EOD Community needs to develop valid and reliable
performance scales with variability that extends beyond a pass-fail binary output.
After EOD Technicians graduate from their initial pipeline training, they enter
upgrade training where their certifications are based on go/no-go task completion.

Once these EOD Technicians are certified, their annual training plan involves only
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tracking the completion of training tasks but not measuring performance or
proficiency. Air Force EOD Technicians are required to complete quality assurance
evaluations each year which are graded on a binary go/no-go basis and do not offer
enough variability to analyze performance to a detailed level. The Air Force EOD
program would benefit from an EOD-specific rating scale such as the CDPRS that
analyzes performance on a 7-point Likert scale. Such a rating scale would offer
EOD Team Members and Team Leaders an opportunity for better-targeted and
more detailed feedback relative to their operational performance. Such a scale
would also be helpful for AFPC/DSYX and Air Force EOD Leaders to use while
continuing to refine the Predictive Success Model through an iterative process.
Such a measurement tool would provide an effective measure of future leadership
development efforts.
Analyze Combat Performance with Official Assessment Tools

More research needs to be conducted in this area using independent variable
instruments that more closely reflect the Air Force’s official usage. Although the
TAKES FC was an excellent surrogate that met the purposes of this dissertation,
the instrument cannot be used to analyze personality traits to the granularity of
TAPAS personality facets. For example, whereas the TAKES FC only linked
Extraversion to Combat Performance, the TAPAS is equipped to analyze
Dominance, Attention Seeking, and Sociability within the domain of Extraversion.
Similarly, beyond Emotional Stability, using an instrument such as the TAPAS
would also avail Adjustment, Even Temperament, and Optimism for analyzing
Combat Performance and Resilience. Finally, similar research should be conducted
to test cognitive abilities against Combat Performance and Resilience. Specific
components of the ASVAB scores have been linked to EOD training performance,
so those cognitive abilities should also be tested against EOD performance in
operational contexts and resilience.
Performance-Based Qualitative Interviews

A qualitative research project should be conducted to explore the
experiences of Air Force EOD Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan to navigate the

phenomenology of personality traits, combat performance, and resilience. |
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conducted an unpublished focus group before this dissertation with Air Force EOD
Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan to learn about their valued outcome measures and
personality traits relative to operationally successful EOD Operators (Pasley,
2023). This research uncovered that themes of boldness, integrity, relational
competency, and job proficiency were critical for establishing trust and
cohesiveness among successful EOD operators (Pasley, 2023). These findings
support recent research arguing that cultural ecosystems are crucial to establishing
a sense of loyalty and belonging within organizations (Griffin, 2024). A similar
study to explore the cultural ecosystem impacts on combat performance and
resilience might add weight and validity to the results of this dissertation and future
efforts that attempt to add to the understanding of this research area. Trait
activation theory should be used with these studies to determine whether combat
ecosystems ignite otherwise dormant personality traits within high-risk/high-stress
leaders. Such studies could reveal whether personality traits are relevant for
technical proficiency or whether their need is socially constructed within
organizations, thereby creating an artificially perceived need for specific
personality traits.
Research Among Other Branch’s EOD Forces

Future research should be conducted beyond the Air Force and consider
EOD forces among the joint community. Joint Publication 3-42 (2022) outlines the
service-specific responsibilities of each branch’s EOD forces. The Army’s role is to
provide EOD support to land operations. The Marine Corps supports mission
operations for the Marine Air-Ground Task Force. Air Force EOD’s mission is to
support Air Force operations to provide combatant commanders with air, space,
and cyberspace capabilities. Perhaps the most general of all branches, the Navy's
mission statement is to provide direct combat support to the joint forces and enable
freedom of maneuver and operations in areas inaccessible due to explosive hazards.
Despite those unique mission sets, Joint Publication 3-42 (2022) noted that all EOD
forces’ mission is to support the accomplishment of the joint force or geographic
combatant commander’s objectives by enabling access to areas inaccessible due to

a range of explosive hazards. According to the publication, joint EOD forces
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should undergo common training, maintain common equipment, and significantly
overlap in mission areas (Joint Publication 3-42,2022). Most of the Air Force
EOD Veterans surveyed for this dissertation served in Iraq and Afghanistan under
an Army-controlled EOD battalion and deployed with direct tactical control by the
Army or Marines. As such, extending this research to the sister services would help
build on the findings of this study.
Theory of Curved Confidence

This study’s findings provided the first-ever quantitative foundation to
support enduring anecdotal assertions about the mission-related balance between
confidence and cockiness/arrogance. When analyzed via curved estimation, these
findings showed that Extraversion had statistically significant predictive power
over Field Readiness, Physical Endurance, and Physical Courage. Research
supports that Extraversion is related to one’s confidence levels (Burns & Burns,
2016). Air Force EOD leaders have historically claimed that EOD Team Leaders
required Type-A personalities and high confidence levels to perform well under
pressure and have insisted that confidence must not extend to cockiness or
arrogance (U.S. Air Force Recruiting, 2018). These same assertions have been
observed among other high-risk/high-stress communities, such as Special Forces,
law enforcement, and emergency responders. Until this dissertation, no academic
studies existed to confirm these assertions within the Air Force EOD community.
Future research should focus on the Extraversion/Confidence relationship and
explore the theory of curved confidence among other high-risk/high-stress
functional communities.
Emotional Stability’s Impact on Resilience

This study’s findings displayed an interesting conundrum about Emotional
Stability’s impact on Resilience. Emotional Stability and Resilience displayed a
linear and curvilinear relationship, although the curved estimation had more
predictive power. The linear regression results on this issue uncovered a potential
recruiting and leadership development predicament within the Air Force EOD
program. Because certain levels of neuroticism are operationally beneficial among

some high-risk military communities (Apalkova et al., 2021; N. Liu et al., 2022;
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Peters et al., 2020), these personality traits may be necessary to exploit the full
operational and mission-related potential of EOD recruits. In fact, the Air Force
EOD community’s Predictive Success Model process identified that some
personality traits that have a negative correlation with Emotional Stability also
predicted success within the initial EOD training pipelines. Unfortunately, those
exact results are not available to the public. Nonetheless, it is essential to note that
due to the Air Force’s current identified aspects of operational necessity, the EOD
program recruits members with certain personality traits that have a negative
correlation with Emotional Stability. Thus, from a linear regression standpoint,
EOD members are potentially positioned from the outset of their careers for lower
levels of resilience even before exposure to high-risk and high-stress contexts such
as combat operations. This relationship means that Air Force EOD leaders might be
faced with the dilemma of necessarily recruiting a population with high potential
for technical proficiency at the expense of short and long-term mental resilience.
The mean resilience score for the sample population was 81.79, which, according
to the CD-RISC scoring manual, places this group near the 50th percentile for the
general population. However, curved estimation analyses offered a different
perspective on EOD resilience.

The curved estimation showed that Emotional Stability has better predictive
power over Resilience than the linear regression. This curvilinear relationship
might be related to the findings for Research Question 1, which indicated curved
relationships between Emotional Stability and combat performance. Research has
shown in some contexts that the perception of high performance and work
engagement is positively related to better levels of mental health (Kim et al., 2023;
Tisu et al., 2020). In this study’s sample population, the Field Readiness domain of
Combat Performance predicted CD-RISC scores in a statistically significant
manner (F [5,66] = 6.73, p <.002, R> = .19), further supporting the idea that
resilience could be predicted by one’s job performance. If true, this finding might
explain why the curvilinear model is more predictive than the linear model for

Research Question 2. Nonetheless, more research needs to be conducted among the
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Air Force EOD community to better understand Emotional Stability’s effect on

Resilience.

Summary

This chapter contained a summary of the dissertation’s problem, purpose,
and design. I then reviewed the study’s findings and results for the research
questions. A discussion about their implications, limitations, and recommendations
for future research followed.

General Mark Welsh, the 20th Chief of Staff of the Air Force, spoke at the
EOD Memorial Ceremony in 2016. While addressing the Air Force EOD members
after the ceremony, he remarked that Air Force EOD Technicians maintained just
the perfect amount of disrespect for authority. The General, perhaps unknowingly,
pointed to a curvilinear relationship between military professionalism and certain
personality traits he perceived within EOD warfighters and their performance in the
recent Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts. This dissertation laid the first steps to
confirm the General’s suspicions about Air Force EOD Warfighters: that EOD
Team Leaders who operate within a specific range of Extraversion and Emotional
Stability generally display better combat performance. This dissertation also
revealed that the range of Emotional Stability that correlates with combat
performance potentially creates resilience problems later in an EOD Team Leader’s
life after combat experiences. These findings enhance the understanding of
personality trait theory within Air Force EOD Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan
and contribute to the broader literature about leadership personality within small

high-risk and high-stress teams.
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Appendix A: Recruitment Invitation

Dear Air Force EOD War Fighters!

I am calling on all Air Force EOD Combat Veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan for some help. We’ve all said that EOD Techs are a special breed or
that it takes a “Type-A” personality to be EOD. Even those outside our community
have noted that we’re all crazy. Well, I’'m trying to put some academic rigor behind
these bar-table assertions.

I am completing my dissertation entitled “Personality Trait Theory and
Combat Performance: A Retroactive Study Analyzing Combat Performance and
Resilience Among USAF EOD Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan,” and I need your
help. This study is completely voluntary and unaffiliated with official Air Force
channels but will hopefully provide the EOD and Air Force community valuable
insight into the role that personality traits play in combat performance and
resilience, not to mention contributing to the broader literature about leadership in
high-stress/high-risk roles.

The only criteria to complete the survey is that you were at one point in
your career a member of the United States Air Force Total Force EOD community
(Active Duty, Guard, or Reserve), have completed NAVSCOLEOD, be over the
age of 18, and earned the Afghanistan Campaign Medal, Iraq Campaign Medal, or
Global War or Terror Expeditionary Medal as an Air Force EOD Technician. After
data collection, all names and contact information will be deleted and replaced by
numbers. Any identifying information will not be published nor viewed by anyone
other than myself.

TEAM MEMBERS: Your survey will take less than 5 minutes to complete.
You’ll be asked to identify a Team Leader from a previous deployment, provide
their name and email address, and then complete a 5-question survey about their
combat performance. The Team Leader will never see the results of your survey.
Here’s the link to your TEAM MEMBER survey: (redacted)

TEAM LEADERS: You will complete 2 questionnaires: The first

questionnaire is a 25-question survey to assess your level of resilience. The second
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is a 60-question personality assessment. Please respond to me at (redacted) for
survey links.

I encourage you all to please complete the survey and help spread this
survey to our Brothers and Sisters who may not have social media.

Thank you so much for your participation in this study. And if you have any

questions, please email me at (redacted).
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research project about Air Force EOD Team
Leaders’ personality traits and correlations to combat performance and resilience.

You were chosen for the interview because of your experience and subject matter
expertise. Please read this form and ask any questions you have before agreeing to
be part of the research.

This research is being conducted by a researcher named M. Cole Pasley, who is a
doctoral candidate at Southeastern University.

Background Information:

The purpose of this research is to leverage the participants’ experiences with low
and high-performing Air Force EOD Combat Veterans and examine any
relationships between Team Leaders’ personality traits, their combat performance,
and resilience.

Procedures:

If you agree, Team Members will be asked to identify a Team Leader from one or
more of their previous deployments and complete a five-question survey for each
Team Leader. Team Leaders will be asked to complete a 60-question personality
assessment as well as a 25-question resilience assessment.

Voluntary Nature of the Interview:

Your participation in this research is voluntary. This means that everyone will
respect your decision of whether or not you want to be a participant. No one at
Southeastern University, nor within the Air Force EOD Veteran Community, will
treat you differently if you decide not to participate. If you decide to join the project
now, you can still change your mind later. If you feel stressed during the
questionnaires, you may stop at any time.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Interview:

There are not personal benefits to participating in this interview. There is minimal
risk of psychological stress during this research due to the request to recall combat
experiences. If you feel stressed during the research, you may stop at any time. If
you feel stressed, please reach out to the After The Long Walk Hotline at (888)
412-0470 or the VA Veterans’ Crisis Hotline by dialing 988 and pressing Option 1.

Compensation:
There is no compensation for participating in this interview.

Confidentiality:

Any information you provide will be kept confidential. The researcher will not use
your information for any purposes outside of this interview project. Also, the
researcher will not include your name or anything else that could identify you in
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any reports of the interview. After data collection is complete, all names will be
deleted and replaced with numbers within the data files.

Contacts and Questions:

The researcher’s name is M. Cole Pasley. The researcher’s Dissertation Chair is Dr.
Joshua Henson. You may ask any questions you have now. Or if you have
questions later, you may contact the researcher via email at (redacted) or the
instructor at (redacted). If you want to communicate privately about your rights as a
participant, you can also contact Dr. Joshua Henson who is the Chair of the
Southeastern University PhD/DSL programs.

Statement of Consent:
I have read the above information. I have received answers to any questions I have
at this time. [ am 18 years of age or older, and I consent to participate in the research.

If you feel you understand the study well enough to make a decision about it, please
indicate your response by entering your full name and clicking “Yes” to complete
the questionnaire.
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Appendix C: TAKES FC Use Permission

12/24/23, 6:55 AM Southeastern University Mail - Data collection in US research project
sout U Q;( \ ]ﬁ:l 0 Pasley, Michael <mcpasley@seu_edu>

Data collection in US research project

Maik S ler (HR Di. ics AG) < ler@hr-diagnostics.de=>
To: "Pasley, Michael" <mcpasley@seu.edu>
Cc: "Nicole Bock (HR Diagnastics AG)" <bock@hr-diagnostics.de>

Hi Cole,

T've attached our little introduction to the system.
My colleague Nicole will take care of your project during my absence.

She will also provide the 300 test codes (free of charge) to you directly. Please let her know how you would like to indicate your participants (e.g. participant_000

A friendly reminder:

We would appreciate it if you could provide some demographical data. Ethnicity would be of the highest importance, but gender, age, and sexual orientation woulc
part of your criterion measures.

Please note that we will normalize the data once your data collection is completed. Until then the results in the system are preliminary and should not be interpret
collection. We will set the results up within 7 days.

I would recommend to invite as many people as possible early on. This is crucial for the success of your thesis. Invite your friends to forward the invitation to take
Amazon Voucher) to one lucky participant. This might motivate seme more people to take part in the study. Personality measures are not as strong in effect size.
understanding, we are more on the higher end of your estimated sample size. Please find the following graph as an indicator to my argumentation.

Source: https://www_psychologie hhu.de/arbeitsgruppen/allgemeine-psychologie-und-arbeitspsychologie/gpower
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Appendix D: CDPRS Use Permission

12/24/23, 6:52 AM Southeastern University Mail - FW: HUmMRRO.org: New message from Michael "Cole" Pasley
Hello Deirdre,

Someone has sent you a message using the contact form on HumRRO org. See below for message details

Dr. Knapp,

| hope you had a ternfic weekend! My name i1s Cole, and | am preparing to defend my dissertation proposal entitled
“Personality Trait Theory and Combat Performance: A Retroactive Study Analyzing Combat Performance and Resilience
Among USAF EOD Veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan.” In my proposed dissertation, | plan to use the Combat/Deployment
Performance Rating Scale (CDPRS) from “Validating Future Force Performance Measures (Army Class): In-Unit
Performance Longitudinal Validation (Tech Report 1314). Although the Tech Report is approved for public release with
unlimited distribution, | thought it still appropriate to reach out and gain permission to employ this scale within my own
research.

Thanks so much for your time. Have a great weekl

Best,
Cole

-Michael "Cole" Pasley ( mcpasley@seu.edu )

Heffner, Tonia S CIV USARMY HQDA ARI (USA) <tonia.s.heffner.civ@army.mil> Mon, Dec 18, 2023 at 9:46 AM
To: Deirdre Knapp <DKnapp@humrro.org=, "mcpasley@seu.edu” <mcpasley@seu.edu>

Cole,

Of course you may use it. We publish these documents to create a historical record but also with the hopes that someone
will find them useful in the future. Please let me know how the scales function for you in your dissertation.

vir, Tonia

Dr. Tonia Heffner
Chief, Selection and Assignment Research Unit
U.S. Army Research Institute
for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
6000 6 Strest

Fort Belvoir, VA 22060

703-819-1362 cell

[Quoted text hidden]
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Appendix E: CD-RISC Use Permission

12/24/23, 6:53 AM Southeastemn University Mail - CD-RISC

SO / |

SOUTl Hl't“-'tl l]{{\\-[-[ Y Pasley, Michael <mcpasley@seu.edu>
CD-RISC
Becky Williams, LCSW <nsc.beckywillams@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 20, 2023 at 8:41 AM

To: "Pasley, Michael" <mcpasley@seu.edu>
Hello Michael,

Thank you for the signed agreement and payment. No worries on the delay. Attached are the English CD-RISC-25, the
manual, and scoring details.

Best of luck in your work and hope you enjoy the holidays!
Becky

On Tue, Dec 19, 2023 at 6:59 AM Pasley, Michael =mcpasley@seu.edu> wrote:
Becky,

Apologies for the delay. The Christmas season has me running circles over here. Attached is the signed form. | also

submitted payment via PayPal this morning.
Thanks so much for the help!

Respectfully,
-Cole

On Thu, Dec 7, 2023 at 5:28 PM Becky Williams, LCSW <risc_beckywilliams@gmail.com=> wrote:
Hello Michael,

Thank you for the completed form. Attached is the user agreement for the English CD-RISC-25. Please review, sign,
and return with payment. Then we will send you the scale with supporting documents via email. Please let me know if

you have any questions.

Best,
Becky

On Mon, Dec 4, 2023 at 5:35 AM Pasley, Michael <mcpasley@seu.edu> wrote:
Ms. Williams,

Thanks so much for the response. The form is attached as requested. Standing by for further instructions.
Have a great week!

Best,
-Cole

On Sun, Dec 3, 2023 at 8:18 PM Becky Williams, LCSW <risc.beckywilliams@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Michael,

My name is Becky Williams and | work with Dr. Davidson and the CD-RISC. Thank you for your email. | am
sending you our updated user request form in this email, which is the first step to obtaining the scale. Please
complete and return to me at your convenience.

Warm regards,

Becky

Becky Williams, LCSW
CD-RISC Management Team

hitps://mail.google.com/mailiu/0/?ik=aeda020a77&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f: 17858 1231296037880 3&dsqt=1&simpl=msg-f: 17858 12312...
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Appendix F: Scatterplots for Most Predictive Correlations
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CD-RISC Comp Score
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