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ABSTRACT

Research on the competencies required by effective New Zealand
managers is lacking. This thesis addressed this deficiency by identifying
the competencies managers use to assess the effectiveness of managers
across organisations and industries in New Zealand. The research was
carried out in two parts. First, repertory grid interviews were conducted
with 225 chief executives and senior managers from 75 organisations.
They described the constructs that differentiated their effective and less
effective senior managers. Six independent people categorised the
interview constructs, which were incorporated in a questionnaire. In the
second part of the study, 185 managers from two organisations rated a
manager they regarded as effective on the constructs, as well as their
overall effectiveness. The questionnaire analysis revealed a six-factor
managerial effectiveness model. One main factor (Interpersonal Skills)
contributed over 40% of the variance. The five other factors
(Conscientious and Organised, Strategic Behaviour, Problem-Solving,
Drive and Enthusiasm, and Honest Feedback) contributed between 1.6%
and 6% of the variance. The factors were similar to non-New Zealand
competency models and the frequently cited Big Five personality factors.
The implications of these findings are discussed, as well as issues related
to identifying and implementing competencies.
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CHAPTER ONE
AN OVERVIEW

The competencies required by effective managers have been the focus of
much research. Models of management competencies has been extensively
documented in other countries, notably the United States of America and
United Kingdom, but comparable New Zealand research is lacking. The
purpose of this study was to identify the competencies New Zealand

managers use to assess the effectiveness of their senior managers.

Chapter Two discusses current assessment issues, and the personality and
social psychology theories that contribute to our understanding of how
decisions are made. Two rating process models are outlined, along with the
cognitive structures that assist in simplifying and organising the information
we encounter when judging performance. The chapter concludes by
examining the cognitive errors and illusions that occur during the evaluation
process.

The concept of managerial effectiveness is introduced in Chapter Three.
This chapter defines and discusses criterion-related issues, and its
relevance to managerial effectiveness. The term “competencies”, which has
been used in the management literature to describe the criterion, is
introduced, and examples of the many, and often confusing, forms it can
take are provided. The terms “manager” and “leader” are examined along
with the nature of managerial work. This is followed by a discussion of the
subjective and objective measures that are used to describe managerial
effectiveness.



A wide range of job analysis methods has been used to identify
competencies. Chapter Four explores the issues related to competency
identification techniques. The advantages and disadvantages associated
with commonly used job analysis methods are discussed. Approaches that
are used to analyse and group competency information, and the main

sources of job information data, are also examined.

The major competency models that have been proposed in the psychological
and management literature are discussed in Chapter Five. Many of the
models contain similar competencies, although different words have been
used to describe the same competency. A description of the limited New
Zealand research on management competency models highlighted the need
to identify the competencies required by effective managers. To date, no
studies have comprehensively identified the criteria managers use to assess
the effectiveness of their managers. The current study addressed this
research need. It examined the relationship between the competencies that
are used to assess managers and determined the importance people placed
on the various factors. It also provided an opportunity to compare a New
Zealand model of managerial effectiveness with some overseas models.

The two stages of the study are described and discussed in Chapters Six
and Seven. Chapter Six outlines the repertory grid interview approach that
was used to collect the criteria chief executives and senior managers use to
assess the effectiveness of their senior managers. A total of 225 chief
executives and senior managers from 75 organisations were interviewed.
They described the behaviours and characteristics that differentiated their
effective and less effective senior managers.

In the second study, reported in Chapter Seven, the managerial behaviours
and characteristics identified in the first study were incorporated in a
questionnaire. Questionnaire respondents rated a manager they regarded



as effective on the various constructs and rated his or her overall
effectiveness. The questionnaire was completed by managers in two
organisations. The analysis identified the relationship between the
competencies and determined the importance people place on the various
managerial factors. The results were compared with other management
competency models as well as the frequently cited “Big Five” personality
factors.

Chapter Eight is a discussion of the observations that were made during the
interviews with the chief executives and senior managers in the first study. It
provides additional insight into the problems and issues managers encounter
when assessing managers.

Chapter Nine is a general discussion about the issues surrounding the
identification of competencies and the development of generic New Zealand
management competencies. The lack of shared knowledge between the two
disciplines, psychology and management, who are interested in the
competency area is highlighted. Observations regarding the implementation
and identification of competencies are made, as well as suggestions for
future research.



CHAPTER TWO
MAKING JUDGEMENTS

In the course of our interactions we constantly make judgements about
people. While the nature of these judgements can cover any aspect of
human functioning, one of the most important concerns effectiveness in the
work place. These judgements are made in an informal way, often
unconsciously, on a day to day basis, and formally when staff performance is
evaluated (Jones, Steffy, and Bray, 1991; Landy, 1989).

Performance Assessment

Throughout history psychologists have adopted a strong interest in the
process of measuring and making judgements about people’s performance
(Brodt, 1990). Historically, researchers’ attentions have focused on the
appraisal device, or form, in pursuit of a seemingly elusive “ideal instrument”
or technique. When problems were found in the quality of ratings (e.g., halo
effect), the tendency was to fault the instrument. Researchers experimented
with various methods in an attempt to develop a “better” scale. The ongoing
process created what has been described as “a quagmire of methodology”
(Landy, Zedeck, and Cleveland, 1983), which dominated performance
appraisal research from 1930 to 1970 (DeNisi and Williams, 1988). At that
time it focused on the measurement scale or technique (Latham and Wexley,
1994); hence, studies of appraisal were studies of psychometrics and
scaling.

In the early 1980s researchers’ interests changed dramatically, as a result of
the cognitive revolution and limitations associated with instrument-centred



approaches to performance evaluation (Austin and Villanova, 1992;
Feldman, 1986). Landy and Farr (1980), in their widely cited review of
performance ratings, shifted the focus of performance appraisal research
from scales and rater training to understanding the rater as a decision-maker
who processes social cues (ligen, Barnes-Farrell, and McKellin, 1993).
Landy and Farr viewed the performance appraisal context as a specific
instance of person perception, where implicit personality views were thought
to play a large role. Many cognitive models of the rater have been proposed
(Borman, 1978; Landy and Farr, 1980, 1983; Feldman, 1981; ligen and
Feldman, 1983; Motowidlo, 1986) in an attempt to understand the dynamic
psychological process of evaluation. The research has attempted to “get
beyond” manipulating rating formats and other psychometric concerns with
ratings, to study in detail the entire sequence that people follow in making
performance judgements and decisions (Borman, 1991). The focus has
moved from examining the instrument to looking at the rater’s cognitive
processes.

Many personality and social theories, such as personal construct theory and
implicit personality theory, are now accepted as an integral part of the
process of performance appraisal (Borman, 1991). Industrial and
organisational psychologists and cognitive social psychologists are
beginning to share their knowledge about the process of person perception
and interpersonal evaluation. The individual decision-maker’s cognitive
processes have become a focus of attention, which has set the stage for
recent psychological research on the role of heuristics, or “rules of thumb”, in
judgement and decision-making.

Research on decision-making has experienced a revolution, or more aptly, a
counter-revolution, that emphasises inferential shortcomings and the
vagaries of human judgement and decision-making (Brodt, 1990; Wyer and
Srull, 1986). When we better understand how people process and evaluate



information, we can begin to look at improving human resource management

processes.

Over the last 20 years industrial and organisational psychology has placed a
strong emphasis on understanding how people make judgements and
decisions in the work environment (Austin and Villanova, 1992; Borman,
1991). Researchers have acknowledged the comprehensive role of
cognitive activity in work-related behaviour (DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino,
1984; DeNisi and Williams, 1988). The renewed interest in cognitive factors
in the work environment has had a profound effect on research in human
resource management by emphasising decision-making (Motowidlo, 1986).
For example, personnel selection, traditionally a procedural and
administrative task, has evolved into a highly complex, decision-theoretic
discipline focusing on judgement, prediction, choice, evaluation, and
assessment (Zedeck and Cascio, 1984).

Research that focuses on how people make decisions has spanned many
work environments. The range of research is impressive. It includes
research on clinical judgement and medical decision-making (Christensen-
Szalanski and Northcraft, 1985; Sisson, Schbomaker, and Ross, 1988), risk
perception and social policy decision-making (Slovic, Fischhoff, and
Lichtenstein, 1982; Thaler, 1988), legal judgement and decision-making
(Saks and Hastie, 1988; Saks and Kidd, 1988; Terpstra and Baker, 1992),
banking (Guttentag and Herring, 1984; Rodgers and Housel, 1987), strategic
planning (Barnes, 1984; Schwenk, 1988) and a large amount of research on
auditing and accounting decision-making (Bailey, 1986; Beach and
Frederickson, 1989; Buchman, 1985; Shanteau, 1989).

One of the interesting areas of this research is the assessment of factors
that influence judicial decisions. Studies of this kind generally use a sample
of legal cases for which judicial opinions are available. The judicial opinions



are content-analysed and coded using a limited set of factors. They are then
typically regressed on the set of factor values produced by the content
analysis and coding process. The resulting regression coefficients are
indicators of the influence of the respective factors in the decision process.
A number of these studies have shown that judges lack insight into the
factors that influence their decisions, and they tend to overestimate the
number of factors they consider when sentencing people (Roehling, 1993).

Decision-making is also of immense interest to organisations from the point
of view of understanding how people make decisions about the effectiveness
of their work colleagues, particularly their managers. While there have been
numerous books written about the skills required by effective managers, very
few studies have been conducted on how managers make decisions about
the effectiveness of their managers (Lord and Maher, 1989). This might
include the question of how much weight or importance people attach to the
various managerial skills when deciding about their manager’s effectiveness.
There seems to be a largely unchallenged assumption that once the skills
required by a manager are defined, people religiously use these skills to
make judgements about managerial effectiveness. Once we can more fully
understand how people make decisions we are then better able to intervene
to reduce rater errors, biases, and inaccuracies (Hedge and Kavanagh,
1988).

To assist in understanding how people make decisions about the
effectiveness of people, we need to examine some of the fundamental issues
about how we process information and judge performance. The remainder
of this chapter will overview some of the personality theories that have
contributed to understanding how we make decisions, discuss two of the
main models that have been developed to explain the rating process, and
overview some of the cognitive illusions that occur when people are
evaluated.



Relevant Personality and Social Psychology Theories: Implicit
Personality Theory, Personal Construct Theory, and Attributional
Theory

Understanding how people perceive information has been useful in
contributing to the understanding of how they make judgements about
people’s performance. The contribution of personality and social psychology
theories has started to be integrated into the performance judgement
process (Borman, 1991). This has resulted in the realisation that focusing
on the scales used in an appraisal tool or its format will not fully explain the
performance judgement process. Implicit Personality Theory (IPT), Personal
Construct Theory (PCT), and Attribution Theory have provided alternative
frameworks from which to view the evaluation of performance. They help
explain how raters simplify and organise the complex information they
encounter. These theories need to be integrated when conceptualising and
studying the performance rating process (Feldman, 1981; ligen and
Feldman, 1983).

The essence of implicit personality theory is the idea that the perceiver,
without realising it, has a theory about what other people are like and that
this theory influences the judgements he or she makes about them (Baldwin,
1992; Schneider, 1973). This may be shown by some people having a
rather optimistic view of life and judging people as being high in honesty,
sincerity, and responsibility, compared with how other people may judge
them. Other biases are evident when a person perceives that certain
personality characteristics are always found together. For example,
friendliness is perceived by some people as signalling intelligence. A
person with such a bias, who perceives a person as friendly, may also
perceive him or her as intelligent, even though there is no evidence of the
link between these characteristics.



Studies of implicit personality theory have demonstrated that people’s
implicit schemata or theories lead them to notice some types of information
rather than others, and to interpret ambiguous or incomplete information in a
way that is consistent with their expectations. These schemata also lead
perceivers to preferentially recall information that is consistent with, or highly
relevant to, their view of the world (Baldwin, 1992). For example, in one
study subjects read lists of adjectives that described certain types of people
(e.g., extroverts) and then later completed a recognition test. Subjects
falsely recognised words that were not on the original list. The words they
falsely recognised were highly consistent with the category of person that
was described. This result demonstrated the organising influence of
people’s implicit schemata (Cantor and Mischel, 1977).

Personal Construct Theory explains how we organise and simplify
information (Adams-Weber, 1979; Kelly, 1955). Kelly (1955) observed that
individuals develop personal construct systems to judge events (or the
activities of other people) and to make predictions about future events.
These construct systems operate as interpersonal filters which influence
observations and judgements about other people. They provide frames of
reference or sets that make receivers look for selected kinds of interpersonal
information and interpret this information according to their own constructs
(Duck, 1982).

The model of man (sic) which Kelly proposes in Personal Construct Theory
is that of “man as a scientist”. This means that individuals try to understand,
to make sense of, and to predict the world they inhabit. Individuals do this
by identifying recurrent themes in their experiences of the world, so that the
events they encounter are seen in relation to similar events. Individuals
develop personal construct systems to help them construe the people,
objects, and events they encounter in their life experiences. Kelly (1955)
defined a construct as a way in which two things are alike and thereby



different from a third or more things. It is the personal construct system that
guides individuals in their attempts to anticipate and understand future life
events (Bannister and Fransella, 1986). Personal constructs are very similar
to schemata, which in turn are synonymous with categories: they all refer to
reference points used by raters to help them make judgements about people
(Cantor and Mischel, 1977; Werner, 1994; Wyer and Srull, 1986).

The social cognition literature (e.g., Ostrom, Pryor, and Simpson, 1981;
Wyer and Srull, 1986) is compelling in arguing for the existence of these
knowledge structures, schemata, implicit personality theories, or personal
constructs. However, the question might be asked, “How do these
categories function in the performance evaluation setting?”. How can these
heuristic notions discussed in the literature be put into practice to determine
more clearly the importance of these notions for influencing performance
judgements at work?

One possibility is to consider what might be referred to as “folk theories” of
job performance (Borman, 1983). Folk theories are performance constructs
used by people familiar with a job to describe its performance requirements
and to differentiate between effective and ineffective performance. An
example of this would be a sales manager reporting that a critical factor to
successful performance of sales people is “having a high level of resilience,
being able to take the knocks, and bounce back after encountering a
setback”. These firm opinions about job performance requirements, or folk
theories, may be examples of categories or schemata that influence the way
an organisation’s members view and interpret individual work behaviour. It
is also likely that a person’s categories or schemata could affect the
evaluations of their subordinates, peers and superiors.
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The personal construct domain shows schemata significantly affect
performance evaluation, although the exact nature of this impact is unclear.
For example, do raters with different schemata regarding the performance
requirements for a job tend to disagree in their performance ratings? Also,
are these categories and their structure stable over time and in different
work contexts? Are categories difficult to change? Can raters be trained to
rate people against “valid” categories from a job analysis?

Attribution theory is also relevant to the performance rating process.
Attribution refers to observers or raters assigning causes to behaviour, often
erroneously (Kelley and Michela, 1989). Specifically, the fundamental
attribution error (Ross, 1977) occurs when individuals interpret their own
behaviour as being caused primarily by situational factors, yet interpret the
behaviour of others as influenced by their personal characteristics, or
internal dispositional factors. This effect has been demonstrated across a
range of settings (Kelley and Michela, 1989).

Results from attribution research most relevant to performance ratings are,
first, that consistent behaviour (performance) is more likely to be attributed to
dispositional factors than is inconsistent behaviour (Frieze and Weiner,
1971). Second, and related to this finding, unexpected performance
outcomes are attributed more to chance than to ability on the part of the
ratee (Zuckerman, 1979). Third, observing behaviour consistent with what is
expected tends to be interpreted as dispositionally caused, whereas
unexpected behaviour is thought to be more situationally determined.

Two studies that demonstrate the usefulness of attribution theory for
understanding performance ratings are, first, Deaux and Emswiller's (1974)
study, in which they found that men’s successful performance is more likely
to be attributed to their own doing than to chance, while the opposite pattern
of attribution is evident for women. The second study, by Scott and Hamner



(1975), required raters to evaluate the performance of videotaped actors
exhibiting mean levels of performance, but with some showing ascending
(i.e., improving) levels of performance and others descending levels. The
actors who showed ascending levels were rated relatively high on motivation
and effort and lower on ability as compared with their descending level
counterparts.

Attribution theory raises the question of what factors raters use when making
performance judgements and how those factors influence ratings. For
example, when raters attribute poor performance to situational causes, do
they give “extra credit”, providing higher ratings than warranted on the basis
of actual effectiveness, thus allowing for these situational influences?
Attribution theory provides some alternative ways of thinking about and
studying the performance rating process.

Rating Processes Research

The research on rating processes has also contributed to identifying how
people perceive and inake judgements about performance. It provides a
framework for assisting in the elimination of rating errors, biases, and
inaccuracies.

Appraising performance from the appraiser’s perspective is construed as a
process of cognitively processing information in order to make judgements
(llgen, Barmes-Farrell, and McKellin, 1993). Three critical sets of operations
have been identified. These are: the acquisition of information about the
people being evaluated, the organisation and storage of this information in
memory, and retrieval and integration of the information so a judgement can
be made (DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino, 1984; Feldman, 1981).



Two kinds of rating process cognitive models, that place slightly different
emphases on the three stages, have emerged in the performance rating
literature (Borman, 1991). The first model depicts the rating process as a
sequence that describes the observation, encoding, and storage of
information, recall of information and the judgement steps (DeNisi, Cafferty,
and Meglino, 1984; Landy and Farr, 1980). The second model is similar but
emphasises and elaborates on the encoding step of the rating process. It
considers, in some depth, the categorisation process that occurs during the
encoding step (Feldman, 1981; ligen and Feldman, 1983; Lord, 1985). The
principles of the two models are discussed below.

Behavioural Model of Perceiving and Making Judgements About
Performance

This model has been called a data-driven approach (Abelson, 1981), a
bottom-up approach (Fiske and Taylor, 1984), and a behaviour model
(Borman, 1977, 1978) of human judgement. The model developed by DeNisi
et al. (1984) proposes that raters must first observe the behaviour of the
ratee, then form a cognitive representation of that behaviour, store the
representation in memory, retrieve the information needed for the evaluation,
reconsider and integrate the retrieved information with present information

and, finally, assign the formal evaluation.

This model depicts the judgement process as an objective process by which
we accumulate many specific pieces of factual information, then integrate
this information in a logical and systematic way to form accurate judgements
about people (DeN:isi et al., 1984; Thornton, 1992). The model assumes we
are capable of attending to details of people’s behaviour, storing memories
of specific events, and forming objective judgements based on what actually

13



takes place. The rating sequence, along with factors hypothesised to
influence that process, is provided in Figure 2.1.

The DeNisi et al. (1984) model is detailed in specifying the cognitive steps
that take place during the rating process (see Figure 2.1). Performance
information is sought, coded, and installed first in “individual memory bins”
and then in longer term memory. Before performance is evaluated, the rater
makes judgements about possible external influences on the performance
and how typical this performance is of the ratee. DeNisi et al. (1984)
emphasise that the rater is an active seeker of performance information;
they also note the central importance of memory in the rating process.

While this model views the perceiver as an objective receiver and processor
of information, it is recognised that different raters observing the same
person may observe, encode, store, and recall different information (Tsui
and Ohlott, 1988). Potential sources of error are rampant (Borman, 1991).
These include inadequate sampling of the job behaviour domain, lack of
knowledge or cooperation by the raters, or changes in the job environment.
It is recognised that the distortion of information may occur at any stage of
the perceptual or memory processes (Cantor and Mischel, 1977)

The behaviour model indicates that observers are able to observe and
remember specific behaviours (Hintzman, 1986,1988). Research has shown
that when people observe others they can in fact remember most of the
social interaction that takes place (Hastie and Kumar, 1979; Locksley,
Borgida, Brekke, and Hepburn, 1980). However, it is acknowledged by most
researchers that it is unlikely that humans are able to perceive and store in
long-term memory all the stimuli they encounter (Thornton, 1992).

14



15

Buney Bujwiopad jo |opop (¥86 1) ounBay pue ‘Auege) ‘ISIN eq :1°z ainbi4

s0uanbosuo))

I

Bunes euly
Sunes

OojuT pow[suRn
pue powidam v

eop ' ¢ asodmy -

uonwn[BA?

wawmnsuy -
xoq uonwoyIads-won

A NY o »
T oms | " oy

[uLg

uonEN¥A? A.L uonnqumE AL uonnqUNE suiq Asowsaur

[eusiojuy Limqms S0 [sapatpuy

ul pasars pue

‘parwaBormt
PO |
e

[qusup) [Pu=y Hopenioyel

SUOHON
PAAIIUORL]

UOTIBULIOJU] [EUONIPPY JOJ Y0Ieas




16

One factor that determines what behaviours we observe and record is the
purpose of the observation (Higgins and Bargh, 1987). In most everyday
social interactions, individuals need to form only general impressions of
other people, so they tend to extract and retain overall impressions, a fact
which supports the schema theory. However, when people are told that the
purpose of the observation is to observe and note in detail what they
observe, as in assessment centres, they can in fact do so (Alba and Hasher,
1983).

Schema Model of Perceiving and Making Judgements About
Performance

This model is described as a schema-driven approach (Fiske and Taylor,
1984). It has also been called a top-down approach and a cognitive
categorisation model (Nisbett and Ross, 1980). These terms convey the
idea that when we think about people’s behaviour we are influenced by our
prior perceptions, memory, and inferences about these people; that we fail to
see objectively many detailed behaviours that take place; and that our
memory consists largely of general impressions and broad evaluations of
people.

This model emphasises and elaborates on the encoding step in the previous
model and considers, in some depth, how information is categorised and
processed (Feldman, 1981; ligen and Feldman, 1983; Lord, 1985). This
approach states that we have limited capacities to attend to the vast array of
environmental stimuli that bombards us, and therefore we are selective in
the events we attend to and have flawed capacities to remember prior events
(Alba and Hasher, 1983; Thornton, 1992).



The Feldman (1981, 1986) and ligen and Feldman (1983) models contain
the cognitive-based information processing sequence that was described
previously in the behavioural model, with two additional features. First, they
elaborate considerably on the categorisation process, that part of the
process model where encoding takes place. Confronted with the barrage of
performance-related information about ratees, the rater simplifies the
information by categorising it into dimensions that represent, in relatively
simple form, the complexity of the “raw” behaviour observed. Categories are
selected for a ratee behaviour via a matching process between features of
the behaviour (e.g., works long hours) and the category (e.g., hardworking).
When work-related information about the ratee is to be recorded, often the
category is brought up rather than the specific behaviour (Lord and Maher,
1989).

The classification schemes we use are devices to help us simplify our
observations and may not be meaningful categories. The categories we
use, the associations we make among specific behaviours within categories,
and the associations we make among categories may be artificially created
by the implicit personality theories that we hold about people (Cooper,
1981). If a person believes, for example, that people who speak fluently are
intelligent, then, according to schema theory, these systems of beliefs may
be artificially created and not based on real behaviour.

A second difference between the behavioural and schema model is that
automatic and controlled attentional processes are distinguished. When the
patterns of ratee behaviour conform with previous impressions, then the
behaviour is “automatically” categorised without much conscious effort.
However, when an unexpected or otherwise noteworthy behaviour is
observed, more active categorising, including changing categories for a
ratee (e.g., from “conscientious” to “careless at times”), is likely to occur.
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Schema-driven theory also states that memories are predominantly
composed of abstract representations or interpretations of events that have
been witnessed (Cooper, 1981; Fiske and Taylor, 1984). This implies that
short-term memory may consist of accurate details whereas long-term
memory consists largely of general categories lacking in detail (Wyer and
Srull, 1986). Furthermore, any detail transferred to long-term memory
remains there only for a limited period of time. Decay takes place, and this
decay is selective. According to this theory, we tend to retain those bits of
information that are consistent with the general impressions we hold.

As mentioned earlier, categorising performance-related behaviour simplifies
a large amount of performance information that is observed. Research in
cognitive psychology has confirmed the heuristic usefulness of some kinds
of knowledge categories or structures. These categories have been used to
explain social classifications in performance appraisal (Borman, 1987;
Nathan and Lord, 1983), leadership perceptions (Lord, Foti, and De Vader,
1984), threat versus opportunity labels in strategic decision-making (Dutton
and Jackson, 1987), organisational culture (Harris, 1989), goal-related
cognitions (Gioia and Poole, 1984; Lord and Kernan, 1987), and framing
effects in decision-making (Beach, 1990). These categories are referred to
by many different names, with minor variations in meaning, such as
schemata, prototypes, stereotypes or scripts (Lord and Maher, 1991).

As defined earlier, schemata are virtually synonymous with categories, both
referring to reference concepts used by raters to help make judgements
about people. Prototypes highlight modal or typical features of a category
(e.g., Hastie, 1981) and can be thought of as good examples of schemata.
An example of a prototype, is “Joe is a perfect example of what | think of as
sociable”. Stereotypes are similar to prototypes but refer to groups of people
rather than individuals (Hamilton and Gifford, 1976). Stereotypes have been
defined as shared, consensual beliefs about a group (Bar-Tal and
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Kruglanski, 1992). Attributes are assigned to a person solely on the basis of
the class or category to which they belong. In addition, stereotypes tend to
carry a significant affective component, usually negative. Finally, scripts of
events or event sequences are what is remembered as being representative
of a person’s actions (Abelson, 1981). They are often abstracted versions of
actual events, with gaps filled in to create a coherent story. In filling these
gaps, actions and other made-up parts of the story are included to be
consistent with what is remembered about the events sequence relating to
the person being evaluated.

According to schema theory, our selective perception operates in a
predictable way, we tend to under-sample relevant observations (Cooper,
1981; Major, 1980); that is, we make relatively few observations that are
relevant to the judgements we must make. In addition, our prior knowledge
of an individual influences our subsequent observations. According to this
view, the observer has a difficult time withholding judgement and may make
judgements based on little relevant information, instead of taking into
account the abundant information that is usually available. Basically,
schemata and associated hypothesised knowledge structures are used to
reduce the complexity in social perception. They also result in specific
behavioural information not being retained, which invariably results in errors
and biases in perception.

It is clear that there are two well developed points of view about how we
perceive information and how we make judgements: the schema-driven and
behaviour-driven based theories. There is theoretical and research support
for each theory. The social judgement research provides some useful
guidelines on when each of the two approaches is used. If people are
simply forming general impressions of others, then schemata are more likely
to affect observations, memory, and judgements (Fiske and Taylor, 1984).
On the other hand, if people are told to observe details, they can and do
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perceive and retain a vast amount of specific information (Sherman, Judd,
and Park, 1989). If observers must rely on memory, implicit personality
theories may come to mind, and artificially high relationships among the
dimensions may result (Cooper, 1981). Nathan and Lord (1983) have shown
that if behaviours fit into clear cognitive dimensions, observers are able to
put observations directly into long term memory, but if observers do not have
a clear understanding of the categories, they will not recall real behaviours
and may in fact reconstruct events to fit the general schemata they hold
(Alba and Hasher, 1983).

Thornton (1992) states that neither of the approaches explains what
happens in all instances of interpersonal judgement. He states that instead
of trying to determine which theory is the most accurate, we should try to
understand when each process occurs, what conditions foster behaviour-
based or schema-based evaluation, and what can be learned to foster better
assessment. In addition, there has also been a call to focus on why raters
often distort ratings (i.e., why some people rate people favourably, when
they regard their performance as poor). These motivational variables are
often not considered in the cognitive processing models (Dipboye, 1985;
Fried, Bellamy, and Tiegs, 1992; Schmitt and Klimoski, 1990).

Cognitive Structures Used in Perception

Recent perception research has focused primarily on the structures people
use to perceive information. Personality traits are viewed as one of the
many structures people use to make sense of other people (Fiske, 1993).

The most popular and enduring taxonomy of personality descriptors is the
Five Factor model (Digman, 1990). Generally, researchers agree that there
are five robust factors of personality that can serve as a meaningful
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taxonomy for classifying personality attributes (Digman, 1990; Mount,
Barrick, and Strauss, 1994). People tend to assess and describe people in
relation to this five-factor model, because they believe these five traits
largely reflect people’s goals and predict their behaviour.

This taxonomy has consistently emerged in longitudinal studies from
different sources (e.g., ratings by self, spouse, acquaintances, and friends);
with numerous personality inventories and theoretical systems; and in
different age, sex, race, and language groups (Digman, 1990; Mount,
Barrick, and Strauss, 1994). Although the names for these factors differ
across researchers, the following labels and prototypical characteristics are
representative: extraversion (sociable, talkative, assertive, ambitious, and
active), agreeableness (good-natured, cooperative, and trusting),
conscientious (responsible, dependable, able to plan, organised, persistent,
and achievement-oriented), emotional stability (calm, secure and not
nervous), and openness to experience (imaginative, artistically sensitive,
and intellectual) (Mount, Barrick, and Strauss, 1994).

People also use stereotypes in much the same way as personality traits to
distinguish among people. Compared with traits, stereotypes have richer
associations, more visual features, more distinctive characteristics, and
operate more efficiently (Anderson, Klatzky, and Murray, 1990). People’s
stereotypes are often well established and categorisation happens
automatically (Fiske, 1993). Appearance is frequently used as a basis for
stereotyping people.

One specific type of stereotyped appearance that has recently provoked
considerable research, is the degree to which a person’s face is babyish
(Zebrowitz, 1990). Perceivers see baby-faced others (regardless of whether
they are an infant or adult) as needing to be nurtured. Baby-faced adults are
seen as submissive, naive, warm, innocent, and not shrewd. No doubt there



are some real benefits to possessing a “baby-face” for some occupations
such as salesperson.

A third type of categorisation that has received attention in recent times is
the use of stories to assist in making sense of events where the individual
does not have ready categorisations (Brunner, 1991). People create brief
stories in their head that allow them to make sense of puzzling or conflicting
information. For example, stories could be fabricated to help understand
why an A grade student who had a wide circle of friends and interests
committed suicide.

There are clearly many cognitive errors that can interfere with our
evaluations of people’s performance. Integral to our understanding of the
evaluation process is an understanding of the cognitive errors or illusions

that occur when we make evaluative decisions.

Cognitive Errors

As mentioned earlier, we rely on simplifying strategies, or rules of thumb,
when making decisions which often introduce a number of errors into the
evaluation process (Bazerman, 1990). The simplifying strategies that we
use to make decisions are called heuristics. They are standard rules that
implicitly direct our judgement. They serve as a mechanism for coping with
the complex environment surrounding our decisions. In general, heuristics
can be useful in that they often provide people with a simple way of dealing
with an abundance of complex information (Bazerman, 1990).

Northcraft, Neale, and Huber (1989) suggest there are three specific biases
that are most relevant to evaluation decisions: availability, salience bias and
anchoring, and adjustment. They state that other cognitive errors such as
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hindsight, representativeness, base-rate fallacy, fundamental attribution
error, false consensus, and halo also impact on evaluation decisions.

Availability and Salience bias

When we evaluate people’s performance we recall instances of their past
performance. People assess the frequency, probability, or likely causes of
an event by the degree to which instances or occurrences of that event are
readily available in memory (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). Our ability to
recall information is vulnerable to the availability bias (Downing, 1994).
Often, managers rely on intuitive judgements about the frequency of certain
types of performance to base their overall assessment on the ease with
which instances come to mind.

Underlying this process is the assumption that available behaviour is
frequent behaviour, and is therefore representative of an employee’s overall
performance (Brodt, 1990). If a person, for example, is asked to evaluate a
performer and only instances of poor performance come to mind, they might
conclude that poor performance is more frequent than superior performance
and that the employee is an overall poor performer. Research on the
availability heuristic suggests that samples of behaviour brought to mind are
randomly selected, and the ease with which instances come to mind is not
necessarily indicative of their relative frequency (Tversky and Kahneman,
1973).

There are a number of ways in which the availability heuristic might bias
judgements. First, as Taylor and Thompson (1982) suggest, information that
is salient and vivid captures a disproportionate amount of people’s attention
and may therefore bias judgement. Nisbett and Ross (1980) defined vivid as



“(a) emotionally interesting, (b) concrete and imagery-provoking, and (c)
proximate in a sensory, temporal, or spatial way” (p. 45).

For instance, information about a female senior executive’s performance
might tend to be remembered more easily if she were the only female senior
executive. Information about her performance would tend to be more salient
because she would “stand out” amongst an all-male peer group. Often
salient information may be given overdue emphasis (Nisbett and Ross,
1980). Three factors may underlie the relative ease of accessing vivid
information from memory. First, valid information attracts attention so it is
processed more fully than less memorable information. Second, vivid
information often evokes a mental image that facilitates encoding retrieval of
information from memory. Third, people often respond emotionally to vivid

information.

Familiarity also influences how availably the information can be recalled.

For instance, Tversky and Kahneman (1974) gave two groups of subjects
lists of names that contained well-known celebrities. One group was given a
list that included more famous men than women, and the other group was
given a list that included more famous women than men. Both groups were
asked to estimate the number of men and women included on the lists. Both
groups overestimated the number of people in the gender category that
included more famous people. Familiarity with the names had made the
information more available, which influenced the frequency estimate.

Recency also influences the availability of information (Tversky and
Kahneman, 1974). Recent instances are more available than instances that
occurred in the past, even though a recent event may be highly atypical.
Often managers recount what a subordinate did that morning, yesterday, and
the day before, as an indicator of their performance. So a mediocre
manager is likely to get a higher performance rating if she or he had recently
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been responsible for completion of a successful project, because of the
recency of the success.

Anchoring and Adjustment

When we make judgements about people we invariably start from a base
point or anchor and then proceed through a series of adjustments as we
receive more information until a final evaluation is reached (Brodt, 1990;
Switzer and Sniezek, 1991). Hogarth (1988) proposes that this estimation is
an ongoing process. He describes the process of person perception, for
example, as one of incremental adjustments from an initial impression
(possibly inaccurate) to a state of knowing the individual.

The initial value, or starting point, may be suggested from historical
precedent, from the way in which a problem is presented, or from random
information. Judgements progress incrementally through a series of
tentative judgements or “best guesses” and, presumably, their adjustment
process corrects any inaccuracies along the way. Errors can occur if there
is an over-reliance on an arbitrary anchor, or reference point, or if there is an
insufficient adjustment away from the initial value. When measuring
performance, managers have a variety of potential anchors at their disposal
(e.g., goals, group norms); but they tend to anchor their assessments on
past performance (e.g., “How well did she do relative to last year?”).

Neale, Huber, and Northcraft (1987) provide evidence of anchoring effects in
performance appraisal and allocation of resources. They found that
subordinates who had received accolades in the past were significantly more
likely to continue to benefit in the future, compared with subordinates who
had received lower assessments. In particular, subordinates who had

previously received high ratings and who continued to receive positive
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feedback, were rewarded larger pay increases, were high in the probabilities
of promotion, and were less likely to be perceived as in need of training
compared with their subordinates who had received lower past assessments.
In this case the anchor was their previous past performance. Similarly,
Goodman (1974) reported that independent of subordinate performance,
managers who received raises tended to award larger raises to their
subordinates than did managers with lower salaries. The manager’s salary
in this case may act as an anchor.

Other lllusions

Brodt (1990) states that the evaluation of performance is also vulnerable to
five other cognitive illusions. They are hindsight, representativeness, base-
rate fallacy, fundamental attribution error, false consensus, and halo error.
Research suggests a “hindsight” illusion, or a “knew-it-all-along” effect can
lead people to over-exaggerate what could have been anticipated when
dealing with a problem (Wood, 1978). This effect refers to people’s
tendency to alter their perception of the inevitability of an event once they
know the outcome of the event (Christensen-Szalanski and Willham, 1991).
The view of what actually happened (e.g., a stock market crash) is seen by
people as relatively more inevitable than before it happened (Fischhoff and
Beyth, 1975).

Hindsight bias results in assessors being harsh when evaluating people’s
performance, particularly if performance is poor. People believe that it
should be possible to anticipate events much more easily than is actually the
case. This results in successful forecasting being given less credit than it
deserves. Also, the mistakes which people make appear baffling and
obvious in hindsight, because people cannot divorce themselves from the
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outcome and understand what it was truly like for the person making the
decisions, without the benefit of knowing the outcome.

In a typical hindsight study, subjects are presented with information about a
chance event which has two or more possible outcomes. They are then
informed about which outcome actually occurred and are asked to indicate
the likelihood of that outcome occurring had they not been told what
happened. This results in a hindsight probability estimate being determined.
This is compared with a “foresight” probability estimate, which is calculated
by giving another group of subjects the same information but not telling them
the outcome. The greater the difference between the two probability
estimates, the greater the effect of hindsight bias. When the hindsight bias
is operating, events which have occurred retrospectively are seen as having
been more likely to have occurred and events which did not occur are
retrospectively seen as been less likely to have occurred (Christensen-
Szalanski and Willham, 1991).

The representativeness heuristic allows a rater to assess an employee’s
performance quickly by evaluating the goodness of fit between the individual
and a category prototype such as “a good performer” or “a bad performer”. It
is a cognitive shortcut that reduces a complex task of evaluation to a “simple
goodness of fit” assessment. Managers use the representativeness heuristic
on a regular basis. They predict a person’s performance based on the
category of persons that the focal individual represents for them in their past
(Bazerman, 1990).

In some cases the use of the heuristic is a good first cut approximation, in
other cases, it leads to discriminatory behaviour. Often individuals tend to
rely on such strategies, even when this information is insufficient and better
information exists with which to make an accurate judgement. More often

representativeness leads to serious errors because of the inconsistency
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between the logic of probability and the logic of representativeness. More
research needs to be done on identifying salient categories that people use
to judge effectiveness (Brodt, 1990).

Base rate fallacy occurs when people tend to under-use base rate
information when making predictions, or information about the prior
probability of an event. Conversely, people overemphasise specific,
concrete, and anecdotal information, which is often less valid and reliable
than base rate information (Hamill, Wilson, and Nisbett, 1980; Taylor, 1982).

This is demonstrated in Tversky's and Kahneman’s (1973) study. They
asked subjects to read a personality description and estimate the likelihood
that the person was an engineer or a lawyer. For one group of subjects the
individual was randomly drawn from a group of 70 engineers and 30 lawyers,
and for another group the individual was drawn from a group of 30 engineers
and 70 lawyers. Both groups were given identical personality descriptions
for the individual in question. Since the two groups of subjects were given
different base rates (prior odds), different estimates should have been
obtained from these two groups, according to Bayes’s rule. However,
subjects from both groups gave the same probability estimates. Tversky and
Kahneman concluded that the base rate information had been ignored
because the subjects based their judgements on the representativeness of
the personality description (i.e., whether the personality description sounded
more “attorney-like” or “engineer-like”).

Fundamental attribution error occurs when people attribute behaviour to a
person’s disposition and ignore powerful determinants of behaviour (Ross
and Anderson, 1982). Ross (1977) argues that people rarely analyse
situations as “intuitive scientists” who are in search of the true course of an
action or event; rather people’s investigations are biased, generally
overlooking situation factors in favour of personality traits and dispositions.



For example, a general manager may conclude that the sales managers are
less committed and motivated than the previous year because of a drop in
the number of sales. The manager may be overlooking the three new
competitors that have entered the market, and that all three were selling
similar products. The general manager’s erroneous assumption about the
sales managers’ performance is likely to be an example of a fundamental
attribution error. Fundamental attribution error has been shown to have a
negative impact on the quality of assessments in work situations (Borman,
1991).

Another error is the tendency to perceive “false consensus”. That is, an
individual’s own behaviour and responses to situations are considered
typical and appropriate, while other alternatives are considered odd and
inappropriate (Ross and Anderson, 1982). False consensus bias presents
potentially the gloomiest forecast for the future of fair and equitable
performance evaluation. False consensus implies that the manager believes
that his or her choices in behaviour are the norm. As a result of false
consensus, a capable subordinate who excels may be robbed of the rewards
for successful performance. A subordinate may, for example, excel and his
manager believes she would have behaved similarly to her subordinate,
given the same situation. The manager would reframe the subordinate’s
behaviour as commonplace and treat it as such, by not recognising the
subordinate’s behaviour. This may lead the subordinate to devalue his
accomplishments and reconstrue the event as being unexceptional. In this
way false consensus can undervalue excellent performance in the work
place.

The halo effect (Thorndike, 1920) is another error that can interfere with the
rating process. It is probably the most pervasive bias in performance
evaluation. The halo effect occurs when a rater generalises from one trait or
a global impression to all other traits (Murphy, Jacko, and Anhalt, 1993; Tsui
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and Ohlott, 1988). An individual is rated either high or low on many factors
because the rater knows (or thinks they know) that the individual is high or
low on some specific or key factor. In other words, the ratings do not
discriminate among different performance factors.

The concept of personal constructs helps shed light on how a halo is formed
by raters (Ostroff and ligen, 1985). The categories used to evaluate people
are based on global traits rather than on specific behaviours observed, and
the rater’s belief about trait covariation will affect his or her evaluation of
others. A similar idea is discussed by DeNisi, Cafferty, and Meglino (1984),
who suggest that preconceived notions that the rater holds about the ratee
are one determinant of the kinds of information the rater seeks about the
ratee’s performance. These preconceived notions help the rater form the
basis or schema that will be used to interpret incoming stimuli. If a rater
characterises a ratee in terms of “good” or “bad” schema, the rater will
collect and recall only those pieces of information that are consistent with
the schema.

A common assumption is that increased observation of performance-relevant
ratee behaviour will reduce halo bias and therefore improve the validity of
subsequent ratings. The available evidence indicates, however, that when
raters have a greater opportunity to observe a rater's performance, and are
more familiar with the behaviour to be rated, halo actually increases (Jacobs
and Kozlowski, 1985). Other suggested solutions to the halo problem have
ranged from rater training (Borman, 1975; Pulakos, 1984) to statistical
correction for halo (Holzbach, 1978; Landy, Vance, Barnes-Farrell, and
Steele, 1980), both of which have demonstrated mixed success.

In conclusion, a number of factors influence how people perceive and make
judgements about work performance. The focus over the last 20 years has
changed from primarily focusing on the rating form to trying to understand



people’s cognitive processes. In particular, more emphasis is being placed
on examining the categories people use to decide about the effectiveness of
others (Barnes-Farrell and Coutkure, 1984; ligen, Barnes-Farrell and
McKellin, 1993).

It is now necessary to focus on issues related to managerial effectiveness,
such as the criterion, the format and content of competencies, the definition
and nature of managerial work, and the concept of managerial effectiveness.
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CHAPTER THREE
MANAGERIAL EFFECTIVENESS

The search for the behaviours that capture the essence of effective
managerial performance is not too dissimilar to the search for the Holy
Grail. Much effort has been spent producing lists of managerial skills that
describe what managers must possess or be able to do if they want to be
effective. The search for this elusive list of managerial skills seems
almost out of control, if the explosion of popular management books that
contain the latest essential (sic) management skills is any indication
(Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz, 1988).

The commitment to identifying the criteria for effective managerial
performance, in fact, any workers’ performance, has been the focus of
psychologists for a number of years (Austin and Villanova, 1992).
Psychologists well appreciate that measures of criterion performance are

necessary for sound personnel practices in organisations (Borman, 1991).

They are therefore essential for assessing the impact of any personnel
management action on individual and group performance (Schmitt and
Klimoski, 1990).

The Criterion

There have been many ways in which the criterion has been defined
(Austin, Villanova, Kane, and Bernardin, 1991; Guion, 1993). Austin and
Villanova (1992) in their review of criterion measurement defined it as “a
sample of performance (including behaviour and outcomes), measured
directly or indirectly, perceived to be of value to organisational
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constituencies for facilitating decisions about predictors or programs” (p.
838). The criterion is essentially an evaluative standard that can be used
to measure a person’s performance. Psychologists are committed to
defining criteria accurately so they can develop methods for observing
and measuring them, so people can better predict who will be successful

and who will not.

When criteria are discussed they are often referred to as the “criterion
problem” (Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager, 1993; Cascio, 1991;
Landy and Farr, 1983; Smith, 1976). This term is often invoked to alert
people to the difficulties involved in the process of conceptualising and
measuring performance constructs that are multidimensional and
appropriate for different purposes (e.g., selection, training initiatives,
performance appraisal, etc.). Austin and Villanova (1992) provided a
comprehensive review of the issues surrounding the criterion problem.
They considered the conceptualisations, technical advances, and
controversies in the measurement and use of criteria since the formal
beginnings of industrial and organisational psychology. Recently the
dimensionality of criteria, the combining of criteria, and whether criteria
are dynamic, have been topics of general interest.

Criterion dimensionality is an intriguing and complicating concept in the
area of criterion measurement (Borman, 1991; Ghiselli, 1956). The notion
is that two or more persons on the same job may be equally effective, but
may reach the level of performance very differently in behavioural terms.
This is likely to be the case in positions that have a reasonable amount of
discretion in the way in which activities can be performed. In a
management job, for example, one manager may lead with charisma and
flair, while another may have virtually no flair or charisma but have a very
participative and caring management style. Therefore, different
dimensions of performance are relevant for assessing the effectiveness of



these two managers. In positions where different behavioural patterns are
possible for success, this could create a potential criterion problem
(Borman, 1991; Cascio, 1991).

Another criterion dimensionality issue is the expansion of the criterion to
include extra role behaviours, those behaviours that go beyond the
requirements of a specified job role (Werner, 1994). Borman and
Motowidlo (1993) suggested that the notion of contextual performance
needs to be considered when considering the criteria required for specific
positions. These extras are not directly involved in task performance but
are similar to constructs such as “citizenship” (Organ, 1988) and
“prosocial organisational behaviour” (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986).
Examples of contextual performance dimensions include extra effort,
volunteering for tasks, helping others, and following organisational rules.
Research suggests that as much as 30% of a manager’s job may be
defined in terms of contextual performance dimensions (Landy and
Shankster, 1994). In addition, it is hypothesised that contextual
performance has a strong influence on personnel decisions (e.g.,
promotion, training opportunities). Contextual performance issues, such
as helping others, will no doubt attract considerable research attention in
future years.

Another issue that has caused considerable debate is multiple versus
composite criteria (Latham and Wexley, 1994). There are those who
maintain that measures of different aspects of job performance should be
combined into a single overall composite measure, and those who feel
measures of performance should be kept separate and used
independently (Schneider and Schmitt, 1986).

While this controversy has been waged for many years, the solution
appears relatively straightforward. Both sides are right in different
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situations. The resolution of the controversy depends on how the criteria
or criterion will be used. If the goal is to make practical decisions about
staff members, such as in selection or hiring, then computation of some
weighted composite is essential. However, if the goal is to understand the
dimensions of job performance and how they contribute to job success, as
in the case of the identification of training needs, then multiple criteria
should be used.

However, the composite criterion concept is not useful when high
performance on one dimension cannot compensate for low job
performance on another. For example, consider the case of a manager
who has well developed critical thinking skills but has difficulty
communicating with staff. Clearly, the manager's analytical ability can not
compensate for the inability to communicate. The idea that lack of good
performance in one dimension can be compensated for by high
performance in other dimensions works for most, but not all, jobs
(Schneider and Schmitt, 1986).

There has been much debate over whether criteria are dynamic and
therefore change in importance over time (Austin, Humphreys, and Hulin,
1989; Barrett and Alexander, 1989; Barrett, Caldwell, and Alexander,
1989; Deadrick and Madigan, 1990; Hanges, Schneider, and Niles, 1990).
The dynamic criterion phenomenon could cause certain variables to be
good predictors of performance at one point in an employee’s tenure but
not at another. The dimensions of performance that seem to be
appropriate and valid early in people’s careers may in fact be unrelated to
their job performance at a later stage (Cascio, 1991). In management
jobs the standards against which people are evaluated change over time.
The criteria for assessing the effectiveness of a new manager may
concentrate on factors such as “willingness to learn” or “ability to assume



responsibility”, while at a later time the standards may concentrate more
on the manager’s effectiveness in achieving organisational goals.

The research studies that have tackled the issue of dynamic criteria have
not as yet produced a definitive answer on whether work performance
criteria are dynamic (Austin, Humphreys, and Hulin, 1989; Barrett and
Alexander, 1989; Landy and Shankster, 1994). A fundamental issue
embedded in the research on dynamic criteria concems how change is
measured. Researchers have at last started to shed light on the dynamic
criteria debate by investigating individual change patterns. The
researchers are keen to establish whether changes in perfformance are
systematic and, if they are, whether there are inter-individual differences
in intra-individual change patterns (Hofmann, Jacobs and Baratta, 1993).

Hofmann and his colleagues (Jacobs, Hofmann, and Kriska, 1990;
Hofmann, Jacobs, and Baratta, 1993; Hofmann, Jacobs, and Gerras,
1992) have attempted to tackle the issue of how change is measured.
They argue that the apparent stability of performance measures over time
is the result of aggregating the different performance patterns of
individuals. They found, for example, that after five years, three different
patterns of performance appear in baseball players. One group continues
to get better, one group stays about the same, and another group gets
worse. While these results play havoc with utility estimates, it does
provide a possible solution to the dynamic criteria debate: both sides are
right (Landy and Shankster, 1994). Some people change and some
people stay the same. This avenue of research is still too new to provide
a definitive answer, but it is an interesting area for further research (Landy
and Shankster, 1994).
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Definition of Managerial Competencies

Recently, the term “competency” has been used in the management
literature to describe the criterion. The use of this term has led to a
renewed interest in defining the criterion for effective managerial
performance. As with the criterion, defining the competencies required to
be an effective manager should, if identified and described clearly, form
the basis of an organisation’s human resource practice (Sparrow, 1994).
These competencies can be used to select, promote, and develop future
managers (Lipshitz and Nevo, 1992).

The introduction of the term competencies by researchers and
practitioners has been attributed to two sources, Boyatzis’s 1982 book
“The Competent Manager” (Woodruffe, 1992), and British educationalists
and trainers. In the 1980s, the latter produced a stream of influential
publications and reports attacking Britain’s poor management (Sparrow,
1994). The competency approach was seen as the solution to improving
management skills, as it defined in behavioural terms what was required
of effective managers. One of the attractions of the competency approach
was that it focused on what people “can do” rather than on what they
know (Hogg, Beard, and Lee, 1994).

The increased interest in defining the competencies of effective managers
has been attributed to two main factors (Boam and Sparrow, 1992). First,
the realisation that an organisation’s effectiveness rests largely with its
managers (Hanson, 1986; Thomas, 1988; Thurow, 1984). Day and Lord
(1989) estimate that the actions of senior management can explain as
much as 45% of an organisation’s performance. Other studies suggest
that a chief executive’s performance is the largest determinant of an
organisation’s success (Hunter, Schmidt, and Judiesch, 1990). While a
small body of researchers assert that a manager’s performance is an



inconsequential determinant of organisational performance (Meindl and
Ehrlich, 1987; Pfeffer, 1977), the majority of the research indicates that
managers play a key role in both the success and failure of an
organisation (Hanson, 1986; Whetten and Cameron, 1991).

Second, the failure of large scale change programmes to deliver the
necessary improvements in individual employee behaviour has also
contributed to the recent interest in competencies (Beer, Eisenstat, and
Spectue, 1990; Boam and Sparrow, 1992). These programmes have
often failed to change staff because they have omitted to define the “new”
behaviours expected of employees. They have mostly concentrated on
developing quality and cultural change programmes that are heavy on
theoretical concepts, but light on defining the skills employees need to be
effective.

There has been considerable confusion about what is meant by the term
“competency” (Elkin, 1995; Sparrow, 1994). What psychological
constructs do competencies describe (e.g., work functions, aptitudes,
attitudes, performance outcomes, etc.)? Are there generic competencies
or are they all organisation-specific? Are they able to be learnt or are
they discriminative (i.e., selectable)?

Spencer and Spencer (1993) defined them as underlying characteristics
of an individual that are causally related to criterion-referenced effective
and/or superior performance in a job. A competency in this instance can
be defined as a motive, trait, skill, aspect of a person’s self image or
social role, or a body of knowledge. Criterion-referenced means that the
competency actually predicts who does something well or poorly, as
measured on a specific criterion or standard. Spencer and Spencer
(1993) stressed that a competency is not a competency unless it predicts
something meaningful in a real world environment.
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Houghiemstra (1990) provided a similar definition of competency, by
suggesting a competency is the accumulation of know-how, skills,
standards and values, ideas, qualities, traits, and motives which
successful people bring to their work. Saul (1989) provided a simpler
definition, suggesting that a competency is any characteristic of a
manager that enables him/her to perform successfully in a job. Boyatzis
(1982) defined managerial competencies as underlying characteristics of
a person that differentiate superior from average and poor managerial
performance.

The literature is not helpful in removing the confusion surrounding the use
of the term competency, as it contains a myriad of definitions. On the one
hand, it is said to relate to effective performance, and is definable and
measurable. On the other hand, it can refer to underlying characteristics
which are difficult to measure (Hogg, Beard, and Lee, 1994). The term
competency has often been used as an umbrella term to cover almost
anything that might directly or indirectly affect job performance
(Woodruffe, 1992).

Competency Formats

There are currently three major perspectives on the format competencies
should take (Gonczi, Hager, and Athanasou, 1993). The first, and
probably the most widely held, is referred to as the task-based, output-
oriented, or behaviourist approach. It is similar to the Functional Job
Analysis approach developed by Sidney Fine (1971). This approach
conceptualises competencies in terms of the tasks of the job that need to
be performed competently. In effect the task becomes the competency,
such that, if managers can manage staff, they are said to possess the
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competency of staff management. Evidence for the possession of the
competency is based on direct observation of the task.

The tasks, the focus of this competency approach, have been defined in
different ways (Harvey, 1991). Gael (1988) reported that the definitions
have some common ground, such as: tasks involve an action or series of
actions or elements; these actions are performed closely in time and
usually in the same order; the task has an identifiable starting and
stopping point; task performance results in a meaningful and identifiable
goal, outcome, or objective, and tasks are assignable to individual
positions. The task action verb (e.g., calculate, locate, refer, etc.) is
critical and should be observable and as behaviourally explicit as
possible.

The task based approach has been criticised for ignoring underlying
managerial attributes that contribute to the manager’s performance and
therefore not providing a complete picture of the competencies required to
perform the job (Gonczi, Hager, and Athanasou, 1993). To manage staff
effectively, the manager will need to possess managerial attributes such
as perceptiveness, sensitivity, and listening ability. If a purely task-based
or output-oriented approach is adopted, these attributes would be ignored
because the competencies only describe the tasks that needed to be
performed (i.e., provide feedback to staff) and do not describe the
performance standards that need to be achieved (i.e., feedback is given
on a regular basis). The identification of personal attributes helps to
distinguish between average and superior performance (Boyatzis, 1982).
The ability to provide feedback to staff sensitively, for example, may be a
factor that differentiates average from superior managers.

The second competency model concentrates on the general attributes of
the position holder that are crucial to effective performance. This



approach has been called an “inputs”-oriented approach to competencies
(Baker, 1991). These competencies are often more behaviourally
abstract than the task-based competency approach (Harvey, 1991).

Such an approach concentrates on the underlying attributes people need
to display to perform a job effectively (e.g., sensitivity, critical thinking)
and not with the job itself (i.e., staff management). It takes into account
some of the so-called “soft” competencies like sensitivity and creativity,
which are now seen as increasingly important to an organisation’s
effectiveness (Jacobs, 1989). In this model, competencies are thought of
as general attributes. The model ignores the context in which they might
be applied (i.e., what tasks require sensitivity to be displayed?).

The inputs orientation to competencies has been criticised for its inability
to link the attributes required to perform the job effectively (i.e., sensitivity)
with the tasks or functions that need to be performed (i.e., provide
feedback to staff on their performance). If an effort is not made to link the
attributes to the tasks, the list of competencies required for a position can
grow exponentially, because no checks are in place to ensure the
attributes are really necessary for performing the tasks. The overriding
criticism to the “inputs” approach is that it is not useful for comparing the
similarities and differences between management positions, because
different terms (i.e., empathy versus sympathy) could be used to describe
the same input competency (Baehr, 1988).

The third approach seeks to marry the input and output approach to
competency development. It brings together the behaviours people need
to display in order to do the job effectively (e.g., sensitivity) and the
functions and tasks (e.qg., staff management). As shown in Table 3.1, it
shows which competency inputs (i.e., attributes) are required for
completing the various managerial outputs (i.e., functions or tasks).
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Table 3.1: Grid Relating Competency Inputs and Outputs

Competency Inputs
Sensitivity Critical Perceptiveness Organisation
Thinking
Competency
Outputs
Staff X X X X
Management
Budgeting X
Business X X
Development
Strategic X X
Planning

There is no one correct competency format (i.e., input, output, or a
combination of the two). The format of the competency model should be
dictated by the purpose of its application. If competencies are required
for selection, then the personal attributes (e.g., inputs such as critical
thinking, sensitivity, etc.) that are required to perform the job successfully
need to be defined (Harvey, 1991). This is important in situations where
the person has not had previous experience in the role, and therefore his
or her knowledge of the tasks that need to be performed cannot be
assessed.

The research on validity generalisation is useful in assisting in selection
decisions where a person does not have previous experience. Studies
have shown that a number of predictors can predict performance across
different jobs (Schmidt, Hunter, and Pearlman, 1982). For example,

cognitive ability is seen as a good predictor of performance across a



range of positions (Hunter and Hunter, 1984). It might therefore be
expected that cognitive ability will play a significant role in a management
competency model.

If competencies were required for a job description it would be more
appropriate that the competencies describe the job outputs expected in
the role (e.g., planning, budgeting, etc.) that need to be performed. This
would provide potential employees with the type of information they would
need to make a more informed decision. This would be difficult if a list of
personal attributes were provided instead.

Competency Content

A number of recent competency approaches have started to view
managerial competence as the interactions of behaviours and the
cognitive processes which underlie them (both conscious and
unconscious) (Hogg, Beard, and Lee, 1994). Competency models have
become more comprehensive in their description and more complex.
They can be threshold or differentiating competencies, motive or trait
competencies, and social role or self image competencies (Boyatzis,
1982). In addition, they are often regarded as dynamic.

Threshold and Differentiating Competencies

Competencies can be divided into “threshold” and “differentiating”
categories according to the job performance criterion they predict (Boam
and Sparrow, 1992; Spencer and Spencer, 1993). Threshold
competencies describe behaviour that is required to perform a job at an
acceptable level, they do not differentiate between high and low
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performers (Worledge, 1992). A threshold competency for a manager
may be ability to speak English, in an English-speaking country.
Therefore the ability to speak English would be a requirement of all
managers, but is not a competency that is likely to differentiate between
effective and less effective managers. Ineffective managers are likely to
be able to speak English just as competently as effective managers.

Critics of the threshold approach to competencies state that they only
underpin base level performance, and are not causally related to superior
competency performance (i.e., they do not distinguish superior from
average performers) (Worledge, 1992). Threshold competencies are
regarded by some researchers as largely generic, in that these skills will
be required by most managers irrespective of the organisation (Hogg,
Beard, and Lee, 1994).

Differentiating competencies are the competencies that underpin superior
performance and are capable of distinguishing superior from average
performers (Spencer and Spencer, 1993). The ability of the criterion to
discriminate between effective and less effective employees is regarded
as essential if the criterion is to be useful (Cascio, 1991). A manager, for
example, who consistently sets and achieves goals higher than those
required by their employing organisation, is displaying the competency of
“Achievement Motivation”. This competency has been found to
differentiate superior from average salespeople (Spencer and Spencer,
1993). Whereas other competencies, such as loyalty, may not
differentiate between effective and less effective managers, both types of
managers could display the same amount of loyalty.

The concept of differentiating competencies can be seen as appealing
from an organisation’s perspective, because organisations constantly
search for the competencies that will help identify superior managers.
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However, the quest to identify only differentiating competencies may
mean that many of the threshold competencies, which are still important
for effective performance, are overlooked because they are viewed as
mundane or “run of the mill”.

Some take the view that competency lists should be considered as a
whole, which means that some competencies should not be regarded as
more important than others (Boam and Sparrow, 1992). If a competency
list described “self-confidence” as a threshold competency and
“sensitivity” as a differentiating competency, the latter is likely to be more
valued. However, both are equally important and interact closely. A
sensitive person who is not self-confident may be seen as weak by others;
on the other hand, a self-confident person who is not sensitive runs the
risk of being seen as abrupt, or worse, obnoxious. People should be
assessed on all competencies that are relevant to the job, and therefore
need to be given the opportunity to develop on all of them.

Motive and Trait Competencies

Competencies can also take the form of a trait or a motive. Traits are
defined as psychological features, such as attitudes, emotions, and ways
of perceiving and thinking, that exist inside a person and explain the
recurring tendencies in that person’s behaviour (Hogan, 1991). Traits are
often thought of as summaries of past behaviour. McClelland (1971)
defined motive as a recurrent concern for a goal state, or condition,
appearing in a fantasy, which drives and directs an individual's behaviour.
Motives are said to exist at both the conscious and unconscious levels.



Boyatzis (1982) states that motives are different from traits in a number of
ways. A motive includes thoughts related to a particular goal state or
theme. People who think (consciously or unconsciously ) about improving
and competing against a standard of excellence are said to have an
achievement motive (McClelland, 1956). Motives cover competencies
such as sense of purpose, commitment, and motivation.

A trait, on the other hand, includes thoughts and psychomotor activity
related to a general category of events. People who believe themselves
to be in control of their future and fate are said to have the trait of efficacy
(Stewart and Winter, 1974). When people with efficacy encounter a
problem or issue, they take the initiative to understand the problem or
resolve the issue (Woodruffe, 1992). Traits cover competencies such as
initiative, flexibility, and self-control.

Competencies in the form of motives and traits are an important
component of effective managerial performance. It is possible for a
manager to have the necessary skill to perform a task (i.e., provide
feedback to staff), but lack the necessary motive (i.e., commitment) and
trait (i.e., initiative) to perform effectively. Motives and traits address the
issue of whether a manager will perform a managerial function effectively
rather than whether they can perform the managerial function. The
distinction is often described as “will do” versus “can do” (Byham and Cox,
1992). Assessment Centres, along with other selection tools, have been
criticised because they often assess a manager’s ability to perform a
managerial function effectively (i.e., sensitively give feedback to staff) but
do not assess a manager’s motivation to perform the function effectively in
the work environment. On the other hand, since assessment centres are
able to predict performance, it could be that they are providing some
indication of motivation (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson,
1987).
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While the concepts of motives and traits provide interesting theoretical
discussion, the ability to differentiate between them is not easy. In
assessment situations it would be difficult for individuals to differentiate
between the two. It is impossible to imagine how you would assess
whether the behaviour you were observing was in fact a motive or a trait,
let alone whether the motive was conscious or unconscious. Furthermore,
it needs to be asked whether there is any purpose differentiating the two.

Self-Image and Social Role Competencies

Competencies have also been differentiated on the basis of whether they
have a self-image or social role function. Self-image refers to a person’s
perception of himself or herself and the evaluation of that image. The
definition of self-image incorporates the constructs of both self concept
and self-esteem (Boyatzis, 1982). Woodruffe (1992) states that people’s
evaluation of the self concept results from a comparison of themselves
with others in their environment. Such that a person’s self assessment
might result in seeing themselves as creative and expressive. Their jobs
may require them to be organised and self-disciplined. Consequently, as
a result of feedback, they may see themselves as too creative and
expressive and with insufficient planning ability and self-discipline. Self-

image encompasses competencies such as personal maturity.

Social role refers to the set of social conventions and norms which an
individual perceives as acceptable within the social groups(s) (i.e.,
business, family, church) to which he or she belongs. The particular
social role adopted by an individual is a combination of the characteristics
which he or she possesses and of how others expect that person to act.
The category includes competencies such as communication skills, social
skills, and leadership skills (Woodruffe, 1992).
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These competencies seem to be defining similar concepts and Boyatzis
appears to be needlessly creating different competency categories.

Again, as with motives and traits, it would be difficult to determine whether
the competency that was being observed was in fact a social role or self-
image competency. It is difficult to comprehend how this distinction would
be useful in helping a person identify and develop his or her skills.

Dynamic Competencies

Managerial competencies are also said to be dynamic and changing
(Baker, 1991). This concept of dynamism is slightly different from earlier
discussion about dynamic criteria. The previous discussion focused on
the fact that the dimensionality of job performance changes as a function
of job tenure. Another way in which criteria can be viewed as dynamic
concerns changes in organisational policy about the criteria or
competencies that are important for managerial effectiveness. If the
importance of managerial competencies do change over time, this
suggests that the construct validity of competencies will also change.

Prien (1966) proposed that changes in organisational goals may lead to
changes in the relative importance of job functions making up a given job.
He cites the example that over time a company may change its primary
goal from growth to the development of existing client accounts. In this
case, the function “acquisition of new clients and accounts” would decline
in importance, while the development function would increase in
importance. What this means is that the weights assigned to various job
performance facets in any combination of these criterion elements would
change. It has been shown that people in similar types of organisations
may need different competencies depending on their organisation’s



prevailing business strategy (Gupta and Govindarajan, 1984; Szilagyi and
Schweiger, 1984).

An organisation’s competencies change to reflect the unstable and
turbulent business environment within which some companies work. As
the world changes, the demands on managers change and they must
adapt to meet the new demands. The competencies required of
managers 15 years ago are different from what is expected today
(Bennett, 1994). Fifteen years ago, many managers spent their careers in
bureaucratic, autocratic, and hierarchical management environments
where effective management hinged on telling subordinates what to do
and when to get it done. The emphasis on the skills managers need has
now changed. They now need to form collegial relationships with their
subordinates and peers, consult them on a regular basis, and
demonstrate their commitment to total quality principles (Limerick and
Cunnington, 1993).

Another school of thought about dynamic competencies is that
competencies do not change, but the titles and definitions used to
describe them do. The changes often reflect the latest terms used in the
popular business books. For example, the competency that was once
called delegation is now referred to as “empowerment” or, more recently,
as the ability to “zapp” people (Byham and Cox, 1992).

Definition of the Term Manager

The New Zealand Dictionary (Orsman and Ransom, 1989) defines a
manager as “a person who manages, especially a person in charge of a
business” (p. 683). This definition implies that the manager will be
responsible for the performance of people and will need to achieve results
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through people. Others have defined the term differently. For example,
McLennan, Inkson, Dakin, Dewe, and Elkin (1987) define managers as
“essentially anyone who has formal responsibility for the supervision of
other people” (p. 64). Jacques (1976) reported that managers are further
distinguished in that they are assigned more work than they can do, so
are required to delegate work to others.

The term manager can be further defined by examining what managers
do. This is done by classifying employees as managers, on the basis of
the functions and outputs demanded of them (Boyatzis, 1982). In this
sense, “a person in a management job contributes to the achievement of
organisational goals through planning, coordination, supervising, and
decision-making regarding the investment and use of corporate human
resources” (Boyatzis, 1982, p.16). This is close to the definition offered
by Drucker (1974) of managers as those people who give direction to their
organisations, provide leadership and make decisions about the way the
organisation will use the resources it has available.

The Nature of Managerial Work

Most research on the nature of managerial work has involved descriptive
methods such as direct observation, diaries, and anecdotes obtained from
interviews (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992). Reviews of this research have
been published by McCall and Segrist (1980), and Hales (1986).

The typical pattern of managerial activity reflects the dilemmas faced by
most managers. Managers need to make decisions that are based on
information that is both incomplete and overwhelming, and they require

cooperation from many people over whom they often have little authority.
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The descriptive research shows that managerial work is inherently hectic,
varied, fragmented, reactive, and disorderly (Kanter, 1983; Kaplan, 1984;
Martinko and Gardner, 1990). Many activities involve brief oral
interactions that provide an opportunity to obtain relevant, up-to-date
information, discover problems, and influence people to implement plans.
Many interactions involve people beside subordinates, such as peers,

superiors, and outsiders.

Research on managerial decision-making, and problem-solving provides
additional insights into the nature of managerial work (Cohen and March,
1986; Gabarro, 1985; Simon, 1987). Decision processes are highly
political, and most planning is informal and needs to be adaptive so as to
reflect changing conditions. Effective managers develop a mental agenda
of both short and long-term objectives and strategies (Kotter, 1982a). For
managers to implement plans that require significant innovation, or to
affect the organisation’s distribution of power and resources, it is
necessary for the manager to forge a coalition of supporters and sponsors
(Kaplan, 1984). Managers also need to relate problems to each other so
they can find opportunities to solve more than one problem at the same
time (McCall and Kaplan, 1985).

While considerable progress has been made in understanding the nature
of managerial work, there is much more that needs to be learned (Hales,
1986). More research is needed to integrate the descriptions of
managerial activities with the purpose of the activities, and description of
the skills required to perform the activities effectively.



Leaders and Managers

Leadership has been defined in many ways, many of which are similar to
managerial definitions (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992). After a comprehensive
review of the leadership literature, Stogdill (1974) concluded that “there
are almost as many definitions of leadership as there are persons who
have attempted to define the concept” (p. 259). Leadership has been
defined in terms of individual traits, leader behaviour, interaction patterns,
role relationships, follower perceptions, influence over followers, influence
on task goals, and influence on organisational culture (Yukl and Van
Fleet, 1992). Most definitions involve an influence process but appear to
have little else in common.

A similar controversy surrounding the definition of leader continues over
the differences between a leader and a manager (Jacques and Clement,
1994; Kotter, 1990). The degree of overlap between a manager’s and a
leader’s roles has been a point of sharp disagreement. Some writers
contend that the two are qualitatively different, even mutually exclusive.
For example, Bennis and Nanus (1985) offered a puzzling solution when
they proposed that “managers are people who do things right and leaders
are people who do the right thing” (p. 21). Zaleznik (1977) proposed that
managers are concerned about how things get done, and leaders are
concerned with what things mean to people.

The essential distinction appears to be that leaders influence
commitment, whereas managers merely carry out position responsibilities
and exercise authority. The concept of leadership and management has
been described as three complementary functions: setting a direction for
the company versus planning and budgeting, aligning people to the vision
versus organising and staffing the organisation, and motivating and
inspiring people versus controlling and problem-solving (Kotter, 1990).
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The separation of “manager” and “leader” has reinforced a tendency to
devalue the importance of the management role. A manager is often seen
as someone who imposes his or her hierarchical authority on others,
whereas a leader gets things done exclusively through his or her “good”
personality, without having to exercise hierarchical authority.

Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) believe that management and leadership are
not separate entities. In their comprehensive review of leadership theory
and research they emphasised the lack of differences between the two by
using the terms manager and leader interchangeably. There is
considerable overlap between the constructs of leadership and
management and there does not appear to be any good reason for
assuming it is impossible to be both a manager and a leader at the same
time.

Effective Managers

While much of the management and psychological literature is sprinkled
liberally with the term “effective managers”, most of the literature does not
describe what is meant by the term “effective” and readers are often
required to draw their own conclusions (Hales, 1986; Sayles, 1979).
Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) conducted one of the few
studies to define managerial effectiveness. They defined managerial
effectiveness as having four components: individual characteristics,
individual behaviour, organisational outcomes, and internal/external

organisation environment.

The term “individual characteristics” refers to the personal qualities and
traits that are required for managerial effectiveness (e.g., intelligence,
aptitudes, personality, temperament, etc.). These characteristics have
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been exhaustively documented in managerial trait research (Bray and
Howard, 1983; Stodgill, 1974; Yukl, 1989). “Individual behaviour”
describes the way managers act in response to various work situations.

Organisational outcomes occur as a result of the interaction of the
individual manager’s characteristics and behaviour and are often defined
as the level of return for the shareholder, level of productivity, etc. The
internal/external organisation environment interacts with the other three
variables. The internal organisational environment represents variables
such as an organisation’s tasks, functions, policies, procedures, and the
external environment reflects variables such as market characteristics.
This model of managerial effectiveness is shown in Figure 3.1.

The model implies that a definition of managerial effectiveness should
fulfil at least two requirements. First, it must link the characteristics and
behaviours of the individual manager with the desired organisational
outcomes. Second, it must acknowledge that the pattern of effective
behaviour will vary across different jobs, bosses, organisations and
environments, and in response to the characteristics of the individual
manager (Campbell et al., 1970; Hales, 1986).

It must also be noted that a manager’s characteristics and patterns of
behaviour that are effective in one context may not be so in another
(Luthans, Rosenkrantz, and Hennessey, 1985). The effectiveness of the
manager is determined by the degree of fit between the characteristics
and behaviours of the manager and the demands of the particular job
situation.
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Cammock (1991) drew on a number of the effective manager definitions
and developed, “one who optimises the long term functioning of the
organisation by engaging in the behaviours best fitted to the internal and
external environment in which they manage and to their characteristics
and preferences” (p. 32). He used the term “optimises” rather than
“maximises” in deference to Seashore and Yuchtman’s (1967) argument
that maximisation of outcomes such as profit or growth would generate
imbalances which could be dysfunctional. While the definition
acknowledges a concern with both performance outcomes (e.g., survival,
productivity ) and with outcomes related to the internal characteristics of
the organisation (e.g., morale, job satisfaction) it fails to refer to the
concept of managing people.

Frequently the terms “effective” and “successful” are used
interchangeably in the research (Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz,
1988). Luthans (1988) has been one of the few researchers who have
defined the terms “successful” and “effective”. In their study they
examined the characteristics that distinguish effective from successful
managers. “Successful”’ was defined as managers who were promoted
rapidly and “effective” managers as ones who led high performing units
with satisfied and committed subordinates. Of the managers they studied,
they found only 10% of the managers were both successful and effective.

The research showed that successful managers needed different skills
compared with those required by effective managers. Luthans (1988)
found that managerial success was more strongly correlated with
networking, and managerial effectiveness was more correlated with the
management of people. However, the ability to network has also been
identified in other studies as being important for the performance of
effective management (Kotter, 1982a).



Managerial Effectiveness

A range of objective and subjective measures have been used to describe
managerial effectiveness. The relative advantages of these types of
measures are often hotly debated (Robertson, 1994; Yukl and Van Fleet,
1992).

One commonly used, seemingly objective, measure of managerial
effectiveness is the extent to which the manager’s group or organisation
performs its tasks successfully and achieves its goals (Austin and
Villanova, 1992). Examples of objective measures of performance are
profit growth, profit margin, sales increase, return on investment,
productivity, and production output. Objective criteria are frequently
deficient because they often ignore important aspects of the job and they
only provide a narrow window on a manager’s pérformance. Objective
criteria do not often acknowledge the impact of the manager’s behaviour
on his or her unit and the organisation, such as staff commitment to the
organisation. A performance domain needs to include the scope of
behaviours relevant to the goals of the organisation, and not necessarily
be tied to specific job tasks (Guion, 1991). Borman and Motowidlo (1993)
stated that criteria such as organisational commitment should be
considered as long as people’s performance on those criteria increased
organisational effectiveness.

Another factor that diminishes the effectiveness of objective criteria as a
stand-alone measure of effectiveness is the potential for the criteria to be
contaminated by factors beyond the manager’s control (Campbell et al.,
1970; Nathan and Alexander, 1988). There is little control over factors in
the internal and external environment, such as the market in which the

company operates, or increases in interest rates. Objective criteria do not
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often take account of the impact of such uncontrollable factors on the
perceived effectiveness of the manager.

Another type of criterion information is personnel data, the data usually
available in a person’s personnel folder (Landy, 1989). Some of the
variables that are classified as personnel data include absences,
tardiness, turnover, rate of advancement, salary adjustments, and
accidents. Almost all of these measures tend to affect the well-being of
the organisation, but their global nature makes them inappropriate
measures of managerial effectiveness. They also fall prey to the potential
confounding effects of other variables, such as the unreliable coding of
absences, and the fact that the data is rarely recorded (Toulson, 1990).

The difficulties that have been raised in relation to the use of objective
and personnel data do not mean they should be disregarded as criteria
(Landy, 1989). Rather, if they are to be useful, a careful analysis of the
relationship between the elements of a manager’s job as identified by job
analysis, and the elements of behaviour that reflect effectiveness is
necessary. Even if this is successfully accomplished, there are still many
jobs for which performance will need to be described in terms other than
those provided by objective and personnel data. In many cases this will
mean collecting subjective or judgemental data.

A commonly used subjective measure is ratings of a manager’s
effectiveness (Landy, 1989). These ratings are frequently obtained from a
manager’s superiors, peers, and subordinates (Cascio, 1991).
Experienced superiors are a good source of information, because typically
they have seen relatively large numbers of employees working on the job
and therefore have a good idea of different performance levels. Peers are
also a useful source of information as they are often privy to the important
information regarding their co-worker’s performance; it is difficult to hide
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actual work performance from colleagues. Subordinates also have
especially relevant information about their supervisor’s behaviour (i.e., a
manager’s ability to counsel and coach staff) that other work colleagues

are unable to observe.

As highlighted by Borman (1991), there are disadvantages associated
with each of these rating sources. Superiors may not actually observe
much of the day-to-day work performance of their subordinates and often
their ratings, like many other ratings, are confounded by halo. Frequently
superiors give higher ratings to managers they like, regardless of whether
they are performing well (Cascio, 1991; Campbell et al., 1970). |

Peers and subordinates often lack experience in making formal
performance evaluations, and the latter are typically in a position to see
only a relatively small portion of their superior’s job performance (i.e., they
do not get to see how their manager interacts with other senior
managers). Correlations between superiors’ and subordinates’ ratings of
managerial performance are often low to nonexistent (Campbell et al.,
1970). The degree to which superiors, peers and subordinates can
provide accurate ratings on performance often depends on the level of
interaction between superiors, co-workers, and subordinates and their
knowledge of the job. In addition, superiors, peers, and subordinates
place a different emphasis on criteria when assessing a manager’s
performance and their ratings are often contaminated with halo and
information processing errors (Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager,
1993; Tsui, 1984).

Another source of valuable information is self-ratings (Levine, 1980). A
number of studies have used them as a measure of effectiveness (Lawler,
1967; McEnery and McEnery, 1987; Staley and Shockley-Zalaback,
1986). However, leniency and social desirability are some of the factors
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that have been shown to negatively affect them as a source of
measurement (Anderson, Warner, and Spencer, 1984; Arnold and
Feldman, 1981). Self assessment seems best used in situations where
the negative impact of low ratings is minimal.

In recent years, it has become common for researchers to collect
information on a range of subjective measures that do not fit neatly into a
manager’s functional job requirements, but are relevant to managerial
effectiveness (Werner, 1994). These include measures such as
subordinate commitment to the manager’s proposals and strategies,
commitment to the organisation, and organisational citizenship behaviour
(Organ, 1988). In addition, managerial effectiveness is occasionally
measured in terms of a manager’s contribution to the quality and
efficiency of group processes as perceived by followers or outside
observers. Examples of these criteria include the level of cooperation and
teamwork, the effectiveness of group problem-solving and decision-
making, and the readiness of the group to deal with change.

Management effectiveness has been studied in a number of ways,
depending on the researchers’ conception of management and their
methodological preferences. These approaches can be classified
according to whether the primary focus is on manager or leader traits and
behaviour, power and influence, or situational factors (Yukl and Van Fleet,
1992).

The behavioural approach to managerial effectiveness emphasises what
managers actually do on the job and the relationship of this behaviour to
effectiveness. Major lines of research have included classification of
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managerial behaviours into behavioural categories and identification of
behaviours related to managerial effectiveness. The methods used to
identify the skills or competencies required for effective managerial
performance is the next important issue to contemplate.
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CHAPTER FOUR
METHODS USED TO DEVELOP MANAGERIAL COMPETENCY MODELS

Identifying the competencies required for a position involves the use of one
or more of a large family of job analysis methods. Even a cursory look at
Gael’'s (1988) Job Analysis Handbook reveals at least 40 different job
analysis techniques that can lead directly or indirectly to the formulation of
competencies. Job analysis is any procedure used to develop insights into
job components: things people do on a job, resources they draw on to do
them, and organisational implications of doing them well or poorly (Guion,
1991).

Job analysis techniques can range from highly task-oriented methods (Fine,
1971), focusing on precise definitions of the tasks to be carried out, to
methods focusing on the human qualities (i.e., attributes) required to perform
the job (Kandola and Pearn, 1992). Historically, job analysis methods
assumed that jobs were not changed appreciably by the individual
performing them or by situational factors. So early on, only narrative
descriptions of the job’s activities (i.e., what activities were performed) were
emphasised (Cascio, 1991). These “job-oriented” approaches concentrated
on workers’ accomplishments or achievements rather than their behaviour.
More recently job analysis techniques have attempted to describe jobs in
“worker-oriented” terms (i.e., what skills people need to bring to the job to
allow them to perform the activities effectively) to supplement the job-
oriented approach.

When choosing a method to identify competencies, many writers have
stressed that one source of data is probably insufficient as each job analysis
method has its strengths and weaknesses (Hakel, 1986). A multiple method
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approach will enable the strengths of one job analysis approach to
counterbalance the weaknesses of another (Cook, 1993). The critical
incident job analysis method (Flanagan, 1954), for example, which provides
descriptions of the behaviours that differentiate effective from less effective
performers, is typically used as an adjunct to other job analysis methods. It
often supplements methods which provide information on the functional

demands of a position.

The choice of job analysis methods will depend on the objectives of the user,
(i.e., whether the competencies are to be used for selection, job evaluation
purposes, etc.), and other constraints such as organisational size, time
frame for identification of competencies, and budget. While there are
numerous job analysis methods, the three main methods are observation,
interviews, and questionnaires (Ash, 1988).

Observation

In this method, as the name suggests, employees are directly observed
performing job tasks, and their behaviours are coded for presence or
absence of a range of predetermined categories. These could include
whether the incumbent is performing certain tasks, the time spent performing
tasks, or whether the incumbent displays certain competencies. Observing
people’s work also provides information on important aspects of a job, such
as possible stress or pressure points, and general operating atmosphere.
Observational methods also produce extremely rich qualitative descriptions
of not only “what” people do but “how” they perform their various activities
(Martinko and Gardner, 1985; Martinko and Gardner, 1990).

Although these aspects of work can be directly reported through other job
analysis techniques, their significance becomes more apparent when



observed. In addition, research indicates that people’s descriptions of their
work behaviour often conflicts with their observed behaviour (Landy, 1989).
The observation approach has been used to collect data on managerial jobs
(Mintzberg, 1973) and the results have yielded a somewhat different picture
of managerial work from that obtained through studies using structured
questionnaires (Martinko, 1988; Tornow and Pinto, 1976).

There are also disadvantages associated with observation. Direct
observation is susceptible to selective attention and biased interpretation of
events by the observer, due to stereotypes and implicit theories (Yukl and
Van Fleet, 1992). Attribution errors also may occur if an observer or
interviewer has information about the performance of the manager’s unit
(i.e., whether the manager heads a high- or low-performing unit). However,
these attributional errors are likely to occur across the range of competency
analysis techniques, and are not unique to observational analysis.

Observation does not always produce rich, detailed information about
managerial processes. In some observation studies the observer merely
checks off pre-determined categories in an attempt to classify events rather
than writing narrative descriptions that can be coded at a later time. Highly
structured observation may mean that activities or events that do not fit into
the pre-determined categories may be overlooked (Martinko, 1988). Unlike
narrative description, the use of pre-determined categories tends to reduce
the scope for other researchers to verify the coding or reclassify events in
terms of different category systems, particularly if the original categories are
vague.

One of the disadvantages of direct observation is that it can influence and
distort the way in which the job is carried out, thus resulting in biased data
(Martinko, 1988; Orne, 1962). Furthermore, it may not be possible to
observe all the important or critical aspects of a job directly, such as thinking
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or planning (Martinko and Gardner, 1985; Synder and Glueck, 1980).
Although the output from planning activities is available, it is difficult to
observe the thinking that led to the planning output. It can also be an
expensive and time consuming way to collect information (Martinko and
Gardner, 1990).

Work Diaries

The work diary is a form of observation, in that it requires job incumbents to
observe and record their own behaviour. It is a pencil and paper tool that
requires workers to record activities they perform in their job over a specified
period of time. The diary is known by names such as activity log, work
activities listings, or simply activity list. It is often used when it is difficult to
observe the person’s work or when little information is available on the
position (Freda and Senkewicz, 1988). It is an inexpensive technique for
determining the job activities performed by incumbents and the sequence in
which they occur (Martinko, 1988).

The chief advantage of the diary approach is that it is flexible, easy to use,
and, at the same time, produces useful information that can be quantitatively
analysed (Freda and Senkewicz, 1988). Some of the disadvantages are that
managers often forget to fill the diary out and therefore the quality of their
recordings is likely to be affected by memory lapses. Also, the activities job
incumbents record may not reflect what they actually do.

The job incumbents also often find completing a work diary a tedious task.
This would be particularly so for managers, because, as mentioned eatrlier,
they perform numerous tasks, often simultaneously, that are often very short
in duration. Therefore, accurately recording their activities would be difficult.
As a result, researchers report that there is often a considerable
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deterioration in both detail and accuracy of incumbents’ recordings as the
number of days incumbents are required to fill out work diaries increases
(Gael, 1988). A further problem is that the process may not collect all the
important activities that are performed by the job incumbent. This would
occur when the completion of the diary falls within a time frame where
important activities are not performed.

Interviews

The interview is the most frequently used method of collecting competency
information (Cascio, 1991). It can be conducted with job holders and others
who have relevant information or viewpoints about the position under
consideration, and a window can be obtained into how people make
decisions about the effectiveness of their managers. It can be used to elicit
information about the activities performed in a job or the human attributes
required for effective performance (Baehr, 1991).

One of the key advantages of interviewing people is that it provides an
opportunity to clarify, through direct questioning, their understanding of the
terms they use to describe their work. This overcomes one of the problems
of the less interactive job analysis techniques (i.e., observation, diaries,
etc.). Limitations of the interview method include the reliance on the recall of
the respondent, in that only information that the respondent happens or
chooses to remember is presented in the interview. This can result in self-
serving or biased information (Boyatzis, 1982). The job analysis interview is
also just as susceptible to the sources of bias and distortion (e.g., halo
effect, influence of non-verbal information, interviewee’s appearance, etc.)
that affect other interviews, particularly when the focus is on obtaining
evidence (Cascio, 1991; Landy, 1989).



Interviews as a form of data gathering have the advantage of being
potentially sensitive to unusual or subtle aspects of a job, in that the job
analyst can ask probing questions to ascertain the competencies required by
the job holder. The interview can be both structured and unstructured.
Outlined below are some of the more common types of structured job
analysis interview approaches.

Critical Incident interviews

The critical incident interview technique involves collecting critical incidents
of behaviour which lead to good or poor performance outcomes (Flanagan,
1954). Critical incidents refer to important work events which powerfully
affect work effectiveness. Critical incident data is usually collected by asking
subject matter experts to recall examples of particularly effective or
ineffective job behaviour they have witnessed or performed (Harvey, 1991).

To qualify as an incident, two criteria have to be met. First, the incident has
to be observable in some way, and second, there should be no doubt about
its relevance to effective or less effective performance (Schneider and
Schmitt, 1986). In order to be critical, an incident should occur in a situation
in which the purpose or intent of the act seems clear to the observer and
where its consequences are sufficiently clear to leave little doubt about its
effects. The technique assumes that the best way to identify competencies
is to focus on differences between good and poor performers.

The strength of the critical incident approach lies in the emphasis placed on
describing behaviours that highlight successful and unsuccessful job
performance. This approach has been criticised because the job analyst
needs to make a judgement concerning the knowledge, skills, and abilities
that are required of individuals to perform successfully the critical incidents
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that are described (Schneider and Schmitt, 1986). There seems little in the
way of methodology to assist the job analyst to determine the competency
requirements for each critical incident. This invariably means that two job
analysts could listen to the same critical incident (e.g., a description of a
manager who was giving feedback to a subordinate) and identify different
competencies (i.e., sensitivity, judgement, listening ability, etc.) as critical for
effective performance.

One of the problems with collecting critical incidents is that the technique
often fails to identify general competency dimensions that are important for
job performance (Caird, 1992; Harvey, 1991). The focus is on competency
as excellence, not adequacy. It did not, for example, reveal that writing skills
are a requirement for work as a Foreign Service Officer, because they do not
differentiate superior from average performers (Spencer, 1983). In this case,
superior performers were differentiated from average performers by skills
such as non-verbal empathy, speed in learning political networks, and
having positive expectations of others.

Finally, emphasis on incidents may lead to a fragmented view of what the job
entails. The technique does not provide comprehensive information on the
functions or tasks that are performed. Nevertheless, as mentioned earlier,
the critical incident technique is a useful adjunct to other job analysis
methods.

Behavioural Event Interviews

A variation of the critical incident technique is behavioural event
interviewing, the prime method used in the analysis of general managerial
competencies carried out by Boyatzis (1982) for the American Management
Association. The main difference in this approach, compared to the critical



incident technique, is that the events are analysed in much greater detail so
that a smaller number of “incidents” is obtained.

The method goes beyond Flanagan’s interview approach by obtaining data
about the interviewees’ personality and cognitive style (e.g., what they think
about, feel, and want to accomplish in dealing with the situation). An
interviewee may be required to recall the actual words used by someone in
an incident they are recounting, so that the analyst has almost enough
information to be able to recreate accurately the situation or event under
examination. In the interview people are asked to focus on the most critical
situations they have faced in their positions. This produces data on the
most important competencies required by the position. Interviewees tell vivid
“short stories” about how they handled the toughest, most important parts of
their jobs, and, in doing so, reveal the competencies required to do the job
(Spencer and Spencer, 1993).

Some of the advantages of this method are that it is useful for validating
competency hypotheses and for discovering new competencies. Spencer
and Spencer (1993) state that it provides detailed information on
competencies that is free from racial, gender, and cultural bias. It is difficult
to see how this is accomplished better than by any other job analysis
method. This technique would seem to have similar advantages and
disadvantages to the critical incident technique, although it is probably more
time-consuming because more detailed information is collected about each
incident.

Both the critical incident and behavioural event interview are likely to be
useful in generating information that is relevant to the identification of
competencies. There is still, of course, a gap to be bridged between long
lists of discrete behaviours and the identification of competencies underlying
job effectiveness, which are judged to be critical (Kandola and Pearn, 1992).
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A leap needs to be made from the behavioural events and critical incidents
to the formulation of underlying competencies. This is usually achieved
through the more subjective process of having analysts group the
behaviours into competencies or alternatively the behaviours can be
translated into a questionnaire and subjected to statistical analysis such as
factor analysis.

Repertory Grid Interviews

Repertory grid interviews are derived from George Kelly’s (1955) Personal
Construct Theory. As discussed earlier, the ways in which people view the
world are known as personal constructs, and the way these constructs are
elicited is through the repertory grid interview. The repertory grid interview
is now widely used as a versatile and flexible competency identification
technique (Boam and Sparrow, 1992).

The objective of the technique is to uncover the constructs which people use
to structure and understand their environments. It is an attempt to stand in
others’ shoes, to see their world as they see it, to understand their situation,
and their concerns (Fransella and Bannister, 1977). Although the repertory
grid technique can vary with respect to the ways in which constructs are
elicited, all of these procedures require the subjects to rank or rate a set of
environmental elements (i.e people) or events in relation to the constructs
they identified. Each of the constructs has evaluative bipolar dimensions.
So, if people were asked to describe how their work peers were alike and
different, the bipolar construct might be, “Has a good sense of humour- can
see the funny side to things” versus “Takes everything seriously”.
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The repertory grid interview produces a matrix of elements by constructs. By

analysing the constructs that people identify, the construct ratings they

assign to each of their elements, the structure and content of people’s

cognitions can be assessed (Dunn and Ginsberg, 1986; Ginsberg, 1989;

Wacker, 1981). As seen in Table 4.1, there are four steps involved in the

administration and scoring of the repertory grid, as described by Dunn and

Ginsberg (1986).

Table 4.1: The Four Steps Involved in the Administration and Scoring of
the Repertory Grid (Dunn and Ginsberg, 1986).

Step

Description of Step

Element Selection

Respondents select element variables
that reflect the domain under

consideration

Element Comparison

Elements are randomly divided into
triads and the respondent is asked to
name a way in which two elements are
similar and different from the third.

Element Evaluation

Respondents are asked to evaluate the
extent to which each element is
characteristic of each construct.

Grid Analysis

The element and construct rankings or
ratings are analysed to yield measures
of the structure and content of the
respondent’s cognitive constructs.
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The repertory grid approach has several advantages. It can generate data
that is often difficult to generate by other means, because it gets to the heart
of the constructs people use to determine the effectiveness of the job
incumbents under investigation. It deliberately allows the individual or
groups under study to describe ways by which they typically understand,
compare, and contrast people in their work. It does not impose
predetermined constructs on subjects. It is a powerful and useful adjunct for
identifying, defining, and establishing behavioural competencies (Kandola
and Pearn, 1992).

One of its main advantages is that it does not ask participants unstructured
questions about how they cognitively organise their world. These types of
questions tend to elicit descriptions of “espoused theories” rather than
theories that actually govern behaviour (Dunn and Ginsberg, 1986). The
attraction of the repertory grid approach is that it attempts to go straight to
the underlying behaviours and skills which distinguish between effective and
less effective job performers.

Disadvantages of the approach include the problem that information
collected through the process is often achieved at the expense of a
systematic and detailed picture of the actual tasks that need to be carried
out or the objectives to be met. Furthermore, job analysts can often assume
they have a shared understanding of the words interviewees use to describe
a person’s performance and therefore do not ask probing questions to obtain
a clear understanding of the interviewees’ performance example. Thus they
may assume they know what an interviewee means when they describe a
person as being charismatic and empathetic, when in fact they do not.
Unless interviewees are probed and prompted, the advantages of the
technique are not apparent. It is also time-consuming and expensive,
because it requires a reasonable investment in time from both the job
analyst and the person being interviewed.
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Questionnaires

Atfter the use of job analysis interviews, the second most popular job analysis
method is the use of questionnaires (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992).
Questionnaires can take many forms. They can range from straightforward
lists of activities and/or behaviour, produced by a manager or group of
managers, to highly standardised and elaborate inventories involving several
hundred items that need to be computer analysed.

The more structured questionnaires typically contain the characteristics that
are likely to be encountered in the job under analysis, and require the
respondent to indicate to what extent (if any) they perform the listed tasks or
behaviours, or use the listed knowledge, skills or abilities. In contrast, the
unstructured questionnaires rely on respondents to describe the tasks they
perform and list the personal characteristics required to perform the job
effectively. Respondents to both structured and unstructured questionnaires
usually include job incumbents, supervisors, and occasionally job analysts
(Ash, 1988).

Questionnaires can be highly task-focused, worker-focused, or a
combination of the two. They can vary considerably in the sophistication
required of the user and have considerable potential for quantification and
statistical analysis. When competency information is collected by
questionnaires, experts in the organisation are typically asked to rate
competency items according to importance for effective job performance,
how frequently the competency is required, how much the skill distinguishes
superior from average performance, and how reasonable it is to expect new
hires to have the characteristic, and the like (Gael, 1988).
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Questionnaires are often used to identify the competencies (e.g., tasks that
need to be performed, attributes required to perform the tasks, etc.) that are
critical for effective managerial performance. While the concept of asking
people to analyse and describe the criteria they use to evaluate a manager's
effectiveness sounds quite simple and reasonable, it is fraught with
difficulties. People do not have great insight into the criteria they use to
evaluate the effectiveness of other people, as shown in the policy-capturing
studies discussed earlier (Stumpf and London, 1981; Graves and Karren,
1992). People also tend to overestimate the number of criteria they use to
evaluate people (Graves and Karren, 1992).

The advantages of the questionnaire is that it is a quick and inexpensive
method for collecting sufficient data for statistical analysis. Large numbers
of jobs can be studied efficiently to identify trends in competency
requirements. The completion of questionnaires also allows a large number
of employees to be involved in the process of identifying organisational
competencies, which assists in gaining employee acceptance for the
competencies that are developed (Gael, 1988). Questionnaires can also be
completed at the respondent’s leisure, therefore avoiding lost production
time (Cascio, 1991).

One of the potential disadvantages of the method is that there is a reduced
chance of identifying new competencies that may be required for effective
performance. This occurs because respondents are typically asked to
endorse the competencies that are supplied by the designers of the
questionnaire, and therefore are less likely to generate their own list of
competencies. This is more likely to occur if the competencies covered by
the questionnaire do not comprehensively sample the domain of work under
consideration.



Another problem with questionnaires is the vagueness and inaccuracies that
occur with the use of language. People define and interpret the words that
are used to describe managerial competencies differently (Gael, 1988;
Stewart, 1988). The word “integrity”, for example, can mean many things to
different people. The huge variability that occurs when people interpret
language seems to have been ignored in the design of some questionnaires.
However, others, such as the Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ)
(McCormick, Jeanneret, and Meacham, 1972) provide comprehensive
descriptions of the terms they use to describe work skills.

Questionnaires often provide respondents with the titles of managerial
competencies (i.e., initiative, sincerity, honesty, etc.) and ask them to rank or
rate this list in terms of importance. The problem with this approach seems
obvious, but we still seem to have a misguided belief in our ability to have a
shared understanding of the meanings of these words.

While some questionnaires do provide the title and definitions of the
managerial competencies, these questionnaires can also have their
problems. Often people focus solely on the title and do not read the
definition, particularly if the title is a commonly used managerial term such
as “analytical”. Frequently respondents do not bother to read the definition
to see if it reflects their understanding of the competency. This problem
becomes compounded when the managerial competency that is being
described is not clearly observable. The competencies of perceptiveness or
empowering, for example, are not as observable as the competency of oral
communication. Gioia and Sims (1985) found that ratings of leaders’
behaviour were less accurate when the behaviours were ambiguous rather
than concrete and clearly observable.



76

People are also often asked in questionnaires to focus on a mythical
manager when completing them, rather than a manager they know. The
process is therefore unlikely to uncover the constructs the respondents use
to assess the effectiveness of theirmanagers. Focusing on a mythical
manager might make criteria less relevant, if the goal is to get closer to how
a person actually perceives a real manager’s effectiveness. The
competencies that are identified are more likely to reflect the fashionable
concepts of managerial effectiveness, rather than the constructs people use

to distinguish good from poor performers

The less structured questionnaires that ask people to generate their own list
of managerial competencies rather than rating a pre-determined list attempt
to get closer to understanding the criteria people use to judge effectiveness.
While the intention is good, this approach faces most of the difficulties posed
by the more structured questionnaires that were discussed earlier. However,
the people analysing the questionnaire are faced with the added problem of
trying to analyse what is meant by the different names given to the
managerial competencies so they can be grouped into dimensions. Factor
analysis could assist in grouping the competencies to identify the underlying
performance dimensions, through mathematically reducing semantic

ambiguity.

Another type of questionnaire is those using computer-based “expert”
systems (Spencer and Spencer, 1993). Such systems can pose questions to
researchers, managers, and other experts about the competencies required
of a position. Instead of requiring a job analyst to produce a narrative
description of the skills required for the job, the job analyst or job incumbent
makes ratings of a job on a number of descriptors (i.e., tasks, attributes, etc.)
(Schneider and Schmitt, 1986). These questions are keyed to an extensive
knowledge base of competencies identified by previous studies. The
outputs can range from a list of work functions to a list of work functions and



corresponding attributes. The expert system manages the analysis process
and provides a detailed description of competencies required for adequate
and superior job performance.

Common generic questionnaires are the Position Analysis Questionnaire
(PAQ) (McCormick, Jeanneret, and Meacham, 1972), the Professional and
Managerial Position Questionnaire (PMPQ) (Mitchell and McCormick, 1979),
(Management Position Description Questionnaire (MPDQ) (Tornow and
Pinto, 1976) and the Work Profiling System (WPS) (Saville and Holdsworth,
1988). The greatest advantage of these instruments is that they efficiently
analyse and identify the required competencies in a fraction of the time of
other competency methods. The main disadvantage is that like any expert
system the quality of the output depends on the quality of the database. The
questionnaires may also overlook specialised or technical competencies that
are specific to certain organisation roles.

Analysis of Competency Data

Managerial competencies are usually analysed and grouped in one or two
ways. They can be grouped thematically or statistically. On a thematic
basis, skills are grouped together if they refer to the same underlying
concept. They are usually sorted individually by independent judges.
Competencies are assigned to categories when there is a high level of
agreement among the independent judges on the allocation of the
competency to the category.

The main advantage of the thematic approach is that it is a relatively quick
method for grouping competency data. The disadvantage is that it does not
examine the relationship between how the different competencies relate to
each other, so some competencies may be assessing the same thing or

i



there may be a significant overlap in what they are assessing. This method
also produces a lengthier list of managerial competencies than what is
obtained through statistical analysis.

If competencies are grouped statistically, usually through factor analysis,
information can be obtained on how the competencies relate to each other.
The output also can provide information on how much weight people
attribute to the various factors. Such that, information can be obtained on
how much importance people may place on technical and interpersonal
competencies when evaluating managers’ performance. Managerial
competencies that are identified through factor analysis tend not to be as
lengthy as those grouped thematically. The identification of competencies
through statistical techniques is not totally objective, because the naming of
the factors in techniques such as factor analysis is left to human judgement.
Nevertheless, such procedures do provide a quantitative assessment of how
a large sample of people group variables.

Sources of Job Data

One of the most critical decisions made in the course of conducting a job
analysis is identifying the people who will describe the job and provide job
ratings. As Thompson and Thompson (1985) noted, the safest strategy is to
collect information from as many people knowledgeable about the job under
consideration as possible. These sources are usually job incumbents,
supervisors, and job analysts. Subordinates are also able to provide
information on the job under consideration, but are not frequently used as it
is often not politically acceptable to ask subordinates to comment on the
requirements of their managers’ jobs. They also have a limited perspective
because they can only comment on the parts of a manager’s job they are
able to observe.
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Job incumbents, given that they are involved in the day to day performance
of the job in question, are among the most frequently used sources of job
information (Goldstein, Zedeck, and Schneider, 1993; Harvey, 1991). The
main drawback to using incumbents is that they may harbour motives that
are in conflict with the goal of obtaining an accurate and complete
description of the job under consideration. They may, for example, perceive
an advantage in exaggerating their duties, particularly if the data is used for

compensation purposes.

Supervisors can also provide valuable job competency information. There is
usually a high level of agreement between supervisors and incumbents on
the tasks that need to be performed in the incumbent’s role (Cornelius and
Lyness, 1980; O’Reilly, 1973). However, supervisors and incumbents tend
to disagree about the attributes required to perform a role. In general,
supervisors and incumbents provide among the best sources of job
information, particularly when the information is obtained using techniques
(i.e., structured interviews) that allow the job analyst to probe the validity of
their statements.

The use of job analysts to collect data also has a number of advantages.
They are able to produce the most consistent competency ratings across
jobs because of their familiarity with the competency method (Harvey, 1991).
This is especially true for standardised job analysis questionnaires,
particularly when the questionnaires use terms that are unfamiliar to job
incumbents or their supervisors.

However, there are drawbacks associated with using external job analysts.
They can be expensive, particularly for positions that are unfamiliar to the
job analyst. Considerable time and effort may be required by the job analyst
to become familiar with the job. Problems can also occur if a job analyst is
familiar with a type of position, because an analyst may rely on his or her



pre-existing knowledge of similar positions, that may or may not accurately
describe the job at hand.

In conclusion, there are many job analysis methods for deriving
competencies. Choices between them must be made to suit the purpose of
the competency derivation exercise. It is now important to consider the main
management competency models that have been proposed in the
management and psychological literature.
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CHAPTER FIVE
MANAGERIAL EFFECTIVENESS MODELS

Over the last 50 years there has been an exponential growth in the
managerial and leadership research that has attempted to identify the
competencies required by managers (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992). Models
of management competencies have long been espoused in the popular
literature and taxonomies of effective managerial skills are extensive
(Baldwin and Padgett, 1994). The purpose of this chapter is to overview
and compare some of the major models. Models of leadership
competencies are included when the models refer to the competencies
required by managers.

Management Competency Models

Katz (1955) and Mann (1965) proposed some of the earliest managerial
skill taxonomies (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992). Their taxonomy contained
three basic categories of skills: technical skills, human relations skills, and
conceptual skills.

Technical skills include knowledge of products and services, knowledge
of work operations, procedures, and equipment, and knowledge of
markets, clients, and competitors. Human relations skills include the
ability to understand the feelings, attitudes, and motives of others from
their words and actions (empathy, social sensitivity, etc.), ability to
communicate clearly and effectively (speech fluency, persuasiveness,
etc.), and ability to establish effective and cooperative relationships (tact,
diplomacy, etc.). Conceptual skills refer to the ability to analyse complex
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events and perceive trends, recognise changes, and identify problems
and opportunities; develop creative, practical solutions to problems; and
conceptualise complex ideas and use models, theories, and analogies.

Katz (1955) and Mann (1965) proposed that leaders needed these three
skills to fulfil their role requirements, but that the relative importance of the
skills depended largely on the leadership situation. They stated that the
skills required by leaders were in part dependent on the manager’s
position in the organisation (i.e., middle manager, senior manager, etc.).
While they did not produce data to support their claims, their propositions
were subsequently supported in later research (Yukl, 1989). Both
researchers did not attempt to ascertain the relationship between the
three skill categories and managerial effectiveness.

Ohio State Leadership Model

The most significant early work on dimensions of leadership behaviour
was conducted by Shartle and his colleagues at Ohio State University in
the 1950s (Fleishman, 1973; Shartle and Stogdill, 1953). They sought to
understand what leaders and managers actually do on the job and the
relationship of this behaviour to leadership effectiveness.

They developed a questionnaire that contained a range of leadership
behaviours which subordinates of leaders completed. Factor analysis of
the questionnaires revealed that subordinates perceived the behaviour of
their leader primarily in terms of two independent categories, one dealing
with task-oriented behaviours (initiating structure) and the other dealing
with people-oriented behaviours (consideration). The questionnaires
based on these two categories dominated leadership and managerial
research for the next two decades. The simple two-factor model of task-
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oriented and people-oriented behaviour provided a good starting point for
conceptualising leadership behaviour. This model received a high level of
acceptance because it was easy to understand and contrasted with the
exhaustive list of competencies that were being developed by their fellow
researchers (Clark and Clark, 1990).

However, a number of researchers felt that the behaviours were too
broadly defined and too abstract to be useful for managers to understand
the specific role requirements facing them (Campbell et al., 1970; Clark
and Clark, 1990). In addition, the two-factor model was criticised because
it did not take into account the situational relevance of leader behaviours
(Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992). It is recognised that some task-oriented and
people-oriented behaviour is necessary for any leader, but the relative
importance of specific forms of this behaviour varies from situation to
situation (Yukl, 1989).

It is not enough for a leader to show high concern both for task objectives
and relationships with subordinates; the specific behaviours selected by
the leader to express these concerns must be relevant to the task, the
organisational context, and the subordinates. The clarifying of
subordinates’ work roles by leaders, for example, is necessary, but the
appropriate amount, form, and timing of the behaviour depends on the
complexity and the uniqueness of the task and the competence and
experience of the leader’s subordinates. Ineffective managers may be
unable to determine what behaviours are appropriate for the situation, or
they may recognise what behaviour is appropriate but lack the skills or
motivation to carry it out (Yukl and Van Fleet, 1992).




Mintzberg’s Management Model

According to classical management theory, effective managers excel in
executing the managerial functions of planning, staffing, coordinating,
organising, and controlling (Barnard, 1938; Gulick and Urwick, 1937;
Koontz and O’'Donnell, 1964). This notion was dispelled by Mintzberg
(1973), who observed five chief executives and found that the classical
functions seemed irrelevant to much of what they actually did.
Specifically, Mintzberg and other researchers found that managerial
behaviour work is characterised by “brevity, variety, and fragmentation“
(Martinko and Gardner, 1990; Mintzberg, 1973; Stewart, 1989).

Mintzberg (1973) reported that, “If you ask a manager what he (sic) does
he will most likely tell you that he plans, organises, coordinates, and
controls. Then watch what he does. Don't be surprised if you can’t relate
what you see to these four words” (p. 49). Mintzberg’s research
suggested that classic management theory, with its emphasis on
proactivity, analysis, and comprehensiveness, appeared to be more
folklore than fact. Mintzberg (1973) proposed that what managers
actually do is best captured by three interpersonal roles (figurehead,
leader, and liaison ), three informational roles (monitor, disseminator, and
spokesman) and four decision-making roles (entrepreneur, disturbance
handler, resource allocator, and negotiator).

However, difficulties with Mintzberg’s work have been noted in the
literature. The rationale for the tripartite division and the assignment of
the ten roles is unclear, information is not provided on how the roles are
carried out, and what skills are necessary to perform them (Carroll and
Gillen, 1987; Robertson and lles, 1988; Shapira and Dunbar, 1980). In
addition, his descriptions of the ten roles are global, which makes it
difficult to highlight differences in roles across managerial jobs



(Schippmann, Prien, and Hughes, 1991). The small sample of chief
executives he studied also raises the question about the generalisability
of the results.

Kotter’s Managerial Skills

Kotter (1982b) proposed an alternative conceptualisation of the skills
required of general managers. According to Kotter, managers face two
basic dilemmas: “figuring out what to do”, and “getting things done”. He
regarded them as dilemmas because managers work in an environment
that is highly uncertain, they are often faced with information overload,
and there is often a gap between the power managers have and the
power they need to fulfil their responsibilities.

Kotter states that effective managers overcome these dilemmas by
developing loosely connected agendas of goals and plans, which they
implement opportunistically, and by building a network of relationships
with people who are important for implementing their agenda. He found
that they do two main things. First, they create agendas. Managers
spend time observing and working out where they want the organisation
to go. Second, they build networks of contacts. As their agendas take
shape, they can create links with the people who can help them. Two
factors that are particularly important for working effectively in this fashion
are establishing a track record of success and having a comprehensive
knowledge of their organisation.

One of the major criticisms of Mintzberg's and Kotter's pioneering work
concerns the critical question of the relationship between managerial
behaviour and managerial effectiveness. Mintzberg failed to consider this
question, and Kotter observed a small sample of effective managers who
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were not compared with ineffective managers. Both researchers
conducted little in the way of statistical analysis, which would have
allowed them to examine the relationship between the different
managerial competencies (Robertson and lles, 1988).

However, these problems are not unique to these researchers (Hales,
1986; Martinko and Gardiner, 1985). More recent studies have focused
on the relationship between the various managerial competencies and
their relationship to managerial effectiveness (Boyatzis, 1982; Luthans,
Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz, 1988; Powers, 1987).

The American Management Association (AMA) Competencies

Perhaps the most widely publicised recent effort to systematically identify
a taxonomy of managerial competencies is described by Powers (1987),
who reports on a study commissioned by the American Management
Association (AMA). The AMA is the largest management-related
organisation in the United States, with approximately 90,000 members.
AMA commissioned researchers to find out what makes managers
competent and to design a programme where managers could develop
these competencies.

The researchers interviewed 2000 managers in 41 different types of jobs
in 12 different organisations. The findings are published in the book, “The
Competent Manager, A Model for Effective Performance” by Richard
Boyatzis (1982). Using the Job Competence Assessment methodology
pioneered by Boyatzis (1982), the research identified 18 competencies
which clustered into five groups, as shown in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1: AMA Management Competency Model

1. Goal and Action Management Cluster- this cluster deals with the manager's initiative,
image, problem-solving skills, and goal orientation

Efficiency Orientation - Concem with doing something better (in comparison with previous
personal performance, others’ performance, or a standard of excellence).

Proactivity - Disposition toward taking action to accomplish something (e.g., instigating activity
for a specific purpose).

Concem with Impact - Concem with the symbols and implements of power in order to have
impact on others.

Diagnostic Use of Concepts - Use of a person’s previously held concepts to explain and
interpret situations.

2. Directing Subordinates Cluster- This cluster involves a manager’s freedom of expression
both in terms of giving directives and orders, and in giving feedback to help develop
subordinates.

Use of Unilateral Power - Use of forms of influence to obtain compliance.

Developing Others - Ability to provide performance feedback and other needed help to improve
performance.

Spontaneity - Ability to express oneself freely and easily.

3. Human Resources Management Cluster- Managers with these competencies have
positive expectations about others, have realistic views of themselves, build networks or
coalitions with others to accomplish tasks; and stimulate cooperation and pride in work groups.

Accurate Self Assessment - Realistic and grounded view of oneself.

Self Control - Ability to inhibit personal needs in order to service organisational goals.
Stamina and Adaptability - The energy to sustain long hours of work and the flexibility and
orientation to adapt to changes in life and the organisational environment.

Perceptual Objectivity - Ability to be relatively objective, rather than be limited by excessive
subjectivity or personal biases.

Positive Regard - Ability to express a positive belief in others.

Managing Group Process - Ability to stimulate others to work effectively in a group setting.
Use of Socialised Power - Use of influence to build alliances, networks, or coalitions.

4. Leadership Cluster - This cluster represents a manager's ability to discem the key issues,
pattems, or objectives in an organisation, and to then conduct themselves and communicate in
a strong fashion.

Self Confidence - Ability to consistently display decisiveness or presence.
Conceptualisation - Use of concepts de novo to identify a pattem in an assortment of
information.

Logical Thought - A thought process in which a person orders events in a causal sequence.
Use of Oral Presentations - Ability to make effective oral presentations to others.

5. Specialised Knowledge
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While the list appears comprehensive the independence of some of the
competencies is debatable. It is difficult to see, for example, how the
competencies “Diagnostic Use Of Concepts” in the Goal and Action
Management Cluster is different from “Conceptualisation” in the
Leadership Cluster.

A number of the competencies listed under each of the competencies
would also appear to fit under some of the other competency clusters.
For example, the “Managing Group Process” competency in the Human
Resource Cluster could also fit under the Directing Subordinates and
Leadership Clusters. Some of the competency definitions also appear
vague and difficult to understand (e.g., “use of concepts de novo to
identify a pattern in an assortment of information” and “concern with
symbols and implements of power in order to have an impact on others”).
Boyatzis also drew a distinction between differentiating and threshold
competencies, and other types of competencies such as motives and
traits and self-image and social-role competencies. The value of these
distinctions, as discussed earlier, is questionable.

Boyatzis’s research, on which the AMA model was based, set out to
determine which characteristics of managers are related to effective
performance in a variety of management jobs and organisations. Boyatzis
found numerous significant differences in the characteristics of competent
managers between sectors (public versus private), levels (entry, middle,
executive), and functions (marketing, manufacturing, personnel). He also
found differences in the degree to which the competencies were relevant
to the different managerial functions. Competencies were found to be
required to a greater and lesser extent depending on the function being
performed by the manager across the five functions of planning,
organising, controlling, motivating, and coordinating.
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Hogg, Beard, and Lee (1994) noted other limitations to Boyatzis's
research. First, they felt that the results, contrary to Boyatzis’s opinion,
could not be generalised to managers in small companies because the
managers who were involved in the research were nearly all drawn from
large organisations (i.e., Federal Departments). They felt that the skills
required of managers in smaller organisations were significantly different
from those required in larger organisations, although they failed to provide
any research to support their view. Second, they felt that comparisons
could not be made between the skills required by managers in different
functions and levels because some of the small sample sizes (i.e., six
poor performing managers were compared to four superior performers at
the lower management level). They state that this may have resulted in
significant differences between groups of managers being obscured.
Boyatzis himself (1982) admits that caution needs to be taken in
generalising his findings and conclusions, and that they should be
considered exploratory and not definitive.

Management Charter Initiative Competencies

In 1981 the British government established the National Council for
Vocational Qualifications to develop national employment qualification
standards. A component of this programme was the establishment of the
Management Charter Initiative (MCI) whose brief was to “derive a list of
generic management standards”, similar to the exercise undertaken by the
AMA.

The Training Enterprise and Education Directorate, funded by the
Government, defined the behaviours required to perform managerial jobs
at the junior and middle management level, irrespective of functional
specialisation or industry sector (Hogg, Beard, and Lee, 1994). The
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competencies were developed from interviews and workshops designed

to elicit the views of managers. The MCI middle management

competencies are shown in Table 5.2 (Middle Management Standards,

1992).

Table 5.2: MCI Middle Management Competencies

Key Roles

Units of Competence

Manage Operations

(1) Initiate and implement change and improvement
in services, products, and systems.
(2) Monitor, maintain, and improve service and

product delivery.

Manage Finance

(3) Monitor and control the use of resources.
(4) Secure effective resource allocation for activities

and projects.

Manage People

(5) Recruit and select personnel.

(6) Develop teams, individuals, and self, to enhance
performance.

(7) Plan, allocate, and evaluate work carried out by
teams, individuals, and self.

(8) Create, maintain, and enhance effective working

relationships.

Manage Information

(9) Seek, evaluate, and organise information for
action.
(10) Exchange information to solve problems and

make decisions.
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The Management Charter Initiative (MCI) is now identified as the leading
body for management competency standards in Britain. It is responsible
for encouraging the implementation of the Training Enterprise and
Education Directorate’s competency standards in British organisations
and for providing the necessary support to implement the competencies.

The process used to elicit the competencies is similar to functional job
analysis (Baehr, 1991; Fine, 1971), but expands on the process by
describing, in detail, the performance standards linked to the various
functions. The competence model works from key broad purposes,
breaking these down into constituent parts (i.e., units and elements of
competence) until performance criteria and range statements are defined.
An illustration of the competency model components are shown in Table
5.3.

Table 5.3: Example of a MCI Middle Management Competency

Component Example

Key Purpose To sustain and enhance the performance of the
organisation to meet its objectives.

Unit of Competence Exchange information to analyse problems and

make decisions.

Element of Competence | Lead meetings and group discussions to analyse
problems and make decisions.

Performance Criteria The purpose of the meeting is clearly established
with others from the outset. Any decisions taken
fall within the group’s authority.

Range Statements This covers type and size of meeting (informal or
formal); content of the meetings (e.g., group
decision-making); and attendees.




92

The implementation of the MCI competencies has not been very
successful (Reed and Anthony, 1992; Sparrow, 1994). Organisations who
had developed and implemented competencies in their organisation were
surveyed to determine their satisfaction with their competency model
(Personnel Management, 1990). Of the organisations sampled, only 43%
chose to use the task-based approach. Of these organisations, 85%
reported that they would not use the information for promotion decisions,
91% were negative about its usefulness for recruitment, and 70% felt it
had not influenced the way they trained and developed managers.

MCI competencies have been criticised by people (Canning, 1990; Hamlin
and Stewart, 1990) who feel that management competencies are not
generic and therefore a single list of management competencies cannot
be applied across industries. Other researchers, on the other hand, have
shown that there are large areas of commonality and overlap in the
competencies required by managers across a range of different
organisations (Dulewicz, 1989).

The functional job analysis approach is also seen to promote reductionism
and sanitising of managerial roles and performance to fit neatly into a
preferred classificatory system (Baehr, 1991). Baehr (1991) states that
this approach does not acknowledge the richness of managerial work.
These criticisms seem to be unfounded. Regardless of the job analysis
approach, functional or otherwise, the competencies will invariably be
grouped in some type of classification system. If the functional job
analysis is comprehensive, it is likely that the diversity of the challenges
faced by managers will be captured.



93

In addition, Hamlin and Stewart (1990) believe that the model only
describes average performance and not the skills required by superior
managers. Unlike the AMA study, MCI emphasises that its focus is not on
“excellent practice” nor with what is simply “adequate” but on “what you
might realistically expect a good manager to be able to do” (Training
Agency, 1990).

The criticism levelled at MCI competencies (Hamlin and Stewart, 1990) for
not being representative of a superior manager’s performance is harsh. It
is difficult to imagine what additional behaviours managers would need to
exhibit to be seen as superior. The competencies seem comprehensive
and cover the major management functions. The reason people may
dislike the MCI competencies may not be a disagreement about the
performance level at which they are pitched, but rather a dislike for the
behavioural manner in which they are described. Some researchers
prefer to describe managerial competencies in a more trait-based rather
than in a functional or activity-based way (e.g., Boyatzis, 1982; Powers,
1987).

Whetten and Cameron’s (1991) Model

Another model of managerial effectiveness is presented in a popular text
by Whetten and Cameron (1991). Their managerial skill model is the
most widely taught in undergraduate and graduate education in the United
States (Albanese, 1989). The authors interviewed highly effective
managers in a variety of firms and industries and extracted the ten most
frequently mentioned management skills, as shown in Table 5.4.



Table 5.4: Whetten and Cameron’s (1991) Model

1. Verbal communication (including listening)
2. Managing time and stress

3. Managing individual decisions

4. Recognising, defining, and solving problems
5. Motivating and influencing others

6. Delegating

7. Setting goals and articulating a vision

8. Self-awareness

9. Team building

10. Managing conflict

The authors analysed the data and clustered the skills into four main
groups. However, information is not provided on how this was done. One
group of skills focused on participative and human relations skills (e.g.,
supportive communication and team building), while another group
focused on just the opposite, that is, on competitiveness and control (e.g.,
assertiveness, power, and influence skills). A third group focused on
innovativeness and entrepreneurship, such as creative problem-solving,
while a fourth group emphasised quite the opposite type of skills, namely
maintaining order and rationality (e.g., managing time and rational
decision-making).

A review of the four groupings of skills indicates that effective managers
are required to demonstrate quite paradoxical skills. That is, the most
effective managers are both participative and hard-driving, and nurturing
and competitive. They are able to be flexible and creative while also
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being controlled, stable and rational. It appears that to be an effective
manager one needs to master diverse, and at times, seemingly conflicting
skills. The need for managers to exhibit these conflicting skills seems to
reflect the reality of a manager’'s demanding job.

Whetten and Cameron (1991) stress that management skills are
interrelated and overlapping. No effective manager can perform one skill
or one set of skills independently of others, so in order to motivate others
effectively, skills such as supportive communication, influence, and
delegation are also required. Effective managers, therefore, develop a
constellation of skills that overlap and support one another to allow
flexibility in managing diverse situations.

This view supports the earlier argument about a composite criterion not
always being applicable for managers, except cases where promotion or
selection decisions need to be made. High performance on one
dimension is unable to compensate for poor performance on another.
Managers need to achieve a balance between the various managerial
competencies, because many of them complement one another.

Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz’s (1988) Management Model

Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz (1988) were one of the few
researchers to identify the differences between effective and successful
managers. Most studies do not separate the two, which suggests that the
criterion identified may lack construct validity. As stated earlier, a high
percentage of the studies conducted on managerial effectiveness do not
define what is meant by the term “effective”.



Successful managers were defined as managers who were promoted
rapidly, and effective managers were defined as managers who headed
high-performing units with satisfied and committed subordinates.

Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz (1988) looked at how successful and
effective managers differ from unsuccessful and less effective ones.
Detailed observation of 44 managers from a variety of organisations
indicated there were 12 behavioural categories associated with
managerial success and effectiveness. The authors subsequently
clustered the behavioural categories into the four managerial functions, as
shown in Table 5.5.

Effective and successful managers were compared to determine the
amount of time they dedicated to these four activities. Table 5.6
illustrates the differences between them in terms of how they allocate their

time.

Effective managers engage in more routine communication, traditional
management activities, and human resource management than successful
managers and spend considerably less time networking than successful
managers. The successful managers spend just under half their time

networking.

It is noteworthy that the cluster of traditional management includes some
of the functions identified in classical management theory. The
communication cluster is equivalent to Mintzberg's informational roles and
the human resource cluster expands Mintzberg’s interpersonal role.
Lastly, the cluster “networking” corresponds to Kotter’s notion of building
a network of relationships. This study supports Mintzberg (1973) and
Kotter (1982a) in its emphasis on the importance of “networking” and face
to face politicking to managerial success.



Table 5.5: Luthans, Hodgetts, and Rosenkrantz’s (1988) Management
Model

(1) Communication

This activity consists of two behavioural categories, exchanging information and paperwork. Its
observed behaviours include answering procedural questions, receiving and disseminating
requested information, conveying the results of meetings, giving or receiving routine information
over the phone, processing mail, reading reports/memos/letters, routine financial reporting and
book keeping, and general desk work.

(2) Traditional Management

This activity consists of planning, decision-making, and controlling. Its observed behaviours
include setting goals and objectives, defining tasks needed to accomplish goals, scheduling
employees, assigning tasks, providing routine instructions, defining problems, handling day-to-
day operational crises, deciding what to do, developing new procedures, inspecting work,
monitoring performance data, and doing preventative maintenance.

(3) Human Resource Management

This activity consists of motivating/reinforcing, managing conflict, staffing, and
training/developing. Its observed behaviours include allocating formal rewards, asking for input,
conveying appreciation, giving credit where due, listening to suggestions, giving positive
feedback, group support, resolving conflict between subordinates, appealing to higher
authorities or third parties to resolve a dispute, developing job descriptions, reviewing
applications, interviewing applicants, filling in where needed, arranging for training, clarifying
roles, coaching, mentoring, and walking subordinates through a task.

(4) Networking

This activity consists of socialising/politicking, and interacting with outsiders. Its observed
behaviours include non-work related “chit chat”; informal joking around; discussing rumours,
hearsay and the grapevine; complaining, griping and putting others down; politicking and
gamesmanship; dealing with customers, suppliers and vendors; attending extemal meetings;
and doing/attending community service events.
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Table 5.6: Comparison of the Contributions of Each of the Four
Managerial Activities to Managerial Effectiveness and Success.

Managerial Relative Relative

Activity Contribution Contribution
to to
Manager Manager
Effectiveness Success

Routine 45% 28%

Communication

Human 27% 11%

Resource

Management

Traditional 15% 13%

Management

Networking 12% 48%

Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger’s (1990) Management Model

Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger (1990) developed one of the most
comprehensive competency models (Hogan, Curphy, and Hogan, 1994).
They conducted a series of studies to identify and measure categories of
managerial behaviour important for managerial effectiveness which
spanned over a decade. They have created an integrated taxonomy that
consists of 11 managerial categories of behaviour, as shown in Table 5.7.



Table 5.7: Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger’s (1990) Management Model

(1) Planning and Organising: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to accomplish
objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and determining how to
achieve coordination with other parts of the organisation.

(2) Problem solving and Disturbance Handling: identifying work-related problems, analysing
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises.

(3) Monitoring Operations and Environment: gathering information about work activities,
checking on the progress and quality of the work, evaluating the performance of individuals and the
organisational unit, and scanning the environment to detect threats and opportunities.

(4) Motivating: using influence techniques that appeal to emotion, values, or logic to generate
enthusiasm for work, commitment to task objectives, and compliance with requests for
cooperation, assistance, support, or resources; also setting an example of proper behaviour.

(5) Recognising and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions.

(6) Informing: disseminating relevant information about decisions, plans, activities to people that
need to do their work; answering requests for technical information; and telling people about the
organisational unit to promote its reputation.

(7) Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work,
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, and
performance expectations.

(8) Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, showing
sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone’s skill development and career
advancement.

(9) Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them,
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision-making, incorporating
the ideas and suggestions of others in decisions, and allowing them to have substantial
responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions.

(10) Conflict Management and Team Building: encouraging and facilitating the constructive
resolution of conflict, and encouraging cooperation, teamwork, and identification with the
organisational unit.

(11) Networking: socialising informally; developing contacts with people who are a source of
information and support; maintaining contacts through periodic interaction, including visits,
telephone calls, correspondence, and attendance at meetings and social events.




The main method used to identify the managerial skills in this research
was a questionnaire, but it was also supplemented with diaries, interviews
and integration of behaviour categories found in other work on managerial
effectiveness. The behavioural categories in the taxonomy have been
developed into a questionnaire called the Managerial Practices Survey
(MPS) and have been shown to be related to independent measures of
managerial effectiveness (Yukl and Lepsinger, 1991; Yukl, Wall, and
Lepsinger, 1990).

They conducted a series of studies which validated the MPS and
examined the relationships among various managerial practices and
managerial effectiveness. The results showed that the importance placed
on the various management practices varied across different manager
populations. They found that the relationship between managerial
behaviour and effectiveness was context-dependent. For example, they
found differences between the management competencies required in
civilian and military contexts.

Yukl et al.’s study is noteworthy because of its comprehensive data
collection techniques, its large sample sizes and lengthy research into the
predictive validity of the various managerial skills. Yukl and his
colleagues were thorough in describing the managerial skills in language
that is clear and free of jargon, a point that is often ignored by recent
managerial competency researchers. He and his fellow researchers are
continually testing and refining their eleven managerial competencies
(Clark and Clark, 1990).
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The Spencer and Spencer (1993) Management Models

Spencer and Spencer’s 1993 book called “Competence at Work”
summarised 20 years of research using the McClelland/McBer job
competency assessment methodology. They analysed the management
competency models that had been developed since Boyatzis developed
the management competency model for the AMA. They designed a
generic model by reviewing the competencies in more than 250 jobs.
They reviewed competency models from a wide range of management
levels (first-line supervisors to general managers) in a number of
functions (production, sales, marketing, human services, educational,
etc.) and environments (military, educational, health care, industry,
financial services, etc.).

Spencer and Spencer (1993) found that superior managers of all types
and levels share a general profile of competencies. They also found that
managers of all types are also more like each other than they are like the
people they manage (i.e., salespeople, factory workers, human service
professionals, technical professionals). Table 5.8 shows the generic
competency model that was developed. Spencer and Spencer use the
term “weight” in Table 5.8 to refer to the ability of the competency to
distinguish between superior and average managers. It seems that the
competencies “Impact and Influence” and “Achievement Orientation” are
the two most distinguishing competencies in this case.

Their results are very similar to the original work conducted by Boyatzis
(1982). The differences seem to be in the names that are given to
competencies, rather than the content. For example, what Boyatzis called
“Managing Group Process” and “Conceptualization”, Spencer and
Spencer called “Team Leadership” and “Conceptual Thinking”.
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There appears to be a great deal of overlap between a number of the
competencies in their model. Analytical and conceptual thinking and self-
confidence and directiveness/assertiveness, for example, seem to be
closely related. It would be difficult to assess whether behaviour being
observed should be attributed to the “self-confidence” or
“directiveness/assertiveness” competency.

Table 5.8: Spencer and Spencer’s (1993) Generic Management
Competency Model

Weight Competency

XXXXXX Impact and Influence
XXXXXX Achievement Orientation
Teamwork and Co-operation
Analytical Thinking

Initiative

Developing Others

Self-Confidence

Directiveness/Assertiveness

Information Seeking

Team Leadership

Conceptual Thinking

Base Requirements Organisational Awareness
and Relationship Building

Expertise/Specialised
Knowledge




The method they used to cluster the competencies may have contributed
to the overlap in the competency descriptors, although it is difficult to
ascertain their clustering approach. They state the competencies were
clustered on the basis of “underlying intent, which is a level of analysis
between deep underlying social motives and superficial behaviours. An
intent is specific to a particular circumstance and has a more ephemeral
and surface quality than an underlying motive or disposition” (Spencer
and Spencer, 1993, p. 22)

Spencer and Spencer (1993) have not considered in any depth the
relationship of the competencies to one another. They state that some
competencies are “linked” or prerequisites to other competencies (e.g.,
Information Seeking is a prerequisite for Conceptual Thinking) but do not
provide any details on the practical implications of how this “linking”
information should be taken into account. Furthermore, it is difficult to
assess from their research how they objectively determined the
weightings they assigned each of the competencies in Table 5.8. or how
these weightings can be used.

New Zealand Management Competency Models

Few studies of managerial competencies have been developed in New
Zealand. Most of the management models used in business and in the
universities are based on American and United Kingdom models.

The Canterbury Management study (Dakin, Hamilton, Cammock, and
Gimpl, 1984) was one of the few studies to examine the characteristics of
New Zealand managers. This study set out to answer four main
questions: What do chief executives do? Who are the chief executives?
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How do chief executives develop? and Can New Zealand grow chief
executives more quickly?

While the study did not specifically set out to identify the characteristics of
effective chief executives, a small section of the study was devoted to
assessing the personal qualities needed in a general manager (this term
was used interchangeably with chief executive). The chief executives
rated a list of personal qualities which had helped them succeed. Their
five most important personal qualities were: a strong need to achieve,
strong social skills, a good sense of priorities, good planning and
organising abilities and entrepreneurial flair. Not too many conclusions
can be drawn from this section of the research because the Chief
Executives were only provided with a small number of personal qualities
to choose from when identifying the qualities that related to success.

Cammock (1991) conducted a study to identify the characteristics and
behaviours of effective versus ineffective managers in a large public
sector organisation (The Department of Social Welfare). He interviewed
89 managers using the Repertory Grid approach and then surveyed 365
managers using the constructs identified in the interviews. Factor
Analysis of the 20 questionnaire scales, that described effective and less
effective managers, revealed a two factor managerial structure. The two
factors that made up the structure indicated that the managers required
Conceptual and Interpersonal skills.

While this study provides information on how managers and staff assess
managerial effectiveness in a government department, the applicability of
these results to the wider New Zealand business environment is
questionable. In addition, a number of high loadings were observed on
both the factors, which suggests that that the factors were not totally
independent. For example, the dimension Problem-solving loaded .78
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and .50 respectively on Factor One and Two, and Prioritising loaded .71

and .46 respectively on Factor One and Two.

A review of the skills identified in Cammock’s conceptual factor also
contain some quite disparate concepts. For example, the level of drive a
person possesses falls under the same category as the skill that is
described as overview (i.e., the ability not to get bogged down in detail so
as to maintain the big picture). His combination of what appears to be
quite different dimensions is not comparable with the overseas research
describing managerial skills.

Page, Wilson, and Kolb (1994) conducted one of the few New Zealand
studies that purported to identify the skills required by effective managers.
They asked several groups of managers to generate descriptions of
management competencies, cluster similar competencies together, and rate
them in terms of importance. They clustered the competencies using a
procedure called concept mapping which produced a visual representation
of the relationship between competencies. Each concept map contains an
assortment of shapes and colours which represent the relationship between
competencies. Each group of subjects developed its own competency
model.

The similarities and differences between the competencies generated by
each group is difficult to determine because the relationship between the
different competencies was presented pictorially. It is therefore almost
impossible to make sense of the competencies that were developed, let
alone compare this study with others.

The authors developed a list of 46 management competencies that are
required by effective managers, but they state that the list is far from
comprehensive. The competencies are not presented in any order of
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importance and no information is provided on the relationship of the
competencies to each other. An overview of them indicates there is a
high degree of overlap in their list. It is difficult to distinguish, for example,
between “logical/rational thinking” and “analytical/critical thinking” and
“nigh stamina/energy” and “persistence”. They did not seem to address
the issue of the relationship between the competencies. In addition, the
authors made the assumption that the skills managers say they use are in
fact the ones they use on a daily basis. It is difficult to see how this study
furthers our knowledge on the competencies required by managers in
New Zealand.

Comparison of Managerial Competency Models

In reviewing the recent work on management models, several
observations can be made. First, though there are some notable
differences between competency models, certain competencies appear
time and time again. In general, the research supports the conclusion
that technical skills, interpersonal skills, and administration skills are
necessary for most managerial positions (Bass, 1990; Boyatzis, 1982;
Hosking and Morley, 1988). Specific skills within these broad categories
are useful for all managers (e.g., analytical ability, persuasiveness,
empathy, tact, etc.).

Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) note that the relative importance of these skills
probably varies greatly depending on the situation. Unfortunately, only a
limited amount of research has examined how situational differences
moderate the relationship between managerial competencies and
effectiveness. Dulewicz (1989) notes there is a “high degree of
commonality” across competency lists in different organisations for similar
levels in management. He estimated that 70% of competencies are
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general requirements of management, whilst the remaining 30% may
represent organisationally specific factors. Dulewicz did not elaborate on
the type of skills that would be organisationally specific.

From studying managers’ ratings of their managers attending the general
management course at Henley Management College, he found that the
factor analysis of 40 basic competencies produced 12 independent
dimensions of managerial performance (referred to as supra
competencies). These fall under four main headings as shown in Table
5.9.

Table 5.9: Dulewicz’s (1989) Management Competencies

(1) Intellectual

Strategic Perspective
Analysis and Judgement
Planning and Organising

(2) Interpersonal

Managing Staff

Persuasiveness

Assertiveness and Decisiveness
Interpersonal Sensitivity

Oral Communication

(3) Adaptability
Adaptability and Resilience

(4) Results Orientation
Energy and initiative
Achievements-motivation
Business sense




A criticism that is often levelled at managerial competencies is the failure
to identify specific behaviours. Indeed, there is still a tendency for some
work to fall prey to the type of imprecise trait labels and global
behavioural descriptions which researchers have long lamented
(Campbell et al., 1970). However, despite some overlap and cases of
hazy descriptions (Boyatzis, 1982), a significant contribution of recent
management competency models is that they are more precise in the
behavioural specification of competencies (Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger,
1990).

A review of these models indicates that many of the competencies are
relevant to all work. These characteristics are called “universals” (Smith,
1994). A characteristic in the universal domain is defined as one which
enables effective performance in 90 per cent of jobs. It is postulated that
there are probably only three subdomains within the universal
characteristics: cognitive ability, vitality, and the importance people place
on work.

Cognitive ability, a characteristic fairly close to the concept of intelligence,
is probably the most widely recognised universal skill (Hunter, 1986;
Hunter and Hunter, 1984; Schmidt and Hunter, 1981). Work requires
people to expend energy, this energy is often described in terms of
vitality. It encompasses both physical and mental energy. It is postulated
that vitality is linearly related to performance, particularly in situations
where performance is measured over an extended time period (Smith,
1994). The third universal, work importance, is similar to work centrality
or work ethic (Rabinwitz and Hall, 1977). This universal may also be
related to the personality factor, “the will to achieve”, which has been
repeatedly identified in personality studies (Digman, 1990).

The competencies that have been developed recently appear to be more
complicated. They are now discussed in terms of base level or threshold



skills, motive or trait level, or social-role or self-image dimensions
(Boyatzis, 1982). Advanced competency approaches have viewed
managerial competencies as the interaction of behaviours and the
cognitive processes which underlie them, both conscious and
unconscious (Lee and Beard, 1994). This can create practical problems
as competencies are broken down to such a fine level that it is not
possible to observe them.

Many of the managerial competency models that are used in New
Zealand, as mentioned earlier, are based on United Kingdom or United
States models. No New Zealand studies have identified the
competencies people use to assess what constitutes an effective senior
manager across industries in New Zealand. So it is clear that a large
scale New Zealand study would help identify what constitutes effective
managerial performance in this country.
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CHAPTER SIX
THE DERIVATION OF THE COMPETENCIES

The purpose of this study was to identify the competencies people use to

assess the effectiveness of senior managers. It was carried out in two parts.

In the first study, chief executives and senior managers in 75 organisations
from 8 industries were interviewed using the repertory grid interview
approach to identify the competencies they use to determine the
effectiveness of their senior managers. The repertory grid technique was
used because it provided the opportunity to capture the constructs people
actually use to assess the effectiveness of their managers. Therefore a
framework of predetermined managerial constructs was not imposed on the
subjects. In addition, differences between industries and the different-sized
organisations in the competencies required of effective managers were also
determined.

In the second study, the managerial competencies identified in the first part
of the study were incorporated into a questionnaire and administered to
senior managers in two organisations. The questionnaire required
respondents to rate an effective senior manager on a range of questionnaire
constructs and rate his or her overall effectiveness. It identified the
relationship between the competencies and determined the importance
people place on the various managerial factors. It also provided the
opportunity to compare the model developed in this study with overseas
competency models.
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Study One: Repertory Grid Interviews

Subjects

The subjects were a sample of 225 chief executives and senior managers
from 75 organisations. In each organisation interviews were sought with the
chief executive and two of their senior managers.

A total of 227 chief executives and senior managers were invited to
participate in the study. Two of the 227 people who were approached, one
chief executive and one senior manager, declined to be interviewed, which
resulted in a response rate of 99.1%. Twenty nine of the subjects were
female (12.9% of the total sample) and 196 were male (87.1% of the total
sample). Seventy four of the subjects were chief executives and 151 were
senior managers. Only one of the chief executives was female.

The mean number of employees in the managers’ organisations was 1195
(Std dev = 1639). The managers had been in their current position for a
mean of 3.91 years (Std dev = 3.98).

Selection Criteria and Rationale for the Selection of Subjects

Organisation size, industry classification, and managers’ position and tenure
were used as the key criteria to select chief executives and senior managers
to participate in the interviews. Subordinates of senior managers were not
interviewed in this study, because the interview procedure required the
subjects to be familiar with the behaviour of three effective and three less
effective senior managers in the organisation. While they would be familiar
with the behaviour of their senior manager, it was unlikely that they would
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have had the opportunity to observe first hand the behaviour of five other

senior managers.

For the purpose of this study, senior managers were defined as the
managers who report directly to the chief executives in organisations with
150 or more employees. Organisations with 150 or more employees are
more likely to have a senior management level as they have clearly defined
functional areas with at least four levels of management. A management
level typically occurs when people have responsibility for managing staff at a
lower level.

To be eligible to be a subject, senior managers and the chief executive in
each organisation needed to have been in their current position, or have
previously held a senior managerial position in their employing organisation,
for a minimum of 12 months. This was to ensure they had a basic level of
knowledge of their senior manager’s performance. This was because they
were required to discuss the behaviour of six of their senior managers during
the interview.

Rationale for the Selection of Organisations

The organisations targeted in the study represented eight of the nine major
industry groups as defined by the New Zealand Standard Industrial
Classification (1991). The number of organisations selected in each industry
group was determined on a proportional basis by the number of people
employed in each group. For approximately every 25,000 people working in
each industry one organisation was targeted (see Table 6.1).

Initially the Mining and Quarrying Industry was included in the study. This
industry was eventually excluded because, according to industry employers,
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mining organisations often employed substantially fewer than 150 people. In
addition, employers stated that it was difficult to define the industries’ senior
managers.

Table 6.1: Organisations Sampled and Number of People Interviewed in
the Eight Industry Groups

Industry No of people Organisations No. of chief

Grouping employed sampled executives and
senior managers
interviewed

Agriculture, 23,343 2 6

Hunting, Forestry

and Fishing

Manufacturing 280,238 15 44

Electricity, Gas 13,037 3 9

and Water

Building and 83,276 3 9

Construction

Wholesale, 280,896 15 44

Retail Trade,

Restaurants and

Hotels

Transport, 87,626 4 14

Storage and

Communication

Financing, 141,184 15 45

Insurance, Real

Estate and

Business

Services

Community, 311,637 18 54

Social

and Personal

Services

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON
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Strategies Used to Identify and Obtain the Cooperation of
Organisations

Partners of the researcher’'s employing organisation were asked to contact
clients and friends who held chief executive positions in the target industries
to see if they would participate in the study. The partners were provided with
a one page description of the study (see Appendix 1) to assist them in
persuading chief executives to participate.

Referrals to chief executives from family and friends and from people the
researcher met on planes were also obtained. All the chief executives who
were approached, with one exception, agreed to participate. The chief
executive who declined to be interviewed stated he did not wish to
participate as he felt his competitors might access the information and in turn
obtain a competitive advantage. The networks that were available to the
researcher contributed to the high level of participation of chief executives
and senior managers in the interviews.

Oversampling occurred in a number of industries because people who were
initially asked to contact chief executives continued to solicit more subjects
to participate in the study after they had been told by the researcher that no
more subjects were required. In addition, organisations contacted the
researcher directly to see if they could participate.

When a chief executive agreed to participate she or he was sent a facsimile
outlining the purpose of the study. When the researcher completed the
interviews with the chief executives they were asked to nominate two of their
senior managers in the organisation who could also be interviewed. All the
senior managers who were referred to the researcher by the chief executive,
with the exception of one person, agreed to participate in the study. The one
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senior manager who refused to participate stated that he was unable to
spare the time because of his overseas commitments.

Repertory Grid Interview

Rationale for the Selection of the Repertory Grid Interview

A repertory grid interview based on Kelly's (1955) work on personal
construct theory was chosen as the method for identifying how managers
make decisions about the effectiveness of their colleagues. As mentioned
earlier, it is an effective procedure for uncovering the constructs which
people use to structure and understand their environments (Kandola and
Pearn, 1992). It helps a researcher understand how subjects perceive their
environment. It has been a widely used method for identifying managers’
cognitions (Fransella and Bannister, 1977; Ginsberg, 1989; Stewart and
Stewart, 1981). In summary, the repertory grid interview has several
advantages.

First, the technique minimises the degree of influence and input the
interviewer has on the interviewees’ responses (Stewart and Stewart, 1981).
The structured nature of the interview focuses the interviewer on eliciting the
meanings of their constructs, so they can be recorded and rated. This
means that the interviewer has less opportunity to share his or her own
constructs with the interviewee. This in turn reduces the chance of the
interviewer influencing the interviewee's responses.

Second, the repertory grid interview does not ask participants how they
cognitively organise their perceptions, since such questions tend to elicit
descriptions of “espoused theories” rather than theories that actually govern
behaviour (Ginsberg, 1989). It therefore helps capture the constructs people
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really use to assess the effectiveness of their managers rather than what
they believe they should be using.

The technique can also provide quantitative data that can be analysed
statistically and provides results that can be replicated and validated (Dunn
and Ginsberg, 1986). The quantitative data is collected when interviewees
evaluate their elements (i.e., people, events, etc.) on the constructs they
have developed through the procedure of comparing elements. The
approach provides a qualitative and quantitative representation of an
individual’'s mental map of the topic under discussion.

Similar to an open ended interview, it also provides the opportunity for the
interviewees to describe managerial characteristics (integrity, charisma, etc.)
in their own words. This is important because people do not have a shared
understanding of words that are frequently used to describe managerial
skills (i.e., delegation, empowerment, leadership, etc.).

Managers also find it an intriguing and novel data collection technique. It is
novel because the interviewees are required to write the names of three
effective and three less effective managers on six cards. The cards become
the focus of the interview, with the interviewee being asked to select three
cards and discuss what makes one of their three managers more effective
than the others. The interview takes on average an hour and a half to
complete so it was critical that managers enjoyed the interview so they did
not terminate the interview prematurely, and were willing to nominate two of
their peers to be interviewed.
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Repertory Grid Interview Instructions

The interview progressed through a number of stages as outlined below.

Introduction

Subjects were initially thanked for participating and were given a brief
overview of the study and information about the feedback they would receive
as a result of participating (i.e., feedback on the criteria other organisations
use to assess the effectiveness of their managers). They were told the
purpose of the interview was to find out how they decided whether senior
managers in their organisation were effective or less effective. It was
stressed that there were no right and wrong answers. They were asked a
number of general questions (i.e., length of time in current role, number of

employees in the organisation, and their organisational title).

Labelling of Cards

Subjects were shown six cards which were labelled A to F in the bottom right
hand corner. On cards A, B, and C they were asked to write the names,
initials, or nicknames of three current or past senior managers in their
organisation they regarded as effective. On cards D, E, and F they were
asked to write the names, initials, or nicknames of three current or past
senior managers in their organisation they regarded as less effective. It was
stressed that they should only write down the names of the senior managers
with whom they were familiar because they needed to describe their
behaviour. They were told the cards would remain their property and the
researcher was not interested in the names on the cards.
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Generating Descriptions of Effective and Less Effective Behaviour

The cards labelled B (i.e., effective manager), D, and E (i.e., less effective
managers) were placed in front of the subject. They were asked

“Think about how these three managers perform their job. In what way
is one or two of these managers more effective than the other(s) in the
way they perform their job?".

The subject indicated which of the three managers on the cards were more
effective and described the skill that made that person or persons more

effective.

Two completed repertory grid examples are shown in Figure 6.1. This
example form was available to the subjects to refer to during the interview.
The form contained the question and rating scale the subjects used to rate

their senior managers.

The subjects were asked a number of questions in an attempt to elicit
behavioural descriptions of the skill they were describing. So if the subject
said that one of the managers was more effective because she or he
exhibited "leadership" they were asked questions such as, "What would |
see him or her doing that would tell me he or she demonstrated leadership
ability?" or "How would | know that person had leadership ability?”. The
positive behaviour they described was written in the column labelled, “How
are one or two people more effective?”. A copy of the complete repertory
grid form that was used to collect the competency information is provided in
Appendix 2.
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After the subject had described the positive skill of the effective manager(s),
they were asked what the less effective manager(s) did that indicated that
they did not have the same level of skill as the other manager(s). The
description of the negative behaviour was written in the column headed,
“How are one or two people less effective?” on the repertory grid form. The
description of the negative behaviour provided the opportunity to clarify and
enhance their description of the positive behaviour. The researcher
recorded the exact words the subject used to describe the positive and
negative behaviours and repeated these back to the subject to ensure they
had been accurately recorded.

If the subject described a number of skills (e.g., leadership, intelligence, self
confidence, etc.) rather than one skill that differentiated between the
effective and less effective managers, these were noted and dealt with
separately. The subject was asked if they were talking about the same thing
when they grouped behaviours together (i.e., “Is leadership the same thing
as intelligence?"). It was then explained to the subject that each behaviour
would be discussed one at a time.

Rating Performance on Identified Constructs

Once the positive and negative dimensions of the behaviour had been
described the subject was asked to place all six cards in front of them. They
were asked to rate all six of their managers on the skill they had just
described, with the scale point (1) representing the positive end of the
effective behaviour and the scale point (6) representing the negative end of
the effective behaviour. Subjects were told they could allocate the same
ratings to two or more people. They were told that in many cases the
managers that they initially categorised as less effective might score quite
well on a number of the behaviours and that the reverse might occur for
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some of their effective managers. This was said to ensure that the subjects
felt that they didn't feel obliged to consistently rate their effective managers
high and their less effective managers low.

Once the subjects had a clear understanding of the instructions, the process
outlined above was repeated. The researcher asked them each time to take
three predetermined combinations of cards (i.e., C, F, and D) and describe
how one or two of the managers on the cards were more effective than the

other(s) in the way they performed their job.

The researcher recorded their positive and negative descriptions of the
behaviour on the repertory grid sheet. The subject was then asked to rate
all six managers on the behaviour that had just been discussed. This
process continued until the subject was unable to describe any more new
behaviours that differentiated the effective from the less effective managers.

Ratings of Construct Importance and Overall Effectiveness
When the subjects were unable to identify further constructs, they were then
asked to rate the importance of each of their constructs on a six point scale

as shown in Figure 6.2.

Figure 6.2: Repertory Grid Importance Scale

1 2 3 4 5 6
Extremely Not

Important Important
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The subjects were then asked to rate each of the six manager’s overall
effectiveness on six point scale shown in Figure 6.3.

Figure 6.3: Repertory Grid Overall Effectiveness Scale

1 2 3 4 5 6
Effective Less Effective
Senior Manager Senior Manager

Subjects were then thanked for their time and asked if they had any
questions. If the subject was a chief executive he or she was asked for the
names of two senior managers who could also participate in the study.

Pilot Testing and Revision of the Interview Procedure

The interview methodology was pilot tested to identify whether the
instructions were clear to participants and to ensure that the interview
technique collected the required information efficiently and effectively. The
repertory grid interviews were pilot tested in five organisations with five chief
executives and ten senior managers. The organisations were selected from
three of the eight industry groups (i.e., Community, Social, and Personal
Services; Financing, Insurance, Real Estate and Business Services;
Electricity, Gas, and Water). The pilot organisations were selected because
they were current clients of the researcher’s organisation and they were
willing to participate in the pilot study. Outlined below are the three changes
made to the initial repertory grid interview procedure based on the findings
from the pilot study.
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First, the term “less effective manager” was used instead of “ineffective
manager”. Initially when the subjects were asked to think of poor performing
senior managers, the term "ineffective managers" was used to describe
them. This term produced quite negative reactions from the people who
were interviewed and they became quite reluctant to assign managers to this
category. In two organisations managers appeared to be personally
affronted that the researcher thought that their organisation would harbour
managers who were "ineffective”. Pilot interviewees felt that the term
“ineffective” was too extreme and they felt highly uncomfortable classifying
people whom they regarded as poor performers to this category. Managers
felt more comfortable identifying and allocating managers to a “less effective
manager” category.

Second, the number of effective and ineffective managers identified by the
subject was broadened to include past as well as current managers who
worked in their employing organisation. The pilot study highlighted that
asking subjects to nominate only three effective and three less effective
managers who currently worked in the organisation was too narrow. A
number of interviewees found it difficult to do this because managers in
three of the five organisations said their less effective managers had
recently been made redundant. The criteria that subjects used to select
managers were therefore changed to include managers who had left the
organisation.

Finally, the number of people interviewed in each organisation was limited to
three people (i.e., the chief executive and two senior managers). In the pilot
study each chief executive was asked if all their senior managers could be
interviewed. Four of the five chief executives stated they would consent to
two senior managers being interviewed, but felt uncomfortable about the
amount of time the organisation was investing if the numbers exceeded two.
So limiting the number of people interviewed in each organisation to three
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increased the researcher’s chance of organisations agreeing to participate in
the study.

Data Analysis and Results

Interview Constructs

A total of 2299 constructs was identified during the interviews and entered
onto a database. The mean number of constructs that was generated by
each person was 10, with a minimum of 5 and a maximum of 18. A four step
procedure was used to group the constructs collected during the interviews.

First, the constructs were checked for accuracy. This was done by checking
23 of the handwritten interview response forms (10% of the sample) with the
qualitative and quantitative information that was entered on the database.
The data were carefully checked for accuracy.

Second, the researcher then grouped the constructs into categories.
Constructs were allocated to a category when the same or similar words
were used to describe the same concept (i.e., “Can articulate vision of
organisation to staff so they can understand it” was put with the construct
“Able to interpret the vision and policies of the company and put it into a
message that is understood by all”’). Each category was assigned a
numerical code.

Third, six individuals not involved in the interviews then independently sorted
each of the constructs into categories. They coded each of the constructs
using either the categories developed by the researcher or, if they felt those
categories did not capture the essence of the construct, developed new
categories. If they were unable to determine what was meant by the
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constructs they were left uncoded. This typically occurred when the
definitions were very brief (i.e., “is bright”, “knows his stuff”), or when
conflicting information was presented in the same statement (i.e., “Is fair -
but they can really put the heat on their people if they think they are being
slack”) and when two concepts were described in the one construct (i.e.,
“able to deliver on all his commitments and is very good at communicating in
social situations”).

Finally, constructs were assigned to categories when four or more of the
seven raters agreed on the construct category to which the construct
belonged. In cases where more than three people disagreed the construct
was not assigned to a category. There was a high level of agreement
between raters on the assignment of constructs to categories. All seven
raters assigned constructs to the same category 66% of the time. Four or
more of the raters agreed 89.2% of the time on the assignment of constructs
to categories. Eighty two of the 2299 constructs were not assigned to a
category and were discarded. The final construct category list is shown in
Appendix 3.

Analysis of Rating Scale Distribution

An analysis was conducted on the distribution of the respondent’s responses
on the three rating scales (i.e., construct ratings for their six managers, their
manager’s overall effectiveness rating, and construct importance rating).
The scales were assessed for their degree of normality. The mean and
standard deviations for the three scales are shown in Table 6.2.



Table 6.2: Rating Scale Characteristics

Scale Mean Standard
Deviation

Construct Rating Scale 2.97 1.53

Overall Effectiveness 3.12 .90

Scale

Construct Importance 1.78 .80

Scale

A frequency count of each variable construct was completed to identify the
constructs the subjects mentioned most often. As shown in Table 6.3, 22
constructs accounted for 50.4% of all the constructs that were identified.
The construct 9.01 Delegation was the most frequently mentioned, at 5.3%.
The 20 most frequently mentioned constructs in each of the eight industries

are shown in Appendix 4.

A one way analysis of variance was conducted to determine whether
different industry groups regard some constructs as more or less important
for managerial effectiveness. This statistical method compared subjects’

ratings of construct importance in each industry, when ten or more

constructs had been mentioned in each industry. There were no significant
differences at the p<.01 or p<.05 level between the industry groups on the
importance they attributed to the various constructs.

126
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Table 6.3: Frequency of Constructs That Were Mentioned by Subjects

Construct Frequency Pct Cum Pct

Title
Delegation skills 117 53 53
Strategic vision 79 3.5 8.8
Communicates well 65 29 11.7
Technical skills 64 2.9 14.6
Planning and organising 62 2.8 17.4
Can deliver 59 27 20.01
Weights factors appropriately 54 24 225
Decisive 52 23 248
Focuses on organisation’s agenda 49 22 27.0
Empathy/Sensitivity 46 2.1 29.1
Passes on information 45 2.0 311
Open and honest 45 2.0 33.2
Build a team 43 1.9 35.1
Continuous improvement focus 41 1.8 36.9
Knows how all parts of the organisation function 41 1.8 38.7
Intelligence 40 1.8 40.5
Pitches communication correctly 39 1.8 423
Approachable 39 1.8 441
Makes and takes the tough decisions 37 1.7 45.8
Confidence/Conviction 37 " ¥ 47.5
Persuade/Influence people 33 15 49.0
Consultative 32 14 50.4

Another one way analysis of variance was conducted to find out whether the

subjects’ rating of importance for each construct varied as a function of their

organisation’s size. The organisations were put into four groups. They

were: up to 500 employees (n= 110), between 501-1000 employees (n=38),

1001-2000 employees (n=44), and more than 2001 employees (n=33).
Again, to be included in the analysis, each of the four groups needed to

contain ten construct ratings. There were no significant differences at the

p<.01 or p<.05 level between what the different size organisations regarded

as important constructs.
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Analysis of the Constructs That Predict a Manager’s Overall
Effectiveness

A stepwise linear regression was conducted to determine the impact of the
individual constructs on the subject’s perception of their managers’ overall
effectiveness. This multivariate technique analyses the relationship between
a dependent or criterion variable and a group of independent or predictor
variables. Multiple regression was considered an appropriate tool for this
study because of its recognised robustness (Harris, 1985; Klecka, 1984;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983) and the extensive descriptive data it provides.

As Harris (1985) puts it, multiple regression is nothing more than the familiar
Pearson correlation between an outcome measure or dependent variable
and a linear combination of a subject’s scores on a number of predictor
variables. A measure of the accuracy of prediction, or strength of linear
association, is the ratio of explained variation in the dependent variable, Y,
to the total variation in Y, or R? (Edwards, 1984).

The contribution of predictor variables to a linear association described by
regression coefficients is generally reported as BETA weights, or
standardised regression coefficients. Standardisation allows a comparison
of two or more independent variables when these variables are measured in
different units (Kim and Kohout, 1975). The effect of an additional predictor
variable being added to an equation can be described by a change in R%
R?is a part correlation coefficient which describes the relationship between
the dependent variable and the additional predictor, with the linear effects of
the variables already in the equation removed (Norusis, 1993).

In stepwise regression, the first variable considered for entry into the
equation is the one with the largest positive or negative correlation with the
dependent variable. If the variable fails to meet entry requirements, the
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procedure terminates with no independent variables in the equation. If it
passes the criterion, the second variable is selected based on the highest
partial correlation. If it passes the entry criteria, it also enters the equation.
Atfter the first variable is entered, the first variable is examined to see if it
should be removed according to the removal criterion (i.e., a minimum F
value). Variables with a value less than the minimum F value are eligible for
removal. In the next step, variables not in the equation are examined for
entry.

After each step, variables already in the equation are examined for removal.
Variables are removed until none remain that meet the removal criterion.
While it is recognised that there is no one best variable selection procedure
(e.g., forward, backward) (Norusis, 1993), stepwise regression is the most
commonly used as it is less likely to result in a distortion of significance
levels (Cliff, 1987).

The independent variables were the constructs people used to rate each
manager’s performance and the dependent variable was the overall
performance rating subjects gave each of their managers. In this study only
the predictor variables (i.e., constructs) that were mentioned by five or more
subjects were included in the analysis. This cut-off point was adopted to
eliminate analysing “one-off* constructs that were unique to an individual
and did not relect the more frequently mentioned constructs.

Thirty three constructs entered into the equation and an R? of .71631, and an
adjusted R? of .70905 was obtained. Based on the adjusted R?, 50% of the
variance can be explained by the 33 constructs, as shown in Table 6.4. The
constructs in the equation contribute between 2% and 4.7% of the variance.
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Construct Title Beta % F P
Weight Variance

Technical skills 0.123059 4.6780 251.850 |<.001
Can deliver 0.121293 4.6109 282.644 |<.001
Delegation skills 0.113104 4.2995 312.481 |<.001
Focus on organisational end goals 0.107398 4.0826 185.768 |<.001
Weights factors appropriately 0.105937 4.0271 164.835 |<.001
Clear and succinct communicator 0.105512 4.0109 228.510 |<.001
Decisive 0.100733 3.8293 147.135 |<.001
Strategic Vision 0.094575 3.56952 329.813 |<.001
Persuade/influence people 0.091674 3.4849 160.103 (<.001
Build a team 0.090677 3.4470 177.123 |<.001
Confidence/conviction 0.089321 3.3954 170.122 |[<.001
Passionate about work 0.086973 3.3062 210.480 |<.001
Gets on with everyone 0.081975 3.1162 155.378 |<.001
Open and honest 0.077933 2.9624 128.144 |<.001
Can translate vision 0.077775 2.9565 131.142 |<.001
Empathy/sensitivity 0.074985 2.8505 125.281 (<.001
Pitches communication correctly 0.074969 2.8499 137.510 (<.001
Knows own strengths and weaknesses 0.072151 2.7427 140.359 [<.001
Continuous improvement focus 0.071058 2.7012 197.549 |<.001
Passes on information 0.070022 2.6618 151.176 |[<.001
Knows market/industry 0.067122 2.5516 108.978 [<.001
Factors that affect vision 0.066051 2.5109 119.457 |<.001
Learns new skills 0.065825 2.5023 106.750 |<.001
Well prepared before communicating 0.064242 2.4421 116.569 [<.001
Long term goals are top of mind 0.063751 2.4234 143.640 |<.001
Knows how all parts of the organisation  [0.063601 24177 134.218 |<.001
function

Satisfies customers 0.062804 2.3874 122.375 |<.001
Approachable 0.062677 2.3826 113.964 |<.001
Interesting presentation style 0.061866 2.3518 111.482 |<.001
Make and take the tough decisions 0.058179 22116 104.759 [<.001
Expects high standards 0.057525 2.1867 102.636 (<.001
Intelligence 0.054047 2.0545 100.655 (<.001
Does research 0.051762 1.9677 98.704 |(<.001

Discussion of Study One

The purpose of this first study was to produce a comprehensive set of

statements that described effective managerial performance across a range

of New Zealand industries. These statements form the basis of the survey in
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the second study. As can be seen in Appendix 5, a comprehensive list of
statements of both effective and less effective managerial performance was
captured through the repertory grid interview process.

The words managers used in this study to describe their effective managers
appear to be more straightforward and less “dressed up” than the words
used to describe effective managerial performance in many competency
models (Boyatzis, 1982; Powers, 1987; Spencer and Spencer, 1993). For
example, the majority of words used in this study (e.g., can deliver on what
they promise; is open to new ideas and change in the workplace; realistic
and accurate when estimating the resources required to meet objectives,
etc.) are clear, and easy to understand. These descriptions contrast
markedly with some of the competency descriptors (e.g., use of concepts de
novo to identify a pattern in an assortment of information; use of socialised
power; use of unilateral power, etc.) used in other models.

The differences in the use of language may have occurred for a number of
reasons. First, the popular management books that describe management
skills are in the business of selling books, and therefore they differentiate
their books by giving new names to familiar management skills (e.g., giving
the competency “empowering” the new name of “zapping”) (Byham, 1994).
They often go to great lengths to “mysticise” the concept of competencies by
using a variety of techniques, such as describing the competencies required
by managers as occurring at a conscious and unconscious level and using
complicated language to describe simple concepts (Boyatzis, 1982).

Second, the data collection technique used in this study minimised the
demand characteristics on managers to use the latest “politically correct”
terms that litter the popular management press. The repertory grid approach
captured the terms managers actually use when evaluating the effectiveness
of their managers, rather than capturing the terms they feel they should be
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using to show they are up to date with current managerial trends. Third, it
may well be that New Zealand managers use simpler language than those

from other countries.

The number of behavioural descriptors identified through the interview
process seem to be larger than other studies. The reason for this was that
the purpose of the first part of the study was to develop a comprehensive set
of descriptors to cover the domain of effective managerial performance. This
was beneficial in that it allowed a more stable factor analysis to be
conducted in the second study (Gorsuch, 1983).

Many of the managerial behaviours identified in this study were similar to the
behavioural groupings identified in the non-New Zealand management

competency models, although different words may have been used to

describe the same skill. For instance, the managerial skills that are present

in most competency models (i.e., interpersonal, analytical, adaptability, etc.)

are captured in the present study. There are also some novel behavioural

descriptors identified in this study that do not appear in other competency |
models (i.e., “knows when to stop partying”, “plays or has played sport”, “can

manage own personal finances”, etc.).

There were no significant differences at the p<.01 or p<.05 level between the
industry groups on the importance they attributed to the various managerial
constructs. This partially supports Dulewicz's (1989) view that 70% of the
skills required by managers are similar across organisations and industries.
So, strategic vision, delegation, and communication are needed by all
managers. This study would suggest that a higher percentage of managerial
skills were common requirements across industries.

While a number of people disagree with this view (Canning, 1990; Hamlin
and Stewart, 1990), the main source of disagreement seems to be the words
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that are used to describe essentially the same skill; for example, what is
called delegation in one organisation may be called empowerment in
another. While there were no differences identified between industries in
the behaviours that were regarded as important for managerial
effectiveness, the number of people sampled in each industry was not large
enough to be sensitive to differences. It would be interesting in the future to
expand the second stage of the study by surveying staff across a range of
industries to identify whether there are differences in the importance placed
on the various competencies.

The competencies regarded as important for effective managerial
performance also did not differ as a function of the size of the organisation.
Again the difference between organisations may not have been truly
determined because of the small number of managers who were interviewed
in each organisation. It may be important to determine whether the
competencies that were valued by organisations did vary as a result of the
organisation’s size. This could be another avenue for future research.

The multiple regression output demonstrated that technical skills were the
highest contributor to a manager’s perceived level of overall effectiveness.
This appears to contrast with the majority of other research, which states that
technical skills are not highly valued at the senior management level
(Thornton and Byham, 1982). As managers’ careers develop and they get
promoted, their technical, specialist skills supposedly become less important
as they adopt a more generalist approach at senior management levels
(Dakin and Hamilton, 1986; Mahoney, Jerdee, and Caroll, 1965).

Highly valuing technical skills at the senior management level may be a
function of the New Zealand culture (i.e., the colonial spirit). New Zealand
senior managers may be expected to be more versatile and able to
demonstrate a high level of skill across a range of areas, including technical
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skills. Placing such a high value on technical skills may also mean that
senior managers may not fully appreciate the importance of spending time
managing people. The more time managers spend doing this invariably
means they spend less time in their technical area of expertise.

However, the multiple regression results in this study need to be interpreted
with caution, as many of the constructs may in fact be describing the same
competency. The factor analysis in the second study assists in identifying
the relationship between the constructs.

The descriptions of effective managerial behaviour identified in this study
have provided the data to determine how the various construct descriptors
group together and how much importance is placed on the different construct
groupings, which will now be considered.



CHAPTER SEVEN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MANAGEMENT
COMPETENCY MODEL

The purpose of this study was to develop a model that described the
competencies required by effective senior managers in New Zealand. This
was achieved by developing a managerial effectiveness questionnaire that
contained the descriptions of effective and ineffective behaviour that were
identified in the first study. After the questionnaire was piloted it was
administered to senior managers in two industry groups. The questionnaire
identified the relationship between the descriptions and determined the

importance senior managers place on the various competencies.

Study Two: The Managerial Effectiveness Questionnaire

Selection Criteria and Rationale for the Selection of Questionnaire
Participants and Organisations

The main criteria for the selection of subjects was that they had worked
closely with senior managers in their employing organisation. This was
critical as they needed to have observed a wide range of the senior

managers’ behaviour in order to accurately complete the questionnaire.

Another factor that influenced the selection of organisations to participate in
this study was the degree of influence the researcher had in the targeted
organisation. The researcher was operating on the premise that the more
influence she had in the organisation, the higher the response rate to her

questionnaires. As mentioned earlier, senior managers are often very

135
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reluctant to complete questionnaires, particularly lengthy questionnaires,
therefore it was important to select organisations and managers who were

sympathetic to the study.

The subjects were drawn from two organisations, the New Zealand Police
Service and KPMG, a business advisory firm. The New Zealand Police is
classified as belonging to the Community, Social, and Personal Services
Industry and KPMG to the Financing, Insurance, Real Estate, and Business
Services Industry.

KPMG was chosen as a suitable organisation because it was the
researcher's employing organisation and she was able to follow up
questionnaire participants personally in an endeavour to achieve a high
response rate. The New Zealand Police was selected because they were
committed to ongoing research into the effectiveness of their senior
managers. The researcher had also worked closely with many of their
senior managers in developing a managerial assessment and development
centre for Assistant Commissioners. The Police were interested in
incorporating the results of the questionnaire in the design of their future
assessment and development centres. In addition, the Police is one of New
Zealand's largest employers, and therefore has a large number of senior
managers.

The researcher’s discussions with senior managers in KPMG indicated that
people who held the position of Senior Consultant or above would be able to
comment knowledgeably about a senior manager’s performance. Senior
managers in KPMG were classified as people who held the positions of
Manager, Senior Manager, Director/Associate Director, and Partner. All
these positions were responsible for managing staff. The researcher’s
discussions with staff in the Human Resources section of the New Zealand
Police indicated that people who held the rank of Inspector and
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Superintendent would be able to assess accurately senior managers who
held the rank of Superintendent.

Subjects

At the time of data gathering KPMG employed 256 staff and The New
Zealand Police Service employed 6500 staff. A total of 80 managerial
effectiveness questionnaires were distributed to KPMG staff who held Senior
Consultant, Assistant Manager, Manager, Senior Manager, and
Director/Associate Director and Partner positions. The participants worked
in either one of three divisions of KPMG (i.e., management consultancy,
audit services, or business services). The majority of participants (73.2%)
had been in their current role for a period of three years or more. A total of
56 questionnaires were returned, resulting in a response rate of 70%.

A total of 298 questionnaires were sent to New Zealand Police Service
employees who at the time of the questionnaire distribution held
Superintendent and Inspector positions. The questionnaire participants held
positions in one of three branches (i.e., General Duties Branch, Criminal
Investigation Branch, or Traffic Safety Service Branch). Just over half the
subjects (57.8%) had been employed in their current role for six years or less
and 42.2% had been in their roles for more than six years. One hundred and
twenty nine questionnaires were returned, resulting in a response rate of
43.3%. In total 185 questionnaires were received from KPMG and the Police
Service, resulting in a overall response rate of 48.9%.

Additional demographic details on the questionnaire participants were not
collected. The pilot study highlighted the importance of keeping the
information requested about questionnaire participants to a minimum
because of its potentially sensitive nature. Two of the participants in the
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pilot study were concerned that their responses about the effectiveness of a
manager in their organisation could be linked to them.

Questionnaire Design and Implementation

The questionnaire was designed to achieve two purposes: First, to allow
identification of the underlying factors of managerial performance, and
second, to assess the impact or importance of these factors on managerial
effectiveness.

The questionnaire incorporated the constructs that were identified in the
repertory grid interviews and asked participants to evaluate a senior
manager they regarded as effective and knew well. A copy of the
questionnaire is provided in Appendix 7.

Questionnaire items were developed in a number of stages. Firstly, three
independent psychologists reviewed the construct descriptions in the
repertory grid construct list (see Appendix 3). This review was carried out to
ensure that the constructs that contained different concepts were not
included in the questionnaire in their raw form (i.e., as one questionnaire
item).

For example, the definition for construct (1.01) is
“Demands high standards of self and others - does not accept work of

average quality or second best. Is very thorough in all work s/he does
and attends to detail (i.e., “crosses the t's and dots their i’s”)”
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This construct description was perceived by the three independent judges as
containing three slightly different concepts within this one construct. If the
construct description was included in the questionnaire in the form shown
above, it would have been confusing for the questionnaire respondent. In
this case, a senior manager could theoretically demand high standards of
their work colleagues but not be thorough in their own work and not attend to
details in a work situation. Construct (1.01) therefore needed to be split into
three parts before it could be included in the questionnaire, as shown below
in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1: The Components of Construct (1.01) That Were Included in
the Questionnaire

Positive Behaviour Negative Behaviour

Demands high standards from Doesn’t demand high

work colleagues. standards from work
colleagues.

Sets high standards for self to Doesn't set high standards

achieve. for self to achieve.

Thorough in their work Not thorough in work

approach and attends to approach and takes short

detalil (i.e., crosses their t's cuts.

and dots their i’'s).

If two of the three people assessing the construct list felt the construct
contained statements with slightly different meanings, the construct was split
into separate questionnaire items, as shown in Table 7.1. Appendix 5
contains a list of how the original constructs were separated.

A negative construct pole was created to accompany each of the positive
descriptors. A negative pole was created either by putting the word “doesn’t”
in front of the positive statement or incorporating the negative behaviours
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captured during the repertory grid interviews that reflected the opposite
behaviour. When the negative behaviour for a particular construct contained
a very specific example, as shown in Table 7.2, it became a component of

the negative construct, not a feature.

Table 7.2: Example of a Positive and Negative Construct

Positive Negative

Able to give behavioural Talks in generalisations
feedback to staff so is able to - SO is no good at

help their development. developing people.

So the negative pole changed to, “Doesn'’t present feedback in a way that
promotes development (i.e., talks in generalisations)”. These changes were
made so the questionnaire respondent was able to rate his or her manager
on the full spectrum of the scale. If these changes had not occurred the
subject may have felt inhibited rating their manager on the negative pole
because they may not have exhibited the specific behaviour mentioned
(talks in generalisations), but were in fact not good at giving behavioural
feedback.

The references to gender in the construct descriptions were taken out and
substituted with a neutral term such as “theirs” or “she/he”. Grammar was
also changed to assist in the ease of reading. In addition, the word
“business” was changed to “organisation” because the word business was
not relevant for The New Zealand Police. In most cases the words that were
used to describe the positive and negative behaviours of managers in the
repertory grid interviews were retained. The construct items in the
questionnaire were allocated on a random basis.
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Questionnaire Rating Scale

The subjects were asked to think of an effective senior manager they knew
well or had known. They were asked to use this person as a reference point
when completing the questionnaire. It was important that they knew the
person well because they were required to rate the person on a wide range
of behavioural constructs.

The subjects indicated on a seven point scale the degree to which the
questionnaire items were descriptive of their effective manager. The scale
was positioned between the positive and negative questionnaire construct
items. The scale that was used is shown in Figure 7.1.

Figure 7.1: Questionnaire Rating Scale

Manager tende to

behaves like this

S ohaves ike this

Manager always

Manager always
behaves like this be

haves like t|

| Manages meetings effectively St Has difficulty making decisions in
time pressured situations

people

Takes a genuine interest in peop|7

—

/
This would indicate that you think
the senior manager you have in
mind, usually manages meetings
effectively

This would indicate that you think
the manager you have in mind
doesn’t ever demonstrate a genuine
interest in people
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The word “manager” that is used in the scale was substituted for
“Superintendent” in the Police questionnaire. On completion of the bipolar
construct items the subjects rated the manager's overall effectiveness on a
five point scale, see Figure 7.2.

Figure 7.2: Managerial Effectiveness Scale

Please rate the manager’s OVERALL performance by placing a tick in the box that best
describes their overall performance

g4 O O O O

Extren-lely Effective Not
Effective Effective

Pilot Testing and Revision of the Questionnaire

A pilot study was conducted to ensure the questionnaire instructions were
clear and the questionnaire items were unambiguous. The study was
conducted on five people in KPMG and three people in The New Zealand
Police to identify any amendments that might be needed. As a consequence
of the pilot study the following changes were made:

First, the question that asked participants to state their gender was deleted.
Female participants felt that they could be personally identified if this
question was asked. They felt their anonymity was not assured because of
the relatively small numbers of female managers in both organisations.

They perceived it would be easy to trace responses back to participants.



143

Second, the pictures of a female and male face that accompanied the
request for the questionnaire respondent to think of an effective |
Superintendent was modified as a result of the pilot study. The picture of the
female face in the Police questionnaire was substituted with a male face.
This change was made because there were no female Superintendents at
the time of the questionnaire administration and therefore the picture of the
female face was not realistic.

Finally, the positive and negative construct items were not reversed
throughout the questionnaire as in the pilot study version. The participants
stated quite strongly that they would be reluctant to fill out the questionnaire
if the item polarity was reversed because they felt it would take significantly
more time to complete.

Eight constructs were removed from the Police Questionnaire because they

were not relevant to their work. The positive pole of these constructs is
listed in Table 7.3. Appendix 7 contains a copy of the KPMG Questionnaire.

Table 7.3: Constructs That Were Deleted From the Police Questionnaire

Constructs
Has a good mix of entrepreneurial and financial skills (i.e.,
knows what will make money and what won't).
Looks the part (i.e., is well groomed).
Has business or commercial acumen - can understand what is
required for a business to be successful.
Technically very competent in own specialist area (e.qg.,
marketing, financial management, etc.).
Can manage own personal finances.
Able to attract clients that reflect the future strategy of the
organisation.
Able to identify business opportunities the organisation could
get into to give it a competitive advantage.
Able to close a deal and sell a product or service.




144

Questionnaire Administration

KPMG questionnaire respondents were sent a copy of the questionnaire
through the internal mail system. A handwritten note from the researcher
accompanied it urging them to complete it. They were asked if they could
complete the questionnaire within two weeks and return it to the researcher
through the internal mail. The anonymity of their replies was assured.

The New Zealand Police respondents were sent a copy of the questionnaire
along with a letter signed by the Commissioner of Police (see Appendix 6)
encouraging them to complete the questionnaire. The questionnaires were
sent through the internal mail and returned in the same way. An Inspector in
the Human Resources section of the New Zealand Police coordinated the
distribution and collection of the questionnaires.

Data Analysis and Results

The accuracy of the questionnaire responses entered on the database was
checked for clerical accuracy. This was done by comparing the responses
from 19 questionnaires (10% of the sample) with the information that was
entered on the database. A frequency analysis was completed to identify

data input errors.

The data from the KPMG and Police questionnaires was combined. The
eight construct items that were deleted from the Police questionnaire (refer
Table 7.3 ) were not included in the analysis. A factor analysis was
conducted on the questionnaire responses to identify the relationship
between the questionnaire constructs.



Factor Analysis

Factor analysis was used to explore the ways in which the managerial
constructs identified in the repertory grid interviews interact, and to develop
a model of managerial effectiveness. Exploratory factor analysis was
chosen as a suitable analysis technique because it minimises the number of
variables, while also maximising the amount of information produced in the
analysis. Cluster analysis was also performed, but it did not provide the
richness of data because loadings of variables on each cluster are not
provided and the clusters are not as conceptually clear as the factors
produced by factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1983).

When performing a factor analysis four heuristics have been recommended
to assist in ensuring a stable factor structure (Fergusson and Cox, 1993).
These heuristics are: a minimum sample size of between 100 and 200
(Comrey, 1978; Kline, 1986); a minimum ratio of subjects (n) to variables (p)
of between 2:1 and 10:1 (Gorsuch, 1983; Kline, 1986; Nunnally, 1978); a
minimum ratio of subjects to expected factors and variables to expected
factors of between 2:1 and 6:1 (Catell, 1978).

The present study meets all these requirements except the minimum
recommended ratio of subjects to variables. In this study it was recognised
that many of the items in the questionnaire were not discrete variables (i.e.,
different words had been used to describe similar concepts) and therefore
the heuristic recommending a minimum ratio of subjects to variables was
less relevant. The relative merits of these four heuristics have been
discussed by Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988), who concluded that sample
size is the most important heuristic and that a minimum of 100 subjects is
required for factor analysis.



A principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was used to
analyse the questionnaire data. Varimax rotation was chosen because it
attempts to simplify the columns of a factor matrix. It tries to get variables to
load high or low on factors. The factors are orthogonal in varimax, which
aids interpretation, and consequently it is the most widely used rotational
procedure in the psychological literature and is recommended as the best
rotational procedure to adopt (Fergusson and Cox, 1993). While oblique
solutions are possible, they are often difficult to interpret as they allow for a
degree of correlation among factors, which makes factors difficult to interpret
(Gorsuch, 1983).

The Factors That Were Extracted

Factors are determined by the size of the construct loading on each of the
factors. A measure of the degree of generalisability found between each
variable and each factor is calculated and referred to as a factor loading.
Factor loadings reflect quantitative relationships. The further the factor
loading is from zero, the more one can generalise to that variable from each
factor. A high factor loading implies that the construct variable can aid in the
interpretation of the factor, and in turn can provide some information about
how the variables were used.

Clearly statistical significance alone cannot be used to determine the
salience of a loading, because with large samples, loadings so small as to
be uninterpretable may be statistically significant. In factor analytic studies
absolute values of 0.3 are popular as the minimum loading required for a
variable to be adequately interpreted (Velicer, Peacock, and Jackson, 1982).
This can have problems when a variable loads highly on several factors,
because the meaning of the variable must be split between factors when an
interpretation of factors is attempted. This can make it difficult to interpret a
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factor and can make it necessary for a high loading of a variable to be
discarded if it does not aid interpretation. What may be an interpretable
salient loading for one variable may not be an interpretable salient loading
for another.

The initial procedure in interpreting the factors was to extract them with
eigenvalues greater than one. An eigenvalue gives an estimate of the
amount of variance associated with any factor. It is the most commonly used
method of extraction. As shown in Table 7.4, 49 factors passed this criterion
level. The 49 factors accounted for 85.5% of the total variance. Factor One
clearly contributed the greatest amount of variance at 43.3%. Overall the
first 12 factors contributed 64.9% of the total variance.

Factor analysis was also performed on the individual KPMG and Police data.
The factors that contributed one percent or more of the variance for both
sets of data, are shown in Appendix 9. In the Police data the first 18 factors
accounted for 83.8% of the variance, and in the KPMG data 22 factors
accounted for 97.6% of the variance.

There appears to be no clear cut answer in the literature as to how the
number of factors in the final solution is determined (Gorsuch, 1983),
especially when the scree test does not suggest a natural cut off point. The
number of factors in this study’s competency model was determined in two
ways. First, by identifying the factors with the greatest contribution to the
overall variance and second, by identifying the factors that contributed the
greatest degree of variance in the multiple regression analysis. Multiple
regression was used to determine how much importance people placed on
the various factors. This analysis was conducted by regressing the factor
scores for each of 49 factors on the overall effectiveness rating the
questionnaire respondent gave his or her manager.



Table 7.4: The 49 Factors That had an Eigenvalue Greater Than one

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct
1 130.59896 434 433
2 19.05078 6.3 49.7
3 7.89553 2.6 52.3
4 6.05705 2.0 543
5 5.04367 1.7 56.0
6 4.72889 1.6 57.6
7 4.37669 15 59.1
8 422752 14 60.5
9 3.59689 1.2 61.7
10 3.25926 1.1 62.8
1 3.21424 1.1 63.9
12 3.09153 1.0 64.9
13 2.72244 0.9 65.8
14 2.68199 0.9 66.7
15 2.55759 0.8 67.5
16 2.47042 0.8 68.3
17 2.39988 0.8 69.1
18 2.38998 0.8 69.9
19 2.26241 0.8 70.7
20 2.17988 0.7 14
21 2.17166 0.7 721
22 2.05001 0.7 72.8
23 1.93761 0.6 734
24 1.92559 0.6 74.0
25 1.83859 0.6 74.6
26 1.82299 0.6 752
27 1.75343 0.6 75.8
28 1.69860 0.6 76.4
29 1.64104 0.5 76.9
30 1.62913 0.5 774
31 1.55056 0.5 779
32 1.54109 0.5 784
33 1.49876 0.5 789
34 1.43251 0.5 794
35 1.38812 0.5 79.9
36 1.37374 0.5 80.4
37 1.36523 0.5 80.9
38 1.33640 0.4 81.3
39 1.29948 04 81.7
40 1.26748 0.4 82.1
4 1.22167 04 82.5
42 1.20197 04 82.9
43 1.14639 0.4 833
44 1.11723 04 83.7
45 1.10848 0.4 84.1
46 1.98536 0.4 845
47 1.05995 0.4 84.9
48 1.02648 0.3 85.2
49 1.00937 0.3 85.5
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Using these guidelines, a six factor solution was developed. The
questionnaire items that loaded on each of the six factors are shown in
Appendix 8. The following section describes the factor analysis and multiple
regression results.

Interpreting the Factors

The next step in interpreting the factors was to highlight all questionnaire
items that loaded 0.3 and above on each of the factors after varimax
rotation. The first 12 factors which contributed 1% or more of the variance
will be discussed in the following section.

One hundred and eighty eight questionnaire items loaded 0.3 and above on
Factor One. Table 7.4 shows Factor One’s 20 highest loading questionnaire
items. After considering the loadings and content of the questionnaire items,
it seemed appropriate to call the factor “Interpersonal Skills”, since all the
variables were related to interacting and communicating with people. The
highest 20 loadings are clearly interpersonal in nature, with the exception of
questionnaire item 193 (Can laugh at themselves, and doesn't take self too
seriously), as they relate to managers’ interactions with people.

The second factor had 69 questionnaire items loading 0.3 and above. Table
7.6 shows Factor Two’s 20 highest loading questionnaire items. After
reviewing the content and loading of the questionnaire items on Factor Two
it appeared appropriate to name the factor “Conscientious and Organised”.
The questionnaire items describe the actions of managers who are
organised, conscientious, thorough, and focused in their work.



Table 7.5: Factor One’s 20 Highest Loading Questionnaire Items
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organisation

Positive Questionnaire Item Factor Questionnaire

Loading Item

Takes a genuine interest in people .84376 80

Makes an effort to make people feel at ease .83621 221

when talking to them

Is consultative with staff .83414 166

Sensitive when dealing with staff .83293 212

Empathetic when dealing with staff .83121 208

Is accessible to their staff .81092 197

Treats all people as their equal .80327 114

Easy to speak to, people feel comfortable 79751 14

being around them

Takes time to build relationships and .78093 165

understand their staff

Open to other's ideas even if they are .77898 222

different to their beliefs or views

Makes people feel comfortable when they 77468 36

communicate with them

Makes an effort to communicate with 77324 240

everyone in the organisation

Gets on well with everyone in the .76875 126

| organisation

Is compassionate when dealing with staff .76411 173

Can laugh at themselves, and doesn't take .75646 193

self too seriously

Able to relate well to a wide range of people .75645 147

| (e.g., managing directors, clerical staff, etc.)

Able to respond and deal appropriately with 74626 282

staff member’s feelings (e.g., depression,

anger)

Is a team player - can work as a member of .74288 154

a team

Has a harmonising effect on people, can .73965 30

draw people together, who are pola<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>