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ABSTRACT

This research is a predictive study of managerial
success by specific job type 1n a single British com-
pany. Seventy-four managers, at the same level, 1n
two -specific jobs differentiated by degree of task
structure, completed a battery of tests of cognitive
abilities, personality, and self-perceived leadership
style. Three years later their status was checked to
determine 1f they had been promoted or not. Differences
were examined 1in Successful managers between job types,
1n Unsuccessful managers between job types, and between
Successful and Unsuccessful managers within Job type,
and for all managers as a whole regardless of job dif-
ferences.

The basic hypothesis of the research, that a sit-

uational approach to the prediction of managerial suc-

cess, differentiating managers by job type, would vyield
better results than predictions of managerial success
without regard for job differences was supported. Sig-
nificant differences in cognitive abilities, personality,
and self-perceived leadership style were found between
Successful managers in the two job functions, and class-
ification of Successfuls and Unsuccessfuls by discrim-
inant analysis was more accurate for managers within
specific job types than for the total sample of managers

without regard for job differences.



INTRODUCTION

THE FOCUS OF THE RESEARCH: AN OVERVIEW

This research takes a situational approach to
the actuarial prediction of managerial success. It
1s based on arguments put forward in the literature
(Ghiselli, 1963, 1966a, 1966b; Dunnette, 1967, 1971;
Korman, 1968; Campbell, et.al., 1970; Braun & Knoche,
1978; Batlis & Green, 1979) that (a) tests of cognitive
abilities, personality and leadership style have some
predictive ability in the determination of managerial
effectiveness and success, (b) that their demonstrated
lack of sufficient strength to make consistently firm
predictions may be attributed, in part, to global ap-
plications which fail to take into account situational
differences due to function, level, size, company,
etc., and (c) that there have been very few truly
predictive, longitudinal studies where the assessment
information was gathered prior to obtaining effective-
ness and success ratings.

Survéys of the literature indicate linkages

between:



(1) managerial performance and cognitive
abilities (Mann, 1959; Korman, 1968;
Ghiselli, 1966b, 1973; Dunnette 1972,
1976),

(2) managerial performance and personality

variables (Stogdill, 1948, 1974; Mann,
1959; Guion & Gottier, 1965; Korman,
1968; Borman, 1974; Xerr & Schreisheim,
1974),

(3) managerial performance and leadership
style (Coch & French, 1948; Delbecqg,
1965; Stogdill, 1974; Graen et.al.,
1973; Wexley, Singh & Yukl, 1973;

Hunt, et.al., 1975).

While the predictive ability of standardized
tests of cognitive ability, personality, and leader-
ship style, taken by themselves, 1s low (Guion &
Gottier, 1965; Hedlund, 1965; Korman, 1966; Campbell,
et.al., 1970), there is evidence which i1ndicates that
combination of variables, the use of composite scoring
keys, and discriminant function analysis can increase
the power of predictions made by actuarial methods
(Bentz, 1962, 1967; Laurent, 1961, 1962). As Campbell,
et.al. (1970) comment, on the basis of their survey
of actuarial studies of managerial effectiveness:

"Taken together, these studies
provide good evidence that a



fairly sizable portion (30 to 50
per cent) of the variance in gen-
eral managerial effectiveness can
be expressed 1n terms of personal
qualities measured by self-response
tests and 1nventories and combined
by predetermined rules or statisti-
cal equations.”

The research results of more than thirty studies
or groups of studies of managerial success have been
summarized by Dunnette (1967, 1971) and Campbell, et.
al., (1970) and the findings vary considerably. The
most successful attempts to predict managerial success
have been those at Standard 01l of New Jersey (Laurent,
1961, 1962) and Sears Roebuck (Bentz, 1962, 1967).

Both of these studies focussed on global characteris-
tics of successful managers. Illustrative correlations

obtained between predictor instruments and managerial

groups 1n both of these studies are summarized in
Tables 0-1 and 0-2. The Standard 0Oi1l figures are
clearly the better of the two, but it should be noted
that the two highest correlates are based on specially
developed scoring keys, making comparison with stan-
dardized instruments difficult.

While Bentz argues for the existence of a
cluster of psychological characteristics contributing

to "a general executive competence that transcends the



Sample A (N =222) Sample B (N=221)
Overall Overall
success  Ranking success  Ranking

Special keys based on item
analyses of Guilford-

Zimmerman sSurvey .31 .24 . 32 22
Self Performance Report .24 .07 .23 .04
Survey of management

attitudes .25 .08 14 .09
Interview (career

information) 21 21 19 .06
Interview (human relations

rating) 19 .32 .19 .20
Management Judgment Test O] .16 47 A7
Biographical survey keys .63 .44 .50 .33

Table U-T. Correlations between special
scoring keys and stanine scores
on the success and ranking for

two groups of SONJ managers.
(Source: Campbell, et.al.

iy ww Wk TE B I T I I B IS I O T B D B T D T T EE D E T B A ey I I aEm T U I S B OE

Median Biserial
Correlation

Problem solving score 14

Linguistic score 21

Total score 21
Guil ford-Martin:

General activity 19
Masculinity 2
Self-confidence .25
Objectivity A7

Tolerance .20
Allport-Vernon:

Economic .15

Political .28
Kuder:

Persuasive 21
Musical - .16

Table 0-2. Median biserial correlations obtained for 12 test
variables shown to be consistently statistically
significant for seven high success or high potential
managerial groups in Sears, Roebuck & Co.

(Source: Campbell, et.al. (1970), p.186)



boundaries of speclialized or non-specialized assign-
ments'", the concurrent correlations shown for the
Sears Roebuck studies hardly support the contention.
The major drawback of all the studies surveyed, with
the exception of that by Flanagan and Krug (1964) is
that they make no attempt to differentiate between the
cognitive abilities, personality characteristics, and
leadership styles of successful managers in different
types of jobs. While the direction of the literature
on leadership style has swung strongly towards a con-
tingency approach, the field of predictive studies has
remained mired 1n an unfruitful search for general
characteristics of managerial success. This research
attempts to take a step towards the inclusion of sit-
uational varliables in the analysis and prediction of
success.

Support for a situational approach to the pre-
diction of managerial success by taking into account
differences 1n managerial jobs 1s provided by Campbell,
et.al., (1970) and Dunnette (1967), and by the data
from the studies completed by Flanagan and Krug (1964)

and Braun and Knoche (1978).

A Brief Description of the Research

This is a predictive, actuarial study of mana-
gerial success, situationally based on two separate

job functions in a single company. Seventy-four



middle managers in two different types of jobs (oper-
ations managers and service managers) were given a
battery of tests measuring cognitive abilities, per-
sonality characteristics, and self-perceived leader-
ship style. These data were kept confidential for a
three year period, after which the status of each
manager was checked to see 1f he or she had been pro-
moted or not. Those i1individuals who had been promoted
within the time period were deemed "successful", and
those who had not been promoted were classed as "un-
successful”. The original test data were then examined
to determine any differences between (a) successful
versus unsuccessful managers without regard to job
function, (b) successful versus unsuccessful managers
wlthin job function (1.e. differences between success-
ful service managers and unsuccessful service managders,
and between successful operations managers and unsuc-

cessful operations managers), (c) successful managers

between functions (i.e., differences between success-
ful service managers and successful operations managers),

and finally (d) unsuccessful managers between functions.

These relationships are represented diagrammatically

in Figure 0-1.



JOB FUNCTION

Service Managers  Operations Managers
(N = 5T) (N= 23)
(Structured) (Unstructured)

Successful '
(N=16) |

MANAGE RIAL i ) g

SUCCESS

Unsuccess ful (n= 41) (n = 17)

(N = 58) ‘ i

Figure 0-1. The total samplie of managers
(N = 74) broken down by Job
Function (Service Managers
and Operations Managers), and
by Managerial Success (promoted
or not promoted three years
after being tested)



Individual results have remained confidential.
a brief summary report of the findings has been pre-
sented to the company but no data concerning any
specific individual or group has been divulged. There-
fore there has been little or no contamination of the

criterion measure; no individual's promotion, or lack

of same, has been influenced by knowledge of their
status on the predictor wvariables.

A number of tests of difference have been ap-
plied to the subgroups within the sample, and discri-
minant function analysis has been utilized to i1dentify
the major differentiating wvariables among the whole

set of predictor variables.

General Hypotheses

The first two hypotheses are that there 1s a
significant difference in cognitive abilities, per-
sonality characteristics, and self-perceived leader-
ship style

(1) between successful and unsuccessful

managers within function (1.e. be-
tween managers in gquadrants (A) and
(B), and between managers in quad-

rants (C) and (D) in Figure 0-1).

(2) between successful managers 1n one
function and successful managers

in the other function (i1.e. between



managers 1n quadrants (A) and (C)

in Figure 0-1).

The third hypothesis is that,

(3) there 1s no significant difference
between unsuccessful managers in
one function and unsuccessful man-
agers 1n the other function (i.e.
between managers 1n guadrants (B)

and (D) 1in Figure 0-1).

And the final hypothesis, testing for increased
power of predictions based on job function rather than

global predictions, 1s that,

(4) predictions of success within func-

tional subgroups will be.higher than

the overall level of prediction éf“

success for the sample as a whole.

Measurement of the Predictor, Moderator

and Criterion Variables

The Predictor Variables. The sixteen predictor
variable scores 1include:
(1) Cognitive Ability
(a) AHS5 Group Test of High-Grade Intelligence
- verbal numeric score
- diagrammatic score

= S U
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(b) Watson Glaser Critical Thinking

Appraisal

(2) Self-perceived Leadership Style

Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ)

- Consideration score

- Initiating Structure score

(3) Personality Characteristics

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey
- ten factor scores:

G - General Activity

R - Restraint

A - Ascendance

S - Sociability

E - Emotional Stability

O - Objectivity

FF - Friendliness

T - Thoughtfulness

P - Personal Relations

M - Masculinity

The Moderator Variable. The moderator wvariable,
job function, is based on the degree of task structure
inherent in the job as measured by Shaw's (1963) scale,
used by Fiedler (1967). It is a four-item scale mea-
suring the degree of (a) goal clarity, (b) goal path
multiplicity, (c¢) decision verifiability, and (d)

solution specificity inherent 1n a job. A low score
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indicates a structured job. On the basis of the
Shaw scale, the Service Manager's job 1is relatively

structured (10.3) and the Operations Manager's job is

relatively unstructured (13.6).

The Criterion Variable. The criterion variable
1n this study is promotion. Success is measured purely
by whether an i1ndividual was promoted or not over the
three vear period. This 1s consonant with the goal
of the organization studied, to determine those
individuals likely to be promoted.

There 1s a great deal of debate in the literature
about the choice of appropriate criterion measures.
Weitz (1961) has discussed the problem of selecting
criteria, as have a series of authors contributing to
the Annual Review of Psychology (Wallace & Weitz, 1955;
Katzell, 1957; Taylor & Nevis, 1961l; Bilesheuvel, 1965;
Guion, 1967; Owens & Jewell, 1969; Bray & Moses, 1972).
Smith (1976) defines a criterion as "a dependent or
predicted measure for judging the effectiveness ot
persons, organizations, treatments, or predictors of
behavior, results, and organizational effectiveness."
She goes on to say that, "The first requirement of a
criterion 1s that it be relevant to some important
goal of the individual, the organization, or society".

It 1s often difficult to infer real goals from

stated goals. In this case, the organization's goal
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was to predict promotability . In discussions with
the 1nitiators of the study, the term "successful
manager" was often used, and the argument was put
forward that the ultimate measure of success in the
organlization was whether an individual got promoted.
An underlying goal was certainly to identify "high
flyers" -- those individuals on a fast promotional
track. Whatever the full reasons, it was an orgén—
1zational decision to focus purely on promotability.
As a measure of success, tﬁis 1s a limited view, and
1t will be the subject of further discussion at the

conclusion of the research. It i1s certainly a far

less sophisticated measure than that used by Standard

011 (Laurent, 1961).

Summary Comments on the Design

Pervin (1970) makes the point that the assess-
ment process has seven distinct aspects, and that
variations in any of these may introduce 1nconsisten-
cies in the resultant data. He defines these seven
- aspects of the process as:

(1) the situation: the physical characteristics
of the setting in which the assessment
takes place,

(2) the stimulus: the specific task required

of the subject(s) and the perceived ration-

ale for performing it, etc.,
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(3) the responses: the issue of reliability
of 1nstruments or procedures,
(4) the scoring: problems of inter-scorer
‘reliability,
(5) interpretation of the data,
(6) i1nstructions given to the subject(s):
consistency of the protocol,
(7) the subjects themselves: homogeneity of
the group, applicability of measures, etc.
The research design was considered with all of
these factors i1n mind, and care was taken to ensure
that as many sources of contamination as possible
were controlled. The "situation" was controlled by
having i1dentical layouts 1n each of the testing centres,
while instructions, rationale for the testing, and
the administrative protocol were kept the same for all
subjects, and scoring was done by trained psychologists
within the organization. As to the subjects, all were
of similar rank, in one of two identical jobs, with
minimum service of five years with the organization,
all males, and all volunteers. The measures given
them have a long record of industrial use (commented
on 1n more detail below), and if there were difficul-
ties of interpretation of certain items, these were

not evidenced in any noticeable form.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PREDICTION OF MANAGERIAL SUCCESS:

A SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE

In spite of the great interest that behavioural
sclence researchers and managers have shown in the
prediction of managerial success, there is no clear,
detailed account of the phenomena which form the basis
for effective management. There have been a number
of attempts at predicting managerial success, some of

which have been more fruitful than others. However,

there 1s active debate about both the causative factors,
and about the concept of effectiveness itself. Neither
the 1ndependent variables nor the dependent variables
are clear (Campbell et.al., 1970; Smith, 1976). There
1s even some argument discussed in Chapter Two, that
the guestion of causality has been misconceived and
that 1t may i1n fact be the reverse of what has gen-
erally been assumed; such variables as personality
and leadership style may be caused by, rather than be
the cause of, managerial success (Korman, 1966).

The fields of research in leadership, person-

ality and cognitive ability have all touched on the



issue of predicting performance, as discussed in
Chapters Two and Three. However, these have not neces-
sarlly been their main thrusts, and often the applica-
tions of theory are less attractive to researchers
than their development. It consequently appears rea-
sonable to bring together the appropriate findings in
each of these areas, and to focus them on the problem
of predicting managerial performance. If, as Drucker
(1980) maintains,

"Productivity of the human resource,

and especially of knowledge workers,

regqulires that people are assigned

where the potential for results are,

and not where their skill and know-

ledge cannot produce results no

matter how well they work."

then a summary of what we know about managerial per-

formance and an attempt to fuse that knowledge into a

workable model that can be applied to the problem of
allowing highly skilled individuals to best utilize

their talents in an organizational context seems worth-

while.

This chapter reviews the literature concerned
with the links between managerial performance and mea-
sures of cognitive abilities, personality, and leader-
ship style, and then examines the studies done to date

that have utilized some of this data 1n attempts toO

predict managerial effectiveness or success.
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Cognitive Abilities and Performance

Carroll and Maxwell (1979) raise the issue of
whether we should speak of cognitive ability, or cog-
nitive abilities. The point they make is that there
1s some continuling debate over whether human cognitive
capaclities can be summarized by a single global con-
cept of intelligence, or whether they are more fruit-
fully conceived as being multidimensional. The weight
of current thinking and research favours a multidimen-
sional view, but Thorndike (1975), commenting on the
seventy-yvear life of the Binet intelligence test, points
out that as much as 80% of the test variance can be
explained by the first principal factor, and that IQ
scores tend to be stable overall, whereas patterns of
abilities may be unstable. In spite of this comment,
however, there is data supporting the argument that a
multifactorial model 1s more descriptive of the range
of cognitive abilities. There are a number of tests
which focus on general intelligence (the "g" factor)
and others which are concerned with such things as
immediate memory, substitution, arithmetic, spatial
judgment, etc.

Opinions on the usefulness of intelligence
measures as predictors of managerial success differ
widely. Ghiselli (1953) reports findings that indicate

the higher the level of management being examined,
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the higher the correlation between intelligence and

effectiveness. On the other hand, Korman (1968) argues
that intelligence is a reasonable predictor of first-
line supervisory effectiveness, but not of performance

at higher managerial levels.

Stogdill (1974) points out that,

... one of the most significant

findings concerning the relation-

ship of intelligence to leadership

1s that extreme discrepancies be-

tween the 1ntelligence of potential

leaders and that of their followers

militate against the exercise of

leadership. ... One of the diffi-

culties 1n thils connection seems to

be concerned with communication."
The wider the difference 1n intelligence between
leader and followers, the less likelihood of success
for the leader. Ghiselli's (1963) findings support
thlis argument. He states that, "the relationship be-
tween intelligence and managerial success 1S Curvi-
linear with those individuals earning both low and
very nigh scores being less likely to achieve success
in management positions than those with scores at in-
termediate positions”.

While the findings for intelligence as a char-
acteristic of effective leaders are mixed, Stogdill
(1974) found twenty-five studies that asserted a posi-
tive correlation. He also found uniformly positive

studies supporting the hypothesis that superior judgment,

decisiveness, knowledge, and fluency of speech are



characteristic of leadership effectiveness. Dunnette
(L967) summarizes his findings after a review of eighteen
predictive studies of managerial success by stating,
among other things, "Intelligence seems uniformly to

be i1mportant wherever it has been studied".

Reviews of the literature linking cognitive
abilities to managerial performance have been made by
Mann (1959), Korman (1968), Ghiselll (1966a, 1973) and
by Dunnette (1972).

The Mann (1959) review included a number of
non-managerial situations because the focus of the
research surveyed was the relationship of personality
and intelligence of the individual and his performance
in a small group setting. Many of these studies were

based on student groups, sports teams, etc. However,

of the twenty-eight studies which examined the relation-

o

ship between intelligence and leadership status, 88%
showed a positive relationship. Mann found the corre-
lation between intelligence and leadership to be
significant at the .01 level, but the correlations

themselves had a median r of about .25, and none ex-

ceeded .50. The data indicated that verbal intelli-
gence was a better predictor of leadership than such
non-verbal factors as numerical ability or memory.

Mann concluded that,

"There would seem to be little
doubt that higher intelligence
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1S assocliated with the attain-
ment of leadership in small

groups."” (Mann, 1959)

Korman's (1968) review had the stated purpose

to

... review and critically evaluate
the research literature pertaining
to the usefulness of various pro-
cedures 1n the prediction of leader-

ship behaviour in formal organizations
1n a selection context".

All the studies 1included were clearly managerial in
nature. However, they ranged from first-line super-
visory levels to top level management. He focused on
the absolute level of correlations rather than stat-

istical significance, on the grounds that there may

not be a great deal of similarity between "statistical”

significance and "practical" significance. He cited

—yw—  —

the Dﬁnﬁétte*and ﬁfrChner"(1962) argument on this

poilnt, that i1n many cases, directionality may be as

important as being able to control for type I error.
Korman's review summarized the results from

nineteen studies of such groups as naval officers,

manufacturing managers, insurance managers, civil

service managers, supervisors, Marine corps officers,
and MBA's, all of which attempted to predict effective
leadership by the application of various tests of
cognitive abilities. His conclusion concerning the
use of verbal ability as a measure differed from that

of Mann (1959). He found it useful as a predictor 1in
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some cases, but not all, and argued that the under-
lying reason might be found in the fact that the types
of individuals who are candidates for managerial posi-
tions have already been screened on this measure by
nature of their training and experience. He concluded
that,

"These results, we believe, do not

mean that verbal and other abilities

are not 1mportant in being a manager.

Rather, what 1t does suggest is that

the typical managerial applicant pop-

ulation 1s already highly pre-selected

on abilities and is relatively homo-

geneous on these variables." (Korman,

(1968) .

Ghiselll (1973) reviewed the validity of apti-
tude tests 1n personnel selection, looking at 20 types
of tests and 21 types of jobs. Results were summarized
by the averages of the validity coefficients reported
for each type of test for each type of job. Tests of
intellectual abilities i1ncluded those of intelligence,
immediate memory, substitution, and arithmetic. Re-
sults for managerial occupations showed validity co-
efficients from .23 to .29. However, Ghisellili argued
that these coefficients must be considered to be
understatements of the predictive power of the tests
involved because (a) the criteria used tended to be
global in nature, covering all aspects of job perfor-

mance, while a single test, measuring a restricted

rande of traits cannot possibly be highly related to
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the wide spectrum of traits covered by the criterion
measure, and (b) because measures of human performance
invariably have some degree of unreliability, with
reliabilities characteristically ranging from .60 to
.80, and therefore there is a limit to the validity
of the tests used to predict them.

Dunnette (1972) reviewed all the studies avail-

able on non—-supervisory Jjobs related to the petroleum

industry. His findings were similar to those of
Ghisell1l (1973), although the median validitie<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>