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Abstract

The doors of perception 

BUCKLEY, N. (Redfield Consulting Pty Ltd)
Multi-Rater Reviews (MRRs) are increasingly popular especially in the field of leadership appraisal.  However there are a number of known issues with MRRs including apparent leniency of self-ratings and lack of consistency between self-ratings and ratings by others.  The ease with which MRRs can be created and implemented is often not matched by a thorough development process leading to scales of uncertain validity and reliability.  The availability of web-based processes promises to make MRRs even more available and perhaps less reliable than they have been.
This study reports on data collected from over 2500 reviews of 250 managers in the UK and Australia using a web-based leadership review based on Transformational and Transactional elements.  Parallel contemporaneous data from a web-based Big 5 personality questionnaire was also available.

This study examine whether the “leniency” claim for self-ratings is supported and also whether the target individual’s own personality profile has an influence on the ratings given.
Results suggest that self-ratings are indeed different from those given by managers and peers but are in line with those given by direct reports.  We question whether a disparity between self and manager ratings is important.  Possible explanations are presented in terms of the impact of different perspectives of raters from different viewpoints and the impact of personality on those perspectives.  The relationship between self-ratings and the target’s own personality is explored.
Norman Buckley, Redfield Consulting Pty Ltd, Level 22/201 Miller Street, North Sydney, NSW 2060, AUSTRALIA; Ph:+61 2 9025 3776, normanb@redfieldconsulting.com 
Introduction
"If the doors of perception were cleansed every thing would appear to man as it is, infinite. For man has closed himself up, till he sees all things thru' narrow chinks of his cavern."
Blake’s words are never more important for us to remember.  He pointed out, with some sadness, that everything we see, hear and understand is filtered by our own perceptions.  We can never see something exactly as it is since we will always interpret it.  This is especially the case in the study of leadership.
“Leadership” has been a major area of focus for many years. Organisations spend a great deal of time and money trying to decide:

· what is “leadership” in their organisation

· how do you identify those people who exhibit “leadership”

· are you just born with it?

· if you’re not born with it, can it be developed?

There are as many leadership models as there are leadership “gurus”.  Some build on thorough academic research, others have strong personal viewpoints (sometimes based on personal experience).  Still others mix the two approaches: research underpinning and supporting practical application.
Most leadership theorists differentiate between the ability to manage people in order to meet existing targets and the ability to lift people to new heights of achievement.  Leadership that can create and communicate an inspiring vision of the future, a future where people are enthused, committed and feel valued.  Largely based on the work by people like Bass
, Quigley
 and Bass & Alvolio
, this is often called Transformational or ‘Visionary’ leadership.  Transformational leaders are inspiring and often charismatic.  They generate higher levels of job satisfaction and performance in their subordinates
. It is a cluster of skills with emphasis on motivating, inspiring, challenging and valuing individuals.
However, inspiring and motivating people are not enough.  To deliver a vision requires effective goal setting, monitoring and review of performance and skill development.  This may be called Transactional leadership but most organisations see it as straight management.  It refers to a transaction between the organisation (as represented by the manager) and the employee. It is frequently operationalised by management training based on objective setting (e.g. Drucker’s concept of MBO
) where there is a sequence or cycle which needs to be followed.  Our version has a 4-step cycle as follows:

	
	1
Goal Setting
	

	4
Reward/Development
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	2
Performance Monitoring

	
	3
Feedback/Review
	


Most approaches to evaluating leadership look at these broad areas although specific models will cut and colour them differently.
Regardless of the model used, when it comes to evaluation of existing leadership skills the most popular approach in recent years is the multi-rater review (MRR).  It is now claimed that most of the Fortune 500 companies use some form of MRR for executive development. Sometimes called a “360” review or a Multi-Trait, Multi-Rater (MTMR) review, the principal is simple.  If you want to know how effective a person is, ask the people who are affected by him/her.  Ask managers, peers and the people who work for him/her.  It all seems very logical.
A complete industry has now built up around MRRs.  Some are sophisticated with well understood psychometric properties.  Others are simplistic, seeming to be thrown together on a whim.  These latter are driven by a plethora of software solutions which allow people to chuck any old set of items into a computer based application and capture the results.  They are then quickly “analysed” and the results thrown out as charts and tables.  
This is where the biggest difference between a well developed process and the others shows.  MRR data is rich.  There are many ways it can be cut and processed and the resulting output can be intimidating.  Unlike personality profiles where the raw data is summarised into sub-factors and factors, MRRs tend to report item level data.  Sometimes it is “normed” to a specific reference group (e.g. how do I compare to other people in my company?), sometimes it is left as raw data.  Sometimes it is summarised into higher level factors, sometimes not.  When you’ve looked at Min, Mean, Max scores for six domains, 150 items and from four viewpoints you’ve got a lot of data points.  Add interater consistency measures and other comparators and it multiplies.  Provide the normed and raw versions to double it.  Add supplementary tables showing top and bottom rated items for each viewpoint and then include summarised “free text” comments. A “normal” report can easily run to 10-20 pages and we have seen examples in excess of 100 pages: - of close-typed tables and charts.  It a classic example of providing lots of data but not much information.
However MRRs are well established and may soon become the de-facto standard way of evaluating performance, especially for development.  Increasingly MRRs, or at least some part of them may become used for normal performance appraisal and promotion as well.  If this happens it is critical to understand what influences the ratings a person is given.
There are many factors known to influence the MRRs.  A managers’ level of self-awareness influences how their self-ratings compare to ratings by others.
   Female managers tend to agree more with how their direct reports rate them than male managers do.
 

It is not just the review process that results in improvements in performance.  There has to be a positive attitude towards the subordinates and feedback to the manager. The climate in the organisation also has an effect: - if people are cynical MRR will be less effective.

The MRR process is more than just a fad too.  It has been demonstrated that it results in lasting performance improvements.  Smither et al (1995) found performance improvements were measurable 6 months after feedback.
  Walker and Smither, (1999) showed continued improvement over a 5-year period.
  Our own work with the SLR has shown similar results over a 12-18 month time period.

Nor is it just for “top jobs”.  McEvoy and Buller (1987) looked at peer appraisals in an industrial setting and found that, whether ratings were high or low, people like the idea of independent evaluation.

However, attractive as the concept is, Multi-rater reviews still raise questions.  For example:

· MRR’s usually allow for a self report on the same behaviours.  So how does this differ from a self rating on a personality profile?  We would expect convergent validity. 

· MRR’s ask different viewpoints to comment on the same behaviours.  But do they do this in an equivalent way?

This study attempts to answer these questions.  It presents the results of more than 2500 reviews of 250 managers across a range of industries in both the UK and Australia. 
The Study
This study was designed to analyse the relationship between a manager’s personal style and his/her effectiveness as a leader.  To do this we utilised data from two separate questionnaires:  Facet5 and the Strategic Leadership Review, both developed by Redfield Consulting.  These questionnaires are described below.

Facet5

Facet5 is a multi-trait, normative personality instrument based on Big 5 theory.  It provides scores on 5 main factors and 13 sub-factors with conversion algorithms to allow the extraction of 17 pseudo “types”.  Facet5 consists of 106 semantic differential scales.  Administration, scoring and reporting are entirely web-based and completion time is approximately 17 minutes.  Full details of Facet5 can be obtained from the publishers or authors.  The table below summarises Facet5’s domains.

	Facet5 Factor
	Sub-Factor
	Description

	Will 
	Determination 
	The inner drive to commit to own ideas

	
	Confrontation 
	A drive to confront issues as they arise

	
	Independence 
	A tendency to go your own way

	Energy 
	Vitality 
	Obvious enthusiasm and energy

	
	Sociability
	Interest in being with people

	
	Adaptability 
	Involving other's in your thinking

	Affection 
	Altruism 
	Putting other people's interests first

	
	Support 
	Always trying to be understanding

	
	Trust 
	Tendency to take people at face value

	Control
	 Discipline
	Being personally organised and planned

	
	Responsibility 
	Being willing to take personal responsibility

	Emotionality 
	Tension
	A general sense of tension or stress

	
	Apprehension
	Being cautious and not over-optimistic


For convenience we tend to use the labels W,E,A,C and Em as shorthand in this document. To indicate high or low scores we add the suffix “+” or +-“.  So high Will becomes W+ and so on.
The Strategic Leadership Review (SLR):

The SLR is a web-based questionnaire designed to provide a full Multi-rater review of a person’s behaviour on 3 Transformational and 4 Transactional leadership domains.  It consists of 84 behavioural items each arranged as a 5 point Likert scale.  Items are presented one by one.  Reviewers can skip and come back to an item or skip completely if they wish.  “Skip and come back” items are represented at the end of the questionnaire. Total response time for the SLR is around 12-15 minutes.  However the SLR also allows for free text comments and these can add considerably to the completion time.

Past research has suggested that target managers view the process more positively when they know who it is who has contributed to the feedback.  However reviewers who know they will be identified tend to rate higher.
  We chose an approach where reviewers were nominated by the target managers but were anonymous in the final reports.  

We have in excess of 2500 SLRs of more than 250 managers at this stage.  The SLR was designed as a feedback tool rather than a psychometric tool so it has not been subjected to as much statistical analysis and re-design as is possible.  However it seems to be a sound model consistent with current leadership theory.  
Raw scores on the SLR can range from 12 (all ones) to 60 (all five).  As with most MRRs there is a bias towards the higher end of the scale producing a skewed distribution.  While further item editing may reduce this it is unlikely that it will remove it completely.  Descriptions of the SLR domains are as follows:

	
	Label
	

	Transformational
	Creating a Vision
	Visionary managers are described as motivating, inspiring and convincing. Being able to communicate a sense of purpose to others, make people feel they understand where the organisation is going, enthuse and motivate people about what can be achieved, convey a sense of purpose and focus, appear to be passionate and committed to the work, and look to the future with enthusiasm and conviction.

	
	Intellectual Stimulation
	The ability to show the benefits of new ways and to encourage others to rethink their ideas results in a more motivated and positive work environment.   Providing a positive and challenging environment for others. Making people think and re-examine their ideas and look for alternatives. Seeing new applications and ways forward, being innovative and imaginative. Being seen as experts and authorities, and are aware of trends and developments in their fields

	
	Individual Consideration
	Creating an environment in which people feel valued and encouraged to contribute, where people can explore their own talents and utilise their individual strengths.   People who enable others to do this are seen as positive and fair-minded.   They ensure justice for all without being judgmental.   They are attuned to the feelings and natures of their colleagues and show respect for individuals. 

	Transactional
	Goal Setting
	Goals are the operationalisation of a corporate vision.   They are the engine of activity that provides a specific, practical focus for efforts.   Goals need to be specific to ensure clear direction.   They must be measurable so people know whether they are being met.   They must be achievable since an unrealistic goal is de-motivating.   They must be relevant so they convey a realistic sense of purpose and they need a time limit to crystallise them and provide an agreed end point.

	
	Performance Monitoring
	There is little point in setting clear goals if no effort is made to determine whether they are on track or have been met.  Performance review can be very structured with centralised administration or more fluid relying more on the individual than the system. However it is done it helps a person to understand whether the goals have been achieved. The process for monitoring, the frequency of review and the individual responsibility for this review needs to be made clear. 

	
	Feedback
	Performance appraisal is a normal part of corporate life now. Feedback is designed to answer two questions:

· What are we expecting? 

· How are we doing? 

And for feedback to be effective it must be understood, believed and accepted by the target person.

	
	Development
	The key to developing others is to demonstrate a genuine interest and concern for them.   It involves a level of selflessness and a willingness to put other people first.    In order to achieve this you need first to understand yourself and, following that, understand the personal needs, interests and desires of other people.   To be effective you need to also understand the political and organisational sensitivities that exist.


Process

Sample

The sample was drawn from leadership development programmes carried out both in the UK and Australia.  These ran in a variety of organisations including pharmaceuticals, manufacturing, business schools, banking, transportation, manufacturing and scientific research.  Each target manager (n=256) was asked to nominate approximately 10 reviewers from up to 3 separate viewpoints as follows:
· Direct Reports:  defined as having a direct line relationship to the target individual.  (n=899)
· Peers: defined as those whom the target manager felt was on the same level as him/her and whom he/she viewed as a peer.  (n=963)
· Manager(s): the person to whom the target manager reported.  Some targets had more than one manager.  An accountant in a factory could have a functional manager (Finance Director) and an operational manager (Factory manager).  (n=322)
Note: due to confidentiality of the MRR we did not ask for gender, age or other demographics.  It was possible to classify a proportion of the responses post-hoc and this will be used in more detailed analyses.

Data Capture

The SLR is part of the Facet5 system and is therefore web based.  Each target manager received two emailed invitations – one for Facet5 and one for the SLR.  Each reviewer also received an emailed invitation.  When the person clicks on the embedded link in the invitation, the Facet5 server sends the appropriate questionnaire to the browser as a Java applet.  All data capture is then managed locally until the questionnaire is complete.  At that point the captured data is sent back to the server and added to the database.
Analysis

The analysis was done in a number of stages as follows:

· Data preparation: raw data was downloaded from the Facet5 server in comma delimited (.csv) format and loaded into an SPSS database for analysis.

· Data Analysis:  This report comments on the first step of the analysis which looks at the relationship between the reviews of the target manager’s leadership behaviour and his/her self reported Facet5 profile.  

This analysis focused on:

· Ratings given by people from different viewpoints

· Correlations between Facet5 scores and self-ratings on the SLR.

· Correlations between Facet5 scores and ratings on the SLR by other viewpoints.
Results

Facet5

Facet5 data was available for nearly all target managers.  Facet5 uses Sten scores (mean 5.5, SD 2) and the descriptive statistics for the five main factors are as follows:
	Factor and 

sub-factors
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	W
	E
	A
	C
	Em
	Coeff
ά
	

	Will
Determination

Confrontation

Independence
	1.0
	10.0
	5.6
	2.0
	
	.279
	-.363
	.018
	.279
	.75
	

	Energy
Vitality

Sociability
Adaptibility
	1.0
	9.9
	5.5
	2.0
	.265
	
	-.086
	-.115
	-.296
	.71
	

	Affection
Altruism

Support
Trust
	1.0
	10.0
	6.0
	1.8
	-.318
	.038
	
	.132
	.066
	.80
	

	Control
Discipline
Responsibility
	1.0
	10.0
	5.2
	2.0
	-.052
	-.102
	.186
	
	.074
	.78
	

	Emotionality
Anxiety

Apprehension
	1.0
	10.0
	5.7
	1.9
	-.176
	-.363
	-.115
	.037
	
	.81
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: 

· These Sten values are very close to the reference scores of Mean = 5.5 and SD =2. We can assume this is a fair representation of the managerial and professional group upon which Facet5 was normed. 
· Correlations above the diagonal are for this sample.  Values below the diagonal are for a larger sample (n=2098) that included non-managerial staff.  As can be seen the correlations are broadly similar for both samples.  In numerous studies over the past 10 years a similar pattern of intercorrelations has emerged although in more balanced samples the highest average intercorrelation is lower – rarely exceeding -0.3 which is generally considered to be the level at which factors can be assumed to be orthogonal (independent).  Will correlates positively with Energy and negatively with Affection and that is maintained.   Energy is negatively correlated with Emotionality in both samples to a similar degree.  This pattern is also found in other personality measures.
· The Internal Consistency scores are Cronbach’s alpha. Levels above 0.65 are generally considered to provide adequate consistency.  Some (eg Cattell) would argue that very high levels (say > 0.9) are unnecessary and in fact indicate that there is repetition in the item set leading to inadequate coverage of the domain.

Strategic Leadership Review (SLR)

The results used in SLR reports are standardised but instead of using a Sten scale the SLR reports standardised scores on a 1-5 scale.  This is so that the results resemble the format in which the data was captured.  For this analysis raw scores were used.  The scores for the SLR were:

	
	Domain
	Label
	N
	Mean
	Std Dev
	Coefficient ά

	Transformational
	V1
	Creating a Vision
	2416
	47.26
	7.727
	0.90

	
	V2
	Intellectual Stimulation
	2381
	44.94
	7.169
	0.86

	
	V3
	Individual Consideration
	2400
	46.68
	7.872
	0.90

	Transactional
	T1
	Goal Setting
	2307
	45.89
	7.404
	0.90

	
	T2
	Performance Monitoring
	2305
	45.49
	7.564
	0.89

	
	T3
	Feedback
	2322
	46.66
	7.474
	0.89

	
	T4
	Development
	2325
	45.93
	8.045
	0.91


In this case the άs are very high, probably higher than they need to be.  This may indicate we have oversampled the domains with similar items.  Research has shown that we can produce a reduced item set with 6 items per domain while keeping the άs above 0.75.  A reduced SLR using just these items is therefore technically possible although users have preferred to stay with the larger set as it provides richer information for discussion and coaching.
Differences in ratings given by self and other viewpoints.

It has been suggested that people consistently over-rate themselves compared to the ratings given by other people.  To test this we looked at the differences between the mean ratings for each Leadership domain from each Viewpoints.  The mean self ratings and the mean ratings by other viewpoints is shown in the table below.


[image: image2.emf]Leadership Element Peer Reports Self Manager

V1  Vision

46.20 48.56 48.25 45.44

V2  Intellectual Stimulation

44.06 45.81 46.31 43.54

V3  Individual Consideration

45.69 47.22 48.08 46.03

T1  Goal Setting

44.54 47.19 46.64 44.96

T2  Performance Monitoring

44.75 46.12 44.84 45.73

T3  Feedback

45.62 47.66 47.10 45.52

T4  Development

44.55 46.68 48.12 45.63


The same data is shown in the chart below:
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This chart shows that self ratings are considerably higher than those given by Managers and Peers. They are however similar to those given by Direct Reports in most areas.  T-tests of the differences between these scores show that these differences are significant in all cases except Performance Monitoring. (prob. > 0.003 in each case).  It is the same for Peer ratings.  Conversely, mean ratings given by Direct Reports were similar to the “Self” ratings in all cases except for “Performance Monitoring” where they were actually higher.

This data suggests that people tend to rate their own performance as “leaders” much more favourably than do their line managers and peers.  Their ratings are more in keeping with that of their Direct reports. 

It is clear that there is a difference in rating which is attributable to the Viewpoint taken but it is not consistent across different viewpoints.  This is in keeping with findings from other studies many which are summarised in Harris and Schaubroeck (1988)
.
Correlations between Facet5 and SLR self-ratings

The table below shows the correlation between a manager’s Facet5 scores (5 main factors) and his/her self ratings on the leadership domains defined by the SLR.  
Correlations (n=247 target individuals)


[image: image4.emf]Self

ReliabilityFactor Will Energy Affection Control Emotionality

0.85

V1  Vision

0.41** 0.52** -0.01 0.06 -0.34**

0.82

V2  Intellectual Stimulation

0.65** 0.35** -0.16 -0.10 -0.16

0.81

V3  Individual Consideration

-0.13 0.25** 0.27** 0.22** -0.19

0.86

T1  Goal Setting

0.27** 0.16 -0.01 0.35** -0.27**

0.85

T2  Performance Monitoring

0.26** 0.15 0.02 0.46** -0.20

0.82

T3  Feedback

-0.01 0.12 0.11 0.29** -0.26**

0.83

T4  Development

0.00 0.21** 0.21** 0.2** -0.21**

Reliability

0.75 0.71 0.8 0.78 0.81

Correlations Corrected for Attenuation


** = sig >0.001  
Note: these correlations are corrected for attenuation using the reliability figures quoted. The formula applied is R(corrected)=R(raw)/(Sqrt(R(SLR)*R(Facet5)))

This table is in effect a measure of Construct Validity.  The SLR and Facet5 are both self-report inventories and self ratings on it can be compared with each other.  To the extent that the ratings are congruent, it demonstrates the construct validity of both tools.  Indications are:

1. People who rate themselves higher on Creating a Vision also rate themselves as higher on Will and Energy and lower on Emotionality. 

2. People who believe they are Intellectually Stimulating as a manager also see themselves as more determined and outspoken (W+) and involved and participating (E+) while being more certain of themselves (Em-).
3. People who see themselves as providing more Individual Consideration also see themselves as more communicative and sociable (E+), caring, supportive and trusting (A+).  They also say they take the job seriously (C+) and are positive and relaxed (Em+).

4. People rating themselves as effective Goal Setters are strongly self disciplined and responsible (C+).  They are also determined, assertive (W+), calm and positive (Em+).

5. One of the strongest relationships is between those people who rate themselves as effective at Monitoring Performance.  They see themselves as disciplined and responsible (C+).  They are goal focused (W+) and self assured (Em-).

6. People who believe they Provide Feedback well rate themselves as responsible and disciplined (C+).  They also rate themselves as positive in outlook (Em-)

7. Finally, people who rate themselves as concerned with the Development of their staff also rate themselves as being enthusiastic and consultative (E+) and with a belief in people (A+).  They also rate themselves as disciplined and responsible (C+) and positive (Em-).

There is consistency in the two sets of self ratings.  The SLR asks behavioural questions directly relating to work behaviours that are part of leadership.  Facet5 asks a broader set of questions, some behavioural, some attitudinal, that are designed to cover the broad range of behaviours outlined by the Big 5 model.  However in the work environment the two approaches overlap significantly and these results support this.  Self ratings on Facet5 are consistent with Self ratings on the SLR providing evidence of the convergent validity of both processes.

Correlations between Facet5 scores and ratings on the SLR by other people.

The following tables show the ratings between a target manager’s Facet5 profile and the ratings given by people with other viewpoints.  

Direct Reports viewpoint: - correlations (n=860 reviewers)

The table below shows the correlations between Facet5 scores and ratings given by Direct Reports. 
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ReliabilityFactor Will Energy Affection Control Emotionality

0.85 V1  Vision 0.12** 0.13** 0.08 -0.03 -0.12**

0.82 V2  Intellectual Stimulation 0.22** 0.04 -0.05 -0.17** -0.09**

0.81 V3  Individual Consideration -0.09** 0.01 0.23** 0.00 -0.11**

0.86 T1  Goal Setting 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.09** -0.1**

0.85 T2  Performance Monitoring 0.04 0.00 0.08 0.13** -0.04

0.82 T3  Feedback -0.03 -0.07 0.17** 0.05 -0.08

0.83 T4  Development -0.05 -0.01 0.18** -0.02 -0.15**

Reliability 0.75 0.71 0.8 0.78 0.81

Correlations Corrected for Attenuation


** = sig >0.001

The pattern of correlations shows that from the point of view of Direct Reports:

1. A more convincing and persuasive Vision is presented by people who have a clear and decisive view (W+) and who express it in an enthusiastic and involving way (E+). If they are simultaneously self assured (EM-) then this helps further.

2. Intellectual Stimulation is linked to people who challenge (W+), who are prepared to “buck the system” (C-) and who are self confident (Em-).
3. People who are less assertive (W-), who are confident and assured (Em-) and who care about others (A+) are seen as more Individually Considerate.
4. Goal Setting is more effective when the leader has a higher sense of self discipline and responsibility (C+) especially when they have the assuredness (Em-) to push it through.

5. A sense of self discipline and the willingness to impose standards (C+) contributes to higher ratings on Performance Monitoring.

6. Providing feedback in a way that it is effective is done best by people who indicate they care about others and are more supportive and understanding (A+)

7. Development of people’s skills is best carried out by people who are willing to put themselves out for others (A+) and who are personally self assured and positive (Em-)

Peers viewpoint: - correlations (n=889 reviewers)
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ReliabilityFactor Will Energy Affection Control Emotionality

0.85 V1  Vision 0.13** 0.24** 0.03 0.06 -0.08**

0.82 V2  Intellectual Stimulation 0.24** 0.16** -0.06 -0.02 -0.06

0.81 V3  Individual Consideration -0.18** 0.11** 0.17** 0.08 -0.08

0.86 T1  Goal Setting 0.1** 0.12** 0.07 0.18** -0.06

0.85 T2  Performance Monitoring 0.14** 0.1** 0.04 0.26** -0.07

0.82 T3  Feedback -0.1** 0.05 0.14** 0.16** -0.05

0.83 T4  Development -0.08 0.11** 0.19** 0.12** -0.05

Reliability 0.75 0.71 0.8 0.78 0.81

Correlations Corrected for Attenuation


** = sig >0.001

Key relationships are:
1. Peers also see assertivness (W+), enthusiasm (E+) and assuredness (Em-) as key to Creating a Vision.

2. They also find the same combination (assertiveness, clarity of view and enthusiastic communication (W+, E+) provides an intellectually stimulating environment.

3. Peers see more amenable people (W-) who are approachable (E+) and considerate (A+) to be more Individually Considerate.
4. They see discipline and work orientation (C+) to be associated with Goal Setting but they factor in goal focus and enthusiasm and consultation (E+).

5. Performance is monitored better by people who have a clear view of what they want (W+), talk about it (E+) and know how to keep track (C+).

6. Feedback is best supplied by people who care (A+) and who take the job seriously (C+).

7. Peers think Development of staff is done by people who communicate (E+), who put themselves out for others (A+) and who see it as part of their role (C+).

Managers’ viewpoint: - correlations (n=306 reviewers)
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Reliability Factor Will Energy Affection Control Emotionality

0.85 V1  Vision

0.22** 0.33** 0.00 -0.11** -0.1**

0.82 V2  Intellectual Stimulation

0.42** 0.23** -0.14** -0.19** -0.09

0.81 V3  Individual Consideration

-0.18** -0.04 0.15** -0.09** -0.03

0.86 T1  Goal Setting

0.25** 0.09 -0.07 0.01 -0.09

0.85 T2  Performance Monitoring

0.21** 0.02 -0.03 0.08 -0.11**

0.82 T3  Feedback

-0.05 -0.09** 0.11** 0.01 -0.03

0.83 T4  Development

-0.04 0.04 0.1** -0.04 -0.07

Reliability 0.75 0.71 0.8 0.78 0.81

Correlations Corrected for Attenuation


** = sig >0.001

The picture here is similar.  Managers think that:

1. Creating a Vision is done best by people who are clear thinking and assertive (W+), enthusiastic (E+) and assured (Em-).  However they also rate more individualistic and unconventional people (C-) as more inspiring.

2. Intellectual stimulation is supplied by people who are assertive (W+), Enthusiastic (E+), business like (A-) and individualistic (C-).

3. They view people with less personal conviction (W-) and a concern for others (A+) as more Individually Considerate especially if they are less process driven (C-).

4. Managers have a very different view of what constitutes “goal setting”.  Whereas most view this as being related to process, managers see it as driven by Will.  W+ people are very goal focused and hard to shift and perhaps this is what their managers see.
5. Performance Monitoring is seen to be done by people who are assertive and quick to act (W+) whereas others view it as more of a process (C+).

6. Feedback is thought to be given best by those who have an interest in other’s well being (A+) and who are less intrusive (E-).

7. Development is entirely related to Affection.  If you care about people then your manager is likely to see you as someone who is prepared to support and help others.
Discussion
The impact of perception
These results suggest there is a difference between the self ratings and ratings given by other people, particularly their peers and managers.  Ratings given by direct reports are closest to self ratings in all but one area – performance monitoring.  This replicates many findings in other research and so should not be a surprise. It should be noted that all the target managers in this sample were from western organisations.  Research has generally found a similar “leniency bias” in self ratings.  Yu and Murphy
 have suggested that this may not be the case in all cultures, citing work in Taiwan which showed that self ratings were lower than those by others. However it leaves two questions unanswered:

1. why does this happen? and 

2. should we care?

Why this happens is unclear although it may be related to different perspectives of a manager’s behaviour.  Mount et al have suggested that the “construct(s) measured by boss, peer, sub-ordinate and self-ratings are not identical”.  They suggest that “raters from different levels observe different aspects of performance and may use different standards when judging performance.”
 It is likely that a person will behave differently towards peers and managers from direct reports.  The agenda’s are different.  In most organisations your line manager is a key influence on your likely career development.  Therefore you would wish to show the characteristics that you perceive to be important to the organisation.  There is often pressure therefore to be seen as clear headed, confident and business oriented.  Therefore people with these styles more naturally will be rated higher by their managers.
Peers are also influential.  They form the core of a manager’s key reference group to whom he/she is compared.  Their approval is sought as part of the general attempt to self promote.  As a result Energy comes to be a major driver of higher ratings.  Approachable, sociable and consultative people are viewed better, by peers, in most leadership domains.

Direct reports also have an agenda. The research behind the SLR suggests that the behaviours addressed by it are those that form “good leadership practice” and good leadership practice leads to increased performance, job satisfaction and productivity. Therefore people who perform more of these actions as part of their normal business life will be rated higher.  It may be that direct reports have less influence than peers and managers on a person’s career development and therefore what they see is a more “natural” and unvarnished view.  They will tell you what needs to improve to be a better manager.
So should we care that there are different perspectives?  If the purpose of the MRR is to provide feedback to underpin a personal development programme then probably not.  Most MRR systems will allow the different viewpoints to be juxtaposed and a skilled coach will ensure that this “impression management” is taken into account.  Where it may be problematic is if MRRs are used for actual promotion.  The promotion process weights the manager’s view heavily and the peer’s views will also be influential in a more subtle way.  If these views are given extra weight then it may easily be that people are promoted on the basis of a distorted perception of their actual management performance.
The link to personality
These results suggest that there is overlap between the constructs addressed by the SLR and the wide-band Facet5 questionnaire.  To the extent that they are both measuring behaviour in the workplace we would expect some overlap and there are consistent relationships that emerge.  The linking of Will and Energy with higher Transformational skills and Control with Transactional skills is entirely logical.  Linking Affection with any skills relating to the consideration and development of other people is also logical.  

The negative relationship between Emotionality and most Leadership domains is significant.  Emotionality is considered to be a core personality element that may even be genetically based and is certainly difficult to modify.  Managers who receive lower ratings because of this are going to find it more difficult to modify their behaviour as required.  Executive Coaches faced with such development challenges may need to look to more powerful strategies such as Cognitive Behaviour Therapy to achieve the behaviour modification desired.  In such situations the combination of Facet5 (or similar) with a behaviour review such as the SLR provides both the behaviours that need to be modified and an indication of the type of intervention likely to succeed.  However the target individuals need to be aware that these negative relationships are stronger (considerably) for self ratings.  They don’t seem to influence the manager’s view to anywhere near the same degree. This may be due to the complex personal nature of Emotionality.  It can be very hard for an outsider to estimate just how “Emotional” a person is.  Powell and Stewart (1983)
 showed that Emotionality (or Neuroticism) was extremely difficult to estimate. So managers just don’t see it at work – especially if the target is trying hard to impress.  Direct Reports however are in the firing line and are affected every day.
A further element that has not been addressed here is the effect of reviewer X target personality similarity.  It has been suggested that the more similar two people are in personal style, the more they will think similarly and value similar things.  Strauss et all (2001) suggested that from their data that this was not really the case but it is a clear area for further research.
 However their study did point out that even though they didn’t find a relationship between target and reviewer’s actual personality, there was a significant relationship with what they called the “perceived” personality.  In other words if reviewers “think” the targets are similar to themselves then they will give higher ratings.  This ties into the concept of dyadic leadership (Graen and Scandura (1987)
).  Simply put, people are not the same.  Dyadic leadership theory suggests that managers change the way they manage in response to the individual subordinate.  Dyadic leadership should underpin a transformational leadership approach.  After all what inspires, motivates and challenges one person may do little for another.  The effective manager knows this and adjusts accordingly.

Note that this is not the same as Hersey and Blanchard’s “Situational Leadership Theory (SLT)”
.  SLT suggests that a leader should change style in response to the “emotional maturity” of their subordinates, an idea which, although popular in management training and business schools has found little actual research support. Warren et al
 tested the model and found little support for it.  However they did find evidence that leaders’ use of “relationship” skills has an effect.  
Conclusion

So what does this data show us?  It confirms that managers tend to rate themselves higher than their own bosses and peers do.  This is not new.  It also suggests that differences in the personal characteristics of a target individual can influence the judgements of reviewers from different viewpoints.  That there is a similarity between self ratings and those of direct reports may be due to concepts such as “perceived personality similarity” or it may be just that direct reports have a more in depth and unbiased view of actual behaviour.  We would call this the “proximity effect”. 

Peers are influential in a manager’s career and seem to base their judgements on many of the social skills and the competitive style they see as they jockey for position.  Tajfel and Turner’s “Social Identity Theory”
 suggests that we all have a sense of group identity and we strive to become and remain members of a group to which we feel we “belong”.  In organisations this group is usually one’s peers and so we indulge in behaviour designed to enhance our reputation and perceived “fit” to our peer group.  Introverts tend not to do this very well.  Extraverts (E+) are far more likely to reach out to others and interact in a way that enhances their social acceptance.  Quiet managers who are more reflective and compassionate do not get the nod.  Squeaky wheels get the oil.  Note that Social Identity Theory does not propose just one “identity” but a number.  But it is the work identity we are concerned with here.
People who are seen to be top performers by their managers are those who are driving, assertive, independent, self-promoting, enthusiastic and pragmatic.  The flip side of this is that they may also be seen as stubborn, self-opinionated, self aggrandising and self centred.  Hardly a combination considered ideal for most leadership skills but a pattern that has been seen frequently in our boardrooms, our newspapers and more recently our courts.  
The future then would appear to lie in the broader application of MRRs but coupled with an environment that is supportive of such interventions rather than cynical and critical of them.  The feedback loop is also critical – without it nothing happens.  With it we can expect lasting improvement in the way leadership is evinced. Coaches should be used who, when supported by good quality diagnostics, can lead the target managers through the mire of data to find the core information within.
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