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Background

Escalating war for managerial talent has
Increased Iinterest in developing leaders
Internally:

Developing| leaders internally: means
understanding the leadership pipeline—how
demands change acress organizational
levels




Frameworks for Distinguishing
Organizational Levels

Organizational responsinbilities
(Leadership Pipeline, 2001; Freedman, 1998)

Application of structure (Katz & Kahn, 1978)

Stratified Systems Theory
(Jacobs & Jagues, 1987)

Differing skill requirements
(Katz, 1955; Mann, 1965)
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Kaiser & Craig, 2004

Middle
Supervisor Manager Executive

b b b

Learning Orientation

Work-Life Balance

Decisive, Action Orientation +.119

Empowerment -.142

Interpersonal Warmth +.052
Abrasiveness +.026
Lack of Follow Through +.124

model R®  .237*** 245N/ 388




Research Questions

What types ofi managers actually exist at
each level?

Does performance of types vary as
predicted by previous study?

What do type freguencies tell us about
natural selection in the leadership pipeline?




Sample & Instrument

Archival database of Benchmarks® ratings

Empirically derived 7-factor structure

Learning Orientation, Work-Life Balance, Decisive/Task Orientation,
Empowerment, Interpersonal Warmth, Abrasiveness,
Lack of Fellew-through

Excluded managers that couldn’t be confidently coded as 1
of the 3 primary organizational levels

N = 2175
225 first-level supervisors
1457 middle managers
493 executives

Average of subordinate ratings used to define profile




Freguencies of
Predicted “ldeal™ Profiles

Ildeal Ideal Middle Ideal
Supervisors Managers  Executives

Supervisory.
Leve

Midd
Leve

.2% .2%

.8%

Executive
Level




Cluster Analysis

Outliers removed
(11 bottom / 19 middle / 23 top)

Two-stage cluster analysis done separately.
for each organizational level
Hierarchical agglomerative (Ward, 1963)

Average sqguared Euclidean distance
Standardized scores

Iterative partitioning (“k-means™)
Stabilizes soelution by re-evaluating each case




Cluster Results

6 types of First-line Supervisors
[ types of Middle Managers
6 types of Executives

Cluster membership accounted: for

9% / 17% / 22% (bottom/middle/top) of
poss-rated performance

and 65% / 60% / 63% of subordinate-rated
performance



First-line Supervisor Types

— -1 (21%)
2 (1296)
3 (229%)
— 4 (14%)
5 (149%6)
6 (18%0)




Middle Manager Types

1 (6%6)
2 (10%)
3 (15%0)
— 4 (21%)
— -5 (20%)
6 (17%)
— 7 (12%)




Executive Types

— -1 (15%)
2 (23%0)
3 (13%0)
— 4 (21%)
5 (1196)
6 (1796)




Some Observations...

“|Ideal” profile did not emerge as a cluster at any
level

Highest and lowest performing types were fairly
similar across levels—and dissimilar to predictions
from variable-oriented analysis

Also similar: 3/4/4, 6/6/6
Some clusters emerged only at certain levels
(e.g., 1-4)
Some types have similar shape but different levels
(e.g., 1-4 and 2-3)




Limitations & Future Research

Factor-analytically derived measures not
targeted to level-specific constructs

Use of a shape-only similarity index might
produce different results

Need longitudinal study to address
adaptation-selection guestion
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