Leader Assessment, Evaluation and Development, 1

LEADER ASSESSMENT,
EVALUATION AND

DEVELOPMENT

Prepared for:
Canadian Forces Leadership Institute

Prepared by:
Dr. Shaun Newsome, Dr. Arla L. Day,
& Dr. Victor M. Catano



Leader Assessment, Evaluation and Development, 2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt s rsesssrsmsssrsssssrssssssnssssssnsssennsssenssssenssssenssssennssns 3
237X 03 4 Q€7 00 U 1 1 0 5
INTRODUGCTION ... cccuiiiiiiiieir i rreesrreasrrea s rena s e nss e nss e assrransssransssennssranssssansssrnnssrrnnn 6
COMMON LEADERSHIP PERSPECTIVES. ...... oo rssssrssss s ssnsssenasssenasssenans 7
LEADER CHARACTERISTICS ..tuiiutiitieeite et et e et e e e e e e se e e e e e s e sae e e s ean e e e s et s eansesneseaeeenss 8
THE INTERACTION OF LEADER AND FOLLOWERS .....ccvttiiitieetieeeeeeeee e e eeeeeeea e e eaae e e eanaeeeens 9
LEADERS AND ORGANIZATIONAL, SOCIETAL, AND OTHER EXTERNAL FACTORS.................. 10
THE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE DOMAIN ... iieeciieeiiresi s ssss s sssssesassesasssees 12
GENERIC PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS . ....uiittiitiiiteeete et ee et e e e e e e s e s ean e e s seanseaneeens 16
THE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE DOMAIN ....ouiiiitiiiiiee et eee e e e e e e e eenaaaeees 20
Table 1. Generic leader and manager performance domain..................ccccccceuunn.... 23
Table 2. U.S. Army leadership performance domain..................ccccceeeeeeeeeiinnaaannn.. 24
LEADER ASSESSMENT .....cccuiiiiiiiitiiiieeirrsesrresssresssrsnsssrnssssrnnsssrnnsssenssssenssssenssssennns 25
ASSESSMENT DEFINED .....iiiteieieeeete e et e et e e et e e e e e s e e e e e e e e s e e saa e e eaaeeeaaeesanseseanaeees 25
A SE SSIMENT AREAS ... etieteiete ettt et e et et et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e ean e e easeanseansasnseanseanseennaes 25
Table 3: Leadership COMPELENCIES ............coee oo 28
Table 4: General traits, values, and behaviours of effective leaders...................... 29
Table 5. Executive leadership characCteristiCs ...............cooeeeeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeaea 30
ASSESSMENT IMETHODS ...euittiitteet et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaa e e e e easeansesnseanseansaennes 31
Table 6. Common cognitive ability & personality teSts ...........ccccccovvvvviiiiiiiiiininnni. 33
VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF ASSESSMENT METHODS.....uiuuiiiiieieeeeee e e eeeeee e e e eannas 40
Table 7. Criterion-related validity of assessment methods.............cccccccevvvvveennnn. 41
DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERS ...t rrsarrses s rsms s ssn s s s sna s rnns s enn s sennsnsennns 41
KEY FACTORS IN DEVELOPMENT MODELS ......iitiiiiiieeeee et et e e e e e e eans 42
AREAS OF DEVELOPMENTAL ... .cttitttiett et e et e et eeete e st eeaaeesaseaaeean e st seanseansesneeransesnssennees 45
Table 8. Most common reasons for executive failure ................cceeeeeueeeveneceeennnnn. 47
METHODS OF DEVELOPMENT .. cvuittiitteet et eet e et e et e eaaeesaes st esaaeesae e st e eanseaneesaseanseanaens 49
Table 9. Executive developmental methods.................coeeveeevieeieeiiieeieeiee e 50
OUTCOMES & EVALUATION ....ctiieteete et ee e e et e e e e e e et s et e e e e s s et s eaneeaneaeaneranes 52
Table 10. Results of developmental actiVities .................ccoeeeevuveeeeeeeieeeeeiiieeaann 54
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE .......cooeciiieecireecceene e eenans 55
CONCLUDING COMMENTS .......iiiieiiieeirrssrrssssrsnssrensssrensssrenssrenssssansssesnsssennsssennssrens 56

REFERENCES ...t ass s s s 58



Leader Assessment, Evaluation and Development,3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Changing missions, new technology, new forms of organization, demographic
changes, increasing diversity, and changes in socio-cultural values are all impacting
leadership roles (Yukl, 1999). In order to gain a better understanding of future
leadership requirements, the Canadian Forces have initiated a program of leadership
research. In this paper, we provide the Canadian Forces Leadership Institute (CFLI)
with information concerning current practices regarding leadership assessment and
development.

Leadership assessment and development is discussed within the context of the
leadership performance domain. In the first section of our paper we review the various
conceptualizations of the leadership performance domain. Competency modeling
procedures and job analysis approaches to describing the performance domain are
presented. Each approach has unique strengths (Shippmann et al., 2000). The
importance of gaining a clear understanding of leadership requirements is stressed.

Various leadership competency models are presented. Such models contain
characteristics that can be categorized as: (1) Cognitive capacities; (2) Personality
variables; (3) Social capacities and skills; (4) Motivation factors; and (5) Expertise and
knowledge (Zaccaro, 1996). Paper and pencil tests, simulations and assessment centre
exercises, interviews, and more recently multi-rater feedback instruments are the most
common assessment methods. We discuss these methods and present information
concerning criterion-related validity.

Assessment techniques are used for both selection and developmental

purposes. Developmental experiences impact on five major areas of functioning: (1)
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leaders ability to set and implement an agenda, (2) handling relationships, (3) basic
values, (4) temperament, and (5) personal awareness (McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison,
1988). Multi-rater assessments and executive coaching are the two most popular
methods of leadership development (Axel, 1999). We discuss these approaches and
present information concerning common outcomes associated with participation in
developmental programs.

In the last section of our paper we present recommendations concerning the
assessment and development of military leaders. Recommendations center on the need

to clearly articulate the leadership performance domain.
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BACKGROUND

Military organizations have long recognized the importance of leadership in
achieving operational objectives: Leadership doctrine is very salient and well
entrenched. Recently, military organizations have addressed the topic of how changing
operational objectives will impact future leadership roles (Shamir & Ben-Ari, 1999, Yukl,
1999). In order to meet future leadership challenges, the CFLI has been created to
examine the nature of leadership within the CF and provide direction for the
development of leaders.

New operational objectives may require new leadership competencies. When
changes are made to the leadership performance domain it is necessary to examine
leadership assessment practices. Towards this end, we were requested to provide the
Canadian Forces Leadership Institute (CFLI) with information concerning practices
regarding leadership assessment.

Our initial review of this literature indicated that a discussion of leader
assessment practices would be more productive if placed within the context of the
leadership performance domain. In addition, assessment practices are used for both
selection and development. With this in mind, we addressed the issues of leadership
assessment and development within the framework of the leadership performance

domain.
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INTRODUCTION
In 1996, a two-day symposium sponsored by the United States Army Research
Institute for the Behavioural and Social Sciences addressed the evolution of military
leadership roles and the impact of this evolution on military leadership doctrine. An

edited book titled, Out of the Box Leadership: Transforming the Twenty-First-Century

Army and other Top Performing Organizations (Hunt, Dodge, & Wong, 1999) was an

outcome of this symposium. The book detailed the evolving nature of leadership within
military organizations and its impact on training and development. Today’s military
leaders must operate in an increasing complex environment: Changing missions, new
technology, new forms of organization, demographic changes, increasing diversity, and
changes in socio-cultural values all serve to impact leadership roles (Yukl, 1999).

Tasks such as peace making, peace keeping, disaster relief, humanitarian aid,
and environmental protection are now part of a military leader’s repertoire (Shamir &
Ben-Ari, 1999). Job functions must be carried out in environments where there is often
reduced legitimacy, increased controversy, and increased exposure to the media.
Current military organizations find themselves part of large multinational forces that
require inter-organizational cooperation with many stakeholders including civilian
bodies. Furthermore, the composition of the Armed Forces is becoming increasingly
more diverse, and these personnel are better informed. Such changes are effecting
military doctrine and the leadership development model (Sullivan, 1999).

The Canadian Forces (CF) are facing many of the same challenges as their U.S.
counterparts. They are also seeking to understand the evolving role of leadership and

how the challenges accompanying this change can be met in an effective manner. Our
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goal in this paper is to provide the Canadian Forces Leadership Institute (CFLI) with
information concerning current practices regarding leadership assessment, evaluation,
and development in the private sector.

We begin our paper with a brief overview of current leadership perspectives and
a more detailed discussion of the leadership performance domain. The particular
performance domain of interest will determine the approach taken to assessment and
development. We present details concerning both generic and leader-specific
performance domains. In essence, we examine what it is that leaders do. After gaining
an understanding of the complexity of the leadership performance domain, we address
the issue of assessment, identify leader attributes and competencies, and discuss how
they might be assessed. Finally, we turn our attention to the development of leader
attributes and behaviours. In conclusion, we discuss how the CF might begin the
process of creating an integrated assessment and development process for future

military leaders.

COMMON LEADERSHIP PERSPECTIVES
We can cluster different leadership perspectives into three categories. That is,
we can examine leadership in terms of: examining leadership traits, characteristics, and
behaviours; examining the interaction between a leader and his or her followers; and
examining the organizational, societal, and other external factors that may influence the

emergence of leaders.
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LEADER CHARACTERISTICS

A major assumption of assessing, evaluating and developing leaders is that
leadership can be defined in terms of traits or behaviours of the leader. Much research
has focused on identifying the individual characteristics of leaders. Throughout this
literature, several traits and behaviours have been associated with effective leadership
(e.g., honesty and integrity, supporting and motivating followers, intelligence, self-
confidence, need for achievement, motivation to lead, emotional stability, and having
the requisite knowledge; Greenberg, Baron, Sales, & Owen., 2000; Johns & Saks,
2001; Meyer, 1997; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). One of the most researched areas in
leadership is that of charismatic and transformational leadership.

Charismatic and Transformational Leadership. The concepts of charismatic and

transformational leadership evolved within the leader-trait literature. Charismatic leaders
are defined as having high self-confidence and a clear vision (Shamir, Zakay, & Popper,
1998), engaging in unconventional behaviour, and acting as a change agent, and still
being realistic about environmental constraints (Greenberg et al., 2000; Shamir et al.,
1998).

Transformational leadership evolved from the charismatic literature.
Transformational leaders are defined charismatic leaders that use intellectual
stimulation and individualized consideration to “transform” their followers to transcend
their own self -interests. Donohue & Wong (1994) outlined the required behaviours of
transformational leaders: developing and communicating a vision that inspires the

subordinates; using “unconventional strategies” to convey this message; paying
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attention and showing sincere concern to individual followers; and demonstrating self-
sacrifice.

Although Donohue and Wong (1994) discussed the behaviours that should be
exhibited by transformational leaders, they also argued that simply displaying these
behaviours does not necessarily mean that the leader will become a “transformational
leader.” Furthermore, they argue that transformational leadership should not be
considered the solution to all of a leader’s or organization’s problems. In fact,
transactional leadership tends to be more effective for the day-to-day operations
(Donohue & Wong, 1994).

In addition to the importance of leader characteristics when assessing and
developing leaders, it is also necessary to consider the characteristics of the followers,
and the interaction between a leader and his or her followers. That is, certain leader
characteristics or behaviours may only be effective with certain followers.

THE INTERACTION OF LEADER AND FOLLOWERS

The interaction of leaders and followers is important for two reasons. First, leader
behaviours and characteristics are defined in terms of the perceptions of their followers.
Although Bass (1985) claimed that “charisma is in the eye of the beholder” (p.40), few
studies have examined how followers’ perception influence a leader’s leadership style.
Second, the followers’ characteristics and reactions influence leader behaviour. That is,
the ability of leaders to influence their followers is affected by the characteristics of
these followers (Lord, Brown, & Frieberg, 1999). The characteristics of followers may
moderate the impact that leaders have on them (Lord et al., 1999). Different leader

characteristics and behaviours may be required in different positions within an
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organization, across different situations, and with different subordinates. For example,
the focus of the leader (in terms of task or person) may be dependent upon the situation
and the characteristics of the followers. According to the leader-member exchange, a
leader has different relationships with different subordinates and the leader must focus
on his or her relationship with individual subordinates involving mutual trust, respect,
and influence (Greenberg et al., 2000).

Any assessment, evaluation, or development must be conducted within the
context of type of followers. The assessment and development of leader behaviours and
characteristics also depends on organizational and societal factors. It is necessary to
examine the situations in which some people may rise to a leadership role in order to
better understand how to evaluate and develop effective leaders.

LEADERS AND ORGANIZATIONAL, SOCIETAL, AND OTHER EXTERNAL
FACTORS

Contingency or situational theories of leadership are based on the premise that
successful leadership depends on environmental factors, such as task clarity and the
degree of challenge offered by the task, which are both related to organizational level
(Johns & Saks, 2001). For example, according to Fiedler's Contingency Theory (Fiedler,
1967), the orientation of leadership style (i.e., relationship vs. task-oriented) used is
dependent on the favourability of the situation. Three factors can increase the
favourableness of a situation: a good relationship between the leader and followers,
having a highly structured task, and having more formal authority (Johns & Saks, 2001).

Popper, Landau, and Gluskinso (1992) argued that transformational leadership

style may be more important in specific organizational situations. For example,
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transformational leadership is much more critical in situations where the leader has a
greater opportunity to express his or her vision and influence the followers’ motivation
level and behaviours (e.g., an infantry situation in which complicated technology and
relatively simple instruments are being used). Conversely, transformational leadership is
not critical in certain combat situations (e.g., relatively simple individual tasks, such as
working in a tank, or in combat situations involving complicated technology and
instruments, such as a fighter plane), because the leader does not have any opportunity
to influence the individual (Popper et al., 1992). Therefore, transformational leaders
should be evaluated and developed in situations in which transformational leadership
would be effective.

Charismatic or transformational leadership may emerge during an acute crisis,
during a longer term, chronic crisis, during times of change, or when new leaders are
sought to solve old problems and encourage organizational survival (Bass, 1985).
Similarly, Donohue and Wong (1994) noted several conditions in which transformational
leadership may emerge: during an acute crisis or when the organizational culture is
being attacked; when a general “malaise” exists; or when subordinates are disillusioned.
These organizational, industry, environmental, and societal factors must all be taken
into account when assessing, evaluating, and developing leaders.

The changing nature of military leadership roles provides support for the different
leadership perspectives. As indicated by Shamir and Ben Ari (1999), enlisted personnel
are better informed than in the past and are recruited from more diverse groups.
Stakeholders include civilian as well as military personnel. The interaction patterns

between leaders and followers must evolve to accommodate the changing nature of
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these interactions. Because, leadership is exercised in an increasingly open system the
interaction between leaders and followers must be given consideration. In essence, new
patterns of interaction might require additional leadership skills. Contingency and
situational leadership theorists would suggest that new military roles involving peace
making, peace keeping, disaster relief, humanitarian aid, and environmental protection
would also call for an adjustment in current leadership doctrine. The changes that are
currently taking place in military organizations necessitates the need to carefully
consider the nature of the leadership performance domain.

THE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE DOMAIN

In personnel selection, the traditional approach to identifying areas of
assessment involves using job analysis information to map out applicable job
performance dimensions (Gatewood & Field, 2001). A job analysis is conducted to
identify expected job outputs and requisite work behaviours. Using this information, the
knowledge, skills, abilities, and personal characteristics (KSAOs) necessary for
executing the expected behaviours can be inferred. Evidence concerning the validity of
this inference is determined by a criterion, content, or construct related strategy
(Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection, 1978). In essence, the performance
domain is used to identify requisite leader attributes.

In addition to the traditional methods of job analysis, organizations are
increasingly turning towards competency modeling as a method of understanding what
is required of employees in order to achieve organizational success. The rapid pace of
change in the current business environment lends itself well to competency-modeling

approaches. Such approaches are typically more generic and focus on organizational



Leader Assessment, Evaluation and Development, 13

as opposed to singular job objectives (Catano et al., 2001; Lawler, 1994). Results from
a recent survey of 292 organizations indicated that between 75 and 85 percent of
organizations use some form of competency-based applications (Cook & Bernthal,
1998, cited in Shippmann et al., 2000).These applications include identifying KSAOs
and behaviours for successful job performance, designing performance management
systems, creating multi-rater instruments, and designing development programs.
Despite the popularity of competency-based approaches, there is little agreement
and much confusion over the terms competency and competency modeling. There are
numerous definitions of what a competency is and competency lists typically contain a
wide assortment of employee characteristics and behaviours. Catano et al. (2001)
suggested that most definitions have three things in common: (1) competencies are the
KSAOs that underlie effective job performance; (2) the KSAOs must be measurable or
observable; and (3) the KSAOs are capable of distinguishing superior performers from
others. Other authors have found little consistency in approaches to competency
modeling or resulting definitions and have argued that the lack of meaningful
competency definitions creates significant measurement difficulties. Furthermore, in
many cases no quantitative linkages to work or organizational objectives can be
demonstrated (Pearlman & Barney, 2000). Concern over the current state of practice in
this area led the Professional Practice Committee and the Scientific Affairs Committee
of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology to form the Job Analysis and
Competency Modeling Task Force (JACMTF).The JACMTF was charged with reviewing

the origins of competency modeling and current practices (Shippmann et al., 2000).
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In a thorough review, the JACMTF found several major differences between the
traditional job analysis method and competency modeling. In the first instance,
competency approaches are less rigorous, because they collect the same information
regardless of why the information is being collected. The type of information gathered in
job analysis is typically dependent on why the information is needed (e.g., selection vs.
compensation). At a minimum, information concerning job objectives, tasks, and KSAOs
is collected. Competency-modeling efforts are also less likely to be concerned with the
reliability of the results. Little effort is usually made to verify resulting information. In
support of competency modeling, its emphasis on KSAOs and behaviours that lead to
organizational success holds wide appeal to business and HR professionals.
Competency approaches have higher levels of face validity for organizational decision-
makers. Executives typically comment that competencies provide them with a common
language (Briscoe & Hall (1999). Another important difference is that competency-
modeling approaches are more likely to focus on values and personality characteristics
as opposed to technical skills (Shippmann et al., 2000). Competency approaches are
more closely aligned with worker orientated job analyses as opposed to task based
analyses.

Briscoe and Hall (1999) presented several approaches to identifying
competencies. In the first instance, a research-based approach can be used. In this
approach, a behavioural event interview is used to identify behaviours that distinguish
high performers from average performs. It is the most rigorous method for defining
competencies. A strategy-based approach involves identifying competencies that will

help the organization achieve strategic objectives. Lastly, a values-based approach
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used organizational norms and values to create as competency model. The assumption
is that the appropriate values drive organizational performance.

Regardless of the approach used to understand the performance domain and,
ultimately, leader attributes, as span of control and level of responsibility increase so
does the complexity of the role. In some sense, this complexity has led to the evolution
of the broader-based competency-modeling approach. A leadership role often involves
the constant shifting of business objectives, approaches, and strategic directions. A job
in this type of environment is not static and, thus, the more generic approach to
articulating important leader attributes is often viewed as more favourable. In essence,
competency-modeling approaches often make more sense to organizations. However,
both approaches have the capability of identifying what it is that a leader must have in
order to be successful. It is the quality of the inference made concerning requisite
KSAOs that is most important. In order to understand what KSAOs are required, we
need information concerning the performance domain.

Identification and measurement of performance is said to be the most intractable
measurement of all (Guion, 1991). As mentioned previously, it is a difficult to clearly
articulate, with any level of specificity, what it is that leaders do. It is an equally arduous
task to develop leadership performance measures that are neither uncontaminated nor
deficient. In the military context, the evolving role of military leader makes it even more
difficult to map out the performance domain. It is likely that a military leader
performance domain will reflect generic performance dimensions and also include

unique aspects. We begin this section by presenting a discussion of generic
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performance dimensions and then progress towards more specific taxonomies of
leadership performance.
GENERIC PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS

Often, the need for a combination of job performance, effectiveness, and
productivity measures contributes to the difficulty of assessing performance. Job
performance is behaviour, it is something that is done and can be observed
Effectiveness, also an important aspect of the performance domain, refers to the
subjective evaluation of the outcomes resulting from job performance. Productivity is a
measure of the costs associated with a particular level of effectiveness (Campbell,
1990). In order to evaluate outcomes associated with leadership positions,
performance, effectiveness, and productivity are all critical.

The latent structure of job performance (behaviours) is thought to consist of eight
dimensions (Campbell, 1990). Campbell argues that all performance behaviours fall
within one of the following major dimensions:

1. Job-specific task proficiency is the extent to which an individual can perform
the technical aspects of a job. All jobs have tasks that are specific; the
complexity of a job will determine the importance of this dimension.

2. Non-specific task proficiency refers to executing work behaviours that are not
central to the job but contribute positively to the organization (e.g., cleaning
up common work areas, helping a coworker complete a task, and filling up the
photocopier with paper).

3. Written and oral communication tasks form a part of many jobs (e.g., public

presentations or a simple business memo).
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4. Demonstrating effort reflects the level of motivation one brings to the job. It is
the degree to which employees are willing to staying late to finish a project,
work under adverse conditions, or perhaps increase their output to meet
impending deadlines.

5. Maintaining personal discipline is the degree to which counterproductive
workplace behaviours are not demonstrated (e.g., tardiness, absence, use of
illicit drugs, or inappropriate interpersonal behaviour).

6. Facilitating peer and team performance refers to carrying out activities that
help peers and groups achieve goals. It is the extent to which individuals
contribute towards meeting group objectives (e.g., organizing work, clarifying
goals, motivating other members).

7. Supervision is similar to the previous factor in regards to facilitating job
performance of others. However, in this situation, it is a supervisor-
subordinate relationship. Supervisors articulate goals, influence goal
acceptance, model appropriate behaviour, motivate subordinates, and
evaluate behaviour.

8. Management/Administration refers to other aspects of management that do
not include supervision (e.g., allocating and distributing resources, planning
activities, reporting to superiors, monitoring overall unit performance)

The above performance dimensions can be used to categorize behaviours

performed in all jobs. All jobs, however, will not contain behaviours found in every

dimension: Only the dimensions of demonstrating effort, job specific task proficiency,
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and maintaining personal discipline are major performance dimensions of every job
(Campbell, 1990).

Data collected as part of the long-term selection and classification project
(Project A) for the U.S. Military were used to derive the performance dimensions. In the
original research,5 factors were identified: core technical proficiency, general soldering
proficiency, effort and peer leadership, personal discipline, physical fitness and military
bearing. These factors represented the performance domain for enlisted personnel
across nine jobs in the U.S. military. Furthermore, these jobs were selected to represent
275 entry-level military jobs (Campbell, McHenry, & Wise, 1990). The further expansion
of the five-component model came about as a result of analyzing feedback interviews
given to financial analysts and project managers (Campbell, 1990).

There has been concern that generic models of performance do not fully depict
the performance domain. For example, 25 years ago Organ and his colleagues
suggested that the performance domain should be expanded to encompass what they
termed organizational citizenship behaviours (OCB; Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ,
1977; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Such behaviours were thought to be discretionary,
and although they were not a formal part of an individual’s job, they contributed to
organizational effectiveness. Initially, two factors, altruism (e.g., include helping co-
workers complete job duties, switching vacation days) and generalized compliance
(e.g., attending meeting on time, coming to work early, finishing assignments) were
used to describe OCB. At a later date, civic virtue (responsible involvement in the
governance and political life of the organization), organizational courtesy (helping to

prevent organizational problems), and sportsmanship (not complaining about minor
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inconveniences) were added in order to explain the range of pro-social behaviours that
are often demonstrated in organizations (Organ, 1988).

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) suggested that there are five categories of
contextual behaviours that contribute to organizational effectiveness: (1) persisting with
enthusiasm and extra effort; (2) volunteering to carry out tasks that are not part of one’s
job; (3) helping and cooperating with others; (4) following and supporting organizational
policies and rules; and (5) actively supporting the organization’s objectives. More
recently, these five categories have been collapsed to three categories: (1)
interpersonal citizenship performance (altruism, helping); (2) organizational citizenship
performance (compliance, loyalty, endorsing organizational objectives,
conscientiousness, civic virtue, following rules, etc.); and (3) and job/task citizenship
performance (persisting, extra effort, etc.; Coleman & Borman, 2000).

These types of behaviours have been classified as aspects of contextual
performance because they occur within the “context” of one’s job. Borman and
Motowidlo (1993) argued that task and contextual behaviours differ in important ways.
First of all, unlike task behaviours, contextual behaviours contribute more to the
organizational, social, and/or psychological environment than the actual job. Secondly,
task activities vary as a function of the job whereas contextual activities are more likely
to generalize across many jobs and positions. Another important difference is that
variation in knowledge, skills, and abilities lead to differences in task performance.
Differences in contextual behaviours, however, are primarily determined by motivational
and predispositional factors. Lastly, task activities are more likely to be recognized and

rewarded as formal parts of the job.
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Contextual performance is very similar to the concept of OCB. In fact, according
to Motowidlo (2000), a recent re-definition of OCB by Organ (1997) makes the construct
very similar to contextual performance. Regardless of whether we choose to use the
term contextual performance or OCB, there is evidence to suggest that the contextual
performance dimensions are an important addition to the job performance domain. The
robustness of Campbell’ s performance domain and the efforts put forth in developing a
model that represent both military and civilian occupations make the model an important
addition to our understanding of the generic job performance domain. Such a model
coupled with contextual performance dimensions underlies many of the forthcoming
leadership performance dimensions.

THE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE DOMAIN

There are many conceptions of leadership performance/effectiveness. Widely
divergent views are responsible for the lack of progress towards a unified theory of
effective leadership (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). The different conceptualizations reflect
the complexity of the construct. The Centre for Creative Leadership in Greensboro,
North Carolina has been conducting research on how to develop leaders for
approximately 30 years. Their philosophy in regards to leadership is that a singular
theory cannot explain all that is known about leadership (McCauley, Moxley, & Van
Velsor, 1998). In some sense, the differences and commonalities found in descriptions
of the leadership performance domains supports this view.

In this section we examine conceptualizations of what it is that leaders do. A
complete review of all existing leadership performance models and their various

dimensions is far beyond the scope of this paper. What we attempt to do is demonstrate
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commonalities and differences. Indeed, many commonalities exist in the various
descriptions of the leadership performance domain. The commonalities can serve to
increase our confidence in the reliability of the resulting information. However, even with
similar broad performance dimension labels that typically fall within the generic
dimensions identified by previous researchers (e.g., Borman and Motowidlo, 1993;
Campbell, 1990; Organ, 1988), the identification of lower order factors can lead to a
more reasonable balance of fidelity and bandwidth in resulting assessment tools.

At the highest executive level, leaders are primarily responsible for initiating and
sustaining lasting organizational change. Day (2001) argued that this responsibility
reflects the essence of leadership. In this regard, an individual’s ability to strategically
manage organizational identity, image, and reputation reflects leadership effectiveness.
An organization’s long term success is strongly influenced by how employees view the
character of the organization (identity), how they believe external stakeholders view the
organization (image), and how the external stakeholders actually view the organization
(reputation). Establishing the organization’s credibility/reputation are key behaviours
that reflect the leadership competencies of impact and influence (Spencer & Spencer,
1993).

Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) suggested that a leader’s role is primarily one of
influence. A leader must influence (1) the task objectives and strategies of groups or
organizations, (2) the people in an organization to accept objectives and implement
strategies, (3) the relations among groups, and (4) the culture of the organization.
Kunungo (1998) suggested that leaders espouse a vision, formulate long-term

objectives, offer strategies and tactics, cause change, and influence individual values,
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attitudes and behaviours. Kayworth and Leidner (2002) suggested key leadership
outcomes include creating and communicating a vision, providing meaningful goals,
building confidence and commitment, ensuring an appropriate mix and level of skill
among staff, managing outside relations, and creating a supportive environment.
Furthermore, they argued that leaders should act as a role model, create opportunities
for others, and do “real work”. There are commonalities in the various discussions of
what are thought to be important outcomes of leadership behaviour. Work has also
been compiled on describing the actual behaviours that lead to many of the above
outcomes.

Yukl (1989) developed a taxonomy of 14 behavioural categories that reflect the
behaviours of leaders and/or managers. The behavioural categories presented in Table
1 represent generic categories that are necessary for leader effectiveness. Another
attempt at mapping the leadership performance domain can be found in the Field
Manual 22-100 of the United States Army (1990). The U.S. Army leadership
performance domain is presented in Table 2. Clement and Ayres (1976, cited in
Gurstein, 1999) are credited with the original work in deriving these performance
dimensions.

Silzer (1998) suggested that leadership involves recruiting and staffing,
motivating and inspiring others, coaching and developing others, providing direction and
vision, influencing and negotiating, and empowering others. Fogli and Whitney (1998)
reiterate all of these behaviours and also include building and leveraging teams as an

important leadership outcome.
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Table 1. Generic leader and manager performance domain

Behavioural Categories

Behaviours

Planning/Organizing
Problem solving
Clarifying

Informing

Monitoring

Motivating

Recognizing

Supporting

Managing conflict and
team building

Networking

Delegating

Developing and
mentoring

Rewarding

Setting objectives, determining strategy to accomplish
goals, allocating resources, increasing efficiency

Analyzing problems, determine appropriate solution,
implementing solution, monitoring impact

Clearly communicating objectives strategies, work
methods, and performance standards

Ensuring needed information that increases work
effectiveness is passed onto subordinates

Evaluating individual and/or organizational
performance, checking on work activities, gathering
external information that is pertinent to work of
organization

Using appropriate strategies to increase task
commitment of employees, role modeling appropriate
behaviour, encouraging cooperation/teamwork

Acknowledging the inputs of others, offering praise,
expressing appreciation

Showing concern for staff, providing encouragement
when needed, listening to employees

Encouraging individuals to work together in a
productive manner, resolving disagreements

Establishing/nurturing strong and weak social ties that
may impact the effectiveness of the organization

Demonstrating confidence in subordinates by allowing
them to take responsibility for tasks, allowing them to
take responsibility for decisions

Speaking with members about career aspirations,
helping individuals with career planning activities,
acting as a career related resource

Proving rewards for meeting objectives such as pay
increases, bonuses, and making promotional decisions

Source: Yukl & Van Fleet (1992)

Tett, Guterman, Blier, and Murphy, (2000) identified 12 managerial performance

taxonomies. They suggested that none of the models are specific enough to advance

our understanding of the performance domain. Many of their arguments are equally
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applicable to conceptualizations of the leadership performance domain. They argued
that increased specificity will lead to a better understanding of the performance domain
and result in: (1) more applicable measures of performance; (2) a greater understanding
of common (generalizable) performance dimensions; (3) improvements in

developmental programs; and (4) increased understanding of predictor constructs.

Table 2. U.S. Army leadership performance domain

Performance Dimension Description

Communicating Obtaining, evaluating, and distributing information.

Human relations The capacity to work with staff in order to achieve the
organizations objectives

Counseling Emphasizing a concern for the well-being of staff
members

Supervising Setting goals and standards and ensuring staff

members are proceeding towards completion of
objectives and goals

Technical Proficiency in job specific tasks

Management Science Evaluating and monitoring unit, departmental, and/or
organizational performance

Decision-making Identifying and resolving problems in a decisive
manner

Planning Developing plans to meet objectives and ensuring

adequate resources. Thinking ahead in order to
ensure that objectives are met

Ethics Carrying out activities in a manner that reflects
espoused values

As reported, many conceptualizations of leadership exist and the leadership
performance domain is complex. There are commonalities and differences depending
on the context in which leadership is of interest. In examining the performance

outcomes and behaviours, it is obvious that a leader will require a mixture of well-
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developed cognitive, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and technical attributes. In the next
section, we examine this issue in more detail.
LEADER ASSESSMENT

ASSESSMENT DEFINED

In the present context, assessment is defined as a process used to measure a
person’s knowledge, skills, abilities, personal characteristics, and behaviours that are
relevant to successful job performance (Jeaneret & Silzer, 1998). At the most senior
levels of organizations, this definition can be expanded to include KSAOs that are
needed for organizational success. This change reflects the increasing emphasis being
placed on leadership or executive level competencies (Briscoe & Hall, 1999). In fact, our
review of the literature reveals that it was often difficult to distinguish between what has
been traditionally called KSAOs and what is now called a competency. This lack of
conceptual clarity concerning these terms is well documented by Shippmann et al.
(2000). In this section we will attempt to tailor our discussion to the assessment of
KSAOs and competencies that have been identified as relevant to the leader
performance domain. However, leaders and managers do not possess vastly different
characteristics. Leaders just use them in a qualitatively different manner (Spencer &
Spencer, 1993).
ASSESSMENT AREAS

Many organizations, especially larger ones, have developed their own leadership
competency profiles, or as they are sometimes referred to “success profiles”, that reflect
underlying assumptions of what is required in order to be an effective leader. Such

models typically contain a mixture of behaviours, abilities, skills, personal
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characteristics, and values. In most cases, these are generically called competencies.
Silzer (1998) suggests that there are approximately sixty to eighty leadership
competencies. In 1983, Spencer and Spencer published a book containing the McBer
Competency Dictionary. Contents of the dictionary were derived from 286 studies of
various jobs in a variety of occupations. Achievement and action orientation,
organizational awareness, impact and influence, relationship building, and directiveness
were the most important executive level competencies.

Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) identified three main categories of leadership skills:
(1) the interpersonal category includes empathy, social sensitivity, tact, communication
ability, and conflict resolution skills; (2) the conceptual skill set encompasses being able
to analyzing complex events, perceive trends, recognize changes, identify problems and
opportunities, ability to develop creative and practical solutions, ability to conceptualize
complex issues, and the ability to use models, theories, and analogies; and (3) technical
skills include knowledge of products, services, procedures, markets, clients, and
competitors. A smaller fourth category, termed administrative, includes planning,
delegating, and supervising personnel.

Fulkerson (1998) reports that PepsiCo leadership competencies are broken up
into broad categories that reflect different types of leadership. The business leadership
category contains factors such as being customer driven, results orientated, being able
to take the initiative, thinking out of the box, analytical thinking, and intellectual curiosity.
Operational leadership involves having people and organizational savvy, the propensity
for organizational impact, team leadership skills, and a willingness to empower

employees. The last category, personal leadership, requires self-confidence,
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objectivity, respect for others, openness, the ability to leverage diversity, build
relationship, and behavioural flexibility.

Of the 12 manager performance taxonomies identified by Tett et al., (2000),
eight taxonomies were thought to contain components that reflected leadership. Based
on three conceptualizations of leadership, the authors created a taxonomy of 35
leadership attributes. These are presented in Table 3.

Additionally, Day, Newsome, and Catano (2002)' reviewed the general
leadership literature and the transformational leadership literature and identified
attributes and behaviours commonly associated with effective leadership. These are
presented in Table 4.

Yukl (1999) suggested that the skills, traits, and behaviours required by military
leaders are not different from those required by civilian leaders. However, military
leaders may require competencies not required by their civilian counterparts. Traits
such as high energy level, stress tolerance, physical stamina, integrity, character, moral
courage, emotional maturity, self confidence, composure, physical courage, flexibility,
self-monitoring, an orientation towards learning from experience, and a socialized power
orientation are related to effectiveness and advancement in military settings.

Pritchard (1999) argued that there are four identifiable levels of leadership in the
US Army (first, middle, upper, and top) and that competencies are expressed in different
ways depending on leadership level. Presently, leadership is categorized as junior or

senior. Pritchard suggested that further differentiation of leadership level and required

! The various attributes and behaviours were taken from a variety of sources. See Day, Newsome, and
Catano (2002) for complete list of sources.
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competencies will provide more focus for the design of assessment and development

systems.

Table 3: Leadership competencies

Traditional Functions Communication

e Problem awareness e Listening

e Directing e Oral communication

o Decision delegation e Public presentation

e Short-term planning Developing Self and Others

e Strategic planning e Developmental goal setting
¢ Coordinating e Developmental feedback

e Goal setting e Job enrichment

¢ Monitoring

e Motivating by authority Occupational Acumen
e Motivating by persuasion ¢ Quality concern

e Team building e Quantity concern

e Productivity e Financial concern
Person Orientation e Safety concern

e Compassion

e Cooperation Task Orientation
e Sociability e Initiative

e Politeness e Task focus

o Political astuteness e Urgency

e Assertiveness e Decisiveness

e Seeking input

Dependability Open Mindedness

e Rule orientation e Tolerance

e Trustworthiness e Creative thinking

e Timeliness e Cultural appreciation

Source: Tett et al., (2000)
Additionally Pritchard (1992) argued that existing competencies are not adequate
to meet the diversity of tasks that future military leaders will face. Future core leadership

competencies include: (1) tactical, technical, and technological; (2) cognitive ability; (3)
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interpersonal skills and abilities; and (4) personal characteristics such as decisiveness

and tenacity. Furthermore, differentiating competencies such as continuous learning,

awareness, flexibility, resilience, initiative, creativity, entrepreneurship, influencing,

partnering, and organizational commitment will distinguish between satisfactory and

superior leaders.

Table 4: General traits, values, and behaviours of effective leaders

Charismatic
Intelligent
Emotionally stable
Integrity
Self-determination

Supportive &
empathic

High need for
achievement

Creative

High need for
influence

Honest
Ambitious
Dominant
High energy

Effective problem
solver

Has the necessary
knowledge, skills, &
abilities

High self-confidence/ self-

esteem

Has strong convictions &

goals

High motivation to lead

Flexible

Sets objectives

Instills pride in followers

Establishes

organizational identity

Engages in impression

management

Encourages teamwork &
establishes social ties

Monitors, consults with, &
delegates to followers

Motivates followers

Effective communicator (Clearly
articulates, communicates, &
instills commitment toward a
common vision)

Builds confidence & stimulates
enthusiasm

Supports, acknowledges, &
rewards followers’ inputs

Uses analogies & metaphors (to
communicate & inspire)

Develops new symbols & images
Provides individual consideration
Intellectually stimulates followers
Develops & mentors followers

Inspires followers to transcend
own self-interests

Manages conflict

Source: Day et al., (2002)

The number of characteristics that have been put forth and the variety of labels

given to the characteristics are impressive. However, there is much overlap. Upon the

completion of a comprehensive literature review for the U.S. Military, Zaccaro (1996)

found that executive leader characteristics fall into five main categories (See Table 5).
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Hogan and Hogan (1998) identified a group of competencies that should be
included in any type of assessment process: intellectual competence, emotional
stability, social acuity, originality, maturity and responsibility, interpersonal skills, and
ambition. Such clusters of competencies are quite broad and encompass much of what

we have already presented.

Table 5. Executive leadership characteristics

Cognitive Capacities Personality
Intelligence Openness
Analytical reasoning skills Curiosity
Flexible integrative complexity Self-discipline
Meta-cognitive skills Flexibility
Verbal/written skills Risk of propensity
Creativity Locus of control
Social Motivation
Social reasoning skills Need for achievement
Behavioural flexibility Self-efficacy
Negotiation/persuasion skills Expertise and Knowledge
Conflict management skills
Expertise and Knowledge
Functional expertise
Social expertise
Knowledge of environmental demands

Source: Zaccaro, 1996

An assessment process that includes measures of cognitive ability,
industry/business knowledge, motivational related characteristics (e.g., need for
achievement), communication and interpersonal skills, and emotional maturity will
capture most of the characteristics discussed. A survey of SIOP members in 1987
indicated that the most common areas of generic assessment where interpersonal
skills, judgment and analytical skills, organization and planning skills, intelligence,
supervisory skills, emotional maturity, leadership, and energy/drive (Ryan & Sackett,

1987).
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Obviously, the negative consequences of promoting such a generic set of
KSAOQO'’s and behaviours is that we lose specificity. The usefulness of identifying a
generic set is that it serves as a starting point from which to identify lower order factors.
What is striking about much of the research on leader characteristics is the limited
amount of information concerning how such characteristics were even identified. In the
following section we review the most common methods used to assess KSAOs and
competencies.

ASSESSMENT METHODS

According to Hogan et al. (1994), in order to predict leadership behaviour one
needs to employ a combination of cognitive ability and personality tests, simulation
exercises, and multi-rater assessment techniques. In addition to the above methods,
selection of senior leaders typically involves an extensive background history
questionnaire (Silzer, 1998). The actual methods used by practitioners are varied. In
1992, Ryan and Sackett surveyed SIOP, non-SIOP, and non-I1/O APA members in order
to gauge the frequency of use of various types of assessment methods. Although
individuals were not directly asked about assessment methods used with leaders, the
numbers provide us with a general idea of assessment trends.

Not surprisingly, a job interview (95.5%) was the most popular assessment
method used. The collection of personal background information was the second most
common assessment method (82%). Similar numbers of individuals reported using
ability and personality tests (74.3% and 78.9% respectively). Surprisingly, projective
tests were used by 41.7% of the sample. Finally, simulation exercises were used by

28.8% of individuals. Gathering background information, conducting an interview, and
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administering a personality and ability-based tests characterizes most assessment
programs (Ryan & Sackett, 1992).

Frisch (1998) suggested that simulations and assessment centre exercises,
paper and pencil measures of KSAQO'’s, and interviews and self-descriptions of
background and accomplishments are broad categories of assessment methods used
to assess leadership behaviour. Using data collected from a large consulting firm
(Personnel Decision International), Howard (2001) reported that in the evaluation of
succession candidates, recommendations were used 97 percent of the time, past
performance records (95%), interviews (79%), analysis of work samples/outputs (67%),
multi-rater info (57%), personality testing (39%), simulations and other assessment
centre data (24%), and intelligence testing (24%). Although this sample of organizations
is not random, the data provide some indication of assessment practices for succession
purposes. The majority of data collection procedures can be categorized as paper and
pencil tests, simulations and assessment centre exercises, interviews, and more
recently multi-rater feedback tools.

Paper & Pencil Tests. Ability and personality based measures form the majority

of paper and pencil tests. The choice of one specific test over another is dependent on
what KSAOs need to be assessed, the psychometric properties of the test, and the
user’s familiarity with the test. The Mental Measurements Yearbooks contain
independent test reviews and publisher information to help identify and evaluate tests.
Table 6 lists some of the more common tests currently used in organizational settings.
The 1992 survey of SIOP, non-SIOP, and non-1/0O APA members found that the Watson

Glaser Critical Thinking test was the most popular measure of cognitive skills among 1/0
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Psychologists (31%). The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament survey was the most
popular measure of personality (31.5%; Ryan & Sackett, 1992).

In leadership assessment, paper and pencil tests usually form part of a larger
assessment package. For example, cognitive skills might be assessed using paper and
pencil tests, a work simulation exercise, and the results of an interview. The various
sources of information will be used to assign an overall rating for the dimension, or

competency of thinking skills.

Table 6. Common cognitive ability & personality tests

Cognitive Ability Tests
Comprehensive Ability Battery
Differential Aptitude Tests
Employee Aptitude Series
General Aptitude Test Battery
Saville & Holdsworth Critical Thinking Tests
Watson Glaser Critical Thinking Test
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Test
Wonderlic Personnel Test

Personality Tests
California Personality Inventory
Comprehensive Personality Inventory
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey
Hogan Personality Inventory
Hogan Leadership Forecast
Meyers Briggs Temperament Inventory
Personal Characteristics Inventory
Saville & Holdsworth Occupational Personality Questionnaire
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire
Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire

Cognitive ability tests are one of our best predictors of performance (See Table
7). There is some debate, however, concerning the usefulness of such tests at the

executive level. At the highest level of organizations, cognitive ability does not appear to
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discriminate between successful and unsuccessful executives. In essence, cognitive
ability is a necessary but not sufficient condition to ensure executive success (Van
Veslor & Guthrie, 1998).

There is a growing research base establishing the link between aspects of
personality and performance criteria. Traits such as high energy level, stress tolerance,
integrity (conscientiousness), emotional maturity and self-confidence appear to be
related to criteria such as effectiveness and advancement (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).
McClelland’s early research on leader motives reveals that a moderately strong need for
achievement, a weak need for affiliation, and a socialized power orientation (strong
need for power coupled with emotional maturity) characterize effective leaders
(McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982).

The Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 1990) is
designed to evaluate leadership behaviour. More specifically, it is designed to assess
four forms of transformational leadership behaviour (charisma, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration), transactional leadership
behaviours (contingent reward and active and passive management by exception), and
laissez faire behaviours (non-leadership). The MLQ has received wide spread research
attention as a measure of transformational leadership behaviour. In addition, it is
marketed to organizations as an effective development tool. The various components of
transformational leadership have been found to be significantly related to both objective
and subjective measures of performance ( Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramanian, 1996).

Paper and pencil tests of KSAOs can play an important role in the assessment of

leadership talent. However a more comprehensive picture of leadership potential can be
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acquired by using additional assessment methods. In addition to gaining a more
comprehensive view of the individual, the face validity of the entire assessment process
is increased with multiple methods. Multiple measures and methods are needed to
capture the complexity of leader behaviour.

Simulations/Situational & Assessment Centre Exercises. The assessment centre

approach to identifying managerial and leadership talent has a long history dating back
to World War | and World War Il (Thornton & Byham, 1982). In Canada, the Public
Service Commission and the CF Navy use the assessment centre approach. The Public
Service Commission uses the methodology to select individuals into managerial
positions and also as a means of gathering assessment data for developmental
purposes. The CF Navy uses a Navel Officer Assessment Board to help select officers.
The evolution of the assessment centre approach to assessment was largely a result of
demand by business/industry for useful tools and techniques to assess executive and
managerial talent (Bray, 1982).

Simulation and situational exercises are a typical part of assessment centre
methodology. They are designed to assess work related KSAQO’s/competencies in
situations that are as similar as possible to that which candidates will encounter on the
job. Such exercises are typically used to assess senior level individuals. The various
exercises are designed to mimic real life situations that executives will encounter on the
job. Simulations include strategic planning and decision making exercises, role plays,
visioning exercises, marketing challenges, media interview, business games, and group

discussions (Howard, 2001).
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In basket exercises and leaderless group discussions are common methods of
simulating the work environment. In fact, they are the most common used performance
tests in assessment centres (Gatewood & Feild, 2001). In essence, in-basket exercises
are paper and pencil tests that are designed to mimic the administrative aspects of
managerial/executive level jobs. The participant is presented with a set of documents
that contains necessary organizational background information and a series of memos
relating to various issues. Participants must make decisions and take action on the
various issues that are presented. Often the instructions do not specifically indicate
what issues need to be addressed; it is up to the participant to decide. Typical
competencies assessed include decision-making, delegation, planning, organizing,
strategic thinking, action orientation, etc.

Leaderless group discussions can be used to assess similar competencies but
the focus is usually on leadership and interpersonal skills. In such an exercise, a group
of individuals might be put on a task force to address a specific issue. There is no
leader, individuals are usually told that they are at the same level in the organization.
The task might be a competitive or collaborative one. Individuals may or may not be
given specific roles (Gatewood & Field, 2001).

Despite a high degree of face validity, a typical validity coefficient for in-basket
exercises is around r = .25 (Schippman, Prien, & Katz, 1990). Validity coefficients for
leaderless group discussion are not much higher and range fromr =.15tor = .35
(Muchinsky, 2000). The predictive validity coefficients for such exercises are not
impressive, yet the high degree of face and content validity of such exercises makes it

likely their use will continue. There is conflicting research concerning the overall validity
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of assessment centre ratings. Biographical data (personnel files) predict training
success as well as an overall assessment centre rating (Drakely, Herriot, & Jones,
1988). Alternatively, Gaugler et al (1987) and Schmidt and Hunter (1998) report validity
coefficients for assessment centres to be around .37.

Interviews. Perhaps the most widely used assessment method is the interview
(Rowe, Williams, & Day, 1994). It is doubtful if any other assessment method in 1/0
psychology has received as much attention as the interview. Meta-analytic studies
indicate validity coefficients for structured interviews are around r = .50 (See Table 7).
Behaviour-based interview questions are designed to evaluate how candidates have
dealt with a past situation in an attempt to predict future behaviour (Janz,1982). In
situational interviews, individuals are presented with work-related scenarios and asked
how they would respond (Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980).

The consulting firm of RHR International relies solely on interviews to assess
executives (Howard, 2001). Data suggests that executive search firms are likely to use
a clinical interviewing approach when interviewing executives (Clark, 1992). Levinson
(1998) argued that the results of clinical interviews allow psychologists a more
comprehensive picture. There is very little information concerning the use of the
interview with senior level organizational members. Most interviews at this level have
less structure than those for lower level positions: Questions are more likely to focus on
background and past accomplishments in an attempt to assess fit. Intentions regarding
strategic organizational issues are likely to be discussed. Furthermore, stakeholders
such as the CEO, members of the Board of Directors, direct reports, and owners will

likely interview potential senior organizational leaders. Each stakeholder will likely have
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their own set of questions and ultimately form their own opinion of the candidate. It is
difficult to interview senior leaders with a heavily structured interview. Senior leaders will
likely expect an opportunity to express their views on a variety of issues in a relatively
unstructured format. Although it may be difficult to impose as much structure as
researchers call for, it is possible to structure the interview around key issues in order to
assess specific competencies. For example, an actual organizational issue could be
raised and candidates could be asked how they might resolve it. The answers could be
used as an indicator of specific competencies such as problem solving and business
acumen. The goal would be to ensure that the most important competencies were
assessed across the various interviews. The most important aspect is that all the
interviewers have a clear understanding of which KSAOs or competencies need to be
addressed.

Gatewood and Field (2001) offered several recommendations for conducting
better interviews and most apply equally to designing and conducting interviews with
leaders and/or entry-level personnel. First, interview questions should focus on the most
relevant KSAOs or competencies. Individuals often attempt to assess too many KSAOs
or competencies in the interview. Similarly, interviews should contain several questions
that assess each construct. Thus, a competency such as business acumen might be
evaluated with several questions. Obviously the questions should be content valid and
have a very high degree of face validity. Senior leaders will not have the patience to
deal with fictitious situations.

The interview has the potential to provide assessors with useful data concerning

leadership KSAOs or competencies. However, the usefulness of the information will
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depend on many of the factors discussed above. Having a clear understanding of what
leadership attribute(s) will be assessed and some sense of what constitutes a quality
response will provide significant gains in the value of the assessment data. Using
independent interviewers to assess the same competencies is similar to the rational
underlying the usefulness of multi-rater tools.

Multi-rater tools. The increasingly popular 360-degree surveys are most often

used for gathering developmental data (London & Tornow, 1998). This class of
instruments is used to gather evaluative information from the employee’s supervisor,
colleagues, subordinates and perhaps external/internal customers on important work-
related behaviours. Well-developed instruments contain behaviours derived from
organizational specific competency models, success profiles or established leadership
theories. The use of 360-degree implies that ratings are obtained from the employee’s
complete “circle” of influence. The theoretical rationale underlying such instruments is
that no singular group has occasions to see all aspects of the performance dimensions.
Thus, a more complete picture of strengths, developmental needs, and/or potential can
be obtained.

Such instruments can also form part of an assessment-centre process. In such
situations, information might be shared that bears on promotional and/or selection
decisions. The use of these instruments to help make selection/promotional decisions is
not without controversy. There is evidence that ratings change when the data is to be
used to make important personnel decisions (London & Smither, 1995). As such,
vendors of such instrument such as the Centre for Creative Leadership only use 360

instruments for developmental purposes (Chappelow, 1998).
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There has also been concern over the lack of rater agreement (Carless, Mann, &
Wearing, 1998). Individuals have argued that for the ratings to be valid there should be
a reasonable degree of agreement across raters concerning competency level. Other
researchers have argued that a lack of rater agreement does not have an impact on the
validity of the ratings. Such discrepancies merely highlight the fact that different rater
groups see qualitative and quantitative differences in performance levels (Salam, Cox.
& Sims, 1997; Tornow, 1993). In fact, this lack of agreement is thought to be useful in
the development process. No information could be found concerning the use of these
instruments for selection purposes. We will return to the topic of 360-degree instruments
when we address the topic of leadership development.

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF ASSESSMENT METHODS

Ryan and Sackett (1998) presented a discussion of the validity and reliability of
overall assessment results. They stated that there are three linkages where criterion
related validity should be demonstrated: (1) single test scores, (2) dimensional
judgements resulting from combining test scores, and (3) overall recommendations. An
examination of unpublished research reports from consulting firms indicates that
dimensional judgements and overall recommendations have acceptable levels of
criterion-related validity. In regard to the criterion-related validity of single assessment
scores, it depends on the particular method or test and the criterion of interest. Meta-
analysis results indicating average corrected validity coefficients for various assessment
methods are presented in Table 7.

Leadership behaviour is complex, requiring the use of multiple assessment

methods. As indicated in Table 7, there is plenty of evidence that data resulting from
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various assessment processes predict work outcomes. Most organizations, however,
select senior leaders without professional assistance (Howard, 2001). Formal
assessment procedures for selection are seen as intrusive and senior leaders see
themselves as being above those assessment procedures. Howard suggests this is
unfortunate given that 30% to 50% of CEOs fail. By the time organizational members
are ready to be considered for a senior leadership role, many are likely to have been
through some form of assessment process as they moved up the corporate ladder.
Thus, assessments for selection purposes are often viewed as lacking face validity.
Assessments, however, remain a central aspect of leadership development programs
and interest in leadership development is at an all time high (Day, 2001). In the next

section, we present information concerning recent trends in the development of leaders.

Table 7. Criterion-related validity of assessment methods

Assessment Method Mean Validities
Work samples 54’
Cognitive ability 51", 53*
Structured interview 511, 572
Integrity tests 41"
Unstructured interviews .38".202
Assessment Center 37", .36°
Biographical data 357,
Conscientiousness 311, 235
Reference checks 26"

Job experience 181, .27°
Education 10"
Graphology .02’

Sources: 'Schmidt and Hunter (1998); “Huffcutt & Arthur (1994); Gaugler et al., (1987);
*Hunter and Hunter (1984), *Barrick & Mount (1991); ®Quinones et al. (1995).

DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERS
Leadership development is an on-going focus of interest in military organizations

and as such, military doctrine regarding leadership development is well entrenched. The
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three pillars of the U.S. Army leader development philosophy are:(1) Institutional
training and education; (2) Operational Assignments; and (3) Self-development
(Sullivan, 1999). Meyer (1997) argued that the U.S. military’s primary concern must be
to develop and sustain effective leadership. The importance of this topic is reflected in
military-related journals such as Military Review. Leadership and its development is a
consistent theme. Shamir and Ben-Ari (1999) have discussed how changing military
objectives and leadership roles have an impact on developmental needs. They carefully
mapped out developmental needs as a function of changing leadership objectives and
roles. In the following section we discuss key factors that need to be present in
leadership development models, common developmental areas, methods, and
outcomes associated with participation in developmental activities.
KEY FACTORS IN DEVELOPMENT MODELS

Leadership development has been defined as the expansion of a person’s
capacity to be effective in leadership roles and processes (Van Velsor, McCauley, &
Moxley, 1998). A survey sponsored by the Conference Board and Centre for Creative
Leadership found that of 125 organizations on the Fortune 100 and the Financial Times
Europe 100 lists, 95% reported having a strategy and structure in place for executive or
leadership development (Axel, 1999). Organizations that are members of the American
Management Association report spending between $6,000 and $7,000 per participant
on leadership development. For 33 percent of the surveyed organizations, this reflects
25 percent of their training budgets (Delahoussaye, 2001). On a broader level, Fulmer
(1997) reports that the management development industry is worth $45 billion annually

and that this figure has increased 25 percent from a decade earlier.



Leader Assessment, Evaluation and Development, 43

According to Van Veslor and her colleagues (1998) there are three key elements
of any developmental program: (1) assessment, (2) challenge, and (3) support. The
basic goal of the assessment process is to provide individuals with accurate information
concerning strengths and developmental needs. As we discussed in the assessment
section, the starting point of an assessment program is to gain an understanding of
what needs to be assessed. Hopefully, requisite leadership KSAOs or competencies will
have been defined by the organization. On a positive note, three-fourths of the HR
executives surveyed by Axel (1999) reported having organizational competency models.
The second required element of developmental activities is challenge. Challenge refers
to providing individuals with developmental opportunities that stretch current
capabilities. Little is to be learned by dealing with the familiar. Organizational and
individual support is the final element. Success of the various programs is increased
when the CEO is personally involved. Furthermore, senior management must see
participation as being in their self-interest. In other words, participants need to see the
benefits of the process (Van Veslor et al., 1998).

Developmental programs should also be embedded within the strategic plan of
the organization. Developmental activities and experiences should reflect the strategic
goals of the organization and make an operational contribution to the business of the
organization (Ready, Vicere, & White, 1994; Seibert, Hall, & Kram, 1995; Zenger, Ulrich,
& Smallwood, 2000). In fact, a common shortcoming of executive development
programs is that they often start with a list of competencies and then focus on the
individual. Jack Zenger and his colleagues (2000) argued that development should start

with business objectives and then work backwards to competencies. Additionally,
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Zenger et al., (2000) feel the following characteristics typify successful development
programs:
e Highest-ranking members go through the program first in order to demonstrate
commitment
e Start out by identifying what business objectives need to be achieved
e Build scorecards so results can be monitored
e Link competencies to the business objectives
e Employ learning techniques that reflect practical skills and realistic application
contexts
e Make development an on going process not an event
¢ Build in accountability
e Leaders trained to turn complexity into simplicity
e Realistic situations where leaders can try, fail, and try again
e Train everyone to lead
The need to build developmental programs into the business context is clear. For
example, the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Co. (3M) decided that part of their
strategic plan included increasing international market share. Given this goal, there was
an obvious need to develop leaders with international experience. Thus, part of their
leadership development program entailed an overseas assignment with targeted
business objectives (Seibert et al., 1995). Such a program held more face validity than
classroom learning and was seen by participants as an important career move that
resulting in tangible career rewards. This type of learning experience has the potential

to address a wide range of leadership attributes and competencies.
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Shamir and Ben-Ari (1999) advocated using military organizational objectives to
guide developmental content. In order for leaders to gain a better understanding of
foreign customs, norms, and aspirations, more emphasis needs to be placed on cross-
cultural training. Because of the increased emphasis on inter-organizational missions,
more attention needs to be devoted to the principles of teamwork. Additional
development in using the consensus building approach to decision making will also be
necessary. It is also suggested that because of the increasing emphasis on
peacemaking objectives, an increased level of development in negotiation and
mediation skills will be beneficial.

In addition to using business or organizational objectives to help guide the
identification of developmental content, existing competency models should also be
consulted. Most of the leader attributes and behaviours presented in the previous
section will be found in such models. Thus, to a large extent development activities will
be designed to develop many of the previously identified competencies. There is,
however, some research indicating generic areas that should be targeted for
development. In addition, some development programs are guided more by leadership
theory than business objectives or competency models. In the next section, we examine
some generic areas for development and discuss recent attempts to use
transformational leadership theory to develop leaders.

AREAS OF DEVELOPMENTAL

In an extensive survey of executive developmental experiences, McCall,

Lombardo, and Morrison (1988) reported that developmental experiences have an

impact on five major areas of functioning: (1) leader’s ability to set and implement an
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agenda, (2) handling relationships, (3) basic values, (4) temperament, and (5) personal

awareness.

Based on their experience at the Centre for Creative Leadership, Van Veslor et

al. (1998) suggested that the following characteristics can and must be developed in

order for leaders to be successful:

Self-awareness

Self-confidence

Ability to take a broad systematic view
Ability to work effectively in a social system
Ability to think creatively

Ability to learn from experience

Popper and Lipshitz (1993) argued that successful programs enhance self-

efficacy, increase knowledge of motivational techniques, and provide specific skills

training. Increasing self-efficacy impacts a leader’s ability to influence. As noted earlier,

influencing is a central part of the leadership domain. The ability to motivate followers is

also an important aspect of leader performance; thus, increased knowledge of

motivational theory and techniques is important. More specific skills training is also

required. Increasing a leaders’ written and oral communication skills, their ability to

conduct meetings, to carry out interviews, and to give feedback leads to more effective

interpersonal processes through which leaders motivate followers. Although increasing

the effectiveness of specific skills is important, it is only a small part of well-designed

programs (Popper & Lipshitz, 1993).
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McCall and Lombardo (1983) initiated a research project aimed at investigating
executive failures. They conducted in-depth interviews with individuals who were
familiar with the details of specific executive failures and successes. By examining
reasons that executives fail, we are provided with information concerning developmental

needs (See Table 8).

Table 8. Most common reasons for executive failure

. Performance problem with the business
Insensitivity to others, aggressiveness, intimidating, bullying style
Cold, aloof, arrogant
Betrayal of trust
Over-managing, failing to delegate, or build team
Overly ambitious, thinking of next job, playing politics
Failing to staff effectively
Unable to think strategically
Unable to adapt to new boss
10 Over-dependent on advocate or mentor
Source: McCall & Lombardo (1983)

OCoONORWN =

Van Veslor and Leslie (1995) reexamined this issue. Executives in the 1990’s
failed for many of the same reasons as their earlier counterparts. In general, derailment
occurs because of problems with interpersonal relationships, failure to meet business
objectives, failure to build and lead a team, and inability to change or adapt during
transitions. Additionally, today’s executives are increasingly more likely to derail
because of their lack of ability to build and lead a productive team, and their lack of
ability to adapt to changing circumstances (Van Veslor & Leslie, 1995).

Generally, the reasons for executive failure can be mapped onto one of the many
leadership attributes or behaviours we identified in the assessment section. Such
commonality is encouraging; it indicates that there is some consistency between the

KSAOs and competencies that are thought to be important and what is commonly found
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in developmental programs. Existing competency models and business objectives allow
for further tailoring developmental programs. Using leadership theory to guide
development increases the effectiveness of such programs.

Transformational leadership theory is the focus of much research attention.
Charismatic leadership is associated with subordinate ratings of leader effectiveness
and increased organizational performance (Lowe et al, 1996). Transformational leaders
engender higher levels of follower commitment (Avolio, 1999). Transformational
leadership behaviours can be developed to a point where we see increases in follower
commitment and job performance (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996). Popper et al.
(1992) described a six-month leadership development program created by the Israeli
Defence Forces. The main thrust of the program was to improve a leader’s ability to
formulate goals and visions and to communicate goals and visions to followers. The
program involved institutionalizing “real leadership roles”, creating command situations
requiring transformational leadership, creating simulations and case studies; and
developing expertise in existing trainers to mentor and coach these transformational
leadership characteristics and behaviours. Trainees perceived the program to be
significantly more positive than the traditional leadership training program. These
positive reactions lasted up to 18 months after the transformational training session.

The use of leadership theory provides direction for what leader attributes and
competencies should be included in developmental programs. Existing competency
models and business objectives should also be used to guide content related decisions.
After decisions have been made regarding content some attention needs to be given to

the methods that will be used to deliver the developmental experience.
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METHODS OF DEVELOPMENT

Developmental experiences come in many forms, both informal and formal (Van
Veslor et al., 1998). We have previously noted that overseas work assignments have
the potential to be powerful learning experiences. In fact, McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison
(1988) suggested that career experiences such as challenging job assignment, facing
adversity, working with other individuals and course work provide most of the learning
experiences for leaders. This reflects the military philosophy that institutional education
and training and operational assignments are necessary components of development.
Akin (1987) has identified several ways that leaders can develop:

e Emulation of a mentor: Informal, often unconscious learning by association

¢ Role learning: Formal, conscious process of observation and imitation

e Learning by doing : Learning through on the job experiences

e Learning by validation: Contrasting own leadership behaviour in light of that taught
through works, etc.

e Learning of concepts: Traditional learning by being taught concepts and theories by
subject matter experts.

Such learning methods have been incorporated into many of the current
development methods. Table 9 describes the percentage of U.S. and European
companies that use various types of executive developmental methods for senior
executives.

A discussion of all the current developmental methods is beyond the scope of
this paper. However, we do feel that as the two most popular developmental methods,

multi-rater feedback and executive coaching deserve some attention.
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Table 9. Executive developmental methods

Developmental Activity U.S Companies (%) European Companies (%)
Training Programs 72 72
Multi-Rater feedback 79 53
Assessment Centres 20 25
Individual Developmental Plans 65 64
Developmental Job Assignments 72 47
Executive Coaching 76 61
Formal Mentoring 13 17
Informal Mentoring 39 17
Action Learning Models 22 8
Team Building Activities 34 25

Source: Axel (1999)

Atwater and Waldham (1998) have called 360-degree feedback the most notable
management innovation of the 1990’s. In this section we outline what is considered to
be best practices regarding the use of such tools in a developmental context. Individual
performance can be improved using 360-degree feedback (Atwater, Rousch, & Fischtal,
1995; Smither et al., 1995). However, meta-analysis results based on over six hundred
feedback studies indicate that one-third of the time feedback had a negative impact,
one-third of the time it improved performance, and for the remaining third performance
stayed the same (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). In addition to issues surrounding rater
agreement that were discussed previously, there are also psychometric concerns with
respect to 360-degree feedback. In one study the instrument used did not measure the
competencies it was purported to measure, there was massive redundancy among
items, and scores failed to correlate with any other measure of performance (Fletcher,
Baldry, & Cunningham-Snell, 1998).

It is obvious that many variables can influence the effectiveness of feedback based
interventions. How the process is introduced to individuals, how the feedback process is

handled, and the types and amount of follow-up support that is offered can all have an
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impact on the effectiveness of the process (Alimo-Metcalfe, 1998). Dalton and
Hollenbeck (1997) provided a series of best practice recommendations, many of which
touch on these issues. They suggest that the process must be clearly and repeatedly
communicated. Adequate communication is especially important in situations where it is
being introduced for the first time. The Centre for Creative Leadership recommends that
360-degree feedback be used only for developmental purposes. This is a vital
communication piece that deserves a lot of emphasis. The integrity of the feedback
process is also very important. Chappelow (1998) recommended giving participants
access to a trained feedback facilitators. Organizational support for developmental
activities is mandatory if the 360-degree feedback process is going to result in
developmental gains. Organizational support can take many forms. Perhaps most
obvious is financial support for developmental activities. However, Day (2001)
suggested that the effectiveness of 360-degree interventions is directly related to follow-
up activities such as executive coaching.

One-on-one mentoring, peer coaching, group coaching, and executive coaching are
all types of developmental relationships (MacCauley & Douglas, 1998). The approach
taken to executive coaching typically falls in one of three categories: (1) feedback
coaching; (2) in-depth development coaching; and (3) content coaching (Thach &
Heinselman, 1999). Feedback coaching involves an assessment, a feedback session,
and several follow-up meetings to help the executive create and implement a
developmental plan. In-depth development coaching involves a more thorough
assessment. It usually includes several psychological tests and some type of multi-rater

assessment. It may also include interviews with colleagues, direct reports, vendors,
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customers, friends, and even family members. The relationship between the coach and
the executive can last up to 12 months. Meetings are used to monitor developmental
progress and address issues that arose as a result of the assessment. Content
coaching represents the final category. This type of coaching typically focuses on a
specific aspect of business and attempts to increase knowledge and skills (Thach &
Heinselman,1999).

Most major consulting firms and numerous private practitioners offer coaching
services. The differences in approaches reflect the diverse backgrounds of individuals
calling themselves executive coaches. There is very little academic research available
on the topic of executive coaching. However, with more than 10,000 coaches registered
with the International Coaching Federation there is plenty of discussion of the subject in
trade journals (Bolch, 2001). As with many developmental activities it is difficult to
calculate the impact of coaching on individual and organizational performance. As the
popularity of coaching increases, so will the pressure to demonstrate return on
investment.

OUTCOMES & EVALUATION
The extent to which positive outcomes can be expected as a result of
participating in developmental activities is hard to estimate. Designing development
programs using business objectives, properly designed competency models, and
knowledge of existing leadership theories will increase the probability that outcomes will
be more closely tied to important aspects of the leadership performance domain.
Kirkpatrick’s (1983) framework for evaluating the impact of training activities has

become the standard for categorizing type of evaluation initiative. At the most simplistic
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level, we have reaction evaluation. This type of evaluation inquires whether participants
felt that the development activity was useful. Participant reaction is by far the most
common type of evaluation. Estimates are that 50% to 80% of organizations depend on
this type of evaluation (Grider,1990). Obviously it is the easiest type of evaluation data
to collect. The evaluation of actual learning through some form of pre and post testing is
the second level of evaluation. Grider (1990) reports that 20% to 30% of organizations
use this type of evaluation. At the third level, we have an evaluation of behavioural
outcomes associated with the developmental activity. This type of evaluation concerns
itself with behavioural changes on the job. Thus, if a developmental activity were
targeted towards project planning skills, the evaluation would centre on evaluating
behaviours that operationalize this competency. The final level of evaluation, also the
most difficult to conduct, is whether there have been any improvements in
organizational outcomes as a result of the develop program.

In reality, few organizations measure the actual business impact of
developmental activities (Axel, 1999; Delahoussaye, 2001). Although 80% of
organizations use some means of assessing outcomes, nearly half of organizations with
development programs rely on informal processes (Axel, 1999). A survey conducted by
the American Management Association and Training Magazine found 50% of
respondents reacted positively to their development programs and were satisfied that
their developmental programs were in fact targeting important skills and competencies
(Delahoussaye, 2001). In fact, participants’ reactions to the program were considered
the most important aspect of program success. These reactions even outranked

performance evaluations by superiors, peers and subordinates as important in gauging
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program success. Increased profitability, greater efficiency, increased stock price reflect
Kirkpatrick’s (1983) fourth level. It is these outcomes that one would expect to be most
important to executives. Unfortunately, assessing organizational outcomes is not
realistic (Van Veslor,1998).There are multitude of factors other than a single leadership
development program that effects organizational effectiveness.

Table 10 provides an overview of the frequency of commonly reported outcomes
associated with developmental experiences. In most situations, individuals reported
modest gains, except for increased awareness of leadership concepts where 59% of
participants felt that developmental activities produced an increased understanding of

leadership concepts.

Table 10. Results of developmental activities

Major Modest No
Outcome Improvement Improvement Change
Satisfaction with process 46 47 7
Skills improvement 32 66 2
Behaviour change 26 70 4
Increased recruitment/retention 15 67 18
Understanding leadership concept 59 39 2
Adequacy of succession pool 18 71 11
Increased organizational profitability 42 49 9

Source: Axel,1999.

Participation in developmental activities can realistically lead to positive
outcomes in five areas: (1) knowledge acquisition, (2) increased self-awareness, (3)
perspective change, (4) skill development, and (5) behaviour change (Van Vesilor,
1998). The latter outcomes take place over longer periods of time. Furthermore, it is
these outcomes that are expected to increase the productivity of workgroups and

increase their ability to meet organizational objectives.
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Steele and Walters (2001) reported that preparing future military leaders is a
growing concern. A recent survey of training and development practices in the U.S.
Army indicated that several firmly held beliefs about leadership development were, in
practice, contradicted. Recommendations resulting from the survey called for more
focus on a systems approach, better quality training and development material, and
clearer articulation of training standards (Steele & Walters, 2001). Private sector trainers
are optimistic about the future of leadership development. As indicated earlier, the
industry is thriving. Private organizations are moving away from viewing development as
a one-time event and moving towards considering it an important on-going process.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

Our recommendations concerning the development of a leadership assessment and
development programs revolve around the need to clearly articulate the knowledge,
skills, abilities, and personal characteristics required of present and future leaders.
These recommendations include:

e Develop a detailed understanding of the leadership performance domain.
Leadership performance requirements will be a function of both organizational
objectives and functional level. Attention needs to be devoted to linking the
leadership performance requirements to both CF organizational objectives and
functional level. A junior leader will not be required to perform the same tasks as a
senior leader.

o Identify the leader KSAOs that are required at different functional levels.
Furthermore, determine required level of leader KSAOs. All leaders will need some

level of critical thinking. However, the level required will vary by functional level.
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e Determine methods for assessing leader attributes such that the CF has a clear
indication of the level of the KSAO for each person. Specific tools and procedures
acceptable to the CF for assessing KSAOs need to be identified.

e Develop evaluation tools to assess leader performance and effectiveness. These
tools should be designed so that resulting information clearly identifies
developmental needs.

¢ Design developmental activities that address developmental needs.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The effectiveness of the CF leadership assessment and development processes
is dependent on a thorough understanding of the leadership performance domain. The
specific dimensions within the performance domain will vary as a function of
organizational objectives and functional level. As CF objectives evolve so will leadership
roles. These roles need to be clearly described in order to make inferences concerning
requisite KSAOs. We have presented numerous conceptualizations of the leadership
performance domain. It is likely that research aimed at mapping out the performance
domain of leaders within the CF will identify many of the same behaviours and
outcomes already presented. Despite this, the research is still necessary. Determining
leader attributes is an inferential process. These inferences need to be based on the
actual performance domain in question and not on a performance domain from another
organization.

Leadership assessment processes must be constructed based on several
factors. Most importantly, is the need to ensure that instruments and processes are

selected that measure clearly defined attributes. Other factors to consider include the
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acceptable of various assessment methods to organizational members, and the need to
use processes that are administratively acceptable. Leadership assessments can be
expensive and time consuming. An on-going process for many candidates needs to be
manageable.

A systems approach must be utilized in order to gain the most benefit from
assessment and development efforts. Low assessment scores in a particular area need
to be linked to specific developmental activities. Assessment and development
processes need to become part of an organization’s culture. In this way, it becomes

more acceptable and is viewed as an on-going positive process.
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