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CHAPTER 1

| ntroduction

Despite the critics’ argument that the competermycept is nothing more than old wine in
new bottles (e.g., Barrett & Depinet, 1991; Holleak, McCall, & Silzer, 2006), past decades
attention devoted to initiatives involving compet®ms has been overwhelming. The
popularity of the competency concept has increasearmously. Competency workshops,
competency symposia and conferences, and trainitig respect to competencies are the
order of the day. Many organizations, in The Nd#rats as well as in the rest of the world,
have started the implementation of competency eélabhuman resource systems or
competency management systems. Suddenly, managmgetencies became managers’ top
priority.

Regardless of its popularity in practice and rdigms of the growing amount of
literature on the competency concept (e.g., Bartr@d05; Boyatzis, 1982; Hamel &
Prahalad, 1994), empirical research on competer@sslagged behind resulting in a gap
between practice and science (Lievens, Sancheze &arte, 2004). This dissertation takes
on the challenge of narrowing the gap between pmcind science by studying the
competency concept in detail. By focusing on théuma relevance and practice of the
competency concept, we aim to answer the questim@ther competencies are a farce, a fad,
or a concept that could be fruitfully used in thiéufe. In order to answer this main question
we conducted four empirical studies focusing ondbecept’s underlying characteristics, on
the relationships between competencies and eftsetss, on the additional value of
competencies over and above other individual charigtics in predicting effectiveness, and
on the use of competencies in daily practice.

In this introductory chapter we will first brieflgescribe the history and the nature of
the competency concept. Based on the numerous itdefs available we will review
literature on the link between competencies andlligence, personality, and behavior.
Second, we will discuss the link between compet=nand employee effectiveness. Third, we
will focus on the application of competencies iragiice by introducing the concept of
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competency management and by discussing differagswo implement such an application.
All in all, this introductory chapter provides theader with a summary of the literature on
which the four empirical chapters of this disséotatare based.

History and Nature of the Competency Concept

The competency concept was first introduced by Mtahd (1973). He proposed to test for
competencies rather than for intelligence. Accaydia McClelland testing should involve
criterion sampling. As he stated, “If you want &ésttwho will be a good policeman, go find
out what a policeman does” (p. 7). In other wotdsting for competencies would be more
related to life outcomes than testing for inteltige. After the publication of McClelland’s
article numerous authors have shed their lighthencompetency concept, resulting in lots of
different definitions. Boyatzis (1982), for examptefined competencies as “an underlying
characteristic of an individual which is causalBtated to superior performance in a job”
(p. 20-21). According to Boyatzis an individual case a trait, a motive, a skill, an aspect of
one’s self image or social role, or a body of krexdge to achieve effective or superior
performance.

Spencer, McClelland, and Spencer (1992) statetl ‘tt@mpetencies include an
intention, action, and outcome” (p. 7). Personalrahteristics, such as motives, traits, self-
concept, and knowledge, are at the basis of thentioin. They combined their ideas in a
competency causal flow model. Hoekstra and VansS(2D03) define competencies in terms
of expertise and behavioral repertoire. Expergseascribed as the availability of knowledge,
experience, and insight necessary given the nafuseproblem or task. Behavioral repertoire
is described as the availability of behavior, dtten and emotion necessary given the
changing context or situation in which a task mestaccomplished. Furthermore, according
to the aforementioned authors, temperament, igeltie, and personality are considered
prerequisites for developing competencies. Kurz Badram (2002) view competencies as
“repertoires of capabilities, activities procesaad responses available that enable a range of
work demands to be met more effectively by somepjeethan by others” (p. 230), and not as
the behavior or performance itself.

When comparing the different definitions it becenmaear that there is no uniform
idea with respect to the nature of competenciesmgg&bencies might be a result of
knowledge, skills, and abilities. Personality, bebg and motives might, however, play a
role as well. The confusion surrounding the natfréhe competency concept is subscribed
by Schippmann et al. (2000), who interviewed subjeatter experts and asked them to
define competencies. Schippmann et al. showedthiesme was no consensus between the
subject matter experts and that competencies wefened using a wide range of
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characteristics related to the individual. Subjetatter experts mentioned for example
knowledge, skills, abilities, and behavioral captes. In line with the findings of
Schippmann et al., Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, Melgfi Ferrara, and Campion (2004) state
that “perhaps one of the most vexing issues inwlaetually defining a competency”
(p. 676).

In conclusion, different authors hold differenewipoints and it thus seems unclear
what competencies really are. Ambiguity is surrangd the competency concept.
Competencies might be based on personality, igegiie, behavior, or other individual
characteristics. Thérst stepin answering our main question “Are competencidarae, a
fad, or a concept that could be fruitfully usedhe future?” is to give insight in the nature of
competencies. Therefore, we study the relationdlgfween competencies and different
individual characteristics. More specifically, wectis on the relationships between
competencies and three possible predictors oftemtiomed in the various definitions (e.qg.,
Morgeson et al., 2004), namely; cognitive abilipgrsonality, and behavioral aspects (see
Figure 1, p. 8).

Competencies and Effectiveness

Despite the ambiguity surrounding the competenaycept, competencies are widely used to
match a job and an individual in order to increaswloyee effectiveness, for example during
employee selection. According to Spencer et al92)9“The better the fit between the
requirements of a job and competencies of a pemmnhigher will be the person’s job
performance and job satisfaction” (p. 27). Manyeat#nt competencies are identified during
the search for competencies responsible for effeqierformance. This has resulted in many
different lists of competencies varying in lengtideroadness (Hollenbeck et al., 2006). In
an attempt to organize the growing amount of dafifiercompetencies practitioners and
scientists started to create competency taxonoriiesse taxonomies often contain those
competencies that are thought to be necessargtiogliish between effective and ineffective
performance.

Most of the work on effective and ineffective mrhance is done in the managerial or
leadership field, starting with for example Fay@b{6) and Gulick (1937) who identified
competencies such as planning and organizing. Mdéiffgrent methodologies, such as
questionnaires, interviews, and diaries, were ueestudy managerial performance (for an
overview see Borman & Brush, 1993), resulting imiauas taxonomies. Examples of such
taxonomies can be found in the work of, for examplerman and Brush (1993) and Tett,
Guterman, Bleier, and Murphy (2000). The taxononilest are described in their studies
contain the competencies that make up the managerfarmance domain.
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Given the fact that competencies are couchedrinst®f production and achievement
(e.g., Sparrow & Bognanno, 1993) and that theyoften formulated as behavioral indicators,
competencies may be considered as prerequisitesfextive performance. This makes a
direct relationship between competencies and éffsoess conceivable. The relationship
between competencies and effectiveness has beanaathpverified in several studies (e.g.,
Posner & Kouzes, 1988; Smither, London, & ReillQ)03). However, these studies are
mostly indirect and general in nature. For examplsed on a literature review, Stogdill
(1948) concluded that an average leader distingsidiself from the average group member
by being for example sociable, persistent, selffident, and cooperative. The personal
factors that Stogdill wrote about closely resemtile leader practices or competencies
distinguished in the empirical study done by Posaed Kouzes (1988). They examined
relationships between leader practices and marasgdfectiveness in order to establish the
validity of a leader practices inventory. Analygesnted out that nearly 55% of the variance
in effectiveness was explained for by competenceyalos.

Hooijberg and Choi (2000) focused on the relatigmetween leadership roles and
effectiveness using the competing values framewbfuinn (1988) and examined the extent
to which raters vary in the leadership roles thesoaiate with effectiveness. Results showed
that indeed different raters held different perspes. For subordinates the broker and goal
achievement role are important and peers stressnti@vator and facilitator roles. For
superiors not only the innovator role is importahgy also focus on the goal achievement
role when assessing leader effectiveness. It ioitapt to realize that Hooijberg and Choi
studied leader roles and, although there seeme tanbapparent connection between these
roles and competencies, the results of their stddynot provide clear insights in the
relationship between separate competencies anctieéfeess.

Even though studies have consistently shown thetet are relationships between
competencies and effectiveness, none of the stidies given insight in the importance of
the separate competencies for the prediction eceffeness. Thus, studying the link between
competencies and effectiveness more explicitly seewrthwhile and necessary. Hence, the
second and third step in answering our main quegtidre competencies a farce, a fad, or a
concept that could be fruitfully used in the futidefocus on the relevance of the competency
concept. Thesecond steps to study the direct link between different catgmcies and
effectiveness, and to contribute to knowledge anphedictive value of competencies (see
Figure 1, p. 8). More specifically, we aim to givmsight in exactly which competencies are
related to effectiveness. In doing this we takepbespectives of different rater sources into
account.
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Knowing that competencies and competency taxormare used in practice and that
competencies are frequently integrated in assedsteater procedures, it becomes more and
more important to study the added value of commpétsnover and above, for example,
intelligence and personality in predicting effeetiess. Literature on the predictive value of
competencies over and above other individual chemgtics has consistently shown that
competencies contribute to the prediction of effertess (e.g., Shaffer, Harrison, Gregersen,
Black, & Ferzandi, 2006). However, these studiegehal focused on general effectiveness
and on competency domains and were seldom conduttad assessment center context.
Therefore, thethird step in answering the main question of this dissertatigAre
competencies a farce, a fad, or a concept thaddoeilfruitfully used in the future?”) is to
study the added value of six specific competenarepredicting sales and managerial
effectiveness in an assessment center contexghiyarontributing to the literature on the
competency concept’s added value (see Figure8), p.

Competencies and Competency M anagement

Competencies and competency taxonomies are the lcasnponents of what is called
“competency modeling” or “competency managementomPetency management is
described as an integrated set of human resourteitias aimed at optimizing the
development and the use of employee competenciesrdier to increase individual
effectiveness, and, subsequently, to increase ma@nal effectiveness (e.g., Van
Beirendonck, 1998). Competency management differ® the more traditional job analysis
method. According to Schippmann et al. (2000), ‘@lalysis may be thought of as primarily
looking at ‘what’ is accomplished, and competencpdeling focuses more on ‘how’
objectives are met or how work is accomplished”/p3). In line, Kurz and Bartram (2002)
state that, “competency profiling differs from jabalysis in that the focus of the former is on
the desirable and essential behaviors require@iiogn a job, while the latter focuses on the
tasks, roles, and responsibilities associated wifbb” (p. 229). Thus, a shift from a task
oriented towards a more person oriented approadbotiseable. Furthermore, in contrast to
traditional job analysis, competency managemestttie derivation of job specifications to
the strategy of the organization. Strategic andstrategic requirements are then used to
generate a broadly accepted language that comdistsmpetencies (Lievens et al., 2004).
Thus, by using the same competencies throughoubty@nization a specific language is
created based on which the organization’s stratagy be translated into human resource
practices.

In sum, competency management deals with managomgpetencies in order to
increase individual effectiveness as well as orzgtional effectiveness. This can be done in
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various ways, for example by means of selection assessment, coaching, individual
development, career planning, and/or performancerasgal, making competency
management a widely applicable human resource tool.

Since competency management is so widely appécdbls not surprising that the
competency approach to human resource managemergaineed rapid popularity over the
past decades. Technological change, globalized etitimm, and an ongoing interest in
development fuelled the rise of competency managembnplementing competency
management is complicated and it requires congeugnih other human resource practices
and with organizational structure and strategy gMri& McMahan, 1992). However, if
successfully implemented and well embedded, theotisempetency management can bring
about a lot of advantages for the organization.,(&gcker & Huselid, 1999). Competency
management provides employer and employee withnammmn language through the use of
competencies and their definitions formulated irmte of overt behavior. As such, it can
provide for example clear behavioral guidelined tten in turn be used as a starting point
during performance appraisal. Organizations as asgkmployees can thus benefit from the
use of competency management and it therefore saartbwhile to stimulate the use of
competency management throughout the entire orgthoie

A closer look at the expansion of competency mamant in the course of the past
decades reveals shifts from performance oriente@ris development oriented approaches
and back. The competency movement dates from thel@60s and early 1970s and has its
foundations in the United States of America. Duethie rise of the Human Relations
movement the focus on mass production and staradaiah of work processes was replaced
by a focus on employee development and consequerdlyaging employee competencies
became an important human resource tool (Van M#yaér, Van der Klink, & Hendriks,
2002).

In the Netherlands the interest in competency mpament has developed after the
publication of Prahalad and Hamel (1990) on ‘cooenpetencies’ of organizations. The
following years, the Dutch economy slowly changedoia knowledge economy and
employee development became increasingly importardealing with a tight labor market it
appeared essential to retain and commit employéempetency management became a
helpful human resource tool for managers in achgpguch loyalty. Past years, organizations
had to cope with economic downfall and therefomeati labor costs had to be reduced in
order to increase organizational effectiveness. Phenary interest was no longer on
developing, committing, and maintaining individweahployees. On the contrary, increasing
performance standards and maintaining wages becanganizations’ top priority.
Consequently, competency management was incregsisgt for performance appraisal and
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selection purposes. In other words, competency geanant was used to control the
workforce instead of to develop the workforce. Ndews, the economy is improving and as a
result, just like in the early days, competency aggment is used more and more for
employee development, coaching, and career manageme

Based on the historical outlines presented abwwe distinct approaches to human
resource management in general or to competencagearent in particular were identified;
the commitment and the control approach. The coment approach represents a more ‘soft’
approach towards human resources (Boselie, Paag@w®&en Hartog, 2004) and is
characterized by viewing workers as means rathem thbjects, and by winning hearts and
minds (Guest, 1999). Autonomy, involvement, andsttrare keywords (e.g., Bijlsma &
Koopman, 2003; Koopman, 1991) and employees areivatet through personal
development (Bach, 2000). Furthermore, jobs aradiyodefined, hierarchy is minimized,
and control and coordination depend on shared gatder than on formal positions.

The control approach has its origins in Scientfianagement (Taylor, 1911) and is
characterized by the wish to exercise control,ldista order, reduce labor costs, and achieve
competitive advantage by increasing market shagg, (@rthur, 1994; Truss, Gratton, Hope-
Hailey, McGovern, & Stiles, 1997; Walton, 1985). BHioyees are motivated by extrinsic
rewards that depend on measurable output critévaton, 1985). They are not allowed to
participate in decision making. As such there igloabt that the steering wheel is in hands of
management since almost all decisions are madddap- (Koopman, 1991).

The commitment and the control approaches have Beamportant topic in human
resource literature. Researchers have been focpsimgrily on the relations between both
approaches and organizational or individual pertoroe (e.g., Boselie et al., 2004; Huselid,
1995; Truss et al., 1997). It is argued and emgdigioverified that the commitment approach
brings about more positive outcomes, such as highganizational performance and lower
turnover, than the control approach. Recently,inierest is in the effects of human resource
management on employee attitude and behavior avefadeauthors have emphasized the
need to study the impact of human resource practipen the recipients of these practices
more closely (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Storey, 1989)e&U1999) made a first attempt to actually
study the way employees view human resource iméiat He suggested that the impact of
human resource practices on employees’ performalegends on their perception and
evaluation of these practices.

Following the ideas of Arthur (1994), Guest (199)d Storey (1989) and keeping in
mind that competency management can bring abouy mdvantages provided that it is well
implemented, thdourth and final stepgn answering the main question of this dissertation
(“Are competencies a farce, a fad, or a conceptdbald be fruitfully used in the future?”) is
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to examine competencies in daily practice. We foeeestudy the effects of commitment and
control approaches on, for example, attitude towartt the use of competency management
(see Figure 2, p. 9). Moreover, we attempt to gnhaght in factors related to the use of
competency management.

Overview of the Chaptersto Follow
As is stated in the outline above empirical redeano competencies and competency
management has lagged behind. As a result there $®und answer to the question whether
competencies are a farce, a fad, or a concepcthadl be fruitfully used in the future. This
guestion has been the driving force of the emginaark that is presented in the following
chapters. We aim at answering this main questiomégns of four empirical studies in which
we focus on the nature of competencies, on thitioaship with perceived effectiveness, on
their added value, and on their application inydaitactice. Each study is described in a
separate chapter, and each chapter is writtenan auway that it can be read independently
from the other chapters. This has resulted in soveelap between the chapters in theory and
method description. Some of the research questindsaims are addressed in more than one
chapter. Figure 1 and Figure 2 present the relshigs that are examined in the following
chapters of this dissertation.

Per sonal Competencies 123 Per ceived
Characteristics. [ * P — Effectiveness 2
Cognitive ability**® T

Personality*
Behavioral aspects®

Figure 1 Overview of Research model 1
Key. 'refers to the first empirical study reported in Biea 2;refers to the second empirical study
reported in Chapter 3refers to the third empirical study reported in Giiea 4.

The first empirical study (Chapter 2) focuses los nature of competencies and uses a
multi-source and multi-method approach. The stuglgadrried out in order to examine the
relationship between three competency domains Kiingn Feeling, and Power) and
intelligence, personality, and behavior (assessmoenter exercise performance). As is stated,
there is confusion surrounding the competency qanfe.g., Morgeson et al., 2004) and
empirical evidence on the nature of this concegtace (e.g., Schippmann et al, 2000). It is
unknown whether different competencies are relat@ddifferent underlying personal
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characteristics. Therefore, we examine the relaligm between competencies and other
personal characteristics. Participants were catebd@ar a one-day assessment procedure for
selection purposes.

In the second empirical study (Chapter 3) we erantie link between competencies
and perceived effectiveness. In this study, marsdagempetencies were assessed by different
types of colleagues (supervisors, peers, and suiabesd) using a 360-degree feedback
method. We not only shed a light on the differeater perspectives; we also examine the
predictive value of competencies in assessing pe&xdenanagerial effectiveness.

The third empirical study (Chapter 4) not only dses on the relationship between
competencies and perceived effectiveness, but alamines the added value of the
competency concept. With this study we are ableinwestigate the added value of
competencies above and beyond other individualadharistic such as cognitive ability,
personality, and assessment center exercise perfaen The study is especially valuable
since it involves multiple raters, multiple-methpdsad since measurements are conducted at
multiple time-points.

Attitude toward
use of comp.
management

Commitment
approach NS

biect Use of
>< Subjective competency
norm management

Control é/
approach

N T

Perceived
behavioral
control

Antecedent

variables Theory of planned behavior variables

Figure 2 Overview of Research model 2 corresponding toftheth empirical study reported in
Chapter 5

The fourth empirical study (Chapter 5) was insgiby the current changes in market
conditions and by the increased use of competenapagement within organizations.
Changes in market conditions clearly show two d&ifieé approaches to human resource
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practices, namely a commitment and a control amprde.g., Edgar & Geare, 2005). These
approaches are thought to influence employee @gtiand behavior (e.g., Guest, 1999), and
thus the use of competency management. In ordeertefit from the advantages competency
management can bring about (e.g., Hollenbeck g2@06) it is important to increase the use
of competency management throughout the entirenargtion. It therefore seemed important
to study the use of competencies in practice bynaxiag the effects of a commitment and a
control approach on the use of competency managemMé&nused questionnaires as well as a
scenario study to investigate the effects of b@pr@aches on employee attitude, subjective
norm, perceived behavioral control, and behavidne (tactual use of competency
management). This study thus involves a multi-seared multi-method approach.
Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes and discusses the fimaings of the four empirical

chapters, as well as strengths and weaknessesowordahis chapter provides suggestions

for future research.
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CHAPTER 2

Competencies Through the Eyes of Psychologists:
A Closer Look at Assessing Competencies'

Competencies have become a leading construct inahuraesource practices. However,
empirical research on competencies has lagged bletesulting in a gap between practice
and science. In this study, we focused on the eatdrcompetencies by examining the
relationships of three competency dimensions wibignitive ability, personality, and
assessment center exercise performance. Data ofapBRcants participating in a one-day
selection procedure were used. Results showedtthaissess the competency dimension
Thinking psychologists focus on cognitive abiliiyo assess the competency dimension
Feeling psychologists rely on performance duringeimiew simulation exercises and on
measures of personality. In assessing the dimerBammer psychologists focus mainly on
personality, although they also rely on cognitiviality and performance during interview
simulation exercises.

Competencies have become the leading construcaiy mifferent human resource practices,
such as recruitment and selection, career developrperformance management, and the
management of change. Literature on competenciesekRpanded rapidly (e.g., Bartram,
2005; Boyatzis, 1982; Hamel & Prahalad, 1994; Huilkck, McCall, & Silzer, 2006).
However, empirical research on competencies hagethfehind, and a gap between practice
and science has emerged (Lievens, Sanchez, & Die,(2§104). Due to this gap, it is still
unclear what competencies are, and consequentlpetemcies have become a construct with
a wide range of definitions, causing confusion ewvanong human resource experts
(Schippmann et al., 2000).

In the present study, we aim to fill part of thepgoetween practice and science by
examining the nature of competencies. Thereforeinwestigate competency ratings made by
psychologists during employee selection. In assgssompetencies of different applicants,

! The corresponding reference is: Heinsman, H., De HobddghB., Koopman, P.L., & Van Muijen, J.J. (2007b).
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do psychologists focus on cognitive ability and smantiousness of the applicants, the main
predictors of job performance (for meta-analytiviea/s see e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991;
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998)? Do they focus on othereasp of a selection procedure, such as
the performance of applicants on assessment cemecises? In other words, what do
psychologists consider to be the constructs unierlyompetencies? To answer these
research questions we use data of 932 applicants palticipated in a one-day selection
procedure. We focus on the relationships betweempetency ratings made by psychologists
and scores of applicants on cognitive ability tepersonality tests, and assessment center
exercises.

The Rise of Competencies

Past decades competencies have become a populaonpé@on in human resource
management. Competencies were first introduced b€IMland (1973). He proposed to test
for competence rather than for intelligence, beeaesting for competence would be more
valid in predicting job performance. Technologichlange, globalized competition, and the
need for a more strategic human resource managduoeied the rise of competencies (e.g.,
Paulsson, Ivergard, & Hunt, 2005; Sparrow & Bogranh993). Following McClelland,
numerous authors have shed their light on the ctanpg concept, creating a whole range of
what appeared to be fundamentally different deéing (e.g., Boyatzis, 1982; Ulrich,
Brockbank, Yeung, & Lake, 1995).

A closer look at the different definitions showsat there is confusion about the
constructs that underlie competencies. Competeraiesfor example, defined in terms of
knowledge, skills, abilities, or personality chdeastics. For an overview of different
individual characteristics used in competency diedins we refer to Morgeson, Delaney-
Klinger, Mayfield, Ferrara, & Campion (2004, p. §7&pencer, McClelland, and Spencer
(1992) distinguish, for example, motives, traitelf-soncepts, content knowledge, and
cognitive and behavioral skills as the basis of getancies. According to Bartram (2005) and
Kurz and Bartram (2002) a competency is a constthat is defined in relation to its
significance for performance at work. Thus, theatest“a competency is not the behavior or
performance itself, but the repertoire of capabsit activities, processes and response
available that enable a range of work demands tméemore effectively by some people
than by others” (Kurz & Bartram, 2002, p. 230)their opinion, the cluster of characteristics
that defines a competency can vary from extensiVienited depending on the competency.

It is obvious that the proliferation of definitisrtauses confusion among practitioners
and scientists, and that ambiguity is surroundimg competency concept. Additionally, the
scientific community has not been particularly ieted in the competency concept. As far as
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we know, only a few studies have investigated thtune of competencies (e.g., Baron,
Bartram, & Kurz, 2003; Bartram, 2005) leaving a @ftquestions unanswered. Additional
empirical research is necessary to provide for iansiic underpinning of the nature of

competencies. None of the studies so far has examompetencies through the eyes of
psychologists or has incorporated assessment acexgecise performance. Therefore, the aim
of this study is to examine the relationships betwecompetency ratings made by
psychologists and possible predictors such as palisg cognitive ability, and assessment
center exercise performance.

Competencies and Dimensions

Competencies are widely used to match a job anddaidual, for example during employee
selection. As Spencer et al. (1992) stated: “Théebé¢he fit between the requirements of a
job and competencies of a person, the higher wlth®e person’s job performance and job
satisfaction” (p. 27). One thing that different lauis agree on is the fact that competencies
focus on output, and that they are couched in tesfmgroduction and achievement (e.g.,
Sparrow & Bognanno, 1993). As a result, competenaie often formulated in terms of
behavior. Due to the emphasis on behavior, competemrcan be easily used to create a wide
range of assessment tools providing for agreedlatds and a realistic job preview (Feltham,
1992).

In an attempt to label behavioral indicators inteaningful titles, practitioners and
scientists formulated numerous competencies, ssiateaision making, sociability, customer
focus and so on. In practice, the multitude of cetapcies made assessment, career planning,
employee development and so forth complex and dlmofeasible. As a consequence,
practitioners and scientists started to create etemgy taxonomies to organize the growing
amount of competencies. Those taxonomies oftenagontonstructs that make up the
managerial job performance domain (e.g., Conwa@p20ett, Guterman, Bleier, & Murphy,
2000).

In line with Ones and Viswesvaran (1996), we arthed the use of more general
dimensions provides convenient frameworks for nesed=urthermore, based on assessment
center research, it can be concluded that indivedaee not capable of rating a large number
of dimensions, and that individuals, to compenateognitive overload, reduce the number
of dimensions during the rating process (e.g., &&Magnezy, 1997; Shore, Thornton, &
MacFarlane Shore, 1990). Previous research poiot¢dhat a reduction in the number of
dimensions caused, for example, an increase inrdiioe variance (Lievens & Conway,
2001), and a more accurate classification of behmaviGaugler & Thornton, 1989).
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Table 1

The categorization of competencies with behavianghors into the competency dimensions Thinkinglifigg and Power

Thinking Feeling Power
Analytical ability Empathy Initiative

The ability to distinguish between primary and
secondary issues, to divide a problem into its comept
parts and to establish logical links between thispa

Planning
The ability to create a time schedule and/or taldisth

priorities within one’s own work or that of others

Judgment

The ability to view matters from others’ perspeesiyto
show concern for the welfare of others, and to
demonstrate sensitivity

Customer orientation
The ability to think and act in the best interefsthe
client or customer

Sociability

The ability to make an adequate judgment baseti®n t The ability initiate and maintain new contacts

analysis of a given situation and the information
available

Inventiveness
The ability to generate different, sometimes
unconventional, ideas and solutions

Acuity of understanding
The ability to process new information and to adfas
unfamiliar situations or circumstances quickly

Vision

The ability to approach matters with a broader
perspective, to demonstrate conceptual and policy
related long term thinking

Organizational awareness

The ability to observe and understand organizationa
processes and organizational culture, to know Hew t
organization works

Cooperation
The ability to accomplish goals through construgetiv

collaboration with others, both within and outstte
organization

Coaching
The ability to support and advice others with respe

work-related activities and personal development

Relationship management
The ability to establish and maintain relationshigth
clients and other (business) contacts

The ability to take matters in his/her own hands, t
identify opportunities, and to take appropriatecars

Direction
The ability to specify to subordinates what neediset
done, and to manage and monitor processes

Result orientation
The ability to set and to accomplish concrete goals

Persuasion

The ability to exert influence over people andatitons
based on personal conviction and authority by gaini
acceptance and overcoming resistance

Risk awareness and acceptance
The ability to take a chance or personal risk

Decisiveness
The ability to make tough decisions whenever regljir
to act firm in order to contribute to clarity

Stress resistance
The ability to work under pressure, to deal effeddti
with job related stress and the causes

Responsibility
The ability to accept accountability for own antiers’

actions

Note.This categorization is based on the work of Kolkri8 & Van der Flier (2004).
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Furthermore, a smaller number of dimensions mageam adequate explanation of variance
in criteria of interest (e.g., Jones & Whitmore9%9 Sackett & Hakel, 1979). These are all
desirable outcomes that are in favor of a small memof competency dimensions instead of
an endless list of separate competencies. The aptiomber of (competency or behavioral)
dimensions varies between three and seven in d\assessment ratings, and between two
and four in assessment center exercises (e.g.urrimthony Day, McNelly & Edens, 2003;
Gaugler & Thornton, 1989).

Given the fact that individuals have a limited @eipy to process information at least
in part because of the number of dimensions thay mdain (Lachman, Lachman, &
Butterfield, 1979), and that individuals reduce thember of dimensions during the rating
procedure, competencies used in the present stady designed to tap three dimensions;
Thinking, Feeling, and Power. This triadic approechdopted from the work of Kolk, Born,
and Van der Flier (2004), which studied the cortdtualidity of assessment center exercises,
and concluded that each exercise tapped three dioren Kolk et al. regarded the
dimensions as category labels for clusters of ceemages and named them the Thinking,
Feeling, and Power dimensions. According to Kolklethe origins of these three dimensions
can, for example, be found in the work of Plato winolrhe Republicdistinguished between
the faculties of knowing, feeling, and volition. fiermore, similar dimensions are reported
in research on leadership and personality (YukdD2@and, 1997).

In the present study the competency dimensionKlingnrelates to cognitive aspects
and contains competencies such as analytical yghitiventiveness, and judgment. In the
competency dimension Feeling social relations laeecentral aspect. The dimension Feeling
is based on competencies such as empathy, coaperaind customer orientation. The
competency dimension Power contains competenciesecoing action related issues, such as
persuasion, risk awareness and acceptance, ansiveéeess. An overview of competency
dimensions, competencies, and their behavioral@sds given in Table 1. For the current
study, we used data gathered during a one-dayteelgrocedure comprising many different
assessment methods. The data were gathered ibamiteon with a Dutch psychological
consultancy firm that worked with the Thinking, Feg, and Power dimensions. Based on
the different assessment methods psychologists makgetency ratings by translating and
categorizing overt behavior into competencies amdpetency dimensions such as Thinking,
Feeling, and Power. We focus on the influence ajndove ability measures, personality
measures, and assessment center exercise perfermamatings made by psychologists with
regard to the competencies and competency dimen$ioinking, Feeling, and Power.
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Competency Dimensions, Cognitive Ability, and Personality

To be able to judge an applicant's competenciegchmdogists have to disentangle
competencies and competency dimensions into diffegeterminants of behavior. As
McClelland (1973) argues, competencies are direcdgembling or related to job
performance. Therefore, ultimately, competenciesukh lead to positive work-related
outcomes, such as increased job performance andgt&faction. The same argument is
made by Silzer in his exchange of letters with keiatleck and McCall (Hollenbeck et al.,
2006). Silzer argues that competencies and competemodels have been helpful in
determining and understanding leadership effecésenConsidering the above, we propose
that, in assessing the competencies of an appligeychologists have to focus on those
underlying constructs that lead to positive outcensech as high job performance, low
turnover, job satisfaction and so forth.

Previous research has indicated that, across atyaf occupations, general mental
ability (JGMA] i.e. intelligence or cognitive abilf) is the most valid predictor for job
performance (e.g., Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmidtiénter, 1998), and that GMA plays an
important role in learning and skill acquisition gifer & Ackerman, 1989), and effective
coping (LePine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2000). In line thvithis, we expect the competency
dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Power to be sfiyomelated to measures of GMA, or
cognitive ability. In other words, we expect psyldgists to rely on measures of cognitive
ability to assess applicants on the competencymine Thinking, Feeling, and Power.

Besides cognitive ability there are other construbat appear to have incremental
validity in the prediction of work-related behaworThe Big Five personality traits have
proven to be related to work-related behaviors saghob performance (e.g., Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Thoresen, Bradley, Bliese, & Thoresz®N4). Therefore, we expect the Big
Five personality traits to explain variance in tt@mpetency dimensions over and above
measures of verbal and abstract reasoning. In @tbads, in assessing competencies related
to the Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimensions,exgect psychologists not only to rely on
scores of applicants on measures of verbal andagbsteasoning, but also on scores of
applicants on measures of personality. Therefoeghypothesize:

Hypothesis 1Both measures of verbal and abstract reasoningreeasures of the Big Five
personality traits contribute significantly to regs made by psychologists on competencies of

the competency dimensions Thinking, Feeling, andd?o

For personality the first hypothesis can be furtepecified. In a meta-analysis,
Barrick and Mount (1991) studied the Big Five asdictors of three job performance criteria
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(job proficiency, training proficiency, and persehmlata) for different occupational groups.
Their results pointed out that the Big Five perdibndrait conscientiousness was a valid
predictor of all job performance criteria for akkaupational groups. Similar findings have
been reported by Byrne, Stoner, Thompson, and Haxbw (2005), Salgado (1997), and
Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991). Conscientiennployees favor planning, and are
responsible and organized (McCrae & John, 1992ks&hindividual characteristics all
contribute to job performance and they are likety de of importance in predicting
competencies such as judgment and analytical ywbitstudy conducted by Baron et al.
(2003) indeed showed a relation between the comgpgteorganizing/executing and
conscientiousness € .18). Therefore, we expect conscientiousnessatparole in assessing
the competency dimension Thinking.

Besides a relationship with conscientiousness atiy®srelationship between the
competency dimension Thinking and the opennessxperaence trait is expected. This
expectation is based on two lines of reasoningstfFthe content of the fifth trait seems
directly related to mental ability. The trait haee been named intellect or intellectence (e.g.,
Peabody & Goldberg, 1989). Employees scoring higlogenness to experience are creative
and divergent thinkers that are open to changenamndexperiences (Costa & McCrae, 1985).
Openness to experience can be seen in vivid fantasgllectual curiosity, and in a
deliberation of social values (McCrae, 1996). A tem of studies indeed have proven
openness to experience to be consistently relategeberal intelligence (e.g., Zeidner &
Matthews, 2000). Thus, in the present study, iessag the competency dimension Thinking
a substantial contribution of the openness to eepee trait over and above verbal and
abstract reasoning is likely.

Second, openness to experience appears to bedgpvedlictor of job performance. In
their meta-analysis on the relationships betweerBily Five personality dimensions and job
performance, Barrick and Mount (1991) found opeariesexperience to be a valid predictor
of training proficiency g = .25), one of the three job performance critesad in their study.
In sum, due to the apparent relationship with nmeatdity and job performance, we expect
conscientiousness and openness to experience fwirnarily related to the competency
dimension Thinking. In other words, in assessingugetencies of the competency dimension
Thinking, we expect psychologists to rely on rasirgf conscientiousness and openness to
experience over and above ratings of verbal antfadbseasoning. In sum, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2The Big Five personality traits conscientiousnasd openness to experience

contribute significantly to ratings made by the gsylogist on competencies of the
competency dimension Thinking.
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Conscientiousness and openness to experience athenonly Big Five personality
traits that are expected to be of importance inngatcompetencies and competency
dimensions. We expect the Big Five trait agreeassnto be positively related to the
competency dimension Feeling. Facets of this Bige Rrait, such as caring and empathy,
resemble competencies underlying the competencgriiian Feeling (see Table 1). Baron et
al. (2003) found a strong correlation between tbmmetency supporting/cooperating and
agreeableness € .21). Bartram (2005) reported a correlation96f between predictors of the
competency supporting/cooperating and the Big Haetor agreeableness, which was
measured based on the Occupational PersonalitytiQuesire. The above led us to expect
that the Big Five personality trait agreeablenelsgygpa significant role in assessing the
competency dimension Feeling over and above tleeablerbal and abstract reasoning. In
other words, in assessing competencies of the dem@e dimension Feeling, we expect
psychologists to focus on ratings of agreeableriessim, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3The Big Five personality trait agreeableness rdoumties significantly to ratings
made by the psychologist on competencies of thepetency dimension Feeling.

Extraversion is a Big Five personality trait tiratludes facets like dominance, energy,
and cheerfulness. According to research done byrite®& Costa (1987), individuals high on
extraversion are dominant in their behavior andesgive when interacting with others. The
described facets, as well as the characteristiopgsed by McCrae and Costa, equal the
competencies underlying the competency dimensiomwePo such as persuasion and
decisiveness. According to studies carried out lyoB et al. (2003) and Bartram (2005),
persuading and influencing others, both charadiesi®f the competency dimension Power,
require extraversiorr (= .18 in both studies). Based on the above, weatx@draversion to
contribute significantly to ratings on the competedimension Power.

Hypothesis 4The Big Five personality trait Extraversion cdmites significantly to ratings
made by the psychologist on competencies of thepetancy dimension Power.

Competency Dimensions and Assessment Center Exercises
Assessment center exercises seem to be a validcimredor a wide range of criteria,
including for example job performance (Schmidt & rter, 1998). In a study done by
Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson (198fean corrected validity coefficient of
.37 for predicting job performance and of .53 foedpcting job potential was found. Although
the assessment center exercise is an importantfmedf job performance, it seems to have
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little incremental validity over, for instance, cotve ability in predicting work-related
criteria (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, for seal reasons we do expect assessment
center exercise performance to influence the pdggigis’ ratings with regard to the
competency dimensions. First, a well-developedszssent center exercise strongly linked to
future work-related behavior provides psychologwith insights on future performance and
potential (Gaugler et al., 1987). Second, an ass&s#scenter exercise is rated by independent
assessors, and thus provides psychologists witmé & second opinion. Therefore, we
expect psychologists to rely on an applicant’'s sssent center exercise performance. In
sum, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5Besides measures of verbal and abstract reasanohgneasures of personality,
the applicant’'s assessment center exercise penfmenaated by independent assessors
contributes significantly to ratings made by psyolests on competencies of the competency
dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Power.

Method

Participants and Procedure
Data were collected in collaboration with a Dutdyghological consultancy firm specialized
in one-day selection procedures between 2000 af&.2During this selection procedure
applicants were confronted with a test battery @mmg measures of verbal and abstract
reasoning, and personality. Furthermore, applicgmasticipated in assessment center
exercises and they had an interview with a psyahsioThe content of the assessment center
exercises varied per position applied for. Mor@infation on the assessment center exercises
is given in the measures section. During the im¢ervthe psychologists discuss the
applicants’ curriculum vitae as well as their matien to apply for the job and their interests.

At the end of the day psychologists were providith ratings of assessment center
exercise performance and test results of applicaitts whom they had an interview. Based
on this information, psychologists had to rate dpplicants on relevant competencies related
to the position the applicant applied for. Eachligppt thus was rated by one psychologist.
Ratings were given on a four-point scale repreagntifferent competency levels; Irasiq
2= standard 3= advanced and 4=expert Competencies were designed to tap three
competency dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Powk#rpsychologists that were involved
in the final rating had an educational backgrouma@vork and organizational psychology and
several years of practical experience in selecting assessing individuals. Psychologists
responsible for the final rating were not involviedrating the applicants in any other way
during the one-day selection procedure. The onhtami between the psychologist and the
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applicant took place during the selection intervidw stated, in the present study we focus on
the influence of verbal and abstract reasoningsqreality, and assessment center exercise
performance on competency ratings made by psycistdog

Complete data on competencies, cognitive abipigrsonality, and two assessment
center exercises were available for 932 applicddésa of these applicants were used in the
present study. The majority of the applicants wesde (64%). Age ranged between 20 and
61 with a mean of 38 yearSID = 8.01). Level of education varied between lowecational
training (2.6%) to master's degree (10.0%), baafgeldegree being the largest category
(28.1%). A total of 440 values for educational lewere missing (47.2%). Applicants applied
for a wide variety of jobs, for example account ager, supervisor front office, trainee, and
traffic agent. The jobs represented a wide rangmadiistries, including healthcare (24.1%),
professional services (22.0%), transport and conication (15.1%), and authorities (11.5%).
A large percentage of the positions applicantsiag@gbr were on managerial level (33.8%) or
on level of head of staff (15.8%).

Measures

Cognitive Ability Cognitive ability is measured by the Differentigbtitude Test (DAT’83;
Bennett, Seashore, & Wesman, 1974; authorized Dutntslation by Evers & Lucassen,
1992). The DAT'83 is a series of nine aptitudegeshe subtests for verbal reasoning (VR)
and abstract reasoning (AR) were used in this stlilg subtest VR is a test for the verbal
part of general intelligence. Items are based asaeing by analogy and focus on analytical
and constructive thinking. Applicants are confrahtth analogy-items in which they have
to fill in two blanks by choosing out of four optis for every blank they have to fill. The test
consists of 50 items which must be completed wiBtirminutes and the end score resembles
the number of correct answers (Sc. = C). The subtBsis a test for the non-verbal part of
general intelligence and items are based on gewmnsaries. Applicants have to detect the
underlying principle of change and have to compthteseries by choosing the right option
out of five different possibilities. The test costsi of 50 items which must be completed
within 25 minutes and the end score resembles timeber of correct answers minus one-
fourth of the false answers (Sc. = C - Y4F).

The DAT’83 (Evers & Lucassen, 1992) is a well-deped and well-documented test
which has been regularly updated. In 1992, the ves$ positively evaluated by the
Committee of Tests Affairs of the Dutch AssociatiohPsychologists (COTAN). The test
manual reports that the split-half reliability cheients for the DAT'83 subtest VR range
between .58 and .80 for females, and between .63.&h for males. Split-half reliability
coefficients for the DAT’83 subtest AR range betweé8 and .85 for females, and between
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.75 and .87 for males. Based on the DAT-test ma(tsdrs & Lucassen, 1992) and on the
evaluation of the Committee of test Affairs of tBeitch Association of Psychologists
(COTAN), it can be said that the lowest reliabiltyefficients are found for individuals with
lower educational levels. In our sample level aiiation is rather high. We therefore expect
that the measures of verbal and abstract reasanegdequate. This expectation is supported
by a more recent study done by Te Nijenhuis, Exaerd, Mur (2000) in which Cronbachiss

of .75 for verbal reasoning and of .85 for abstraetsoning were reported. The test manual
furthermore reports good validity studies.

Big Five Personality TraitsFor the current study we used probably the mostresxely
validated self-report measure of the Five-Factodehmf personality, namely the revised
NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCra892; authorized Dutch translation
by Hoekstra, Ormel, & De Fruyt, 1996). This 24Qmtenon-timed inventory, measures 30
primary personality traits (facets) and its undexdyBig Five personality factors (scales), i.e.
neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experieageeeableness, and conscientiousness.
Each of the five factors is measured by 48 itemghviare divided equally over the facets,
and which are answered on a five-point Likert scaleging from 1(strongly disagreejo 5
(strongly agree)In this study, internal consistency (coefficientof the five scales was .83
for neuroticism, .78 for extraversion, .70 for opess to experience, .69 for agreeableness,
and .80 for conscientiousness. These coefficiamtsmaline with the coefficients as reported
in previous research (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Hoakstial., 1996).

Assessment Center Exercisksthe current study we used interview simulatexercises as
representatives for the assessment center. Arvieteisimulation is a fairly typical (used in
47% of all assessment centers), situational exeioisvhich the applicant talks one-on-one
with someone playing the role of a subordinateleagiue, or customer (Thornton, 1992). The
one-on-one situation varies for different typegodifs, for example if the target position is in
sales, the applicant (sales person) then triegltqpsoducts or services to the interviewee /
role player (client).

Applicants had 15 minutes to prepare for the @gerand another 15 minutes to
perform the exercise. The rater-ratee ratio was Polminimize biases, the raters were not
provided with information concerning the applicanthe job the applicant applied for before
the exercise. After completion of the exercisesdpplicant was rated by two independent,
trained and experienced assessors with at leastclaelor's degree. Most of them had an
educational background in psychology. Each asseased the performance of the applicant
on the Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimensions drexpoint scale ranging from (1lyeak
to (5) strongwhere ratings on intermediate scores (e.g., 1d8aB) were allowed. During the
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rating procedure consultation between the assessiths respect to the rating was not
allowed. As a consequence independent ratings guereanteed

Control Variables.Age and gender were used as control varidplescause these variables
were expected to affect the psychologists’ ratimigsompetencies due to possible biases (e.qg.,
Marlowe, Schneider, & Nelson, 1996; Schmitt & HilB77; Singer & Sewell, 1989).

Analyses

Our final data set, containing 932 applicants, tn&sed on two related data sets. The first data
set contained competency data for 3470 applicémtsther words, this data set contained the
psychologists’ ratings of the competencies thaevealient for the jobs the applicants applied
for. For each applicant a mean of nine out of 2hmetencies was rated, resulting in missing
data for the other competencies. Missing data apetantial problem (Graham & Hofer,
2000). According to Horton and Lipsitz (2001) thitgpes of concerns arise with missing
data: (1) loss of efficiency, (2) complication iatd handling and analysis, and (3) bias due to
differences between observed and unobserved datad&i & Meng, 1999). A growing body
of research has shown that there are potentialgrsbwith the traditional pairwise, listwise,
and regression imputation approaches to missingevahalysis (e.g., Von Hippel, 2004;
Graham & Hofer, 2000). Therefore, we used expemtatimaximization method
operationalized using missing value analysis in SR3.0.2 to impute missing competency
scores, and to compute Thinking, Feeling, and Peaales.

Ratings based on missing value analysis were amdbwith the second data set
containing ratings of cognitive ability, personglitand assessment center exercises.
Combining the data sets resulted in a data setagong 932 applicants. We conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using structuegluation modeling (SEM) with LISREL
8.30 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) to determine whether priori competency dimensions
we proposed could be empirically verified.

Results showed a good fit for a three-factor madelvhich the separate competencies
loaded on the Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimarsiollowing thea priori categorization,

v? three-factor model (18® = 932) = 3091.12) < .001, NNFI = .88, CFI = .90, and SMSR
= .11. The three-factor model fits the data sigaifitly better than a one-factor model, in
which all competencies loaded on a single factg?, one-factor model (189N = 932) =
5972.83,p < .001, NNFI = .77, CFl = .80, and SMSR = .33diff (3) = 2881.71, p < .001

% In an additional analysis we controlled for levéleducation. Due to missing variablssranged between 479 and
492 in hierarchical regression analysis. Althougleleof education explained variance, especiallyhi@ Thinking
competency domain, overall patterns of beta weigltie equal to patterns of beta weights when levedatation
was not controlled for. Furthermore, the total antoohvariance explained by all variables incorpedain the
regression analysis was equal to the total amouvairidince when level of education was not contrdibed
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(cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999). Thus, supported by thsules of the confirmatory factor analysis,
we decided to maintain thee priori categorization. Based on tlepriori categorization the
Thinking, Feeling, and Power scales were formeddayputing mean scores based on the
scores on the separate competencies. Alpha ceeffscior the scales were .90 for Thinking,
.85 for Feeling, and .87 for Power. Based on tlsesées, we conducted further analyses. To
test the hypotheses we used correlation analydisi@narchical regression analysis.

Results

We first examined the relationships between measofererbal and abstract reasoning and
the Thinking, Feeling and Power scales. Meansgdstandeviations, and correlations of these
measures are reported in Table 2. As we expectdalvand abstract reasoning are related to
all three competency dimensions. However, the icglahips between the competency
dimension Thinking and the verbal and abstractomiag measures are much stronger than
the relationships between the Feeling and Poweeisons and these measures. All Big Five
personality factors are significantly related te tompetency dimensions as well, with the
notable exception of agreeableness and conscienéss. No significant relation is found
between agreeableness and the competency dimenSioinking and between
conscientiousness and the competency dimensiomgeel

To examine the amount of variance in the ThinkiRgeling, and Power dimensions
explained by measures of verbal and abstract reapcnd personality, we conducted
hierarchical regression analyses (Table 3). Irfitesestep Thinking, Feeling, and Power were
regressed on age and gender. Age and gender bdtla ls&gnificant main effect on the
Thinking dimension in that older and female applisawere provided with lower scores on
the Thinking dimension than younger and male appti& The second step in the regression
analysis showed that verbal and abstract reas@uogunted for 35% of the variance in the
competency dimension Thinking, for only 2% of therignce in the competency dimension
Feeling, and for 4% of the variance in the compatasimension Power above and beyond
age and gender. Though significant, proportiongasfance explained by verbal and abstract
reasoning in competency dimensions Feeling and Paveerelatively small compared to the
proportion explained by the competency dimensioninkihg. Thus, it seems that
psychologists, in assessing competencies relatdtetoompetency dimension Thinking, rely
more heavily on the applicant’s scores on measofre®rbal and abstract reasoning than in
assessing competencies related to the competem@nsdions Feeling and Power.

Besides verbal and abstract reasoning, we expgqumdesbnality to be relevant to
psychologists in assessing competencies relatetieadhree competency dimensions. We
focused on personality as measured by the autlhibixgch translation of the Big Five
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Table 2

Means, standard deviations, and correlation of Tinking, Feeling, and Power dimensions, intelliceetest,
dimensions

NEO-PI-R, and interview simulation exercis

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Thinking 276 0.45

1.
2. Feeling 276 043 .46*

3. Power 274 0.39 .55%*  45%

4. Verbal reasoning 33.34 7.74 B5%*  13**  16**

5. Abstract reasoning 3754 7.48 52* 10* |18** 57
6.

7.

8.

9.

Neuroticism 224 035 -.15* -10** -32** -07* 10*
Extraversion 3.63 0.34 .12= 19* 32 .04 0% -.38*
Openness 347 033 .16** .14** 12%* 19  16** (09** .38*
Agreeableness 358 0.29 -01 A0 -.07*  -.04 -¥0*-.20*  -.02 .07*
10.Conscientiousness 3.81 030 .11 .05 .25%* .01 .05 -56* 41** 07* .20%*
11.M ISE-1: Thinking 274 0.72 .25%* . 35%* 18** 18 15* -04 09*  12*%*  -02 -.04
12.M ISE-1: Feeling 274 082 .21 39 .08 .12 3 -01 .10%* .10 .00 -05 .62*
13.M ISE-1: Power 3.00 0.72 .16** .19 .32** .05 .03 .05 0% .07 -.02 .00 .55 24
14.M ISE-2: Thinking 280 0.72 .26*  31% 21* 22 |18 -.04 07 .16 .02 .02 27 23 17*
15.M ISE-2: Feeling 277 078 .22x 37 | 11** |15% 12% .02 07 14 -01 -02 24 32%* 12* .60*
16.M ISE-2: Power 299 0.69 12w a7 28 .07* .05 -.07* .07 .07* -.03 07 18** 11 24%  4O%  22%*

Note. N= 932. Results considering the Thinking, Feelimgl Rower dimensions are based on missing valugsisial-3 based on aggregated competency
scores; 4-5 based on intelligence test DAT; 6-1dedan NEO-PI-R; 11-16 based on mean ratings efp@ddent assessors on interview simulation

exercisesM ISE refers to the mean score on interview simutedgivercise 1 or 2, and is based on the scoreg & ihdependent assessors.
* p<.05. **p<.01. All tests are two-tailed.
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inventory NEO-PI-R (Hoekstra et al., 1996). Asasnfiulated in Hypothesis 1, we expected

the Big Five factors to explain a significant ambahadditional variance in the competency

dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Power over anolvalthe variance explained by verbal

and abstract reasoning. Table 3 presents the sesiulthe hierarchical regression analyses of
verbal and abstract reasoning, the Big Five factord the Thinking, Feeling, and Power

dimensions. Results showed that the Big Five factadded to the regression equation in the
third step, explained a significant amount of adda#l variance in the competency

dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Power over andvabmeasures of verbal and abstract
reasoning. Based on these results, Hypothesis Bupgmsorted by the data.

Though significant, the increase in variance expld by the Big Five factors in the
Thinking and Feeling dimensions is relatively spmalR2=.01,F(5, 922) = 3.94,p = .00 and
A Rz = .05, F(5,922) = 10.64p = .00 respectively. In contrast, the increase amance
explained after adding the Big Five to the regm@ssequation was larger for the Power
dimension,A Rz = .16, F(5, 922) = 37.98p = .00. It seems that, in the eyes of the
psychologists, personality is an important predictd the competencies in the Power
dimension.

To examine the relationships between the compgtdimoensions and the Big Five
factors more closely, we studied the correlatiom$ laeta weights. We hypothesized that the
Big Five personality traits conscientiousness apdnoess to experience would contribute
significantly to ratings made by psychologists dre tcompetency dimension Thinking
(Hypothesis 2). As Table 2 shows, the correlatiith conscientiousness € .11,p = .00)
and openness to experience=(.16,p = .00) were both significant. The beta weightghef
relationships between the competency dimension Kiign and conscientiousness and
openness to experience were not significgnt: .05, p = .18 andp = .02, p = .42,
respectively. Based on the results presented tierexpected relationships are not significant
and, thus, Hypothesis 2 must be rejected. Thesdtseare in line with the results of
Hypothesis 1, which already showed that personglifys a relatively small role in the
assessment of the competency dimension Thinking.

In Hypothesis 3 we expected the Big Five factoreagbleness to contribute
significantly to ratings on the competency dimendi@eling. Table 2 shows that the Feeling
dimension and agreeableness are indeed relatedl0,p = .00. In addition, the beta weight
of the relation between the competency dimensiaglifig and agreeableness is significant,
B =.10,p = .01. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported by our. datdoser look at correlations
between the competency dimension Feeling and Bige Facets showed that the
agreeableness facets “trust” and “altruisare important (Table 4). In other words, in
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Table 3

Results of hierarchical regression analyses of akdnd abstract reasoning, NEO, and interview satioh exercises each rated by 2 independent agsesso
on the Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimensionsd g psychologists based on total assessment anetted for age and gender

Thinking Feeling Power
Variable St. 1 St. 2 St. 3 St. 4 St. & St. 1 St. 2 St. 3 St. 4 St. 5 St.1  St.2 St. 3 St. 4 St. 5
Age -.10%* .04 .05 .05 .04 .00 .03 .06 .06 .06 2.0 .08* A7 .15%* 147+
Gender -.09** -.01 .01 -.01 -.02 .04 .06 .05 .01 .01- -07*  -.04 .05 .04 .04
Verbal reasoning .38** .38** .36** .35** B il Q** .06 .03 .07* .08* .08* .06
Abstract reasoning 31 .30** .29%* .28* .05 0 .02 .01 Aex 12% 2% 2%
Neuroticism -.05 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.01 -.02 052  -19%  -19*
Extraversion .04 .02 .02 21 A7 A7* 5%« 22%* 22%*
Openness .02 .02 .01 .03 .02 .01 -.01 -02 03 -.
Agreeableness .01 .01 .01 .10** 10 .10 A4x 13 13
Conscientiousness .05 .07* .06 -.08 -.03 -.0 .07 .09* .07
M ISE-1: Thinking .04 .03 13** 12% -.02 .03
M ISE-1: Feeling .08* .06 .28** 21% -01 -.02
M ISE-1: Power .08* .07* .03 .02 29%* .25*%
M ISE-2: Thinking .05 .06 .07
M ISE-2: Feeling .07* .22 -.01
M ISE-2: Power .01 .03 .15%*
R2 .02%* .36%* .38** A0** A1%* .00 .02%* 07 21 .28** .01 05%  2]%* .28** .32%*
AR2 .35%* .01 .03** .01%* .02%* .05** 14+ .06** 04%  16%* .07** .03**

Note.Standardized regression coefficients are shovaetween 919 and 932. For gender 1 = male, 2 = &2MaISE refers to the mean score on interview
simulation exercise 1 or 2, and is based on theesaf the 2 independent assessors.
* p<.05. **p < .01.All tests are two-tailed.
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assessing competencies of the competency dimeRsieling, psychologists focus on aspects
such as trust and altruism.

In addition to the expected finding, we also foypuasitive correlations between the
competency dimension Feeling and the Big Five factextraversion and openness to
experience, and a negative correlation betweenrigeahd neuroticism. However, regression
analysis showed that, in addition to the agreeaskerfactor, only the extraversion factor
explained a significant amount of variance in theellhg dimension = .21, p = .00.
Relatively high correlations were found between lifge and the extraversion facets
“warmth”, assertiveness”, and “positive emotions”.

With respect to Hypothesis 4, expecting the BigeRpersonality trait extraversion to
contribute to ratings on the competency dimensiowd?, we found that extraversion was
indeed strongly related to this competency dimengibable 2). The beta weight of this
relationship was also highly significarf,= .25,p = .00. As the results of Hypothesis 1
already pointed out, personality plays an importasie in assessing the competency
dimension Power. As a result, besides a strongiorkhip with extraversion, a negative
relationship with neuroticism was found. More sfieally, the competency dimension Power
appeared to be strongly negatively correlated ® rikeuroticism facets “anxiety”, “self-
consciousness”, “depression”, “impulsiveness”, andnerability” (Table 4). Furthermore,
the beta weight of the relationship between Powel agreeableness appeared significant,
B = -.14,p < .00. This relationship was again negative, tausigh score on the Power
dimension is related to a lower score on agreeabkenEspecially the agreeableness facets
“trust” and “modesty” played a role. Trust and mstyewere negatively correlated with the
competency dimension Power (Table 4).

Another remarkable and unexpected finding was toerelation between the
competency dimension Power and conscientiousnessg 2). As Hypothesis 2 stated, we
expected conscientiousness to be related to th@etemcy dimension Thinking. Contrary to
our expectations, the only strong correlation wenfb for conscientiousness was with the
competency dimension Power. To get some furtheghihsn this unexpected finding, we
examined correlations between the competency dimefower and the Big Five facets. As
Table 4 shows, the conscientiousness facets “canpet, “achievement striving”, and “self-
discipline” are strongly related to the competemgnension Power. However, the beta
weight of the relationship between the competendymedsion Power and the
conscientiousness factor was only marginally sigaift, = .07, p = .53, so the
conscientiousness factor did not explain uniquéwae in the competency dimension Power.
This means that in assessing the competency dioreRsiwer psychologists mainly focus on
scores on the Big Five factors neuroticism, extrsiee, and agreeableness.
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Table 4
Means and standard deviations of NEO-PI-R facetbsthgir correlations with the Thinking, Feeling,

and Power dimensions

Big Five facets M SD Thinking Feeling Power

N Anxiety 2.25 0.54 - 17** - 11%* - 29%*
Angry hostility 2.08 0.44 - 12%* - 11%* - 17**
Depression 2.20 0.50 - 13*%* -.06 -.30**
Self-consciousness 2.18 0.48 -.08* - 11%* - 29**
Impulsiveness 2.89 0.52 -.03 .06 -.06
Vulnerability 1.86 0.36 -.16** - 13** -.35**

E Warmth 3.93 0.42 09** 21** 15%*
Gregarioushess 3.64 0.51 .02 A1 3%
Assertiveness 3.58 0.51 .18** .20%* AT
Activity 3.45 0.42 .08* .07* 25**
Excitement seeking 3.20 0.55 .03 .05 14x*
Positive emotions 3.97 0.50 B Rl 19** 19**

0] Fantasy 3.11 0.57 10** .08* .00
Aesthetics 3.30 0.63 .03 .07* .06
Feelings 3.71 0.43 .07* A7+ .07*
Actions 3.33 0.50 .06 .07* 2%
Ideas 3.56 0.52 .18** .06 A1
Values 3.81 0.40 22%* A3** A3

A Trust 3.88 0.42 19** .18** 4%
Straightforwardness 3.49 0.56 -.02 .01 -.09**
Altruism 3.89 0.40 -.02 10** .03
Compliance 3.23 0.41 .03 .08* -.06
Modesty 3.42 0.51 - 12%* -.03 - 14**
Tendermindeness 3.57 0.42 -.06 07* -11**

C Competence 3.95 0.34 19%* 2% 29%*
Order 3.48 0.42 .01 -.07* .09**
Dutifulness 4.07 0.41 B Al .03 14%*
Achievement striving 3.82 0.48 A1 .10%** 31
Self-discipline 4.03 0.39 13 .09** 27**
Deliberation 3.48 0.50 -.03 -.06 .02

Note. n= 932. Results with respect to the Thinking, Feglemd Power dimensions are based on
missing value analysis. N=Neuroticism, E=ExtravarsiO=Openness to experience,
A=Agreeableness, C=Conscientiousness.

* p<.05. **p<.01. All tests are two-tailed.
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In the fifth and final hypothesis we stated thag @pplicant’'s performance on the
interview simulation exercises as rated by indepahdssessors would explain additional
variance over and above cognitive ability measamed personality measures. To test this
hypothesis we used mean scores of assessor ratimgach dimension for each exercise
separately in the regression analysis. To provideght in rater reliability we calculated two
kinds of intra-class correlation coefficients: IQCand ICC(2) (see e.g., James, 1982; Shrout
& Fleiss, 1979).

The ICC(1) coefficient represents the reliabibiysociated with a single rating of the
Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimensions on an assest center exercise. We calculated
ICC(1) coefficients for all three dimensions and lioth assessment center exercises. ICC(1)
coefficients, as is shown in Table 5, range betw8&&rand .71, indicating that a single rating
of an assessor is likely to provide a reliablengtiThe ICC(2) coefficient is referred to as the
reliability of the mean score of both assessongstion the competency dimensions. ICC(2)
coefficients are also shown in Table 5. In our gfU€C(2) coefficients range between .72
and .83 indicating reliable ratings of the Thinkikgeeling, and Power dimensions. Keeping
in mind the fact that ratings of assessment casxkercise performance are given without any
form of contact between both raters (see methotosgcahese results provide support for
combining assessor ratings. Thus, based on theséisreve calculated mean ratings of the
Thinking, Feeling, and Power dimensions. These mratings were used in the regression
analysis to establish the influence of assessmentec exercise performance on the
psychologists’ judgments of the Thinking, Feeliagd Power competency dimensions.

Table 5
Intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC(1) and@(?)) across assessors for both interview
simulation exercises (ISE)

ICC(2) ICC(2)
ISE-1: Thinking .68 .81
ISE-1: Feeling 71 .83
ISE-1. Power .61 76
ISE-2: Thinking .69 .82
ISE-2: Feeling .70 .82
ISE-2: Power 57 72

Note All coefficients are significant at thie< .01 level.

Table 3 shows that adding ratings of performantehe first interview simulation
exercise to the regression equation caused anasEran variance explained in all three
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dimensions. However, the increase of variance éxgdain the competency dimensions
Thinking and Power was relatively small, Rz = .03, F(3, 919) = 13.20p = .00 and

A RZ2=.07,F(3, 919) = 31.63p = .00 respectively. In contrast, the percentaggasiance
explained in the Feeling dimension increased frémt@ 21%,A R2=.14,F(3, 919) = 54.09,

p = .00. Adding the second interview simulation exs to the regression analysis caused an
increase in the variance explained in the compgtehmensions Thinking, Feeling, and
Power,A R2= .01,F(3, 916) = 5.02p = .00; A R2= .06, F(3, 916) = 26.89p = .00; and

A R2=.03,F(3, 916) = 14.46p = .00 respectively. These results provide conailglersupport
for Hypothesis 5. Psychologists do rely on perfarogaon interview simulation exercises
when assessing competency dimensions, especialigsassing the competency dimension
Feeling.

A closer look at the beta weights, as shown inl§ &b revealed that after adding the
ratings of the first interview simulation exercite the regression analysis the assessment
dimension “thinking” played a role in assessing thenpetency dimension Feeling, whereas
the assessment dimension “feeling” played a rolassessing the competency dimensions
Thinking and Feeling. The assessment dimension &bwas used in assessing the
competency dimensions Thinking and Power. Adding itatings of the second interview
simulation exercise to the regression equationltexsin a significant role for the assessment
dimension “feeling” in assessing the competencyetisions Thinking and Feeling, and in a
significant role for the assessment dimension “pbieassessing the competency dimension
Power.

In sum, based on these data, it seems that irssasgethe competency dimension
Thinking psychologists almost solely focus on védrad abstract reasoning. In assessing the
competency dimension Feeling the main focus is eriopmance on interview simulation
exercises, although personality also plays a sobatarole. In assessing the competency
dimension Power the main focus is on personalityweler, in assessing this competency
dimension psychologists also rely on performancentgrview simulation exercises and on
verbal and abstract reasoning.

Discussion
The main purpose of this study was to examine tdmpetency concept and to create more
insight in the nature of competencies. Therefore,investigated the relationships between
competency dimensions Thinking, Feeling, and Poared verbal and abstract reasoning,
personality, and performance on interview simulagaercises. We used data gathered during
a one-day selection procedure and focused on mtihgompetency dimensions made by
psychologists based on test results as well assseat center exercise performance.
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In line with our expectations, psychologists foars verbal and abstract reasoning
when assessing the competency dimensions Thinkiegling, and Power. Not surprisingly,
verbal and abstract reasoning appear to be the pnadfictor when assessing the competency
dimension Thinking. The competency dimension Thgkcontains competencies such as
analytical ability, judgment and acuity of understeng. These competencies all require
verbal and abstract reasoning. Thus, it seemstthatssess an applicant’s ability to, for
example analyze, plan, and judge, a certain leivedidbal and abstract reasoning is necessary.
According to the psychologists, less verbal andrabsreasoning skills are required to be
perceived competent in the Feeling and Power diteas, being customer oriented, sociable,
cooperative, direct, persuasive, decisive, andomesiple requires less verbal and abstract
reasoning skills than, for example, analyzing atahping. These results are in line with
findings of Bartram (2005), who reported a strongmrelation between cognitive ability and
the competency analyzing/interpreting< .40) than between cognitive ability and the othe
competencies of his generic competency framework.

Unexpectedly, age and gender had a significahignte on assessing applicants in
the competency dimension Thinking. It appeared tider and female applicants were
provided with lower scores on the Thinking dimenstban younger and male applicants.
However, this influence disappears when taking ttgnability into account. Thus, based on
the results, we can conclude that psychologistthim study, without information on test
results, are (consciously or unconsciously) biasedssessing the competency dimension
Thinking. It would be interesting to study whetluther raters display the same bias toward
older and female applicants.

Furthermore, our data indicated that personakfyeats make a vast contribution to
assessing the competency dimensions Feeling andcerPdw assessing the competency
dimension Feeling, extraversion and agreeablenkeg®g an important role. As expected,
according to the psychologists showing empathyndeaiustomer oriented, sociable and
cooperative (all competencies underlying the coem®t dimension Feeling) requires a
personality characterized by trust, and altruisimough not expected, the data showed that
warmth, assertiveness, and positive emotions (whrehall facets of the Big Five factor
extraversion) are even more important. Apparenflgychologists assess applicants as
competent in the feeling area whenever they disptage form of extraversion. The content
of the extraversion facets justifies the relianneleese facets when assessing the competency
dimension Feeling. It is, indeed arguable thatisganigh on these facets contributes to being
competent with regard to social relations.

The role of personality in assessing the compgteimnension Power differs from the
role personality plays in assessing the competedicygension Feeling. Neuroticism,

31



Chapter 2

extraversion, and agreeableness were all taken antmunt by the psychologists when
judging, for example, the applicant’s initiativegsult orientation, persuasiveness, and
decisiveness. According to the psychologists, bemgpetent in the competency dimension
Power requires a stable applicant who is somewbatirtant, energetic, and not inclined to
trust each and everyone.

Research on the relation between personality asitiye work outcomes, such as
high job performance (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 19%algado, 1997), has indicated the Big
Five personality trait conscientiousness as an rtapo predictor. According to McCrae and
John (1992) conscientious employees favor planrang, are responsible and organized. We
expected these characteristics to resemble congetesuch as planning and analytical
ability, underlying the competency dimension Thitki In line with this, and based on
conceptual similarity, we hypothesized that constdeisness would be related to the
competency dimension Thinking. Contrary to our exgions, conscientiousness did not play
a role in predicting any of the competency dimensiat all, or, in other words, psychologists
do not focus on conscientiousness when asses@&rgpthpetency dimensions.

There are several possible explanations for tlserade of the expected relationship.
First, it might be that psychologists are not awafdghe fact that conscientiousness is an
important predictor of job performance and, therefthey do not focus on conscientiousness
when assessing competency dimensions. This exmaniat doubtful given the educational
background in psychology of each psychologist. 8dcat is possible that psychologists
consider competencies to differ from job performeand, therefore, do not presuppose a
direct relationship between the competency dimerssiand the Big Five personality trait
conscientiousness. The difference between competeand job performance is discussed in
more detail later on in this section. Third, altgbwconscientiousness is proven to be a strong
predictor of overall job performance (e.g., Barraakd Mount, 1991), narrow trait measures
maximize the predictive validity of specific penfeance criteria (e.g., Dudley, Orvis,
Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006). Following the precediegplanation, it might be that being
competent is an aspect of job performance thateiseb predicted by a narrow trait of
conscientiousness, such as achievement or depéhdédg., Hough, 1992), than by global
conscientiousness. Future research should foctiseovalue of more narrow personality traits
in predicting ratings of competency dimensions.

Large meta-analyses (Gaugler et al., 1987; Schénidunter, 1998) have shown that
assessment exercises can be regarded as validtpredor job performance. In this study
interview simulation exercises had a strong linkfuture work-related behaviors, and were
rated by independent assessors. Therefore, we texpb#e ratings on interview simulation
exercises to contribute to the ratings made by pkgchologists on the competency
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dimensions. Indeed, results show that, besidesitbagmability and personality, performance
on interview simulation exercises is taken into cagct by psychologists when rating
competency dimensions. Thus, performance on ir@ergimulation exercises seems to be an
important component in rating competencies. In it previous studies (e.g., Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998), the incremental validity over, fostance, verbal and abstract reasoning is
small, especially in case of the assessment ofdhgetency dimension Thinking. However,
ratings of the competency dimension Feeling arengmily based on interview simulation
exercise ratings and, thus, in assessing this cam@g dimension psychologists rely heavily
on performance on interview simulation exercises.

Overall, the proportion of variance in the compete dimensions explained by
cognitive ability, personality, and assessmenteareetercise performance was less than 50%
indicating that other aspects play a role in assgsthe applicants Thinking, Feeling, and
Power competencies. In a summary of practical &edretical implications of 85 years of
research in personnel selection that is based da-amalytic findings, Schmidt and Hunter
(1998) show that general mental ability plus a weaknple test together account for a mean
validity of .63 for the prediction of job performaa They also reported a mean validity of .60
for general mental ability and conscientiousnesste prediction of job performance. Given
the expected link between competencies and jolopeéance, these numbers are noticeably
higher than the numbers found in our study. Severabhrks must be made here.

First, our study is based on the assumption thetbfs underlying job performance
equal, or at least highly resemble, the factorseugiohg competency dimensions. Although
factors underlying both constructs are the samis, thowever, does not mean that job
performance and competency dimensions are one had same. On the contrary,
competencies and competency dimensions are rdtajetd performance (McClelland, 1973).
In line with Spencer et al. (1992), Schippmannle{2000) and Lievens et al. (2004) argue
that competencies can be regarded as overt behd@ behavior, following McClelland
(1973), is directly resembling or related to jobfpemance. Or, as Kurz & Bartram (2002, p.
230) state: ‘A competency, then, is a construct ttegpresents a constellation of the
characteristics of the person that result in effecperformance in his or her job’. Thus,
competencies are a prerequisite for job performamckit might be that, aspects underlying
the competency dimensions differ from the aspeatkerlying job performance.

Second, and following our first remark, in theremt study we focused solely on the
role of cognitive ability, personality, and assesaincenter exercise performance. However,
aspects such as motives and values do also detewhiat people do (e.g., McClelland, 1985;
Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998)eTdea that other aspects may be
underlying the competency dimensions and/or conmgeds is supported by Spencer et al.
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(1992, p.6), who define competencies as any indalidharacteristic that can be measured or
counted reliably and that can be shown to diffeadatsignificantly between superior and
average performers, or between effective and ioeWke performers. Thus, according to
Spencer et al. competencies can be motives, teatsconcept, attitudes or values, content
knowledge, or cognitive or behavioral skills. Fatuesearch should focus on the role of these
aspects in assessing competencies.

Third, in the present study we examined the rblenty a few components of the one-
day selection procedure, thereby probably leaving an important one: the employment
interview. The employment interview is widely uséd make hiring decisions (e.g.,
Shackleton & Newell, 1997; Moscoso, 2000). Numerousta-analyses have shown that
employment interviews, especially structured ong®dict job performance and related
criteria such as training proficiency (e.g., SchnédHunter, 1998). This would advocate for
the inclusion of interview data in future studies dtudy the role of the interview when
assessing competency dimensions.

Although the current study has given us insightthe competency concept by
examining competencies through the eye of psyclsiggthere are several limitations that
we would like to mention. First, each applicant waasessed on only those competencies that
were relevant for the job the applicant applied fesulting in missing data. Competency
scores that were left blank were imputed using MVAlthough the expectation
maximalization technique is widely used, it woukl lietter to study the relationships between
competency dimensions and other aspects basedtoal atstead of imputed competency
scores. We therefore argue for future researchdb@seomplete data on the 21 competencies
(see Table 1) to test the robustness of our firgling

Second, in the current study we focused on compgtéimensions. Although the
triadic approach to competency dimensions usedim study is widely used in different
areas, such as selection, assessment, and lead@shj Kolk et al., 2004; Yukl, 2005), there
has been an ongoing debate on specificity and gktyssf dimensions (e.g., Tett et al. 2000).
As Tett at al. point out, the debate is about meagwa few things well or more things less
well. The focus on general competency dimensionthé current study provided us with
preliminary insight in the nature of competencies @ndicated where to look for in future,
more specific, studies. Thus, in addition to therext study we do argue for research with a
focus on separate competencies.

A third remark should be made about the fact thadrall assessment ratings were
given by psychologists. It would be interestingtampare these ratings with ratings given by
others, for example practitioners without an edoocal background in psychology or
managers. Previous research has already shownusiayj psychologists as assessors
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increases the predictive validity (Gaugler et E887) and the dimension variance (Lievens &
Conway, 2001) of assessment centers. Future résshotld focus on the effects of different
types of raters on the assessment of competencmsmpetency dimensions. Furthermore, it
would be most interesting to look at competenclesugh the eyes of managers and to
examine the relationship between competencies ahdlajob performance. We therefore
argue for longitudinal research, following thoselagants that are actually hired based on the
one-day selection procedure. Ratings on competereid competency dimensions given by
managers based on applicants’ actual performancéh@rjob together with an objective
measure of actual job performance would providéhturrinsight in the competency concept
and its value beyond traditional predictors of pasformance.

Fourth, final competency ratings were given by iagle rater, namely the
psychologist. Although we believe that psycholagiste perfectly capable of giving an
overall rating based on information gathered durihg one-day selection procedure, the
possibility of rater effects needs to be addresbkedlicit theories and halo effects may have
played a role in assessing applicants. Before githe final rating, the psychologist may have
already formed an impression of the applicant grflted by rater-ratee interaction or implicit
theories. Implicit theories are defined by Dwec®88&) as lay beliefs about the malleability of
personal attributes that affect behavior, suchagmitive ability and personality. Halo error
accounts for the part of the impression formed ihabt shared with other raters and that thus
is unique to the rater. Both implicit theories dmalo effects appear to influence decision
making and performance appraisal (e.g., Heslinhdamat Vande Walle, 2005; Viswesvaran,
Schmidt, & Ones, 2005). Thus, implicit theoriesasdl as halo effects influence the extent to
which raters (psychologists) consider all relevamformation when rating applicants.
Therefore, future studies should investigate tlileémce of implicit theories and halo effects
on the assessment of competencies or competenensioms.

Finally, data for this study were collected duriagone-day selection procedure in
collaboration with a single consultancy firm. Psyidgists working for this firm all
participated in internal courses and received iingiron the job. This may have led to
consultancy-specific procedures, routines, or IBiasg@t may have influenced the data.
Therefore, we argue for replication of this studyng data gathered in collaboration with
different consultancy firms.

To conclude, competencies and competency dimesnisieam interesting to study in
more detail using different methodologies and d#fe data sources and thereby making an
attempt to fill the existing gap between practioel &cience. The present study provided us
with preliminary insights in the competency conceptl uncovered part of the nature of
competencies and competency dimensions. Our stunlyesl that assessing the competency
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dimension Thinking leads psychologists to focuscognitive ability, whereas in assessing
the dimensions Feeling and Power personality antoqmeance on interview simulation

exercise played a more central role.
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CHAPTER 3

Competencies and Effectiveness:
Rater Perspectives and Relationships®

The competency based approach to human resourceagearent has gained popularity.
Despite this popularity, there is still no unequgbanswer to the question whether and, if so,
which competencies are actually related to effectess when different rater sources are
considered. Therefore, this study examines relaligpgs between managerial competencies
and perceived managerial effectiveness focusingherperspectives of subordinates, peers,
and supervisors using a 360-degree feedback inmenResults revealed that different rater
sources assess competencies and managerial efieesiy differently. That is, comparing
ratings of different sources showed little to nanifarity. Furthermore, within source
competency ratings were found to be more similanthetween source competency ratings.
Overall, competencies appeared to be related tacggeed managerial effectiveness. In
addition, results showed that in the eyes of subatds, peers, and supervisors, different
competencies are considered predictors of perceivadagerial effectiveness. The results are
discussed and several potentially fruitful avenémsfuture research on the link between
competencies and effectiveness are presented.

Over the past years, the competency based apptoabbman resource management has
gained popularity. Despite the rising popularitgsearch on the competency concept has
lagged behind resulting in a gap between practicesaience (Lievens, Sanchez, & De Corte,
2004). Furthermore, there is an ongoing debate henquality, job relatedness, and the
predictive validity of the competency based apphochuman resource management (e.g.,
Hollenbeck, McCall, & Silzer, 2006; Lievens et &004).
The purpose of our study is twofold. First, ounas to provide insight in differences

in competency and perceived effectiveness ratingsngby different sources. Second, we
focus on the link between managerial competencidgarceived managerial effectiveness in

® The corresponding reference is: Heinsman, H., De HobddghB., Koopman, P.L., & Van Muijen, J.J. (2006a).
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order to examine whether different raters considdferent managerial competencies

necessary for managers to be perceived effectiverefore, in the present study, we

investigate the relationships between manageriaipetencies and perceived managerial
effectiveness focusing on the perspectives of mensagubordinates, peers, and supervisors
using a 360-degree feedback inventory. First, wanene the differences in competency

ratings and perceived effectiveness ratings givwetthb different rater sources. Do different

raters agree on the ratings given? Second, wetigaés which managerial competencies are
actually related to perceived managerial effecissn In other words, which managerial

competencies play a role when assessing perceiaedgerial effectiveness?

Competencies and Competency Taxonomies

Past decades, competencies have become the leaalistruct in many different human
resource practices such as selection, career geueltt, and performance management. After
McClelland’s (1973) proposition to test for compete rather than for intelligence in order to
provide for a more valid predictor of job perfornsan competencies were rapidly embraced
by practitioners resulting in a shift from the fitehal job analysis approach to a competency
based approach. The essence of this competencyg bppeoach is that work is defined in
terms of characteristics and behaviors of the jolddr, instead of in terms of the job.
According to Schippmann et al. (2000), “job anaysay be thought of as primarily looking
at ‘what’ is accomplished, and competency modefogyuses more on ‘how’ objectives are
met or how work is accomplished” (p.713).

As a result of the growing popularity, numeroushats have shed their light on the
competency concept, creating a whole range ofjrsit glance, very different definitions.
These definitions have included, for example, krealgk, skills, abilities, motives and
interests as the basis of competencies (MorgesefanBy-Klinger, Mayfield, Ferrara, &
Campion, 2004). Even though there are numerousitiefis, they all have a thing in
common: their focus on output. Boyatzis (1982), dgample, defined competencies as “an
underlying characteristic of an individual whichcesusally related to superior performance in
a job” (p. 20-21). According to Kurz and Bartra@002) a competency is “the repertoire of
capabilities, activities, processes and responsatahble that enable a range of work demands
to be met more effectively by some people thanthgms” (p. 230). In essence, competencies
are based on individual characteristics and theyeapressed in overt behavior. This overt
behavior can be labeled as either effective orféaéfe. As such, competencies are assumed
to be related to effectiveness.

In an attempt to identify the competencies thatewkought to contribute to employee
effectiveness and organizational effectiveness @abemgy taxonomies were created (e.g.,
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Bartram, 2005). Most of these competency taxonoifimess on jobs at the managerial level
(e.g., Borman & Brush, 1993; Tett, Guterman, Blei& Murphy, 2000). Adequately
measuring managerial competencies in order to ndigish effective from ineffective
managers became increasingly important since agaonal effectiveness is largely
dependent on managerial effectiveness (Borman &lBrii993).

In the present study, we distinguish six relagivberoad managerial competencies
labeled analytical ability, judgment, compassiomwgciability, perseverance, and action
orientation. These competencies are highly apdictd managerial jobs and they resemble
competencies included in existing competency taroes (e.g., Bartram, 2005; Borman &
Brush, 1993; Tett et al., 2000). Analytical abilitior instance, is compatible with the
dimension collecting and interpreting data as psepdy Borman and Brush (1993) and with
the competency problem awareness as proposed lyefetl. (2000). Judgment shows
overlap with the competency decision making as @sed by Tett et al. Compassion is fully
compatible with the competency compassion defined étt et al. and shows considerable
overlap with the dimension consideration as defibgdBorman and Brush. Sociability is
fully compatible with the competency sociability aefined by Tett et al.,, whereas
perseverance shows overlap with the dimension gigngito reach goals and selling and
influencing as proposed by Borman and Brush. Rmalttion orientation shows overlap with
the competency initiative as proposed by Tett et al

Competencies and 360-degr ee Feedback

As a result of the growing popularity and the imsed application of the competency concept
competency assessment became increasingly impddardrganizations. There are many
different ways to assess competencies. In the mprestidy we focus on multi-source
feedback. Multi-source feedback refers to the med® which performance evaluations of a
single ratee are given by more than one rater aoik tihan one rater source, for example
subordinates, supervisors, and peers (e.g., Lo@d@mither, 1995). Compared to single
ratings, sometimes resulting in biased perspect{¥stcher, Baldry, Cunningham-Snell,
1998), the use of multiple ratings has numerousathges (e.g., Bozeman, 1997; Fletcher, et
al., 1998), especially when ratings stem from dé#fe sources. The use of multiple raters may
result in fairer and possibly less biased viewsolwhn turn contribute to objectivity (Fletcher
et al., 1998). Furthermore, ratees tend to percmiudti-source feedback as more fair and
acceptable than traditional single-source perfomeagvaluation methods (McEvoy, 1990).
According to Borman (1974) and Henderson (19848, ike of multiple source feedback
provides a more extended conceptualization and uneaent of job performance domains.
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One of the most well-known multi-source feedbackthods is the 360-degree
feedback inventory, which can be used for diffeqgmtposes (Antonioni, 1996). As Drenth
(1998) and Murphy and Cleveland (1991) pointed featiback inventories can be used for
administrative or management purposes (e.g., @assabout promotion, salaries and wages,
or dismissals), developmental purposes, identibocabf potential, and as a criterion (e.g., in
selection and training). A 360-degree feedbackntomy focuses on dimensions, which are
operationalized in actual behavior (Drenth, 1998).

Given their operationalization in terms of behayvioompetencies can be easily
incorporated in 360-degree feedback inventoriesrder to establish a direct link between
competencies and effective performance. Efforthis area have been made by for example,
Greguras and Robie (1998) who have incorporatedhmearks of Lombardo and McCauley
(1994) in their multi-rater feedback instrument digze measure managerial strengths and
weaknesses. Van Hooft, Van der Flier, and Minnéd§2Qused 14 competency dimensions
based on the managerial dimensions as identifiethoynton and Byham (1982) to examine
the construct validity of multi-source competenatings. Russell (2001) used ratings on nine
competency dimensions. These ratings were obtdigedtegrating 360-degree competency
appraisals with interview data, and biodata. Basadthe 360-degree feedback ratings
relationships with executive performance were exahi None of these studies, however,
focused on 360-degree ratings of competencies @@ai8gree ratings on effectiveness at the
same time. Consequently, we know little about déifees between rater sources with respect
to both competency and effectiveness ratings. Timesfirst purpose of the present study is to
focus on differences between rater sources whamgrabmpetencies and effectiveness using
a 360-degree feedback method.

360-degr ee Feedback and Rater Agreement
Empirical research often shows a lack of agreerhetween the different raters. This is not
surprising given the fact that ratings are subyectevaluations obtained from different
sources (Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2002). Heeai multiple raters has led to a stream
of research concerning the interrater agreemennlyndocusing on performance (e.g.,
Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; Sanchez, Zamora, & Viswasn, 1997). In their meta-analysis of
self-supervisor, self-peer, and peer-supervisongaf Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) found
high correlations between peer and supervisorgatin= .62) but only moderate correlations
between self-supervisop € .35) and self-peer ratings € .36). Conway and Huffcutt (1997)
reported low mean correlations between subordinates others (.22 with supervisor, .22
with peer, and .14 with self ratings) and betweslh and others (.22 with supervisor and .19
with peer ratings). Correlations between supenasal peer ratings were higher, namely .34.
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The results of studies in rater agreement comglgtehow that peers and supervisors
agree most when asked to rate the same job incumbEallowing Borman (1991) and
Murphy and Cleveland (1995), Conway and Huffcu&Q1) argue that subordinates are likely
to observe a smaller and different proportion @irtlmanager’s performance when compared
to peers or supervisors. As a result correlatiogtsvéen subordinate ratings and ratings of
other sources are lower than, for example, coraglatbetween peers and supervisors.

The majority of the studies on interrater agreente&ve focused on aggregated or
overall ratings instead of on ratings of separaimmetency dimensions (e.g., Conway &
Huffcutt, 1997). As far as we know the only stutiatthas reported on separate competency
dimensions has been the study done by Van Hoddt. §2006). However, their aim was to
investigate the construct validity of multi-sougperformance ratings instead of examining the
differences between competency ratings given kigrdifit sources. The present study focuses
on 360-degree feedback ratings of managerial canpets and managerial effectiveness
provided by supervisors, subordinates, and peerstudying ratings from different sources
we hope to answer the question whether differetiersaagree on competency and perceived
effectiveness ratings.

In line with, for example, Harris and Schaubro€tf88) and Conway and Huffcutt
(1997), we expect peers and supervisors to agesmtist and supervisors and subordinates to
agree the least with respect to the competencyeffedtiveness ratings given. Furthermore,
we expect subordinate ratings to differ most frdra tatings given by all other sources. In
sum, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1

(a) Supervisor-peer ratings on competencies and effswtiss are more similar than
supervisor-subordinate ratings.

(b) Peer-other and supervisor-other ratings on compietenand effectiveness are more
similar than subordinate-other ratings.

In the present study, we use a managerial sandgagers are known to fulfill
different roles with regard to peers and subordisaficcording to Toegel and Conger (2003),
“peers, direct reports, and bosses observe diffagmects of the working situation; therefore,
they focus their attention on different facets ofpdoyee’s performance and attach differing
weights to them” (p. 303). This is in line with ués of Conway and Huffcutt (1997), who
found that different sources had somewhat diffepggrspectives on performance. In their
study, relatively low correlations were found betwesubordinate ratings and ratings of
others. They concluded that subordinates ratinge wet redundant with other sources and
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that excluding them would lead to deficient perfanoe information. Following Conway and
Huffcutt (1997) and Toegel and Conger (2003) weuarthat there are differences between
rater sources due to differences in the rateewssrdh line with this we expect correlations
between sources to be lower than correlations withburces. This expectation is in
concordance with the results of studies on assegsteater exercise dimensions (e.g., Kolk,
Born, & Van der Flier, 2004; Schneider & Schmit92) in which correlations within
sources are consistently higher than correlatioesvéen sources. In sum, we expect
multitrait-monorater correlations to be higher tharonotrait-multirater correlations. We
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2Ratings given by the same rater source on diftecempetencies (within rater
sources or multitrait-monorater) are more simikart ratings given by different rater sources
on the same competencies (between sources or radrtrltirater).

Competencies and Effectiveness

Given the fact that competency taxonomies focusfbective behavior or behavior that is
expected to lead to job performance, a directimldbetween managerial competencies and
managerial effectiveness is easily assumed. Coesd#gu in practice, the managerial
competencies that stem from different competenggrtamies are often used to distinguish
between effective and ineffective managers (Bor&adrush, 1993). For example, Stogdill
(1948) concluded that, based on his literatureesgvon personal factors associated with
leadership, the average leader distinguishes el the average group member for example
by being sociable, persistent, self-confident,taleyoperative, and by showing initiative and
knowing how to get things done. The personal facteentioned by Stogdill closely resemble
the competencies distinguished in the present study

The results of an empirical study done by Posmel ldouzes (1988) support the
conclusion of Stogdill (1948) that personal factassociated with leadership are predictors of
effective leadership. Posner and Kouzes examinediamships between leader practices or
competencies and managerial effectiveness in dodestablish the validity of the Leader
Practices Inventory (LPI). The LPI distinguishestween five practices or competency
domains, each of which consists of two basic gjrate Analyses pointed out that these five
practices, whenever rated by subordinates, exmlainearly 55% of the variance of
effectiveness also rated by subordinates. Althougterion validity may be somewhat
inflated due to overlap between effectiveness itemg the domains of the LPI (Russell,
2001), criterion evidence reported by Posner andiuzks (1988) demonstrated that
subordinates’ responses on the LPI are in line magiponses on the effectiveness items.
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Most of the studies mentioned above aimed at ecafly verifying the link between
competencies and effectiveness (Stogdill, 1948n&o& Kouzes, 1988) or at understanding
rater agreement (e.g., Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinbe2§04). However, none of the studies
mentioned above give insight in exactly which cotepeies are related to managerial
effectiveness when both managerial competencieseffiedtiveness are rated by different
sources. It is here that our study hopes to camwilio the existing literature on the
relationship between competencies and perceivexttaféness. In line with the findings of
for example, Posner and Kouzes (1988) and Smitleerdion, and Reilly (2005), we propose
that the managerial competencies distinguishedhenpresent study are related to perceived
managerial effectiveness. Elaborating more on fhigposition, we argue that different
competencies are perceived as important by diffawers when they are rating managerial
effectiveness. In other words, different raters expected to focus on different managerial
competencies as predictors of managerial effeatis®nAs is said, according to Conway and
Huffcutt (1997) and Toegel and Conger (2003) déferes in ratings might be due to the
observation of different aspects of performance assult of the different role’s the ratee
plays.

Thus, following Conway and Huffcutt (1997) and §eeand Conger (2003), we not
only expect the manager’s role to be responsibi¢hi® high within rater source relations, but
we also expect subordinates, peers, and supervigorbe confronted with different
competencies as a result of the manager’'s differelgs. This line of reasoning is in
concordance with the trait activation theory (sep, e.ievens, Chasteen, Day, & Christiansen,
2006; Tett & Guterman, 2000) and the competencyaehhypothesis (see e.g., Shoda,
Mischel, & Wright, 1993). The trait activation thgaand the competency demand hypothesis
both assume that situations (or persons) can hawveudding behavioral requirements in terms
of abilities, skills, or traits (or competencie3his would mean that different behaviors are
shown in different situations, probably as a resiiltifferent roles. It is thus likely that, for
example, subordinates observe different manageoiapetencies than do supervisors. As a
result, different managerial competencies are deghras important for managerial
effectiveness.

The expectation that different raters focus orfeddint competencies when rating
managerial effectiveness is supported by reseanb dy Conway (1999) and Hooijberg and
Choi (2000). Conway studied the extent to whichtertual and task performance contributed
uniquely to a manager’s overall worth. Results sstggd that peers and supervisors differ in
the attention paid to different work-related bebasi Peers paid far more attention to
contextual performance than supervisors. Supewjison the other hand, paid far more
attention to task performance than peers. Theserelifces might be due to the difference in
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observed managerial behavior (e.g., Toegel & Cqrizféd1). Although there might be some
overlap, Conway (1999) studied the influence oftertual and task performance on overall
performance and not the influence of competenatesffectiveness, as is the purpose of the
present study.

Hooijberg and Choi (2000) focused on the relatms between effectiveness and
leadership roles that were based on the Competalgeg Framework adapted from Quinn
(1988). Using a 360-degree feedback approach,dkamined the extent to which raters vary
in the leadership roles they associate with effeciss. Their results showed that raters
indeed associate different leadership roles withicggeed effectiveness. In the self-
perceptions, the goal achievement role was pokitaved the monitor role negatively related
to effectiveness. For subordinates, the broker, rdte goal achievement role and the
facilitator role were positively related to effeaness, whereas the monitor role again was
negatively related to effectiveness. Peers streisedinnovator and the facilitator roles,
whereas superiors stressed the innovator and tleaghievement roles. We need to keep in
mind, however, that the focus of Hooijberg and Clwas on leadership roles instead of on
separate managerial competencies.

In sum, competencies seem to play an importarg vdhen assessing managerial
performance or managerial effectiveness (PosneinézKs, 1988) and different rater sources
pay attention to different leadership aspects, siscleadership roles, when rating managerial
effectiveness (Conway, 1999; Hooijberg & Choi, 200Blowever, none of the studies
described above has given insight in exactly wliompetencies are related to managerial
effectiveness when rated by different rater souréésh the current study, we would like to
give some insight in the value of different competes. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3 In the eyes of subordinates, peers, and supesviddferent managerial
competencies are related to managerial effectigenes

Method

Participants and Procedure

At the end of a one-day assessment for evaluatiagagrerial performance 361 participants
were invited to take part in a 360-degree feedlmokey. In total, 69% of the participants

indicated to be willing to participate in the studyhey received survey packets per mail at
their private address. These packets contained estignnaire to be completed by the

participant himself or herself and six questionesito be completed by the subordinates,
superiors, and peers of the participants. Eachtigmesire was accompanied by a letter from
the researchers assuring confidentiality and pdeemded envelopes in which the
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guestionnaires could be returned directly to theeaechers. Questionnaires in each survey
packet were coded so that respondents could becatigrrmatched for subsequent data
analyses.

A total of 98 managers participated in the 360rdedeedback study and filled out the
self-report questionnaire focusing on the manageuisent job (27.1% response rate). Of
these 98 managers, 37 had taken part in the assesgmocedure for personnel selection
purposes and the other 61 participants had takerfqgyadevelopmental purposes. A total of
89.2% of the participants who had participateddelection purposes were given a positive
advice regarding the job they had applied for. G28ymanagers were female. The average
age was 40.85 years.

Of the 98 managers that filled in the self-repprestionnaire, 81 indicated that they
had been in their current jobs for 6 months or m@ree managers were working in a wide
range of areas, for example engineering, salesfinadce. In total, 27 managers indicated
that they were higher-level managers, 52 indicatetle middle-level managers, and 19 of
them indicated to be lower-level managers. Sevairtg- managers had 6 or more
subordinates reporting directly to them and 10 orarsubordinates reporting indirectly. Most
of the managers (two thirds) worked in an orgamoznatvith more than 500 employees, while
one-third of the managers worked in small to medsimed organizations.

In total, 435 surveys rating the 98 managers weceived (74% response rate) from
people with whom the managers worked closely (63#osdinates, 22% peers, 12%
superiors, 3% other). Managers were rated by a mé&x08 subordinates, 1.74 peers, and
1.21 supervisors.

Measures

Surveys focused on characteristics of the managewisent job, on six managerial
competencies and on perceived managerial effeesenBy means of the self-report
guestionnaire, managers themselves provided intowman their current job, such as tenure
and number of subordinates. This information waslder the description of the participants.
Managerial competencies as well as perceived mahgeffectiveness were rated by
subordinates, peers, and supervisors (but notdyntimagers themselves).

Managerial Competencie§ix managerial competencies were measured usimggesitems.
These managerial competencies were analyticaltygbjlidgment, compassion, sociability,
perseverance, and action orientation. Analyticalitpbis defined as analyzes problems,
distinguishes different elements. Judgment is @efias integrates information in order to
make a decision or to propose a solution. Compagsiaefined as shows concern for the
welfare of others and is perceptive. Sociability defined as initiates and maintains
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interactions with others and is outgoing. Persewagas defined as is resistant to pressure and
setback and shows discipline and tenacity. Finalgtion orientation is defined as takes
initiative, is able to influence others and to aa@ne resistance in order to reach goals. Each
item started with: “The person that | assess...”, fidwed by the definition of a particular
competency. Responses were given on a seven-pal®, sanging from 1npt at al) to 7
(very much sp

PerceivedVianagerial EffectivenessManagerial effectiveness as perceived by subates,
peers, and supervisors was measured using a saséel lon De Hoogh, Den Hartog, and
Koopman (2005). The scale consists of three itéiswhat extend is the overall functioning
of the person you evaluate satisfactory?”, “Howatde is the person you are evaluating as a
leader?”, and “How effective is the person you evaluating as a leader?” Responses were
given on a seven-point scale, ranging fromnbt(at al) to 7 sery much sp Thus, the
measures of effectiveness are an indication of bffective managers are perceived to be.
Alpha coefficients were .91 for subordinates= 271), .87 for peersn(= 94), and .77 for
supervisorsr{ = 49).

Analyses

To gain insight in the direct relationship betwemympetencies and perceived managerial
effectiveness we computed an overall competencyesas well as an overall effectiveness
score for all raters together as well as per itgfe. This was done because our emphasis was
on differences between rater sources rather th#flerehices between individual raters
(Hooijberg & Choi, 2000), and as is shown in presioresearch (e.g., Conway, 1999)
individual expectations or behaviors vary as a fimncof their organizational position. To
examine the justification for aggregating indiviluasponses to form competency scores on
subordinate level we calculated two kinds of irtl@ss correlations, namely ICC(1) and
ICC(2) (see Shrout & Fleiss, 1979).

We calculated the ICC(1) coefficient, which can federred to as the reliability
associated with a single rating of the competendmsall six competencies. The ICC(1)
coefficients range between .13 and .30. These sawe in line with the median value of
ICC(1) reported in organizational literature, whieuals .12 (James, 1982). In addition, we
calculated the ICC(2) coefficient, which can beeredd to as the reliability of the mean score
of all ratings on the competencies, for all six patencies. The ICC(2) coefficients range
between .32 and .57. Although these values areinayghey can be considered acceptable
given that a mean of only 3.08 subordinates ratesir tmanagers and that the ICC(2)
coefficient is dependent on the number of ratersgpeup (Bliese, 2000). Taken together the
results support aggregating subordinates’ respansasler to obtain aggregated competency

46



Competencies and Effectiveness

ratings. To examine the relationships between klesawe used correlation analysis and we
used regression analysis to investigate whethervamdh managerial competencies were
related to perceived managerial effectiveness.

Results

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, andl@iores between each of the variables. As
the table indicates, overall competency scores auattall effectiveness scores are related,
r =.79,p <.01. A total of 62% of the variance in the oVeeffectiveness score is accounted
for by the overall competency score. However, thenBach’so of the overall competency
score is low,o = .47, indicating a rather unreliable overall catgmcy measure and low
interrater reliability. Therefore, in order to adetely test our hypotheses, subsequent
analyses were carried out on competency scores andeived effectiveness scores
aggregated per rater source.

To test Hypothesis l1a stating that supervisor-geerelations are more similar than
supervisor-subordinate correlations we used thereggiéed competency scores and the
aggregated perceived effectiveness score pergatgce. As the results presented in Table 2
showed, at first glance, supervisor-peer and sug@rgubordinate correlations did not differ
greatly. We tested the significance of the diffeesn between both correlations using an
average sample size to correct for the differemcesample size per dyad. Furthermore, we
corrected for the subordinate-peer correlation.eéaj the results showed that only for
perseverance the difference between the supermpesar-correlationr(= .21, ns) and the
supervisor-subordinate correlation £ -.24, ns) was significang = -1.83,p = .03. No
significant differences between supervisor-peer suqaervisor-subordinate correlations were
found for the other competencies. In conclusionpdtgesis la is supported for the
competency perseverance; supervisors and peers agme on ratings of perseverance than
supervisors and subordinates.

For overall managerial effectiveness, it was agaxpected that supervisor-peer
ratings were more similar than supervisor-subotdimatings. The supervisor-peer correlation
Is positive and non significant,= .10,p = .67, whereas the supervisor-subordinate coroelat
is negativey = -.36,p = .03 (see Table 1 and Table 2). Given the nonifsggnt and the
negative correlations, we must conclude that neitupervisor-peer overall effectiveness
ratings nor supervisor-subordinate overall effeiess ratings indicate similarity. However,
taking into account the average sample size of I8 @rrecting for the subordinate-peer
correlation, the difference between the supervimmr and the supervisor-subordinate
correlation is significantz = -2.37,p = .01. In line with Hypothesis 1a, results thuswh

47



Table 1
Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and adations among the studied variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Overall competency score 5.49 0.48 (.47)
2. Competency score subordinates 5.52 0.57 J7 (.79)
3. Competency score peers 5.55 0.55 75%* 13 (.72)
4. Competency score supervisors 5.21 0.66 .65**  -24 01 - (.61)
5. Overall effectiveness score 5.61 0.54 T9** .68** 52** .25 (.66)
6. Effectiveness score subordinates 5.61 0.66 .58** 0**8 .03 =43 81**  (.91)
7. Effectiveness score peers 5.67 0.66 55** A7 .72*%.08 .82%* .36* (.87)
8. Effectiveness score supervisors 5.55 0.61 S4x* 5.1 .07 g4 BOo** - 36* .10 (.78)

Note n = 97 for overall competency and effectivenessesar= 89 for competency and effectiveness rated bypslibatesn = 54 for competency and
effectiveness rated by peenss 41 for competency and effectiveness rated bgrsigors,n = 48 for competency and effectiveness rated bly bot
subordinates and peerss 36 for competency and effectiveness rated bly bobordinates and supervisars; 22 for competency and effectiveness rated by
both supervisors and peers.

Reliabilities are given on the diagonal.

* p<.05.* p <.01. All tests are two-tailed.



Table 2
Correlations among separate competencies per isgarce

Competencies Subordinate-Supervisor-  Supervisor- Subordinate- Peer- Supervisor-
peer subordinate peer other other other

Analytical ability .20 40* 24 .30* 22 37*
Judgment .16 .04 .10 A3 .19 .06
Compassion .10 .01 14 A1 .13 .03
Sociability 31* 307 371 .38* 39** .39*
Perseverance .00 -.24 21 -12 .05 -.14
Action orientation .13 .10 -11 A5 .16 .05
Overall competency 13 -.24 -.01 -.01 19 =21
Overall effectiveness .36* -.36* .10 .08 .36* -27t

Note n = 48 for subordinate-peer correlations; 36 for subordinate-supervisor correlatiams, 22 for supervisor-peer correlations,
n = 65 for subordinate-other correlationss 51 for peer-other correlations= 39 for supervisor-other correlations.
tp<.10. *p<.05.* p <.01. All tests are two-tailed.



Table 3

Correlations between separate competencies withéhkeetween rater sources

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Subordinate
1. Analytical ability
2. Judgment T9x*
3. Compassion 23* 34
4. Sociability A7 27 49
5. Perseverance 30* 32% 26 .42*%
6. Action orientation 33 46* 30** .65** | 59**
Peer
7. Analytical ability .20 .13 -18 -.23 -.05 .05
8. Judgment .26 .16 -05 -04 .00 .09  .82*
9. Compassion .13 -.02 .10 .13 15 -.07 .08 .20
10. Sociability .05 14 22 31 -01 .02 -.03 A3 .05
11. Perseverance -.05 -.08 .00 -14 .00 .00 31 A40%17 .15
12. Action orientation .20 .16 -09 .01 A7 A3 .49 60% .18 A40%  .60**
Supervisor
13. Analytical ability .40* A2 -07 -7 21 -10 .24 .15 .07 -.32 -.09 .03
14. Judgment .16 .04 -.04 -08 -.02 -15 .15 .10 -03.34- .08 .00 76**
15. Compassion -39  -.29 .01 37 -.29 -03 -03 -.07 .14 .14 -.06 A7 .01 .10
16. Sociability -49*  -40* -30 .30 -38 -05 -25 .Ov 15 .37 -.32 .01 -.23 -15  .34*
17. Perseverance -11 -21 -18 -04 -.24 -.07 .06 .28-.14 -.02 .21 .32 .06 27 .15 .28
18. Action orientation -.28 -31  -40* 31 -.23 10 5.2 -17 -.07 27 -.38 -11 -.07 A7 .30 70**  .38*

Note n = 89 when rated by subordinatas; 54 when rated by peers= 41 when rated by supervisonss 48 when rated by both subordinates and peers,
n = 36 when rated by both subordinates and supesyise 22 when rated by both supervisors and peers.
* p<.05.* p <.01. All tests are two-tailed.
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that supervisor-peer ratings of overall effectieneare more similar than supervisor-

subordinate ratings of overall effectiveness. Famtiore, we expected peer-other and
supervisor-other ratings to be more similar thavosdinate-other ratings (Hypothesis 1b). To
test this hypothesis we performed contrast analgsegaring the peer-other and supervisor-
other correlations with the subordinate-other datiens. The analyses pointed out that none
of the contrasts tested were significant. Peerrodimel supervisor-other correlations did not
differ in similarity compared to subordinate-otheorrelations; not for the separate

competencies and not for the overall effectivemasasure. Thus, no support was found for
Hypothesis 1b.

In Hypothesis 2, we expected ratings within rageurces to be more similar than
ratings between rater sources. In other words, xpeaed multitrait-monorater correlations
to be higher than monotrait-multirater correlatioBs/en the fact that perceived effectiveness
was measured using an aggregated score, this legettould only be tested with respect to
competencies. To examine the differences betweertdirelations within rater sources and
the correlations between rater sources again depavmpetency ratings were analyzed. As is
shown in Table 3, correlations between rater ssuate much lower than correlations within
rater sources. For comparison, the mean correlatibmn subordinates is .39, the mean
correlation within peers is .30, and the mean ¢atigen within supervisors is .20. These are
the multitrait-monorater correlations. The meanreation between subordinates and peers
and between subordinates and supervisors, whengrdlie same competencies (mean
monotrait-multirater correlation), is .15 and .JM¥pectively, whereas the mean correlation
between peers and supervisors is -.05. In sum,itraitimonorater correlations are indeed
higher than monotrait-multirater correlations. Thdifferent competency ratings given by the
same rater source are more similar than the sammpatency ratings given by different
sources. Hypothesis 2 is supported by our data.

In order to test Hypothesis 3 stating that, thtotlge eyes of the different rater sources
different managerial competencies are related twegpeed managerial effectiveness, we
conducted regression analyses. The results ofrthegos analyses pointed out that there are
rather large differences in competency and perdeigdectiveness ratings provided by
different rater sources. We decided to look atvheance explained by competencies when
both competencies and effectiveness were rated ey dame rater source thereby
acknowledging the differences in agreement betwatsm sources.

As is shown in Table 4, when both effectivenesd aompetencies were rated by
subordinates, competencies explained a total of @D8te variance in effectivenes® = .70,
F(6,82) = 31.41p < .01. The explained variance was primarily accedntor by the
competencies action orientatiof € .34, p < .01), compassionp(= .29,p < .01), and
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analytical ability p = .29,p < .01). Furthermore, judgmerfi € .19,p <.10) and perseverance
(B = .14,p < .10) played a marginal role. Thus, a managereicgved effective by a
subordinate whenever he/she is ready to take actwomble to empathize, and has an
analytical mind.

Table 4
Results of regression analyses for separate competeexplaining effectiveness per rater source

Effectiveness

Subordinate

Peer

Supervisor

Subordinate
Analytical ability
Judgment
Compassion
Sociability
Perseverance
Action orientation

Peer
Analytical ability
Judgment
Compassion
Sociability
Perseverance
Action orientation

Supervisor
Analytical ability
Judgment
Compassion
Sociability
Perseverance
Action orientation

RZ

F (dfy, df)

29%*
19t
29

-.10
147
34**

.70
31.41 (6,82)*

.35*
.05
-.01
.25%
37
A1

.60
11.82 (6,47)*

311

.03

A4

17

21t

16

60
8.47 (6,34)*

Note Standardized regression coefficients are shown.
tp<.10. *p<.05.** p <.01. All tests are two-tailed.

When both effectiveness and competencies wereal rhie peers, competencies

explained 60% of the variance in effectivend®s= .60,F(6,47) = 11.82p < .01. For a
manager, in order to be perceived effective byheispeers, perseverange<.37,p < .01) is
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most important, followed by analytical abilitp & .35,p < .01) and sociability = .25,

p < .05). Thus, in the eyes of his/her peers, anceffe manager is persistent, friendly and
warm, and has an analytical mind. A total amour@é@¥o of the variance in effectiveness was
explained when both competencies and effectivemese rated by supervisor®? = .60,
F(6,34) = 8.47p < .01. This effect was mostly attributable to cosgian ¢ = .44,p < .01);
the beta weights of analytical abilitf € .31,p < .10) and perseverancg € .21,p < .10)
were only marginal significant.

Competencies thus are important antecedents ckiped effectiveness when both
perceived effectiveness and competencies are aslsbgshe same rater. However, different
raters rely on different competencies when assgssimanagerial effectiveness. For
subordinates, action orientation, compassion, aralyacal ability are important, whereas
peers consider perseverance, analytical abilitgt, sotiability to be prerequisites for effective
performance. Supervisors, on the other hand, foousompassion when assessing managerial
effectiveness. In conclusion, Hypothesis 3 expgcsinbordinates, peers, and supervisors to
rely on different competencies when assessing neaiggffectiveness, is supported by our
data.

Discussion

The purpose of our study was twofold. First, oun &as to provide insight in differences in

competency and perceived effectiveness ratingsngiwe different sources. Second, we

focused on the link between managerial competemridperceived managerial effectiveness
in order to examine whether different raters coasidifferent managerial competencies

necessary for managers to be perceived effectie rEsults stress that there is little

similarity between ratings of different sources.isTholds for managerial competencies as
well as for perceived managerial effectiveness.tifeumore, within source competency

ratings appear to be more similar than betweerceatompetency ratings. Finally, in the eyes
of subordinates, peers, and supervisors differeamiagerial competencies are thought of as
essential in order to be perceived as an effectiaeager.

Differences Between Rater Sources

In line with previous research (e.g., Harris & Sdbeck, 1988), we expected supervisor-
peer ratings to be more similar than supervisopriibate ratings. Contrary to our
expectations, little similarity was found betwede tratings of different sources. The results
showed that only for the competency perseverandef@anoverall effectiveness there was
more similarity between supervisor and peer ratthgs between supervisor and subordinate
ratings. There are two possible reasons for theerades of the expected similarity of
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managerial competency and perceived manageriatte®#eess ratings between sources.
First, our study is based on a relatively small gl@nsize. Although we received a total of 435
surveys with regard to 98 managers, aggregatingdteeresulted in rather small sub-samples.
Due to pairwise deletion sample sizes of the subpsss for subordinates, peers, and
supervisors differed, making straightforward conmgar rather complex. The small sample
size may have influenced the power of our analgses consequently some findings may
have been significant had the sample size beearlafg the same time, it also means that the
effects we did find need to be replicated acrosgelasamples to test the robustness of our
findings.

There might be a second, more conceptual reasorthto absence of similarity
between rater sources. It is conceivable that riffe rater sources hold different
conceptualizations of the same competencies. Bhia line with the findings reported by
Viswesvaran et al. (2002) that were based on thteidy on the effects of construct-level
convergence and rating difficulty on job performancatings provided by peers and
supervisors. Viswesvaran et al. showed that pedrsapervisor ratings were similar when
productivity, quality, job knowledge, leadershipseaall job performance, and effort were
rated. However, when rating more specific conceptgh as interpersonal competence,
administrative competence, and compliance or aaceptof authority, peers and supervisors
appeared to have a somewhat different concepttializaf the dimensions, resulting in
dissimilar ratings. Following Viswesvaran et ak,might be that competencies or other
competency related concepts are more difficulate.rTherefore, we advocate for replication
of our study using more detailed measures instéathgle-item measures and using a large
sample with an equal number of raters per sourdepa&n manager to test the robustness of
our findings and to provide more insight in theklinetween competencies and perceived
managerial effectiveness.

As expected, competency ratings given by the seater source were found to be
more similar than competency ratings given by d#fe rater sources. These findings
contradict the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) apprda of Campbell and Fiske (1959).
Within the MTMM approach it is expected that the matvait-multimethod correlations
exceed the multitrait-monomethod correlations. Haeve empirical studies on the MTMM
approach report ambiguous findings. While studmsedby, for example Greguras and Robie
(1998) and Scullen, Mount, and Judge (2003) ardina with Campbell and Fiske’s
expectations, studies on assessment center dimenseport contrasting findings (e.qg.,
Schneider & Schmitt, 1992). In fact, almost allds&#is on assessment center dimensions
report higher discriminant validity coefficientsatih convergent validity coefficients (e.g.,
Kolk et al., 2004; Schneider & Schmitt, 1992). Thimsthese studies exercise effects appear
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to be stronger than dimension effects (Lievens &Way, 2001), or, as is the case in our
study, rater effects appear to be stronger thanpetency effects. More specifically, in the
present study ratings might not primarily reflelse tmanager’s actual level of competency,
and the manager’'s competency score cannot be evedidtable across raters.

As we argued in the theoretical part, there mighdifferences between raters due to
different roles a manager takes on during the actesn with supervisors, peers, and
subordinates (Toegel & Conger, 2003). In additibe, rater's organizational level (Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988) may have played a role as Wedit is, raters at different levels within
the organization may interpret and assess competendferently. This would mean that
peers and supervisors, peers and subordinatesibordsnates and supervisors disagree on
competency ratings and that, for example, compaaimeper rating with another peer rating
would show more similarity.

Furthermore, based on the results of the study dignLievens and Conway (2001),
we propose that the rater’'s limited cognitive catyaas well as the difference in expertise
between the raters might be responsible for thengtrater effect. In their meta-analysis,
Lievens and Conway showed that significantly moirmession variance was found when
fewer dimensions were used and when the asseddbis assessment center dimensions were
psychologists. In terms of the present study thesildl mean that having to rate six different
competencies without proper education, experiemd¢eaming might make the rating process
difficult which in turn may have resulted in highesthin rater source relationships than
between rater source relationships. Thus, the neaisagple, the rater’'s organizational level
and its cognitive capacity, and differences in etipe between raters may moderate the
relationship between different ratings provided different sources. We argue for future
research to examine the MTMM approach regardingpstency and effectiveness ratings in
more depth. Furthermore, future research shouldystue influence of possible moderators,
such as the manager’s role or the rater's orgadormt level, when rating managerial
competencies.

Competencies and Effectiveness

All'in all, ratings of managerial competencies wkrend to be related to ratings of perceived
managerial effectiveness, at least when both waszlby the same rater source. The present
study not only gives insight in whether differenamagerial competencies are perceived as
prerequisites of perceived effectiveness but alsds a light on which competencies are
important in the eyes of each of the rater souréasssuch it contributes to the existing
literature on the relationship between competermmneseffectiveness.
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Results showed that analytical ability was a pyerste for all rater sources. Thus, in
the eyes of peers, subordinates, and supervisoeffactive manager is one that analyzes
problems and distinguishes different elements. Adiog to Judge, Colbert, and llies (2004),
“leaders are responsible for developing strategiebjing problems, motivating employees,
and monitoring environments” (p.543). According Reedler and Garcia (1987) these are
intellectual functions. Thus, we might assume twdordinates, peers, and supervisors are of
the opinion that being an effective manager reguaecertain level of intelligence. Further
research on the link between intelligence and memalgcompetencies should be done to
confirm this line of thought.

Moreover, besides similarities, there also appmeaoebe differences in competency
ratings given by the different sources. For exampiethe eyes of subordinates, besides
analytical ability, action orientation and compassiplay a large role. It is known that
effective leaders are characterized as assertideenargetic and that they do not hesitate to
take action (Gough, 1990; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 199&urthermore, according to Kirkpatrick
and Locke (1991) and Zaccaro, Foti, and Kenny (),98ffective leaders are perceptive and
open with their followers, but also discreet an@ythdo not violate confidence. Thus,
compassion is important as well. Although reseasblows that competencies seem to
contribute to effectiveness, it can only be assumleg they are so important to subordinates.
We propose that subordinates value a manager whaahalytical skills, who undertakes
action when it is necessary, and who is involvedhwhis subordinates, because these
managerial competencies might increases subordinatenfidence and sense of
belongingness. Furthermore, as a result of the etenpies action orientation and
compassion the perceived hierarchical distance deiva manager and his/her subordinates
may be lowered.

Remarkably, compassion appeared to be importanthi® supervisor as well. We
propose that it would be helpful for supervisorpatsible conflicts within a team, section, or
department are avoided. Showing compassion tovgrogrdinates and being involved might
make a manager able to detect problems in an stalye and, thus, might diminish the
chance of conflicts to surface or escalate. Itheréfore arguable that supervisors value a
manager that shows compassion towards his/her dinbtes. For peers, on the other hand,
we found that showing compassion was not imporgarail. It might be that peers consider
managers that show compassion to be too soft andaiesiderate. Furthermore, compared to
subordinates and supervisors, peers are less dapteond these managers, and consequently
compassion might be regarded less important.

In addition, peers consider sociability and peesance to be important managerial
competencies. In their opinion, an effective managé@ates and maintains interactions with

56



Competencies and Effectiveness

others and is outgoing. Thus, not surprisingly reeg@pear to value a ‘nice colleague’. Being
sociable serves another important purpose. Sottiaisl a necessary condition to increase
socialized power. Leaders with a socialized powetive take account of followers’ needs
and this, in turn, results in empowered followdfgKpatrick & Locke, 1991). Thus, through
socialized power, sociability contributes not otdythe manager’s perceived effectiveness but
possibly also to organizational effectiveness. amnore, peers are of the opinion that
managers must be resistant to pressure and setiratkhat they must show discipline and
tenacity. It, thus, seems that peers appreciateagean that take matters into their own hands
and that are proactive, regardless of possiblatsioal influences such as deadlines.

In sum, the results showed that different ratetd different managerial competencies
responsible for perceived managerial effectivenéfsile subordinates value a manager that
is involved with his co-workers and that takes @ttwhenever necessary, peers value
managers that interacts easily, that initiatesraadtains relationships (networking) and that
is disciplined and tenacious. Supervisors seenmaloevmanagers that are involved with their
co-workers, but they also appreciate, though tessdr extent, discipline and tenacity.
Although we have given several possible explanation our findings, we argue for future
research, for example using semi-structured inegrsj to focus on exactly why subordinates,
peers, and supervisors value these specific comges

In general, we expect these differences in thdigtige value of competencies to be
due to differences in the roles managers havelfith ith respect to subordinates, peers, and
supervisors. This is in line with Murphy and Clemad (1995) and Toegel and Conger (2003)
who stated that different rater sources would befrooted with different behavior of the
same manager. Furthermore, Lawler (1967) statedl different raters have different
opportunities to observe ratees. This would indeegdly that, taking into account the
perspectives of different rater sources, differemmpetencies are important in order for a
manager to be assessed effective.

Although the profiles of effective managers foundthe present study are, at first
sight, highly plausible there might be another na@i$m responsible for these findings.
Implicit leadership theories may, for example, haviduenced the managerial competency
ratings. Implicit leadership theory assumes thaippe have generalized ideas about the
characteristics of an effective leader and thay tt@mpare the perceived characteristics of
their own leaders or managers with the generalideds in order to evaluate the leadership
potential of their leader or manager (e.g., Holem& Julian, 1969; Hogan, Curphy, &
Hogan, 1994). Thus, in the present study, the lpofof effective managers found for
subordinates, peers, and supervisors may refleantplicit theories these raters hold. Future
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studies should focus on the influence of impli@adership theories on the relationship
between competencies and perceived effectiveness.

Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations with respect to the generaliitgbof our study need to be addressed.
First, as said before, our study is based on aivelgp small sample of 98 managers.
Furthermore, not all managers were rated by subatels as well as peers and supervisors and
there are differences in the number of raters pwartype per manager. As a result, when
comparing different sub-samples pairwise deletiansed a drop of the number of raters per
comparison. All in all, the small sample size mayd influence the power of our analyses
and consequently the strength of the relationstdped. This implies this study may form a
conservative test of our hypotheses. At the same,tit also means that the effects e

find need to be replicated in future researchesd their robustness. Using data from a larger
number of managers will permit more powerful hymsik tests. Therefore, we argue for
future studies based on a larger sample size.

Second, our study was cross-sectional in natuledae to the relatively small sample
size and pairwise deletion we were unable to fo#yefit from the multi-source character of
the data. As a result, common-source and commohedédbiases may have influenced our
findings (e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Poadgk2003). We argue for future research
based on a larger sample to test the robustness dihdings.

A third limitation lies in the sampling method dsés in most multi-source feedback
systems, the managers that were the subject ofstutty were asked to distribute the
guestionnaire to their peers, subordinates, andrsigors. As such, they selected their raters.
One might thus suggest that selection of ratergdmdted in a positive bias of raters toward
the manager. We, however, checked for selectiveregponse regarding gender and age and
did not find any differences. Therefore, we expbeteffects of selection and sampling bias to
be limited.

Fourth, for peers and supervisors the mean nurobeaters per rater source per
manager was less than two. Most managers chose tatéd by subordinates, resulting in a
mean number of raters of almost four for this grogpcording to Viswesvaran et al., (2002)
it is arguable that “because the concept of internaliability rests on the premise that one is
computing the correlation between parallel ratetgrrater reliability for supervisor ratings is
problematic because there is only one true supmiv{p. 351). Underlying this argument is
the fact that calculating interrater reliabilityqreres at least two raters of the same rater
source. Given that for peers and supervisors thennmeimber of raters was less than two,
computing the interrater reliability seems incotréihus, no ICC’s could be calculated for
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peer and supervisor competency ratings. In ordetesd our hypothesis, we decided to
aggregate peer and supervisor ratings without Elog ICC’s. Future research should aim
at collecting a more balanced sample in which IG£2is be calculated for each rater source.

Fifth, as can be seen in Table 1, correlationeden overall competencies and overall
effectiveness per rater source often exceed theaalpliabilities of the overall competency
measures. On the one hand, it might be arguedhbatompetency measure is thus in essence
not distinguishable from the effectiveness meaddrethe other hand, we must note that each
of these six competencies represents a different @iathe overall competency area.
Following Bollen and Lennox (1991), MacKenzie, Pakisff, and Jarvis (2005) argued that
measures do not always reflect underlying latemstracts (reflective measures) but
sometimes combine to form them (formative measutesihe case of formative measures,
internal consistency reliability is considered asleappropriate standard for evaluating the
adequacy of the measurement since dropping anfram the measure may omit a unique
part of the conceptual domain and change the meaoifirthe variable (MacKenzie et al.,
2005). In the present study, combining the six spacompetencies, resulting in an overall
competency score per rater source, may have ladstonewhat lower alpha coefficient since
all competencies are expected to tap a part obvkeall competency domain.

Sixth, ratings of competencies were based onglesitem per competency. Although
single-item measures have received their shareaitdism, especially with regard to their
psychometric properties (e.g., Woods & Hampson 520hese measures have proven to be
valuable in representing a wide range of differemtstructs, for example job satisfaction
(e.g., Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997) and persyn@.g., Paulhus & Bruce, 1992; Woods
& Hampson, 2005). In the present study, we chosgseosingle-item measures for practical
reasons. Single-item measures are known to aveitbm and to prevent participant fatigue
(e.g., Nagy, 2002). Furthermore, the idea wastti@shorter the questionnaire, the lower the
threshold to actually participate voluntarily. Hoxee, considering the above, we are of the
opinion that future research should focus on migitiem measures as well as single-item
measures in order to determine the value of mekifgm as opposed to single-item measures
of competencies.

Furthermore, in the present study a measure afeped managerial effectiveness
instead of a more objective measure was used. édthaneasures of perceived effectiveness
are often used in practice (e.g., De Hoogh et2@l05), it is argued that they are potentially
contaminated by implicit leadership theories, d@lecrecall or halo effects (Judge, Bono,
lies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Yet, Hogan et al. (19949vided evidence that ratings of perceived
leader effectiveness are similar to objective messof work group performance (Judge et
al., 2002). Following Hogan et al. (1994), we artjust our measure of effectiveness is rather
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robust, especially since effectiveness was ratedutpprdinates, peers, and supervisors, and
thus was viewed from different perspectives. Nénadess, it would be interesting for future
research to study the value of the different compaes per rater source in predicting
objective managerial effectiveness.

Finally, future research could examine the inflleeraf for example a manager’s
tenure, the organization’s branch, or situationbhracteristics. Managers who are, for
example, new in the job and have to get acquaimd their subordinates, peers, and
supervisors might display other competencies thanagers that already fulfill the position
for several years. Also, in the beginning manageey be perceived effective for other
reasons than after a few years. Furthermore, h@#ngeived as an effective manager in the
social services sector might require different cetapcies than being perceived as a manager
in, for example, the financial sector. Thus, weidwa that taking tenure and branch into
account may lead to interesting results.

Other situational characteristics also appeantionence the follower's perception of
the manager. As De Hoogh et al. (2005) pointed inutheir study on personality and
leadership, perceived dynamic work environment metee the relationships of four of the
Big Five factors with both charismatic and trangawl leadership. They also showed that
charismatic leadership was positively related taw@eed effectiveness, but only in a dynamic
environment. These findings are in line with Stdggdi(1948) remarks that an adequate
analysis of leadership should not only study leader as in the present study, managers, but
also the situation in which they are functioningccArding to Stogdill, “leadership is a
relation that exists between persons in a sodiaatson, and (...) persons who are leaders in
one situation may not necessarily be leaders iarctiuations” (p. 65). Following De Hoogh
et al. and Stogdill, we argue that situational abteristics might influence the relationships
between competencies and perceived effectivenasethier words, being perceived as an
effective manager in one situation probably requidkfferent competencies than being
perceived effective in another situation. Therefere advocate for additional studies that will
take situational factors into account.

Conclusions

The results of our study point to two importantgbical implications. First, using a 360-
degree feedback inventory, it is shown that diffiérater sources rate competencies as well as
effectiveness differently. Comparing ratings offeliént sources shows little to no similarity
between rater sources. This is an important finflangyarious human resource practices, such
as individual development and performance apprai$aking different viewpoints into
account will provide a more complete perspectivaatfial performance or effectiveness.
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Second, our study showed that overall competeraniesndeed related to perceived
managerial effectiveness. Assessing competenciestiazas provide the organization with
some preliminary insight in perceived manageriéaiveness. Furthermore, the results also
showed that, in the eyes of subordinates, peetssapervisors, different competencies are
predictors of perceived managerial effectivenesthus appears that different rater sources
consider different behaviors as a prerequisitgpyceived managerial effectiveness resulting
in dissimilar competency ratings. This needs taaken into account when using 360-degree
feedback as a method for performance appraisaler8isprs should be aware of these
differences in order to provide an adequate firdraisal of performance. Future research
can further investigate the relationships betweampetencies and managerial effectiveness
by including, for example, more objective measuoéseffectiveness or situational and
organizational characteristics as possible modesato
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CHAPTER 4
Competencies as Unique Predictors of Sales and Managerial Effectiveness’

In this multi-source and multi-method study we stigated the added value of competencies
above cognitive ability, personality, and assessmeenter exercise performance in
predicting perceived sales and managerial effeao@gs. While competencies, cognitive
ability, personality, and assessment center exergisrformance were measured in an
assessment context, sales and managerial effeefigenere assessed nine months after the
assessment had taken place. The results were enwith our hypotheses; competencies
indeed contributed uniquely to the prediction ofesaand managerial effectiveness. Sales
effectiveness was found to be best predicted bgvexsion and competencies. Managerial
effectiveness was best predicted by neuroticisegsasent center exercise performance and
by an overall competency score. Several implicatiand suggestions for further research
are discussed.

While critics have questioned the nature of the pet@ncy concept and have even argued
competencies to be nothing more than old wine m bettles (e.g., Barrett & Depinet, 1991,
Hollenbeck, McCall, & Silzer, 2006), advocates ak the opinion that incorporating
competencies in human resource practices can hbaimgut a lot of advantages for
organizations as well as for employees (e.g., Beé&kdHuselid, 1999). Even though the
competency concept is the subject of a lively deb@.g., Hollenbeck et al., 2006),
practitioners all over the world have incorporatéé competency concept in their daily
practices (e.g. Bartram, Baron, & Kurz, 2003; K& zBartram, 2002; Schippmann et al.,
2000). The concept is, for example, used to eveJuptomote or reward employees at
different organizational levels (Levenson, Van &tede, & Cohen, 2006). Furthermore,
competencies are often incorporated in assessmertegures (e.g., Dulewicz, 1989;
Schippmann et al., 2000). However, there is lighapirical evidence that the use of the

* The corresponding reference is: Heinsman, H., De HobddhB., Koopman, P.L., & Van Muijen, J.J. (2007a).
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competency concept actually contributes to the iptied of work-related criteria such as
effectiveness.

The present multi-source and multi-method studysaio provide insight in whether
the widely used competency concept truly contributepredicting work-related criteria. We
focus on the added value of competencies as ratqusychologists during an assessment,
above cognitive ability, personality, and assessroenter exercise performance in predicting
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness ad gt employers nine months after the
assessment took place.

The Competency Concept

According to McClelland (1973), competencies wobll better able to predict important
behaviors than the more traditional tests becawsepetencies would be more strongly
related to life outcomes. Due to the direct relatlmetween competencies and behavior,
competencies were expected to contribute to theigiren of job related criteria. Following
McClelland, other authors published on the compsteroncept as well (e.g., Barrett &
Depinet, 1991; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). Since thie, concept's popularity rapidly
increased and practitioners started to incorpothée competency concept in their daily
routines.

Nowadays the competency concept is well known eochpetencies are widely
applied (Levenson et al., 2006). Competenciesfareexample, integrated in many different
human resource practices, such as recruitmentcteele assessment, and performance
appraisal, in order to optimize the benefits of Eywpe strengths and to minimize the
detriments of employee weaknesses (Boyatzis, 198@spite the popularity of the
competency concept, there is no univocal competatefynition. A quick scan of the
available literature indicates that there are malifferent definitions containing many
different characteristics, traits and behaviorg.(eAbraham, Karns, Shaw, & Mena, 2001;
Antonacopoulou & FitzGerald, 1996). Competencieghéor example, been defined in terms
of knowledge, skills, abilities, underlying beha&p motives, traits, and personality (e.qg.,
Bartram, 2005, Spencer, McClelland, & Spencer, 1992

Although at first glance the definitions seem veifferent, they all appear to have one
thing in common: their focus on output (e.g., Spar& Boganno, 1993). Boyatzis (1982),
for example, defined competencies as “an underlgimayacteristic of an individual which is
causally related to superior performance in a jgh"20-21). Spencer et al. (1992) described
competencies as any individual characteristic “d@at be shown to differentiate significantly
between superior and average performers or betw#entive and ineffective performers”
(p.6). According to Kurz and Bartram (2002) a cotepey is “the repertoire of capabilities,
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activities, processes, and responses availableettadile a range of work demands to be met
more effectively by some people than by others’2@D).

While we agree with Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, Melg, Ferrara, and Campion
(2004) that “perhaps one of the most vexing issmeslves actually defining a competency”
(p. 676) and while we believe that providing a fnall embracing competency definition is
almost impossible, in essence, a competency cadebired as an employee’s ability to
effectively perform a certain behavior (e.g., SmgEn& Spencer, 1993). In sum, competencies
are based on individual characteristics and theyeapressed in overt behavior. This overt
behavior can be labeled as either effective orfecée performance. Thus, as such,
competencies are assumed to be related to effaege This assumption has been tested in a
number of studies (e.g., Heinsman, De Hoogh, KoapmdaVan Muijen, 2006a; Posner &
Kouzes, 1988; Russell, 2001). These studies hamsigtently shown that there are indeed
relationships between competencies and effectigenes

Competenciesin an Assessment Context

Given the link between competencies and effectiserihat is proposed in the different
definitions and that is examined in several emairistudies, it is not surprising that

competencies are often integrated in assessmeoegures in order to predict work-related
criteria such as effectiveness (e.g., Dulewicz,9198evens, Chasteen, Day, & Christiansen,
2006). Bartram et al. (2003) even note that bymiedj constructs in terms of clearly specified
behaviors, competencies have become a powerful famopredicting the performance of

people. According to Baron, Bartram, and Kurz (0@ use of competencies “enables the
investigation of different aspects of performanepasately, promoting a more sophisticated
understanding of the factors underlying job perfance” (p.72). Incorporating competency
ratings in assessment procedures thus seems alleigp to take. The question remains
whether incorporating competencies contributes h® predictive validity of assessment

procedures.

Several studies have focused on the incremenligityaof assessment dimensions or
competencies beyond traditional predictors sucpeasonality or intelligence (e.g., Bartram,
2005; Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996; Goldste¥usko, & Nicolopoulos, 2001,
Lievens, Harris, Van Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003). Wsia meta-analytic procedure and
assessment data, Bartram (2005) studied the neshijos between competencies as rated by
managers, cognitive ability and personality measuaad job performance, and concluded
that “personality and ability act to predict théated behaviors as rated by line managers as
competencies, and these ratings of competencigsirareirn, related to job performance
ratings” (p. 1199). As such, competencies do seeraxplain additional variance beyond
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cognitive ability and personality. However, bothnguetencies and job performance were
rated by managers or supervisors thereby increakimgpossibility of common-source bias
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).

Other studies on the incremental validity of cotepeies incorporated competency
ratings based on assessment center exercise parfoenor on an interview (e.g., Goffin et
al., 1996; Goldstein et al., 2001; Lievens et 2003). For example, Goffin et al. (1996)
examined the incremental validity of personalitgtitey and assessment center exercises for
managerial selection. The assessment center exewere designed to tap six dimensions or
competencies, namely planning and organizing, aoggchesults orientation, willingness to
learn, team orientation, and communication. Thesmpetencies were rated by trained
assessors. The results showed that both persorsaldycompetencies contributed to the
prediction of managerial performance. Furthermdee|dstein et al. (2001) investigated
whether different job-relevant job competenciesiadiin terms of Black-White subgroup
differences. Competency ratings were based on aigbtssment center exercises and on a
structured interview and were rated by trained ss®s. In addition, participants completed
cognitive ability tests. The results showed thaewltognitive ability was controlled for 12
out of 13 competency scores contributed signifigatd the prediction of supervisor job
performance ratings. Also in search for the predscof cross-cultural training performance,
Lievens et al. (2003) found that the competencidsadaptability, teamwork, and
communication, all measured by a group discusstencese, explained additional variance in
the criteria training performance and language &dpn, beyond cognitive ability and
personality. As said, these studies all focus anpgtency ratings based on assessment center
exercises or an interview and not on competencpgstmade by psychologists in an
assessment context.

Additional studies have focused on self-ratings coinpetencies instead of on
competencies rated by others (e.g., OffermannegBaWfasilopoulos, Seal, & Sass, 2004), and
on contexts other than an assessment context @hgffer, Harrison, Gregersen, Black, &
Ferzandi, 2006). Thus, considering the above,ivelgtlittle is known on the added value of
competencies in predicting effectiveness beyondnitiog ability, personality, as well as
assessment center exercise performance in an @EEsgssontext. Since it is an assessment
context in which competencies are most frequerdgduin the present study, we investigate
the relationships between competencies and otleeligbors of effectiveness in such a context
in depth.
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The Present Study

In the present study, we distinguish six competsichamely analytical ability, judgment,
compassion, sociability, perseverance, and actimmtation. These six competencies highly
resemble the competencies included in existing eemzy taxonomies (e.g., Borman &
Brush, 1993; Tett, Guterman, Bleier, & Murphy, 2Dp@mhd are, in line with the literature,
expected to add to the prediction of effectivenésshe present study we focus on the added
or unique value of competencies above well knowediotors, such as cognitive ability,
personality, and assessment center exercise penm@en when predicting perceived
effectiveness in sales and managerial jobs. Bas sand managerial jobs deserve special
attention given their importance, prevalence, andjue characters. Furthermore, effective
selling and managing is essential for organizaticugcess (e.g., Hogan & Kaiser, 2005;
Vinchur, Schippmann, Switzer, & Roth, 1998).

Sales and managerial jobs can be described by sgegific job characteristics.
Ideally, these job characteristics should matchpgéeson characteristics (person-job fit) in
order to increase effectiveness (e.g., Bretz & éudd94; Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1990).
Empirical studies on the predictors of sales andagarial effectiveness are numerous (e.g.,
Barrick, Stewart, Piotrowski, 2002; Conte & Ginto®005; Judge, Bono, llies, & Gerhardt,
2002; Judge, Colbert, & llies, 2004; Warr, BartragnMartin, 2005). The main focus of
previous studies has been on personality factatagnitive ability as possible predictors.

Based on a meta-analytic review of predictors aés performance, Vinchur et al.
(1998) reported validity coefficients between .18da31 for the relationships between
conscientiousness and extraversion, and salegsatsubjective) and measures (objective).
The subcomponents achievement and potency wereyarly strong predictors of sales
success. These results are in line with the resilts meta-analysis done by Barrick and
Mount (1991) in which the predictor-criterion retat for salespersons was found to be .23
for conscientiousness and .15 for extraversion.

The results for cognitive ability as a predictdrsales effectiveness were somewhat
ambiguous. According to Vinchur et al (1998), caigei ability measures predicted subjective
measures rather well and objective measures podnlidity coefficient of .40 was reported
for subjective measures of sales performance, véhdeefficient of .04 was reported for the
objective measures. In comparison to Vinchur e(2098), Bertua, Anderson, and Salgado
(2005) and Hunter and Hunter (1984) reported adrighagnitude of overall measures of
cognitive ability. Bertua et al. (2005) examinee thredictive validity of cognitive ability
tests in a meta-analysis based on samples froriited Kingdom. In their study, general
mental ability tests demonstrated an operationkdlitsa of .55 for sales occupations. Hunter
and Hunter (1984) showed that job performance cbaldbest predicted by cognitive ability
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and they reported a validity of general cognitibdity of .61 for salespersons and of .27 for
sales clerks.

Summarizing the results of previous studies, censiousness and extraversion were
found to be good predictors of sales effectiverfess, Barrick & Mount, 1991; Vinchur et al,
1998). In addition, cognitive ability was found tmntribute to the prediction of sales
effectiveness as well (e.g., Bertua et al., 200 ter & Hunter, 1984).

Studies that have been done on the relationstepselen personality and leadership
reported slightly different predictors for managégffectiveness than for sales effectiveness.
Judge, et al. (2002) examined the relationship éetapersonality and leadership emergence
and leadership effectiveness. Their meta-analysityding a total of 78 studies, showed that
three of the five Big Five factors were significdgntorrelated with leadership effectiveness.
Only for neuroticismd = -.22), extraversionp(= .24), and openness to experience=(.24)

did the credibility interval exclude zero. In othetords, neuroticism, extraversion, and
openness to experience were found to be significaelated to leadership effectiveness. In
total, the Big Five factors explained about 15%afiance in leader effectiveness.

Additionally, as Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991) statleaders must gather, integrate,
and interpret enormous amounts of information. (THus, it is not surprising that leaders
need to be intelligent enough to formulate suitadti@tegies, solve problems, and make
correct decisions” (p. 55). The results of a metahgsis done by Lord, De Vader, and Alliger
(1986) show that, of the traits investigated, idahg, for example, masculinity-femininity
and dominance, intelligence had the strongest lediwa with leadershipr(= .50). In
contrast, Judge et al. (2004) reported much loweretations between cognitive ability and
leader effectiveness. In their meta-analysis oelligence and leadership a moderate average
correlation between intelligence and leadership2@fwas found. Atwater, Dionne, Avolio,
Camobreco, and Lau (1999) even concluded that élesadiith greater cognitive ability were
more likely to emerge as leaders, but were notirasemore effective” (p.1553).

Considering the results of previous studies, rgiso, extraversion, and openness
can be identified as the main predictors of manabeffectiveness in the personality domain
(e.g., Judge et al., 2002). Based on most metadanatudies, cognitive ability appeared to
predict managerial effectiveness as well (Judge. £2004; Lord et al., 1986).

In the present study we examine the role of coemmes as an additional predictor of
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness usialji-source and multi-method data
collected at multiple time-points. In view of thect that competencies are often incorporated
in assessments in order to predict future effenggs, the present study is conducted in an
assessment context. Assessment center exercisemnaraportant component of such an
assessment context (e.g., Thornton, 1992). As Heins De Hoogh, Koopman, and Van
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Muijen (2007b) point out in their study on the nmatof the competency concept, assessment
center exercise dimensions are an important padicf competency ratings made by
psychologists. Moreover, assessment center exepmsfrmance seems to be a valid
predictor of a wide range of criteria, such aspebformance (e.g., Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).
Therefore, in studying the added value of compe¢snwe take the role of assessment center
exercise performance in the prediction of perceisalgés and managerial effectiveness into
account.

As stated earlier, competencies have been progodeel more strongly related to life
outcomes than, for example, intelligence tests (Mitahd, 1973). Furthermore, it is argued
that the use of competencies enables the investigaf different aspects of performance
separately, thereby promoting a more sophisticateterstanding of the factors underlying,
for example, job performance (e.g., Baron et &Q3). In line with the above, we argue that
the six competencies identified earlier in thisdgtuwill significantly contribute to the
prediction of perceived sales and managerial affecess above cognitive ability, personality
characteristics such as conscientiousness, exsiamerand openness to experience, and
assessment center exercise performance. These tnuips resemble the competencies used
in existing taxonomies (e.g., Borman & Brush, 1998t et al., 2000) and they are expected
to be relevant for sales and managerial effectisen@ conclusion, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1Competencies will contribute to the predictionpefceived sales effectiveness
above and beyond cognitive ability, the personatiharacteristics conscientiousness and
extraversion, and assessment center exercise penfice.

Hypothesis 2 Competencies will contribute to the prediction pérceived managerial
effectiveness above and beyond cognitive abilityd a@he personality characteristics
neuroticism, extraversion, and openness to expEjeand assessment center exercise
performance.

Method
Participants and Procedure
Data were collected in collaboration with a Dutdyghological consultancy firm specialized
in one-day selection procedures. During the s@egbrocedure applicants were confronted
with a test battery containing measures of verlmal abstract reasoning and measures of
personality. Furthermore, applicants participate@ssessment center exercises and they had
an interview with a psychologist. During the intew the applicants’ curriculum vitae as
well as their motivation to apply for the job ameir interests were discussed.
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At the end of the one-day selection procedure lpsEpgists received an overview of
the scores on the tests and exercises of thoseamisl they had interviewed. Based on this
information the psychologists had to rate the aaplis on six different global competencies,
namely analytical ability, judgment, compassionciability, perseverance, and action
orientation. All psychologists involved in ratiniget applicants had an educational background
in work and organizational psychology and seveeary of practical experience in assessing
individuals. Psychologists responsible for ratimgnpetencies were not involved in rating the
applicants in any other way during the selectioocpdure. Furthermore, psychologists and
applicants only had face-to-face contact duringsélection interview.

Based on the test results, assessment centerisexgrerformance, the information
gathered during the selection interview, and theal competency ratings psychologists had
to decide whether or not to recommend the applitanbe client, further called employer.
Based on the psychologist’'s recommendation, thelarapthen made the final decision on
whether or not to hire the applicant for the joldishe applied for. Nine months after the
employer made the hiring decision he or she redeige questionnaire regarding the
effectiveness of the applicant they had hired. Tiveye asked to fill out this questionnaire
and to return it to the psychologist. This nine thotime-lag was chosen to make sure that
applicants that were hired fulfilled their trainingeriod and could be regarded as fully
socialized employees.

Data on cognitive ability, personality, assessmeahter exercise performance,
competencies, and perceived effectiveness werdéablaifor 231 applicants. The majority of
the applicants were male (61.9%). Age ranged bet@eand 58 with an average age of 36.1
years ED = 8.01). The applicants’ level of education varieetween lower vocational
training (2.6%) and master’s degree (29%), witthdmdchelor's degree and master’'s degree
being the largest categories (29% each). For &abte9.5% of the applicants information on
level of education was missing. Applicants wereeased for a wide range of jobs in a wide
range of industries, such as manufacturing, rétade, and construction. Applicants’ sales
and managerial effectiveness was assessed by piieaayy’'s supervisor (58%) or by another
person, for example by a Human Resources (HR) nesiné®B.4%). For 8.7% of the
applicants there was no information on applicanpleyer relationship available.

Measures

Cognitive Ability Cognitive ability is measured by the Differentigbtitude Test (DAT’83;
Bennett, Seashore, & Wesman, 1974; authorized Dutntslation by Evers & Lucassen,
1992). The DAT'83 is a thoroughly developed and ufnented test that is positively
evaluated by the Committee of Test Affairs of thetdh Association of Psychologists
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(COTAN). The test manual reports adequate religtand validity studies. The DAT'83 is a
series of nine aptitude tests of which we usedsihigtest for verbal reasoning (VR) and
abstract reasoning (AR) for the purpose of theenirstudy.

The subtest VR is a test for the verbal part afegal intelligence. Items are based on
reasoning by analogy and they focus on analytindl @nstructive thinking. Applicants are
confronted with analogy items in which they havdilton two blanks by choosing out of four
options for every blank they have to fill in. Thebsest consists of 50 items to be completed
in 30 minutes. The end score resembles the nunfb@sreect answers. The subtest AR is a
test for the non-verbal part of general intelligerand items are based on geometric series.
Applicants have to detect the underlying principlehange and, based on this principle, they
have to complete the series by choosing the righibo out of five different positions. The
subtest consists of 50 items to be completed inmitutes. The end score resembles the
number of correct answers minus one fourth of #heefitems.

Big Five Personality TraitsThe Big Five personality traits were measurediilite revised
NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCra892; authorized Dutch translation
by Hoekstra, Ormel, & De Fruyt, 1996) which is pably the most extensively validated self-
report measure of the Five-Factor model. This 2éfthinon-timed inventory measures 30
primary personality traits (facets) and its undedyBig Five personality factors known as
neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experieagegeableness, and conscientiousness.
Each facet is measured with eight items, and tlagd ©f the Big Five factors is measured
with 48 items (see for sample items Costa & McCi&®92; Hoekstra et al., 1996). All items
are answered on a five-point Likert scale rangirgnfl Gtrongly disagrepto 5 Gtrongly
agreg. In the present study, Chronbach’s were .82 for neuroticism, .79 for extraversion,
.68 for openness to experience, .72 for agreeatderaand .81 for conscientiousness. These
reliability coefficients are in line with past reseh (e.g., Costa and McCrae, 1992; see also
Hoekstra et al., 1996), where the average reltgibdi.77 across traits.

Assessment Center Exercise Effectivenglse interview simulation exercise was used as a
representative for the assessment center exefgisaterview simulation exercise is a widely
used situational exercise in which the applicarst d@ne-on-one conversation with someone
playing the role of a subordinate, colleague, astamer (Thornton, 1992). The one-on-one
situation varies for different types of jobs. Amalnts had 15 minutes to prepare for the
exercise and another 15 minutes to perform theceseerThe rater-ratee ratio was 2:1. That is,
after completion of the exercise the applicant wated by two trained and experienced
assessors. Contact between the raters during ting mrocedure was prohibited resulting in
independent ratings. Moreover, to minimize biades raters were not provided with any
information regarding the job the applicant applied. Each assessor rated the overall
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effectiveness of the applicant on a five-point scednging form (1)weakto (5) strong
Ratings on intermediate scores (e.g., 2.2 andwe® allowed.

Competencies Six global competencies were assessed using esitegh measures.
Psychologists were asked to rate the applicantadytoal ability, judgment, compassion,
sociability, perseverance, and action orientatiaseld on information gathered during the
assessment. Analytical ability is defined as aredyproblems and distinguishes different
elements. Judgment is defined as integrates infitmman order to make a decision or to
propose a solution. Compassion is defined as slvowsern for the welfare of others and is
perceptive. Sociability is defined as initiates andintains interactions with others and is
outgoing. Perseverance is defined as is resistgoteissure and setback and shows discipline
and tenacity. Finally, action orientation is definas takes initiative, is able to influence
others and to overcome resistance in order to rgaals. Each item started with: “The person
that | assess...”, and followed by the definitionaoparticular competency. Responses were
given on a seven-point scale, ranging fronmdt @t all) to 7 zery much sp

Perceived Sales Effectivene3® measure the applicants’ sales effectivenesmgle-item
measure was used: “To what extent is the personayeuating an effective sales person?”
Responses were given on a seven-point scale, afrgim 1 fot at al) to 7 (¢ery much sp
Perceived Managerial Effectivenesto measure the applicants’ managerial effectisgre
single-item measure was used: “To what extent & ghrson you are rating an effective
manager?” Responses were given on a seven-poiet sgaging from 1r{ot at all) to 7 {ery
much s.

Analyses

To examine the relationship between the varialohetuded in the study we use
correlation analysis. Hierarchical regression asialywas used to examine whether
competencies contributed to the prediction of salad managerial effectiveness above
cognitive ability, Big Five personality charactéits, and assessment center exercise
performance.

To justify the use of a mean score on the assegsoanter exercise dimension
“effectiveness” we calculated two kinds of intras$ correlation coefficients; ICC(1) and
ICC(2) (see e.g., James, 1982; Shrout & Fleiss919he ICC(1) coefficient represents the
reliability associated with a single rating of tthienension. The ICC(2) coefficient represents
the reliability of the mean score of both assesatings on the dimension. In our sample
ICC(1) equals .72 and ICC(2) equals .84. Both I@&Hicients are high and in support of the
use of a mean score on the effectiveness dimension.
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In addition, we included scores on separate coempeis as well as a mean
competency score in our analyses. To justify the olsan overall competency score we
conducted a principal components analysis (PCAh v@blimin rotation and a reliability
analysis. The PCA yielded a one-factor solutiorhwatgenwaarde > 2 and factor loadings
ranging between .53 and .74. In total, 44% ofaraze was explained by this single factor.
The reliability of the overall competency measur@swr4. In conclusion, the results of both
the PCA and the reliability analysis support the asan overall competency measure.

Results
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, @nelations for each of the variables. The
table reveals moderate to high correlations betwbenseparate competencies. As can be
expected, competencies representing the same wvimgedimension or aspect are strongly
interrelated compared to competencies represergirdjfferent underlying dimension or
aspect. In other words, high correlations are fotetiveen the competencies analytical
ability and judgment (both representing a mentpkasr = .84), compassion and sociability
(both representing an interpersonal aspest,.50), and perseverance and action orientation
(both representing a personal power aspest,62). The correlations found between the Big
Five factors range between .04 and -.53 and ardasito correlations found in previous
research when the same version of the NEO-PI-R fillad out by job applicants (see
Hoekstra et al., 1996). In addition, Table 1 shawlatively high correlations between the
competencies analytical ability and judgment anth k@rbal and abstract reasoning. This is
not surprising since all variables seem to shaneatal or thinking aspect.

Correlations between the separate competenciepeameived sales and managerial
effectiveness are moderate to low. Perceived sdfestiveness correlated significantly with
sociability, perseverance, and action orientathijle perceived managerial effectiveness
was found to correlate significantly with analyticability, judgment, sociability, and
perseverance, and marginally significant with acboentation.

In order to examine the contribution of the sefmmmpetencies to the prediction of
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness abayéeyond other predictors we conducted
hierarchical regression analyses. First, we comdla hierarchical regression analysis
incorporating the overall competency score as aligi@ to see whether competencies
explain additional variance in perceived sales otiffeness above cognitive ability,
personality, and assessment center exercise penfoen(see Table 2). Verbal and abstract
reasoning, the Big Five factors, and the scoreheretfectiveness dimension of the interview
simulation exercise are entered in the first, sdcand third step respectively. Contrary to our
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and correlations amasmgables

N M

16

SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 VR 188 34.80 6.56
2 AR 183 38.89 5.81 .52**
3 N 215 223 033 -.02 -.01
4 E 215 366 0.34 -.06 .05 - 45%*
5 O 215 3.47 033 .16* .09 .03 22%*
6 A 215 354 029 -02 -141 -.08 -.07 A1
7 C 215 3.84 030 -.04 .06 =53 34** .04 19*
8 ISE-Eff 199 274 0.65 .18* A1 -01 A1 A1 .02 08-.
9 AA 231 487 1.24 53 37 .07 -.10 .04 .03 -.08 .24**
10 JM 231 4.87 113 .48 34 05 -.07 .02 .04 -10 .26% .84**
11 CP 231 439 115 .04 -.10 .07 -.04 .07 .35 -0518** .23** .28%
12 SO 231 477 121 -11 -14 -.15* A2+ .07 A7 .00 .26 .14* .19** 50**
13 PE 231 497 1.15 .00 -.06 =17 31 -05  -.06 .08.26* .26** .31** .15* 51%
14 AO 231 498 114 -07 -12 -.18* 37 .06 .00 .05 .25 12 A7 121 48 62
15 M Comp. 231 481 0.78 .23* .08 -.08 .22%* .06 .13 .02 37 .66** .70 .57 | 71%* 71** .63*
16 Sales Eff. 158 5.07 123 -12 -.09 -22% 27 6.0 -.10 .08 .05 .08 A1 -.02 23 30%* 33 27
17 Man. Eff. 161 504 128 .13 .04 -.18* 12 .04 .15%f.18* .20* .25% .31** .10 A9* .26 15t .33%* 46

Note VR / AR = verbal / abstract reasoning, N = neigisin, E = extraversion, O = openness to experieAceagreeableness, C = conscientiousness,
ISE-Eff. = effectiveness score on the interviewdation exercise (mean score of two assessors); AAalytical ability, JM = judgment, CP = compassio
SO = sociability, PE = perseverance, AO = actioartation,M Comp. = overall competency score, Sales / Man.=E$@les / managerial effectiveness.

T p<.10. *p <.05. **p < .01. All tests are two-tailed.
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expectations, conscientiousness was not significaelated to perceived sales effectiveness,
B =-.04,p =.69. Only the Big Five factor Extraversion hadignificant influencep = .24,

p = .02. However, after adding the overall competesmyre to the regression equation in the
fourth step this effect disappeared. Furthermdre,results show that competencies indeed
have an added value in the prediction of percesates effectivenesa, R?2=.05,F(1, 102)=
5.66,p = .02. Overall, a total of 12% of variance in péved sales effectiveness is explained
by all predictors togetheF(6, 102)= 2.32,p = .04.

Based on these results, Hypothesis 1, stating tbatpetencies would explain
additional variance above cognitive ability, coestiousness, extraversion, and assessment
center exercise performance in the prediction ¢éssaffectiveness, is supported. Indeed,
competencies appeared to contribute uniquely to phediction of perceived sales
effectiveness.

Table 2

Results of hierarchical regression analyses fobaéand abstract reasoning, personality variables,
mean effectiveness score of two independent assessthe interview simulation exercise, and
overall competency score explaining sales and menageffectiveness

Sales Effectiveness Managerial Effectiveness
Variable St. 1 St. 2 St. 3 St. 4 St. 1 St. 2 St. 3St. 4
Verbal reasoning -.07 -.05 -.07 -.14 A7 14 09 4.0
Abstract reasoning -.07 -.09 -.09 -.07 -.13 -15 17-. -15
Neuroticism - 29%% - 31** - 32%
Extraversion .24* 23** 16 .00 -.04 -11
Openness .04 .03 .05
Conscientiousness -.04 -.04 -.05
ISE-Eff. .07 .01 22 A7t
Overall competency .26% .22%
R2 .02 .07 .07 12* .02 10* A5 19%*
A R? .02 .05t .01 .05* .02 .08* .05* .04*

Note n= 109 for sales effectiveness amet 111 for managerial effectiveness.
ISE-Eff. = effectiveness score on the interviewtdation exercise (mean score of two assessors).
tp<.10. *p<.05. **p < .01. All tests are two-tailed.

To gain more insight in the predictive effectstioé separate competencies above the
other predictors we conducted an additional ansilgdding the separate competencies instead
of the overall competency score in the fourth aimadlfstep of the hierarchical regression
analysis (see Table 3). The results of the regrassnalysis show that none of the separate
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competencies explained a significant amount ofavexe in perceived sales effectiveness.
Based on the beta weights we might conclude thit jndgment and action orientation play a
role. However, the beta weights were not significivie need to keep in mind that, due to the
relatively small sample and the rather large numifepredictors the power to detect a
significant contribution of one of the separate petencies in our study is reduced. This
implies this analysis may form a conservative teétthe contribution of separate
competencies to the prediction of perceived sdfestezeness.

Second, we conducted a hierarchical regressioftysasancorporating the overall
competency score as a predictor to see whether etempes explain additional variance in
perceived managerial effectiveness above cogrutiity, personality, and assessment center
exercise performance (Table 2). Again, verbal dostract reasoning, the Big Five factors,
and the score on the effectiveness dimension ointieeview simulation exercise are entered
in the first, second, and third step respectivéhe results show that personality and the score
on the effectiveness dimension of the exercise leajblain a unique part of variance in
perceived managerial effectiveneasR? = .08, F(3, 105)= 3.19,p = .03 andA R2 = .05,

F (1, 104) = 5.45p = .02 respectively. That is, both personality antkrview simulation
exercise performance appear to be unique predictoperceived managerial effectiveness
measured nine months after the assessment took e specifically, the Big Five factor
Neuroticism was significantly negatively relatedp@erceived managerial effectivenefs; -
.29,p = .01, and the performance on the effectivenas®sion of the exercise significantly
positively, = .22,p = .02. Contrary to our expectations, extraversiod openness were not
related to perceived managerial effectivendgsss .00, p = .98 andp = .04, p = .39
respectively. In the fourth step of the analyses dverall competency score was entered. The
results show that competencies explain a uniqueopoof variance in perceived managerial
effectivenessA R2= .04,F(1, 103) = 5.00p = .03. Overall, a total of 19% of variance is
explained by all predictors togeth&(,7, 103)= 3.41,p = 00.

A more detailed analysis, adding the separate ctanpies as predictors in the fourth
and final step of the analysis, showed that thepmiencies judgment and perseverance were
of marginal influence when the effects of all otipeedictors were controlled forp = .28,
p=.08 and p = .24,p = .09 respectively (Table 3However, as said before, due to the
relatively small sample and the rather large numifepredictors the power to detect a
significant contribution of one of the separate petencies in our study is reduced. This
implies this analysis may form a conservative teétthe contribution of separate
competencies to the prediction of perceived manalgeffectiveness.

Based on the results reported above, Hypothesstafing that competencies would
explain additional variance above cognitive abilinguroticism, extraversion, openness, and
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assessment center exercise performance in thecpoedof managerial effectiveness, can be

confirmed. Indeed, competencies appeared to comdrituniquely to the prediction of

perceived managerial effectiveness.

Table 3

Results of the hierarchical regression analysevésbal and abstract reasoning, personality

variables, mean effectiveness score of two indegerassessors on the interview simulation exercise,

and competency scores explaining sales and marsggfectiveness

Sales Effectiveness

Managerial Effectiveness

Variable St. 1 St. 2 St. 3 St. 4 St. 1 St. 2 St. 3St. 4
Verbal reasoning -.07 -.05 -.07 -14 A7 14 09 2.0
Abstract reasoning -.07 -.09 -.09 -.09 -.13 -15 17-. -17
Neuroticism -29%* - 31** - 30*
Extraversion .24* .23* A2 .00 -.04 -.09
Openness .04 .03 .09
Conscientiousness -.04 -.04 -.06

ISE-Eff. .07 -.03 22* A7t
Analytical ability -.01 -.10
Judgment 21 287
Compassion =11 -.02
Sociability -.02 -.01
Perseverance A1 24t
Action orientation .20 -.13
R2 .02 .07 .07 18t .02 .10* 5% 23%*
A R? .02 .05t .01 A0t .02 .08* .05* .08

Note n= 109 for sales effectiveness amet 111 for managerial effectiveness.
ISE-Eff. = effectiveness score on the interviewidation exercise (mean score of two assessors).
tp<.10. *p<.05. **p < .01. All tests are two-tailed.

In sum, as expected competencies contribute ulyigiee the prediction of both
perceived sales and perceived managerial effed@sgenSales effectiveness can best be
predicted by extraversion and an overall competecoye, whereas managerial effectiveness
can be best predicted by neuroticism, performanctehe effectiveness dimension of an
interview simulation exercise, and an overall cotapey score. In other words, high scores
on the Big Five factor Extraversion and on compets correspond to a high score on
perceived sales effectiveness. On the other halwy acore on neuroticism, and high scores
on the effectiveness dimension of the interviewutation exercise and on competencies
correspond to a high score on perceived managdfesdtiveness.
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Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to investig@iether competencies contribute to the
prediction of perceived sales and managerial effecess. Therefore, we examined the added
value of competencies above predictors that aditimaally used in an assessment context,
namely cognitive ability, personality, and assesgncenter exercise performance. Our study
was multi-source and multi-method in nature, anésuneements were conducted on multiple
time-points. More specifically, the data on competes, cognitive ability, personality, and
assessment center exercise performance were edllgcan assessment context. The data on
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness vedlected nine months after the assessment
took place.

In line with our expectations, competencies wexantl to contribute to the prediction
of perceived sales and managerial effectivenessealsognitive ability, personality, and
assessment center exercise performance. As a,rstlitof our hypotheses were confirmed
by our data. Our results are in line with the resstgported in previous studies showing that
competencies explain unique variance in the priedicof work-related criteria, such as
managerial and training performance, and job perémrce in general (e.g., Goffin et al.,
1996; Goldstein et al., 2001; Lievens et al., 206®)wever, as far as we know no study has
ever examined the added value of competencies athmvéraditional predictors, such as
cognitive ability and personality, in an assessnoemtext. Furthermore, as far as we know,
no study has ever examined the added value of demges in predicting perceived sales and
managerial effectiveness using multiple time-poifs such, our study contributes to the
existing literature on the added value of compe&snc

Although we found that competencies appear to pteuirceived effectiveness above
the traditional predictors, the additional variameglained is rather low. Yet, the percentage
of additional variance explained by competencigered in the present study is in line with
the percentage reported in previous studies. Goidst al. (2001) explored black-white
subgroup differences of managerial competencied@ant that competency ratings based on
assessment center exercises had incremental yadiolitve cognitive ability. They reported a
change in adjusted R-square of .@38< .00. Offermann et al. (2004) studied the relative
contribution of emotional competence, based on-ragifigs, and cognitive ability to
individual and team performance. They found thdtemwincluded along with the Big Five,
the set of emotional competence clusters still ddsignificant incremental validity in the
prediction of leadership emergenc#, R2 = .05, p < .00, and marginally significant
incremental validity in the prediction of effectnvess,A R2 = .02, p < .10. Obviously,
supplementary evidence is necessary to furtheblestathe added value of the competency
concept above the traditional assessment compoimeptsdicting perceived effectiveness.
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All in all, the percentage of variance, explaingg all predictors together, ranges
between 12 and 23 percent dependent on the nunipeedictors included in the analyses.
Compared to other studies on the predictive validit various predictors in performance-
related criteria this is rather low. For examplehi@idt and Hunter (1998) reported predictive
validity coefficients of about .60 for various seien methods, such as cognitive ability,
assessment center exercises, and structured ewexviHowever, their meta-analysis focused
on overall job performance and on training perfamoeinstead of on sales and managerial
effectiveness. Furthermore, they did not includegetency ratings. Our results appear to be
more in line with the results reported in studiessales and managerial effectiveness. For
example, Conte and Gintoft (2005) studied the imtahips between one’s preference for
multi-tasking, the Big Five, and sales performamacel found that all predictors together
explained about eight percent of variance in spformance. De Hoogh, Den Hartog, and
Koopman (2005) and Judge et al. (2002) report ptiedi validities of the Big Five factors in
predicting managerial effectiveness of .16 andrédpectively. However, again none of these
studies have included competency ratings. Futurgeareh on the contribution of
competencies and other variables in predictingssahel managerial effectiveness should thus
be done in order to substantiate our findings.

Although the results of the present study show tt@mhpetencies add significant
incremental validity in the prediction of perceivedles and managerial effectiveness, the
results are a little less straightforward than folated in our hypotheses. To illustrate,
contrary to expectations neither conscientiousmessextraversion were found to contribute
significantly to the prediction of perceived saleffectiveness. Furthermore, although
neuroticism was found to contribute negatively e prediction of perceived managerial
effectiveness, neither extraversion nor opennestribated significantly. In addition, only
the measures of personality (marginal) and ovemtipetency contributed significantly to the
prediction of perceived sales effectiveness. Pail#gn assessment center exercise
performance, and competencies were found to camériBignificantly to the prediction of
perceived managerial effectiveness. Cognitive @gbdid not contribute to the prediction of
either sales or managerial effectiveness. In tlesegnt study, verbal and abstract reasoning
(measures of cognitive ability) were even foundb® negatively related to sales and/or
managerial effectiveness.

A possible explanation for the absence of expeméationships can be found in the
fact that both sales and managerial effectivenem® wated regardless of the type of job
applicants had applied for. That is, employers vasieed to rate their newcomer’s sales and
managerial effectiveness regardless of their sige@ifb description or tasks. Although
employers had the opportunity to answer ‘not applie’, it might be that some employers
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rated sales or managerial effectiveness whiledhenas not a typical sales or managerial job
but a job with only a small sales or managerial gonent. Results may have been different if
we had focused only on specific sales and mandgeiia. Future research using more
specified samples should point out whether ourltesme generalizable.

Besides the more general explanation regarding sammple, there might be two
additional explanations for the relatively smallera@ognitive ability played in predicting
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness. if$teekplanation has to do with a possible
threshold value for cognitive ability. As outlinedour introductory paragraph, the results of
studies on cognitive ability as predictors of sadesl managerial effectiveness have been
ambivalent (e.g., Bertua et al., 2005; Judge et28l04; Lord et al., 1986; Vinchur et al.,
1998). Previous studies have even reported negagiggonships (e.g., Vinchur et al., 1998).
Perhaps the relationship between cognitive abdiiy effectiveness at some point reaches a
limit beyond which the predictive value of cognéiability decreases. Since the level of
education of the applicants included in this stwdgs rather high, it might be that the
cognitive ability of all applicants included in ostudy reaches this threshold value. This line
of thought might explain the weak relationship betw cognitive ability and effectiveness.

A second explanation may be found in the nine imdéine-lag between the measures
of cognitive ability and effectiveness. Ackerma®&Z, 1988) and Keil and Cortina (2001)
argue that the predictive validity of cognitive lagimay deteriorate over time. A similar line
of thought was proposed by Jansen and Vinkenb@@62who argued that cognitive factors
would become less important during a career. Thalt® of their study showed that verbal
ability was a constant negative predictor of obyectareer success and that analytical ability
was negatively related to objective career sucedatssn the longer-tenure groups. We argue
for future research on possible threshold valugsanthe role cognitive ability plays in the
prediction of effectiveness over time.

In sum, in studying the added value of competencigsedicting perceived sales and
managerial effectiveness we took a first step ihdating the competency concept and
thereby we contributed to the body of empiricaldevice on the added value of the concept.
The results showed that competencies contributguety to the prediction of both perceived
sales and perceived managerial effectiveness. Ghisrunique contribution to the prediction
of sales and managerial effectiveness competenugds be considered a valuable element in
assessment procedures. We believe it is importanstady the competency concept’s
contribution to the prediction of effectiveness father job types. This might result in
valuable findings with regard to the use of compeies in the practice of recruitment,
selection, and assessment.
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Limitations and Future Research

When interpreting the results of this study, onestmecognize that the study has some
limitations. First, we recognize that the sampleedior our analyses was relatively small.
Given the fact that a small sample size might eriice the power of the analyses (Cohen,
1992), we may conclude that more effects may haema Isignificant had the sample size been
larger. At the same time, we may also conclude thateffects wedid find need to be
replicated across a larger sample to test for tobiustness.

Second, our sample was collected in a selectittinge Effectiveness ratings were
only available for those applicants that were dbtuared after the assessment procedure.
This may have resulted in a biased sample. We weneever, able to check for selective
non-response regarding age, gender, and personHiist is, we compared our sample to a
sample consisting of applicants that were not hiafgr the assessment procedure. No
significant differences were found regarding agadgr, or personality. Therefore, we expect
this sample bias to be limited.

A third limitation can be found in the fact thatnapetencies, as well as perceived sales
and perceived managerial effectiveness were measisiag single-item measures. Although
critics have discouraged the use of single-itemsisuees, they have proven valuable in
representing a wide range of different construstsh as job satisfaction (e.g., Nagy, 2002;
Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997) and personality dd¢o & Hampson, 2005). Future
research should point out whether results founthénpresent study can be replicated using
multiple-item measures.

Fourth, we used measures of perceived sales andgeaal effectiveness. It is argued
that these measures are potentially contaminatesglegtive recall or halo effects (e.g., Judge
et al., 2002). However, measures of perceived ®ffatess are often used to measure sales as
well as managerial effectiveness (e.g., Barric&lgt2002; Conte & Gintoft, 2005; De Hoogh
et al., 2005). In addition to the present studywaiuld be interesting for future research to
study the added value of competencies beyond thaitional predictors of sales and
managerial effectiveness using measures of pextease well as objective sales and
managerial effectiveness.

A fifth limitation may be that the employer whoted sales and managerial
effectiveness was not always the applicant’'s supervAs we pointed out in our method
section, about 33 percent of the applicants wetedrdy another person within the
organization. It is highly likely that in most casthe person who rated the applicant’'s sales
and managerial effectiveness was a HR-manager.obt nrganizations both supervisor and
HR-manager are responsible for performance apprdisay are thus expected to be capable
of rating employee effectiveness. However, singeestisors are confronted more often with
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employee behavior and performance, we believe ildvbe interesting to focus solely on
supervisor effectiveness ratings in a future study.

Finally, measurements were conducted at multiptee{points and this may have
introduced a conservative bias in our study wem bsults regarding the relationships
between different predictors and sales and maradgefiectiveness are concerned. Most
previous research uses cross-sectional designvestigate the link between predictors and
effectiveness (e.g., Bartram, 2005; Judge et @D22Vinchur et al., 1998). In our study the
measurements did not only involve different raf@ssessors, psychologists, and employers)
and methods (self-ratings, assessment center sgeand other-ratings), but measures were
also done nine months apart. Again this is likelydsult in conservative rather than inflated
estimates of the relationships.

Despite the aforementioned limitations and thé¢ ttaat measurements were conducted
at multiple time-points, it is notable that competies were able to account for a significant
amount of additional variance in sales and manabeffectiveness. Future research should
test the robustness of our findings and should aimruling out potential alternative
explanations.

Conclusions

To conclude, concerns about the value of the coemggtconcept expressed by critics (e.g.,
Barrett & Depinet, 1991) and the limited body osearch concerning the added value of
competencies together with the increased use ofdhgetency concept in practice inspired
us to conduct the present study. In line with axpeetations, competencies were found to
contribute uniquely to the prediction of perceisades and managerial effectiveness beyond
cognitive ability, personality, and assessmentearegitercise performance. Given the fact that
assessment procedures in which competency ratingsingluded are found to predict
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness biter assessment procedures in which
competency ratings were not included, we advoaatéhe inclusion of competency ratings in
all assessment procedures aimed at selecting aeditbr sales and managerial jobs. All in
all, the results of the present study add to aebethderstanding of the contribution of the
competency concept, beyond cognitive ability, peadity, and assessment center exercise
performance, to the prediction of sales and mamagsfectiveness.
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Commitment, Control, and the Use of Competency M anagement®

To examine the relationships between the commitarehtontrol approaches and the use of
competency management, and to investigate whettieerda, subjective norm and perceived
behavioral control mediate these relationships,aeaducted two studies. In Study 1, using a
survey, employees indicated whether their orgaiumaddopted a commitment or a control
approach towards the implementation of competeranyagement. Moreover, they rated their
own attitude, subjective norm, perceived behaviarahtrol, and behavior (the use of
competency management). In Study 2 a scenario iexgr@r was conducted in which we
manipulated the commitment and control approaclegatds competency management in
order to establish causal relations. Results cdesity showed that attitude and perceived
behavioral control mediate the relationship betwéss commitment approach and the use of
competency management. Thus, a positive employidedatand a feeling of behavioral
control are of considerable importance when inciegghe use of competency management
IS an organization’s primary goal.

Competency management is often applied in orgaoimmto guide human resource practices
such as selection, assessment, development, afornpance appraisal (Holmes, 1995).
Competency management can be described as anat@@gret of human resource activities
aimed at optimizing the development and the useroployee competencies in order to
increase individual effectiveness, and, subsequetttlincrease organizational effectiveness
(e.g., Athey & Orth, 1999; Paulsson, Ivergard, &nu2005). It differs from the more
traditional job analysis in that competency manag@nfocuses more on ‘how’ work is
accomplished instead of on ‘what’ is accomplisheslg.( Kurz & Bartram, 2002;
Schippmann, et al., 2000).

When competency management is successfully impitadet can bring about a lot of
advantages for an organization (e.g., Becker & Hais€999). Competency management can,

® The corresponding reference is: Heinsman, H., De HobghB., Koopman, P.L., & Van Muijen, J.J. (in press
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for example, provide clear behavioral guidelined gerformance standards which, in turn,
can be used to improve communication between erapl@and employee (Heinsman,

Koopman, & Van Muijen, 2005). Consequently employpeeformance might increase and
this may lead to increased organizational effec@ss. However, implementing competency
management using an incorrect approach may leaddative attitudes towards competency
management, which may, consecutively, result imstasce and limited use of competency
management.

The present study examines two approaches tontieimentation of competency
management; commitment and control. Commitment eowltrol represent two distinct
approaches to shaping employee attitude and bahatiwork. Although researchers have
shown a growing interest in the effects of humaouece practices on employee attitude and
behavior (e.g., Edgar & Geare, 2005; Guest, 1999)study we know of has examined the
effects of the commitment and control approachegmployee attitude towards and on the
use of competency management. The aim of the dresety is to fill part of this gap. Using
several components of Ajzen’s (1985, 1991) Thedrylanned Behavior (TPB), we examine
the effects of both approaches on attitude andvwehtowards competency management.

Competency Management: Commitment and Control approach
Although the modern competency movement dates fremate 1960s and early 1970s, the
interest in competencies and competency manageméené Netherlands has emerged after
the publication of Prahalad and Hamel (1990) oméammpetencies’ of organizations. These
days the Dutch economy slowly changed into a kndgde economy and employee
development became increasingly important. Thettigbhor market made retaining and
committing employees essential and competency nesneigt appeared to be a useful tool for
general managers in accomplishing this. Strengtits \eeaknesses were assessed using
competency management and employees were givespgwatunity to develop strengths and
weaknesses by means of, for example, training aadning.

As a result of the economic downfall, from 20002@05 competency management
was increasingly used for selection purposes angddormance appraisal (Heinsman, De
Hoogh, Koopman, & Van Muijen, 2006b). Strengths ameaknesses were assessed to
function as criteria for performance appraisal. Hwm® was to reduce labor costs, and to
improve performance standards in order to readjately to the growing competition and to
increase organizational effectiveness. Thus, masagesed competency management
primarily to organize or control the workforce.

When closely studying these changes in marketitond two approaches to human
resource management in general or to competencyagearent in particular can be
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identified: the commitment and the control approdetalton, 1985). The commitment
approach is characterized by winning hearts anddsnifGuest, 1997) and is aimed at
increasing employee loyalty by means of traininduaation, communication, knowledge
sharing, and coaching (Boselie, Paauwe, & Den Igar2®04). Jobs are broadly defined,
hierarchy is minimized, and control and coordinatdepend on shared goals rather than on
formal positions. Autonomy, involvement, and trase keywords (Bijlsma & Koopman,
2003; Koopman, 1991). Behavior is primarily selfuated (Wood, 1996) and employees are
merely intrinsically motivated.

Within the control approach, as opposed to thensitment approach, the employee is
managed on a much more instrumental basis (Trussto8, Hope-Hailey, McGovern, &
Stiles, 1997). The control approach is charactdrinethe wish to establish order, to exercise
control, and to reduce labor costs (Walton, 1988gre is no doubt the steering wheel is in
the hands of management and, consequently, impodaaisions are made top-down
(Koopman, 1991). Employees are merely motivated exyrinsic rewards, which are
dependent on measurable output criteria.

Although the commitment and control approachesshagen an important topic in
human resource literature for quite some time,aeseers have been focusing primarily on
the relations between human resource managemenpenisrmance (e.g., Boselie et al.,
2004; Huselid, 1995; Truss et al., 1997). Previtwesretical as well as empirical studies have
shown that the commitment approach has a more iypos#ffect on outcomes such as
organizational performance and turnover than thetrob approach (e.g., Arthur, 1994;
Boselie et al., 2004).

Recently, the interest in the effects of humarowese management on employee
attitude and behavior is growing. Storey (1989}, deample, emphasized the need to study
the impact of employment practices on the recigienbre systematically and Arthur (1994)
concluded that there is an increasing need to dstraia the effects of both approaches on
employee attitude and behavior. In his review ommam resource management and
performance, Guest (1997) argued for the inclugdmmore subjective evaluations when
studying the effects of human resource managenmemedormance. In 1999, based on the
results of an annual survey on employment relati@gest showed that HR practices were
mostly indirectly related to outcome variables sashmotivation. Employee perceptions and
attitudes were found to mediate the relationshipyeen human resource practices and
performance-related behavior. Unfortunately, Gaests not provide insight in the effects of
the commitment and control approaches on emplolyited® and behavior.

With this study, we respond to the calls of Artl§i®94), Guest (1997), and Storey
(1989), and we built upon the empirical researatdoated by Guest (1999) by examining the
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effects of the commitment and control approachesmployee attitude and behavior towards
competency management. In studying the effects hef commitment and the control
approaches on the use of competency managemensaveeneral components of the TPB
(Ajzen, 1985, 1991), which is described below.

Theory of Planned Behavior

The TPB (Ajzen, 1985, 1991) is the successor ofthieery of reasoned action (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975). A central factor in the TPB is thaliindual’s intention to perform a given
behavior. As Ajzen (1991) states, “the strongeritibention to engage in a behavior, the more
likely should be its performance” (p. 181). Accaglito the TPB an individual’s intention to
perform a given behavior is formed by three detmanis: attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control. The relative impoctarof the determinants varies across
situations (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).

Attitude to certain behavior refers to the indivadls global positive or negative
evaluation of performing that behavior. Subjectiem refers to the individual’'s perceptions
of general social pressure to perform a certaird loh behavior. The final determinant is
called perceived behavioral control. Perceived tehal control refers to the perceived ease
or difficulty of performing certain behavior. Theone behavioral control is perceived in
performing target behavior, the more likely it lsat this behavior is actually performed.
Applied to predicting the use of competency managenthe TPB holds that the extent to
which an individual has a positive or negative ga#bn of competency management
(attitude), the perception of social pressure mamnpetency management (subjective norm),
and the individual’'s confidence in his/her abilityuse competency management (perceived
behavioral control) will predict the intention tosas and the actual use of competency
management.

Commitment, Control, and the Theory of Planned Behavior
As stated, researchers have been focusing primamilthe relation between the commitment
and control approach and several outcome variabilesd) as performance and turnover (e.g.,
Arthur, 1994). Previous theoretical as well as eiogi research has pointed out that the
commitment approach has more positive effects otcoowes than the control approach
(Arthur, 1994; Boselie, Paauwe, & Jansen, 2001a@ek: Ivery, 2003). In his study on the
effects of commitment and control approaches onufaaturing performance in 30 steel
mills, Arthur (1994), for example, found that thellsnthat operated with commitment
systems had higher productivity, lower scrap raé®sl lower employee turnover than those
with control systems. In line with this, we exp#doeé commitment approach to have a more
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positive effect on the TPB variables attitude, sabye norm, perceived behavioral control,
and behavior (the use of competency managementjh&évefore hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1 Both the commitment and the control approach positively related to
attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioraltmnand behavior. However, compared to
the control approach, the commitment approach tmpstency management is more
positively related to (a) attitude, (b) subjectiv@m, and (c) perceived behavioral control (d)
behavior (the use of competency management).

The TPB has proven valuable in predicting a wialege of behaviors, for example
excessive driving (e.g., Elliot, Armitage, & Baugha2003), condom use (e.g., Hynie,
MacDonald, & Marques, 2006), and blood donationld&i& Cairns, 1995). Although the
TPB has also been applied to predict work-relatettblior (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2006;
Van Hooft, Born, Taris, Van der Flier, & Blonk, 200 no study we know of has used the
theory to predict the use of competency manageni@etefore, in the present study we focus
on the relationships between the commitment andcth&rol approach and the use of
competency management (behavior). Furthermore, wami@e the effects of attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral contmol tbese relationships. Based on the
principles of the TPB and on Guest (1999), whodfglihat variables such as attitude will
mediate the relationship between the commitmentcmdrol approaches and behavior, we
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2 (a) Attitude, (b) subjective norm, and (c) pévee behavioral control mediate
the relation between the commitment approach arthwer (the use of competency
management).

Hypothesis 3 (a) Attitude, (b) subjective norm, and (c) peveei behavioral control mediate
the relation between the control approach and hehéhe use of competency management).

To test our hypotheses we conducted a survey sandya scenario experiment. In
Study 1 we examined the influence of the commitnaert control approaches on employees’
use of competency management using a survey. ldySR2ua scenario experiment was
conducted which enabled us to draw conclusions ermiteg causality. Study 2 had the
advantage of sampling participants from a wide eaafjorganizations, and -in contrast to
scenario studies in general- was thus based orstunient employees. The participants were
expected to be better able to visualize the sinatiescribed in the scenario experiment than
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student employees, and this way we aimed at brdgart of the gap between a more
controlled scenario experiment and a real orgaioizat setting.

Consistent with the idea of triangulation (e.g.enRin, 1970; Jick, 1979), by
comparing the results of a cross-sectional survey & scenario experiment and by using
different types of participants we tried to maximithe validity, strength, and interpretative
potential of the present research. Both the suareythe scenario study have strengths and
weaknesses, and the strengths of one method cgpeosate for the weaknesses of the other
(Dipboye, 1990).

STUDY 1

Method
Participants and Procedure
Data for this study were collected using a survisyributed by master students through their
own network. In total 85 employees, working in alesrange of industries, participated and
returned the survey to the master students. Eighgyparticipants (46.9% male, mean age =
37.57 years,SD = 10.55) completely filled out the survey. Level @ducation of the
participants varied between lower vocational tragn{1.2%) and master's degree (14.8%),
with higher vocational training being the largestegory (50.1%).

Measures

All responses were assessed in 5-point Likert scaeaging from 1dtrongly disagregto 5
(strongly agreg Scales for attitude, subjective norm, perceimhavioral control, and
behavior were based on Ajzen’s (1985, 1991) TPB &fsimilar approach see e.g., Van der
Zee, Bakker, & Bakker, 2002; Van Hooft et al., 2D04

Commitment ApproachThe commitment approach to competency managemertd
measured with four items: “Employees were stimdatad inspired to use and accept
competency management”’, “During the design and emphtation of competency
management the emphasis was on creating employteatian and employee involvement”,
“During the design and implementation of competemanagement situations were created in
which individual learning was stimulated”, and “Thm was to make competency
management appealing to each and every employaewlite organization”. The items were
based on a questionnaire developed by De Caluw&amdaak (1999). The alpha coefficient
for this scale was .80.

Control ApproachThe control approach to competency managementmeasured with four
items: “The design and implementation of competanapagement was strictly monitored by
general management or the board”, “During the desigd implementation of competency
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management the emphasis was on controlling andtiligd, “The process of design and
implementation was monitored based on criteria tdated in advance”, and “Supervisors
urged each and every employee to get acquaintddoernpetency management”. The items
were based on a questionnaire developed by De @aamd Vermaak (1999). The alpha
coefficient for this scale was .60.

Attitude Participants’ attitude toward competency managémeas measured with three
items: “I consider the use of competency manageraergpportunity for this organization”,
“I am willing to use competency management”, anarfi aware that that using competency
management is constructive”. The alpha coefficienthis scale was .85.

Subjective NormSubjectivenorm was measured with three items: “My colleagaresof the
opinion that everyone should accept competency ganant”, “My colleagues’ opinion
towards competency management is so strong thadtdey from it seems impossible”, and
“My colleagues would criticize me when | would e receptive to the use of competency
management”. The alpha coefficient for this scade v 3.

Perceived Behavioral ControPerceived behavioral control was measured with items: “|
am able to influence the way competency managengerapplied to my performance
appraisal”, “I have got sufficient knowledge of goetency management in order to use it to
assess my own strengths and weaknesses”, | antoainieegrate competency management in
my work”, “I can easily adjust competency managetmiermy own demands”, and “ | am
able to influence the way competency managemenisexd to assess my strengths and
weaknesses”. The alpha coefficient for this scads W8.

Behavior The actual use of competency management, or lmehaxas measured with three
items: “I have accepted the use of competency naamagt”, “I have accepted performance
appraisal based on competency management”, aralvd accepted competency-related pay’.
The alpha coefficient for this scale was .69.

Results

We performed principal components analyses usingt IMBN rotation of the items of the
independent and dependent variables. Since bo#pamtient and dependent variables were
theoretically related (e.g., Ajzen, 1985, 1991; hirt 1994; Walton, 1985), OBLIMIN
rotation was chosen for all analyses (e.g., Fiel@D5). The analysis of the items of the
independent variables yielded a two-factor solytiancounting for almost 57% of the
variance, with all items loading above |.54| onititended scale, and with all cross loadings
below |.38]|. A principal components analysis of iteens of the dependent variables yielded
four factors with eigenvalue >1, accounting for mmdhan 66% of the variance. All items,
except one, loaded above |.55| on the intendeé scal all cross loadings were below |.30].
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One of the items of the scale for behavior had iemgmy loading of |.58| on the factor
containing items measuring attitude. However, teeomdary loading, |.47|, was on the
intended factor. Based on the content of this itewa, decided to maintain tha priori
categorization. Table 1 presents the means, thelatd deviations, and the correlations
among the variables under study

In testing Hypotheses 1(a), (b), and (c), expegcdtiitude, subjective norm, perceived
behavioral control, and behavior to be more strpmgisitively related to the commitment
than to the control approach, we computed cormiatoefficients and we conducted
regression analyses (Table 1, 2, and 3). Firsexaected, both the commitment and the
control approach were positively related to thealdes. Yet, there was one exception. The
correlation between attitude and the control apgiramas, though not significant, negative in
naturey =-.13,p = .24.

Table 1

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, aelihbilities for Studyl

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Attitude 3.60 0.72 (.85

2. Subjective norm 2.66 0.58 13 (.63)

3. Perceived beh. control  3.21  0.59 41 12 78]

4. Behavior 3.45 0.66 A1** .10 40 (.69)

5. Commitment appr. 3.15 0.74 207 A7 53** 63 (.80)

6. Control appr. 344 060 -.13 .07 .18 191 .35 (.60)

Note.Scale reliabilities (Cronbachtgs) are in parentheses along the diagoNat.81.

Second, a test for the significance of the difieeebetween the correlations (Steiger,
1980) was used to examine whether the commitmgmnibaph was more strongly positively
related to all other variables than the controlrapph. Perceived behavioral control was
found to be more strongly related to the commitnteah to the control approach= 3.04,
p = .00. No such results were found for attitude ambjective norm. The difference between
the both approaches regarding their relationshifh Wwehavior was marginally significant,
z = 1.39,p = .08. The beta’s of the relationship between dbmmitment and the control
approach and attitude, subjective norm, perceiwdtwioral control, and behavior display the
same pattern as the correlation coefficients (ss@eT2). In line with Hypothesis 1(c), we
may thus conclude that perceived behavioral conolmore positively related to the
commitment than to the control approach. Since igoifscant differences were found for
both approaches with respect to their relationshipih attitude, subjective norm, and
behavior, our results did not support Hypothesa3, 10), and (d).
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Furthermore, we studied the mediating effects witude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control on the relationshippvieen commitment and control approaches
and behavior using the procedure proposed by SkamditBolger (2002), which is based on
the procedure described by Baron and Kenny (1986¢ording to Shrout and Bolger, a
variable functions as a mediator when the followganditions hold: (1) the independent
variable (commitment/control approach) significgraffects the mediator (attitude, subjective
norm, and perceived behavioral control), (2) théependent variable affects the dependent
variable (behavior), (3) the effect of the indepamidvariable on the dependent variable is
decreased in the presence of the mediator, anth¢4ffect of the mediator on the dependent
variable is significant. To test for mediating effe hierarchical regression analysis was
performed. The results of the analyses are disdufsseeach of the independent variables
separately and are shown in Table 2 and 3.

Table 2
Results of regression analyses for commitment antta@ explaining attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control for Study 1

Variable Attitude Subjective norm Perceived behealio
control

Commitment approach .28* .16 53**

Control approach =237 .02 -.01

R2 .09 .03 .28

Adjusted R2 .06 .00 .26

F (df,,dfy) 3.64 (2,78)* 1.13 (2,78) 15.26 (2,78)**

Note.Standardized regression coefficients are shown.
Tp<.10. *p<.05.** p <.01. All tests are two-tailed

The results showed that both attitude and perdeilsehavioral control were
significantly related to the commitment approaghs .28,p = .02 andp = .53,p = .00
respectively (Table 2). Subjective norm was nonhiicantly related to the commitment
approachp = .16,p = .18. Hence, the first condition as proposed hyo&t and Bolger (2002)
was met only for attitude and perceived behaviooalrol and not for subjective norm. Based
on the procedure proposed by Shout and Bolger mnzbmtrast to attitude and perceived
behavioral control, subjective norm could not basidered a mediator of the relationship
between the commitment approach and behaviornénwiith the second condition proposed
by Shrout and Bolger, the commitment approach wgsifeantly related to behavior,
B =.33,p=.00, and adding attitude as a mediator inta¢igeession equation caused the beta
of the relationship between commitment and behaaatecreasd} = .23,p = .04 (Table 3).
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Table 3

Results of the mediation analyses explaining tieeofisompetency management (behavior) for Study 1

Behavior
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step
Commitment approach 33** 23* 33** 33** .33** 17
Control approach .07 .16 .07 .07 .07 .08
Mediator: Attitude .38**
Mediator: Subjective norm .04
Mediator: Perceived behavioral control .30*
R2 13 27 13 A3 A3 .20
Fr:(df;,dfy) 5.94 (2,78)** 9.34 (3,77)** 5.94 (2,78)** 3.97 (3 5.94 (2,78)** 6.29 (3,77)**
A R2 14 .00 .06
Far:(dfy,dfy) 14.13 (1,77)** 0.15 (1,77) 6.18 (1,77)*

Note.Standardized regression coefficients are shown.
* p<.05.* p <.01.All tests are two-tailed.
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Thus, the third condition proposed by Shrout anth8owas fulfilled as well. A Sobel-test
(Sobel, 1982) showed that the mediation effecttude was significantz = 2.03,p = .04.
Moreover, attitude was significantly related to aebr, p = .38,p = .00. Adding perceived
behavioral control into the regression equatioa asediator caused a decrease in the beta of
the relationship between commitment and behaviovels p = .17,p = .18 (Table 3). The
beta corresponding to the relationship betweengberd behavioral control and the use of
competency management was significghtz .30, p = .02. In sum, the third and fourth
condition for mediation as proposed by Shrout amih@& (2002) were met for perceived
behavioral control. The results of a Sobel-testb€501982) confirmed significance of the
mediation effect foundz = 2.25,p = .02.

In sum, Hypothesis 2(a), expecting attitude to iatedthe relationship between the
commitment approach and the use of competency neamaf, was supported by our data
(see Figure 1). More specifically, the fact thatnpetency management is more frequently
used by employees when implemented with a commitmeproach may be a result of more
positive attitudes towards competency managemeypotHesis 2(b) was not supported by
our results. Subjective norm was not significamtjated to the commitment approach and
could thus not be considered a mediator of theioglship between the commitment approach
and behavior. In contrast to Hypothesis 2(b), Hipsis 2(c) was supported by (see Figure
1). Within the commitment approach the use of cdemey management is partly due to the
fact that within this approach employees experiemoge perceived behavioral control. In
contrast, the results showed that perceived beta\wontrol did not mediate the relationship
between the control approach and behavior.

Attitude

. 28*/ \)’8**
.33%*/.23*
33%*.17
53**

Perceived behavioral contrql

Commitment approach Behavior

vy

Figure 1 The mediating effects of attitude and perceiveldavioral control in Study 1
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We continued our analysis for the control approdctorder to test Hypothesis 3, we
examined whether attitude, subjective norm, andgyeed behavioral control mediated the
relationship between the control approach and bhehags is shown in Table 2, attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral contredeanot significantly related to the control
approach. Thus, the first condition as proposedbyout and Bolger (2000) was not met.
Moreover, the control approach was not found taibaificantly related to behaviop,= .07,

p = .52 (Table 3). The second condition as propdsefhrout and Bolger was not supported.
In conclusion, attitude, subjective norm, and pex behavioral control were not found to
mediate the relationship between the control amproand behavior. In other words the
relationship between the control approach and #eeaf competency management was not
influenced by attitude, subjective norm, or peredibehavioral control. Hypotheses 3(a), (b),
and (c) were not supported by our data.

STUDY 2

Study 1 showed that when competency managemenimy@smented with a commitment
approach participants reported more perceived betsvcontrol than when competency
management was implemented with a control appro&ith attitude and perceived
behavioral control were found to mediate the retathip between commitment and behavior.
The fact that competency management was used mmecgiently by employees when
implemented with a commitment approach instead it @& control approach was found to
rely on a positive attitude as well as on perceibethavioral control. None of the TPB
variables was found to mediate the relationshipveen the control approach and the use of
competency management.

Although the results of Study 1 seem to be valudbtethe use of competency
management in practice, no conclusions about tfeetthn of the relationships found could
be drawn. Hence, in Study 2 a scenario experimastaonducted in order to establish clear
causality of the relationships found in the fieldidy while maintaining a relatively high
degree of reality.

Method
Participants and Procedure
We asked 500 individuals who were involved in a-dag assessment centre for selection or
developmental purposes to participate in our seerexperiment. Four hundred and twelve
participants (261 male, mean age = 36.42 ye8,= 8.68) voluntarily completed the
scenario experiment resulting in a response rat82#%. Level of education of the
participants varied between lower vocational tragnf0.7%) and master’s degree (53.2%). A
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total of 131 participants currently held a managaemmosition, and 279 were employees
(information on position was missing for 2 parteps). Participants were working in a wide
range of industries. The study was set up accorting one-factor design with two levels
(commitment vs. control). Participants were random$signed to one of the two levels,
further called conditions.

For the purpose of this study an experimental mdation was developed. Based on
the results of the field study, in which additioalalyses showed no significant interaction
effects between the commitment and control appeschnd on discussion sessions with
several experts in the competency management areagjecided to develop a scenario
experiment in which a situation concerning high ogtment could be contrasted with a
situation concerning high control. Situations iniethboth commitment and control were
simultaneously high, respectively low, were regdrdes situations lacking realism. For
example, in a situation without any form of commnetmor control, working with competency
management would never be an issue simply becawusech a situation no one would initiate
the implementation of competency management.

To measure participant’s reactions towards conmggtenanagement implemented
with a commitment or a control approach each ppeid was confronted with one of the two
conditions. A short introduction preceded the cbiads. In this introduction participants
were asked to visualize that they were working iimancial organization with a very good
reputation and a broad clientele. Participants thatlto maintain this reputation and clientele
the board had announced to implement competencyageament in order to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of each employee by iagsdbeir competencies. A short
description of competency management was giventicRants read that implementing
competency management would have consequencdeefosélves and their colleagues. After
all, in the future their competencies and theirf@genance would be assessed. Participants
were asked to visualize the situation they readiahind to answer the questions that followed
the description accordingly.

In the commitment conditionparticipants were informed that the decision to
implement competency management was made afteultiogsdifferent groups within the
organization and that the participant him/herselfl lalso been given the opportunity to
participate in decision making. In the end it wasemed important that each and every
employee would benefit from implementing competenmanagement. Competency
management was not only implemented to monitor eyga@ performance. Competency
management would also contribute to individual dgwaent, training, and career planning.

In the control condition participants were told that the decision to impan
competency management was solely made by the bidardne was given the opportunity to
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participate. In the end it was deemed important tina board would benefit optimally from
implementing competency management. Competency geamant was primarily

implemented to monitor employee performance. Coermst management would rarely
contribute to individual development, training, asateer planning.

Measures

All responses were assessed on 5-point Likertescahnging from 1 sfrongly
disagre@ to 5 (strongly agreg Scales for attitude, subjective norm, perceibetiavioral
control, and behavior were based on Ajzen’s (198®1) TPB (for a similar approach see
e.g., Van der Zee et al., 2002; Van Hooft et ab04). Compared to Study 1 dependent
measures of subjective norm and perceived behadordrol were adapted in order to make
them more applicable to the fictitious situatioresctibed in the scenario experiment. Also,
due to the fictitious situations described we messuntention instead of actual behavior
regarding competency management.
Manipulations The commitment manipulationvas measured with two items E .88):
“Competency management is made attractive for everyyand “During the implementation
of competency management it was possible to sugdpstges or adaptations”. Thentrol
manipulation was measured with two items E .64): “During the implementation of
competency management the emphasis was on camjroind directing” and “The
implementation of competency management was claselyitored by general management
or by the board”.
Attitude Attitude was measured using three items: “I cdesithe use of competency
management an opportunity for this organizationl’, am willing to use competency
management”, and “I am aware that that using coemegtmanagement is constructive”. The
alpha coefficient for this scale was .91.
Subjective NormSubjective norm was measured with two items: “Mgnager is of the
opinion that competency management should be aatdpt everyone” and “My manager
expects everyone to get acquainted with competeramyagement”. The alpha coefficient for
this scale was .59.
Perceived Behavioral ControPerceived behavioral control was measured with fiems:
“In this situation, | can easily adapt competen@nagement to my own demands”, “In this
situation, | expect to be able to influence the waynpetency management is used to assess
my strengths and weaknesses”, “In this situatiorwill be able to influence the way
competency management is applied to my performapgeaisal”, and “In this situation, |
will be capable to influence the way in which cotgmey management and compensation are
linked”. The alpha coefficient for this scale was..
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Intention The participants’ intention to use competency ag@ment was measured with four
items: “l will accept competency management wheaml confronted with it”, “I will use
competency management to assess my own competentiesill accept performance
appraisal that is based on competency managenend’;’| will accept competency-related
pay”. The alpha coefficient for this scale was .75.

Results
Manipulation Checks
We first performed a principal components analysigig OBLIMIN rotation including the
items meant for the manipulation check. This ansalygelded a two-factor solution,
accounting for almost 83% of the variance, withitelins loading above |.69| on the intended
scale and all cross loadings below |.28|. A se@mttipal components analysis of the items
of the dependent variables yielded four factorshvaigenvalue >1, accounting for almost
70% of the variance. All items loaded above |.58{he intended scale and all cross loadings
below |.31|.

Results of a t-test showed that in the commitn@ntdition participants rated the
situation as more commitment orientefl = 3.84, SD = 0.58) than control oriented
(M =1.76,SD= 0.84),t(342.15) = 29.10p = .00,n2 = .71, CI(diff) = between 1.95 and 2.23.
In the control condition, participants rated theuaiion as more control oriented
(M = 3.87,SD = 0.70) than commitment orientelll & 3.10,SD = 0.76),1(409.94) = -10.71,

p = .00,n? = .22, CI(diff) = between -0.91 and -0.63. We nthys conclude that our
manipulation was successful.

Intention to Use Competency Management

To test our first hypothesis, expecting attitudéygjsctive norm, perceived behavioral control,
and intention to be more positive in the commitmérdan in the control condition, we
conducted t-tests. Results showed that in the comenit condition participants reported a
more positive attitudeM = 3.84, SD = 0.59) than in the control conditiotM(= 2.64,
SD = 0.95),1(320.36) = 15.16p = .00,n? = .42, CI(diff) = between 1.04 and 1.35. In the
commitment condition participants also reported enguerceived behavioral control
(M = 3.35,SD = 0.61) than in the control conditioM (= 2.50,SD = 0.76),t(372.73) = 12.30,

p =.00,n2 = .29, CI(diff) = between 0.71 and 0.98. No diffieces were found for subjective
norm. Furthermore, participants in the commitmeondition were more inclined to use
competency managemernl (= 3.69, SD = 0.50) than participants in the control condition
(M = 3.41,SD = 0.68),t(358.35) = 4.59p = .00,n? = .06, CI(diff) = between 0.16 and 0.39.
Hypothesis 1(a), (c), and (d) were thus supporiedur data.
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A t-test and ANOVA’s were used to examine the pmesmediating effects of

attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behaviaitrol on the relationship between
approach and the intention to use competency mamage According to the procedure
proposed by Shrout and Bolger (2002), a variablections as a mediator when the four
conditions as described in Study 1 hold. A t-téstveed that both approaches had a different
effect on the intention to use competency managemfenthe results of Hypothesis 1(d)
pointed out, the intention to use competency mamagé was higher in the commitment
condition than in the control condition. The resudf the ANOVA showed that the former
main effect of approach disappeared when addingddt as a mediatof(1,409) = 0.60,
p = .44,m2 = .00, CI(diff) = between -0.19 and 0.08. A Setsst (Sobel, 1982) confirmed the
significance of this mediatiorgz = 6.93,p = .00. Moreover, the effect of attitude on the
intention was significant-(1,409) = 60.59p = .00,n? = .13, CI(diff) = between 0.20 and
0.34.

No relationship was found between approach angestive norm. Therefore, the first
condition as proposed by Shrout and Bolger (20089 mot met for subjective norm and we
had to conclude that subjective norm did not medilé relationship between approach and
the intention to use competency management. Cgnti@rsubjective norm, perceived
behavioral control was found to mediate the refetiop between approach and the intention
to use competency management. The results of the\ANshowed that the main effect of
approach on the intention to use competency managtetisappeared when adding perceived
behavioral control as a mediatéi(1,409) = 0.04p = .84,12 = .00, CI(diff) = between -.014
and 0.11. Again a Sobel-test (Sobel, 1982) confirthe significance of the mediation found,
z = 7.05,p = .00. Moreover, the effect of perceived behavieomtrol on the intention was
significant, F(1,409) = 74.16p = .00,n2 = .15, CI(diff) = between 0.26 and 0.42, thereby
fulfilling the fourth condition for mediation.

In sum, the results of the scenario experimeniratime with the results presented in
the survey study. The mediating effects of attitadd perceived behavioral control are thus
replicated in a more controlled setting. We maychate that the positive effect of the
commitment approach on the use of competency mamageby employees is almost
completely due to a positive attitude and an insedaperceived behavioral control. The role
of subjective norm in predicting the use of compeyemanagement is, regardless of the
approach chosen, negligible.

General Discussion

The purpose of these studies was to investigatantheence of commitment and control
approaches on the use of competency managemenhypléheses, based on the integration
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of research on the commitment and control appraath&uman resource management (e.g.,
Gelade & Ivery, 2003; Guest, 1999) with the prihespof the TPB (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), were
put to test in two studies that yielded consistentilts.

The commitment approach leads to a positive engga@ttitude towards competency
management and to more perceived behavioral cotitesl the control approach. These
positive effects were replicated in the scenanmgt which enabled us to draw conclusions
concerning the direction of the relationship. Compgato the control approach, the
commitment approach, by “winning hearts and min@Suest, 1999, p.6), by eliciting
organizational citizenship behaviors (Organ, 1988y extra-role and unrewarded behaviors
(Katz, 1964), has led to a more positive attitudevards competency management.
Furthermore, using an approach in which particgratitrust, and involvement are central
aspects will increase the feeling of behavioraltcdrby employees. Perceived behavioral
control refers to being able to perform a certamdkof behavior, as well as to “mastering” a
certain kind of behavior and it is thought to benpatible with Bandura’s (1982) concept of
perceived self-efficacy (Ajzen, 1991). It therefoseems likely that the commitment
approach, in which involvement and participatior aentral aspects, made employees feel
confident in their ability to use competency mamaget. Compared to a control approach, in
which decisions are primarily made top-down, a catment approach gives employees the
feeling that they have got sufficient knowledge asidlls to properly use competency
management within their work.

Contrary to our expectations, only in Study 2 doenmitment approach had a more
positive direct effect on the (intention to) useng@tency management. The results of Study 1
do, however, point in the direction of the expeotéiéct, since the difference between both
approaches with regard to their relationship withdvior was marginally significant. In
comparing these results we need to keep in mind wea measured the actual use of
competency management in Study 1 and the intertiomse competency management in
Study 2. All in all, it seems that involving empéss during the implementation of
competency management might increase the use opetency management by these
employees.

Attitude and perceived behavioral control weretfarmore found to mediate the
relationship between the commitment approach aeduie of competency management. We
may therefore conclude that a positive stance tdsvaompetency management as well as a
feeling of behavioral control, both caused by tbenmitment approach, increases the use of
this human resource tool by employees. This findéng line with our expectations that were
based on the ideas of, for example, Arthur (1994 &uest (1999). Competency
management is often used to assess employeesdmpee for the purpose of performance
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appraisal. As such, competency management cangaedexl as a threat, since it not only
reveals ones strengths but ones weaknesses as Wnedl. may cause resistance and
uncertainty. Involving employees during the implenagion might take away this resistance
and uncertainty, thereby positively influencing éoyee attitude and their perception of
behavioral control, and eventually even increasimeguse of competency management.

Limitations and Future Research

Although the present study has resulted in importindings regarding the use of
competency management within organizations, theentrstudy has some limitations that
should be addressed. First, the relatively lowakglity coefficients for the control approach
and subjective norm warrant attention. Remarks niadearticipants after filling out the
survey made clear that employees experienced soffieulties answering the questions
regarding the control approach. This might have $@amething to do with the hierarchical
distance between employees on the one hand andyerarat/the board on the other.

We expect that the smaller the hierarchical distdretween participants and management/the
board the more transparent the process of impletientand decision making. Subsequently,
the more transparent the process, the easieexpected to be to answer questions regarding
control and decision making.

This line of thought is supported by our data. Efeha coefficient found in the
scenario experiment, in which it was clearly owtinwhether the implementation of
competency management was carried out under a damemti or a control approach, was
higher than the one reported in Study 1. Furtheeaech should focus on an adjustment of the
current measure for the control approach or evealtennative measures, such as interviews,
to make the content more accessible to employees different hierarchical levels within an
organization.

With regard to the low alpha coefficient for suiijee norm we could argue that
subjective norm is the weakest component in the T€B., Armitage & Conner, 2001)
resulting in lower alpha coefficients. There migmbwever, be alternative explanations. One
reason for the low alpha coefficients for subjesthorm may be found in the fact that we
only used two or three items to construe the sdalesubjective norm in each of the studies.
Using a small number of items as opposed to usingipte-item scales may have had a
negative impact on the scale’s reliability (e.gunNally, 1978). Another reason may be found
in the concept’s operationalization and concemasibbn. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)
operationalized subjective norm as the global pgeroe of social pressure to comply (or not
to comply) with the wishes of others and it is thygerationalization that we adopted in the
studies. Ajzen and Fishbein’s operationalizatiomplies a rather direct or explicit form of
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social pressure. Social pressure is, however, yagegkrted this direct or explicit and,
therefore, many researchers have argued for ad@iff@perationalization of subjective norm
(e.g., Terry & Hogg, 1996). Others even suggedt ithere may be different types of norms,
like personal, descriptive and injunctive (CialdiKallgren, & Reno, 1991) or moral norms
(e.g., Beck & Ajzen, 1991). It is clear that théseconsiderable debate about the concept of
subjective norm. We therefore advocate for furtresearch on the operationalization and
conceptualization of the concept before drawingctusions on the reliability and the
influence of subjective norm on the use of competenanagement.

A second limitation is related to the cross4iseel design of Study 1. In line with
Schippmann et al. (2000), we expected that a |pegeentage of the participants in Study 1
would already be working with competency managemBuie to the fact that measuring
intentions in retrospect is impossible we decidednteasure behavior instead. This has
resulted in a cross-sectional design. Althougleénss safe to assume that one’s intention is
an important predictor of one’s behavior (e.g., \tlar Zee et al., 2002; Van Hooft et al.,
2004, for a meta-analytic review see Armitage & @am 2001), we recognize that solely
measuring intentions in a scenario experiment @sligl in Study 2) does not provide us with
sufficient evidence to confirm the link betweeremtions and behavior with respect to the use
of competency management. Therefore, we argueutard longitudinal research on both the
intention to use and the actual use of competeraryagement.

A third limitation can be found in the sampling timed used in Study 1. We made use
of students’ networks to gather data and this mayehincreased the possibility of sample
bias. However, a close look at the sample chatatitexr did not reveal an overrepresentation
of specific groups or industries. Therefore, waesa that the effect of the sampling method
used is limited. However, future research usingtl@rosampling method should test the
robustness of our findings.

A fourth limitation lies in the fact that we diebninclude a sample consisting of (line)
managers in our studies. Including (line) managerald have created further insight in the
effects of commitment and control approaches thmougthe entire organization. Moreover,
comparisons between employees and (line) manageid bave been made with respect to,
for example, their attitude towards and their useomnpetency management.

Our measures of commitment and control are bareal questionnaire of De Caluwé
and Vermaak (1999). There are however several ogsmarchers who have focused on the
concepts of commitment and control (e.g., Arth@94; Beer, Spector, Lawrence, Mills, &
Walton, 1984). These researchers have proposedrasedmensions along which
commitment and control approaches could be comparedse dimensions include, for
example, decentralization, participation, and gainegaining. Although our measures do not
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fully cover the dimensions proposed by, for examplghur (1994) and Beer et al. (1984),
the items used in our measures do represent maseésd dimensions. It would be interesting
to examine the relationships between the measuses in the present study and the
dimensions as proposed by Arthur and Beer et diliture studies.

Future research should also focus on concepts asittust, fairness, and procedural
justice and their relationship with both the commant and the control approach. The
commitment approach might for example be more gtyorelated to fairness and procedural
justice than the control approach. Furthermoreviptes research has shown that the extent to
which employees feel fairly treated by their orgamions influences an organization
member’s attitude and behavior (e.g., Lind & Tyl&888; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Tyler,
1999). Given their influence on attitude and bebgvit is conceivable that concepts such as
fairness might influence the relationships betwncommitment and control approach and
the use of competency management. Including coacgyth as trust and fairness might
contribute to knowledge concerning the use of cdemyy management. We therefore argue
for future research simultaneously focusing on cament, control, the TPB variables, the
use of competency management, and the additionablas mentioned above.

Practical Implications
Despite the limitations the results of the studiedd some important practical implications.
First, the mediating effect of attitude impliestticeeating a positive attitude, for example by
implementing competency management using a commitrapproach, may substantially
increase the use of competency management. Changigig attitude towards competency
management requires persuading employees of theditseof competency management. This
might be accomplished by distributing informatiomdaattending workshops. However, we
need to keep in mind that there is more to attitcltienge than simply offering information
and attending workshops, since changing one’siddiis a rather complex process. Attitude
researchers underline this complexity by recoggizivat attitudes are sometimes susceptible
and sometimes resistant to change (e.g., Fishbe\jz&n, 1975; Zajonc, 1980). The process
of attitude change seems to be influenced by mealsraf different kind such as argument
quality, recipient knowledge, and consensus infdionae.g., Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) and
by context (e.g., Schwarz, 1998). Thus, althoughbebef that for example distributing
information and attending workshops might be at fatep in changing employee attitude
towards competency management, future researchdsfumus on the conditions under which
attitudes towards competency management are changsideffectively.

Second, the mediating effect of perceived behaliocontrol implies that feelings of
mastery over competency management and its appheaincreases the use of competency
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management. This implication is in accordance wi&bearch on change related topics that
states that individuals are more likely to accepnge whenever they have some
determination (e.g., Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 199@),whenever they experience autonomy
(e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1976) or perceived ownpréhg., Clegg & Walsh, 2004; Wall,
Cordery, & Clegg, 2002). Enhancing feelings of ragst and control during the
implementation of competency management might timgsease the use of competency
management, at least by employees. To increaseipedcbehavioral control and, thus to
increase feelings of mastery over competency mamnege training and workshops on
competency management might be a useful tool (&igt, 1989; Salas & Cannon-Bowers,
2001).

Taken together, attitude and perceived behavicoakrol are important factors to
consider whenever increasing the use of competeraragement is one of the organization’s
goals. Future research should focus on the effd@ctsoth the commitment and the control
approach on the use of competency management bggaenand on the role of intentions.
All in all, we believe that the findings of the pemt studies can be very useful in designing
interventions aimed at encouraging and increadmeguse of competency management in
organizations.
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CHAPTER 6

Summary and General Discussion

The current dissertation presented four empiritadiss that aimed at answering the question
that was raised in the introductory chapter of thissertation: Are competencies a farce, a
fad, or a useful concept that should continuouglyubed in the future? We examined the
nature of the competency concept, its relevancd, isnuse in daily practice. In separate
studies we focused on the relationships betweenpetancies and constructs such as
personality and cognitive ability, and on relatioips between competencies and
effectiveness. Furthermore, we studied the predictialue of the different competencies
beyond other constructs including cognitive abidityd personality, and we focused on the use
of competencies in daily practice. The resultshaf studies were discussed in the separate
chapters. Here, the main conclusions are combinddsammarized. Furthermore, strengths
and weaknesses of the studies are discussed.

Competencies and Individual Characteristics
As pointed out in the introductory chapter as vasllin Chapter 1, little was known about the
nature of the competency concept. In other wordswas unclear which individual
characteristics are related to competencies. Aecltmk at the many different definitions
revealed that there was ambiguity surrounding titere of the competency concept. That is,
different definitions include different individuaharacteristics to describe competencies (e.g.,
Kurz & Bartram, 2002; Spencer & Spencer, 1993 Chapters 2 and 4 we were able to reveal
part of the nature of the competency concept bymaxiag the relationships between
competencies and competency dimensions and cograbuity, personality, and behavioral
aspects.

In Chapter 2, we examined competencies througleybe of psychologists. The study
was conducted in an assessment setting and thevdegegathered during a one-day selection
procedure. We wondered whether psychologists wmlidon cognitive ability, personality,
or assessment center exercise performance whey igiplicants’ competencies in the three
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competency domains Thinking, Feeling, and Powee fésults showed that, as expected,
cognitive ability contributes to competency ratirigsall three dimensions. The cognitive

ability measures appear to be the main predictbrihe competency dimension Thinking.

This is in line with previous research which aldmwed a strong relationship between
cognitive ability and competencies such as anadyaimd interpreting (e.g., Bartram, 2005).

The results of the study described in Chapterrthédumore indicated that personality
aspects make a notable contribution to assessmgdmpetency dimensions Feeling and
Power. That is, the Big Five factors extraversiad agreeableness play an important role in
assessing the competency dimension Feeling, andBige Five factors neuroticism,
extraversion, and agreeableness were found to periemt in assessing the dimension Power.
Apparently, psychologists rate applicants as coemen the feeling area if the applicants
posses characteristics such as trust, altruismmthiarand assertiveness. According to the
psychologists, to be competent in the power areaapgplicant needs to be somewhat
dominant, energetic, and not inclined to trust eamwth everyone.

In line with previous research (e.g., Gaugler, éhdisal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987;
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), assessment center exercigere found to be related to the
competency dimensions as well. More specificalggessment center exercise performance
was found to be an important predictor of competeratings in the Feeling and Power
domains. In fact, ratings on the competency dinmndgteeling were primarily based on
assessment center exercises. In sum, based oesthlesrdescribed in Chapter 2, we may thus
conclude that competencies in the Thinking domammaainly assessed based on cognitive
ability, whereas competencies in the Feeling anddPalomain are mainly assessed based on
personality and assessment center exercise pericemna

In Chapter 4, competencies were again assess@syayologists during a one-day
selection procedure. Although it was not the mam af this study, we were able to examine
the relationships between competencies and otld@ridual characteristics measured during
the one-day selection procedure. Contrary to Chapten the study described in Chapter 4
we included six separate competencies insteadreé thverall competency dimensions. In
contrast to our findings described in Chapter 2, rislationships between competencies and
individual characteristics reported in Chapter 4reveomewhat smaller. The fact that in
Chapter 4 separate competencies instead of congyetbmensions were used may have
influenced the strength of the relationships foulsiihough it is argued that broad measures
have advantages over narrow measures (e.g., mpltanexory power and greater reliability;
Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996), narrow measures canueapmportant criterion variance
components that are obscured with general meaglisgs Guterman, Bleier, & Murphy,
2000). Thus, in our opinion future research shocdohtinuously focus on competency
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dimensions as well as on separate, more specdiopetencies in order to contribute to the
knowledge on competencies and their relationshifis @ther constructs.

Even though the relationships reported on in Girapptwere somewhat smaller than
those found in Chapter 2, again competencies agsdowith the Thinking domain (analytical
ability and judgment) were found to be stronglyatetl to cognitive ability and competencies
associated with the Feeling (sociability and corsjmag and Power (perseverance and action
orientation) domain were found to be strongly matto assessment center exercise
performance and personality. Taken together, tlsellt®e presented in Chapters 2 and 4
partially replicate and extend the results of pvasi theoretical and empirical studies on
competencies and their underlying individual chimastics. In line with, for example
Bartram (2005) and Baron, Bartram, and Kurz (20€%, results indicate that competencies
are related to cognitive ability, personality, axs$essment center exercise performance.

Yet, despite the fact that the results of ChapZend 4 pointed out that cognitive
ability, personality, and assessment center exerpisrformance could be regarded as
characteristics underlying competencies, in Chaptée percentage of variance explained by
all predictors together was moderate. This inddteat there might be other individual
characteristics that play a role in assessing ctenpees. For example, previous studies have
shown that motives, values, and interests alsorrdéte what people do (e.g., McClelland,
1985; Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, &99t is thus arguable that motives,
values, and interests have incremental value imigiag competencies or competency
domains. We argue for future research to examieedle additional predictors might play in
assessing competencies.

The Predictive and Added Value of Competencies

In practice, competencies are often used to digisgeffective from ineffective performance
(e.g., Borman & Brush, 1993). As Kurz and Bartr&@(2) stated, “A competency is not the
behavior or performance itself but the repertoifecapabilities, activities, processes, and
responses available that enable a range of worladésnto be met more effectively by some
people than by others” (p.230). Although a direatk | between competencies and
effectiveness is assumed (e.g., Stogdill, 1948;n@o% Kouzes, 1988), up until now

relatively little research has been done to emagligicverify exactly which competencies are
related to effectiveness.

The studies described in Chapter 3 and 4 examihed relationship between
competencies and perceived effectiveness. In Chapte360-degree feedback inventory was
used in order to measure managerial competenciésTemagerial effectiveness rated by
supervisors, peers, and subordinates. The resudtgesl that, as expected, supervisors, peers,
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and subordinates rely on different competenciesnwhéng managerial effectiveness of the
same manager. The competency ‘analytical abilityaswperceived as essential for
effectiveness by all rater sources. In the eyesugervisors, peers, and subordinates an
effective manager is one that analyzes problems distinguishes different elements.

Although the results described in Chapter 3 paimtet that all rater sources value the
competency ‘analytical ability’, a rather dispergattern was found for the other
competencies. Besides analytical ability both supers and subordinates value compassion.
Peers consider sociability and perseverance tdhamcteristics of an effective manager. We
argue that these differences might be explainedlifigrences in situational demands and
rater's organizational perspectives.

First, as stated in the trait activation theoryg(e Lievens, Chasteen, Day, &
Christiansen, 2006) and in the competency demanmbthgsis (e.g., Shoda, Mischel, &
Wright, 1993), situational demands influence anividdial’'s behavior. The trait activation
theory emphasizes situation trait relevance anghtsin strength. Situation trait relevance
refers to the type of information to which peopéspond in expressing a trait, whereas
situation strength refers to the persuasivenesbetmave in such a way that individual
differences in behavioral dispositions disappeatt(& Guterman, 2000). Thus, as Tett and
Guterman stated, “the behavioral expression ohi tequires arousal of that trait by trait-
relevant situational cues” (p. 398). The conceitfation strength is also incorporated in the
competency demand hypothesis in which it is stabed individual differences are small
whenever situations have demanding behavioral regpgnts in terms of competencies (e.g.,
Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Shoda et al., 1993). Extegdhe trait activation theory and the
competency demand hypothesis to the present réseamc the relationship between
competencies and effectiveness suggests that nranagspond to different types of
information when interacting with supervisors, geeand subordinates, which, as a
conseqguence, activates different competencies.

Second, and in line with our first argument, défeces between supervisors, peers,
and subordinates may reflect legitimate differeniceperceptions of the manager’s various
roles (e.g., Borman, 1974; Toegel & Conger, 200an\Hooft, Van der Flier, & Minne,
2006). Several researchers have argued that #resrperspective might have an effect on the
performance ratings independent of effects suchads and leniency error (e.g., Pulakos,
Schmitt, & Chan, 1996; Scullen, Mount, & Goff, 2000 his article on the validity of 360-
degree ratings Borman (1997) suggested that therthgee reasons why it is conceivable that
the rater’s organizational perspective might infice performance ratings. First, he suggested
that raters at different organizational levels wséerent dimensions, or that they define
dimensions differently when rating performance. @& he proposed that raters from
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different levels use similar dimensions in asseggearformance, but that these dimensions
are weighted differently. A third reason suggesgdBorman (1997) is that raters from

different organizational levels tend to disagreethair ratings due to the use of different
samplings of ratee behavior when rating performa@millen et al. (2000) showed that

perspective related effects are especially presesupervisor and subordinate ratings. To
further examine these possible explanations, weeafgr future research on the effects of
situational demands, rater’'s organizational perspes; and possible biases on the
relationship between competencies and effectiveness

All in all, competencies appear to explain a ratlege part of the variance in
perceived managerial effectiveness. We need to keepind, however, that although the
study is based on a 360-degree inventory incorppgyatifferent raters, the results on the
predictive value of competencies are based on -w®s$onal and common-source data.
Keeping in mind the disadvantages of the use ofnsomsource data (e.g., Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), in Chapterglng multi-source and multi-method data
collected at multiple time-points, we extended oesearch on the relationship between
competencies and perceived effectiveness. We wbklke @ study competencies in an
assessment context and to measure perceived efieetis in a work-related context nine
months after the assessment of competencies tack.pl

The study on the uniqueness of competencies idigineg perceived sales and
managerial effectiveness, described in Chaptethdwed somewhat different results with
respect to the relationships between competenai@égearceived effectiveness than the study
described in Chapter 3. Perceived sales effectsgenas found to correlate significantly with
the competencies ‘sociability’, ‘perseverance’, dmction orientation’. Perceived managerial
effectiveness was found to correlate significanthith ‘analytical ability’, ‘judgment’,
‘sociability’, and ‘perseverance’, and marginallygrsficant with ‘action orientation’.
However, hierarchical regression analyses showatl ribne of the separate competencies
explains a significant proportion of the variancesales effectiveness. The competencies
‘judgment’ and ‘perseverance’ were found to conité marginally to the prediction of
managerial effectiveness. Furthermore, in conti@she results described in Chapter 3, the
results described in Chapter 4 show that competé&r@lytical ability’ is not a significant
predictor of perceived managerial effectiveness.

A possible explanation for the differences in fissteported in Chapters 3 and 4 might
be found in the fact that in the study describecirapter 3 we used common-source data,
while in Chapter 4 the results were based on nsoltircce data. In the study described in
Chapter 4, competency ratings were provided bylpsggists based on the results of a one-
day assessment procedure and ratings of percealed and managerial effectiveness were
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provided by employers nine months after the assessiook place. Thus, in the study
described in Chapter 3, both competency and pexdedifectiveness ratings were provided
by the same source. This may have inflated theioakhips found (e.g., Podsakoff et al.,
2003).

In Chapter 4 we were furthermore able to examimeadded value of competencies
beyond cognitive ability, personality, and assesgnuenter exercise performance. While
large meta-analyses have shown that cognitivetgbiliersonality, and assessment center
exercises are the main predictors of job perforragecg., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Schmidt
& Hunter, 1998), other studies focused on the adddde of the competency concept (e.qg.,
Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996; Lievens, HarrVan Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003).
However, none of these studies has examined thedaddlue of competencies beyond
cognitive ability, personality, and assessment areakercise performance in an assessment
context. As such our study contributes to the agsliterature. Based on previous research,
we expected competencies to explain an additioealqgd the variance in effectiveness above
and beyond the traditional predictors (e.g., Bantra005; Goffin et al., 1996).

The results of the study described in Chapter @éwsld that competencies indeed
explained a unique portion of the variance in peem sales and managerial effectiveness
beyond the other predictors, such as cognitiveitgbipersonality, and assessment center
exercise performance. In other words, competeraigsadd to the prediction of perceived
sales and managerial effectiveness. In line wigvipus studies (e.g., Goffin et al., 1996;
Lievens et al., 2003), competencies could thusdmesidered unique predictors of sales and
managerial effectiveness. Taken together the canpets explain about 5% of additional
variance in perceived sales and managerial effaogiss. Although this percentage is in itself
rather low, it represents a significant contribotim the prediction of perceived sales and
managerial effectiveness. Moreover, our findings iar line with previous research on the
contribution of competencies to the prediction fié&iveness in which similar percentages
were reported (e.g. Goldstein, Yusko, & Nicolop@lo2001; Offermann, Bailey,
Vasilopoulos, Seal, & Sass, 2004).

Remarkably, cognitive ability was not found todsignificant predictor of perceived
sales or managerial effectiveness. Neither verlwail abstract reasoning plays a role in
predicting sales effectiveness. Furthermore, contaour expectations, the results show that
only extraversion is related to perceived salesctiffeness. Contrary to our expectations that
were based on previous research (e.g., Vinchuripfetann, Switzer, & Roth, 1998), no
relationships were found between conscientiousardssales effectiveness. In addition, only
neuroticism was found to be negatively relateddm@ived managerial effectiveness. Neither
extraversion nor openness was found to play aimgbeedicting managerial effectiveness.
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A general explanation for the absence of the eeperelationships may be found in
the fact that employers were asked to rate sakésreamagerial effectiveness regardless of the
type of job. It might thus be that some employated sales and / or managerial effectiveness
while the job was not a typical sales or managegoila) but, for example, a job with only a
small sales or managerial component. Our findingg have been different if the focus of the
study had been on specific sales and managerisl YWk therefore advocate for future studies
using more specific samples.

In addition, there might be a more specific explema for the absence of a
relationship between cognitive ability and bothnfigrof perceived effectiveness. We propose
that the relationship between cognitive ability afiictiveness might, at some point, reach a
limit or threshold beyond which the predictive wditly of cognitive ability decreases.
Previous studies have focused on the existenceiaf a curvilinear relationship between
cognitive ability and criterion measures (e.g.,IKeCortina, 2001). First, it might be that the
cognitive ability of the applicants included in aample reaches the proposed threshold value
since it are all applicants with a rather high lesfeeducation. As a result cognitive ability is
of less importance and the predictive validity ofoitive ability might decrease. Second, the
nine month time-lag between the measure of cogndbility and effectiveness might also be
responsible for the absence of the relationshigvéeh cognitive ability and effectiveness.
Following Ackerman (1987, 1988) and Keil and Cati{2001), we argue that the predictive
validity of cognitive ability may deteriorate ovieme. Based on their results, Keil and Cortina
(2001) concluded that this deterioration was ngietielent upon ability-task characteristic
combinations as was suggested by Ackerman (19838)19n sum, for several reasons the
existence of a curvilinear relationship might offem explanation for the absence of the
expected relationship between cognitive ability afigéctiveness in the study described in
Chapter 4. It might also offer an explanation fbe tambivalent findings regarding the
relationship between cognitive ability and effeetiess reported in the previous studies (e.g.,
Bertua, Anderson, & Salgado, 2005; Vinchur etE)98). It would be interesting to elaborate
more on the curvilinear relationship between cogaitability and effectiveness in future
research.

All in all, though critics have expressed theirncern about the value of the
competency concept in practice (e.g., Barrett &ibefp 1991; Hollenbeck, McCall, & Silzer,
2006) competencies do seem to be predictors oepeat sales and managerial effectiveness.
Furthermore, competencies do have added value @digiing sales and managerial
effectiveness beyond traditional predictors, sustt@gnitive ability and personality. It thus
seems worthwhile to continue the use of competsnicéhnuman resource practices such as
selection and assessment.
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The Competency Concept in Practice
We believe that, since competencies are so widghfied and since they seem to contribute
to the prediction of effectiveness, it is importémstudy competency applications in practice.
For that reason, in the fourth empirical study, ahhis somewhat distinctive from the first
three empirical studies, we focused on one of thetiwell known competency applications,
namely competency management. As mentioned in ritreductory chapter competency
management can be described as an integrated deinmdn resource activities aimed at
optimizing the development and the use of employempetencies in order to increase
individual effectiveness. Subsequently, an increasedividual effectiveness is expected to
contribute to the realization of organizational Igoand to organizational effectiveness (e.qg.,
Van Beirendonck, 1998). Competency management gag Bbout many advantages for the
organization (Becker & Huselid, 1999; Heinsman, gioan, & Van Muijen, 2005). Whether
or not an organization can profit from these adzges is dependent upon the way
competency management is implemented. The studyided in Chapter 5 examined the
effects of two implementation approaches, nameiyprogment and control, on the use of
competency management using both a survey ancharszstudy.

Both the survey study and the scenario study stidivat the commitment approach,
in which competency management is implemented bwtip, has a more positive effect on
employee attitude and perceived behavioral coritiah the control approach, in which
competency management is implemented more top-dofvncommitment approach,
characterized by involvement and participation diglmut the organization, thus not only
results in a more favorable attitude towards coem®t management but also increases
employees’ feelings of behavioral control. Moregviire results consistently showed that
attitude and perceived behavioral control medihte relationship between the commitment
approach and the use of competency managementhém words, due to the fact that a
commitment approach increases a positive attitudeé feelings of control, the use of
competency management by employees is increased.

Contrary to our expectations, competency managewas not found to be used more
frequently when competency management was implesdenith a commitment as opposed
to a control approach. Although the scenario stegaled that competency management is
used more extensively when competency managementpiemented with a commitment
approach rather than with a control approach, goifstant difference between the both
approaches was found in the survey study. Thustethdts did not consistently support the
idea that competency management would be more sx&dyn used when involvement and
participation, as opposed to control and order, kag elements of the implementation
process.
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It might be argued that there are concepts otraer attitude and perceived behavioral
control that influence the relationships betweesn cbmmitment and control approaches and
the use of competency management. Trust, fairrsess,justice are, for example, concepts
that are known to influence outcomes relevant tgamoizations, such as performance,
organizational citizenship behavior, and organaal commitment (e.g., Dirks & Ferrin,
2002; Tyler, 1999). In addition, previous reseatws established relationships between
commitment and control, and trust, fairness, arsiga. To some researchers trust can be
considered a substitute to control (e.g., Bijlsm&&n de Bunt, 2003). That is, the higher the
degree of trust in a certain relationship, the lote costs of control mechanisms, such as
monitoring (e.g., Cummings & Bromiley, 1996). Otheronsider trust and control to be
parallel concepts and suggest that trust levelsenabe the effect of control mechanisms in
determining the control level (e.g., Das & Teng98p Similar arguments may hold for
fairness and justice. Fairness and justice are kntmnincrease cooperative behavior and to
decrease resistance (e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988; Myl®99). Thus, it might again be argued
that the higher the perceived fairness and justieelower the need for control mechanisms.

Based on the studies described above, it seemsteassume that the concepts of
trust, fairness, and justice and the concepts ofincibment and control are interrelated.
Considering the results of previous studies, weuarghat implementing competency
management with a commitment oriented approach tiighuce feelings of trust, fairness,
and justice, while implementing competency managenméth a control oriented approach
might have the opposite effect. Moreover, previoesearch has shown that trust, fairness,
and justice are highly related to attitudes, interd, and to behavioral outcomes (e.g., Costa,
2003; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Lind & Tyler, 1988). \#lying the relationships between
commitment and control approaches towards compgteramnagement, and concepts such as
trust, fairness, and justice in order to simulae ise of competency management thus seems
worthwhile.

The fourth empirical chapter was in part basedA@men’s (1985, 1991) Theory of
Planned Behavior, in which intentions are expedtednediate the relationship between
attitude, perceived behavioral control, and subjechorm and behavior. Due to the cross-
sectional character of both studies we were unibtest the mediating effect of intentions.
Since the scenario study was hypothetical in natweedid measure the effects of the
commitment and control approaches on the intentibruse competency management. It
would be interesting for future research to studg telationships between commitment,
control, attitude, perceived behavioral controk tintention to use, and the actual use of
competency management longitudinally. Furthermae argue for future research to focus
on the use of competency management by, for examyeagers. By integrating the results
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of the present study with results of future studmsommendations can be made to increase
the use of competency management at various ldwelgghout the organization.

Strengths and Weaknesses
Each research method has its strengths and lion&tNaturally, the strengths and limitations
of the method chosen will confine the conclusidma tan be drawn. Thus, we used various
methods so that the strengths of one method coutdpensate for the weaknesses of the
other. In the first empirical study, described inapter 2, we studied competencies in the
context of a one-day assessment procedure. Therehtf assessment center components and
the competencies were assessed by different ratetswith different method resulting in a
multi-source and multi-method approach. In Chaptese recognized that different raters may
provide the same manager with different competemy effectiveness ratings. We therefore
used a 360-degree feedback method to study th&oredhip between competencies and
effectiveness. Competency and effectiveness ratfgaipervisors, peers, and subordinates
were compared. Thus, again we adopted a multi-secapproach. Yet, due to the relatively
small sample size the predictive value of compeésnevas studied in a common-source
manner.

In Chapter 4, competencies and effectiveness stigied using a multi-source and
multi-method approach. Furthermore, measurements a@nducted at multiple time-points.
Competencies were assessed by a psychologist dumg-day assessment procedure while
perceived sales and managerial effectiveness vesessed by the employer nine months after
the one-day assessment procedure. Consequentlyereeable to examine the link between
competencies and effectiveness in the long ternrebeer, in addition to the study described
in Chapter 3, this study enabled us to examingtadictive and added value of competencies
when both competencies and perceived effectiveness rated by different sources. Chapter
5 provided the advantage of triangulation (e.gnZe 1970; Jick, 1979). By comparing the
results of a cross-sectional survey and a scemaperiment and by incorporating different
types of participants we optimized the validityesgth, and interpretative potential of the
research described in this chapter.

Although multi-source and multi-method approaclaes known to result in more
robust and generalizable set of findings (e.g.,n8aea & Williams, 2000), the studies
reported on in this dissertation are not withouatitations. The limitations of the individual
studies have been discussed in the separate chapkare are, however, several limitations
that were reported in more than one study. Theskialiions will be discussed in more detail
here.
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A first comment should be made on the competeonogept’s clarity. As pointed out
by an anonymous reviewer, due to the confusionosading the competency concept it
seems as if competencies and outcome measuresas@ttectiveness, overlap. Furthermore,
the competency concept has been applied in mafgrelit areas as an alternate for other
basic concepts including knowledge, skills, alatiKSA’s), and performance dimensions.
As a result there is a lack of conceptual clafityorder to contribute to the conceptual clarity,
we have tried to separate the competency conaapt dther basic concepts such as cognitive
ability, personality, and effectiveness. In theser studies we tried to shed a light on the
competency concept by identifying underlying chegastics and we examined its
relationship with the outcome measure perceive@ctffeness. The studies show that
competencies are indeed related to, but do not éwérlap cognitive ability, personality, and
assessment center exercise performance. Moremmapetencies contribute to the prediction
of perceived effectiveness beyond cognitive abilipersonality, and assessment center
exercise performance. This indicates that indeethpetencies and effectiveness are
distinguishable. However, future research showddttes conclusion more extensively.

A second comment should be made on the way inhwdoenpetencies were measured
in two of the four empirical chapters. The competemeasures in Chapters 3 and 4 were
based on single items. Single-item measures haetvexl their share of criticism, especially
regarding their psychometric properties. The pnuislevith the psychometric properties are
discussed by, for example, Nagy (2002), Robins,dter& Trzesniewski (2001), and Woods
and Hampson (2005). It is argued that single-iteeasares are less reliable than multiple-
item measures and that estimates of internal itiabannot be provided. In addition, single-
item measures are thought to have moderate cooredatvith scale measures. In contrast,
advocates of single-item measures have shown liaatthe reliability of these measures is
acceptable (e.g., Wanous & Hudy, 2001), that ¢atecorrelations are comparable with those
of multiple-item measures (e.g., Woods & Hampsd(35), and that single-item measures
might have incremental validity compared to muéjtem measures (Nagy, 2002). In line
with this, single-item measures have proven to deable in measuring different concepts,
such as job satisfaction (e.g., Wanous, Reicheildué&y, 1997), personality (e.g., Paulhus &
Bruce, 1992; Woods & Hampson, 2005), job insecuféyy., De Witte, 1999), and self-
esteem (e.g., Robins et al., 2001). In additionglstitem measures are cost effective, they
avoid boredom, and they prevent participant fatigug., Nagy, 2002). Partaking in empirical
studies is often without reward and thus the sihdtie study, the lower the threshold to
actually participate voluntarily. Considering th@oae, we are of the opinion that it would be
interesting for future studies to incorporate baihgle and multiple-item measures of
competencies.

115



Chapter 6

A third comment should be made on the relativehals sample sizes of the studies
described in Chapters 3 and 4. Chapter 3 was baseal total sample of 98 managers of
whom competencies and effectiveness were assegsggbrvisors, peers, and subordinates.
When comparing the ratings of the different sub{das) pairwise deletion caused a drop of
the number of raters per comparison. In Chaptehe&,number of participants was limited,
partly due to the fact that measurements were adeduat multiple time-points. We
examined the added value of competency ratingssessing the perceived effectiveness of
about 110 participants nine months after they hadigipated in a one-day selection
procedure. In both studies, the small sample smag have influenced the power of our
analyses and, consequently, this may have influbttoe strength of the relationships found
(Cohen, 1992). More effects might have been sigaifi had the sample sizes been larger. At
the same time, it also means that the effectswatid find need to be replicated across
larger samples to test robustness. Neverthelessutiised above the multi-source, multi-
method, and longitudinal nature of the studies tmaygonsidered great advantages.

A fourth comment should be made on the fact thastrof the data were collected in
collaboration with a single consultancy firm. Asesult we used rather specific competency
taxonomies containing either 21 separate compeatentiat could be classified into three
competency domains or containing six broad competsn Although the competency
domains and the separate competencies showed stiddsteverlap with classifications used
by for example Bartram (2005), Borman and Brusg%nd Tett et al. (2000), the use of
data collected in collaboration with a single cdtamcy firm might have influenced the
generalizability of our findings. It would be ingsting for future studies to use data collected
in collaboration with more than one (consultanagnfand to incorporate other competency
taxonomies.

Finally, the design of most of the studies desdin the empirical chapters did not
allow testing for the directionality of causal medaships (with the scenario study described in
Chapter 5 as an exception). We would like to nots twvhere causality is implied, it is
assumed based on theory and previous work rathernésted here.

Despite these limitations, the results of our feopirical studies have some important
practical implications. First, the fact that weaddished relationships between competencies
and cognitive ability, personality, and behavicaapects, in an assessment setting as well as
longitudinally, suggests that the aforementionednponents might be regarded as
components underlying competencies. In other wocdgnitive ability, personality, and
behavioral aspects might be considered a compétemheylding blocks. In line with the
definitions of, for example, Boyatzis (1982) andrKand Bartram (2002) a competency can
thus be described as a conglomeration of diffeneditvidual factors. This is an important
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conclusion for practitioners that are somehow iwgdlin assessing competencies. Knowing
what to assess will naturally improve the accurang thus the quality of the assessment.
Furthermore, the results of the studies showeddheah competency or competency domain
has a main predictor (e.g., cognitive ability foe ttompetencies in the Thinking domain and
personality for the competencies in the Power dajnarhis knowledge might help
practitioners when assessing competencies or cempetiomains.

A second practical implication can be found in tékationship between competencies
and effectiveness. Being aware of the competenbsindividuals, employed in different
organizational positions, must possess in orddretperceived effective by their supervisors
as well as by their peers and subordinates formgn@ortant starting point for selection
procedures and processes of performance apprafslcompetencies that are considered to
be prerequisites for effectiveness should playrdrakrole during selection and performance
appraisal.

A third practical implication that ensues from #m@pirical research described in this
dissertation lies in the use of competency managenmene of the most well known
competency applications. Organizations that arenniey to implement competency
management should keep in mind that involving erygds will contribute to a positive
attitude towards competency management and a sdéngerceived behavioral control. In
turn, a positive attitude and a sense of percedadtavioral control are responsible for the use
of competency management by employees. Organizatiat already work with competency
management may consider influencing employee d#ifand increasing perceived behavioral
control, for example by offering additional infortitm on competency management or by
initiating workshops on the use of competency maneant. This might result in an increase
in the use of competency management throughoudrtienization.

Competencies: Farce, Fad, or Future?

As outlined above, competencies are based on cogrability, personality, and behavioral
aspects. Moreover, competencies are related tate#eess. Finally, based on the results
presented in this dissertation, we may conclude toenpetencies do contribute to the
prediction of effectiveness. Using competenciea @sedictor in addition to other constructs
including cognitive ability and personality doesuk in a better prediction of perceived sales
and managerial effectiveness. So, based on themek; strengths, and weaknesses discussed
above we are able to answer the main questionwiaat formulated in our introductory
chapter, namely whether the competency conceptbeaconsidered a farce, a fad, or a
concept that should be used in the future. Giverfdht that competencies are firmly based on
individual characteristics and given their conttibn to the prediction of effectiveness, we
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believe that it is safe to argue that the compsgt@oncept could be fruitfully further used in
the future. We are of the opinion that the usehefdompetency concept contributes to human
resource practices, such as assessment, selepgoiormance appraisal, and individual
development in several ways.

First, competencies may be considered a commomuéaye or a way of
communicating within organizations. This is emphedi by the use of competency
taxonomies and competency dictionaries. Commumgain terms of competencies has
several advantages. By using such taxonomies atidrtiiries a common frame of reference
is created. In addition, communicating in termscompetencies is less entangling than
communicating in terms of, for example, cognitiveility and personality on which
competencies are found to be based. Competenei@®acepts that are easy to grasp and that
appeal to one’s imagination, partly due to the w$ebehavioral anchors. The use of
competencies might thus enhance clarity, and eadesamulate communication between
employer and employee.

Second, by using competencies specified in behavamchors, practitioners are given
detailed insight in behaviors required to reaclerain level of competence. Additionally, the
use of competencies and their behavioral anchorgplifies the identification of one’s
strengths and weaknesses and as a result spaefi@hmendations can be made for personal
development. Furthermore, as we have shown, comgete are related to effectiveness.
Moreover, they contribute to the prediction of effeeness. As such competencies provide
direct insight in the behaviors required to be dffee. As we all know, individual
effectiveness might contribute to organizationdafveness. All in all, competencies seem
to stimulate a result oriented as well as a devatay oriented climate in which individual
and organizational goals are linked.

In sum, given the advantages of competencies ampetency management outlined
above, it is expected that competencies will cagino play an important role in human
resource practices in the future. Debates aboutise&ulness or uselessness of competencies
will probably always remain (e.g., Hollenbeck et 2D06). Yet, we believe that, based on the
results of the studies described in the presesedition and based on the practical relevance
of the concept, we may conclude that the competeoncgept should not be considered a
farce. Rather, we would like to refer to competea@s a fad with a future.
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SUMMARY IN DUTCH

Het Competentieconcept Nader Bekeken:
Aard, Relevantie en Toepassing

De afgelopen jaren heeft het begrip “competentiesNederland enorm aan populariteit
gewonnen en competenties zijn dan ook gemeengaedrden in onze samenleving. In veel
organisaties, zowel in de profit als non-profit teec wordt tegenwoordig gewerkt met
competenties. Door competenties van medewerkekadrt te brengen, tracht een organisatie
optimaal gebruik te maken van de sterke puntendeamedewerkers. Tevens kunnen de
zwakkere punten worden ontwikkeld, bijvoorbeeld toetulp van trainingen. Dit “managen
van competenties” (competentiemanagement) kandieidiaele effectiviteit, en daarmee ook
de organisationele effectiviteit, ten goede komen.

Juist de snel groeiende populariteit van het coempebegrip heeft ook kritische
vragen opgeroepen: Wat zijn competenties nu ejg@nldragen competenties wel werkelijk
bij aan effectiviteit? Hoe gaat dat “managen vampgetenties” in de praktijk in zijn werk?
Met andere woorden: Zijn competenties nu slechisneedegril of zijn ze dusdanig zinvol dat
ze ook in de toekomst ingezet kunnen worden? Irpiefschrift worden competenties op
verschillende manieren onder de loep genomen. tbetfgchrift beschrijft onderzoek naar de
aard van competenties en naar de relatie tussepatenties en effectiviteit. Tevens wordt
het gebruik van competenties in de praktijk bestudle

Na een algemene inleiding in Hoofdstuk 1, wordenmier onafhankelijk van elkaar te
lezen hoofdstukken de verschillende empirischeistugepresenteerd. In de studies worden
aan de hand van verschillende bronnen (psycholodg@dinggevenden, collega’s en
ondergeschikten), methoden van dataverzameling- (2elanderbeoordeling, 360-graden
feedback en scenariostudie) en meetpunten in ded# onderzoeksvariabelen in kaart
gebracht. In Hoofdstuk 6 wordt een algemene sant@ngagyegeven en worden de resultaten
geintegreerd en bediscussieerd. Hieronder wordevodmaamste resultaten en conclusies,
zoals beschreven in de afzonderlijke empirischddstokken, samengevat.
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Bouwstenen van Competenties
In de eerste empirische studie, gerapporteerd iofdétuk 2, staan de constructen
onderliggend aan competenties centraal. Met bekalp data verzameld gedurende een
eendaagse assessment-procedure wordt onderzoeheeh relatie bestaat tussen cognitieve
vaardigheden, persoonlijkheid, en presentatie ogdlengpelen enerzijds en de
competentiedimensies Denken, Voelen en Kacht aideran totaal zijn de gegevens van
932 kandidaten geanalyseerd.

In lijn met onze verwachtingen blijken psychologds cognitieve vaardigheden van
een kandidaat mee te wegen wanneer ze de kaneelaacore moeten toekennen op de drie
competentiedimensies. De mate van cognitieve vglaedd blijkt dus samen te hangen met de
beoordeling van een kandidaat op de competentiediide Denken, Voelen en Kracht. De
cognitieve vaardigheden van een kandidaat blijkeoral doorslaggevend voor de score van
de psycholoog op de competentiedimensie Denkenni@exg vaardigheden blijken iets
minder belangrijk wanneer de psycholoog een scoreetmtoekennen aan de
competentiedimensies Voelen en Kracht. Deze bewyaai komen overeen met bevindingen
gerapporteerd in eerder onderzoek naar de relatissen competenties en cognitieve
vaardigheden (Bartram, 2005). Bartram (2005) rapgeode eveneens een sterk verband
tussen de aan denken gerelateerde competentie saraljinterpreteren en cognitieve
vaardigheden.

Persoonlijkheid blijkt van belang bij het beoortelvan de competentiedimensie
Voelen. De factoren extraversie en altruisme spdimrootste rol bij het beoordelen van
deze competentiedimensie. Daarnaast speelt peijgberd een primaire rol bij het
beoordelen van de competentiedimensie Kracht. @nc@hpetent op de dimensie Kracht te
worden beoordeeld door de psycholoog moet de kaatidooral laag scoren op de
persoonlijkheidsfactoren neuroticisme en altruignmeénoog op extraversie. Uit de data blijkt
verder dat de prestatie op de rollenspelen belngsi bij het beoordelen van de
competentiedimensie Voelen, maar dat de prestafie de rollenspelen ook wordt
meegewogen bij de beoordeling van de competentastsia Kracht.

Over het algemeen verklaren cognitieve vaardighegdersoonlijkheid en prestatie op
rollenspelen minder dan de helft van de variamtide competentiedimensies. Dit impliceert
dat er mogelijk andere constructen zijn die besalibkunnen worden als bouwstenen van
competentiedimensies. In lijn met onder anderen lt&hd (1985) en Winter, John, Stewart,
Klohnen en Duncan (1998) stellen wij daarom dateamdconstructen als motivatie en
interesse mogelijk eveneens onderliggend kunnenaen competenties. Vervolgonderzoek
zou zich kunnen richten op de rol die deze contgruspelen.
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Hoewel het niet het primaire doel was van de stiodischreven in Hoofdstuk 4 zijn
ook hier de relaties tussen cognitieve vaardighedmrsoonlijkheid, en prestatie op
rollenspelen enerzijds en competenties anderzgéleken. Net als in Hoofdstuk 2 zijn ook nu
de data verzameld gedurende een eendaagse assgsrnedure. Het verschil met de studie
beschreven in Hoofdstuk 2 is echter dat we hidruitgegaan zijn van competentiedimensies,
maar van zes brede competenties, te weten analytNsrmogen, oordeelsvorming,
medeleven, sociabiliteit, doorzettingsvermogen etiegerichtheid. Wederom blijken de
competenties die geassocieerd worden met het Dedw@ein (analytisch vermogen en
oordeelsvorming) sterk gerelateerd aan cognitieaardigheden. De competenties die
geassocieerd worden met het Voelen-domein (soit&ab#n inlevingsvermogen) en met het
Kracht-domein (doorzettingsvermogen en actiegen@hl) blijken gerelateerd aan
persoonlijkheid en aan prestatie op het rollenspel.

De gevonden relaties tussen cognitieve vaardighquersoonlijkheid, en prestatie op
rollenspelen enerzijds en competenties anderzijdsreHoofdstuk 4 echter minder sterk dan
in Hoofdstuk 2. Een mogelijke verklaring kan alknst gevonden worden in het feit dat we in
Hoofdstuk 4 zijn uitgegaan van competenties in tgla@n competentiedimensies. Hoewel
aangenomen wordt dat meer globale metingen meerant@ verklaren (Ones &
Viswesvaran, 1996), kunnen meer specifieke metifgisheen bepaald deel van de variantie
verklaren dat onopgemerkt blijft wanneer globaldingeen worden gebruikt (Tett, Guterman,
Bleier & Murphy, 2000). Vervolgonderzoek zou darkagebruik moeten maken van beide
typen metingen. Een tweede mogelijke verklaringdsede grootte van de steekproef. De
studie in Hoofdstuk 4 is, in vergelijking met deudie in Hoofdstuk 2, gebaseerd op een
relatief kleine steekproef. Het gebruik van eenindesteekproef vergroot de kans op
toevalsfluctuaties en dit kan weer van invioed zjgweest op de sterkte van de gevonden
relaties.

Concluderend kan gesteld worden dat competeritiede ogen van de psycholoog,
inderdaad gebaseerd zijn op onder andere cogniti@adigheden, persoonlijkheid en
prestatie op het rollenspel. In lijn met eerderamdek van bijvoorbeeld Boyatzis (1982) en
Kurz en Bartram (2002) kan een competentie dus bragsen worden als een conglomeraat
van verschillende individuele factoren. Dit is eeelangrijke conclusie voor iedereen die
betrokken is bij het beoordelen van competentieatwveten waarop gelet moet worden
tijdens het beoordelingsproces kan de nauwkeudgkai de kwaliteit van de beoordeling
vergroten.
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Competenties en Effectiviteit
Zoals gezegd kunnen competenties van medewerkdraden aan individuele en zelfs aan
organisationele effectiviteit. Het is echter belajggom te onderzoeken hoe sterk deze relatie
is en wat de exacte bijdrage is van competentiedelstudies beschreven in Hoofdstuk 3 en
Hoofdstuk 4 staan de relaties tussen competentiesa@argenomen effectiviteit centraal. In
beide studies wordt gebruik gemaakt van zes egeteemde brede competenties.

De studie beschreven in Hoofdstuk 3 is gebaseprdde® 360-graden feedback-
methode. In totaal zijn 98 managers beoordeeldoppetenties en waargenomen effectiviteit
als leidinggevende door 435 anderen werkzaam ielfdiez organisatie. De beoordelingen
werden gegeven door zowel leidinggevenden als gaBe en ondergeschikten. Uit de
resultaten blijkt, zoals verwacht werd, dat leidjagenden, collega’s en ondergeschikten de
diverse competenties in verschillende mate mee latgen wanneer zij dezelfde manager op
effectiviteit beoordelen. In de ogen van leidinggeden blijkt vooral inlevingsvermogen
essentieel voor een effectieve manager. Collegais een effectieve manager als iemand die
sociabel is en over doorzettingsvermogen beschit manager is effectief in de ogen van
ondergeschikten als hij of zij actiegericht is eed@leven toont. Opmerkelijk is dat analytisch
vermogen door alle beoordelaars belangrijk gevomnesnalt.

De gevonden verschillen tussen de beoordelaadenodirect het gevolg kunnen zijn
van de verschillende rollen die een manager hesit dpzichte van de verschillende
beoordelaars (0.a. Toegel & Conger, 2003). De tsitnele eisen en het organisationele
perspectief van de beoordelaar kunnen eveneenskspelen. Volgens de ‘trait activation
theory’ (o0.a. Lievens, Chasteen, Day & Christians2@06) en de ‘competency demand
hypothesis’ (0.a. Shoda, Mischel & Wright, 1993nkan situationele eisen het gedrag van
een individu beinvioeden. Bepaald gedrag wordt s ware uitgelokt door bepaalde
situationele prikkels. Toegepast op de resultatenhet onderzoek besproken in Hoofdstuk 3
wordt door de trait activation theory en de compeyedemand hypothesis gesuggereerd dat
managers in hun omgang met leidinggevenden, caflegia ondergeschikten reageren op
verschillende informatie waardoor verschillende petenties worden geactiveerd. Ook het
organisationele perspectief van de beoordelaar é@m oorzaak zijn van de gevonden
verschillen tussen leidinggevenden, collega’s eteogeschikten (0.a. Borman, 1997; Harris
& Schaubroeck, 1988). Beoordelaars afkomstig uisalg@llende lagen van de organisatie
kunnen competenties anders interpreteren en bdeardéoekomstig onderzoek zou zich
kunnen richten op de invloed van situationele eisam het organisationele perspectief van
de beoordelaar en van mogelijke andere biases opeldéie tussen competentie en
effectiviteit.
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Samengenomen verklaarden de competenties een dembtvan de variantie in
waargenomen effectiviteit van leidinggevenden. bljedient de kanttekening te worden
geplaatst dat de analyses gebaseerd zijn op comsmone data, omdat de grootte van de
steekproef regressie-analyse op basis van multcsodata niet toeliet. Het gebruik van
common-source data kan ertoe leiden dat relatiessokat worden en als zondanig een
vertekend beeld geven (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, LeRoflsakoff, 2003). Daarom hebben we
in Hoofdstuk 4 wederom de nadruk gelegd op deiesldtissen competenties en effectiviteit.
Dit keer is echter gebruik gemaakt van multi-sowenenulti-method data, verzameld op een
tweetal meetmomenten. We hebben in deze studiealietn de relaties tussen de zes
competenties en leidinggevende en commerciéle teftett onderzocht, maar ook de
toegevoegde waarde van competenties boven cognitiaardigheden, persoonlijkheid en
prestatie op het rollenspel in het voorspellen bv@ide vormen van effectiviteit.

De resultaten van de studie beschreven in Hoddstwijken iets af van de resultaten
van de studie besproken in Hoofdstuk 3. Een bedeherrol in het voorspellen van
waargenomen leidinggevende effectiviteit is weggele voor de competenties
oordeelsvorming en doorzettingsvermogen. Geen \arzas afzonderlijke competenties
speelt een grote rol in het voorspellen van waarngem commerciéle effectiviteit.
Opmerkelijk is het feit dat de competentie anatytissermogen dit keer geen rol van
betekenis speelt. Dit in tegenstelling tot de beéwigen gerapporteerd in Hoofdstuk 3. De
verschillen in bevindingen tussen Hoofdstuk 3 erofdstuk 4 kunnen mogelijk worden
verklaard door het gebruik van common-source dataoofdstuk 3 en het gebruik van multi-
source data in Hoofdstuk 4. In Hoofdstuk 3 werdeompgetentieoordelen en
effectiviteitsoordelen gegeven door dezelfde beelaats, terwijl in Hoofdstuk 4
competenties werden beoordeeld door een psych@onode beide vormen van effectiviteit
negen maanden later door de werkgever.

De resultaten beschreven in Hoofdstuk 4 laten eremen dat competenties een
toegevoegde waarde hebben in het voorspellen varlzgaargenomen leidinggevende als
waargenomen commerciéle effectiviteit boven coguéi vaardigheden, persoonlijkheid en
prestatie op het rollenspel. Dat wil zeggen dattbevoegen van competentiebeoordelingen
aan een selectieprocedure, reeds bestaande uwst test cognitieve vaardigheden en
persoonlijkheid en rollenspelen, de voorspelling edfectiviteit nog verbetert. Alle zes de
competenties samen zijn echter verantwoordelijkrveen klein percentage toegevoegde
verklaarde variantie in waargenomen leidinggevergte waargenomen commerciéle
effectiviteit. Het percentage toegevoegde verkleasatiantie gerapporteerd in Hoofdstuk 4 is
echter wel in lijn met de percentages gevondererdex onderzoek (0.a. Goldstein, Yusko &
Nicopoulos, 2001; Offermann, Bailey, Vasilopoul8gal & Sass, 2004).
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Critici hebben hun twijfels over het nut van cortgogiebeoordelingen geuit (o.a.
Barrett & Depinet, 1991; Hollenbeck, McCall & Sitze2006). Uit de resultaten van de
studies beschreven in Hoofdstuk 3 en Hoofdstukijétldchter dat competenties niet alleen
gerelateerd zijn aan effectiviteit, maar dat ze eek toegevoegde waarde hebben in het
voorspellen van effectiviteit. Samengevat lijkt kdets zinvol om competenties in te zetten in
het kader van human resource activiteiten, bijveelth gedurende de werving en selectie van
nieuwe medewerkers.

Competentiesin de Praktijk

Aangezien het competentiebegrip zo is ingeburgeganisaties en aangezien competenties
bijdragen aan de voorspelling van individuele dfféit is het onzes inziens belangrijk om
het gebruik van competenties in de praktijk naddyestuderen. Hiertoe hebben we een vierde
empirische studie uitgevoerd waarin we de invoekiag de meest bekende toepassing van
competenties, namelijk competentiemanagement, Inebloederzocht. Competentie-
management kan worden beschouwd als een combuatiBuman resource activiteiten die
erop gericht zijn om de ontwikkeling en de inzehwde competenties van medewerkers te
optimaliseren om zo de effectiviteit van individun eorganisatie te vergroten.
Competentiemanagement kan bijvoorbeeld ingezet evoitnlj de werving en selectie van
nieuwe medewerkers, maar ook in loopbaanadviesachmgsgesprekken.

De invoer van competentiemanagement kan vele etend hebben voor een
organisatie (Becker & Huselid, 1999; Heinsman, Koap & Van Muijen, 2005). Het hangt
van de manier waarop competentiemanagement ingeweerdt af of de organisatie deze
voordelen ook daadwerkelijk behaalt. De studie besen in Hoofdstuk 5 legt de nadruk op
de effecten van twee verschillende benaderingemehjx de betrokkenheid- en de
beheersingsbenadering, op het gebruik van compatemagement door medewerkers. In de
betrokkenheidbenadering wordt competentiemanagerantbeneden af ingevoerd en staat
het overtuigen en ‘winnen’ van medewerkers, ondeleae door participatie, centraal. Verder
zijn het realiseren van gedeelde doelen en dengike motivatie van medewerkers
belangrijke kenmerken. In de beheersingsbenadesioglt competentiemanagement van
bovenaf ingevoerd en planning en controle staatra&n Er worden meetbare outputcriteria
opgesteld; het accent ligt op de extrinsieke mtiBwean medewerkers.

Om de effecten van de beide benaderingen op hebruige van
competentiemanagement door medewerkers in kaartkulenen brengen, zijn een
vragenlijststudie en een scenariostudie uitgevodd@d scenariostudie wees uit dat
competentiemanagement frequenter gebruikt wordtr dowedewerkers wanneer het
geimplementeerd wordt met een betrokkenheidbemagidan wanneer het geimplementeerd
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wordt met een beheersingsbenadering. Deze beviwdend echter niet ondersteund door de
resultaten van de vragenlijststudie. We concludetan ook dat, in tegenstelling tot de
verwachting, competentiemanagement niet per dififiequenter gebruikt wordt door

medewerkers wanneer betrokkenheid en participatigplaats van planning en controle
kernpunten zijn tijdens het implementatieproces.

Beide studies laten zien dat de betrokkenheidivay] waarbinnen
competentiemanagement meer bottum-up wordt ingdy@an meer positief effect heeft op
de attitude en de waargenomen gedragscontrole vadewerkers ten opzichte van
competentiemanagement dan de beheersingsbenadgentjkt er op dat betrokkenheid en
participatie tijjdens de invoer van competentiemanagnt resulteert in een positievere
houding van medewerkers ten opzichte van competeatiagement en tevens in een
toename van het gevoel controle te kunnen uitoefemer competentiemanagement zoals dat
geimplementeerd wordt.

Attitude en waargenomen gedragscontrole blijkerderevan invioed te zijn op de
relatie tussen de betrokkenheidbenadering en heteindelijke gebruik van
competentiemanagement. Met andere woorden, eeniepesihouding ten opzichte van
competentiemanagement en een gevoel van contrelecompetentiemanagement, beide het
gevolg van de betrokkenheidbenadering, zorgen \amr toename in het gebruik van
competentiemanagement door medewerkers.

Tot Bedluit

Samengevat suggereren de bevindingen beschrevetit iproefschrift dat competenties
gebaseerd zijn op constructen als cognitieve vghedien, persoonlijkheid en
gedragsaspecten. Verder blijkt dat competentieglateerd zijn aan effectiviteit en we
mogen, op basis van de resultaten, aannemen datetenmties ook daadwerkelijk bijdragen
aan de voorspelling van effectiviteit naast de rageg die wordt geleverd door de meer
traditionele voorspellers als cognitieve vaardigiredn persoonlijkheid. Bovendien blijkt de
belangrijkste toepassing van competenties, competeanagement, baat te hebben bij een
implementatieproces waarin betrokkenheid en ppadte@ centraal staan. Een dergelijk
implementatieproces zorgt voor een meer positieveudimg ten opzichte van
competentiemanagement en voor een gevoel van temver de situatie hetgeen bijdraagt
aan het uiteindelijke gebruik van competentiemamege door de medewerkers.

Al met al kunnen we concluderen dat competentiesrmijn dan oude wijn in nieuwe
zakken. Hoewel de populariteit van het competeatieept in de eerste instantie veel weg
had van een modegril, is het concept toch waardevaé praktijk. Discussies over de zin of
onzin van competenties zullen waarschijnlijk altjdvoerd blijven worden. We zijn echter
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van mening dat, gegeven de resultaten beschreveteze dissertatie en de praktische

relevantie van het competentieconcept, competemiele toekomst een rol van betekenis
zullen blijven spelen in organisaties
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