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Abstract

This paper outlines the background, design and the first phase of a comprehensive evaluation of the impact of postgraduate management education on workplace behaviour and attitudes in Ireland. The research programme co-ordinated by the Centre for Research in Management Learning and Development (CRMLD) at DCU, involves the evaluation of a series of student characteristics and competencies prior to engaging in various postgraduate management education programmes. The student population are also assessed on these competencies by their immediate workplace manager/supervisor so as to control for self-report bias. The research programmes also involves the tracking of an equivalent control group sample who employed in similar settings to the student population but who are not engaging in management education. The paper outlines the insights gained from the first phase of the programme with data from 189 students, the perceptions of their managers and the control group results. Preliminary results suggest differences in personality orientation (conscientiousness) of the student group in comparison with the control group and also indicate that employer support for the students engaging in management development is pitifully lacking.

Introduction

Recently some very searching questions have been asked of the utility and functionality, not to mind the philosophical integrity, of management education (Paauwe & Williams, 2001, Clarke, 1999).  Recent figures from a pan-European survey indicated that firms have increased their spend per manager on management development to an average of €2,513 per annum (Mabey, 2004).  The same research found that on average the mean number of days management education per manager had jumped from 5.4 days per annum in 1992 to 9.3 days in 2004. Indeed the recent  report of the Irish Government Enterprise Strategy Group (ESG-Forfas, 2004) clearly states that workers must consider engaging in life-long learning to consistently develop the competencies and skills required for the changing work environment. Given that most adult or post experience management education is sponsored by employers, there has been increased demands for the identification of both financial and behavioural benefits to organisations of management education (Burrow & Berardinelli, 2003). 

The concept of educating for expertise in a particular field is common to many professions, however, there is some debate as to whether generic management skills and knowledge can be transferred given the contextual nature of management behaviour (Newton & Wilkinson, 1995). Despite the debate, the weight of evidence suggests that management development and education which is consciously linked to the strategic orientation of the organisation from which the learners come, is likely to have significant positive influence on subsequent organisational performance (Tannenbaum, 1997). However, there is also evidence that management education and development initiatives which are not embedded in a organisations’ strategic orientation and whose participants’ find resistance to new learning on return to their organisation may actually have a negative impact on organisational performance (Buckley & Monks, 2004; Tracey, Hinkin, Tannenbaum,  & Mathieu, 2001).
The broad consensus from decades of research has identified management development as a key resource within organisations which firms need to understand and support in order to create sustainable competitive advantage (Bassi & Van Buren, 1999; Huselid, 1995). However, the integration of the developmental experience and the knowledge, skills and competencies developed therein must be supported at both a practical and strategic level by the student’s organisation if there is to be added value.

Determinants of Management Education Effectiveness

The Salas and Cannon-Bowers (2001) review of the advances in theoretical and empirical research indicated that the field of study “was no longer atheoretical as charged by out predecessors” (p. 475). The effectiveness and transfer of management learning is determined by a series of variables which can be isolated across three pertinent perspectives; antecedents (personal characteristics, environmental supports); training/instructional experience (instructional methods, learning approaches) and post-education conditions for transfer (support in workplace, opportunity to use knowledge.

Figure 1 summarises the array of the variables which influence the effectiveness of management education and training (see, Colquitt, LePine, and Noe, 2000).

Figure 1. Factors influencing Management Education Transfer and Effectiveness
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 Important among the individual or personal variables are the degree to which managers’ perceptions of themselves (e.g. their self-efficacy and motivation levels, conscientiousness) and their latent competencies (people skills, management abilities etc). If the training or developmental experience is relevant and professionally designed and delivered, then transfer is most likely dependent on the level of support the learner receives and perceives on return to the workplace (Kozlowski & Hults, 1987) and the opportunities they receive to utilise their new found skills and competencies.

Research Programme Agenda

Equipped with the analytic model delivered by reviews such as Colquitt et al (2000) and Salas & Cannon-Bowers, and recognising that there was a dearth of objective research on management effectiveness in Ireland the research team at the CRMLD set about designing an integrated research plan. The aim of the research is, for the first time, to measure the central antecedent variables and entry level competencies of a cohort of students entering management education programmes in the Irish university sector. To follow this cohort, recording their education experience and after they complete their education to return with an outcome measure of their competencies and of their workplace behaviour.

METHOD

Background to the study

This research forms part of an international study initiated by the Centre for Research in Management Learning and Development (CRMLD) at Dublin City University, that aimed to explore in detail the impact of management education on both individuals and their organisations. The study utilises a self-report questionnaire that is designed to ascertain individual perceptions of motivation, skills and abilities as well as the climate within organisations for the transfer of learning.  It comprises a sample of students attending management education programmes in business schools in Ireland, Australia and the USA at both the beginning and the end of their postgraduate or professional programme of study.  In addition, participants are asked to give a copy of a similar questionnaire to two work colleagues and to their managers. The aim of including their colleagues is to provide a control group of individuals who are not currently engaged in an education process. The managers are included in order to provide a crosscheck on the self-report process while also providing insights into whether or not any change at an individual level has an impact within the organisation.  

Measures

Prior to engaging in the educational experience the student sample completed a detailed self-report questionnaire which measured a series of important concepts and variables. Individual variables measured included conscientiousness, psychological empowerment, self-efficacy as were as a series of personal demographic data. Workplace concepts measured included, organisational learning type, job demand and job control, levels of organisational support for learning (learning climate). The background to these measures is described in more detail below.
Behavioural complexity was measured using an instrument devised by Quinn and his colleagues (e.g. Lawrence, Quinn & Leck, 2003). The instrument comprises 36 items that form four factors, with three sub-scales included in each.  This measure is designed for both self-evaluation and for evaluation by colleagues.  For the self-evaluation version, the phrase 'I would describe myself as being skilled in the following…' appears at the top of the page. Each item is rated using a 5-point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree/disagree, agree, strongly agree) and items are randomised so that constructs are not grouped together.   The four broad factors were used for analysis in the present study.  The scales and their reliabilities are as follows: relating to people (( = 0.79), leading change (( = 0.79), managing processes (( = 0.83), and producing results (( = 0.78).

Conscientiousness was measured using an instrument devised by McCrae and Costa (1986).  Individuals scoring high on this measure can be regarded as organised, reliable, hardworking, self-directed, punctual, ambitions and persevering.  The measure comprises 12 items, 4 of which are reverse scored.   Responses range from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5).  The reliability of this measure in the present study was satisfactory (( = 0.94).   

Self-Efficacy was measured using a pre-training self-efficacy scale devised by Tracey and colleagues (Tracey, Hinkin, Tannenbaum & Mathieu, 2001).  The scale has ten items that assess beliefs that an individual has about their skills and abilities.  The reliability for this scale was satisfactory (( = 0.81).

Psychological Empowerment was measured using the widely used Spreitzer (1995) measure which comprises of four dimensions: Meaning (( = .91) Competence ((= .80), Self-determination (( = .87), Impact ((= .90 )

.

Learning Climate was assessed by the general training climate scale devised by Tracey and his colleagues (Tracey et al., 2001; Tracey & Tews, 2003).   The measure assesses perceptions of support from management, work and organisation for formal and informal training and development activities.  It comprises a total of 21 items, which can be categorised into each of these three dimensions. Although these three constructs are conceptually distinct, there is empirical support to suggest that they form part of a more general training climate construct (Tracey et al., 2001). The global measure of training climate was used in the present study (( = 0.94).

Job Control.  The Demand-Control Scale of the Job Content Questionnaire (Karasek, 1998) was used to measure autonomy.  This scale includes nine items designed to measure skill discretion and decision authority.  The scale was adapted from a 4-point scale to a 5-point scale with scores ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  Items include: ‘My job requires a high level of skill’ and ‘My job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own’.  Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was satisfactory (( = .89).


Control Variables. A number of control variables were included the predictor models.  These related to age, tenure, the number of people reporting to managers and company size (all continuous), and gender (coded 1 = male, 2 = female).   

All of the scores for main variables included in the research ranging from 1 to 5 were recoded to range from -2 indicating a low score on a particular variable, to +2 indicating a high score, with 0 indicating a neutral score. 

Sample and Procedure

In October 2003, a survey was undertaken of individuals who were attending a variety of post-experience education programmes at the business school of an Irish university. The individuals came from a range of backgrounds but all were employed and undertaking the programmes on a part-time basis. The majority of these students were attending postgraduate level programmes such as MBAs and specialist Masters, while a small number were undertaking professional qualifications. A total of 195 questionnaires were administered to students.  Because these questionnaires were completed during class time, the response rate was very satisfactory (89%).  Out of 390 questionnaires distributed to students for their colleagues, a total of 86 were completed and returned, yielding a response rate of 22%. This response rate, while disappointing, was not unexpected as it was dependent on students encouraging their colleagues to participate and return the questionnaire to the researchers.  Out of 173 questionnaires distributed to managers, a total of 44 (25%) have been received to date (questionnaires continue to arrive as this paper is being prepared).
Only management respondents of the student and colleague samples are included in the present study (n = 185). Of this sub-sample, 118 are students and 67 are colleagues.  The sample consists of top managers (7%), senior managers (22%), 
middle manager (37%) and junior managers (34%).  There is a higher proportion of males (61%) than females (39%) in the sample.   The average age is 34.76 years, and the average organisational tenure is 13.44 years.  The sample is well educated, with 65% of respondents educated to degree level, and 20% educated to post-graduate level. The private sector supplied 58% of the student respondents (33% public-state/semi-state).

PRELIMINARY RESULTS

The results delivered in this section are from the pre-programme time1 questionnaire. The results are preliminary as data from the control group and from the managers/superiors of the students is still being collated. This results section looks in particular at the differences between the students’ scores on Psychological Empowerment, Conscientiousness, Behavioural Complexity, Self-Efficacy and Job Demand-Control and those of the control group and the perceptions of their managers.

Table 1 below displays the means, standard deviations and correlations of the research variables from data to date.

Table 1

Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations for Measures
	Variables
	M
	SD
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.

	1.  Meaning 
	.94
	.91
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Competence
	1.25
	.57
	.12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Self-determination
	.86
	.95
	.51**
	.17*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  Impact
	.53
	1.05
	.56**
	.20**
	.67**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Conscientiousness
	.99
	.45
	.18*
	.39**
	.11
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Self-efficacy
	.85
	.51
	-.02
	.24**
	–.04
	-.13
	.31**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Learning climate
	.23
	.68
	.24**
	–.07
	.21**
	.16*
	.31**
	.16*
	
	
	
	
	

	8.  Job Control
	.55
	.72
	.66**
	-.01
	.70**
	.70**
	.07
	–.03
	.33**
	
	
	
	

	9.  Gender
	1.45
	.50
	.05
	-.00
	-.14
	–.24**
	.18*
	.22**
	.00
	-.12
	
	
	

	10. Tenure
	4.38
	5.25
	.18*
	.075
	.15*
	.29**
	–.05
	–.04
	.00
	.25**
	–.18*
	
	

	11. Manager
	.72
	.45
	.26
	–.06
	.36**
	.41**
	-.13
	–.17*
	–.002
	.40
	–.13
	.23**
	

	12. Company size
	6695.8
	27049.8
	.03
	–.14
	-.01
	.02
	-.11
	.03
	.033
	.03
	-.11
	–.02
	–.09


Table 1 indicates that the stable personality trait conscientiousness is positively related to two of the psychological empowerment dimensions (meaning and competence) and with self-efficacy.  Also of interest is the significant negative correlation between gender and conscientiousness with females scoring lower than males.

Reviewing the two major dimensions of Psychological Empowerment, the following figures compare the scores on this factor by students, control group and managers perception of students empowerment. Overall no great differences are noted.



The second dimension (self-determination) which measures a respondent’s sense of freedom they possess to influence the role they play is reviewed in Figure 3.   There are significant differences between the scores of students and managers perception of the students levels of self-determination (Student mean = .89, Manager mean = .98, F=7.2, p<.01)



However differences were recorded in levels of self-determination when broken down by demographic variables. Significant differences were found by length of tenure with respondents who had longer tenure scoring higher on self-determination (Mean 2 years = .5, Mean >6 years = 1.2, F=6.1, p<.01) and likewise for older respondents (F=2.5, p<.05).

Self-Efficacy scores showed no significant differences between groups (managers perception of student, students and controls) but did indicate a difference across age with older respondents scoring higher than younger (F=9.8, p<.001).

Conscientiousness scores revealed some interesting results when analysed. There were significant differences between the conscientiousness scores of the students and those of the control group (student mean = .99, control mean = .65, F=19.0, p<.001).

There was also a significant gender difference on conscientiousness scores with male respondents indicating higher levels of this important trait that their female colleagues (male mean = .91, female mean =.86, F=4.0,  p<.05).

Figure 4 below gives an indication of some of the item level difference which were recorded between students and control group on the personality test.



DISCUSSION

The preliminary results presented in this paper give an initial indication of the range and complexity of the variables the research aims to measure. At a marco-level the most surprising result was that our student population scored higher on the pivotal personality trait conscientiousness than the control group. If this result maintained for the larger study it may have a far reaching impact. The implication is that individuals who are motivated to seek out management education opportunities differ from those who do not (control group) on a stable personality trait may have significant implications for the interpretation of results from management development research. These results will need to be carefully assessed and careful scrutiny of the data from the Northern Irish, the US, the Australian and South African populations will also be of interest.

Perhaps the second most notable preliminary result is the significant difference between male and female levels of conscientiousness. This result is un expected as in a general population such differences do not occur. There is no apparent reason for this difference at this stage as there are no other categorical difference between the male and female respondents in this study. As the data pool increases over the coming years it is envisaged that this difference should disappear.

The other differences that were recorded in self-efficacy and psychological empowerment were within sample differences (age, tenure etc) and when full time2 data comes in will need to be controlled for when entered in the proposed regression modelling.

The results introduced are from a small section of the overall sample (to date on the data collected at DCU has received full analysis). The sample size is not yet large enough to allow deeper statistical manipulation and all results discussed need to be treated lightly. As the data comes in from other samples the power of the data should increase and interesting cross-national comparison can be made.
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Figure2: Psychological Empowerment: Competence Dimension
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Figure 3: Psychological Empowerment: Self-Determination
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Figure 4: Example of differences between Control & Students in Conscientiousness








� Contact E-mail: Finian.Buckley@dcu.ie








_1151162734

_1151164342

_1151162403

