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ABSTRACT

© One of t#e.leﬁers of com@étitiveness.is innovation. With
thé. inéreased cost: pressures, it is: iecogqiéed- that the
innovative poteﬁtial_bf all empioyeES'must_be 1eve£aged.
The literature suggests that innovation. is innéteé It
folloﬁs; therefore; that an appropriate 'ﬁerformaﬁce 
: manﬁgement.~éystem, based on an upderstanding of 'ﬁhe
requirements of innovativg ihdividuals,- must harness and
'_éncburage:innovation to a greatei or lesser extent in- all

-empioyeeé.

The purpose of this study was to assess whether there are
any differences in the performance management preferences
of innovative and non-innovative employees, with a wview to

designing appropriate performance management systems.

'_Tﬁe data was collected by means of a 'questionnaire
distributed among.the employees of the ietaii banking arm
of a fiﬁancial services sébtor'organisation. Responses weré
"elicited from 34 employees. These were then subjected to

gtatistical analysis.




The findings point to no real differences between the
'p'refez.:.ences of 'innovative_ .ax:_ld _non—-innovative émployee-s,

with the exception of 4 dimensions.

 The .abéencé of _-n_tany-différence-s is consistent with the view
thé.t innovative capabil.ity is a contirumm and is aﬁ' in_n.._a't'-e.
_.ab:'.lity that: is de:velopé.d ﬁo different exﬁents in differeﬁi:
__-.people_.. It suggests that r;uther aspe'cts of the individual
pe_rsénality are..'equall'y important in defining a ‘suitable

- enviromment of work.

‘'The recommendation is that a single performance management
_syéi'em iz employed in an organisation with opportunities

for customisation for the individual.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUGTION TO THE RESEARCH

1.1 Introduction

C ___.The ‘new phenomenon in-___thi_a world has_ been: dubbéd-

Qlobalisation._ This has manifested itself in the erosion of
hatioﬁal borders and the riée of the multinational as the
" economic driving force. There is simultazieousl_y an increased
éo—operation between nations and S:egions, and a rise in
nationalism. .Th_é nett result is fierée 'ccmpé‘l:itiﬁn befwaaiz '
"nél.tior'ls- and companies. This is fﬁcil_itated . 'by_ ..greater
acceésibility to financial capital, liberalisation of frade,

the enhanced speed of cdmmunicatioﬁ and the ' .r_elative

increased mobility of human dapi'tal._

- Improved communication and infcr_mation fechnolbgy has
enabled the rapid transfer of ideas anci technology. ™..En
epidemic of pirating, reverse engineering' and othsr forms of
industrial theft meané that. [the multinationais] ne longer
even .enj-r;ay a monopoly of their own ideas. The plumneting
price of information tachnology a_llows smaller companies_ to
engage in the sort of .informa.tion processing and information
deﬁendent innovation thaet was once the preserve of the
'giants" {The Economist; 1995}. - This, coupled with the

ability to relocate production to the lowest cost location.



has forced nations and organisations to review the source of

their competitive advantage.

.Examinations of  patterns of intefnafional trade  have
. identified the feqhnology .gap_ ag the primary source of
compaiative advantage between nations and firms. “Keeping
8 ahead or.stayihg abreast requires a constant spawning of new
'inﬁustries and new technoibgies and this is inherently
difficult? (Mohan, 1998 p6). “Technological changé 'm ‘is
dependent on the ability of firms, institutions, and public
agencies to deveicp and apply new knowledge thrﬁugh ‘a
cunmulative process of learning. This prbcess of learning at
the level of an individual agelnt or orgénisation is linked
_to'thd aggregate ecanomy'by the-diffusion of imnovation and
- knowledge, which foiﬁ-the rav_ﬁaterial for further lesrning
at the macroeconomic level. Therefore the dapaéity of an
economy to derive competitive advantage _fkom technical
change is dependent on the'dyrwmic efficiency wiﬁh-which
:firms ‘and institutions can diffuse} adapt, and aﬁply

" information and knowledge” (Soete and Arundel, 1993).

In the light of strict supervision on trade and competition
poilicy, research and development subsidies are of the few
subsidies that remain permissible. Despite this 1t is

recogniSed that research . and 'dévelopment activity yieldS'



.mérginal returns; if:any; unless it is near the production -
.J-qff ﬁhé proaubt. This = gupports Ifhe_ assertion that the
_capability t¢ reséoud .timeously to eXteinal - cues ié
‘necessary. Sudh -capabili£y is a functidn'.qf :Speed;
o innbvation, (Milleniuvm Magazine, 1996) an&_ the Human

. 'Regource.

' 1In order to compete effectively,_organiéatiOns must draw on
' the talent and creativ:".ty' of all. employees and not just
those who have  traditionally been accepted to be the
inndvatqrs, There is therefore a rclear need to instii 
innovatiqn_as a2 natiqnal value and cbmpetency in order to
increase the pool of availab'e talent. Research on.natidnal'
‘cultures shows that one of the common factors in poor

productivity is the innovatien culture gap {Brehm, 1996).

- Inculcation of innovation as & national value.is the-suqceés
factor in.mény Japanese fompani=s where a distinction is not
. made between the engineer;.manager, and coperations staff;
rather the philosophy that innovation can come froﬁ anywhere

is_adopted.

South Africa, is particularly ia crisis. The country has
~emerged from an era of protectionist economic policies into

the global market. These policies have resulted in _an



inadequate skills base; a ehortege of v151onary leadership, .
'tbe youngest management teams globally,- and an 1nsular.
' focus,_Concurrently-the structure of ,he eoooomy_ﬁas baen,
::ohanging The primary secfor has decreased significantiy’aed
the secondary and tertlary sectors have absorbed tha grow*h

Thls oan only be sustalned with a concerted effort to close -
che-technology'gap through 1nnovatlon. Failing that South
Africa runs the risk'of becoming inoreaSingly marginelised

in the world economy.

' oompanies, particularly the smaller ones laok'the expertise
to.compete globally. In addition the stake of South African

companiee in the African market is being challenged as
maltinationals . increasingly use Qouth Africa as a

springboard into Africa.

Coﬁpetitive Pressutes have resulted in signifioant
_downsizing as a result of'the'increaSed focus on costs and
productivity. It is"feaeible. therefore, to expect large
_research and development facilities to be at risk. The cost

~effectiveness of such facilities is also lmpacted on by the
relative ease”ﬁith which ideas and technology_oao now be
transferred as mentioned.above‘ Small and medium enteiprises
.are'faCed with budgetary pressures that do not allow for

long development and lead times,



B. study ccnducted in the United Klngdom of 500 - gquoted
'companies showed innovative ones growing faster, eSpEClally-
..“durlng econcmic_ downturns, and. making hlgher ﬁrofits
(Eusiness Day, 1997) The companies in -the study tended to
have continuous lnnovatlcn as opposed to one-off vnnovat:.on _
It is crlt;qal that organ;satlons a:riVE-at at: innovation
. strétegy to leveragé theéir innovation capabilities cost

‘effectively.

There are a mumber of mechanisms that operationalise the
innovation strategy. Thls paper focuses on Lerformanbe

. maﬁagément systems as the holistic tool of choice.

Performaﬁce maﬁagement means different things to different
pecple. Thils is wltnessed by the lﬁfge number of definitions

and_ interpretations that exist. More recenily moves afe
afoot in organisations to move away from performance
appralsal tb systemic perfoﬁmance managemeﬁt; This haé

implications for the efflcacy of performance management the
requisite levels of co-ordination between systems and
processés and the effective | development bf systems
orientated golutibns. It remains a éource of dissatisfaction
in organisations (Meyer in Appelbaum, 1897) (Saul in

Appelbaum, 1997),



- 1.2 Aime of the Resaarch

There is a clear need fo understaﬁd how i_nnovative_ employees
can best be ma'neged'-in' order to harness - a:tid_ﬁse_ their
.ebilit_ies in a direction that will :eesﬁre the continued
- gfdw;th of the _eﬁgaﬁisation. This rests on the assumption
that performance management systems can be designed and
implemented in line with specific objectives. This may
require that multiple performance management systems operat_e
- in  an orcjaniisation' to .eccomodaﬁe the requirements | of.
diff_e:f:ent emplovees. The eha-llenge in dolng sc is to  ensure
equ:.ta.ble and sat:.afactory treatment of all employees and
prevent feelings of dlssatisfactmn This is = pa.r_icular
challenge -in the South African context given the history of
.employment practlces and the changes that have been taking

: place in that arena.

In order to design such performance management systems an
understanding of the manner in which innevative employees
prefer to be managed must he achieved. Only fthen can

creativity and innovation be leveraged effectively.



1.3 Structure of the Report

Thé_ introduction is followed by a further six chapters.

‘These are as follows:

) Chapter_ 2 provides an overview of the :literature on
| _innovative pédple'and'organisationé;.how iﬁnovatibﬁ takes
plaée; the compétencies thaf'underpin innoVétioﬁ; an@
“perfo:maﬁce managemgnf; more specifically its evolutionp
different modéls and their critiques;.:The_ Chapter.

concludes with a hybrid model proposed by the author.

¢ Chapter 3 outlines the research propor itions which teét

the dimensions of the abovementioned mode]. .

- Chaﬁter 4 explains_the.research nethodology. It.defihes
the popuiation studied, the sémpling ﬁethoddlogy, the
pilot'research, the construcﬁion ¢f the questionnai£3'énd
the. statistical pfncédures apblied as well as the

limitations of the research.

» Chapter 5 provides an analysis of the results.



" » Chapter 6 consists of an intetrpretation of the results .
'and' prcvides cdhcluéions regdr&iﬁg: the performande_ﬂz

management preferences of innovative-employees;

"..» Chapter 7 reconSidefs tue limitations of the research,
- makes recommendations for performance management'syﬁteme:'

and identifies further areas for research.




| CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1_Introduction

The literature review has two brpad_areas, innovation and -
performance management. A study of the literature will.shbw

the need for research in the ~  area..
2.2 Innovation

. Henry (1992, p3) defines innovation as the “quality of
' ‘originality that - leads to new ways of seeing. and novel
: idéas. It is a thinking process associated with imagination,
insight, invention, innovatiom, inﬁenuity, inspiratibn, and
illumination. ..... . for an.idea te be truly creative if
ﬁust alsoc he appropriate and uéeful. The reléted'_term.
inﬁovat*on'is usnally used tb.describe the progess whereby
creative ideas are developed intv something tangible, like a
new preduct or ?ractice.? (Hentry, 1992}. From this we can
concludé that innovation can st independently of
creativity. This is .confirmed vy Whitfield’s (in Henry, .
1992i _ déscription of creative, | innovative,  and.
entfepreneuriﬁl personaliﬁieé. Hicks (1872); however, views
innevation as a type of creativity, together with synthesis,

extension, and duplication. .



For the purposes of this research the terms creativity in

_thé workplace and inmnovation have been used interchangeably.

2.2.1 Theories of Innovation

" There are a number of theories of innovation. These can be

breadly categorised as follows:

Gracé - creativity is a ™“gift from the gods”. {(Henry,
1992}. | _ o .
Aacident-i.creativity and innovation occur accideﬁtally
&s in the finding of radicactivity (Henry, 1992)

Association - the applicationfof one set of procedures or

processes from one area to. = ‘ar {Hénfy, 1992}

_ngﬁitivé ‘= the thinki pﬁocesses that underiie
cieativity and innovation precisely the'same.ag all
.other thiﬁking”and'cfeativ is thé result of hard wdrk;

discipline, and determinaticn (Henry, 1992)
Personality - creativity is something possessed by z2ll to -
different extents: .as such it can be developed and

strengthened (Henry, 1992).

Grace and pe-rsona_lity are almost analogous. Hicks {1972}

suggests that thinking has movéd away-from'absolutES and

creativity 1s a continuum with some people displaying-nr

1



"owning' more creativity than others. It follows that '
creativity can be taught with one of two end results; either
the individual’ s creative abili"ty is inci'eased or ‘the

cﬁrrent__'ability 1ls used more efft—:-.ctively.___
| 2.2.2 The Innovative Individual

- The I_’nstitute' of Persomality Assessment and Research (IPAR)
{Tonay, 1995} conducted studies into the environmental
c.ontr.ibﬁtors that shape the innovative person. The sample

includéd | artists, creative writers, architects,
mathematicians, scientists, and bﬁsineéa managers. The
studies then weﬁt on to identify personality tr_aits of
creative people. These Thave been 'giVen .cre.idence by
'- creativity measurement tests (Hicks, 1972}. These tests

. have isolated the following common traits:

*» High curiosity and a dissatisfaction with t.he status quo -
- _there. appeér to_ be confiicts in a mlmbér of areas
including intellect vers.us intuition, order versus new.
_experiencé, conformity versus independent thinking,
complexity versus ,s;implic:ity. |

e High :Lrite}.ligence - these people are d_riven by logic as’

well irrationality

11



s High self-awareﬂess —_innovative peoplg tend to display
more'extfeme values and behaviours_than'the norm: they
are simultar  aly more constructive and destructive than

' ﬁhe_mainstream, more insane and'sané'. |

D  Pdr§oég driven

-_? Dedicafed

. Ffeedom of expression

e Lack of concern for contradiction and.custom_

e " High intélligence Quotiént, an enriched childhood
environmeﬁt {in_sﬁppo;t of Ege's work (in Henpy,_lgszj},_
goocd mental and physical health, and stamina (Scott in

_Henry, 1593%2)

‘A tolerance for ambiguity and independence, and a preference
‘foar ridk taking are also material. The high Inteiligence
Qﬁotient is not supported .thrpughout. - Guildford (in
Henry,1992} pProposes that the capacity to redefine pfoblems
is .key, to innoﬁation, whilst Sternbefg‘ (in. Henry, 1892}
highlights the ability to ask the right gquestions.

The work of Perkihs {in Henry, i992] supﬁorts the COﬁténtion
~ that Ereafivity is inherent in everyone to different

exténts, He arrived at six distinet psyﬁhological traiﬁs
displayed by creative_'pérsons. Adcording to 'Pérkins' {in

Henry, 1992), the extent to which an individual possesszes

2



these qualities determines the level of creativity. By
extension an in‘dividﬁal_ need ho_t' ppsseés all of these
. .qualit:.i.es. These are a combi'nation of those proposéd' by the

. abdvementioned theorists and include the drive to craate:

_ order from chaos, the ability to identify _'prbblems and .

sblutic:_ns, mental agiiity i.e. to see things frqm a néw'
"a-ri.gle,' ‘risk taking, objéctiirity, and inner motivat'ié_n.. The
latter has particular relevance for _exti:insic .incentiﬁe
) systems, | Amabile’s (in Henry, 1992) work cbnf'irms' that
e.xt.r_'insic motivators such as supervision, competition, and.
restricted choices in how to perform a task, all inhibit

'ir_mer motivation and by extension c¢reativity and innovation.
2.2.3 The Process of Innovalion

Purposeful innovation accordihg to Druckér (in Henry &
‘Walker, 1991) comes from the analysis of sources of new
- wportunities. Its effectiveness is a funbtion of the level

of_.focus and s-impliéity.

Amabile (in Henfy, 1982} reframes innovat.ion as the function
of the interaction between personality, ability, and
- situatien, “the love people _feel for thei’r work has a great

deal to do with the creativity of their performances”. This .

13



is consistent with HenrY’s {1992} four - dimensions - of

:cteativity} namely person, procéss, place, and product.

fwallag {in Henxy, _1992}'_SummaxiSes fpﬁr ﬁhasés"of o
_innovation; These aré: |
'_h. Prepaxation ~ during this phase the necessary skillsg énd
kndwledge_a#e obtained and relevant'questioﬁs'asked:
"@ _Incubation - the focus or energy is temporérily moved to.
. _other.'aieas akin to turning a probiem over td the’
aubconscious mind; R
'*--ziluﬁiﬁation"-'this is where the poiwt of insight_and s
_ claxity:regarding the way forward occgursy and
e Verification - wheré the insights are 'teétéd and

 evaluated.

This. process provides a framework within which the different
ﬁypeé of'inhovatioh can be analysed.'Such theories inciude
Hiek’s (1972) four types of innovation, which in turn are
‘supported by Kirton’s (in Henry, 1992) personality type -~

innovation type rélationships;
Hick’s (1972) types of innovation are:

e TInnpovation - the generation of something new. Breaks with

tradition may bé necessary resulting in paradigm shifts;

4



. Synthesis - the ability te combine data-aﬁd apply to new -
.ereas} R | '
- -Extension; - when. soﬁeone takes a besic inﬁovation ahd..'
extends its usefulness;
. Duplicatioﬁ -~ this is inno#ative~in the'applicatioﬁ eﬁd
| eustcmisatioh of the idea or product to sult its npew

- environment,

Exten510n and duplication are. cons*stent w1th Kirton’s {in
Henry, 1992) adaptors{ innovators who are creative w;thln a
| gystem; whilst innovation and synthesis require innovators
(Kirton in Henry, 1992). Innovators are more _r_adical and
.change the syatem. Whether.Hicks (1972} and Kirton’s {ih
”Henry;1992} theories verify or draw on the. theories of

- innovation put forward earlier in the document is not clear.

Roeehfeld and Servo (in Henry & Walker, 1991) identify
aﬁecific rolee_for innovatipn to. take place._These ineldde
ideators, inventors, technology gatekeepers;_champioﬁs, and
.sponecars'. These _roles.are not easily identifiable as they.
- are informaily adopted and are not ﬁeasured or included in

jbb descriptions,

The interdependence resulting f£rém the existence of these

rolee, which are seldom embodied in one individual, creates

15



:commﬁﬁication gaps, which threaten the innovat.oh process.
:'Thése: dommunicaﬁioﬁ gaps arise .frcm a 'pérceived._risk of .
sharing and_revolve’érduﬁd embarrassment, fear of theft of
the idea, a 1a§k of time, and poor'incentivé cystems. Other 
- factors include organisational_ barrliers .and poer . ideas

‘evaluation structures.

In 1i§ht of this the dévelopment of structures such as
stable cross-functional nétWOrks'or.teams becomes necessary.

Reich {in Henry & Walker,’. 19981) cn.ntends that people pe;r_form.
'bétterzin the creative sense as part of stable units. The
structures sﬁculd allow people to gain insight. into produéts
and. processes. Phis.presuppésés a managément'style that co-
_ordinatéa -and facilitates communication as obposed to
' _command' and control. Very often this 1s made possible

through a delayering.
2.2, 4 Chmpatendias that unde:pin'the innovation process

-The.competencies that underpin innovation can be classified
into thrée.broad'categories. These are thinking:capability,
interpersonal skills, and = personal development.
Interpersonal'skills are important in light of.the process
that is necessitated by organisations for example lobbying

for financial resources, forming teams to: enable execution

16



' and impieﬁentation'of the innoﬁatidn 'Persoﬁal developmenf
'focuses on traits’ such as per31stence, c0mm1tment, emotlonal B

mafurity, and the abllity to deal w1th uncertalnty

- Thinking _
_ The area of thinking has. been researched extensively,
inciuding coﬁfributions From Buzan, and De Bono (Hénryf

1992}. _ Henry {1992} draws the distinction. hétwéén
iﬁéginative" and evaluatzve thinking in process Hiéks,

(1972}, 1dent1fies the four aspects of process 1nﬁolved in.
:.'innovation as 1og1c,_idea linklng, problem solving, and free

asgociation,

Logical thinking is the testing of a hyﬁothesis._ﬂn example
of this is the manufacture of synthetiﬁ diamonds in =a
laboratdry, thiouqh the-creation_of similar cbnditibns to
those observed in- natufe; Idea linking is analbgous to
'aésociation and synthesis. The danger here is that educatzon
and experience may perpetuaLe old 1deas and interests that ”
frustrate the process of innovation. Free Association
emphasises  the importance of  irrational  thought.

Brainstorming is an example of such a technique.

Ly



2.2.5 Innovation Technigues

The innovation ﬁechniques'that are favdured_offer a system .
. that 'enéblesl_the generation of new ideas.. The rationale -

3Unde:pinning.this is that the more ideas that are geheratgd )

o the higher the likelihood that a commercially viable concept’

will be discovered. All ideas must be considered. Techniques
include attribute listing, input-ocutput, grid'anélysis; free

-'association, forced relationship, and hybrids of these.
2. 2.6 Innovative Organisations

_ b Ehtrepreneurial  [inaovative] - organisations. _[arel_
Experie#de'based and decentralised.. so that every ad#apde-
~ puilds on every previpus. advance, and everyone in the
cdmpany ha5 thé opportﬁnity and'ﬁapacity to'_paJ':ti':'.ij_:.nalte“‘.r

(Henry & Walker, 1991 p67). .

_Studies conducted in the Unitéd Kingdom have shown .thaf;'
innovation is particulérly difficult in largef organisations
as a fesult_of depersconalisation and bfeakdown in wvertical
and horiﬁontal communication; which. sccurs  through
institﬁtionalisatibn of progcedure and task. This is

supported by the work of West (1951).
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sttéms. instituted at Eastﬁan Kodak in the late 1970’s
attempted to clrcumvent this (Henry & Walker, 1991) through
the establishment' of ratworks .a_z"cn_J.nd a facilitator. 'I.‘he.
- fac}ilitator wés the :éVaiuator_ of the idea -an.d composer of |

the process teams.

The Ja'panese'sﬁc':ceas ils att'ributed.to the. abSe:_nce'.of ego and
power struggles wilthin organisations. The transformation
from idea to reality is more -flﬁid ‘due to lack of
oppc;s'iﬁi'on. The lack of an entr'eﬁréneurial cultﬁ_x"e, u.nllke o
Americ_:an organisat:_i.ons, does.'not -encourage. the freeing up of
lanovation. The ideal would then b.t_a a melding of the two

- values.,

. Gﬁnna_rson, Cfolly, and Schneider (1994) sugéesf a CQ.;crelation
between the é.bi_lity and ca.pabil:l_ty'to innovate, c_ustamer:
service orientation, and Organisational Cif.:_i'zenship'
Behaviour. Studies in the field of customer o_rii._entation_
support this. Innoiratioh is a natural result of the shift
towards a ‘value adding’ mnindset from a ‘doing the job’
'min_dset. The earlier work of Myers ‘and Marqguis (in Henry &
Ws;lker, 1991) and Townsend. (in Henry &.Walker, 1991} ié

indicative of this. -
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. Case studies .of the automotive industries in the United

'States_.af America and Japah {Henry & Walker;- 1991}-'have'_:--

:shown the impbrtanca'of information trénsfer, thé.nature of
 the qoﬁmunication channels and the timing bf thg information
franSfer,. the neéessiﬁy of cross-functional information -
floﬁs-and mechanisms'for inteératidﬁ and co—operative WUfﬁ

relationships.

In summary innovative companies display the following common

'elements:

* Integration between the different business units :dr
| funétional akeas B |

. cémmitment and sponscrship frcm top management reSulting
;n the provision of support and resources o .

e an emphasis on market analysis and customer sehsitiviﬁy

o- adoption'procedures'td ensure the commltment of all the
employges

_i systems that enable innnvétidn-such as empowerment ‘and
flexibility o

. ﬁ va;ua sfstem consistent with innovation including risk
taking,_challepging ideas and the status gquo

. phased implementation with a focus = on test and _

reformulation
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This is consistent with  findings of the socio-cultural

| factors that encourage innovation . (Arieti 1876}.

'.T_l.ae nature of'.tlie ieade.r'sihip isg .crnc-ial.. Th‘ié' is by examp-le_
and at all times the pracﬁ-ice reinforces the policy. The
_innovatibn strategy dictates = the | organ:i..sati.cmal. S
cha.ractgristics."ﬁést {1951} 'Speéifias the reglilfemepts.. 6f

different innovation strategies.
2.3 Performance Management

Performance managerﬁeﬁt emerged in .the late ninetee_h
_eighti.es". It is based oh motivation theories, specifically
goal, . reinforcement, and expectahcy- thecries. Goal Théory
was-.developed by Latham .a.nd Locke in 1979 and uses goé.l
éettiﬁg as a motivational .technique (Armstrong, lésdf..
Latham and Locke’s research Showad strong links béf.ween
productivity and specificity, achievability, fairﬁess and
reasonableness Of goaié as  well as ‘the extent of
participation in goal éetting,- ..nature and frequency of
_ feedback. Reinforcement theory {(Armstrong, 1994) revolves
around the i:'epetition of behaviours vﬁhic:h yvieid successful
results and result in reward and réc:ogni‘tion. Expectanc_y
theory, introduced by Vr_oorﬁ {Armstrong, .924), informs us

that individuals will be motivated to change behaviour where
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the reward is such that it merits a changs in behaviou:'and

thegffeel empowered and able to modify their behaviour.

F%bﬁ'this it follows that-sﬁqceséful pe;fcrmancé.manageﬁgnt
..is_-contingent on _éiarity regarding thé- orgénisaﬁibnal.
:$trategyf_ﬁalues and_mission and_the existence of twq-waY'
' commﬁnicaﬁion channels. Since pérfbrménde -ﬁanagément
embddies thefmicro values that éxist within it, it Follows

that one of the organisational wvalues or tenets is the

o desire of the organisation to contlnually re~invent 1tse1f.

" The drive#s in the evolution of performénce managemeht ﬁére

.fhe inadequacies of merit rating,-management by objectives,
 and'pérformaﬁge appraisal, which wer the primary ﬁeans pf
-aéééssing individual performance. These shortcomings

include:

s The psychological iﬁpact of'placing managers in the rolg
| of ‘judje' | | | |
. The use of too general criteria without the attendaat
_ established | performance _standards,__- resulting | in
subjeqtive evalﬁations-and 6b5ervations of the requisite
job behaviours. |
4 Persohality evaluations -

v Top down approach (Levinson, 1970}



e -on ,wsat an emphasis on'qﬁantifiable outputs with little
or no consideration of the quélitétive and behavioural

_ aspects (Beer & Ruh, 1996).

.TPerEOrmancé.management in its current form is a'hybri@ of
past practice._ It inqoxporates aépects of management by
.objeCtives, in ﬁarﬁicular the pérticipativn goal sstting and
performance'review in_relatibn to predetermined aﬁd.agreed

"goals.-

.'It is & ¢ontinuous process that co~ordiﬁétes and integrafes
'_oiganisational, functional, team and individual objentiﬁes
and ﬁas stroﬁg links to human réédﬁica management:. Its aim
is to change thinking;ﬂnd behaviour i1 order to achieve the_
organisatiqnal objectives.'Be#én aad Thompson {in Armstrong

1994) conduéted extensive regearch on the £6015  of

performance management and found consensus on fwo drivers:

* Reward which focuses on pay as the bahavioural chaﬁge
agent and
. Development in which human resource development

initiatives are supported by systems such as pay.

' Performance management has a Ffuture orientation rather than

a past orientation and looks at identifying, releasing, and
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channelling potential. Vital to its success, is the training
in.skills_xeqﬁired to égree the objectives and review the

performance.

 There are a nutber of different approaches to performance.
nanagement. Thé following sections explore the approaches
adopted by Armstrong (1994), Senge (1994}, Waterman, Peters

‘& Philipe {1980), and Laburn (personal communication).
2.3.1 Performmance Management Defined

Walters (1995' px} defines performance managemeﬁt as
“directing and supporting employees'to work aé effectively
and efficiently as possible in line with the needs of the
organisation”. Armstrong (1994} introduces thé dimensions of
.standards, attributes.and.process. He describes perfnrmaﬁCe
. management ' as “a proceas for establishiﬁg El éharéd
.understanding about. what 1s to be achieved, and an approach
" to managing and developing people in a way which increases
the probability thut it will be achieved in the short and

longer term”.

From the above we can -conclude that performance management
is a participative process that simueltaneously has a number

of broad aims and specific objectives., The former may



include  reinforcement and  communication  of the
organisation’s .values and tae eﬁmp:owerment of _indix_'ri'duals'.
The latter may include. improvesd employee motivatio_n .and

© increased productivity ._.

‘The systém itself should provide a forum and framework for
the agreement of objectives,'the encaﬁragement'of cohtinuous'
'improvemant and .the formation of a basis for reward and

retention practices and systems.
'2,3.2 A Methodological Framework for Parformance Management

The input, prﬁéess, cutput, and butcome model was adopfed_
success'fully at the %time that performance management
- evolved. Using the competence approach to work design and
description, inputé are es5entially attribﬁtes such. as
gkills, knowledge, ex_p_ertise, motivation, and dinclude
external factors such as'management stfle. Competencies form -
the behavioural or process -dimehsion i..e. tﬁe behéviour
required to execute the tasks, The outpufs are the
measurable results, the achievables and the outcomes are the
-impédts. of the individual contributién to the team, and
organisational objectives, as well as the rewards and

recognition.



An analysis of the inputs and processes yields developmental
agendas. Thére"aré_ feedback mechanisms that allow for .
modification of the inputs and Iprocessés as well as

refinement of the entire system.
2.3.3 A Model Of Performance Management

Bevan and Thompsdn {(in Armstrdng, 1994) . identified the
following key féatures of successful'perfo:mance managenent

- systems: .

. The organiéation has a shared vision or mission and

| objectives that are communicated effectively to ail'
enployees - | |

. Iﬁdividual_pe;fcimance management targets are linked to
team and organisational objectives z

-. Theré is é régular ieview.process to idehtify training,
development needs and reward and récognition outcomes

» The system is reviewed:continuously and refined

(Armstrong 19%4)

Fietcher and Williams (in Armstrong, 1994), in an Institute

for Personnel Management study build on the above:

« Performance mahagement is owned and driven by the line
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~» Performance management is a customised solution that

‘applies to all staff

' Armstrdng 11994) adds that the customisation can take plaqé
at organiﬁatipnal.as_w311:as divisioﬁal or team level and
‘proposes the following model which has many parallels with

" that of Walters (1995) (figqure 1).
" 2.3.4 Critique of the Model

¥hat this model does not show explicitly - and performance
management, has been severe1y critiqued for this -~ is that
‘ cbjédtives are.driveh from the top dqwn,_whilst tfaining,
develobﬁeﬁt,.and'reWards are driven from the bottom‘uﬁ. It
also does not emphasige the importance of having separate
perfbrmance ﬁnd salary review protesses. it was Ffound ét
General Elegtric (Meyer, Kay, & French 1965), that linking
the two detracted from <the developmental aspects of
- performance management and undermined the process. Levinson

(1970} ‘levies the same criticism.

Avmstrong {1594) goes on to outline the roles of the
different stakeholders in this particlpative process, The
drganisation defines the mission, vhlues,_strategies, and

obijectives, and the individual agrees, understands and
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adopts these. Similarly, the tasks, standards, and
'-performance measures are eet and agreed to. This suggests an
element of passivmty on the part of the individual, which is

inconsistent with the.underlying principles of performance
- management. Monitoring and developing performance falls upon.
the organisation and the individual within their sphefés of

inflience.

There is a need to move.away ffom static.job descriptioﬁs
(Levinson, 1976) and include the behevioﬁial and emotiona1: 
aspects ef the job. The feedback loop ghould be_extended.tq
'includeereﬁiews and upda.es of the performance management
system itself and not be limited to the performance of the
individuals or teams. This is borme out by such an
‘evaluation at NHS Wales (Armstrong, 1994) which highlighted
the importance of ongoing training in performance management

itself.

2.3.5 The 73 Framwevork as a Performance Management System
The 7% Framework (Waterman, Peters & Philins, 1980) was
developed as a change management tool initially. Walter's

(1995) definition of performance management extends

performance management beyond the performance appraisal

29



. prccéss and systems. Invoking this definition-alloﬁs for the "

'3app11catidﬁ of the 7-5 model in this area.

F Tbe'-'model._ focuses on seven dimensions. These are
.' 5upe£c;dinéte écals,_ which are the _glue  that__keeps t
':orqénisétion.tdgether, systems, staff,.skills, (management}.
_.st&le, 'sfrategy, and" Structufe. The .strength :of.'the .
fframﬂwotk is that 'all its elements are intercdnﬁectédl
.'factors fo. managemenﬁ are loocked at in conjunction with
.éach other.and not iﬁ isolation, and inform each other. A
"-.change ip one componenf must. influence the other components
and in.furn itself..It is linked to systeﬁic thinking in ité'
prdmbtidﬁ of. a holisfic .and non-linear view of .the
organisétion. It :alsq granté equal weight to alL ‘of .theﬂ
- yariables, . wﬁich_ permits organisation 5pecific

" customisation.

2,9.6 rhe Learning Organisation As A Performance Management

Systam

Learning environments by their very nature are dynamic and
continuously changing..They are in essence re-creating and
re-inventing themselves. This is in effect; innovation.
Inculcating and institutionalising learning at the level of

the individvual in the organisation is the same as
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ie. decentratised, _
hierarchical etc. - R
_ The systems that enable

‘How the organisation - _ - the day to'dyy moning of
‘improves ity . ' . ; the organisution for
| competitive position example budgeting

Style
How .
management
spend fheir _ | _
E:;ztﬁeme The cora competence or
office?) capability of the organisation
_ - (current and what must be

developed for fuiure growth)

| Superordinate goals hicaude the future direction management wish to communicate to employees, as wells
a8 the guiding principles around which the organisation 1g built, for example, customer service

 Figure 2: The 7_S Model (Waterman et al., 1980)
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inculcating the propénsity to innovate ‘and 'iﬁ sb.'ﬁging
lever;ge'thé_fu;l'creati?e potential df.the'drganisétiqn;_.
ihe pripcipléé that_underlie.the sucqes$ful'development of
the 'forﬁgr' can be applied to the 1att§r. Senge {1994):
; prostes that systemig-thinking:is the'critiéaL fadtor'iﬁ
any. 1earniﬁg -finnovatiﬁe} environment; The underlying .

. principles of systenic thinkiﬁg are:

. People need to see themselves as: part of the greater
whole in order to contribute to the best of. their.

- ability. Inmherent in this is the perCeptioh that the& are
able to influence their environﬁent. This differs from
the command and comtrol and Newtonian 'redudtionist

systems, . which ~ led to feelinas of powerlessness.

The impcrtahce cf_ .the shared value system; the
ﬁsyéhoiogical contract and the participative development
of objeqtives and_ measures is reinforced. This 1is
reflected in the'woids of Max du Preez, ¢hief ExecutiVe
Officer of Herman Miller,-“Coﬁtract& are a small part of
a relationship. A complete relationéhip needs a covenant
.82 covenantal relaticﬁéhip reéts on a shared commitmenﬁ
to ideas, to issues, to values, to goals, and to

management processes . Covenantal relationships reflect
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- unity and grade and poise. They are expr-a:ssions of the

sacred nature of relationships.” (Senge, 1994 pl45)

Aﬁcountability and responsibility are not the same as

blama. This suggests that the culture plays =z cent;al_ '

rolé and must encourage risk'taking and tolerate failﬁte
for learning and by extension innovaticn'to occur..fhis
is:supported'by Khoza {in Brehm;.1994;'p.25} “without a
'prcfound unde;standihg of the bultuﬁe(s) of thé people

- whom we seek to manage, we cannot devise an effective

living...glves them..way for interpreting reality”r'
Godsell ({in Brehm, 1994, p.24) says the “employee does
not enter the organisation as a tabula rasa”. The values

of the individual and the organisation must be congruent.

-Culturé is manifested in the tangibles such as structure
and sjstems, and_to_a greater extent in the intangibles.
The latter are the mindsets, which are not documented but
have become institutiqnalised'and'can be inferred from

what constitutes acceptable behaviour.
The organisatidn must be proéesé and not event driver and
incorporate a futﬁre perspective in its ‘strategies, .

structures, and systems.
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' This is coﬁéistenﬁ with ﬁhe' critique._of perfdrmance
.ﬁanagément?s NArrow chﬁs on outcomes aﬁd its neglect of
thé.behavﬁqural procésses that determiﬁe these outcomes.
{Beéx & Ruh, 1996) . Where performance management i$ 
concefned the end does not necessarily justify fhe_means .
and thCesses must form part of the criteria for
évalﬁatioﬁ. This 15 particularly important'when méasuriﬁg
) inncvﬁtiOn, 'as there are time lags between the actual
innovation, its imglehentatioh and the outcome of its

implementation.

"Struetures are such that they promote_cross—functional.
teamwork and commumication. There is a built in

' -fléxibility thét enébles the_individua; fo achieve'his_/
her own ébjedtives_ in conjunction with those of the

organisation.

Experimentation has shown that structure influences
behaviour {Senge, = 1994) and._limits behaviour énd..
thé:efore growth. It is therefore important to manage the
interrelationships that define those structurés over
time. These may be explicit or implicit as in the case of

nental models.
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s An appreciatidn for dynamic corﬁpléxiﬁy is important. The
- system must be SEen'and:understood-ga 2 whole in order to
influence its workings. This aims to elimihate the

' .:i.,mplementa'f.ion of shdrt-—té_rm solutions that ad_d_ress

 symptoms in an isolated mannmer,

. This is borne out by the Japanese success stories and is
-supported by Moss-Kanterfs (in . Eenry &' Walker, 1991}
kaleidoscope thinking. Communication systems, management

style and structure facllitate or impede  this.

'9 There are cgertain balancing processes in every asystem
that maintain 'équilibrium or the status—-quo '(Senge,
1994) . These  must be -removed where they impede

developmenf.

e Creative tension 1s a necessary motivator for continuous

learning and change {Senge, 1994).

This has iﬁplicétions for leadership of the organisation
creatiﬁg the “pain” - that precipitates the action that
manifests itself in change. The rolé of.leadership ‘s co
supply .information and. create the space and chaos for
_iadividual actwon {personal commenk Peter Laburn) (Wheatley,

1994) without impacting negatively on_morale.
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The relevance of these principles in. the désign and
iﬂpiemeﬁtation of pefformance management .systems becoﬁeS':
evident when the goals of the system are clarified. Where
the goal of the s?stem is to leﬁeraée_ the ipnovative
capahility of the individual in the organisation togetﬁer

with that of the organisationir systemic thirnking provides a

philosophical.basé.
'2.3.7 Current Practices

A number of companies have implem~nted inferventions to
.encourage innovatidn. These.have foéused on human resource
systems including selection, work design, -and rewards.
BExamples includs 'Innovétion. Deployment TUnits, Knowledge
Matrix Incénﬁives,.crifical'Talent'Bfokerage, and. Appliéd
- anpetence Teams (chporate Leadership Council, 1997) . The.
Lo of these interventions has been rescaxch inte the
creative personality (Weisberg in Hénry; 19892, Pérkiﬁs ih
Henry, 1992, Hayes in Henry, 1992, Amabile in Henry, 1992,

Tonay, 1995}.
‘The intexventions have had varlable rates of success. It is |

not clear whether the increased levels of innovation are

directly attributable to the iInterventions ‘or to the
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'Haﬁthbrne efféctf One of the difficultieé &ith innovation.is
its ﬂeasﬁrément. The time iég betwgeh'the innovétion énd its
sﬁccessful ccmmercialisation has - implications for the
setting of measurement criteria.'The other issue is that of
féilﬁre. An innbvatiﬁe'environment must look positively on
faiiure.as only a few ideas beax fruif._Each organisation
.haé:ta decide what.levelé are adéeptable and what are noﬁ.
it is the view of the rasearﬁher fhat the problems
associated with:leveraging innevation thrdugh performance
ménagement systems can be addressed through particibafion of

the employees in the development of the systems.
'2.3.8 The Role of Jungian Personality Theory

It ha$ been suggested that for innovation to be enhanced the
pertonality of the individual must be téken intb adﬁounf..
-Organisations are composed by individuals. It follows that
the collective personality of the individuals will form fhe
personality or culture of the organisation. Jung’s

(www.cgjung.com 4/29/98) personality theory provides four

modes of psychic adaptation from which the characteristics
of the brganisations and hence the performance managemént

'system can be inferred (Figure 3).

The four modes are Feeling, thinking, intuition, and
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_Sensafion. Feeling promotes parsoﬁal reiationéhips, . whilst
"thiﬁ_kimj 'revo']_.v}" _;;‘ound the rational capéCify to st'i_uc.ture'..'
data 'J.ogica]_.ly; 'i?he second continuum is intultion, .which.'is "
peréeptipﬁ via the unconscious) and se'nsa{'.-ion, which is.
perc.eption.. via the physical senses. _Superimposiﬁg. these
- perpendicularly provides a framework for the positibning of
the organisation, its st'rategies,. s.u.bunits, systems, 'a'nd

maﬁagement prﬂétic_:es and the necessary competendy base.

Intuition
(Soft issues)
1 I
Peeling : : . Thinking
(slow) (fast)
v m
Sensation
(Hard issues)

Figure 3: Diagrammatic representation of persouality theory
(www.cgiung.com 4/29/98) . S

38



~The 1nnovative organisatlon would be located in guadrant II
The dimenaions of quadrant IT are intultion and thinking
Intuition is assoclated with management of less overt cues,
aﬂndn~lihear way of thinking; deviation from the accepted or

" 'the status guo, perhaps even eccéntricity;' The._thinking ;
dimension is fast paced, logical, analytical, opportunity |

seeking, focused, and decisive. Based on this, the

- innovative crganisation should be structured in such a way

thet decision making is facilitated, the unconventional is
'.ﬁﬁrtured, quéstibniﬁg.and risk téking are'éncouraged, and

* freedom of the individual is respected,.

:Certain divisions in the organisation, by virtue of their
fﬁnction nay nof be.reqﬁired.tq-he as innovative as others.
  Superimposing.Juhg’s dimensiong, in the form of the above
'diagrémme, on the compoﬁénts of the 7-8 model for the total
organisation and then for the subfﬁnits and the individuals
of the'o:ganisaticn-identifies areas for customisation bf

the performance management system,
2.3.9 Model Development
A model is needed that will integrate the above theories.

' The Laburn-Andrews Drive-Chain (Laburn, 1998) model has been

selected as the point of departure. It looks at the drivers
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of strategy and the inhibitors of strategy. West (1951) -
cqntéﬁdS' that unless innovat lon _formé .part of the

'_ofganisational strateqy rééourceé ﬁillsnot be mahiiised to
- .enable it. He goes on to analyse the resoﬁrdé'requifgments':

cf_difﬁérent-types-of innovation strategies.

Tha'Lébﬁrﬂ - Andrewa.brive ~ Chain model proposes that there
are éimnltaneoua forces working towards the development and.
._iﬁplementation of neﬁ Strategﬁ and against the néw strategy{
The latter are consistent with Senge’s (1984) forces that.
’ fattemPt to maintain the status quo. The dfivers of strategy

.iﬁclude the global enviroument, domestic developments

 (economic, social, political) and the dictates 'of .thé"
"maiket,_ The inhibitors include the stakeholders, and
constraints in respect of capabllities, leadershiﬁ, and

tactics (figure 4);'

The strategy detérmines the overall objectives of the
qrganisétion from which flow the strategies and objectives
of the subwunits, "These are transformed inmto individual
obiectives and strategies. The stratggies and therefore the
cbjectives ét arganisational and individual level aﬁe
suppofted by the management style, the skills, ﬁhé

- structures, and the systems.



The leadership .pxovides _informatidnf assists * In the

o development_-6f  networks, and creates the discomfo: that |

‘motivates behaﬁiour,.xn sq'doing, the leadership provides a
field within which emplovees oPeiate'in a manuer ... = suited

- to them in corder to achievé the agreed cbjectives.

_The staff componenf of staff and skills refers to the
formation of a team with the same core values, which in turn
are qpngruent with tﬁose of the organisation qr't". Ab-unit
ﬁithin_ﬁﬁidh.thé individual operates, where the anit is
posifioned:in a different Quadrant te the organisatidn; The
skills 'component drives the human resourcé dEVelopmént.
prbgrammeé which focus on the three core competenﬁy_groups,
thinking, interpersonal gkills, and personal development in
© addition ta ndn—qore job specific training. The structure of
_ the organisation refers .to .the levels of hieraﬁdhy,
centralisation - Versus decentralisation, specialisaﬁion"
versus the generalist épp:oach. Systems'_embody all the
-systgms that .reguiafe the dayftﬁ%day functioning of the
'drganisatipn including financial, human resource,

administration, operafions, m#rketing and szles.
In line wlth sound performaﬁce management principlaes

feedback must be continuous. It musrt be elilorsed by a fbrmal

measurement event that takes place &t regular intervals
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{usually ' annual) to be determined -by the -oiganiSation
{usually_ahnualj. The dutcomés of fﬁese_prOCESSes are'short_'
éﬁd long-term rewards to-.accommoddte the timé 'lagé' tﬁaf._
occur ih.the innovation proceés. These'réwafds are either
: éxtrinsic or intrinsic in nature. Extrinsic 'fewards are
_-orientated  around financial incentives, .whilst intriﬁsic
feﬁards are-orieﬁtated arouﬁd'selféaCtualisétion_objectivés
.and Qo' beyond ‘the ‘bread and butter needs of Maélow’s

| hierarchy.
' The model developed above yields the_following advantages:

. Performancé management is positloned as an open system
» Performance management systems are developed on the basic
‘principles as the iearning organisation
e The definition df performance management is extended
JéYond':fhe current definition practice and COMmoOn
'unde;standing which reduces it to performance appraisal
and reward
» It forces the adoption of an integrated approach to
performance manageﬁent gystems - -and human résources

interventions
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" 2.3.10 Conclusion

There is s.i_'gnificant literature on the subjects of
pérfdrmande management'and:innovation; Audits.bf practicés
:gnd interventions to  ppaitively influénce _levéls pf_
innovation in organisations_'have ‘shown that pérformancé
.:'méhagemént éysﬁems are designed around the principles that
Quﬁern good performance management, rather than around.the:-
objectives ﬁhat must be achieved and the behaviours and

practices that must be inculcated.

There is therefore a need to understand the preferenceé of
'innovative- people to_.enable Ithe. development of ﬁore o
_effective pe&formance'management 5ystems in 1ine w;th a new
-halistic viéw of performance management. The research aims

te test'fhé model developed in the above sectidn aﬁd in so

doing obtain empirical evidence in support of this argument.



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS

i The propositions test the dimensions of the model developed -
.injsectibn 3;6. The'research question that is being tested
by the proﬁositions  is that pe:fdrmance mahaéémanta
préferénces of innovative employees are different to those

of non-innovative employaes.

Propogition 1

Innovative employees unlike noh—innovative employees prefer
to work in flexible, informal environments with few policies

and procedures;

- -Proposition 2

Innovative employvees look to their leadership for:
- Provision of relevant informatilon on a continucus hasis;

Pravision of rescurces teo enable innovation such as

'netwurks; budget, and training;
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- & Prevision of space and freedom to operate according to

' '_”pefSOnal sty1e; -

Non-~innovative .employees look to their managers for

instructibn and structure.

'Proposition 3

 Inncvative employees prefer intrinsic to extrinsic rewards,
whil&t the reverse is true for non~innovative amployees;

innovative employees aisp prefer flexible reward systams._-

. Proposition 4

Innovative employees like to have an understanding of the
'bfoader enviroﬁments.in which they’opérate and have a desire
to influence this; their job is an extension of self. Noa-
innovative employees are not concerned with their sphere of

influenge.

Proposition 5
Innovative Empioyeas prefer to work in organisations and

teams with value systems congruent with their -own; non-

innovative employees are indifferent.
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- proposition 6

'Innqvative .employees place far greater emphasls on the
: developmeni"'of' the core cdmpetencies that ’_uﬁderpin '

“innevation than non-innovative employees do.-
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
4.1 iethod

This 're_se'a:r:ch ﬁ_as o.f a q;iantiﬁative. natiure. Cresswell (in
_Iiaeady',. 1997 p.104} defined thi.s as “.an inquirjr into a social' 3
' or human problen based on’ testing a theory composed of
' 'variabiesg._ measurgd with nupbers and anaiysed ﬁith'
gstatistical procedures, in order to determine whether thée

predictive generalisations of the theory hold true". This

" . was consiStent'with the aims of the research,

'. The rusearch was canducted uéing a descriptive survey. The.
.data was collected through observations, which were
subsequently analysed. The prbposéd. hypotheses were then
accepted. or rejected based an the outcomes o_f. the duta

- analysis.
2.2 The Population to be Researched

The population.fﬁ be researched consisted of employees in
cne of the Gauteng Retail Branches of a finan_cial-_se:évic.es'
'organisat'ioﬁ.- The organisation has '33 000 employees
throughout South Africa. It has four businegs units defined

by the market segment which they service, and a number of
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-affiliated ccmpaniés that sell supplementary and

: coﬁpl\ éntary"pfoducts. It is structured _hierarchical;y,.
. witﬁ.twﬁ Supervisdry,_four managerial, and various executive
E levels. ‘The ;uﬁéinéss .units function a$ sepafate business E
entities_but are tied together_by a ccmmbn_culture aﬁd éet
of :ﬁalueé, .They  have separate | marketing,_ broduéﬁ
.develcpmant, distribuﬁion,- financial, and Human Resource

functions.

'Tﬁe'Gauteﬁg_Retail banking business wunit has the largest
employment level among the pusiness units. A large number.of_
.the employees are located away from tﬁe'head'office Site,

where much of the strategic work takes place, and are
‘primarily involved in saler and after'sales.service which
encompasseé éiements of administrafion. By virtue of thé.
size of the organisation it follows that the profile of the
employees 1is diverse, ranging from extremely .creative,

ouﬁgoing personélity types who prefer én ﬁnstructuréd
' énvironment to very fule driven individuals who prefer =

high'" regulated environment.

The Retail banking uhit was selected because it is in a
state of transition and faces increased competition in the
form of international entrants to the market. The business

unit must find innovative solutions to:
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ﬁ Reduce costs and 8o increase margins for the low — medium
_net worth clients; and
o Attract more high net worth clients, which 1s the more

. . profitable business.

There is tremendous pressure to devéiop 'a performance
management system that will inculcate a learning culture and

leverage the innovative capability of the emplovees.
4.3 Sample Size and Method of Sampling

A branch waé seiected baséd on total number of employees to
ensire thaf_ the requisite sample of sixty (60} employeés
could be drawn. A selection tool was devised to enable the
mahagers of the various divisions within the branch  to
clasgsify their employees’ behawviour along the innovativeness
continuum. The selection teool (see Appendix III} was based
“on thé' literaturé. survey aﬁd included éeven ‘behavioural
dimensions. These were a tolerance for amblguity, a
préférence for working independently, the ability to
ldentify problems and solutlons, the preference for risk
taking, mental agility, and freedom of expression. .The-

seventh dimension related to performance in the work placé,_
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specifically the extent to which the employee introduced new

ideas, systems, or processes.

'The managers were  reguired to rank each employee on the
.géven  dimensiqn$. Each employee was then given a tptal.
séoré. Employéés scoring between 28 and 35 were .to be
categorisad as innovative and those scoring between 7 and 15
were to b2 categorised as_non—iﬁnovative for the purposes pf

the research.

“The branch is comprised of_4 departments. The manager_of
each department evaluated his / her own employees uslng the
‘selection tool (zppendix ITI.} that was proﬁided;_The resulﬁs
of the selection tool were kept confidential and not shown
td_ the employees concerﬁed in ordgr to preVent thé
introduction Qf_bias. A1l the employees scored between 7 and
15. It was agreed that judgemental sampling wquid.be used to
divide the sémple into innovative and non—inﬁovative'groupsi
Thé Branch Hanager'was tasked with this. She'divided.thé
' employees into the 2 groups based on hex knowledge of and

- expérience with the employees.
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4.4 Data Collaction

:The'data was collected:by-means of a questicnnalre._fhis was
.“distfibutéd_ Eé ‘the Human Resourcés ‘manager, who in turn -

 fo:warﬁed it to the brénqh manager. fhé questiopnéirés-were._'
'thEn'éistributed to the féspondents'under covefing'ietter.
' The cbvériﬁg_letter'{appendix I) stated the purpose of the -
’_sfudy{ An envelope was-provided.with each questionnaire to
ensﬁre  cqnﬁidentiality. The 'qﬁestionnaires were collected:'
four TWeeks: from date of distribution. Of the 60}'
g ﬁquestionnaires{ 45 were completed. Of these 22 were in the
no_n-'iz'movati‘.re sami:le and 24 were in the innovative _sgimple; o
The questionnaires were checked for errors in completion -

 before the statistical analysis was run,
4.5 Qﬁastionnaire Design

The questionnaire {appendix I} was developed based on the'
literature review and the model developed in section 3.7.
The = questionmaire tested the following performance. .

management, dimensions:

. The environment that is requiied for innovation to take
place (system.:, structures, role of leadership, and

cilliure and wvalues)
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':; The role'and'impoftance of feedback .
. The prefarencés for different types of rewards

*» The intrinsic and extrinsic motivators:

; Rﬁpilot“study {appendix IV) involving three innovative and
three ﬁdnfinnovative individuals known to the.researéhéf ﬁas
'ﬁndertaken to test the comprehehsiveness of the modél1and_
questiohﬁaire. The cuestionnaire was tested further for

 ambiguity and_Clarity;'Changes were made where necessary.

Section one of the questionnaire included questions of a
demographic nature. These were inﬁludéd to fa&ilitate the
dgvelopment of a profiie of inndvafive. emplovees. Thé
éection also- included a self-gvélﬁétion. guestion that.
rEQuired the respondents to rank themselves with respect to

their innovative abliilty.

. Bection two . contains forty statements that required
ré5pondénts to rank their preferences on a five polnt Likert
scale with “strongly.agree".scoring one through to "strongly
_disagree“ scoring fivé. Each of these items is related to a
'dimensioh of the perfofménce.management model developed by

' the author.



" guestions 2, 6, 10, 12, 18, 20; 22, and 25 ieléte to the
.éﬁviroﬁment of ﬂwofk.' Queétions 1, s, 9, .14, _15,. and 24
investigaté thejrole of manaéeﬁent and leéderShip. Questions
3, 21, 28, 32, 35, 36, and 39 focus on the issie of
jextkinsicﬂveréus iﬁtrinsic reﬁards; whi;st.unstions_T, B,.

11, 26, 27, 29, 33, 34, 38, 40, and 41 consider the

interplay between the broader environment, the organisation -

and the indiwvidual. Questions 4, 13; 17, 19, .and 23 focus:
" on the value systems and questions 16, 30, 31, 37, and 42
" lock _particularly' at the human resource devclopment and

' _reward systems.
‘4.6 Data Analysis

- Section one of the quéstiohnaire was aﬁalysed_ using
frequency counts in order to develop a brofile of ‘innovative
and ﬁon—iﬁnovativg émployees. A comparison.was ﬁade between
the self evaanEion and the evaluation of the managers

regardiﬁg innovative ability.
Section two of the questionnaire was analysed using a Mann-

ﬁhitney U-test. This compéres ord:nal data for significant

differences. The test was run on each item at the 0.01% -
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significance level. In this manner the relevant dimensions -
of performance management sYstém_s for -léve::_‘aging -ihnovatioh ;
 were identified.

4.7 Lim_:‘r._tationé of the Ragearch

The .ger;eralis.atidn_ of the results to other organisations
outside of the financial services sector in Gauteng is’
_c_tﬁes{:ioﬁable-- ffhe'. finaﬁcial' -services sector .iS _not
_fepréseﬁtatiﬁe of the demcgraphics of the South African
 population. It haé been to é laige_ e:ﬁt-ent the. pre.éerve. of.
.th"e whité South African male. It is a_léo currently a.n
| industry sector in transition as it .has beer hardest hit by -
globalisation and the liberalisétion_ of financial markﬁets..
The responses of. sofne 6f the :e_spondents may be affected in |

~ part by the current state of flux in the organisation.
- The 'sampling method '{judgmental} introduces an element of

bias and the results may not be generalisable even within

the organisation.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS
' '5.1 Introdiuction

_Ihisschapter ¢0mprises a.summary.of the rgsﬁlts_obtaingd
fr&m the dﬁta gathering and-the'statistical analYéis. The
First _S¢cfioﬁ- of fthis chaptei ‘deseribes the sample. -fhef.'
second section describes the statistical techniﬁues emploved

 and the cofresPSnding results. The results are interpreted"'

in Chapter 6.
5.2 Response Rate

A total of 60 questionnaires were sent. 44 Wgre-retupned,-of
which_only 34 were used for statistical anaiysis. Of_thesE'
34 §ﬁly'33 wére cdmpléted in full. For a questionnaire to be
‘usable it was necessary for thé respondents to complete
secfion_two of the form in full. Fhis represented a 77,7%

usability.
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- 5.3 Statistical Analysis

5.3.1 Sample Demographics

The sample demographics  pertain to the employees from =& _'_

branch of a . financial services ovganisation, who
participatéd. in-.the fesearch. by completing a uéaﬁle
qﬁeétionnaire. These empléyeesfweré divided into 2 samples,
.namély nﬁn—inﬁovative and innovativa. Thié translated to 18
non-innovative and 16 iunnovative of the 34 usable
questionnaires. The ci zegories which were inclﬁded in'thé

garcle demographics were departmenf in which employed;-size
.df depafﬁment,.job family lewvel, sex, age, nature of ﬁhe
' ggmblqvee’s-jqb, guélification, years work experience, . and
_ innovation self rating. The distribution of the total
| sample, asIWBll as thé 2 sub—sémples is shown in the table 1

below.

The respondents were spread across follbwing departments,
" pustomer care, sales, frontline, and branch support. The
frontline dgﬁartment ‘was the largest departrent. Thé
employees in the non-innovative department were mﬁré evenly
distributéd . across departments than  the innovative

employees.
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The majority of the employees both in the. total sample  and
 the two sub-samples were female. 70% Of the total sample was
female whilst 78% of the non—innovative and 62,5% of the

‘innovative sample were female.

-.The.age distribution wés skewéd towards the 18 - 28 aqe".
category for the tqtal.sample as well as the sub-samples.
'Tﬁe majority of the sam@le had one -ﬁo 1d years wWork
-ei@e:iénce. This was also reflected in the distributions of
tﬁe non~innovative and  Innovative  sub—samples. :Thé'
.iﬁnovative_sample did not have any employees with mnre_than
'20_years work-expe:ience. Ail the respondents had a matric
'qualifiﬁation. Ohly one respbndant had an additional
B quaii.’fication_ and this was a banking qualification. There
were no significant differences in the distributions of the

.'two sub-samples across the demcgraphic categories.
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Tabie'lt Sample Demngraphica by total sample and sub-sample

: Vériable 'fotai Non-innovative | Innovative
Total ECRE BT 16
Departméht. . .

Customer care |8 15 . .3
sales K] 4 5
- Frontline 11 4 7
'B#anCL Iupport | 5 5 0
S'e.x.:' ' . |
" Male 10 |4 6
. Female 24 |14 10
Age:
-18-28 17 9 8
29-38 5 11 4
39-48 A 3 1
49-58 6 4 2
59-68 1 1 0
Qualification. -
matrie |100% {100% 100%
Yéars work_ |
experiénce:: 23 11 12
| 1-10 6 2 4
S 13-20 3 |3 0
21-30 1 |1 0
31-40 1 1 0
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5.3.2 The Data

Mannwﬂhitney U-tests were run on each item ~in the
'queétionnaire to detect differences'in preferences between
innoﬁativa and non-innovative employees. The results are

'-'éhOWn in the table 2,

:.Thé null hypofhésis was accepted for 38 of the 42 items;
There were no significaﬁt differences betﬁeeh | the
'préferences of innovative and nonrinnovative employees for
the 38 items. Significant diffgrences were recorded for

items 4, 17, 18, and 24.°
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' '_I‘abl'e'zz Resulfs of Statistical Analysis

objectives to the strategy

and objectives: of  the

Qu Question. A Probabilitﬁ Déciéian
Ho.__. | value _[Ho_='null
| hypothésia}-
IFE .'prefer to -sti:ucture “my | 1.17350.240590 :_Aécept Ho
|work as 1 like |
7 [T prefer To  werk In an|0.1630|0.670510 FCoept T
organisation that has few | |
management layers _
3 |1 prefer to set my own 0;0;401 0.968006 Accept Ho
_objectivea,' and ‘decide |
which projects I would like
1 to work on
§ | I prefer to work for an|1.5171,0.069199 Reject o
organisation that regards]| |
failure as paft of the
- development process .
5 I prefe; to meet someone|0.5408[0.588640 Accépﬁ Ho
else’s specifications in|
how I do m§ work _
; T prefer to have a detailed 0.0565 | 0.954916 Accept Ho
| structured job description
7 [T prefer to Link my[0.1976]0.643355 TAcaept Ho

61




'éompany'

whose members have similar

skills and think alike

7 fma et @ good [0.7924 0338133 'A_dcept_no'
| understanding of ..thé ' I |
Sfﬁanisation. assists me in)
-achieving my objectiveé | _
9 jI .prefer. to work for a i.3699 5.170730 Agcept Ho
managér' who allows me '
access to all _ information
'relevant tofmy worf
10 [T prefér  to have ThHe 0,2725 [ 0. 785266 Accept Ho
freedam_ to chooge  the j
assignments I want to work
on |
11 |T  find that & _ good |0.7924 | 0.428133 Accept Bo
understanding of the
business enﬁironment
| assists me in achieving my
objectives _
12 |T  preter to . work for b.D?ZB 0.941959 Accept Ho
organisations that have
rigid structuré; ~ and
procedures |
T3 (I 1like working In teams|0,7085]0,478645 Accept Ho
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..14

interdepartmental

T prefer To work £or 4 [0.63660.524377 Eccept Ho - '
.manaéer _ who_ limits my | | |
abcess.fb'informatioﬁ 
i5 |1 'p.refe_r'_tq Work tor a|1.1508 |0.249807 Accept Ho ]
| manager who. is committed | - | |
and enthusiastic about ny
work ' '
T6 [T .prefer o work Tn an |1 0609 0 295750 Aceept Ho
‘organisation that 'fakes my
‘}personal | development
seriously -
17 I prefer to work in teams 1;7335 0.083005 Reject ﬁb :
 whose memberé have a wit~»
1variety of Skills
18 [T prefer to work For an|1.9655]0.049362 TRejeot Ho
| érganisation | thét | -
encourages the exchange of
| ideas
18 |1 prefer Io work Tor an| 10608 | 028755 Accept Ho
brgani&ation that allows ne o
to challengws the status quo
20 |I preifer to work . an|0.1773 0;859289 Accept Ho
érganisatioh - that .
encourages
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| communication

21

T prefer to choose my own

rewards and - reward

| structures

T.0567

0.290662

Ascept-Hq]-

22

1T 'prefer to work for ah

organisation that
encourages communication

between job levels

0.2501

0.802488

Accept Ho

23

L pfefér :to work for an

organisation that has

- | values that match my own

1.374D

0.169446

Accept'Ho

24

censure me for making

mistakes

My ideal manager does not;

2.0298

0.042374

Reject Ho

25

I prefer to work only with

people in my department

9.1101

0.912367

Accept Ho.

28

I prefer to work in an

influence thé way things

‘are done and . the foture

.direcftion of my department.

and / or the organlsation

organisation where I

1.54586

0.122193

Accept Ho

27

I prefer to do work that

objectives ~  of the

contributes to the overall

¢.889l

0.3730464

Accept He
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organisation

NECE

T prefer financial zewafds

| to non-finaneial rewards

1.3711

0.170344

_Accapt_

o |-

. [29

T fesl it is Important to

| e invnlvgd' in - the

selection decisions for new

team members

- 0.B8097

0.418134

Accept

'Ho

[36

I prefer to Teceive on the

job training

1.0507

0.275383

Accept

Ho

31

I prefer to receive

training in generic skills

such as lateral thinking|

‘and interpersonal skilis

1.0887

0.285195

Accept

Ho

32

| Promotion is a good form of

| recognition:

0.1548

0.676938

0.772900

Accept

Ho

133

I prefer mnmy job to be

something I do - between

| 08h00 and 17h00, and Xkeep

it separate from my hobbies

0.Z886

Accept

Ho

34

I prefer to do work that
contributes to the greater

'society

0.2110

0.832913

Accepi

Ho

35

Team rewards are important.

to me

1.1760

0.239606

Accept

Ho

36

When T do a job well I like

1.2192

0.222780

Aceept

Ho
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[ to be given - moré._

'_ challenging work

37

How I get the job done is

‘| as important as the outcome

0.2653

0.790752

Eccépf.Ho

NES

1T prefer to be allocated to

a team and not be involved

in the selection of my team

members

08589

G. 390405

Accept Ho |

38

Indiﬁidual incentives and

récagnition are import'ant

f.7878

0.430793

Accept Ho

40

I prefer to do work that

contributes to - ny

.| objectives

D.5236

a.600528

Accept Ho

i

__I prefef m'y jocbh to be an
' expression of who I am,
ilke all my outside hobbies

and interests

§.6918

0.372522

Accept Ho

42

The end result is more
important that the way in

which the job is done

£.1803

0.872628

Accept Ho
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'5.3.3 Research Proposition 1

'Propésition l'sfates.the innovatiﬁe employees quikg non-
."innpﬁative Emﬁloyees prefer to-ﬁbrk i;;flexibie, inforﬁél
.”envirpnments, with -féw policias: and procedurés.' These_“.
ehviroﬁﬁents should encourage comﬁﬁnicaﬁidn, the free.
Exchaﬁge of idéas, and'méké'alldwances for indiﬁidﬁality;

- The ‘table .below shows the questions that relate to
3_p£opositich 1 and the decision. There were no significantl

. diffe:encessnih -the preferendes' of"nbn~innovativé aﬁd_'
iﬂnovative employees'aé regards the ehployment.énvironment,
except in relation to question 18 which relates to the free

exchange of ideas.

The difference between the medians indicateé whiqh.cf_the
two groups.scored higher. Where the result is positive the
non-innovative group scored higher i.e;-they were closer to
the ‘étrpﬁgly_disagfeed’ end of the Likért'scale, Whére the
. differeﬁcé is negati#e thé inﬁovﬁtive g?oup are closér to

the .‘strongly disagreed’ end of the Likert scale.

- The innovative Qroup had a strongef preference for fewer
management 'layérs in an. organisation (Q2)'-and for well
requlated environments. The non-innovative group showed a

sfronger preference for enviromments that encourage the free
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exchange of ideas and.  communication between. l'evel's,_ the
' provision of pragcriptive job descriptions, choosing theix

_'owh_ -'as'sigmnen*t's, and not working across -'departmentts.

Table 3 Questions for Propqéition 1

-'Question. ' Decision .. R _ Differeﬁée' between |
nﬁmbe.l.:-‘ | (o = null hypothesis) | the medians
2 . Accept Ha Positive
& . Accept Ho ' - ﬁeéative_
’ ;'_1'0 . Accépt Ho — Negative
12 [Accept Ho — Positive
ig - Reject Ho Negative
20. i ' . Accepf Ho _ Neé‘at'iv'é
22 R Accept Ho : ' | Negative
{25 T Accept Ho - Negativé__ _

" 5,3.4 Research Proj:ositiqn 2

Proposition 2 states. that innovative employees' and non-
innovative employees have different- reqﬁifemenf.s from their _
.1eade&:ship. and management, ‘Innovative employees look to
.their leadership for - the provision of information_ on. a
continuous basis, provision of resources to ena.ble
infevation including networks, budget, -and -t;:ainib,g, and

provision of 'space and freedom to operate according to
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personal style. Nori-innovative -employees look .té their
ménagérs for'instruction'and_étructufea How:the job is done 
 i$ équ§1lj imbdrtant ag the 6utcome;.ihe table beiow liSté
 £he hquesﬁiogs._reléted_ to 'pIOpéSition 2 as wéll as thefl
 :'decisidn. There ﬁere no significant difﬁerenées betweg@ nén—
 iinno§ative and innévative eméloyees‘in thié respéct except
'ig rel&tion- to quéstion 24. This relates t& managémcﬁt
'_-qensure for making mistakes. Despite this, the innovative
~group showed a weaker preference for this than the non-

innovatives.

The innovative group - showed é stronger preferénﬁe. for
1imited'access to informatioﬁ thar the non-innovative group
' (Q14)..There appears to be a_contradiction with respect to-

Ql. and Q5. These questions re;ate  to :ﬁho étrucfures the
work,.the'individuai or the manader. In bbth.ﬁases the non-

Annovative group shdwed.a higher preference for both.

Tabla 4 Questions for Proposition 2

Question Decision '__”'lnifferencé befﬁeen
nﬁmber (Ho = null hypoths .l:¢} | the medians

1 — | Accept Ho | : Negative;

-5 } o - Eb#ept Ho ' Negative

5 — Accept Ho o Negative

14 ._- Accept Ho Posifive
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15 - - | Accept Ho o ' Negative

124 Rejecf- He B} - Nega;tifre

' 5.3.5 Research Proposition 3

?ropqsition '3 éfaﬁes that: innbvati%e emplbyees prefer"
" intrinsic to:cxtrinsic rewards, whilst the reverse is true
for uon-innovative employees;-'innﬁvative employees also
préfer flgxibie reward_systems. The tablé below lists the
guestions that péftain to proposition 3. There were no
significant differences Dbetween the hoﬁrinnovative_ and_

”innovutive group.

The innovative groups indicated 1 stronger preference for

‘setting their own objectives .&ciding which projects
they ﬁbuld like to work ocn. Th her constructs relate to
reward systems. In all cases th = n-innovative group showed

. a higher preference than the ir  ,sbive group.'

Table 5: Questions for Proposition 3

Question .Decision _ Différence betweén
number ' (Ho = null hypothesis) |the medians

3 Abcept Ho . Positiﬁe .

Z1 Accept Ho . Negative

28 T Accept Ho [ Fegative

0




32 ~ Taccept Bo ~ [ Negat ive

35 ' _ Abcept Ho . Negative
36 . fAccept Ho ' Negative

-39 S Abcept Ho ' ﬁegativé

5.3.6 Research Proposition 4

Proposition 4 stéteé that innoﬁatiVe:amployEes like to have 
éﬁ understanding of the broader enviremments in which they

operate and have a desire to influence this; theiﬁ job is an
'extensicn. of self, Non-innovative  émployees are not
concerned with their sphere of influence. inncvative
emplbyees prefer to be involved in decisions concerning
their employment situation. Table € shows the questions
relating to proposition 4, _There were no significant
differénces_betWeen the preferences of non—innovatiﬁe'and

. innovative employees with respect to proposgi-ion 4.

The innovative gfouﬁ indicated a higher .preference far‘”
Ilihking their own bbjectives to the strateqy of the
organisation. They also showed a higher preference than the.
non?innovative group for being allocated to a team and not
beiﬁg involved in the selection .decisions of the team

‘members. The. non-innovative groups showed a higher
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preference Sor choosing theit own team members than the

. Innovative group. -

The non-innovative groﬁp showed a .étronger praference for
understanding. the organisation and ﬁhe business environmeht.
They also .showed a stronger prefersnce for ﬁork that
contrilutes to the greater séciety, and influencing the way

things are done.

Table 6: Questions for Proposition 4

Question Decision . | Difference _betweeﬁ'
number (Ho = null hypothesis) the medians
7 ™ [Accept Ho PosTELVE

8 ' ~ [Accept Ho _ Negative

11 B Accept Ho o ' Negative

26 ~ . Accept Ho . Negative

27 “Accept Ho : Negative

29 | Bocept Ho _ T | Wegative
33 Accept Ko : Negative.
34 | Accépt Ho Negative
38 : Accept Ho . o Basitive
40 [ Accept Bo ~——Tegative
21 — Accept HO Négative'
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5,3.7.Reéeardh Prqpoﬁition 5

.Probositicﬁ. 5 states that inhovativé employegs' prefef “to

':ﬁbrk in qrganisations and teams with value systems congruent
with their own; nbnfinnovétive-employees are iﬁdifferent;
.The value gystem should include a preference for riék and a :
toleraﬁce for failure. The fablé below listé the questions
that. relate to .prppbsitibn 5. There were nb significant
_.differenCes between the rreferences of the two groups except

in relation to questions 4 énd 17. The former relates to é

' ."_t.o]_.'ere::l,nce for failure and the latter to a requirement for a.

diversity of skills within the work teams.

'With'reépect to both Q4 and Q17 the ;on-inncvaﬁive grﬁup
- indicated a higher pfeference than the innovative group. The
innovétivé | _;;r#oup indicated a higher pfeferénce 'f.or.”
cﬁnsistency in values between the arganisafion, thé tgam and
':b.'e_ j.ndividua:l_.. They also showed a hilgher preférence for

environments that encourage the challenging of the status

quo.
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‘Table 7: QueStions for Proposition 5

z.Questioh. Deﬁision T - '.ﬁifferenéé _ bétwegn
: ..npﬁber _. {Ho = nﬁll hypothesis] .f . the medians |
1 — ' Reject Ho " -”.'-Négative.
| 13.'_ T ﬁbceptho B Positive
'17_: T Reject Ho — Neéétive'
'_19 . Accept Ho .P§Siti§e
33 “|Accept Ho ' _Pbsitive

5.9.8 Research Proposition 6

Proposition € st&tes that innovative employ&es' place far
greater emphasisg bn the development of the coré competfencies
that underpin innovﬁtion tﬁan honwinnovative enployees do;'
as well as .on personal _developmént; Table § éhoks the
'questions that relate to propdsition_ﬁ and the decision.
Thére were no significant differences between the two

groups.

The non-innovative greup showed a higher preference than the

innovative group for the Lollowing:

s Personal dévélopment;
e On the job training;

e Training in generic skills;
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. .Process.aﬁd.oﬁtcome'relating to the task.

Table 8: Questidné for'Prdposition B

. 'QuesﬁiOn Decigion Differencé 'Eétﬁgeh 
. number' {Ho = null hypothesis} the medians
..ié.' ' Accept.Ho. [ Negative
30 — Accept Ho Negative
ﬁl Accept Ho Negative
| 37 | Accept Ho Negative
-42. Accept Ho .Naéative

5.4 Conclusion

In the main there were no significant difiarences in the

preferendes.of innovative and non-innovative employees. The .

following chapters will explore reasons for the results and

‘make -~ recommendations ~regarding performance management

systems.
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CHADTER 6: INTERPRETAYION OF THE RESULTS
6.1 Introduction

- This chapter aims to interpret the results in the context of '
._th_e :I_.iterature reviewed in Chapter 2 and the propcsitioﬁs

put forward in Chapter 3.

It must be noted that a degree of bias is inevitable in the
reponses to the questionnaire items and this must be taken
- into consideration when interpreting survey scores (Maitland:

and Hofmeyr in Appelbaum, 1897).

The research aimed to test the dirensions of perform.nce
management systemé with respect to innovative and non—.
.in_novative employees. The - literature suggeé_ﬁs_ that
differences in preferences of the two groups should exist
because of the nature of the innovative _individual and -the

requirements for inpovation to take place.

It must be noted that whilst few significant differences
were_ found, there is no conclusive evidence regarding the
extent to which the two groups agree or disagree on each

construct.
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. 6.2 Research Froposition 1.

"Research  Proposition. 1 sought to test the preferences

regarding the nature of the enviromment in which performance

‘and by extension innovatipn occurs. This is consistent with N

. Samfs viewu{in Appelbaum,'lgs?) that the environment of work
hés a greater impact on performancé:management that humaﬁ
resource development. This is supported by Senge {1984) who
propoges théf the strﬁctures determine performance.
Rosenfeld and Serve (in Henry & Walker, 1991) pfopose"the_
.,existeﬁce of certain'rolés necessary for innovation. Thesé
tend to be informal regquiring a flﬁid, flexible environment.
" Furthermore, it requires effective cémmunication and cross-
iunctional networking syétems. Thege are easier to create
and maintain in smaller organlsation with fewer managemeﬁt
layers., Henry .& Wélker - (1991} suggest .that inn0vative

organisations are experilence based and decentralised.

The scores do not .indiééte 'anf ‘significant differences
between the *wo groups regarding the environment of work
 _with'the exception of question [Qf 18. This is conslsteht
with the innovative personality 5 propenaity towards freedom

of expr9951on (Tonay, 1995}
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'In all cases except Q2 (the number of management layersg) and
012 (well regulated and rule driven envircnments) the non-~
innovative group indicated a highér preference.’ The

" expectation, in line with the literature was the opposite.
§.3 Research P;édposition 2

In the 7S Model (Waterman, Peters & Philips, 1980) the. 7
dimenéichs.df the system inform each othei. It follows that
an:infermal, fiexiblé system will necessitate a particﬁiar
management style._Maﬁagement creates the-unregulatéd space
in which the work.is done, p;ovides the informétibn and: 
.other_resburces that enabie performande..This is supported
by Bmabile's {in HEnry,-lggz}'assextion that prescriptive_
.environments dampen innér motivation in the case of:

innovative personalities.

Whilst +there were no  éignificant differences in the
pfeferences of'innovative.and ﬁonéinnovativé_employees with
respect to task orientatiosn versus.prbéeés orientation, the .
freedom to determine_one's own method of work, and access to
informaticn, there was a significant difference with'respect

to tolerance for failure,
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"'.In all cases the opposite result with respect_td extent of

'-aqreemént__was' opposite to “what is suggested 'in'.the
litérature; if.was'exéeCted thatuthe'innﬁvative groﬁp.would
;show. a'-ﬁighér preference than the innovative group with _
- xespeqt - to _ structuring one’é own work, access to

information, and management support for the Cindividual’s

work.
6.4 Rasearch Proposition 3

_3mabile (in Henry, 1992) asserts that intrinéiq.mbtiﬁators.
_ére more important than extrinsic motivators for innovative
 individuals. Appelbaum (1997) suggésts_that intrinsic
‘motivators must be clearly linked to extrinsic motivators
guch as pdy and promotion, Peters and Waterman'(in
Appelbauﬁ, 1997} and Anthony and Strickland (in Appelbaum,
1287) concur that a'properiy designed reward system is the
key cdntributof to the effective attainment of corporate

strategy.

' There were no significant differences in preferences between
the 2'groups. It was expected that the innovative grdﬁp
would shoé a higher preference for nonffihancial rewards,
and intrinsic motivators such as promotion and ﬁore

challenging work, than the non-innovative group.
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6.5 Research Proposition 4

'.Drupkér_'(in lHehry and Walkér, 1991} suggests 'that _f9r_
innﬁﬁétinh.tc-be'purposefﬁl it must have its origins in the
analysis of sources of new.opportunities;_This cannot hgppgﬁ.'
where the employee does not haﬁe'ap uhderstanding of the
business enviromment and the strategy of fhé'organisation
(@8, 11). The non-innovative employées showed a higher '
_ preference for fhis'than the innovative employees. This is.

in apposition to the literature.

Henry (1992) and Amabile (in Henry, 1992) add to this line
of tﬁinking. Passion aﬁd love for oné’s work 1is fundamentai
for innovation to take place (033, 4i}. Only seeing
'_themselvés as part of a greater whole can individual’s

 contribute to the best of their ability (0Q26) (Senge, 1994).

It is also consistent with the evolution of perfofﬁance
manageﬁent systéms from an 2vent to a total system. This is
supported by Walters {1995) who sets out the objectives of
performance management systems, that is to ensure that
employees WOfk to realise the objectives of the
organisation. Beﬁan and Thompson (in Armstrong, 1994} extend

this thinking through the_idéntificatidn_of the key features
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‘of performance management  systems. These  includa Linking

individuél objéctivés to those of the organiSation:{QT,-27].

'The survey_scdres do noﬁ ﬁefiect any significant differehces:
.betweeﬁ'_the non;innovative ~and inﬁovatiﬁe emploYeES_;with.
respéct' to proposition 4, The distribution o'f.the scores
supﬁorts'ﬁﬁe &rgumeﬁts set ,at above, with the exception of
.linking_ thé-_individual’s objectives to those of _the'
organiSation. It also appears that *Fn aphere of influence
tested by 026 is limited to the or- - - sation end does not

extend to the greater society.
6.6 Research Proposition 5

_Senge_(1994} suggests that forces that maintain the status
quo. must be removed whefe. they iﬁpede gfowth. and
development. This _requires- a shared wvalue  $ystem.'that_
fosters gontiﬁuous learning and énccurages the organisatioﬁ
and the individual_to re-invent itSelf. in brder'for-this to
happén'the'embloyee has to see himself as part_of a greater
whole_(Senge, 1994}. The pSychdlogical cqntract itself is
based on a covenant of shared 'ideas and values (Senge,
1994}, The innovative group showed a higher preferénce for
shared value_systems than the non—innqva‘*ﬁe group {Q13, 19,

23) .
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'”.-5pelial_'at£ention: was éi#en"tp' the'_partiqular value,
'chéliéﬁging  the status quo (Q .). In iine ﬁitﬁh what the
".literatqré proposes, the innovative group showed a hdghef
'.preferénce for this type of_lenvironﬁant that the nonf S

. innovative group.
- 6.7 Research Proposition 6

The_literatﬁre suggests fhat particular cogﬁitive abilities
'(Qal}, interpersonal skills, ahd continuﬁus pergonal
development (Q16) aré important for.-innqvation to tzke
.pldce. These ‘centre 7around thinking rather than

specialisation in a job or subject. -

There ~were . no 'signifiﬁaht différen&es bétween : the'
.préferences of the innovativé.and non—iﬁnﬁvative groups'ih
_this regard. This is linked to the _importance of -huﬁan
 resource development as an .outhme' of the performance

management process.

B2



+ @ "i-elusion

_ The signifiqént differencés befwéen the.preferencés of non-
' inﬁdvative énd ipnovative employees appeared iﬁ four areas.'
These ére§

..a folerénce.for failure in the.orgauisatioﬁ.

o. a.management sﬁylé that does not censure mistakes

. 'an envircenment that encburagés the free.exchange.of ideas

 i a diverse skills base within work teams

The following chapter will provide conclusions and

-recommendations flowing from the research.



CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS AMD RECCMMENDATIONS
7.1 Introduction -

In this chapter the main findinhgs of the ressarch are.
summarised, and recommendations and conclusions are

presented. Areas for future research are alsc identifi_ed..
7.2 Main Findings of the Research

' 'The ressarch sought to fest specific aspects of parformance
management systems. These are structure, reward systems,
strategy, management .styl.e, and superordinate goals,
Significant differences in the preferences of innovative and
non-innovative employees were not find with the exception of
.the type of wvalues, the reéuired skills, and menagement
' style. While'. this has = implleations for performance
- managemert - systems, .. the research appears to support the__
general prin.ci_ples of good performance managemént systeﬁs.-
It confirms the findingé in Appelbaum (1997) and extends

them to all employses.
It is possihle that the findings df’ the raesearch have hean

biased by a number of factors. The restriction to one

organlsation ensured that the aample was drawn from a too
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homsgeneous pool of people. It is recognlsed that self-.
Selection7océhré in'organiéations.resultinq in the retention -
of _s:_‘._l.n'ilar empléyeesi' and the ejectioﬁ.' qf the non-
_bbnformists.'Furthermore, lafge financial institutiohé are
not rencwned for their innoéative gcapability. The halo
effect may have been a factor in the judgemen.tal'_éampling
-prdcess resulting in a false basis for the classific&tion of
eﬁployaes as inpovative and non-innovative. Furthermors the
small size of the asample posed certain limitations. The
sample represented 0.13% of the population of the financial

-sarvices institution.
' 7.2.1 Research Propositién 1

There was one significant difference between the pfeferences
of innovative and non-innovative employees reyarding the
‘wark environment and the structure of the organisation, This
related to the encouragemgnt of the fpee exchange of ideas
in.the workplace. This Suggests.the need for fﬁe_crgation_of'
structures that will develop this in the organisation for
example the development of networks and the.appointment qf

liaison pecple who transfer information.

Beyond this it can be concluded that both innovative and

non-innovative employees have the same requirements of the
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work place, that being a more fluid, flexible one. This does
nét' ‘explain the continued exlstence of ‘large, rigidly
_strucf.ured 'organisations. A trend énaly'sis ﬁay reveél .th'at
or‘ga"n:i.'sation. are increasingly breaking themselves i_n'fo |
smaller units, Cérta._tnly-current popular literature suggests
that the knowledge worker appears to bé operatiﬁg as a se;.lf- '
'su’fficienf unit in networks rather than within orgaﬁlsed and

regulated structures.
_7.2.2'Resea'rch Propbsition 2

The 6nly sitjnificant difference between the two groups with
respect._to management_s'f:yle relates to censuve for making
" mistakes. This is directly related to a value system .thét
regards failure as p2:t of the development process. T_he
finding is congistent with the finding in proposition 5

dizcussed below.

In all - other respects,. :Lnnovative' ‘amd: ndn—-innovative
employees' have the game requifement of their managers., In
the new world of work the requirement of management is to
facilitate ahd guide. rather than prescribe, The inanagef's.

role becomes that of strateglst rather than policeman.
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7.2.3 Research Proposition 3

There  were ooo sigoifioanﬁ' .differences oetweeﬁ_ the
ﬂ_piefeiencee. of ihnovative and’ non&ihnovati#e eﬁpioYees
-regarding what motivates employees. The data suggests thet
team rewards dre more important than individual rewards,.ae
" are flaxible reward systems._-Thls applies to 1ntrln31c
“'motivato;s vis-a-vis extrinsic motivators. A ranking was not
_obfained ﬁo indicate which rewards are preferred to others.
A clear link must be - establiahed betweean performance and
Cintvinsic motlvatorsf and intrinsic motzvators and extrinsic

motlvators.
7.2.4 Regearch Proposition 4

There were no signiflicant differences ‘between  the
preferences of-innovative.and'non—innovatiVe employees with
respect to their knowledge of the business environment and

the organisation.

Communioation systems should enable the free exchange of
vrelevant .information. This requires the':inculoation of =2
oulture_that disavowe power struggles and politioking,_and
. supports team_hased cutcomes. The objectives of_employees

~ should be rolled up into the objectives of management such
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that management performance is also evaluated to the extent
that employees achieve their ‘objectives. This occurs
noturally where objectives flow frqm the strategy of +the

'orgarlsation
'7.2.5 Research Proposition 5

The significant differences -that emerged between the.
" prefsrences of innovative and non-innovative employees::
‘relate specifically to the role of failure in the
- develbpment prbeees and fhe_divereity of  the skills_bese.
The former is censistent with the findings in:proposition'z,'
‘and 'furfher supports the importance ‘of a shared ealﬁe
‘system. It is important that the management have a value

system thet is consistent with that of the organisation.

Thls tolerance for fallure could be developed through the'
measurement precesses wE the perfo“mance menagement systemb
'This is a customisation that could be applied in the areas
vhere ihnovation is ciitical. Where innovation is critical a-
telerance for challenging the status quo should be factored

into the performance management systeﬁ.
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7.2.6 Research Proposition 6

‘There We#e no significént diiferences' between  the -
_ prefereﬁces of innovative and non—innbvétive-employeés_withf
respéct to human - resource development. It  is _cléaf ‘that
frainiﬁg'and pgrsdnal development should form one @f the
outcomes of performance manageﬂent.syatems. Feedback_shduld
inciude a.counsalling element and human resource developmént.

‘should be participative.
7.3 Recommendations

On the'basis of the findings a common performance mahageﬁent
' éYstem can  be designed for _ﬁoth ihnovative and . non-
iﬁnovative employees. This is consistent with the viéw that
innovation is a Continﬁum  rather than an either or
siﬁuation} This may suggest that differences in preferences
-:egarding thé wory euvironment and its syskems may be
relatgd to nther characteristics rathe;'than the innovati?é
capability-cf the employeq. It further suggests.thét where
the environment . suits the ‘employee and the"appropriate_
amount of discomfort is"genexated; the employee ﬁill
innovate. The performance managemeﬁt system must ke fine~-

tuned to create the necessary .discomfort for each

89



- ihdiﬁidual. This repoéitiohs the human resource

- specialisation as a key line management skill.

7.4 Aréas_for'Futuré Research

. The following areas repregent possibilities for further
'study. These revolve around the deveiopment of spécific

dimensions of performance management systems.

. .Exteﬁding the scopé of this resaarch tﬁ employees outside _.

" of the organisétidn and the financial services sector

* Preferences _arpund reward systems and . 5pécific
:incéﬁtives, with particular emphasis on ways in which to
link reward. to performance | | |

.  Preferred performance neasurémenf systems - their design
and adaptation for the innovative environment |

» Preferred feedback mechanisms and the rcle'of feedback in
peformance manageﬁent

s The role of the employee and the nature bf participative_
.proceéses in the deéign of pérformange'management systems

. The.cdncept of self-selection in organisatibns resulting
in homogeneous groups of people. and the limitations this
poses on the éfficiencies within orgahisatidns and their

continuous zenewal.
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' 7.5"C§hd1usibn

Globalis&tﬁon has levelled the playiﬁg : fields for
organiaations_ With respect to costs and efficienc es.

'.Comparative' advaﬁtagé has now become =& fun@tion. of the.
orgénisations' capabilities to inmovate. Indeed this is the

source of the compﬁrativé advantage'of nations.

'The ‘research has not shown anything conclusive ‘about
performance managemeﬁt systems vis~a-vis the innovative
employee; the necessity of developing a culture of__
: inpovation is clear. The absence of a clear result may.be in
part as a résult of the sambie siée and the Sampiing_
: methodolbgy; If we accept however that imnovation is Ia

' dontinuum, then the model developed in Chapter 2 provides a
- framework Lof _creating. flexible performance .managemént

' syﬁtems orientated around specific objectives and employee

neads.
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APPENDIX I : QUESTIONNATRE
February 21, 1999

Dear colleaque,

Research_on Perfdrmance-Management Preferences of Emplovees

Thank you for your participsation Iin my research project,
which falfils part of the requirement for the Master of
Management (Human Resources) at the Wits Business School.
This research leoks at the performance management
preferences of employees with a view to developing & -
methodology for the design of such systems. '

In order to ensure that your response is dealt with in a
confildential manner pleasge seal in the envelope pravided
when you have completed it,

Thauk you for your time and effort.

Siﬁcerely, .

Terri Castis



Section 1.

:- 1.Department i~° rdch employed:

2. Number of employess il my division:

.3, Job. Family Lewvel:
4. Sex M/ P - . Age

5. Brief job description:

6. Please tick the appropriate column.

- My job is largely:

| Technical

Supervisory / managerial

Othex

6. Qualifications:

Matric

Tertiary Quali.lcation

Banking Qualification

6. Number of years experience in the financial services
industry: '
7. Please answer this question in relation to you work On.a

scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being most innovative and $ being
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‘least innovatiire, please rate yourself:

29,



'Bectioﬁ 2

_Please tick the box reflecting your preference

Strongly '
Agree
Agree _

Agree nor
- Disagres’
Disagree
. Strongly
* Disagree .

T. T prefer to strﬁcture my work as I 1 2 5
like '
2. I prefer to work in an organisation 17 2

-that has few management layers

3.I prefer to set my own objeetivee, {11 2
and decide which projects I would like

to work on

fa. T prefer to work for an organisation |1 |2
that regards failure as part of the

development process

15. I'prfer to meet gomeone else’s 1 2

specifications in how I do my work

5. T prefer to have a detailed 1 12

structured job description

7. I prefer to link"my objectives to the|l |2

[strategy and objectives of the compény

[§.T find that a good understanding of |1 2
the organiaation asgists me in

achieving my objectives

tn|

9, I prefer to work for a manager wao |1 2




allows me access to all information

- relevant to my work

10.1 prefer to have the freedom to
- choose the asaignments T want to work

on

[11.1 find that a good understanding of
the business envirfonment assists me in

‘achleving my objectives

12.T prefer to work for organiéations_
that have rigid'sfructures and

procedureg

13.1 1like working in teams whose
nembers have similar skills and think

alike

14.1 prefer to work ! a manager who

llmits ny access to information

15.1 prefer to work for a manager .who
is committed to and enthusiastic about

my work

16.I prefer tO'wbrk_in an organiSation
that takes my personal development

seriously

R

17.1 prefer to work inm teams whose

members have a wide varisty of skills

-18.I_prefer_to work Eor an organisation

1




that encourages the exchange of ideas

19.1 prefer to worxk for an”bfganiSEtion

that allows me to challenge the statﬁS;

- |20.T prefer to wark for an brgaﬁisation
that  encouraged  interdepartmental

communication

[21.T prefer to choose Wy own Iowards

and rewards structures

22.1 prefer to work for an organisation
that encourages _dbmmunication between

different job lavels

23.1 préfer to work for an organisation

that has values that match my own

'24.My. ideal manager does not censure me

for making . mistakes

25.I'prefer to WOrk'qnlf with'peoplé in

ny department

26.1 prefer to work in an organisationil

where I influence the way things ave

‘|dene and the future direction of my

department and / or the organisation

27.1 prefer to do work that contri~utes

jto . the overall objectives ~of  the

organisation

3
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|28.T prefer financial rewards TO non-|

'  financial rewards

29.1  feel it 1S important Lo Dbe
jinvoived in the’selebticn decisions for

|new team members

30.I prefer to receive on the 'job.

"~ |training

31.1 prefer to receive training in
generlc skills such as lateral thlnklng

and interpersonal skills

.'32.Promotion is a godd form of

recognition

33°T prefer my job to be something I do
between 08hO0 and 17h00, and keep it

separate from my hobbles

34.1 prefer to do work that contributes

to the greater society

35 Teamn rewards are important to me

36.when I do & job well I like to be

glven more challenging work

37.How ‘I get the job - done iz as|

important as the outcome

SB,I prefer.to be allocated to a team
 |and not be involved in the selection of

my team memkers
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::3Q.IQdi§iduai " incentives - and|l 2 3[4

|recognition are important to me

10.1 prefst fo do work that comtributes|i |2 |3 |4

to my chjectives

"141.1 prefer . my job to be an éxpression'l] 2 3 3
‘|ef whoe I am, like all my outside .

{hokbies and interests

[22.The end result 1s more amportant|i 2 |3 ‘e

. than the.way in which the job is done
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APPENDIX ITI : SELECTION TOOL

:Seiectidn.criteria'for Sample

Instructions

|  1.__ This ranking is confidential and must not be shown to the
-employees to prevent bias in tha responses to the
éﬁgstionnéire.

2.Cdmplete-one form for each employee. |

'3.Please rahk the employee'agaihst the following dimensiﬁna

for questions 1 to 7.

4. Bcore the answeré as shown beneath thé table.

5;Select 30 employees whose scores afe between 28 and'35
-aﬁd 30 émployees whose gcores are between 7 and 15.

6. Make a list of the employees’ names.

7. Please place the com?leted forms in the envelope

provided, seal the envelope and return to the addressee.

1S



Enployee name:

Extemely high
" Average

_Eﬂnmmbio&

{1. Does the employee show a high

tolerance for ambiguity?

2. Does the employee prefer to work

.Iindepéndently?

3. Does  the employeé have a strong

ability to identify problems and

golutions?

4. Does the employee have .a high|

propensity for risk taking?

E. Does the enployee have a lack of

concern for the customary way of doing |

_thingé and / or see things differently

Eo the norm?

5. Does the employee express new |

ideas?

7. Does the employee attempt to

introduce new processes and / or

products?

)6



Scoring:
~ Bdd the ticks

in each column and multiply as ihdicatéd:_

Column Number tick_'é per Total
| .ﬁglumn'
Extremely x5
high_
: High. x 4
 -Rveragé % 3
Low x.2

| Extremely low

Total
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concerned with their sphere of]. .

infiuence

Innovative employees prefer to work|Reich 4, 1-3,' _. l'.7., Ma.nn - Whitney
in organisations and teams wich value|Senge (1994) 18,23 . U test

systems congruent with their own; |Brehm _(1'99'4] | . |

| no_ﬁ-—innbvatixre emp;oyees_. are ; Bevan & Thcmpsd_n

in&ifferent_ | _
Innovative  employees place far Hick's (1972) 16, -~ 36, Mann - Whitney|
| greater emphasis . on the 'ccre Henry (1592} 31,.'37,. 42 ' | |

competencies that underpin innovation

than non-innovative employees

U test

-,




APPENDIX ITI : SELECTICN TOOL

Selection Criteic_ia for Sample

Iri_st ructions

1. This ranking is confidential and must not be ehown to. the
emp:_-l.oyeee to pravent .'b:i.as in the responses to .t‘.'he-.

| q‘_uestionnaire. |

2. Complete one form for eaoh employee

3 Please rank the employee aga.insi- the following dimene:.one B

| for quest:.ons I to 7. |

4. Score the answers as shown beneath the table

'5 Selec:t a0 employees whose scores are between 28 and 35
and 30 employees'whose scores are between 7 and .]‘.5. |

6. Make a list .of the empioyees_’ _hames.

7. Please place the completed forms in the ervelope

provided, seal the envelope and return to the addressee.
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meidyeé names

Extemelyhigh - |

Average

1. Does the emplo?ee' show a bigh

 tolerance for ambiguity?

2. Does the employee prefer to work

independeﬁtly?

3. Dqés the employee ha&e_ a stfqﬁg

ability - to identify problems and]

solutions?

4. Does the employee have a high

propensity for risk taking?

5. Does the employee have a lack of

concern for the customary way of doing

things and / or see things differently

to the norm?

6. Does the employee express new

ideas?

7. Does the employee attempt to

introduce new processes and / or
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" [products? -

S¢oring:

Add the ticks in each column and multiﬁly as-indicateﬁ:'
[Column Nomber —ticks per Total .
aolumn

Eitremely X 5

high

High: x 4

Everage X 3

Low x 2

Exﬁ:emely low X i

Totai |
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APPENDIX IV: BRE TEST INTERVIEWS

Question: How do you like to be (performance} managed? -

-_.ﬁéspbnéent 1;

TIﬁ.the context of my:character - fﬁaﬁ a spirai dynamics
ﬁerspective'i operate in black and'white paradigﬁ i;e.like.
-ﬁr distike, accept or reject. I have a high acceptance low
rejection — red“yeilow orange turquoisé brain profile which
translates to a .chéotic coné&ptual ie. prefer ordered
' detail but have.'a high tolerance  for ambiguity and
.compleiity; .am_ inn@vative,_ creative.. 'nﬁt interested 4if

there is only one answer ior a problem.

I like to be given an objective and.to be left to get on
with it however I see fit. I want latitude and freedom. My
ﬁotivatioﬁ deriveé frdm a desiré to achiéﬁe the obﬁectiﬁe
i.e. I ar motivated by achievement. The task can be a
motivator - the more diffiCult and complex it is the.mbre
motivated I am to solve it. Where something is not meﬁtally
.étiﬁulatin; but takes effort to get'to solution I am not

interested.

Incentives to achieve include
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' dchievement itself;
'reoognitioh [ego state be stroﬁgibe liked/be noticed}:

'expeot to move up the scale in complexity and dlffloulty

- dn the next task,

some sort.of monetery bonus but this 1s secondary: a
environment % hate hlerarchy; prefer to work in a team
where the 1eader emerges based on his / her expertlse,

prefers teams with dlfferent gkills and competenc1es as

this allows for greater success;

no'clear reporting structure ?'prefer to work in loose

informal structures that come together for specific’

projects and then move on;

. everyone in structure works for self;’

the individuals muost not be scared of risk, must be

innovative, and must realise that failure is part of the

. route to success;

10,

1L

12

13,

team support. is essential - Jjeint responsibility for
getting the job done;

prefer to work for an organisation that celebrates.

‘differences, that knows itself and gets the right people

for_the Process;
require complete fresdem to access info and pzople;

want to be involved in the selection of the team members;

nz -



15,

16.

17.

compatibility between own agenda and that of organisation

' is important to an extent;

dbn’t.join organisation for-lon§ term}
maﬁagement style must be ohe of toﬁgh_ love i.e, the -
é#ﬂixonment must.he caring aﬁd nurturinq of ?erfoxnmﬁcé
but nof accepting of excuses; |

the.task that I undertake hés'td be meaningful, it must

contribute_significantiy to the organisation’s direction

' —'can?t do something to -mark time - more importantly the

18,

task meaningfulness is industry driven can chahge or

infiuence indﬁstfy ~ get a.competitor reépénse limited to
local industry'm if it can change the world reveolutionise
anything irrespective of what that is even better -
biggér bbjectiVE change.world nbf orgénisation will do,

order of motivation world, industry, company;

access to info - how define info'u_all internal ;nfo -
experience, competitlve info, inéustry | info -

subscriptions etc..

19, more interested in changing the status quec  rather than

.making money;

20.' the culture of the organisation must be a ‘can do’

attitude.

Respondent 2:
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Tell me what to do and allow me to do it. Will do it within
-the rarameters the environment _prescribes i.e. do mot
':beliéve'in an ideal environment; do not need any external

" motivators.

Respondent 3:

ManagemEnt .sﬁyle" - the manger must provide cle;i cut
ﬁhjectivés for himself and his staff together with a p;én
. ﬁf”actioﬁ. Progfgss'should be monitored'thiough réports.and
meetings. He st explain the end resﬁlt required and allow
me the freedom to execute as I see fit. He must provide

information, and other resources required to do the job.

Structure - prefer flexibility in own department, but rigid
siructures are required overall so that everybody plays by
the same rules. hcaess te people should be channelled

through networks developed for this reason.

Reward - flexible schemes because different things motivate

different people

Motivators - ¢ 7¥ motivated

1i4



Skills - hierarchy of skills /-spectrum of skills from the
-__fléor. to the supervisor to manager. ALl different but

highly relevant input.

Values - do not have to be compatible with the organisation
but their must be a raison d’etre for the existence of the

" different value systens.
'Job - relevant to me and where I am going and to the

- broader pictﬁre.-It matters that I make a contribution to

" the sbdiety.'
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