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Abstract:

Managerial leadership is real and vastly consequential phenomenon, and perhaps the single most important variable in the human
science since it is about performance of teams, group and organizations. This survey study sought to find out about the relationship
among managerial behaviours, locus of control (personality) and group success in the private sector organizations in Ghana. It
was conjectured that managerial personality would predict group success, and managerial behaviours would have significant
relationship with group success as well as significantly mediate personality — group success relationship. The participating
managers numbering 265 were tasked to complete questionnaires on personality and group success while their subordinates also
numbering 795 also responded to the managerial behaviour rating for each manager. The results showed that personality was a
better predictor of group success than managerial behaviours. Furthermore, managerial behaviours had small predictive power
hence their mediating effect was inconsequential. This study is therefore akin to researches that espouse the validity and usefulness
of personality (locus of control) as a predictive variable of group success and/or organization success.
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1. Introduction

For more than half a century, experts have been labouring to understand managerial leadership, particularly the paths by which successful
leaders exercise their influence over individuals and organizations and the impact of managerial leadership on performance (Fernandez,
2003). Managers play significant role in their organizations and the development of their national economy. They, therefore, create the vital
link between people’s performance, organizational effectiveness and economic progress (Analoui, Cusworth & Labbaf, 1996). According to
Eddy, Lorenzet and Mastrangelo (2004), one theme that runs among much of this research is the idea that leadership (managerial) behaviour
and actions are important determinants of organizational effectiveness.

Organizational phenomena are more likely to be viewed as a product of structural differences. However, psychological approach to
organizational phenomena views it as behavioural which is a function of the personality and capabilities of specific individuals (Miller, Kets
de Vires & Toulouse, 1982). In psychological literature, there is ample evidence that locus of control is a fundamental and stable personality
trait with clear behavioural consequences (Boone & De Brabander, 1993). In pursuit of the organizational objectives, managers tend to
exhibit some behaviours based on their personality orientation. It is for this reason that it has been posited that the psychological profile of
managers/leaders could directly affect the performance of their organizations (Hambrick & Mason, 1984) because individuals vary in terms
of the volume of personal responsibility they take for their behaviour and its consequence. Julian Rotter (1966), a personality researcher
identified a dimension of personality he labelled as Locus of Control (LOC) to explain these individual difference. He proposed that people
tend to attribute the cause of their behaviour primarily to either themselves or environmental factors. This personality trait produces distinctly
different behaviour patterns (Kinicki & Kreitner, 2001). In addition, Hellriegels, Woodman and Slocum (1992) also believe that people’s
conceptualization LOC represent a personality dimension of some importance for understanding behaviour in organizations and other setting.
The days of employing people within organizations for their vertical skills alone are gone, as personality factors play significant role in
recruitment. In Ghana, unemployment rate is very high as work organizations have in recurrent times laid off workers which have been a
result of multiple factors. But one notable and explicable reason for such layoffs which has plagued the economic landscape (placing most
public sector firms on divestiture) of the country especially the public sector is the ineffectiveness of organizations. For instance, the Ghana
Water Company limited retrenched 1,524 of its workers (Daily Graphic November 16, 2005; 3). To some individuals in Ghana, management
is the problem. One of such individuals was the former Minister of Water Resources, Works and Housing who asserted that “the major
problem which had haunted Ghana Water Company limited (GWCL) is managerial. It was for this reason that GWCL entered into a
management contract.....” (Daily Graphic November 16, 2005; p3). It is about time that we start using psychometric measures in the
recruitment processes in Ghana in particular and Africa in general. Hence, as most organizations decline and ebb in today’s world of
globalization, organizations require managers with personality type that makes them recognize that the success and effectiveness of their
organizations depends on their belief. And for that matter, the behavioural patterns they exhibit in the organization.

Wexley and Yukl (1984) argue that a group will be ineffective if the manger is either too passive or domineering. In congruence, Cole
(2003) believes that individual managers are likely to be predisposed to behaving in one dominant role, even though they may show some
tendencies toward others. According to Cole, the dominant role is closely linked to a particular reasoning ability and personality
characteristics. Most researchers have argued that managerial effectiveness is determined by the extent to which a manager’s group or
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organizational unit perform its tasks and attains its objectives (Cole, 2003; Muchinsky, 2000; Wexley & Yukl, 1984). Therefore, managers
strive to direct all levels of their organization to focus on the right priorities, one of the qualities, which has for a long time been attributed to
successful leaders and managers, is internal locus of control. For the group to function and achieve their objectives, a manager/leader is
required to influence, direct, motivate and coordinate the activities of the unit. Most managers tend to exhibit their technical knowledge on
the job but some are unable to take decisions (exhibit behaviours) that would bring about the needed transformation within the work
unit/organization. Most researchers have attributed this to the personality of those managers (Cole, 2003; Hambrick and Mason, 1984;
Spector, 1986; Spector, 1988; Yousef, 2000 etc).

The present study examines the relationship among managerial behaviours, locus of control and organizational success (performance).
Specifically, this study sought to determine the predictive power of managerial behaviour on organizational success within private
organizations in Ghana, determine the predictive power of locus of control on organizational success in Ghanaian organizations and to find
out if choice of managerial behaviours has a mediating effect on the relationship between personality (locus of control) and organizational
success. From the above, the research questions does managerial personality (locus of control) predict group success (performance)?, do
managerial behaviours predict group success (performance)? And is the predictive power of managerial personality upon group performance
(success) reduced when the relation of managerial personality with managerial behaviours is included in the personality-success model?

2. Literature Review

Organizations and the managerial leadership of organizations, it is frequently claimed, are moving into a new era of post-modernity and
globalization in which most previous formulae for managerial leadership effectiveness and successful organizational performance are likely
to be found wanting (Gronn, 1997). The success and/or effectiveness of organizations; to a very large extent, depend on functional and
behavioural ability as well as the personality competence of managers. This invariably helps to build and sustain effective and productive
organization(s) which is a pre-requisite for achieving socio-economic goals and development (Analoui, Cusworth & Labbaf, 1996).
According to Mintzberg (1973), an effective manager is the one who is aware of the kinds of behaviour and actions which lead to
organizational results and who chooses to engage in those appropriate to the environment, the particular managerial job, the situation and his
own personal preferences.

2.1. Theoretical Framework

2.1.1. Herron and Robinson (1993) Personality—Success Mediation Model

The present study is based on Herron and Robinson (1993) Personality-Success Mediating Model incorporated with Yukl, Gordon and Taber
(2002) Hierarchical Taxonomy to examine managerial behaviours among managers. According to Herron and Robinson’s model, motivation
and behaviour mediate the relationship between personality and success. Taking this work also as a reference, Hollenbeck and Whitener
(1988) developed a model explaining the effects of the manager’s personality on company performance, the influence of which is mediated
by motivation and moderated by capability. Yukl Gordon and Taber (2002) developed the Hierarchical taxonomy with three meta-categories
(task, relations and change behaviours). Using a confirmatory factor analysis, they found strong support for the behavioural description
questionnaire (the hierarchical taxonomy of managerial behaviour). According to Shay, Tracey and Peterson (2001), attempts to define and
redefine effective managerial leadership behaviours have led to the development of several specific and narrowly-defined sets of managerial
behaviours or practices. Shay et al. (2001) further point out that one of the most useful explanations was provided by Yukl and his colleagues
(Yukl, Wall & Lepsinger, 1990; Yukl, 1998) and Yukl, Gorgon & Taber, 2002, who presented an integrative taxonomy that was based on
research from a variety of studies that used both empirical and theoretical approaches for determining the content and range of effective
managerial behaviours. It is crucial to develop competent managers who can be entrusted with the responsibilities of these organizations
(Analoui et al., 1996). The field of managerial leadership research indicates that managerial leadership is one of key driving forces for
improving firm performance (Chew, Spangler & Zhu, 2005). A recent trend in the study of competence in organizations is to focus upon the
role of managerial competencies and individual level factors (Hodgkinson & Sparrow, 2002). Such factors have been established to have a
bearing on actor's capabilities to acquire strategic competence. It would be a difficult task to present a complete list of all these factors, but it
may be agreed upon that locus of control ... represent some of the major ones (Selart, 2005).

2.2. Managerial Behaviours

Managerial leadership is one of the key driving forces for improving firm performance. One of the most important determinants of
managerial effectiveness is success in influencing people (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 1989) in organizations. Leadership (manager) is studied because
it is significant for community development, organizational learning, business effectiveness, project quality, and stakeholder satisfaction
(Strang, 2005). Over the past 50 years, leaders and managers have been studied from a variety of perspectives (Shay et al., 2001). However,
“there is no general agreement on the best way to define leadership, but most definitions imply that it is, at least in parts process of exerting
influence over other persons” (Wexley & Yukl, 1984; p.159) to ensure the success of the organization. Managerial behaviours examined are
categorized as: task-oriented, relation-oriented and change —oriented.

2.2.1. Task-Oriented Behaviour and Organisational Performance (Success)

Task behaviour is the extent to which leaders organize, define roles and explain activities to their groups (Aldag & Stearns, 1987). According
to Yukl et al (2002), specific task behaviours of leaders include short-term planning, clarifying responsibilities and performance objectives,
and monitoring operations. The difficulty of the task performed by an organization’s members can be a major constraint on organizational
performance (Fernandez, 2003). However, managerial task-oriented behaviour if well exhibited could help organization members
comprehend the task to be done and the results expected. Planning, scheduling and coordinating of work for subordinates, providing training
and instructions, setting a strategic direction for employees to work towards, setting performance goals for subordinates, assigning tasks to
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subordinates, etc are some of the task—oriented behaviours of effective managerial leadership (Shin, 1998; Yukl, 1998). Problem solving and
decision-making is another task-oriented behaviour that managers exhibit on the job. It is one of the primarily responsibilities of managers
(Boachie-Mensah, 2000; Kreitner & Kinicki, 2001). Problem solving is the process of determining the one and only one course of action that
fits the situation (Boachie-Mensah, 2000). On the other hand, decision-making is also a process of choosing one alternative from among a set
of potential feasible alternatives (Fleet, 1991).
e Hypothesis 1: Manager’s task-oriented behaviours (short-term planning, decisive problem solving, clarifying responsibilities and
performance objectiveness and monitoring operations and performance) will relate positively with and significantly predict
performance.

2.2.2. Relationship-Oriented Behaviour and Organisational Performance
It is apparent that influencing a group toward a common goal is in itself task-oriented. However, researchers have come to realize that in
order to get group members to work toward that common goal; managers/leaders must also pay attention to the group members — be
relationship-oriented (Brearley, 2000; George, 2000; House, 1971; Recardo, 2000). Hymowitz, (1989) (as cited in Robbins & Langton, 2001)
found that the single biggest reason why managers fail is due to their poor interpersonal skills. It is essential that managers/supervisors
understand the significance of building a positive relationship with their respective subordinates (Truckenbrodt, 2000). A more flexible leader
is one who is capable of showing a wider range of situation-appropriate behavioural responses, both positive and negative (Paulhus & Martin,
1988). Behavioural flexibility requires the leader to display openness and tolerance in the face of social uncertainty and ambiguity (Zaccaro,
2002), and relies on the leader demonstrating a range of social performance skills such as negotiation, conflict management, coaching, and
persuasion (Zaccaro, 1999). According to Yukl (1998), effective leadership behaviours include: being considerate, supportive, friendly, and
helpful; showing trust and confidence in subordinates and communicating appreciation for their ideas and input (Recardo, 2000; Shin, 1998);
empowering employees and allowing them to make decisions on how they will complete their work (Recardo, 2000; Yukl, 1998); looking out
for the welfare of the group, and recognizing and rewarding good performance (Shin, 1998). A study by Egwakhe (2014) confirmed the
relationship between leaders people focus behaviour and workers’ performance and structurally identified allowing group decision making as
the best predictor of workers’ performance.

e Hypothesis 2: Manager’s relations-oriented behaviours (supporting, developing, recognizing, consulting and empowering) will

relate positively with and significantly predict group performance.

2.2.3. Change-Oriented Behaviours and Effectiveness (Success)
Change is one of the most common phenomena in this universe. It is not change which is new to business and industry, but it is the speed of
change that is challenging for contemporary organizations (Chauhan, Pathak, & Upinder 2005). As a consequence of globalization,
application of new technologies, coping with a turbulent environment, etc., organizations face with ongoing processes of transformation
(Alcover, Barrase Gil & Rico, 2005). Leaders often play a variety of seminal roles in the process of planned change, from articulating a
vision of the need for change to actions that facilitate the implementation of change (Kotter, 1995) and there is growing evidence that these
behaviours are related to effectiveness (performance) of leaders (Lowe et al, 1996). One of the most important activities of executives is to
monitor the external environment and identify threats and opportunities for the organization. This change-oriented behaviour is also called
“environmental scanning.” Most leaders of business organizations need to be sensitive to a wide range of information, including the concerns
of customers and clients, the availability of suppliers and vendors, the actions of competitors, market trends, economic conditions,
government policies, and technological developments (Yukl et al., 2002). In Semarco (2004) study, entrepreneur’s change-oriented
managerial behaviour of encouraging innovative thinking was found to significantly relate positively but less powerfully predict firm
performance and Littrell & Valentin, (2005) asserted that managerial leadership is crucial for successfully implementation of change in
organizations, especially during times of turbulence and dramatic and sudden change in the environment.

e Hypothesis 3: Manager’s change-oriented behaviour (external monitoring, envisioning change, encouraging innovative thinking and

taking personal risk to implement change) will relate positively with and significantly predict group performance.

2.2.4. Locus of Control and Organisational Performance (Success)

Locus of control is an important personality characteristic (Halikias & Panayotopoulou, 2003). Managers and leaders with internal locus of
control and the groups led by them have also been found to be more likely to achieve higher performance (Arnold, 1985; Anderson, 1977).
Research in the 1980s indicate that locus of control is perceptual variable which holds promise of predicting small business success
(Brockhaus, 1986; Gilad, 1982). Individual differences in locus of control have significant and varied effect in organizations and have
become an important variable for explaining behaviour (which leads to effective performance and eventually to organizational success or
effectiveness) in organizational life (Beukman, 2005). Empirical findings support the view that small firms headed by Chief Executive
Officers (CEOs) with an internal locus of control perform better than those with external CEOs (Boone et al., 2000), because internal locus of
control is closely related to the concept of high need for achievement (Gouatarbes, 2006). On the contrary, earlier researches cited in
Entrialgo, Fernandez and Vazquez, (2000) indicate that managers do not influence the performance and effectiveness of their organizations
(Hannan and Freeman, 1977; Lieberson & O’Connor, 1972; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). However, managers in work organizations plan,
motivate, direct and control subordinates by exhibiting and demonstrating some behavioural patterns to ensure that groups and organizations
achieve stated objectives. Organizations would therefore require managers who have the firm belief that their action and inactions would lead
to organizational success or otherwise. This is based on the premise that persons (managers) with internal locus of control have great amount
of perceptual alertness (Gilad, 1982) which differentiates between successful and unsuccessful managers (Klein & Wasserstein, 2000).
Evidence suggest that leaders, who are supportive, provide appropriate model, clarify their vision, foster common goal among their work
group, but do not convey overly ambitious expectations are likely to generate high levels of employee satisfaction (Bommer, MacKenzie &
Podsakoff, 1996) which is likely to lead to group success/effectiveness. Most managers have been described as people with a high internal
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locus of control (Entrialgo et al., 2000)) and are more future oriented, plan proactively, more flexible and adaptive as well as innovative to
problem-solving than those who dismiss them as bad luck or uncontrollable (welLead, 2001). Graves (1982) concluded that leader behavior
was unrelated to leader effectiveness. Kraus (1988) found that a leader who emphasized consideration behaviour was more effective, more
charismatic, and more responsible for group success in proportion to the degree to which the leader’s behaviour matched the participant’s
schema of an effective leader. Results also indicated that a leader who emphasized initiating structure behaviour was attributed responsibility
for an alleged group success in proportion to those leadership perceptions were a function for the observer’s leadership schemata.
The seminal research on the relationship between leaders’ characteristics and organizational effectiveness was initially conducted by
Lieberson and O’Connor (1972). This work is considered as a major source of empirical support of the notion that managers have limited
influence on organizational effectiveness because they are constrained by situational factors. On the contrary, Thomas (1988) provides
evidence that individual managers/leaders do make a difference in organizational effectiveness. Thomas’ study was designed to overcome the
methodological problems of earlier studies. Another study by Roth (1995) found that CEO characteristics like locus of control have important
influence on firm performance. CEOs who believe that the consequences of their behaviour stem from their own efforts (internal orientation),
favour innovation strategies, long-term planning, leading the market, and taking risks (Miller and Toulouse, 1986) and are more capable of
processing dynamic information (Chan & Wang, 1995). Similarly, as cited in Selart (2005), Phares (1962) found that persons with internal
locus of control want to have control over their environment, they learn better, and they perform better in general, when it comes to tasks
requiring skill. According to Phares, the belief in their competence will lead to high self-confidence among internals and it was also found
that internals do not appreciate outside help or support, they rather rely on themselves. In contrast, a person with external locus of control will
adapt to the group's influences and feel that success is obtained only when consulting others. O’Brien (1984) suggests that internals are better
suited for professional and managerial jobs, which are of complex nature and demand higher levels of initiative and independent actions
(Spector, 1982). Research has shown that managers/leaders with internal locus of control tend to engage in more active search for and
efficient processing of task-relevant information (Spector, 1988), this enables them to provide their subordinates with the needed task
instructions to enable them perform effectively and efficiently that invariably leads to business success. A more recent study by Adeyemi-
Bello (2003) examined the relationship between leaders’ locus of control and value orientation to the performance, found that the interaction
between a leader’s value orientation and locus of control may have important performance implications which is consistent with research that
indicates that effective managers/leaders typically have internally consistent sets of attributes. The study failed to control some variables such
as managers’ age, experience, gender and size of the firm which have been found to influence performance. Another study that examined the
link between managerial leadership and organizational effectiveness is that of Alexander, Carson & Smith (1984). Using the salaries paid to
50 senior ministers of the Northeast Ohio (NEO) Conference of the United Methodist church over a 20-year period, they were able to
conclude that a spectrum of effective and ineffective leadership existed within these organizations. One of the deficiencies of the Alexander
et al.’s (1984) study is that they failed to identify the effective leaders based on their demographic or personality variables. The importance of
this type of effectiveness demarcation is highlighted by the suggestions that managerial selection and success potential could be enhanced by
focusing on such a research stream (Govindarajan and Gupta, 1984). It has been suggested that the psychological variables are a determinant
of organizational success due to their influence on other variables such as innovation, proactive behaviour or risk taking (Entrialgo Fernandez
and Vazquez 2000). However, a study to analyze the effect of the manager’s personality, as well as the process by which this is produced on
company success by Entrialgo et al. (2000), found that internal locus of control does not influence business success significantly. Similarly,
Box et al. (1993; 1994) also found that internal locus of control of entrepreneur does not correlate significantly with firm performance
(average annual increase in employment, average annual increase in revenue and average annual increase in profit). The statistical analysis of
the study was limited to Product-Moment correlation. Though research in this field of study has been mixed, a vigorous statistical test is
needed to examine the relationship for further understanding and the predictability of internal locus of control on business success or
effectiveness. Greenberger and Strasser (1986) opined that decreases in personal control results in variety of negative consequences for
individual (manager) and organization. According to Govindarajan (1984), internal manager’s belief in the controlling value of their own
behaviour as the significant determinant of task outcome. With such orientation, managers would always show those behavioural tendencies
that would lead their unit/organization success. Additionally, assuming outcomes are not predetermined, internal managers will acquire task
relevant information and use it to control outcomes. External managers, however, who do not expect outcomes to be attributed to their own
effort, would not spend considerable effort in gathering and using task relevant information (Roth, 1989). Studies (Gilad, 1982; Dingee,
Smollen & Timmons, 1985) have alluded to the importance of the ability to recognize opportunity as paramount in an entrepreneur. In
addition, Perry (1990), states that an internal locus of control is one of the psychological characteristics most often used as predictive of
entrepreneurship.

e Hypothesis 4: Managers’ locus of control will relate positively with and significantly predict group success (performance) (thus

managers who have high locus of control would impact more on the performance of their group

3. Methodology

This cross-sectional in nature and correctional survey design was adopted for the study. In a correlational design, measurement of the
independent and dependent variables are taken at the same point in time and the researcher does not control the introduction of independent
variable, and the conditions under which the independent variable is experienced.

3.1. Population and Sample

The target population was managers and their sub-ordinates of private organizations in Ghana. The Greater Accra region and Eastern region
was randomly selected from a list of ten regions written and placed in a box was picked without replacement, out of which a total of 300
managers were selected from a list of companies obtained from the Registrar of Companies and National Board for Small Scale Industries
(NBSSI). The 300 potential participating managers and 900 prospective participating employees (subordinates) were involved in the study.
But in all, 265 managers and 795 employees responded to the questionnaires administered (return rate of 80%).
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3.2. Data Collection

In collecting data, self-administered questionnaires were used to gather information from the managers and their subordinates. The
justifications for using self administered questionnaires was to allow respondents to answer at their own time in order not interrupt their
work. In answering the questionnaire, the respondents were asked to indicate their responses to the questions on a seven point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The questionnaire was in four sections. Sections A to C captured information about
the respondents (managers) demographics, personality (locus of control) and organizational success (performance). Section D captured
information about managers’ behavioural patterns which were responded to by managers’ subordinates.

The study intended to predict performance of 2005 financial year. To ensure objectivity, two indicators were employed to assess the success
of participating managers and their organizations. One was the after tax profit of the organizations for the year 2005. The other was Kathuria
and Porth (2003) subjective success measure which according to them can be used to measure success in the absence of objective measure
like profit. The internal consistency reliability of the scale for this study was .51. Although the internal consistency reliability of the scale is
below the .70 alpha level recommended by Pallant (2001) as the lowest boundary for acceptable estimate for internal consistency reliability
estimate, Pallant (2001; pp 85) however, states that “with short scales (e. g., scales with less than ten items) it is common to find quite low
Cronbrach values (e. g., .50)”. The performance measure was accessed as the after tax profit (objective indicator) of the businesses during the
2005 financial year. This indicator was then z-standardized. The present study combined with subjective measure of Kathuria & Porth (2003)
subjective performance (success) measure. The subjective scores were also averaged and z-standardized. The two z-standardized indicators
were combined into mean score for the success measure. The Managerial Practice Survey (Yukl et al., 2002) version is a 60 item
guestionnaire made up of 15 sub-scales, and each sub-scale is also made up of 4 items. Out of the total number, thirteen was used to appraise
managers’ behaviours which are classified into three meta-categories (task-oriented, relation-oriented and change-oriented behaviours by
Yukl et al., 2002)). Yukl et al. (2002) found that the internal consistency reliability for the sub-scales surpassed 0=.70. The lowest alpha
value for the sub-scales in Yukl et al. (2002) study was .77 while most of the values were larger than .80. In the present study, the lowest
alpha score for the sub-scales was .72 when the internal consistency reliability was found with the Cronbrach alpha statistic. The internal
consistency reliability for each of the 3 subscales were task-oriented behaviours, .86; relationship-oriented behaviours, .85 and change-
oriented behaviours, .85 as well as the overall Managerial Practice Survey was .94.

4. Results and Discussion

In analyzing the data, study adopted the quantitative technique using the SPSS package. The data analysis was done in two ways. Firstly,
descriptive - the mean, standard deviations, correlation matrix and internal consistency estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) were calculated for each
variable in the study. Secondly, a series of multiple (hierarchical) regression analyses were used to examine each of the hypotheses to infer
conclusions from the relationships amongst the variables. The study statistically controlled variables such as previous performance, sex, age,
experience and educational levels of managers.

4.1. Preliminary Analysis

Analyses of the demographic characteristics of respondents (managers and subordinates) showed that, 66% of them were males while 34%
were females respectively. The managers had a mean age of 41years and a standard deviation of 6 and the subordinates also had a mean age
of 28years with a standard deviation of 5. In terms of experience, managers had a mean of 8.4 and standard deviation of 2.9. Furthermore
with regard to education levels, 47.2% and 13.5% of managers and subordinates were graduates, 30.6% and 27.8% respectively. In addition,
18% of managers and 32.1% of subordinates hold O & A level certificate whereas, 18% of the subordinate are SSCE holders. Lastly, 9% of
managers and 7.9% of subordinates have completed middle school.

4.2. Correlation Matrix and Internal Consistency Estimates

The study focused on the relationship between and among managerial behaviours, managerial personality (locus of control) and group
performance (group success). Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, correlational matrix and internal consistency estimates
(Cronbach’s alpha) for the variables used in the analyses. The correlations indicate that managerial personality (McShane & Steven, 1995)
was significantly related to group performance measured as Mean Z-Standardized success: rgs =.35, p< .01. This result indicated that the
more managerial personality (high locus of control) of a participant, the more probable that his/her group will be successful. The relation
between group performance and managerial behaviours was mixed as shown in this study. From Table 2, significant relation between group
performance (measured as Mean Z-Standardized success) and task-oriented behaviours: only Clarifying responsibilities regs = -.11, p< .05
and Short-term planning rpes) = -.13, p< .05 were found to be significant. The relationship between group performance (Mean Z-
Standardized success 2005) and relations-oriented behaviours: only recognizing was significant rpes) = .17, p< .01 was found also to be
significant. With regard to the relationship between group performance (measured as Mean Z-Standardized success 2005) and change-
oriented behaviours: monitoring environment r s = -.16, p< .01; envisioning Change rss) = -.17, p< .01 and taking personal risk r s, = -.24,
p< .01 were found to be significant.

As shown in Table 2, two of the other variables (variables controlled for in this study) correlated significantly with group performance (2005)
measured as Mean Z-Standardized success (2005). Researchers have espoused that it is critical that other variables that may affect
performance are taken into account (Thomas,” 1988 cited in Welbourne, et al., 1998). Therefore, aligned with this assertion, group
performance was predicted using managerial personality, managerial behaviours (i.e., task-oriented, relations-oriented and change-oriented
behaviours) while controlling for ‘sex’, ‘age’, ‘experience’, ‘educational level’ and ‘group performance (2004): Z-Standardized success
(2004)’in the subsequent analyses where multiple (hierarchical) regression was used.

The correlations indicate that managerial personality (loc) was significantly positively related with group success (performance) measured as
the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) r(s, = .35, p< .01. The result indicated that the more managerial personality factor a manager
has the more likely he/she will make his/her group will succeed (thus managers with high locus of control is more likely to positively impact
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the performance of his/her units and/or organization). However, the relation between group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-
Standardized success scores (2005) and managerial behaviours were found to be mixed. Thus some managerial behaviours were significantly
positively related while others were not. As shown in Table 2, the results for group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-
Standardized success scores (2005) and task-oriented behaviour are clarifying responsibilities and group performance r s ,=.08, short-term
planning rees) = -.03, p< .05, monitoring operations res) = .01 and decisive problem solving res)= -.31. The relationship between group
success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores and relations-oriented behaviours were supporting r sy = .07,
developing rpes) = .00, recognizing repes) = .17, p< .01, consulting rpes = .09 and empowering s = .09. With regard to the relationship
between group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) and change-oriented behaviour also are
external monitoring of the environment rpgs = -.16, p< .01, encouraging innovative thinking rpes = -.04 and taking personal risk rqgs) = -.24.
p< 01. It also be observed from Table 2 that other variables controlled for in this study correlated with group success (performance) measured
as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) but age and experience were not significant.

. M [ S 1] 2 | 3| 4|56 7 |8] 9 |10 1 |12] 13|]14)| 1516 ]| 17 [18[19]20
Variables
1. Mean Z-Standardized o i
success (2005)
2. Z-Standardized success o 100 .
(2004)
3. Locus of control 13 & Fr | B
4. Sex . | 5% | -1 o7 B
5. Age 8% 2% Jog] {8 | 0
6. Experience a2 8 ol 0 @ | o | e
7. Education 262 64l | 12* 0 | 2| 0| @ | ¥
8 Clarifying responsibilities 0% 228 o3} A ||| @ [ @] ® | @)
9 Supporting 027 2 o7 O | 2| 0| 0| ®| 2|68 @
10 Monitoring environment 1902 28 | 16 o |22 0| -8B 0 |4 BB
11 Recognizing 2018 218 | 1> B |B*| o7 | 00| ®| 1 | w4 B 2| (B
12 Short-term planning 1915 28 | 13 M |2 0| @ | @A [0 2 [ B B> [ (B
13 Innovative thinking 1980 0 @ B | 1| 06| -8B [ 04| 04 | 29| 2B 18| T+ | | (B
14 Developing 4 | 20 Joy) 6 | B| B 6|0 @ |2 17 | B B | F*| 59| D
15 Consulting 007 | 22| @ 01 B | 6| ®B|@| @B |20 168~ |16 20~ | 2| 18> | 46~| (B
16 Monitoring operations 1987 1% 10 3 0| o | @ | M| 100 [0 19 | 2| 0 |8 3|6 | @D
17 Envisioning change 780 | 27 | ap | 1* |28 04 | 06 | 08| AP | 15| 10 | 2P| 01 | 36| B4 | 2| 1B~ | 4| (B
18 Empowering m3 (22| ® 06 G| 0| 60| 6 |2 0| 13| 4 | 20| 27 | B3| P | B | | (8)
19 Taking risk 755 | 2% | 24~ | 13- || 0 | 07| 0| 0 | 8| 6 [ O | 3| 80| 22| B[ B | s | 2| (8)
20 Decisive Problem solving 884 | 26| -® B | 0| 0| B | B B || 20 | 2px| AP | B 9% | | | M| B | 4| 0 (B

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

N=265

Cronbach’s alpha (o) in brackets

Table 1: Correlation Matrix and Internal Consistency Estimates of variables

4.3. Task-oriented Behaviour and Organizational Success (Performance)
In testing Hypothesis 1, organizational success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) was regressed on
task-oriented behaviours and control variables using hierarchical multiple regression (Enter Method). The results are shown in Table 1 below.

Variables R-Square Changed R-square Standardized Beta (B) F
Control Variables 07** 07** 4.13**
Sex -.13
Age .08
Experience -.05
Education 15
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 21
All Variables 13** .05** 4.05**
Sex -.13
Age .08
Experience -.06
Education 14
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 21**
Short-term planning -.23**
Problem solving -.05
Clarifying responsibilities .18*
Monitoring Operations 12

Table 2: Hierarchical multiple regression of group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) on
task-oriented managerial behaviours and control variable.

*p<.05,

**p<.01
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Using hierarchical multiple regression analysis (Enter Method), a significant model emerged (F(o, 255) = 4.05, p< .01) as presented in Table 2.
The R? was .13 indicating that the model as a whole explained 13% of the variance with the task-oriented behaviour variables explaining
additional 5% (Changed R? = .05) of the variance when sex, age, experience, education level and group performance in 2004 were
statistically controlled. The contribution of task-oriented behaviour variables to the model though small (Changed R* = .05) was statistically
significant, Changed F, »s5 = 43.44, p<.05. The results indicate that task-oriented behaviour thus clarifying responsibilities (f = .18, p<.05)
was significantly positively related to group performance, but going by Cohen (1988) suggestion the strength of the relationship is small.
Short-term planning (B = -.23, p< .01) was significantly negatively related to group performance. However, only two of the task-oriented
managerial behaviour (clarifying responsibilities and Short-term planning) was significant predictor of group performance, thus made a
significant contribution to the model. Problem solving and monitoring operations were not significant predictors in the model. Of the
controlled variables only group performance in 2004 (B = .24, p<.01) was significantly positively related to group performance in 2005.

The findings of the current study did not support the hypothesis that Managers’ task-oriented behaviour (short-term planning) will relate
positively with group performance (group success) which is in contrast to Shuman and Seeger (1986), Semarco (2004), and Shay et al (2001).
Nonetheless, it was significantly negatively related to and the highest predictor of group performance (2005). The result of the study is
similar to Frese et al. (2000) where reactive (planning) strategy was negatively related to success. Decisive problem solving, which is one of
the managerial task-oriented behaviours was also found not be related to group success (performance) in the current study which is in
contrast to Semarco (2004), Boyatzis (1982) and Yukl et al. (1990). This finding supports the findings of Bauer and Green (1998), Kim and
Yukl (1995) and Yukl et al (1990) who reported that managerial leadership clarifying behaviour relate positively with managerial
effectiveness. the present study’s finding is similar to Shay et al. (2001) which found that monitoring operations and performance was not a
significant predictor of managerial effectiveness.

4.4. Relations-oriented Behaviour and Group Success (Performance)

To test Hypothesis 2, organizational success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) was regressed on
relations-oriented behaviours and control variables using hierarchical multiple regression (Enter Method). The results are shown in Table 2
below.

Variables R-Square Changed Standardized F
R-square Beta (B)
Control Variables 07** 07** 4.13**
Sex -.13
Age .08
Experience -.05
Education 15
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 21
All Variables 11x* .03** 3.01**
Sex -11
Age .08
Experience -.07
Education .08
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 24%*
Supporting -.01
Developing -.08
Recognizing .15%
Consulting .09
Empowering .02

Table 3: Hierarchical multiple regression of group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) on
relations-oriented managerial behaviours and control variable.
*p<.05, **p<.01

From Table 3, a significant model emerged (Fo, 25 = 3.01, p< .01) when the multiple regression analysis (Enter Method) was performed.
The R? was .11 indicating that the model as a whole explained 11% of the variance with the relations-oriented behaviour variables explaining
additional 3% (Changed R? = .03) of it being explained the relations-oriented behaviours when sex, age, experience, education level and
group performance in 2004 were statistically controlled. The relations-oriented behaviour variables and performance in 2005 was not
statistically significant, (Change F ,54 = 1.83). The only relations—oriented behaviour variable that made a significant contribution to and
was a predictor in the model was recognizing (B = .15, p< .05). Consulting, supporting, empowering and developing were not significantly
predictors in the model as indicated in table 2. Therefore, Hypothesis 2c: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour (recognizing) will relate
positively with group performance (group success) was supported. However, Hypothesis 2a: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour
(recognizing) will relate positively with group performance (group success). Hypothesis 2b: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour
(supporting) will relate positively with group performance (group success). Hypothesis 2d: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour
(consulting) will relate positively with group performance (group success) and Hypothesis 2e: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour
(empowering) will relate positively with group performance (group success) were not supported by the present study. With regard to the
controlled variables, only group performance in 2004 (B = .21, p<.01) was significantly positively related to group performance in 2005.
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The outcome of this study is similar to Semarco (2004) which found that supporting was not a significant predictor of performance
(entrepreneur success), thus supporting did not relate with firm performance. The present study’s findings differed from the findings of Shay
et al. (2001). Although a manager’s supportive behaviour may be effective when combined with other relevant leadership behaviours (Yukl
et al., 2002), it is however, suggested that future studies look at the level of supportive behaviours by comparing successful and less
successful managers in line with Yukl (1998) position where effective leaders were expected to have optimum level of affiliation motivation.
Developing, which is one of the managerial relationship-oriented behaviours did not relate with group success (performance) in the present
study which is in contrast to Semarco (2004), and Bradford and Cohen (1984). Recognizing behaviour among managers in the present study
was found to significantly predict group performance but less powerfully when other variables were controlled for. Thus managers’ relations-
oriented behaviour of recognizing related positively with group performance (group success) and supports Anderson, Crowell and Wikoff
(1983) who found that praise by the supervisor increased subordinate performance significantly. Shay et al. (2001) also found that
recognition of subordinate positively correlated with managerial effectiveness, however, when the predictive power was examined,
recognition was found not to be a strong predictor of managerial effectiveness. The study’s finding is akin to Semarco (2004) who reported
that consulting as an entrepreneur relation-oriented managerial behaviour was not a significant predictor of firm performance.

4.5. Change-oriented Behaviour and Group Success (Performance)

In other to test Hypothesis 3, organizational success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) was
regressed on change-oriented behaviours and control variables using hierarchical multiple regression (Enter Method). The result is presented
in Table 4 below.

Variables R-Square Changed Standardized F
R-square Beta (B)
Control Variables 07** 07** 4.13**
Sex -.13
Age .08
Experience -.05
Education 15
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 21%*
All Variables 14 .06** 4.44**
Sex -11
Age .03
Experience -.02
Education 11
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 23**
Monitoring the environment -.06
Envisioning change -.05
Encouraging innovative thinking .01
Taking personal risk -.20*

Table 4: Hierarchical multiple regression of performance measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success on change-oriented managerial
behaviours and control variable
*p<.05, **p<.01

Table 4 above indicates that a significant model emerged (Fs, 255 = 4.44, p< .01) when the multiple regression analysis (Enter Method) was
performed. The R® was .14 signifying that the model as whole explained 14% of the total variance with additional 6% (Changed R® =.06) of it
being explained by change-oriented managerial behaviour variables when sex, age, experience, education level and group performance in
2004 were statistically controlled. The contribution of change-oriented behaviour variables and performance in 2005 (Changed R® = .06) was
statistically significant, (Change F, 255 = 4.56, p< .01). Change-oriented behaviours such as taking personal risk (B = .20, p< .05) was
significantly negatively related to group performance (2005). The result indicates that taking personal risk is significant predictor in the
model. But monitoring the environment, explaining need for change and encouraging innovative thinking as shown by the results in table 3
above, were not to be significant predictors in the model. Thus Hypothesis 3a: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour (external monitoring)
will relate positively with group performance (group success). Hypothesis 3b: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour (explaining need for
change) will relate positively with group performance (group success). Hypothesis 3d: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour (consulting)
will relate positively with group performance (group success) and Hypothesis 3e: Managers’ relations-oriented behaviour (encouraging
innovative thinking) will relate positively with group performance (group success) were not supported by the present study. Group
performance in 2004 (B = .23, p< .01) was the only controlled variable that was significantly and positively related to group performance in
the year of study (2005).

This study’s finding contrast the results of Bourgeois (1985) who studied 20 companies and found that profitability was greater when
executives had an accurate perception of the amount of industry volatility in markets and technology. Similarly, the present result does not
support the findings of Grinyer, Mayes, and McKiernan (1990) that the leaders of high-performing companies did more external monitoring
(e.g., environmental scanning, consultation with key customers) than leaders of low-performing companies and were quicker to recognize
and exploit opportunities revealed by it.

Table 4: Hierarchical multiple regression of group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) on
managerial behaviours.
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4.6. Locus of Control and Group Success (Performance)

To test hypothesis 1, group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) was regressed on managerial
locus of control (personality) and control variables using hierarchical multiple regression (Enter Method). The results are shown in Table 4
below.

Variables R’ AR’ Beta (B) F
Control Variables 07** 07** 4.13**
Sex -13
Age .08
Experience -.05
Education 15
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 21%*
All Variables 21%* 13%* 11.25**
Sex -17
Age .08
Experience -.04
Education -.05
Z-Standardized Objective Success (2004) 28**
Managerial personality (locus of control) .39**

Table 5: Hierarchical multiple regression of organizational success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized organizational
success on managerial locus of control (personality) and control variable
*p<.05, **p<.01

Table 3 above indicates that a significant model emerged (F;, 255 = 11.24, p<.01) when the researcher used hierarchical multiple regression
analysis (Enter Method). The R® was .21 meaning the model as a whole explained 21% of the variance with managerial locus of control
(personality) variable explaining additional 13% (Changed R? = .13) of the variances when sex, age, experience, education level and group
performance in 2004 were statistically controlled. Although relatively small (Changed R? = .13), the contribution of the managerial
personality was statistically significant, (Changed F 56 = 43.44, p<.01). As regards the individual variables contribution to the model, the
results show managerial personality (B = .39, P<.01) was significantly positively related to group success (performance) in 2005. Thus
managerial personality was a significant predictor of group success (performance). This shows that the strength of the prediction of
managerial personality is small in line with Cohen (1988) suggestions. That is Hypothesis 1: Managers’ locus of control will relate positively
with group performance (group success) was supported. With regard to controlled variables, only group performance in 2004 was
significantly positively related to group performance in 2005 (§ = .28, P<.01).

4.7. The Locus of Control Personality and Managerial Behaviour
The predictive power of managerial personality on managerial behaviours utilized by managers was examined using hierarchical multiple
regression (Enter Method). Table 7 below shows the results

Variables R’ AR’ Beta (B) F

Control Variables 23** 16** 3.82**
Sex -.08
Age .04
Experience -.05
Education .03

Z-Standardized (2004) 27
Short-term planning -.09
Problem solving .04
Clarifying responsibilities .06
Monitoring Operations 22%*

Consulting .05
Supporting -.03
Empowering -.05
Developing .07
Recognizing A7
Monitoring the environment -.01
Envisioning change -.08
Encouraging innovative thinking -.06
Taking personal risk -.05

All Variables 27** .05** 4.50%*

Table 6: Hierarchical multiple regression of group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) on
managerial personality: control variable and managerial behaviours
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Table 6 continue....

Sex -.08

Age .06

Experience -.05
Education -.00
Z-Standardized (2004) 31**
Short-term planning -.05
Problem solving .04
Clarifying responsibilities .02
Monitoring Operations A7

Consulting .03
Supporting -.03

Empowering .05
Developing .04

Recognizing 13
Monitoring the environment -.05
Envisioning change -.07
Encouraging innovative thinking -.01
Taking personal risk -14
Locus of control .26**

Table 6: Hierarchical multiple regression of group success (performance) measured as the Mean Z-Standardized success scores (2005) on
managerial personality: control variable and managerial behaviours
*p<.05, **p<.01

Using the hierarchical multiple regression analysis (Enter Method), Table 6 above showed that a significant model emerged (F o, 244y = 4.59,
p< .01). The R* was .27 which meant that the model as a whole explained 27% of the total variance with 5% (Changed R* = .05) of it being
explained by managerial personality (locus of control) variable. In the above model, sex, age, experience, education and group performance
in 2004 as well as managerial behaviours were statistically controlled for. The explanation of the variance of the managerial personality
variable (Change R* = .05) was statistically significant, Changed F, 249y = 15.09, p< .01. The managerial personality (f = .26, p< .01) was
observed to be significantly positively related to group performance in 2005. Therefore, the results indicated that managerial personality is a
significant predictor of managerial group performance. Of all the controlled variables, group performance in 2004 (B = .31, p< .01) and
monitoring Operations (B = .17, p< .05) were the variables that were significantly and positively related to the group performance in the year
of study.

On the whole, managerial personality was a significant predictor of group Success (performance) when managerial behaviours were included
in the control variables, and the power of the prediction was significantly different from when managerial behaviours were not controlled.
This means that when the relation between managerial personality and managerial behaviours were introduced into the model (controlling the
effect) did not significantly change the predictive power of managerial personality in predicting group success. Thus Hypothesis 5 which
conjectured that managerial behaviours will significantly mediate the managerial personality- success relationship was not supported by the
present study.

5. Conclusion and Recommendation

Overall, the study which investigated the relationship between managerial personality and group performance as well as the mediating effect
of managerial behaviours supports research findings that espouse that personality is an imperative and significant variable in explaining
performance among managers and their groups. This empirical finding learn credence to the importance of including personality (e.g., Locus
of Control, Big-Five personality, Self-esteem, Self-efficacy etc) test in recruitment and selection of managers as well as placement of other
junior employees especially to job that fit their personality. On the mediating effect of managerial behaviour on the managerial personality-
group success measured as performance, the study again made another significant contribution to literature on this area of study, thus
personality and leadership literature. The key result here is that managerial personality was found to be a much better predictor of
performance than managerial behaviours. It is therefore important that organizations inculcate personality test into their recruitment, selection
and placement procedures for managers and more particularly employees to ensure their personality fit the job that would be assigned to
them. In addition, future research should look at a combination of personality factors (e.g., Self-esteem, Self-efficacy etc) in relation to
managerial behaviour and group performance.

6. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

To expand the frontiers of research in this area of study and make informed comparative analysis, it would be better to research in profit
oriented public sector organizations (i.e., The Graphic Communication Group limited, Ghana Telecom etc) to enhance our understanding on
the relationship between managerial behaviour, managerial personality and organizational performance. In addition, the empirical finding of
the present study calls for further investigation into specific managerial skills such as technical, interpersonal and conceptual as well as
looking at the effect of personality on these skills and performance.
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