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Abstract

The article is devoted to the development of a theoretical model and methodology for assessing the
competitiveness of managerial personnel. Modern increased requirements for evaluating managers require
the development of new integral indicators of managerial performance, which would take into account the
specifics of a market economy. Such an integral indicator is the index of a manager’s competitive
strength. To this date, there are few studies that attempt to synthesize various properties and
characteristics of a manager in the context of the category of competitiveness, as an integral indicator of
the whole person. Methodological tools for assessing competitive strength as a set of professional and
social competencies have not been developed. The model discussed in this article is based on the systemic
interconnection of two directions of manager’s activity - production and people, manifested in general
competitiveness, as a synergistic effect. The model distinguishes between two types of competitive power
- in the field of production operation (CPO) and in the field of personnel management (CPM). In essence,
the two types of competitive power are in a dialectic relationship and determine the general competitive
strength (GCS) of a manager, in the form of a synergistic effect. The value of GCS determines the real
and future performance of a manager, is an indicator of his potential in the field of production
management and personnel management. In practical terms, the model offers a list of competencies that
determine CPO and CPM, the pattern and mathematical formula for calculating the GCS index.

© 2019 Published by Future Academy www.FutureAcademy.org. UK

Keywords: Assessment, competence, index of general competitive strength, manager's competitive strength, model.

@@@@ The Author(s) 2019. This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0
BY NC ND

International License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/

https://dx.doi.org/10.15405/epshs.2019.04.91

Corresponding Author: V. I. Shapovalov

Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of the conference
elSSN: 2357-1330

1. Introduction

Modern increased requirements for the assessment of managers and, above all, for its reliability,
adequacy and predictability require the development of new integral indicators of managerial
performance, which would take into account the specifics of a market economy. In our opinion, such an
integral indicator may be an indicator of manager’s competitive strength. In the developed concept of
managerial training, competitive strength is considered an important systemic quality of the personnel
management process in the market conditions. It is presented as an important integral quality that
characterizes the ability of a particular manager to get the best results in various areas of management
compared to the best analogues in the competitive market of services. This applies to goal-setting,
planning, organization, motivation, innovations, personnel strategy and other activities of the manager.

In the conditions of market relations, the chief executive officer, who aims at ensuring the
competitive power of organization, must first meet all modern requirements of competitive strength. The
proposed methodology for assessing competitiveness, along with traditional professional competencies,
takes into account social competences in the activities of a manager. Such an approach is not always
favourably accepted by managers who are accustomed to thinking in technocratic categories that exclude
the human factor as important for achieving a result. On the other hand, it is the social competencies for
the Russian leader that are the “weak link”; they are the least developed, which means they are untapped
opportunities (potential) for further managerial growth. The proposed approach to assessing competitive
strength draws attention to the highlighted problem of managerial personnel and offers a possible
solution.

Not all competitive features and qualities of a manager are involved simultaneously in the process
of a particular professional activity. Many properties cannot manifest themselves for a long time, “doze”
and wait for conditions that will require their actualization. The meaning of competitive behavior is that
managers, based on an adequate self-assessment of their competitive advantages, can freely, consciously
and optimally operate this strategic arsenal to achieve their goals. In this paper competitive strength is
understood as: “a socially-oriented system of abilities, qualities and characteristics of a manager: (1)
characterizing its potential for achieving success in professional activities; (2) determining adequate
individual behavior in dynamically changing conditions; (3) providing inner self-confidence, harmony
with oneself and the world around; (4) implying a willingness to take responsibility for their actions”
(Shapovalov, 2003).

The theoretical and methodological basis of the study is the classification of concepts of personnel
management depending on (1) the social or economic orientation of management activities and (2) focus
on accounting for the human factor as a resource of an organization or as a set of personal characteristics
of an employee, proposed by Evenko (2011).

2. Problem Statement

At present, researchers in various fields of science are addressing the problem of manager’s
competitive strength. This problem is most fruitfully developed in the theory of management by both
foreign (Daft, 2012; Santalainen, Voutilainen, Porenne, & Nissinen, 1993; Ansoff, 1979; McClelland,
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Koester, & Weinberger, 1990; Parry, 1996; Porter, 2005; Weissmann, 2006; Woodcock & Francis, 1982)
and domestic researchers (Zolotareva, 2012; Kara, 2012; Mitina, 2002; Tuktarov, 2006; Fatkhutdinov,
2007; Fomin, 2004; Shapovalov, 2003). Despite the fact that in recent years domestic scientists continue
to address this problem (Gorbanev, 2016; Gornastaeva, 2013; Ivanovskaya & Suslova, 2012; Lavrentiev
& Krylov, 2015; Shapovalov, 2016), practical issues in the functioning of organizations and enterprises
show that the problem of managerial competitiveness requires further study.

To date, there have been many attempts to study the various properties and characteristics of
manager’s competitive strength. However, there are few works in which an attempt is made to synthesize
these characteristics in the context of the category of competitiveness, as an integral concept of the
manager’s holistic personality. Methodological tools for assessing competitive strength as a set of
professional and social competencies have not been developed. As a rule, the center of gravity shifts to
primarily industrial technocratic competencies as the basis for achieving production efficiency.

The proposed improvement of the competitiveness of management personnel based on its
objective assessment is certainly relevant. In the difficult conditions of Russia's socio-economic
development, the manager becomes the decisive factor in the effective functioning of the organization,

and this must be taken into account in the strategic management policy.

3. Research Questions

3.1. Identify the typology of competitive manager.

3.2. Build a model and a pattern for calculating the competitive strength of the manager.

3.3. Select the competencies that determine the competitiveness of a manager in the field of
production and personnel management;

3.4. Practically implement the developed theoretical approach to assessing the

competitiveness of managerial personnel.

4. Purpose of the Study

4.1. The definition of a theoretical model of manager’s competitive strength.
4.2. Develop a methodology for assessing competitive strength as a major factor in the

effectiveness of management activities.

5. Research Methods

5.1. Model of management activity as a basis for typology of manager’s competitive strength

Rethinking the model suggested by Evenko (2011) in the context of the task, the paper introduces
the following classification of manager’s competitive strength.

Type 1 - a manager seeking to improve management efficiency through competitiveness in the use
of labor resources, using mainly administrative management methods, i.e., competitiveness in production

management (technocratic, rational management);
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Type 2 - a manager, striving to improve the quality of management at the expense of
competitiveness in the field of using a person as a person, that is, competitiveness in the field of
managing people and personnel (humanistic management);

Type 3 - a manager focused on the natural course of development with low orientations on the use
of both administrative management methods and personnel management methods;

Type 4 - a competitive manager - a manager seeking to improve the quality of management due to
the synergistic effect of competitiveness in the field of business management and competitiveness in the
field of personnel management (optimal management).

Thus, we agree with the definition of personnel management, given by Evenko (2011) and
describing it as a specific function of management activity, the main object of which is a person who
belongs to certain social groups. This model is based, on the one hand, on the principles and methods of
administrative management, and, on the other hand, on the concept of comprehensive personality
development and the theory of human relations. However, the model proposed by the authors of this
paper is based on the systemic interconnection of two directions to the business (production) and people
(personnel), manifested in competitiveness as a synergistic effect.

From the point of view of a systematic approach, production management and personnel
management are of equal importance for the success of an organization, they are considered as values
dependent on each other and measured by different scales. So that these theoretical calculations can be
used, in practice the following indicators are introduced: “competitiveness in the field of production
operation” (CPO) and “competitiveness in the field of personnel management” (CPM). Based on these

indicators, a two-dimensional classification of the manager’s competitiveness is proposed (Figure 1).

A
Competitiveness in the
field of personnel | v
management High CPM High CPM
Low CPO High CPO
m I
Low CPM High CPO
Low CPO Low CPM

Competitiveness in the field of
production operation

Figure 01. Two-dimensional classification of manager’s competitive strength

Different ratios of competitiveness indicators in the field of production management and people
lead to different final management performance. It can be assumed that the levels of competitiveness and
their systemic interconnection in two selected areas directly determine the effectiveness of manager’s
activity.

In essence, two types of competitiveness are in system interconnection and determine the general

competitive strength of a manager (GCS). General competitive strength is an integral indicator that
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simultaneously takes into account both the level of competitiveness in the field of production operation
(CPO) and competitiveness in the field of personnel management (CPM).

5.2. The pattern for calculating the index of the general competitive strength of the manager

To obtain an integral indicator, which is designed to take into account its value simultaneously two
selected levels of competitiveness, a scheme is proposed for calculating an index of general competitive

strength (Figure 2).

Competitiveness in the field General competitive Competitiveness in
of personnel management strength the field of
(CPM) «Y» production operation
(GCS)
(CPO) «X»
GCSm + 6 High level

e\ /.
\ / Middle level

GCSm = 5

Low level

Figure 02. The scheme for calculating the index of the general competitive strength

General competitive strength (GCS) is the intended effect of competitiveness in the field of
production management and competitiveness in the field of personnel management that a specific
manager can achieve. In the diagram, this is implemented by introducing the third vector, which reflects
with its value the total effect of two types of competitiveness. It is denoted as a vector of general
competitive strength (GCS). The geometric interpretation, taking into account the angle of 90 degrees

between the CPM and CPO vectors, gives the following formula for calculating the GCS index:

GCS = (LAL* X*Y)/ (X +Y),

where: "X" - the value of the indicator of competitive strength in the field of production operation
(CPO); "Y" is the value of the indicator of competitive strength in the field of personnel management
(CPM).

For a comparative assessment of managers on the competitive strength index, the vector “GCS” is

conditionally divided into three levels: “high”, “middle” and “low”:
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- the “high” level is typical of managers whose value of the “GCS” indicator exceeds the value
(GCSm + 8);

- the “middle” level is occupied by managers whose value of the “GCS” indicator is within the
limits (GCSm + & > GCSi> GCSM - 3 ;

- the “low” level belongs to managers whose value of the “GCS” indicator is less than the value
(GCSmM -3);

The value of GCS in general reveals the real and future performance of a manager, is an indicator

of his potential in the field of production management and personnel.

5.3. Development of methodological tools for researching the competitive strength of a

manager

For the study of the GCS index, a methodology has been developed that includes 20 indicators of
management activity, characterizing the level of competitive strength of a manager in the field of
production management, and 20 indicators characterizing the level of competitive strength in the field of
managing people (personnel).

Each indicator aims to identify the specific approach used by a manager to solve a real problem
from everyday management activities. The range of the most important indicators was determined with
the help of an expert assessment, in which heads of organizations and enterprises with successful
experience in the new market economy conditions participated (this part of the study is not included in
this article).

In general, the indicators introduced can be grouped into a number of competencies describing the
manager’s personality, which ensure the effectiveness of each of the two selected types of competitive

strength (CPM and CPO) (see table 01).

Table 01. Competences to ensure the types of manager’s competitive strength

Competencies providing for CPO

I Willingness to make management decisions and take responsibility for them *
] Strategic thinking (the ability to predict the situation)

Il The pursuit of the goal (focus)

v Readiness for innovation

Competences providing for CPM

\% Collaboration (ability to effectively interact in a group)

VI Leadership orientation

VI Communicative culture

VI Self-development (self-management)

*Note: the definition of competences was carried out by expert selection (Parry, 1996; McClelland,
Koester, & Weinberger, 1990)

6. Findings

To demonstrate the developed methodology in practice, we present the results of the study with 15

middle-rank managers from Sochi (Russia) as its subjects.
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Table 2 shows the results (1) of calculating the levels of competitive strength in the field of
production operation, personnel and general competitive strength for each manager (in the table they are
encoded with letters of the Russian alphabet); (2) average values of indicators for all managers and (3)
their variances (bottom lines of the table).

Average values are necessary for the comparative analysis of the severity levels of a particular
indicator for the surveyed group as a whole, and dispersion is used to determine the values of indicators
by levels - high, medium, low.

To identify “strong” and “weak” managers in terms of general competitive strength (Fig. 2), Table
2 presents the results ranked by the index of general competitive strength. The levels — high, medium, and

low — were determined by the mean and variance values.

Table 02. Managerial data, ranked by the index of general competitive strength

Manager’s C?ompetitive strength in the 5

code field of management: General competitive strength Level
Production | Personnel

b § 15.1 12.7 9.73 High

M 11.0 12.7 8.31 High

3 13.2 10.6 8.29 High

J 12.7 10.6 8.15 High

I 12.8 8.6 7.25 Medium

B 13.7 7.3 6.71 Medium

A 13.3 7.1 6.53 Medium

r 14.3 6.4 6.23 Medium

b 5.6 14.8 5.73 Medium

K 13.4 5.3 5.35 Medium

XK 4.4 9.7 4.27 Medium

(0] 10.5 4.2 4.23 Medium

n 4.3 9.6 4.19 Medium

H 5.4 6.1 4.04 Low

E 8.4 3.6 3.55 Low

Mean

Value 10.5 8.6 6.2

Variance 3.9 3.3 1.9

6.1. Analysis of averaged data

According to the obtained results, the orientation of the average manager to business (10.5)
exceeds the focus on people (8.6) with the value of the general competitive strength index - 6.2 (Table 2).

This means that in organizational management priority is given to problems and tasks, primarily
related to production operation: administrative (business), organizational, managerial and other
production problems, including strategic management, goal-setting, making management decisions,
achieving high results, solving financial issues, developing a formal management structure, orientation in
activities with subordinates to official sources (regulations, instructions, decrees, hierarchy of

subordination).
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As you know, the desire to achieve the required level of competitiveness of the organization
through production management is the most important characteristic of management activities. However,
in the modern management system, it provides an effective (competitive) activity of the organization only
for a short period of time, unless it is supported by staff.

According to Table 2, the problems and tasks related to the implementation of the management of
the so-called human factor come second. For example, these include: awareness of subordinates,
delegation of authority, motivation of personnel, focus on solving social problems, consideration of
personal interests and capabilities of employees, etc.

Possession of personnel management methods allows you to ensure the effective operation of the
organization for the future and to counteract the possible process of resistance on the part of staff to

improve the activities of the organization.

6.2. Analysis of individual data

From Table 2 it can be seen that four managers (“Z”, “M”, “3” and “JI”’) have a high level of
general competitive strength; two managers (“E” and “H”) - a low level of general competitive strength;
nine managers (“I1”, “B”, “A”, “T”, “B”, “K”, “XK”, “O” and “I1”) - the medium level of this indicator.

Two theoretically allocated indicators of competitive strength - focus on production and on people
in different ways provide a level of general competitiveness.

For example:

- the managers denoted as “I"”, “K” and “O” achieve a high value of the GCS mostly due to a bias
towards administration; their general competitiveness is reduced due to the low efficiency of personnel
management competencies;

- The leaders under the letters "B", "XX" and "U" have a strong bias in the other direction - in the
direction of excessive democracy to the detriment of production management, which also reduces their
level of general competitiveness.

Thus, the data obtained allow for a detailed analysis of managers’ activities, identifying their focus
on the "hard" or "soft" implementation of management activities. The data obtained are provided to
managers, for whom they serve as important information in the development of an individual self-

management program.

6.3. Content analysis of competences in the system of manager’s competitiveness

To understand how the introduced competencies (Table 1) determine the competitive strength in
personnel management, production operation, and general competitive strength, let us consider their

values in the system of general competitiveness. They are presented in table 3 in relative values.

Table 03. The values of competencies in the system of manager’s competitiveness

CPO CPM Mean
Managers

I* I i v \Y Vi VIl VI value
A 0.67 0.58 0.78 0.61 0.53 0.54 0.5 0.57 0.60
b 0.72 0.84 0.78 0.69 0.63 0.7 0.64 0.71 0.71
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B 084 076 |o084 |08+ |077 |071 066 |082 o078
r 077 |063 |08L |056 |062 |053 |046 |064 |063
i 0.9 08 |08 |08 |083 084 |076 |078 |o084
E 0.6 056 |06 064 |047 |036 |042 039 |o051
K 087 |066 |069 |065 |062 |044 |063 |036 |062
3 076 |08 |096 |079 |072 |075 |076 |084 |080
n 08 |064 |079 |067 |057 |063 |056 |0.74 |068
K 071 |065 |071 063 |059 |04 065 |064 |062
a 075 |079 |094 088 |068 |067 |078 |06 0.76
M 091 |08 |o074 |o068 |089 |082 |08 087 |082
H 0.6 058 |08 066 |052 |047 |051 076 |o061
0 078 |067 |o08L |072 049 |053 |046 |056 |063
n 068 |064 |084 |064 |07 058 |076 |071 | 069
2’}'{2""‘{” 076 |070 |080 |070 |o064 |060 |062 |067 |0.69
Var. 0.1 011 009 |012 |012 |o015 |013 |01 0.11

*Note: Numbers indicate competencies, the contents of which are set out in table 1

From Table 3 (line Cf. value) it is clear that the best average values in the field of production
management were obtained for two competencies: Il - striving to achieve the goal (0.80) and I -
efficiency of making management decisions (0.76). We can assume that it is these competencies that
determine to the greatest extent the competitive strength of the average manager in the field of production
management.

The average manager is less competent in: 1l - strategic thinking (0.70) and IV - readiness for
innovations (0.70). These competencies regarding the first two reduce competitive strength in the field of
production management.

As for the competencies that make up the competitive strength in the field of personnel
management, they differ slightly from each other, and in general they are significantly lower than the
indicators characterizing production management (from 0.60 to 0.67).

Thus, the technique allows to identify the level of development of competencies that determine the
GCS of a manager and determine the ways of individual correction of the level of development of these

competencies.

6.4. Charting

For clarity, the diagrams (Figure 3 and 4) show data reflecting the values of the competitive
strength indicators of specific managers who have high (“/1”) and low (“E”) GCS levels, against the

background of the average head of the organization (the dashed line in the diagram) (table 03).
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Figure 03. Example of a chart showing competencies of the manager ("/1") with a high level of general
competitive value
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Figure 04. Example of a chart showing competencies of the manager (“E”) with low general competitive
value.

The above charts allow you to analyze the degree of competence of a particular manager (that is,
which competencies are at a high level, which are on an average level, and which are on a low level).
Such a chart is constructed for each leader and is called the individual characteristic of the manager’s
competitive strength.

It can be seen from the diagram that for a manager with a high level of GCS (“I”) all integral
qualities have equally high values ranging from 0.82 to 0.90, except for the indicator characterizing VII -
communicative culture (0.76). This means that in his subordinate team, with a strong business attitude,
not enough attention is paid to the following issues:

= distribution of the job, taking into account the capabilities of employees;

» informing the group about the state of affairs in the organization;

= supporting criticism from subordinates;

= granting any authority to subordinates, etc.
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Such a leader often acts without consulting a subordinate and is inclined to use administrative
methods of pressure on a subordinate.

From the diagram (Fig. 4) it is clear that for a manager with a low level of GCS (“E”) all
competences are below average. At the same time, there is a relatively increased focus on production
(from 0.56 to 0.64) as compared with targeting people (0.36 to 0.47), which can be seen in the diagram as
a slope of indicators in the right direction, in the direction characterizing CPO.

Thus, the technique allows you to create an individual professional profile for each manager and

offer them their own personality-oriented professional development program.

7. Conclusion

In the model of competitive strength of managerial personnel, competitive strength is considered
as a systemic indicator resulting from the synergistic interaction of competitiveness in the field of
production management and the field of people (personnel) management, which in turn are provided with
a certain set of competencies. Experts taking into account the specifics of management activities select
competences. In practical terms, the authors proposed a scheme for calculating the index of general
competitive strength and its mathematical interpretation.

The suggested methodological approach allows:

- taking into account the contribution of two types of manager’s competitive strength - in the field
of production and people management - to the overall effectiveness of management activities;

- determining the level of competence development that influence the competitive strength of a
manager, and showing the ways of their individual correction;

- identifying the list of “strong” competencies that mainly determine competitive strength; and
"weak", which reduce the manager’s competitiveness and require immediate correction;

- making a comparative analysis of competencies that determine competitive strength for various
groups of managers, and identifying the specifics for each of them (for example, depending on the type of
professional activity, or on the region, etc.), etc.

The scientific novelty of the research is manifested in the following findings: (1) it is determined
that the competitive strength of management personnel is a systemic quality, which is formed as a
synergistic effect based on the interacting professional and social competencies; (2) classification of types
of manager’s competitive strength is proposed; (3) the well-known in literature “self-organization”
phenomenon in organizational management, which consists in the fact that a “strong” manager improves
over time, and a “weak” one impairs the efficiency of management, acquires a new dimension in this
paper: a competitive leader creates a competitive organization.

The results of this study can be used in specific management consulting and a deeper survey -
assessment and analysis of the competitive strength of management personnel, as well as in the process of

training and retraining of managers, rotation of personnel and in other areas of personnel management.
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