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The Managerialization of Italian Ministries: An Explorative Analysis

ABSTRACT
In Italy the tradition of administrative law is strong. The effectiveness of public administration action (and its management) is not synthesizable with few objectives and few quantitative parameters. This is particularly true for central administration, where, in most cases, there is no distribution of single and specific services. The normative rules represent at least a starting point for the process of change towards the acceptance of managerial principles. The purpose of this paper is to ascertain to what extent regulations may induce the adoption of managerial behaviours in central public administration. Specifically, we surveyed the executives of one ministry about the perceived use and utility of managerial tools and techniques. The empirical evidence is not very comforting since tools for planning and control are barely taken into serious consideration despite legislative efforts to introduce them.
1. PREMISE
The principles, based on private sector experience and economic theories as well as New Public Management (Aucoin, 1990; Hood, 1991; Hood, 1995a; Hood, 1995b; Pollitt, 1990) do not include a regulatory interposition that brings about deliberate changes in the structures and processes of organizations in order to make them work better (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). Nevertheless “the articulation of the Italian reform has been conducted via the enactment of a number of sector-related laws, mainly concerned with the definition of either new governance structures or more advanced systems of accounting and auditing” (Arnaboldi and Azzone, 2005, p. 2). With regard to the first point (new governance structures), the legislative decrees 286/1999 and  300/1999 stand as a real watershed between two periods with substantially different (if not opposing) characteristics.  

The first period (from the first half of the 1960s up until 1999) is characterized by the presence of a number of attempts to reform the organization of the central government administration. In fact, several bills drawing up a new structure for Government Offices were presented but none of these were transformed into law during this first lengthy period. This period was characterized by the presence of different and sometimes conflicting regulations affecting different ministries.
The second period began in 1999 with the emanation of substantial reform laws. One might mention in particular Legislative Decrees 286/1999 and 300/1999 that dictate behaviours in terms of assessment and control, with regard to organizational structure, and require each ministry to issue an action plan (called “annual directive”) for administrative activity and management for the following year.
Decree 286/1999 claims the need for an internal control system aimed at guaranteeing the legitimacy and regularity of the administrative action (internal audit); verifying the effectiveness, efficiency and cost of the administrative action for optimizing the cost/benefit ratio (management control); evaluating top management performances (top management evaluation); evaluating the coherence between achieved results and defined objectives in programs (strategic control and evaluation) (Legislative Decree n. 286/99, art. 1). 

From a functional point of view, Decree 300/99 attempts to reorganize the central administration on the basis of complementary and unitary competences with the aim of reducing the problems of coordination and disentangling the political responsibilities in terms of functional areas, which can be roughly grouped into production, welfare, and territory (Pajno and Torchia, 2000).

Therefore, the intention of functional reorganization appears noteworthy and certainly ambitious especially when compared to the forty years of regulatory confusion that characterized the previous period (see supra). From a structural profile, the model drawn up by Decree 300/99 is based on a common central nucleus for all the Ministries and some structures that can vary within a set of predefined categories and typologies. The common nucleus concerns ministers, staff for political guidance and management, and first-level units.

The directive system includes: 

· Directives from the President of the Council of Ministers through which political priorities are communicated in the first instance to various Ministers, allowing them to be acknowledged in their own departments;

· Directives from individual Ministers; an instrument by means of which each Ministry may initiate the process of strategic planning and identification of objectives. 
The purpose of this article is to ascertain to what extent the abovementioned regulations have induced the adoption of managerial behaviours in central public administration. Specifically we surveyed the executives of one ministry about the perceived use and utility of managerial tools and techniques.  
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
One of the first scholars to make an attempt at classifying managerial functions was Fayol (1962) who identifies planning, organising, commanding, coordinating and control as primary functions.
Elkins (1980) in his analysis of the categories of managerial activities observes that «we can divide his activity into three general functional categories: design, implementation, and control/audit/adaptation» (Elkins, 1980, pag. 8-9); and further specifies that planning, defining objectives and organising come into the first category while communicating, staffing and managing human resources come under the category of implementation.
Koontz, O’Donnell and Weihrich (1980) also recognize that managerial activity consists in an effective and efficient transformation from input to output and that such a transformation can be readily understood conceptually through recourse to an analysis of managerial functions. These functions may be asserted as those of «planning […] organizing […] staffing […] leading […] controlling» (Koontz, O’Donnell, Weihrich, 1980, pag. 26).

In accordance with the abovementioned scholars, this paper considers management as the set (limited in both space and time) of actions that concerns: identification of aims and objectives (planning); organization of activities and structure; management and guidance of personnel; and evaluation and control. 

Generally, management is present in nearly every enterprise, albeit with different levels of formalization.  However, in the case of public administration, this is not always true since in some cases the model of administration supersedes that of management. Administration is “The review, in an area of public life, of law, its enforcement and revision; and decision-making on cases in that area submitted to the public service» (Keeling, 1972, pag. 3) where management is understood as «The search for the best use of resources in pursuit of objectives subject to change» (Keeling, 1972, pag. 2).

In public administration there are many activities that may be traced back to the concept of “administrative activity” characterized by the absence of behaviours based on management categories (planning, organization, administration, and control). In other words, “administrative activity” in public administration does not follow managerial practices. 
Studies on New Public Management have shown that reforms in public administration consist of deliberate changes in the structures and processes of organizations in order to make them work better (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000). In order to verify whether the behaviours of the public managers can be traced back to the managerial functions, it is possible to make reference to the knowledge and use of the specific tools and techniques related to the activity of  planning, organizing, staffing & leading, controlling (Mele, 1996). 
3. RESEARCH DESIGN 
The current research examines the adoption of managerial behaviours in central public administration. As well as the literature, we analyze the knowledge and the use of tools and techniques adopted by public managers. From this analysis we induced if managerial behaviours are being or have been adopted.
On the basis of this presupposition, the empirical work of this study was guided by the following research questions:

a) what is the extent of the managerial knowledge of ministerial managers and to what extent do they use managerial tools and techniques?;
b) to what extent does the information provided by managerial tools affect choices made by ministerial managers?
c) what is the perception of the relationship between legislative evolution and managerial innovation?
d) what is the perception of the issue of measuring achievement in the central public administration?
Research was divided into two phases:

· building a research tool ;
· identifying the sample and administering the research tool.
3.1 Research Methodology
The questionnaire was elaborated through a twofold process. First some focus groups were put together in order to acquire an initial overview of the issue of managerial tools. Subsequently, on the basis of what was gathered in the first phase, some in-depth interviews were carried out with the aim of confirming, integrating or modifying the indications supplied by the focus groups. 
Specifically, two focus groups were organized. The first group consisted of first-level managers from 8 different ministries; the second group was made up of second-level managers from a single ministry. The members of the two groups were selected on the basis of availability and convenience. In particular the first-level managers were selected from among those present at a Public Administration Forum conference in Rome. The members of the second group were selected thanks to the director-general of one ministry who provided us with possible interviewees. The range within the focus groups conforms to methodological recommendations and prescriptions contained in survey literature (Malhotra, 1993). The group of first-level managers numbered 8 while the group of second-level managers numbered 12.

Survey protocol required that the groups be informed initially about the nature of the research and how data would be treated as well as reassuring them that their anonymity was guaranteed. It was further clarified that discussions would be recorded and transcribed without revealing the identity of the speakers. Each focus group had an observer (who did not participate in discussions) who, separately and independently from the survey leader, made note of items that emerged from the discussions as well as their frequency and sequential ordering.
In the end, a list of managerial tools and techniques adopted and adoptable by the public administration mangers was defined. 

Recourse to focus group methodology was useful in obtaining a broad initial overview of a complex situation. Nevertheless it was difficult to obtain significant and refined personal reflection due both to time restrictions and to the fact that individual responses were influenced by group responses.  For this reason some in-depth interviews were carried out by using information that had emerged during the focus groups. These interviews concerned both first and second-level managers. 

The size of the sample for the in-depth interview was not predetermined but was connected to the need to complete the data and information acquired and the availability and willingness of the managers. After 11 interviews it was believed that the information gathered was sufficient. In these 11 interviews, managers belonging to 8 different ministries were involved. Of the 11 managers interviewed, 7 were male and 4 were female. At the conclusion of every interview, a report was prepared on what had emerged and on which items were considered relevant for evaluating the extent of adoption and knowledge and influence of managerial tools. 
In total, 29 tools and managerial techniques which were considered pertinent and relevant were chosen (for details see attached questionnaire). Of these 29 tools: 4 dealt with planning, 4 with organizations, 8 with conduct, 10 with control and 3 with planning and control together. 
For each tool, the questionnaire included two closed questions:

1. do you know  and do you use this tool ?
2. how much does the managerial tool/technique influence making choices?
The first question is binary type and required a Yes or No response. 

For the second question a four-level Likert scale was adopted. 

At the conclusion of the questionnaire some open questions were inserted to discover the interviewees’ perception of managerial tools and of the possibility of applying managerial principles in the public administration. 

3.1.1 Sample identification and administering the questionnaire
The sample was taken from among the managers of one ministry, differentiated by being first or second-level. The managers were selected randomly from those covering managerial roles within the ministry. The collaboration and helpfulness of the ministry top manager allowed for the active involvement of 80 managers, about 10% of the total, and enabled us to construct and administer the questionnaire. Thus there was absolutely negligible data loss. Only 8 managers would not complete the questionnaire. 
The questionnaire therefore was administered to a total of 72 managers of whom 6 were first-level and 66 were second-level.  
The qualitative-quantitative features of the sample are shown in table 1: 
Insert tab 1 about here
4. PROCESSING THE DATA AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 
Data processing was done by concentrating first on the knowledge and use of tools and secondly on their usefulness and influence. Responses on knowledge and use of tools allowed us to identify the spheres in which managerial activity was most frequent and consolidated at the level of central administrations.
Responses to the utility and influence of the tools were processed by attributing a conventional value to each response, on a scale of 1 to 4 with a constant step of 1. In this way we obtained an attributable utility/influence value for each tool. Subsequently, the tools were ranked in order of their perceived utility/influence and these were correlated to their knowledge and use results. 

4.1 Managerial tools: knowledge, use and perceived utility: quantitative analysis. 
The ministerial managers affirmed, almost unanimously (92%) that they know of coordinating tools (meetings, work-groups etc). At the same time it was discovered that they are very aware of regulations and procedures (88%) as well as organization charts and job descriptions (79%). The latter two items were also attributed with particular influence in decision-making. 67% and 63% respectively of the interviewees affirmed that they know of and use performance and incentive-based tools.

It is noticeable that from among the first ten managerial tools known and utilised, not one is a planning and programming tool (tab. 2). Over 70% of the interviewees do not use programming and budgetary tools, like the budget, gap analysis, stakeholder satisfaction analysis etc which are used widespread in profit-making enterprises.
Insert  tab 2 about here
In relation to the importance assigned to different tools, it emerges clearly that leadership tools are fundamental. Among the first ten tools that are held to be influential in manager decision-making are, with an average value of between 3.26 and 2.79 (on a scale from 1 to 4), procedures, job descriptions, training plans, management by objectives and behaviour control (see table 3 for the size of the respondents’ sample and the specific values for each item; not all respondents completed all items). 
Insert  tab 3 about here

Data on the importance ascribed to “management by objectives” may be indicative of the influence exercised by a behavioural regulation. Public management reform has in fact witnessed the general introduction, at managerial level, of a reward mechanism, which is partly linked to results. The broad-sweeping introduction of a performance evaluation system, stemming from Legislative Decree 286/99, further reinforces the adoption of the “management by objective” model in the public sector. Therefore, the importance attributed to these tools may be the outcome of two factors:

1. obedience to the regulation;

2. direct influence of the reward.

Nonetheless, this data conflicts with the use and perception of control tools (see infra).
There are a series of tools (strategic plans, financial budgets, productivity indexes) whose perceived importance is attested to on average (about 2.50). 

The management tools considered the least influential on decision-making were, as in fact emerged in the case of tool use, those of planning and control. 

So far, we have been led to conclude that the managerial cycle is a long way from being implemented and assimilated. The importance of leadership tools and in some cases the use of organisational tools is recognized, but no importance seems to be ascribed to planning nor the possibility of managing through the use of control tools. 
The data on the use of organizational and leadership tools leads one to suspect that the behavior of the interviewees is marked by a substantially bureaucratic mindset, since decisions are made on the basis of a formal, organizational structure. In fact, to base one’s decision on an organization chart or on a job description (function chart) implies the management of human resources bound to formal data, or rather to what the person should do (organizational chart) and to the knowledge that person should have (job description) .
The perceived utility of some programming and control tools, whose use has been ordained by regulatory provision (e.g. the budget) is not particularly great. It is notable that in the case of the budget, the utility of the tool in the programming and control phase is objectified in any type of organization, be it public or private. Assigning this tool a utility value which is lower than others, such as those associated with economic incentive mechanisms, would seem to indicate that on one hand, the managerial model has not been completely accepted, and on the other hand, that the managers would seem more sensitive to those tools which are explicitly linked to the reward principle.
In general terms, the results show a clear correlation between knowledge and perceived utility of tools (graph 1). In other words, whoever knows and makes use of the tool, will consider it important in carrying out their duties. For this reason, the considerations and observations made by the managers in response to the open-ended questions were very useful, allowing us to understand how the managerial model and its tools were perceived, beyond any predefined analytical scheme (closed questions).
Insert  graph 1 about here
4.2 Managerial Tools: Knowledge, Use and Perceived Utility: Qualitative Analysis
The sample of ministerial managers was asked, what, in their opinion, management actually was as well as what the main activities and main tasks of a manager are. The answers were homogenous. In nearly all the cases, for non-specialized managers too, the activities considered to be managerial were those that can be found in the planning, organizing, staffing & leading, controlling functions. In some cases, several staff managers believed that they were not real managers because they had no access to their own financial resources. Survey evidence confirms that it is possible to define – as we did – management as the set (limited in both space and time) of actions that concern: identification of aims and objectives (planning); organization of the activities and the structure; management and guide of the personnel; evaluation and control. The problem is that while, at a theoretical level, these managers had assimilated the binding nature of these activities, nonetheless, the analysis showed that they would not attribute the right importance to some planning and control tools. 
Evaluation of the suitability of the managerial approach in the public sector was different. Most of the managers agreed about positively evaluating the application of managerial principles in the public sector (even though with great care). However, there are those managers that criticise a priori the application of organisational and managerial principles in public administration. 

Another observation worth noting from the survey is that in public administration the application of the principles of management takes place in an unsuitable environment. In fact, the company is the environment in which management itself was born and developed. This seems not true for Italian public administration. 

Some managers observed that “in Italy, the tradition of administrative law is so strong that managers do only what is established by laws and rules. For this reason it was very important to include managerial principles and the introduction of directives in the laws”. Others said “if it were possible to explain in a law all the steps to use a managerial tool a bureaucrat would be a manager.” In other cases managers said “it’s impossible to explain with rules and legal prescriptions what and how a manager has to be  involved,” and again “we absolutely need good laws, but we not only need good laws. We have to change our culture.” Finally “to change we need a new generation of managers; laws are not enough.”

What emerged from the answers in the questionnaire was that most managers believed regulation was necessary to change administrative behavior; however, others made reference to changing the culture and in some cases to replacing the managers themselves. Therefore, according to the majority of responses, in the managers’ perceptions, rules contribute to creating environmental conditions and an organizational climate as well as the culture that characterizes the organization.  In this situation, a legislative act is a tool that generates some of the environmental conditions defined above because it reinforces a way of thinking based on the logical categories of management. At the same time, it is only a partial operational application of the modes through which political priorities are to be pursued.
Therefore, these managers’ points of view seems to confirm that in Italy, since now, the regulatory picture is neither black nor white as regards a concrete way of ensuring the adoption of managerial cycle tools.

As regards their perception on the issue of measurement in the public administration, typical responses from our survey of managers were: “The result of the public action can have either positive or negative judgments.  Evaluations depend on the different types of emphasis attributed to the social objectives pursued” and “we get a good result because we have introduced norms that, having sacrificed the local economy, have contributed to preserving the environment while at the same time, we have obtained a negative result because we have introduced norms that have preserved the environment but have damaged the local economy.”

Although in the managers’ opinions the different aspects of public action (social and economic) create difficulties in measurement, managers believe in the usefulness of measurement tools. One survey respondent observed, “if we don’t measure anything we can’t talk about managerial activity” and “measurement is not the solution to all the problems but it is the only way to find some solutions. So we have to understand managerial tools.”
5. CONCLUSION: MANAGERIALIZATION OF ITALIAN MINISTRIES AND RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES 

The concept of management within private organisations is clear and refers to the management functions (planning, organizing, leading and controllling). Management – as an ontological category –  is not measurable at all or, in any case, there has been no direct attempt at measurement. As stated, performance indexes have been utilized in private enterprise to carry out an evaluation of the management. As a result such indexes can represent an indirect measure of the managerial and entrepreneurial capacity of the persons who are responsible for the management of the firm.

Action effectiveness of a private organization (and its management) is synthesized by objective and quantitative parameters (profit, turnover, cash-flow, earning per share, share-quotations, etc.) that express the progress of the organization – even if approximate – as well as the possibilities of its survival in the future. 

The effectiveness of public administration action (and its management) is not synthesized – nor is it synthesizable – with few objective and quantitative parameters. This is particularly true when referring to central administration, where the distribution of single and specific services is not significant.

The theory of “sunk costs” highlights the duality of the objectives of public administration action, defining the social cost of the public administration but not overcoming the problem of measuring the results of the public administration action. The problem is shifted onto an evaluation of the congruence of “sunk costs.” Public action’s results can assume either positive or negative judgments and evaluations according to the different emphasis attributed to the social nature of the objectives pursued. 

Most of the interviewed manager’s opinions agree with the assumptions of New Public Management and New Public Governance. Managers evaluate positively the adoption of managerial principles, tools, and techniques in public administration; they believe that such tools could improve the effectiveness and efficiency of public action. On these bases, we measured how often managers adopt management tools in their activity, how they take advantage of this use and how much they believe in the tools themselves. This seems to be an approximate way to measure the process of change in managerial sense. Thus, we tried to measure the managerialization degree using the number of managerial principles understood as well as the number of tools and techniques used by the management of a public organisation in a given period. 

Managerialization degree is not a measurement of managerial effectiveness. Measuring managerialization degree has many limitations but it also has the advantage of being a quantitative measurement that assumes greater meaning over space and time. 

We know that the measurement of managerialization degree raises problems because all management principles include a certain component of subjectivity. Their effectiveness is not only associated with the application of tools, techniques and instruments but it also derives from subjective interpretations of the individuals; in other words it results also from their own intuition, of their sensitivity, culture, etc.

And this is one of the main limitations of the analysis. It lies in not taking into account the irrational elements that drive single individuals and at times influence, to quite a great extent, leadership capacities and the results of the entire organisation.

In conclusion and in synthesis, the analysis carried out has shown that: 

1. in the perception of the interviewees it is difficult to measure and identify a synthetic output in public administration especially in central government (ministries);
2. the level of knowledge and use of managerial tools is not particularly high, and in this sample seems very low. For this reason, as shall be seen subsequently, it has been decided to extend the analysis to all Ministries in the next few months;

3. the managerialization degree shown by the survey is low: in fact there was no perception of utility of planning tools or of some control tools;
4. in the next research phase, the questionnaire will be administered to all the managers in all Italian ministries.
The main expected results of the next research phase are:

-
analysis of correlation between manager profile and managerialization degree;
-
analysis of managerialization degree in different ministries (eventually ranking it).

In order to complete the research in the third phase, in partnership with the Ministry of Public Affairs, we will submit an on-line questionnaire to all ministerial managers. The research is now developing! 
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APPENDIXES - QUESTIONNAIRE
	
	Do you know and do you use this tool/technique?
	Yes
	No

	1
	Break even analysis 
	
	

	2
	Customer satisfaction analysis
	
	

	3
	Benchmarking 
	
	

	4
	Re-engineering process analysis
	
	

	5
	Competence human resources assessment
	
	

	6
	Potential human resources assessment
	
	

	7
	Job analysis and evaluation
	
	

	8
	Gap analysis  
	
	

	9
	SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats)
	
	

	10
	Balanced scorecard
	
	

	11
	Political Final Report
	
	

	12
	Investments budget
	
	

	13
	Costs budget
	
	

	14
	Financial budget
	
	

	15
	Client Services charter 
	
	

	16
	Cost accounting 
	
	

	17
	Gantt/Pert diagrams
	
	

	18
	Management by objectives
	
	

	19
	Productivity indexes
	
	

	20
	Economic-Financial indexes
	
	

	21
	Job descriptions - Tasks 
	
	

	22
	Product Portfolio matrixes 
	
	

	23
	Organization charts
	
	

	24
	Training plans 
	
	

	25
	Strategic plans 
	
	

	26
	Rules/ procedures
	
	

	27
	Meetings and team works
	
	

	28
	Performance assessments
	
	

	29
	Behavior control (e.g. time-keeping, absenteeism, etc.)
	
	


	
	How much does the managerial tool/technique influence making choices?
	(Not at all
	Little
	Quite a lot
	Greatly)

	1
	Break even analysis 
	
	
	
	

	2
	Customer satisfaction analysis
	
	
	
	

	3
	Benchmarking 
	
	
	
	

	4
	Re-engineering process analysis
	
	
	
	

	5
	Competence human resources assessment
	
	
	
	

	6
	Potential human resources assessment
	
	
	
	

	7
	Job analysis and evaluation
	
	
	
	

	8
	Gap analysis  
	
	
	
	

	9
	SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats)
	
	
	
	

	10
	Balanced scorecard
	
	
	
	

	11
	Political Final Report
	
	
	
	

	12
	Investments budget
	
	
	
	

	13
	Costs budget
	
	
	
	

	14
	Financial budget
	
	
	
	

	15
	Client Services charter 
	
	
	
	

	16
	Cost accounting 
	
	
	
	

	17
	Gantt/Pert diagrams
	
	
	
	

	18
	Management by objectives
	
	
	
	

	19
	Productivity indexes
	
	
	
	

	20
	Economic-Financial indexes
	
	
	
	

	21
	Job descriptions - Tasks 
	
	
	
	

	22
	Product Portfolio matrixes 
	
	
	
	

	23
	Organization charts
	
	
	
	

	24
	Training plans 
	
	
	
	

	25
	Strategic plans 
	
	
	
	

	26
	Rules/ procedures
	
	
	
	

	27
	Meetings and team works
	
	
	
	

	28
	Performance assessments
	
	
	
	

	29
	Behavior control (e.g. time-keeping, absenteeism, etc.)
	
	
	
	


1. What are the main activities and the primary tasks that a public manager carries out or should carry out?

2. What differentiates a public manager from a bureaucrat?
3. Out of these four typologies of activity (Planning, organizations, conduct and control), which do you consider to characterize managerial activity?

4. What do you think about the application of organizational and managerial principles in public administration?
5. What are your opinions on the relationship between law, managerial behavior and cultural background?
6. What do you think about the relationship between social and economic goals? 
TABLES
Table 1: Qualitative-quantitative features of the sample

	Description
	Sample number 

N
	Total number of managers
	Average age
	Standard deviation

	First level managers
	6
	66
	58.28
	7.85

	Second-level managers
	66
	726
	54.12
	10.22


Table 2: Knowledge and use of tools (percentages of total number of interviewees)
	Rank
	Managerial tool/technique
	Known

(rate)
	Unknown

(rate)
	No

Respondent

(rate)

	1
	Meetings and team works
	92%
	8%
	0%

	2
	Rules / Procedures
	88%
	8%
	4%

	3
	Job descriptions – Tasks
	79%
	17%
	4%

	4
	Behavior control (e.g. timekeeping, absenteeism, etc.)
	79%
	21%
	0%

	5
	Organization charts
	75%
	21%
	4%

	6
	Management by objectives
	67%
	33%
	0%

	7
	Performance assessment
	62%
	38%
	0%

	8
	Competence human resources assessment 
	58%
	38%
	4%

	9
	Re-engineering process analysis
	54%
	38%
	8%

	10
	Potential human resources assessment
	54%
	38%
	8%

	11
	Strategic plans 
	54%
	42%
	4%

	12
	Job analysis and assessment 
	50%
	46%
	4%

	13
	Training plans
	50%
	42%
	8%

	14
	Customer satisfaction analysis
	38%
	54%
	8%

	15
	Productivity indexes
	36%
	50%
	14%

	16
	Financial budget
	29%
	54%
	17%

	17
	Client services charter
	29%
	67%
	4%

	18
	Benchmarking 
	17%
	70%
	13%

	19
	Cost accounting 
	17%
	79%
	4%

	20
	Gantt/Pert diagrams
	17%
	75%
	8%

	21
	Break even analysis
	13%
	75%
	12%

	22
	SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats)
	13%
	83%
	4%

	23
	Balanced scorecard
	13%
	79%
	8%

	24
	Costs budget
	13%
	79%
	8%

	25
	Gap analysis
	13%
	75%
	12%

	26
	Economic-Financial indexes
	13%
	79%
	8%

	27
	Political final report
	8%
	79%
	13%

	28
	Investments budget
	8%
	75%
	17%

	29
	Product Portfolio matrixes
	0%
	88%
	13%


Table 3: Respondents’ perception of the utility of managerial tools
	Rank
	Managerial tool/technique
	M
	n
	Managerial

Function

	1
	Rules / Procedures 
	3.26
	69
	Conduct

	2
	Job descriptions -  Tasks
	3.17
	69
	Organization

	3
	Meetings and team works
	3.13
	69
	Conduct

	4
	Training plans  
	3.09
	66
	Conduct

	5
	Organization charts 
	3.09
	69
	Organization

	6
	Performance assessment 
	3.00
	66
	Conduct

	7
	Job analysis and evaluation
	2.91
	69
	Conduct

	8
	Management by objectives 
	2.86
	66
	Conduct

	9
	Behavior control (e.g. timekeeping, absenteeism, etc.)
	2.83
	72
	Conduct

	10
	Potential human resources assessment
	2.79
	72
	Conduct

	11
	Re-engineering process analysis
	2.75
	72
	Organization

	12
	Competence humane resources assessment 
	2.73
	66
	Organization

	13
	Strategic plans 
	2.59
	66
	Planning

	14
	Customer satisfaction analysis 
	2.59
	66
	Control

	15
	Financial budget 
	2.50
	72
	Planning and Control

	16
	Productivity indexes 
	2.36
	66
	Control

	17
	Client Services charter 
	2.13
	69
	Control

	18
	Costs budget 
	2.13
	72
	Planning and Control

	19
	Economic-Financial indexes 
	1.95
	66
	Control

	20
	Cost accounting  
	1.91
	69
	Control

	21
	Benchmarking 
	1.88
	72
	Control

	22
	Break even analysis  
	1.87
	69
	Control

	23
	Investments budget 
	1.83
	72
	Planning and Control

	24
	Balanced scorecard
	1.82
	66
	Control

	25
	SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats)
	1.71
	72
	Planning

	26
	Gantt/Pert diagrams 
	1.71
	72
	Planning

	27
	Political final report
	1.68
	66
	Control

	28
	Gap analysis 
	1.68
	66
	Control

	29
	Product Portfolio matrixes 
	1.43
	69
	Planning


Note: responses were given on a 4-point scale in which 1= not at all, 2=little, 3=Quite a lot, 4=greatly 

GRAPHS

Graph 1: Correlation between knowledge and perceived utility of tools
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