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Executive Summary

e Leadership development was identified as the #1 leadership challenge facing organizations.
Additionally, ensuring business ethics are not sacrificed when confronting tough financial trade-
offs rose to the 4™ rated overall challenge in this year’s survey from the 18" rated overall
challenge in the previous survey.

e Leadership skills associated with making sense of the external environment were emphasized.
The ongoing economic turmoil and increasingly global competitive landscape was reflected in
executives’ greater emphasis on those leadership skills associated with surviving in a difficult
external environment.

e The use of 360 performance evaluation processes appears to have declined. As compared with
our previous survey, this year substantially more executives indicated that their organizations
were using manager-driven or manager-employee joint feedback and goal-setting processes, with
larger employers particularly emphasizing the use of joint performance evaluation process.

e Organizational use of both internally- and externally-developed training programs has
decreased. Further, the percentage of executives participating in other resource intensive training
and development activities, including formal mentoring and executive coaching programs has
also declined from our previous survey.

e While most senior executive time spent on leadership development activities remained relatively
low, Human Resource executive time spent on this activity has increased. As compared to our
previous survey, this year there was also a decline in the proportion of executives reporting that
local department managers had primary responsibility for leadership development. Executives
from smaller employers were about equally likely to identify local department managers, the HR
function, or corporate training and development as having that primary responsibility. Executives
from larger employers most frequently indicated that their corporate training and development
functions had primary responsibility for leadership development.

e Leadership training and development programs are still perceived as having significant room
for improvement. No type of program evaluated achieved an average rating of very good or
excellent. Work experiences in executives’ own organizations received the highest average
evaluations (“Good to Very Good”) followed by MBA programs and executive education
courses, both of which received a rating of “Good”.

e The use of mobile technology for delivering educational/training content is poised to increase
significantly. Approximately 34% of executives report that their organizations were either
currently using mobile technology to deliver educational content or were planning to use the
technology for this purpose over the next 12 months. Another 40% of executives indicated that
they see the near term (over the next three years) potential to use mobile technology for this
purpose. This survey also identified common educational/training uses for and barriers to
expanding the use of mobile technology for education/training purposes.
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I. Leadership Challenges

Executives were asked to evaluate twenty leadership challenges. The top rated challenges were
similar to those identified in the inaugural survey" (data collected in 2008). This year challenges
associated with leadership development were the two biggest challenges identified across employer
size segments (and both challenges were among the top five identified by executives from both large
and small employers). A noteworthy change from the previous survey results was the increasing
significance of ensuring business ethics are not sacrificed when confronting tough financial trade-offs
(the #4 rated overall challenge in this year’s survey while being only the 18" rated overall challenge
in the prior survey).

While similarities existed between the most important leadership challenges identified by large and
small employers, several differences were also observed. In particular, the availability of capital and
leading internal growth were among the top concerns of smaller employers, while challenges
associated with increasing innovation and globalization (e.g., leading global business units, leading
culturally diverse teams, and the global economic environment) were among the leading concerns of
larger employers. The list of leadership challenges by employer size (ranked by overall sample
averages) is presented in Exhibit 1.1.

Exhibit 1.1 — Leadership Challenges by Employer Size*

Employer Size (# of employees)

Leadership Challenge 1-999 1000+ Total
1. Improving the capabilities of the current leaders of our organization 4.82 4.78 4.80
2. Developing future leaders for our organization 4.72 4.89 4.79
3. Increasing Innovation 4.42 5.11 4.71
4. Ensuring ethics are not sacrificed when confronting tough financial trade-offs 4.62 4.72 4.66
5. Leading Internal organizational growth 4.68 4.39 4.56
6. Increasing employee commitment/retention 4.56 4.44 4.51
7. Availability of Capital 4.70 417 4.48
8. Global economic environment 4.08 4.86 4.41
9. National economic environment in home country 4.28 4.47 4.36
10. Leading widely dispersed (global) business units/teams 3.84 4.86 4.27
11. Generating value from outsourced relationships 4.08 4.42 4.22
12. Recruiting 3.90 4.39 4.10
12. Providing competitive benefits, including health care coverage, to employees 4.18 4.00 4.10
14. Brand creation 4.12 4.00 4.07
15. Leading culturally diverse business units / teams 3.72 4.50 4.05
16. Balancing internationally accepted business practices with company values 3.74 4.36 4.00
and standards

17. Reorganizing/restructuring 3.28 4.64 3.85
17. Merging with/acquiring another organization 3.72 4.03 3.85
19. Mission re-invention 3.58 4.1 3.80
20. Globalization of industries and labor 3.38 4.28 3.76

*Scores reflect the average value of respondents in each employer size segment on a 6-point scale, where
1=Not at All Important and 6=Extremely Important.
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I1. Leadership Skills

In this survey executives rated 36 different leadership skills in terms of how important they viewed
those skills for senior executives in their organization. The importance of promoting ethics and
developing trust were again emphasized by executives. However, when compared to the last survey,
this year more of the leadership skills associated with making sense of the external environment were
emphasized (the two skills with the highest average scores were “understanding the competitive
environment” and “understanding the economic environment”). One other leadership skill receiving
among the highest average ratings was “advocating for high standards of excellence”.

As with our prior survey, skills associated with sense-making in the internal environment and helping
other employees received lower average ratings. In considering the similarities and differences
between the present and previous surveys, our primary conclusion is that the ongoing economic
turmoil and increasingly global competitive landscape is reflected in executives’ greater emphasis on
those leadership skills associated with surviving in a difficult external environment.

This year we also looked more closely at how leadership skills were evaluated across different
employer size segments and another interesting observation emerged. Smaller employers,
particularly those with less than 100 employees, rated a larger set of leadership skills as being highly
important (that is, at or above 5 on a 6-point scale). This finding may reflect the perceived
importance for leaders in smaller organizations to do almost everything well.

As with our inaugural survey, we also explored the relationship between executives’ ratings of the
different leadership skills and the data provided on their firms’ sales and profitability. This year,
none of the leadership skills were significantly correlated to firm profits. However, most of the
leadership skills were significantly positively related to gross revenues. That is, executives who
reported higher gross sales for their organizations also rated most of the leadership skills as being
more important.

The results of executives’ evaluations of the full set of leadership skills, by employer size segment,
are presented in Exhibit 2.1.
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Exhibit 2.1 — Importance of Leadership Skills for Senior Executives by Employer Size*

Employer Size (# of employees)
1000- Overall
1-19 20-99 [100-999| 9999 |10,000+ | Average
Personal Leadership Skills
Demonstrating Expertise 5.20 4.67 4.48 4.06 4.56 4.54
Displaying courage 4.80 4.67 3.95 4.25 4.44 4.36
Acting with authenticity 5.30 5.08 4.76 4.44 4.76 4.81
Engaging others in the company's vision 5.20 5.00 4.24 4.69 4.72 4.69
Demonstrating dedication and effort 5.50 5.00 4.57 4.75 4.84 4.86
Relational Leadership Skills
Developing trust in relationships with other employees 5.50 5.17 4.86 4.69 5.04 5.00
Acting fairly towards others 5.40 5.33 4.48 4.44 4.64 4.75
Listening and seeking to understand 5.40 4.92 4.90 4.25 4.76 4.80
Being available to other employees 4.90 4.75 4.29 4.00 4.12 4.32
External Sense-making Skills (understanding and interpreting the...)
Competitive environment 5.20 5.33 5.00 5.00 5.32 5.17
Impact of technology changes on the organization 5.40 4.83 4.76 4.75 4.60 4.80
Effect of regulatory changes on the organization 5.60 4.92 4.19 5.13 5.16 4.93
Changes in the economic environments affecting the organization 5.30 4.83 4.90 5.19 5.24 5.10
Threat from globalization on the organization 4.10 4.33 3.90 4.25 4.64 4.27
Internal Sense-making Skills
Making sense of internal organizational rules and procedures for others 4.80 4.92 3.95 4.13 4.16 4.29
Clarifying how a unit's work fits with the organization's overall strategy 4.80 4.92 4.10 4.56 4.68 4.56
Creating cohesive teams 5.00 5.08 4.24 4.69 4.92 4.74
Making sense of organization cultural norms 4.60 4.25 4.00 3.94 4.48 4.24
Inspirational Leadership Skills
Inspiring employees to raise their goals 5.20 4.92 3.90 4.38 4.56 4.49
Demonstrating optimism and enthusiasm for organizational objectives 5.20 5.00 4.62 4.31 4.92 4.77
Advocating high standards of excellence 5.60 5.25 4.76 4.75 5.16 5.05
Making sure employees' ideas are heard 5.40 4.75 4.48 4.50 4.36 4.60
Supportive Leadership Skills
Mentoring other employees 4.80 4.58 4.00 4.19 4.40 4.33
Appropriately delegating responsibility 5.30 4.67 4.24 4.19 4.64 4.54
Giving feedback in a timely manner 5.30 4.75 4.10 4.44 4.44 4.50
Publicly recognizing employee performance 5.10 4.42 4.10 4.56 4.40 4.44
Promoting teamwork 5.20 4.58 4.43 4.50 4.72 4.64
Organizational Responsibility Leadership Skills
Promoting a sense of responsibility for the whole organization 5.20 4.83 4.67 4.56 4.84 4.79
Promoting an ethical environment 5.20 5.25 4.76 4.81 5.44 5.10
Serving as a role model 4.90 5.25 4.62 4.56 4.92 4.82
Helping employees balance personal interests & responsibilities with their 4.20 4.33 3.90 3.94 4.00 4.04
professional interests & responsibilities
Explaining organizational decisions in ways that promote perceived fairness 4.60 4.58 3.95 4.38 4.16 4.26
Helping constituents balance short term with long term goals and objectives 4.30 4.50 4.14 4.13 4.20 4.23
Organizational Guidance Skills
Senior executive development of strategic frameworks (e.g., mission, vision, 5.00 5.08 4.62 4.56 4.64 4.73
values)
Input from lower levels of the organization into strategic frameworks 5.20 4.75 4.19 3.94 4.16 4.33
Communicating strategic frameworks 4.90 5.08 4.52 4.44 4.60 4.65

*A rating of 4.0 was described as “Quite Important”, a 5.0 was described as “Highly Important”, and a 6.0 was
described as “Extremely Important”.
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I11. Performance Evaluation Processes

Executives were asked to identify the performance evaluation process that best represented the one
used in their business units. The results of this year’s survey showed some similarities but also a
number of differences from the previous survey.

The proportion of organizations identified by executives as using purely quantitative measures was
similar to that observed in the previous survey. We also noted the similar finding that smaller
employers appear more likely to use purely quantitative reward systems than large employers.
However, this year we found a significantly lower proportion of both large and small employers
using 360-evaluations than in the previous survey. Instead, a substantially greater percentage of
executives indicated that their organizations were using manager-driven or manager-employee joint
feedback and goal-setting processes, with larger employers particularly emphasizing the use of the
later joint performance evaluation process.

A small percentage of executives indicated that their organizations were using some other
performance evaluation process (for example, a combination of seniority-based and manager-driven
review processes) or no performance evaluation process at all. The distribution of responses by
employer size segment is presented in Exhibit 3.1.

Exhibit 3.1 — Performance Evaluation Processes Used in Business Units

Employer Size (# of employees)
Performance Evaluation Process Used* 1-999 1000+ Total
Rewards based solely on quantitative measures 17.8% 7.7% 13.1%
Manager-driven feedback & goal-setting process 26.7% 23.1% 25.0%
Manager-employee joint feedback & goal-setting process 35.6% 59.0% 46.4%
360-evaluation to inform joint feedback & goal-setting process | 8.9% 7.7% 8.3%
No performance evaluation process used 6.7% 2.6% 4.8%
Other 4.4% 0.0% 2.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Percentages reflect the proportion of executives in each employer size segment indicating
that a particular evaluation process best represented that used by their organizations.

An analysis of the correlations between the use of each different type of performance evaluation
process and reported firm performance showed a negative relationship between performance and
those organizations identified as using no performance evaluation process (correlation = -0.35). No
other type of performance evaluation process was significantly correlated (either positively or
negatively) with organizational performance.
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IV. Training and Development Activities

Executives were asked to identify the training and development activities used for senior managers in
their business units from a list of seven commonly used development activities (respondents were
asked to select all that applied). Again, the results from this year’s survey had both similarities and
differences with the prior administration of this survey.

Like the previous results, performance evaluation discussions were the most commonly identified
training and development activity used with senior managers. Also similar was the finding that the
least frequently used developmental activities were executive coaching provided by individuals
outside the organization and formal internal mentoring programs.

Some notable differences from the prior survey included a drop in the percentage of executives
reporting the use of both internally- and externally-developed training programs in their
organizations. Simultaneously, a higher percentage of executives in this year’s survey reported the
use of specific project/task assignments as training and development activities when compared to the
previous survey. We speculate that ongoing economic challenges are promoting a shift away from
some of the more resource-intensive training and development activities. The complete distribution
of responses on this question is provided in Exhibit 4.1.

Exhibit 4.1 — Business Unit Training and Development Activity Use

Total Total
1-999 1000+ (Current | (Prior

Training and Development Activity Employees | Employees | Survey) | Survey)
Performance evaluation discussions 62.2% 87.2% 73.8% 64.5%
Internally-developed training programs 26.7% 41.0% 33.3% 50.0%
Externally-developed training programs 31.1% 30.8% 31.0% 42.8%
Specific project/task assignment 48.9% 53.8% 51.2% 39.9%
Self-assessment tools (not part of another program) 15.6% 41.0% 27.4% 29.0%
Formal mentoring program 13.3% 25.6% 19.0% 24.6%
Outside executive coaching program 13.3% 23.1% 17.9% 19.6%

As with the previous survey, this research also explored the extent to which executives within
organizations participate in particularly resource intensive training and development activities,
including formal mentoring, internal training programs, external training programs, and executive
coaching activities. Further supporting our intuition that organizations are reducing their training and
development expenditures, this year we found that less than 30 percent of organizations using these
more resource intensive training programs reported having a majority of their senior managers
participate in those programs over the past fiscal year (see Exhibit 4.2). Of particular note, the
proportion of executives reporting that their organizations send a majority of their managers to formal
mentoring programs, internal training and development programs, and executive coaching programs
dropped substantially from the prior (2008) administration of this survey. The full distribution of
responses to this question is presented in Exhibit 4.2 and a comparison of the proportion of
executives reporting that their organizations send a majority of their senior managers to these training
and development activities is provided in Exhibit 4.3.
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Exhibit 4.2 — Percent of Executives Participating in Four Key Leadership Development

Activities*
Internal External

Over the last fiscal year, what percentage Formal Training & Training & | Executive
of your executives participated in the Mentoring | Development | Development | Coaching
identified program? Program Programs Programs Programs
Less than 10% 23.5% 27.6% 29.6% 6.7%
10-25% 35.3% 17.2% 22.2% 40.0%
26-50% 23.5% 34.5% 18.5% 33.3%
51-75% 17.6% 10.3% 11.1% 6.7%
More than 76% 0.0% 10.3% 18.5% 13.3%

Total | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Percentages represent proportions of respondents that selected each level of participation and are
based on executive responses where the identified activity is used in the respondent’s organization

(that is, NA responses were excluded from this analysis).

Exhibit 4.3 — Percent of Organizations Sending More than 50% of Their Executives to Four
Intensive Leadership Development Activities (with comparison to the previous survey results)
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V. Leadership Development — Senior Executive Time and Functional Responsibility

Executives were asked to indicate approximately what percentage of specific senior executives’ time
is spent on leadership development. The positions requested included Chief Executive Officer
(CEO), President, Chief Learning Officer (CLO), Head of Human Resources, and Head of Leader
Development. Executives were asked to respond “Not Applicable” if their business unit did not have
a person in the position listed.

As with the previous administration of this survey, respondents believe that most senior executives
spend less than 25% of their time on leadership development activities. However, this year
executives reported that CLOs and Heads of Human Resources are spending somewhat more time on
leadership development as compared with the prior survey. Specifically, this year 57% (vs. 46% in
2008) of executives indicated that their CLOs spent more than ¥4 of their time on leadership
development, while 63% (vs. 34% in 2008) of executives reported that their Heads of HR spent more
than % of their time on leadership development.

These trends suggest that while organizations maybe reducing their expenditures on resource
intensive training and development activities, they may also be increasing the involvement of certain
executives in leadership development activities. The distribution of responses on this question is
provided in Exhibit 5.1.

Exhibit 5.1 — Executive Time Spent on Leadership Development*

Chief Head of

CEO or Learning Leader Head of

% of Time Spent on Leader Development| President Officer |Development HR
Less than 10% 43.9% 23.8% 25.6% 16.3%
10-25% 38.2% 19.0% 17.9% 20.9%
16-50% 13.0% 19.0% 23.1% 23.3%

51-75% 2.4% 28.6% 23.1% 9.3%
76-100% 2.4% 9.5% 10.3% 30.2%
Total| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Percentages are based on executive responses where the position identified exists in the respondent’s
organization (that is, NA responses were excluded from this analysis).

An analysis of these responses was also conducted to see whether perceptions of senior executive
time spent on leadership development had any relationship to reported organizational performance.
Unlike the previous administration of this survey, this year no relationship was found between the
percentages of time spent by these executives on leadership development and reported organization
performance.

We also investigated the extent to which certain roles/functions had responsibility for leadership
development. Similar to the prior survey, we found that responsibility for leadership development
was shared by different individuals and departments, although there was a noteworthy decline in the
proportion of executives reporting that local department managers had primary responsibility for
leadership development. This finding was observed for both smaller and larger employers.

Duke Executive Leadership Survey — Prepublication Release — October 2011
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In terms of identifying which roles/functions have major/primary responsibility for leadership
development, executives from smaller employers were about equally likely to identify local
department managers, business unit-level HR, corporate-level HR, or corporate-level training and
development as having that primary responsibility. Executives from larger employers more
frequently indicated that their corporate-level training and development functions have major/primary
responsibility for leadership development. This year, larger employers were also more likely to
report a major/primary role for business unit-level training and development as compared to our

previous survey.

This significant shift for large employers (i.e., away from local department managers and towards a
training and development function) is particularly noteworthy. While the explanations for this shift
probably vary from firm to firm, we speculate that the desire to have local department managers
focus on operational issues and/or an effort to create more consistency in leadership development
across local managers are likely to be contributing factors. The distribution of responses on this

question is provided in Exhibit 5.2.

Exhibit 5.2 — Level of Responsibility for Leadership Development by Identified Role/Function*

Business Corporate-
Local Business Unit-level level Training
Department| Unit-level | Training & | Corporate- &

Small Employers (<1000 employees) | Managers HR Development| level HR | Development
No responsibility 17.8% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 6.7%
Secondary responsibility 28.9% 31.1% 33.3% 28.9% 22.2%
Major/primary responsibility 22.2% 20.0% 13.3% 24.4% 22.2%
NA (role/function does not exist) 31.1% 37.8% 42.2% 35.6% 48.9%

Total| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Large Employers (=1000 employees)
No responsibility 17.9% 12.8% 7.7% 5.1% 5.1%
Secondary responsibility 53.8% 41.0% 12.8% 51.3% 15.4%
Major/primary responsibility 17.9% 35.9% 38.5% 33.3% 59.0%
NA (role/function does not exist) 10.3% 10.3% 41.0% 10.3% 20.5%

Total| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Percentages reflect the proportion of executives indicating that the identified role/function had the

indicated level of responsibility for leadership development in their organization.
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V1. Evaluation of Leadership Development Programs

In this survey we again asked executives to evaluate certain programs based on how effectively those
programs develop leaders for their organizations. As with our previous survey, we found that
executives perceive that most programs have significant room for improvement in terms of
developing leaders for their organizations. None of the programs evaluated achieved an average
rating of very good or excellent, and once again, on the job work experiences were evaluated as the
most effective in developing organizational leaders. However, one type of program showing
improvement over the prior survey was executive education courses. Program evaluations are
provided in Exhibit 6.1, and program evaluations showing some minor differences between larger
and smaller employers are also provided in the Appendix.

Exhibit 6.1 — Program Effectiveness in Developing Leaders
Undergraduate programs
MBA programs
Non-degree, online courses
Non-degree, executive education courses
Work Experiences in your organization
Your organization’s training & development program
Your organization’s performance evaluation program

Your organization’s mentoring program

Q0000

Your organization’s external executive coaching service

Legend
(P rair 30-35) ( Good (4.0-4.5) o Very Good (5.0-55)
(O Fair-Good (354.0) () Good-Very Good (4.55.0) () Excellent (5.5-6.0)

Responses were on the following scale: 1=Poor, 2=Marginal, 3=Fair, 4=Good, 5=Very Good,
6=Exceptional. Respondents also had the option to indicate Not Applicable / Could Not Evaluate.

This year we also asked executives if they had a fast-track program for developing high potential
leaders in their organization. Fifty percent of executives reported that their organizations had a fast-
track program, while 44% reported that their organizations did not have one. Six percent of
respondents were not certain. No correlation was found between reported use of fast-track programs
and firm performance.
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V1. Sources for Information on Leadership and Use of Mobile Technology

This year we asked executives to tell us about where they obtain information on leadership and we
explored the extent to which mobile technology is being used to deliver educational content in
organizations. With respect to where executives obtain information on leadership, most cited getting
their information from books (91%) and magazines/journals (84%). However, a substantial
percentage of executives also reported obtaining information on leadership from
trade/industry/professional association workshops and conferences (63%) and from online sources
(59%). The full distribution of responses to the question as to where executives obtain their
information on leadership is provided in Exhibit 7.1

Exhibit 7.1 — Sources for Obtaining Leadership Information

Percent of Executives Citing Use of Each Source for Obtaining
Information on Leadership

Books 91%

Magazines/journals

Trade/Industry/Professional association
workshops & conferences

Online/Internet
College/university course(s)
Management consultants
Newspaper

Radio or TV programming

Other

0% 10% 20% 30%  40% 50% 60% 70%  80% 90% 100%

Next, we wanted to explore the extent to which mobile technology is being used in organizations to
deliver any kind of educational/training content to managers. We learned that approximately 34% of
executives report that their organizations are either currently using mobile technology to deliver
educational content or are planning to use the technology for this purpose over the next 12 months.
Another 40% of executives indicated that they see the near term (over the next three years) potential
to use mobile technology to deliver educational content in their organizations. Only about ¥4 of
executives did not see the potential to use mobile technology for this purpose in their organizations in
the near term. Distribution of responses to this question is provided in Exhibit 7.2.
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For executives indicating that their organizations are currently using or planning to use mobile
technology to deliver educational content, we asked a follow-up question to learn what kind of
content is being used (or planned to be used). Executives identified a wide range of content uses with
common responses including: technical and product training, leadership and ethics training, corporate
training on issues such as legal/risk/safety/workplace code of conduct, sales and marketing
information, and access to college/university/continuing education course content.

For executives indicating that their organization was not yet planning to deliver educational content
through mobile technology, we asked what factors were preventing the use of this technology for
delivering educational content. Again, executives provided a range of responses with the most
common responses including: cost/budget constraints (including other priorities for technology
spending), staff resource constraints, belief that the medium is not well suited to deliver in-depth
educational content, lack of familiarity with the technology, and security concerns (i.e., can
confidential content be protected).

Exhibit 7.2 — Planned Use of Mobile Technology to Deliver Educational Content

Planned Use of Mobile Technology to Deliver Educational Content

Not yet planning to deliver educational content through

0,
mobile devices, but potential within next 3 years 40%

Not planning to deliver educational content through
mobile devices and do not see near term potential for this

Currently providing educational content through mobile
devices

Planning to use mobile devicesto deliver educational
contentover the next 12 months

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
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VII1I. Organization and Executive Demographics

Again this year both large and small employers were well-represented in this study. Approximately
62% of executives reported working for firms with less than $1B in annual revenue and about 53%
reported working for firms with fewer than 1000 employees. Both public and privately owned firms
were well represented in this survey, with a more limited number of executives reporting that they
work for government or non-profit organizations. Approximately 94% of executives reported
working for organizations headquartered in the US or Canada. Nearly 70% of executives reported
working for organizations with no more than 25% of their sales from international markets. The full
set of organizational and executive demographic data collected in this survey is presented in Exhibits
8.1 and 8.2.

Exhibit 8.1 — Organization Characteristics

Sales Revenue Less than $25M 38.1%
$25-99M 10.3%
$100-999M 13.9%
$1-10B 17.9%
More than $10B 19.8%
Number of Employees 1-19 21.3%
20-99 15.0%
100-999 18.1%
1,000-9,999 18.9%
More than 10,000 26.8%
Ownership Public 35.3%
Private 52.0%
Government 4.4%
Nonprofit 7.5%
Other 0.7%
Percent International Sales* |0 26.7%
1-25% 42.2%
26-50% 20.7%
51-75% 8.4%
More than 75% 2.0%
Primary Industry in which Retail/Consumer Products/Wholesale 4.6%
Firm Operates Mining/Construction 2.3%
Manufacturing 12.5%
Transportation/Airlines/Utilities/Energy 5.7%
Communications/Media/Telecom 10.6%
Tech [Software/Biotech] 6.1%
Banking/Finance/Insurance & Real Estate 15.6%
Professional Services/Consulting/Legal/Market Research 19.8%
Healthcare/Pharmaceutical 8.7%
Education Services 4.9%
Government/Military 5.7%
Other 3.4%
Total 100.0%
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Exhibit 8.1 — Organization Characteristics (continued)

Reported Financial
Performance

Business Unit Revenue Change
vs. Previous Year

Business Unit Profit Change
vs. Previous Year

Given past year’s performance,
has your organization adjusted
this year’s performance goals?

If you adjusted your goals, by
how much?

Down Down  Down Up Up Up
>10% 5-10% 0-49% 0-49% 5-10% >10%  Total
8.5% 5.8% 9.0% 287%  206% 27.4% 100%
8.7% 50% 128% 29.2% 164% 27.9%  100%
71% yes
29% no
7.8% 7.2% 9.6% 265% 283% 205% 100%

*Sales from outside the home office country

Exhibit 8.2 — Executive Characteristics

Percent indicating C-level or Owner Title: 54%
Board of Directors Position(s) Held:
Serve on the Board of Primary Employer: 22%

Serve on the Board of Another Organization (significant ownership interest): 9%

Serve on the Board of Another Organization (no significant ownership interest): 26%
Not serving on any Board: 56%
Gender: 81% Male / 19% Female

Average Age: 53
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Appendix: Program Effectiveness in Developing Leaders — Employer Size Differences

Undergraduate programs

MBA programs

Non-degree, online courses

Non-degree, executive education courses

Work Experiences in your organization

Oewo 0O

Your organization’s training & development program

Your organization’s performance evaluation program O'é?rzgfoyers Em:u)yers
Your organization’s mentoring program G'é?r:%foyers Emg:'oyers
Your organization’s external executive coaching service O
Legend

(Prair (30-35) (g Good (4.0-4.5) o Very Good (5.0-5.5)

O Fair -Good (3.54.0) () Good-Very Good (4.5-5.0) @ cxcelient (55-6.0)

Responses were on the following scale: 1=Poor, 2=Marginal, 3=Fair, 4=Good, 5=Very Good,
6=Exceptional. Respondents also had the option to indicate Not Applicable / Could Not Evaluate.

References

Sitkin. S., Emery, J., & Siang, S. (2009). Executive Leadership Survey 2009, Durham NC: Duke University.

Duke Executive Leadership Survey — Prepublication Release — October 2011

17



