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The Enterprising Manager Assessment Questionnaire

‘EMAQ’

Introduction

In the three years of research that contributed to EMAQ (Enterprising Managers Assessment Questionnaire) the tool discussed in this article it has always been thought that whilst it would not reveal all it would provide a mirror in which the aspiring entrepreneur could examine their strengths and weakness and form their own conclusions as to how they are deploying their resources, what they might have missed and how they might plug the gaps.

The development of EMAQ has it origins in a learning event designed for companies that had reached a crossroads in their growth.  They all were successful and wanted to take time out to examine, in a structured way, the next steps.  The programme was called SuperGrowth( and over fifty companies took part. One crucial factor for those participating was committing to the whole of the top team attending.  Within the programme, in addition to input on marketing, financial understanding, and strategy, the team were asked to consider how they performed together and were helped in this exploration using feedback from The Myers Briggs Type Indicator( and Thomas – Kilman( conflict handling tools.  In their search they often discovered that they did not really know what their individual strengths, weaknesses and needs were.  This was compounded if the top team comprised an inner team (founders) and an outer team (later joiners).  This new understanding was at least as useful as a business plan, a marketing plan or any other plans drawn up.  We became more and more intrigued as to what is was that made successful teams and individuals.  

The start point for the EMAQ research was to get back to some basics.  The search for traits that contribute to making the entrepreneur has consistently failed to provide definitive answers.  Much like the search for leadership traits that dominated the first half of the 1900’s it would seem this route to understanding what makes the entrepreneur is, at best, going to provide only incomplete answers.  If it was not going to prove fruitful searching for specific traits, yet they could not be completely ruled out, what could be included in our mirroring tool?

Starting our search

The knowledge and experience of the individual seemed an appropriate start point.  A section of EMAQ was devised that tries to allow the individual to summarise their knowledge and experience across the following major business functions:

Business Strategy

Marketing

Sales

Accounting

Corporate Finance

Operations

Research

Manufacturing

Administration

Human Resources  

Commercial Contracts / Legal

Other 

Individuals are asked to rate their knowledge on a seven point scale ranging from ‘I am expert, producing original thinking in this area’ to ‘I have no knowledge’.  Experience was measured in a similar fashion across the same key areas.  The seven point scale used ranged from ‘ I have led strategy and am expert in this area’ to I have not worked in this area before’.

The responses are scored and a profile can be produced and compared to the norm group.  

We are not arguing that the enterprising manager needs a specific profile but that entrepreneurship is related to heightened awareness of the gaps in one’s knowledge and experience

Need to achieve?

Coupled with the knowledge and experience there must be the driving force or motivation that helps the entrepreneur achieve.  Many writings on entrepreneurship link motivation to McClelland’s need to achieve.  It is almost as if McClelland’s choice of descriptions for motivation drivers was purpose built for the description of the entrepreneur and writers have automatically reached for this without explaining the link. 
McClelland (1961) was influential with the suggestion that high need for achievement was likely to lead to a more proactive search of the environment and the desire to take calculated risks. McClelland et al (1953) also suggest that associated characteristics may be to seek concrete feedback about their performance, take immediate responsibility for tasks, and display initiative. However, according to Brockhaus and Horowitz (1986) the definitive link between achievement motivation and entrepreneurial success has not been established. Despite evidence linking entrepreneurial behaviour and need for achievement, negative results still exist.

Being wary of making too strong a case for entrepreneurs having high need to achieve we considered the case for strong self image. In research literature this trait seems to be recurrent.  
Andrews raises the issue of a strong self image in an article on entrepreneurship.  This article includes the statement ‘

‘desire for new challenges and new knowledge often corresponds with a well-developed sense of where weaknesses lie’. 

It also includes comments from leading US figures such as Tom O'Malia, the director of entrepreneurial studies at the University of Southern California who is quoted as saying

 "When I ask a hundred successful entrepreneurs to show me the business plan they wrote, they can't.”

"I think that entrepreneurs live by the eleventh commandment," O'Malia explains. "'Thou shalt not B.S. thyself.' Entrepreneurs are extremely realistic. If they find things they can't do, they have to make decisions about expanding their teams or finding things that they do better." 

One further quote contained in the article is from John Chuang, who founded MacTemps computer staffing services while still an undergraduate at Harvard University.

 "I am self-actualizing. I understand my weaknesses and I understand how to get things done in a larger organization.”

We are happy with the idea that entrepreneurs have a well defined self image and can see their gaps as opportunities for either themselves or others.  

Sticking with traits

An internal locus of control has also been proposed as a vital trait (Brockhaus, 1982), as this is thought to convey a strong feeling of control over the environment and that behaviour is able to achieve results directly, rather than feeling subject to luck. 

Risk taking is another major dimension that intuitively and experimentally has been linked with entrepreneurship. The literature has proved inconclusive with regard to this trait also (e.g. Brockhaus and Horowitz, 1986). Stewart Jr. and Roth (2001) suggest a meta-analysis does indicate a higher risk propensity than managers. However, a small sample size and other methodological issues in the studies used for the meta-analysis mean that this result needs to be further supported before a definitive link between risk propensity and entrepreneurial success can be accepted. Risk taking can be defined in different ways, and according to Stewart Jr. and Roth (2001) affects the entrepreneur concerned with venture growth more than the entrepreneur concerned with family income. 

Both control and risk taking are included in EMAQ and will be discussed later.

Event based or stable state?

Schumpeter (1934) redefined the role of the entepreneur as being to create change in resource allocation. He saw entrepreneurship far more as an event rather than a stable state of being for a person. 

More recently, Drucker (1986) focussed on the event of entrepreneurship, suggesting that innovation and the search for change is a defining characteristic. Entrepreneurship is again here being seen as transient rather than a stable trait. This conception of entrepreneurship more as an event than a stable characteristic could explain the failures of trait theory to provide us with an adequate definition of the entrepreneur. Schumpeter suggests that the entrepreneur is only such while the venture is in operation, and Drucker implicitly suggests that entrepreneurial qualities can be developed in anyone (Binks and Vale, 1990). Certainly discord still exists as to whether entrepreneurship is a trait or something closer to a behaviour.

In the case of entrepreneurship, other factors in a person's situation may mediate between having certain personality traits and actually being in a position to begin an entrepreneurial venture.  This suggestion is a central tenet in the model of entrepreneurial success presented by Rauch and Frese (2000), which places goals, human capital, strategies and environment as mediator/moderators of the personality-entrepreneurial success link. Likewise, Kreuger and Brazeal (1994) suggest a model where an interaction occurs, between the environment and attitudes and assumptions, creating intentions and potential, which can result in entrepreneurial behaviour via an event. 

 The failings of trait theory then are similar to those of entrepreneurial theory: both attempt to define an elusive, dynamic and multidimensional construct. Just as it seems that traits cannot provide a complete description of personality, no one definition seems able to explain entrepreneurship. So to move ahead in developing a profile of what it is to be an entrepreneur, we need to take a multidimensional approach, and to move away from a reliance on traits and focus more on the process that creates the event of entrepreneurship. 

A team-based, process approach to entrepreneurship

Further to the idea that entrepreneurship may not be so much a trait-based construct, it is suggested that it is also a construct that is shared amongst a group. Gartner et al (1994) reviewed six major papers in entrepreneurship and identified a meta-theme that entrepreneurial activity resides in a group. Vyakarnam and Handelberg (in press) review the literature on entrepreneurial teams, suggesting that any entrepreneurial venture involves a team of individuals, not just one entrepreneur, and that it is the nature of the team, not just of the individual, that is important. Five different models of the entrepreneurial team were suggested to exist in the literature, two of which apply to venture creation and three which apply to venture growth, as described in table 1 below.

	Venture Creation
	Team variables important for venture success

	Resource Effect model
	Team's prior industry experience, prior work experience and complimentarity of skills, team size, prior joint work experience and team tenure.

	Structural effect model
	Variation in functional backgrounds and experience, in team tenure and in industry experience. 


	Venture Growth
	Team variables important for venture growth

	Group Process model
	Social Integration, Communication frequency and communication informality

	Group task leadership model
	Perceived clarity of tasks and shared understanding of team's goals

	Personal integration into the task
	Commitment to the task, individual internalisation of the values and goals


Table 1 The five major models of entrepreneurial teams

The factors vital in venture creation are related to knowledge and experience of the industry and to working together as a team. For venture growth, the vital components are thought to be related to the interactions between members of the team both socially and in terms of how they view the task, and the individual team members' integration into the task. 

Research in entrepreneurship has failed to find a definitive trait that defines entrepreneurs. Instead, it is apparent that entrepreneurship is a multi-dimensional construct that can be seen as an event rather than personality. The success of this event also is viewed as resting on a team of individuals rather than the single entrepreneur.  EMAQ attempts to assess the potential, initially at the individual level, for a successful entrepreneurial venture. A study of 93 entrepreneurs and business students suggests that while some of EMAQ's scales need further development, EMAQ represents a step toward achieving a breakdown of the components of entrepreneurial potential.

The design of EMAQ reflects these findings discussed above.  While it focuses on the individual it’s uses need not be confined to this and it can be used as a team tool. 

It is broken into the following sections.

Section 1 

Self-report regarding work experience and knowledge followed by details of team working experience.

Section 2

Asks for qualitative data relating to business start ups or innovations that the respondent has implemented in organisations.  This is for the purpose of gathering information on the types of things that have been tried, outcomes and how difficulties were overcome.

Section 3 

A ‘skills and capabilities’ section that asks about very specific experiences and skills that apply to business venturing. These questions aim to focus on specific behaviours, and so overcome the difficulty of bridging the gap between personality and behaviour. These questions cover the aspects important in venture creation (see table 1). The early versions of EMAQ then went on to request information at the level of attitudes and values, in the ‘group processes’ and ‘task leadership’ sections. These did not prove statistically valid and have been removed while other ways of exploring these data are found. 

Section 4

This targets attitudes and values and covers the following.

Implications, personal characteristics and style by asking individuals to self-rate their personal characteristics and limitations as they are relevant to the work context. 

Implications of business demands which is couched more immediately at the level of the specific entrepreneurial event, by exploring the individual’s recognition of the effects of business on lifestyle. 

At the most abstracted level, the entrepreneurial orientation section explores the individual’s’ role at work, attitudes to risk and innovation. This remains tied to the work context and does not become as abstracted from behaviour as a trait explanation. 

These last three sections incorporate the model of personal integration into the task in detail, treating attitudes and values as the internalisation by the individual of the goals of the entrepreneurial venture. 

Use of EMAQ

By providing such a multi-faceted assessment of an individual’s entrepreneurial qualities, EMAQ attempts to assess the potential for success in a specific venture by an individual. 

As such it is a specific tool, rather than a global measure of the entrepreneurial ‘personality’ and can serve many functions.

It is suggested that EMAQ can be used by those evaluating potential ventures for investment.  In discussions with venture capitalist we have found a reluctance to use anything other than the business plan and personal knowledge of individuals concerned.  Some organisations do use ‘home grown’ tools and again there is reluctance to try anything new.  This degree of this reticence was surprising but not entirely unexpected.  A further adaptation of EMAQ which has been coupled with other aspects of business start up has been successfully tested and has shown statistically to improve the chances of backing a successful entrepreneur by a staggering 50%.  Whilst writing negotiations are taking place to commercialise the instrument and substantial backing has been obtained.

EMAQ is ideally suited for use with individuals and teams who want to explore their capability and competence.  Personal coaching is one route to do this and a great deal of interest has been forthcoming from those involved in this.

It is also possible to consider its use in recruitment though it must be pointed predictive validity has yet to be proven.

Conclusion

EMAQ is a step forward in understanding and evaluating enterprise potential.  It is based on research and has been statistically validated.  The three year design process shows how difficult it is to establish a quality instrument and gaining acceptance into a sceptical market place is even harder.  There is still some way to go but it would seem that a few consistently found traits plus a strong ability to be self aware and, more importantly, to use the knowledge gained through self awareness are the foundations of entrepreneurship.
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