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Purpose — In the global competitive environment, managers of organizations must permanently rethink and renew their
work, especially about the use of different managerial tools. A selection of suitable management tools for organization
requires consideration of characteristics of the known tools, comparison of different tools, and consideration of demands
and conditions of the organizations. But direct comparison of different management tools is not possible because of their
content-related and methodological differences. In management theory, various authors tried to consider the use of
management tools more deeply. The main purpose of this paper is to examine the influence of important organizational
factors on usage of single management tools in Slovenian organizations. Thus, we consider: 1) usage patterns of
management tools in different areas worldwide, 2) the influence of single organizational factors — i.e. education, position,
and working years, on the usage of management tools in Slovenian organizations, and 3) the influence of a linear
combination of selected factors on usage of management tools in Slovenian organizations.

Design/methodology/approach — A qualitative analysis is applied on the basis of the selected cognitions from
Management, and Organization. The quantitative analysis includes desk research about the management tools, and
analysis of the results from a survey about management tools in Slovenian organizations in 2010. In examining the impact
of the considered organizational factors (separately and in combination) on management tools we use linear regression
analysis to predict the influence of single factors and linear combination of the selected factors on the use of selected
management tools. AMOS 17.0 was used for analysis.

Findings — Intensity of management tools usage in Slovenian organizations is similar to the global patterns, while patterns
of their usage are rather different. Examination of factors influencing usage of the top five management tools in Slovenian
organizations reveal: education has the strongest impact on the usage of management tools, the impact of employees’
position in organization is weaker, and the impact of working years is very weak. When we take into consideration all
three predictors simultaneously, the impact of education and position becomes weaker, while the impact of working years
becomes insignificant. We apply a deeper approach to gauge the influence of organizational factors on usage of the
selected management tools. The impact of other considered factors, we find, is not significant.

Research limitations/implications — Research is limited to a hypothesis, broader qualitative aspects encountered during
desk research, and some quantitative analysis of results from our survey. We test our hypotheses and the chosen model on
the top five management tools most used by employees in Slovenian organizations.

Practical implications — Authors try to overcome the prevailing practice of very general consideration of management
tools usage, especially regarding organizational factors, which influence the usage of management tools. Authors suggest
a new approach, hardly known in the main-stream literature. They propose a more specific and target-oriented approach
to consideration of management tools usage in business.

Originality/value — Available management literature does not provide a similar solution for considering and researching
the usage of management tools in business. This is useful for business practice in organizations, for advancing the usage
of management tools, since the most important organizational factors on management tools usage are outlined.

Keywords: management, management tools, tools usage, influence on tools usage, organizational factors.

Introduction

Organizations in the current environment assure their
existence and development with continuous innovating of
their management by using suitable managerial concepts
(Pascale, 1990; Lock, 1992; Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Cole,
2004; Armstrong, 2006; Linstead et al., 2009; Morgan,
Wang, 2010).

The content-related development of management has
gone through six distinct phases, i.e. Classical, Humanistic,
Systems, Contingency, Post-modernistic, and the Scientific

Values phases (Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Certo, Certo, 2009;
Schermerhorn, 2009; Mullins, 2010; Oswick et al., 2011).
In each phase, the authors developed numerous ideas and
associated management concepts (Lock, 1992; Cooper,
Argyris, 1998; Cole, 2004; Strandskov, 2006; Certo, Certo,
2009; Ginevicius, 2010; Mullins, 2010).

For usage of single management ideas authors also
developed and presented the following useful definitions
and descriptions: 1) concept — as a rather comprehensive,
developed and defined basis for consideration of an idea;
2) methodology — as an entity or closely related collection
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of methods, rules and disciplinary postulates; 3) methods —
as goal- and problem- ordered types of procedures, these
are especially regular and systemic ways of setting and
realizing the given goal; 4) techniques — as the manner in
which technical details are treated; and 5) necessary tools
(in management literature some authors use the term
instruments instead) (Lock, 1992; Cooper, Argyris, 1998;
Strandskov, 2006; Collins, Porras, 2008; Daft, 2009;
Linstead et al., 2009; Ginevicius, 2010; Schroth, 2011).

A relatively holistic comparison of fairly many
management tools is very complex and pretentious; from
the contextual viewpoint sometimes it is impossible.

Our research consists of two steps. First, we outlined a
pattern of management tools used worldwide. In order to
ensure a more comprehensive understanding of the state of
management tools usage in Slovenia we compare this to a
framework of the global situation. Second, in a framework
of the top ten management tools used, we focus detailed
research on the top five most used management tools in
Slovenian organizations. With that approach we try to
improve the perception about the usage of management
tools.

Therefore the main purpose of this paper is to examine
the influence of selected important organizational factors
on the usage of particular single management tools in
Slovenian organizations.

Theoretical background

Literature review

Holistic consideration of management tools — as a
possible (and selected) level of contemplation of
management concepts is presented in Figure 1.

The presented model heralds new dilemmas about
needs for, making sense of, and determining the users’
benefits from, various management tools, and especially
about the possibility of their comparison (Pascale, 1990;
Lock, 1992; Ittner, Larcker, 1997; Potocan et al., 2005;
Melnikas, 2008; Daft, 2009; Buchanan, Huczynski, 2010;
Soparnot, 2011).
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Figure 1. Breadth of the holistic consideration of management
tools (New concept by authors)

A holistic comparison of several different management
tools (e.g. their characteristics, preferences, weaknesses,
usage, possible results, etc.) is very complex and difficult
(Etzioni, 1997; Schermerhorn, 2009; Buchanan, Huczynski,

2010; Mullins, 2010). In the literature authors mention
some dilemmas about comparison, e.g. (Pascale, 1990;
Lock, 1992; Chatman, Jehn, 1994; Cooper, Argyris, 1998;
Cole, 2004; Kleindorfer et al., 2005; Armstrong, 2006;
Laamanen, Wallin, 2009; Linstead et al., 2009; Leiponen,
Helfat, 2010) — these authors list the following as
dilemmas: different comprehension and contextual
understanding of the tools, the simultaneous usage of
several tools, various size and use of the tools on different
levels or fields of organizations, etc. All management tools
cannot be compared — e.g., comparison of the tools, which
were formed for various purposes, have different aims or
exclude each other contextually.

Therefore, most management authors focus their
discussion on:

- Relatively holistic direct comparison of single
management concepts (Pascale, 1990; Etzioni, 1997;
Zavrsnik, 2007; Schermerhorn, 2009; Greenwood, Miller,
2010; Sapkauskiene, Leitoniene, 2010; Schreiner et al.,
2010; Valackiene, 2011);

- Relatively holistic direct or indirect comparison of
two (or less) contextually similar tools (Lock, 1992;
Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Armstrong, 2006; Melnikas, 2008;
Potocan, Mulej, 2009; Morgan, Wang, 2010; Mullins,
2010; Schroth, 2011);

- Partial (and less holistic) indirect discussion of the
chosen viewpoint of a greater number of management tools
(e.g., Armstrong, 2006; Rigby, Bilodeau, 2007; Daft, 2009;
Rigby, Bilodeau, 2009; Buchanan, Huczynski, 2010;
Mullins, 2010; Rigby, 2011).

We research usage of 25 chosen management tools
(see Lock, 1992; Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Cole, 2004,
Armstrong, 2006; Rigby, Bilodeau, 2007; Mullins, 2011,
Potocan, Nedelko, 2010). Many possible management
tools and/or groups of suitable tools are discussed in the
current literature (Etzioni, 1997; Melnikas, 2008;
Schermerhorn, 2009; Certo, Certo, 2009; Buchanan,
Huczynski, 2010; Greenwood, Miller, 2010; Morgan,
Wang, 2010). But, we still do not know how to make
holistic direct comparison among most or all known
management tools (Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Rigby, 2001;
Potocan et al., 2005; Collins, Porras, 2008; Linstead et al.,
2009; Morgan, Wang, 2010; Mullins, 2010).

Over the past 20 years, in the framework of contingency
and post-modernistic theories, authors developed different
solutions for research of the management tools on the basis
of their usage (Cole, 2004; Armstrong, 2006; Righy,
Bilodeau, 2007; Linstead et al., 2009; Daft, 2009; Potocan,
Nedelko, 2010). Consideration of management tools usage
is an indirect approach to exploring them more holistically
(Potocan et al., 2005; Potocan, Mulej, 2009; Potocan,
Nedelko, 2010).

In management literature the research by the Bain
Research Group of the usage of tools is well known
(Rigby, 2001; Rigby, Bilodeau, 2007, 2009; Rigby, 2011).
They cover many countries (in 2003 the number was 60
countries), over a long period of time (it has been going on
since 1993), and included a large number of management
tools — the inquiry discusses 25 chosen management tools.

For our work, we developed our own field-research
method using a questionnaire (about its details see
Potocan, Nedelko, 2010). Survey questions included
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information about usage of, and satisfaction with, 40
management tools. The purpose of our survey was to
initiate an analytical discussion of their use. We use results
from our questionnaire for consideration of the: 1) basic
characteristics of the chosen management tools; 2) reasons
for the use of the chosen tools in business; and 3) design of
the synthetic research data in a form comparable with
publicly accessible data about the usage of management
tools in Slovenian organizations in 2010.

Provided hypotheses

Based on cognitions from the relevant literature (e.g.
Lock, 1992; Cole, 2004; Armstrong, 2006; Daft, 2009;
Franken et al., 2009; Mullins, 2010), and from our
previous contributions (Potocan et al., 2005; Potocan,
Mulej, 2009; Potocan, Nedelko, 2010) we postulated
research question and four hypotheses.

Research question states that significant differences
exist in usage of the same particular management tool by
employees in organizations worldwide.

Hypotheses - Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 are related to
examining the impact of selected organizational factors,
namely education, position, and working years on single
management tool usage. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 read:

H1 — Education level of employees in Slovenian
organizations has a statistically significant influence on
single management tool usage.

H2 - Position of employees in Slovenian
organizations has a statistically significant influence on
single management tool usage.

H3 — Working years of employees in Slovenian
organizations have statistically significant influence on
single management tool usage.

Education
H1

Position ™| Management tool

Working years

Figure 2. A regression model for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3

H 4 — Usage of single management tool is predicted
as a linear combination of education, position, and working
years.

We presume that the management tools usage can be
approximated by a linear combination of education,
position, and working years. The prediction cannot be
perfect; thus, the model includes an error variable (Erl).
For our research study, we developed a path diagram to
predict the single management tool usage. A regression
model is presented in Figure 3.

‘. ®

1
Management tool
Working years

Figure 3. A regression model for Hypotheses 4

Research design

Research model — literature review outlined a plethora
of factors that could influence usage of management tools
in organizations. In the interest of space and designing
most reliable, exact and parsimonious model we test the
impact of seven organizational factors (education,
employees’ position, working years, type of education,
organizational size, department of working, and industry
served by the organization). Preliminary test reveals that
among seven considered factors, education, position, and
working years have considerable impact on management
tools usage. Inclusion of the other four factors does not
contribute much towards explaining usage of management
tools. Thus, in our further analysis we incorporated only
factors concerning education, position, and working years.

Methods and instrument — for the purpose of our
research we adopt frequently studied management tools,
and we aim at later comparison (Rigby, Bilodeau, 2007;
2009; Rigby, 2011). Focus of the survey was on
knowledge about and use of management tools. If was
there a desire to use them? Why do users who are familiar
with these tools not use them, and why is there no desire to
get to know any single management tool?

Our questionnaire for surveying management tools
usage by Slovenian employees consists of three parts:

Part 1 — about using, knowing, satisfaction and desire to
use and desire to become familiar with 40 management
tools included in survey;

Part 2 — some general questions about management tools,
like one’s need to use management tools in the
organization, influence of management tools on
improvements/innovation in organizations, etc; and

Part 3 — demographical data about respondents and
organizations.

To enable measuring single management tool usage,
respondents rate each tool, using a 5 point Likert-type
scale, ranging from “I know and use tool” (1) to “I don’t
know and don’t use tool” (5). To measure their education
level respondents have options from “undergraduate” to
“Ph.D”, for position from “personnel” to “CEO”, and for
working years from “less than 5 years” to “more than 10
years”. We have no room to discuss questionnaire details
here.

We analyzed data with several methods. We used the
Kolmogorov Smirnov test for normality; we can tentatively
conclude that most variables in our research do not
markedly violate a normal distribution. Therefore we used
adequate parametric statistics test (for more about
researches in this field see Ho, 2006; Leech et al., 2008).
We tested the impact of each selected factor on the
management tools usage by SPSS regression analysis.
Further testing in AMOS was applied, where we postulated
that usage of the single management tool is predicted as
linear combination of the selected three observed
independent variables.

Due to limited space we report only on five
management tools most frequently used by employees in
Slovenian organizations. Therefore only the most likely
estimates are outlined, like (1) standardized regression
weights; (2) correlations; and (3) squared multiple
correlations.
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Data Used — The survey was done in 2010 covering
employees in Slovenian organizations. Altogether we sent
750 questionnaires to organizations. Target population
included managers, regardless of their hierarchical
position. We received 210 answers and were able to use
155 in our study. Respondent rate was 28.0%, while the
rate for questionnaires used was 20.7%. Sample included
organizations from all over the country (i.e., we obtained
relatively representative regional coverage; sample met the
basic-activity structure of organizations in the country,
with a good fit to the industry-based structure of the
national economy). International data are obtained from
BAIN’s worldwide study of management tools (Rigby,
Bilodeau, 2007; 2009; Rigby, 2011).

Briefly outlining demographics of our sample we can
postulate following. Average age of respondents in our
survey is 44.35 years, having on average 20.49 years of
working experience, of which 9.03 years was spent in the
current organization. In the sample we have 48.4 % males
and 51.6 % females. Concerning education, 56.9 % of
respondents have a bachelor degree, 38.9 % master or
doctorate degree, while only 4.2 % just have secondary
school. Regarding the type of education, 68.3 % of
respondents have social type of education, 20.7 % natural
and technical, 8.3 % other, and 2.8 % humanitarian.
Regarding their current position in organization, 59.3 % of
respondents are supervisory staff (of which 8.7 % were in
lower management, middle management 32.0 %, and top
management 18.7 %), while 40.7 % of employees are non-
supervisory  staff  (i.e.,  specialists).  Concerning
organizational size, 43.9 % of respondents work in medium
sized organizations (50 — 249 employees), 23.9 % in large
(> 250 employees), 18.7 % in small (10 — 49 employees),
and 13.5 % work in organizations with less than 10
employees. Regarding the department in which employees
in survey work, it is evident that 25.3 % work in primary
productive processes, 14.9 % in accounting, 11.7 % in
marketing, 3.2 % in R&D, and 15.6 % in other
departments; 29.2 % of respondents are involved in
managerial processes in organizations. The economic
sectors in which the respondents worked were: in primary
economy sector (1.9 %), secondary (27.7 %), tertiary (43.2
%), and quaternary (27.1 %).

Response rate results deviated from the representative
sample (e.g., organizational size, position in organization).
Managers provided most of the responses. This result
matches the rest of our study, since managers crucially
impact the management tools usage. Regarding the
organizational size, we presupposed that management tools
in Slovenia were used in both smaller and larger
organizations. Despite some deviations, we conclude that
the obtained data are adequate for analyzing management
tool usage in organizations from the selected content and
methodological bases.

Results and Findings

International comparison of management tools usage
The main purpose of international comparison is to
examine patterns of single management tools usage in
selected regions worldwide and in Slovenia. Only
aggregate data about usage of single management tools in
different regions are used. We compared top ten most

commonly used management tools in Slovenian
organizations with the top ten most commonly used tools
in selected areas from the worldwide survey (Rigby,
Bilodeau, 2007) (See Table 1).

Table 1 presents data about usage of particular single
management tools in Global average (GL), North America
(NA), Europe (EU), and Slovenia (SI). We compared
averages of worldwide usage during 2006 GL, NA, and EU
data and 2010 for Slovenia. Data for selected international
regions were calculated based upon results from the Bain
study of management tools (see Rigby, Bilodeau, 2007).
Data for Slovenian organizations are obtained from our
research.

Table 1

Top ten most commonly used management tools worldwide

Management tool GL NA EU Sl
1) Strategic Planning 1 1 1 8
2) Customer Relationship 2 3 4 7
Management
3) Customer Segmentation 3 6 2@ |11
4) Benchmarking 4 2 2@ | 2
5) Core Competencies 5 (t) 5 5@ |3
6) Mission and Vision 5@ |4 7 6
Statements
7) Outsourcing 7 8 50 |1
8) Business Process 8 (t) 10 (1) 10 10
Reengineering (t)

9) Knowledge Management 8 (t) 12 10 4
®

10) Scenario and Contingency 8 () 9 8 12

Planning

Total quality management 15 18 () 14@®) | 5

Balanced scorecard 12 13 (1) 13 9

The impact of organizational factors on management
tools usage in Slovenian organizations

The impact of education, position, and working years on

usage of one particular management tool at a time

To test hypotheses and the model about prediction of
single management tool usage, we used the five
management tools most commonly used by employees in
Slovenian organizations. These tools are: (1) outsourcing,
(2) benchmarking, (3) core competencies, (4) knowledge
management, and (5) total quality management. First we
outline results about proposed hypothesis 1, 2, and 3. In
that framework we next outline results of correlations and
regression analysis.

Outsourcing: education (r = -0.450, p<0.001) and
position (r = -0.248, p<0.05) significantly influence usage
of outsourcing in Slovenian organizations. Regression
analysis reveals that the higher the education of employees,
the higher is their usage of outsourcing (p = -0.450, t = -
6.013, p<0.001). Regarding position we can conclude, that
the higher the employees’ position in organization, the
higher is their application of outsourcing (f = -0.248, t = -
3.120, p<0.05). The impact of working years on usage of
outsourcing is insignificant (r=0,141, p>0.05).

Benchmarking: education (r = -0.533, p<0.001),
position (r = -0.252, p<0.05), and working years (r = 0.198,
p<0.05), all of them significantly influence employees’
usage of benchmarking in organizations. Regression
analysis reveals that the higher the education of employees,
the higher is their usage of this tool (f = -0.533, t =-7.513,
p<0.001). Regarding impact of position it is evident that
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the higher the employees’ position in organization, the
higher is their usage of benchmarking (B = -0.252, t = -
3.163, p<0.05). On the other hand for impact of working
years it is evident that as employees are becoming more
experienced, their usage of benchmarking declines
(B=0.198, t=2.494, p<0.05).

Core competencies: education (r = -0.478, p<0.001)
and working vyears (r=0.161, p<0.05) significantly
influence usage of core competencies by employees in
Slovenian organizations. Regression analysis reveals that
the higher the employees’ education, the higher is the
usage of core competencies (B = -0.478, t = -6.487,
p<0.001). On the other hand it is evident that more
experienced employees use their core competencies less ( =
0.161, t = 2.005, p<0.05). The impact of position on usage of
core competencies is insignificant (r = -0.098, p>0.05).

Knowledge management: education (r = -0.470,
p<0.001) and working years (r = 0.202, p<0.05) significantly
influence employees’ usage of knowledge management in
Slovenian organizations. Regression analysis reveals that the
higher the employees’ education, the higher is usage of
knowledge management (f = -0.470, t = -6.270, p<0.001).
Regarding working years it is evident that more experienced
employees use this tool less (f = 0.202, t = 2.513, p<0.05).
The impact of position on usage of knowledge management
is insignificant (r = -0.076, p>0.05).

Total quality management: education (r = -0.563,
p<0.001) and position (r = -0.342, p<0.001) significantly
influence usage of total quality management in Slovenian
organizations. Regression analysis reveals that the higher
employee’s education is, the higher is their usage of total
quality management tool (f = -0.563, t = -8.118, p<0.001).
Regarding impact of position it is evident that the higher
employee’s position in organizations, the higher is their
usage of total quality management (B = -0.342, t = -4.429,
p<0.001). The impact of working years on usage of total
quality management is insignificant (r = 0.121, p>0.05).

The impact of linear combination of education,
position, and working years on usage of single
management tool

We continue with results about the proposed
hypothesis 4. In that framework we will outline results
about correlations and regression analysis.

Outsourcing: education and position are highly
significant predictors of outsourcing usage by employees
in Slovenian organizations (C.R. = -5.227, p<0.001; C.R. =
-2.107, p < 0.05, respectively). Education is significantly
and negatively correlated with the usage of outsourcing (8
= -0.402); position is significantly and negatively
correlated with usage of outsourcing (B = -0.160). The
effect of working years on usage is insignificant (C.R. =
1.110, p>0.05). Hence, we conclude that the higher
employees’ education and the higher employees’ position
in organization, the higher is employees’ usage of
outsourcing. Therefore, a higher level of education and
higher hierarchical position in organization are associated
with a higher usage of outsourcing in Slovenia. The three
predictor variables explain 24% of the variance in the
employees’ usage of outsourcing.

Benchmarking: education and position are highly
significant predictors of benchmarking use by employees
in Slovenian organizations (C.R. = -6.664, p<0.001; C.R. =

-1.967, p < 0.05, respectively). Education is significantly
and negatively correlated with the usage of benchmarking
(B = -0.483) and position is significantly and negatively
correlated with use of this tool (B = -0.141). The effect of
working years on its usage is insignificant (C.R. = 1.769,
p>0.05). Hence, we conclude that the higher employee’s
education and the higher employee’s position in
organization, the higher is employee’s wusage oOf
benchmarking. Therefore, a higher level of education and
higher hierarchical position in organization are associated
with higher usage of benchmarking in Slovenia. The three
predictor variables explain 32% of the variance in the
employees’ usage of benchmarking.

Core competencies: education is a highly significant
predictor of core competencies usage by employees in
Slovenian organizations (C.R. = -6.356, p<0.001).
Education is significantly and negatively correlated with the
usage of core competencies (B = -0.488). The effect of
position (C.R. = 0.297, p>0.05) and working years (C.R. =
0.835, p>0.05) on its usage is insignificant. Hence, we
conclude that the higher employees’ education, the higher is
employees’ usage of core competencies. Therefore, a higher
level of education is associated with higher usage of this tool
in Slovenia. The three predictor variables explain 25% of the
variance in the employee’s usage of core competencies.

Knowledge management: education is a highly
significant predictor of knowledge management use by
employees in Slovenian organizations (C.R. = -5.969,
p<0.001). Education is significantly and negatively
correlated with the usage of knowledge management (f = -
0.465). The effect of position (C.R. = 0.383, p>0.05) and
working years (C.R. = 1.343, p>0.05) on its usage is
insignificant. Hence, we conclude that the higher
employee’s education, the higher is employee’s usage of
knowledge management. It follows, therefore, a higher
level of education is associated with higher usage of this
tool in Slovenia. The three predictors’ variables explain
24% of the variance in the employees’ usage of knowledge
management.

Total quality management: education and position are
highly significant predictors of total quality management
use by employees in Slovenian organizations (C.R. = -
7.022, p<0.001; C.R. = -3.183, p < 0.05, respectively).
Education is significantly and negatively correlated with
the usage of total quality management (p = -0.494); and
position is significantly and negatively correlated with use
of this tool (B = -0.222). The effect of working years on its
usage is insignificant (C.R. = 0.807, p>0.05). Hence, we
conclude that the higher employee’s education and the
higher employee’s position in organization, the higher is
employee’s usage of total quality management. Hence a
higher level of education and higher hierarchical position
in organization are associated with higher usage of this tool
in Slovenia. The three predictor variables explain 36% of
the variance in the employees’ usage of total quality
management.

Discussion

This paper has examined the influence of
organizational factors on usage of management tools in
Slovenian organizations.
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We outline cognitions about patterns of management
tools usage in the compared regions. Further on we discuss
the cognitions about the impact of single factors on usage
of the selected management tools, as well as the cognitions
about factors considered as linear combination, both in
Slovenian organizations.

A comparison of the use of single management tools in
samples from Slovenia, North America, Europe, and the
Globe reveals the following. The most used management
tools Worldwide (namely strategic planning, customer
relationship management, and customer segmentation) are
not among most used by Slovenian employees — and vice
versa.

Currently the most used management tools in Slovenian
organizations establish competitive organizational design. In
that framework management tools support organizational
efforts to build their operations on core processes,
implementing best practices, defining competitive advantage
of the organization, acquiring knowledge, etc. Thus,
employees within organizations (most) frequently use
outsourcing, benchmarking, core competencies, knowledge
management, and total quality management.

Giving priority in use to management tools supporting
establishment of competitive organization, are in line with
cognitions in literature, emphasizing the need for
substantial organizational transformation in organizations
in former transitional countries (Newman, Nollen, 1998;
Melnikas, 2008; Saparnot, 2011).

Testing the impact of selected factors, among a
plethora of possible factors that influence usage of
management tools, reveals that incorporating the impact of
type of education, organizational size, department in
organization, and economic sectors, does not importantly
contribute to the explanation of usage of management
tools. On average incorporation of four new factors,
contribute to explaining approximately and merely another
1 to 3 % of the variance of usage of five most used
management tools. For outsourcing increase of 3 % is
mainly due to the organizational size, for benchmarking
increase of 3 % is attributed to type of education, as well as
for core competencies. While for the knowledge
management and total quality management, the impact of
four new factors is insignificant.

Results about individual impact of education, position,
and working years on top five most used management tools
usage among Slovenian employees let us most generally
conclude the following. Among the three considered
predictors education has the strongest impact on usage of
all management tools. The impact of education is moderate
or strong, and the strength of impact is very similar for all
considered tools. Therefore we can conclude that the
higher employees’ education level is, the higher is the
usage of single management tools.

Position held within the organization weakly or
moderately impacts the usage of three out of five
considered tools, and the strength of the impact is very
similar for all three tools. We can conclude that when the
impact exists, then the higher position of employee in
organization is associated with higher usage of such single
management tool.

The impact of working years on usage of management
tools is evidently very weak, even though statistically

significant. Impact is evident for two out of five considered
management tools. In general, the results suggest that the
use of single management tool declines when employees
gain more experience with more working years.

The approach to viewing usage of single tool supports
the argument that education impacts all considered
management tools. It is also evident that usage of
outsourcing, benchmarking, and total quality management
depends upon education and position, while position has no
impact on usage of core competencies and knowledge
management.  The  working  experiences  impact
benchmarking, core competencies, and knowledge
management, while having no impact on outsourcing and
total quality management. It is evident that only
benchmarking is influenced by all three factors, while usage
of other tools is influenced by two factors.

Next we shift to more holistic approach to investigate
the impact of selected factors on the usage of single
management tool. We compare the results of the impact of
education, position, and working years on each predictor
(hypotheses 1, 2, and 3) and then we identify the
simultaneously impact of the three predictors on the usage
of each single management tool (hypothesis 4). Cognitions
are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Significant impact on the usage of single management tools

Management tools Significant impact on the usage of

single management tools

Education Position Working
years
Single analysis
Outsourcing el *
Benchmarking falaiel * *
Core competencies el *
Knowledge faled *
management
Total quality falaal falad
management
Simultaneous analysis
Outsourcing **(-) *(-)
Benchmarking **(-) *()
Core competencies ** (+)
Knowledge **(9)
management
Total quality **(-) *()
management

X*** - strong statistically significant correlation (between 0.50 and 1.00)

X** - moderate statistically significant correlation (between 0.30 and 0.50)

X* - weak statistically significant correlation (between 0.00 and 0.30)

() - in brackets we outline if the impact of single predictor variable considered simultaneously (as a
linear combination of three variables) is weaker (-) or is stronger (+) in comparison to isolated
influence of single predictor.

From Table 2 it is evident that the impact of all
predictor variables is weaker in majority cases, under a
more holistic approach.

When we consider the three predictors simultaneously
several differences arise. Regarding outsourcing we can
conclude that education still has the strongest influence and
the impact of position remains at the same level. Results
for benchmarking reveal that the impact of all predictor
variables is weaker, while impact of working years is
insignificant. Core competences are in this case dependent
only upon education, and so is knowledge management.
For total quality management the impact of both education
and position is weaker.

- 296 -



Inzinerine Ekonomika-Engineering Economics, 2012, 23(3), 291-300

More holistic consideration of the impact of education,
position, and working years shows that education still has
strongest impact on usage of single management tool,
followed by weaker impact of position. Impact of working
years is not significant anymore. These cognitions are in line
with findings from research practice, since it is evident that
when different factors are considered simultaneously, the
impact of single factor is lower, since other factors are also
considered in the analysis (Leech et al., 2008; Byrne, 2010).

Based on the requisitely holistic consideration of the
impact of selected factors on usage of management tools
we can summarize that the impact of education is the most
important — since employees gain most knowledge about
single management tools in their formal education process
(i.e., cognitive knowledge) (see: Cole, 2004; Daft, 2009;
Hughes et al., 2009; Mullins, 2010). This could lead us to
the conclusion that more highly educated employees have
more formal knowledge, which includes knowledge about
the particular single management tools. Our results confirm
that employees with higher level of education are more apt
to use the management tool, than employees with lower
education.

Regarding the impact of position we can conclude that
usage of the tool could be related either to the specific
level of organization, but the relationship found is not as
strong as for education (Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Armstrong,
2006; Buchanan, Huczynski, 2010). Therefore we can
argue that the tool tends to be used more at specific
organizational levels. For example, in business practice
outsourcing is primarily used at higher organizational
levels, while some tools like knowledge management and
core competencies could be used at all organizational
levels. Our results do reveal that, knowledge management
usage and core competencies usage do not depend upon
position. This could be attributed, for example, to the fact
that a lot of dynamic and innovative work is needed for
using these two tools, which therefore depend more upon
the employees themselves and their personality, than
position in the organization. We can also state that
employees in hierarchically higher positions more
frequently use single management tools than those on
lower levels.

Both the number of working years, including the
working experiences, have very weak impact (hypothesis
3) and are insignificant and weak (hypothesis 4). The trend
shows the more experienced people are less likely to use
management tools. These findings match cognitions from
management (Daft, 2009; Hughes et al., 2009; Mullins,
2010) and psychological literature (Rokeach, 1973;
Schwartz, 1999; Buchanan, Huczynski, 2010).

Results about the impact of three predictor variables
reveal that the selected three factors explain differences in
variance in usage of all of the single management tools
considered here. In that frame the linear combination of
education, position, and working years, accounts for 36 %
of the variance of total quality management usage,
followed by 32 % for benchmarking, 25 % for core
competencies, 24 % for outsourcing, and 24 % for
knowledge management.

The remaining variance in usage of single
management tools cannot be explained by the proposed
model, and it is thus attributed to the unique factor Erl.

This in turn could be attributed to the fact that the selected
factors influence single management tool usage by
employees in organizations (Lock, 1992; Cole, 2004; Daft,
2009; Mullins, 2010). Those are therefore factors that also
impact the management tools usage, but not all of them
appear in our model. We can conclude that explanation
power of the three selected factors is satisfactory, since
they explain between 24 % and 36 % of variance in the
usage of selected management tools.

Based on presented results and discussion we can
support Hypotheses 1 and 4. We partly support Hypotheses
2 and 3.

Conclusions

The primary aim of our study was to undertake a
deeper examination of organizational factors having the
influence on five most used management tools in
Slovenian organizations.

International comparison of management tool usage
reveal that tools used in Slovenian organizations are those
that aim to make the organization more competitive, while
the most used tools worldwide are not among the top five
in Slovenia. The pattern revealed of the usage of
management tools in Slovenian organizations indicates in
forefront are tools supporting organizational efforts to
design more competitive working and behavior. Thus,
organizations and their employees most frequently use
outsourcing, benchmarking, core competencies, knowledge
management, and total quality management. Management
tools most used worldwide (i.e., strategic planning,
customer relationship  management, and customer
segmentation) are not among most used among Slovenian
employees. Giving priority to above tools, results in
neglect of tools aimed at supporting customer services.

We continue further deeper examination of top five
most used management tools in Slovenian organizations,
with preliminary analysis about influence of organizational
factors on their usage. Education, position, and working
years have substantial impact.

Among the considered three factors, education has the
strongest impact on the usage of the considered five
management tools in Slovenia, while the impact of
employees’ position in organization is somewhat weaker.
The impact of working years is very weak.

In general we can conclude that the impact of education,
position, and working years on single management tool
usage is weaker when we take into consideration all three
predictors simultaneously. This means that when we
evaluate the impact of one predictor, the other two are also
considered. This says that education and position have
weaker impact on management tools usage, while the impact
of working years has become insignificant.

Results about top five management tools used by
employees’ in Slovenian organizations allow us to
conclude the following about the impact of education,
position, and working years: (1) the higher employee’s
education level, the higher is the usage of single
management tool, and (2) higher position of the employee
in organization is associated with higher usage of single
management tool. While the impact of working years on
usage of management tools is very weak.
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The study of factors of management tool usage is  should include more management tools, in order to check
limited to selected three organizational factors and just five  the validity of our hypotheses and generalization about
most commonly used management tools in Slovenian  impact of the three selected predictors — also on the other
organizations. The outlined limitations present the most  known management tools.
probable further research directions. Further research
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Vojko Potocan, Zlatko Nedelko, Matjaz Mulej
Organizaciniy veiksniy jtaka naudojant valdymo buidus/jrankius Slovénijos organizacijose
Santrauka

Siuolaikingje aplinkoje organizacijos gali islikti ilgam tik nuolat tobulindamos savo versla. Dél §ios priezasties valdymas turi nuolat pergalvoti ir
atnaujinti savo verslo organizavima. Valdymas gali pagerinti organizacijy darba ir elgesi panaudodamas tinkamas valdymo koncepcijas, kurios leidzia
organizacijoms atitinkamai sustiprinti savo versla. Valdymo teorija apima jvairias valdymo idéjas ir sukuria valdymo koncepcijas, kurios nagrinéja
pasirinktas svarbias vidines ir iSorines, turiniu susietas ir metodologines verslo sistemas (pvz., filosofijas, metodus, kryptis, nagrinéjamos aplinkos
savybes, svarbius santykius ir pagrindinius organizavimo ir valdymo klausimus). Skirtingoms valdymo koncepcijoms taip pat egzistuoja skirtingos
metodikos. Tai metody, taisykliy rinkinys ir disciplinos salygos, metodai pvz., tikslo siekimas ir procediiry problemos sprendimo tipai ( ypa¢ reguliariis
ir sisteminiai duoto tikslo nustatymo ir pasiekimo btidai), technikos — tokios kaip biidas, kuriuo yra nagrinéjamos techninés detalés ir jrankiai (literatiiroje
apie valdyma taip pat vartojamas terminas valdymo instrumentai). Siame tyrime, siekiant i3samiau i$nagrinéti valdymo badus, buvo sukurtas modelis —
kaip galimas (ar pasirinktas) lygis valdymo koncepcijoms nagrinéti. Véliau buvo suvokta, kad galima sukurti jvairius valdymo jrankius/ bidus, kurie gali
bati svarbis jvertinant jy teikiama nauda vartotojams (ypac kai atsiranda galimybé juos palyginti su kitais jrankiais). Literatiiroje autoriai uzsimena apie
palyginimo procesa, pvz.: skirtingas supratimas ir kontekstinis biidy supratimas, keliy blidy panaudojimas vienu metu, jvairlis blidy dydziai ir ju
panaudojimas skirtinguose lygiuose arba skirtingose organizacijose ir t.t. Ne visi valdymo biidai gali buti palyginami — pvz., kai kuriy jy palyginimas yra
problemiskas ar beveik nejmanomas, nes kiekvienas biidas buvo sukurtas tam tikram individualiam tikslui, todél kiekvienas biidas/irankis taip pat turi
skirtingy tiksly. Pagrindinis $io darbo tikslas yra i$nagrinéti svarbiy organizaciniy veiksniy jtaka tam tikry atskiry valdymo biuidy/irankiy panaudojimui
Slovénijos organizacijose. Tyrime nagrinéti: 1) valdymo {rankiy panaudojimo modeliai skirtingose pasaulio vietose, 2) atskiry organizaciniy veiksniy,
t.y. darbuotojy iSsilavinimo, pareigy ir i§dirbty mety jtaka valdymo irankiy panaudojimui Slovénijos organizacijose, ir 3) pasirinkty veiksniy tiesinio
derinio jtaka valdymo jrankiy panaudojimui Slovénijos organizacijose. Keliy skirtingy valdymo irankiy/ biidy palyginimas ( ju savybiy, vartotojy
pasirinkimo, silpnybiy, panaudojimo, galimy rezultaty ir t.t. lyginimas) yra labai sudétingas ir beveik neimanomas dél su kontekstu susijusiy
metodologiniy skirtumy. Dél tos prieZasties autoriai sutelké démesj i holisting tiesiogine diskusija apie skirtingas valdymo priemones, palygindami
holistinj tiesioginj ar netiesioginj dviejy kontekstiskai panasiy priemoniy palyginima ir daling (maziau holisting) netiesioging diskusija apie pasirinkta
pozitiri i kai kuriuos valdymo jrankius. Tyrimas atliktas Slovénijos organizacijy darbuotoju 2010 metais. Misy stebéjimas siejasi su klausimais apie
naudojima, pasitenkinimo bidy zinojima, nora naudoti ir susipazinti su tam tikromis valdymo priemonémis. Buvo iSsiysta 750 ankety pasirinktoms
organizacijoms Slovénijoje. Tyrime panaudoti 155 dalyviy atsakymai i§ 210 gautyjy. Hipotezei patikrinti pritaikéme regresijos analizg, naudodami SPSS,
o veéliau tikrinome panaudodami AMOS, kurioje teigiama, kad valdymo priemoniy panaudojamas yra nuspéjamas kaip tiesinis trijy pasirinkty stebéty
nepriklausomy kintamyjy derinys. Pagrindinis tarptautinio palyginimo tikslas yra atrasti ir apibrézti valdymo budy panaudojimo pasauliniu mastu
modelj, paskatinti didesni valdymo budu/jrankiy panaudojima Slovénijoje ir palyginti tai pasaulio mastu. Buvo nustatyta, kad bendras valdymo
priemoniy panaudojimas Slovénijoje yra panasus | panaudojima pasauliniu mastu, t.y., palyginus Sias priemones vartotojy organizacijose paaiskéjo, kad
procentiné israiska yra tokia pati. Kai kurie skirtumai iSry$kéja atskiry valdymo priemoniy panaudojima lyginant su panaudojimu Kituose regionuose,
pvz.: Siaurés Amerika ir Europa. Taigi, nustatyta, kad daZniausiai pasaulyje naudojamas valdymo biidas yra strateginis planavimas, kuris Slovénijoje
uzima tik 8-3 vieta. Panasiai ir vartotoju skirstymas segmentais, kuris yra aukstai vertinamas nagrinéjamuose regionuose, tac¢iau Slovénijoje yra tik 11-as.
Situacija su outsourcing yra prieSinga: tai dazniausiai naudojamas valdymo biidas/irankis Slovénijos organizacijose, o pasaulyje jis yra vertinamas tarp
5-0s ir 7-o0s viety. Miisy pagrindinis démesys buvo sutelktas i ty atrinkty veiksniy jtaka, kurie daré jtaka darbuotojy pasirinkimui naudoti valdymo budus.
Preliminars testai parodé, kad trys i§ septyniy nagrinéty veiksniy: iSsilavinimas, pareigos ir iSdirbti metai, daro didelg itaka naudojantis valdymo
priemonémis. Kity keturiy veiksniy (i$silavinimo tipas, organizacijos dydis, darbuotojy skyrius ir organizacijos pramongés $aka) jtraukimas, nebuvo toks
naudingas siekiant paaiSkinti valdymo buidus. Todél, tolesnéje analizéje buvo nagrinéjami tik veiksniai, susij¢ su iSsilavinimu, pareigomis ir iSdirbtais
metais. Dél tam tikry apribojimy mes patikrinome savo hipotezes penkiy, daZniausiai naudojamy valdymo biidy, biitent outsorcing gairiy nustatymo,
pagrindiniy kompetencijy, ziniy valdymo ir bendros kokybés valdymo, tarp Slovénijos organizacijos darbuotojy. Dél skirtingy veiksniy jtakos, pasirinkty
valdymo priemoniy panaudojimo, rezultatai parod¢, kad issilavinimas daro stipriausia itaka visy nagrinéty valdymo budy panaudojimui. Darbuotojo
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pareigos organizacijoje turi nedidelg reik§me trims i§ penkiy nagrinéty buidy/jrankiy; iSdirbty mety jtaka, nors statistiSkai yra svarbi, taciau turi labai
maza jtaka. Vertinant atskirai valdymo bitidy perspektyvas, akivaizdu, kad keturiems i§ penkiy, jtaka daro du veiksniai. Darbuotojy issilavinimas ir
pareigos daro jtakaq outsourcing ir visos kokybés valdymo panaudojimui, o i$silavinimas ir i§dirbti metai daro itaka pagrindiniy kompetencijy ir ziniy
valdymo panaudojimui. Visi trys veiksniai jtaka daro tik gairéms. Misy tolesnio tyrimo metodas yra tikslesnis nagrin¢jant iSsilavinima, pareigas ir
i8dirbty mety jtaka naudojant pasirinkta valdymo priemong. Mes nagrinéjome trijy prognozuojamy dalyky itaka vienu metu. Atskiry prognozuojamy
dalyky itakos pasirinktam atskiram valdymo biidui tyrimo rezultatai ir rezultatai, kurie leido mums teigti, kad atskiro valdymo biido panaudojimas yra
prognozuojamas kaip i$silavinimo, pareigy ir iSdirbty mety veiksniy tiesinis derinys, palyginimas parodé, kad visy trijy prognozuojamy kintamujy jtaka
yra silpnesné naudojant holistini metoda. Analizuojant nustatyta, kad i$silavinimas vis dar daro stipriausig itaka tam tikriems valdymo biidams, po to eina
silpnesné darbuotojo pareigy itaka. ISdirbty mety jtaka neturi reikSmés panaudojimui. Tokiu biidu, zvelgiant i§ skirtingy valdymo priemoniy perspektyvy,
yra akivaizdu, kad outsourcing, gairiy ir visos kokybés valdymo panaudojimui jtaka daro issilavinimas ir pareigos, nors pagrindiniy kompetencijy ir
ziniy valdymo panaudojimas priklauso tik nuo iSsilavinimo. I$silavinimo jtaka ziniy valdymui yra silpnesné, nei paémus atskirai issilavinima.
Remdamiesi gautais rezultatais, galime apibendrinti, kad i§silavinimas daro svarbiausia itaka valdymo priemoniy panaudojimui. Toks pazinimas yra
lygiavertis lyginant su rezultatais, pateiktais bendrojoje literatiiroje apie valdyma, kurioje teigiama, kad darbuotojai daugiau iSmoksta apie atskirus
valdymo budus patys lavindami save (t.y., pazinimo zinios) (Cole, 2004; Daft, 2009; Mullins, 2010). Todél mes galime daryti i$vada, kad aukstesni
i§silavinimo lygj turintys darbuotojai labiau linkg naudoti jvairesnius valdymo budus, nei zemesni iSsilavinima turintys darbuotojai. D¢l imongje
uzimamy pareigy, kitokio valdymo biido panaudojimas gali biiti susietas su tam tikrais organizaciniais lygiais (Cooper, Argyris, 1998; Armstrong, 2006).
Misy rezultatai parodé, kad outsourcingas yra naudojamas pirmiausia aukstesniuose organizacijos lygiuose, ta¢iau minétina tai, kad Ziniy valdymas ir
pagrindiniy kompetencijy panaudojimas néra susij¢ su tam tikrais organizaciniais lygiais. Dazniausiai mes galime daryti i§vada, kad aukstesnes pareigas
hierarchijoje uzimantys darbuotojai dazniau naudoja skirtingus valdymo biidus, nei zemesnes pareigas uzimantys zmones. Tirta iSdirbty mety jtaka yra
labai maza, todél patvirtinama hipotezé, kad kuo zmonés tampa labiau patyrg (pvz., vyresni) tuo maziau tikétina, kad jie naudosis kai kuriais valdymo
bidais. Miisy pazinimas yra lygiavertis valdymui (Daft, 2009; Mullins, 2010) ir psichologijos i§manymui (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1999; Rigby,
Bilodeau, 2007, 2009, 2011). Tai, kaip darbuotojai naudoja valdymo btidus organizacijose, tam turi jtaka vairts veiksniai (Lock, 1992; Armstrong, 2006;
Daft, 2009), i§ kuriy ne visi pateikti miisy modelyje. Remiantis atskiry nagrinéjamy valdymo biidy panaudojimo varianty paaiskinimu kiekio rezultatais,
mes galime daryti i§vada, kad trijy nagrinéjamy prognozuojamy dalykuy, t.y., i§silavinimo, pareigy, ir i$dirbty mety paaiskinimas yra pakankamas, nes jie
paaiskina nuo 24 % iki 36 % pasirinkto valdymo priemoniy/irankiy panaudojimo varianty. Dazniausiai galime daryti i§vada, kad jei jtaka egzistuoja, tai
kuo aukstesnis dirbanciojo issilavinimo lygis, tuo labiau tikétina, kad bus naudojami kitokie valdymo biidai. Taigi galima teigti, kad kuo aukstesnés
pareigos organizacijoje, tuo valdymo biidai bus panaudoti ivairesni.
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