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To be “The effective manager” may require you to adopt several approaches when managing 

people in the view of commentators such as Mintzberg (1989). Mintzberg suggests the role of 

the manager vacillates between those of the interpersonal (figurehead, leader, liaison), the 

informational (monitor, disseminator, spokesperson) and the decisional (entrepreneur, 

disturbance handler, resource allocator, negotiator).  Management roles as interchangeable as 

this lead those entrusted with management to rehearse and plan the personae they adopt when 

managing.  Or do they?  

 

Let’s say that the manager’s job IS to manage “calculated chaos” and “controlled disorder” 

(Mintzberg, 1989 p.9) in the normal scheme of things but Mintzberg offers another route to 

describe a utopian management style as that of “celebrating intuition”; accepting that the 

manager’s instincts and “gut feelings” will often dictate direction rather than stated 

organisational goals and objectives .   The purists and traditionalists would tell us the 

manager is “planner, organiser, commander, coordinator and controller,” and these 

concepts have existed since the French industrialist Henri Fayol first introduced them  (Fayol, 

1949).  

 

God laughs when people make plans though and Mintzberg (1989, pp.9-14) chuckles along 

when he points out: “it is almost impossible for managers to work in a structured fashion 

such is the unrelenting pace of their day to day work”. For example, he states, in a study of 

160 British middle and top managers it was found they worked for a period of half an hour or 

more without distraction only once every two days (his study was done in the eighties so do 

we think things are busier now or less busy? Answers on an email please). The argument that 

confusion abounds in day to day management is one made by Grint a decade later (1997, 

http://www.cbwss.co.uk/
mailto:taketheplunge@cbwss.co.uk


pp.20-21) in that “fuzzy management” may be the norm that defines all organisations. These 

“fuzzy phenomena” he says are defined by people and not by classic Aristotelian or 

mathematical boundaries  (Grint, 1997). Getting good at managing the fuzziness can have 

benefits for your career and your sanity. Who knows? you may even end up leading society if 

you can cut out the interference and background noise according to Schenyatsky (2010, pp. 2-

7) who says: “people capable of thinking rationally and taking decisions appropriately 

form the elite groups of individuals who drive the society toward better future” 

(Schenyatsky, 2010). 

 

What managers share, across all sectors and disciplines, is a collective need to work well with 

their staff. They don’t have to love them of course but a good alliance with someone you 

work closely with can reap mutual rewards.  Sounds like common sense? Of course but as we 

all know our employees have extrinsic and intrinsic needs which must be managed 

effectively (Stringer, Theivananthampillai, & Didham, 2011). However, understanding they 

have them and delivering them are sometimes as diverse as the North and South poles.  

 

“While focusing on extrinsic rewards has merit, future agency theory research needs to 

draw on behavioural models from psychology and sociology to recognise the potential of 

intrinsic as well as extrinsic rewards to motivate employees,” (Stringer, 

Theivananthampillai, & Didham, 2011, p. 22). 

 

To make sense of how to communicate with staff effectively we might take on Tyler’s (2004, 

pp 73-76) model who suggests an empathetic approach to managing people despite the 

background noise. Her six stage model for achieving empathy with staff is based around 

Bennett’s (1987, pp.27-69) hypothesis. Effective management starts, and ends, with the 

relationship a manager has with staff of course and an empathetic approach might work for 

you. Here’s an example.  

 

 



Self-reflective case study –Manager A       Part I 

Background: Manager A is employed as a manager in a mid-size UK based private sector 

organisation with four direct line reporting supervisors under their charge.  

Management Situation One: RK works very closely with her colleague (who is also her 

direct report) and there have been several incidents (witnessed) by others (clients/client 

family/contractors) where a disagreement/request for action/comment has escalated into an 

argument.  

The pattern is that a comment or remark made by RK results in a verbal confrontation with 

her direct report and RK has lost her temper on one occasion and shouted at her colleague. 

Manager A has called a one to one meeting with RK to discuss these matters. The 

management approach adopted is to begin by determining the scale of the issue and whether 

it related to other issues within the organisation. It appeared isolated to one individual with 

whom the normal relationship is strong and productive.  RK is encouraged to talk about her 

management style and approach to others and her perspectives are explored. Manager A and 

RK discussed coping strategies and methodology around dealing with other people’s 

outbursts or criticism. “Code words” to diffuse pressure point situations are explored which 

RK accepts as a coping method. The other coping strategy discussed is the “third party” 

method whereby RK would use a distraction technique to deflect a difficult issue towards a 

more private and professional setting (her office).  RK applies this with some success in 

future interactions.  

 

To be effective you may need to adopt the “Coaching Manager” role (Hunt & Weintraub, 

2011, pp. 127-129) we see above where the manager offers coaching style skills as a 

complement to Mintzberg’s initial hypothesis of roles. In this case study Manager A can be 

evidenced to be coaching. Also under Tyler’s (2004, p.73) rationale Manager A can be seen 

in this case study to be employing empathetic approaches in line with the six stage model 

thus: 

 

1. Assume differences: looking for RK’s feelings about the situation;  

2. Know self: recognising that Manager A’s perception may not be fully informed; 



3. Suspending self: entering RK’s world by being receptive to her views;  

4. Employing guided judgement: showing RK that her views have been listened to and 

appreciated;  

5.  Allowing an empathetic experience: constructing RK’s alternate view to allow for 

solutions to present themselves; 

6. Re-establishing self: returning to Manager A’s perspective to develop an action plan 

for the solutions.  

Adapted from  (Bennett, 1987). 

 

This empathetic style could be argued to jar with other approaches. Managers make sense of 

their worlds (Watson 2006, pp.222-229) and act accordingly in a pragmatic fashion.  Watson 

defines effectiveness as “the ability to satisfy the demands of the range of constituencies 

inside and outside the organisation so that continued support in terms of resources such as 

labour, custom, investment, supplies and legal approval is obtained and the organisation 

enabled to survive in the long term”. In a linear way Watson makes the case that 

management can be interpreted as a step by step process which, when followed, achieves 

results. This may contradict Mintzberg’s assertion that for the manager to be effective they 

must rely on intuition to make sense and manage effectively. 

 

Self-reflective case study –Manager A       Part II 

Management Situation Two: AR has had trouble achieving task completion from her direct 

reports. Tasks have been finished late or to a poor standard which is impacting on her 

performance. AR is keen to have a good working relationship with her staff and is not keen to 

discipline them when things go wrong. Manager A’s approach is to clearly articulate what is 

expected of AR and her staff. Discussing the issue with AR it is evident that on occasion her 

instructions are not as clear as they could be and staff become confused. Manager A stresses 

the need for emotional literacy in AR’s instructions to allow clear and concise messaging. 

The subsequent evidence returned is that AR’s efforts to become clearer in her messaging 

boosted performance and task completion.  

 



Conclusion  

The key factors identified in this paper are the needs of the manager to counterbalance the 

tasks and objectives identified by organisational boundaries with the needs of their workers 

and team members. This leads managers to a difficult counterpoint when considering their 

roles. It can be argued to be an effective manager they must adopt differential approaches 

dependent on their organisational context. Instead of reaching for the “bad hat” or “good hat” 

box though why not try a consciously blended approach?  

The “blended” manager who can utilise a pragmatic linear and sequential task orientated 

approach combined with an empathetic style which celebrates the chaos which can occur and 

acts intuitively to manage it could be a winning recipe for long term sustained managerial 

effectiveness.  It’s all in your blend…just like great coffee.  
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