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Every assessment makes three quiet decisions before it asks its first question: what it asks

about, how it lets you answer, and what it does with the answers. Most instruments never

explain those decisions to the person taking them, which is part of why so many managers have

learned to distrust the whole genre. This one is built on three choices, and they are worth

stating plainly.

The twelve statements ask you how frequently you do something, and every point on the scale

carries a label: almost never, occasionally, about half the time, usually, almost always. It would

have been easier to write the items as agreement statements — "I give recognition regularly,"

strongly disagree to strongly agree — because that is how most workplace surveys are written.

It would also have been worse.

Agreeing with a statement about yourself is not the same kind of mental act as counting. When

you agree, you are consulting your self-image; when you estimate frequency, you are

consulting your calendar. The first has no external referent, so nothing can check it. The

second does. If you answer "usually" to the item about one-to-ones and your calendar shows

two in the last quarter, the item has caught something, and you are the one who catches it. That

is the whole design intent: an item you can be wrong about in a way you can notice.

Labelling every point rather than only the ends matters for the same reason. An unlabelled

middle invites you to answer by feel. A labelled middle — "about half the time" — makes you do

the arithmetic. This is not a perfect solution, and it is worth being honest about the limitation:

words like "usually" do not mean exactly the same thing to everyone, and two managers who

both answer "usually" may be describing genuinely different behavior. What keeps that from

wrecking the instrument is the pairing of a vague word with a specific behavior. "Usually"

attached to a named practice on a known cadence is a much narrower target than "usually"

attached to a trait.

The scoring rule that matters most is the one that refuses to trade. You get an overall figure, but

you also get a floor on every element, and both have to be met. A manager who is exceptional at

recognition and absent from growth and development does not clear the badge by averaging

the two.

This is a deliberate departure from how scores are normally combined. Most scoring adds

everything up and asks whether the total is high enough, which treats a strength in one area as

genuine compensation for a gap in another. That works when you are measuring a single
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underlying thing. It does not work here, because the four elements are not four measurements

of one quality — they are four separate obligations a manager owes a team, and the person on

the receiving end of a neglected one does not experience it as offset. An employee who is

thanked warmly and never developed has an unmet need, not an averaged one.

The practical consequence is that the floor, not the total, is usually what holds someone back,

and the report tells you which element did it. That is the most useful sentence the instrument

produces. A total score tells you roughly where you stand. A floor tells you what to do on

Monday.

Your employees do not fill this in. You do. That is unusual enough to need defending, because

the obvious objection is the right one: people rate themselves generously, managers included,

and the research on this is not ambiguous. When managers' self-ratings are compared with the

ratings their own teams give them, the managers come out higher — reliably, across every

dimension measured.

So why ask the manager? Because of what the instrument is for. There are two very different

reasons to measure something. One is to decide — to award, rank, promote, or certify. The other

is to learn — to show someone their own practice back to themselves clearly enough that they

can act on it. The first requires accuracy, because a decision made on a wrong number is a

wrong decision. The second requires honesty and specificity, but tolerates a good deal of

imprecision, because the person reading the result is the person who will act on it and no one

else is affected by the error.

This assessment is the second kind. It is a mirror. Nobody scores you, nothing is stored, no one

else sees the result, and there is no incentive to inflate — inflating it only wastes your own

afternoon. Ask an employee to rate their manager and you have made something with

consequences, which changes what people write. Ask the manager, privately, with no stakes

attached, and the generous self-rating becomes a manageable problem rather than a fatal one.

It stops being manageable the moment a result is used to award something. That is exactly

where this framework stops relying on self-report. Levels 1 and 2 you may claim from your own

answers, because nothing turns on them. Level 3 requires the same twelve statements

answered about you by your team, and applies the thresholds to their data, not yours — with

the gap between your rating and theirs recorded as a finding in its own right. Level 4 is not

assessed on your scores at all; it is assessed on whether another manager reached verified

standing under your mentoring.

The rule underneath all of it: self-report is enough to start a conversation and never enough to

issue a credential.

The manager answers, and that is a limitation with a purpose
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