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H .
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3ty off*Ces of Education.
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@vzgletgd' For this reason, I believ? that the integrated two-year
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SUMMARY -

This report constitutes the first year's evaluation of a train-
ing program conducted by the American ianagement Association. The
program is focused on organizational planning in two State Education-
al Agencies and involves the sequential implementation of three
distinct, off-site, residential training efforts.

The first of these, the lManagement Course for Presidents (here-
after MCP) was to be attended by one representative from the Educa-
tional Agency--the State Superintendent. The second program, Top
Management Briefing (hereafter TMB) was administered to the top
twenty-four administrators from the.State Agency and twenty-four top
administrators drawn from pilot, local Education Agencies. The third
program, the Educational Planning Process, was administered to :
organizational teams which were primarily composed of persons who
attended the TMB.

Both the MCP.:and: TMB are one week didactic training programs
concerned with two gemeral issues--professional management and organi-
zational planning. The third program is exclusively focused on
organizational planning and entails twc one week programs with an
interium period of at least four weeks between sessions.

Based on a typology training program the previously mentioned
programs were examined and categorized. Two areas were identified as
the receipient of greatest impact from the training; the program
depended upon these areas to create organizational change. These
areas are: (1) individual awareness/knowledge and (2) role relation-
ships and group standards.

In order to provide a more systematic and valid basis from which
training effects could be assessed, a control group was added to the
population of organizations studied. Inclusion of the Control group
produced a Non-Equivalent Control Group research design.

Two measurement techniques were developed to assess the presence
or absence of change--(1) semi-structured interviews which were
taped and submitted to content analysis and (2) a survey questionnaire.
The first of these methodologies was applied to the top twenty-four
administrators in the two Experimental States and the Control State.
The second methodology was applied to a specially selected population
of approximately seventy-two people in each of the three organizations.

Both of these methodologies were constructed in such a way that
they provided overlapping measurement. This was done in order to
reduce the problem of reactive measurement and enable the exploration
of the training program from different perspectives.

Analysis of the content and questionnaire data related to the

expressed goals of the training program revealed very little change

—g-
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occurred that could be attributed to the training program in either
of the Experimental States. - :

N

Analysis of the data related to role relationship and group
standards indicated a mixed, albeit very limited, impact of the
training in one of the Experimental organizations and virtually no
impact in the second organization. —

Overall, we conclude that the training program did not change
attitudes toward management and planning in one of the organizations.
In the case of the second organization some positive training effects :
occurred in the area of role relationships and group standards. This L
impact was an unanticipated consequence of modifying the period of
time allocated to training in this organization. In addition, the i
organization which showed some effects or changes attributable to o
‘training alsc was consistently lower on all of the measurement =
variables than either. .the other Experimental State or the Control. '

Since this was the first year of a2 two year evaluation
program and since the training program was completed very recently, no _
organizational output measures were included in the study.

[
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Professionalizing Management and Planning: A Stragggy for Change

Introduction

Th1s report is divided into three sections. The first of these
is a description of the American Management Association's (hereafter
AMA) training effort with two State Departments of Education. The
AMA training program was called "Adapting and Testing Business Manage-
ment Development Programs for Educational Administrators". In this
section attention will be given to the tra1n1ng design, substantive
content areas, and change targets. In short, the reader should Te-
ceive a general picture of the program's or1entat10n and change
strategy.

: -The sééond section is research methodology. The research design,
methodologies, data gathering techniques and statistical tools will be
presented. Particular emphasis will be given to the strengths and
weakness of the research design and the impact it has on the inter-
pretation of the research findings.

The third-section will present the research findings, an inie}-
pretation of data, overall conclusions, and recommendations.

Adapting and Testing Business Management Programs
for Educational Administrators

The program which we are about to describe was, as evidenced by
its title, develgped by working with a business clientele over a
period of years;* this was the first comprehensive application to
public educational institutions at the State level. The training
extended from the top levels of State education organizations to local
educational districts. The program is described as a pilot project
to determine what types of adaptations were necessary in this context,
while maintaining the basic integrity of the previous program design,
conceptualization, and implementation strategy. ;

Fourteen specific goals were to be addressed. These goals were
stated in terms of degree of achievement; in other words, the training
proposal specified that no assumption was made that all goals would be
fully achieved during the first year; the question was to what degree
the organizations undergoing the training moved toward achievement of
these goals.

i — —
The . program had been applled to several local educat1ona1 S ;

systems prior to the application described in this report.

-1-

by -
(s &
iz

RTINS AR U S £
b



1.. An agreed upon definition of the agency's mission. =~
~2. Established continuing objectives and planning procedures
for long-range achievement of the institution's mlssion. ,
3. Identified resources and constraints.
4. Differentiated between where the 1nst1tut10n 1s g01ng and
. where it wants to go.
5. Modified prev1ously established. obJectlves.
6. .. Identified and analyzed. alternatlve courses - of act1on.
7. Determined priorities.
8. Made strategic action’ a551gnments.
. 9. Defined standards of performance for key admlnlstrators.-
' 10. Specified task completion .dates. - R
11. Designed supplementary planning efforts.. .
12. Assigned responsibilities to subordinate umits. L
13. Designed a methodology by which future performance may be
. evaluated in relation to the performance speclfied in the
: Co plan..~, s
14, . Produced and are 1mp1ement1ng a long-range strateg1c plan.2

The tra1n1ng can be dlfferentlated 1nto three program vackageS'
(1) the American Management Association's ''Management Course for
Presidents'", administered by the Presidents Association,’ Inc., ‘which
was founded by and is a part of the AMA, (2) the AMA's "Top Manage~
ment Briefing', also handled by the Presidents Association, and (3)
the "Educational Planning Process" administered and presented by the
AMA's Center. for. Plannlng and Development.z The target systems and
staging of these programs are shown in the followzng chart.

h%ww
S——

~ 2
American Management Association, "Feasibility and Pilot Pro-
‘grams-Proposal: ‘Adapting and Testing Business Management Develop-
ment Programs .for Educational Admlnlstrators" - ‘(Mimeo) (June 22,
1970): PP. 4'5 . : . R B R A
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Tra1n1ng Programs

{ Implemented; Implemented Implemented
Change . { 1st -_.2nd 3rd
Targets . Management § Top- Educational
) ' Course for | [Management Planning
Presidents Briefing Process
State Superintendent
of Education . (1 person)
' - i - Phase
2nd level of Top 1 Phase I
Management in I (12 people)

State Agency

3rd level of Top
Management in
State Agency

Local School

(24 people)

Phase
Ir -
(12 people)

Phase

~District #1 IET
o Phase (12:people)
Local School 1T . Phase
District #2 v

(24 people)
t (12 people)

From the point of view of change strategy, this chart depicts the
dictum change programs should start at the top and work downward in
the organization. First priority was to be given to the chief of the
organization (the State Superintendent) in order to secure support and
involvement from the most powerful position in the organization.
Initially, this was to be accomplished through attending the "Manage-
"ment Course for Presidents''; as the reader will notice, the participa-
tion of the Superintendent in the program is greater, in the sense of
scheduled time, than any of the other positions in the organization.

. The second priority was to 1nvolve the managerial levels immedi-
ately below the State Superintendent and two local educational
"agencies/superintendencies. This was to be accomplished by adminis-
tering two "Top Management Briefings' to a total:population-of forty-
eight people. The first included the State Superlntendent and twenty-
three of the top management personnel from the  State Educational
Agency; the second involved a separate briefing given to twenty-four
people from the local school district level; this group was composed
of two subgroups of twelve people from each of the pilot districts.
Each of the subgroups was to contain the Superintendent of Schools in
the District and eleven people he believed were most influential in
the top administration in his School District.

The third change priority was to reinforce the involvement of key
administrators and to focus on planning, the central point of the
training, through-the program called the "Educational Planning
Process'. For.these purposes, four groups of twelve were formed. The
first group was the State Superintendent and eleven of his immediate
subordinates; the second group was twelve people in the State Educa-

© -
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tional Department who were most immediately involved in program
services to the local educatlonal agencies.

'Consistént with the role the State Superintendent played in the
first of .these groups, the manager who was administratively respon-

sible for the program services was designated the team leader of this
second group.

The third and fourth groups were the teams of twelve people from
each of the local educational agencies (LEA's)

_Finally, one intern from each State was to be involved in the
""Top Management Briefing'' and then move to the AMA's center at
Hamilton, New.York for one year. The ideaz was that during this time
he would develop a sophisticated knowledge of the AMA's planning

process program so he would be able to serve as an “in-house’ consult-

ant to his organization when he returned. 1In addition, the interns
were to serve a ‘coordinating function between the AMA and the Experi-
mental States as the program proceeded. Only one of the States,
(Experlmental State #1) sent an intern through this program.

f . Program Packages: Design and Content

For the purposes of this report, it .is essential the character
of the three different training efforts is presented and explained.

.By this we do not mean, who spoke, who did what, the eloquence of

lectures, etc.; we assume the training programs were conducted by
professionals and that- the vi%ual aids, hand;out'materials,~etc;hwere

.well de51gned and researched

~ What we are concerned about as far as understand:ng the impact
of the program on the training organlzatlons, is the design of the
programs and the substantive content. “We will attempt to describe
each of the three dlfferent general prograns from these perspect1ves.

Four areas-(a) content (b) per cent of time allocated (c)

- learning format and (d) input control--will be used to develqp a

matr1x to. describe all three of the AMA's tra1n1ng programs

3

-In short, even though the various training programs ‘were ob-"
served by the person-who did the field research and copies of all:

~written materials were obtained from AMA, we do not feel it-is appro-

priate for us to evaluate speaker’s presentat1ons or make Judgments
about the literature utilized. : - :

-4

.

4&}
~——

N’

"} ”

(A

7o

L Gyt

1

W iienie



Program #1: Management Course for Presidents -

. The "Management Course for Presidents’ was a 4-1/2 day resi-
‘dential progranm conducted at the AMA Grove Training Center in
Hamllton, New York, a training site which is located in the context
of much natural beauty and a training facility which, among other
things, is known for its "round table''. This large circular table is
the focal point .for all training and is designed to provide maximum
opportunity to be in visual contact with other trainees. The climate
this setting evokes when a program is underway is roughly comparable
to a board meeting .of a large corporation. The number of partici-
pants is limited to the number who can set around the table, including
the trainers (approximately 24). -

This is a regularly scheduled program the AMA has conducted for
several years. Twenty of these training sessions were to be offered
around the country and the world during 197i. The program is oriented
to -the chief executives in drganizations and is what is known as a-
"stranger” training situation. Only rarely does more than one par-'
ticipant come from the same organlzatlon and only rarely do the par-
ticipants know each other prlor to the program.

In the past, it has been attended almost exclusively by members
of the business community. 1Its express goal is " . . . to help the
chief executive improve both his own and his organization's managerial
effectiveness for the successful achievement of overall ‘goals'. 4" How
this goal is expressed is depicted in a four dlmen51ona1 matrix

following:

7
Taken from notebook material distributed at the program en-

titled, "An Introduction to the Presidents Association, Inc.".

S
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T
: Management Course for Presidents ' : )f
. % of Input |
Training Content Program{Learning {Controlled
: ‘ : ime Format by
| (In order presented) ‘ . ? !
#1- Management Theory & Practice '13.4 |Lectures CAMA
- Management as a Profession by AMA —
- -Principles of Management represen- ‘ :
-'Pattern of Management Action {tatives
. - Major skill of Management
} s Management Ethics | ] Supple- 7
2- Communication o - 7.1 |mented .
- Leadership Communlcatlons E with
#3- Plannlng ‘14. 53 visual 3
- Setting Corp. Objectives aids il
.- Strategic § Operational ‘ T
‘ Planning . . Occa- .
#4- Organization Theory & Prac- - 13.4 |}sional- ! ” ;1
tice . ' tdidactic i -
< HManager Hanpower Plannlng inter- ’ ;
- Organizing. Management Team : action i
#5- Climate ' 12.5 lwith |
- Motivating Management Team | lecturer
- Climate for Growth of Top or other 4 .
Management Personnel lpartici- - 3{
#6- Control . 17.0 ipants - ! ;
- Cor:rolling Management Team . v F -
- Developing Managerial : o | " | :
Standards of Performance L
i - Implementing Concept of '
Professional Mgnm't. - i ?]
#7- Leadership 7.1 U= U4 :
- Assuring a Dynamic Organi- : ]
zation . ~~ T
General Discussions: 12.5_‘Led‘by AMA|Primarily *“JQ,
represen- [AMA -
#1- Mgm't. Theory ‘tative; Second-
lorienta- |arily by ¥
#2- Planning rtion: clidclient
ent to cli+¢
ent reac- O
tions ' ;
} Small Group Discussion 2.7 [{Leader- Shared
; _ less, Between -~
: #1- Planning [task AMA ‘ {
oriented {and -
groups. Client -
Client to : :
client ‘
_lreactions PR




This matrix was developed on the basis of actual program time;
coffee breaks, eating time, recreation and study time or non-program
. events designed solely for entertainment purposes were excluded from
this analysis. The 1-1/4 hour time period at the beglnnlng of the
course which oriented people to the facility, staff and participants
and gave a brief overview to the purposes of the course were also
excluded. Given these exclusions, there is normally a total of
twenty-eight hours of formal program time available during the 4-1/2
days. K . ' :

Implementation of Program with State Education Agencies

" It was pointed out earlier that the personnel from the State
Education Agencies expected to attend this particular program were the
two State Superintendents of’Edubation; this was to occur prior to the
second stage of the training program, the "Top Management Briefing".
Both of the State Superintendents were given the opportunity to
participate in the ''"Management Course for Presidents’ held in
- Hamilton, New York on September 29 - October 3, 1971.

Only one of the Superintendents--the Superintendent from what we
shall call Experimental State #2--attended. The other Superintendent
was unable to attend and did not return at a later date because the
overall training program.had progressed to such a point it made it
‘1n0pportune

~’It~1s-1mportant to note the role of these two Superintendents is
defined differently by their respective State systems. The organiza-
tional position of the Superintendent that did participate is an ap-
*p01nted position within the civil service system of the State. The
~0rgan1zat10na1 ‘position héld by the Superintendent who could not
attend is an elected office gained through statewide elections held
every four years.

Since the monies allocated for the Superintendent of Experimental
State #1- to undergo the '"Management Course for Presidents’ was not
expended, it was reallocated and utilized to conduct a training pro-
gram for local educational administrators. This training was ad-
ministered after the completion of those parts of the original program
which ‘were related to the State Office of Educatlon.

A - ] T : e oo 2 e e

The description in the text says nothing about non-programmatic
time which is normally a highly important part of any residential
training program; in this context people who seldom interact oftemn do
and much of the general interaction involves processing the training
input: checking 6ut other's perception of specific events and comments,
etc. Since this set of condltlons can be assumed to be present during
any residential’ ttalnlng, no comment about it was made. This is, in
other words, a constant, albeit a very important one.

-7-
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The intent behind this special effort was to extend the implica- R
tions of the original AMA program by involving additional local level N
administrators; it was also assumed this would improve the possibility
of coordinating and communlcatlng the general orientation of the AMA o
project and give greater visability to program planning occurring ;
within the State.

‘Program #2: Top Management Briefing

This 3-1/2 day residential training program was to provide z :
common or shared training experience which would be undertaken by )
approximately twenty-four personnel from the same organization who :
held co-terminus positions in the organization, saw each other fre- ?‘
quently, were in scme way interdcependent with each other and, most
frequently, represented the upper sectors of management. ‘ )’

1
The AMA offered the '"Top Management Briefing" (hereafter TiB) at EJ
a training site near the focal organization but far enough away that
the program can proceed without significant interruptions from the 7
participant's offices. It is administered by two full-time employees s
of AMA; one person is responsible for coordination of facilities and -
other activities necessary to support the execution of the program;
the second is responsible for the administration of the program (intro-
ducing speakers, acting as discussion leader, dealing with emergent
problems, etc.). The training design is normally constructed-in the
AMA's New York City Headquarters. . f}

Like the '"Management Course for Presidents", the TMB has, in the
past, been primarily applied to industrial organizations. The stated ;
purposes are: : T}

I. To increase the profitability of the organizations rep- .

resented; DY

I1. To preésent an overall concept of what management is, y

" how it functions, and the techniques involved in its

_ successful practice; :

'III. To explain management educatlon tht is avallable, and L
' to place particular emphasis upon PA's (Presidents

Association) program. =)

The manner in which these goals found their expression in the
TMB program is depicted in the following matrix.

6 :
Taken from material titled "Purpose of PA Management Briefing"
and contained in the Presidents Association looseleaf binder given to f:)§~

all program participants. This particular document is found behind ‘ é
the tab, "Program”. _ . ,
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Top Management Br1ef1ng

i § % of Input
! Training Content ‘Program|{Learning |[Controlled
] Time Format by
g #1- Management Theory § Practice 13.8 {Lectures AMA
- Management as a Profession by AMA
- Principles of Management represen-
- Pattern of Management tatives
Action
~ Major Skill of ianagement | Supple-
- Management Ethics - |mented
#2- Planning 11.6 |with
- Strategic and COperational visual
Planning aids
#3- Organization Theory & Practice | 10.5t .
- Organizing the iigmt. Team Occa-
#4- Climate , 16.8 sional
- Assuring Dynamic Organiza- ' didactic
tion. inter-
- Growth of Management actlon
Personnel with |
#5- Control : ' 12.6 lecturer
- Controlling the Mgmt Team or other
- Developing Managerial Stand- partici-
... . ards.of Performance pants
#6~ Tralnlng e , 2.1 e
- Preview of Strateglc Educa- !
tional Planning Process (to |
be heid in Hamllton, N.Y )
#7- Leadership - 12.6
- Styles of Leadershlp . 7
- Application of Mgmt. Prin- 4 N/
cipals to. Education. } DR .
General Discussions: : 12.6 |Led by AMA Primapily
N PR represen- {AMA
#1- Group -Leaders Reports on tative; Second-
. "Organizing Mgmt. Team'' orienta- ;arlly
. S tion: by’ cilent
#2- Summary & -Conclusions: TMB client to SN
e i client '
#3- TMB Program Feedback P ‘lreactions
Small Group Discussion I 7.4 {Leader- Shared
less, between
#1- Organizing the Mgmt. Team task . AMk.andz
: oriénted cllent
groups. '
Orienta-
tion: _
client to’ |
client

reactions
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General emphasis is similar to the '"Management Course for Presi-
dents", with the following exceptions: the subtopics entitled ‘‘Moti-
vating the Management Team'', '""Manager Manpower Planning', "'Setting
Coxporate Objectives’ - and “Implenentlng the Concept of Professional

Management'! are not contained in the "Top Management Briefing' outline,

and the "Application of ianagement Principles to Education" is added.
In comparision to the "ianagement Course for Presidents'”, which had
twenty-eight hours of program time, the ""Top Management Briefing' had
23-3/4 hours. '

Implementation of the Program

Prior to the TMB programs, representatives from the AMA met with

various members of the State Department of Education from each State to
create understanding and coordination and to insure maximum receptivity

of the training effort.

Implementation of the program occurred as planned. Experimental
State #1 and Experimental State #2 both completed the two TMB's they
were supposed to receive. Top management from the State Educatiocnal
Office in Experimental State #1 underwent the program on September 14
- 17, 1971; the application of the program to the Local Education
Agencies occurred October 21 - 24, 1971.

Training was given to the State Education Agency in Experimental

State #2 on October 6 - 9, 1971 and to the local educat1on agencies in
that State on December 9 - 12, 1971.

Program #3: Educational Planning Process

Offered only at Hamilton, New York at the request of clients,
this program, like the other two programs, also has had its widest’
application with industrial businesses. The program is residential
in nature and runs for a total of two weeks. These two weeks are
divided into one week training sessions with a minimum interval of
four weeks between. This interval is built into the program in
order to allow the trainees an opportunity to Treturn to their organi-
zation, refine materials produced during the first week, discuss
ideas and issues with others and do preparatory work for the second
one-week sessiomn.

Based on their experience with business organizations, the AMA
found that a number of issues in organizational planmning are often
either poorly conceived or misconceived with the effect of reducing
the capacity of an organization to plan. For this reason, the AMA
developed a program to define the steps in the planning process and
the exact meaning of each. Considecrable attention is given to the

action implications of these definitions.

The "Educational Planning Process' rests on an explicit con-
ceptual base which defines organizational planning as (1) a logical
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sequence of steps, each with (2) a rigorous and exact meaning and (3)

~a situationally appropriate allocation of time to each of the steps.

The program, in contrast to the "'Management Course for Presidents"
and the "Top Management Briefing', is designed to be strongly
influenced by the input of participants. In other words; the precise
content which will emerge in each of the conceptual areas or planning
steps is largely a function of the organization receiving the training,
the organizational issues it faces, the goals it is attempting to
achieve, and the behavior of the administrators toward one another
before, after, and during the training program.

Two additional variables play an important role in this training
program: (1) the technological and physical characteristics of the
training site and (2) the role of the AMA representative or trainer.

The training facility is unique; it contains a series of meeting
rooms each with special technological apparatus and secretarial ser-
vices designed to accelerate and facilitate the training program.
Each main meeting room has a special slide projector system whichk
contains a series of slides, each with specific definitions of a
particular step in planning, content areas, examples of appropriate
outcomes, etc., which can be projected on a screen by either the
trainer or the trainees when difficulties are encountered. Large
blackboards are available on a track system in which each can be pulled
in front of the projection screen and used to record ideas and mate-
rial; afterward, the blackboard can then be "sent'" out of the room by
pushing them along the track and, if necessary, recalled in a similar
manner. Walls of the room are covered with a magnetic pzint which
allows sheets of butcher paper to be attached with magnetized vinyl
strips. A refreshment bar is part of the support appratus; it is
designed so that it can be stocked from outside, thus eliminating a
potential disruption of the training.

A small one-way window exists in the back of each room; this win-
dow enables a secretary to look in on the training session and take
notes from the material being produced by the participants; this mate-
rial is typed as expeditiously as possible and a copy is always placed
in front of each trainee’s seat before he returns from the next break
in the program.

The trainees sit behind a large semi-circular table (which can
seat thirteen people) and faces the blackboard and projection screen
area. At the end of this table is a console which controls the audio-
visual equipment such as the projector and the lighting system.

The role of the AMA representative in this setting is different
from the roles previously described. The trainer introduces and
defines himself as a '"resource person'', whose role is to help the par-
ticipants during the program. This means providing conceptual frame-
works, intervening whenever terms or roles are defined imprecisely,
calling for more precision, explaining and exemplifying the action
implications of the various steps in the AMA's conceptualization of

-11-
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the planning process, and encouraging logical, rational exchanges
between participants when conflict occurs. In other words, an impor-
tant facet of the role of the AMA trainer during the program is to

act as a "boundary maintainer”, to insure that what goes on, how it

is defined, and the procedures undertaken when working with each of
the planning steps occurs in a manner consistent with AMA's objectives.

fore wemian

-




EXPLANATORY MATRTIX

EDUCATIONAL PLANNING PROCESS
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Implementation of the Program

Of the three different training programs, this was by far most
complex in its implementation. The reader will recall that the
""Educational Planning Process" was to be provided to four groups of
twelve people from each State. The first of these was to be the
State Superintendent and eleven of his subordinates; the second was
'to be twelve people from the top administration of the State who were
most immediately involved in program services to the local education-
al agencies.8

The third and fourth groups were to be teams of twelve, each
from a pilot, local educational agency. The last groups were to in-
clude the local district Superintendent and eleven people he con-
‘sidered most influential in the administration of his organization.

Since this is the most complex program to execute, we will divide
our presentation into two sections and detail what happened in each of
the experimental states.

Implementation in Experimental State #1

The first group to undergo the tra1n1ng was ithe State Superlnten-
dent, ten subordinates, and one member of the State Board of Educa-
tion. The Board member only attended the first week of the program
and was replaced by an administrator from within the State agency when
the second session of training occurred. The second group from the
State Office of Education was composed of the person responsible for
local educational agencies who acted as team leader during the train-
ing, two organizational peers who along with the Director of Program
Services had attended the first of ""Educational Planning Process'
programs, and thirteen subordinates--for a total of sixteen people in
this second group. Three of these people had completed the program
previously and were undergoing it for the second time.

The third and fourth groups were from the local education agen-
.cies. The third group was composed of the Superintendent of Schools,
twelve subordinates and a representative from the State Office whose
role is to encourage management development training in all local
agencies; in this regard, he acts as a representative of the State
Superintendent. The fourth group was composed in a similar way.

8

Precisely how this group would be identified was not clear in
either the original training or during the early part of the imple-
mentation of the program. This had the effect of causing some disap-
pointment among several part1c1pants who attended the TMB and
expected to participate in the “"Educational Planning Process' but
were excluded from the program because they were not directly in-
volved in program service to the local level of cducat1on..
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Experimental State #1 a

Group From Training Dates”

#1 State Department of Session 1 - October 12 - 16, 1970
Education Session 2 - December 14 - 18, 1970

#2 State Department of Session 1 - January 18 - 22, 1971
Education Session 2 - March 1 - 5, 1971

#3 Local: Educatlon Session 1 - March 22 - 26, 1971
Agency o Session 2 - May 10 - 14, 1971

#4 Local Education - Session 1 - April 5 - 9, 1971
Agency - Session 2 - June 14 - 18, 1971

Implementation in Experimental State #2

Sequencing of the training program in Experimental State #2
occurred in a different manner. Experimental State #2 began the train-
ing process after Experimental State #1, and in the first application
of the program to the first group from this State (composed of the
State Superintendent and thirteen of his subordinates) a decision was
made to expand the length of the training effort; both the AMA and the
participants agreed there was a need for more time to complete the
steps in the training. This decision was also consistent with the
general irtént of the AMA which was to build understand1ng at the top
of the system before proceeding to lower levels. Three one week
sessions were given with an interval of seven weeks betwéen the first
and second session and an interval of four weeks betwéen the second
and third.

The second group from the State Education Agency was composed of
the administrator responsiblé for program services to local education,
who acted as team leader, and five of his subordinates. (Both the °
team leader and these sdbordlnates had undergone the first "Educational
Planning Process" program idministered to this State.) Seven sub-
ordinates ‘'of one of the five' 'team leader's subordinates also attended
the program. A total of thirteen people underwent the second program.
Normally;' this group would have had two one week sessions but due to
the modifications made in rélation to the first training group afid the
fact fifty percent of the people had had the program before, thls
training se551on ‘lasted only one week.

Like Experimental State #1, the third and fourth groups in this
State were from the local educational agencies. The third group was
composed of the local Superintendent and ten subordinates.’ The °
fourth group -was' composed of the local Superintendent, ten sdbordlnates
and ‘the President of the local board of education. Neither the
Superintendent nor the President of the School Board at;en@ed the

9
From AMA correspondence with research team, letter from Mary
Hill, dated September 10, 1971.
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first week of training due to extenuating circumstances. No repre- )-,

sentatives from the State Education Agency comparable to the person in
State #1 participated in either of these training programs.

Experimental State #2

1.0

Group | From Training Dates™ i
#1 - |State Department of (Session 1 - November 9 - 13, 1970
Education Session 2 - January 4 - 8, 1971
. e Session 3 - February 8 - 12, 1971
#2 State Department of |{Session 1 - March 8 - 12, 1971
- jEcuation
#3 Local Education Session 1 - March 29 - April 2, 1971
Agency Session 2 - May 24 - 28, 1971
#4 Local Education Session 1 - April 19 - 23, 1971
Agency Session 2 - June 21 - 25, 1971
Sumnary

At the local level in each of the two States the implementation
of the program went as AMA anticipated. The program aiso followed
expectations with regard to the first and second administrative
groups from the State Office of Experimental State #1. 1In the case
of Experimental State #2, the first group went through three weeks of
training rather than the anticipated two, and the second group went
through one week of training rather than the expected two week pro-
gram. Overlap in attendance between the first and the second group
was approximately fifty percent.

Experimental State #1 had an approximate overlap of twenty per-
cent between the first and second groups and their phase II program
ran for twc weeks. Thus, although the way the training was given to
each State varied, the total amount -of time top admlnlstrators were
exposed to the program was fairly comparable.

Fihally, there was considerable continuity between the number of
people from the State Offices in both-States that attended both the
"Top Management Briefing'" and the “"Educational Planning Process".

Out of twenty-six people who attended the TMB in State #1, twenty
went through the "'Planning Process’, a continuity of seventy-seven
percent. In State #2, fifteen of the people:from the State level who
attended the TMB attended the '"Planning Process'', a cont1nu1ty of
sixty-three percent. Virtually one hundred percent continuity was
achieved at the Local Educational Agency level in each State.

10
From correspondence with rescarchers, op. cit.

11 : : o .
The data which follows was developed from thée AMA's Program rosters.

(o2
S

. }
t\_//

—

oo

"~
'\E
-




{
\

Research Metlgods

Developmenz of the Research Design

Research design is a key factor, perhaps the key factor, in

‘assessing the effects of any progran. Design af affects the degree to
' which data can be unambiguously mterpreted' that is, it.controls

against the possibility of multiple explanations of research findjings.
In this sectéon, we will describe the initial research proposal and
the modified version which became the basis for this training evalu-
ation. The intention is to elucidate the strengths and weaknesses

of the research de51gn so’ the reader will have a clear understanding
of its effects on the interpretation of evaluation findings.

‘Prbvisiohal Desi'gn: Problems and Prospects

When the research team first began to explore AMA's thinking
about the evaluation study, it became clear the only explicit '
assumption which had been made was that "before and after data
would be gathered from the two State Education Offices that had
committed themselves to undergoing the training program. On the
basis of this set of data, conclusmns about the effects of the

program were to be made.

The general concept for evaluation of almost any
learning experience is fairly straightforward;
its application is more complex. Basically, our
approach is to_conduct 'before and aftexr" evalu-
ation studies.

. The report from which this comment was taken does not mention
control groups or comparison groups but speaks primarily about
techniques of measurement and appropriate areas for measurement.
From the standpoint of research’ design, serious problems lay ahead
if this path were traveled. These problems can be summarized by
saying the des:.gn would be, for all practical purposes a "One-
Group Pre-test-Post-test Design''--duplicated in two orgam.zatlons.
Data gathered within this particular type of design is susceptible
to a multiplicity of rival expl.atna‘l::v.ons.2 In other words, if this
design were used, a number of interpretations of the research
findings, each with equal or uvndeniable plausibility, could be made;
no satisfactory resolution of which was the more meam.ngful
interpretation would be poss:Lble.

1

Treadway C. Parker, ''Suggestions Concerning Evaluation of the
AMA/USOE Training Project' (Hamilton, New York: AMA; August 6, 1970).

2

Donald Campbell and Julian Stanley, Experimentzl and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago: Rand McNally § Co.,
1966), pp. 9-12. .

30
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For several reasons--the widespread utilization of this design in
training evaluations,3 the inherent limitations of this design and
the effect modificatlon of it had on this particular evaluation =
effort,--it is important the consequences of utilizing a '"One-Group
Pre-test-Post-test Design' are portrayed clearly. To begin this
analysis, it is necessary to have a set of symbols which ‘can beé used
to poitray the basic parameters of a research design. In the ana1y31s
which follows, we shall rely ‘on the work of Campbell and Stanley.

The symbols they use are:-

X = exper1menta1 or treatment Varlable ' -
- . 0 = observation, data gathering-at a spec1fic point of time
R at the end of a row = random selectlon of the sample popula-
~ tion. - '
Serles of dashes (--—-) between rows = a non-random selection of
the populatlon was used,

Any X's or O's in a g1ven row 1nd1cate the appllcatlon of these vari~-
ables to the same population. - Moving from left to: right represents
movement in time from a beglnnlng_point to an ending point. Vertical
alignments of these symbols.indicate that the events, either X or O
occurred at the same time in different populations. Thus the des1gn
which was proposed the "One-Group Pre-test-Post-test Design''--:
duplicated in two organizations, can be symbolized in the following
manner:

. :Fall, 1970 ~Spring, 1971

Experiment #1 o - X 0
Experiment #2 0 X 0

The above symbolization reflects the fact that data (0) is to
be gathered from an organization prior to the introduction of a -
new program (X) and .then-gathered after the program. is over. This -
process is repeated in both organizations. There is no- control ‘group;
this is reflected by the absence of a row without an "X". Both: the
observations (0) and programs (X).occur simultaneously in ‘each of the
organ1zatlons. Lack of a series of dashes between rows or an 'R":at
the end indicates that no comparlson -is to be ‘made between groups.f

N

3Marvin Dunnette and John Campbell, "Laboratory‘Eduoation:' Impact
of People and Organizations,'" Industrial Relations, American Psycholo-
glst VIII (October, 1968), pp. 1-27.

4Campbe11 and Stanley, p. 6.
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One fact this design reflects is the practical reality of
selecting treatment groups on some :basis other than random
selection and, consequently, reducing the possibility of optimum
generalizability of treatment effects to the larger universe of
similar social units, in this case the universe of State Educational
Systems. -..This is not intended to be a criticism of the actual
choice process used in this program; it is simply an acceptance and
acknowledgment of the consequences of not select1ng the study
populations on a random basis. This problem is by no means unique
to this particular evaluatigd-but is characteristic of most field
studies® of the effects of training in an on-going organizational
setting. Selection is, however, only one of a number of factors
which affect the power of a research ‘design.

Campbell and Stanley have identifiéd fifteen factors which,
if not controlled by the research design, can have deleterious
effects on the validity of research findings. They call these
factors “threats to validity" and distifiguish two general types--
Internal and External. Internal threats to validity are those
which can effect' the interpretation of research findings.

The nine con31derat10ns which relate to internal valldlty are:

Internal Valldltz Factors6

1. HlStOIY’ events, other than the experimental treatment,
occurring between pre-test and post-test and thus pro-
viding alternate explanatlons of events.

2. 'Maturatlon' processes withih the respondents or observed
social units producing changes as a function of the passage
of time per se, such as growth, fatigue, secular trends etc.

3. Instability: unreliability of measures, fluctuations in
sampling persons or components, autonomous instability of
repeated or “equivalent' measures. (This is the only
threat to which statistical tests of significance are
relevant.) i-

4. Testing: the éffect of taking a test upon the scores of a
second testing. The effect of publication of a social
indicator upon subsequent reading of that indicator.

5 . . L -

W. Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study o6f Organizations",
Handbook of Organizations. Edited by James G. Maxrch '(Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1965) pp. 261-303.

6

Donald Campbell, '"Reforms as Experiments", American Psycholo-
gist, XXIV (April, 1969) p. 411. This article contains an expan-
sion of the list of variables in Stanley §& Campbell, _11 cit. - -

3<
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9.
::indifferential rates of '"maturation' or autonomous change.

" Instrumentation: in which changes in the-calibration of a
measuring instrument or changes in the observers or scores

* used may produce changes in the obtained measures.

Regression artifacts: pseudo-shifts occﬁrring when persons
or treatment units have been selected upon the ba51s of
their extreme scores. :

Selection: biases resulting from dlfférentlal recruitment
of comparison groups, produc1ng dlfférent mean levels on
the measure of effects. :

Experimental mortality: the differential loss of respondents
from comparison groups. . -

Selection-maturation interaction: selection biases resulting

Variables related to externdl validity may have a bearing on the
processes explored during an experiment but they do not directly affect
the interpretation of the research results; the major consequence of
not controlling for these variables is to dramatically reduce or even
make impossible the extension of findings to other contexts.

External Validity Factors’

1.

Interaction effects of testing: the effect of a pre-test in
1ncrea51ng or decreasing the respondent’'s sensitivity or
responsiveness to the experimental variable, thus making the

- results obtained for pre-tested population unrepresentative

of the effects of the experimental variable for the umpre-
tested universe from which the experimental respondents were
selected. "

Interaction of selection and experimental treatment: unrep-
resentative responsiveness of the treated population.

Reactive effects of experimental. arrangements: ‘“artificial-
ity', conditions making the experimental setting atypical
of conditions of regular application of the treatment:
“Hawthorne Effects'. _

Multiple-treatment interference:. where multiple treatments

~are jointly applied, producing effects atypical of’the

separate application of the treatments.

Irrelevant responsiveness of measures: all measures are
complex, and all include irrelevant components that may.
produce apnarent effects.

7

Campbell, p. 411.

33

-22-

L

i

|

)

Py peTCNEY

¢
n.-ml'_wlﬁl

\W."\‘

P



AT

6. Irrelevant replicability of the treatments: treatments are
complex and replications of them may fzil to include those
components actually responsible for the effects.

Taken together, these fifteen variables constitute '""State of the
Art' thinking about research design: in the social sciences. Since
we are -reporting the effect of training in a field study or quasi-
experlmental situation in which it will not be possible to assume in
any rigorous way that the findings have generalizability, we' shall
restrict ourselves to consideration of the nine threats to internal
validity. detailed above and show how- these threats are or are not
controlled -for by both the preliminary and actual researdh design

" employed.in this evaluation efforts.

One additional step needs to be taken prior to this amalysis
and that is to indicate what kinds of strategies are relevant to
controlling or reducing the impact of these threats to meaningful
interpretation of research data.: Ei this area, we are largely on our
own;. we:know of no document available to illuminate this problem.

On the other hand, there are a séries -of strategies implicit in the
work of Campbell and Stanley which'we shall attempt to make expiicit.

According to our analysis, the nine threats to internal
valldlty can be grouped into three areas: (1) factors affected by
the presence of control groups; (2) factors affected by the manner
in which the measurement process is handled, and (3) a factor which
cuts across both of the former areas.

Strategies for Minimizing Threats to Validity ... .

Conditions Related to Presence or Absence of Control Groups

Threats ‘ : Reducédfby:

1.  History . ' Addition of one or more control or non-
. treated groups, preferably selected con
a random basis.

and/or

‘utilization of data collected over an
extended period of time. If only the
latter strategy is used, it is critical
that the measurement process by which the
data was. generated remained the same.
(C£. andlysis of threat #5 below.)

2. Matgratipp . Addition:of one, or more control.groups,
. e preférably selected on a random basis.
4. Testing ., .. Addition of at least one control group

which is not pre-tested, assuming both
the experimental and control group are
selected randomly o

or

34
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Threats

o=
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Reduced by.

iﬁ%add1t10n of at least two control groups-
- one is pre- and post-tested, the second

is post-tested only. (Assuming random
selection processes, differences between
the first and second control group is

related to testing.)-

6. Regression Artifacts - -

" Avoidance of the use ‘of groups which

are extreme, elther'hlgh or low, in
relation to the general population as

‘determined by some measurement device.

7. -Selection
and

9. Selection-Maturation
“-Interaction

Random selection of study group(s)
plus

examination of recruitment, selection
and turnover figures in the-case of-

groups vwhich have existed over-tlme :
prior to the egperlment. " -

Condltlons Related to the Measurement Process

Threats

3. Instability

Reduced By:

- (Assuming the- presence of at least one

control group.) Statistical analysis

..and probability.theory plus careful

design of measurement factors.

S. Instrumentation

. (Assuming the presence of at least one

control group.) Not modifying measure-

- . ment instrument during the study and -
- thorough analysis of comparaibility of

"comparable' or "equivalent'' measure-

ment methods, if these are to be utilized.

General Condition

Threat -

8. Experimental Mortality .

Réduced by:

" Random selection process if group{s)-:
.zls(are) to be temporary plus (in the *
' case of non-temporary groups) careful;

pre- and post-analysis of mortality
rates in the population studied.

35
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Each of these strategies represents a way in which threats to
internal validity can be reduced or minimized; lacking the utilization
of the appropriate $trategy, the threat to validity is glven full

play. . Such a.situation would:pérmit the p0551b111ty of explalnlpg
away the appavent effect of any experiment by ralslng fhndamentally

unchallengable arguments that the é&ffects were a function of another
variable rather:than of the treatment or experimental situation.

" Thus, it.is appropriate to ask what strategies for controlling

threats to internal validity were present in the original research
design. o

The answer is virtually none. Without at least one control
group which would not receive the experimental tredtment, there is
no way to refute a rigorous argument that 'apparent" effécts have
nothing to do with the application of the tralnlng program‘but are
due to history,.maturation, testing, regression artifacts,. selectlon,
or selection-maturation interaction. In essence thls_prdblem

would exist because of no baseline (i.e., a non-treated group) which
would allow comparative assessment of what kinds or degrees of change
could be clearly attributec to the training program. Without a control

.group, the threats of. Instability -and Instrumentation are, be1ng as

generous as .possible, questionablé; that is, there would be no way

..of having confidence either of thése were not playlng a role in

.....

"produc1ng .apparent treatment: effects: ‘Findlly, since the two .groups

undergoing training were not selected on a random basis, the potential
threat .of experimental mortality could not be minimized and could

.. create dlfficultles in data 1nterpretat10n. It ‘should be noted that

.....

difficult to control. Theoretically it is not only a a ‘potential

function of selection processes, but also is 'd function of the 1mpact

of the experiment on:the participants. Given' these considerations,.

a generous view would be that it would' be queSflonable whether or not

this. threat would be controlled.S8
In shert, the control effects of this design are:

R ///

8 .o
Stanley and Campbell, Op. Cit., pp. 7-13, argue, assuming random
selection of the group, that selection and mortality can be controlled
by this design. Since this was not the nature of the selection process
we believe it is questionable these problems would be coptrolled.

B S



Final Design:. Problems and Prospects

Because of these con51derat10ns, a control group wa$ added to the
sample .populations. At first, we intended to add two control groups-
aone which would be pre-tested and post-tested and one which would be
post-tested only. Because neither the experimental groﬁps nor the
control group(s) were to be selected on a random basis, it was dec1ded
that the potential payoff from including two control groups would not
be worth the additional time and effort. Therefbre, only one pre-
tested and post-tested control group was used.

.Selection factors which were the basis of choosing the two exper-
imental: States were not made clear to the research team beyond the
fact that these two organizations contained peoble in key administra-
tive positions who were friendly toward AMA, knew representatives of
AMA and believed the program would help their” organzzatians function
more effectively. The two expernmental States could therefbre, be
-called ''seekexs™. - .

.. The inclusion of the control State was accomplished by inter-
viewing top administrators of the experimental States and asking for
recommendations as to what two States would be most comparable to the
two experimental States. Three States were nominated; the one which
received, the most consensual rating was chosen. When the top adminis-
trator of the potential control State was contacted, he agréed to let
‘his State be the control group and, as part of the rationale for :
accepting. thls role, stated that by part1c1pat1ng in this manner he
hoped his State would be more likely :to recs 1ve 51m113r tralnlng should
the program.be -expanded .in :the future. -

Thus,. a1l three of theé groups--the two experimental ‘groups and
the one control group--can be .characterized as "seekers",fan orientas
t10n<thCh'may or ‘may: not: be widespread among State Education Depart-
ments.. The '"Nonequivalent Control Group Des:gn"--applled to two ..
experimental situations--which grew out’ of’these c1rcumstances is
depicted below. :

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971
OExperiment #1 0 X 0
0 0

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971
gExperiment #2 (4] X 0

9
The bottom row in each case represents the same control group.
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This set of conditions approximates, with the exception of the

lack of random selection methods, a true experimental design which
effectively controls for all of the threats to internal validity.
Absence of random selection does, however, make significant differ-
.ences between the above design and an experimental design. 1This
difference is essentially centered around the problem of matched groirs
versus randomly selected groups. Since random selection is the cnly
known way to gain assurance biasing di fferences between the groups
are minimized, it is problematic that matched groups will in fact
be "matched", i.e.; alike. The analysis of the selection variable
is very important and the only way to assess the degree to which

the study groups are comparable is through scores on the pre-test.
The greater the similarity of scores the more thoroughly the
threats of selection and history, maturatlon, testing, 1nstrumenta-
tron and 1nstab111ty are controlled. In other words, oo

The d1fference for the expenmental group between
pre-test and post-test (if greater than that for
the control group) camnot be explained by main
effects of these variables such as would be found .
affecting both the expenmental a.nd control group.. 10

. The variable of selection-maturation interaction is -les_s ,than N

~ clearly controlled by this research design’ even ‘though pre-test

- scores may 1nd1cate conparabz.llty prior to ‘the introduction of the
experimental program, "this comparability may be a temporary .
correspondence when in fact the rate of maturation is di fferent _1n
the study populat:.ons. So, the extent to which this threat is
controlled by the research design is questxonable. The factor of
regression artifacts is also controlled in a quest:wnable manner.

If. . . the means of the groups are substantially
different (in terms of the pre-test), then the
process of matching not only fials to prov:.de the. in-
.tended equation but in addition insures the
occurrence of unwanted regression. effects. It . -
becomes prechctably certain that.the two groups will
‘differ on their, post-test scores altogether. :mdependontly
of any effects of X, and that this difference will .
vary directly with the dlfference between the total
populations from which the selection was made and
inversely with the test-retest correlation.ll

Finally, it is possible to effect control over the variable of
mortality through an examination of the extent to which differential
mortality occurred between the experimental and control groups when
the post-test data was gathered.

10
Campbell and Stanley, pg. 48.

11
Campbell and Staaley, p. 49.
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To summarize, the control effects of this design are:

Note: Plus (#) = control over the threat to validity
This de51gn .clearly exercises control over all of the threats to ™
unambiguous interpretation of the effects of the training program with 7'
the exception of (A) regression artifacts, {B) selection-maturation -
interaction and, (C) possibly, the selection factor. - )
Finally it should be noted we are taking a conservative posture
toward research methodology, we have called this research design a
"NOn-equlvalent Control Group Design'' applied to two experimental _
situations. In short, we believe a more rewarding 1nterpretat10n of .
the effécts of the training program can be made by viewing the two fl
experimental training programs separate and distinct from each other.
The effects of each program would then be assessed in' relationito the =3
control group Whlch did not receive the program.lz This posture enables fg
us to avold a number of tenuous assumpt1ons about the extent to which
the two experimental units were in fact:comparable and reduces the -
problem to the question of comparability between each experimental j(
group and the control group. By proceeding in this manner, differences o
in 1mpact ‘of the training program should be more readily discernable
and the overall effect of the training should be more easily identi-
fied.

e
-...-.—.....I

. Fal et
Research Methodology within the Research Design:..

The fundamental problem was to define what was to be evaluated
and how. Documents obtained from he. American Management Associa-
ticn suggested a number of’posslbllltles. The original research ‘ -
proposal stated that the evaluation effort.was to measure the achieve- -
ment of the programs obJectlves (noted on p.. of this report) and :
"the degree of planning's Iggroductlon and 1mp1ementatlon into the
individual school systems“ G .

o

b

12
With one exception which is explained on p.48 of this section.

CooN
L
.
—

13 oY }':H'":' " |
AMA, "Feasibility and Pilot Programs Proposal%, p. 12. )

39 S R : . u

Q ’ -28- o




———— s

e
v \

. /‘
{
\.

Specifically, the evaluators will attempt to
o 1.(1) measure the results of the briefings and
: f', ‘pilot programs as teaching/learning method-
" ologies to introduce planning as a basic
. management tool into educational systems.
. The evaluation should also (2) weigh the
effectiveness of the planning process as an
-.educational device, (3) the quality of
“instructional materials and methods,
(4) the character of the statistical and
other input material supporting the planning
process, . and (5).the significance of
decisions resulting or forthcoming as a
direct result—of the combination of brief-
ings and plannzng,processes 14,715

A secand document from AMA.proposed that the focus of’the
evaluatlon effort. should be. . .

To find out if the learning experiences which

make up- the program have been effective.:

Effectiveness should be defined in terms of

improved management znd planning practices

within the- organlzatlons trained. Improve-

ment implies change in a positive direction ' 1
. so the evaluatlon will attempt to measure change. 6

The pnqposal goes on to say. . .

The var1ab1es to be measured probably fall into
three general categories: attitudes, knowledge
and job behavior. The attitudes of most
interest to us are those which pertain to manage-
ment and planning. How do these people feel
.. about the concepts of management and plann1ng7
~The knowledge of most. interest to us also is
concerned with management and planning. The
basic. .question is--what do the people know
about management and planning? The job b behavior
to be measured is concerned with management and
planning actions. The basic question here is--what
do people do differently after the training than .
before?l7 — . ,

1l

% "Feasﬂnhty and Pilot programs Pmposa]." P 12

15Empha51s added through underlining and numbering of 1tems

16Treadway Parker, "Suggestions Concerning Evaluation of the

AMA/USOE Training Project'" (Hamilton, New York: AMA; August 35
P. S.

17Parker, p. 5-6. Emphasis_.in original text.
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And the author suggests that these areas be:measured through
questionnaires, interviews, observation, and organizational documents.
One circumstance which it seemed desirable to avoid was the
practice of assessing the effectiveness by collecting ‘data at the site
of the trairing immediately before and after the program. The likeli-

hood that data of this nature would have any 51gn1ficance to actual
behavior gn the job is qulte low.18  The critical test is as Katz

and Kahnl? have suggested: What kinds of change occur. in the
organizational setting? Any attempt to answer this question must have
as its focus the organlzatlonal context in which the trainees act out
their organlzat1onal behavior; in this m111eu, many of the determinants
of organizational behavlor, which are absent in off-site training
situations, have full sway. The role sets, group and organizational
norms, constraints which grow out of the absence oI presence of
technology, and the influence of the organizational environment are
the force field against which training efforts are ultimately applied.
If the’ tralnlng effort is to have the effect of changing patterns of
behavior in the organization, this set of factors must, in some way,
change . . . .

Linking Program with Potential O%ganizational Impaét

The problem from a methodological standpoint.is to establish a
conceptual linkage between the training and the on-going organizational
system. This linkage is fundamentally dependent upon the type of
training program and the way the program is implemented. Type of
training is defined by the composition of the training group and, in
turn, the composition of the group determines the impact the program
can have on organizational behavior. The latter.consideration is
keyed to the goals and types of change which can:realistically be

18 B o
Dunnett and Campbell Cp. Cit. <cven though the type of training
examined by Dunnett and Campbell is different .from what occurred in
the AMA's training effort, the methodological criticisms they levy

and the support they havv, as evidenced by the research findlngs
reviewed, are relevant to this problem. ..

19 . e . ) Lt

Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology of Organi-
zations (New York: John Wiley, 1966), pp. 390-91. Katz and Kahn
call the assumption that training changes will produce direct organi-
zational change, the psychological fallacy. Their critique of
strategies of change and assumed potential organizational effects is
thorough and sophisticated.
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/ expected to occur from the training. In this context, goals of
[ change means the broadest target system that can be affécted
A by the tralnlng and type of change means the outcome or effect.
A typology 20 which characterizes five different types of
training is presented in the following chart.

P

Soadad -

.,

20
The titles to categories l-4--stranger, cousin, diagonal and
family or functional--and their definitions were adapted from: -
Warren Bennis, Changlng Organlzatlons (New Ybrk McGraw-Hlll
\.1966), pp. 120-1210: :
-( “The two categorles, goals and types of .change, were~not
A taken from this source but were developed by the research team.
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“*FYPES'OF OFF-SITE

Composition of Training Group ']

1. Stranger Programs: Executives from organizations attend. . .
as 'delegates' representing their organi-
zations."

2. Cousin Programs: "For individuals with similar organiza-
tional ranks but from different functional
groups, e.g., all first-line supervisors or
all general foremen."

3. Diagonal Programs: 'Composed of members from the same company
but of different ranks and from different B

departments. No man is in the same group :

with anyone from his own work group."

4. Family or "These groups are identical to the intact N
Functional group as indicated by the formal organiza- ‘ )f
Group Programs: tion; e.g., a particular supervisor would be

with his work group."

et m——

5. Inter-Department Two groups of organizational members; each

Programs : group composed of selected (most influential
or powerful) members from the partlcular
organizational unit.21} ,

Program #5 was drawn and adapted from Jack.PbriYce and kéymond _
Weil, Manag1ng With Peop;e (Readlng, Massachusetts Addison-lesley, . {N)i‘
1971), pp. 124-30. - ' z

21
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ORGANIZATIONAL TRAINING

Program Goals of Change*

Type of Change*

Primary£ .InaiVidﬁal‘
Secondary: --

Tertiary: ?

Primaryf I#di?idual awarénéss/knowledgé'
 Secondary: 7 A

Teftiary: 2

Prlmary. Individual

Secoﬁdaty i,

Tertiary: Intra-

department relations 1

Primary: Individual aﬁaré?éss}kﬁ§&;§d§e |
Secondary: -- .

Tertiary: Interbpersonal expectatlons of
' Tole relatlons and group standards

Primary: Individﬁél:"
Secondary: Inter-

dépa¥tment relations |

Tertiary: Intra-’

department relations
) -3

‘I Primary: Indlv1dual awareness/knowledge

Secondary: Inter-group standards of appro-

. . priate relatlonshlps
Tertiary: ~Inter-personal expectations abput
' roie relations and group standards

Primdry: Intra-- .
department’relatlons
SeEBndary Ind1v1dua1

Tertiidry: 1n§er- o
erartment relations

Primary' Interpersonal expectatlons of role
L ;elatlonshlps and group standards
Secondary Ind1v1dua1 awareness/knowledge

Tertiary:’ Inter-group standards of appro-
e priate relatlonshlps

rrrrr

Prrmary. Intex-
department relations

Secondary: Intra~
department relations

Tertiary: Individual

' Primary: Inter-group standards approprlate
relatlonshlps

Secondary: Inter-personal expectat;ons ‘of
role relationships and group
standards.

Tertiary: Individual awareness/kngwledge

*a dash (--) = unknown
a question mark ?) =

competing possibilities
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The second variable involved in the linkage between training
and on-going organizational behavior is the way the training program
is implemented. Each of the five types of training programs identi-
fied in the chart can be implemented in a different ways and,
accordingly, could have different degrees of impact on the fbrce
field in the target organization. These differences in approach have
their roots in beliefs about how trainee attitudes can be changed and
in the kinds of professional skills the ‘trainers possess.

In general, attitude change can occur through three d1fferent
processes--compliance, identifjcation,:and internalization.

Chanige through compliance is essentially learning to say or do
the expected thing in special social or organizational situations,
regardless of what the individual's prlvate béliefs may be. Change
through identification (unlike compllance in which the individual  *:
does not prlvately accept the attitude) is accepted both privately
and publicly. and is evoked when -the individual is actlng within the
relationship upon which the identification is based. i Both compliance
and identiiication ‘are tied to external sources and depend upon social
support. Change through internalization involves accepting influence
from an outside source because the nature of the influence is congruent
with the persons value system, useful in the solution of a personally
meaningful- problem, etc.. In other words, change occurs because it

--enables the person to better realize his personal values; this change
'is integrated into the person's value systemn.

In the case of both compliance and identification, change remains
isolated from the ‘person’s ba51c value system and is not integrated.

To sumnarize, we have developed a typology of types of training
programs and presented three kinds of attitudinal changes that can

' ..O0CCUr as a consequence of traln1ng. We are now in a position to
irelate the programs developed by the AMA to this conceptualization and
indicate the impact areas. :

The two programs which are readily clas§ified by the typology
are the "Management Course for Pre51dents" and the "“Educational ;
Planning Process"- The first of these was clearly ‘a- Stranger Program,,

' there was no reason to believe any of the participants knew each other:

* before the training session, came from the same organization, or-:

! would:return to’the same organization. The "Educatlonal Planning "~
Process' was designed to be a Family Program in that the organlzatlonal
leader and his subordinates defined the compos$ition of the program
participants. The third program, "‘Top Management Briefing", is some-
what more difficult to classify; basically it was what we have called
a Diagonal Program in the typology but there were deviations from the
exact definition of this type of program. These deviations were that
in several instances a subordinate and superior from the same depart-
ment were present; however, they were not there because of this rela-
tionship but because they represented dlfferent functional:-'units in the
organization. With only modest reservatlon, we will call this (the
TMB) a Diagonal Program.

22 . . " - :
These concepts and their description are drawn from: Herbert
C. Kelman, '"Processes of Opinion Change'', Public Opinion Quarterly,

XXV (Spring, 1961), pp. 57-78.
45
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Change Emphasis of AMA Program

NIRRT : . ' Inter-Personal

e : Individual . Expectations. : :Inter-group

S : Awareness- of Role:iRela- Standards of

S ' Knowledge - tions & Group’ Appropriate
R : Standards Relationships

Stranger Prdgram: -
Management Course Primary
for Presidents d

Diagonal Program: .
Top Managemernt Primary Tertiary Secondary
Briefing - :

Family Program: f.'éi

Educational Plan- P:;Sééondary o Primary . Tertiary- :
ning Process C e : - ;

We are using the teri:''emphasis" in.ithis chart .to.mean the-.area
of potential ‘organizational impact:-and have drawn the. primary, - -
secondary, and texrtiary categories- from the typology,-under .the :
heading "Type of Change''. The three:-¢olumn headings represent the
areas of organizational behavior which:are the linkage between:: .-
(1) the design of the-training program and (2) change in the:-orgamni-
zation. In other words, the design of a stranger program is.such that
all bets:.for organizational change are placed on the:capacity .of a
single trainee torzreturn.to an organization and change it. "In the
case of diagonal programs, the odds for organizational change are
placed primarily on the capacity of individuals to return to the
organization and effect changes based on new knowledge and awareness.
And, in addition, the design of this program allows one to gamble,
with somewhat lower odds, that the program will have had an impact
on inter-group standards of appropriate relationships between depart-
ments or work units. At a still lower level of likelihood, it is
also possible the program can have an impact on role relationships
and group standards of behavior.

Family programs, by their very design, promote the greatest
possibility of change in the two interrelated areas: (1) inter-
personal expectations about role relationships and (2) the group
standards of behavior. Any changes which flow from the training
are occurring in the most important formal relationships individu-
als have’in:ithe organization. 'The:second and less heavily-impacted
area 1s--imdividual awareness and knowledge. The third and least

- affected area is--inter-departmental: relationships, although, :this

can be:antoutcoie-of this training design: assuming the organiza-
tion is a:'system where one work:unit:is 1nter-dependent with others,
changes in. one of the units will effect changes in relatlonghlps
with other immediate organizational units.-
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Potential Areas of Change

Lastly, the potential change effect of any of these programs must

be considered in relation to the number of people who are exposed to
each type. In the case of the change strategy pursued by the AMA,
the first organizational intervention was a stranger program given to
the State Superintendent of Education; this was followed by two
diagonal programs, the "'Top Management Briefings'; one was given to
twenty-four people from the State Educational Agency and a second was
given to twenty-four people and was composed of two groups of twelve
people from each of the two local educational agencies serving as
pilot experiments. The family programs, the "Educational Planning
Process', was given to two groups of twelve from the State Office,
and two groups from the experimental local educational agencies.

If the type of training program and its likelihood of organiza-
tional impact is related to the number of people who were trained, it
becomes clear that the greatest change emphasis in the AMA program
rests in the area of individual awvareness/knowledge. Thesecond most
emphasized area of impact is inter-personal expectations about .role
relationships and group standards.

These .are the-linkages-between the program and potential
organization change. This is not to be confused with the content of
the training program. In other words, regardless of the content of
the training program it would, because of the design of the program,
have to be translated through the linkages we indicated before it
could have the effect of changlng the orgamzatmn.z3 The methodo-
logical problem was' ‘therefore Teduced to a problem of measuring .

(1) chanige in individual awareness/knowledge and’ 2) change in
inter-personal expectations of ‘role relationships and group standards;
‘measurement of these areas would have to be related to the goals of
the training in order to assess the 1mpact of the program.

e e e
E N B

23
It is common practlce to blurr’ or confuse the distinction

between :the content of'a tra1n1ng program and the change potent1a1

These are distinctly differént matters. Change potential is a question

of training:design and’ concepts presented The powerful effect

de51gn has on outcomes is often” far' understated and exaggerated emﬁha-
sis is g1ven to content domains. In 'short, what we are calling for is

a balanced awareness of‘both 51des of this equatlon, rather than one
or the other.
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Measurement of the Effects of Training

In order to explore these two areas, it was decided to gather
data through three téchniques: structured questionnaires, semi-
structured interviews and observation of the training.

Questionnaires were chosen because this technique produces
a large amount of data through a relatively short period of
intervention in the organization's processes and because it pro-
duces data which lends itself to analysis with a minimum of -
preparatory time and effort. :

Relative to questionnaires, semi- -structured interviews
involve a much greater time investment from both_the researcher
and the respondent and present formidable tasks®® which much be
surmounted before the ‘data can be subjected to analysis.

- Nevertheless, semi-structured interviews were chosen as the
second ‘data gathering technique for one specific and very. 1mportant
reason; this methodology enables the respondent to describé .
circumstances and events with a minimal amount of definitional struc-
ture provided by the researcher. Theoretically, material produced
through this method will be more ''reality oriented"; more as the
interviewee sees and defines things. There is also reason to
believe that data gathered through this technique will be more conser-
vative, i.e., less likely to show training effects and that when
effects are produced they are morée likely to be of meaning and
value to the respondent and, hence, the organization.

Y

24 '

Given the ilimitations of funds, preparatory planning time,

end the time the members of the research team (which is, 1nc1denta11y,
composed of two people) could allocate over the period of thé project,
the study‘would of necessity, not approx1mate a comprehen51ve
assessment of program effects.

7 The person who conducted the field research attended all the
"Top Management Briefings!, the "Management Course for Presidents",
selected parts of the programs on the “Educational Planning Process,"
collected on-site data from the two experimental organizations and
the control organization both before and after the program. In each
State each of the on-site visits involved one week with the State
Education Department and three days with one of the Local Educational

Agencies. -

25Analysis of interview data normally involves the development
of a form of content analysis which provides a way of transforming
the interviewee's responses into a format which is similar to the.
material provided from a questlonnalre--1nten51t1es of‘expre551on to
spe01fic research categories--and entails the development of a
tralnlng process for the persons who are to code the interview
material. The latter is necessary in order to prov1de inter-coder
reliability when the interviews are analyzed. S
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Put differently, the questionnaire methodology is likely to-
rest, to some extent, on compliance processes--individuals saying
what they think they should say; the semi-structured interview process
is more likely to reveal internalized beliefs. held by the respondent.

Qusstionnaires and interviews were administered in the "every-
day' world of the organlzaxlonal setting. In designing the content
areas of the questlonnalre and . the semi- structured 1nterv1ewﬁ, a
conscious ‘attempt was made to prov1de majoxr amounts of overlap. This
overlap was intended to provide some means of controlling the problem
of reactive measurement--a significant issue in social science
research.<©

In formal organlzatlons, the prdblem of reastive measurement is
compounded by the measuring instrument and, when different organlza-
tional levels are surveyed, the zmount of trust that exists in the
organizational hierarchy. Since -the hierarchically superior level is
normally in the position of defining the .adequacy of its subordinate's
functioning, research questions which tap areas that. are controversial
between these levels in the organlzatlon will produce "reactive
measurement". The problenm is, put simply, that people respond to
the researcher's questlons ﬂartlcularly when they are in the form of
a questionnaire, in terms of what they believe the researcher wants
~them to say, not necessarily the reality of the organizational situ-
ation. In part, this is inherent to the nature of questionnaires;
they have to be de51gned in such a way that generalized. questlons '
are asked of the respondents and this, in turn, means that only |
rarely will the structure of the items correspond exactly with the way
the respondent would define the situation (assuming the respondent is
aware of the same situation). Semi-structured interviews are more
open-ended and enable the respondent to project more of his own defi-
nition of the situation onto the research question. .

If the data from these two areas is similar, it is possible to
' place greater belief in the measurement product. Thls does not, how-
eve%-7 eliminate the problem of reactive measurement; it only reduces
it. Administration of the questionnaires and the interviews also
reflected concern with this problem. . Throughout the data gatherlng
process, the population of people who were interviewed and given the
questionnaire were always interviewed first and then asked to respord
to the questionnaire. The less structured technique was applied before
the more structured. :

T i
Cf., Campbell and Stanley, pp. 20-22 and Frank Friedlander,

""Behavioral Research as a Transactional Process'', Human Organization,
XXVII (Winter, 1968}, p. 372. '

27Prlor to the pﬁbllcat101 of Chris Argyris' analysis of this
problem and suggestions for dealing with it, there was no known
strategy to surmount the problem of reactlve measurement in an effec-
tive way (other than indirect meaSurement technlques which did not
involve the respondents' active part1c1pat10n) Cf., Chris Argyrls
Intervention Theory and Method (Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-
Wesley, 1970). Especially, Chaps. 4 & S.
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Administration of the Questionnaire

Bearing in mind the problem of reactive measurement, the
sample to which the questlonnazres were applied was 1dent1fied in
a special way

The data gathering proc¢ess began with the open-ended interview
of the top twenty-four people in the particular State Agency; after
the compistion of the interview the respondent was asked to identify
two immediate subordinates with whom he felt he had good communica-
tion and who would not be involved in any of the formal training
adminstexed by the AMA. The questionnzires were then administered to
the two additional people in a way which insured their anonymity
to the extent it was possible. -

This process was repeated in each of the State Educational
Agencies; the top twenty-four administrators were interviewed, com-
pleted a questionnaire, and identified two subordinates who wereJtou
complete the questionmaire. This gagg 'd maximum possible population
of seventy-two people In each State.® Thus twenty-four of these
respondents were -directly involved in the training program and
forty-eight were, from the sstandpoint of those in the program, likely
to be positively biased toward their superior. We assume the presence
of "good.communications' meams:the individudls picked'will be
sensitive:to the influences of the training, or, at the minimum, °
more. sensitive to effects than persons excluded from this selectlon
process. : o

Reseaxrch Variables-Studied

Since this was the first year of a comprehen51ve tra&nlng
effort and because the program was likely to have greatest impact *
in two areas--(1) individual awzreness/knowledge and!'f2) tole relaJ"
tionships and group standards--it was decided to conceptualize the .
research areas as falling into what Renis Likert has called causal

and intervening organizational variables. Causal variables dre ones
L

. :- .28:
There is one exception to this statement; in Experimental
State #l, two people who were not included in the pre-training inter-

.views and who were not involved in the "Top Management: Briéfing"

but were asked to participate in the training as the progran ‘developed,
were added to the interview schedule. In short, these two persons
were not originally picked for the training but were added later.
Nelther of these .individuals were from the top twelve admlnlstratlve
group.

This 1ncreased the maximum possible population in this State
to seventy-eight.

-390~
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which

;. . . determine the course of deveélopments within
an organization and the ‘results ‘achieved by the
organization. . Causal variables include only those
independent variables which can be altered or changed
by the organlzatlon and its management 29

The "intervening variables' reflect the 1n;ernal
state and 'health of the organization, e.g., the
loyalties, attitudes, motivationms, perfbrmance

~ goals, and perceptions of alil members and their
.collective capacity for effective interaction,
communication and decision making.30

In the context of this pilot training project, the causal variables
are those related to:organizational planning and the intervening
variables are those which are related to what the AMA called pro-
fessional management and involves management theory, principles,
leadershlp, communication, control, and motivation. It was not
assumed--since the training was only recently completed--that signif-
icant effects would be present in the areg of organizational output,
the third category in Likert's analy51s.3 There are a set of docu-
ments which were produced by each State as they undertook the "Educa-
tional Planning Process' program and which contain goals, priorities,
etc. - However, these documents, 'in our opinion, represent intentions,
not necessarily processes and policies which have had the opportunity
to be implemented and affect organizational output.

Finally, it should be noted that this report will not cover the
impac+ of the training on both the State Educational Agencies and the
respective Pilot Local Educational Agencies. _The report will be
restricted to only the State Educational Agencies.

rgeye /-
J

29
Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1967), pp. 28-29

30Likert, p. 29.

Sliikert, p. 29.

32 report on the first year's effects of training on both the
State and Local levels will -be available when the forthcoming doctoral
dissertation by one of the members of the research team is completed.
It is anticipated that this material will be available by June, 1972.

Data gathering at the local level paralleled the process at the
State level throughout the research effort. .

-

33an analysis of impact at both levels will be abailable in the
report “due to USQOE on August 31, 1972; it will integrate research
findings from both the first and second year of evaluation.
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Design of the:Questionnaire

]
..‘

The questlornalre was designed around two areas;.the first
was related to that part of the goals of the AMA program which":
involved organizational planning and were intended to measure the
attitude of organizational members toward these goals. The
following questionnaire items were selected to provide thlS
information.

HN .

LI}

Organizational Plannlng Process

1.
2.

3.

NYA R

~N O

00

rb'organlzatlon s overall plan is operable.: (Item #40) "
As I:see it, plannlng is an integral part cf runnlng the *
State s schools. «{Item #39)

The kinds of: -things I am doing will make a long term
contribution: to-:education. (Item #29)

- The goals ofithis organization are articulated.  (Item #4)
... Qurigoals: are realistic and attainable with our'best '

efforts..i-(Item #5)

My organization's policy statements are clear.’ (Item #41)
My organization's performance standards are understood.

(Item #42) )

Higher management's reactions to the problems which''reach
them are fair. (Item #33)

“The second set of items relates to role relationships between
members of the organization and standards which work units hold. "

Role Relationships and Group Standards

1.

b

My work group understands what we are trying to achieve.
(Item #26)

My manager makes:it clear he is committed to’ the° success of
our projects. {dtem.#30) "

. }My manager. encourages and supports innovation. (Item #14)

My group works hard: to achieve its goals. (Item’#lZ)

The people.I work with participate appropriately’'in settlng
the goals of our work. (Item #23)

I am appropriately involved in decisions affecting my work.
(Item #6)

Based on information I have received from my boss, I know 1f
I am measuring up in my job. (Item #11) '

My boss ‘has expressed belief that the ‘American Management '34
Association's training program wiil be helpful. ‘' (Item #43)

34 : .
ThlS item was excluded from the questlonnalre admlnlstered to

i

t x l

the control State.
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Taken together, these sixteen items are the totality of the.
material to be taken from the questionnaire. The items were
developed frogﬁthe theory provided by Rensis L1kert in- The Human
Organlzatlon. - o . EER

o

A seven p01nt scale ‘was the basis for: tesponses to the 1tems.-

1 2 3 4 5 6: 7
Not at all Fairly often Very often

In an effort to expand the time frame of the resea*dh data, the
questionnaire was designed to involve two sets of responses to the
items--a perspective on’the organization when the questionnaire was
being administered and an additional perspective. During the adminis-
-tration of the questionnaire prior to the training. the perspectives
were Fall, 1969, and Fall, 1970. During the post-training administra-
tion the:perspectives were Spring, 1971, and Fall, 1971. This was
done in order to-have a simulated time-series which would describe the
organization in the past, immediately prior to:training, immediately
following training and the expected future. and expands the data as
indicated below: - . vrea w0

Questionnaire Data ‘Base

Fall, 1969 Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971
Experiment #1 0 0o . X 0 0
Experiment #2 o 0 X 0 0
Control State 0 0 0 -0

Note: O = observation; X = training

No assumption will be made that the past and future dimensions
are as reliable as the immediate pre- and post-measurement; although
we have no reason to believe this data is not.equally reliablz between
States, particularly in terms -of the Fall, 1969 data. The question of
the :reliability of the future-data, Fall, 1971, is considerably more

35 Co
: + The questionnaire including the cover sheet was a 4-1/4 page
document containing forty-three attitudinal items. (Cf. Appendix B.)
. Of these;, we have utilized:sixteen. This was an arbitrary decision
“based on what we considered to be the most critical items -and a
preliminary factor analysis of items. Additional item analysis will
be included in the forthcoming doctoral dissertation.

36
Cf., Likert, Op. Cit. A-multiple correlation analysis of the
items revealed a 51gn1f1cant ‘level of correlation existed between the
items. This was the:ronly analysis of the'.items undertaken:during the
research. A comprehensive factor analysis is currently being: done:iand
will be reported in the forthcoming doctoral dissertation and in the
second year evaluation report.

-42-
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complex due to the advent of the training in two organizations and not
in the thlrd

From our standp01nt the most useful data is the immediate pre-
and post-measurements and these will receive major emphasis in the
text. IR

Statistical Andlysis of the Questionnaire Data

The major problem of statistical .analysis of the questionnaire
data was‘ to select a statistic which would apply a comprehensive
.and powerful test to the data. A sub-set of this problem was to
determine simultaneousiy to what extent the.compared groups weré
similar or diissimilar and to what. extent the training was produc1dg
change as measured by the quest1onnalre items.

The stat15t1ca1 test chosen for this purpose was: Two-Way
Analysis of Variance. Conventionally, there are two ways this partlc-
ular statistic can be designed. One design emables only'a
comparison of row and column variance and a second enables a compari-
son..of row and colum variance plus a test for interaction betiween
rows and columns.>’ The latter form was selected on the grounds °
it-was important to know if the interaction of training effects and
differences between.States were:significantly influencing analysis
of the row and column data..:In:essence, this is a check on the selec-
tion-maturation problem which was quéstionably controlled by the
research design {Cf. p.25 of:this section).

~ What this particular statistic does is (1) tests for the
existences of significant differences between the States which are
being compared (this test is made on the basis of both the mean
scores and the variances about each of thesé means). In addiiton,
it (2) tests, on the same grounds--means and variance about the
means--for the effects of training on the basis of before and after
scores.

The first of .these tests, in effect, holds time constant, and
answers to question, ''Are these groups statistically different from
each other?". This is represented by row variance and is summarized
by the value of the F statistic. The other analysis, column variance,

examines for differences over time and provides -an answer to tlie question,

""Did the training program have a statistically significant effect?".
Throughout, the .05 level of significance will be the minimum basis
for the decision that training did produce a difference.

37 . . .
Hubert Blalock, Social Statistics (New York McGraw-Hill, 1960),
PE. 253-64. Cf. especially, P 264 : : '
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Design of the Open-Ended Interviews

The persons interviewed in the State Educational Agencies were
the twenty-four top administrators chosen by the State Superintendent
to participate in the training. This population remained unchanged
during both of the interviews. However, due to decisions which were
made as the program developed, some of these individuals were not as

fully involved as initially expected. In State #1, sixteen out’'of the

twenty-four went through both Top ilanagement Briefing and the
Educational Planning Process programs. In Experimental State #2,
twenty out of the twenty-four went through both programs. -This

mid-stream correction may have effected the attitudes of the’ 1nd1v1du-

als who expected to be included and were not. This will not consti-
tute a problem in the material to be reported. The analysis of the
interviews is restricted to the top twelve administrators in each of
the State Educational Offices; the members of this sub-population
went through .the program as initially concaived.

Conductlng the Interviews’

. Eadh of the interviews was conducted in a settlng which” 1nsured
maximum privacy and a minimal possibility of interruption. With -
extraordinarly few exceptions, the interviews were ‘conducted:without
interruption. Each interview involved thirteen general questions,
was tape recorded, and lasted approximately one hour. E'Respondents
were assured that the material they provided would remain’ anonymous

to both the other members of the State Educational Agency and the AMA;

and, in addition, the material would be presented in the final report
in such a way that it would not be p0551b1e to: 1dent1fy the person
vho provided the information.

The questions asked were: HERE

1. What.do you feel you will obtaln (obtalned) from the AMA
tralnlng?

2. Ulhat is the attitude of your boss toward the AMA training?

3. -What do you see as the most important -aspects of your job?

4. Vhat is the function of your division or department?

5. How are major decisions made in this organization?

6. What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?

7. What resources are not being used? '

8. How do you feel about the direction your organlzatlon is
mov1ng in?

9. Vhat is the role of: plannlng in the State's school system?

10. How does planning occur in the organization?

11. How do you-commmicate your plans?

12. Vhat is your role in your organization?

13. Do you enjoy your role?

38..: . .. ~ T — T
This material was typed by a special secretary at the AMA

location in Hamilton, New York. The secretary was instructed to let
no one other than herself have access to the documents she produced

from the tape recordings; the typed material was kept in a locked file

throughout the time it was being:typed and was given to the research

team as soon as it was completed.
- -44-
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. Each of these questions were asked and,. after the initial response
{ was completed, followed by one or more non-directive probes, ''tell
me more'' or 'is there anything you would like to add?', etc. After
this, sub-questlons were asked and also follcwed by non-directive probes.
There was usually one sub-questlon asked which narrowed the focus
of the general question into. a:specific area.

Of these thirteen questions, only six will be used.to establlsh
the data base for this report. These are: oL

¢ iy

A. What do you feel you will obtain (obtained) from the AMA
tra1n1ng°

B. UWhat is the attitude of your boss toward the AlMA tra1n1ng?
. C. How are major decisions made?

D. What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?

E. How do you feel about the direction your organization is
{ _mOV1ng in?
{ F. What is the role of plannlng in runnlng the State's
h ~schools? : :

_ In order to show the potentlal of each of these questions, the
1nterV1ew situation will be,descrlbed Questlon A was followed by
a number of non-directive probes and contained no sub-questions.
Question B was constructed and handled similarly. Question C,
""How are major decisions made?', contained three subfquestions.
i 'Can you cite a critical incident?', "Describe how a major decision was
1 recently made.'", and, if appropriate, ''Draw a chart.'. Question D,
""What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?', was
followed by the sub-question, 'What resources are not being used?".
Question E, '"How do you feel about the direction your organization is
moving in?", was followed the sub-question, "Is it moving where it
should?". Question F,.'WWhat is the role of planning in running the
State's school system?" ~was followed by, Mis plannlng an integral
part of running the State's schools?'. - . .

In all cases, the interviewer attempted to insure, through non-
directive probes, that the interviewee had responded to the question
as fully as he could or wished.:. Then a sub-question was asked. ‘
This general orientation was modlfied as. it seemed appropriate im -
the context of the interviews; for example, when the respondent had
already answered the sub-question, an attempt was made to obtain more
information but the question itself was not formally asked. Aside
from this type of modification, the pattern or process was repeated
as exactly as possible”” with each of the respondents.

PAribia el
. .
~~

39 B .. : i .
The interviewer worked from a set. of cards which -
contained the main and sub-questions; these cards were used to
structure each of the interviews; the ordering of items was always
maintained.
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Analysis of the Semi-Structured Interview Data R -~

. The material produced by the interviews40 was content coded.?!
This involved the development of a set of coding categories -for each
of the general questions and a scaling technique. In other words, a
procedure was initiated to organize this information in.a way that
would provide answers to specific questions being researched. These
categories were developed on. the basis of the goals of the AMA
training program and, as in the case of the questionnaire, the areas
which the training had the greatest potential to impact. In addition,
a random sample of the interviews was inspected in order to obtain a
sense of the categories which were likely to appear throughout the
materials. A seven point scale was used to record the data generated
by analysis of the typed interviews: Although the adjectives used to
denote the intensity of statements to each of these categories was —
made idiosyncratic to each particular category to be scaled, the intent -t
was to utilize a 51m11ar scaling process throughout the process.

‘'
\r.m,.‘
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The content ana1y51s 1nstrument produced for this purpose contain-
ed seventy-five categories- we will utilize only twenty-three in this
report.4 These twenty-three categories and the 1nterv1ew questions
to which they are assoc1ated are listed below*

40
The tape recorded materlal produced approximately fifteen pages -3

of dodble spaced material per.respondent. This material has been
given an anonymous code number and is available in the Maxwell Library.

.41 N

. Cf Rdbert North Content Analysis (Evanston: Northwestern - g
Univ. Press, 1963), Ole R. Holsti, Content Analysis.for the Social
Sciences and Humanities (Readlng, ﬂassachusetts Addison-lesley,
1969); and Bernard Berelson, .Content Analysis in Commun1catlon Research
GGlencoe, Illinois: Free Press, 1952) :

\ . 42 ] o . . Sl PR '
The coding sheet utilized for this purpose is found in Appendix

43
Most of the categories excluded from this report will be included

in the forthcoming doctoral dissertation’ avallable in. the Spring of
1972. R : o e

-46- gl




Interview Questions and Content Ana1y51s Categorles

A. Vhat do you thlnk you will obtaln (dbtalned) from the

AVA training? : fil

1. Definition of the institution's mission.

2. Modify previausly established objectives.

3. Identlfy and analyze alternative courses of actlon.

4. Determine priorities. :

5. Define standards of perfbrmance for key admlnlstrators.

6. Spec1fy task completion dates and action a551gnments.

7. Assign responsibilities to subordinate umits.

8. Design a methodology by which future performaince may
be evaluated in relation to the performance 5pec1fied
in the plan.

8. Produce and implement a long-range strateglc plan.

10. Establish credibility of planning.
11. Promote cooperatlve team work.

it

B. What is the attitude of your boss touard the AMA tra1n1ng
program? . . _
12. (Question acts as research category; no sub classifica="
..tion necessary.) e

-
ae

C.. How are major decisions made?

'13. Involvemenf in decision-making.
14. Quality (effectiveness) of decision-making. ‘ff

. D. Uhat are some of the roadblocks to change7

15. Organization reacts to problems rather than anticipates’
and deals with problems.

_ . 16. Sense of State Educational Agency mission.

(" ' 17. Employee inter-personal .skills. :

- 18. Amount of cooperative teamwork.present.

19. Degree to:.which persons w1th1n organlzatlon will support

change. . t :

E. How do you feel about the. dlrectlon your organlzatlon is
moving in? . : .

\

20, (QﬁeStion acts as research category; no sub-classifica-
tion necessary.j
2%

F. What is the role of planning in running the State’s schools?

:;,2;. Role of planning (how integral is it?)
22. Need for planning (how much is needed?).
23. Emergence of planning (when .it became an issue?).

3t
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With the exception of Questions A & B,.-and their respective content

categories, all of thesé categories were applled to the typed interview

material obtained from each of the States. The first two questions
were only asked in the two experimental States and not asked in the
control State. These two questions could have applicability only in
the States which were to undergo or did undergo the AMA program.

A comparative analysis of the data obtained from only the two experi-

mental States will be presented in the report; in all other instances,

the material reported will involve all three States.

Content categorles one through: 10, 16 and 21 through 23 are what
we earlier called causal variables: related to the organizational
planning process; categories 11 through 15 and 17 through 19 are what
we called intervening variables related to role relationships and
group standards.

Prpceduree Used in Content Coding

Since the validity of this entire procedure depended heavily
upon shared understanding between the people doing the.coding, . the
process by which the content analysis recording materials (the content
domains and amalysis of the sample interviews) was developed involved
the ¢oders.as.deeply as possible.  In order to insure this.material
would be treated as objectively as possible, the .field:researcher and
the two persons responsible for conducting the field research for the
August, 1972 evaluation report were chosen to undertake this project
and do the coding. Every effort was made to insure mutual understand-
ing and mutuality of the way .the material was coded. -Séveral trial
runs were undertaken in:which each of the codérs independently coded
the same interview and then the product was compared to determine
if there was a high degree of similarity in the way each peTson was
proceeding. Once this seemed to be the case, the entire body of
seventy-twg interviews was coded. .

The coders .read the entire interview document prior to coding.
This was done to avoid the assumption the interviewee's verbal
response always preceeded in an exactly logical or sequential manner;
through this approach, it was possible to incorporate remarks which
were appropriate to an earlier section of the interview but were not
articulated until later. The intent was to give the respondent
every possible opportunity to -provide recordable material for the

research; since this meant, in many instances, matters which were keyed

directly to the goals of the AMA project, this also means that, if
anything, .there will be apositive bias to the scores:recorded.

e e
D

'vStatlstlcal Ana1y51s of the Content Data

Slnce the number of people included in thls ana1y51s is small, it

was necessary to select statistical tests which were expressly de51gned

for small samples-~non-narametr1c statistics. Since the semi-
structured interview is designed to enable the respondent to project
his own definition of the situation onto the research question,

there was considerable fluxuation of the number of respondents to each

~48-
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of the research categories defined by the coding instrument. This
fluxuation provides one point of analysis and, the scaling technique
which recorded the intensity of response provided a second point of
analysis. In order to test for differences of intensity of reaction,
the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way analysis of variance was applied to the
scale scores. This test is capable of handling extremeiy small
numbers of respondents and still provide a meaﬁingful analysis of
the probability of differences between groups.

A second test was also necessary. This test was to determine
if the training program had the effect of significantly increasing the
awareness of the respondents of the various areas being researched.
In other words, the problem was to test to see if the number of
persons who responded to the research categories was different after
the training than before and to compare the several states on this
basis. The test chosen for this purpose was the Binomial Test of
Proportions.

These two tests will enable decisions to be made on the
grounds of (1) '"Is there a difference between the groups as to the
importance attributed to a research domain?'’, and (2) '"Is there a
significant fluxuation of respondents, independent of intensity
expressed, between the before and after interview?''. In other
words, '"Do more people become consciaus of the particular issue?".
Comparisons between the experimental and control State will be
made on both of these bases.

Summary

This section has presented the provisional research design and
the final design used in the study. An analysis of the strengths
and weaknesses of each has been made. The way the research data
was gathered and the determination of the sample populations has
been explained. Each of the data gathering techniques--question-
aires and semi-structured interviews--and their design and
implementation have been discussed at some length. Finally, the
types of statistical analysis and the underlying logic which led
to their selection has been presented.

44
Cf., Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956), pp. 184-93.

45
Hubert Blalock, pp. 176-77.
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FINDINGS AND .ANALYSIS

This section will be focused on the question, ''To what extent did
the AMA program change the attitudes of people in the two experimental
organizations?''. Because of the nature of the training design and the
type of training administered, this general question is composed of
two sub-questions. ''What impact did the training have on individual
awareness/knowledge in relation to organizational planning?', and,
What impact did the program have on role expectations and group
standards?¥.

This analysis rests on the assumption that organizational members
behave on the basis of a complex network of beliefs, values, norms,
and definitions of reality which are specific to the organization.
Training is presumed to be an effort to modify this set of orientations
to the ‘Y‘everyday world" in the organization.

We do not assume there is necessarily a direct relationship be-
tween expressed beliefs and actual behavior--that beliefs and values
people hold are necessarily consistent with their overt bchavior.

Attitudinal change is a necessary condition to changing organi-
zational behavior but not a necessary and sufficient condition. Social
reality in an organization is considerably more complex and is in all
cases conditioned by perceived possibilities of action "in-the-
sitaation'”. These possibilities are, as suggested earlier, shaped by
the environment (political-economic-social) of the organization,
relationships between and among departments, group norms or standards,
action possibilities created by technology, and the orientation of
individual's toward organizational processes.

Based on an examination of the training program, it was decided
that the most probablie impact of the training would be in two areas:
(1) individual awareness/knowledge and (2) role relationships and
group standards. These areas were called linkages to organizational
change. If the role of organizational plamning was to change in the

rganization (and therefore change the organization), these would be
the two "forces' which would promote the change--a change which would
ultimately be reflected in both behavior patterns and the output or
effectiveness of the organization.

In order to study this set of factors, two kinds of data were
collected; the first of these was produced through content analysis of
the semi-structured interviews with the top twelve administrators in
each of the three States. This data is based on the administrators'
responses to thirteen general questions about organizational processes
and planning.

The second kind of data was produced by questionnaires which were
applied to a specially selected population of people. This population
was composed of the top twenty-four administrators in the State Educa-
tional Offices plus forty-eight of these administrators' subordinates.
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The subordinates were selected on the basis of the organizational
superior's belief that good communlcatlon existed between them; using
this criteria, cach of the adr.inistrators picked two subordinates to
be included in the study. None of the subordinates went through the

training program.

Thus the population to which the questionnaire was administered
contains the people most likely to experience the immediate effects
of the training program as it is translated into the organization,
And there.is overlapping between two populations: the top twelve .
administrators who provided the content data are also included in the
population that provided the questionnaire data.

Reporting Format

When the research data is reported, the material from the top
twelve will be presented first and then followed by the questionnaire
material which'is taken from the larger population of respondenis.'

We chose this eportlng sequence because it is consistent w1th the way
the training program was designed and implemented. The. prpgram,r;sted
on the assumption organizational change would start at the top and
work downward.

. Two general headings will be used to organize the research
findings: (A) Organizational Planning Process and (B) Role Relation-
ships and Group Standards. Each of these general headings has been
broken into several sub-headings; these sub-headings were developed to
provide conceptual clarzty and greater simplicity in reporting the
findlngs.

Statistical Analysis

.. Presentation of the statistical analysis is quite complex despite
our efforts:to simplify everything that ‘éould be 51mp11f1ed._ Con-~.
sequently, it is important that z clear understanding is built w1th
regard to the information each of the statistics provides and how this
is represented in the tables included in this text.

Three statistics were utilized; two were applied to the ccntent
analysis material and one was applied to the questionnaire material.

Analysis of the Interview iaterial

One of the statistics applied to the content data was the Kruskal-
Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance. This test is designed for very
small samples and enables decisions to be made about the comparability
or lack of comparability of two groups.
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The procedure utilized in this test is to pool the scores of N
individuals from both groups and then .ank this total set of data from S
high to low; each individual's score is translated into an ordcred N
ranking in which the highest individual score in the pool would re-
ceive the lowest numerical score. In other words, the individual -3
whose response was highest would receive the ranking of one, the 2
individuzal with the second highest response would receive a two, etc., T
until all individuals have been ranked. A special technique is
utilized to handle ties in ranking. Then this aggregate data which is
composed of responses from both groups is redistributed back to in-
dividual group rankings. Based on a comparison of the strength of
these rankings in each group, a decision can be mace, based on prob-
ability, about whether the groups are or are not different.

e

e eed

So, the Kruskal-Wallis test enables us to make a decision as to
which group placed the greatest emphasis on the research categery.
This test is not affected by the number of respondents in each group,
it simply says s (given whatever number of respondents there were) is )
the deégree of emphasis different between the groups? The.test statis- J
tic which- provrdes this information is the H statistic. Only when
this ‘value is such that the .05 or greater level of 51gn1f1cance1 is

-obtained will be say a difference existed between .the groups being 7
studled . . ‘

[

A second test was included to examine the question of what kinds
of flucuations were occurring in the number of respondents and whether
or not these flucuations were significant between groups. This is an
important question because the semi-structured interview was designed
to enable the respondent to say what was important to him at that
particular point in time. If the ‘training program had an impact on -
attitudes, it is possible that a larger number of people would becone
aware of specific issues after the training than were aware of the
same issues prior to training.

.,..
-

In other words, the question we wanted to explore was, "Did the :
training have the effect of changing the population of people who were Cob
aware of specific issues?". Since we could answer the question of oo
changing emphasis by the test previously described, we wanted to deter-
mine if, independent of intensity of reaction, aggregate awareness

=%
In case the reader is not familiar with this terminology, the .05
level of significance means that if we say a difference exists between
groups we would expect to be incorrect in making this inference only
five times out of a hundred. By the phrase greater significance we mean
the .01 cr .091 level which means we would expect to be incorrect in
saying a difference existed between the groups only once out of one
hundred’ times or once out of one thousand times respectively. The

greater the significance the greater the probablllty of a correct jﬁ>;
decision. -
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changed. The Binomial Test of Proportions provides this information.
It prOV1des a useful analysis so long as the population is-less than
twelve; in those cases where all cf the persons interviewed provided
information relevant to the research category, the test has no
meaning because awareness of the issuec already existed for all people.

 The test statistic which summarized this information is the Z
statistic; only when tbis value is such that the .05 level (or greater)
1s obtained will we say = dlfference existed between the groups studied.

Surmaxry: Statistics Used to Analyze Content Material

Major reliance will be placed in the text on the Kruskal-Wallis
statistic; in a number of instances the test of proportions also will
" be used. The first of these tells us -if there is. a2 significant change
in 'the degree of emphasis given to .a particular research category when
one group 1is compared to anothvr.. The second test:tells us if there
was' a significant increase in the degree of aggregate awareness, in-
dependent of intensity expressced, which can be attributed to the
effect of training or which existed between the groups.

Finally, it should be 001nted out that interpretation of these
statistics is more stralghtforward in some instances than in others.
Because interview questions which were directly related to expected or
actual experience with the AMA trzining program were only relevant to
the two Experimcntal States, we are faced with the problem of a weak
research design whenever these kinds of questions are encountered. In
other words, with r=gard to such questions we are in the situation of
a research design in which there is no Control group (and which is
subject to all the problems we attributed to the provisional research
design which was described in the methodology chapter).2? This problen
of validity of interpretation will occur whenever content categories
which were developed in relation to the first and second interview
question are included in the report. R

Twelve out of the twenty-three content categories which will be
reported were drawn from responses to the first two interview questions;
the interpretation of these twelve items should be regarded as more
tenuous than is the case with the remaining eleven content categories'.
Even though we were aware of this problem, we decided tc include- the
twelve items because they bear a; direct relationship to the- goals- of

Cf., pp- 16 in the Methodology Sectiom.

3 .
Cf., Appéndix C , 1nterview questions 1 and 2.:




- ——————d

training and to the attitudes of the top twelve administrators toward
the training. .

The remaining cleven categories are all based on the '""Non-
equivalent Control Group" research design and can, therefore, be
interpreted more meaningfully. Far fewer threats to the validity of
interpretation -are present in this context because of the research

‘ de51gn.

Analysis of thc¢ Questionnaire Items

Only one statisticzl test was applied to the questionnaire item:

the Parametric: Two-Way Analysis of Variance. This test providés a two- _ o

fold analysis of the:data. The first analysis is called column variance;

in the context of this study, analysis of column variance is an analy- .
sis of the effect of training. The analysis of column variance will )
tel. us if.change occurred betweén the scores obtained 1n twu different

time periods. SR :

The second test -is based on an analysis 6f.£g§_Variahce; for the
purposes of this study, this means an analysis of differences between
the States, independent of changes that occurred over timé within the
States. In other words, the test enables us to answer thé question,
"Are the States different from each other in the amount of emphasis
given to a particular item when change in emphasis given to the item
is held constant and.our only concern is the amount of emphasis given
in each of the States for 2 spec1f1ed time perlod’” -

The reader should be sure that the differences between these two
types of tests, column variance and row varlance are clearly understood
before proceedlng further in the text.

Agaln, we will use only .05 or greater levels of 51gn1f1cance to e

decide whether the groups are different from each other or if there was ; }?

significant change in the amount of emphasis g1ven to a partlcular
item during a spec1£1ed time perlod. ______

in partlcular, we w111 be concerned about the time period, Fall,
1970, to Spring, 1971; this is the immediate pre- and post- training
time period. Analysis of other periods, the Fall, 1969, to' Fall, 1970,
and the Spring, 1971, to (conjectured) Fall, 1971, will 2lso be made
but these will receive much less emphasis.

With one exception, there will be only one research design evoked
in the analysis of the questionnaire data, and it will be the '"'Neon--
equivalert Control Group Design''. Thus, the meaning of the question-
naire data is generally more straightforward than was the case of the
content items. The one exception is the last questionnaire item which
asked about the attitude of managers toward the AMA training; this

item was only applicable to the two Experimental States. When this SN

v
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exception is encountered -in the text the reader will be reminded of
the problems that are involved.

Research Data: Section I

Organizational Planning Process

All of the material presented in this section is related to the
goals of the training program; due to the number of variables involved
and because. of the need for conccptual unification, the section 1is

' 'd1V1ded into four sub-areas:

(A) Definition of the Mission of the Organization

(B) Mobilization of Organizational Planning

(C) Operational Impact of Training on Organlzatlonal
Planning :

(D) Credibility of the Plannlng Process

Throughout this section and the one which follows, we will follow a
pattern of presenting the content analysis data before the question-
niaire data. This will give the reader the reactions of the top twelve
administrators and then the reactions of individuals from the State
Educational Agencies who are from multiple levels in the organization
and had different kinds of relationship to the training progran.

Definition of the Mission of the Organlzatlon

Four perspectives on the question of definition of organization
mission will be made; these perspectives are provided by three-“items
from the content analysis and cne item from the questionnaire.

Since the content categories were drawn from various parts of the
interviews, three comeents will be provided with each of the catego-
ries. These, comments will identify the general 1nterv1ew question
which prov1ded the main opportunity for the respondent 6 provide
material for the ccntent category, the range of:scale pOSSLbllltleS
which was used to code the interview materlal and ghe States to whlch

the category was applicable. - L .

Content categories

1. Definition of Institution's mission

Interview question: What do you expect to obtain (obtained) from

7 ' ,
- - .- |
'""No codeable response' was given a fzero'. ’
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the AMA's trgining.prqgram?

Range of Scale (1) no value to (7) maximum value
Possibilities: -
States: . Experimental States only

Sense of SED Mission

Interview question: What are some of the roudblocks to organiza-
tional change’

Rapge'pf Scale . ' (l) major roadblock which always stops organi-

Possibilities: zational change to (7) weak roadblock/seldom
stops change

States: G Experimental States and Contrél State

Feelings about the direction the organization is moving

Interview question: How do you feel about the direction your
‘organization is moving?

Range of Scale (1) not satisfied at ‘all to (7) completely
Possibilities: satisfied '
States: ' Experimental States and Conmtrol. State_(here_

after called Ej, Ej, and Conticl).

questionnaire item is:

The kinds of things I am doing will make a long term contribution

to education.

As with all questionnaire items, four time perspectives were ,
applied to this item--Fall, 1969 Fall, 1970 (immediate pre-program
period), Spring, 1971 (1mmed1ate post-program period), and Fall,
1971. The scale alternatives with which the person could respond
ranged from not at all (1) to very often (7). "No response" ‘'was

. recorded as "zero'. (Since this circumstance is true of all

questionnaire items, no further commentary on the response mo&es
will be made.)

56
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Item 1 Definition of the Institution's Mission
Fall, 1570 ] Spring, 3971 || Fail 1070 to Spring, 1971
E; & & E; &'527 | E; & Ey | E, & E,
N N N "?z N N N | T
4 8 0 | 11 4 10 g . 11

) ) ' ‘ {
Kruskal-Wallis One-tay Analysis of Variarce
H= 1.219 H= 0.600 H= 0.005 H= ;4.26'0
Sig.= NS _ Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=.05
;
y
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Since this is the first interpretative example of the statistical
findings, the commentary will go ‘into extra detail in crder tc enable
the reader to more clearly follow the process. References to material
in the appendices will be made at critical junctures where information
that could not be included in the previous statistical tables is
available. This will not be a frequent practice, but on certain occa-
sions it will occur. '

Item #1, "Definition of the Institution's Mission'’, was applica-
ble only to the two Experimental groups. In the Fall of 1970 (when
data was gathered pricr to the training program) no statistically
significant differences existed between the two EXperimental States as
to the value of defining the institution's mission, and in the Spring
of 1971 (when data was .gathered after the program had been executed)
no differences existed. Analysis of each State over time, Fall, 1970,
to Spring, 1971, revealed that no change in emphasis occurred in
Experimental State #1. A statistically significant change did occur
in Experimental State #2; this chaenge was due to decreased -emphasis
being placed on defining the institution's ‘mission.> Statistically
significant change in the one State was mnot, however, sufficient to
produce differences between the Experimental States in the post-train-
ing period. '

From the viewpoint of research design item 2, "Sense of SED
(State Educational. .Department) Mission'', provides a more sound basis
- for assessment;6 data .for this item was gathered from all three States.

The amount of emphasis given to this category as a roadblock to
change was not affected by the training program. Comparison of each
Experimental State with the Control State both before and after train-
ing revealed no differences between any of the States. And analysis of
each State through time (Fall to Spring) alsc indicated no significant
change had occurred in emphasis given the role sense of SED missions
played as a roadblock to organizational change.

The test of proportions was alsc applied to this item in an effort
to answer the question, '"Was awareness cf this variable (independent
of emphasis) different between the States, and did it change over time?".
Out of nine possible comparisons; two showed significant differences.
The first was between Experimental organization #2 (hereafter called Ej)
and the Control State prior to training; more people in E, were aware

3 : -
We have indicated this shift point by placing a plus (+) on the
schematic chart in the Appendix which depicts the relationships and
statistics associated with this variable. Cf. Appendix A, p. v.

6 . B :
Cf. Appendix A, 'p.:vi for schematic.
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of this variable than was the case in the Control group. This dif- ~}—f
ference between E; and the Control was not present in the post- -4
training period.

In addition, when Ep was compared against itself for the two :E
time periods, the same significant change was found; this change was
one of reduced awareness of this variable as a roadblock in Ep. In —
the other Experimental State awareness remained the same over time and 3
remained similar to the Control grcup both before and after trazining. -

The amount of emphasis placed on this variable as a roadblock to :
change was not effected by the training; in one State (E;) training -
had the effect of reducing awareness of the variable. (In this con-
text awareness simply means the number of people who provided data for
the research variablie.)

Item #3, "How do you feel.about the direction your organization
is moving?"¥, was asked in 211 three States. No differences in satis- i
faction with orgznization direction existed between Experimental State -
#1 (hereafter called Ej) and the Control State prior to training;
differences did exist, however, between E, and the Control State prior
to training; this difference was due to the ‘Control State which reflect-
ed greater satlsfactlon with the organizational direction than did Ez.7

Comparlson of E; and Ez for both pre- and post-training periods
indicated greater satlsfactlon existed with the direction organization
E; was moving than was the case in E;. In fact, these differences were —
greater after training than before.8

Independent analysis of_éaéh of the tﬁree States showed no statis-
tically significant change between the Fall of 1970 and the Spring of :
1971. : B o | _ 8

Since the maximum number of respondents (twelve top administra-
tors) was included in each of the points of time and comparisions, no
test . of differences in awareness could be made.

"'-wr/

' Satlsfactlon with orgaplzatlonal directior was not effected by
the tralnlng program in Ej as compared to the Control State; in the
‘case of Ej, comparison with the Control State indicates relative satis-
faction with organizational direction decreased as a consequence of

7
Cf. Appendix A, p. v for schematic.

The statistical difference between E; and the Control was .05
prior to training and .0l following training; the significance level
between E; and Ep prior to training was .0l and .001 after. |
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training. Differences between the two Experimental States remained in
the same direction, (greater satisfaction in El than in Ez) and grew
even greater as a consequénce of training.

-Item 4: Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971

Item #4, “'The klnds of things I am doing will make a long term

- contrlbutlon to education.', a questionnaire item,® revealed no sig-
s q

nificant -differences existed between either Ej and the Control State
or E» and the Control which could be attributed to either training
(répresented by column F on the previous tables) or differences be-
tween any combination of these States (represented by row F on the
previous tables). The degree to:which people in the States believed
they were doing things which wculd make a long term contribution to
education did not change when the pre- and post-training periods are
compared (column F in thé Eables); and, the relative strength of
belief between the States (row F in the tables) was not statlstlcally
different in elther Fall, 1970, or Sprlng, 1971.

Item 4: Fall, 1969 to Fall 1970

U51ng the hlstorlcal data whlch thlS item provided (Fall, 1969 to
Fall, 1970) indicates there were historical differences between the
three States. Analysis indicated that the States were different in
how much they believed they were contributing to education but there
was no differential change through time. 1In short, E; and the Control
start different and end different for this period. The same general
situation holds for E; and the Control State. If the means (X) for
this set of comparisons is examined, a pattern of general increase in
belief in all three States for the perlod Fall, 1970, and Fall, 1971,
can be discerned. By the period, Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, this
trend had eliminated the statistical dlfferences between the States.

Item 4: Spring, 1971 to Fall, 1971

The post-training period, Spring, 1971, to (comjectured) Fall,
1971, reveals no significant differences between: the Experimental
States and the Control State. P

9
Cf. Appendix A, p. x for graphs.
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- DATA SUMMARY | /T
DEFINITION OF THE MISSION OF THE ORGANIZATION - . ;l
Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971 '

IMPACT OF TRAINING f

Positive No Negative )
Item : - . Type of Data Effect | Effect | Effect ! —
— 1 ~ CONTENT '
1 | Definition of the Institution's o _ ; -=

| Mission @ . E; E; ;
2.| -Sense of SED Mission ' - 71
3 | Feelings about the direction the

organization-is moving ' Es> Ey =
QUESTIONNAIRE o ' EE

4 | The Xinds of things I am doing will ' 4 —
: make -a long term-contribution to Eis B | | ©F o
education. ‘ : ' i

Training had no effect on the value given to definlng the institu-
_ tion's mission, 'in fact, it reduced it in State E Con51dered as a
roadblock to change, the trzining again had no ef%ect (p051t1ve or
negative) in/changing the degree to which this was a problem. The =
tests for awareness, as reflected by the number of people who provided ‘
‘data to the research category, showed no dlfferences except that E,
became less aware of. this variable as a roadblock. This does not mean _
emphasis changed in Ej; it only means that significantly fewer people ?}
mentioned it. Feelings of satisfaction with’ the dlrectlon the organi- -2
zation was moving did not Change as a result of training; initial dif-
ferences which existed prior to training in the two Exper1mental States iy
increased or intensified as a result of the training. if

The questionnaire item which was focused on.the degrée peopie in N
the organizations felt they were making a long term contribution to FLA
education revealed a‘'similar pattern; no training effects were manifest
in the pre- to post-training period, and no differences between.the —
State held. Viewed historically, (Fall, ‘1969 t6 Fall, 1970) there :
was a general trend in all three States to believe each was increasing i
its contribution to education and this trend was such that differences
between the States were cbliterated before the training was given.

AN
s

Overall, we conclude that the training program had no effect on
attitudes about the value of defining the institution's mission, how =
much of a roadblock its definition constituted to organizational
change, how satisfied people were with the direction their organization
was pursuing or how much of a contribution the respondents were making
to education.

p ?5 ™
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Mobilizatian of Organizational Planning

A1l of the material reported under this heading is drawn from the
semi-structured interviéws.:  And ali of ‘the research categories-(eight
in total) are steps which the AMA identified as essential to effective
organizational planning. All of the items are AMA training goals.

This data is, in addition, drawn only from the two Experimental
States in terms of how the top twelve administrators in each of the
respective States defined (1) what they expected to obtain from the
AMA training and (2) what they said they obtained from the. training.
The Control State was not asked this question in the interviews. The
question is, ''Did the training change either the amount of emphasis
given to the planning steps and/or the number of people who became
aware of these various steps?'.

Since the same interview question was used to produce the material
for all of the content categories, the range of scaling possibilities
(1 = no value to 7 = maximum value) was the same for all categories
and the same States were always involved, this information is not re-
peated below each of .the categories.

Modify previously established objectives.

Identify and analyze alternative courses of actlon. -
Determine priorities. C-
Define standards of performance for key admlnlstrators.
Specify task completion dates and action assignments.
Assign responsibilities to subordinate units.

Design & methodology by which future performance may be
evaluated in relation to the performance spec1f1ed in the
plan. S
8. Produce and implement a 1ong-range strategic plan. e

NOUN DS NN



i Fall, 1970 || Spring, 1971 || Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971
N N N N N | N N N
4 8 1 | 11 4. 111 |} 8 | 1

| i ;o ik B
_Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 0.029 H= 0.475 H= 0.038 H=: 0.288
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Item 1

Modify previously established objectives

identify and analyze alternative courses

s s e o

Item 2“ .
of action '
Fall, 1970 | Spring, 1971 || Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1071
By &By || E1&E, || B 8B | B8
N A N. }~‘ﬁ NN TR
LTEEEE I

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.256
Sig.= NS

H= 1.350
Sig.= NS

H= 0.519
Sig.= NS

H= 1.204
Sig.= NS
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Determine Priorities

Item 3

Fall, 1970

Spring, 1971 Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971
an& EZ | E1 & EZ El & E1E E'2 & E2
N | N N | N N N N | N
5 7 | 10 i S 5 10 7 i 9
i
Kru§ka1-Wallis'One-Wgy Analysis of Yariance
H= 0.949 -}- H= O.ZOé i: H= 6.6&5 H= 3.835
Sig.= NS ; Sig.= NS Sig.=.05 Sig.=.05
§
Item 4 Define standards of performance for
. key administrators
Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 |i Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971
Ey § B, ]| E; &E, . B &F E, § E,
N i N~ N ! N | N N N | N
; 9 5 2 9 .2 5

2 Z.

=

— ‘Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0600 H= 0.360 || H= 0.056 H= 0.150
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS ; Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Item 5 Specify task completion dates and

“action assignments

|__Fall, 1570 7f sﬁring, 1971 ||Fall, 1970 to §§ring, 1971 § EE
; E, & E Ey § B Ey & ) E, & Eé | _
i N | N i N [ N IBERER N N 1
I I T S _8_;‘_14__9_"_ I 7
l i |
kruskal—Walli§ One-Way;Analysis of V?riance ' _ 3

i He 1.800 . || H= 0.750 H= 0.275 !-_H= 1.260 ~\i
| Sig.= NS ’ Sig.= NS | Sig.= NS Sig.= NS R
=

Item 6 : Assign responsibilities ié subordinate -

units

:Spring, 1971
El & E2

|~ Fall, 1970
E, & E,

Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971

N | N "N | N N . N N 7]

H

N
2 6 3 4

2 3 !'vﬁ 4
i

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance o . =
: ! : 3
' H= 0.483 H= 1.136 l
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

H= 4.500
Sig.=.05 L

H= 1.361
Sig.= NS




£ Item 7 : Design a methodology by which future
‘performance may be evaluated in relation
to the performance specified in the plan

. _Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 -Fall, 1270 to Spring, 1971
E & E, E & E, E & E E, & E,
N | N B T R N | N [ W
4 7 s | 7 < |2 7 | 7

e
4

Kruskal-¥Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 3.571 H= 2.815 H= 7.385 H= 7.800
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=.01 - Sig.=.01

Item 8 : Produce and implement a long—range
strategic plan

¢ Fall, 1970 || Spring, 1971 Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971 !

B : :
Bp &5 BL%E L RER By 8 Fy
R N | N N 1 N . f N 1 N
5 10 1 ! 10 5 10 10 10
' ' l LT
.(_J Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance ‘
— : : ;
H= 0.634 H= 0.321 H= 0.375 H= 5.491
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS | Sig.= NS Sig.=.05
{
o

g
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No significant changes occurred on Item 1 or 2,10 either between
States or within particular States over the period Fall, 1970, to
Spring, 1971. Training did not increase or decrease the emphasis
among the top twelve managers in the Experimental States with regard
to the value of modifying previously established objectives or identi-
fying and analyzing alternative. courses of action.

Item 3, Determine Qriorities,ll decreased in value to the top
twelve administrators between the Fall and Spring. The two States, Ej
and E, were not statistically different before or after training and
both States reflected significant change between the two time periods.
In both States, greater value was placed on determination of priorities
prior to training than was given after training.

Define standards of performance for key administrators, Item 4,
was not of different value to the two States either before or after
training. No changes occurred within the organizations over time.!

The same circumstances hold for Item 5, Specify task completion
dates and action assignments.l3

The sixth item, Assign responsibilities. to su’bordinates,14 was not
significantly different in. the way it was regarded by the two States
either before or after training. Although one State, E,, did reflect
significant cHanges over time, this change was to decrease the emphasis
given to assigning responsibilities tec sdbordlnates. :

Both Ej and Ej were not statistically different prior to training
or after training in terms of Item 7, Design a methodology by which
future performance may be evaluated in relation to the performance

specified in the plan.l® However, both States re eflected significant

10
Cf. Appendix A, p. xi for schematic of Item 1 and p. xii for
Item 2. .

11
Cf. Appendix A, p. xiii for schematic.

12
Cf. Appendix A, p. xiv for schematic.

13
Appendix A, p. xv.

14
Appendix A, p. xvi.

15
Appendix A, p. xvii.

. &
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change during the pre- .post- time interval. This change was to decrease
emphasis in this area; the amount of change was similar for both States
because there were no differences between the States after training.

The last item, Produce and implement a long-range strategic plan,l6
changed in E, between the pre- and post-training period. This change
was in a downward direction, less value was attributed after training
than before. No differences existed between the Experimental States
either before or after training.

- DATA SUMMARY
MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING
Fall, 1370--Spring, 1971

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive{ No Negative
Item Type of Data - Effect | Effect | Effect
CONTENT '
1 ; Modify previously established E.. E
objectives 1> =2 :
. 2 | Identify and analyze alternatlve - o
E., E ;.
courses of action : 1> 72
3 | Determine priorities S

4 | Define standards of performance _
for key administrators Eg,
5 | Specify task completion dates and
action assignments :
6 | Assign responsibilities to sub- E. E
ordinate units .. 1 2
7 | Design a methodology by which future _
performance may be evaluated in | E

relation to the performance spec1— 1> B2
fied in the plan : '
8 | Produce and implement a long-
E1 Ez

range strategic plan

Analysis of these eight items (which constitute three-fourths of
the training goals) revealed that in no case were the two Experimental
States different from each other either before or after training.

With four exceptions, no change occurred within the: States. In two
of these cases (Items 3 and 7) both States significantly decreased the
emphasis they gave to these areas and in the other two cases (Item 6
and 8), one of the States::decreased emphasis.

16
Appendix A, p. xviii.
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If the context from which these items were drawn is considered,
i.e., responses of the top twelve administrators to the first general
interview question, ""What do you expect to obtain (obtained) from the
AMA training?', then it seems that with the exceptions indicated, they
obtained from the AMA what they expected to get.

These findings should, however, be interpreted with all of the
caution that is appropriate to a rescarch design which does not provide
for the inclusion of at least one Control group.

Operaticnal Impact of Training on Organizational Planning

This section is based'entirely on questionnaire items administered
‘to all three States; these five items are designed to obtain perceptions
~about how specific aspects of organizational planning are realized in
the organization. = Since these items are related to on-going operations
‘they are not.directly ‘and explicitly related to the AMA's training
goals but if the conceptual step is taken from the goals to what pur-
suance of the goals would mean in organizational operations, these items
can be related._ How the research team defined this Telationship will
be indicated in the comments following each item. Scaling of responses
will not be discussed since this was explained earlier in the text and
remained consistent throughout all of the questionnaire.

1. My organization's overall plan is opersbie.

This relates tc two training gozls: (1) established continuing
objectives and planning procedures for long-range achievement
of the institution's mission and (2) produced and are imple-
menting a long-range strategic plan. As we conceive it,
operability of the planning effort requires b351c achievemen:
of both of the AMA goals.

2. The goals of this organization are articulated..

Determination of priorities, a goal of AMA's efforts, is.seen
to be the basic factor to which this item is tied.

3. Our goals are realistic and attainable with our best efforts.

As above, this item is related to the degrée to which organi-
zational priorities are operationally meanlngful in the
organlzatlon.

4. My organlzatlon's policy statements are clear.

17
Cf. Methodology section, pp. 25.
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f The training goals of (1) defining standards of performance
for key administrators and (2) assigning responsibilities to
subordinate units, are partially addressed by this item.

5. My organization's performance standards are understood.

This item is related to the extent to which the AMA goal of
defining standards of performance for key administrators is
achieved. ' T

-~ All of the items in this analysis are drawn from the questionnaire
and therefore include three comparative time periods each, Fall, 1969,
to Fall, 1970, Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, aand Spring, 1971, to
(conjectured) Fall, 1971. '
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Item 1: Fall, 1970i'to_§pring, 1971

Beginning, My organjzation's overall plan is 0perab1e,18 we find
2 set of relationships which holds for almost all of the items; this
relationship is that when E; 1s compared to the Control State for this
time period (the immediate pre~ and post-training period), E; reflects
no significant effects of training and when E; is compared to the -
Control State for this period of time, significant training effects
are found. (This is found by examining the row F's on the previous
tables.)

E. and the Control were Not statistically different from each
other (column F). In the cas¢ of Ep, there was no significant dif-
ference between it and the Control State but there were training
effects; training had the effect of stabilizing the amount of emphasis
placed on this variable in orgamization Ez. In the Control State
emphasis decreased. This can be seen in a comparison of the means
of this-item.

Item 1: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

The condition of thjs.varisble in the past is interesting; Ej
was different from the Control State (row F) and the amount of empha-
sis placed over time was different (colummn F)--E, showed a marked
increase in erphasis over thls time period while the Control State
showed only slight incregse in' emphasis (based on a comparison of mean
scores). The same genergl condition 2s far as emphasis 1s concerned
holds for Ey; however, E, was not, independent of time, different
from the Control State, wheréas E; was. e

- Item'lz Spring, 1971, to.Fall, 1971

. .For this period of time, no differences were expected to exist
between E; and the Control State:either on the grounds of differential
change in the extent to which the organization’s goals Were articulated
or, holding time constant, the frequency with which goals would be
articulated. The analysis of differences between Ej and the Control

was similar but with regard to changing emphasis, there wWas an expressed
optimism in Eg ‘that theiy organizational goals would be more articulat-
ed; this produced signifjcant differences between thesé two States.

Item 2: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

.. Item 2, The goals of this organization are articulated,19 again

18

19 e
Appendix A, p. XX.
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shows no difference in the period Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, in Ej
in relation to the Control which can be gttributed to training. Hold-
ing the time period constant, analysis do®s indicate, however, that
these two States were significantly different from each other. Organi-
zation Ep when compared to the Control for the same time period, shows
both differences which are attributable tO training and which are
attributable to differences between the States. The first of the dif-
ferences is more statistically significapt than the second.

Item 2: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

Looking to the past, significant differences existed between the
States on all possible grounds. Holding time constant, each Experi-
mental State was significantly different from the Control State (row F).
This is represented by the mean (Cf. previous table) of the Control
group which was higher than E,'s mean in the Fall, 1965, and was also
higher in the Fall, 1970. There was a greater increase'or change in
the extent toc which Ep believed its goals Were articulated than in the
Control State.

During thé same period, all of the things said about E, also held
for E; in relation to the Control group--with an even greater shift of
emphasis on the extent to which goals were articulated in E; relative
to the Control State. o :

Item 2: Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

Analysis of expected future indicated there would be no significant
difference in emphasis on how integral thé¢.role of planning would be in
the E; to Control comparison and that the States, holding time constant
(row F) would pot be different. Experimestal State E; when considered
in relation to the State which did not receive training showed a
greater tendency to believe their organizations goals would be articu-
lated in the future {(colummn F)}, and the-Sftates were 51gn1f1cantly dif-
ferent from each other (row F).

Item 3: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Itep 3, Our goals are realistic and 9ttalnable with our best

efforts, 29 reflected a pattern similar to the previous item. - State Ej

in relation tc the Control State showed no effects of training and
these two States were different. from each Other during the period Fall,
1970, to Spring, 1971. In the second comparison, Ej to Control, this
<1tuat10n is reversed with a significant.tTaining effect present and
no differences bétween States ‘when time is held constant.

Item 3: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

P A ——
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Looking to the past, organization Ej showed no difference in
tendency to believe goals were realistic and attainable over time; but,
this Experimental State and the Ccntrol were different in the extent
they believed this circumstance held in their organizations; the Con-
trol State indicated their goals were more realistic and attainable

than they were believed to be in the Experimental State. Differences
between the States was even more significant in the Ej to Control com-

parison and there was a significant tendency for golas to be percelved

" as becoming more articulated and realistic in the Control than in Ejp.

Item 3: Spring, 1971, tc Fall, 1971

Shifting to the future, we find no differences in trends between
E; and Control {column F) and no differences holding time constant
(row F). 1In the E, to Control comparison, a significaat change in
emphasis was eXpected to occur in Ez; there were no differences between
the States when time was held constant.

Item 4: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

The next item, My organlzatlon S 2_}1cy statements arc clear,
showed no significant differences in the E; comparison either over
time or holding time constant. In short, no differences between the
States and thus no effect of training. The E, comparison indicated
significant differences which were attributable to training and were
produced by a positive effect in State Ej; when time was held constant,
no differences existed between these States. : -

Item 4: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

The ‘past Ej and E, comparlsons both showed a significant difference
'in the ‘dégree tO which the Experimental organizations believed their
organization's policy statements were clear. The tendency was for an
increase in this area relative to the Control. No differences existed
between the States on both the Eq and E, comparisons for this period.

Item 4: SDrlng, 1971, to Fall, 1971

- The future, Sprl 1971, to Fall, 1971, comparison for E; indica-
ted no differences in the Varlablc over time or between the States. The
E> analysis did reflect significant differences in that the Experimental

-State expected to have clearer policy stztements in the future and the

Control expected them to stay zbout the same. The States, holding time

-constant, were nNot different.

Item 5: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1871

. - T 1
Item 5, My organization's perfermance standards arg;understood,z

et
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showed no effects attributable .to training .in El for the Fall, 1970 to
Spring, 1971, period. The States were, however, different in that this
Experimental State perceived thzir performance standards as‘-more under-
stood than was the case in the Control State. State E, evidenced -
training effects and proved to be different from the Control. ‘In this 5
case, however, the training effect was to reduce the extent to which
performance standards were understood. The differences between the —
States was that the Control State perceived that their standards were :
better understood than those of the Experimental State E,.

Item 5: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

The Fall, 1965, to Fall, 1970 intcrim differences were found in
both the way the variable was. changing over time and the actual dif- ;~
ferences between the States for all possible comparisons. For both of
the Experimental States, the tendency had been for performance standards
to become more understood over time; holding time constant, both of the oG
Experimental States described their performance standards as less well
understood than did the Control State. : : :

Item 5. Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971 T

The Spring to Fall 1971 perlod revealed a ulfferent pattern. In
this case, there was no difference in the way the variable was expected —
to behave for Ej, and: E;.was not different from the Control in terms of 3
how clear its performance standards were. The seconid Experimental State,
E,, indicated that performance standards were expected to become more
understood, a very significant difference in relation to the Control :
State, and the Experimental State and the Control were different from i
each other in the extent to which performance standards were understood;
the Control State's understanding was 51gn1f1cantly greater than the
.Experlmental State.

-DATA SUMMARY ™

OPaRATIONAL IMPACT OF TRAINING ON ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING { }f
Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971 T
IMPACT OF TRAINING
o Positive No Negative -
Item ' Type of Data ‘Effect | Effect | Effect
QUESTIONNAIRE _ - 7]
1 | My organization's overall plan is i
operable E3 Ej
2 | The goals of this organization are E 3 £ o
articulated. 2 1 :
3 | Our goals are realistic and attain- £ E -
able with our best efforts 2 1 -
.4 | Iy organization's policy statements E E. :
‘ are clear 2 1 .
5 |{My organization's performance _
standards are understood E1 B2 [ (w)‘“
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For the critical time period, Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, organi-
zation E; showed no effects of training on any of the five varlables.
Three out of five times E; was significaiitly y different from the Con-
trol State in terms of the extent to which the variable was achieved in
the organization. In general, E; described the items as more consis-
tently operational than did the Control State.

For State Ep, effects of training were present in all five cases.
This effect was not, however, straightforward. In four cases the
effect was positive and in one case it was negative. State E, was not
significantly different from the Control three out of five times on
the extent these variables were operational in thé organization.

In the one year period preceding the training efforts, Fall, 1969,
to Fall, 1970, State Ej showed, four out of five ‘times, a greater
tendency for the variable to become more operational in the organization;
and, in relation to the Control State for this period; holding time
constant, organization E; was different four out of five times from
the Control and in all four cases this difference was because the ex-
tent to which the four varlables were seen as operational was lower in
the Experlmental State.

Organlzatlon E, showed 2a 51gn1f1cant tendency for all five varia-
bles to become more operational over this time period than did the
Control. Holding time constant, on three out of the five items, Ej was
different from the Control, a difference caused by the fact the varia-
ble were rated lower in the Experimental State. In the fiiture period,
Spring, 1971 to Fall, 1971, four out of five times, Experlmental State
Ej was no different from the Control in terms of''change in the variables;
in one case there were differences which was due to the expectation
that in E; goals of the organization would become more articulated than
the Control expected them to become. "And, with the exception of this
same variable, there were no differences between the States on any of
the five variables. In the case of the single difference, this was
created by the Experimental State perceiving its goals to be more gen-
erally articulated than the Control perceived its to be. The future
dimension in E, showed, four out of five'times; sighificant differences
from the Control in the projected operationality of the variables; in
each of these four cases, the Experimental State expected to make more
positive change than did the Control. Holding time constant, four out
of five times, the States werc not different in the extent they believed
the variable was achiéved in their organizations. In the one case of
differences, this was due to the Control being higher on the dimen-
sion than the Experimental State; this was item 5, "My organizations
performance standards are understood.''.

In short, the data suggests that training had no effect in organi-
zation E; as measured by the five items. In E; there was a training
effect present for all items; in one case, the effect was negative, i.e.,
performance standards became less anderstood Historically, both of
the Experimental:States showed a more marked tendency to -change in a
positive direction than did the Control. Looking to the future (Spring,

R
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1971 to Fall, 1971) the expectations were a rather mixed pattern;
organization E, expected to parallel the Control and organization E
expected to change more than the Control but this charige would not be
sufficient to bring it to as high a level of achlevement as the Con-
trol.

Since we place most credence on the Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

‘comparison, we believe that the training had no effect in E; and had

generally positive effect in Ep (the exception belng the negative
behavior of one variable). Throughout the data, Ep consistently was
at a lower level than either the Control or E; (which suggests the
program was more effective because of greater need). In the Experi-
mental organization which showed less need, the program was not

~ effective in changing perceptions of how the organization functioned

along the five dlmen51ons.

Credibility of The Planning Process

Here, we are interested in the question of how important organi-
zational planning is to the State Educatiomal Agencies and what kind
of rcle the training program played in redefining this role. Four
categories from the content analysis and one item from the question-
naire will be used to explore this question.

Content categories are:

1. Establish credibility of planning. °

Interview question: What do you expect to obtain (obtained)
’ AR from the AMA training?

Range of Scale (1) no value to (7) maximm value
Possibilities: o . :
States: : . ExPei'ime;xtal' States iny

2.:;: Role of planning: how integral

Interview question: What' is” the role of planning in runnlng
' ’ the Stdte’ s schools?

Range of Scale (1) no wvalue to (7) integral part
Possibilities: ‘ ‘ »
States: El;'Ez and Control.

3. Role of planning: how much is needed

Interview question: Same as #2 above'

Rdange of Scale (1) no value--should not be used at all
Possibilities: to (7) everythlng ‘shotild’ be planned’
S
. .84
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States:

El, E?_ and Control

4. Role of planning: emergence

Interview question:

%?"4 Range of Scale
' Possibilities:

States:

The questionnaire item is:

b

Same as #2 above

(i) still not used to--(7) long standing
practice

_El, Ey and Control

5. As I see it, planning is‘aﬁ integral part of running thé

State's schools.
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Item 1l

Establish credibility of planning.

Fall, 1970

Spring, 1971

Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971

E & E
1 2

E & E
1 2

E & E
1 1

E & E
2 2

N - N
7 8

i
§

M N
8 11

M N
8

N | N
8 11

* Kruskal

|-allis One-Way:

Analysis of .Vars

L ance

H=1.209

Sig.=NS

H=0.615

Sig.=NS

H=0.753

Sig.=NS

H=0.493

Sig.=NS
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Item: 2 : Role of Planning: How Intepgral Lo x
Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1971 . .- Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971
E §C |E §Cc | B &4E ||E 8Cc.| B &C | E 6B |lE 8E | E 8E | cec
1 2 1 21 1 | 2 1 2l 1 1| 2 .2

N | N[N N TN N N| NN | N[NNIV [NV VTYT TN
12 12 (12 |12 |12 |12 12 (12 12 (12 |12 {12 ({12 |12 {12 |12 |12 |12

'

. __Kruskal-Wallis Oné-way Analy5is of Varianc

H=0.068| H=5.333 H=8,501 .|| H=2.430 | H=0.213 | P=1.333 || H=0.083 [H=3.968 | H=0.963
Sig.=NS| Sig.=.05| Sip/=.01 || Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS || Sig.=NS [Sig.=.05 | Sig.=NS
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Item 3 : Role of Planning: How much is needed

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971

E §C E §C E §E E §C E &C BGEIE &E E §E c§cC
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2i{ 1 1 2 2

N N N N N N N N N N | M N N N N N

12 |12 12 | 12 12 |12 12 | 12 12 |12 12 12§ 12 |12 {12 Q12 {2

Kruskal-lallis One-Way Analysis of Variance _ _ _

H=1.470 H=3,203 H=0.163 H=1.470 H=1.688 1=0.188(|H=0.021 |H=0.030 | H=0.003

Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS|{Sig.=NS |Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS

Item 4 : Role of vwm::wsw" Emergence

o
[N
. e

Fall, 1970 . . Spring,- 1971 - Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971 |- i

E&c | Eec | EGE[f Bac] Eac| eenfe a5 |E 68| cac
1 2 1 1 2 1 41 1] 2 2 |

N[N N N N N ||l N M N N ] NN N N N N | N
12 |12 12 ]12 12 112 |} 12 | 12 12 | 12 12 112 12 12 {12 |12 | 12 |12

Ap—p—

chmxmauzmppwm.o:o-zmxuwamuwwmm,om Variance
H=1.688 | H=3.968. .|H=2.168 H=0.750 | H=0:213 | H=0.608[H=1.268 | H=3.101 H=0,853

Sig.=NS Sig.=.05 | Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS Sig.=NS||Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS [Sig.=NS
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The first of these items should be regarded with caution as to
its meaning due to the lack of a Control group and the consequent pro-
blem of validity of interpretation. Nevertheless, on Item 1, Estab-
lish credibility of planning,22 there were ne differences between the
States, E; and E,, either before training or after training and no
change occurred which could be attributed to training. - The program
did not effect the credibility of planning.

Item 2, Role of planning: how integ;*al',z3 due to the inclusion
of a Control group, provides a more solid-base to interpret effects.
Analysis of this item showed that organization Ej was not significantly
different from the Control either before or after training and that no
change occurred due to training. Organization E;, unlike E;, was dif-
ferent from the Control before but not after training and did show an
effect of training; the difference between the States which existed
before training was due-to more credibility being attributed to plan-
ning in the Control than-in the Experimental State; the training
effect was to increase the credibility of planning in organization Ej.

Comparison of Ey with. Ez showed significant differences between
the two States before training, with greater credibility ex1st1nc in
Ej; there were no differences after training.

Item 3, Role of planning: "how much needed,24 was not dlfferent
for either of the Experimental States in relatlon to the Control either
prlor or after training and there were no training effects. The train-
ing program had no effect on the amount of plammning that top: admlnls-
trators felt was needed in the organization. :

Item 4, Role of planning: emergence,zs,showed almost the same
pattern as Item 3, with one exception. Organization Ey saw planning

SRR

it was more of a long standing practice. There were no effects
attributable to training for either of the Experimental States even
though this difference between E; and Control was no longer present
in the post-training period. What this means is that the amount of
change that occurred in each of the organlzatlons was. not sufficient
to produce a statlstlcal difference but uas suff101ent to ellmlnate
differences. :

22
Appendix A, p. xiv.

23
Appendix A, p. Xv.

24 S o
Appendix A; p. -xxvii.

25
Appendix A, p. xxix.
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Item 5: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item S, a questionnaire item, As I see it planning is an integral
part of running the State's schools:26 revealed no change which can be

attributed to training in either of the experimental organizations. In
terms of the extent to which planning played an integral role, there
was a difference between each of the Experimental States and the Con-
trol. Organization Ej saw planning as more integral than did the Con-
trol, and organization E; saw planning as liess integral than the Con-
trol. : } :

Item 5: Fall, 196S, tc Fall, 1970

Turning to the past, we find no significant differences in ten-
dency to emphasize planning in either E; or E, as compared to Control;
however, both of the EXperimental States were significantly different
from the Control during this period in the degree planning played an
integral role in the organizatiomns.

Item 5: SprJng, 1971, to Fall, 1971

Moving to the: ant1C1paLed future we find-no differences between
the States and no differences in expected emphasis over time. -

DATA SUMMARY
CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS o
Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971

-IMPACT OF TRAINING
Positive No - jNegative
Item Type of Data Effect | Effect : Effect
: CONTENT 5 Lot
1 ! Establish credibility of planning
P 1, Ep
2 | Role of planning: how integral
3 | Role of plannlng how much 1is
needed 3 - Ey, By
4 Role of plannlng. emergence
: E1, Ep
QUESTIONNAIRE
S {As I see it, planning is an integral | . - » _

-

ipart of running the State's schools

Credibility ef-orgeﬁizational planning as viewed by top adminis-
trators was not .affected by .the training program; the degree to which

26
Appendix A, p. xxxi.
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planning played an integral role increased in E5 as a result of train-
ing and was not effected by training in E;. Training produced no
change in the amount of planning that was perceived to be needed by
top administrators in either of the Experimental States. And, except
for E's perception that planning became an issue more recently than
“was the case in the Control State, there were no.differences among the
States either due to training or in terms of general belief as to when
planning became a standard practice in the organization. This single
difference was obliterated when analysis of the post-training data was
made; this suggests that the top administrators in E2 found that (based
on the AMA's definition of the parameters of planning) planning had
been an issue for as long as it had been in the Control State.

Reéeafch Data: Section II

Role Relationships and Group Standards

The following sub- Headlngs will be utilized: (1) Leadership
Climate, (2) Decision Making and {3) Management Team. The first two
are related to role relationships and the third is related to group
standards. |

Leadership Climate

Data will be drawn from both interviews and questionnaires to
examine selected aspects of the leadership exercised in the organlza~
tions. Tne content analysis items are:

1. Employee interpersonal skills

Interview question: What are some of the roadblocks to
organizational change?

Range of Scale (1) major roadblock/alwéys stops change

Possibilities: to (7) weak roadblock/néver stops change
States: : E;, E» and Control ':

2. Attitude of boss toward AMA training

Interview question: What is the attitude of your boss
toward the AMA tralnlng? : :

Range of Scale " {1) no value to (7) maximum value
Possibilities:
States: Ej and E2
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The questionnaire items are:

3.

My manager makes it.clear he is committed to the success of
our projects. ; (Item #30)

My manager encburageé.and supports innovation. (Item #14)

 Based on inférmatioﬁ I have received from my boss, I know if

I an measuring up in my job. (item #11)

Higher management's reactions to the problems that reach

them are fair. (Item #33)

My boss has expressad belief that the American Hanagement
Association's training program will be helpful. (Item #43)
This item was not contained in the questionnaire administered
to the Control State:” =

404
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.Hnma 1 : Employee interpersonal skills

Fall, Suoﬁ Spring, 1971 Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971
E &§C E §C |E GE E &C E &§C E GE E §E E §E C&C
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2
R IV IV I VY I N N N | N[N [N [H N [N M [N N [N
4 | 4 7 414 8 6 3 6 3 6 6 4 6 7 6 4 |3
M. . Kruskal - lallis One-Vay Analysis of Variance
H "uwnmm.mw“ : :,u.._@. 143 :nm.l.w,m..m H=0,600 | H=0.600 | H=3.103 H=0.284 | H=1.306 | H=0,281
.m.mm.nmm. | mwmn.zm. Sig.=N§ Sig.=NS Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS Sig.=NS m.wm.um.mx Sig.=NS

~ , wwroa“pmu Test of Proportions B

Nnm!w.p Nnrm.nmm Nu._r..mml Z=-1.30 =-1,30 | Z-2.00 2=0.83 2=-0.40 7=.0.44
Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS |[Sig.=NS || Sig.=NS Sig.=NS | Siz.=NS Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS | Sig.=NS




Item _ 2 : Attitude of boss toward AMA training program

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1970 Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971

E § E . E & E E. & E ||'E & E
1 2 fI 1 . 2 1 1 2 2

N TR 1 N 3 W N N N

11 12 i1 12 12 11 12 12 12
i

Kruska1€Wallis One-Way Andlysis of Variance é =

S ’
A H=6.061 ' || H=11.213 H=0.069 ‘ || H=1.613

Sig.=.05" || sig.=.001 ||isig.=NS - Sig.sNS .
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One of the potential raodblocks to organizational change
is intergersonal skills; material on this area was produced by
Item 1.2 Statistical ana1y51s of this item revealed that
organization EL-idnd E2 were not different from the Control
5 State either before or after training, and that no changes
! occurred in either of the experimental States as a result of
' training. The training program had no effect as far as this
variable is concerned.

| Item 2, the other content category, was developed from

responses to the question, "What is the attitude of yocur boss
| toward the AMA training program?™. 28 Analysis indicated that
| the two experimental States (the question was not dsked in the
Control State) were different both before and after training;
'the training did not preduce significant’ changes within either
'of the States. The differences both before and after were due
'to 'a moré positive attitude in E1 than in E2.

Item #3, "My manager makes it ciear he is committed to the
success of our projects, n29 js'the first of five questlonnalre
items included under this section. ' :

Item 3: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

o During the immediate pre-post training period, organization

“El reflected significant change which can be attributed to
training.” In El the effect was to increase managers' commitment.
In organization E2 there was no change in the frequency with
which managers expressed commitment to the success of projects.

‘'Both of thelexperiméntal States were different (independent of
time) from the Control on the grounds of how much commitment was
expressed by managers. Managers in El expressed significantly
more commitment than the Control State's managers and managers in
E2 expressed significantly less commitment.

B ( | : Item ‘3. Fa;ll, 1969, to Fall, 1970

In the year precedlng training, the amount of commitment
) expressed ‘to projects did not change over time in either
;;organlzatlon El or E2; however, the frequency with which
" commitment was expressed was greater in El than in the Control
’ (1ndependent of change on this variable); no difference existed
between E2 and the Control for this period on this basis.

Item 3: Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

The post—tralnlng analysis showed that both of the ex-
‘perimental States were comparable to ‘the Control when time was
‘held constant but when viewed in terms of expected changes in
commitment, both of the experimental States were different
_from the Control. Both State El and E2 expected their managers
e " to express more commi’ “ent to projects as time passed This
v tendency was greater i.. E1 than E2.

27 Appendix A, p. xxxii
28 Appendix A, p. xxxiv
Q . 29 Appendix A, p. xxxv jtlja
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Item 4: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item 4, "My manager encourages and supports innovation,'30
produced no effects attributable to training.in E2 during the
pre- post—training period but did produce very significant’
effects in E1. Both of the States were significanly different
from the Control State in terms of the amount of encouragement
and support given to innovation; support in these terms from
managers in El was greater than that given in the Control;
support in E2 was less than that given in the Control.

Item 4: Fall, 1969, to Fali, 1970

Moving to the year preceding training, we find that neither
El nor E2 showed a tendency for change to occur in the amount of
encouragement and support given to innovation and that independent
of changing emphasis and simply in amount of emphasis, organiza-
tion E2 was not different from the Control. However, organization
El was 51gn1f1cant1y different from the Control 1n that El'
'managérs éxpressed more support. :

syt

Item 4: §pring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

An examination of the period follow1ng training 1nd1cated
organlzatlon El expected to achieve a very. 51gn1f1cant increase
in amountof encouragement and support given by managers to,
projects. Organization E2 reflected no anticipated change Wthh
was significantly different from the Control. Holding time con-
stant and looking at the amcunt of emphasis given to the area,
there were no significant differences between éither of the
Experimental States and the Control. '

Item 5: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item 5, '"Based on information I have received from my boss, I :

know if I am measuring up on my job, 131 showed no effect of training
in the case of El and a significant training effect in E2. This
latter effect was positive. In terms of the amount of job-

related feedback given by the boss, both EI’ and: E2 were different
from the Control State. Organ1zat10n El was different in that

more feedback was glven, in organization E2 less feedback was
given.

Item 5: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

Analysis of the past 1nd1cated that ne1ther of the
experlmental States were 51gn1f1cant1y'd1ffErent from the contvol
in the amount of feedback given. There was a’ tendency in E2
to see managers giving more feedback as time passed which
was different from the situation in the Control. Organization
El was not changing in th1s regard 1n 2 manner different from
the Control

30 Appendix A, p. xxxvi
31 Appendix A, p. xxxvii
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Item 5: 4§pring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

The- fUture looked different to, ‘both of the Exper1menta1
States’ than it did to the Control. "Both organizaticn, E1 and
E2, expected managers to provide a higher volume of feedback on
JOb performance as the future unfolded. The amount of feedback,
independent of time, was significantly greater in El and
significantly less in E2 than in the Control.

Item 6: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1970

When ‘Higher management's reaction to the problems that
reach them are fair,"32 is assessed for the pre-post training
neriod, no effect of training was achieved in State El and in E2
there was a training effect; this effect was positive. E2
reflected a growing tendency to believe higher management'’s
reactions were fair than did the Control State. Neither El or
E2 were different from the Control in strength of belief that
top management's reactions were fair.

Item 6: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

Turning to the past there were no 51gn1f1cant leferences
between the Experimental States and the Control in the strength
of belief that management's reactions were fair-and, in the
case of El1 there was no tendency for change thidt was different
from the Control. There was a 51gn1f1cant tendency for E2 ‘to
move toward greater confidence in the reactions of top management
than was true of the Control. '

Item 6: Spring, 1970, to Fall, 1971

Looking toward the future, neither of the Experimental
States were different from the Control in strength. of -belief in
top management's reactions and both of the Experimental:States
expected greater change in beliefs than the Control. This
change was to be one of increasing confidence in-top management's
reactions.

Item 7: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971 ...

The last item, "My boss has expressed belief that the
American Management Association’s trining program wil¥ be help-
ful,'33 was not administered in the questionnaire given to the
control state. Therefore, interpretation of this item is
somewhat less straightforward. The analysis is limited to a
comparison of the two Experimental States.during the Fall, 1970,
to Spring,. 1971, period. Analysis indicated that the
Experimental States were different in both the extent to which
positive attitudes were held toward the AMA by managers and the
amount of emphasis given.

32 Appendix A, p. xxxviii
33 Appendix A, p. xxxix
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The first difference was due to a significantly:greater
amount of belief being expressed by the managers of organization
El; the second difference was due to E2's managers increasing

the frequency with which they expressed positive attitudes toward
Since El remained unchanged

‘the training that had been received.
and E2 did not, we 1nte"pret this to mean there was a training

effect in E2 and noct in E1l.

DATA SUMMARY

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971

-

Iten Type of Data

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No
Effect

Negative

Effect Effect

Content

1. Employee interpersonal
skills

E1 Ep

2. Attitude of boss toward
AMA training

.. —...Questiomiaire

3. My menager makes it clear
he is committed to the
success of our projects.

4.-My manager encourages and
supports innovation.

5. Based on information I have
received from my boss, I
know if I am measurlng up
in my job. - i .

6. Higher management's reac-
" tions to the problems ‘that
reach them are fair.

7. My boss has expressed
belief that the American
Management Association's

- training program will be
he ;.p*’ul




Based on the content items, we found the training program
had no effect on attitudes of the top. twelve administrators.in
either of the Experimental States toward (1) changing the extent
to which interpersonal skills were seen as a roadblock to change
or (2) the strength of positive belief these administrators had
toward the helpfulness of the AMA program. The program had the
effect of increasing managerial -commitment to the success of
projects in one of the States, El, and not in.the other. It
also had the effect of increasing encouragement and support for
innovation in El and produced no change in E2.

This last pattern was reversed on the item focused on feedback
about job performance; organization E2 showed a significant, positive
training effect--an increase in feedback--and organization E1
showed no effects of the training. Similar effects were produced
with regard to belief that higher management's reactions were fair.
Experimental State E2 showed a significant tendency to increase
confidence in top management reaction; there was no change in
El. Analysis of the last gquestionnaire item indicated training
had the effect of increasing the extent managers of organi-
zation E2 felt the AMA program was helpful; no change occurred
in organization El.

In general, organization El placed greater emphasis on each
of the variables than did organization E2. In other words, one
organization was consistently higher on the measurements and
one was consistently lower.

Decision Making

Two questionnaire items and two content categories will
provide the data base for an analysis of decision making. The
content items are:

1. Involvemernt in decision making:

Interview question: How are major decisions made?
Range of scale possibilities: (1) no participation/
no discussion invited, to (7) maximum participation
throughout the SED.

States: El, E2, and control.

2. Quality of Decision Making

Interview question: Same as #1 above.

Range scale of possibilities: (1) never effective
to (7) highly effective.

States: El, E2, and Control.




" The questionnaire items are: - I
3. The people I work with participate appropriately in it
setting the goals of our work. (Item #23) T}
4. -1 am appropriately involved in decisions affecting ’
my work. (Item #6) ' - : | —
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Analysis of Item l.revealed the training program had no
effect on the extent top administrator's felt involved in major
organizational decisibns;34 neither of the States, El or E2,
showed any change during the period Fall, 1970, to Spring,
1971. E1l was significantly different from the Control State
both in the Fall and the Spring; both times this difference
was due to administrators in E1 feeling more involved in
decisions than their counterparts in the Control. And, due
to the same reason, El was different from E2 in the post-

training period.

_Item 2, quality of decision makigg,3§lso showed no
effects that could be attributed to training in either of
the Experimental States. The program neither increased nor
decreased the perceived effectiveness of decision making for the .
top twelve administrators. There were statistical differences
between E2 and the Control in both the Fall and Spr1ng, these
differences were generated because the Control State perceived
a h1gher quallty of decision maklng than did organization E2.

Organizations E1 and E2 were significantly different in
the Spring of 1971; this difference was caused by managers in
El attributing greater effectiveness to their organizational
decisions than E2's managers attributed to theirs.

; In short, the program had no effect on the quality of.
effectiveness of decision making in the Experimental States.

Item 3: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item 3, The people I work with participate appropriately
in setting the goals of our work.”“ for the immediate pre=post
training perlod indicated mixed effects. Training had the
effect of 1ncrea51ng participation in decision making in E1l
and had no effect in:E2. Both of the Experimental organizations
were different from the Control in the amount of participation
that was available in the organization. There was greater
participation in El than in the Control State and less

participation in EZ2.

Item 3: Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

Ir the past, there was a trend for increasing participation
in decision making in organization E2 and no such trend in
El. Both of the Experimental States were different f-om the
Control. Organization El had more participation in decision
making than the Control and organization E2 had less.

34 Appendix A, p. X1
35 Appendix A, p. x1ii
36 Appendix A, p. x1iv
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Item 3: Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

Moving to the future, we find that in E1l there is a
projected trend of greater involvement in decision making and
there is no such trend in E2. There were no differences between
the Experimental. States and the Control during this projected
period as to.the amount of part1c1pat10n expected to exist
in the organization..

tem 4. Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

The last variable, I am appropriately involved in
decisions affecting my work,5/ reflected the same relation-
ships as the previous item. There was a significant increase,
a training effect, in the way individuals were involved in
decisions in El; training had no effect in E2. Experimental
organlzatlon El was different from the Control in the amount
of involvement individual's felt they had in decisions
affecting their work; greater involvement existed in the
Experimental States. Organization E2 was also different from
the Control; this difference was one of less 1nvolvement

Ttem 4: . Fall 1969, to Fall 1970

During this period there was no change of either greater
or lesser, involvement present in either"El or E2. Organization
El allowed significantly more individual participation in
decisions affecting jobs than the Control. No differences
existed between E2 and the Control. '

Item 4: Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971

Analysis of the expected future revealed a pattern of
relationships exactly like the past. Only organization El
showed a’projected greater involvement in decisions; ‘52 was
nc different from the Control in projected 1nvolvement and
when time was held constant, neither El or E2 were different
than the Control. ~

Summary of Findings

‘The following table portrays the several kinds of impacts
the training had on decision making in organizations El and E2.

]

37 Appendix A, p. xlv
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DATA SUMMARY

DECISION MAKING

Fall, 19705-Spring, 1971

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No ' Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

Content

1. Involvement in E1 E2
decision making. -

2 Quality of decision

making E1 B

_.Questionnaire

3. The people I work with
participate appropriately o
in setting the goals of Ey . : . B
our work '

4 I am appropriately involved .
in decisions affecting Eq Ey

my work

C — T - —r

Analysis of the interview material obtained from the top

‘twelve administrators showed no effect of training when it came

to involvement in major organizational decisions or effectiveness
of decisidn’ making. Analysis of the two questionnaire items

for the same period, Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, indicated
mixed training effects. Training increased the amount of
part1c1pat10n individuals believed others had in settlng work
goaig-in-organlzat1on El and had no effect in E2. The last
questionnaire item refiected the same pattern. Training
increased the extent individuals in E1 felt they were approp-
riately involved in decisions affecting their work and had

no effect in E2. ~
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Management Team

Six variables will be utilized, four content categories and
two questionnaire items. These variables are intended to provide
a general picture of team or group efforts within the organization
and are not keyed to a specific work unit. In other words, the
material from the. questionnaire will aggregate information about
a number of work groups in the organization; the content material
will address only the top twelve administrators' view.

The content categories are:

1. Promote cooperative teamwork

Interview question: What do you expect to obtain
(obtained) from the AMA training?

Range of Scale (1) no vaiue, to (7).maximum value
Possibilities: -
States: El and E2

2. Amount of cooperative teamwork present.

Interview question: What are some of the roadblocks
to organizational change?

Range of Scale- (1) méjor,roadblocks/always,stops
Possibilities: - change, to (7) weak roadblock/
' ' seldom stops change.

States: El, E2 and Control
3. Degree to which people in organization will support
' change.
Interview gquestion: Same as #2 above.
Range of Scale Same as #2 above.
Possibilities:
States: El, E2, and Control

4. Organization reacts tc problems: rather than anticipates
and deals with problems.

Interview question: Same as #2 above.
Range of Scale Same as #2 above.
Possibilities:

States: El, E2 and Control
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Questionnaire items are:

My work group understands what we are trying to

5.
achieve. (Item #26) - 2

6. My group works hard to achieve its goals. (Item 12)

s
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Item 1 Promote cooperative teamwork
\“Fall, 1970 | Spring, 1971| Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1971 |
{ 1
i :
B} & Ey: e _E; G E,. E, & E; E, & E,
N | N 4] N | N N | N N | N
8 7 z 11 {10 8 {11 7 110
— = || == S i A
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
: ! |
= 1.477 || H= 5.565 H= 0.015 H= 2.002
Sig.= NS l Sig.=.05 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Promote céoperative teamwork,38 item 1, which was a content

category applied only to organization El and E2 showed no
significant_change. 1n_e1ther of .the.Experimental States for
the period Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971. And there were no
d1fferences_between the States before training. In the post-
training period, there was a difference between:El and E2;
this difference was due to the El group indicating the program
promoted cooperative teamwork more than did the group in -E2.
Since there was..no.difference in either of the States between

what the top twelve expected to.obtain in this area from the AMA

training and what they said they obta1ned the program met
their expec*atlons. :

The secons content category, amount of cooperative team
work present,”” one of the rcadblocks to organizational change
categories, showed no change in-either El1 or E2 in relation to
the Control" aroup iAnd there were no differences between the
Experlmental states and the Control either before or after
training. In short, the training had no effect on the degree
to which it was .felt that lack of cooperative teamwork was a
roadblock to organlzatlonal change.

The thlrd content category, degree to Wthh individuals in
the organization #will support change,?V was not affected by the
training program. Neither of the Experimental States were
different from the Control prior to or after tralnlng,
awareness of this area as an issue was different in organi-
zation E1 than it was in E2. This difference was manifest
by more people being aware of this as an issue in E2 prior
to training than was the case in El. There were no differences
in awareness following training. Finally, the training program

had no effect on-awareness in E1 ‘and had the effect of decreasing

awareness of this roadblock in E2. .

The fourth item, organization: reacts_to problems rather
than anticipates: and deal with probleéms,*! also a category
under the general question of roadblocks to change., wds not
affected by ithe training program in either of the Experimental
States. HNeither of the Experimental’States was d1fferent from
the Control State in amount of emphasis given to this area prior

to training; in the post-training period, the Control group placed

more emphasis on this as a problem than did El. Thare were no
differences between the Control and E2-in this regard..

38 Appendix A, p. xlvi ; -
39 Appendix A, p. x1lvii

40 Appendix A, p. x1lix

41 Appendix A, p. 1i
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Awareness of this area was significantly different among
the top administrators of E2 and the Control and between the
E2 and El1 during the pre-training period. Administrators in
E2 were generally less aware of this as a problem in E2
than was the case in the Control State and were also more
aware than were the administrators in El. Following training
therz was no difference in awareness between any of ihe States.

Item 5: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item 5, a questionnaire item, my work group understands
what we are trying to achieve,42 reflected no effects attributable
to training for either of the Experimental States during the
Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971, time period. Both of the
Experlmental States were dlfferent from the Contrdl in' ‘the
amount of emphasis given to the item, however Slgnlflcantly
greater understanding existed in El1 than in the Control and’
significantly less understandlng ex1sted 1n E2 than in relatlon
to the Centrol

Item 5: .Fall, 1969, to Fall, 1970

Analysis of the past showed that the Experimental States
were different from the Control in terms of both the amount
of change or tendency to change (column F's) and in terms of
empnasis placed on the variable in each of the States (row F's)-
Both of the Experimental States showed a greater tendency for
neople to believe that their work group understood what they
were trying to achieve than was the case in the Control State.
In teims of emphasis placed on this area, the Control State
Aindicated that greater understanding was achieved relative to
organlzatlons El and E2

Item 5: Sprlng, 1971 to Fall, 1971 T

The future period, Spring, 1971, to Fall, 1971, indicated
significant change was expected to occur in orgarnization El
relative ‘tc the Control group; this change was expected to
be in a positive direction, or, in other words, to increase
undexr standlng Organization E2 did not show an expected rate
of change which was: different than that expected in the
Control. ' And, in terms of amount of ‘emphasis or achievement
of understandlng in each State, there was a significant
difference between El and the Control; this difference was
one of greater understanding in the experimental organization.
There were no significant differences between E2 and the

Control group.

42 Appendix A, p. 1iii
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Item 6: Fall, 1970, to Spring, 1971

Item 6, my group works hard to achieve its- goals,43 showed
no effect of training in either of the Experimental States. In
terms of how hard the groups were described as working, there
were differences between both El1 and E2 in relation to the
Control. Organization El indicated its groups worked harder than
the Control did; E2's work group described itself as working
less hard than the Control group's description of itself.

Item 6: Fall, 1969, to Fall 1970

The period Fall, 1969, to Fall 1970, showed that El was
not different from the Control in the amount of change that.
occurred during the past; organization E2 was different from
the Conxrol the -tendency to increase the extent to which the
Control’s organization's work groups’ saw themselves working
harder was greater-than in E2, Both of the experimental States
were different from the Control in the overall degree to
which each emphasized how hard its groups worked. Both
Experimental organizations indicated that their groups did
not work as hard as did the groups in the Control State.

DATA SUMMARY

MANAGEMENT TEAM

\Fall, 1970-<Soring, 1971

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Iten Type of Data Effect Effect, Effect
Content P N AR

1. Promote cooperative ‘

teamwork o {  Ey E2
2. Arount of Cooperative o o

teamwork present .- 5 - EyE)
3. Degree to which people : ‘ -

in the organization will o -JEI Eél

support change -

4. Organization reacts to : .
prcblems rather than © - i s E; Ep
anticipates ard deals S : 1

.. with problems -.

Questionnaire

5. My work group understands :
what we are trying to Ex E
achieve. 172

6. My group works hard to

achieve its goals. -E1 E2

43 Appendix A, p. liv 135
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On all four content categories--two related to cooperative
teamwork, one related to support for change, znd the last to
problem orientation--there was no effect attributable to the
training program. In terms of the two questionnaire items,
there also was no effect of training on either the
frequency with which work groups understood what they
. were trying to achieve or frequency with which they saw
themselves working hard to achieve their goals.
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OVERALL SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Before the overall implications and overall research
findings are portrayed, a summary review and discussion of the
general design of the training program will be provided.

These considerations form the basis for overall interpretation
of the data and are the context to which the research findings
are keyed. Brief ccmments will be made here about two areas:
(1) the staging of the program and (2) the way the program was
conducted. Events which occured as the program was implemented
and have a bearing on the research findings will be discussed
when the data is interpreted.

Staging of the Program

We define the term staging as the different program
components, w?o they were administered to an when they were
administered.

We discussed each of the three programs, the Manage-
ment Course for Presidents (hereafter MCP), the Top Manage-
ment Briefing (hereafter TMB) and the Educational Planning
Process (hereafter EPP). Generally speaking, the format of
the MCP was similar in design and content to the TMB. Both
programs were oriented to professionalizing management and
organizational planning. The first of these was attended only
by the State Superintendent and the second was attended by the
top twenty-four administrators (including the Superintendent)
from the State Educational Agency.2 The third program, the
EPP, was attended by organizational families: a group. compcsed
&f organizational superiors and subordinates who work together
regularly. The first group of twelve top administrators who
attemded the program were the State Superintendent and his imm
immediate organizational subordinates; the second group was
ied by the person identified as having chief respomnsibility
for delivery of program services to the Locdl Educational
Agencies.

. A1l the people in the first group attended the TMB
prior to the EPP program and a large proportion of the second
group also had attended the TMB prior to undertaking the EPP.

1 Cf., Chart on p. 3
2 Only the Superintendent from Organization
E2 attended the MCP. Cf., p. 7
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Top Management Briefing and Educational Planning Process:
Change Strategies..

Earlier in the text, three types of attitude change were
discussed-~-compliance, identification, and internalization.
Attitude change based on compliance involves doing or saying
what one is expected tc say when a particular situation is
presented. Like compliance, attitude change based on
identification alsc requires an extermal stimulus before
the acquired attitude is acquired by the person; this is
normally related to exposure to 2 person whose social role,
behavior, or mannerisms are attractive. The third type of-
change is internalization; unlike the other two, attitudinai
change which involves internalization is incorporated into
the person’s value structure and does not depend upon external
support for activation.

'The'way the input of the training was controlled has an
important bearing upon the type of change which will be:likely

. to occur., Analysis of the MCP and the TMB indicated considerable

similarity of design. Since the first of these was only
attended by the Superintendent, we will tarn to the second
program and point out the way the learning process was
expected to occur within the formal program operating time.
The matrix developed to provide this data indicates that for
approximately 80% of the program time the training input was
controlled by the AMA lecturer who was sharing concepts,
experience, etc., with the trainees. Approximately 12.6%
of the program was devoted to general discussion” and 7.4%
was allocated to small group discussion.? Input in the
general discussions was controlled by both the AMA rep-
resentative who led the discussions and the trainees.

Since both change based on compliance and change
based on identification are tied to externmal factors and
since the largest proportion of the program time was allotted
to lectures, the primary vehicle for attitudinal change was-
the compliance and identification of the trainees with the
concepts, experiemces, and values of the lecturers.

This strategy depends quite heavily upon the quality of
the information which was inputed tg the client and the way
the lecturer made his presentation.” This general process has
been_called an informational method. of change.

3 Considered sclely from the standpoint of amount of time each
person, could possibly interact with the .trainer in a situation

where all program participants are present the amount of "air

time" available to each person is. con51cerab1e less than is the

case in small group discussions. . :

4 Cf. p. S.

.5 It is the op1n10n of the field researcher that the lectures

were, almost without exception, extremely well-executed |
professional presentations.
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Techniques relying prlmarlly upon information giving
are effective in ambiguous situations, wherg lack of information
is the obstacle tc appropriate performance.

. The second major program experience was the Educational
Planning Process. The change strategy employed in this program
was somewhat different frow the TMB. Unlike the previous
program, where the input was almost entirely controlled by
sources external to the trainee, the EPP design involved a
mutuality of input control SR

_ The boundaries of legitimate discourse within this program
was controlled by the AMA through its severzal steps in
organizational planning and definitions and actions which
were given to these steps. Input within these boundaries was
~a function of the client group and the particular problems and
prospects their organization faced. The role of the trainer
was to clarify the boundries of legitimate discourse, keep
.the client group oriented to the problem of:organizational
. planning, insure that each: of the steps in the planning process
. were accomplished as fully as possible, and attempt to maximize
the extent to which interpersonal discourse remained at the
level of rational.dialogue and exchange of op1n10n.

Given this design, the primary processes of attitudinal
change ‘would again be compliance and identification. These-
processes are defined somewhat differently in this context
than they were in the TMB. Compliance is tied to the fact
that the boundries of discourse were defined.by the AMA's
conceptualization of effective organizational planning.
Identification prccesses were evoked through the interaction
of the members of the client group with each other. Changed
attitudes which are-a result of this interaction can be expected
to be forthcom1ng whenever the role relatlonshlns upon which
the identification is based are present.® -

6 . Dan1e1 Katz and Robert Kahn The ‘Social Psychology of »
Organizations (New York: John Wlley, 1966) , p. 393 - :

7 Cf., pp 14-15 :

8 Since the role of trainers (as percelved by the f1e1d
researcher who observed segments of all but one of the EPP
programs. given to top administrators from the State Educational
Agency) was: not che which focused on the process level of the

- group's behavicr, change through -internalization is not con-
sidered to be a direct intention of the training design. Each
of the State Offices had a different trainer and each trainer's
style or way of interviewing was somewhat different. Neither
.of the trainers overtly drew attention to emotional factors
vhich were affecting the group's behavior and both kept their
interventions to improving the quality of logical. discourse
when the group began to falter. Attention was focused only on
the logic of discourse and the emotions which supported the dis-
course were not attended to. Since the possibility of internal-
ization is optimized when both logical: discourse and emotions are
considered, we do not believe internalization is likely to be

a major source of attitude change during the TMB. -
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Since all of the participants in each of the EPP
programs were members of a specific organizational "family,"
an intact group ‘as defined by the formal organization and
composed of orgamizational superiors and his subordinates,
changed attitudes are likely to be frequently evoked in
the organization.

: This program is also the recipient of whatever change
occured in the TMB. Because of these considerations and
beczuse the program was based on two one week training sessions
separated by a significant amcunt of time during which the
partitipants returned to their crganization to continue
pursuing events and processes initiazted by the first week of
training, we consider this to be the most potent force for
organizational change. This force is composed of two
elements: 1) individual awareness/knowledge and 2) role
relationships and group standards. ST

Overall Summary and Interpretation_of_Fiﬁdings

Following the pattern of the two general headings in
- the text, we will begin with a discussion of the varlables
" included under the heading Organizational Planning- Process.

The heading contained 4 sub-headings and a° total of twenty‘
two research variables. o Y

e

9. Cf. p. 35.
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971

EFINITION OF THE MISSION OF IMPACT OF TRAINING
HE ORGANIZATION ‘ Positive No . Negative
Item - Type of Data Effect Effect Effect
' Content T -
1. Definition of ‘the R f Eq E,
Institution's Mission o
2.Sense of SED Mission - E7 E,
{3. Feelings about the direc- D _ r
tion the organizaticn is ' - Ey E,
moving. -
Questionnaire
4. The kinds of things I
am -doing will make 2 E Ey E;

long term centribution ‘
to :education. _ ' . *

: i
N
PRI Vote

MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATION-
- JAL PLANNING ' L

Content

1. Modify previously . E; E;
established objectives.

2.I1dentify and analyze
alternative courses of Ej E2
action.

3. Determine priorities E1 E2

4. Define standards of
performance for key El E2
adninistrators.

5. Specify task completion
dates and action El E2
assignments. '

N,

6. Assign responsibilities

to subordinate units El E2

7. Design a2 methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in
relation to the perfor- Ei Ep
mance specified in the
plan.

8. Produce and implement
a long-range strategic Eq E2
plan '

- 144
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ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING PROCESS (CON. )

Fall 1970——$prlng,1971

OPERATIONAL IMPACT OF IMPACT OF TRAINING
TRAINING ON ORGANIZATIONAL '

PLANNING I Positive No- Negative
Item Type of=Data Effect Effect Effect

Content

1. My:organization's over-

all plan is operable. E2 E1

2. The goals of this _
organization are Ep . E1
articulated. - 7 '

3. Our goals areirealistic _ .
and attainable with our E2 - T E1
best efforts. -

4. My organization's policy
statements are clear. ‘

5. My organization's per¥ S A o
formance standards are ° |l - E E,
understood U '

't CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING
PROCESS

Content

1 Establish credlblllty

of planning E1 E2

2. Role -of Plannlng How Ep
- Integral ' -

3. Role of Plannlng wa much '
is-needed o A E1 E2

4. Role of Planning: E1 E2.:
Emergence - 1 E2

Questionnaire

5. As' T see it, planning is- . N
an integral part of % | EypE2
running the State's - A i S R
schools. '

o . 142
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The first two sub-headings, Definition of the Mission of
the Organization and Mobilization of ORganizational Planning
which are based entirely on variables related to the AMA training
goals revealed no significant changes in either organization
El or E2 which could be described as a positive effect of
training And, there were seven cases of negative effects;
that is, the amount of emphasis given to certain variables
decreased 51gn1f1cant1y as a result of tralnlng.

A1l of this data is taken from the reactions of the
top twelve administrators to the question of what they
expected to obtain from the training and what they said
they obtained from the training. This data suggests the
training program was more or less what the top administrators
expected to get and had, at the minimum, no effect on -
increasing their positive orientation to the various steps
in organizational planning. :

" The third sub-heading, wh1ch was based entirely on
questionnaire items, provided a different set of effects.
This data indicated the training program-had positive. effects
in four spec1f1c areas in organization E2 and had no: effect 1n El.

E2 underdtood performance standards.

What this indicates is that the operatlonal impact of
the training was significant in one of the States and not in-
the other. The State in which this was the case was also the
State which experienced a different form of the EPP program;
it received three weeks of training instead of two. There
were two intersession periodsj the participants returned to
their organization: between the first and second week and
between the second and thlrd week of tralnlng. -

In other words because ! the top itwelve admxnlstrators
who were engaged in the EPP program returned to their
organizations twice for extended periods of time between the
training sessionms,:this had the effect of creating a greater
level of awareness among the population of people who responded
to the questionnaire. This awareness was produced because of
two factors: 1) the people whc went through this special form
of the EPP were the key or top level administrators and there-
fore more cf a visible role model and because of these inter-
session periods enabled this set of administrators greater
opportunity to discuss issues and problems which were a product
of the training with people with whom they had ''good communi-
cations."

Since the other organization did not experience the
program in this manner, we have an example of the effects of
two different training designs. One which did not promote
change in attitudes and one which did.
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T

Finally, with one exception the program had no effect on
the credibility of organizational planning in eitker of the
two States. This is collaborateéd by both forms of
measurement utilized in the research.

Turning to the second expected impact area, Role
Relationships and Group Standards, we find a generally mixed
pattern of effects with seven positive training effects out of
a possible 34 opportunities (17 for each State). Five of
these positive effects occurred in Experimental State E2 _
which, as was pointed out, went through a somewhat different

training program.
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

ROLE RELATIONSHIPS AND GROUP STANDARDS

Fall, 1970--Spring, 1971

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Iten Type of Data

Content

| Positive

No
Effect

Negative

1.Enployee interpersona1.  -

skills, . .

-Effect. .

E1 E2

Effect

2 Attitude of boss toward -
AMA training.

 Ej E2

Questionnaire

3. My manager makes it clear
he is committed to the
success of our projects.

E2

4. My manager encourages
and supports innovation

El

E2

5. Based on information I
have received from my
boss, I know if I am
measuring up in my job.

E2

El

6. Higher management's
reactions to the problems
that reach them are fair.

E2

E1

7. My boss has expressed
belief that the American
Management Association's
training program will be
helpful.

El

E2

DECISION MAKING

Content

1. Involvement in decision
making

El E2

2. Quality of decision making

El1 E2

Questionnaire

3. The people I wovk with
participate appripriately
in setting the goals of
our work.

E1

E2

4. 1 am appropriately
involved in decisions
affecting my work.

El
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ROLE RELATIONSHIPS AND GROUP STANDARDS (CON.)

Fail, 1970--Spring; 1971

MANAGEMENT TEAM IMPACT OF TRAINING
Item Tvpe of Data Positive | No Negative
Content Effect Effect Effect
1. Promote cooperative
teamwork i El E2
2. Amount of cooperative
teamwork present. E1 E2
3. Degree to which people in .
the organization will El E2
support change. -
4 Organization reacts to
problems rather than
anticipates and deals El E2
with problems.
Questionnaire
5. My work group understands. E1 E2
what we are. trying to
achieve.
6. My group works hard to E1.E2 .
] achieve its goals. R
ire
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Since the program had only a positive effect on one of
the variables measured in organization El, we conclude that
the training'program had very little- effect in this particular
State. 1In the case of the second State, E2, the program had
a more significant effect on the attitudes of organizational
members.

Viewed - from an overall _perspective and in terms of the

' areas which were measurcd by ‘this evaluation effort, the

experimental program, *"Adapting and Testing Business Management
Deve10pment Programs for Educational Administrators,' seems to
have had no significant effect on. the attitudes of the top
twelve administrators in the Experimental States toward either
the various steps in the planning or the credibility of
organizational planning. It did have an almost completely
positive effect in organization E2 in changing the quesionnaire
pcpulations’® perception of the operability of the organlzatlon”
overall: plan, its goals, and policy statements. o

No effect of training occured in these areas 1n |
organization El.

The program produced significant change in the area of role
relationships and group standards in organization E2 on five out
of the 17 variables in the other Exper1menta1 State.

This difference in general impact-in the two States can
be attributed to the two different training designs which were
utilized and the general levels of organizational functioning
described by the measurement scales. Organization E2 began the
program with a lower level of self-described functioning on
almost all of the measurement variables than did El. Thus the
potential for change was greater in El1 than in E2.

Overall, we conclude that the effect of training during
the first year of evaluation was very limited in Experimental
State E1 and limiteéd in Expirimental State E2.

Final overall assessment of the efficacy of this program
will be made when the second year of evaluation is completed;
findings from both years will be integrated into an overall
appraisal and will incorporate both attitudinal change and
changes in organizational output. This second report will,
in a very real sense, provide the full assessment of the
impact of the program.
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

R Y
. »
Yarssble _4G : Rpadblock; Sense of State Educatioral Agency Mission

f bl

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, ‘70 | Spring, '71 F
Exp ¥l (H=0.075:Sige NS )} Exp.#1
®) (z=0.40 :Sig= NS ) O B

fH= 0,000 :Sig= NS} - | ' (H=0.017 :1Sig NS ) - —
£2Z= -1.37 :5ig= NS ) (2=-1.30 :Sig NS )

o
I/.
/! 3
B —
X
3

Control D) (F=p,.333:Sig= NS ) Control 4
{2=0.50 :51g= NS ) &

Fall, '70 Spring, ‘71
Exp.#2Z ’ - (Hx 0.035:8ig= NS ) Exp.¥#2 —
- ¢ (Z=-2.25 :5ig=.05 ) @ |
f | | ‘ : B
(= §.056:5ig= NS ) : | (H= 0.125:Sig= NS ) T
(2= 3.5 :Sigx 01 ) : (2=-0.44 :Sig=NS ) i}
Coatroi 5 (H= 0.333:Sig= NS )} Control 3 —E

s (7= 0.50 :Sig= 5 3 O -

Feall, '70 Spring, '71 E
Exp.#l - = 3.076:Sig= NS ) - Exp.#1
O (z= 0.40 :5ig= N5 ) r®; E
| ;
€8=_0.160:Sig= NS ) (H=_0.102:Sig= NS ) I
(3=_1.73% t8ige= NS ) (2=-0.83 :Sig= NS )
Exp. #2 b (H= 0. 095:Sig= NS ) é Exp.#2
‘ \ (2= -2.23Sig= g5 ) ]
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Variable 40 : _Roadblock: Sense of State Educational Agency Mission
b
(_ { Fall, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis Ome-Way Binomial Test of
P Size Q0 Analysis of Variance i Proportions
Experiment #1 5 H = 0.000 Z=_-1.37
&
Control 2 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 S H = 0.056 Z=_-3.50
§ ' [T —
} Control : 2 Signif.=__ NS Signif.= .01
! Experiment #1 5 H = 0.160 Z=_ 1.73
i § £
N ( ~ ¢ Experiment #2 9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
- r Spring, 1971 ‘
E
: Experiment #1 ) H= 0,017 AR '-] 30
3 & ! '
Control 3 Signif.s NS Signif.= NS
}— _
1 .. . . < .
: zxpe:':ngent #2. 4 H= 0.125 Z=_.0,44
’ Cov:trol ; 3 Signif.= NS ; Signif.= NS
: T
- A Experlrgent #1 ; 6 H= 0.102 Z=_.0.83
| Experiment #2 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
1
Fall, 1970 to |
E Spring, 1971 :
. Experiment #1 5 H= 0.075 Z2=_0.40
&
| Experiment #1 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
b’ Experiment #2 9 E = 0.095 f Z=_-2.23
& .
~ | Experiment #2 4 Signif.= NS b Signif.= .05
|
. Control 2 H = 0.33% 2= 0.50
’ & 153 .
\‘l . COIZtl’Gl 3 Si .fo:_.‘, - 75 Si 1 ‘8 NS

Vil




!

Yariable 51 :

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

How do you_feel about the direction this organizatiom is mgvi_r_;g? ‘

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATICHS OF ANALYSIS

Full, '70

Spring, '71

Exp.#1 - (H=0.215 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1l
Q {z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) o,
(= 0.3187 :Sig= NS (H= 0.040 :Sig NS
§2=(,00 :Sig=" NS ) (Z= 0.00 :Sig NS
Control éi) {H=(0.520 :Sig= NS ) ) Control
; - (2= p.09 :5ig= N5 )
Fall, *70 Spring, '71
Exp.#2 - {H=0.320 :Sig= NS ) . Exp.#2 .
O {Z=0.00 :Sig= NS ) JL¢
| | |
(H= 6.307 :Sig= .05 ) | (H=9.187 :Sig= .01 .)
(Z=_g 00 :Sig= NS ) 1 (2= 0.00 :Sige NS )
Contro] N 8 S5 ) y Control -
ontrol N = n_529 :Sig= NS ntro
3 (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) @
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 ~ (H= 0.213 :Sig= N5 ) . Exp.#1
< (2=0.00 :Sig= NS )
R 9
| ;

(H= 7, 680 :Sig=__.g¢1 ) (H= 12.60&Sig= .001)
(Z=_6.00 :Sig= NS ) (2= 0.00 :Sig=_ NS)
Bxp.#2 O (H=0.120 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2

- NS )

(Z= g.pp :Sig=
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fiow do you ieei about the direction this organization is moving?

o3 ]
e Fall, 1970 “Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
) : ~Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
| Experiment #1 12 H = 0.188 Z= 0.00
I & '
Control 12 Signi€.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 12 H= 6.308 Z=_p.00
< ) . & . v
| Control 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.=  NS.
Experiment #1 12 H= 7.680 Z=_p.a0
3 § : .
. t Experiment #2 § 12 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS
> ' vf
- ' Spring, 1971
i
!} Eyperiment #1 H= Z2=_0.00
g L A _Q,_Qﬂ. c-1
y Control . 12 Signif,s NS Signif.= NS
; | — | _
g E}:perix;ent #2 12 H= 9.188 Z= Q". ap.
¥ g
{ Cortrol 12 Signif.= .01 Signif.= . NS
i — ‘
L }
| Experiment #1 12 H =12.608 Z=_0.00
( - & » | e
* { Experiment #2 { 12 . Signif.=  .001 Signif.= . NS
Fall, 1970 to . 1
. Spring, 1971
o p L
- : '.
Experiment #1 12 H= 0.213 Z=_g0q
Experiment #1 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 12 H= 0.120 "Z=_0.00
E;périment #2 12 Signif.= NS - Signif.= . :NS i
Control - 12 H = 0.521 z= _0.00
&
{ | Contzol 12 Signif.= _ Ns Signif.= _ NS !
Q
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Questionnaire Data |

Variable # 29 : The kinds of thing? I an doing will make a long run contribution to educf“}?:

L]
-

L]
QOQNENMRO NN OO

PhunnnnoacaaN

RRAGRAANR RS D o

L)

PPONDPODONDN®O

SCALE
- VALUES

AEERE

[ ]
NBPOPONDPOOONE o
‘1. e

MO!MM;#&&#
S NOON M

.
[ R
.

ol alalal ol N RS RSN NS
ONLPOARONOADON

C}@m&o
}

Fall '69

N X SD D | 2
Experiment (#1) | 39| 4.872] 1.657 | 39| 5.436| 1.553 | 73]5.63011.339 | 73!5.75311.299} "~ '~
Experiment (#2) |_60| 5.100| 1.337 | 60| 5.467( 1.214 | 51|5.196{1.233 | 52|5.558]1.074} . "
Control (C) | 65| 5.353| 1.494 | 66| 5.697| 1.301 | 61/5.393j1.159 | 61!5.557/1.148 =
- Total 164 165] 185 186f ~ | _
THO-WAY Anal. L & T2 -
of Variance T
| - F Signif. ]

Experiment #1 W/]Col.] 3.083 NS
Control State {Row 4,595 05 -
_Experiment #2 W/ Col.] 2.036 NS - J

. Lontrol State |Row 4.377 .05
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Variable 2 :

Modify previously established objectives

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

"SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF AMALYSIS

* Fall,.'70 Spring, '71
Exp.¥1 O (H=0.038 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
Y {Z='0.00 :Sig= NS ) Ct)
- (= 0.029:8ig= NS ) | (B=0.475 :Sig= NS
o m0.00:51g= N5 ) (z=_0.00_:Sig= NS
'}
Exp.#2 ) (H=(.288 :Sig= NS ) Ve Exp.#2
(2= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
) ;§ FALL, 1970 * Sample - Kruskal-Wallis One-Way } Binoniél Test of |
ot L Size (N) Analysis of Variance -___Proportions
'% Experiment #1 . 4 H= 0.029 Z = 0.00
& ' .
i
; Experiment #2 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= - NS
: — R -
-t spriNG, 1971
——
Experiment #1 11 H= 0.475 Z =900
, & } - .
Experiment #2 { _11 Signif.= NS - Signif.= _ NS
FALL, 1970 to
SPRING, 1971 P
| E@ei'imen.t #1 4 H= 0.038 Z=0.00
&
-7 Experiment #1- : 11: Signif.= NS~ Signif.= NS
. | Experiment #2 8 H= 0.288 Z = 0.00
1 & | | . - S
g-? [ Experiment #2. : 1. Signif.= __“N_S_ Signif.= NS~
R . o
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 3 : 1Identify and Analyze Alternative Courses of Action

\

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 H= :Sig= ) Exp.#1
Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) (i
1,25& :Sig= NS ) | : (B=1.350 :Sig= NS
(Z- 0.00 :Sig= N> ) (2=_0.00 :Sig= NS '
{
Exp.#2 L (H=1.204 :Sig= NS_ ) b Exp. #2
&, - C
(Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
FALL, 1970 | Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
i Size (N) Analysis of Variance # Proportions
Experir;ent #1 6 ' H=_ 1,256 | Z=_0,00
Experiment #2 6 Signif.= NS Signif.=__ NS
1
| SPRING, 1971
—
Experiment #1 j 6 H= 1.350 Z=_0,00
G 3
Experiment #2 $ 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

FALL, 1970 to T

SPRING, 1971 ' \\

! Experiment #1 | 6 H= 0.519 Z=_0,00
& .
Experiment #1 i 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
| Experiment #2 . 6 | H= 1,204 : Z=_0.00
& ;
Experiment #2 8 Signif.= NS J Signif.= NS |
| | 138 . :
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COMNTENT ANALYSIS DATA

a——

Variable 4 : Determine Priorities

SCHEMATIC PRESENMTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

o Fall, '70 Spring, '71
, Exp.#1 + (H=6.615 :Sig=.05 ) Exp.#1
i | | O— (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) ?
: 3
| (H=0.949 :Sig= NS ] . (B=0.202 ;g5p= NS )
o = 0.00 :Si -.-._NS_) = 0. :Sig=
(.(Z Sig ) | | (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
Exp.#2 ) (H= 3.835 :Sig=.05 ) Ve Exp.#2
+ -(Z=0.00 :8ig="NS )
! &
| FALL, 1970 | Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
_ | Size (N) Analysis of Variance .. Propcrtions
| Experiment #1 5 ‘ . H=_0.949 Z=_0.00
e ; | ‘
i Experiment #2 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS |
1 . —
\ :‘ SPRING, 1971
Experiment #1 4 10 H= 0.202 Z=_0,00 1
& .
Experiment #2 $ 9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
FALL, 1970 to |
SPRING, 1971 i
% | Experiment #1 5 H= 6.615 . . 2=, 0.00
& R
Experiment #1 i 10 Signif.= .01 ' - Signif.= NS..
't Experiment #2 7  H=_3.835 - Z=_0,00
f & : » :
Experiment #2 , 9 Signif.=_ .05 {  Signif.= NS.
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COMNTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 5 : Define Standards of Performance for Key Administrators

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF AMALYSIS

—

Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H=0.056 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
O (Z=0.00 :Sig=Ns ) O
| {
2
(H=0.600:Sig= NS ) | (H=0.360 :Sig=
(Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) (2= 0.00 :Sig=
Exp.#2 O (H=0.150 :Sig= NS ) - Exp.#2
— ' (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) -
1 " FALL, 1970 . | Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
- ? Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experiment #1 2 H= 0.600 Z=_0,00
& -
Experiment #2 2 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
! ' .
SPRING, 1971 ‘
!
T ~ -
Experiment #1 g H=_0.360 Z=_0,00 ‘
g 4
Experiment #2 } 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
FALL, 1970 to -
SPRING, 1971 ‘
I Experiment #1 2 "H=_0.056 Z=_0.00
&
Experiment #1 ‘ 9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
. — L ——— J
" | Experiment #2 2 H=_9 150 “Z =_0.00
&
Experiment #2 | 5 Signif.= _ng Signif.= NS
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'f\ - Variable 6

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Specify Task Completion Dates and Action Assignments

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp. #1 ' (H=0.273 :Sig= NS} Exp. #1
(!J (Z= 0.00 :5ig= N5 ) ‘:&)
(H=1.800 :Sig= NS ) (B=0.750 :Sig= NS )
(Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) (Z= o0.00 :Sig= NS )
( }
Exp.#2 - (H=1.260 :Sig= NS ) o Exp.#2
(Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
| FALL, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
i Size {N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
L
g—Experiment #1 ] H= 1.800 Z= 0.00
&
! Experiment #2 3 ; Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
]
(' SPRING, 1971
' B g
Experi:;ent #1 i 9 H= 0.750 Z=_0.00
Experiment #2 } 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
FALL, 1970 to Li i
SPRING, 1971
Experiment #1 1 H= 0.273 Z=_0,00
& o
i Experiment #1 ' S Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
- T
- | Experiment #2 3 | H=_1.260 Z=_0.00
? Experiment #2 } 8 Signif.= NS S;.gnlf .=; NS
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COHNTENT ANALYSIS DATA

: Assign Responsibilities to Subordinate Units

Exp.#1 7

1

Variable 7
SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF AMALYSIS
Fall, '7¢ Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H=1.361 :Sig= NS )
O (Z= 0.00 :Sig= N5 L?
1{ %
(H=0-083 :Sig= NS * (B= 1.136 :Sig= NS )f
{Z=_g g0 _:Sig=_ns ) (z=_0.00 :Sig= NS~y
} A
Exp.#2 O (H=4.500 :Sig=.05 ) {‘) Exp.#2
+ (Z= 0.00 :Sig= Ns )
‘t' ' iR | !
{ FALL, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
+ - Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
; -
! Experiment #1 2 ‘ H= 0.083 Z=_0.00
& ~ - R {
i Experinent #2 3 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS <
i ;
!
! SPRING, 1971
Experiment #1 | 6 H= 1.136 Z=_0,00 .
¥ G 41
Experiment #2 4 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
FALL, 1970 to
| SPRING, 1871 |
j Experiment #1 2 H= 1 361 Z=_o0.00
& : :
Experiment #1 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
1 Experix;ent #2 3 ; H=_ 4,500 Z=_ 0.00
; Experiment #2 { 4 Signif.= .05 Signif,= NS

- .
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 8 : Design A Methodclogy by which Future Performance May Be Evaluated
in Rclation to the Performance Specified inm the Pian.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 ' Spring, '71
Exp.#1 + | (B=7.385 :Sig=.01 )} | ' Exp.#1
Q (Z= 0.00 :5ig= NS ) ?
1
(H=3.571 :Sig= NS )} | (E=2.815 :8ig= NS )
(-fz.-.-g 0.00 :Sig= NS ) ' : (Z”;'- 0.00 :Sig= NS )
4 - — ] —_— _—
Exp.#2 O ~ (H=9.800 :Sig= .01 ) Ve, Exp.#2
+ (2= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
FALL, 1970 “ Sample Kruskal-%Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
[ ff Size (N) Analysis of Variance - Proportions
: Experiment #1 4 ‘ H= 3.571 Z=_ 0.00
& : 1
j Experiment #2 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
; —_— : —_— —_—
o i
\' SPRING, 1971
- ' # k
Experiment #1 8 - H= 2.815 Z=_0,00
& 3 -
Experiment #2 % 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
- FALL, 1970 to
- SPRING, 1971 b
1
| Experiment #1 4 H= 7.38 Z=_0.00
. e
{ | Experiment #1 | 8 Signif.= .01 ‘ - Signif.= NS
T Experiment #2 7 H= 9.800 z= 0.00
. ‘% é — et t— 3 ——————
Experiment #2 7 Signif.= .01 ] Signif.= NS.




CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

l BYINE ,w.(l

Variable 9 : Produce and Implement a Long Range Strategic Plan
SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS
Falil, '70 Spring, ‘71
Exp.#1 (H=0.375 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
O (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) ?
§ :
(H=0.634 :Sig= NS )} (B=0.321 :Sig= NS } i
(2= 0.00 :sig=_ N5 ) (2=_0.00 :Sig= NS}
}
Exp. #2 ) (H=5.491 :Sig=.05 ) e Exp.#2
+ (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS )
FALL, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
% Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
' Experiment #1 5 H= 0.634 z = 0.00
. & .
Experiment #2 10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
| SPRING, 1971 )
Experiment #1 | 10 H=_0.321 Z=_0.00
4 & '
Experiment #2 3 1g Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
FALL, 1970 to h
SPRING, 1971
.Experiment #1 | 5 H= 0.375 Z=_0,00
§ :
Experiment #1 10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS D
Experiment #2 10 H= 5.491 Z=_0.00
&
Experiment #2 | _10 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS
0 - 484 s




Questionnaire Data

Variable # 40 : My organization's overall plan is operable

revw!

7.0 | 7.0
6.8 16.8
6.6 f 16,6
6.4 | ji6.4
6.2 | 6.2
6.0 5.0
5.8 } c 5.8
5.6 } R 5.6
5.4 § 5.4
5.2 § 5.2
5.0 2 5.0
4.8 } 4.8
4.6 4.6
e 4.4 § 4.4
' SCALE 4.2 4.2
4.0 ¢ 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 8 3.4
3.2 § 3.2
3.0 ¢ 3.0
2.8§ 2.8
2.6 | i2.6
2.4 | ’ 2.4
2.2 § 2.2
2.0 12.0
1.8 § , 1.8
1.6 § 1.6
1.4 § 1.4
1.2 § 1.2
e 1.0 | | 1.0
‘ b Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring ‘71 ¥ Fall '71 i
1 T Ty . T3 T4 q
I N X SO | N| +X SD N| X | sp N|X SD
- Experiment (#1) |_38{ 4.921| 1.549 | 38| 5.658| 1.169 |_73/5.493]1.249 |_73|5.548]1.344
Experiment (#2) | 59 4.441| 1.774 |_60} 4.723| 1.616 | 5114.725/1.266 | 52{5.019}1.350
Control (C) 65| 5.631} 1.376 | 66| 5.803! 1.140 | 61|5.590{1.189 | 61!5.672/1.180
Total 162 164 185 186
THO-WAY Anal. | TL & T2 T, & T3 T3 & T, |
of Variance _ - -
F Signif. - F { Signif. F Signif. [
i+ Experiment #1 W/{Col.] 5.172 .05 | 0.578 NS 0.523 NS
Control State JRow | 5.849 .05 1.404 NS 0.200 NS__ ,
[Z( Experiment #2 W/}jCol.| 28.099 001 23.791 =001 20,818 | L001 T2
: Control State jRow | 3. 786 NS 2.033 NS 1 1,276 . NS- '~§-
165
Xix



Questionnaire Data ‘
Variable # 4 : The goals of this organization are articulated :_.-‘)”
7.0} 37.07
6.8 ! }j6.8i
6.6 & §6.6
6.4 § ' ';6.4{‘
6.2 § 6.2
6.0 § 6.0
5.8 § 55.8,_
5.6 § 5.6
5.4 § 5.4
5.2} ///g/\ - 1 5.2
5.0 § — .07]
4.6 . \’E//r 5 4;: _
4.4 ; / -'4::’.—. 7]
SCALE 4.2 ) 2 . 4.2
4,0 3 _— / 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § 2 3.8 _
3.6 | ! | 5.6
3.4 | 3.4 :
3.2 § 3.2
3.0 § #3.0 77
2.8 | 2.8
2.6 § 2.6
2.4 § ‘ 2.4 —
2.2 § 2.2
2.0 § 152.0 ’
1.8} 1.8
1.6 } 1.6 |
1.4 % 1.4 L
1.2 | 1.2
Fall '69 Fall '70 #Zsfring A S Fall '71 oo
: L 2 —t T | I
N X SD | N X SD N| X | sp N| X | sp
Experiment (#1) | 39| 2.744; 1.371 | 39| 5.077| 1.133 | 7314.808|1.497 | 73|5.233|1.419] 3
Experiment (#2) | 60} 3.800{ 1.592 | 59| 4.203 1.648 | 5214.0961.376 |_53|4.547{1.422| = I
Control (C) " |65} 4.877; 1.352 | 65| 5.231! 1.222 | 6114.49211.501 {_6114.787}1..529
Total 164 163] 186 187
TWO-WAY Anal. TI & To Ty § T3 T3 & T, |
_of Variance '

_ ~ F Signif. F Signif. | ¥ Signif. | : ]
Experiment #1 W/{Col.] 12.379 .00t ] o0.197 NS 4,382 .05 ' L]
Control State jRow { 21.268 .001 7.578 .} .01 . 3.905 .05 .
Experiment #2 W/jCol.| 32.422 .001 14.319 .001 _2.662 | NS &1 Ji
_Control State jRow 4.198 ! .05 5.063. .05 . 3.670 NS _ -

166
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Questionnaire Data

Variable # 5 : QOur goals are realistic and attainable with our best efforts

-

7.0 f 7.6
- 6.8 26.5
6.6 | 16.6
6.4 | 6.4
6.2 § 5, 2
6.0 | ls. 0
5.8 5.8
5.6} 5.6
5.4 i C 5.4
5.2 | T | 5.2
5.0 | c //\\1———6—-"‘/ 1L.Coeg
4.8 } / 5 fa.8
4.6 § 1 2 | — 4.6
( 4.4 § //\\w 4.4
SCALE 4.2 } 2 o — | 4.2
4.0 § 4.0
VALUES 3.8 ¢ 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 § 3.4
3.2 § 3.2
] 3.0 § 3.0
2.8} 2.8
2.6 | [ 2.6
. 2.4 | 2.4
2.2 2.2
2.0 ] 2.0
1.8 } 1.8
i 1.6 § 1.6
1.4} -
1.2 | (1.2
o 1.0 ] 1.0
k_;< - Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring '71 ¥ Fall "7l
- T1 To T3 T4
5 N X SD N X Sb N| X Sh N{ X | Sb
Experiment (#1) | _38{ 4.605| 1.285 | 38| 5.342| 1.047 | 7314.945!1.332 | _73!5.08211.431
Experiment (#2) | 60| 4.233| 1.588 | 59| 4.610| 1.630 | 51/4.392|1.297 | _52{4.654}|1.440
Control (C) 65| 5.000! 1.250 | 66{ 5.379f 1.092 | 61/4.902/1.589 | 61!5.098/1.502
Total 163] | 163| 185 186
| .
TWO-WAY Anal. 1 Ty & T» Ty & T3 T3 & T, i
~ of Variance ‘ ;
i C F Signif. F Signif. F Signmif.
- Experiment #1 W/}Col.] 1.627 NS - 0.000 NS 0.006 | NS
B Control State jRow | 10,882 2001 6.288 - .05 0.869 _NS
It( txperiment #2 W/jCol.f 18.818 ! .001 11.964 .001 5.890 .05 %3
i: = _Control State JRow 4.559 ! 905 3.539 NS 1,360 NS_ i
g- o <1ﬁ? | il

ERIC | Tk il




Questionnaire Data
Variable # 41 : My organization's policy statements are clear “} —
7.0 § 37.07]
6.8 | §6.8.
6.6 § 16.6
6.4 E l6.47F
6.2 } 5.2
6.0 } E.n'
5.8 | 5.8
5.6 § 5.6
g"; c. A1 ¢ 1, C g-;‘
. ; oo L
5.0 § /w——"”“ 5.0}
4.8 } o 5 4.81]
4.6 . l - / f’—"}
4.4 ‘r-—‘f%—
SCALE 4,2 § 2 oo / s
4.0 § 2 /’/ T 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § - 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 § 3.4
3.2 § 3.2
3.0} 3.0]
2.8} 2.8 |
2.6 2.6
2.4 2.4+
2.2 2.2]
2.0 2.0
1.8 1.8 __
1.6 ; 1.6
1.4‘ '104 3“
1.2 1.2
1.0 Fy
e =3 — i{j
Fa1l '69 Fall '70 Spring '71 Fall ‘71 L
T3 T2 Tz T4 ﬁ -
N| X sb | N| X so {N| X Isp [N| X |sp o
Experiment (#1) | 38| 4.579] 1.734 | 38| 5.132] 1.597 | 71/5.23911.439 | 71]5.310{1.450 o
Experiment (#2) | 58| 3.879| 1.612 | 59| 4.237 1.622 | 51,4.020]|1.378 | 5214.654/1.532 i
Control (C) ~65| 5.323| 1.359 | 66| 5.500| 1.113 | 57/5.208}1.322 | 57{5.316|1.325 L
Total 163 163 179 180
TWO-WAY Anal. | T1 § T2 T, & T3 T3 & T, U
of Variance ; .
- | F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. %>
Experiment #1 W/{Col. 7.472 .01 1.363 NS 0.034 __ys____t .
Control State {Row 3.213 NS 0.066 NS L 0.063 NS .
Experiment #2 W/JCol.| 55.276 | _.o01 50.122 .001 ] 26.400 | ,001 'EE‘-J;‘
Control State |Row 2.159° . NS 1.365 _NS 2,978 NS i -
. 168
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- VALUES

Variable # 42 :

Questionnaire Data

BEBNOVUUTNORRG O
) . . L) L] ] [} . . [}

[ 4

SCALE

. ] . ] . [} [ ]

»

bt fed et et B DO NN NNWWL W WS D
QMNP ARARRONDBDIA®OVUDNRADO

NBOARPONPROONDN DO

My organizations performance standards are understood

v e RV
aNOy N

-

Xxiii

piuay:oauau;#:ETb-a.k-uvUTUTGfUTG?GFEV

L4 ] [} * . . .

’

L] * [ L]
NDPOANOONDBEAADONDADONENOON DA

L3

.

2.
. 2.
. 2.
. 2.0
. r 1.8
. 1.6
. 1.4
. 1.2
. | .0
Tail 76 Fall 770 | Sprisg 71 Pl L |
et 11 2 T3 Ts
: , N X S N X | s N} X Isp I Ni X |SD
Experiment (#1) | 37{ 4.432] 1.608 | 36| 5.250{ 1.273 | 73{4.932{1.456 | 73|5.110:1.370
Experiment (#2) | 59; 3.712j 1.733 | 60} 4.200| 1.634 | 523.442|1.434 ; 5314.004|1.644
Control (C) 65| 5.138] 1.456 | 66| 5.424] 1.302 | 61/4.738/1.365 : 61{4.902{1.411
Total 161 162] 186 1187 |
TWO-WAY Anal. T, & T T, & T3 Tz & T4 }
of Variance ' ;
: F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. §
Experiment #1 W/jCol. 4.589 .05 0.003 NS 1.364 NS ¥
_Control State jRow 7.210 .01 7.440 01 0.989 _NS t
:xperiment #2 W/{Col.| 46.653 ! .00l 45.672 .001 29.186 .001 ?
‘Control State [Row 3.877 ' .05 15.005 001 1 4.395 .05



COMTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Establish Credibility of Planning

Yariable 10

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

).

JER———

Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#] (H=0.753 :Sig= NS } . Exp.#1
C— (z= 0 :Sig= ) L.&D
'(H=1.209 :Sig= NS (B=0.615 :Sige NS . .
(Z= @ :8ig= ) F (z=0___ :Sig=
Exp.#2 ) (H=0.493 :Sig= NS ) Ve Exp.#2
(Z=0 :Sig= )
| FALL, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
: | Size {N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
] X
{ Experiment #1 7 ‘ H= 1.209 Z=_0
& . i
j Experiment #2 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= ’
.f SPRING, 1971
Experiment #1 | 8 H= 0.615 Z=_9
& ‘ ,
Experiment #2 11 Signif.= NS Signif.=
FALL, 1970 to
SPRING, 1971 i
1
| Experiment #1 7 H=_0.753 Z = e
&
Experiment #1 | g Signif.= NS Signif.=
Experiment #2 8 } H= 0.493 Z=
1 & 1 —0
Experiment #2 11 Signif.= NS Signif.=
U . 170
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 52 .: Planning Integral Part: Role of Planning

i SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

- Fall, *70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H= 0.083 :Sig= NS ) - . Exp.#1
O (Z= 0 :Sig= ) @,
(H= 0.068 :Sig= NS ) (H= 2.430 :Sig NS )
(z=_0___:Sig= ) (Z=_o :Sig )
(
§ : = ¢ Qi gx :
| Control ) (H= 0.963 :%*i NS ) D Control
0 :51g J
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#2 _ (H= 3.968:Sig= .05 ) Exp.#2
¢ (Z= ¢ :5ig= ) @
(H= 5.333:5ig= .05 ) - " (H= (0.213:Sig= NS )
(z=_o _ :Sig= ) (2= 0 :Sig= )
. .
(, ‘ Control ~ (H= 0.963:Sig= NS ) Control
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 A (H= 0.083:Sig= NS ) ) Exp.#1
- " (Z= 0 :5ig= ) 0
+ '
[ (H=8.501:Sig= .01 ) (H= 1.333:Sig= NS )
L. (2= 0 :Sig= p; . . (Z= 0 :Sig= )j
B
B Exp.#2 O (H= 3.968:Sig= .05 ) O Exp.#2
- (Z= 0 :Sig= ) .
171
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- y L - §aadlanliy taileCgada Yalvo. RULC UL rldilbdilg . .A.J
§ ~ . s
i Fall, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of } )-
; Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions {
Experiment #1 | 12 H= 0.068 ‘ Z=_¢ _—
& :
Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=_ _
Experiment #2 12 H= 5.333 Z=_o
& | N
Control ¥ 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.=
Experiment #1 12 H = 8.501 4 Z= ¢ ]
§ & S - -
r Experiment #2 ‘ 12 Signif.= .01 Signif.= 'j__
, :
} . 4
* Spring, 1971 7]
; Evperiment #1 12 H= 2.430 - Z=_0 _
¢ &
| Control ~ 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= : 1]
i -
! Experiment #2 12 , H= 0.213 ‘ Z=_90 i
: & — —
{ Control 12 Signif.= NS A Signif.= -~
' ) —_— —_ A ]
| Experiment #1 12 H= 1.333 2= 0 -
& -
Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= N} i
Fall, 1970 to } -
Spring, 1971 H L .
 § i
= 3
Experiment #1 127 H=0.083 Z= 0
& ) / /. / —_— —_— :
Experinent #1 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= | L
—_— _— f — ] _
Experiment #2 | 12 H= 3.968 Z=_0 : j
& | A : B
Experiment #2 |} 12 Signif.= _05 ] Signif.= 2%
1 B A %
Control 12} | H= 0.963 . Z=_0
& , T _— ]
o t Control 12 - Signif.= NS - Signif.= !



PR

CONTENT AMALYSIS DATA

(

Variable 53 : Planning Integral Part: Need for Planning

i SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, *70 Spring, ‘71
A
~ Exp.#1 (H=0.021 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
O {Z= 0 :Sig= ) ',
(H= 1. 470 :Sig= NS ) {H=1.470 :Sig NS }
{ {I= :Sig= ) (2= O :Sig )]
P
( |
’ Contxol 'Y {(H= 0.003:Sig= NS 3} {D Control
] 3 - J__g 2
’ ' (2= 0 :Sig= )
|
; Fall, *70 Spring, '71
b .
‘ Exp.#2 ) (H= 0,030:Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
J (Z= 0 :sig= ) O
(H= 3.203:Sig= NS ) 7 (H= 1.688:Sig= NS
(z_' a ) ___:Sig= ) ' {(Z= 0 :Sig= A
| o
P Control by = 0.603:Sig= NS } Control
| & (Z= © :Sig= } @
P Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 ~— (H= 0.021:Sig= NS ) . Exp.#1
| ) (Z= 0  :Sig= ) )
3
{B=p_363 :Sig= NS ) (H=_0.188:Sig=_ NS )
(Z=_o_ :Sig=____ ) | | (2=_0 :Sig=___ )
b r " ( ) .
S Exp.#2 o = 0.030:5ig= NS ) ’4)‘ Exp.#2
0 | o 1'?3 K ' L

| o | -~ Xxvil




Planning Inteoral Part: Need for Pianning

}

i Fzll, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
} Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
-1

Experiment #1 ; 12 H= 1.470 Z =

: & :

f Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=

Experiment #2 1 12 H= 3.203 Z=
& | —— —
{ Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Experiment #1 12 H= 0.163 Z=
E & 1: T —— nt———
- Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Spring, 1971
[
% Experiment #1 12 H= 1.470 Z=
&

| Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
! Experiment #2 12 H= 1,688 Z =
- g, ———— .

{ Control 12 Signif.= NS {  signif.s

Experiment #1 12 H= 0.188 Z =
&

Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=

Fall, 1970 to

Spring, 1971

}

Experiment #1 12 H= 0.021 Z =
&
Experiment #1 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Experiment #2 12 H= 0,030 gf Z =
& ' .
Experiment #2 12 Signif.=  Ns ' Signif.=
- !
Control 12 H= 0.003 Z =
N Contzol 12 Signif.= NS . Signif.=
" — -

XXViil



CONTENT ANMALYSIS DATA

TN

Variable _54 : Planning Integral Part: Emergence of Planning

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H=1.268 :Sig= NS ) o  Exp.#1
O (Z= G :Sig= ) CP
(H=1.688 :Sig= NS ) (H=0.750 :Sig NS )
(Z= 0 :Sig= ) (Z= U :Sig }
A
' Control D) (H=0.853:Sig= NS ) Control
(Z= 0 Sig= ) ‘Z‘D
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#2 - (H= 3.101 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
;_ O (Z= 0 :Sig= ) O
‘; i
(H=_3.968:Sig= .05 ) . (H= 0.213 :Sig=NS__ }
% {Z=— 0 :Sigs_ ) (z=_0___:Sig= )
( | Control * b_ = 0.853:51g= NS ) - %D Control
: (Z= 0 :S5ig= )
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 - (H= 1.268:Sig= NS ) ' Exp.#1
¢ (Z= 0 :Sig= ) P,
i
b .
(H= 2.168:S8ig= NS ) (H= 0.608:Sig= NS }
(2=__a _:Sig= ) ' (zZ= 0 :Sig= )
( 1
Exp.#2 b (H= 3.101:Sig= NS ) o Exp.#2
- (z= 0 :Sig= )
"9 _ - 1’?5 v . RV

/ Ay e

*oe
¥

XXix




valliao a6 54

Planmning Integral Part:

Emergence of Planning

N e s cmaet ay e

F-11, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experiment‘#l ; 12 H= 1.688 2= 9
| & '
% Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Experiment #2 12 H= 3.968 Z= 0
& .
Control 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.=
. Experiment #1 12 H= 2.16 Z=z 0 !
k LY 3] -2
; & '
¢ Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
| ’ .
g 1
Spring, 1971
] )
1 Experiment #1 12 H = 0.750 Z= © ]
s & , ’
. Control 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= '
§ Experiment #2 12 H= 0.213 Z=_ ¢
& . - ;
! Comtrol 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= %
. Experiment #1 12 H= 0,608 Z=_ 0
&
Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Fall, 1970 to % }
Spring, 1971 : L
Experiment #1 12 H= 1.268 Z= 0
&
Experiment #1 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
2
Experiment #2 12 H = 3.101 Z= 0 i
. g ‘ ‘
Experiment #2 | 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
{ .
Control 12 H=_0,853 Z= 0
& .
Control 12 i Signif.=. NS Signif.=

-~ .

e
\‘qﬂ",

[

e I wey

ol

R




Variable # 38

Questionnaire Data

As I see it, planning is an integral part of running the State's schools

7.0 7.0
6.8 | 76.8
6.6 /’Q/EL\\ 1.6
6.4 ’ 1 6.4
L, \_L_______’___————-———‘ e
6.2 2, & :{,://\\\‘_g/,____.—a C 6.2
6.0 | - ls. 0
5.8 § \_,2,—// 5.8
5.6 § 5.6
5.4 § 5.4
5.2 f 5.2
5.0 5.0
4.8 | 4.8
4.6 4.6
. 4.4 § ‘4.4
SCALE 4.2 § 4,2
4.0 B 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6} 3.6
3.4 § 3.4
3.2 § 3.2
3.0 § 3.0
2.8 5 2.8
2.6 | 2.6
2.4 § 2.4
2.2 § 2.2
2.0} 2.0
1.8 § 1.8
1.6 § 1.6
1.4k 1.4
1.2 § 1.2
1.0 ¢ 21.0
Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring '71 Fall ‘71 i
T} T2 T3 Tg |
Ni{ X SD N| X Sb NI X SD N} X | sp
Experiment (#1) | 39| 6.282] 0.999 | 39! 6.564| 0.718 | 73[6.342{0.961 | 73{6.384[0.937
Experiment (#2) | 59| 6.153} 1.400 | 60| 6.533| 0.853 | 52|5.71211.661 | 5315.857|1.209
Control (C) 65| 6.215| 1.152 | 66| 6.500| 0.662 | 61|6.131]1.310 | 61{6.213/1.185
Total 163} 165 - 1186 187 '
. . ]
TWO-WAY Anal. Ty, & T Ty & T3 Tz & T, ¢
of Variance ;
F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. 1;
Experiment #1 W/fCol.l g 251 NS 1.156 NS -} 2.018" NS .
. _Control State {Row 4.706 .05 5.315 .05 0.210 NS
| ( Experiment #2 W/{Coi.] 0.012 ! NS 1.650 NS 3.119 NS &
Control State |[Row 6.287 | .05 15.679 001 1 1.069 NS i
177 .
B ‘ o ' - . LXL
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

i.w»“-._ '

Variable _41 : _Roadblock: Employeg interpersonal skills

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS -2
Fall, '70 Spring, '71 i
Exp.#1 (H=0.284 :Sig= Ns__ ]} _ Exp.#1
@) (z= 0.83:Sig= NS ) O 71
(H=0.333 :Sig= NS ) (H=0.600 :Sig NS) —
(2=0.00 :Sig= NS__) (z=-1.30 :Sig NS )
™
&y
| I
Control ') (H=0.281 :Sig= N5 ) @ Control 1
{(z=-0. :Sig= NS )
i
Fall, '70 Spring, '71 _} ’
Exp.#2 ~ (H=1.306 :Sig= NS ) . Exp.#2 3
J (Z= -0.40:Sig= N5 ) @ By
F !
(H= 0.143 :Sig= NS ) . (H=0.600 :Sig= NS ) =
(Z=-1.25 :Sig= NS ) (Z= -1.30:Sig= NS @ °
Control o (8= 0.281 :Sig= NS ) Control - L
< (2= —0.44:Sig= NS ) {D | _
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 ~ (H=0.284 :Sig= NS ) ] Exp.#1 -
) (z= 0.83 :'SiLNSgs ) (?
s
(H=0.143 :Sig= NS ) . (H= 3.103 :Sig= NS )
(z= 1.25 :Sig= NS ) . | (2=_0.00 _:Sig= NS )
r C i
Exp.#2 B (H=1.306 :Sig= NS - ) P Exp.#2
. ' G (Z=-0.40 :Sig= NS ) o 7

178
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PN N 51 Roagblock: Employee interpersonal skills
(" [ Fall, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way 1 Binomial Test of
‘ ; Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experiment #1 . 4 H = 0.333 Z= 0.00
3 & .
. Control 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 7 H = 0.143 Z=-1.25
& .
Control 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

. Experiment #1 4 H = 0.143 Z= 1.25

_ ; & i - -
(‘ - Experiment #2 { 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

S

| Spring, 1971

| Experiment #1 6 H= 0.600 Z = -1.30

: & { I —

} Control 3 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

1 Zxperiment #2 6 H = 0.600 Z=_-1.30

i &

i Control 3 Signif.= Ns 4 Signif.= NS

-!{

; Experiment #1 6 H= 3.103 Z = 0.00
e & - -
| “., Experiment #2 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970 to
Spring, 1971
Experiment #1 4 H= 0.284 Z=_0.83
&
Experiment #1 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS _
# ;E
Experiment #2 - 7 H= 1.306 2 = -0.40 i
& ‘ ;
(| Bxperiment #2 | 6 Signif.= NS | Signif.= NS
KRN 4
Control 4 H=_0 28] Z = -0.44
T &
j ‘ Corntrol 3 ! Signif.= . NS 1 Signif.= NS
47—




Varisble 13 :

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

What Is the Attitude of Your Boss Toward the AMA Training Program

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H=0.690 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
O (Z= 0.00 :8ig= @
+ t +
(H=6.061 :Sig=_.05 ) | (B=11.213:Sig=.001 ) |
{(Z=_g,00 :Sig= ) i (Z= 0.00 :Sig= .. s)
Exp.#2 N (H=1.613 :Sig= NS A Exp.#2
O (Z= 0.00 :Sig= ) =~
1 - _ '
-3 FALL, 1970 { Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
: Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
3‘
! Experiment #1 11 He= 6.061 Z=_0.00
&
; Experiment #2 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.=
3
| sprinG, 1971
Experiment #1 12 H=11.213 Z= g 00
&
Experiment #2 .12 Signif.= .001 Signif.=
FALL, 1970 to 1
SPRING, 1971 :
] ‘
! Experiment #1 | 11 H= 0.690 Z=0.00
&
Experiment #1 | _ 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=
Experiment #2 12 H= 1.613 Z = 0.00
; &
\, | Trperiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=

Negs
lfm’

e

C Y
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Questionnaire Data

Variable # 30 : My manager makes it clear he is committed to the success of our projects

7.0 77 .G
6.8 5 %Z.s
6.6 16.6
6.4 § 6.4
6.2 § 6.2
6.0 § 6.0
5.8 I5.8
5.6 } 5.6
5.4 % F-4
5.2 § 5.2
5.0 § 5.0
4.8 § 4.8
o 4.6 4.6
N 4.4 § B4.4
SCALE 3.2 | }4.2
4.0 4.0
VALUES 3.8 3.8
3.6 8 3.6
3.4} 3.4
3.2 3.2
3.0 3,0
2.8} 2.8
2.6 2oy
2.4 F 2.4
2.2 § 2.2
2.0 § 2.0
1.8 § 51.8
1.6 | 1.6
1.4 § 1.4
1.2 1.2
a 1.0 § _ 1.0
: Fall '69 Fall '70 ! Spring '71 #: Fall '71 -
T T Tz T4
N|{ X SD N|{ X SD N| X | Sb NI X | sp
 Experiment (#1) | 39| 5.692] 1.239 | 39| 6.256] 0.938 | 73/6.260{0.850 | 73}6.288{0.857
' Experiment (#2) | 60| 5.850! 1.102 | 60| 6.100] 0.933 | 5211.846]1.539 | 53{5.113]1.527
Control (C) 65} 5.815; 1.298 | 66| 6.030] 1.007 | 61/5.393|1.497 | 61|5.492|1.468
Total 164 165 | 186} 187,
TWO-WAY Anal. T & T2 T, & T3 T3 & T, l
of Variance _ ,
F Signif. -~ F Signif. | F Signif.
Experiment #1 W/{Col.] 0.100 NS 13.847 - .001 32,880 ,001
) Control State {Row _5.728 .05 4.645 - 0% 0.188 NS
{ Gxperiment #2 W/[Col.] o0.142 NS 2.133 NS 5.331 | 05 -
Control State JRow | 2 817 NS 33.424 0011 0.8%0 | Ns B
. 181 st
MO




Questionnaire Date

RENHPRON A X O

n-h_c’mooowbmmowhoxooom.tw
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Variable # 14 : My manager encourages and supports innovation ¥
7.0 § n7.
6.8 ?6.
6.6 I6.
6.4 1 176
6.2 1 _.—1—// 6.
6.0 _ 4 5.
5.8 , 2. ls.
C ]
5.6 § 7’4 /\\ is.
5.4 § ¢ =~ — 3 o
5.2 § \ . 2 s
5.0 \g/—’4/ :S.
4.8 ]
4.6 | N . 174_,-\,
4.4 | -
SCALE 4,2 % 4.
4.0 § 4.
VALUES 3.8 | 3.
3.6 3.
3.4 3.
3.2 § 3.
3.0 | i13.
2.8} 2.
2.6 ) ‘2.
2.4 | 2.
2.2 2.
2.0} 2.
1.8 § il.
1.6 § ‘ 1.
1.4 § i1.
1.2 1.
1.0 | ‘-’“?
Fall '69 Fall '70 Sprimg '71 | Fall ‘7L | -
T1 T2 Tz T4 h
N X 'SD N X SD N X SD N|TX Sh
Experiment (#1) | 39} 5.538{ 1.335 ;| 39{ 6.051} 0.999 | 73}6.137{1.045 | 73{6.274{0.917
Experiment (#2) | 60! 5.650).1.300 | 60} 5.900! 1.189 | 52{5.135{1.534 | 53{5.057]1.610} -
Control (C) 65| 5.415| 1.509 | 66| 5.712} 1.274 | 61{4.836|1.675 | 61{5.000{1.653
Total 1164 165 186 187} |
{
TWO-WAY Anal. J: TT § T Ty & T3 Tz & T, i
of Variance ;
F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. ;g
Experiment #1 W/{Col.| 1.500 NS 22.841 .001 61.681 .001 _
Control State jRow 4.601 .05 5.304 | .05 0.842 NS
Experiment #2 W/jCol.] 1.589 ! NS 1.727 NS 0.676 NS
Control State JRow | 2.661 | NS 19.668 001 1 .04 _NS
182
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FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Quuzstionnaire Data

-

XXXViL .

OO QIS RNOODONN BN

Variable # 11 Based on Information I have received from my boss I know if I am measu:ri.c
up in my job. ' B o
7.0} £
6.8 | %6.8
6.6 16.6
6.4 6.4
6.2 5.2
6.0 36.0
S.8 5.8
5.6 1 'S, 6
5.4 : “_,_,.’/‘E'k """ .:'.4
S°0 ] l ' \ C S
4.8 § C — % .
4.6 § , f4
4.4 § 2 . - 4.
SCALE 4.2 § T 2 a.
4.0 } T~ 2.
VALUES 3.8 § 3.
3.6 } 3.
3.4 § 3.
3.2 § 3.
3.0} 3.
2.8 F 2.
2.6 § 2.
2.4 2.5
2.2 ¢ ] 2.5
2.0 : gz.c
1.8 | r 1.3
1.6 § 3.6
1.4 §
1.2 § rLLz
1.0 ¢ :i1L
Fall ‘69 Fall '70 Spring 71 - Fall ‘71
Ty T - Ty T4 {;
- 1
) . !
N X SD N X SD N X SD N{ X | SD [
Experiment (#1) | 39! 4.974| 1.347 | 39| 5.436| .1.046 | 73{5.342|1.387 | 73]5.534}1.281|
" Experiment (#2) ; 60| 4.367| 1.707 | 60| 4.534} 1.751 | 52!3.981|1.743 | 53{4.208]1.769] .
Control (C) 65| 5.246| 1.511 | 66] 5.500] 1.256 | 61|4.836}1.551 | 61i4.93411.611]
Total 164 165 186 Rt |
TWO-WAY Anal. TL & T2 Ty & T3 Tz & T, H
of Variance
F Signif. . F° Signif. F Signif.
Experiment #1 W/{Col.} 0.787 NS 1.519 " NS 9,642 .01 )
Control State {Row 3.571 ! NS 4.455 .05 3.663 NS %
Experiment #2 W/fCol.! 21.916 ! .001 | 19.848" .001 12.747 | -.001 )
Control State §Row 1.137 ¢ NS 8.848 .01 % 0.538 NS B3
183




Variable # 33

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Questionnaire Data

Higher managements to the problems which reach them is fair

4

7.0 § 7.0
6.8 | f6.8
6.6 | 16.6
6.4 6. 4
6.2 § 5.2
6.0 | ls.0
5.8 § 1 1 I5.8-
5.6 § . L - 5.6
5.4 f 5.4
5.2 % %\W’/ C ‘5.2“
5.0 § — 5.8 5
4.8 | — \\J//" 2 4.8 L
4.6 | -
4.4 : ‘Q,-{»r
SCALE 4.2 } 4.2}
4.0 4.0
VALUES 3.8 B 3.8
3.6 | 3.6 :
3.4 ] 3.4 -
3.2 ;3 3.2 .
3.0 } 3.0
2.8 } 2.8
2.6 § 2.6
2.4 § 2.4 7
2.2} r 2.2
2.0 | e
1.8 § (1.8 _
1.6 ?'1.6
1.4} bi.d =
1.2 il.7
1.0 WS, T
v AN
Fall '69 Fall '70 T Spring '71 Fall '71 & =
T T T3 Tz I -
N X SD N X SD N X SD N X SD. En
Experiment (#1) | 39! 4.846| 1.694 | 39| 5.436{ 1.535 | 71|5.677|1.180 | 71|5.704/1.176 3
Experiment (#2) | 60| 4.833} 1.199 | 60| 4.950| 1.512 | 49|4.673|1.420 | 49/|4.857|1.354
Control (C) 64| 5.328| 1.334 | 65| 5.492} 1.002 | 58|5.138/1.420 | 59)5.237|1.34% 4
Total 163 164 178; 179
TWO-WAY Anal. Ty & T» T & T3 Tz & T4 E -
of Variance | . '.
‘ | F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. | |
xperiment #1 W/|Col. 1.907 NS 2.005 NS 9.980 .01 =
Control State JRow 3.739 NS 0.113 NS 0.161 NS -
Experiment #2 W/{Col.] 9.234 .01 8.072 .01 4.962 .05 %_} j
Control State |Row 0.677 NS - 3.170 N5 { 0.557 NS )] -
_ 384
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Variable # 7

Questionnaire Data

My boss has expressed belief that the American Managcment Association's

training program will be helpful.

7.0 7.0
6.8 § 6.3
6.6 i6.6
6.4 ! 6.4
6.2 5.2
6.0 j 6.0
5.8 § 5.3
5.6 § 5.6
5.4 } 4
5.2 g.z
5.0 f 5.0
4.8 § 4.8
4.6 § 4.6
4.4 § 4.4
SCALE 4,2 1 4.2
4.0 § 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 { 3.4
3.2 § 3.2
3.0 | 3.0
2.8 § 2.8
2.6 § 2.6
2.4 § 2.4
2.2 § 2.2
2.0 § i2.0
1.8 § , 1.8
1.6 § 1.6
1.4 § L4
1.2 § 1.2
1.0 } '%11*
Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring ‘71 Fall '71 :
T1 T2 Tz T4 i
N X SD Ni X SD
Experiment (#1) 38; 4.737} 1.996 | 72{5.76411.379
Experiment (#2) 60] 4.367] 2.099 | 52/4.423|1.649
Total _98 124
TWO-WAY Anal.
of Variance T2 & T3
B F Signif.
Experiment #1 W/|Col. 12.315 .001
Experiment #2 Row 4.938 .05
185 ‘-
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

e I

=
Varisble 34 : Involyement: How are major decisions made? 4 E
SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS E
Fall, *70 Spring, '71 B
Exp.#1 (H=0,186 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1 B
O (Z=_g.75 :Sig= NS ) D, | —
+ +
(H= 4.813 :Sig=_ .05 )} (H=8.928 :Sig .01)
(2=_g gq :Sig=_ns ) (Z=_0.00 :Sig NS )
t )
Control O (B= 1.226 :Sig= NS ) O Control
- (Z=-0.75 :Sig= NS )
Fall, '70 Spring, '71 -
Exp.#2 N (H= 0.853:Sig= NS_ ) Exp.#2
¢/ (Z=0.00 :Sig= NS ) O -
|+
(H= 1.470:Sig= NS ) (He 2,367 :Sige NS - )
(2=_0.00:5ig=Ns ) | (Z=-0.75 :Sig= NS }
Control Jr) (H= 1.226 :Sig= NS } {b Contxol \ '
7 (Z= -0.75%Sig= N5 ) ‘
Fall, '70¢ Spring, '71
Exp.#1 - (H= 0.186:Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
O, (z=-0.75 :Sig= NS ) Q
f +
: !
(H=_3.333:Sig= NS ) (H= 5,186:Sig= .05 )
(Z=_0.00 :Sig8* NS ) {Z=_0.75 :Sig= NS 3}
3 TN -
A
Exp.#2 C) (H= 0 g53:8ig= NS ) Ve Exp.#2
. 3

(Z= 0.00 :Sig= Ns

186

X1




i 54 luyoivement: How are major decisions made?

R

! T
¢ KRS RN A
.| Fall, 1970 Sample | Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
: Size (M) Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experiment #1 s 12 H= 4,813 ; Z =0.00
&
Control 12 Signif.=__ g5 Signif.= NS
b
Experiment #2 i 12 ‘ E= 1.470 Z =0.00
. & T - .
Control E 12 Signif.= NS Signif.=" NS
Experiment #1 12 H= 1.3 ; Z =0.00
; E & f
;- ¢ Experiment #2 { 12 Signif.= s Signif.= NS
3
: Spring, 1971

i Experinment #1 11 H= 8.928 Z =0.00
& T - -
{ Control ' 11 Signif.=__, ¢ Signif.= NS
o —
; § Ezperiment #2 12 H= 2367 Z=-0.75
! £ T == —s —_—
i Cantrol 11 ‘Signif.= NS |  signif.=__ NS
H 1
i i
Experinment #1 11 H= 5186 Z= 0.75
‘ & : l
' Experiment #2 12 Signif.= _gs5 ’ Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970 to
Spring, 1971

Experiment #1 12 H=0.186 | 7= -0.75
| &
Experiment #1 11 Signif.= N\g Signif.= NS

Experiment #2 | '12 B = 0.853 Z=_0.00

1 & e S ——————— . ettt

Experiment #2 1 12 Signif.= NS I Signif.= NS

Conti*él 12 H =1 22 ] Z=-0,75
&

b Contzol 11 Signif.= _ Kg Signif.= NS

187




CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA &

Variable 35 : Quality: How are major decisions made? : E

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS .

Fall, '70 ~ ' spring, '71
Exp. #1 (H=0.307 :Sige NS ) Exp.#1 '
O (Z=-0.75 :Sig= NS ) O 7
(Hd.141 :Sig= NS (He_1.246:Sig NS | _
(z=0.00 :Sig= NS ; (2= 0.00 :Sig NS ;
L
Control ) (H=(.274 :Sig= NS ). O Control
C ~= ST T .
T Fall, '70 Spring, '71 )
Exp.#2 ' . (H=0.120 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
. : @) ~(Z= 0.00 :5ig= NS ) @,
i
{H= 6.901 :Sig= .01 | (H=9.6%0 :Sig=.C - -
(z=_0.00_ :Sigs-?_;N ) * (z= -0.75:Sig= N. |
C 1 ¥ (4 S ) y Control '
ontrol - 2% = 0,274 :Sig= NS ontro
& (Z= —0.75:51g= NS ) @
Fall, '70 o ' Spring, '71
Exp.#1 ~ (H=0 307 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
@) (Z= -0.75:5ig= NS ) c?
+
4 ) '\\} -
(H= 1.763:Sig= NS ) | ‘ (H=5.327 :Sig= .( -
(Z=_0.00 :Sig= NS 1} 4188 (Z=__ g, 75:5ig=_}
- N } -
Exp.#2 (H=0.120 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
&- (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) -©
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Voo @ 35 Quality: How are major decisions made?
Fall, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
Size (W) Analysis of Variance A Proportions
Experiment #1 12 H=1.141 ‘ Z = 0.00
&
Control 12 - Signif.= NS Signif.=_ NS
. ] -
Experiment #2 1 12 H= 6.901 Z=_0,00
& ' '
Control 12 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS
Experiment #1 12 H= 1.763 Z=_0.00
& .
Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
2 —
Spring, 1971
Experinent #1 11 H = 1.246 7= Q.00
&
Control 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
“vneximent #2 12 H= 9.660 Z=-0.75
& ' :
Cantrol 11 Signif.= 0] 1 Signif.= NS !
+
Experiment #1 11 H= 5.327 Z= 0.75
& , e — —=eoef —_—
Experiment #2 12 Signif.= .05 ’ Signif.= NS
Fall, 1970 to |
Spring, 1971
r
Experiment #1 12 H = 0.307 Z=-0.75
G -
Experiment #1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
] %
Experiment #2 12 H= 0,120 Z=_0.00 ‘
&
Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS {  signif.= N
Control 12 H= 0.274 Z=_-0.75
& r
"Centrol 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS 1

189 X1111



Questionnaire Data «
Variable # 23 : The people I work with participate appropriately in setting the goals of _
our work ' Y=
7.0 7.0 1
6.8 6.8 .
6.6 15 .6
6.4 164
6.2 6.2
¢€.0 g‘oi
5.8 | o l5.8
5.6 | o - 5.2
5.4 : 4’@,\ \.\-‘.._}-—-— — 1 S.4 :
5.2 § 2 2 3.2
5.0 ;’ C /% Nv%”// C 5.g -
4.8 | 1~ T 5 1.8
4.6 2 /__// 4_6\
4.4 -~ 1»6: ‘} o
SCALE 4.2 § 4.2
4.0 § 4.0 -
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 ) 3.4 .
3.2 § 3.2
3.0 § 3.0 -
2,8 ¢ 2.8
2.6 § 2.6
2.4} 2.4
2.2 § 2.2 |
2.0 : 2.0 -
1.8 § +1.8
1.6 | 1.6
1.2 4 1.2
1.0 i ﬁl n -
. 4 ‘1 ; }
Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring 71 Fall 71} -
T3 T2 Tz T4 }}
N| X SD N|] X SD Ni; X | sp N|{X | sp
Experiment (#1) | 39| 4.821} 1.295 | 39i 5.769| 0.931 | 72{5.375{1.305 | 72]{5.542}1.266
Experiment (#2) | 60| 4.500| 1.384 | 60| 5.167| 1.460 ! 51i4.804}1.342 | 52|5.154]{1.334;
Control (C) 65! 5.061| 1.51S | 66| 5.354] 1.288 | 60:4.817{1.568 | 60]5.083|1.555;
Total 164 165 183] 184 -
{]
TWO-WAY Aral. T § Tp Ty & T3 T3 & T, |
of Variance 5
F Signif. F Signif. F Sigmf. j; :
Experiment #1 W/{Col. 0.128 NS 7.002 .01 8.420 .01 ? _
Control State jRow 11.677 .001 7.582 .01 1.53% . NS %
Experiment #2 W/fCol.] 6.181 | .05 0.844 NS 0.022 NS AR B
Control State [Row: 6.325 ! .05 5.154 .05 2.463 NS E 7O
130
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Variable # ¢

Questionnaire Data

I am appropriately involved in decisions affecting my work

7.0 § 0.8
6.8 § 6.3
6.6 ¢ 6.6
6.4 j 6.4
6.2 16,2
6.0 § 6.2
5.8 1 5.8
5.6 f 5.6
5.4 § 5.4
5.2 § c 5.2
5.0} 5.0
4.8 § 4.8
4.6 § 4.6
- 4.4 § 4.4
\  SCALE 4.2 § 4.2
4.0 § 4.0
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6 § 3.6
3.4 ¢ 3.4
2.2 § 3.2
3.0 ¢ 3.0
2.8 | s
2.6 | 2.6
2.4 ) 2.4
2.2 ¢ 2.2
2.0 § i2.0
1.8 1.8
1.6 § iZ.6
1.4 § r—— -
1.2 | 1.2
1.0 § 1.0
\ Fall '69 Fall '70 Spring '71 Fall '71
T3 T2 Tz T4
N| X SB N| X SD NI X | SD N| X | sb
Experiment (#1) | 39] 5.103] 1.252 | 39] 5.949} 0.887 | 73:5.699]1.298 | 73/5.795}1.201
Experiwent (#2) | 60| 5.500| 1.408 | 59! 5.661| 1.385 | 52:4.808/1.456 | 5314.925!1.439
Control (C) 65| 5.492| 1.437 | 66| 5.879] 1.117 | 61.5.082|1.452 | 61]5.246|1.479
Total 164 164/ 186 187
3
TWO-WAY Anal. TL & Ty T, & T3 T3 & T, i
of Variance : ;
-1 F Signif. F Signif. F Signif. 1
Experiment #1 W/{Col.] 0.846 NS 4. 355 .05 12.327 { .001 )
Control State {Row | 12.574 .001 10,125 .01 0,613 NS %
Experiment #Z W/fCol.l 0.383 ! NS 1.959 NS 2.356 | NS 3
Control State [Row 2.604 NS 22.038 .001 | 0.524 NS ﬁ
o 191
)
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 12 : Promote Cooperative Team Work

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 Spring, ‘71
Exp.#1 (H=0.015 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1 _
O (Z=0.00 :5ig= 88 ) O
{ .
(H= :Sig= NS ) 1 ‘ (H=5.565 :8ig=.05 )
(Z=0.00 :Sig=_ NS ) (z=0.00 :Sig= Ns -}
Exp.#2 N (4= 2.002 :Sig= NS ) e ) Exp.#2
d’ + (Z=0.00 :Sig= NS ) . )
. 1 . r . s
, FALL, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of o
i TSz’.ze o) Analysis of Variance Proportions =
{ . g
% Experiment #1 g H= 1.477 Z = _0.00 .
& .
; Experiment #2 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= -
] Z
| spring, 1971 hE
t +
Experiment #1 1 11 H= 5.565 Z=_0.00 A
& ' -
Experiment #2 § 10 Signif.= .05 Signif.= ’
FALL, 1970 :o } .
I SPRING, 1971 b }
| Experiment #1 8 H = 0.015 Z=_0,00 '
& | ’ﬁ
Experiment #1 ) 11 Signif.= NS ' Signif.= ' R
Erperiment #2 7 | H=_2.002 Z=_0.00
' & - -
J Experiment #2 10 Signif.= _ yg j Signif.= — B

e 492 xivi
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Variable 42

Roadhleock:

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Amount of cooperative teamwork present.

Fali,

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATICNS OF ANALYSIS

Spring, ‘71

AU WY

)

Exp.#1 {H=0.205 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
Q {Z= 2.03 :8ig= NS } @
(H=0.059 :Sig= NS ) (H=0.051 :Sig NS )
(Z= _g 81 -0.81:51g= NS ) (Z=2.03 :8ig NS )
P
Control Y (H- 0.105 NS ) O Control
e (Z= 0.81 :S_'ggn NS )
Fail, Spring, '71
Exp.#2 , (H=1.136 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
o (Z= 0.94 :Sig= NS ) )
(H=0.771 :Sig= NS ) i (H=0.152 :S1g= NS
€Z=_71 o5 . -1.25 Szg- NS ) {Z= -1.37:Sig= NS
Control O (H=0.105 :Sig= NS ) 15) Control
(Z=0.81 :Sig= NS ) .
Fall, §pring, '71
Exp.#1 - (H=0.205 :Sig= NS ) § Exp.#1
$2 (Z=2.03 :Sig= NS ) Q
1
}
3
(H=1.928 :Sig=_NS ) {H=0.011 :Sig= NS )
(Z=_g.43 :Sig=_NS_ ) (Z=-0.62 :Sig= NS
Exp.42 O (H=1.136 :Sig= NS ) j‘:) Exp.#2
| (Z= 0.94 :Sig= NS )

133
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B Y e X

Agcuint of cooperative teamwork present.

VS C r v . b 1 o it w0 S . (gt

P et e . DNGAUULULN .
¥all, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
Size (N) Analysis of Variance Proportions
1
Experiment #1 | 7 H = 0.055 Z=_-0.81
&
Control 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 8 H=0.771 Z=__1.25
&
Control 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS 1
Experiment #1 7 H=1.929 Z=_ 0 41
&
. Experiment #2 8 Signif.= NS Sigpif.= NS
—gp
Spring, 1971 :
Experiment #1 11 H = 0,051 Z= -2.03
&
Control 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 10 H= 0.153 Z = -1.37
&
Control 7 Signif.= NS ; Signif.= NS
Experiment #1 il H= 0.011 Z=__.0,62
& :
Experiment #2 10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Fall, 197C to 1
Spring, 1971
Experiment #1 7 H = 0.205 Z= 2.03
&
Experiment #1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
; i
Experiment #2 8 H=1.137 Z=_ 0.94 :
&
Experiment #2 10 Signif.= NS f Signif.= NS
 Contzol H = 06 2= 0.81
A g - — n = 0,106
Centzol 7 Signif.= . NS | Signif.= NS
—
XIvVity -
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Variable 44 : Roadblocks: Degree to which persons in organization will support
change.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fall, '70 ' Spring, ‘71
Exp.#1 (H= 0.083:Sig= NS ) N Exp.#1
O (Z=1.58 :Sig= NS ) @,
(H=0.013:Sig= NS } (H=0.083 :Sig NS 3
(Z= -0.41 :Sig= NS ) (Z=-1.58 :Sig NS 3}
Iv{r‘ Control ) (H=g n1z:Sig= NS ) -£t> Control
o (Z= 0.41 :Sig= NS )
|
|
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
| Exp.#2 - N (5= 0.028 :Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
= (‘I {z=-2.88 :Sig= .01 ) 0
i
{B= 0.016:Sig= NS ) (H= 0.083 :Sig= NS 3
(Z=_-2.03%5ig=_NS ) (Z=_0.41 :Sig= NS J
Control & {H= 9.013:Sig= NS ) {§> Control
( {Z= 0.41 :Sig= NS )
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 - (H= 9.083:8Sig= NS ) Exp.#1
o (Z= 1.58 :Sig= NS ) C
/, Q
{
(H= ¢.023:Sig= NS ) (H= 0.740:Sig= NS )
- (Z=_2.41 :sig=_ 05 ) (Z= -2.03:8ig= NS }
. Exp.#2 @ (H= 0.028:Sig= NS ) Vs Exp.#2
- (2= -2.88:Sig= .01 )
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Aoatardh.

validDie St RoauulOCKS . UDegree 10 which persons in organization will support
change.
:
| Fxl1, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Binomial Test of
: Size (M) Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experinment #1 } 8 H= 0.013 Z = -0,41
&
| Control 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 12 H= 0.016 2= -2.03
&
Control 7 Signif.= NS Signif.s NS
Experiment #1 | 8 H= 0.024 Z=_2.41
4 & 1
- Experiment #2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= .05
—gr
{ Spring, 1971
Erperiment #1 11 H= 0.084 Z= -1.58
s &
Control 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
¥
3
! Experiment #2 7 H = 0.084 Z=_0.41
§ &
; Cortrol 8 Signif.=_ NS Signif.= NS
)
i
" Experiment #1 1§ 11 H= 0.740 Z = -2.03
4 & |
Experiment #2 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Fall, 1970 to
1 Spring, 1971 L
Experiment #1 8 H= 0.084 Z= 1.58
&
Experiment #1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 12 E = 0.029 Z = -2 .88
& ‘ :
Experiment #2 |} 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= .01
' Control 7 H=_0.013 Z=__0.41
& .
"Corntzol 8 Signif.= __ Ns Signif.= NS

1861
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Variabl e 36

Roadblocks:

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Organization Reacts to Problems Rather Than Anticipates

and Deals with Problems.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATIONS OF ANALYSIS

Fail, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 (H=1,853:8ig= NS_ ) ] Exp.#1
) (2= 0.00 :Sig= NS % O
(H=0.182 :Sig= NS ) ] (H=6.075 :Sig .05 )}
(Z= 0.83 :Sig= NS ) €z=-0.40 :Sig NS )
B
Control . {H= 2.940 :Sig= NS ) @ Control
s (Z=g.41 :Sig= NS )
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#2 o (H= 0.525:Sig= NS ) Exp.#2
J (z=-2.03 :Sig= NS ) (@
)

(H=1.538 :Sig= N5 ) i (H=_1.906 :Sig= NS )
(Z=_-3.69:5ig= .01 ) (Z=-g.81 :5ig= Ns ]
Control O (H= 2,040 :Sig= NS ) @ Control

N (Z= 0.41 :Sig= NS )
Fall, '70 Spring, '71
Exp.#1 - = 1.853:Sig= NS ) ) Exp.#1
J (Z= 0.00 :Sig= NS ) ?
8
(H= 0.495:Sig= N8 ' } (H= 2.250 :Sig= NS )
(2=_2.54 :Sig=_.05 j (Z=0.40_ :5ig=_NsS }
Exp.#2 e (H= 0.525:Sig= NS ) A Exp.#2
(Z=-2,93 :Sig= NS )

-
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variable 36

ant D=21s with Problems.

tes

i

Binomial Test of

F2ll, 1970 Sample Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Size () Analysis of Variance Proportions
Experiment #1 | 5 E = 0.182 Z=_0,83
g r
Control 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

.
oL | e oo

by M W<y

Experiment #2 11 H=1.538 Z=-3.69 1
&
Control ] 4 Signif.= NS Signif.= .01
».
Experiment #1 6 H = 0.455 Z=_2154
& :
Experiment #2 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= .05
Spriag, 1971
Eyperiment #1 6 H = 6.075 Z=-0.40 1
g o
Control 5 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS
Experiment #2 7 H= 1.906 Z = -0.81
& | 4
Control J 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS ‘
Experiment #1 | 6 H = _2.250 Z2=_0.40
o |
(<
Experiment #2 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
Fall, 1970 to -
Spring, 1971 : L
Experiment #1 6 H= 1.853 Z=_0.00
&
Experiment #1 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
i
Experiment #2 11 H = 0.525 Z=-.2.03 1
. & —=
Experiment #2 r 7 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS r
Con*xrol 4 " H= 2.940 Z = 0.4 “
& . .
Control , 5 Signif.=" NS Signif.= NS i

—4 98
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Questionnaire Data

.- Variable # 26 : My work group understands what we are trying to achieve

t
Y

7.0 77.0
6.8 6.8
6.6 16.6
6.4 } 6.4
6.2 f 5.2
6.0 | %.o
5.8 § _ 1 5.8
. - 2 \‘\“'\~‘ . /—_’_;7/‘ > ,§..4
5.2 § g | T~ 5.2
ig 2 /" o
'8 2 — | 4.8
4.6 § 4.6
| 4.4 | 4.4
' SCALE 4.2 | 4.2
4.0 § 4.0
* VALUES 3.8 § 3.8
3.6 § L 3.6
3.4 3.4
3.2 ¢ 3.2
3.0 | 3.0
2.8 | 2.8
2.6 § 2.6
2.4 § 2.4
2.2 2.2
2.0 2,0
1.8 ¢ h1.8
1.6 71,6
1.4 1.4
1.2 | 1.2
- 1.0 h.0
\ 4
- Fall 160 Fall 70 Sering 71 | FEall '71 |
T3 . To Tz Tg j
N X SD N X SD Ni X | sp Ni: X |Sp |
Experiment (#1)} | 39! 4.718{ 1.450 | 39| 5.667; 0.898 | 73i5.562{0.928 | 73/5.849!0.86L{ .-
Expériment (#2) | 60| 4.867| 1.171 | 60| 5.317} 1.172 | 4915.143|1.208 | 50|5.420]|1.213] °
Control (C) 65! 5.477| 1.359 | 66! 5.727: 1.075 | 61i5.16411.306 | 6115.426]1.271
Total 164 165 i83; - ig4| -
TWO-WAY Anal. | TI § T, T, & Ts T3 § T,

of Variance L

.
i
— F Signif. F | Signif. 7 Signif. ;;

Experiment #1 W/JCol.| 5.539 05 | 1.395 NS " 9.394 01

| _Control State {Row | 11.855 .01 5.483 | .05 4.2¥7 i .. .05 %;g
xperiment #2 W/jCol.| 11.346 | .00l 1.9183 NS__ 0.006 | NS~ %
Control State [Row 5.340 ! .05 5.594 205 T 2.527 NS i
199 .
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Questionnaire Data

Variable # 12 : My group works hard to achieve its goals ~§
T i
7.0 7.0
5.8 6.8 b
6.6 1
6.4 5.4 -
5.2 642 ]
- 6.0 L -1 6.0
5.8 C o] Il 1" _.c 5.8
. — 5.8 __
s.sg / 2 1T 2 5.5
5.4 1 Tt 5.4 .%
5.2 2 5.2
5.0 5.0 T
4.8 Iq.5 E
4.6 46
_ 4.4 - i )’5' -5
SCALE 4,2 4.2 '}
4.0 § 4.0 -*
VALUES 3.8 § 3.8 __
3.6 § 3.6 {
3.4 } 3.4 .}
3.2 § 2.2
3.0 § 3.0 7}
2.8 § 2.8 E
2.6 § 2.6
2.4 | 2.4 _.
2.2 § 2.2
2.0 -' ‘;2.0 .
1.8 § 1.8
1.6 } | 1.6
1.4 1.4
1.2 § ;,51‘2
1.0 | Y T
F Fall '60 Fali '70 Spring '71 Fall '71 ;' 7
T1 T2 Ts_ Tq S
N X SD N X | sD N| X {sb N| X | sp 3
Experiment (#1) ! 39} 5.410{ 1.044 | 39| 6.128! 0.656 | 73!5.932{0.855 | 73/6.027/0.897 |
Experiment (#2) | 60| 5.167! 1.404 | 60| 5.634{ 1.149 | 52|/5.538i{1.019 | 53}5.642{1.002} . T}
Control (C) 65| 5.877; 1.281 | 66| 6.091| 0.956 | 60}5.600j1.417 | 60!5.800]1.246 ]
- Total 164 (165 185 ' 186]
TWO-WAY Anal. Ty & T T, & Tz Tz & T4 ? ki
of Variance i,
E Signif. F _Signif. F Signif. T
Experiment #1 W/jCol.| 2.078 NS 1.812 4.203 - .05 i1
Control State {Row 9. 790 .01 6,298 4 .05 1.178 __NS B
Experiment #2 W/fCol.l 14.702 | .001 | 3.016 NS 0.475 NS )
Control State jRow | 4.994 ! .05 3.841 .05 0.902 NS § |
. <00 :]
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Gene_>1 Information

Objectives of the Research

This questionnaire is part of a study to evaluate the impact of
applying particular learning methods and modified contents of the
American lManagement Association's management development program to
various levels of state educational Administrators.

Why the Research is being done

My goal and reason for asking you to fill out this questionnaire
is to attempt to document various types of possible impacts that the
AMA's training might have. I am personally involved for additional
reasons. The evaluation report that will be written from my research
will serve as the basis for' fulfilling the final requirements for a
Ph.D. in Public Administration at Syracuse University.

Filling out the Questionnaire

This questionnaire has been developed to provide information
about how personnel of the Department of Education view their organi-
zation and some of the relationships in it. Please be frank in your
answers; your openness is essential. Please do not feel you are being
tested against ary arbitrary standards of right or wrong. It is most
important that you answer all of the questions. -

Your anonymity will be insured. No-one other than myself will be
allowed to see the completed questionnaire. A special coding system
insures that the information you provide will be completely anonymous.

Definitions
We Members of your work group
Our manager The Commissioner, Supt., Dept. head, etc., who has
greatest day-to-day influence on your
work group
Work group The smallest organizational umnit (group section,

department, etc.) in which you work
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;o - Directions

1. Read each statement carefully.

2. Then decide to what extent the statement accurately describes

your work situation as it was last féll'(September-December).

Choose a number value on the scale which best shows how you
felt then; write your choice on the left side of the page.
-3. Next decide to what extent this same statement accurately des-

cribes your work situation as it is now. Choose the number on

’ ( the scale which best shows how you feel this day and mark it
on the right‘§iée of the page.
4. Be sure to indicate. your feeling on all the statements in both

the past and present tense.

EXAMPLE .
1 2 3 4 s 6 7
not at all fairly often very often
Last Fall _ Noﬁ
| <- 3 1. Oﬁf;organizational plan is well formulated. (44) 5

*************************‘*...'*********

[ -

! c .. .3 . 7
1. I feel my group works together well. (44)
2. I believe my organization gives me ade- (45)

quate training to do my work effectively.

3. My manager listens when one of us wants (46)
to talk about our work. .. -

203
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all fairly often very often
LAST FALL NOW
‘4. The goals of this organization are (47
articulated.
5. Our goals are realistic and atta1nab1e 148)
with cur best efforts.
6. I am appropriately ;nvo;ved in decisions (49)
affectlng my work. :
7. People in my group have :the technical (€Cd.2) (1)
kncwledge to do the job.
8; Feedback on ny performance is given (2)
constructively by my boss.
9. My manager knows and understands the 3
problems I face.
10. I am treated fairly. 4)
11. 3ased on information I have received from (5)
my boss, I know if I am measuring up in
my job.
12. My group works hard to:achieve its goals. (6)
13. VWhen differences arise in my work group, (7)
we have good ways for settling them our-
selves.
14. My manager encourages and supports (8)
- innovation.
15. The work I do mzkes good use of my abilities. (9)
16. People here are cpen and honest in talking (106)
with each othezr.
17. My work is impértant to the future and - (1) ]
quality of education in my state.
| lé. I feel my accoﬁplishments are recognized (12)u
19. I feel the accomplishments of the State (13)

Education Department are recognized.
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4 5 6 7

1 2 3
‘not at all fairly often very often
LAST FALL NOwW
20. Good ways arc used to let me know how I (149
can improve my performance. :
21. My manager shows confidence and trust in (15)
me.
22. I have good ways for know1ng how good our - (16)
results are.
23. The people I work with participate appro- (17)
priately in setting the goals of our work.
24, The ideas and opinions that my work group . (18)
generates are heard and acted on by my
superior.
25. My manager tries hard to improve the work (19)
situation.
26. My work group understands what we are (20)
trying to achieve.
___27. There is opportunity in my Department for (21)
people to grow and develop themselves.
_ 23. My manager recognizes when.a problem is (22)
developing and does something constructive
about it.

29. The kinds of things I am doing will make a  (23)
long term contribution to education.

30. My manager makes it clear that he is (24)
comnitted to the success of our projects.

31. I am given appropriate oppoftunities to (25)
gain more technical knowledge about my job.

32. My manager is good about bringing our (26)
problems to his boss's attention.

33. Higher management's reactions to the (27)
problems which reach them are fair.

34. 1 and my manager work well together. - (28)
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(29)

(39)

(31)

(32)

- (33)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
‘not at all fairly often very often
LAST FALL
35. 'I really feel my immediate work group is
gettingz things done.
36. My manager handles disagreement and
conflict well.
37. Morale in my work group is high.
-: 38. The climate in my group is such that I
want to contribute as much as I can.
39. As I see it, planning is an integral part
of running the state's schcols. :
40. My organization's overall plan is operable.
41. My organization's policy statements are
clear.
42. My organization's performance standards are
understood.
43. &y boss has expressed belief that the

Anerican HManagement Association's training
program will be helpful.
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Question #1 Golum

Number Score
Wthat do you feel you will (obtain) (obtained) from the AMA training:
pre-training post-training
Domains Intensity Scale
* 1. definition of the institution's mission 0 uncodeable (no answer) 1
* 2. modify previously established objectives 1|no value 2
* 3. identify and analyze alternative courses 2 3
of action
little value
* 4, determine priorities 3
included as circumstances nermit 4 @D
* 5. define standards of performance for key <
administrators | 5 5 AV I
ST - significant should be stressed
* 6. specify task completion dates and action 6 6 .
assignments . =

. | 7| maximum commitment
* 7. assign responsibilities to subordinate units — 7

* 8. design a methodology by which future performance
may be evaluated in relation to the performances 8
specified in the plan

* 9. produce and implement a long-range stratepic plan 9
*10. establish credibility of planning 10
11. promote free flow of information throughout SED 11
*12. promote cooperative team work 12

»e

* = Item used in Data Analysis
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Question #2
Vhat is the attitude of your boss toward the AMA training? .

Domain Intensity Scale

*13. Question acts as domain in this case 0 uncodeable (no answer)

1[no value

o 2
. L little value

. _ ‘|included as circumstances permit
significant, should be stressed

7 [maximum commitment

o at——

e e e e . N A AL

-
. um‘
nowcau
Number Score
13
o~
R o
& 5
N
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Question #3 Column

Number Score
that do you see as the most important aspects of your job?

Domains . Intensity Scale
14. leadership 0 uncodeable (no answer) 14
15. impact upon quality of instructor 1[no value 15
16. communication with outside constituencies 2 16
little value
17. effect communication within the organization 3 17
18. execute: decisions of superiors 4 wwmuﬁaaa as circumstances permit 18
19. makes plans 5 i . 19 > mw
significant, should be stressed .m \Y)
20. implementation and cooperation between units 6| 20 :
21, initiate change 7 amxwacs value. ., 21
22, utilization of organizational talent . 22
(productivity) T
23. provide human and monetary rescources for | 23
organization | —




Question #4

24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33.

What is the function of your division or departmsant?

Domains
promote quality of instruction
communicate with outside constituencies

execute decisions of .superior agencies
of government

regulate LEA's

make plans

implement plans

generator of wsmOHEWﬁwo: and data vmmm.
execute educational statut:s

initiate change

utilization of organizational talent

Intensity Scale

0 uncodeable (no answer)

p...mw....émmco

1ittle value

4(only emphasized as circum-
stances permit

significant

7| maximum importante

of et

N .

Column

Number Score

24
25

26

27
28
29
30
31
Mm

33

-
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Question {5

How are major decisions made in this organization?

Domains

Question acts as domain in this case

*34,

*35. 0

i

[A] Involvement
uncodeable ﬁsm response)

[no participation/no discussion
invited. Decision-making
only at top.

no participation/some
discussion invited.
Decision-making at top.

some participation as
circumstances permit.
Decision-making mostly
at top. B

significant participation/
broad policy at top

maximum participation
throughout SED

0

1

2

Intensity Scales
[B] Quality

uncodeable (no response)

never effective

seldom ommmnnw<m

sonetimes effective

usually effective

highly effective

R RATReTA

pr—

|

e

iy

Colum
Number $cale

34

35

D ——
.-
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Question #6 Column
Number Score
What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?

Domains . | . Intensity Scale
*36. organization reacts to problems rather than
anticipates and deals with problems 0 uncodeable (no answer) 36
37. public relations (role of pressure groups) H:smwou roadblock/always 37
stops change
38. adequate resources (money and information) : 38
N .
39. control system expressed through decision- significant roadblock/ 39
making process usually stops change
. . . ' ’ m >. ' e ” !
*40. sense of SED mission. . 40
_ 4
*41. employee interpersonal skills _|occasional roadblock 41 .
*42. amount of cooperative teamwork present 42 S
o 6
43. informal power groupings supporting or -
opposing goals of formal organization 7|weak roadblock/seldom 43 .
. stops desired change :
*44. degree to which persons within organizatiun A 44

will support change _ . .
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Question #7

45,
Am.
47.
48,
49,

50.

Yhat resources are not being used?
Domain

expertise within department
noosawsmamwu owmmcsam

involvement of staff ;

use of outside consultants

!

.mpwmsﬂ.kunwowwmewos in formulation
of educational policy

degree of..coordination of
information within department

.. o
T g e S G T 3 3 R e A YN SNSRI A R S 1S T SN S XS B AT 2 R ST LAY O M R Ay

0

1

2

t
—— —~— §
o) (RSN R Ay B

o

Intensity Scale

uncodeable (no response)

no increase
slight increase

increase as circumstances
permit |

significant increase

maximum increase

————

50

m,&iaﬁa“ m.qune,,,»pw_ \w ‘6.._ m3a§-
Ve
Column
Number Score
45 —_—
46
a7
48 -
, 49 o -
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Question #8
How do yau feel about the direction your organization is moving?

Domain o - Intensity Scale

*51. Question acts as domain in this case SR 0 uncodeable (no answer)

not satisfied at all
3| slightly satisfied
mostly satisfied

6| completely satisfied

i e v RS AT T

"
Column
Number Score
51
!
.m ﬁ .
A0




Question #9

What is the role of planning in the State's school system?

Domain

(Question acts

as domain)

*52. [A] Role of Planning

0 uncodeable mso answer)

rwn.
1| no value

little value
4| used as circumstances
permit

significant

7| integral part

fr——

*53. [B] Need for Planning

0 uncodeable (no answer)

4| us

si

e )

1/m6 value--should not

be used at all

little <murma-m=ocwu

be used less

ed mcocw as much
as it should be

gnificant--should
be used more

7( everything should

thoroughly planned

m g | "hrmm%_w" _

Column
Number Score

*54.[C] Emergence
of Planning

0 uncodeable (no /
ansver) A)

1 B)

2|still not used ()

| “1xx
216

recent development

m.aosm-memsmwsm
practice

"
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Ques

55,
56.
57.

58.

59.
- 60.

61.
62.

63,

tion #10
How does planning occur in the organization?
Domain |
State Board
Superintendent
Executive Staff

other division directors
(dept. or area)

Planning Unit

persons within SED who have informally
assumed some responsibility for planning

all professional people within SED
external consultants

pressure groups

0

2

7

1]

Intensity Scale

uncodeable (no response)

no influence

s1ifhtly influential
Vilh.y

sometimes infiuential

significant influence

maximum influence

= e g O DY O

nauﬁan
Number Score

55
56
57

58

59
60

61
62
63

e ——
e —————]
e ——
s t——————

S ra—
e ——
e ——————
e ——
L ———————
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Question {11
How do you communicate your plans?
Domain

64. Question acts as domain in this case,

A

i

ﬁ e ,.w‘._

o

Ao u

m,,ﬂﬂ.ﬁsﬂg " .Aiki.,.fJ— m» Zﬁzgmq “ﬂcﬂ# § 33 \ i a
C 9

.....

Intensity Scale

0 urncodeable (no answer) ’
1]to self only

2
immediate staff

4|nlanning wnit

State Education Department

g.a&mm public

pey

Colum
Number Score

64

CoAR




Question #12

65.

66

67.

68.

69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.

What is your role in your organization?
Domains
leadexrship
impact upon quality of instruction
communication with outside constituencies

effect communication and cooperation
within organization

makes plans

implements plans (executes decisions
initiate change

utilization of organizational talent
maximize employee productivity

provide human and monetary resources for the

organizatio
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Intensity Scales

0 uncodeable (no anwer)

-rlln. L3
1{slight commitment

2

4| moderate commitment

7{:maximum . commitment
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Column

Nunber Score

65
66
67
68

69
70
71
72
73

74
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Question #13
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Do you enjoy your role?

Domain

_

Y

meewtre

75. Question acts as domain in this case

T

Intensity Scales

0 not codeable (no answer)

1Inever

seldom

sometimes

-

6]usually

7] almost always

Number Score

XX1v
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FIRST FIVE-DAY PLANNING SESSION

| MAJOR STEPS IN DEVELOPMENT OF THE PLANNING BASE
TEAM’S PLANNING
:gl;n;ELIﬁ:nNAINCGENTER Analysis of the Organization Analysis of the Environment

Beliefs ) Socio-Economic Factors
Mission Strengths-Opportunities
Policies Weaknesses-Problems
Resources Technology
Organization
Characteristics

)

f—eme

Set tentative objectives ]

)

Continuing—Specific -

C DETERMINATION OF PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS J
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INTERSESSION

TRANSLATION OF THlE PLANNING BASE INTO AN ACTION PLAN

Specify
planning
input data

Determine
planning
gaps

Forecast
future
performance

Assemble
planning
data

Determine
trends

,f—
——
w
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= =
=< O
3]

o
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©
o

o>
= £
s S
=
L =
58
(%)

L

Define
business
planning
units

) omsmmmn et me— ——
temmms maden emptey Comm— e —— o ooy | s evawes ] esvenn

Draft
strategic
proposals

e
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'SECOND pvE-DAY PLANNING §gg5iON

NTO AN ACTION PLAN COMPLETION Ol

— N —m—

Forecast Determine Fina]
future planning

performance gaps

Establish
priorities

l'eView of
objectives




SECOND FIVE-DAY p ANNING SgESSION

COMPLETION OF THE ACTION PLAN

— —mmY

Set
assignment
schedule
and review
procedure for
implementation

Analyze Decide of strategies
and . -
te Establigp, and select anal ; I?Ong ?:'t:‘c:;o
‘ prioritieg optimal review of rogra
ves objectives implement

strategies

strategies Design
continuing
procedure for
review of plans
and re-evaluation

of strategies
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THE TEAM PLANNING PROCESS

Essentially, the team process consists of:

-Detaching the chief school officer and his top managers from
their daily jobs to enable them to concentrate on developing

their planning skills

s T T T I

-Placing the team in an environment conducive to an intensive study
and solution of organization's planning problems

}

—Providing skilled guidance and controlled direction throughout
the planning process so that top management acquires the skills
to produce and implement a workable long-range educational

plan

f,\jiu»&-w{i:‘

§ Andund

]

THE FIRST STEP IN THE PROCESS

sl

Following the decision to participate in the Center's Team Planning
Process, a meeting is arranged with the Team Director. At this meeting,
the chief school officer and the Director agree on the make-up of the
executive team which will be involved in the planning process. The
Director outlineg the content and purposes of the planning process,
reviews the organization's previous experience in planning, obtains
existing plans, if available, and requests pertinent background infor-
mation on the organizaticn. The Director and the CSO may also agree
upon some preliminary work assignments to facilitate progress during
the first week's pmeetings.

=%
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FIRST FIVE-DAY SESSION

The objectives of this week are to:
—Agree upon a definition of the nature of the organization, the

policies which guide its future development, its organization
and manpower resources, and its fundamental characteristics
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