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A

SECOND YEAR EVALUATION OF AN AMERICAN MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION
PILOT PROGRAM: ADAPTING AND TESTING BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS

This report is a two-year evaluation program
designed to evaluate the American Management Association's
(AMA) pilot project to apply modified management practices
and techniques of business/industry to educational adminis-
trators.

The first year's evaluation report was completed

and submitted on October 4, 1971 under Project No. 0-0793,
Grant No. OEG-0-70-5073.
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PREFACE

Undertaking a remort such as this almost inevitably
becomes a complicated, frequently dismaying and occa~
sionally exciting adventure in group research. This
preface outlines the chronology and the division of
responsibility for our study, and acknowledgesthe many
contributions that producecd it.

The project began in August, 1970 with a meeting
between myself and ir. Lynn Tanner at the Fedcral Execu-
tive Institute in Charlottesville, Virginia. Mr, Tanner
was then a doctoral student in the Public Administration
Program of the lMaxwell School, Syracuse University. I was
aktout to join the political sciénce faculty at the same
institution. At the end of our first meeting, an all-day
session, we emerged with details of a new research design
that was necessary to strengthen the AMA's original
proposal and offer potentially greater validity to the
research findings as they became available. We explored
thoroughly all potential areas of mcasurement that might
appropriately be included in the evaluation, eliminated
many, added new ones, and strengthcned somc measures
that we agreced werc immortant but vulnerable,

At the end of the day, Mr. Tanner and I believed
we had an intellectually sound, practically useful
research methodolog: and set of research instruments. Ve
could not, however, be certain that a control group would
be added to the study. The American Management Associa-
tion was very cooperative in aiding and insuring that a
comparable State Education Agency that would not receive
the training program would he included in the study.

Top administrators in the two experimental states also
were helpful in suggesting State Educational Agencies
which they believed were comparable to their own and to the
other experimental Educational Agency. With their help,
the control group was sccured by summer's end.

The job of ficld research began; Mr. Tanner was
in the field at once, gathering the pre-training research
data,; conducting intervicws and becoming acquainted with
personnel of both the training organization and the States
to be studied. In the year that followed, Mr. Tanner
spent many days observing every phase of the training
program, taking detailed notes on the material nresented
by the aMA during its program, and strengthening
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relationships with nersonnel of all participating organi-
zations in order to gain a clear sense of events that
unfolded as the program and the evaluative rcsearch
proceeded.

Toward the end of June, 1971, all resecarch data
had been collectad and the tedious job of processing the
informat!on began. The questionnaires were ccded and
submittea to computer analysis, not without the problems
which usually ocour at this stage of a research cffort.
Mr. Emanuel Wald, a doctoral student in Public Administra-
tion at Syracuse University, spent hours struggling with
the problem of writing statistical programs, insuring
their procedural integrity and applying the programs to
our data.

At this juncture Mr. Kent Chabotar and Mr. Stephen
Montgomery, both doctoral students in Public Administration,
became directly involved with the initial AYMA research
project. Both had participated in the original meetings
which set up thc first year's evaluation projcct, but they
had decided to concentrate on a second-ycar study of thc
training's on-site impacts rather than on the training
program itsclf. To this end, they applied for, and
received from the United States Office of Fducation, a
grant to conduct this second~-year evaluation.

Messrs. Chabotar and Montgomery began by helring
to complete the first-year report. Theirs was the
difficult task of assisting Mr. Tanner in content-coding
the tape-recorded, open-cnded intervicws he had conducted.
The recsearch team deeply appreciates the secretarial hcln
which the AMA generously provided for the onerous task of
transcribing the first year's interview tapes into
typvescript.

The problem of Messrs. Tanner, Chabotar, and Mont-
gomery was to develop a coding instrument that was fully
understood and meaningful to all three, and then to use
this instrument to code the interviews in a reliable
fashion. MAfter a great deal of deliberation, conflict
and frustration, a viable instrument was produced and thc
coding was accomplished. At last the coded information
was izeypunched and subjccted to computer analysis. ¢
labored mightily here, for we were convinccd that this
rescarch data must be trected with maximum rigor and in a
manner that was equitable to all parties.

In writing the report itsclf, I wanted to produce
a document that explicated as fully as pnossible the
contents of the AMA program, how it was conducted, when it
was implemented and with whom, and how much validity
could be attrihuted to the research findings due to the
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natur: of the undorlying rescarch design. I was equally
concerned with choosing types of statistical analyses,
and with how the rcsults of analysis would be used to make
decisions about thc program's consequences during the first
year of subscquent operation in the experimental organiza-
tions.

In order to clarify these concerns, Mr. Tanner and I
worked, quite literally, night and day for 45 days. Great
mounds of planning and program documcnts were provided by
the AMA to Mr. Tanner; he had also taken many detailed
notes as he observed the programs. In many cases, none of
the documents provided precisely thec information we needed
about the underlying assumptions and design parameters of
the training program. Consequently, we were forced to
examine all of the material with a careful, critical eye.

Because of the prcss of time in writing the
initial report, we felt it was impossible to produce a
documcnt authored equally by both of us. I took responsi-
bility for writing the report, and did so. if-. Tanner's
assistance throughout this period was extremely crucial,
for he spent many hours sharing his observational notes
and providing other important information which could have
been gained only in the field. Finally, after about 1600
man-hours of work the first year's report was finished
and forwarded to the AMA and the Office of Education in
October, 1971.

The second-year's evaluation effort as proposed by
Mr. Montgomery and Mr. Chabotar and funded by the Office
of Education began immediately after the first year
evaluation had been submitted.

Meetings were arranged among Messrs. Montgomery,
Chabotar, Tanner and myself to deepen Messrs. Montgomery
and Chabotar's understanding of events during the first
year of the evaluation and to lay groundwork for evaluating
the second year. Mr. Montgomery, Mr. Chabotar and I were
committed to improving the research process during the
second ycar and to refining the research. instruments used
during the first ycar.

These meetings produced, to cite two examples, a
reliability study of the research questionnaire and the
inclusion of a second Control State. The latter was
necessary because we had recason to belicve that the
original Control State would become involved in the AMA
training program during the second year's evaluation.

The Questionnaire's rcliability study was dasigned to
insure that the instrument we had chosen would be reliable
in the rescarch setting. The research instrument had been
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uscd many times and carefully studied before we anplied it
to educational systems. Results of the reliability study
in our setting werc gratifying. It strengthened our
confidence in the first year's findings and in the forth-
coming findings of the second year.

A number of new measures wcre added for the second
ycar study; these measurcs were geared to examine the output
facters that could be attributed to the training program,

We wanted to ask the guestion, "How much diffeorence did the
training program make in the output of the organization?"
To our way of thinking, it was both appropriate and essen-
tial that this dimension bz added to the 3econd-year effort.
By the end of the second year, at lcast one year and in
some cases onc and one-half years would have passed since
the training program--enough time to enable us reasonably
to expect organizational results from the training. We
decided also to include the Local Zducation Ngencies in the
final or second yecar report for they had been excluded

from the first year's study.

Messrs. Chabotar and Montgomery began almost immedi-
ately to gather the third and later the fourth blocks of
research data. Given what I, as project director, had
learned from the first year, Messrs. Montgomery and Chabotar
and myself were able to work out a schedule which would
enable us to complcte the report before the official dead-
line for submission.

The sccond year's study incorporates many features
of the first year'’s rcport and rests on that study.

Much of the report, particularly the introductory
chapters and the chapter on rescarch design rely heavily
upon the first year’s report. Frankly, I have made a
number of contributions to the written text and must be
held responsible for the overall tone and final interpreta-
tion of the results, Responsibility for any substantive
errors in the portrayal of the AMA program, the analysis
of the research design or the interpretation of statistical
data must rest with me. In addition, new material has
been added and kz2y segments of the initial report have
been elaborated. Since we were able to foresece the
schedule which would be necessary to produce a final
report on time, this second~year evaluation was written
almost solely by Mr. Chabotar and Mr. Montgomery.

Having offered these caveats, I urge the reader to
recognize that the time~consuming and frustrating produc-
tion of 2 rcport which incorporates the fire: year study,
builds and extends through another year the measurement
of the variables studied originally, and adds and
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internrets new material from the second vear, is almest
entirely the consaequence of the painstaking labors of Mr.
Chakotar and !ir. Montgomery.

This preface would be woefully incomplete if we
fziled to acknowledge the help of Dr. Frank Marini,
Director of the Public Administration Program at Syracuse
University, and that of his extraordinary secretary,

Mrs. Alondra Mariani. )

On numerous occasions I took significant time from
Dr. farini's extremely busy schedule to disecuss problems
of our rescarch. Ile was always helpful, offering uscful
suggestions without presumption and list<ning attentively.
He is also to be thanked for his editorial work on the
first ycar's report; Dr. Marini generously and at virtually
any time and place reviewed my text, often disrupting
both his personal and professional life to do so. During
the second year of the study, Dr. “arini worked to insure
that administrative and budgetary questions were resolved
to the satisfaction of all parties, and often and willingly
lent his ear for debriefing sessions similar to those of
the first vear.

Mrs. Alondra Mariani is largely resvonsible for
keeping the research effort moving along. To her fell
the difficult task of staving abreast of the accounting
and administrative details of the project. Shc was
unfailingly helpful despite the added burden thet the
rescarch project laid upon her already heavy wokload,
and we are deeply indebted to her.

Finally, it should be added that, as research
director, I was marvelously gratified to watch three
graduate students work responsibly and intensely together:
ecach made invaluable contributions to the research. As
the most significant indication of the collaborative
relationship they developed, each will prepare a doctoral
dissertation that incorporates data developed during both
years of the study. This is, to me, a remarkable achieve-
ment given the inherent competitiveness of graduate educa=-
tion and the tremendous ego investment that accompanics
dissertation research. On these grounds alone, though
many others could be added, it was gratifying to work
closcly with Messrs. Chabotar, Montgomery, and Tanncr.

This preface set out to show the complexity of
completing a research effort in wnat can bhe truly
described as a temporary social system. ZIs this report
is completed, the members of this rcsearch team lcave
Syracuse University for posts across the U.S5. Mr. Tanner
has accepted an appointment as assistant professor of
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public administration at Florida International University:;
Mr. lontgomery becomes a consultant for planning and manage-
ment development to the planning division of one of the
experimental State Departments of Education in our study;
Mr. Chabotar has been appointed an instructor in political
science at Michigan State University, while I have Jjoined
the political science faculty of Louisiana State University
at New Orleans.

I close this preface with mixed feelings, therefore;
it marks the symbolic end of a two-year project which has
been, from the start, turbulent, often fun, sometimes
disappointing and marked by long hours of work.

Toward the end, the load was lightened by the ideas,
support and empathy of my closest friend and confidante,
Clare Donaher Kirkhart, who was willing to sacrificz many
weeks of the first seven months of our marriage tc this
report.

Larry Kirkhart,
Research Director
July 17, 1972

New Orleans, Louisiana
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SUMMARY

This report presents a two-year, longitudinal
evaluation of the effects of a major training program
upon two State Educational Agencies and four Local
Educational Agencies. The program was designed by the
American Management Association to improve the process of
organizational planning in educational systems.

An elaborate evaluation proczadure was developed to
provide a careful assessment of the consequences of the
training proqgram. Top administrators who underwent the
major portion of the training effort were interviewed
four times: once before training began and three times
after the program was over. These interviews were spread
evenly over a two-year period. In addition, questionnaires
were administered to these same administrators and to
approximately 40 additional key organizational personnel,
at four intervals during the same period.

An analysis oi samples of the planning documents
which were produced through the training program and of
the extent to which they were implemented was also made.

The research design involved a control group which
provided a base of comparison in order to effectively
determine the results of the program.

Both the State Educational Agencies and the Local
Educational Agencies went through the training program
and both levels were encompassed by the evaluation.

Every effort was made to design the study around
the goals the training organization set out to achieve.
In order to clarily the presentation of a complex set of
empirical findings, the data were organized into three
categories: Causal, Intervening and End-Result variables.

Causal variables were directly related to the stated
goals of the training program; they were the results the
AMA set out to accomplish. Intervening variables were
defined as the modes in which the organization functioned
internally; matters such as decision-making, leadership,
and team-management were considered. Each of the factors
we have called intervening variables were important

considerations in the presentation of the AMA training
effort.
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) End-Result variables are related to organizational
output; progress toward the accomplishment of an objective
spelled out in the organizational plan is one example;
another would be attitudes and belicfs of organization
members about progress toward accomplishing their objectives.

In each oategory, a large number of measures were
assessed. This information is summarized in the table
below. The reader will note that each category is broken
into two sub-headings, assessment of written documents
and interview/questionnaire data. The text offers an
explanation of precisely how each sub-area was assessed.
The written documents were judged against criteria which
are regarded by professional personnel as essential
elements in an effective written plan. The interview/

questionnaire material was subjected to careful statistical
analysis.

EVALUATION RESULTS
Total No. )
Area of Measures Results
1. Causal Variables Minimum [Moderate [Maximum
a. Written
Documents 83 21 43 19
b. Interview/ Negative |[No Effect Positive
Questionnaire 184 24 141 19
Data
2. Intervening Negative |No Effect Positive
Variablcs
a. Intervicw/
Questionnaire 94 11 66 17
Data
3. End-Result Unaccept Acceptzhle]
Variables
a. Written
Documents - 50 27 23
b. Interviews/ Negative [No EffecHf Positive
Questionnaire 18 1l 15 2
Data
429

Xxtiv




]

A total of 429 measures were assessed, including 133 .
measures of written documents produced “hrough the training
program and 296 measures produced through interviews/ques-
tionnaires. Evaluation of the written planning documents |
was, at best, very difficult; thus every effort was made ,
to be as yenerous as possible in interpreting and applying 2
evaluative criteria. Based on this procedure, 48 of the P
measures were found to b2 at minimum level, 66 at a i
moderate level of development and 19 at the level we term
acceptable or maximum. The latter implies that the organi-
zation under scrutiny produced a written statement that is
unambiguous, clear and appropriately comprechensive;
"moderate" implies that the written material was under-
standable but was, in almost all cases, incomplete. An
"unacceptable" or "minimum" ranking indicates that the
measured area was not addressed at all or done poorly.

We conclude, therefore, that achievement of the
training program as evinced by written documents (organi-

zational planning materials) was only modestly successful.

Finally, we assessed a total of 296 interview/ques-
tionnaire measures and found that in 36 cases the AMA
nrogram in organizational planning had produced negative
effects, in 222 cases it had produced no effects, and in
38 cases positive effects. '

This is an extraordinarily poor level of achievement
by any standard. In short, as a result of the training
program, top administrators and key decisionmakers at both
the State Educational Agency level and the Local Educational
2gency level did not, in general, change either their
beliefs about organizational planning or tl 2ir perceptions
of how planning might be pursued by the organization.

The text that follows comprehensively analyzes
how the AMA effort affected ecach of the six experimental
organizations. Briefly, what occurred is this: On the
basis of the before-training measures, one of the expe;i-
mental organizations began at a much higher level of
performance than did the other five. At the close of our
study, it was the only organization to show even modest
improvement as a consequence of the program.

Overall, we are forced to conclude that the AMA
training effort was unsuccessful during thesc two years.
Given the cost of the program, the large number of manhours
it absorbed, and the major investment of .scarce human
energy it required, we conclude that the pro ram's rewards
are insufficient to warrant the investment of public funds.
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INTRODUCTION

In a fascinating study of the political vagaries
and administrative vicissitudes that accompanied
implementation of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, Stephen Bailey and Edith Mosher comment:

When ESEA was in its first weeks
and months of implementation . . .
the infrastructure of systematic
program evaluation was either 1
nonexistent or woefully primitive.
Since American educators have been preoccupied with
problems of evaluation for over 75 years, producing
hundreds of books, articles, case studies and research
reports on the issue, such 2 statement is unsettling.Z

But it is essentially correct. Much of what has
passed for evaluation hag been judged mediocre at best.3
Individual student or cohor: performance has been
overemphasized at the expense of program, school district,
or larger concerns. The absence of an intermediate level
of analysis often forced a shotgun marriage between subjec-
tive descriptions and data displays or computer printouts,

1Stephen K. Bailey and Edith !Mosher, ESENn: The
office of Education Admiﬂisters a Law (Syracuse: Syracuse
University Press, 1968), p. 102.

2See J. M. Rice, "The Futility of the Spelling
Grind," Porum, XXIII (April/June, 1897), pp. 163-172,
409-419; Standards and Tests for the Measurement of the
Efficiency of Schools and School Systems, 15th Yearbook
of the National Society for the §;uay of Education, Part
2 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1916); L. J.

Cronbach, "Course Improvement Through Evaluation," Teachers
College Record, LXIV (May, 1963), pp. 672-683.

3See Marvaun Bressler and Melvin Tumin, Evaluation
of the Effectiveness of Educational Systems, Vol.
(Princeton, N.J.: Princcton Unlversity Press, 1969);
Orville F. Poland, "Why Does Public Administration Ignore
Evaluation?” Public Administration Review, XXXI, 2 (March/
April, 1971), p. 201.




yet forged no logical supporting links between them.4
Judgments of effectiveness were based on cvaluations of
varied input data (student/teacher ratios, per pupil
expenditures, etc.) with only passing consideration of
the educational system's output, of its actual
accomplishments.5 :

This last concern expresses what in our view is the
most significant limitation of current evaluations: the
failure to compare precisely promise with performance so as
to separate effective from ineffective programs.

It i8 odd with so much investment

of hope we know so little about the
precise nature of the interrela-
tionships between stated aims and
actual outcomes. Apparently we now
lack both the intellectual apparatus--
i.e. standards, theories, concepts,
indicators, tests, and new data--and
sufficient will that will permit us
to distinguish a 'success' from a
*failure.'6

without such tools, we cannot be certain that the
projects we sponsor (whether 2MA training programs or
reading programs for inner-city children) are really worth
our money. Recent negative findings about some aspects
of performance contracting make it clear that no easy
solutions exist.

4In Organizations (New York: Wiley & Sons, 1958),
March and SImon discuss the application of a means-end
chain connecting nonoperational organizational goals and
individual task assignments as an aid to program evaluation.

5For examples of this input oriented approach sce:
National Study of Secondary School Standards, Evaluative
Criteria (Washington, D.C., 1960); North Central Associa-
tion of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Policies and Cri-
teria for the Approval of Secondary Schools (Commission
on Secondary Schools, 1965-66) as noted by Henry Dyer,
State-Wide Evaluation - What are the Priorities? (Prince-~
ton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1969), p. 8. Sec
also Norman Kurland, "Developing Indicators of Educational
Performance," a lecture presented at the 31st Educational
Conference sponsored by the Educational Record Bureau
(October, 1966), for a critique of this approach.

6

Bressler and Tumin, op. cit., p. 2.




The evaluative situation has been improving, however.
The involvement of experimental states in the AMA training
program indicates that state and local education agencies
are moving toward comprehensive assessment of where they
are, where they want to go, and how they will recognize the
goal when they reech it./ This phenomenon is caused partly
by federal guidelines that require systematic program
evaluation. It has been influenced by improved evaluations
in the literature.? But mostly it emerges from urgent
awareness that we must be able to assess whether the pro-
grams we administer and the projects we fund are helping

the children we teach and rcaching the goals we set.

This trend can be demonstrated, at least in part,
through growing emphasis on testing in statewide assessment
programs. A 1968 Educational Testing Service survey showed
that 74 such testing programs already existed in 42 states,
with 18 states offering 2 or more programs. Twenty-two (22)
of the reporting states were conccrned primarily to provide
schools with tests for use in guidance; 17 supplied tests
as a means of instructional evaluation; and 13 stressed t.e

7The evaluative efforts of several state cducational
agencies are described in Joan S. Beers, Educational
Quality Assessment: The Ten Goals of Quality Education
(Harrisburg: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 1970);
James !Mitchell et al., Program Planning and Evaluation
(Des Moines, Iowa: State Department of Public Instruction,
1971); Keith Crusi, Educational Needs Assessment: A State-
wide Design for Texas (Austin: State Lducation Agency,
1971); California School Boards Association, Implementation
& CSBA (Sacramento, 1968).

8Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Public Law
89-10, 89th Congress, HR 2362, Sec. 205(a), (5) an
see also: Norman Thomas, "Politics, Administration, and
American Education,"” Public Administration Review, XXX, 6
(November/December, 1370), p. 6490.

9For a nonrcpresentative sample of the more reccent
studics sece Joint Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation,
Comprchensive Evaluation System: Current Status and
Developmentai Requirements (Washington, D.C.: Scientific
EaucatgonaI Systems, Inc., 1970); Jack C. Merw1n, YEvalua-
tion Designs and Instruments," from a symposium "The ¥World
of Evaluation Needs Reshaping" at the annual meceting of
AERA (Februacy, 1969); James W. Guthrie, "A Survey of School

Effectiveness Studies," a paper presented at the annual
meeting of AY)RA (March, 1970).




evaluation of individual student progress.10 More recent
evidence indicates that not only are more testing programs
being administered in more states and localities, but
student achievement is more heavily stressed as well.

| In program evaluation, as in public administration

, generally, there is no "one best way." The alternative
techniques and criteria are too numerous to be listed

here. As C. Robert Pace points out: ". . . the character-
istics of good evaluation differ depending on what is
being evaluated, why, and by whom. Evaluation cannot be
described by a single set of rules."ll vyvet approaches to
evaluation generallg rest upon three preconditions of
empirical methods:l

1. Reliability: whatever the evaluative
instruments measure, they
measure consistently.

2. Validity: The instruments measure
what they are supposed to
measure.

3. Relevance: Evaluation results are

germane to experiential
problems, not merely to
theoretical constructs.
Whenever evidence produced
by an instrument continu-
ally fails to affirm ex-
periential observations andg
theory derived from it, the
evaluation itself may aggro-
priately be questioned.

10Educational Testing Service, State Testing Pro-
rams: A Survey of Functions, Tests, Materials, and :
Services (Princeton, N.J., 1968). ‘
e robert Pace, Evaluation Perspectives 1968 (Los
Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, University
of California at Los Angeles, 1968).

. ledapted from Ben K. Gold, "Evaluation of Programs,"

: paper presented at a conference sponsored by th2 Compensa-
tory Education Project, Coordinating Board, Texas College
and University System, 5~6 April 1971.
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Egon G. Guba provided us with a dramatic example

at the 1969 AERA meeting. It concerned the “"evaluation"
of tho Higher Horizons program in New York City. "Test
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Even the most valid, reliable, relevant evaluation
plan will fail unless the evaluators carefully administer
it, and unless the people being evaluated appreciate the
pPlan's usefulness and commit themselves to implementing
it. This commonplace is rarely realized in the fiecld.
According to Robert Randall, there is "a timeworn and oft-
recurring spectacle of the frantic but finally productive
researcher~evaluator, who rushed into the executive
offices with his data analysis finally complete, his
report prepared and in hand, only to find that the execu-
tives, several months previously, had made the important
decisions that locked up the monies and committed the
organization { .. the ensuing months ahead."14

Finally, all parties must rcalize that while more
should be demanded of evaluation theory and practice than

we have so far received, we should not err by demanding

more than evaluation can give.l3 pProblems in controlling
for environmental determinants,l6 unanticipated interven-
tions, respondent bias, political influencesl? etc.; make

data failed to affirm what supcrvisors, teachers, and clients
insisted was true--that the program was making a difference
so great that it simply could not be abandoned.®

14Rcbert S. Randall, "Knowledge About Decision Pro-
cesses and Information,” paper presented at the annual
meeting of AERA (February, 1969).

lsﬂenry Dyer, "How Precise Can Measurement Be?" in
Evaluation and Christian Education (New York: National
Council of Churches, 1360); Robert E. Stake, "Language,
Rationality, and Assessment,"” in Walcott Beatty (ed.), -
Improving Educational Assessment and an Inventory of
Mcasures of Affective Behavior (washington, D.C.: Associ-
ation fgr Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1969),
pp. 35ff,

16See Austin D. Swanson, "Cost-Utility Analysis and
Educational Decision-Making," in Gerald G. Mansergh, Systems
Approaches to the Management of Public Education (Detroit:
ﬂgtropoIKEan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc., 1969),
PP. 15-16; see also: Paul R. Mott and Orlando Furno, Theor
and Synthesis of a Sequential Simplex: A Model for AssessIng
the Eifectiveness of Ndminlstrative Policies (New York: The
Institute of Administrative Research, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1960). Mott and Furno conclude that
about 2/3 of the variance in educational output is due to
the environment, leaving only 1/3 of the variance to be
explained by docisions of school boards and administrators.

17

J. R. Schlesinger, Systems Analysis and the Politi-
cal Process (Santa onica, Ca¥Iforn1a: The RAND Corporatlon,




attempts to give "money-back guarantees" of any evaluation,
particularly in education, fatuous. On the other hand, the
need for educational evaluation is so pressing that any
attempt, however approximate, seems more useful than none.

The present report continues evaluation of the
Amcrican Management Association's pilot project to apply
to educational administration modified management and
planning techniques drawn from business and industry.
The report is divided into three parts.

Part I reviews the AMA's training program, "Adapting
and Testing Business Management Development Programs for
Educational Administrators," which was funded by the USOE
(Contract # OEG-0-70-5070) during the period 7/1/70-6/30{71.
The First year's evaluation (¥1)(1970-1971) and findingsl8
are alsc reviewed and the focus of the present evaluation
(Y2) (1871-1972) will be presented. This section intends
to provide an overview of the training project and the
two-year evaluation.

Part II details the research methodology of this
project. The relationship between the First and Second
year's evaluations is presented, together with the design,
methodologies, data-gathering techniques, and statistical
tools employed. »Attention will also be given to questions
of validity and their implications for our summary findings.

Part III presents the findings and analysis of the
evaluation project. Again, the connection between the
First and Second year evaluation projects is emphasized.
As in the first year evaluation, most of the present
evaluation studies the impact of training on the State
Education Departments (SED's). The training program's

1967), pp. 7, 29. See also: Aaron Wildavsky, "The
Political Economy of Efficiency: Cost Benefit analysis,
Systems Analysis, and Program Budgeting," Public Adminis-
tration Reviecw (Deccember, 1966), pp. 292-310.

18This report was submitted to the Office of Educa-
tion with only Frank Marini's name on the cover page; it
was, however, never Dr. Marini's intent to receive credit
for authorship of the report. The cover page appeared as
it did simply because of a misunderstanding of legal
requirements.

The report was actually authored by Larry Kirkhart,
the research dircctor, and Mr. Lynn Tanner. Hereafter the
present report will refer to the Kirkhart and Tanner
authorship. Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation
for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association.” Report submitted to the American




effect on local Educational Rgencies (LEA's) will be
presented for both years since no evaluation of the
impact of training on LEA's was offered in the first

year's report.

Management Association and the United States Office of
Education, Syracuse University, October, 1971.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE AMERICAN MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION'S PROGRAM
DESIGN AND 1TS EVALUATION

Section 1: The American Management Association's
i Proposal of 1970

The AMA's initial proposal rested on the proposi-~-
tion that certain business management practices and skills
could be modified and effectively applied *o education.
After some observation and discussion with educational
administrators, the AMA had concluded that:

« « « most school administrators
need to improve their knowledge of
the theories as well as develop
their skills in applying the prac-
tices of management . . . that
knowledge of the means, plus skills,
plus motivation for effective imple-
mentation of means to solve problems,
are needed administrative capabili-
ties in the nation's educational
systems.

Specifically, the proposal set forth two objectives:

1) determining the feasibility of .
developing and applying the AMA's
management development programs
to education and

2) to introduce the educational
programs into representative
multi-state, multi-level groupg
of educational administrators.

lFeasibility and Pilot Program Proposal: Adapting
and Testing Business Management Development Programs for
Educational Administrators," American Management Associa-
tion, June 22, 1970 (Mimeograpvhed), pp. 2-3.

21bid., p. 4.
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Organizations involved in the pilot project were
two state departments of education and four local school
districts, two in each of two states.

The proposal listed fourteen specific training goals.
Each participating state education agency would demonstrate
to an independent team of reviewers the degree to which
these goals had been reached. It was not assumed that all
the goals woulé be fully recalized during the first year.

The goals were:

TURITA

1) an agreed-upon definition of the
agency's mission,

w

2) established, continuing objectives
and planning procedures for long-
range achievement of the institu-
tion's mission,

3) identified resources and constraints,

4) differentiated between where the
institution is going and where it
wants to go,

5) modified previously established
objectives,

6) identified and analyzed alternative
. courses of action,

7) determined priorities,
8) made strategic action assignments,

9) defined standards of performance
for key administrators,

10) specified task completion dates,

11) designed supplementary planning
efforts,

12) assigned responsibilities to sub-
ordinate units,

13) designed a metnodology by which
future performance may be evaluated
in relation to the perfomsance
specified in the plan,
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14) produced and are implement%ng a
long-range strategic plan.

Section 2: The Training Format4

To achieve these goals the AMA utilized a format of
training developed over a number of years of work with
business organizations. The training program package was
divided into three distinct parts and adapted to the
special needs of the educational agencies.

Program components were (1) the Management Course
for Presidents (MCP), (2) the Top Management Briefing (TMB),
and (3) the Educational Planning Process (EPP). These
were presented in order to each state department of educa-
tion, though the local educational agencies were not
offered the MCP.

The three programs are deséribed below with special
emphasis on their design and content.

1. The Management Course for Presidents (MCP)

-

Change
Target: State Superintendent of Education

Duration:| 4% days
Location:| AMA Grove Training Center in Hamilton, New York

Type of
Program: Stranger Training Situation. Designed for chief

executives who represent their organizations.
Rarely does more than onec participant from the
same organization enroll. Total number of
participants is approximately 24, including the
trainer.

31bid., pp. 4-5.

4For a more detailed discussion of the training
strategies employed by the AMA the reader is directed to
the First Year's Evaluation Report. Larry Kirkhart and
W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation for Center for Planning and
Development of the American Management Association.”
Report submitted to the American Management Association
and the United States Office of Education, Syracuse
University, October, 1971, See especially Chapter One,
*professionalizing Management and Planning: A Strategy
for Change."
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Program !
Goal: ! As stated in the NMA's handbook the MCP is
; designed ". . . tc bring top-management people
up-to-date on the status of management as a
profession, and to acquaint them with the kind
of formal education and training that is avail-
able to the professional manager."
Program % of Input Con-
Content, _ Program |Learning | trolled
Learning Training Content Time Format by6
Format,
and (In order presented)
Input #1- Management
Control: Thecry &
Practice 13.4 Lectures AMA
- Management as by AMA
a Profecssion represen-
- Principles of tatives
Management
- Pattern of
Management
Action
- Major skill
of Managcment
- Management
Ethics
#2- Communication 7.1 Supple~
- Leadership mented
.3 Com?unications .3 with L
- Plannin 14. visua
- Setting Corp. aids
Objectives
- Strategic &
Operational
Planning
#4- Organization
Theory & Prac-
tice 13.4 Occasion-
= Manager Man- al didac-~
power Planning tic in-
teraction
with v

S'Purpose of a Presidents Association Management
Taken from notebook material distributed by
the AMA in The Presidents Association Notebook, American
Management Association, 1970.

Briefing."

6

the First Year's resecarch team,
p_i_!;.., po 60

This listing of program content was developed by
Kirkhart and Tanner, op.
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- Organizing lecturer
Management or other
Team partici-
#5~- Climate pants
- Motivating Man-
agement Team
- Climate for
Growth of Top
Management
Personnel
#6- Contiol 17.0
- Controlling
Management
Team
= Developing Man-
agerial Standards
of Performance
- Implementing
Concept of
Professional
Mgm't.
#7- Leadership 7.1
- Assuring a
Dynamic Organi- )
zation v
General Discussions 12.5 |Led by AMA|Primarily
represen- (AMA
#1- Mgm't. Theory tative; Secondar-~
orienta- |ily by
$2- Planning tion: client
client to
client
reactions
Small Group Discussion | 2.7 |Leaderless|Shared
tagk ori- |between
#1- Planning ented AMr. and
groups. client
Client to
client
reactions

2. Top Management Briefing (TMB)

Change
Targets:

Program presented to the most influential organiza-
tional members of SEA and Local School Districts:
State Superintendent and e¢leven of his associates/

deputies.

The Director of Program Services in each state and
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eleven of his subordinates.

From each of the Local School Districts the Super-
intendent and his eleven most important advisors.
motal personnel involved: Approximately 48.

Duration:| 3% days - Presentations made separately to State
Department personnel and then to Local Educational
Agency versonnel in each state.

Ly

Location:| At training site near focal organization

Type of
Program: A Modified Diagonal Program. The sessions were
composed of members from the same organization, but
different ranks and from ¢ifferent departments.
However bccause of the special nature of thc organi-
zations involved there were cases where persons

from the same department were present at the
sessions.

Program
Goals: The primary purposes of thec TiP was to spread
xnowledge of modern management practices throughout
key roles in SEA and Local School Districts and:

1. to motivate educators to consider the
application of principles, policies,
and purposes of modern management;

2. to develop a practical, results-oriented
centrum of knowhow and experience upon
which administrators may draw to copc
effectively with current problems in
educational administration; and

3. to create a means through which adminis-
trators may exchange information as to
the cffectiveness of various approaches
to particular problems and minimize
duplication of experimentation and
repetitious failures.

i.....-.‘

Program % of Input Con~
Content, Program|Learning trolled

Learning Training Content Time Format by )
Format, ;
and

#1- Managcment Theory _ ‘
Contr & Fractice . 13.8 |Lecturcs LMA |

Control: - Management as a by AMA i
Profession represen-
tatives

7American Management Association, "Feasibility and
Q Pilot Program Proposal,” op. cit., p. 6. ’

8Kirkhart and Tanner, Op. cit., p. 9,

G
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- Principles of

Management
- Pattern of
Management
Action
- Major Skili of Supple-
Management mented
- Management with
Ethics visual
#2- Plannin 11.6 | aids
- Strategic and
Operational
Planning
#3~- Organizaticn 10.5t
Theory & practice Occasion-
- Organizing the al didac-
Mgmt. Team tic in-
#4- Climate teraction
- Assuring Dynamic with
Organization lecturer
- Growth of Man- or other
agement Personnel partici-
#5- Control pants
- Controlling the
Mgmt. Team
- Developing Mana-
gerial Standards
of Performance
#6~ Traiaing
- Preview of
Strategic Educa-
tional Planning
Process (to be
held in Hamilton,
New York)
#7- Leadership
- Styles of Leader-
ship
- Application of
Mgmt. Principles
to Education U P
General DI .ussions 12.¢ |Led by Primar-
AMA ily AMA
#1- Group Leaders represen- |Second-
Reports on "Organ- tative; arily by
izing Mgmt. Tecam” orienta- |client
tion:
#2- Summary & Conclu- client to
sions: TMB client
reactions

#3- TMB Program
Feedback

ao ‘*n—&-



Small Group Discussion Leaderless, | Shared

between
AMA and
client

task ori-
ented
groups.
Orienta-
tion:
client to
client
reactions

#1- Organizing the
Mgmt. Team

3. Educational Planning Process (EPP)

Change
Targets:

Duration:

Location:

Type of
Program:

Program
Goals:

Program presented to Top Management groups who were
viewed as crucial to the implementation of program
in each state:

State Superintendent and eleven of his associates/
deputies.

The Director of Program Services in each state and
eleven of his subordinates, and separately to two
local school superintendents and eleven of their
subordinates.

Total persons involvaed: 48.

Two 5 day training sessions separated by at least
4 weeks for each of the four groups in each state.

AMA Grove Training Center in Hamilton, New York.

Family Program. Composition of the program parti-
cipants made up of organizational leader and his
subordinates.

Build an effective work group which would do the
following:

First Week: 1. develop a definition of the
agency's mission

analyze the agency's resources
establish continuing objectives
for the agency

2
3
4, deveclop specific objectives and
5

get priorities
. determine informational needs to
evaluate alternative courses of
action
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AMA, "Peasibility and Pilot Program
_c_]:-_t.a' ppa 7‘11.

Proposal," op.

Kirkhart and Tanner, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

6. assign specific data gathering
tasks and set due dates.

Second Week: 1. define planning gaps - the
difference between where the
agency is and where it wants
to go

2. modify preliminary objectives
3. analyze alternative courses of
action open to the agency
4, finalize priority decisions
5. dcvelop specific action assign-
ments and supporting standards
of performance and estimated
times of completion.?
Program $ of Input Con~
Content, Program |Learning trollaed
Learning Training Content Time Format byl0
Format,
and F |#1- Mission Variable |{Parameters|AMA and
Input 1 - Organizations jand sit-|of learn~-|client
Control: |R function uational,|ing pro- |(Discus-
S - Justification |depend- |cess, sion of
T for Continued |ing upon|steps and |boundar-
Societal problems |proceduresiies and
Support defined |depth

T - Pocus for Re- by AMA. largely

R sources to be |{All Client controlle?

A aApplied . |areas to|lecarning |by AMA

I|42- Internal Analysis |be to occur (reprcsen=

N - Wature ox covercd |through [tative;

I Institution as com- |inter- specific

N - Capability & pletely |personal |[problems,

G Limitations as pos- |interac- |documents,

- Factors under |sible by|tion~-- organiza-
Institutional |end of |client to|tional

S Control waek. client contexts,

E - Organization and cli- |and or-

S - Beliefs ent tc ganiza-

8 - Characteris- AMA re- |[tional

I tics gource processes

0 - Punctions person. |defined

N - Resources All by client)

- Strengths learning
- Weaknesscs hd outcomes
9
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#3- External Analysis
-~ Factors Outside
the Centrol of
the Organiza-
tion (i.c. ox-

ternal con-
straints)
© =~ Trends
- Rate of Change
- Kind of Change
- Assunptions
About Future
#4~ Objectives
~ Desired Results
or Ends
- Quantitative
Terms
- Specify Means
for Evaluation
- Short, Long
Range or Con-
tinued Objec~-
tives
-~ Differentia-
tion of Ends
from Mecans
#5- Intersession
Assignments
- Data Necessary
to Development
of Strategics
to Accomplish
Each Objective
- Historical
Perform. Data
~ Cost Data for
Cost/Bencfit
Analysis of
Alternatives
- Data Mecassary
for Organization-
al Evaluation

are the
respon-
sibility
[of the
client
(not
AMA) .

Interscssion Break: Return to Organization for

Minimum of four weeks

#6- Priorities
- Priority Ranking
of Objectives
‘Based on Team
Evaluation of

o
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Resource Allo-
cation
- Sense of
Urgency
- Cost of Imple-
mentation
- Probability
of Success
- Long-term vs.
Short-term
Benefit
- Public Demands
#7- Strategies
- Means to Achieve
Results Specified
in Objectives
- Development of
Mlternatives
- Cost/Benefit
Analysis Before
Strategy
Decision

#8- Programs .
- gpecific Results

- Delegation to
a Person

- Acceptable Tar-
get Date (mutu-
ally agreed) -

- Sum of all Pro-
grams Equal to
Results Antici-
pated in Specific
Objectives

#9- Planning Schedule
-~ Schedule of Events

& Targnt Dates

- Inesure Planning
is "way of Life" g

DBHZHDDBS OZo0OmW

2SO0 T

Secticn 3: Thae AMA Strateqgy for Change

In analyzing the AMA's training process and its
potential impact on organizational systems, two factors
were thought critical. First, the type of training
program was viewed as affecting the srogram's cffect on
organizational behdvior and goal attainment. Second, how
the program was implemented reflected basic¢ beliefs about
attitude change and in turn ?ffected the possibility of
changing trainee attitudes.l

1l

Ibido ’ ppo 30"340
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The Y1 research team determined that the prcgram
was implemented primarily by means of attitude change
through the trainees' compliance and identification with
concepts, experiences, and values prescnted by the AMA.
This method may be contrasted with_seeking attitude change
through internalization of change.

The methods of input control used in the training
indicated that if any attitudes were to be changed, they
would alter through compliance and identification. &s
indicated in the display of the training format akove,
approximately 80% of program time was controlled by the
AMA lecturer. In this context, for change to occur, the
training participants must comply and identify with the
concepts, experiences, and values presented by the
trainer. As the first year's evaluation pointed out, this
process can be termed an informational method of change, a
method heavily dependent on the quality of the information
imparted to the client and on the client's need for that
specific information.

The Educational Planning Process (EPP) program
differed from the MCP and TMB by dispersing control over
program input. However, the primary mcans of obtaining
attitudinal change was again defined as compliance and
identification. Although the EPP input was largely
determined by the client group, who were invited to
discuss organizational issues, goals, interaction of
administrators with each other, etc., the trainer acted
to establish and clarify the boundaries of legitimate
discussion and insured that each step of the planning
process, as defined by the AMA, was accomplished as fully
as possible. Xn attempt was made to maximize the level

121pia., p. 127.

13In analyzing the AMA's approach toward attitude
change, the First Year's rescarch team developed a typology
of attitude change comnosed of compliance, identification,
and internalization. Compliance was defined as learning
to say or do the expected thing rcgardless of the indi-
vidual's private beliefs. Change through identification
was defined as acceptance both privately and publicly
vhich is evoked when the individual is acting within the
relationship upon which the identification is based.
Change through internalization, on the other hand, was
defined as the acceptance of influcnce from outside forces
because the nature of the influence is congruent with the
person's value system. These concepts were drawn from:
Herbert C. Kelman, "Processes of Opinion Change," Public
Opinion Quarterly, XXV (Spring, 1961), np. 57-78. Ibid.,

p. 34.
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of rational dialogue and exchange of op:ln:lon.14 Because
the possibility of internalization of attitude change is
optimized when both logical discussion and affect are
considered, the first year research team did not believe
that internalized attitude change would be produced in
the EPP.15 However, because this family or team program
involved an organizational superior and his subor nates,
any changes due to the training program were viewed as
products of the EPP's impact on role relationships and
group standards.

Basad on an analysis of five different types of

training programs the Y1 rescarch team classif the AMA
programs as follows:16

Change Emphasis of AMA Program o
Type of Individual Inter~Personal Inter-Group
Training Awareness Expectations of| Standards of
Program Knowledge Role Relations Appropriate
& Group Relation~
Standards ships
Stranger
Program:
MC Primary
Diagonal
Progyxams
TMB Primary Tertiary Secondary
Family
Program:
EPP Secondary Primary Tertiary

1igirkhart and Tamnmer, op. cit., p. 128.
151bia.

160ther types of training programs analyzed were the
Cousin Program which, like those mentioned in the text, was
adopted from Warren Bennis, Changing Organizations (New
York, 1966), pp. 120-121 and the Inter-bDepartment Program

17

adopted from Jack Fordyce and Raymond Weil, Managing With
!—9—-9-.' Ppo 1-330

People (Reading, Mass., 1971), pp. 124-130.

17This chart was adopted from the First Year's
report. 1Ibid., p, 35.
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In the stranger program (CP), potential organiza-
tional change depends on the capacity of a single person
to return to the organization and change it. In the
diagonal program (TMB), most of the potential for change
is %asea on %ﬁe capacity of individuals who return to
highly influential roles in the organization and effect
changes based on their new knowledge and awareness. The
family program (EPP) seemed most promising since one goal
of the program was to cause changes in expectations about

role relationships and group standards of behavior among
the management teams involvad in the training.

Based on the assumption that the likelihood of
organizational impact is related to training design and
the number and tyves of people who trained, the Y% research
team conciuded that the greatest impact and the linkages
between the training and organizational change were in (1)
individual awareness/knowledge and (2) interpersonal 18
expectations of role rclationships and group standards.
These variables are the channels for transmitting change
which the AMA program depended upon to introduce and
support more effective nlanning.

Section 4: The First Year's Fvaluation (Y1)

For the purposes of the Y1l's cvaluation the research
team placed primary emphasis on measuring the oitcomes cf
the Educational Planning Process, a decision taken for
several reasons. First, the EPP training program objec-
tives were most directly related to the igtcome goals stated
by the AMA for the entire pilot project. (See page 12
of this report for a list of these outcomec goals.)

Second, the EPP was designated as the ". . . most
potent force of organizational change . . ." in the pProgram
packages offered by the AMA.20 fThis program was the
beneficiary of whatever change cccurred in the MCP and
T . In addition, the EPP program format gave participants
time to return vo their organizations to continue the
processes begun d.ring the first week of the EPP. This

18

see page 12 of this report for a list of these
outcome goals.

20

Ibid., p. 36.

Kirkhart and Tanner, op. ‘cit., p. 129.
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procedure provided the greategt potential for effecting
change in the organizations.

Finally, as a family program the EPP seemed most
likely to encourage change through the conceptual linkages
of (1) role relations and group standards and (2) individ-
val awareness/knowledge. For change in the organizations
to occur, it would have to be transmitted through changes
in these attitudes.22

Thus, based on the analysis of the training design
and methods of implementation,the Y1 evaluation centered
on the problem of measuring (1) changes in individual
awareness/knowledge and (2) changes in interpersonal expec-
tations of role relationships and group standards. The
measures of these areas were related to the goals of train-~
ing in order to assess the impact of the program.

Since the AMIL program had been completed only a short
time before the Y1 evaluation, the research team felt it
was inappropriate to explore the question to what extent
the plans prepared during the EPP were being acted upon
in the experimental organizations.

We emphasized the attitudinal change which would be
a necessary but not sufficient basis for changing the
planning process in the organizaticns. Unless attitudes
shifted to emphasize organizational planning, and in a way
aligned with the AMA's approach, it would be )
difficult to foresec that behavior and ultimately organi-
zational output would change in oxrder to implement the
plans set forth during the EPP. To measure the impact of
the training on the attitudes of the participants, the
research team employed Likert's concept of causal and
intervening variables.?23

21Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology
of Organizations (Mew York, 1966), pp. 390-391.

22The First /ear's Fvaluation stressed the central
importance of linkages in producing change and the differ-
ence between linkages and program content. for change to
occur, its preconditions must be transmitted. Training
program content is important, but is obviously futile if it
is not transmitted to the change targets in a manner which
insures, or at least increases the probability, that they
will adopt it. Kirkhart -nd Tanner, op. cit., p. 36.

23Rensis Likert, The Human Organization {New York,
1967), pp. 28-29.




The causal variables were organized into a broad
category called nganizational Planning, These independent
a

variables can be altered or changed by the organization
and its management and require individual knowledge/aware-
ness. In the Y1l report they were divided into sub-scts

as follows: (1) Definition of the Mission of the Organi-
zation, (2) Mobilization of Organizational Planning, (3)
Operational Impact of Training on Organizational Planning,
and (4) Credibility of the Planning Pigcess. These sub-
sets contained 22 research variables, all related to the
stated goals of the AMA for the Organizational Planning
Process.

A second broad category was established to reflect
Likert's concept of intervening cariables. Registering
the internal state and health of the organization, these
variables touched upon what the AMA called professional
management, i.e., leadership, control, motiwvation, etc.
The category of variables was called Role Pelationships
and Group Standards by the Y1 evaluation. It was divided
into three sub-sets: (1) Leadership, (2) Decision-Making,
and (3) the Management Team. These sub-sets contained
17 research variables. These variables were related to
the process of managing the organization and were
presumed to be affected by the TIB.

Given the design of the AMA program and its emphasis,
if organizational change occurred we concluded that
measurable changes must have occurred within these broad
categories.

In order to provide a valid basis of assessment of
the effects of training, the research team added a control
group to the organizations to be studied, a comparable
state department of education. A Non-Equivalent Control
Group research design, to be discussed in detail in Part
I1 of this report, was thus established.

Section 5: Summary of the First Year's Evaluation Findings

The findings reported after the Y1l's evaluation
concerned only the two state departments of education--
referred to here as State El and State E2.

The overall conclusion 9£ the research team was
that ". ., . the effect of training during the flrst year

24Kirkhart and Tanner, op. cit., pp. 39-40.

25

Ibid.
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of evaluation was very limited in experimental State El
and IImited In Experimental State E2.25

Area 1l: Organizational Planning

No significant changes were registered in either
organization in terms of the variables set to measure
changes in defining the mission of the organization or in
mobilizing organizational planning. In fact, seven cases
of negative effects were measured. The data suggest that,
at the time of measurement, no positive effects regarding
the specific training goals had emerged.

There were positive effects experienced in State
E2 under the sub-set of variables dealing with the operation-
al impact of organizational planning. The participants’
perceptions changed in a positive direction concerning the
operability of the organization's overall plan, goals, and
policy statements.

The measurement of variables related to the credibil-
ity of planning also showed no effect for either state
except that State E2 did show a positive effect toward the
role of planning in the SED.

Area 2: Role Relationships and Group Standards

An analysis of the variables related to changes in
Role Relationships and Group Standards revealed only seven
arcags of positive effects out of a total of 18 variables
measured.

The apparent--though limited--positive effect upon
State E2 as compared with State Fl was--in the considered
judgment of the Y1 research team--tne result of the unin:
tentional development of two different training designs.2?

This development occurred in implementation of the
Educational Planning Process. The EPP was designed to be
presented first to each State Superintendent and to his
eleven deputies/associates over a period of two weeks. The
program was divided into two segments by a four week
intersession between the first and second weeks of the
EPP. A second EPP was then scheduled to be administered

261p4a., p. 136.
27

Ibid., p. 132.
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to each Deputy Supcrintendent in charge of program
Services and to elecven of his subordinates. This was the
manner of implementing the program in State E1l.

In State E2 however, it was dccided to expand the
first EPP by one week because more time was required to
complete the training process. There was also a 50%
overlap of personnel between the Superintendent's group
and that of the Deputy for program service's group. Thus,
the first group in State E2 took three wecks of the EPP,
returning to Hamilton twice.

As State El did not undergo an identical training
period, the First Year rescarch team determined that a
different training design had been used, and explained the
slight difference in terms of positive effects observed in
the experimental states.

Section 6: The Present Evaluation Project: Focus and
Intent of the Second Year's Evaluation

Assessing Management Training

Judging the effectiveness of managerial training
is an important part of the overall cvaluation of efforts
to improve organizational performance. The part, like
the whole, certainly needs improvement. We lack reliable
evidence of the extent to which training programs induce
positive changes in participants' attitudcs and actions.28
In the present evaluation we have attempted to evaluate
the impact of training in both respects.

aArca 1:

Concerning attitudes, an evaluation which focused
on attitudes observed during the training process may
sometimes undcrestimatc and sometimes exaggerate the impact
of the program. Some effects appear later. Othors persist
relatively intact for a lifetime. Residual effects often
become dissipated by maturaticn, experience, and
plain forgetfulness. It is mislcading to assume, there-
fore, that attitudes measured by an immecdiate on-site
postevaluation will remain at similar levels for long:
To base a judgment of "success" or "failure" on such
short -~term data is promature. 29

28John A. Rehfuss, "Exccutive Development: Execu-
tive Seminar Style," Public Administration Review, XXX, 5
(september/October, 1370), p. 556.

29

See Warren G. Findley, "!leasurement and Research in
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This common practice was carefully avoided by the
Y1l evaluation team. Rather than gather data at the train-
ing site, the team assembled data before the trainees
left the organization as well as after they returned to
the organization and became immersed in their normal
organizational roles. One of the objectives of Y2 evalua-
tion was to extend the time frames of the Y1 effort to
understand more fully the longer term effects of the AMA's
training on participant attitudes.

Area 2:

On the action side of the evaluation ledger, a
longitudinal perspective is very important. Specifically,
we need to know as much as possible about the effects of
time and the environment on the plans produced during AMA
training in order to assess more effectively the impact
of the program.

The propc 2d evaluation is based
on the pr«mise that a thorough
evaluation of the pilot training
project and its implications for
the improvement of the management
of public institutions requires an
understanding of its impact over
time on the participants and their
educational systems. What happens
to the participants and the newly
developed planning systems beyond
the initial training period? Are
they able to make a significant
improvement in the management of
the educational system? What are
the unforeseen problems and/or
consequences which only become ap-
parent with time? . . . In short,
what is the impact of the AMA's 30
pilot project in th:: real world?

the Service of Education," address to Division D, Measure-
ment and Research Methodology, AERA (March, 1970), p. 6ff.

3°Kent J. Chabotar and Stephen H. Montgomery,
"Second Year Evaluation of USOE/AMA Pilot Program: Adapt-
ing and Testing Business Management Development Programs
for Educational 2dministrators,” April 10, 1971 (mimeo).
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In this second area we paid particular attentigg
to plan effectiveness, She extent to which the output
of the planning system®4 and the entire educational
agency achieves the continuing objectives and gpecific
objectives of the plans developed during and after AMA
training. 1In this context we are specifically interested
in what we have defined as two lcvels of the planning
system's output.

Intermediate Output:

The intermediate output of the planning system is
defined here as the plans produced in the system after
training by the AMA. Selected plans will be evaluated by
criteria that express a "good" plan.

Final Output:

We have defined final output as actual measured
progress toward the specific and continuing obJectives
stated in the planning documents.

Each of these scems equally important to us.
Well developed plans are an essential precondition of
the achievement of strategies and objectives. Plans are
merely meaningless paper if they do not lead to the
mcasured attainment of goals and objectives.

Finally, since this evaluation primarily proposas
to examine the impact of the organizational environment
on the planning approach developed by the AMA, we will
describe changes proposed by the participants for their
planning system.

Within both areas, attitudes and organizational
action, we have studied the impacts of the training on
selected variables, not only on the two experimental
state education departments (SED’s) but also on two.
participating local education agencies (LEA's) in each
state.

310efined as the plans and planning services made
available by the planning system to other elements
internal and external to the agency.

320efined as the set of interrelated elements

within the educational agency which combine to produce
planning output.
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Our examination covers a wide range of instruments
frcm interviews to observations, and from open-ended to
scaled responsc dquestionnaires. Its conclusions will be
strengthened by comparing the results in the experimental
SED's and LEMA's with those in agencies which did not
receive the same training at the same time or received
none at all. These "comparison” groups have been drawn
from two additional SED's and from another LEA in each
experimental state. ‘'lore about this in our next section
on methodology.
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PART TWO

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
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INTRODUCTION

Research design is a critical factor in evaluating
the effects of any program. Next to determining what we
want to study, how we want to study it is the most
important questIEH to be answered by the researcher.
Design establishes the theoretical framework for the
conduct of organizational inquiry by suggesting what
observations to make, how and when to make them, and what
use will and can be made of the data thus collected.
ifore importantly, it affects the degree to which the data
can be unambiguously interpreted, i.c., it attempts to
control for multiple explanations of research findings.

In Part II of this report we describe the two-
year research design used to evaluate the AMA's training
program. Yec intend to enumerate the various threats to
the internal and external validity of the design, and
the extent to which our design has controlled them. 1In
addition, we set forth a conceptual linkage betwcen the
Yl and Y2 evaluations. W%We describe the variables studied
by the evaluations, the variables continued from the
first ycar's study, and the new variables which have been
added by the present research team. Finally, we account
for the instruments used to measurs the variables: their
purpose and method of construction as well as the manner
in which they were administered. The statistical tests
applied to the data are alsc remorted.
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CHAPTER TWO

RESFARCH DESIGN

Section 1l: Problem of the Research Model

I wide range of means to evaluatz organizations
is available; theoretically, there arc as many research
designs as there are research variables. Since no
constant criteria exist for what constitutes gcod evalua-
tion, a research design is, in large measurc, influenced
by the particular setting in which it is used. It cannot
stand alone but must address the problcem under study. It
provides certain kinds of information under certain kinds
of conditions. :

Perhaps the greatest challenge social scientists
face lies in the commonplace presumrtion that evaluations
must always fit the Procrustean bedl of the scientific
method, specifically, the lakoratory approach. The
laboratory approach is a research study in which the
variance of all or nearly all of the possible independent
variables not pertinent to the immediate problem of the
investigation is kept to a minimum. This is accomnlished
by isolating the research in a physical situation apart
from the routine of ordinary living and by manipulating
one or more inderendent variables under vigorously

lcited in a letter from Robert Palazzi, President
of thc California Issociation of Teachors of English, to
State Representative John Vasconcellos, Chairman of the
Joint Committce on Educational Goals and Evaluation of the
California Legislature (16 Junc 1971): -

Allow us to remind you of the legendary
Greek character Procrustes, a robber who
placed each of his victims on an iron bed.
If the victim was shorter than the bed,
Procrustes stretched him, ceven if it meant
breaking his joints, until he fitted it;

if the victim was longer than the bed,
Procrustes lopped off the overhanging parts
of the victim's body. Thus attempts to re-
duce me to one standard, to one way of
thinking, or to ore way of acting has since
been referred to as 'placing them in a
Procrustean bed.'




specified, operationalized, and controlled conditions.2

Laboratory Experiments

Because it does provide relatively complete
control over extraneous influences that may affcect analy-
sis (through emphasizing a high degrce of specificity in
the operational definitions of variables, and minimiza-
tion of error variance through precise measuring instru-
ments and random selection of trecatment groups), the
iaboratory approach has the virtue of being replicable
in other contexts. Fence it appeals considerably to the
social science researcher interested in making what he
considers to be an "objective," "rigorous," and "univer-
sally applicable" contribution to his discipline.

Field Experiments

But people in organizations are not inert elements
in test tubes. Their actions and attitudes are not
amenable to exact definition, external manipulation,
transfer to other contexts or, more importantly, isclation
from extraneous variables. So the order of the laboratory
is exchanged for the disorder of the field study. Field
studies are scientific inquiries aimed at discovering the
relations and interactions among sociological, psychologi-
cal, and educational variables in actual social struc-
tures, However, much as some might hate to admit it,
the field setting often represents reality for the social
scientist, and reality is the ultimate test of a program
or policy. For of what use is an evaluation program if
it can be replicated only in a laboratory?

Thus organizational evaluations, including the
present one, are not designed to produce universally valid
information or new knowledge but data that is valid and
useful within the decision-making context. Fvaluations
must generate findings and analysis ralevant to particular
organizations at a particular time, no more and certainly
no less. This exploratory type of field study aims at
describing what is rather than to predict relations to be

2Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations‘pf Behavioral
Research (New York: Holt, RiInchart and Winston, Inc.,
f 4 po 379‘

3bid., p. 387.
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found.4 Field studies have thrce bhasic purposecs: to
decidc on significant variables in thc rcsearch situation,
to discover rclations among variables, and to suggest
guidelines for future research. '

All of this is not to suggest that the lahoratory
approach is necessarily an inferior research model in
gsocial systems, nor do we idealize the field study
approach. Neithor attitude is easy to adopt for those
familiar with either approach, although it might be for
people who lack a basic understanding of research methods.
Each apnroach has advantages and liabilities depending on
the circumstances being studied, and each must be evaluated

‘accordingly.

Section 2: AMA Provisional Re rce esian:
and Performance

When the rescarch team was first introduced to the
AMA training program in 1970, it soon became clear that
the only explicit assumption which had been made about
our evaluation was that "beforec and after” data would be
gathered from the two state aducation departments (SED's)
which had committed themselves to the program. Conclusions
as to its effects on participants and the organizations
of which they were a part were to be based on data
collected by this method.

The general concept for evaluation of
almost any learning experience is
fairly straightforward; its applica-
tion more complex. Basically our
approach is to conduct "before and
after" evaluation studies.

4 . .

“‘D. Katz, "rield Studies," in L. Festinger and
D. Katz, Research Mcthods in the Behavioral Scievces (Mew
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1953), pp. 75-83.

5

Ibid., p. 75.

6Material under this heading was adopted from the
Kirkhart a&nd Tanner rcvnort, pp. 19-23.

7Treadway C. Parker, "Suggestions Concerning
Evaluation of the AMA/USOE Training Project" (Hamilton,
New York: AMA, 6 Aug. 1970).




In the litcrature, this approach to evaluation is
called a "One Group Pretest Posttest NDesicn" duolicated in
two crganizations. At first glance this seems to be a
satisfactory way to assess the training program. fThe
results of a "before” test could be compared with an
"after" test and, if the differcnces were statistically
significant, could indicate a positive or negative effect
of the training. .

However, from the standpoint of research methodology,
thic provisional design has serious drawbacks. Data
gathered by this method is susceptible to a variety of
multiple explanations.? In other words, we do not know
whether or not observed nre/post changes are the result
of the training program or some other factor.

Because of the widesprcad use of this design in
cducational research and training evaluations, the inherent
limitations of the AMiA-suggestcd design, and the effect
of its modification on strengthening the subsequent
evaluation, it is critical that we clearly cxplain the
conscquences of utilizing this "One Group Pretest Posttest
Design.*

Before beginning the explanation, some definition
of the symbols to be used is necessary. In this analysis
we shall rely on an adaptation of the work of Campbell and
Stanley.1

X

experimental or treatment variable

o

observation, data gathering at a
specific point in time

R at the end of a row = random assignment
of subjects to experimental groups
and the random assignment of experi-
mental treatments to experimental
groups

8Donald Campbecll and Julian Stanley, Experimental
and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Resecarch {Chicaqgo:
Rand McNza1ly & Co., 1966), p. 7.

9

Ibidol Pp- 9‘12-
10Ibid., pP. 6. Sce also: Kerlinger, op. cit., pp.

292-293; N. Gage (ed.), Handbook of Research on Teachin
(Skokie, Illinois: Rand McNally, 1963).
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Series of dashes (----) between rows = a
nonrandom assignment of subjects to
experimental groups and/or the non-
random assignment of experimental
treatments to experimental groups.

Any X's or 0's in a given row indicate the application of
these variables to the same group. !oving from left to
right represents forward movement from one point in time

to another. Vertical assignments of these symbols indicate
that these events, either X or O occurred at the same time
to different groups. Thus the provisional design, the

"One Group Pretest-Posttest Design"--duplicated in two
organizations can be symbolized in the following manner:

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971
Experimental Group #1 0 X 0
Experimental Group #2 0 X 0

The above symbolism 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. The process is repeated in both
organizations. There is no control group;ll this is
reflected by the absence of a third row without an (X).
Both the observation (0) and programs occur simultaneously
in each of the organizations. Lack of a series of dashes
between rows or an R at the end indicates that no compari-
son is to be made between groups.

In this case, the (X) refers to the AMA training
program. The 0 indicates a measurement of the impact of
(X) on the SED's/LEA's with respect to selected dependent
variables rreviously described. Since the training in all
SED's/LEA's was denerally limited to the top management
of the agency or a particular division, not offered to a
random sample of the total administrative population, an
(R) is inacvpropriate.

1y, experimentation the control group is a
standardizing device. The control group constitutes a
base line standard against which to measure the experi-
mentally treated group. The key idea is that the experi-
mental group, which is chosen from the same universe as
the control group, would show the same results as the
control group had it not been treated experimentally.
See: Julian Simon, Basic Research Methods in Social

Science (New York: Random House, 1969), p. 325.
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This last characteristic deserves further elabora-
tion. Becausc the experimental groups were not randomly
selected, the possibility that the results of the study
can be generalized to other groups (or the same group at
other times) is reduced.l? Random selectionl3 of a
population sample has the advantage that it is possible
to make statements about the characteristics of the total
population, or in this case of other education agencies.

This is not intended as criticism of the choice
process uscd in this evaluaticn, but this lack of random-
ness characterizes most field studies of the effects of
training in an ongoing organizational setting. Partici~-
bants seclect themselves into the experimental groups on
the basis of characteristics extraneous to the research
problem; examples of these factors are hierarchical rank,
work group, useful influence, prior experience, etc.

In the study of the AMA's program, the research
team was given an experimental group and asked to evaluate
the impact of the training on them and on their organiza-
tions.

The seli-selection process14 is, however, one of
many factors which can adversely affect the strength of
a research design.

125ee Sir Ronald Fisher, Design of Experiments
(Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 19517,

13The rinciple of randomjration means that every
member of a popuIatEon has™an equ:i chance of being
selected. Members with certain distinguishing characteris-
tics--male and female, Republican and Democrat, extrovert
and introvert, high and low intelligence, and so on and
on--will, if selected, probably be counterbalanced in the
long run by the selection of other members with the
"oppouite" quantity or quality of characteristics. We
might say that this is a practical principle that indicates
what happens. It is simply a statement of what usually
happens when random procedures are used. FKerlinger, op.
cit., p. 57. .

My, Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of
Organizations,” in James G. March (ed.), Handbook of
Organizations (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1985), pp. 261-303.

ee also: Egon G. Guba, "Common Sense About Experimental

Design and Educational Research," paper read at a faculty
seminar, School of Education, New York University, 25 Feb.
1963.
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Section 3: Threats to Validity15

Validity is the overall concept used to refer to
the potential accuracy of an evaluation. In their work
on quasi-experimental design, Campbell and Stanleyl® have
identificd fiftecen factors which, if not brought under
control by the rosearch design, may complicate efiorts
to measure training effects. They are called "threats to .
validity" and fall into two general categories; internal
and external:

Internal Threats to Validity: extraneous variables
which may have a significant impact on the experimental
group yet go unmeasured by research instruments, causing
us to attribute greater cffect to the training than is
warranted. Internal validity, then, answers the question:
To what extent can we clearly assess whether the training
program really made a significant difference in the actions
and attitudes of SED/LEA personncl who participated in it?
Clarity of assessment is conditioned by:

1. History: events, other than the experimental
treatment, occurring between pre and post test and thus
providing alternatc explanations of events.

2. Maturation: processes within the trainees
or their agencles 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 signifi-
cance are relevant.)

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

5. Instrumentation: in which changes in the
calibration of a measuring instrument or changes in the

15Much of this material was taken directly or
adopted from the Kirkhart and Tanner report, pp. 19-23.

16Campbell and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 5-6.

3\
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observers or scores used may produce changes in the
obtained measures.

6. Regression Artifacts: pseudo-shifts occur-
ring when persons or treatment units have been selected
upon the basis of their extreme scores.

7. Selection: biases resulting from differential
recruitment of comparison groups, producing different mean
levels on the measure of effects.

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

9. Selection-maturation interaction: selection
biases resulting in differential rates of "maturation” or
autonomous change.

External Threats to Validity: factors which impede
our abiIity to generallze the iInformation gained_from one
experimental group to other cxperimental groups.l? Here
we are concerned with problems like: "To which other
SED's/LEA's can the information gained by this evaluation
be generalized?” "All SED's/LEA'sS?” "Only those in the
same region?" "Merely to the same group at a different
time?" "Or can it be gencralized at all?" The major
consequence of not controlling for these threcats is to
dramatically reduce or even make impossible the extension
of findings to other contexts. These threcats are:

1. Interaction effects of testing: the effect
of a pretest In IncreasIng or aecreasing a respondent's
sensitivity or responsiveness to the expcerimental variable,
thus making the r:sults obtained for the pretested popula-
tion unrepresentative of the cffccts of the experimental
variable for the unpretcsted total population from which
respondents were drawn.

2. Interaction of selection and experimental
treatment: unrepresentative responsiveness of the experi-

mental population.

3. Reactive effects of experimental arrangements:
artificiality, conditions that render the expcrimental

17Glen H. Bracht and Gene V. Glass, "The External
Validity of Experiments in Education and the Social
Sciences," (Research Report %3, Laboratory of Educational
Research, University of Colorado, Oct., 1967).
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setting atypical of conditions of regular application of
the treatment: "Hawthorne Effects.”

4. Multiple-treatment interference: where
multiple treatments are jointly applied, producing effects
atypical of the separate application of the treatments.

5. 1Irrelevant responsiveriess of measures: all
measures are complex, and all include irrelevant components
that may produce apparent effects.

6. Irrelevant replicability of the trecatments:
treatments (experiments) arc complex and replications of
them may fail to include those componcents actually
responsible for the effects.

Since we are evaluating the effects of training on
a nonrandom sample in a quasi-experimental field situation,
it™will not be possible to guarantee that our findings have
generalizability or external validity. Therefore we must
restrict ourselves to the nine threats to internal validity
defailed above and describe what kinds of strategies are
relevant to controlling for or reduciny the impact of these
threats to our research data.

Here we are largely on our own as we are aware of
no available document which syst:iatically deals with this
problem. On the other hand, there is a series of strategies
implied in the work of Campbell and Stanley which we shall
attempt to make explicit.

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

Strategies for Minimizing Threats to Validitxl8

Conditions Related to Presence of Control Groups

Threats Reduced by:
l. History Addition of one or more control or non-

treated groups, preferably selected on a
random basis

and/or
utilization of data collected over an

18

Kirkhart and Tanner, op. cit., pp. 23-27.
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Threats

4€

Raduced by:

extended period of time. If only the
latter strategy is used, it is critical
that the measurement nrocess by which the
data were generated remains the same.
(Cf. analysis of thrcat #5 below.)

2. HMaturation

Addition of one or mcre control groups,
preferably selected on a random basis.

4, Testing

Addition of at least one control group
which is not pretestcd, assuming both the

experimental and control group are selected
randomly

cr

addition of at least two control groups--
one is pre and post tested, the second is
post tested only. (Assuming random selec-
tion processes, diffcrences between the
first and second control group is related
to testing.)

6. Regression
Artifacts

Avcidance of the use of groups which are
extreme, either high or low, in relation
to the general pcpulation as determined
by some measurement device.

7. Selection
and

9., Selection
Maturation
Interaction

Random selection of experimental group(s)
plus

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

which have existed over time prior to the
experiment.

*******************************

Conditions 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 carcful design of
measurement factors.

5. Instrumen-
tation

(Assuming the presence of at least one
control group.) Not modifying measurement
instrument during the evaluation and
through analysis of the comparability of
"comparable" or "equivalent" measurement
methods, if these arc to be used.

Xk k k k kX K K K K Kk K X K K K Kk Kk K X Kk Kk k k Kk X *k *k * *k
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General Condition

Threcat Reduced by:
8. Experimental Random selection process if group(s) is
Mortality (are) to be temporary plus (in the case

of nontemporary groups) careful pre and
post analysis of mortality rates in the
poprulation studied.

Each of these techniques is a way in which the
threats that these factors pose to internal validity may
be minimized. Failure to apprly these reduction strategies
on .a particular threat are grounds for discounting, or at
least cpening to serious question, a singular interpretation
of the research findings. For example, if an autocratic
superintendent of schools was replaced by onc who was more
participative during the course cof the evaluation after
the training program but before the final tests, any credit
that the training could be given for improving organizu-
tional climate would have to be shared with the extraneous
personnel change.

A key concern, therefore, is to ask what controls
to minimize those threats are present in the AMA provisional
research design. Unfortunately, the simple fact is that
the design contained virtually none. Without being able
to compare apparent changes in groups which participated
in the program with a control group which did not, no real
defense may be raised against the charge that our findings
did not reflect AMA training at all but rather the effects
of one or more threats listed above.

In addition, the lack of any provision for random
selection of the groups raises the issue of self-selection.
Did participants really represent the SED/LEA in question?
Even under optimal conditions, this last problem is almost
impossible to control in evaluating an already existing
program,

_ For these reasons the provisional research design
was determined to be less than satisfactory if the purposes
for which the evaluation was commissioned were to be served.
If the early design had been utilized, there would have
been at least six, and perhaps nine, equally plausible,
irrefutable explanations of the research data. This is
indicated in the table below.
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Note: Dash (=) = NO CONTROL

Section 4: Firgt Year's Evaluation (¥1): Final
Research Designl?

Because of these concerns, a control group was added
to the Y1 evaluation. This third group was selected on
the basis of interviews with top administrators in each of
the experimental states. Each person was asked to name
an SED which was most like his own. From these inquiries,
three states were nominated and one was selected. The
top administrator of the proposed state was contacted and
he agreed to permit his agency to participate in the Y1
evaluation as the control group. A part of his rationale
for accepting this role was the promise that his group
would have access to the research findings, and the
possibility that present cooperation might give them
access to similar training if the program expanded.

The "Non-ijuivalent Control Group Design“20 which
grew out of these circumstances is described below:

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971
Experimental SED #l -------% ------- 5'“”"'% --------
Experimental SED #2 -------g ------- s % --------

Because the designs for both the first awd second years'
evaliation are similar, a discussion of the first year's

19¢irkhart and Tanner, cp. cit., p. 256.
20Campbell and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 47-50.

?1The bottom row in each case represents the sgame
control group.
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design has been combined with that of the second year's
design, and follows that section of the report.

Section 5: Second Year's Evaluation (¥2): Promise
and Performance

Factors which were taken into account when design-
ing Y2 centered around the use of control groups:

l. Addition of Second Control SED: As they had
hoped when agreeing to participating in Y1, the control
state did become involved in AMA training . . . which began
in the middle of Y2. 1If Y2 was to retain the important
contribution that the control state mechanism made to the
interpretation of research findings, it was necessary to
add a second SED which was not exposed to AMA training
for comparison to the two . . . and now three . . . states
who were. You may remember from a previous section that
the original control state was chosen after interviews with
top administrators in the two experimental states . . . and
that it had had the highest consensual rating of the three
nominated by them. To obtain the second control state for
Y2, the research team apprcached the state with the next
highest rating. Fortunately, they also agreed to partici-
pate as a control state. Their expressed reasons for
signing on werc similar to those of the first control
state: access to research findings and the possibility of
receiving training if the program expanded a second time.

The Y2 evaluation on the SED level thus becomes
tri-level: two experimental statcs whose AMA training
ended over a year ago, one experimental/control state which
has just completed its training program after being the
control state dvring Y1, and a control state with no train-
ing experience. These multivariate comparisons will make
the Y2 rcsearch design even stronger than the one used in Yl.

2. Addition of Two Control LEA's: Y2 has made
provision for comparing data gathered rrom the experimental
LEA's with an appropriate control LEA. Without such a
basie for comparison, the validity of thecse results would
have been as uncertain as the validity of SEDP data would
have been without their control group(s). Our LEA evalua-
tion under these circumstances would have been unable to
refute the argumcnt that the apparent cffects had nothing
to do with training but were the results of history, matura-
tion, testing, instrumentation, or instability. There
would bave bcen no untreated groun to provide baseline data
for comparative assessmernit of the kinds and degrees of
change alleged to have emerged from AMA training.
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Realizing this threat to validity, the Y2 research
team added one control LEA to the two experimental LEA's
in each state, or two control LEA's in total. The recruit-
ment process was a slight variation of that used on the
state level. We asked the chief planning officer in each
experimental SED to suggest an LEA in his state which was
most similar to the two experimental LEA's. The proposed
LEA controls ware contacted and each agreed to participate.

Section 6: Macro Yl & Y2 Research Designs: SED & LEA Lcvels

Aside from the extensicn of the time frames into a
second year, the addition of these control groups is the
major change made by Y2 to the basic Yl design. The symbols

‘used to illustrate this design are as follows:

S |ESED #1 = experimental state education department #1
y |ESED 32 = experimental state education department #2
CSED #1 = control state education department #1

M (also used in Y1) )
B CSED #2 = control state education department #2

L |ELEA #1 = expcrimental local education agency #1
(same state as ESED #1)

ELEA #2 = experimental local education agency #2
(same state as ESED #1)

CLEA #1 = control location education agency #1

: (same state as ESED #1)
g |ELEA #3 = experimental local education agency #3
(same state as ESED #2)
D |ELEA #4 = experimental local education agency #4
(same state as ESED #2)
CLEA #2 = control local education agcncy #2
(same state as ESED #2)
Yl Y2
Fall, Spring, Fall, Snring,
1970 12971 1971 1972
I. SED LEVEL T T2 T3 T
ESED #1 0 X 0 0 0
[A] emmmememeecccememeeeecmssessesomsosesSosseseSSomemTeeET
CSED #1 0 0 0 X 0
ESED #1 0 b4 0 0 0

CSED it2 0 0




(D]

II. LEA LEVEL

j (E]
: ~ (F]
[G]

(H]

[A] =

(B] =

~I. SED Level

ELEA #1 0 X 0 0 0
ELEA #2 0 X 0 0 0
e S
ELEA #3 0 X 0 0 0
ctea 82 o o
ELEA #4 0 X 0 0 0
cren 12 o o
Explanation
0 = data gathered at the time indicated (T1)

thru (T4)

X

Lt

AMA training program

Series of dashes (----) between rows = a nonrandom
assignment of subjects to experimental
groups

{A] thru [H] = paire@ comparisons of experimental
and control groups

Data was gathered from ESED #1 (at Tl) prior to the
introduction of aMA training (X) and then gathered
three tiines after training was completed (T2-T4).
While data was gathered from CSED #1 simultaneously,
it entered AMA training subsequent to T3.

Data was gathered from ESED #1 (at Tl) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (X) and then gathered




(C}

[p]

I11.
(E]

(F]

[G]

[H]
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three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
CSED #2 was added as a control group for Y2 due to
CSED 71 entering AMA training and underwent data
collection only twice (T3 & T4).

Data was gathered from ESED #2 (at Tl) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
While data was gathered from CSED #1 simultaneously,
it entered AMA training subsequent to T3.

Data was gathered from ESED #2 (at Tl) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
CSED #2 was added as a control group for Y2 due to
CSED ¥1 entering AMA training and underwent data
collection only twice (T3 & T4).

LEA Level

Data was gathered from ELEA #1 {(at Tl) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4) .
For Y2, CLEA #1 was added as the control group for
ELEA's 2T & 2 and underwent data collection only
twice (T3 & T4).

Data was gathered fro.a ELEA #2 (at T1) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (Xx) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
For Y2 CLEA #1i was added as the control group for
BLEA's ¥1 & #2 and underwent data collection only
twice (T3 & T4). :

Data was collected from ELEA #3 (at Tl) prior to the
introduction of AMA training {X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
For Y2, CLEA #2 was added as the control group for
ELEA's #3 & ¥4 and underwent data collection only
twice (T3 & T4).

Data was gathered from ELEA #4 (at T1) prior to the
introduction of AMA training (Xx) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2~T4).
For Y2 CLEA #2 was added as the control group for
ELEA's T3 & ¥4 and underwent data collection only
twice (T3 & T4).
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Section 7: Fffectiveness of the Cverall Research Design

With the exception of the lack of random selection,
this design approximates a true experimental model that
minimizes threats to internal validity. But the lack of
random selection cannot be dismissed as having no effect
on our findings. While additional controls have been
added, this lack of random selection still makes a differ-
ence between the Y1/Y2 design and a true experiment in
three areas: (1) selection-maturation interaction, (2)
regression artifacts, and (3) experimental mortality.

1. Selection~Maturation Interaction differences
. are largely contined to the recurring problem of matched
] groups vs. randomly selected groups. We have already
conceded the impossibility of random selection due the
nature of the training program itself.

As far as equivalence (matching) is concerned, Y2
contains two partial controls. First it should be noted
that the addition of even an unmatched or nonecquivalent
group greatly reduces this threat to validity as found in
the "One Group Pretest/Posttest Design” proposed in the
AMA's provisional design. The impact that each training
program has on the experimental groups is thereby made
"equivalent" in relation to the control group(s) which did
not receive training. This division allows us to avoid a
number of questionable assumptions about the extent to
which the experimental groups were similar and reduces the
problem of defending the comparability between the experi-
mental and control groups. Second, the addition of a
second control state in Y2 is a further refinement toward
establishing some limited evidence of presampling matching.

O0f course more could have been done. The equiva-
lence of groups can be determined by using the means and
standard deviations of the pretests as well as by checking
their distributions. For this purpose, t tests and F tests
are acceptable. If all items prove out via these methods,
one can proceed with instrument administration with at
least some assurance that there is clear evidence of the
extent the groups were or were not matched before the
experiment began.

But we must emphasize that these techniques or any
other of the frequently used means of making adjustments
(analysis of covariance, using difference scores) are not
as effective as randomization for controlling the selection-
maturation interrelation threat to internal validity. As

22Kerlinger, op. cit., p. 43.

]
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Frederic Lord has written: ". . . there simply is no
logical or statistical procedure that can be counted on
to make proper allowance for uncontrolled preexisting
differences in groups."23

2. The factor of regression artifacts has been
brought, under control by the greater longitudinal perspective
afforded by the addition of another control group. The
original regression problem was the difficulty of separating
real from pseudo changes given the nonrandom selection of
the experimental groups. However, since we are now able
to plot out 4 sets of results on a 2 year time frame
instead of 2 sets of results on a 1 year time frame,
we have an improved sense of the true direction and levels
of change brought akout by AMA training. The 1-2 year
comparison with 2 control groups further lessens the
effects of regression artifacts.

3. Finally, it is possible to effect control over
the variable of Mortality through an examination of the
cxient to which differential mortality occurred between
the experimental and control groups when the posttest data
was gathered.

To summarize, the control effects of the macro
design used for Y1l and Y2 on the SED and LEA levels are as
follows:

Note: Plus (+) = control over the thrcat to validity

23Frederic M. Lord, "A Paradox in the Interpre-
tation of Group Comparisons," Psychological Bulletin
(1967), p. 305.
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Section 8: Further Strengthening Program Assessment:

Improvements Made by Y2

1. Pretest of Instrumecnts: There are several
methods to provide evidence that instruments are reliable,
i.e., that the information they produce will tend to
remain stable over time, all other things being equal.

If we test the same group again and again with the same
or similar instruments will we obtain the same or similar
results? As such, reliability is an index of random
variance in the results of a study and tries to minimize
its impact.

While reliability is not the most important
characteristic of "good" analysis, it is still essential.
High reliability does not guarantee accurate results and
logical conclusions, but without it we can never be sure
if our apparently logical conclusions are based on accurate
results. 1Its absence leaves the evaluator open to the
charge that his results were biased by instruments too
insensitive to measure low level changes or too crude to
be consistent over time. .

The reliability of Y1 was established by one method.
The questionnaire was based on another instrument of proven
reliability which had already becn used in similar
circumstances.

Another method was added for ¥2. Using essentially
the same Y1 questionnaire (with a few revisions), a pre-
test?4 was run on the Y2 questionnaire. The pretest o
instruments is another way to certify test reliability.
Mistakes at the analysis stage can be remedied at almo§§
no cost -prior to being put into print or administered.

But just deciding to pret%st is simple; deciding how to
pretest is not so simple.26 The Phi Delta Kappa National

24Our instruments consisted of scaled response
questionnaires and semi-directed interviews. Pretesting
refers more specifically to the questionnaires.

25Lee J. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological
Testing (New York: Harper & Row, 1949).
26

Insofar as clarity of instruotions was concerned,
interview reliability was pretestcd on a small sample. It

was determined that questions could be easily understood
and related to the respondents. In addition, care was taken
to administer them under standard, well controlled, and
similar conditions to lesscn error variance due to situa-
tional ambiguity.
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Study Committee on Evaluation points out that there are
many different routes that an evaluator can take:

Determination of reliability may

be accomplished by such techniques
as split-half correlation (yielding
a measure of internal consistency),
comparable forms correlation (yield-
ing a coefficient of equivalence),
correlation of the same for at dif-
ferent times (yielding a coefficient
of stability), or correlation of
comparable forms at different times
(yielding a coefficient of equiva-
lence and stability) .27

on the basis of our inquiries, we decided to run a
two-way analysis of variance as well as a Spearman's Rg on
the data. Our pretest group consisted of a group of edunca-
tional administrators in the Office of Residential Life at
Syracuse University. It was composed of central staff
members as well as residence hall directors and resident
advisors in the field (N=34). Each was given the same
questionnaire on two consecutive Mondays and asked to
return it in a sealed envelope on the same day. Question-
naires were coded to facilitate paired comparisons. The
variance on week-to-week responses per respondent were
within acceptable limits. The Spearman's Rg sliowed high
correlations with the lowest being .41 but most being in
the .70+ range. With this result, it was decided that
questionnaire reliability was satisfactory.

This Y2 pretest was an ex post facto check on those
items from the Y1 questionnaire cont nued on the Y2 ques-
tionnaire. It also provided evidence of the reliability of
those new items designed specifically for the Y2 question-
naire. We could, therefore, proceed with the instrument as
written.

2. Analysis of Environmental Impact: An important
part of the evaluation of any training program is an assess-
ment of the effects of return to the work environment on
the lessons learned and the plans produced by the trainees. 28

To accomplish this the analysis should not take place
during or immediately before/after training. It should

27Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evalua-~
tion, Lducational Evaluation and Decision Making (Blooming~
ton, Indiana: Phi Deita Kappa, Inc., 1 ¢ P. 28.

28Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Ps cholo
of Organizations (New York: John Wiley, 1566), pp. 3§5-§§¥.
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await reassertion of the organizational environment in
which the trainees will have an opportunity to act out
their training.

« « « in this milieu, many of the
determinants of organizational
behavior, which are absent in off-
gite training situations, have full
sway. The role sets, group and
organizational norms, constraints
which grow out of the absence or
presence of technology, and the
influence of the organizational
environment are the force field
against which training efforts are
ultimately applied. If the train-
ing effort is to have the effect of
changing patterns of behavior in the
organization, this set of factors
must, in some ways, change.29

The effect of environmental determinants is always
basic and prior to the others. A plan or program must
be assessed, at least in part, according to its ability
to withstand pressures in the environment. A course of
action which may scem eminently reasonable in the classroom
might not seem so great to the folks back home or to the
trainees themselves once they return to the realities of
administrative life.

But since considerable overlap already existed
between the training and evaluation cycles during Y1, the
extent to which such a study was possible was limited. As
Y2 began several months after the training (at least in
the experimental states), and will end after another year
has passed, it had a good opportunity to asscss the
extended effects of AMA training on the respective
organizational eavironments.

3. Longitudinal Perspective: Another spinoff of
the proximity of the training and evaluation cycles was the
limitation placed on examining training impacts over time,
especially after the training was completed. Such a long
view is known as the "time series,” "historical," or as in

29Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation

for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association,” Report submitted to the American
Management Association and the United States Office of
Education, Syracuse University (Oct. 1971), p. 30.
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this study, the "longitudinal" method. Its main advantage
is that it helps us to get some idea of the ability of
"changed" attitudes and actions to remain rclatively
constant over the long haul. Changes measured too close
to the time of training may quickly dissipate or may
increase after a few days, months, or years. An absence
of change in one variable at onc point in time may take

on a positive or negative direction at another. With a
greater longitudinal perspective we can strengthen our
confidence that training was indeed adequate preparation

But a longitudinal perspective is not an absolute
good--extending the time frame does not always bring
corrzsponding increases in confidence in research results.
Evaluating too long after the conclusion also increases
the impact of the internal threats to validity outlined
previously on the effects of training. It also decreases
the relevance of the original data to data gathered much
later. After all, information relating to schools in 1945
is apt to be misleading today due to external factors,
changes in data reporting and collection procedures, etc.
Or to cite Bressler and Tumin's example:

If . . . we wished to measure the
capacity of a social studies curricu-
lum to modify racial attitudes in a
class that entered in 1964 aand gradu-
ated in 1968, how could we protect
the inquiry from the "contamination"
of intrusive events in the era of
Lyndon Johnson, Stokley Carmichael,
and the death of Martin Luther Ring?3°

Finally, the likelihood that goals or procedures developed
during training will remain stable over more than a few
years is remote givea the fact that "education for change"
and continuous emergence of new programs is taken as a
natural, desirable condition of the system. This compli-
cates the evaluation process considerably.

Therefore our decision criterion was to take as
long a view as possible without going so far that our
conclusions would be severely threatened by the inevitable
effects of the passage of time. Nor did we want to lose
continuity with the Y1 research team or personnel from the
experimental groups.

3°Marv1n Bressler and Melvin Tumin, Evaluation of
the Effectiveness of Educational Systems, vol. 1 (Prince-

ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1969), p. B9.
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It was decided that,given these considerations. an
evaluation covering an entire year after training was
completed would be optimal. 2 longitudinal perspective
was gained using the baseline data of Yl. The two yec s
together can be valuable to those undertaking future
evaluations of this or similar programs.

4. Inclusion of LEA Data: The Yl research
design included an analysis of effects of AMA train ag on
the four experimental local education agencies which
participated. Data was collected from them in a manner
similar to that used in the SED's. Y1 promised that these
results would be available when the doctoral dissertation
of one of the members of the research team was completed.31

Using the basic Y1 design and instrumentation, Y2
has continued analysis on this level. The Y2 evaluation
report will contain data gathered during two years and
appropriate conclusions drawn from them.

5. Addition of Organizational Cutput Data: The
basic premise of Y1 was that Its proper focus was the
measurement of attitudinal change as a precondition for
organizational changes. Unless participant attitudes are
changed by training, its effects are likely to be temporary.

In addition, since the ending dates for the evalua-
tion and training were almost coterminous, an assessment
of the structural and behavioral impacts of the AMA program
would have been premature. No organization is able to
implement the results of a training program in a few weeks.

The attitudinal measures vsed in Y1 have been only
slightly revised for Y2. Whatever revisions which have
been made have centered on the added dimension 2f actual
organizational output as a result of training. These
concerns of ¥2 include analyzing the plans produced
subsequent to AMA training, progress toward educational
objectives rccommended therein, ani other elements of the
planning process. It is through such an examination that
the impact of the program on participant and organizational
attitude and actions can best be assessed.

31

Kirkhart and Tanncr, op. cit., p. 40a.




Strategies for Strengthening Overall Evaluation

Target Areas

1. Pretest of
Instruments

Improvement made byv:

Y2 questionnaire was pretested on a
sample drawn from the Syracuse Univer-
sity Ooffice of Residential Life and
analyzed using two-way analysis of
variance and Spearman's Rg. In so far
as clarity was concerned, the interview
questions were prectested on a small
sample of persons known to the research
team.

Analysis of
Environmental
Impact

Analysis of impacts of training one
year after the training has ended

and

after participants have returned to
their education agencies.

Longitudinal
Perspective

Given the necessity for keeping the
research team intact, reducing the
mortality rate of the training group,
and minimizing the effects of external
variables, the time frames for evalua-
tion were extended by one year by Y2.

Inclusion of
LEA Data

Evaluation report contains data and
conclusions for all participating
LEA's in the AMA training program for
both evaluation years (Y1l & Y2).

Organizational
Output Data

While the attitudinal measurements
used in Y1 have been only slightly
revised for Y2, additional instruments
were added. This includes an analysis
of the plans produced, progress toward
action plan, continuing and specific
objectives, money made available for
use by educational planners, etc. (cf.
Appendix) .
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A fundamental problem of evaluation is to define
what is to be evaluated and then how. This task has been
made somewhat easier in the Y2 evaluation because it is
related to the Y1 evaluation. As is discussed above, the
overall evaluation is a two-year longitudinal study.

Section 1l: Research Methodology - Y1

The research methodology employed in Y1 was
developed after a careful analysis of the training design
employed by the AMA as well as of the way it was imple-
mented. As Chapter One reported, the first year's research
team developed the conceptual linkages of (1) individual
awareness/knowledge, and (2) role relations and group
standards through which change--if it was to occur when
participants returned to the organizational setting--must
be transmitted. These linkages were operationalized by
grouping around them the variables in the study. The
two categories corresponded tc Likert's concepts of causal
and intervening variables.l The Y2 evaluation has utilized
the same two general categories, which are presented in
Chapters Four and Five.

Data were collected by means of three techniques:
structured questionnaires, semi-structured interviews,
and observations of training--these instruments sought to
measure the effect of training on attitudes.

The first year's evaluation did not try to measure
organizational output regarding planning. As the Y1l team
pointed out, while a set of documents (action plans)
was produced for each SED and LEA during the training
process, the documents ". . . represented intentions, not
necessarily processes and policies which have had the |
opportunity to be implemented and affect organizational
output,

1Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York,
1967), pp. 28-29.

2

Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation

for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association" (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse
University, October, 1971), p. 40.
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Section 2: Research Methodology - Y2

The present evaluation's primary focus has been to
measure the impact of the AMA's training program, over
time as well as in the context of the organizational
environment: how the program affected attitudes, actions,
and organizational output in the experimental organizations.
To this end we have maintained and expanded the two cate-
gories originally developed by the Yl research team and
have acded a third concerning the end-result output of
these organizations. In each category we have used the
data developed through the evaluative techniques discussed
below.

As in the Y1 evaluation, we have conceptualized
the research variables of this project in terms of Likert's
causal and intervening variables. We have also, of course,
added his third category, end-result variables. Likert
defines tiiese categories as follows:

The "causal variables are independent
variables which determine the courie

of developments within an organization
and the results achieved by the organi-
zation. These causal variables include
only those independent variables vhich
can be altered or changed gy the organi-
zation and its management.~ -

The "inter-ening” variables reflect the
internal state and health of the organi-
zation, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes,
motivations, performance goals, and
perceptions of all members and their
collective capacity for effective in-
teraction, communication, and decision
making.

The "end-result” variables are the
dependent variables which rcflect the ¢
achievements of the organization. . . .

Gronping the research variables into these broad
categories establishes a linkage whi' * enables us to
assess more accurately the impact of the training on the
organizations in terms of attitudes, actions, and results,
as well as to examine the interrelation among these variables.

3Likert, op. cit., p. 40.
41pid.
S51bid.




Section 3: Measurement of the Imouct of Training

Three technigues were cmployed to gather data during
the second year evaluation: scalcd response quostionnaires
(SRQ), open-ended interviews, and an analysis of organiza-
tional documents. 7nll three techniques werec applied to the
two original experimental state educational agencies and
the data was collected on site. The SRC's and open-ended
interviews were also used- in Control SED #1 while only the
SRQ's were completed in Control SED #2. All the local
educational agencies completed the SRQ's.

Section 4: The Use of Scaled-Response Questionnaires

Questionnaires were utilized in this research because
they are easy to administer and are pre-coded. They also
produce large amounts of data while requiring a relatively
short period of intervention in the organization's processes.
The primary disadvantage of structured questions is that
they sacrifice much 8f the color and intensity of the
respoandent's answer. Questionnaires also may induce a
compliance process on the respondent's part--people say
what they think they should say. This is termed the prob-
lem of reactive measurement and is a significant issue in
social science research. -

The problem of interpretation of the intensity of
the respondent's opinions is partially overcome by using a
rating scale which allows the respondent to indicate the
dircction and intensity of his feelings. The guestionnaire
emp.oyed in the present research uscd 2 seven-point scale
discussed below. To control and check for the problem of
reactive measurement, we consciously attemptad - allow
major areas of overlap in the questionnaire and open-ended-
interviews.

Section 5: The Design of the Questionnaire8

Because this is a longitudinal study, the question-
naire aesign we used was tnat of the Y1 instrument. As we

6Charles H. Backstrom and Gerald D. Hursh, Survey
Research (Minneapolis, Minn., 1963), p. 75.

"Kirkhart and Tanner, op. cit., p. 3¥.

8The entire questionnaire as administered in the
State Education Departments and the Local Education Ajencies
is located in Appendix D of this report.
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stressed above, this choice was partly a reccgnition of
the critical importance of using the same instruments and
procedures to insure the reliability and relatedness of
the data drawn from both years of the study.

S TRREEEReNEEE O T T TR TR TR

The Y1 questionnaire was designed around two broad
categories reclated to organizational planning and the
managerial environment. After a factor analysis of these
items, the Y2 research team selected 28 items which were
;7ighly correlated around these cateyories. In addition,
to meet the expanded needs of the Y2 effort “he research
team addec 29 new items.

The gquestionnaire items clustered around three
categories; the first is related to goals of the AMA pro-
gram which involved organizational planning. The second
set of items reflect AMA's orocess objectives: what they
wished to induce in tha management environment of the
experimental organizations. The third catcgory seeks to
isolate end-~result variables.

Organizational Planning Process

The following items have been continued from the
Yl questionnaire. :

1. The kinds of things I am doing will make a long-term
contyibution to education.

2. The goals of this organization are articulated.

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

4. My organization's policy statements are clear.

5. My organization's performance standards are understood.

4. Good ways are used to let me know how I can improve
my performance.

7. I have good ways for knowing how good our results are.

8. My manager makes it clear that he is committed to the

success of our projects.

9. My manager has expressed the belief that the AMA's
training program has been helpful.

10. As I sece it, planning is an iuvegral part of running
the state's schools.

The following items were added in the Y? ruestionnaire:

11. The top priority objectives of state education az:e
clear to me.

12. I feel that the objectives developed during AMA train-
ing reflect the most serious and pressing needs of
state education.

13. As I see it, the operational priorities of the obiec-
tives developed during AMA traiiing are clear.
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14.

15.
16I

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
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I understand what results must be precduced to achievc
the stated objectives of this organization.

The planning unit has been helpful to me.

My organization has reliable ways for knowing how well
it is attaining its objectives.

I think that the objectives developed during AMA
training are clearly stated with respect to results
expected.

My manager understands planning theory and is able to
put it into practice.

I believe my organization gives me adequate training
to do my work.

I feel good about my manager's ability to plan.

My manager provides me with adequate support to perform
my job.

As I see it, persons in this organization put a lot
of effort into planning.

My capability to plan effectively will positively
affect my future carcer in this organization.

The activities relating to planning are having an
effect on the policy of this organization.

As I see it, my organization is moving in the right
direction.

#dy organization's plan is operazable.

The Development of the Organizational Management Environment

The following items have been continued from the Yl ques-

tionnaire:

1. Based on information I have received from my boss, I

know if I am measuring up in my job.

2. My manager encourages and supports innovation.

3. Higher management's reactions to the problems that

recach them are fair.

4. My manager knows and understands the problems I face.

5. My manager recognizes when a problem is developing and

does something constructive about it.

6. My manager shows confidence and trust in me.

7. The people I work with participate appropriately in

setting the goals of our work.

8. I am appropriately involved in decisions affecting

my work.

9. Ily group works hard to achierve its goals. )
10. My work group understands what we are trying to achieve.
11. I feel my group works well tcgether.

12. I really fcel my immediate work group is getting things
done.

13. When differences arise in my work group, we have good
ways for settling them ourselves.

The following item was added in the Y2 questionnaire:
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14. I can influence the goals, methods, and activities of
my organization.

Progrcess Toward Goal A\chievement

The following item was added in the Y2 questionna’re:

l. As I see it, my organization has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

A seven point scale was the basis for responses to
the items in the questionnaire.

1 2 3 4 5 6 _ 1
not at all fairly often very often

, As in the first year's instrument, an effort was
made to expand the time frame of the rescarch data. Two
sets of responses were called for on cach item - a
perspective on the organization when the questionnaire was
being administered and an additional perspective. In the
case of the Fall 1971 administration of the questionnaire
the added perspective was Fall 1970, a time just prior to
the original training. In the case of the Spring 1972
administration, the additional perspective requested was
Fall 1972.

This procedure produced a time-series which had the
potential of describing the change in respondents' atti-
tudes over two years.

The data base of the Y2 questionnaire thus is as
follows:

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA BASE

Pall 970 Fall 1971 Spring 18:2 Fall 1972
Agencies ’

Trained 0 K4 0 0 0
Control
Agencies 0 0 0 0

Projected Back |Actual Test Admin.| Projected Forward

For ‘his report, the most usefu! daca concerns the
points in time vhen the test was actually administered.
Theérefore we have based our analysis of Y2 on this data.
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Section 6: Administration of the Questionnaire

The scaled response questionnaire was the common
instrument used in all ten agencies we surveyed, and it was
administered in two ways.

The procedure followed in Y1 was followed exactly
in the two experimental states. The guestionnaire was given
to the top 24 people in the state agency after cach was
interviewed. At that time the purpc.c of the questionnaires
was explained and the respondent was asked to give two
identical questionnaires to the two subordinates to whom
he had given the questionnairc during the first year. These
subordinates were originally identificd as individuals with
whom the respondent had good communication and who ware not
involved in the training. This procedure produced a test
population of 72 in each state. As in the first year's
evaluation, the assumption was made that "good communication”
meant that the individual thus identified would be to some
degree sensitive to the influence of the training. This
assumption seems even more valid for the present study, for
the test organizations have since developed and conducted
in-service training programs basz2d on what they lea:ned
from the AMA.

In the control states, the guestionnaire was mailed
to a pre-arranged contact in cach agency who then distributed
the questionnaire. 1In control state 1 the population was
identified as heing the same as the one tested in year one.
In the control state added for the second year's evaluation
the state superintendent was asked to identify the 24
persons who were felt to e the most important in terms of
the operation of the agency. This was the same procedure
used by the AMA in selecting persor.s to be trained and in
testing control state 1. Again, the total potential
population which completed the questionnaire in each control
stace was seventy-~two.

The procedure we followed in the local educational
agencies was identical. However, because only 12 top
administrators were trained in each of the pilot LEA's
the total population in cach LEA was thirty-six--twelve
administrators and twenty-four subordinates.

The questionnaires were administered circumspectly
so as to insure anonymity. Instructions on the cover page
of the questionnaire asked respondents to return the ques-
tionnaire to tae contact persor. in a sealed anvelope, and
a plain brown envelope was distributed with each question-
naire for this purpose.
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Section 7: Statistical nnalysis of the Questionnaire Data

The major problem in statistical analysis of the
questionnaire data was to select a statistic that was both
comprehensive and powerful. Another important problem
was to determinc simultaneously to what extent the compared
groups were similar or dissimilar and to what extent the
training was producing change as measurcd by the question-~
naire items.

The statistical test we chose to analyze this data
was the Two-Way Analysis of Variance, the same statistic
used in the Y1 evaluation. Conventionally, this statistic
can be designed in two ways. One dusign enables a compari-
son of row and column variance plus a test for interaction
between rows and columns.? e chose the second design
here on the grounds that it was imvortant to know whether
the interaction of training cffects and differences between

tates were significantly influencing analysis of the row
and column data. In essence, this design checks the selec-
tion-maturation problem which was questicnably controlled
by the original research design (Cf. Chapter Two).

This particular statistic (1) tests for the existence
of significant differences between the States and LEA's
which are being compared (this test is made on the basis
of both the mean scores and the variances around each of these
means); (2) tosts, on the same grounds--means and variance
around the means--for the effects o training on the lbasis
of before and after scores.

The first of these tests, in cffect, holds time
constant, and answers the question, "Are the groups statis-
tically 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 the
question, "Did the training program have a statistically
significant effect?" Throughout, the .05 level of
significance is the minimum basis for tho_decision that
training did jindeced produce a difference.l

9Herbert Blalock, Social Statistics (New York:
McGraw~Hill, 1960), pp. 253-266. Cf. especially p. 264.

10In case fthe reader is not familiar with this
terminology, the .05 level of significance means that if we
say a difference exists between groups we would eapect to
be incorrect in making this inference only five times out
of a hundred. By the phrase greater significance ve mean
the .01 or .001 level which means we would expect to be
incorrect ia saying a difference existed between the groups
only once out of one hundred times or once out of one
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Section 8: Summary: Statistics Used to Analyze
Questionnaire Material

In the context of this study, analysis of column
variance is thus an analysis of the effects of training.
The analysis of column variance will tell us if change
occurred between the scores obtained in two different

Eeriods.

Row variance means an analysis of differences'’
between the states, independent of changes that occurred
over time within the states. This statistic tells us if
the states differ from each other in the degree of emphasis
given a particular item when change in emphasis given to
the item is held constant and our only concern is the amount
of emphasis in each state for a specified time period.

With two exceptions, we evoke only one res2arch
design in the analysis of the questionnaire data. This is
the Non-equivalent Control Group Design discussed in
Chapter Two of this report. This design apr "ies to all
the questionnaire items continued from the Y1 questionnaire,
for which we have data at four times, including a pre-train-
ing test. The meaning of this data is straightforward
and can be confidently interp.eted.

The first exception involves four items which were
not asked in the control states because they queried
attitudes related to AMA training and were applicable only
to managers in the experimental states. In these instances
we are faced with a weak res$arch design because of the
absence of a control group.1 When this problem is encoun-
tered in the text we remind the reader of it.

The second exception involves items which were added
to the Y2 questionnaire and thus allow cnly a T3-T4 compari-
son. No pre-training data exists to be used with this data.
We must therefore be much more cautious in interpreting
this material.l2 However, because a secnnd control group
was added in T3 and becausa wc can draw vrather direct
inferences from the T1-T.{ comparisons and the organizational
documents to suprort tne results of this data, ve have made
judgments concerning training effects based on this data.
Again, the readc~ will be reminded when such gualified data
appears in the text. .

tnousand times respectively. The greater the significance
the greater the probability cf a correct decision.

11Cf. Chapter Two of this rerort for a complete
discussion of the problems related to this type of research
design. :

1 2Cf . Chapter Two - Research Methodology.
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Section 9: The Use of Interviews

Unlike qucstionnaires, interviews require a tremen-
dous investment of time by researchers and respondents.
There 2re also difficult and time consuming tasks which
must be completed to utilize the data thus collected.
These include developing across-the-board content cate-
gories to analyzc data which does not fall neatly into
categories, since interviewees are asked to respond
spontaneously to whatever questions are posed. For pur-
poses of coding, a structural or forced-choicaz interview
mode 1is usually suggested.

Disadvantages are outweighed in this evaluation
situation, however, by advantages. Backstrom and Hursh
point out that the free-response question is especially
useful:

(1) where the researcher has limited
knowledge as to the kind of answers a
particular question is likely to pro-
voke, (2) where he anticipates a great
range of responses, (3) where he is
interested in what the respondent will
volunteer on a subject before specific
prompting, or (4) where he wants to go
a little deeger into respondents'
motivations.13

This free response interview technique has compara-
tive advantages over the imposition of controls. The
interviewer can provide the overall framework for the
interview by asking a set number of basic questions. But
any follow-up questions are based on the responses of the
interviewee. As such, the interview techniques ado:‘ted
for Y1l and ¥2 allow us to be more confident of the findings
and conclusions generated by the interview data.

As the first year's rceport made clear, the semi-
structurcd interview

enables the respondent to describe
circvmstances 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 inter-
viewee sees and defines things. There

1packstrom and Hursh, op. cit., p. 73.
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is also reason to believe that data
gathered through this technique will
be more conservative, i.e., less
likely to show training effects and
that when effects are produced they
are more likely to be of meaning and
value to the respondent and, hence,
the organization . . . the semi-
structured interview process is more
likely to reveal interniiized beliefs
held by the respondent.

Section 10: Administration of thc Interviews

The procedure followed in conducting the interviews
duplicated that of the first year's research. The top
twenty-four administrators chosen by the State Superintendent
to participate in the training were interviewed in the two
experimental states. The top twelve administrators were
interviewed in Contrcl State 1. As in the first year, the
analysis of the intervicews is restricted to the top twelve
administrators in each state educational agency.

With onc exception, interviews were conducted
exactly as they had been during the Y1 research. Inter-
views took place on-site in the organizations themselves,
in settings which insured maximum privacy. A slightly
different format was followed with the Contrcl State in Y2.
Because of scheduling difficulties and the fact that the
Control State was entering training in the Fall of 1971,
the research team conducted the first set of interviews
at the AMA training site in Hamilton, New York, at night
and in the privacy of respondents' rooms. The second sect
of interviews were conducted on-site in each organization.

Each respondent in all interviews was asked twelve
questions in the Fall and fifteen questions in th. Spring.
They werc assured of their anonymity and urged to be as
open and candid as possible.

The questions continued from the Y1 evaluation were:

1. What do you think you got out of the training experi-
ence with AMA?

2. How are major decisions made in the State Department?

3. What is the role of planning in running the state's
schools?

4. How do you feel about the direction your organization

is moving?

[§

14

Kirkhart and Tanner, op. cit., pp. 37-38.
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What are the roadblocks to change in this organiza-
tion?

The questions asked in the Fall and Spring of Y2 were:

6. Do you feel that the objectives developed during AMA
training reflect the most serious and pressing neeads
of state education?

7. Were there any people or qroups whom you feel should
have participated in the development of objectives
for the state department of education who did not
participate?

8. Is planning influencing the decisionmaking process
within the state department of education?

9. How has the planning unit helped you to plan?

10. Toward what action plan objectives has measurable
progress been made by your division?

11. Toward what action plan objectives has measuruble
progress been made by the state department as a whole?

12. what changes 'in the planning process or in the action
plan itself do you feel are necessary at this time?

The questions asked in the Spring of Y2 were:

13. What specific methods do you use to determine if the
continuing and specific objectives of your division
are being met?

i4. Have performance standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives in your division's
plan?

15. Do you have regular performance reviews with your
subordinates?

The interviewers worked ir.m a set of cards which
conta’1ed the questicns and insured that the order of
items was always the same. After the initial response,
non-directive probes were used to draw out the respondent
and insure that he had responded to the question as fully
as he could or wished to do. Feedback techniques were
used, i.e., "I hear you saying that..." or "the major
points you are making are...." This technique served to
elicit additional information and also to corrict and
clarify impressions the respondent was making.lS3

Section 11: Analysis of the Semi-Structured Interview Data

Tape-recorded material from the interviews produced
approximately twelve pages of double-spaced typescript per

- w—

15Before the interview process was begun both inter-
viewers went through a iraining session to improve and
practice their ability to provide non-directive feedback.
This training was provided by the faculty advisor to tkis
project.
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respondent. The material was subjected to content analy-
sis and coded,l6 a procedure that involved organizing the
material in such a way that answers were provided to
specific Juestions being researched. A random sample of
the interviews werc reviewed and a_set of categories was
developed for each intcrview item.17 A seven point scale
was used to quantify the responses.

We have used twelve of the intervicw questions in
the data base of this study. The questions and the content
categories we use in this report are listed below.

Interview Questions and Content Analysis Categories

A. What do you think ycu got out of the training experience
with AMA?

Definition of the institution's mission

Modify previously established objectives

Determine priorities

Identify and analyze alternative courses of

action

. Define standards of performance for key admin-

is trators

Specify task completion dates and action

assignments

Assign responsibilities to subordinate units

Design a methodology by which future performance

may be evaluated in relation- to the performances

specified in the plan

9. Produce and implement a long~-range strategic
plan

10. Establish credibility of planning

11. Promote cooperative team work

W N

@ 3 3} (824
L]

B. Do you feel that the objectives dcveloped as a result
of AMA training reflect the most serious and pressing
needs of state education?

11. (Question acts as a content domain ~ no sub-
classification ..ecessary)

IGCE. Robert North, Content Analysis (Evanston: North-
western Univ. Press, 1963); Ole R. Holsti, Content Znalysis
for the Social Sciences and Humanities (Reading, Mass.:
iddison-Wesley, 1969); and Bernard Berelson, Content Analy-
sis in Communication Research (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press,

"3%52).

17The complete coding document is found in Appendix
of this report.
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|
How are major decisions made in the State Department?

12. Involvement in decisionmaking
13. Quality (effectiveness of decisionmaking)

What is the role of planning in running the state's
schools?

14. Role cf planning (how integral is :it?)
15. Need for planning (how much is needed?)
16. Emergence of planning (when it became an issue?)

Is planning influencing the decisionmaking process
within the State Department of Education?

17. (Question acts as a content domain - no sub-
classification necessary)

How has the planning unit helped you to plan?

18. Awareness of need to evaluate our plans

19, Zwvailable to answer planning questions

20. Reviewing and refining plans

21. Provides leadership in the implementation of
planning

22. Provides in-service training in planning

Toward what action plan objectives has measurable
progress been made by your division?

23. Number of objectives toward which progress has
been made

24. Level of progress toward those objectives

How do you feel about the direction your organization
ie moving?

25. (Question acts as a content domain - no sub-
classification necessary)

What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?

26. Adequate Resources

27. Control System expressed through decisionmzking
process

28. Sanse of SED mission

29. Amount of cooperative teamwork present.

Have performance standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives in your division
plan?
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30. Extent of Use
31. Need for Performance Standar 's

K. Do you have regular performance reviews with your
subordinates?

32. Existence of Performance Reviews

L. What specific methods do you use to determine if the
continuing and specific objectives of your division are
being met?

33. Performance Reviews

34. Questionnaires

35. Task Completion Inventories
36. Unobtrusive Mcasures

Section 12: Procedures Used in Content Coding

The validity of content coding depends heavily on a
common understanding among the coders. To dcal with this
problem in the Y1l evaluation, the field researcharxr for Yl
and the two members of the Y2 research team worked jointly
to develop the content categories and to code thz inter-
views. Given this vrevious experience, the Y2 research
team coded the interviews they completed in the second
year of research.

In order to insure that this material would be
treated as objectively as possible, we made every effort
- to develop a mutual understanding of the material and the
way it was to be coded. Several trial runs were undertaken
in which each coder independently coded the same interview
and then compared his product to assure a high degree of
similarity in each coder's procedure. Once similarity was
attained, the entire body of interviews was coded.

The coders read the entire interview document prior
to ceding. This was Gone to avoid the Assumption that the
interviewee's verbal response always proceeded in an exactly
logical, seque~tial manner. Thus we could incorporate
remarks that were appropriate to an earlier section of the
interview but were articulated only later. We intended
to give the respondent every opportunity to provide
recordable material for the research; since this meant, in
many instances. maximum comment on matters directly related
to the goals of the AMA projcct, this also means that, if
anything, a positive bizs exists in the scores we recorded.
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Section 13: sStatistical Analysis of the Content Material

Because the number of subjects in this analysis
is small, it was necessary to select statistical tests
expressly degigned for small samples--non-parametric
statistics. Since the semi~structurcd interview is
designed to enable the respondent to project his or her
own definition of the situation onto the research question,
the number of respondents to each of the research categories
defined by the coding instrument fluctuates considerably.
This fluctuation provides one point of analysis; the
scaling technique which recorded intensity of response
provided a second point of analysis. 1In order to test for
differences in intensity of reaction, the Kruskal-Wallis
One-Way analysis of variance was applied to the scale
scores. This test, capable of handling extremely small
numbers of respondents, still orovides a meaningful analysis
of the probability of differences between groups.

The procedure utilized in this test is to pool the
scores of individuals from both groups and then rank this
total set of data from high to low. Each individual score
is translated into an ordered ranking in which the highest
individual score in the pool receives the lowest numerical
score. In other words, the individual whose response was
highest would receive the ranking of one, the individual
with the second highest response would receive a two, etc.,
until all individuals have been ranked. Then this aggre-
gate data which is composed of responses from both droups
is redistributed back to individual group rankings. Using
a comparison of the strength of these rankings in each
group, a decision can be made, based on probability, about
whether the groups are or are not different.

The Kruskal-Wallis test thus enabies us to decide
which group placed the greatest emphasis on the research
category. This test is not atfected by the number of
respondents in each group; it simply reveals (given .any
number of respondents) whether the dedgree of emphasis
differs between the groups. The test statistic which
provides this information is the H statistic. Only when
this value reaches the .05 level of significance will we
say that a difference existed between the subject groups.

A second test was included to examine the important
question of what kinds of fluctuations occurred in the
number of respondents and whether or not these fluctuations
were significant between groups. The semi-structured

18Cf., Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for
the Behavioral Sciences (MNew York: McGraw-Hill, 1956),

e .Y P T
ppP. 1843-33.




77

interview, designed to enable the respondent to say what
was important to him at that particular time, makes this
question very significant. If the training program had
any impact on attitudes, a larger number of people would
possibly be aware of specific issues after the training
than were aware of the same issues before training.

The question we wanted to explore was, "Did the
training have the effect of changing the population of
people who were aware of specific issues?" Since we could
answer the question of.changing emphasis by the test pre-
viously described, we wanted to determine if, independent
of intensity of reaction, aggregate awareness changed.
The Binomial Test of Proportions provides this informa-
tion.19 It provides a useful analysis so long as the
population is less than twelve; in those cases where all
of the persons interviewed provided information relevant
to the research category, the test has no meaning; aware-
ness of the issue already cxisted for all people.

The symbol used in the text to represent the Binomial
Test will be a P; only when its value is such that the .05
level (or a greater difference) is obtained will we say
that a difference existed between the groups studied.

Section 14: Summary: Statistics Used to Analyze the
Interview Content Data

The text relies heavily on the Kruskal-Wallis
statistic; in a number of instances the test of proportions
also will be used. The first of these tells us whether a
significant change appears in the degree of cmphasis given
to a particular research category when one group 18
compared to another. The second test tells us whether 2
significant increase exists in the degree of aggregate
awarcness, independent of intensity expressed, which can
be attributed to the effect of training or which existed
between the groups.

Finally, it should be pointed out that interpreta-
tion of these statistics is somewhat ambiguous in some
instances. Because interview questions which were directly
related to expected or actual experience with the AMA
‘training program were only rclevant to the two Experimental
States, we faced the proklem of a weak research design
whenever these questions were encountered elsewhere. As
was discussed above, in such instances we grappled with a
research design which lacked a Control group.

19

BlaIOCk, 92' E-L'I pp' 176-77'
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Whenever data of this type is encountered, its
interpretation should be regarded as more tenuous than is
the case when a Control group comparison is included.

The reader will be reminded of this, too, when such data
appears.

Section 15: The Use of Organizational Documents

A great variety of organizational documents have
been searched and reviewed to offer background to the
evaluation and the evaluators. Most evaluators agree that
"mere collection of data does not constitute evaluation."?2
This information has served as qualitative support for
our conclusions when they did not lend themselves to total
quantification or when their accuracy could not be guaran-
teed by the research design itself. As we have indicated
earlier, because of nonrandom selection of thc experimental
population and the lack of conclusive proof of pre-sampling
equivalence, judgment must lead the way into areas unmapped
by statistical analysis.

Organizational documents offer another back-up
indicator to the interviews and questionnaires which will
lend greater credence to our findings. Frequently, a
particular evaluation of the effect of a program based on
one or two indicators will be contradicted or amended if
another indicator is taken into account; different indi-
cators give different perspectives on the same program.

We suggest that, as a general rule, any
measurement of a social science concept
that relies on a single indicator should
be viewed as dubious. While simply add-
ing more indicators is of little value

if they measure the same dimension, draw-
ing on two or more indicators of differ-
ent dimensions provides at least partial
insurance against frasiional coverage

and its dysfunctions.

Searches of orjyanizational documengﬁ can be more
quickly done than administration and analysis of tests.

20Egon G. Guba, "The Failure of Educational
Evaluation," Educational Technology (May, 1969).

21Amitai Etzioni and Edward W. Leham, "Some Dangers
in 'valid' Social Measurement,' The Annals, 373 (September,
1967), p. 4. ‘




One of the many drawbacks to quantitative analysis is that
its results come too long after the conclusion of the
evaluation to be useful in making methodological changes.
With Y2, we have been able to usc organizational documents
to focus other instruments on crucial areas. The time

lag between data collection and judgment about the effec-
tiveness of instruments to measure what should be measured
has been abbreviated slightly.

Finally, as Campbell has written, organizational
documents enable prior records of the experimental group
to serve as the control or the basis for inferring what
would have hagpened without the intervention of the train-
ing program.22 For example, if an LEA had not published
a comprehensive plan or cost benefit analysis for several
years before the AMA program, and then in the year
subsequent produced even a few such documents, such a
change may reasonably be connected to the training program.
Or if an SED cstablished a planning unit immediately after
the training program where none had existed previously,
the AMA could claim at least partial credit.

Section 16: Analysis of Organizational Documents

Y2 has relied on organiza“:ional documents as
indirect, and occasionally dircct, evidence of thz impact
of AMA training. Such papers include: (1) action plans
developed by SED's and LEA's during AMA training, (2) plans
produced by SED's/LEA's subsequent to training either to
amend existing action plans or to elaborate on them, (3)
attempts to implement AMA-suggested preconditions for
effective planning such as in-service training, agency-
wide job descriptions, etc., (4) revisions in the organi-
zational chart (such as the cstablishment of a planning
unit) as indirect evidence of pre/post training's formal
emphasis orn planning, (5) previous consulting reports on
the strengths and weaknesses of the experimental SED/LEA'S,
and (6) miscellaneous evidence of planning output, e.g.,
use of indices of goal attainment, input of client groups
as shown by samples and feedback from LEA officials, etc.

22Donald T. Campbell, "Considering the Case Against
Experimental Evaluations of Social Innovation," Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 15:1, pp. 110-113. See also: ‘
"Reforms as Experiments,” American Psychologist, 24, pp.
409-429 by the same author.
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PART III

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

AR 1
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INTRODUCTION

Our central concern in this evaluation is to
measure the impact of the AMA's training program over time
and in the context of the organizational environment of
attitudes and actions inside the experimental organizations.

The essential questions wc attempt to answer here are "To
what extent--if any--did the ara nrogran

change the atti-
tudes and actions of the people in the experimental
organizations? What effect on organizational output did
any such change exert?” To be considered effective the

training program must have eventually improved the output
F of the organizations trained.

Our analysis of attitudinal change is based on the
assumption that people in organizations act on the basis
of a complex network of beliefs, values, norms, and defini-
tions of reality that are peculiar to the organization.
Based on the stated premises of the AMA (discussed below)

we assume that the training program attempted to change
some of these attitudes.

W2 do not assume that a direct relationship
necessarily obtains between expressed beliefs and actual
behavior or that beliefs and values held by persons in an

organization are always consistent with their overt
behavior.

Attitudinal change is a

necessar :
condition to changing organizational :

behavior but not a necessary and suf-
ficient condition. ~Social reality in

an organization 1s considerably more
complex and is in all cases conditioned
by percecived possibilitics of action
"in-the-situation.” These possibilities
are . . . shaped by the environment
(political, economic, social) of the
organization, rclationships between and
among dcpartments, group norms or
standarcis, action possibilities crcated
by technolojy, and the orientation of

individual's toward organizational
processes. +

Larry Kirkhart aad w. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation for
Center for Planning and Lewelopment of the American Manage-

ment Association" (Syracuse, l'ew York: Syracuse Univer-
sity, October, 1971), p. 40,
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Our analysis of impact related to action is bascd on the
program's objectives set forth by the AMh. Ye are '
specifically interested in the effects of time and organi-
zational environment on the plans devcloped by the experi-
mental organizations during AM: training. To what extent
have the continuing and snecific objectives of the plans
produced during and subscqucent to training bheen achieved?
We are interested too in the plans produced and in measured
orogress toward the achievement of the stated objectives.

Before discussing the conceptual linkage used to
evaluate the impact of the A#A's program, it will be useful
to review the basic premises.and training approach employed
by the AMA in its management development programs for
educational administrators. What does AMA perceive to be
management problems in educatignal agencies, and what do
they rropose to do about thcm?~

The AMA Approach: Basic Premises

The AMA rccognizes that executives genarally lack
sufficient training in managerial principles and practices.
This shortcoming is evinced by many kinds of organizational
enterprises, not only businesses. Persons promoted into
high administrative positions on the basis of past performance
often cannot cope with the increased pressures of those
positions. According to the AMA, the reasons for executive
failure often include the fact that "seldom is there any
attempt to ensure that appropriate training or experience
in management is part of one's qualifications.”

2The information for this section was gathzred from
four basic sources: 1) American Management Association,
"FPeasibility and Pilot Programs Proposal: Adapting and
Testing Business Management Development Programs for Educa-
tional Administrators" (June 22, 1970) (ilimeo.); 2) Kirkhart
and Tanner, op. cit.; 3) Raymond L. Klawuhn and Alexander
J. Basso, "Adapting and Testing Business Management
Development Programs for Educational Aéministrators,” Final
Report, Vol. 1 (January, 1972); ané 4) Informal discussicns
with personncl in the American Management Association and
the experimental educational agencies.

3

Klawuhn and Basso, op. cit., p. 1.

N 4

LR TN




An ongoing conccrn of the AMA has becn to improve
After

managcerial effectiveness in bhusiness and industry.
an extensive
the problems
clients were
the prcblems
similar.

In

1.

The management problems facing
educational agencies and institu-
tions are analogous to thosc facing
business and industrial enterprises.

The management skills and techniques
practiced by business and industrial
enterprises could be modified and
effectively applied by managers of
educational agencies.

The management and organizational
develonment programs of the AMA
could be modified and adapted to

the particular requirements of
educational managers, thus enhancing
the management of educational agen-
cies and institutions.

examination, tho AMA concluded that many of

thcy had long bheen handling in their corporate
also obvious in educational agencies.
wore similar the solutions could also be
the vords of the aMps4

Because

The MA Perspective on lianagement Problems in Education

In their final AMA report on the pilot project being
evaluated here, five basic management problems that affect
the performance of cducational agencies are summarized:

1.

Decisionmaking processes: Most edu-
cational agencies lack a coherent,

explicit plan of action. Without the
guidelines such a plan would provide,
the decisionmaking process within the
agencies is often nonsystematized and

vague. ANAdministrators never really
know what the decisionmaking process
of their respective agency is, let
alone what it should be.

Nrganizational Structure: The compara-

tive responsibilities of the various

op.

4

5
3-4 .

Ibida' pa 2.

AMA, op. ¢it., pp. 3-4; Klawuhn and Basso, Op. cit.,
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levels within an educational system
are freauently left undefined. The
powers and dutics of school boards,
superintendents, principals, and

staff specialists result from long-
standing tradition and legal provi-
sions rather than any conscious attempt
at organization. Job descriptions and
performance standards for key adminis-
trators either do not exist or are un-~
clear. As a result, they are unsure
of what is expected of them and
responsibility becomes diffused. The
agency then becomeis unable to deal
with its current problems or future
changes. .

3. Converting educational-theory into
ractice: Recent advances in educa-
tional theory which could have long-
term benefit for educatinnal agencies
are untranslated into general practice.

4. Integrated Planning: Various agencies
and levels within the same educational
system work in isolation. Consequently
their plans become unrelated and system
planning becomes fractionalized. Each
part "does its own thing" so the whole
becomes divided and lacks coherent
direction. In addition, mecans and ends
become confuscd: strategies for achiev-
ing objectives are accepted as objec~
tives in themselves and short-term,
perhaps temporary, gains are mistaken
for satisfactory end results.

5. Educational Objcctives: Realistic and
measurable objectives do not appear as
integral parts of educational decision-
making. They tend to be too general
or too specific, are not relevant to
the real needs of the organization,
and progress toward them cannot be
easily measured, if at all.

The AMA Approach to Management Development

In order to solve thes¢ management problems in
education the AMA attempts to improve organizational effec~
tiveness through the development of individual managers.




ll6

Emphasizing "lecadership by example the AMA concentrates
on top management a2nd on people directly responsible to
them. Unless top management is attuncd to the principles
of good management, openly supporting and practicing them,
there is little likelihood that overall organizational
effectiveness will increase. The AMA's general rule of
thumb, therefore, is to start at the top of the hicrarchy,
or as closc to the top as possible, for that is where the
power to change an organization usually lies.

7ithin this top group, a team planning process is
attempted. Organizations involved in the training actually
develop a plan for their organization. It is argued that
by experiencing this process, the participants are forced
to deal with their management problems and develop new
approaches to them. If, for example, decisionmaking is
clearly overcentralized and individuals within the organi-
zation do not thoroughly understand their responsibilities,
solutions to these problems are developed. 1In this case,
the team may decide that decisions should be made by people
who are responsible for them and set an objective to develop
job descriptions and performance standards thet clarify
responsibilities.

The word team is crucial to an understanding of the
AMA approach to organizational management and planning.
AMA believes that "the crucial factor is the dcgree to
which the training/learning experience represents a change
in accepted or traditional practices and procedures."7 If
the modified behavior does not radically depart from past
modes of administrative operations and interpersonal
relations, then its adoption should proceed smoothly. But
in those cases where modified behavior is radically differ-
ent, forces within the organization will resist and may
oppose its adoption because the behavior thrcatens their
accepted ways. Within such a hostile enviromment, individ-
uals may find it difficult to retain their modified behavior
patterns and may return to other bechaviors more in line with
the organization.

Accordincly, the AlA seeks to change the behaviors of
entire teams of managers. By involving the entire executive
staffs of the expcrimental educational agencies, AMA
theorizes, people receive suitable reinforcement from their
colleagues for maintaining and actually diffusing their new
approach to management z:1 planning in the face of normal
organizational resistancz. Since AMA teams constitute the
top management of the organization, this mutual reinforce-
ment is expected to sustain program effects as they nexrcolate
to lower levels.

"1bid., p. 12.

8cf. Chapter One of this report for a thorough discus-
sion of the AMA's actual training design and format.
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The AMA's Pilot Project

-The two major objectives of the original pronosal
were:

l. To determine the feasibility of
developing and applying particular
learning methods and modified con-
tents of AMA's managemen’ development-
programs, which would be considered
effective for training various levels
of educational administrators.

2. To introduce and experimentally con-
, duct these educational programs for
representative multi-state, multi-
level groups of educational adminis-
trators over a period of one year.

With the concurrence of USOE, the AMA listed fourteen
criteria on which the training program should be evaluated:

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 missicn,
identified resources and constraints,
differentiated betwcen where the insti-
tution is going and where it wants to go,

. modified previously established objectives,

identified and analyzed alternative

courses of action,

determined priorities,

made strategic action assignments,

defined standards of performance for

key administrators,

10. specified task completion dates,

11. designed supplementary planning efforts,

12. assigned resnonsibilities to subordinate
units,

13. designed a methodology by which future
performance may be evaluated in relation
to the performance specified in the plan,

14, produced and are implementing a long-
range strategic plan.

O o~J S n o W
L]

The AMA perspective insists that these are not abstract
principles but concrete rcalities requiring concrete

9AMA, op. cit., p. 4; Klawuhn and Basso, op. cit.,

p. S.
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decisions. as such, their development during AH: training
substantially contributes to improving tbe decisionmaking
process. AMA believes that the only way to lcarn is by
doing. The AMA concludes:

. » » that the criteria were based on
the expectation that educational mana-
gers would acquire decisionmaking skills
and successfully apply them to their
own education agencies. & second, al-
though not so obvious conclusion, is
that the training aspects of the Team
Planning Process . . . werc definitely
of secondary importance. That they were
necessary precedent is certainly to the
point, especially from the theoretical
viewpoint; but these would be reinforced
by actual application: by making deci-
sions, by creating a strateiic plan; by
identifying resources, etc.i0

The final criterion by which to assess program effectiveness
was actual progress toward the objectives enunerated in the
plans produced. Unless the changed behaviors and new

plans had some impact on pupils and other clients for whom
they were intended, the program could not really be called
a success.

Inasmuch as effectiveness is a function

of the results achieved for the resources

consumed, any final judgment as to the :
adaptability of business management N
principles to education must be reserved

until a comparison of past results with

future results as expressed in_each in-

stitution's plan is possible.

Linking Program with Organizational Impact

As in the Y1 svaluation we have concept alized the
research variables used in this project in terms of Likert's
causal, intervening, and end~result variables.1? Each of
the next three chapters will treat cach of these categories
in turn.

The causal variables are discussed in Chapter Four,
™, > Organizatioral Planning Process. Causal variables are
defined here as "independent variables which determine the
course of developments within an organization and the

10:pia. 111pia., p. ii.

--2Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (Mew York,
1967), pp. 26, 29.

Ll T
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results achieved by the organization.“13 In the context

of this evaluation we have defined the AMA's basic train-
ing goals listed above as being causal variables; the
extent to which they have been achieved will highly deter-
mine the effectiveness of the training program an® its
consequent impact on organizational output. + .+blish-
ment of these variables is seen as essential he develop-
ment of a viable planning process within the experimental
organizations.

The intervening variables are displayed in Chapter
Five, The Development of the Organizational Management
Environment. These describe the health of an organization--
in this case the internal environment of the organizations
hale against the professional management criteria of the
AMA. As has been discussed above, the AMA has specific
process objectives for leadership style, decisionmaking
process, and management team relations in any organization.
It is our purpose to evaluate the ¢xtent to which these
organizational processes changed as a result of the train~
ing program.

Chapter Six 1s concerned with the evaluation of the
effects of the training program on the output of the
organization. We have defined as ‘:nd-result variables the
plans produced by the organizations and measured prooress
toward the achievement of the objectives specified. Both
are considered equally important. An observable impact
on the output of the organizations trained i3 seen as the -
essential precondition of a positive evaluation of the
AMA's vilot project.

Reporting Format

In the following three chapnters we examine as
thoroughly as possible the attitudes and actions taken by
the organizational participants concerning the various
research variables.

The analysis of organizational documents appears
first. Most of this material is discussed in Chapters
Four and Six and relates specifically to the plans which
have or have not been produced and implemented in the
experimental organizations. .We also discuss other elements
of the AMA training goals, for example, performance
standards and evaluation methodologies developed.

Following the analysis of organizational documents,
data concerning our -attitudinal research variables is

13

Ibid.




offercd. This data is organized so that the interview
conter: & ssis appears first. These data emcrge from
interv:i-w#s with the top twelve administrators in each
experimental state and in the original control-state.
Similar interviews were not conducted in the Local
Educational Agencies, so this analysis speaks only of
SED's.

The questionnaire data for the larger populations
in the states is presented next. As the reader will
recall from Chapter Three, questionnaires were completed
by the twenty-four people who completed training and by
two subordinates of each of these persons. This created
a total population of about 72 in cach state. The same
procedure was followed in the Control States.

Next we present data collected in the Local Educa-

tional Agencies. Because of the wider range of data

available, our primary focus rests on the State Educational

Departments. In each chapter SED data will be presented
first, followed by a separate section on the LEA's.,

In examining the impact on the SED's and LEA's we

have integrated wherever possible the data developed over

the two year life of this evaluation. Each chapter is
followed by a summary in which specific, data-based
conclusions are made. A finzal conclusion and judgment
regarding the overall effectivencess of the American

Management Association's pilot project appears in Chapter

Seven.

BN e
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

In this chapter we examine thirteen of the criteria
put forward by the AMA as the basis of training program
evaluation.l These "causal" variables are independent
variables which should influence,; at least theoretically,
the course of future developments within the participating
educational agencies and the results they achieved.?2
Achievement of these criteria alone will not guarantee
success to the program; much depends on the internal
climate of the organization (intervening variables) and
an assessment of educational gains made by these agencies
due to training (end-result variables). We include herc
evidence of the AMA's fourteenth training goal, the
implementation of a long-range strategic plan. But satis-
factory progress on the causal variables is a first 3tep
toward, and a necessary precondition of, progress on the
other variables.

Specifically, we evaluate the criterion-referenced
actions taken during and after AMA training, as well as
perticipant attitudes toward them. Cur cxamination is
divided into four parts.

The first area (Organizational Planning Process -
Area I) deals with the 7 criteria most fully developed by
+he experimental units during the training program. The
3econd area (Organizational Planning Process - Area II)
considers those criteria which were not addressed until
after the training program. Although the AM: initially
implied that all criteria would be met to some degree at
the training site, some vere reserved for attention only
after training ended. In both parts, we assess what was
accomplished, offer data displays based on participant
attitudes, and analyze why certain things happened and
others did not.

In the third area (LEA Data), data gathcred srom
participating local .education agencies (LE:A's) is intro-
duced. Here we study the attitudes expressed by school
district personnel toward selected criteria. 7 two-year

Iamerican Management Association, "Feasibility and
Pilot Programs Proposal: Adapting and Testing Business Man-
agement Development Programs for Educational Administrators"
(June 22, 1970), pp. 4-5 (mimcograph).

2Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York:
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data display similar to.that used for the SED's is pre-
sented. Finally, we offer some conclusions about the
attitudinal changes produced by AMA training in the LEA's
in relation to the criteria.

The fourth area (Overall Conclusions and Summary)
assesses and summarizes the preceding three sections. It
is an overall outline of the extent to which wc believe
the causal variables/criteria have been mct by AMA training
in the experimental educational agencies. The concluding
section is based not only on whether or not each variable/
criterion was accomplished but also on how participants
view them. As we have urged in previous chapters, actions
and attitudes are mutually dependent; without changes in
both, prospects of long-term organizational change are
. diminished.

AREA I: THE CAUSAL VARIABLES 1 THROUGH 7; SED'S

Here we examine the extent to which the first seven
goals of the AMA were accomplished and what the participants
thought of them. The following discussion iz divided into
two parts., The first part broadly discusses expected
results, actual results, and significant issues raised by
these items. The second part displays and discusses the
attitudinal data.

Section 1l: Action

A, Expccted Results

We will enumerate the first seven AMA criteria, and
provide definitions where appropriate. The definitions
paraphrase those used by AMA in the planning documents.

l. Agreed upon a definition of the institution's
mission; :

Mission: The broadest, most comprechensive
statement that can be made about central or
continuing purpose. The chief function or
responsibility of an organization which
justifies continuing support of the organi-
zation and provides initial direction for
its munagement or administration. The
purpose of the mission statement is to
provide clear focus for the resources of
the organization.

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), pp. 26, 29.
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2. Established continuing objectives and planning

procedures for long range achievement of the
institution's mission;

Continuing Objectives: Statements of
general direction or intent. A continuing
objective is broad, timeless and unconcerned

with particular achievement within a speci-
fied period.

3. Identified resources and constraints;

Resources: An estimate of the personnel,

money, material, and information available
to the institution to do what it wants to do.

Constraints: Internal or external forces
which Influence, impede or prevent the insti-

tution from doing what it wants to do.

4. Differentiated between where the institution is

going and where it wants to go;

5. Modified previously established objectives;

Specific Objectives: Are quantifiable and/or
observable achievements which can be measured
within a given time and under specified con-
ditions. Specific objectives whould reflect
the critical factors required for the attain-
ment of a continuing objective. The achieve-
ment of a specific objective, therefore,
contributes toward the attainment of the
overall goal. Objectives should be clearly

differentiated from the means (strategies)
employed to attain them.

6. Identified and analyz:d alternative courses of
action; -

Strategies: Are the programmatic means used
to attain a specific objective?

7. Determined priorities;

Priorities: Judgment of relative importance
of objectives when considered in relation to
significant criteria. Objectives with "high"
priority are emphasizcd more than, and usually

implemented prior to, those with "low"
priority.

e’;’w&%f&h‘-’ndﬂvmﬁrﬂuww i
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B. Actual Results

Taking the above seven causal variables/criteria,
we examine how much they have been accomplished, at least on
paper. We drew no conclusions here as to their relevance .
to actual organizational behavior. 1In the next section we
offer supplementary cvidence based on participant attitudes.
Our present purpose is merely to determine the extent to
which the State Education Departments performed the above
exercises as stipulated in the original project proposal.
The following chart summarizes our findings, and all these
items are explained in the following text.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS
SED LEVEL
AMA CRITERIA 1-7
FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Amount of Progress
No. Criteria Minimum Moderate Maximum

1. Agreed upon a definition
of the institution's
mission El, E2

2. Established continuing
objectives and planning
procedures for long-
range achievement of
the institution's
mission El, E2

LR AT

3. Identified resources
and constraints El, E2

4. Differentiated between
where the institution is
going and where it wants
to go El, E2

5. Modified previously
established objectives El, E2

6. Identified and analyzed
alternative courses of
action El, E2

7. Determined priorities El E2
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Both cxperimental states had similar expericnces
and similar results while at Hamilton. Each underwent
training and prepared materials covering all seven areas.
There were some differences in the form of presentation as
well as in content but these are not significant. By and

large, comparable degrees of progress were made by the two
groups at the training site.

A mission statement and sgt of continuing objectives
were developed by ESED #1 and #2. The planning documents

devoted considerable space to an external and internal

3These can be found in the planning documents pro-
duced by both states. See: Raymond E. Klawuhn and Alexander
J. Basso, "Final Report: Adapting and Testing Business
Management Development Programs for Educatiohal Administra-
tors" (January, 1972), ESED #1: Vol. III & IV;ESED #2: Vol. II.

Examples:

ESED #1 ESED #2

Mission Statement

The mission of the . . . The mission of the . . .
state education agency is state department of educa-
to ensure through informed tion is to ensure that the
and effective leadership at current and continuing

the state and local levels educational needs of the
those learning experiences children, youth, and adults
which are compatible with of the state are met compre-
individual needs, intcrests, hensively, effectively, and
and capabilities and which efficiently.

will lead to continued
education and/or employment
for all students.

Continuing Objectives

Consistent with a realistic To insure that each student
appraisal of their needs, completing his elementary-
interests, and abilities, secondary school program:
all students in the state

of . . . leaving the 1. Is prepared to continue
elementary~-secondary schools his edvcation or to meet
will:

the requirements of the

job market in a field
1. Be qualified to either consistent with his inter-

continue formal educa- est and ability.
tion or become employed

2. Has a command of the
2. Demonstrate competencies learning skills. . . .

5\? b, SUOGR PLT a%  e




analysis of both organizations including a revicw of

resources and constraints.

These are the areas of greatecst
training site accomplishment.

Neither group was able to complete action on every
criterion as originally intended. Less was immediately
accomplished on some than on others. While good starts
were made on enumerating specific objectives and strategies,
this catalogue was not completed at Hamilton. 1In adgition,
ESED $#1 did not finalize its priorities until later.

in the arts sufficient to
enable the student to make
wise value judgments and
to make creative use of
his artistic talents. . . .

4Internal Analysis: A catalog of factors which col-
lectively describe the nature of the institution, its capabil-~
ity and limitations; this analysis is to be restricted to
those factors which are within the control of the institution
and which play a significant role in determining the most
appropriate course of action for the institution. Topics
considered included: organization, beliefs, characteristics,
functions, resources, strengths, and weaknesses.

External Analysis: A catalog and analysis of those
factors, outside of the control of the organization, which
serve as constraints or whose interaction with the organiza-
tion determine the appropriate behavior modes for the organi-
zation. For ecach of the critical factors identified the
team made explicit assumptions describing expected trends
in each of the areas for the planning period. While these
factors are beyond the control of the organization there
should be a common understanding of the trends, rate of
change, and kind of change anticipated in cach of the areas.
This will insure that all plans will be based on the same
assumptions about the future. (AMA definitions.)

A& recurring problem in the development of plans accord-
ing to the AMA process i8 the absence of any direct contact
between the external and internal analyses and the plans sub~
sequently developed. While listing beliefs, assumptions,
resources, etc. probably serves a useful "consciousness
raising" function by keeping thesc considerations before
participants, the extemt to which plans reflected them is
questionable.

SThe subject matter priorities in ESED #1 are early
childhood education, career education, human relations, and
reading. ESED #2 has cstablished early childhood education,
human relations and reading. Of the two states, the priorities
in ESED #2 are more obvious and publicized at this point. See:

bhsaand v,
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Reasons given for these postponements included lack
of time and qualified personnel and an underestimation of
how long it would actually take to lav out an action plan
for an entire state education department. According to
some persons with whom we talked, delay also served to
avoid conflict, especially over the priorities.

We're just getting around to doing that
now; giving priority to some divisions
means you have to downgrade others. No
one around here wants to get caught in
that crossfire. When they do announce
the winners and losers, they‘ll probably
do it beforc dawn one day and then duck
to avoid getting their heads blown off.5

This dcfecrment was not permancnt. In terms of setting

things down on paper and formally agreeing to them, action
had been taken on all criteria once the first phase of train-
ing ended and participants returnod home.

In any event, what really matters is not a count of
the number of objectives, strategies and studics written
(either at Hamilton or back in the organizational environ-
ment) but an analysis of what has happened to them in the
year since training ended. The mission statement and
continuing objectives are esscntially the same today as
they were immediately after training. However, the specific
objectives and stratcgies have been extensively reviced for

rcasons that will become clear below. Typical of both
states was the commcnt that:

State Superintendent, "#cmo to Professional Personnel:
Strengthening the Department" (November 3, 1971); in addi-
tion, the research tcam has examined a series of pamphlets
cn educational priorities which has becn circulated to
external groups and educational agencies.

6Executive Staff, ESED #1

To protact the anonymity of interviewees but provide the
reader with some information on their hierarchical rank and
agency, the following identification system will be used
throughout the remainder of this report:

USED #1 ESED {2
TOP MAMAGEMENT exceutive staff
MIDDLE MANAGEMENT division director

PROFESSIONAL STAFF consultant/special-
ist

exccutive staff
division director
consultant

Jothe el i omus e o= %.‘
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They have been revised. The majority

of the speccific objectives have been
discarded to be rcdeveloped by persons
with competence in those areas and worth
appropriate input from persons to be
affected. So there's no question but
that they will be revised and will come
out in a somewhat different form.?

Specific objectives have been extensively revised
by individuals within the SED's who have the competence and
responsibility for the specific areas in question. AMA
standards of what defines a good objective and other .
elements of the overall planning process have been retained 3
in both states. Thus, the content has been changed in some ;
areas, thought the AMA structure has been retained.

In dealing with outside constituencies, some changes s
have had to be made, particularly in ESED #2; they had !
trouble selling their ideas to the State Board of Edueation. i
The State Board found it difficult to understand and accept *
the plans developed subsequent to AMA training. Except :
for internal purposes the department had to jettison the
AMA terminology ("mission," "continuing objectives," etc.).

This is another thing that I think
wasn't adequately explored in the train-
ing with AMA. Your presentation to
different audiences, I think, almost has
to vary. Do you understand what I mean
by that? I'm sure that you do this as
you speak to groups. You won't try to
snow a PTA group with the same kind of
language that you might [use with] a
graduate class. I think we learred a
valuable lesson. Within the department,
within the executive staff of the depart-
ment at least, we can usc a certain kind
of terminology. You can cven do it with
the entire professional staff to somec
extent - so long as you exercise some
care. To a lay board, your approach has
to be . . . diffcrent. You don't have

' 7Executive staff, FSED #2. See also: A comparison

of the planning documents produced during AMA training and

the latest plans of the various operating divisions in both
states made available to the research team.
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to go in and say "This is a continuing
objectivc and this is a specific objec-
tive and this is a stratcegy.” You say
"This is a major goal; or, this is one
of the particular goal arcas we want to
work in and herc are some of thc activi-
ties associated with it." That's far
more understandable; they don't feel
like they're being snowed with a lot of

jarggn, when you approach it in this
way.

bt Vo 4

In terms of the first seven AMA criteria, the "plan-
ning process" first introduced to the experimental states
. at Hamilton has proved more lasting than the form or content
of the plans themselves. This is less true of ESED #1
F than #2. Developing them was a real learning cxpecrience
for most participants, although the extent to which the

plans represented hard decisions and viable organizational
documents remaing qucstionable.

C. Emerging Issues

Some of the questions raised by participants about
this part of A!MA training are highlighted in the following
material, which nrovide some basis for discussion of the

8Executive Staff, ESED #2. See also, "Goals for

[ESED #2] Supporting Services," which are the revised plan-
ning documents presented to the state board after the
initial adverse reaction. Instead of breaking out plans
into mission statement, continuing objectives, specific
objectives and other elements of the AMA planning process,
they presented the state board with this format:

Goals for [ESED #2] Supporti g Services

Goal Area: Priority Level:

Justification:
Problam:

Present Status:
Results Desired:
Plan of Action:

This outline is not constant throughout all goal areas but

the above headings appear in most of the plans made avail~-
able to the research team.

:
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program, possible changes which may be considered now or
proposed in the future, and regsons for the attitudes
expressed in the next section.

1. Baseline Date

One of the reasons why more specific performance
criteria were not developed at Eamilton was that the
states entered training mostly without data applicable to
the Planning Process. To be sure, their expert judgment
was sufficient for the statement of generalized mission
and continuing objectives. However, the state executives
vwere not prepared to develop behavioral specific objectives

and strategies that demand precise percentage targets and
deadlines.

For example, not a few thought it rather presumptuous
to state that "By 1975, 85% of all 11 year old students
will be able to read as detcrmined by appropriate criterion
referenced tests" whon no baseline data existed to show how
many currently rcad at that level. The intersession period
was not sufficiently long to gather this information. 1In
fact, some degree of uncertainty still prevailed in both
states six months after training ended (Nov. 1971); the
statewide assessment programs underway in both experimental
states only began to bear fruit recently. .

The absence of supporting data raises some questions
as to the reality on which the plans were based. This was
made clear to ESED #2 by one of the State Board mcmbers:

One of the things said by a board mem-
ber, which I thought was beautiful,
concerned the reading goals vresented

to him. I forget what it [the goall
said . . . 80% of all 15 ycar olds or

12 year olds or something like this, or
maybe it said 85{. Whatever it said,
his response was "I can't accept that.
You have no basis for establishing
percentages, no baseline data. For all
I know 558 of them might be able to

do that now and I'd be saying I'd settle
for a 10% drop." He was right; we had no

backup data to supnort our recommendations.10

9Selections from porsonal testimony have already
been used as an analytical device in TSED #2 - excerpts
from LEA reaction to preliminary SFD plans have been written
up and made available to the research tcam and, we assumec,
to other interested individuals as well.

10Executive Staff, ESED #2.
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2. Student Behavioral Objectives

An integral part of the AMA approach to educational
planning is to focus on changes in student learning.
Objectives must be stated in terms of student behavior for
this is the end result the organization seeks. This in
the AMA view avoids diffusing planning efforts on manage-
ment concerns which are, after all, means to student
achievement cognitively and affectively.

This exclusive concentration on student behavicral
objectives has created several problems in the experimental
agencies involved in this study. This, in part, may be

due to a poor understanding of the central coacepts on the
part of the individuals who were trained.

First, one of the most frequent comments heard on
the state level concerns the frustration participants felt
as they tried to state objectives in student behavioral
terms. They argue that within the educational system the
State Department of Education can deal with students only
through the LEA's. It is the LEA's, the argument goes, K
who determine in the final analysis what will or will not '
happen to students. Thus, forcing SFD personnel to write

objectives in student behavioral terms has resulted in some
resistance within the SED's involved.

Yet the biggest difficulty we're going

to have and the hangup that AMA has not :
solved and we haven't solved is how you :
measure behavioral change in students g
by objectives that have been set by a
state agency which in reality has

ao direot input to children. We haven't
solved that problem. Thus, when we say
write objectives in behavioral terms of
what's going to happen to kids and then
you ask the question of how effective
have our objectives been, to what extent
have they been reached, we'll never
answer it because we are not working
directly with children. . . . And I
don't know how to settle this. . . .

I'm not sure I'll ever know. But I'll
tell you one thing, if the insistence

on writing objectives this way was toned
down you would win the support of most

of the consultanti overnight for the
planning process.ll

llExecutive Staff, ESED #1.
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I think we tried to reach a level of
specificity which was unrealistic for
our organization, the Statec Department
of Education. I think it would have
been far more recalistic for a classroom
organization, rather thaf for a state
department of education,12

On the other hand, some SED personncl think it quite
appropriate for objectives to be cxpressed in terms of
student behavior. While sensing the intermediary role of
LEA's, they are still convinced that all educational
personnel must think nrimarily in terms of how programs
affect student learning. All else merely supports thesc
larger ends.

We have an effect. The LEA's have an
effect. But the name of the game is

how both of us can do a better job for
students. Concentrating our attention
here only on helping ILEA's help students
would abdicate our responsibility to
provide statewide coordination of the
education of our young people.l3

Second, the emphasis on student behavioral change
as the primary content of objectives does render supportive
services (evaluation, research, budgeting, etc.) peripheral.
In ESED #2, these staff offices were discouraged from
developing their own specific objectives and relegated to
"sustaining strategies."” While this may secm a small
sacrifice to make in order to permit full concentration
on students as clients, it was the source of some resent-
ment. It was eventually realized that, although the
exact form may differ, staff roles require the same
planning and goal-setting as their line counterparts.
This planning "discrimination" is now scheduled for
termination. "I'm ahout rcady to admit,” statcd one
division director, "that if the guy in the Finance Depart-
ment wants an objective relating to how he keceps his books,
I'm just as happy calling that an objective as I am a
strategy of the Department,"1l4

The fact that the develonment of such objectives
in student behavioral terms was never the approach taken

12
13
14

Fxecutive Staff, ESED #2.
Consultant, ESED #1.

Executive staff, ESED #2.




by the AMA would secm to indicate a serious misunderstand-
ing of the concepts involved oa the part of some partici-
pants in the training.

Third, the use of percentage figures and deadlines
raised some philosophical questions. Some SED personnel
wondered whether the department was concentrating only on
objectives which could be measured while ignoring those
which could not. There was special concern about the
affective domain. One person was reminded of an Orwellian
experience in which "Big Brother" could ordain that children
should learn X amount by Y date. How much of this objec~-
tion stems from the relative modernity and special jargon
of the behavioral approach to instruction is difficult
to discern. ) '

3. Selection Precess

As mentioned previously, part of tha AMA approach
is to initiate training with top management. By starting
at the top of the hierarchy, they hope to gain thc support
of the power holders of the organization and to encourage
program implementation through their subordinates. It is
also believed that certain planning operations (cspecially
the mission statement and continuing objectives) nced the
broad perspective of those who oversee the whole structure.
While this approach may have suited business c'ients
without difficulty, repeating it in the two ex; ‘rimental
state educational agencics raised questions.

Taking only the top twelve managers (or Executive
Staff) for agency-wide planning (despite the intersession
and later involvement of the program services people)
excluded those with special cexpertise in the subject areas
covered during training.

I think that instead of our exccutive
staff going to the training . . ., we
would have been well advised to have
some of. our talented specialists along
with us to give us some advice here and
there and to clarify the issue a little
more than it was.l15

This did not become apparent until the specific objective
phase was rcached and preliminary generalizations had to
give way to the specificity of deadlines, performance
figures, and evaluation stratecgies. Some respondents

1Spgecutive Staff, ESED #2.
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felt that they were throwing around numbers and dates
without the required background knowledgc.

Others objected f.0 the sclection process on differ-
ent grounds. While they concedad that selection by
hierarchical level might be satisfactory for corporations,
they argued that "top" in public agencies is more complex
than in private business. Public agencics are open to
pressures from more grouns at morc levels (e.g., legislature,
governor's office, citizen panels, education associations,
etc.). These groups often have mutually exclusive interests
and values; occasionally these interests are antithetical
to those of the State Agency and the AMA program.

Second, by not directty involving State Board memkers
(the public educational equivalent of the corporate board
of directors), subsequent embodiment of some aspects of AMA
training was made more difficult. Besides the lack of
understanding of crucial AMA planning concepts, another
factor working against the new planning effort was the
unwillingness of some Board members to commit themselves
to any long-term plans; they felt such a commitment would
mean losing their lcgitimate powers of review. Involvement
in the training process might have ameliorated this problem.

I think it {the training program] would
have had more unity to it if the board
could have recognized and seen our
phrascology as a good method; but, it's
easy to unders+and why they had diffi-
culty in seeing what we were trying to
do. None of them went_to AMA with us
when we went up there.l6

Legal constraints is a third factor. The management
of the educational agencies was somewhat hamstrung by them,
and did not have as much maneuverability for change as some
woulcdl have liked. It was suggested that some of their
"controllers" might also have sat in on the training. Most
freguently mentioned as those whose lack of understanding
has complicated implementation of plans has been the
Controller's Office in ESED #1 and the state personnel
officer in ESED #2,

They've got rules and regulations (I
don't Imow where in thc hell they get
the rules and regulations from). But,

16Executive Staff, ESED #2. One board member from

ESED #1 did attend one week of training which may account
to some extent for the cooperation of the hoard in that
state.
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we know that if we havce a man we know
would fit a position and he's in another
arca, it's hard as the davil to shift.
The organization . . . is gcared to the
same thing every year. Maybe doing a
poor job a little bit better or mavhe

rendering an unneeded service a little
bit better.l7

Fourth, the negative impact of having top management
return to the agency with a plan calling more for subordinate
consultation than participation was mentioned. Despite
the seemingly endless round of meetings, task forces, and
study groups, a number of personnel felt that they were
being asked to react to a fait accompli. Others questioned
whether support for the plans would not be threatcned by
asking pcople to implement them who did not directly help to
develop them. "This is something coming down from the

top," one division director told us, "now what are we
supposed to do with it?"18

We conclude this section by reiteratisg that these
were frequent criticisms and comments about those aspects of
AMA training related to the first seven evaluative criteria.
They werc made by people who participated in the program
or who were later in a position to react to it. Some
criticisms undoubtedly were prompted by the usual intra-
burcaucratic rivalries and reluctancc to adapt to novelty.
Others may have resulted from a lack of understanding of
the planning principles, processes, or “he AMA's adaptation
of them. Nevertheless, the participants' criticisms cannot
be dismissed on these grounds. The issues were raised

often cnough by pecople in responsible positions to justify
at least passing consideration.

Section II: Attitudinal Data

As indicated above, the data presented in this
section pertain to the first seven training goals of the
AMA. Ve have divided this section into two sub-areas:

A. Definition of the Mission of the Organization
B. The Development of Organizational Objectives
and Priorities
17

Executive Staff, ESED #1.

18nivision Director, ESED #1. ‘
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Throughout this section and the balance of the report, the
content analysis data will be presented first. This
material contains the rcactions of the Tor Management of
the two experimental organizations and the first control
state (Cl). Relevant questionnairc items which have been
drawn from multiple levels of the organizations follow

the content data.

In displaying content analysis data, four comments
are provided.

1. Interview Question: Question from which the
data is drawn.

2. Range of Scale Possibilities: A seven point
scale was used for all interview data. Be-
cause of the nature of the intcrview data the
terms employed along this scale changed from
qucstion to question. In all cases, however,
the intensity direction of the scales was the
same, i.e., the more positive the rcsponse
the higher it was rated on the scale; the
less positive the response the lower it was
rated on the scale.

-

3. Point of Time: For each item the points of :
time in which the question was asked will be :
indicated. (T1l=Fall, 1970, T2=Spring, 1971,

T3=Fall, 1971, T4=Spring, 1972.) 1In some

cases this will include all four points of

time, while in others the data will have been :
gathered in Y2 only. : .

4. States: We identify the states to which the
category applied.

In the case of the questionnaire data we need to indicate
only t!l.e points of time for which the questicn is relevant.
The range of scale possibilities was the same in ail cases,
(1) not at all to (7) very often. The interview questions
were asked of all the states. As indicated above, ques-
tionnaire items were asked in Control State #2 in points
of time T3 and T4 only, because this state was added to
the research design in Year 2.

In most cases, training effects were determined on
the basis of the T1-T4 comparisons. The research team is
most confident of these conclusions. However, due to
recent additions of items to the questionnaire or interview,
it was sometimes necessary to assign effccts after a T3-T4
comparison alone. While thc absence of pre-training data
(or in some cases control groups) prompts us to be more
cautious in our interpretations, we are quite certain our
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decisions arc. valid. This is particularly truc where we
obtained organizational documents to support our analysis
(e.g., in the existcnce of performance standards). Further-
more, the T3-T4 comparisons often include a second Control
SED which was not included in T1-T2 and thus could not be
included in a Ti-T4 comparison. The presence of such
multiple measures provides double coverage on many items.
For these reasons, we fclt justified in attributing posi-
tive effects, no effects, cr negative effccts on T3-T4 as
well as T1-74 comparisons.

But in other cases, thc question may only have been
asked at one point in time (T4). This is insufficient data
on which to base a judgment of training effects, and we
made no such judgments. Eowcver, the collected data will
be presented to give us a better overall perspective.
These one-time-items often suprort comments made earlier
relating to actions taken after training. The T4 state-
ments from which data was derived will be displayed in the
data summaries of the effects of training following cach
area to review precisely what items were considered in
that section. Nevertheless no judgment is made of what
effects, if any, the AMA nrogram may have had on those
variables.

A. Definition of the Mission of the Organization

Four perspectives on the question of defining the
mission of the organization will be made; these perspec-
tives are provided by three items from the content
analysis and one item from the questionnaire.

1. Definition of the Institution's Mission

Interview Question: Wwhat do you think you will
obtain (obtained) from the AMA's train-
ing program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

States: Experimental State Only (E1 and E2).

2. gensc of SED Mission

Inter-7iew Question: What are some of the road-
blocks to change in this organization?

B b b € ¥
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Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) major road-
block/always stops change to (7) weak
roadblock/scldom stops desired change.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

States: Experimental States (El and E2) and
Control (Cl).

Peelings about the Direction the Organization
is Hovgng.

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

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) not satisfied

at all to (7) completely satisfied.
Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.
States: El1, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire item is:

4.

The Kinds of Things I am Doing will Make a Long-

Torm contribution to Education.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

e
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Item 1: Definition of the Institution's Mission
Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
El & BZ E1 & E2 E1 & BZ Bl & BZ
N N N N N N N N
4 8 10 11 4 5 3 s

Kruskal-Wallis One-Wa)

y Analysis of Variance

H=1.218 H= 0.600

H=0.3750 H=1,422

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.037 P=0.528 P=1.00 P=0.507

Sig.= .05 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Bl & Bl E,y & E
N N- N N
4 3 8

5

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.125 H= 6.942
Sig.= NS Sig.= .01
! Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0. 349 P= 0,213
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
/
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Item #1, "Definition of thc Institution's Mission,"
was applicahlc only to the two experimcntal groups. 1In
the Fall of 1970 (when data was gathered prior to the
training program) no statistically significant diffzrences
existed betwecn the two Experimcntal States in the amount
of emphasis given to defining the institution's mission.
Neither did any diffcrences cexist in the Spring of 1971,
Fall of 1971, or sSpring of 1972 (when data was gathered
after the program had baen exccuted). Analysis of cach
state over time, Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972, revealed that
no change in emphasis occurred in Experimental State #1.

A statistically significant change did occur in Experi-
mental State #2; this change was due to decreased emphasis
being placed on defining the institution™s mission as an
effect of AMA training. Statistically significant change
in the one state was not, however, sufficient to produce
differences betwcen the Experimental States in the post-
training periods.

The test of proportions was also applied to this

item in an effort to answer the question, "Was awareness

of this variable (independent of emphasis) different

between the states, and 1id it change over time?" Z2nalysis

determined that Experimental State #1 was more aware than
, Experimental State #2 of tl.is variable prior to training ;
(in the Fall of 1970); but that this difference was not 4
present in the post-training periods (Spring, 1971, Fall, ¢
1971, and Spring, 1972). WNeither were there any significant b
changes in awareness when the two States were analyzed .
over time (Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972). :

Therefore, training had thc effect of decreasin
the amount of emphasis placed on the value of defining the
institution’s mission in Expcrimental State #2 but had no
effect in Experimental State #1. While there were some
pre~training differences in awarcness of this variable
with Experimental State #2 being more aware than Experi-
mental State #1, neither was more aware than the other in
the post~training periods nor did ecither change over time.
(In this context "awareness" simply means the number of
people who provided data for this variable.)

From the viewpoint of research design item 2, "Sense
of SED (State Education Department) Mission," provides a
more valid basis for cevaluation; data for this item was
gathered from all threz Statcs.

The degree of emphasis given to this domain as a
roadblock to change was not affected by the training pro-
gram. Comparison of ecach Experimental State with the
Control State both before and after training revealed no
differences between any of the States. And analysis of

A o S
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each State through time (Fall, 1270 to Spring, 1972) also
showed no significant changec concerning the degree to
which the presence or lack of a clear sense of SED mission
was seen as a roadblock to organizational change.

In terms of awareness, there were significant dif-
ferences between the States before training (Fall, 1970).
Experimental State #2 (hereinafter called E2) was more

" aware than Experimental State #1 (hereinafter called El)
g of the sense of SED mission being a roadblock to change;
] and both Experimental States were more aware than the Con-

trol State (hereinafter called Cl)at this time. After
training, these differences no longer existed.

3 When each State's awareness was assessed over time- z
(Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972), significant changes were
observed in El and E2. Both States experienced decreases i
in their levels of awareness of this variable. There was :
no change in Cl.

The amount of emphasis placed on this variable as
a roadblock to change was not affected by the training; in
both Experimental States training merely reduced awareness
of this wvariable.

Item #3, "How do you feel about the direction your
organization is moving?" was asked i1n all three States.
No differences in satisfaction with organizational direc-
tion existed between E1 and Cl before training. In one
of the three time periods afteér training (Fall, 1971), El
felt significantly better about the direction of their
organization than 4id Cl.

Differences did exist between E2 and C1l prior to
training; this difference was attributed to Cl1 which re-
flected greater satisfaction than E2. Immediately after
training (Spring, 1971), this difference was even greater
but then lost statistical significance in the last two
periods (Fall, 1971 and Spring, 1972).

Comparison of E1 and E2 for both pre- and post-~
training periods indicated greater satisfaction with the
direction in which organization E1 was moving than was
the case in E2. These differences were greater immediately
after training (Spring, 1971) than before (Fall, 1970)
although differerces narrowed as time passed (Fall, 1971
and Spring, 1972).

Independent analysis of each of the three States
showed no statistically significant change between the
Fall of 1970 and the Spring of 1972.

:
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Since all interviewees responded to this question
in each of the points of time and comparison, no test of
differences in awareness could ke made.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #4, The kinds of things I am doing will make
a long-term contribution to education, a questionnalre 1ltem,
Tevealed no significant differences existed between either
El and the Control State or E2 and the Control State which
could be attributed to either training (represented by
column F on the previous tatles) or differences between 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 would make a long-
term contribution to education did not change when the pre-
and post-training periods are compared (column F in the
tables); and, the relative strength of belief between the
States (row F in the tables) was not statistically differ-
ent in either Fall, 1970 or Spring, 1971.

Item #4: Spring, 1971 to Fall 1971

Neither El1l nor E2 changed their opinions of their
contribution to education between Spring, 1971 and the Fall
of 1971. They felt about as good in T2 as they did in T3.
When compared to Cl, the Experimental States revealed
no significant differences either. This lack of any
changes over time or differences between the States indi-~
cates that training had no effect on El and E2 at this time.

Item #4: Fall. 1971 to Spring 1972

Being able to analyze E1l and E2 in contrast to a
second Control State (C2) as well as to Cl gives us more
confidence that we are getting an accurate picture of what
happened in the Experimental States as a resuli of training.
What we see is that the Experimental States did not change
in their opinion of how much they were doing for education;
however, in relation to Cl, El indicated more pride in
their work while E2 thought they had done less than C2.
Nevertheless, these comparative differences had not changed
between Fall, 1971 and Spring, 1972. Thus nothing can be
credited to the AMA training program.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to @p;ingi 1972

This is the key test of program effects. Unless
data clearly shoy that these organizations are different
after than they were before training began, what they did
at Hamilton cannot be said to have made any lasting impact

! e ¢
s it e
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on the States. Using this decision rule, it is obvious
that the AMA had no effect on El's self-concept of the
importance of their work while it had a negative influence
on E2. Not only was E2's opinion of themselves falling
faster than Cl's, but E2 was becoming more unstable in

the extent to which persons in E2 were achieving consensus
on this point.

DATA SUMMARY

Definition of the Mission
of the Organization

Fall, 1970 -~ Spring, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data

Positive No Negative
Item CONTENT Effect Effect Effect
1 Definition of the Institu~
tion's Mission El E2
2 Sense of SED Mission El,E2
3 Feelings about the direc-
tion the organization is
moving El,E2
QUESTIONNAIRE
4 The kinds of things I am
doing will make a long-
term contribution to
education. El E2

Training had no effect on the value given to
defining the institution's mission; in fact, it reduced
it in E2. Considered as a roadblock to change, the train-
ing again had no effect (positive or negative) in changing
the degree to which this was a problem. The tests for
awareness, as reflected by the number of people who pro-
vided data for this research category, revealed that El
and E2 became less aware of this variable as a roadblock.
This does not mean emphasis changed in either Experimental
State; it only means that significantly fewer people men-
tioned ii. Feelings of satisfaction with the direction
the organization was moving did not change as a result of
training; initial differences which existed prior to train-
ing in F1 and E2 were eliminated as a result of training.
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The questionnaire item which focused on the degree
to which people in the organizations felt they were making
a lonuy-term contribution to education revealed a different
pattern. No training effects were observed in El but
persons in E2 felt that the worth of their contributions
to education had declined in the pre- to post-training
period. Before training began, E2 believed they were
making a greater long-term contribution than did El people;
a year af%er training had ended, E2 felt they were making
a lessar contribution than El.

Overall, we conclude that the training program had
no effect on attitudes about how much a sense of the SEDs'
mission constituted an obstacle to organizational change,
or how satisfied people were with the direction of their
organization in E1l or E2. Nor did training affect El's
attitudes about defining the institution's mission or about
how great a contribution to education the respondents were
making. But training had the effect of downgrading the
value of defining institutional mission and their own
contributions to education in E2.

B. The Development of Organizational Objectives
and Priorities

The nine items below specifically address the 2MA's
training goals for +he development of objectives and pri-
oritics. The first four items are taken from the content
analysis and the next five from the questionncire. As the
first three items are content categories of the same inter-
_ view question, comments below apply to all three.

1. Modify previously established ob’ectives

2. Identify and analyze alternative courses of action

3. Determine priorities

Interview Question: What do you think you will®
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA's
training program?

Range of Scale Possibilicies: (1) no value to
(7) maximum value.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4,

States: El1l and E2 only.
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4. Do you feel that the objectives dcveloped as a
result of AMA training reflcct the most serious
and pressing needs of state education?

Interview Question: Same - Question acts as
content domain in this case.

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) not at all
to (7) definitely.

Point of Time: T3, T4.
States: E1 and E2 only.
The Questionnaire items are:

5. The goals of this organization are articulated.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

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

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

7. The top priority objectives of state education
are clear to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

8. I feel that the objectives developed during AMA
trainin% ref.cct the most serious and pressing
neceds of state education.

Points of Time: 13, T4.
States: E1 and E2 only. As this and the follow-

ing item refer specifically to AMA training
they were not asked of the control states.

9. As I see ité the operational priorities of ths
objectives develope uring AMA training are clear.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

States: E1 and E2 only.




Item 1

: Modify previously established objectives

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
El & E2 El & EZ El & Ez El & E2
N N N N N N N N
e 4 8 11 11 7 8 7 9
? Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 0.028 H=0.475 H= 0.656 H=1,750
: Sig.=NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P=0.0374 P=0.702 P=0.872 P=0.450
Sig.=.05 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
El & El E, & E2
N N N N
4 7 8 9
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H=1.508 H= 3.8912
qig - NS Sigo= '05
Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0.000966 P= 0.017
Sj;go‘:ool Sig.=. 05

RETORIEULES




Item 2 : Identify and analyze alternative courses of action
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Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
E, & E, El & E, E, & E, E, & E,
N N N N N N N N
6 6 6 8 4 4 6 6

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.256 H= 1.350 H=1.020 H= 3.102

Sig.=NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.774 P=0.354 P=0.962 P=0.880

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to

Spring 1972

By & & E2 & £,
N N N N
6 6 6 6

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way

Analysis of Variance

H= 1.442 ‘H= 2.5641

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.089 P=0.171

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Item 3 : Dete: nine priorities
Fall, 1970 Sprcing, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
El & E2 El & E2 El & Ez E1 & E2
N N N N N " N N
5 7- 10 9 9 3 6 10
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 0.949 H=0. 201 H=0.148 H= 0.752
Sig.= NS Sig.=NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P=0.378 P=0.644 P=0.000 P=0.002
Sig.= NS Sig.=NS Sig.= NS Sig.=.001
Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
E, & E, E, Bz
N N N N
5 6 7 10
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 4,408 H=5.485
Qi{}._; 005 Si£.=102
Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0.066 P= 0,000001
Sig.=NS Sig.=.001
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Do you feel that the objectives developed as
a result of AMA training reflect the most
Item 4 serious and pressing needs of state education?

_Fall 1971 1 Spring, 1972 |
E, & E E, &‘Ez
N N N N

9 10 9 10
mkaqmﬁmms&f_ﬁrimw

H= 5.041 H= 2.535

Sig.= .05 Sig.= NS

- - E E -
P=1.000 P= 1.000

Sig.z NS Sig.: NS

)

Fall, 1971 to Spring, 197p

El & E2 E; & E
N N N N
9 9 10 10

Kruskal

Analysis of Variance
H= 0.124 H= 0.142

E

LSig.= NS | sig.= NS

P= 1.000 P= 1.000

sig.= NS | sig.= NS
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Item 7 The top priority objectives of
state education are clear to me,
Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
TS T4
N X SD N X SD
Experimental SED#1 |68 | 5.617 }1.425] 40 |5.400 1.296
Experimental SED#2 [45 ] 4.800 [1.575] 40 [4.725 1.552
Control SED #1 67 15.417 }1.195] 61 }15.016 1.431
Control SEI #2 61 } 5.295 11.406] 66 [4.969 1,380
Total
241 207
a k__

Two Way Analysis of T3 & ’I‘4

Variance .

: wF ignif.

Experimental SED #1 [col. 2.989 NS

W/Control SED #1 oW 2.652 NS

Experimental SED #1 |[Col. 2.151 NS

w/Control SED # 2 [Row 1.73% .05

Experimental SED #2 {Col. 1.437 NS

w/Control SED #1 oW 5.232 .05

Experimental SED #2 [Col. 0.949 NS

w/Control SED #2  Row 3.241 NS

:
P!
%
7
2
3
-3
&
2
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Item _8 I feel that the objectives developed during

AMA training reflect the most serious and
pressing needs ot state education.

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 14
N X SD N X SD

[78)

4

Total 113 78
Two Way Analysis of
Variance 73 & T4
F —{Signif,
Experimental SED#1 [g1 24 NS ]
W/Experimental SED#2 [ 16,981 001




Item _9 As I see it, the operational priorities of
the objectives develope uring training

—are clear.
Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 T4
;; N X SD N X SD
1 Experimental SED#1 68 4.558 1.887] 37 5.108 1.264
Exierimental SED#2 Z.200 |1.501] 39 3.589 | 1.516
Total 113 76
F Two Way Analysis of
Variance T3 & T4
H F *_|signif,
Experimental SED#1 [goi 0.015 NS
W/Experimental SED#2Row | 15,065 ,001
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There were no significant differences between the
two Experimental States in the degree of emphasis given
to modification of previously established objectives as a
possible benefit of AMA training. Prior to training E2
was more aware than E1 than modificatinn might be a result
of training, but this difference disappeared immediately
after training and for the two subsequent periods of this
evaluation. The changes in awareness observed within E1l
and E2 between the Fall of 1970 and the Spring of 1972 are
not what they seem; the recorded significance levels are
due to the greater number of respondents in T4, not to
increasing awareness of this variable. However, negative
training effects did occur in E2 between Tl and T4; this
organization indicated that their objectives had been
modified after training much less than they had expected
the objectives to be modified before training. The AMA
program was held accountable for this failure to meet E2
expectations.

During the course of this evaluation no significant
change took place with regard to item #2. The top managers
of the Experimental States experienced no impact from
training upon their ability to identify and analyze alter-
native courses of action.

Item #3 concerning the determination of priorities
shows no significant difference between the Experimental
States during the period Fall 1970 to Spring 1972. Within
both states there was a significant change: by Spring 1972
the top managers in both states placed less emphasis on
having developed priorities due to AMA training than they
had before training. There was a significant increase in
the awareness of priorities in E2, but at the same time the
managers emphasized this item less and less as time passed.

Item #4 was asked of the top managers in Fall 1971
and Spring 1972 only. The objectives developed in El were
seen as more relevant by those managers than the goals
developed in E2 in Fall 1971. This difference between the
states no longer existed in Spring 1972. Managers in both
states viewed the objectives developed as having the same
degree of importance. No difference existed within the
states over the value of objectives developed during this
period.

Item #6: Our goals are realistic and attainable with our
best efforts.

Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

On this item State E1 in comparison to Control 1
showed no effects of training. Holding time constant,
the two states differed from each other. State E2 did
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experience a significant training effect. While no
significant differences appear between E2 and Control 1,
significant change over time did occur. Both states felt
their goals were less realistic over time, but E2 experi-
enced more stability than Control 1, which experienced
increasing instability.

S»rin 1971 to Fall 1971

During this period State El experienced a negative
training effect. When compared to the Control State 1
El experienced a slower increase in the belief that its
goals were realistic and greater instability.

State E2 also experienced a negative training effect.
Significant change occurred over time and within E1 and
Control 1 with both states experiencing increasing mecan
scores at about the same rate. However, in relation to the
control, E2 was growing stable at a muth slower rate.

Pall 17271 to Spring .972

No significant differences occurred between El and
either Control 1 or Control 2 during this period. Signifi-
cant change did occur between E2 and Control 1. Both
states experienced weaker support of their organizational
goals, but E2 experienced significantly less support than Cl
together with greater instability. This indicates a nega-
tive training effect.

Fall 1°7¢ to Spring 1972

State X1 experienced no training effect concerning
this item. That is, the respondents in this organization
saw their organization's goals as no more realistic or
attainable in the Spring of 1972 than they had prior to
training.

State E2 also did not experience any effect of
training on this item. The significant difference between
State E2 and Cl continued but did not change over time
significantly, indicating no training effecct.

Item 7: The top priority ohijectives of State Education
are clear to me,

Fall 1271 to €pring 1872

This item was asked in Y2 only. Over this period
the clarity of priorities decreased in all states, though
this change was insignificant. No differences existed
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between State E1 and Control 1 but did exist between State
El and control 2. State E2 and Control 1 also shoved a
significant difference concerning the cmphasis given this
item. No difference existed between State E2 and Control 2.

Ttem 8: I feel that the objectives developeqjgpring AMA
training reflect the most serious and pressing
nceds of State Education.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This item was asked in the Experimental States during
Y2. Mo significant changes over time were found within
the states regarding the value of the objectives developed
but there werc significant differences between the states.
State E1 saw the objectives as being morc relevant than did
State E2. This difference became greater in the interval
between the two periods of guestioning. State El liked
the objectives developed more in the Spring of 1972 than
they had in Fall 1971; State E2 liked them less in the
Spring than they had during the previous Fall.

Item 9: As I see it, the operational priorities of the
objectives developed during A'A training are clear.

rall 1971 to Spring 1972

This item follows the same pattern as item 8 above.
Again, while no statistically significant differences over
time existed within the states, there were significant
differences between them. State El again saw the objectives
more favorably than did State E2 and this difference
increased with time. State El's reaction to this item was
growing more positive with time while State E2's was becom-
ing more negative. In other words, the staff in Statc E2
were more clearly comprébending the operational prioritics
demandcd by the objectives, while the personncl of State
E2 were becoming less clear.

Item 5: The goals of this organization are articulated.
*all 1779 to Spring 1971

This item shows no effect of training in State El
when compared with the Control although the States were
significantly different from each other if time is held
constant. E2 when compared with the Control shows differ-
ences as a result of training and betwecen the States.
Goals in E2 were significantly less clear after training
than they had been before it.
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Snring 1971 to Fall 1971

The degreec to which articulated goals were thought
to exist increased in all the states betwecen the Spring
and Fall of 1971. State Fl expcricnced a positive cffect
of training; it significantly increased its goal clarity
in relation to the Control State. State E2 also showed a
significant effect of training with its goals being more
articulated over time although it was not significantly
different from the Control, holding time constant.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The clarity of the goals in all the organizations
decreased over this period of time. No significant train-
ing effects were noted. There were significant differcnces
between State F1l and both Control States holding time
constant. El's goals were more articulated than either of
the Control States, but this did not change significantly
over time brtween E1l and either of the Control States.

State E2 and Control State 1 experionced a change
over time. Significant diffcrences over time did occur
but vith no significant change between tha States. State
E2 and Control 1 both were less clear regarding their goals,
with E2 decreasing at a fester rate. But Cl experienced
more instability than E2. No differences existed between
E2 and Control 2.

Fall 1570 to Spring 1272

) A comparison of the pre-training period with the
last intervention showed no significant training effects
in either Experimental State regarding the degree to which
goals were articulated within the organizations. State El
and Control 1 showed no significant differcnces over time
or in the degree of goal articulation experienced by each
state.

State E2 and Control 1 showed no change over time
concerning the degree to which these states saw their goals
as being articulated. The states significantly differed
freo each other at both points in time concerning the
emphasis given this item.

LB PPN TOPRIPELN
£ B G




DATA SUMMARY
Developmernt of
Organizational Objectives
and Priorities

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data P
Yp ‘ Positive No Megative

CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

Modify previously cestab-
lished objectives El E2

Identify and analyze
alternative courses of
action

Determine priorities

Do you feel that the
objectives developed as
a result of AMA training
reflect thc most serious
and pressing needs of
gtate education?

QUESTIONNAIRE

The goals of this c¢rgani-
zation are articulated.

Our goals are realistic
and attainable with our
best efforts.

The top priority objec-
tives o! state education
are clear to me.

I fcel that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing reflect the most seri-
ous and pressing needs of
state cducation.

As I see it, the opcration-
al priorities of the ob-
jectives developed during
AMA trairing are clear.
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Inalysis of these nine items indicates that overall
AMA training excrted negligible effect on how organization
members felt about their objectives and priorities.

The two cxceptions=--organizations wherc training
effects were found--involved content categories, and both
cascs were negative. The program did not modify E2
objectives (Item 1) ncarly so visibly as persons within
that organization had predicted before training. This
gap between promise and performance constituted a negative
training effect. The other exception refers to the deter-
mination of priorities (Item 3); both Experimcntal States
placed greater value on this voriable prior to training
than was given after training.

These findings, however, should be interpreted with
all of the caution appropriate to a research design which
does not include at least one control group.

None of the gucstionnaire items revealed any influ-
ence of the AMA program. It is interesting to note that
El thought more of thcir objectives and prioritics than
E2 during <very time poriod covered by these items; however,
these differences were relatively stable, indicating that
they were not attributablc to training. Those items that
refer specifically to thc MMA sharc with content data the
interpretive proklem inhercnt in the lack of a control group.

Despite this qualification, the rescarch team is
reasonably certain that the objectives and priorities of
the SED's which participated in the team planning process
werc largely unaffected by it.

AREA II: CAUSAL VARIABLES 8 THROUGH 13; SED'S

In this section, w2 examinc five training goals
(8-13) the AMA established for its program, the extent to
which they have been accomplished, and the attitudes of
the participants toward the goals. In the first part of
the discussion below, we cxamine expected results, actual
results, and the major issues raised by the implementation
of criteria 8-13. The sccond part includes a data display
and interprotation of cxpressed attitudes relevant to these
critecria.

Section 1l: Action

A. Expected Results

To better understand what AMA training accomplished
for the organizational planning process, we should first
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review AMA evaluation criteria 8-13.19 Review in this case
means listing and, where further explanations are neces-
sary, defining terms. The basic AMA definitions for these
terms have been used.

8. Made strategic action assignments;

Action Assignments: Authoritative allocation
of res onsigiIit to staff member(s) for
specifgc elenents of the plan, planning pro-

cess, or general administration of the
organization. This responsibility bccomes

part of his job description or overall defini-
tion of the responsfﬁigities of his position.
9. Defined standards of performance for key
administrators;

TS

Performance Standards: Statement of what
wIll result if starff member(s) properly dis-
charge an action assignment.

10. Specified task completion dates;

Task Completion Dates: Statement of when an
action assignment 1s expected to be completed.

11, Designed gggplementarg,planning cfforts;

Supplementary Planning Efforts: Supportive
acEivIEIes undertaken to promote the imple-
mentation of the planning process and the
plans themselves. These can include: in-
service training, planning guidelines, com-
munication of planning concepts throughout
the agency, etc.

12. Assigned responsibilities to subordinate units;

Responsibilities to Subordinate Units:
SuEEorIEaEIve allocation of responsibility
to an organizational unit for specific parts
of the plan or planning process.

13, Designed a methodolggx by which future performance
may be evaluated in relation to the performance
specified in the plan;

Evaluation !Mcthodology: FProcess by which
expected can be compared with actual results.

19%, 22. _C__Eo' PP. 4"5.
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B. A4ctual Results

Here, the question is, what has been done to satisfy
these criteria? As with the first seven goals, we are not
in a position to assess the relevance or accuracy of these
last six where actual behavior is at issue. Our concern is
whether written documents were developed, and what form
they tock. NAgain, we have summarized our findings on the
following chart, followed by an explanation of éach item.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS
SED LEVEL
MDA CRITERIM 8-13
FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Amount of Progress

No. Criteria Minimum Moderate Maximum

3. Made strategic action
assignments El E2

9. Defined standards of
performance for key
administrators El E2

10. Specified task complc-
tion dates El E2

11. Designed supplementary
planning =2fforts El,E2

12. Assigned responsibili-
ties to subordinate
units El,E2

13. Designed a methodology

: by which future perfor-
mance may be evaluated
in relation to the per-
formances specified in
the plan El,E2

Strategic action assignments (#8) and those criteria
closely connected with it (performance standards (#9) and
task complction dates (#10)) can be considered together.
Decidiry who should do what and when are interrelated
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elements of the planning process. These decisions arc
continuous and recur throughout the planning cycle; for
the purpose of evaluntion this process can be divided into
two phases.

The first phase occurred during and immediately
after training; it involves initial conceptualizations of
the planning process and their introduction into the organi-
zation. The second phase is longer term and assesses
responsibi%&ties for specific parts of the plans subsequently
developed.

Not much can be said about the first phase except
that it was largely accomplished. At this early stage,
efforts were tentative, preliminary and not susceptible to
rigorous judgment. Frequently, accomplishment at this phase
meant the gathering of intersession information or explana-
tion of planning concepts prior to the development of
departmental plans.

The second phase is intended to cextend over a longer
pariod; it is to scrve as the basis for quasi-permanent
apportionment of powers and duties within the organization.
after plans have been written, parts of them are given to
the appropriate division. Reading progress might be
assigned to instruction; music is referred to cultural arts,
etc. Each division in turn gives parts of its specific
program to staff within the division, "sub-parts" which
refer directly to NMA criteria 8-10.

Taken together, we can refer to them as "job
descriptions." Staff agree to adherc to formulations about
the position, its responsibilities, and what should be
accomplished by a specific date. Action assignments,
performance standards, and task completion dates form a
unit.

Actual second phase accomplishment varies with the
states. ESED #2 has heavily emphasized the production of
job descriptions; several divisions have them on paper.
ESED #1 has made little progress and still relies on "Request

for Position_Classification” forms which have been used for
. ‘many years.2l This by no means implies that one state has

donc better than the other in respect to job descriptions;

ZOAn examplc of a first phase assignment might be
to gather feedback from agency personnel on a reading
objective. If the objective is approved, implemented and
given to a particulatr unit or individual for attainment,
it is characteristic of the second phase.

2lporm PD-118 (Revised 8-62).
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it does reflect different approaches to the devclopment ‘
of organizational planning however. In both states intarnal }
priorities werc established regarding the development of a

planning system. ESED {1 concentrated on the development

of a Plan for Planning while ESED #2 developed job descrip-

tions. The results of following these different approaches

may have implications for the implementation of planning

which we discuss in the Emerging Issues section of this

chapter.

In any cvent, since our assignment is to evaluate
what has been accomplished we intend to examine documents
Wwritten in both states pertinent to criteria 8-13. For
this purpose we have adapted scveral AMA "Rules for Develop-
ing Standards"22 and applied them to selected job descrip-
tions. These criteria are:

1. CLARITY: Clear statements of:
1.1 action assignments
(responsibilities given)
1.2 performance standards
(results expected)

2. MEASURABLE: 2.1 cxpressed in measurable terms
2.2 task completion dates

3. STRUCTURED: Set up in approved form:

3.1 position title and organi-
zational unit

3.2 purpose of position/general
responsibilities

3.3 assignments directly com-
pared with performance
standerds

Both states submitted samples of what they charac-
terized as their lztest job descriptions. ESED #2's
covercd most of thdir executive staff; ESED #1 scattered
its exhibits across several organizational levels.

22James L. Hayes, "Selecting, Appraising, and

Developing Top lManagement Personnel,” in Top Management
Briefing Manual, The President's Association, The American
Management Association.
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ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED JOB DESCRIPTIONS

CRITERIA

ESED #1

ESED %2

(1) CLARITY

1.1 Action
Assignments

1.2 Perfor-
mance
Standards

(2) MEASURABLE

2.1 Measurable
Terms

2.2 Task
Completion
Dates

(3) STRUCTURED

3.1 Position
Title and
Organs.za~
tionali Unit

3.2 Purpose
of Position/
General
Responsibili-
ties

3.3 Ahssign-
ments dir-
ectly com-
pared with
Pcrformance
Standards

FPound on 2 points on
standardized form:
under "Explanation”
(of posgition) and
"pescription of Work,"
which is redundant.
Reasonably clear and
understandable.

Performance standards
arc not explicit.

Action assignments
expressed in general
terms; performance
standards not
explicit.

Mone

Present

Present; under
"Explanation" and
"Description of
Work."

No performance
standards with which
to compare action
assignments.

Most appear to be con=-
sise and understandable
statements of position
responsibilities; con-
sist of short sentences
or sentence fragments
in series; presented

as a unit.

Some do not contain
performance standards;
but most do. Expressed
in terms of tasks to be
completed rather than -
ultimate impact on
students.

Good overall with some’
overgeneralized. Many
performance standards
contain % attainment
figures.

Inserted where
appropriate.

Present

Present; under those
titles.

Directly compared;
assignments are on one
side of the page; per-
formance standards

are on the other.
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The supplementary planning efforts goal is a catch-all,
as supportive activities often are. The activities needed to
introduce and implement a planning system are myriad and
not easily categorized. Everything could be busywork or it
could be vital to the survival of the system. One can never
be certain of the importance of supplementary planning until
the end result variables are analyzed and evaluated. Sup-
plementary planning efforts are input oriented; final assess-
ments must be postponed until outguE is examined.

But supplementary planning efforts are essential to
fuel the planning system and keep it going. Using organi-
zational reports, we can list some activities begun to
supplement planning since the training ended.23 what has
been done is considerable, in both states. Whether these
activities are "good" or "bad" is a question which cannot be
answered within the confines of this evaluation. Indirect
evidence, however, will be provided when we lock at what
overall planning has accomplished with the assistance of
these supplementary efforts.

Inventory of Supplementary Planning Efforts

ESED #1

Educational Planning Studies

1. studenc unrest

2. legislative priorities

3. educational change survey

4, barriers to educational change

5. attitudes of students toward those of an opposite race

6. 53 experimental programs to improve classroom instruc-
tion and school administration

7. 8 cxperimental programs in career ceducation

8. sgtatewide needs assessment

In-Service Training

1. 14 orientation and training programs within the SED
including a three-day planning conference for all
professional personnel in program services to develop spe-
cific objectives for the 1971-72 school Yyear.

2. orientation and training sessions for LEA's including:

23The major documents utilized to survey supplementary
planning efforts included Open-Ended Questionnaires completed
by the chief planning officers in each state. In addition
memoranda concerning AMA planning were examinad; in particular:
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A, 1971 summer Conference for all local superinten-
dents and assistant superintendents in the state
(approximately 300) to develop management concepts
and practices.

B. 15 superintendents' districts have been allocated
staff development funds and are conducting manage-
ment seminars.

C. 3 projects for 25 LEA's in management and leader-
ship development have been funded by the state
board of aducation with funds appropriated by the
General Assembly,

D. Title III ESEA grant is being implemented, provid-
ing opportunities for developing management and
leadership skills in 8 school systems.

E. Award of a USOE grant to train 6 trainers who in
turn will help develop planning competence and
plans in all 152 LEA's.‘

Planning Guidelines

A
1. Plan for glaggingz'
2. Handbook for Planning25

Miscellaneous

1, 1leadecrship school for sccondary school pupils
2. drafting of plan for accountability

ESED #2

Educational Planning Studies

l. early childhood education
2. reading for 12 year olds
3. human reclationships in the schools

ESED #2 State Superintendent, "Memo to Professional Person-
nel: Strengthening the Department® (3 Nov. 1971); and

ESED #1 Assistant Superintendent, "Memo on the Status of
SEI. & LEA Participation with American Management Association”
(14 Oct. 1971).

24
1971).

25State Education Agency, A Handbook for Planning:
Elementary and Secondary Education” (July, 1971).

State Education Agency, A Plan for Planning (March,




TR

143

4. statewide nceds assessment (in progress)

5. work on management information system (MIS) plan and
approach

6. state evaluation strategy

7. task forces working on specific planning problems

In-Service Training

1. man?gement and planning seminar for the 2 experimental
LEA's

2. one half-day orientation session for thc Burcaus of
Educational Programs and Administrative Scrvices

3. two-day programs for cach burcau on management practices
with specific emphasis on position descriptions and
performance standards

Planning Guidelines
26

None recent

Miscellaneous

1. management by objectives (MBO) regulation with depart-
ment wide planning procedures is under rceview

2. planning and budgcting schedules and procedures have
been established for developing budget. FY74 budget
will not have substantial amount of new information based
on AMA planning format as this crosswalk has bcen post-
poned.

3. drafting and passage of accountahility lcgislation.27

To somc extent, responsibilities have been assigned
to subordinate units in the two experimental states. Both
have re-emphasized the role of their planning units by adé-
ing additional staff and providing morc money.

Some reorganization has also occurrcd. ESED #2 has
developed an cxacutive council composed of the superintendent,
deputy superintendent, the two associate superintcendents,
and the coordinator of planning (as an observer/adviser).

This group oversees the entire agency on a consultative
basis. The agency has been organized into two bureaus:
Educational Programs and Administrative Services, with its
own council.

261n 1970, a Planning Council within ESED #2 came
up with "A Design for Comprchensive Planning® (13 March 1970)
but it was never really implemented within the agency. The
reason given for this lack of attention was that it was too
advanced for its time and was beyond the Planning competencies
of most of the members of the department at that time.

27Public School Laws of ( ), Article 77, Section 284,
"Educational Accountability."
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ESED #1 has rcorganized itself into six broad areas
of responsibility with an assistant supzarintendent over
cach. ‘These persons, plus the state superintendent, form
the executive staff of thc department. At least on a formal,
structural basis, both states have stressed the management
team as the locus of decisionmaking.

The evaluation system is probably thc weakest planning
link in both states. Without a completed nceds assessment,
there is little baseline data on which to compare educational
programs over time. This will become clearer in the .attie-
tudinal data displays, wherein organizational members were
asked to state what specific methods they uscd to measure
whether their continuing and specific objecctives were being
achieved. Wwhile work is going forward in both states, ESED
#2 probably has worked more assiduously to "design a
methodology by which future performance may be evaluated in
relation to performance specified in the plan."28

C. Emerging Issues

Many of the issues discussed in reference to criteria
1-7 also apply here. But there are additional questions
which have special relevance to this section. 2s in th:
preceding section, note of these comments and criticisms
does not necessarily mean that the research team agrees with
them. We are reporting what scem to us significant issucs
that were raised about these criteria.

l., Job Descriptions & Plans: A Question of Timing

We have already indicated that one of the reasons
for the difference in %SED #1 and #2's comparative work on
job descriptions was that ESED #2 more heavily emphasized
defining positions and delineating responsibilitiocs than on
finalizing their plans. fThe reverse is true in ESED #1;
plans were made first and they are only now detailing agency-
wide action assignments and performance standards.

We just haven't gotten around to it.
We put all the planning ducks in a
row and decided to take a pot shot at
the plans first and save performance
standards until later. I guess we
could have nailed down standards but

28See for example: "Report of Federal Financial
Assistance and Application for Continued Funding for the
Planning and Evaluation of Educational Programs" (Section 402,
General Education Provisions Act, Section A-3, Attachment #1)."




we figured it would make more sense
. « « to decide on what we're going
to do before deciding who's going to
do it.29

ESED #2 has spent much time in conferences, task forces,
and other meetings going over job descriptions for executive
and professional staff. Their feeling was that it would be
more logical to carefully define what everyone is now
responsible for before going on to decide what they will be
responsible for under a new plan. Tightening up divisional
lines would define the boundaries within which personnel
could plan.

Some personnel think this is a worthwhile approach.
Others are not so sure. They argue that the sessions
devoted to job description writing were a waste of time,
straitjacketed all participants, and, given the lack of a
related plan, were artificial.

2. Guidelines for Planning

An important part of the nMA planning process is the
development of guidelines for planning, i.c., a "blueprint”
which teaches departmental personnel how to construct a plan.

ESED #1 went to work immediately after training and
developed standardized planning procedures and definitions
for usc throughout the department. Many persons consider
them useful and they arc a clear statement of how to go
about agency planning.

ESED #2 postponed formal attention to planning
guidelines ard is now getting around to setting up an
"informal task force to answer two questions which the
exccutive council posed: (1) What is the department's plan?
and (2) How do you get it? We've come up with two or three
alternative models, and a list of standard questions that
have to be answered, a planning road map if you will."3
Planning personnel do not see this delay as a shortcoming;
instead they see it simply as "the next step in a continuing
cvaluation of the planning process for the department."31

Some managers, however, feel that they need some
written direction, esvecially the managers whose AMA train-
ing was minimal.

29

Executive Staff, ESED #1.

30pyecutive Staff, ESED #2.

iy 1, dp i %o

311pia.

ot e 3




146

I'd like to sec us gct something that

is neat, clean, brief that everybody

has that says "This is what you do."
Nobody knows what to do now; it's too
complicated. But anyway, if somchow

the office of planning could comc down
with something that's a real nca

package of "What do I do?" it'd be
great. That's what people are looking
for. They have to get their hooks

into something, and thcy don't know where
to hook into, and that's got to comc
pretty soon or the whole spirit there is
about planning is going to fade.

To be sure, planning pcrsonncl have conducted numerous
in-service, training scssions about planning. “hen pcople
leave the session, they scem to think themsclves ill-~
equipped to begin planning on their own. This problem
should abate as ESED #2 decvelops its own plan for planning.

Section 2: Attitudinal pata

The data presented in this secticn are organized as
follows:

A. Mobilization of Organizational Plenning
l. Operational Impact of Organizational
Planning
2. Role of Planning Unit ,
3. Development of Fvaluation T-chniques

B. Top Management Support for Planning -
C. Crcdibility of thoe Planning Proccss

The data prescnted under Mobilization of Organiza-
tional Planning pertain to the 7Mi's training goals eight
through 13. These itocms relate specifically to the opera-
tionalization of planning in the experimcntal agencies
which the AlA training goals imply.

In addition, w¢ have also presentcd data
indirectly related to the AMA's training goals but
directly related to thc cstablishment and achicvement of
thesc goals. Top 'lanagement support for planning and
the cstablishment of a credible planning process are
viewed herc as esscntial causal variables. The degree to
which these variables exhibit change indicates the

324744,
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of fectivencss or lack of effect of thc training. These
variables should also foreshadow thc course of future
planning deveclopments within these organizations.

A. Mobilization of Organizational Planning

We have divided this sub-category into three parts,
cach explained scparately.

1. Operational Impact of Organizatioral Planning

The ten items presented here concern the assignment
of responsibilities and the development of performance
standards essential to any organizational planning effort.

The first six items are content analysis categories.
Becausc the first three items are content categories of
the same interview ¢ .tstion, the comments apply to all
threc. The same is true of the next two items. The last
four items are taken from the questionnaire.

1. Define standards of performance for
key administrators

2., Spccify task completion dates and action
assignments

3. Assign responsibilities to subordinate units

Interview Question: What do you think vou
will obtain (have obtained) from the
AMA's trainin_ program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum valuc.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.
States: FEl and E2 only.

4., Need for Performance Standards

Intervicw Question: Have performancc
standards been c¢stablished for your
subordinates pased on the objectives
in your division plan?

Range of Scale Possibilities: Extent of Use:
(1) nonc at all to (7) definitely.
Necd for: (1) no valuc - should not
be used at all to (7) should bhe used
much more.
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5.

6.

Points of Time: T4.

States: E1l, E2, Cl.

Performance Standards - Extent of Use

Existence of Performance Reviews

Intcrview Question: Do you have regular
performance reviews with your subor-
dinates?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) still not
used to (7) regular performance reviews
helad.

Points of Time: T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire items are:

7.

10.

My organization's policy statements are clear.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

My organization's performance standards are
understood.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

Good ways are uscd to let me know how I can
improve my performance.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

7 qﬁderstand what results must be produced to
ac’ Teve the stated objectives of this organi-

zacion,

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 1 : Define standards of performance for key administrators

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
El & E2 El & EZ El & E2 El & E2
N N N N N N N N
2 2 9 5 3 6 6 9

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H=0.600 H= 0.360 H=1.066 F= 0,003

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.644 P=0.028 | P=0.198 P=0.104
Sig.: NS Si£o= 005 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
E & E, E, § E,
N N N N
2 6 2 9

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H=1.777 H=0.630

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000095 P=0.000001

Sig.= .001 Sig.= .001
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Item 2: Specify task completion dates and action assignments

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 } Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El § E2 El § . E2 El & E2 El & E2
N N N N N N N N
> 1 3 9 8 3 5 6 4
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 1.800 H=0.750 H=0.200 H= 3.681
{ Sig,= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P=0.316 P=0.702 P=0.506 P=0.152
sig.s NS sig.= NS sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Fall 1970 to Sprin 7
Ey § Ey E2 & £y
N N N N
1 6 3 4
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H=1.5625 H=3,1250

Si NS _ Sig.= NS
~ Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000001 P=0.078

Sig.= .001 Sig.= NS
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' Item 3 :Assign responsibilities to subordinate units

Fall, 1970 ~Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El & E2 El & E2 El & E2 El & E2
\ N N N N N N N N
i’ 2 3 6 4 7 8 7 9

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0,083 H=1.136 H=0.000 H= 2,042
{

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Binomial Test of Proportions

’ P=0.780 P=0.386 P=0.872 P=0.450

Sig.=NS Sig,= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E, § E, E, & E,
N N N N
2 7 3 9

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H=2,142 H= 4,521

qig - NS Sigo; 105
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000005 P= 0.000001

Sig.= .001 Sig.= .001
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Item 4 Need for Performance

Item 5 Performance Standards -

Standards. Extent of Use.
Spring, 197 Spring, 197
N N N N N ‘N
9 11 \ 10 11 7 10
KXruskal
H=0.831 H= 0.600 H=0.609

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test ofl?mnnxnﬂuup
P=1.000 |P=1.000 |[=1.000 P=0,000 | P=1.000 | P=0.000
001
Sig.= NS |Sig.= NS .gig,= NS Sig.=.001| Sig.= NS Sig.=. 001

Item 6 Existence of Performance Reviews

Spring, 1972

E1 & Cl E2 & C1 El & EZ
N N N N N N
9 11 10 11 9 10
Kruskgl-
H=7,274 H=0, 209 H= 3,081
5ig.=.01 |Sig.= NS |Sig.= NS
Binomial T Proportions

P=1.000 |P=1.000 |P=1.000
Sig.= NS

Sig.= NS |Sig.=NS




SN SLT®0 Moy Z# J35 [O1700 wuz
SN 920°2 10 2 #04S TeiusutIsdaxy
TO0  JOVE "€¢C T0° 9¢L 9 T00 " LST°T —__T¥ 095 [OXIUCH7R
SN [TLv-¢ SN 15.°2 SN TL0°T 107 403s Teausutxadxyg
TOO* v68°¢C1 MO Z4 Q3S T10IIUCH/M
SN 0GL'0 10| T1#Q3S TeIUSWTIadXT
SN _[6T0°0 SN Gl6'¢ SN L9270 SN 990°0 # JZS TOoIIUO)/M
SN 1616 ¢ SN vvC 0 SN €8T T SN €0c T [ 100 1403s Teiusurxadxg
JTUSTY T TITUBTS d TFTUSTS 3 “FTUSIS 3

Yp s 1y 'Ly % £ 5 & 2y 3 Iy souBTIEA
o ) Jo stsAteuy Ley om]
n |

a »02Z 52 6LT €91 Ie10L
8vEe°T] 6e¥°v )} 991999°T] 909°% 19 Z#ads Hmww”mu
0L 1] c18°v1 65 JooT 1l ci6 v 1Lo|zee-"1] 862°S | ¢s]eTT 1] 005°S | 99 memm_wz&mu
Ty T 0tc b 1 6¢ [poz 1| vvo v |S¥ [8LE 1] 020 v | 1G|ego 1| tez v | 65 &#03S Teausuitaocxy
T81 1] 00Z°'S 0V ILS2 T | 9L1°G |89 [6ev-T| 662°S | tL|Lbs 1| 2€T1°G | 8| T#ads TelusutIadxg

as X N as . X N as X N as X N
2 IS A A 1l
ZL61 ‘3utads TL6T ‘11Ed 1,61 ‘3utads 0L6T ‘T1®d
7 Wl

Q

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

r




154

. 069 'S Moy~ C# 0I5 [OXITUO)/M
mm VoE 1 “T07 z4#a3s Teiuswriadxgy
T00° p9s°8z| 7100° Tv8 ¢ T00° | 116°ve T00° S00°¢ ¥
T00° E62 1€ SN 950°0 SN 961°¢ 100" ZL9°GY Z403s Tejusurzadxg
SN EvE"T Z# Q39S TOIUOD/M
SN vIL 0 1#03S Teausuraadxg
SN p1c 0 SN c90°0 SN 4 20d¢) T0° ovv "L 7 0I5 [oX3u0
. 86°6¢ SN 592°0 TO0" | 968°ZT SN €00°0 | 14039S Teluswrzadxy
FTasTS d TITUITS d TFTUSTS d “FTUsIS 3
by oy 1y v, £y £ 3 & 2y 31 aouetIEA
Jo stsAreuy Aeyq om],
{
€02 ive 98T 29T Teaol

vez 1| ctL-e] 99 leze 1] 0S8°€ [ 19 _ mzwm ﬂwwmmw

,Lﬁ 2S1-v| 65 [oev-1] vor-p | c9]coe 7| 8eLp[T9 1206 0 pzy-clog qas Toausntaadx
90% 1 _0Se-€| ov |062-1| 88V € | Sy|vep-T| evp-eles | vEI-U oogrvfoo | ST s
G0t 1 <LGL v| 8¢ |LcL T] 9S0°v | 89| 9sv 1| zZee°w|tL | ELe” 06z°s|9g | T#@ds TeuswrIadxy

as X N X N as X N as X N
2 €1 Z1 TL
ZL61 ‘Butads TL61 ‘1Ted 1,61 ‘3utads 0L61 ‘TTed
5~ well

IC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Q

r



155

SN T8E"€ “MO 77 Q33 10XTUO)/ !
SN 80T°0 10 Z4a3ds —,mucoe.wnomxm
00" | 626G LT 10" 8L 0L 10" 69L°6 TOO - 987 "L1 | ~oq T# 095 Hauuqamuvw
SN | ove 1 SN 8LE O SN 605°0 G0 /S0°9 Em Z#0ds Tejuswtaadxg
10° €ve 0T MO Z# Q@3S T10I3U0)/M
SN L6000 ) 7o T12a3s Te3usutrxadxz
SN CL8°0 SN 6C9 ¢t S0 68G ' 9 SN 06T -z | P9 1# a35 [oI3uc)/k
S YO B A 2 ¥ SN 89¢ 0 SN 5600 0" 69c p | 10) 1#a3s Tejusurxadxd
TTUSYS J "ITU3TS 1 “FTUSTS 1 “FTUsIS ]

AR T 4] vy o £ €. 3 %1 2y 3 Iy asuetIEA
Jo stsATeuy Aep om],
1

50z 19z mﬁ_ ¥9T re10l
971 696°¢] 99 |19 °T] ¥E€6°€ JI9 Z#ads TOIIUOD
£z5 11 00¢ %] 09 |84G°1] 6vI v |9 [89L°0 St p|¥9]88G T LOL'P]GI [40ds Hoﬁmo,u
0cc T S19-¢] 6¢ |TLv 1| Tts-efsy | tie 4§ 9ve-€les|eT9"T} 999 €409 ¢#Q3S TEIUSUTIANXY
69t 1 0co°p| 0v [62G 1| 8GG v |89 |cve g GLs v|eL[6cc’T tv. 5l 66| 1#a3s Terusurzadxy

as X N as X N as X N as X N
28 Tl ZL Tl
2L6T ‘Butads TL6T ‘T1ed 1,61 ‘Butads 0L6T ‘TT®d
*Souewiogaad °
Xw oAOIAWT UBD T MOY MOUY au 33T O3 pIasn aa1e sKkem pooo 6 w3l

Q

IC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

r




TR

156

Item 10 I understand what results must be
produced to achieve the stated

-5bjectives of this organization.

et ———
{4 Fall, 1971 . Spring, 1972
T, T,
N X SD N X D
Experimental SED#1 | 68] 5,397 51.457 [ 40 }5.075 ] 1.163
Experimentsl SED#2 | 45| 4.688 N1.427 1 40 | 4.325 | 1.456
Control SED #1 671 4.955 [1.353 ] 60 4,800 1.493
Control SED #2 61] 4.803 [1.661 165 [ 4.615 | 1.270
Total 241 205
A —,
Two Way Analysis of '1'3 § T4
Variance
: - F Signif, |

Experimental SED #1 [col.]l 1.649 NS
W/Control SED #1 ow 3.720 NS

Experimental SED #1 [Col.] 7.693 .01
w/Control SED # 2 oW 1.802 NS

Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 1.673 NS
w/Control SED #1 oW 3.413 NS

Experimental SED #2 |Col.] 1.807 NS
w/Contyol SED #2 ow 0.972 . NS
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Analysis of items 1, 2, and 3 reveals no change
between the Experimental States sustained during the
period Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972. 1In only one case did
on2 item gain significantly greater emphasis over time
within a State; E2's top managers adopted Item #3, assign-
ing more responsibilities to subordinate units in the
Spring of 1972 than they did before training.

Within all states, with one exception, a significant
increase appeared in the number of top managers who men-
tioned that the AMA training goals were obtained as a
result of training. While E2 would be judged to have
shown no effect of training on Item #2, specifying task
completion dates and action assignments, all other items
indicate positive effects of training.

The next three items assess the use of performance
standards and reviews in the experimental organizations.

Item #4, concerning the need for performance
standards shows that the top managers of the Experimental
and Control States all consider performance standards
important. Item #5, indicates more widespread use of
performance standards in both the Control and State E2
than in State El. This finding corrcsponds with our ecarlier
finding that job Gescriptions were more widely used in E2
than in El.

Actual performance revicws are given greater
emphasis in El1 than in the Control as indicated in Item #6,
but no significant differences exist on this point between
States El1 and E2.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The seventh item in this section, My organization's
policy statements are clear, showed no significant differ-
ences 1in the El comparison either over timc or holding
time constant. 1In short, no differences between the States
and no effect of training were shown. The E2 comparison
indicated significant differences which were attributable
to training and were produced by a positive effect in
State E2; when time was held constant, no difference
existed between these States.

Item #7: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The AMA program had no effect in either State dur-
ing this period. We found no statistical difference in
how Fl or Cl perccived their organization's policy state-
ments; neither did an analysis of changes between Spring
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and Fall 1971 yield any real changes. Policy statements
were definitely clearer in C1 than in E2, even though Cl1
showed a minor decrease while E2's understanding rose
slightly. Thesc¢ negligible changes were not sufficient
to produce T2-T3 differences of any significance.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

There were also no effects of aMp training during
T3-T4. An increcase in F1's perception of statement
clarity can be compared with a corresponding decrease in
€2 to produce a significant difference between them hut
ncither changad sufficiently over time to conclude that
training had any impact. E2 and Cl remained essentially
static betwecn Fall 1271 and Spring 1972 although a
difference still existed between the States--Cl continued
to consider its nolicy statcments more understandable
than did E2,

Item #7: Fall 1979 to Spring 1972

Examining organizational policy statements, we found
that El and E2 did not change significantly between Fall
1970 and Svring 1972. A slight increase was rccorded in
El while E2 stayed at approximately the same level. No
differcnce existed between F1 and Cl1 but continuecd for F2
and Cl; E2 still thought less of what their organization
wrote than Cl thought of thcir documents. Taking a com-
bined Y1-Y2 perspective, then, we conclude that the AT
training program had no effcct on the clarity of zither
Fl or E2's policy statcments.

Item #8: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #8, My organization's performance standards
are understood, showed no effocts attrihuteblec to teaining
in E1 from Fall 1270 to Spring 1971. The States differed,
however, in that the Experimental State verccived its
performance standards as better understood than was the
cagse in the Control State. state P2 evidenced training
effccts and proved to be different from the Control. In
this case, however, the effect of training was to reduce
the extent to which performance standards weore understood.
The differences between the States was that the Control
Statc perceived that their standards werc hetter understood
than those of Fxperimental State E2.
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Item #8: Spring 1271 to Fall 1971

A look at ©£2 during this period indicatcs that,
while they continued to understand their performance
standards much less than Cl, no significant chandge
occurred within the Statc. Therefore F2 was not affected
by the MA program in terms of this asvect of performance
standards. Something different occurred in Fl, where the
organization changed significantly between Snring and Fall
1971, showing a net reduction of comprchension of current
standards of performance. Because El's understanding was
declining faster than the Control Statc's, as well as being
more unstable, a negative effect of AMA training was
revealed.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El stabilized between T3 and T4, showing no internal

chang2 or external differences with cither Cl or C2. Under- 3
standing of performance standards remained about the same i
in E2 also although it was still lowcr than in Cl as well é?

as, for the first time, C2. Since no State changcd between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, we concluded that AMA training
had no impact on El or E2.

Item #8: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An evaluation of what effect, if any, thc AMA
training program exerted on E1/E2 understanding of perfor-
mance standards depends on a direct comparison between data
gathered before training began (Fall 1970) and data
gathered after training had ended (Spring 1972). 1In this
way we can determine if effects ohscrved during interim
periods were permanent or temporary. As far as El is
concerned any negative effocts attributed to AlMA training
were temporary. Whilc there was an overall decline in
how much this organization knew about its performance
standards, El1 did not declinc as fast as Cl; no significant
difference existed between them. Thorcefore, a slight
positive cffect can he credited to A%, training in El.

It is also clear that thc negative impact originally
indicated T1-T2 for E2 faded with timc. While E2 began
and ended lower than any other State and cven dropped on
a Tl-T4 comparison, this drop was rot so sevcre as the
decline in Cl nor was it so unstable. Yo can show a
positive effect of AMA training of E2's understanding of
performance standards.
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Item #9: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Training had a positive cffect on E1/E2 opinions
of the extent to which Good ways arc used to let me know
how I can improve my performance during this initial
period. To be sure, in comparison to E2 better ways wers2
characteristic of Cl both before and after training. El1
remz2ined higher than either E2 or ¢l. But an analysis of
how they changed over time reveals that Cl1 declined more
sharply than did ¥l or E2 between Fall 1970 and Spring
1971. Assuning that without AMA training the Fxperimental

States would have experienced a similar rate of decline,
we attribute positive cffects to El and E2.

Item #9: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Therc were statistical differcences between C1 and
E1/E2 throughout this pcriod; these differences consisted
in Cl continuing to feel more rositive than did E2 about
its means of showing organization members how they might
improve performance; but Cl remained more critical of
themselves than did El. Neither E1l or E2 expe: ienced any
significant change as a result of AMA training.

Item #9: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This comparison adds C2 to our analysis and strengthens
our conclusion that performance-related communication was
not incrcased as a result of AMA training betwecn Fall 1971
and Spring 1972. E1 and Cl showed greater approval of
their ways to transmit information on individual performance
than did C2 or E2. But looking at C1/Cl, E1/c2, E2/Cl, and
E2/C2 over time, no significant changes are shown in El or
E2.

Item $#9: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

AMA training had no overall impact on the wavs in
which performance data was communicated in El or E2.
Neither Experimental State significantly changed its self-
appraisal on this issue betwecen Fall 1970 (before training)
and Spring 1972 (a year after training had ended). There
remained a significant difference between E2 and Cl but
this is not relevant to analyzing training effecets unless
some change was also registered over time within the States.

Item #10: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Analysis of Item #10, I understand what results nust

be groduced to achicve the stated oEjectives of this organi-
zation 1s confined to T3 and T4 although 3.t includes four
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states: 2 Experimental States and 2 Control States. The
only significant comparison involves E1 and C2 between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, and it raveals a significant
change over time. A4An understanding of what results must
be produced has dropped in both States. However, this
change is too weak to produce any important differences
between E1 and C2.

DATA SUMMARY

Mobilization of
Organiza~ional Planning

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972 MPACT OF TRAINING

1 Type of Data Positive No Megative
Item CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

TR

.
¢

1 Define standards of per-
formance for key admin-
istrators - El,E2

2 Specify task completion
dates and action assigun-~

ment.s El,E2
3 Assign responsibilities

to supordinate units E2 Fl
4 ©Need for Performance

Standards Insufficient
5 Performance Standards-- data (T4 only)

Extent of Use
6 Existence of Performance

on which to base
a response.

Reviews
QUESTIONNAIRE
7 My organization's policy
statements arn clear. El,E2

8 My organization's perfor-~
mance standcords cre
understood. El,E2

9 Good waye are used to let
me kaow how I can .mprove
my performance. El,E2

10 I understand what results
must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of )
this organization. . E2 El

b ek E S 2
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There were several c¢ffects of training on the mobili-
zation of organizational planning. One was negative; thrce
were positive; ten comparisons showed no ecffect. Under-
standing of expected results (Item £10) declined more
severely in El than it did in one of the Control States
against which this Experimental State was compared. E2
assigned responsibilities (Item #3) and comprehended ite
performance standards (Iten #8) better as a result of train-
ing. While E1 did not improvc its assignment process,
the staff knew more about their standards of performance.

Training did not alter existing differences between
the States, however. When questionnaire items are examined,
El appears most effective in planning mobilization while
E2 was least effective; in fact E2 was less effective than
the Control State which had recently entered the AR program.
These relative standings arc not consequences of training;
they were the samc before and after training.

Throughout the periods covered by this evaluation,
the extent to which performance standards and expected
results were understood declined in both Experimencal States.
On the other hand, the cl:~ity of policy statements and
means of communicating how to improve performance remained
comparatively stable between th: Fall of 1970 and the
Spring of 1972.

The absence of data is due to the previously men-
tioned fact that Items #4-6 were administered in T4 only
and thus we have insufficient data to attribute training
cffects to A\MA. We zan say that performance standards scem
to be more fully developed in El1 than in Cl during the
Spring of 1972. Whether this was one ecffcct of spending
several wecks in Hamilton is uncertain.

But data on the other items was sufficient for the
research team to assess the impact of the program. On the
basis of this evidence, we conclude that training had no
effect on most of the variablce associated with the
mobilization of organizational planning.
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2. Role of the Planning Unit

The seven items presented here address the specific
activities of the planning units established in both
Experimental States prior to AMA training. The items are
also conceptually related to the AMA training goal of
nurturing supplementary planning efforts. The first six
items are content categories of the same interview question,
the lact item appeared in the questionnaire.

1. Awarcness of neced to evaluate our programs

2. Availanle to answer pPlanning questions

3. Writing guidelines for plan development

4, Reviewing and refining plans

5. Provides leadecrship in the implementation
of planning

6. Provides in-service training in planning

Interview Question: How has the planning
unit helped you to plan?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no help
to (7) great help

Points of Time: '3, T4.

States: E1, E2.

The Questionnaire item is:

7. The planning unit has been helpfui to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4.




Item 1 Role of Planning Unit - Awareness
of need to evaluate our programs.,

__Fall 1071 | Spring, 1972 |
E, & E, E, & E,
N N N N
0 0 2 3
Kruskal;ﬂillis_nne=ﬂa¥_Anal¥sJLJnLuTriance
H= 0,000 H= 0.750
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
_Binomial Test of Praportiaons
P= 0.000 p= 0.924
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Fall, 1971 _to Spripg. 197p
B & E E} & E
N N N N
1 2 0 3
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 1,500 H= 0.000
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0.068 p= 0.000
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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to “nswer planning questions.

|
]
’ Item 2 Role of Planning Unit - Availgble
l

E, § E, E, & E,
N
? N N N
6 7 8 9
Kruskal= rAnalxﬁdeuLMariénce
{ H= 4.591 H=7.787 .
1
Sig.= .05 | sig.= .01
P= 0.924 P=n.774
Sig.= Ng Sig.= NS
Fall, 1971 to Spring. mz'f
i
El & E2 E1 & EZ
N I N N N
6 | 8 7 9
Kruskatl- i = riance
H=0.600 H= 3.050
'Sig.= NS Sig- NS
.Binamial:nuu;Jszznnn:xinns,
P=0.026 P= 0.028
Sig.= .05 Sig.= - 05

o L e
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Role

of Plannin
for plan development.

_Fall 1971 1 Spring, 1972 |
N N N N
6 3 6 4
Kmskay;ﬁillié_thWaﬁFAnast_nf_\lqriance
H= 3.266 H= 6.545
Sig.= NS Sig.= .02

B. . ] :E EE N
P: 0.038 P: 0.152

Kruskal

Sig.= NS

Sig.= NS

—

Fall, 1971  to Spring, 197P
El & E, E; & E,
N N N N
6 6 3 4
-wmw~iance
H= 0. 006 H= 4.500
| sig.= NS sig.= -05
_Bi i t_of Proportions
P= 0.377 P= 0.150
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Item 4 Role of Planning Unit ~ Reviewing
and refining plans.

| SoLi 1972
E, § E E, § E,
N N N N
1 5 6
Kruskal- = rAna.l.)m.s..nf_!l.nriance
H=0.085 H= 4.033
Sig.= NS Sig.=.05
Sig.= .001 | Sig.= NS

| Fall, 1971 ;z..inxmz._xzz]f
El & EZ El & EZ
N N N N
1 5 5 6
Kruskal-rﬂﬂllis_ﬂnﬁzmw'iance
H= 0.771 l'l= 0.675 b
Lsig.= Ns Sig,s NS
Binors -
Sig.= .001 | sig.= NS




169

Item 5 Role of Planning Unit - Provides

leadership in the implementation
of pianning.

__Fall 1971 Spring,. 1972

E, & E E; & Ep

TNTA
4
2
2

Kruskal riance
1 H= 1,408 H=3.487
Sig.= NS i Sig.= NS
+ of Prnpnrtinnc
p= 0.964 p=0.098
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall, 1971 to Spring, 19
El & E2 E1 & E2
N N N N
5 7 6 5
Kruskal- i = Jhnilxsis_cuidbﬂ~iance
H= 1.114 H= 2.408
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Pro, ortions
P= 0.3141 P= 0.366
Sig.= NS Sig.=NS




Role of Planning Unit - Provides

in-service training in planning.

L_Eall__1971 SnrinaY 1972
N N N N
3 4 2 2

Kruskalfmus_ﬂnuﬂaxﬁnﬂu.i_nf_napiance
H= 1.125 H= 2.400

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial T D -
P= 0.964 P= 0.678
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
| Fall, 1971 to Soring, 197p
Ex & E, E, & E,
N N N N
3 2 4 2
Kruskal-Wallis QOne-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 0.750 H=3.428
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS ]
Binomial T = p -
P= 0.377 P= 0.167
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS




The planning unit has been helpful
to me.

{ Fa11, 1971 Spring, 1972

SD
Experimental SED#1 |68 | 4.867 }1.930 1.323

N

38 631
Experimental SED#2 [45 [ 3.644 [1.734[ 40 750 [1.497

53 849

64 3

Control SED #1 67 13,746 [1.778 1.472 |
Control SED #2 61 [ 3.737 11.731 1.466

Two Way Analysis of T, &§T
Variance

S F ignif
Experimental SED #1 ko1.] 0,082 NS
W/Control StD #1 ow | 16.908 .001
Experimental SED #1 {Col.] 0.712 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow | 23.185 .001
Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 0.198 NS
w/Contxol SED #1 ) 0.184 NS
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 0.007 NS
w/Control SED #2 [Row 0.010 N3
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Items #1 through #6 were asked only in Fall 1971
and Spring 1972 and were framed to compare the roles of
the planning units in the Experimental States. Because
this question was not asked before training we cannot
make any judgments regarding the impact of training on the
activities of these planning units. It should be pointed
out nonetheless that both planning units were established
just before AMA training.

The role of the planning units in developing staff
awareness of the need to evaluate programs (Item #1), to
provide leadership in the implementation of planning (Item
#5), and to offer in-service training (Item #6), showed no
differences between the states or within them. An analy-
sis of the number of people who responded indicates that
neither planning unit is seen as much affecting evaluation
in the planning process or in-service training. Many
managers did find that the units gave helpful leadership
in the planning process.

An analysis of the role of planning units in assist-
ing the planning process shows that top managers in El
viewed their unit as being more helpful than did top man-
agers of E2,.

Ttem #2 chows significant differences between the
two states. E1 is seen as being more helpful than E2 in
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Both states showed signifi-
cantly increasing awareness of the assistance given by
their planning units _n tie planning process.

Ttem #3 showed vhat managers in El saw t e written
guidelines for planning as being more helpful t*an those
in E2. This item also indicates that over time -.he planning
unit in E2 appeared less <elpful in this regard than was
the case in Fall 1971. Th.s probably reflects the develop-
ment of a plan for planning in El which was not produced
in E2.

Item #4 indicated a dramatic change in the helpful-
ness of the planning unit in reviewing and refining plans
in E1, by contrast to E2. The planning unit in El appar-
ently increased its activity in this area significantly.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Ttem #7, The planning unit has been helpful to me,
was used to compare changes in El and E2 (as contrasted to
Cl and C2) between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Analysis
reveals that persens in El considered their planning unit
significantly more he"pful than those in Cl or C2, though
impressions in no sta:te changed over time. The planning
unit in EZ, while st.~istically similax to the Control
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Statcs, was viewed as much less hzlpful by persons in
their organization than was its counterpart in El. A

visual inspection of the tables demonstrates that F2 had

lower ratings than any State in T3 and lower than any
except €2 in T4. To repeat, however, all these differences
are statistically insignificant.

DATA SUMMARY
Role of the Planning Unit

*all, 1970 -~ Spring, 1972 IMPACT OF TRAIMING
Type of Data Positive No Megative
Item CONTENT Ef fect Fffect Fffect

1 Awareness of need to evalu-

ate our programs El,E2
2 Available to answer plan-

ning questions El,E2
3 Writing guidelines for

plan development El E2
4 Reviewing and refining

plans El,bB2
5 Provides leadcrship in the

implementation of planning El,E2
6 Provides in-scrvice train-

ing in planning El,Z22

QUESTIONNMAIRE

7 The planning unit has been
helpfu. to me, El,E2

The e¢arvices provided by Experimental State planning
units to other offices and pereons within their organiza-
tions were not improved by the AMA training program. When
writing guidelines for vplanning (Item #3) is considcred,
services were adversely affected. Between Fall 1971 and
Spring 1972, E2 felt that thei: planning unit had become
less helpful in this activity.

The reader is again advised to treat this information
cautiously Ahsence of a control group and pre-training
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data for comparativc purpofes do not strengthen our
findings.

FEowever, short of attributing training effects, we
can make obscrvations and point to certain differences.
Neither Experimental Stute was more aware than the other about
any of these items except during T3. In asscessing their
planning unit's assistance to them then, E2 mentioned
“reviewing and rcfining plans" (14) more than El; although
the data does not tell us if the observations werc more
favorable or unfavorable.

WLat people thought about planning services is
covered by the analysis of variance. No differcnce existed
between the States on half of the content items; but El's
planning unit was viewed more favorably or. the other half.
This Experimental State felt that they received more aid in
finding answers (Item #2), developing plans (Item #3), and
reviewing plans, than did their counterparts in E2. This
advantage remained relatively stable over time except in
regard to guideclincs for plan development; E2 endured such
a decline that negative training effects were assigned.

The summary questionnaire item tnat elicited overall
impressions of how helpful a planning unit had bheen also
revealed no training effects. It did indicate that E2's plan-
ning unit was considered more helpful than units in E2 or
Cl, even though this ‘difference was not significant. The
duta also showed that persons within E2 had achieved greater
consensus of opinion. about their unit between T3-T4.

3. Devclopment of Evaluation Techniques

This scction contains nine items specifically con-
cerned with the use of evaluation techniques in the planning
process. The first item rcepresents one of AMA's initial
training goals. The next five items are directly related
to the goal and to specific evaluation techniques which the
states may or may not be using. The last three items are
excerpted from the qucestionnaire and are related to the
AMA's goal for evaluation methodology.

+. Designed a methodology by which future ggrformance
may be cvaluated in relation to the performance
specified in the plan

Interview Question: What do yuu think you will
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA's
training program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, TA4.
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States: FEl & E2 only.
Specific Methods of Evaluation:

2. Informal Feedback

. 33
3. Performance Revicuws

4, Questionnaires

5. Task Complction Inventories34

35

. Unobtrusive Measurcs

Intcrview Qucestion: What specific methods do
you use to dctermine if the continuing
and specific objectives of your division
are being mct?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) minimum use
to (7) maximum use.

Points oifi Time: ™4,
States: El1l, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire items arec:

33 .
Performanc: reviews: oral asscssment of progress

toward objectives by thosc within the organization responsible

for thi.ir attainment. A pcrformance revicw can be based on
manv different kinds of evidence; from empirical data
gathered by a standardized testing program to the judgment
of the person making the review.

34Task completion inventories: 2 superficial assass-
nent of whether tasks demanded by an objective have been
accomplished, <¢.g., books ordercd, moncy appropriated,
tcachers trained, etc. Such an inventory is heavily quanti-
tative in nature with little systematic attention paid to
the queality of accomplishment.

3:’Ur'nobt:rusivca measurcs: indices which do not naces-
sarily requirec the knowledgce or cooperation of the person
whose program(s) are being cvaluated. These measures
avoid thc problem of reactive effects, i.e., the extent
to which the respondent tailors his answer to fit what he
thinks the evaluator wants to hear. Examples of this index
include organizational documents and observations.
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I have good ways for knowing how good our
results are.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, 74.

"My organization has reliable ways fér knowing
ow we 1 S attaining its objectivcs.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

I think that the obiectives develo%ed during
AMA training are clearly stated wi respect
to results oxpected.

Points of Time: T3, 7T4.
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Designed a methodology by which future

performarce may be evaluated in relation to

Item 1 : the performance specified in the plan

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
El & EZ El & EZ E1 & E2 El & E2
N N N N N N N N
4 7 8 7 5 3 6 5

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of. Variance

H= 3.5714 H=2.815 H=0.0889 H=1.200

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.144 P=0.436 P=0.190 P=0.426

Sig.= NS Sip.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to

Spring 1972

El & El E, & E2
N N N N
4 6 7 5

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 6,545 H=8.076
Sig.= .02 Sig.= .01
Binomial Test of Proportions
P=0.008 P=0.409
Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS
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Evaluation Techniques Used:

Evaluation Techniques Used:

Item_2 Informal feedback. Item_3 Performance reviews.
Spring., 1972 Spring, 1972
N N N N N N N N N N
2 4 5 4 2 5 2 2 5 2
Kmaku?ﬂiuis.ﬂm.h(ay An}luiuﬂa;:iﬂnce
H=1.928 H=0,015 H=2_400 - H=0,037 H=0.600 H=0.150
Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0.612 |{P= 0.548 |P= 0.178 P=0.002 P=0.764 P=0.050
Sig.= NS [Sig.=NS |sig.= NS Sig.=01 | sig.=NS | sjg.= .05
Evaluation Techniques
Item 4 Used: Questionnaires.
—
S-n-ink 1972
El & C1 Ez & C1 El & E2
N N N N N
3 4 1l 4 1
Kruskal-Wallis Ope-Way Analysi i
H= 0.281 |H= 2.000
Sig.= NS |Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions
P= 0.850 P= 0.146 P= 0.104
Sig.: NS Sig.: NS Sig.= NS

28 TR e el b S e e it R e s

TN MR g 3,
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Evaluation Techniques Used: Evaluation Techniques
Item 5 Task Completion Inventories.ltem 6 Used: Unobtrusive measures.

s

Spring, 1972 Spring, 1972
E; & Cy E, & C1 E, & Ej E; & Cy | E; & C; | E & E
he
¥ N N N N N N N N N N N N
4 3 1 3 4 1 1 2 3 2 1 3
—Kruskal-Walli ay An
H=4,500 H=0,200 H=2.000

H=0.000 H=0,000 H=0.800

Sig.= .05 |Sig.= NS |[Sig.=NS Sig.= NS ']lSig.= NS | sig.dNS

Binomial Test of Proportions
p=0.402 P= 0.292 |p= 0.025

P=0.984 P=0.624 P=0.292

Sig.= NS |sig.= NS [sjg.= .01

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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My organization has reliable ways
for knowing how well it is attain-

ing its objectives.

Item 8

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972 -
N ] X SD N X SD
Experimental SED#1 Eg 4,22041,563) 39 | 4.076 | 1.305]}
Experimental SED#2 3.60001.232] 40 |73.800 | 1.505
Control SED #1 Ez 4.55211.2821 61 4,393 1.440
Control SED #2 1l 4.40911.464}) 66 3.969 1.335
Total #41 206 L
Two Way Analysis of 'l‘3 § T4
Variance
. F Signif, |
Experimental SED #1 [co1.] 0.638 NS
W/Control SED #1 2.933 NS
Experimental SED #1iCol.] 2.304 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow 0.045 NS
Experimental SED #2Col.] 0.011 NS
w/Control SED #1 ow | 16.371 .001
Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 0.380 NS
w/Control SED #2 ow 6.335 .05




I think that the objectives

developed during AMA training

are clearly stated with respect
to results expected.

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 : T4
X SD N X SD

4.838 11,7671 39 205 _11.128

S
4,177 {1,466l 39 13.948 11.571

Total 78
Two Way Analysis of
Variance T3 & Ty
F *_18ignif.
Experimental SED#1 [ 0.090 NS
W/Experimental SED#2 17463 nol

H
B
P
3
%
%
3
3
3
1
3
=
%
S
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Analysis of Item #1 indicates that at no time between
the pre-training question and the Spring of 1972 did any
chang:> appear in the degree of cmphasis or amount of aware-
ness between the two Bxperimental States.

However, over time within the states there were
significant changes. The development of an evaluation
methodology wag not seen as a result of AMA training in the
Spring of 1972 to the extent that staff had hoped this
would happen, prior to training. In both states, this was
clearly a negative zffect of training; the managers in
question did not receive what they expected.

Items #2 through #6 were attempts to measure the
extent to which certain evaluation techniques were used in

the Experimental and Control States. This question was asked
in Spring 1972 only.

Items #2, #4, and $#6 indicate no difference at all
between the states regarding the use of intormal feedback,

unobtrusive measures, and guastionnaires as evaluation
methods.

Items #3 and #5 did indicate some significant differ-
ences between the states. In both cases State El uses
more performance reviews and task completion inventories
as evaluative methods than either the other Experimental
State or the Control State.

It should be noted that possible responses to this
question included seven other evalmation techniques which
were not mentioned by the respondenus at all, or by only
onc or two persons. This fact, taken with the NM's reported
above, suggests somewhat inadequate knowledge and use of
various evaluative techniques by top managers in these states.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Neither El nor E2 exhibited any effects of AMA trair-
ing during this period. E2 did not feel so positive as Cl
about its ways for knowing how good its results are, but
this difference was as great atter training as 1t had been
before. No differences existed between El and Cl nor did
El change its perceptions over time.

Item #7: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Analysis revealed no significant changes in El or
E2; they did not consider their evaluation methods any
better or any worsc. Cl remained the same as El but
increased the extent to which means of assessing results
were thought superior to the means used in E2.

W]’#@“ﬁmﬁb‘.ﬁﬂww‘ﬁﬁmcurum«w, ..‘”A
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Item {#7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Differences between E2 and Cl in how they felt about
the methods uscd to assess results are narrowed botween Fall
1971 and Spring 1972, but remained significant. When com-'
pared to C2, E2 showed a similar perception of this variablec.
Looking at El and Cl/C2, we can determinc no measurable
differences between them. There were no significant changes
in either Experimental State over time.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An assessment hased on a compa-ison of data gathered
before and after training (Fall 1970 and Spring 1972
respectively) ‘must conclude that AMA training had negative
effects in El and positive cffcets in %2. Although a pre-
and post-training analysi -~ reveals net significant declines
in E2 and Cl's ovinion of their evaluation methods, Cl
declined at a faster rate than E2 and a great difference
appeared between them. El reported decreases on this item
which were greater than Cl and falling at a more rapid rate.
Differences between El and Cl were not, however, at signifi- .
cant levels. Nevertheless, negative cffects of AMA training B
in E1 on this variable must be registered. :

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #8, My organization has reliable ways for knowing
how well it is achieving its objectives,.is related to Fall
Y971 and Spring 1972 ‘o"ﬁ_wﬁl'n Y. While F1 and E2 did not change
their opinions between T3 and T4, both generally considered
their methods for assessing whether or not they were
accomplishing their objectives to be less reliable than did
either Contrcl State. El1, however, reversed its position
relative to C2 in the Spring. 1In the case of F2, no
reversal occurred and its differences with Cl1 and C2 remained
significant.

Item #9: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Data on how persons think that the objcctives developed
during AMA training are clearly stated with respect results
expected could only bec gathered from the two Experimental
States during Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. The results indi-
cated that there is a significant difference between E1 and
E2; E2 does not feel that its objectives are as clearly
stated as does El. !o major changes over time for either
Experimental State can be reported. - However, the absence

of a Control State urgcs caution in ascribing any training
effects to any State.
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DATA SUMMARY
Development of
Evaluation Techniques

Fall, 1970-Spring, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data Positive No Negative
Item CONTENT FPffect Effect Effect

1l Designed a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performance
specified in the plan El,E2

2 Informal Feedback Insufficient
3 Pcrformance Reviews data (T4 only)
4 uestionnaires on which to

5 Task Complction Inven- kase a
tories

€ Unobtrusive tiecasures judgment.

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 I have good ways for
knowing how good our
results are. B2 El

8 -y organization has re-
liable ways for knowing
how well it is attaining
its objectives. El,E2

9 I think that the objec-
tives decveloped during
AMA training are clearly
stated with respect to
results cxpected. El,E2

fvaluation is an underdevelopned area of the rlanning
process in both Experimental States. Of those items for
which effects could be determined, there were many more
negative than positive effceots of training.

The development of an evaluation system (Item #1) was
thought more important in both States prior to training than




it was after training. This suggests that trainee expecta-
tions were not realized; the Experimental States anticipated
more than the AMA program was ahle to deliver in this area.

The questionnaire item ahout means of assessing
results (Item #7) reported that as a result of training El
considered its ways worse off while E2 thought they had
benefited from training. This difference in assigned
cffects was the result of both States declining in their
opinions of their own evaluation techniques. E1 declined
faster than the Control State, which constituted a negative
effect, while E2 declined more slowly than the Control,
which won its positive rating. Attributing positive train-
ing effects on thc basis of a slower decline should not
- particularly encourage those who are concerned with educa-
tional evaluation. :

The remaining questionnaire items revealed that
training had no effect; however, contradictory changes did
occur. The agencies' evaluative techniques mcasured by
Item #8 became less reliable in El1 and more reliablc in ©2.
Looking at attitudes expressed in Item 9 about how opera-
tional were the goals developed during AMA training, wc
found that E1 thought theirs were more operational over
time while E2 believed theirs were less so.

The blank spaces on the summary shcet refer to the
inadequate nature of the data gathered for these items,
corrected ir T4 only. The AMA cannot be held accountable
for any of these evaluative variables on the basis of such
limited information.

VWle have already pointed out that, aside from train-
ing cffects, the six alternative evaluative techniquas listed
in the data summary are those cited by more than two persons
when asked an open~ended question about what techniques they
used. Performance revicws were mentioned most often in
El; B2 favorcd the informal feedback approach to evaluation.
The traditional educational measures such as custom-made
and standardized tests, written progress reports, and outside
evaluators, were hardly mentioned at all. This lack of
multiple indices, the basis of any reliable evaluative
system, suggests that both States have much work to do in
this crucial activity.

For these reasons, tlLe AMA program had mixed effects
on the development of evaluative techniques. One item in
one State is positive while the other seven items in both
States were negative or showed no effects at all. Consider-
ing the importance of evaluation to education, the inability
of the AMA program to help the states improve performance
in this area is unfortunate.
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B. Top Hanagement Support for Planning

Inherent in the AMA's training design was the absolute
necessity that top management scpport the planning process.
The following eight items werc designed to obtain perceptions
of organization members about that support (or its absence)
and to record any change over time.

1.
2.

Adequate Resources (money and information)

Control System expressed through decisionmaking
process

Interview Question: What are the roadblocks
to change in this organization?

Range of Scalc Possibilities: (1) major road-
block/always stors change to (7) weak
roadblock/seldom stops desired change.

Points of Time: T1, T2, 73, T4.

States: El1, E2, Cl.

The questionnaire items are:

3.

4.

6.

My manager makes it clear that he is committed
to the success of our proijects.

Points of Timec: T1, T2, T3, T4.
My managcr has expressed the belief that the
AMLTS tralning program has been helpful.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

States: This item was asked in the Experimental
States only.

My manager understands planning theory and is
able to put it into practice.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
I believe my organization gives me adequate
training to do my work cffectively.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

I fcel good about my manager's ability to plan.

Points of Timec: T3, T4.

T R
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8. My manager provides me with adequate support
to perform my 1job.

Points of Time:
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Item 5 My manager understands planning
theorx and .is able to put it into

practice.
{ Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
N SD
Experimental SEDf1 | 68 1.404
Experimental SED#2 | 45! 1.576
Control SED #1 (&7 1.343
Control SED #2 6l 1.303
Total #41

Two Way Analysis of T:,5 § 'l‘4
Variance
Experimental SBD #1 kol.] 0.050 NS |
W/Control SED #1 ow | 0.419 NS
Experimental SED #1 [Col.] 0.026 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow 3.596 NS
Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 2.849 NS
w/Control SED #1 ow| /.260 .01
Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 1.533 NS
w/Control SED #2  Row 1.756 NS
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I believe m

e ollVe My ordanlization gives me
adequate training to do my work
effectively.

izati iv

-

L
Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 T4
N| X sb | N X SD
Experimental SED#1 | 68 5.102 401 5,125] 1. 264
Experimental SED¥2 [45] 4,844 11,4 4 4,550 ] 1,395
Control SED #1 67] 4,880 §1.571] 61 | 4.8521 1.424
Control SED #2 6l] 4,754 11.60 66 1 4.651] 1.341
Total 41 207
Two Way Analysis of '1'3 § 'l‘4
Variance
: —2F ignif,
Experimental SED #1 o1, 0.000 NS
W/Control SED #1 1.570 NS
. Experimental SED #1 [Col. 0,042 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow 4.411 .05
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 0.614 NS
w/Control SED #1 ow 0.677 NS
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 0.950 NS
w/Control SED #2 ow 0.000 NS
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I feel good ahou: my manager's

ability to plan,

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
| Ty T

N | X SD N X SD
Experimental SED#1 | 6 .161 }1.653] 40 |5.525 }1.131
Experimental SED#2 | . 1.586] 39 [4.230 [1.580
Control SED #1 1.222] 61 |5, 245 1.337
Control SED #2 l.61 66 5,090 1.249
Total 2006

- T,

Two Way Analysis of T, §T 4
Variance

: E Signif, ‘
Experimental SED #1 col. 0,193 NS
W/Control SED #1 p 0,000 NS
Experimental SED #1 [Col. 0,688 NS
w/Control SED # 2 [Row 1.424 NS
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 3.166 NS
w/Contxroil SED #1 ow 19.091 .001
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 1.654 NS
w/Control SED #2 (i 8.887 .01

1 LAk b e S
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support to perform mv dob,.

My manaqer provides me with adeguate

' Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T, 'l‘4
N| X sb | N X SD
Experimental SED?1 | 68] 5.691 ji.187 40 § 5,475 1.240
Experimental SED#2 | 45] 5.044 §1 . 364 ] 39101 4.410 | 1.584
Control SED #1 67] 5.641 h.214 60 15.183 1.455
Control SED #2 61} 5.557 N.565] 661 5.257 1 1.180
Total 41 205
4 R

Two Way Analysis of 'l‘3 § 'l‘4

Variance

1 F f

Experimental SED #1 col.] 3.912 .05
¥/Control SED #1 ow | 0.999 NS
Experimental SED #1 {Col.] 2.201 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow | 1.019 NS

Experimental SED #2 [Col.] 7.78T1 .01
w/Control SED #1 ow | 12.240 .001
Experimental SED #2 [Co1.[ 5.479 .05
w/Control SED #2 Row } 11.621 .001
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Item #1, Adequate Pesources (money and information)
refere O a perceived obstacle to organizational change.
analysis of the data indicates that inadequate resources
hindercd change as greatly after the training as they did
before it. No differences existed in emphasis or awareness
between the Experimental States, nor did they change over
time. The AMA training had no cffect on this variable as
a roadblock to change.

Itenm #2, Control System expressed through decision-
making rrocess, concerns another possible hindrance. Com-
parisons of the degree of emphasis placed upon the Control
system as a roadblock to change reveals no differences
between the States before or after training. Neither El1,
E2 or Cl changed their impressions over time.

In terms of awarcness of this issue, E1 and E2 were
more perceptiva than Cl bcfore training. El1 was also morc
aware than Cl in Fall 1971. Examining changes over time
(Fall 1970 to Spring 1872), El1 and E2 grcw lcss aware of
their Control systems as an obstacle after training than
they had been before they entered training.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

During the immediate pre- post-training poriod, El
reflected significant change in the extent to which My
manager makes it clcar he is committed to the success of
our projects; this can bc attributed to training. 1In E1
the effect was to increasc managers' commitment. In organi-
zation 52 the frequency with which managers expressed com-
mitment to the success of projects was unchanged. Both of
the Exverimental States differed (independent of time) from
the Control on the grounds of how great A commitment was
exprcssed by managers. Managers in El1 expressed signifi-
cantly more commitmcent than the Control State's managers
and managers in E2 cxpressed significantly lcss commitment.

Item #3: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The pattern established in T1-T2 was reversed in this
period. 1Instead of further increases in managerial commit-
ment, E1 showed a decrease, albeit insignificant. This
decrcase did not change the significant difference between
El and Cl; this Experimental Statc continued to feel their
managers weré more committed than those in Cl. On the
other hand, there were negative effects in E2 which were
the result of training. Although managers in E2 had become
more involved with their subordinates' projects in the Fall
as compared to the previous Spring, their counterparts in
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Cl had also grown more involved--only morc so. Since the
Control State, without training, had increased faster than
the Experimental State, with training, negative training
effects occurred in E2.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Between the Fall of 1971 and the Spring of 1972, El
continued to report that their managers were significantly
more committed to project success than did Cl or C2. But
this Experimental State did not really change during this
time. Thus we cannot conclude that any effects, positive
or negative, occurred in El because they had been traincd
in planning techniques by AMA. In comparison to €1, E2
developed even more statistical difference than during
T2-T3; this difference (accompanied by a definite decline
over time) constitutes another negative cffect of training.
Managers in E2 were also viewed less favorably in Z2 than
in C2; yet an E2/Cl comparison indicatcs no major changes
between T3~T4 and thcrefore no training effect.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An analysis of both Experimental States between Fall
1970 and Spring 1972 reveals that training affected each
organization differently. E1l underwent a decline in the
degreec to which managers felt strongly about what their
people achieved; but the decline in €1 over the same period
was even more pronounced, creating clear differences
between them. Hence, AMA training stabilized El in relation
to Cl. The way persons in E2 viewed managerial commitment
changed considcrably over time; they thought their managers
were much less committed one year after training than they
had been before. Since the decline in F2 corresponded to a
similar, but slower, decline in Cl, and was accompanied by
greater E2 instability, AMA training influenced managers in
this Experimental State to be less clear about their commit-
ment to the success of organizational projects.

Item 44: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The fourth item, My manager hag expressed the belief

that the AMA's itraining program has been 5e1Efﬁi, was not
administered In the questlionnaire given to the Control State.
Thercfore, interpretation of this item is somewhat less
reliable. The unalysis is limited to a comparison of the
two Experimental Stztes during the Fall of 1970 to Spring
1971. Analysis indicated that the Experimental States
differed in both the extent to which positive attitudes
toward the AMA were held by managers and the amount of
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emphasis they gave their attitude. The first difference
was due to a significantly greater amount of belief being
expresscd by the managers of El; the second difference was
due to E2's managers incrcasing the frequency with which
they expressed positive attitudes toward the training that
had been received. Since E2 rcmained unchanged and Fl did
not, we interpret this to mean that a training effect
existed in E1 and not in E2.

Item #4: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Neither Experimental State changed between Spring
and Fall 1971. Managcers in E2 werc not as cxpressive as
those in E1 akout the benefits of AMA training; this
difference between the States is significant. Mo effcct of
training, however, can be assumed due to the ahsence of
change over time.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

There were no effccts attributable to AMA training
during this time. Massive differences continued to cxist
between E1 and E2 aiong the same lines as previously; but
the greater frequency with which positive opinions were
expressed by F2 managers as compared to E1 managers was
still insufficient to produce important difference within
the Etates over time.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The pattern observed during 72-T3 and T3-T4 also
characterized the overall asscssment. fanagers in F2
were considcered less favorably disposed to the AlMA program;
howover, the relative stability of this difference pre- and
post-training meant that training did not affect this variable
in Fl1 cor E2.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item 5, My manager understands planning theory and
is able to put it into practice, is another item relevant
to the Experimontal Statces as well as two Control States
only at two points of time: Fall 1971 and Spring 1272.
Beccause we have no baseline data on this item gathercd before
training, we must he cautious about attributing any changes
or differcnccs to training. This caution is unnecessary
here, because no significant changes or differences occurred
in or betwecn thc States. The conly exception to this general

Frb.m;t}e«:m;mwm;«m.m, -«u.wv
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rule is that E2 seems to fecl that its managers are less
competent in planning than those in Cl. This being the
only diffcrence, it must be concluded that in El and E2,
managerial understanding of planning cheory and practice
as well as managerial ability to put it into practice was
unaffected by training. )

Itcm #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

I believe my organization gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively, item 6, shows no dgfferences,
with the exception of E1/C2, as we review what these
respondents feel about their in-service training programs.
If we examinc the exception, we find that C2 does not feel
as positive as El about the training they have received.

No reportable changes exist within any State between Fall
1971 and Spring 1972.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

When evaluating over time El and E2 in terms of Item
47, I feel good about my manager's ability to plan, an
interesting pattern emerges. Between T3-T4, E1 did not
increcase their respect for their managers' planning skills,
nor werc they significantly different in this area from Cl
or C2. However, E2, a State that went through AMA training,
felt worsc about their management's planning competence than
the Control States, which had received no comparable training.
This differcnce was not the result of any State's changing
over time but of thc fact that E2 in T3 scored lower than
Cl or C2 and vemained in T4 in the same relative position.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #8, My manager provides me with adequate support
to perform my job, was applied in T3 and T4 to all States.
In both periods, E2 reported that the support they were able
to obtain in performing their jobs was not as adequate as
the aid provided in Cl or C2. While both Control States
had declined over this period, E2 had declined even more
sharply. Making the transition to El, we find it differs
little from Cl or C2 but, compared to Cl, El has experienced
a major decline in perceived support. However, if El fell
off a little, Cl fell off steeply. Since we have no
indication of how the Experimental States felt about the
work-related environment before they entered AMA training,
we must be careful about presuming that change was caused
by AMA intervention.

Ry e
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DATA SUMMARY

Top Management Sup-
port for Planning

Fall, 1970-Spring, 19272

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data

Positive No Negative
Item CONTENT Effect Effect Effect
N
7 1 Adequate Resources (money
and information) Fl,E2
2 Control Systom expressed
through decisionmaking
F process El,E2 ,
QUESTIONNAIRE
3 My manager makes it clear he '
is committed to the success :
of our projects. El E2 5
4 My manager has expressed the §
helief that the AMA's train- :
ing program has been helpful. Fl,E2 f
5 My manager understands plan- E
ning thecory and is able to k
put it into practice. El,E2 :
6 I believe my organization :
gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively. El,E2 :
7 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan. El,E2
8 !y manager provides me with
adequatc support to perform
my sob. El E2
Based on the Content items, we found that in the
Experimental States the training program had no effect on
attitudes of top administrators toward inadequate resources
and the decisionmaking process as obstacles to organiza-
tional change. The States did not alter their emphases on
the lack of money and adeqQuate information--and the presence




t

' of Comtrols inherent in the decisionmaking process--as

k barriers which kept them from moving forward. One slight
| shift appeared in their awareness of these variables as

| roadblocks; both States mentioned them less in the Spring

} g§7%972 than they had before training began in the Fall of

Two questionnaire items made it possible tco determinc
that the AMA program affccted the Experimental States. Here,
the States were moving in opoosite directions. Attitudes
cbout the degree of commitment expressed about projects
(Item #3) and about support provided for project accomplish-
ment (Item $#8) were vartially affected in E1 and negatively
influenced in E2.

The positive effects attributed to E1 and negative
effects assigned to E2 were the only training effects shcwn
on top management support for planning. Aside from the
revelation-of these two questionnairc items, the analysis
brought out no other effects.

T

Interpretations of the questionnaires must be
moderated becausc of the abscence of pre-training data on
most items. Without knowing how thc organizations felt
before training, we have no bascline data against which
to comparc how they feel now. We lack direct evidence,
therefore, on which to build a conclusive argumcent for the
cffccts we did or did not identify.

By cvaluating the relative standing of the Experi-
mcntal States orn these concerns, separate from a considera-
tion of training effects, a very stable ranking is revealed.
In almost every comparison, El scnsed the greatest managerial
support for planning during T3-T4. Conversely, the least
support is perceived by respondents in E2. The two Control
States assume a middle position betwecen the Experimental
States on virtually every item.

C. The Credibility of the Planning Process

The following data examine the =2ssumption that
planning, to be effcetive within the orxganizations. must be
thought credible. Wc are interested in how important
planning is to the SED's, and how the training program may
have rcdefined planning's role. Therc arc eight items in
this sub-category, four from the interview data and four from
the questionnaire.

1., Establish credibility of Planning

Interview Question: What do you think you will
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA training?




T

Range of Scale Possibilitics: (1) no value
to (7) maximum valuc

Points of Time: 71, T2, T3, TA4.
States: El1 & E2 only.

Rolc of Planning: how integral

Rolec of Planrning: how much is needed

Role of Planning: emergence

Interview Question: What is the role of planning
in running the state's schools?

Range of Scalc Possibilities: how integral:
(1) no value to (7) integral part,
how much is needed: (1) no value/should
not be used at all to (7) everything
should be planncd.
emergence: (1) still not used to (7) long-
standing practice.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, & Cl.

The Questionnaire items are:

5.

8.

As I see it, planning is an integral part of
running the state's schools.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4.

As I see it, persons in this organization put a
Tot of etfort into planning.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

My capability to plan cffectively will posi~
tively affcect my future career in this
organization.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

The activities relating to plunning are having
an cffect on the policy of this organization.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 1: Establish credibility of Planning

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 | Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

o b SRS S

W 2P T

S edurd ) SRR

E; & E, El & Ez E, & E, E, & Ep
N N N N N N N N
! 7 8 8 11 9 10 9 8
i’ Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 1,208 H= 0,615 H=1,500 H=g8,898
| Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=,01
Binomial Test of Proportions
P=0.736 P=0.026 P=1.00 P=0.000
Sig,.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Si&: NS
Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
E; . § El E, & E2
N N N N
7 9 8
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
H= 0.100 H=8.040
q]'g - NS Sig-z .Ol
Binomial Test of Proportions :
P= 0.000001 P= 0,104
Sig.= .001 Sig.= NS
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Item 6 As I see it, persons in this organization
put a lot of effort into planning.

{ Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 ’l‘4
N X SD N X Sb

Experimental SED#1 168] 5.147 §1.260] 40 | 4.625]1.212
Experimental SED#2 1451 4.933 [1.355] 40 | 4.075 ] 1.366
Control SED #1 671 4.880 11.409] 60 | 4.550 ] 1.281
Control SED #2 61] 4.934 11.515] 66 | 4.439] I.254

T ‘ -
Two Way Analysis of T3 § ‘l'4
Variance

g . . E f

Experimental SED #1 co1.] 6.012 .05
W/Control SED #1 ow | 0,964 NS
Experimental SED #1Col.] 8.303 .01
w/Control SED # 2 ow 1.273 NS
Experimental SED #2[Col.] 9.779 .01
w/Control SED #1 ow | 1,233 NS
Experimental SED #2[Col.] 12.289 .001
w/Control SED #2 ow ] 0.846 NS
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Item 7 My capability to p:ian effectively

will positivel

-war-_T—L_-
career 1n

1s organlzation.

—

afZect my future

Fall, 1971

Spring, 1972

N X N SD
Experimental SED#1 68 5.764 1,350 139 1.096
Experimental SED#2 | 45] 5.022 }1.815] = 1. 586
Control SED #1 671 5.555 1,317} @1 1.505
Control SED #2 61l] 5.098 11.660] ¢¢ 1,241 |
Total 11 205 |

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

4

Experimental SED #1 [o1.] 5 .2)2

ignif

205

W/Control SED #1 o 3.167

NS

Experimental SED #1iCol.l 1.060

NS

v/Control SED # 2 oW 8,796

.01

Experimental SED #2 Col.f 5.112

.05

w/Control SED #1  iRow 5.335

.05

Experimental SED #2 ICol. 1.460

NS

w/Contyol SED #2  [Row
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Item 8 The activities lating to planning
are having an effect on the policy
Of this organization.

_—
{ Fal1, 1971 Spring, 1972
'l‘3 'l‘4 (
§ N| X so | N X SD

Experimental SED¥1 |68 5,250 J1.713] 40 2,325 11,141

Experimental SED#2 [45] 57088 [1.411] 40 4,3501 1,424
Control SED #1 671 4.850 J1.416] 59 4,694 1.392 i
Control SED #2 61] 4.737 11.504 64 4,484 ] 1.297 ;
: Total 241 203 :
Two Way Analysis of T3 § T4 é
Variance . *
' 1500 0 [tk 3
Experimenta 1icol.] 0,042 NS
W/Control SED #1 W 6,912 ,01
Experimental SED #1 {Col. 0,207 NS
w/Control SED # 2 [Row | 11,943 .001
Experimental SED #2 [Col. 5.087 .05 i
w/Control SED #1 oW 0.0724 NS :
) Experimental SED #2 [Col. 6.264 .05 1
w/Control SED #2 ow 0.299 NS H
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Item#l, Establish crcdibility of planning, was
applied to E1 and EZ only. It refers "0 a possible benefit
which they might obtain from Ai*A training. There were no
differences in the value each ascribe