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Abstract 
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." 

Previous research has concluded that individuals develop relatively , 
'"Il invariant proble~ solving 'styles ~ which càus'7 them to be more 

'comfortable and effective ln certaiQ tasK environmencs.' 

This study of manageme~t consultants, employing a s~lf descr~ption 
, 

questionnaire, found that fifteen, me'asured attribütes c1us..tered onto 
'fi 

three factors: "a line/staff oriemtation, -a grounded/ungrounded~t_~ . . " \ "'-

approach ço problem conceptualization, a?d a rational'/instincti,ve 

approach to conclusion drawing. Attributes were analyzed 'by 
1 

functiona.l area, consulting firm, task effective\les"s, potential t;o 

become a pa,rtner, etc. Task performance ratings' and person~l~ty 

assessments were provided by supervisors. 

lt was .. found that many of the attribu't.es studied did not correlate 
\ 

, 

Î' ' 

with task effectiveness ratings, but did with other ass,ssments m~de f , 
by the supervisors. Many predicted behavioural ch~racteristics were 

confirmed. Certain attributes were found to cluster by tunction and 

firme Som~~claims made' for t ri Myers-Briggs Typé Indicator and Kolb 
-" 
.::.. 1 v 

Learning Style Inventory were onfirmed. .-r 
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\ Des. r'eCherChes 

Résumé , . 

• • 9 
anté~ieures ont permis de conclure que lés individus 

développent,' en 'général, des styles' 'consistants pour résoudre des 

problèmes; ceci les amène à" se sent~r plus à ~l·'aise et efflt\~~es qans 
~ . 

des eontextes de travail spécifiques. 

, , 
Cette étude, qui porte sur les· conseiller s en ges tion et emp10ie un ' 

o , 

r questionnaire descriptif de la personne, a permis de constater 'que le~ 
, \ . , 

'. , 

qu\nze attributs 'mesurés peuvent être résumés sous troiQ dDnensions: 
. 

~rientation opérationnelle/de soutien, approche systé~atiQuê/n~n , 
systém:~tique de la fOLmulation de pr?blèmes 'et appro-.he rationnelle/ 

intuitive pour arriver 'à une conc:lusion. Les attributs ont été analysés 

par fonction, par cabinet de consultatio~, par 'niveau d ',efflc'aCité, par 

potêntiel à ~even'ir un associé, etc ,n Les taux de performanc'e et ,les 

évalugtions de la personnalité 9nt-été fournis par les superviseurs. 

Il a été constaté que plusieurs des attributs ne~ semblaient pas affecter 

les taux d'efficacité mais semblaient coincider aNéc d'autres 

caractéri~tiques que les supérv1seurs' avaient perçues. Plusieurs des 

~arac térist1ques ,de comportement prédites' ont é,té conf irmées. Certains 
, . 

attrib~t\ furent. 'regroupés< par fonction et par cabtnet. ",Certaines 

analyses faites pour l~ Myers"::'Brigg-s ~~ype 'InQ.icator et. Kolb, Learning 
1 

Style .... Inventory furent confirmées., 
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Preface 
'. 

When l started 'work on this topie seven years ago, l had been a 

management consultant f·or 15 years having a strong quantitative orient.a-, ' 

tion that resulted from my Maths and Physies education and six years as 

an applied st~tistician. - . 
. 

l had found that in the business environment my clients and co1-

---

leagues showed liFtle interest ~n, or understanding of, the m~thodorogy \ ~ 

" and language which had becom~ so muchl a part of my thinking and prob1em 

" solving pro~esses. ~What was the reason? Was it in fact just a lack of 

education wqich wou1d be overcome with the n~w generation of managers or 

was it something deepe'r - a genuine misma tch of sorne sor t, where perhaps 
1 

the met!od01pgy did not in fact meet rea1 needs or where it was too dif-

ficu1t for many people to interna1ize the approach, to absorb the lan­

guage of p'robability ,into their day-to-day thinking proeesses, especia11y 

without ~ny strong motivation on their part? 

By 1973, others had become conc~rned about the subj ect and a. bo.dy of 

litùature was' starting to emerge on tlfe topic of imp1ementà~ion diffi-"" r~ ... ' ~ 

culties exper'ièneed by opera tions researchers and decision support sci-
. l' 

entists. l prepareq a summary of the reasons advanced for these diffi-

eu1ties. In genera1, few doubts1 were expressed about the usefulness of 0 \ 

the approach of the management scientist. The problem 1ay, '~t was 

c1aimed, with suc'h factors as the position of the projeet sponsor :i:n the 
// l' ~... 1 

organizatio? (was he powerfuI enough to give it enough support?). Was 

the management scientist arrogant in his approach? Did he communicate 

we1l?" Did he ,attend to the ... political ~dema,nds of his job? At the same 

time there was a 'continuing debate startea by Churchman and ScM.inblatt 

'(1965) "about who -(the résear~her or manager) should make the eff~rt ta 

l' r 

Grayson (1973), was a notable exceptio-n. 
( 

,) 1 
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understand the 'other 1 s n,eeds and thought processes. .( .. , 

My second lit~ratu're search tl)èn started on the"'sub'ect f~r-
. . 

1 • li. '6 

snces in values, person~lit 0 .... of ma~ager's and management 

scientists. l found that manage~ent scientists nqt :surprisingly' had 

many characteristics in common with ~he natur~l ~cientists (for examp1~1' 
(l', ... 1 

they were oriented to abs,tracuons and thinSs rather, than peàp).e); 
C ) f..' , 

whereas managers were not so e"5i,ly classified. :',tÉ! environment '1Jf thEf .. 
• \ 'tu 

latter was consistent1y 'wicked'--dynamic, uAs~ructureè~ l'soft'--but " 
~ '" t ,1\. 

managers were a diverse gro.up, ,at'\d ,adju's'ted to thlS envirônment with a . 
wide variety of styles. Ranking s tyles ~y eff ec tiveness was a diff icult: 

taSk. 
, . 

~ ~ 1 

By this time it was evident to me:that the prob1emsexperienced by ); 

management,scientists bore a striking sinlilarity to those experienced by 
\ - ' , , . 

individuals in management advisory services. This parallè1'was'also 
CI } .. 

recognized "in the "Guidelines for' the PraC' tice of Opera tions Research" 
,~. 0 

(Operations Research Socie ty of America, 1971).' . ' . 
o 

Consequently, my third literature seafch concerned management , , 

,0 . o. 

., , 
, .. , 

'. ' 

. ' 

" , 

consultants and management advlsers in general. How did advi5er's obtairt 

6'r a',positTon--o-f...:=:-t-r-USt_and __ credibilityr Wha.t were' t' Ch9-ract~eris~iCs Qf ,t......, 
, '.' l , 

stlccessful advisers? Wl;a t kind of problems had been identif fed in inter- ' 

personal re1ationships? Were certa~n ~nager typ'es better s~rved ~y. ~ . 
certain adviser typel?? This got me :l.nvolved in the subject of. cOtDllÎunica- ,,' 

- , 
tion and persuasion and 1: was diverted for sorne' t"ime Dy the experiments 

, fi 

of Hovland and others (1.957) on changing attitudes through the use of . - " 
1 • 

specific strategies in su~ject presentatton; 
" , , 

Some conclusions on these matters were summarized"in a paper 
• ~ \ ,0 

"Interpersonal Factors Contributing to the Success'fPr Failure:Of a 
! • 

Consult-ing Engagement", 1977" Briefly, l was unable to find" more than a 
", 

dozen relevant research st1,lc\Jies. The;re was ,no shortage of .specuLât"il..on 
, ,/". 0 , ' , 

and opinion. While l got f ew, answers .• _L was beginning to .d~velop some 
" ,J " , • 

ideas about my research proj/ct. Also, vin 9bserving myself and m1 col':' " 
, , '~ • ë 

leagues at workt with clients, l was struck by how litt1e Iole rea1ly seeJlled " 

to~ know' ex?licitly about our~raf t. l no ticed , t~at eadl 'consultant.. , 

appeared to have his own approach to fac t Hnding, conclus.ion~ drawing and ~ 
Q 

J .. ' 
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prescript1ion. Differences in approach between a consultant and his 

supervisor were ,the most likely to .surface, especially whe.re there,was a , 
conscienti04s attempt to dev~lop and ~here to a work plan. What caused 

,the~e difference~: education, ptevious work experience, ~ersohality? 
This lead me to the final subjéct, for a l:iterature 'search: Problem 

Solving .Behav{our in Busin~ss. \ 

,-

\ . 
l should 

topic. There 

have known better than to tackle such a broad and diffuse 

is no single dis~iplin~ associated with this sùbject of 

enquiry. It /is a matter of interest for philos~pher~ ,II psychologists, 

management researchers, sociologists and behavioural scients, to name 

a few • 

. l start~w~th ~he early philoso~hers and their views on the think-
~~ . 

oing process and proceeded !r~m there. The ~urpose of the review was tp 

gain a generai familiarity with research' into ~his domain: What theor~es 

'or models have been dev~loped? ~~t methodology has been employed~ What 
• 

findings and conclusions have been produced to date? What are considered 

to be the major difficulties in research approaches? 
.j .... ,. ...'" . , 

~ ... 

Thè findlngs are 'summ~lized i"J a paper, "Problem Solving Behaviour' in 
1 • 

Business - A Notebook", which l completéd in April' 1979.' lri 

developed ~he _fr.àmewor.k for the -research ~arried 'out fot;. this 

the paper: l . \' \ 
thes~s'. \): 1 

l , 

The present study e~plores'a number of' aspects of problem solving 

behaviour in business and-attempts. to synthes~ze some of the findings of 
) 

other researchers. 

The a~eas in which this study may be considered to make an original 

contribution to t'S res'earch are; # 

(a) - the experimental framework w~ich inc1uded,.the identification of 

personal attributes with poten'tial for affecting rS behaviour, and 

"instruments to measure them; , 
t 

(b) tlte deve.lopment of ëonclusions coné~rning the relevance of the at-tri-

butes measured '~nd their effect on task·effeotivenèss in a real life 
• ,J 

environmenb,; 

ix 
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~ 
(c) the elidting of task dimensions importan~_ to consulta~t,. super­

! 
v;i.sors 'in staff deployment'; 

(d) the development of scpres and their inter-correlations for two 

standard instruments (Myers-Briggs Indica~or and Kolb's Learning 
b ~ 

Style Inventory) adniin,,istered t9 a group o~) professionals. 

/ 

Previous research which l consider of particular relevance,to the 

study was that conducted by Keen (1973) on cogq~t±ve' styles, by Duncan 

(197 \) 'on the adaptation of b~ginning consultants, by, Dac,cord (1967) 
, 

on consultant effectivehess, and by Mitrpff, Ba~abba and Kilmann (1977) 

on applications of the Myers-Briggs Indicator. . ; , 

To alert the reader ,to possible--~r~s of bias in 'this thesis, l 

have included Appendix L which documents the author's own scores on 

the instruments used in the study. 

- -" 
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Chapter l 

'-, 
Introduction 

o Tl}:i.s research project will de.aUwith the ,topic of problem: solving 
~G~ 
l 

,(PS' behaviour by individuals inobusiness. Problem solving in this 

context inc~udes the process of prob~em finding and formulation, ,the 

developme'nt '~f solution' al.ternatives, the e"ve'ntu~l choice of a sol~on 

and its implementation. While the term decision making seems to be used 

in the literature to refer more to the, proce~s oÉ choice from a set of 

alt'ernatives which have been presented'~ we will use the two 'terms 

synonymously . 

. Decision'making '(DM) in various forms is one of the chief activities 

- l'in bùsines,s and profes-sional life, yet little is known about how differ-,< 

6 G 

ences in individual PS,styles and organizational climatè influence DM 
,. 

effectiveness. 
.. 

The need to gain a greater understanding of business decision making 
( 

becomes even more -important with the trend to larger and larger organi-, 
-zations, since: 

the cons~quences of a decision can be greater; 

a poor decision can be less eas~ly rectified; 

the chief executive. 't'inds it more difficult ta determine what is 
<t 

happeni~g in his organization; 

more of the decision making is delegated. 

Also, because of increa~ing specializatIon, managers must rely to a 

greate~ extent on the opinion of staff men and out'side exper~s: Final 

decisions are thus based more and more on 'uncommitted thinking' 

, (thinking that is not internalized but tak~n on faith from creditable 

authorities). De Brabander and Edstrbm (1977) cafl this 'agreement 

without conviction' (p. 193).· 
" 
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/ 

{ 
fi In the past 20 years, two developments were heralded~as offerïng a , 

major contribution t~ organizational de~isiop making: management science 
1 

and computer tecnnology. /Results, however, have been,dlsappointing, . 
s~nce many· of the pro~ l e~ dramatic improvements have not material:ized: 

In the past few.year ,. threê groups, management scientlsts, accotultants,. 

and data processi workers, have shawn concern ov~r this lack of 

progress and have added their efforts tà those of management researcher~ 
- - ~ ..' 

p.-qd cognitive psychologists tO~vard gaining insight. intd the thinking and 
1 . 

problem solving process. 

, While the beneflts' from research of this natur.e are more speculatlVe 
<1 

than realized at this_point, it would seem conceivable that, eventually, 

~esults from such studieq could be used to: 
~ 

• train individu~ls to be more effective pro~lem solvers; 
.( 

• provide criteria to enable i~dividuals rro be matchea\more effectively 
\ of 

with functional areas and tasks; 
o 

• co~tribute 'to the development of an improved c~imate and motivation 

~ for problem solving actlvities;' 

• 0 

.\ 

, improve computerized decision suppor,t systems for p'roblem finding and 

• 
• 

problem solving; 
l . \ 

help to explain why sorne people work weIL together; 
\ '. improve communications between individuals with different . .. thinking 

Istyles and thus improve the.proce~s of task'delegation and the use of 

manag~men~' advisers. 

'rt is also likely that t,he findings will be transferable to other ar.ea-s, 

where'judgment plays an important role, e.g' 1 clinical medicine. 
, .... ..' ., 

We have l~ed the séope of' the research to an e~amination of 

individual· rather than group problem-solving. This was based'on a belieI 
o • 
that reality can be maintalned (many consultants, rOI' example, act as 

individual problem solvers)', whüe itwol'ving fewer varlab1.es and inter-;-
~" . '. . 

actions. In organizational lHe, .while many decisions are group deci-

sions, fact finding, model building, !and alternative generation ·are . ,r 
frequently petformed by an inaividual. Evaluation and acceptance are 

,'usually group processes at .l.east covertly if not ov~rtly. 
.\ 

. 
c 

, 
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Scope of the Research 

'-_ 

Most of the research ta date on the problem solving behaviour of 

individuals in business has i~vo~ed laboratory environmants. Subject& 

(frequèntly students) were observed while performing simul,ated or 

~puzzle-lik: tasks~ Often the ~ask, unlike a business problem; had a 
, " 

cor~ect answer. Rarely were the tasks ego-involving nor'were ther~~ ___ \, 1iiI(f;~ ""'--' 
severe time constraints;, There has thus, been some con~ern over the 

validity of generalizations from sucht~tudies to real life •. 

For our project, we were interested in Ca) learning more abou~ problem 

so~ing tehaviour under real conditions, and (b) te~ting some of the 

conclusions which have b~en'made ta date. 

The kinds of questions we wanted to, explore were: 

Do individuals have certa{n personality attributes and/or, PS styl~ 

which make them more effective for certain tasks? 

for 

1. 

lt 

the 

. f 
What factors (e.g., education and business experience) can account 

for the relevant personality attributes and/or PS sty}es? , , . 
c 

Do inijividuals categorized by instruments such as ~he Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator really exhibit the PS behaviour that has been 

attributed to them? 

was deçided to use manag(me~t consultants as sùbjects ~n the 

following 
'il 

reasons: 

study 

They work on'a range of assignments which are, we believe, represent-

ative ôf a large segment, of business problems. 

~:. ~any work as a team of one on a project and conceptualization and 
"­

prescription are performed in most cases by the consultant himself 
j • 

although the degree of autonomy normally accorded the co~sultant 

will vary' with fhe individ~al supervisor and the experieoce of the 

consultant . 

3. G?nsultants are usual19 objective in the sense that they are nat 

direcily involved in the ~utcome ~f th; solution and are therefo~e 
l ' 

not unduly motivated by self-serving considerations. Consequentl, 

a good solution for them will be assumed to be one that is 'good' 

for tie client in some objective sense. 

-, 

.. 

r 
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" 

4 . Tiey normally work under rigid t~me coristraints'. 

• 5. There ~s high uncertàinty in their ~ork~n$ environr.ent. . . 
6. They are used to develop~ng work plans where the PS approach to ,be 

rOllowed ;i.s documented. ~ 

7'. the author was familidr with the consulting environment. 
( . 

A major constraint on the modus operandi of the research methodology 
, . 

was that the author was em~~oyed YI one of the major Canadfan corisulting 

firms, which could not easqy be 14ft oU,t, of the study. This create'd 

t~,\problems : 

the requirement for ab.solute ana nyrrn t y of the particlpants 
slnce delicate personal,asse9smen~s would be made of fellow 
consultants; 0 

,the nèed to' avo id 
information from 
(even ~hough aIl 

, \ 

any appearançe of requesting proprietary 
\ . 

individuals from ~ompeting consultingofirms 
research data would be'kept confidential). 

Because of the above, it was decided to ask the consultants to complete 
, ( .' .. (1 

,/ a quest~o~ire rather than use- p~rsonal interviews. or direct observation. 

PS performance would be eval~ated by one or more supervisors by maans 'of 

~a 

'" 'be 

• 

il 

. 
questionnaire. 

Before the questionnaires could be d,eveloped, So=vera l steps :'.1d to 

cornplered~ 
, 

A 'set of prototype ~tasks had ,to be developed. This, ~d involve: 

finding a meaningful set of untierlying dimensions on the basis 

'of whiéh to differentiate the tasks to be usedj 
1 

developing a 'set of _ task,s along ,the cont~ntl:um or a t the' extremes' fi 
, 

of the'underlying dimenslons, subject to the constraint that 

they must not be~unction~specific since consultants~from, aIl 
, .... • l , ~ 1" 1 

functiônal areas would be involved. 
, 

• An instrumept ta measure effectiveness had to be developed. 
9 , 

• The.key p,~rsonality/cognitïve attributes ta be measured had to be 

• 
• 

ide~tified and instr~ents f6und or developed . 

. Profiles 'charac terizing beQavioral types had to be developed. 

Sorne background information on the consultant, the evaluating super­

vi~çr and the working enviro,nment .had to be compiled to help to 

explain the f indings " 

\ 

.. 
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Chapter II 

Review of the Literature 

-
,,' 

.. / 
~~ The processes of thinki~~, judgment and problem solving have'been 

.,.. '" 
,.- the subj ect of sp,eculation for c'enturies "', Howéver" when the methods of 

" empirical science were being applied ta all aspects of hum~n life at the 

end of the 19th centuryo' one of the rlst ..al;'eas t'a be examïhed was the 
\. 

human mind and human behaviour. There are, of course, reasons for this: 

the scientific method, heavily dêPend~nt on observationL controls, exper-
y ~ l if.. oC. 

imental designs, and measurements, runs into trouble when it has ta deai 
(> • , 

t..:rith 1 inconsi'stent' "humans ~d invisible thought processes .. While the 

iarI1)~esearchers ~oncen~ra ;ed on the learuing ).rocess ~ working with 
if'"' "... ,) ~ ", ,../ 

animaIs and chiIdr~, the problem solving behaviour of adults attracted • 
more interest ,in the4 

Iat~ ~930's and has r~ceived strong stimulus fr?m 

those wor~ing on manâge~lA?era~Î~ur~ , U~~~tunatelY there is st~ll no 

s~ngle di,iplién' which concer~sJ-its.e~~ wi.th problem soJ:ving behaviour 

and is .the sole,auth,;>rity for .screenirig relate~ c,onclusioIt$ and theories, 
.. "' 

As, a resul t; re earchers from piany, discfplines have attempted to pene-

trate the mystieries 01 the subject with methods which lack uniformity. 

The,quality and validit~ of pu~lish}d work is consequently ùneven and 

difficult to ~yn{hesize. 

--In this chapter we ~ll.rèview ~rork to date on PS styles under the 

headings: 

A. Sumnary of Findings 
...... ~-

B. Methodology Emp.loyeq in Research Stud.:i.es 
, >'(! 

C. Cha!'3.c teristics 'of 'B1\siness Problerls 
! 1(' Il 

·D. ~leasuring PS Effectiveness ..... 

E. Sorne Task Taxonomies 
" 

F. 
{) ~~ 

~/1>S Process 

. G. PS Styles-and Pathologiea ... 

" 
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Summary of Findings 

What d,~,l"ie know about thinking and decision, making styles? 

,Do people over time develop a distinctive style? If so, how can ' 

\ sUCh, styles be characteriû:d? What can account for them? 

Can su ch ~tyles b/e é3;ltered? 

Do these styles nave any impact on an individual '''s effectiveness 1-n 

different srt~iôns? 
These are the questions which ~e wanted ta explore. 

Different thinking styles or PS, types have been identified by ,philos­

ophers and other observers over the century~ We see references to. doers 

vs thinkers ",' analytics vs intuit ives (Morris, 1967), similarity people vs 

differ~nce people (Mathes J. 1969), sati§ficers vs optimizers (Simon, 19B"n. 
y , 

In most cases the terms are used without operational defln'itions and yet). in 

some way we think we, know wha't is meant: 

• In the past 10-15 years attempts, hav~ been made to,define these con­

;truots more precise'ly, f;equent.ly 'by the development oi an instrument 9r 

procedure to characterize individqals (e.g., .Huysmans, 1970; Zmud, 1979; 

Keen, 1973). Such attempts are usually empirical in nat'ure, trying ta 

develop a classific'ation for the varieties of styles which have been ob-. . 
served among individuals. Studies,have indic~ted, howev~r, that thére is 

re1:àtively l~tÙe ~rrelation among instruments developed for the same 

attribute o'r style.(Zmud, 1978; Vasarhelyi, 1973). 

Few theories have been advanced to explain why one individual should 

have one style' and another individuai a""different style. Jung, ,the psy­

'chologist, developed a theory for 'psycholQgic91 types which required four~ 
t 

dimensions and these dimensions, measured with the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator, have been widely used (Jung,~23). Dàs et al. (1979) are ~ 

working on sf.'ldies of parallel vs sequential thinking styles. After ,~2.s Ph.D. 

research on cognitive styles (1970)1 Doktor found ~hat the portion ,of the 
1 

brain used by an individual to do his thinking can help ta differentiate 

\'\him as an 'analytic' vs an 'intuitive' (Doktor and'Bloom, 1977). 

1 
l " 
1 

" 1 
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:fost researchers feel tbat culture (e'3" Orns'teln, 1972) and educ~-

tion (Do~tor, 1970; Aiterneyer, 1966) have the greatàst' ~nfluence in 
, , ~ , 

',shaping our PS predisp-cr~tions, O'nëe rNe reach the wort< place, our pre-
, 

dispositions mustt meet the partlcular demands of the 'env~ronment. Of 

those lndivlduals flnding a slgnificant mlsmatch, ~~me ~~ll a~apt by , ' ~,'; 

modifying tnê'"ir 0 style, sorni ·;.nll nrove to a more compatlble aCJ?,osP"~ere and 

sorne will r ema ln , uncomfortably, ~iGhout ~aJor ada~tati~n. ~arely~wlll 

the general climate of the ~or~ place be altered ta acéo~odate the ?re-

disposition of ~the lncumbents (O'Rellly, l~77), \' 
~, ''"' \ . 

H~~v stable are PS ·styles and can they be ~ltered ~X_ s~ecial tralU-

ing? ~ There seems ta b~ d;Lsagreement on 'ehlS. - Researchers lûke Keen 

(19i3) have maintalned that'th~'habits becorne ing~aln~d after unlversity 

graduatlon and are difficult to change. On the o:her 'hand, Chervany and 

Dickson (1978)' claim chat PS style changes wuh the deoands or the task. 

Possibly bo~h are true and sorne indivlduals' are less flexlble than others, 

We will explo~e this. 

Finally,' regardlng the impact of style on effectiveness, there is. 
ç 

more specu1:ation than actual experimen'tal data. ~1uc~_of this lS due to 

the measurement dlfficulties WhlCh are :nherént ln t~e assessment of 

effectiveness. Tune taken is usually the m~asur: adopte~. We can 

compare the perf or::nance of two lndivldui3-h; ln t_his .1lanner when a corrè'C t-,\' 
, /' 

Solutlon 1s known, but what do we do when the solutlon.produced in eich 

case lS different alo~g some, if not many, dlmensions? Even more real-' 

istlC is the sltuat::.on tvhere the t:i.me \to be taken is imposed and the 

object~ve i5 ta produce che '~est' solution feasiblè under the constra~~ts. 

" If we look ~t other measures for effect1veness for problems w1ch 

, correc t' SOlutlO~'S, there ~e~s to De a ~er tal::l ~~~Ptance ot the, 
.". --.. ; 

notion that an 'analytical' approach ta an 'ùnstructured: problem can' 

end-uP.-'wayoff th.e ma.rk' (Peters -et al, 1974), 

Analysis and raclonallty are great but only under appropriate conditions , 
(Roberts, 1980), Even ~ere we seem ta slip into' the mire of ambùgul.ty . 

1 

1 

" cft 

1 
1 
1 

1 
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because onJ= is not sure wnet~:er everyone ~s talking about the same thing. 

ts it 'analytic th~nking' or ~the use of analyt~c techniques' that is at 

issue (Leavitt, 1975)? We çannoc resolve the Jlatter nere. AlI "le ,can' 

sa~ i5 that th~ Jury is st~ll put on "the matter of effectiveness. 

1"lhat a ther 9-reas may ... d ifiS,iir ent PS predisoposltions affec t? Th,ere 
-ct 

' .... ould seem to be at lease three-~,-thé \ type of , .. orking enVHonment wJth 
() v \ .J. 

' .... hien the ~ndi,;idual reels compati.tl~~ (Kilmann ~nd :1J.troff, 1976); ~the 
.. .. P' " /11";" 

effectiveness "lien wh~ch he can communicate h~s Ldeas ta ana cher (D9~(6r 
\ ir J 

and Ham~lton, 1973; Huysmans, 1970); and the k~nds of declslon aLds ~ 

. WhL~h he finds most useful (Lucas and ~ielsen, 1980; Benbasat, 1974). 
\1 Only thè first has any direct relevance to our study Slnee "le will be 

looking at the sim.~larity of PS predisposi1tions by functional group and 

consulting fÙ,n. 

In the remaLnder of thls ohap~er we wLll look at some of the topics 
, ' 

raised above in more detail. 

B. ':fethodology Employed in" Researth Studl.es 

A number of fr~eworks have been proposed for conducting or 

summar1z~ng bUSlness PS research (e'.g;, - Chervany, ;)ickson and Kozar, 

1973). The orie that we found mast useful for 

. , 

1~72; Lucas, 1973; :fock, 
11 

our survey (shawn below) 1s s1milar in many respects ta that of Chervany; 
\ ~ 

D~ckson and Kozar. 

. -
Task Characceriscics . 

r and 
v 

, Situatianal Fac'tor s 

For.natlve . Problem Solver Problem ,.Solving 
Factors ~ Persanal Hy ICpgnitlv '- ~ Behavlour _ 

Attrlbutes . , 
-

J' 

n t1ajor C-amoonents ~n studies of Indivldual PS Behaviour 

J 
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The various have ~ad as tbeu 0 bj ec tlve: -.' categorlzing.indivldual ?S behaVlour 

• diterm~ning the, 3tabill~y of PS behaviour for an 1ndivldual a:c.ro.ss 

t1lIle 'and task \ 

• dete~ining the effect of situation.l factors 

, asse§slng the effectlveness or dlffe~ent PS approaches 

• correlatlng the approaches wlch the indlvidual's 'personality/ 
\ 

, cognitlve attributes and/or formatlve factors ~ 

Researdh ,on PS in business mutt race aIl of the norma·l problems 

èncountered in the ~oclai sciences plus the need to enlist the 
r 

cooperation of business managers 'and org~nizations fo~. field studles. 

Since tlme is a scarce commodi5Y' and executives ln the past have not 

been convinced of the usefulness of such research, most studies have 

b,een conduc ted under labora tory condi tians. 

The varlOUS techrtiques,tised in PS research to record or ellClt the 
.' 

indlvldual's behaviour arë summarized in Appendix A. ~ost of them take 
" the fOrnl of visuai observation or a trail or h3..S thought processes· a's he 

wocks through some task (ob~.a'ined trom tape recordJ:ng5, computer seSSlon 

records, or memos and reports), ., 

Some ~pecVic liml.tations of the resea'rch cond~cted to date are " 

summarized below: 

• It 15 difficult to make statements concerning the effectiveness or ?S 
" , , 

styles, there usually belng no single correct answer to a busine~s 

pro,blem. 

There are too many models, most oé'wh~ch are u~related. Keen (1973'), 

calls the f leld 'dl5turbwgly fr~gm,ented ~ (~ 1:] 2). Conseque'ntly;', 1 

Ther e 15 no agreement. regardin~ which personall,ty a t tri'9utes / 
l , 

behavl.oural characteristics are m05t appropLkate for descrlb1ng 

a style. . • 

TQer~are no standard in~truments to drscribe such attributes as 

rtolerance fo~ amb~guitY-'1 and ranâlytic!intuitive r predispoSf 

tion, As a·~esult:there 15 ~o definitiv~ meaning for a ter~ 

~ 
11W~ 

,6 
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'such as\.: intui tive' . " This leads to confusion . 
..." , 

- -Ther: are no ·(,standard tasl's CreaI life or otherwise) which can 

be used to compare styles. Jhere is even no agreement on the 

dImensions ~hich should differentiate such tasks. Until recènt­

ly, the~e has .been an 'almost total preoccupation with problems 

, .. 
;, 

.. 
falling into a relatively small num~er of categories. The main 

foci of cognitive theory and résearch ha~e been manipulative 

Çusually visual) problems, verbal problems (e.g., three-term 

series problems, anagrams, etc.) and computer simûlated,problems. 

t~ny of these have a single correct answer and a snort (~-2 hour)}~ 
; - ~ 

time duration. 

• Many of the conclusions conflict. 
\ 

Gi~en the above, and the fact that most studi~s have been carried out 

,) under artificiéil conditions, it ha's been considered hazardous to' try to 
,'-, ,. 

generalize their conclusions to "the business environment. 

C,. Characteris'tics of Business Problems 

A probl~ is saie; te exi'St when information necessary for the. , . 
• ' ~'ttainment of a goal i8 lacking (Ne'Ïson, 197,3; Mayer, 1977; Pounds, 1969; 

.' 
\.J Simon, 1960). lt" i5 important to note that, as Johnson (1971), points 

'(1}:!" -'Ô""ût: I.IA problem is a ~sona:l thing, It is not a characteristic of a 

sit~!ltion." (p. 63). rè can pe created, for example, by a change in the . , 

ind~vidual's expectations, as weil a.s by a change in the environment (or 
.r 

his perception of the enviro.nment). 
\ - t 

., There are certain characteristics of mast business pr~plems,which 
, 

differêntiate them from well~defined mathematical bl (J"r' h h .-pro ems(~ lC ave 
'r, 

j r solu\ions: 

1. 

2. 

The problem 1nl~ially is frequently not weIl defined. 'The task may 

be ~o determ~ne: Do we have â problëm and, if SO, what 1s it 

diagnosis)? (Reitman, 1964)' . 
. 

'" (Le., 

The scope of the pro~lem, as presented"may be artificially bounded, 

due ta such factors as the sponsorl~,~rea of jurisdiction (e.g., 

"Don 'ot look at the costing system because l can ft do anything about 

: 

r 
1 J, -, 
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t!hat."). 1" 

1 

3. The problem must be solved within available time and resource 

constraints (e.g., "1 need thl'! answer before the end of the m~nth. 
~ , 

1 t' s· year-end. ") . 

4 .. It is frequently aifficul~ ta sta:e ~n advance what will be consid­

ered an acceptable soi~tlon (~insky, 1963; Rettman, ~964), Two 

5. 

6. 

7. 

fqctors may help to ac~ount for this: 
1-

• 

• 

What is acceptable may be gq,v,'!rned by what is feâsibie undef the 
\ 

circums tances. A.s Reitman (1964) says :v,-., 'One may solv~ one' s 

problems not only D'y gett'ing what one· wants but also' byOwanting . " 
what one gets." (p. ,305). 

, 'II 
".-""L.,. J 

The criçeria which are used ta evaluate alternatives are freq~ent-

. ly implicit ii~d multi-dimensional. 11-
1 ,1 

The elapsed time for the study may extend, over~ daye; or, weeks. " ~ 
, ' 

~ ~ 

Finalpevaluation.and/or accept~nce may be a~group procrss thus 1 

diluting decision accountability~ 
1 

It is difficult ta evaluate a solution 'after .the f.act'. Most
l 

sit­

uations are dynamic: peo.ple move; conditions change. ,Even if a . , 

solution does not work as planned, it is diff~icult ",ta :deter~ine-_ 
. l " 

whether a more eff ect"ive solutio& could have been developed 'at the 
1 J 

time and urtder the prevailing conditions. 
& , 

For thes~ teasons and the general complexi:~y of business'problem;, it6i~ 
~ r ~ 1 1 

usually accepted that mos t E0J:>lems have _no .:;ingle ' rig,ll.!':\.answer. In 
1 

other worods the ;bj ective is ~ ~ ~ witH. il. w;rkable solution within 
• 1111 - <> 

the time and 1;esolirce constraints. 1 • 

D. HeaSUrlllG PS Effectiveness 

o 

Given the ab,ove, it - 15 easy to understand why Fhe problem, solving 

scèrebo~rd in most corporations stands empt·y. _ tnste~ç, ipd'ividuals 

develop a reputa tian, a non-obj ec tive ' trac"k record' which can be . , . , , 

c, 

manipulaterd. .Good performance is sometimes athieved more QY ;:>taying out 
..'l'Il 

of trouble than by aChieving not?-ble successes"'-since fa:i1ures seem to 

badiff!~ulE to erase from the minds of oth,rs. 

f' 
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. , 
Greenwooù G1969) offers·some quotes regardingOexecutive VLews of( DM 

succ.ess. - . ln , 0 . , 

G 

"J:!d say tHa? 300 is a good batting average in our business:-'" 
"The difference betweén a ~.essfu.l execotive and an 

unsuccessful one is the di~erence between being r'{ght 
52% and only 43%!' Cp. 47) 

,N 

""' 

f. 

In 'our revi~w of 'th~ l'terature co~~erning management consultants 

(Wade, 1977; p. 30)~ we'found tha~ clients rated th€ir performance as 

being satisfa$~ory or better somewhere in excess of 50% of the time. 
~ , 

-In other areas' invo1ving, professional judgment, such as the medica1 

profession, there are reports which a1so ref1ect a rather modest score 

(Goloberg, '1968; S1ovic, 1972). Th'e Ottawa Journal (Apri'i 13, 1978; 

p. D'. 5) report~d that in a review of psycl}iatric outpatients, it was 

found that one-third of t~e 2070 patients were incorrect1y diagnos~d._ 

Becaus~. of the foregoing, ,sorne researeher's (e. g., Rosenberg, 1972) 

have eoncluded that, not on1y is there no such, thing as a single 'right' 

answer to most bus1ness IIroblerns, but that 'one cannot even compare .. ' 

. so1utio~çin a normative sense (1.e., is one 'better' than ~nother?). 

This setms rather extreme. 

In view of the difficulties t~ be faeed by xesea=ehers, why study 

business activ1ties? The answer is that there would seem to be great 

po,tential for improvement. 'F-Q,r example, Kepner and Tregoe (1965) state: 
\ . 

I~ ••• the ~t of unsystematic and irrational thinkingù by managers is 

6n.deniably.leÀormous." (p. 1). One impediment may be the relue tance of -"', 
"-

manage s (and others) to aecept tha t their skills in areas "trad1t1onally 

se as judgmental, in character can be enhanced through training (Moore, 

977; Pounds, 1969), or are even a s,uitab1e topic for stu~y, 

In PS research, the 'usual ,criteria' applied 't~ comparè PS approaches 
" are the following: time taken for the deeision, the degree, of optima11ty . 

of !he decision (for mathematical-type tasks), ,tne confidence of the 
l. ' 
decision maker in'his solution, and the cost of resources consumed (e.g., 

\ 
information purehased) in the ~ecision making process (see Benbasat, 1974; 

<Sreen, 19(7). 



E. Some Task Taxonomies 

-,! 
A recognized deficienéy ~in PS 'research has been the absence of a 

workab1e slassiflcation scheme for bu~~ness prob1ems (Chervany and 

,Dickson, 1978; Buck1ey et al, 1976). As Keén (1973) concludes: "There 

15 a néed for ~ taxonomy that lnc1udei the indivldual's response to the 
1 f -

prob1em state." (p. 1.21): 

We were searchlng for a taxonomy that wou1d app1y to a wide range 
o 

o'f business ,problem situati<?ns and, would permit us to formu1ate and test 

,hypotheses related to individua1 personality and PS behaviour character­

i'stics. 

lt wou1d appear desirable that the classificati~ of a problem not 

require any knowledge of the indivldual who would be solv"ing the problem. , 

'-, ',(Reitman, 1964; does not agree wLth thlS. He bel,ieves a problem conslsts 

of the overt features of the prob1em situation coupled with t~ose aspects 

of the prob1em solver' s cognitive structure which are present "only for 
-

. ~he dura tion or t.he parti.curar ,prob1~.") 

oAls~, itJmust be recognlzed ehat different 'comm~nlties' of pFoblem, 

solvers may ctassify a task ln a difrerentt way, given the same classifi- , 
,. , 

cation scheme (Reitman, 1964). However, an acceptable taxonom~ would be, 

expected to generate a high level of agreement from any given co~unity. 

In PS researc~, it is unlikely' that à. standard set ?~ tâsks 

app~ic'able acrGSS the board wlll ever be developed because the ~dimensions 

of the task taxonomy adopted in any instance must be related to the' 
, b 

variap1es under study. In our case the key variables of lnterest are 

those persona1ity/cognitive attributes of the problem so1:ver which 

thought to iuf luence his eff ec tiveness and PS behaviour. 
1 - . 
We will now, examine eXlstlng task taxonomles to see hm, they 

to our requirements. 

The most popu1ar one-dimensional c1assiflcation schemes are: 
1 

are 

conform 

• structur~d/unstructured (Xitroff and Emshoff, 1979; Bartlett, 1958) 
./ 

• ~ell ~d';{f meM ill-def ined (Reitman, 1964; Minsky, 1963) 

• ~~ogrammed/nbn-programmed (S~~n, 1960) 
'j '1 

• tactica1/strategic GHtroff et al, 1977; Raiffa, 1968). 

\ 

, J 
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The common attribute on which ~11 of these classifications would appear 

to b~ based is the degree of ambiguity~ uncertainty or risk inherent in 

the task. 

, While researchers (March and Simon, 1958; Masan and Hitroff, 1973; 

Yankelovich, 1977) have attemptèd to d~fferentiate between uncertainty 

and risk, other authors (Eilon·, 1969; Edwards, 1967) ,pave c1aimed that 

such definitions, are not helpful in practice "s{nce they do not inc1ude 

aIl of the situations which may'arise. 

'In general, the distinction maci,e is .tihat there is risk if the 

rel~tionship between the d~cision variables and the outcome is known 
,Y' 

(and prob~istic), whereas there is uncertainty wpen w~ have no ' r 

cbnfidence that we know which variab~es are going to affect the.outcome. 
, , 

However, these definitions are tao restricting because they ~o not 

encompa:),s other real life sources of 'uncertain~y'. For example:. 

i) uncerta~nty may s~em from our not being sure about .objectives, 

ii) 

J-ii) 

, ' 

evaluation criteria, and trade-off functions.;' 

we may be uncertain.about th~ validity of the information 

pravided ta us; 

we may not have identified the mast promising alternatives; 

iv) perhaps we are concerned about what the future will bring 

, (which scenarios ~lill apply?); 

,v) on ~he 'other hand, we may have a fair idea of wqich scenarios 

~re possible, but their probability (~nd/or causal factors) 

may not be k.no~vn; 

vi) we may not know whfch performance dimensions are affected by 

vii) 

the alternatives; 

final1y, we may know the dimensions but we may not know dhe' , ' 

magnitude of the effect (even,in the form of a probability 

distribution) . , , 

Subjective uncertainty is difficult to quantify. Eve~. if ind~vidua1s 

were capable of deveroping subj ec tive est~ates which cou1d'; be related to 
l ' 

those based on relative frequency concepts - and apparent1y they are not 
, . 

(Moore, 1977; Hogarth, 1975; Col:en, 1957; Ed'wards" 1967) - these estima tes 

would 'vary wid,e1y depending' on past experience. In practice', one rare1y 

j, '\ 
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'sees a business proposaI with ~ny quantitative assessment of the 

uneertainty iqvolve? ~~ore (1977) has sho~ that even probabilit~' 
words such as 'probable have a surprising\ range of inte;rpretation. 

Appendix E documents a number uf othet conclusions concerning humans 

and"uncertainty. 

It seems to be generally ag'reed (e. g,., ~l1intzberg, 197 3a; Ackqf ~ l. 

1974) that strategie deeisioni ar~ char~~terized by~great ambiguity~ 

complexity, and open-,endednes.s and are hence r~vicked': or unstructured. 
, • 0 

~peratïng_-type deeision~hl.c:t a~e repetitive are, frequentlY eonsidered 

\ structured or prQgrammable. Argytis (1961) found that mos-t of the 

activities in the organiz~ions he studieâ were programmable., 

A number of two-way taxonomies were rev}ew~d to see if they, could 
, • 1 

'add anything fÇ>r our purposes,. 
, . 

McKenney (1973) 

• ~elevant data are known/unknown 

• mental operations and aI1alyses required are known/unknown' 
v , . 

Harrison (1975) '. 

• s truc'turEl (programma bl~non-progralIlIilable) , . 
• problem solving approach which is appropriate (reliance upon t'ules/ 

reliançe on judgment) 

Thompson (1964) 

.' beliefs about causation (certa~n/uncertain) 
i. 

',. ' preference about posslible outèomes (certain/uncertain) 

Buc.kley et al (1976) , 

'. quality of the data (objective/subjective) 
./ 

• nature of decision variable relationships (simple/com~lex) 
" ~)~ 

, " 

With the exception of Tbompsèn' s varia"lSles which are not attrtbutes of . 
,t~roblem itself but rathèr the individual, the taxonomies reflect an 

, 
underlying attempt to try to define the ~ncertainty aspect more 

" 
specl.fica11y. 

Zand (1974) defined stru"ctured/il1-structu,red for produet'ivity 
, 

problems usi,ng eight dimensions. ' ~!d'St of these classif iea tions are 

difficult -to apply to rea~' life problems, there beiI;lg no an,chet points. 

'Of aIl the above definitions for the s~ruetured/unstructured , 

.. 

L, 

, . 
," 

\ ~ 

/ 
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, 
categories, tq.at of MeKenney seems ~o(be the 

,study, sinee the detai1 and f~exibility Inherent In a consulta~trs work 

plan is a good measure of the degree of strue ture he imparts to, the task., 

However, since structure is a subjective measure depending on the 

perceptions of the individual prob1em solver, we will have to deyelop 

other task dimensions, which are objective and which will" en?ble us to 

discriminate among consultants based ort their persona1ity/cogniti~e 
, attributes. 

F, .. The PS Process 

Researchers have suggested a variety of.mo~els when describing the 
, ..t " 

PS (deCision .. ~aki~'~',-, Qce~s Ce.g.; HaYwood, , 1954; Bieri, 1971;' Ko1b and 

F.rohman,' 1970; Oruc er, 1~67; Simon, 1960; Myers and ~1arquis, 1969; 
, ..::~ .-' 

Xintzberg, 1973a; Rosenberg, ~972; Mitloff, 1975). 
, 

,C\~gnitive theorists consider decis idn ma~ing in terms ~f the types 

of the cognitive processes involved (i. e.,. those strategies, programs.or 
, , 

other transfdrmation processes which ~ediate PS behavior). 

has defïned these as! ' 

• ~le~tive processes (fi1tering information) 

.~ organizing processes (finding patterns or integrating se1eeted 

in(ormation) , 

, ,. t\modera.ting or contro11ing proeesses (e.g., motives) 
u. -

• adapting proeesses, (overcoming situa tiona1 constraints). 

Regarding consulting; Kolb a~d Fro~an (I~~O) present a generai 

model of the 'Or'ganiza tionai Developmen~' approach: 

• ~eouting (matehing the skiI1s of the consultant with the,neeùs of the 
.i 

cliènt organization) 

• entry (ensuririg his,legitimacy within the client'organization, 
l' 

.i.e;, 

building credibility) ... diagnosis. (idem~fying what change. is appropriate) 

• planning (de~l.diÏlg how to go about it) 

• action (implementing the change) 

• evaluation (deciding if the ,change i5 progressing as required) 

• termination (picking the right t;ime to leave) 

G 
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Drucker (1967) l~oks at the process from the manager's standpoint, 
- ~ 

pre'senting the foUowing stages: 

• 

• 

classification of thè problem (ls it generic?) 
~ 

defini:tion of the problem ,(What are we dealing with?) 

specifications \hiC~, the answer must satisf,y (Wha,t are the boun'clary 

conditions?) . 
• i~entific~tion of the right alternative (net necessarily that which 

is 'àcceB,table') 

• preparation a~d implementation of action plan (What does the action 

commitment have to be?) ... 

f
. feedback (How is th~ decision'being carried out?) 

~ , Simon (i~60), Rosenberg (1972'), ~yers and ~1arquis (J~969)".' and 

'Mintzberg (l973a) ail take a ',somewhat similar view to the preceding but 

-spedfy i different ,number of phases. 

, 
, 

Simon Ros.!=nberg Hlers , and Marguis Mintz berg 
, 

~ 

Recogni tion Problem 
. Recognition 

. 
Intelligence Conceptuâllz~tion Idea Formulation Diagnosis - , , 

~ -• ~ , 
Design Design • Problem Solving Design 

(al terna tive 
4 search/screen) 

1 ~ 
Choice Solution Evaluation/Choice . 

1 
1 , Authorization 

J 

Implementation Utilization and . 
diffusion 

't , 
A sJ:rong thread of similarity pervades aU pf th,e foreg'oing: some fo,rm 

of conc'ep'tualization (model formulation), then an attempt to identify 

'alternatives and fini1l1y choice. This kind of representation of the PS 

protess i5, of course, an analytical view: 
, . 

In.practice~ there may be ~~ such division into discrete phases. 

For example, the a-ttribute cl'à.Js~fi'cation or rote apPt'o'ach cla~sifies 
o ' 

the prob~em on the basis of certain attributes (symptoms) and, using 

p 

, ' 

.. 
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;, 

conventional 'cures' or 'trial and error', ,cornes up "~.lith a solution 

without priQr analysis or jpstif~cation. SometiIDes this can be a case 

of trying to solve the problem before defining it (Kepner and 7regoe, 

- 1965; Bonge, 1972) ,: 

In the néxt chapter we will describe the model for the PS pro cess 
" 

that was adopted for our study. lt consists of four phases: 

• problem finding 
~ 

• conceptua~ization 

• prescription (alternative generation antl choice) 

• implementation 

G. PS St~es and Pathologies 
.~( 1 

In this section we will look at sorne sty~e classifications or PS 

strategies which have been studied by.researchers. We will·conclude with 

a deScFipti~n Gf sorne pathologie~ which have been identified. Before 

looking at PS strategies, we should cons {der, "the variety of specifie' 

dimensions which have been used to characterize PS beRaviour. These are 

summarized below. 

a) Conceptualization 
. " 

• speed of closure (speed with which the problem solver classifies 
.. 

the problem and/or becomes mentally comm,itted to a solution) 

• amount of formaI planning employed in fact finding 
,------

• nature of the information sought (e.g.~ qualitative or 
..... 

quanti tative) 

• amount"of deta~l and variety of information sought 

• the value attached to it by the pro9lem solver 
,,", , , 

• sources used for fact finding Î-

• ~equence in which facts are gathered Ce.g., progressivê 

• 

• 
• 

deepening vs lin~ar) 

"flexibility exhibited in departing cir:om pl;:ms and p"revious 
, ~ L 

concepts 
. 

use of quantitative techniques 

methods of verification employed for fac ts obtained or 

conclus ions develop,~d. 

. . ' . 

" 

<, 



b) 

\ , 

: 

. . 

Prescr~2tion 

• number of alternat~ves cons~dered 

• source of alterùat~v'es (self, ,oth~rs and "..;hether solutions 

are off-the-shelf or tailor-made) 
, • 0 . 

• expl~citness or crlten,a and rules used in'" ë.valuation • 

• range of state,variables considered 

• degree co which r~sk lS recogn~zèd and q,uantified. 

c) Overall 

logic and comprehensiveness ot ~gumentation f • 
:-' 

0" • inventiveness introduced' in • p,rocess 

II.IS 

\ 

• the degree of confidence 

some" stage of te' PS 

in an~ cornmi tment,' to his conclusions, .<ilJ 

and how this confidence evolved. 

In devel~ping a.?S style or strategy, most researchers have limited 

theI!1selves to a f ew of the a~ove pos'sible diz4ensions, -presum'7~l~ _ a; a ~ , 

,r~sult of wha-t they have observed in field studies. We l.o1'lll discuss ,-

these strategies starting ivith some very'generai categorles ans:!. 

concluding with styles which are supported by instrum~n'cs. 

Ibere ivould appear "to be a t Lease f ive -overall approaches which' ati,'-'!­

individual might adopt in reach~ng.a solution to a problec. 

1. àsk an expert. ~ 

2. Adopt a solution which wo~ks for a 'similar' problem (the off-the-,' 

shelf approach). 

3. Use the 'trial ~~d error' approach. 

4. 
~ 

Specify a solut~on iv:.t~Out any explicit rauonaie or overt fact 

finding and analysis (sometimes called the"int~itive' approach). 
~ " 

j. Through fact finding and analysis, develop a s0Lution. In this 

case an explicit rationale can us~lly be presented to suppo~t the 

proposed solution (the ~ai~r-made approach). 

\~l1ere the approach is 'not articulated. approaè,hes '2, 3, and 4 may be 

~ndlstlnguishable .. 
~~ 

In the 'expert' approach, the sponsor of the project lOOKS ta others 

for the solution. His ~cceptance ~s frequeqtly based mqre on the 
'" credibility of the expert Chan ~is' understanding of the arguments 

advanéed. There are at least four ways of using experts: 

r 

" 

, , 



,< the single opinion 

multiple opinions 

the 'st~aw man' ~pproach 

~ ~ the devil's advocate 

II. 16 

,,- r/. Wit,h ,the si'ngl,e opinion': usually 'there is a single recommendation 

'" which "f:he decision maker musl: decide to ,accept or rej ect. 

With mul~iple ~Pinions: the'd~ision m~k~r must make a choic: baSed\ 

on the persuas,ibility or' credibility of th~ individual expert. One 

version of this is the dialectical inquiry approach based on 
'\ " , J 

He~n lO~io,and advocat~d by researc~~:s ~uch as Chur~~an (1971) 

t~ 'to al:i.d in stfa.tegié: planning ,problems. :JThis _ requires a solution " 

and a~counter solution, representing opposing opin~ons ~Mitroff, 1971). 

With the 'straw~' approaEh: a hypothet-ical, solution i8 constructed 

by an analyst and offered for evaluation by relevant managers and 

technical experts. Those aspects of 'the solution evoking serious 

adverse reac,tions are modffied and the process recommences untïl a 

rgenerally acceptable' solütion is found. , ' 
The devil's advocate ~proach offers one solution plus a searching ( 

( , , 

critique of tha t solution. " 

2. In the case of packaged solutions, the decision maker has slètted 

his problem and adopted,~ith little or no"modification the solution 

developed by him (or someone else) fo~a 'similar' s~tuation. 
While it ,may not be innpvative, , a pr'e-packaged solution properly 

applied has the advantage that there is less risk that it won't work 

and the time factor (and hence the cast) for design and possible 

implementation will be sîgnificantly reduced. 

3. With trial ancl error, solutions are proposed and tested with v~ry 

little attempt at prior theoretical justification. When one is 

found which gives acceptable results -Ù is selected- and the- process 

stops. The implication,is that there is 'httle or no under-standing 

of the situation. 

o 

4. ~~th ~he intuitive solution' approach, a solution is offered with 

very little explicit justification 'ot,her than the decisià-n maker' s 
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, ~ 

statetlent that: given the fact,s, this'must be the answer. < (~o 

validation is possible except in retro'spect.) , 'To' sorne' ,extent, this 
, 

cou'ld be v'iewed as beÜng related, to the packaged solution approach 

or trial and error . 

The explicit model approach is rati~nal and relies on methodology. 
, " 

There are two stages: model development and prescription. 

~odel devel.apment (concep,tual'iza.tion)': an attempt is 'ma~e, to' 

identify aIl major factors and on the basis of theory, experiment or 

pas't obs~rvation, an expÙcit model is formulated. This describes 
, / t 

,the interrelationships of factors and permits predic,tions about the 
o , , 

effect of 'any one operating independently, or in concert, on sorne 

defined 'indicator(s) of,peFformance. 

Prescrfption: alternative 'solutions are qe~eloped and evaluated, 

using simula:tion or optimization techniques" then a choic.e is made. 

In this approach the reasoning process supporting the solution' ls 

articulated. 

In the abov'e approaC"hes there mJy -or may not be ,a distinction' 

between the conceptualization and pr~5cJiption phas~s. (Where concept-
, ~~" , 

ualization ls performed by ohe individtfal~ and p-rescription by ahother',' 
() " ~ 

there wirf;' of course, be a: clear separation between the two phases.) 
; , , . 

Also", the prescription 'pba~se may be carri~d, out ,in two' clearly identi­i>, 

fiable steps: the identification (search or design) of alternatives and 
l 

the evaluati,on of the alternative,s, the latter of t,en being a gro,up 

process for ~jor decisions. 

We will next review sorne' strategies that cou1d apply to individu)l 

phases of the PS process:. 

1. Problem Finding Phase 
, 

The main behaviour difference that'one might find between individ-

uals tn thi~ phase is whether they anticipate problem situations or 

react ta them. Those who'anticipate prob~ems may be warned by implicit 

or explicit signal mechanisms. In the latter case, the explicit signal 

mechanism'm~y be based on judgmental or objective norms and variance 
, 

thresholds. ,Li,ttle has been published re-garding the "relative frequencies 

, . \, 

,'l" 
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of these behavio'ur stra tegîes . 

2. Conceptualization Phase .. 
Various strategies, that have 'been identified are .. : 

• usè of deductive~ (Kepner and Treg~è, 1965) vs inductive 

reasoning; 

• break the problem inta pieces '(ISimon, 1969) or look at the whole 
1 

,(Wertheimer, 1959); 
p , 

• rely on method of 'rules of thumb' to develop the model rather 

than prior experi'ence; 

~ Jconstr~ct t,he 'model by a mo're and ,more detal.led exam:{.nation of 

the situation (progtes.sive deepenihg) 'rather than ~ steady ~ingle 
, ' , , , 

eut (linear) approach (N~well and Simon, 1972). 
, 

One could also look at ~oncept~al~za tion fram the viewpoint of t.he 
, .. ! ~, } , 

degr~e of understan!fing achieved by the individual at the conclu~:i,on of 

~his phase. Three different apptoaches could be envisaged: . -
• construct a detailed model ta king main interrelationships into 

account (high und~rstanding); 

'. eonstruct a model consisting only of the key attr~butes of the 

problem for purposes of classification (medium understanding); 
\ -

• take-..a model 'on ttust' from an expert which cannot be' rela te~ 
, , 

to the individual's ~wn frames of reference (low understanding). 

Ob~ougly, a proolem s~lver in the first category should have a greater 
t • 

predictive capabil~ty ~han those in the last two. 

In experiments with the concept learning task, Bruher et al' ,(1956) ,. 
identified four strategies ,~sed by subjects: 

~ 

Successive sca~ning: the ~bject tests 'a single hypothesis at a time, 

rejecting it and adopting another if results fail tO,verify it. 
\ ' 

Simultaneous scanning: the subject tries ta hold aIl information 

collected to date in memory· th~s ~ntertalning ~ variety of possible 

solutions. Considerable 
) . 

strain i's involved. cogn 'tl.ve Il. 

A 

èonservativr focus: the subj t searches for sorne positive instance 
'\ 

of the concept,.. then varies a single attribute until aIl of the , , 

poss~bilities are reduced ta one . 

. , 
,,' 

~ j 
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,fi l , 

rocus gambling: tl1is is a risky ~tra te.gy, similar ta cQ,nserva tive 

focus except that several attributes are vàried at the sarne time. 

The last thtee might be related to late closure-~let the iacts tell ui 
, . --

,the story-- while the first ta'kes the forrn--Iet the facts con(irm pur 

hypothes,is (i. e., early. closure) .... 

McKepney (1973) ldentifiéd two contrasting types of PS behaviour 

dur~ng fact finding and model formulation, which he termed syste~atic 

and 'intuitive. 

The ,systematic: such,an individual uses his initial 
model as a hypothesis, ta be tested-. Thus, information 

, is ,accumulated for the purpose of "confirming or disproving 
- the initial hypothesis. and the kind- of information 
requ~red can be specified in advance. Checklists can 
be constructed for interviews, etc. When the hYP9thesi,s 
isQconf~rmed ta the individual's satisfactio~, or wh en 
time runs,out aùd the hypothesls, has not been disproved, 
the modtÙ is accepted. , Sh,ould the hypothesis not b~ 
supported,' he wil1- adopt another, test it, etc. Note 
that for s~ch an individual, model formulation in- a 
way precedes fact finding and is'almost indistinguishable" 
from it. -" ' 

, - , 

"'~, 
The int'uitive: such' ân 'individual uses his initial model 
merely as a rough frame ta 'contain' th'e fac t f inding.' 
HiS obj ective is ta understand' the situation, the ' 
inf~uencing factors, "the interrelationships, etc. Trus, 
information is accumulated at aIl levela of detaii and 
apparen t relevancy. (No def inite 'conclùsions are drawn 
'- judgment is suspended.)' Information planning is done 
at a macro levei only: Fo~al c'I-iecklists for interviews 

t are not ',the custom. For thé intuitive in'l:lividtJa1, fact 
, finding usually conti~u'e~ until time runs out. He is 

an assimilator (Ka lb , 1974) and has t~l-;- cOnfing to 
terms with his data (HcKenney and Keen,' 1974). At the 
end of the fact finding step, there ts an observable 

, tra'nsition point ta the ne~t - steps--analysis, hypothesis 
formu~ation and~verific~tidn. 

:: .. 

Fr?m our own- ~bservat;j.on and discussion with others we have conf~ed , 

the exfste~ce of these two extrème types among consult~ts and others. 

ffcKenné;' s descriptions ha'l.!e proved v~rOy h~lp'ful for the construction of 
~ " ~",' 1 1 

the profiles and self de~cripticfn instrument which we used to dist-inguish 

i, 

. -
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tJ ' .. ~ 

between systematicl.~"msyatematic_?S :,ehaviour during conceptua~izatlon. 

3. Prescrlotion Phase . 
• 0 " 

The t1JO main approaches which are obSer'l"l-ble ln the prescription 
" " 

phase "are che sequ~nt'ial ~cann~g, satl.Silcing'l approacn producing on'~'y 
, 1 '. :i-

one"acceptable solutioq and the sequential sc~nn~ng, mulclple solution 

approach.' Cardozo· (1968) d~scrlbes how purchasing agents were found }:o 

emplqy one of the t'Wo stra~tg~es. ~hntzberg (19'73a; p. 27) describes 

h~~ rnany..;}a~.e~ of "'deslgn ar; lc~omPlished in a sortt of d,ecision tree 

sequence whi(l1 he terms'nested design and which results in a single 

solution., Driver -and Lintot't (1972) also found the s~ngle solution! 

'multiple solution dimension as\be~ng a significant âlscr,iminator in 
. ' .,.." -

,cl:SSifY.ln~ in'lividual. PS behaviour :ind incorporated i t as 0r;e of two 

dimensions in theu Decis~on Style lnstrumen't. 

Tay~or (197 Sa) suggests. five general approaches to .prescr iption: 
o ( 

prior commitment, selection by hunch, diagnosis generatcs the solutio~,' 

parallel search, sequential search. 

~ehiviour in sub-phases of Prescription 

If we look in more deta"'i.l at behaviour during each of the sub­

phases: search, evaluation, dOlce,' 'Ne can find a vari3-ty or .proposed 

5 q-aygl.es . 

, Rega~~ing searc?, Ne'Well and SJ.mon (1972) have identifled the' 

follqwi~g strategies for game situatlons: scan-search, depth first, __ ~ _______ _ 
, 

breadth first, progressive deepening. To these ~1intzbp-~g (1973a) adds: 

" 
1. 

~emory searC'n: th.e problem solvers use their own files 
or those or the organization 'ta 10,cate alternacive~. 

Trap search: the problem solvers set up a mechanism whereby che" 
a1ternat~ves come to them,e.g., they advertise for candidates. 

Regarding evaluaC:ion and c~o~ce, the follo'ing stlfategies. have been ------ . , 

advanced (it is assumed in most cases that decision criteria, performance 

dimensions, have been identlfied): , , ,,-
• evaluate rationalll (p~raI1el search fo:~~Jternatives, simultaQeous 

evaluation using explicit cr~teria and trade-offs) vs satisfice 

,1 

, 
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\(treat goals as constraints, sequential search for and seHuential 

cesting or alte'tnatives) j , )' \ ~ f"'\ ' 
use the' dis]ointed incrementalism (muJh':h~gh) c;pproach ,,~-:':) 

. (paràllel search, simultaneous evaluation ;?-sing e:x;plicit criter,ia, 

but compâre only al,ong dimens~ons where alternatives d!i.ffer) 

S 1 disj uncnve,' (one perfor:nan~e d iroension ;na? be favoured to 

the exclusion of aH the othe.rs),; 
"' 

• f a'ccommodation' (.t'be decisionfla,ke,r evaluate,? alter,natives simultane-
• , I( ,...... 

ously using different 1 frames ot mlnd :1. Whe~ one alternatlve appears " 

better" ~he sel~ction lS ,:nade) (Shepard, 1964). 
," 

Operational techniques have yet to be devi,sed to lndicate ',.;huh strategy . , 
.. V' 0-,) 

or combination of strategies is actua1ly being-. employ~d by an individual. 

~ There woulâ seenf to be sorne common thread to the successive and 
, q , 

E..imultaneous sCa~ning conceptualization s,~rategies observed by'I3runer, 

the syste~ tic/intuitive approaches to fact f ,tnding proposed bYe ~cKenney".: 

the successive a,nd parallel s~a1?ch strategies roted by Taylor aùd 

Cardozo, the' .§~ntial vs pa,rallel th.inking processes i-2entified by Das 

et al and by)Doktor and Bloom,and. tne sati'sficing/optimiz:lng motiva~ion 
found by Newell and Simon. If iq" fact the're are two basic strategies, 

.. ) \ 4 ,. 

,an interes.ting question whieh has yet to be resolved is: for b"usiness' 
, 

proble~ solving, what determi'nes whieh 'o~ t~e tTN'O strategies i's employed; 
, '-C'" } 

the na;ure of the task, or, perl'laps, an "inStrumental vs e:<:pressive 'tlork" 

orientatio~ (Strauss~ 1974)7 

4. Implementation 

Sine'e 0 implementation is (less ~f a 

eoncerned with the process of change 

, 
" 

tuai phase and is lItore J 
''4~ , 

and proj ec t management)! 

• 

,;1 we will not elabora te on lt here. 

. 
< ... .J<f. Q. -" -'-

PS Styles 
~. .. 

We will pow consider five PS ~pproaches or sty1.es for whlch . " , ! 
Q 

instruments pave'been developed. Our own study incorpora tes some ve:s';on-
~ " 

of the first",thre~. 

L. The Analytic vs Intuitive Approach 

/' 
, \ 

1'­. 

. -

o 

" 

.' ' 

'\ 
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• Kolb' s Learning Styles 1'.1' . 
~ • Jung's 

. 
Persona lit y Type Cla'ssification 

, 
• McKenney ana Keen' s Cognitive Style Classification 

• Driver and Lintott's Decision Style Classification 

The Analytic vs Intuitive Approach 

II~ 22 

While there are many definittions and instruments to classi~y these 

two'opposing'styles, we will attempt to summariz~ the two stereotypes: 

The analytic approach: rélies 9n method, on logical, 
. linea~ thinking. The problem is broken into small 
~anageable pieces. The emphasis is on facts. 

iI1 

The intuitive app!oach: is non-rational in that its 
underlying ràtionale is a matter of conj'ecture rather 
than observation.~Conclusians are proàuced suddertly 
based on 'gut feel. The process giving rise to 
conclusion~ has variou~ly been explained by the 
associationist school Qf thought (the attributes of 
the problem match a 's~ilar' remembered situation) 
(~ee Maye~, 1977) and the Gestalt school (the problem 
is considered 'as à whole' rather than a number of . . . ~ 
Pieces) (Wertheimer, 1959). 

• oC « 

Lack of operational, accepted definitions for these const~ucts has . 
created apparent'con~radictions. For example, "according to the Myers-

Briggs Type Indicator (SN sc~le), mathematici~ns and statisticians are 

f 1 d '· .' 1 Y h ,r, ho o ten c asse as ~ntu~t~ve. et t e management sc~ent~st w uses 
\ 

these techniques is seen1as the embodiment of th~ analytic appràach 
o 

(e.g.~ Mintzberg, 1980; Zmud, 1979). Leavitt (1975) offers a possible 

explanation of the 'anomaly~ by claiming that there is a difference be,tween 
- ~ 1 

'the analytic approach and analytic techniques. Das et al. (1979), ,in 
, 

another context, point out that mathematics. is a relatiohal activity 

a~d therefore one which involves simultaneous information pro'cessing 

. (which according to researchers such às ~r (1976), goes on. in the 

r'ignt or intuitive side of the brain) ~ Ornstein (1972) disagrees, tseeing - ~ ~ 

mathematicians as examples of the culturally dominant, line~r, verbal-

~ ~ational mod~e (p. 39). Pascal himself is supposed to have distinguished 

between intuitives and mathematicians (Mathes, 1969) . .. 

1 . 
See Manual (Myers, 1962). 
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A v~riety of constructs and instruments have been deve10ped to 

differentiate between ana.lytic and in.,!:uitive (sometimes termed 

heuristic1 ) individuals. Sorne of these are itemized be10w: . 

1 

Huysmanp (~970) ~~ ~eaSOni~g.reduces pr~b1em situations to 

a core set of underlying re1ationships which are expressed by a 

more or 1ess explicit mode1 . 
• 

Zmud (1979) the analytic constructs his mode1s based on theory 

rather than,~xperience, has~ thinking vs feeling orientation and 

is contro1led r1ther than, spontaneous in his approach. 
~ 

, . 
Benbasat (1974) - the ana1ytic is ~ontrol1ed rather than spa~taneous 

(i.e., fo11ows a plan). 

;".i' 0: r 
Doktor and B100m (r977) - the ana1ytic uses the left side of the 

brain. 

Ju~g (1923j - the ~ensing type relies mbst1y on concrete facts in 

conceptua~lization rather than his imagination (based on the ~1yers­
Briggs instrument). The j udg~n~ type is controlled ra ther than 

sppntaneous. 

Witkin (1964) - the analytic is 'field independent' (based on the 

Embedded Figures test). 

~dâf;; (e.g., Vasarhe1yi, 1973; Zmud, 1978) have shown that few of th~ 

above in1.rurnents corlei}te: C1earl.y some clarification of the" con-

structs is necessary. ' 

Because the stereotypes have received so much attention, we have 
,-

.contipued the discussion of the a?aly~ic vs intuitive approaches in 

Appendix B. 

, ( 
1Taggart et al (1980) point out that ther two constructs ~re not 

synonym9us, heuristics which can be progr~mmed sequentia11y being a 
function of the ~pgica1 }eft hemisphere of the brain. 

, ~ (,' )J 

,/ 

... 
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,1 

In'our sp~dy we have attempted to synthesize much of the thinking 
J' 

~n thesè tw~ constructs by developing a profile of the sys~ematic and 

the unsystematic conceptualizer. A self4description instrument was 

prepared to support these profiles. (See Appe,::dix D.) 

~olb's Learning Styles 

Kolb ,1974) postulated four different categories for learning (and . 

hrnce problem selving) behaviour: assiffiilators, accommodators, 

~onvergers~nd divergers. 

Assimilators prefer a simuitaneous scanni~ strategy (s~e page II.18) 
calling for more complex use and interpretation of 

~ 

infprmation and more cognitive strain (Gro'chow, 1973). 
They excel in inducti~e reasoning, in assimi1ating 
disparate observations ,into an integrated ex~lanation. 
They are less co~cerned with the practical use of • 
theories, more in ensuring that the theory is sound 
and precise. Th~ir strengths lie in abstraèt model 
building. 0 , 

Accommodators prefer a successiv~ scanning, strategy calling , 
for little complexity in use ana int~rpretation. littie 
inference fràm the' data anq ~ittJ.e cognitive' strain in 
assimi1ating information '(Grochow, 1973). Their greatest 
strength ~i~s in doing things, in carrying out plans 
and in implementatibn. Tt~e'y tend to be risk taker,s: 

t 
Convergers are unemot10nal, preferring td deai with things 

rather than people. They ,are doers, using,hypothetiça1 
,deductive reasoning to focus, their ,knowledge eIl, specifi'c 
~roblem$. ,They do ~est where there is.:.E._: single correct' 

---answ~r. Their strerigth lies in the, prac't'ica1 ,applica tion 
of ideas, in the evalua,tion of solution consequences.. '1' 
and in 'solution selection. '~'\t 

Dive"rgers, are the' opposite' of convergers. They tend to concrete 
thin\ing 'ratqer than abstraction, and think~ng,rather 
than doing. Their strengths lie in probl~ finding. 

~ . - .. " 

The instrument used to classify individ~ais is the Ko1b Learhing 
, ( -

Style Inventory (LS t ), a shor~ self-description questionnaire. There 
, 

are two bipolar~sc~les~ abstract/concrete, and active/reflective: Kolb 

~uote,s two st~dies ïr:t which t'he PS behaviour predicted by the instrument 

was actua11y,observed, (Grochow, i973; St~, 1973). J 

'. 
<' 

' ..... '" 

~" 

, , 
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\ 
(Freedman and' Stumpf, 1979,' have expressed some skepticism 

" , , 

regarding th~ re"liability of the instrument, èlaiming that they..found 
" , 

low test-retest reliability~, They also quest?-on the u:;>e' of the bipolar' 

scales.) 

Jung r s PersoncÙi,ty Type Classification . , 
Of el~ the cl~s~ifications suppprted by a single,instrume~t, ~he 

<, 

Jung classification (Jung, 1923) has been the mo-st widely u~ed, in 

business PS research (e.g., Kilmann and ~1itroff, 1976; Henderson and Nutt, 

1980; De Waele,. 1978--(' Kee~, 1973; Kaiser, 1979; Zmud, f,979; Campbell, , 
1971). There are four dimensions: 

rrtrovert/ e~ttevet"t: tne introvert, type is mof'e ,interested. in id'eas 
thart p~ople and things. He relates the external world to 
himself ra ther than himself to the external wor''ld. 

Sensingiintuiti~n:' in fact finding and~ fo~tnulation (t~rmed 
,perceiving by .:ru~g), 'the sensinUY~~ ~:elie's on' concrete 
fàcts and details r,ather than speculation and imagination. 

, r 1 ~ \ 

, 

Thinkingjfeeling: in evaluation and choice, the judging' phase" 
the thinking 'type relies <in logic ,and impe~sonal modes 

~ ~ ,of reasoning rather than emotioil or 'gu~ feel' ',' 1 l 
, } 

Judgingjperceiving: the judging type has a predisppsition 
to judging (co~ing to a conclusion), ~hereas the perceiving 
type is more interested in continuing' the model formulation 
phase. A juclging type likes to plan 'his:work and' follow 
the plan, whereas the perceiving type likes to ,rectain 
fl~xrble. This dimeps~on is similar to our construct of 
e~rlYqvs late closure which is described in ~ppendix D~ 

the !1yers-Br':Lggs Type Indicator (Hyers; ],962) was developed to 

mea~ure these dime~siont( A number of internaI and longitudinal validity 

chec~s nave b~en ~ade a~d the instrumént is consfdered rèasonably 
Jo 

J 1 

, . ' 
reliable (Lake, Miles and Earle" -1.973; Buros, 1970)" ' . \' 

, , 
The Hyers-Brig~s. Han~J. claims tha t the -four dimensions are o,.rtho'" 

r gênaI 'except for a correlation between the Serisingjintuitj.~ and 
1 

judging/2erceivin~ dimensions. 

Kilmann and Xitroff (1976) found that when individuals were grouped 
\, ,'. (;>/ 

... ' . 
... 

. , 

" 

,0 

. " 
, 
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into four categories b~sed on the sensing/Jntuition, ,thinkiqg/feèling, 
" n 

scales, there wa~ a-strong similarity wit~in a catègory regarding thè 

climate of an organization they consider~d ~deal. Coing further, ~1itroff 

(1975) suggested that an individua1's categqrization on the same basis 
,[) 

could determine his suitability for various stages in the PS process 
6 

(conceptua1ization, model building, mO,del solving, and im.plementation). 

,l1acKinnon (1962. notes that the m'ajority of ~ive writers, mathema­

ticiahs and architects are intuitive in their per,ception style and , , 

prefer the perception to the judging mode, i:e.', tend to late closure in 

our terminology. 

Keen (1973) notes that high academic achievement is consistently 

associated with intuition, introversion, judging. 
, 1 

McKenney and Keen's Cognitive Style Classification 

,McK~nney and ~een (19,74) deveJ,.oped a twoJdimensional bipolar 
, ' ~ 

-, classification scheme; for problem solvsrs. The dimensions are: 

information,gachering (receptive/preceptive) 

information evaluation (systematic/intuitive) 

They describe thesé categories ~s fo1lows: 

Information ~athêring 

.1 

Rèce-Ptive/preceptive: in f,ace finding, 'p'recepÙve 
individuals bring ,tb bear concepts to fil ter data; they 
focus on relationships between items and look for­
deviations from or confo~ities'with their expectations. 

, Their precepts a~t ,as cues\ for both gathe'ring and 
cataloguing the data they find. Receptive thinkers 
are more sensitive to ~the stimulus ltself. ' They focus 
on detail rather t-han relationships and try to' derive ' 

"t1le attributes of the' information from direct examination 
qf it instead of from fitting it ta their precepts: 

Infbrmation evaluation 
, , 

SysteIJjl.ti<::.!intuitive:. in model building' and ,prescription,-
systematic individuals tend to approach-a problem, by 
structuring i:t in terms of some m~thod which, _if followed 
through, leads to a likely solution: Intuitive thinkers 
usually avold committing themselves in this way. Their 
5trategy i5 more one of solution testing and 'trial and 

, . ( 

1 

\ 

\ " 

\ 

, . 

" 
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error. They are ouch more willing to jump from'one 
method to another, ta d~scard lnior.nat~on, and' ta be 
sensHi've to eues 'Chat they may not be able ta' ~dentify 
verbally. 

.. 

The'instrument used ta categorize lnd~viduals cornpr~ses a battery 

ai twelve tests (Keen, 1973): 

- Gestalt Completion Test 
Scrambled \.[ords 
Insighe Problems 

~·Figure Classi!lcatlon 
Obj ec t ~aming , ' 

- Choosing a Path 
-:" Controlled Ass'ocia t~ons 
Four~~etter 'Words 
Concealed~Figuies 

'Paper Folding 
Verbal Puzzles 
Identlcal Pic.tures 

Txpe of Pro,b1em 

Ifisual 
Visual ' 
lTisual, verbal, nume.ïic 
Visual 

'VisùatJ 
V'isual" - -

, " Verba 
Verbal~ 
Visual 

1) Visual 
Verbal 
Visual 

0. 

:'io informa tian ava~lable regarding the valida Clan of this ba: t te,ry 

nor ïts co=rela cognitive style :est:: other chan the :fyers-

Briggs. ' 
,1 

Whlle Keen (1973) suggests that a cognitive style is different'from .. 
a personality ~, on the surface his construct 'Nould 'appear to ~ave a, " 

lot ih common ~ith Myers-Briggs sensing/intuition and thinking/feeling 

'dimensions • 
. 

Keen ~1973) reports that he found: 

• no significabt correlation between any of the four ~yers-arlggs 

dJ.mensions and the twelve ::1cKenney ând Keen tests; 

• sorne correl'\tÎ'on be,tween _systematic style and th~nking type and 'hence 
, 

between lntuitive style and freling type; 

• a more modest cor!'elatlon between systema'tlG stylè ând int!'overslon 
, , 

type and hence between intuitlve style and extrov;rsion type. 

Our own reaction 'to the deyelopment of thê ':1~'Kenney and Ke'~n 

cognitive style constr~ct is, that' XcKenney's earlier ~nst~uct 

(described on page Il.i9 of- this thesls) was realistic and could be gl'len 

a benavioural definition. The constTuct described here has no use.ful 

, ' 

.... 

( 
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, , 

operat10nal definition and is dependent on an instrument for the 

c'lassification of individua,ls, 

" 
Drive~ and,Lintott's Decision Style Classlfi ation 

Driver and Lintott (1972) developed a 
.~ 

style class~fication 

with two dimensions: '" ' • 

the amount of information used to make à decisiQn (minimal/ 

~aximalj 

focus on one solution or many solutions. 

T\.'1o pEiychometric measures were used 'to determine decision style 

(Alawi, 1973); 

• the APSE (a business problem which the individual solves, after which 

he indicates how he used the' data). In the laboratory, this has,been 

found ta prediet deeision speed, use of data, use of contingepcies, 

amount of creativity, and type of group process (Driver, ,1972; 

Raynolds, 1972), , In field studies, it has shown an assoc,iatioh with 

'level of management, area of bU,siness speclalization, us~ of inflorma­

tion search'aùd' screening, age and education (Alawi, 1973; Boulgarides, 

1973). 
, 

• the CXSD (a self-description questionnaire which assesses both ~tyle 

and values)" Result's in both laboratory and field 'studies parallel 

those of the APSE. , 

Sorne co~relation might be expected between the information use 

dimension and 'the judging/perceiving dimension of the My'ers-Briggs 
, - fi" ' 

Indica~or; however, the authors of~this instrument have not mad~ avail-

ab.le mu'ch 'informatl.on concerning it. 

PS Pathologies 

Certain PS habits have b~en classi~ied by cognitive researchers a~ , 
-

pathologies which inhibït PS' effectiveness. Sorne of these are 
, 

, d'escrihed' below: 

Fun~tional fixedness: the inhibitio"Çl .in d~coveri~g an appropriate 1\ 

use of an object owing to, the subject's previous uS,e of the object 

in a functi0n dissimilar to that required by the present ?±t~ation 
, , ' 

(Duncker, 1945). This may inhibit otigina'l:f.ty in the generation 

, } 

, " 
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of decision ~lternatives ('!aylor, ,197 Sb; p. zn. It is partially 

cor~table through training, Taylor claims. 

Problem set (,Einstellung): the eÙ,~ t of the problem solver' s 
< 

experiences just prior to and during the problem solving situation. 

'This "creates a mech~nized state of mind, a blind atùtude towards 

problems; one does not look at the, problem on its Q'Ym merits but i5 , , 

led by a mechanical app~ication of a used method." (Lt1:f1uns, 1942'; 

Psychological set:~more permanent than problem set. This is the PS 
" 

perspective 'LmT)os-ed by the problèm solver" s backgroun~ (which 
, " 

affects the way'he looks at problems) and .the PS habits he has 

,developed through training an~~pplication (Taylor, 1975b; p. Z3). 
" ' 

Dogmatism: lack of,receptiveness'to informat~on which 'co~flicts 

with the prob1em s01ver' s pre-exlsting beliefs'. The inabJ1ity tc? 
\~ ,~ 

, listen to new ldeas CRokeach, 1954).-

Rigidity: the ~na?ility tô produce novel or changed re~ponses 

(Roke~èh, 1960; p. 200). 
, 

'Informatl0n syer19ad: the infprmation d~ands of the de~ision 

environment exceed the information processing ,capaclty of the 

decision,maker (e.g., Cbervany and' Dickson, 1974; Gigch, 1970). 
-

Cognitive strain: a breakdown of a decision niaker' s cognitive -

process when he is _ subj ected to a sta te of informa tion ·overload. 

Causes bounded rationality ,Ce.g., Taylor, 1975a; Siîn?n, 1957)'. 
, , 

Bounded raclonality: 1imitat~ons of, human cognitive, abllity and t~e 

availabili~y of vast -amounts of information have ,imposed severe 

restric tions upon ra tional 'decision making. :50 "rationa1ity is 

eichibi t~d, but only within t?Ei con~traints' of ,the problem sol ver , s 

simplif ied representation (model) of the problem,1I (Taylor, 197 Sa; 

p. 409). 
1 

Laèk of transitivitZ: fa1lure to conform ta rules of logic when 

'making 'preference ~tatements,- e.g., an individual. pre'fers A over 'B 

an? B over -C, out C over A; , 

Conservatism: when expos'ed 'to add"tional information the. décision 

" ' 

maker r,evises his subj ec.tive probabi~ity estimates in the direction -L 

-l 
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" indicated by the informa~ion but the revision is too small 

(Taylor, 1975a; p. 417) , 
Pattern bias: individuals tend to deduce patterns from their 

observations even when they know they are dealing with a random 

process (Feldman, 1963). 

Premature closure: premature classification of a stimulus pattern. 

In Chapter II, we have r'eviewed the work of rese,archers concerrting . " ' 

, , 

PS behaviour from the point of view of meth~ology, tas~ ~axonomies, and, 

PS' strategies and styles. We started this chapter with three questions. 

After having examined them in more de;ail, what can be said? 

1. Do people over time develop distinctive cognitive and behavioural PS 

styles and if so'how can they be measured? 

The evidence seems to point to some attribute, call it cognitive 

style,iwhich is the resultant of one's experience over the years and which 

creates a predisposition in an individual to approaçh: 

- ... the s~e problem the same way o,n different occasions (but under similar' 

- conditions of stress, motivation and resourcë availability) 

'similar' problems the same way (but we are not s'ure how to define' 
\ 

similar) 
, 

all problems from a certain perspective (less pronQunced but still ob-
a 

servable. This could be motivated for example by a strong doing vs 

thinking orientationr. 

( Earlier in the paper, we have argued that a 1 problem' is a per-

" sonal rather than absolute concept. Judgment ,(influénced heavily by 

ç value~and' experience) is a factor -influencing all of )the stages of the PS 

process: 

is there a problem? 

what kind of problem is it?J 

which alternatives will be consider~d? 

which will be selected (o~ recommended)? 

Consequent ly there is much s,cope or opportunity fo!' the dève!opment' 

of pers habits (or sty~es). 
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There does seem to be evidence that certain dimensions of style' 
, . 

are strollgly ,affected by both Pfe-university and undergraduate training, 
- -. . , 

It see~:safe to speculate that su?~equen~ busine!s ex?erience in the 

same discipline would reinf?rce these predispositions whereas experience 

~n a v~rièty of fields would weaken them. 

'l ,-
The kinds of p~oblem Ln which the individual has gained experience 

(Le ,', the degree of structure ~ the' magnitude' of the 'people.: component, 

etc .. ) 'ahou,ld also have a màjor lnfluence on his approach. 

Finally, the familiarity of the individual with quantitative , 
- meth'ods will determine if he is able- to incorporate, this special ~anguage 

"and approach inco his conceptuaÜzation processes whether he .is devel~p,­

in~ his own solutions or evaluating those developed by othérs. , 

Nb fot!ong front runners have emerged as instruments ot taxonom 

to classify cognitive styl~: 

• '~pktor worked dosel'y, wit~ McKenney and Keen for many years try~ng, to 

develop such nreasures. This work has been repo1:ted in some de'tail' here 

'(pages Ir.26-1L'~7). Yet few res'earchers seem, to have _ é3:dopted their 

conv_en t ions. 
, 

• Benbasat (1974) classifi6!d subjects in his disse'rtation research using 

a mo~if'cation of the Minnesota Analytic/Heuristic Questionnaire. How~ 
ever,~cent~y the validity of this instrument has come under attack 

(ZmUd, 1978). 

• White Witkin's 'Embedded Figures Test' has "been'usèd by Lûsk (1973~ . . 
and Doktor and Hamilton (1973), its relevance to business prob,lem 

, 
solving has' not been clearly established. 

• The Learning Style ,Inventory (LS1) used by Kolq and Stabell gave ri se _ ~ 

to r~sults, which seem intuftive ly satisfying. -' Howev~r, the test itse If 

seems very sensitive to semantic interpretati~n. 

• ~uysmans' Hat (pitcher and coin) and Atlas tests 'for analytic/heuristic 

'tendency are inter-esting. Results on the Atlas test, however, would be 

strongly influenced by the individual's familiarity w~ntitative 
tnethods since '~,e~ression coefficients are referrèd to in the discussion. 

, /II 

.J 
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) 
• ~~ Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (~ee pages II.25 and II.26) has been 

J~ed extensively by Mitroff and his co-workers and seems to cover at \ 
J.. 

'least some o~ th~, s~yle dimensions relevant to business problem 

solving. , 

"-

Thus the ,oLearning Style 1nventory of Kalb, Huysmans' Hat and Atlas 

tests t and the Myers-Briggs Indicator appear to bé the best candidates of 

existing in~truments for measuring an indi'vidual's 'cognitive style'. 
, 

They are limited, in some respects, since they do not seem to reflect: 

the indivi~ual's predisposition to seek structured vs unstructured 

~~ms 
any tepdency to shrink or,~xpandthe scope of the problem 

th'e number and nature of the cues he uses to characterize the problem 

his 'fact gathering behav,iour (the nature and, source of the information, 

how mùch is ènoughJ) 
. 

'~ - his proble~,solving behavidur in the 'face of ,stress and risk 
." 

his, approach t,o premise f formulation (implict or exp~icit) 

l' his predisposition, tb see~ non":'st'andard vs standard s~lutions. 

Further work is obviously necessary--here to clarify: (a) which 
, , 

attributes are ,important in P8 behaviour in practice, (b) the extent to 

whoich they are iridependent, k) which instrumenq can ce us!=d 'to measure 
(, 

,each'. 

\ 

lt would appear,that,tor some individuals th~e is a definite 

dichotomy between conceptualizatio'n (what 

(what is the best thing to do about it). 
l ' , 

amenable ,ta ,certain -systematlC approaches. 

judgmental ~ 

2. Can 1'5 styles be altered? 

is the problem) and evaluation 

" The first is a subject which is 
, '. 

The secq~d seems much more , 

There 'does not seem to be encugh evi~ençe- to' answer" this question,; 

however, researchelrs such as Taggart et al (t98~) ar~ design,ing, programs 

with this o~jectiv~. 

, , 
\..-1 
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J. What impact do 'styles have on PS effectiveness? 
, 

To date most discussion regarding different approaches to problem , 
solving has centred on the ; analytic' vs the -. intuit{ve,' approach. It is 

usually h~otheaize~ that an 'analytic' approach ~s more sUècessful with 
, \ 

. 'st,ructured t, problems,' whereas an 'in.tuit:i,ve T approach is more applicable\ 

to 'unstructured' problems. 
1 _ , ~ 

In view of the lack of '-operational definitions 'for analytic/intui­

'tive and structured'/unstructured, it is difficult te assess the ùniversality 

.. 

of 'thi,s conclusion." " 

, J4 , 
Before we can properly answer the' question, it wl1.l be necessary-

to develop a model of the problem solving process and identify the ~ask 

dimensions whiclt are, relevant., Also sorne Illethed' for assessing effec1:ive­

ness wl1l have t'o be found. These matters are considered in Chapter In . 

, J 

. , ' 

\ 

" 

'~ 
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Ghapter III 

~ ~ 
Experimental FrameworK and Stat'ement· of the Problem 

/ 

,/ 
/ 

In chis chapter Vote wiJ"l ,develop a general frame~ork for the research 
1 

work. This will v-i~c'lude a model of ~ the 1>S process and a 'description of 

the personal attributes whieh we will examine in our study for their 
() 

influence on PS behaviour and effectiveness. The discussion will 

identify'any factors -which may limit the generality of ~ur c0nclusions 
~,o 'n 0 1 1 

because of the special charaeteristies of management consultants. 

The tORies will be d~scussed under the following headings: 

A. Model of the Problem,Solving Process 
1 

B. Measures of PS Etfectivèness, 
, 

C. Task Varia~les to be Considered 

D. Personal Attributes to be Measured 

E,. Problem Statement 
. 

A. Model of the rroblem Solving Proees.s ~ 
-. 

<-, 

We needed a model which,wou14 permit uS ta describ,e the PS process 
1 

~ -
at a level of det~il faciJ~tating the deteetion of identifiable' 

" differences in the PS behaviour of individuals. Mintzberg's.model 

described in Chapter II with slightly different labels w~s considered 

suitable. 
, '-" 

He suggested that for strategie decisions there were the following' 

steps: 
" . 

Problem recognition 

\ Diagnosis _> • 

Design (alte.rna,tl,ve search/.sereen) 
- , ~~ 

Evaluation/choice 

Authori.zation 

, Il 

1 b " 

See Appendi:ic C fOto a brief de~c.ription of the < con~ulting process·. 
< fI J .. 
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We will use the word conceptua1izati,on ra ther than diagnosis because of 

the more 1imited connotation ascribed to the latter term. 
( , 

Search/desfgn, evaluation and choice will be grouped into one 

phase, ?rèscriptiQn, because the process of searching for a~ceptab~e 

alternatives fr,equent1y ep.ds up with on1y one 'GUntzberg, ,1973aj Bower, 
.(' 

1970). 
" 

" We have adtled an imp1em&1tat!'ion phase,. Wh.i"le thif i,s le 55 depend-

ent for' success on the" individua1 ',5 concepttua1, a't~~bu'tes, it is an 

(> ident_~fiable'phase in consulting 'Hork. 

Our four-phase model then become'S;' 

1: ' IProblem Findin~ (us~a11y performed by the client) 

• problem identification 
0, 

• de~ision ta aet 

2. Problem Conceptua1ization 
" 

• initial problem formulation for the consultant 

• fact finding . ' 
• reformulation of the problem including hYP9thesis formulation and 

ver if ica tian 

3. Prescription . 
• generation of alternatives (search br "design) 

• evaluation, and pchofce of alternative 

o 

4. Implementatiof 

• This model seelIis ·~o accommodate much of the PS research which is current-

1y in prog,ess as weIl as provide a basis' for globà1 hypothesès regard­

ing individ~l PS behaviour. 
, 

Car"e must be t4kèn not ta int~rpret th~ model too 1~~era1ly. Prob-.. 
lems and situâ'tions "vary wide1y. Thus the emphasi.s de;vot_ed to each 

phas.e (and ë,ven the 1 sequenc e of phases) will" ù'epend on the s i~tua Ùon and 
1 

the individua!. There will bellI iteration (M.,.intzbet:g, 1973a). For some 

PS styles there wilt be a not~ceable transition ~oint.between phâs~s, t~ 
). ~1 

'\ 

\ 

c.. 

\ .. 
1 

(' . 

. '\ 
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for others two or more phases may be indistinguishab1e (McKenney, 1971; 
~ . 

Witte, 1972), and may :ven run concurrently (Cyert et al, 1956). ~ The 
1 

formu~ation of the model (i.e., conceptualization) may be a hybrid of 

imp1icit (subjective) and explicit mQdels. Also the phases are not 

indepe~dent and are hard ~to under'stand in isolation from one another 

(Mitroff, 1975). 

Of the four macro phases identifled in the mod~l, ~ve will desc,ibe 
r;;, 

(briefly) interesting behavioura1 aspects bf the first three: prob1em 

finding, conceptua1ization and ~iescription. Implementation was 
• 

considered to depend more'on interp~rsona1 than concept~al ski11s so was 
.:' 

assumed to involve different behavioural patterns. 

In our model we ~ave suggested that conceptualizatio~ and 2rescrip­

tion are two macro phases in the PS process that are frequently 
!V 

distinguishab1e, especia11y when an explicit analytic approach is 

employed by the problem solver. A visible transition point will not 
" 

always be present, however. In the'case of implicit solving, the problem 
'. 

solvrr often appears to go straight from problem classifieafio? .to 

solutio~. In other situations, the:problem solve~ emerges from the. 

diagnosis stage firmly co~itted to a specifie solution (Armstrong, 1979). 

1 ~ ( 
" 

1. 
- ;>. 

Proble~ Finding Phase 

# Problem finding does not seem tO,be a systematit activ±ty,in busi~ 
\ 

ness .. It is seldom that one fina~s:an information scanning"a;{d filtering, 

networ,k resembling the military early wa~ing, syst,ems. Pound.~ "(1969) 

writes: "Rarely, if ever, ,do managers analyze or unde;-stand the sources 
>:> 

of their problem. Il (p. 1). 
\ 

A different situation is created when an outsider is ~alled in"to 

perform an audit of s9me sort (perhaps a search for opportunities). He 

, can devote hïs time and energies to the single obj ective of lodkingo for 
-', • .' l , 

pr'ob1ems. However,; as management consultants know, this is usual1y 
\ 

considered a more diff icu1t type of assïgnment because (a) it starts' 
i without a perèeived need on the part of the c1lent and Cb) the consultant 

----,-.--

must pr~ceed with his own set of criteria and norms, as he examines <the 

, \ 
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workings of ,the organizational unit. These may not coincide with the 

criteria and . or his client. " norms ... 
What are thé circurnstances or stimuli that can lead to the 

"idftn~f icat ion ot a 'prohlem' ? As noted previo,usly, pit has been 0 

. generally agreed that a problern ~xist:..s if a' significant difference is 

percëived to exist. between 'reality' and sorne expectation. Festinger, a 

cognitive theorist, would calI this cognitive disso~ance (1963). An 
\ . 

opportunlty fs creat~d when there is sorne change in the environrnent 

(technology, competition, economy) such tha t 'a new potential exis ts for 
o ..... 

increasing the company's réturn (Bonge, 1972; p. 45). 

\t ~1i~tzberg, (1973a;: p. l8a) depicts prohlem recognition as a filter 

l.nto which data enter. Whete thr;=sholds are exceeded, a decision ~t~ 

take action is the output. We are~uggesting a more detailed~model'which 

pi~points sorne of the influence factors involved. 

Stage 
Atte~tion is gainecl 

Stage 2 
Action i5 ,5ignalled 

A Model for Problern Finclfng 

Expert 

Thete are two stages in the moclel: attention is gaïnecl and a 

decision is taken to act. 

\ , 

:How might we expec,t indiv'idual beha'Viour to vary? 

among individuals might he expecte~ regarding: 

SoU!e differences 

( 

-' 

.. 

<-....... 
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• 1 

lU.S' 

which ~ttributes of the environment the individua1 monitors 
• 1 

the sources of the informatlon (e.g., people or reports) 

'(Dunèan, 1974) 

whethèr the j.ndividua1 uses explicit. filters (T:1intzberg, 1973a) 
~ 

and/ol!" mode1s 

the basi~ of the nprms used 
, 

uhether the individua1 antic~pates problems or _reacts to them 

the kinds of 'problems that give rise to a_ction for an indivldual 

" 

, "i-. 
~hether action is taken or not under ~ specific set of conditions. 

Leavltt (1975; p. 10) writes tha-t problem finding is 'a proce,ss that 

has "strong imaginative, emotive and valu,e overtones. " 

Obviously motivational factors' will be among the most impor,tant. 

They will determine whàt the individua1 considers important and the eues 

he is gOlng to respond to. Norms will be affected by the corporate 

environment and the individua1's background and 1evel, of aspiration. The 

info<rtl1a tion resources availab1e will inf luence wha t da ta h~ is able to 

gathe~. His knowledge of, and confidence in, 'exp1icit'fi1ters and models 

will influence the use he makes of these aids. The individual's work-. 
10â.d and the discipline he exerci~es ln- time management;: will affect how 

much effort he is able to devo te to, p,roblem finding. 

Livingston (1971) refers to the work of Mackworth (1969) which 
, 

states: II t he distinction between the problem solver and the problem 

finder is vltal. Prob1em finding is 'more important than problem solving 

and i'nvolves cpgnitive processes tha t are very diff erent from prob1em 

solving and much more complex. Il The most gif ted problem h,nders" he has 

discovere~, rarely have outstandlng ~cholastic records, and tho~e,who do 

excel academically rarely are the most\ effèctlve problem finders. 
r , -

'aanagers neèd to be able not only to a~éilyze da ta in financial state­

ments and written reports, but also to scan the business environment.for , , 
. '1 .. 

1ess concrete c1ues that a problem exists. Cruéia1 to managerlal success , 
are the perceptual skills needed to lclentify problems long l?efore ev.idence 

of them can be found by even the most advanèed management information , 
system, he cla'ims. (While th,is !Uay be true in theory, in practice most 

. i 
mahagers seèm to re~ct to problems which have already developed, perhaps 

because of other demands on their time.) 
p 

" 
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_ 2. Coneeotualiz~tion Phase . ----~,---------

1he ~bject~ves of the conceptual~zat~on phase wlll dlifer w~th the 
, 

problem type. For example, conceptuallzatlon may be devoted to goal 
, 

elarif~catlon ln tne case of strategic deeislons, crit~ria definition 
, ,i ( , ' , 

in the case of warehouse locatlon problems and symptom/cause .i~entlfica~ 
,i -

tio~ (d~agnos~s) when some component of an organizatlon lS not functlon-' • 
, 

ing is ~~ 'should'. For purposes of lilustration, we w~ll diseuss 
-' 

eonceptualLzatlon in teros of diagnosis. 

We will defl~e diagnosis as the identiilcation of Ghe'cause(s) 

'givlng rise to' the difference between what ',.,ras perceived and what was 

_expec ted. 

1'his differs som+ewhat from Bonge's (1972)" medical derlnltion: . 
"diagnosis lS the art or the act of recognizing the ?r0SenCe of a 

diseasê from its symptoms, signs and lal::orat\)ry'finc\ings" (p. 50)°', The 
, 

medîcal definition implies that' a sltuanon was satisfactory (? normal) 

once, but it. has changed (for the worse) and by a process ôf deduct~on 

the disease lS ldentifieâ. Knowledge of the dlsease brings with it\(one 

"'hopes) information regarding possible' cur,es . 

• The definitlon we have chosen lS not sa restrictive. Ir permits , , 

th'!: -identlfied differenc'r to arise from a change in expeetation (g~al) 

or a change ln perception ln iddition to a change in the actual conditlon 

of the unit of the oiganlzation under observation. In f ac c; the new 
~~ 

expectation may not be realistlc; nor the ne,"_percepclon accurate, 
~, 1 

such c~ses, d,ia_gn~si,s ,w~uld ~ldent~fYing chis f~ct, 

. :~ote t~1a t, diagnosi~ càns ists of bo t~ i,ndue tive (hypo thesls 

formulltion) and deductlve (hypothesis,~esting) rensoning, whereas 
-

In 

prescrlptlon is essentia:lly deductive, The former attempts to e~plain; 

.the 'latter tl? predlc,t. 1 Von Wright (1971) points ouc 'chat ~xplainin~ a 

phenomenon and understandln'g -lt Ci. e., belng able eto predict)' are two 
1 -

different ?~ocesse7' Thè tiVO çmly approaeh one another in' sci'ent1fic 

rigour wh en the ~~?lanatlon (hypothesisj 
, 

is tes t~d (Popper, 1968-) . 

. ' 
'1 ' 

.' , , 

1 r 

, \ 
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This in turn impli~s predlctlon (Bunge, 1967; Vol. 2) .. 

DEDUC7lVE 
r-________ JA~ ____ ~ 

~----------~~--------------------~ 
,--_-...:.~ ~---
Symptorn/cause 

Linking 

• Observation 
or 

• ' Intuition' 1 -

1 

Hypothesesp' ~-e~i~a~o-~~ç' ==~~ 
re 

cal'ses 

M~del of Dia~nosis Process 

IIt.7 

YES 

There ar~p(,SSi!:>1e discrete steps to the conceptu,ll:zdtion phase: 

a) Initial problem formulntton 

b) Fact finding 

c) Reformulation ,of the problem 
1 

§tep (a) - lui tial problem formula tÜm 

liA qt:estion well-put is a question ,half-answered.", 
1 l 

Johnson (1971; p. 146) 

1 

It was suggested in th~ section on prob1em finding that during that 

phase, the prob1em is defined and categori.zed by the problem f inder to 

the extent necessary to estirnate the consequences of not ~~ing any 
n 

action. (We wi'll refer to this as an early-stage !Il~') Sometimes an 

estima;:e has also been made of the cost of solving the problem. (This 
1 

involves the ~valuation of some~~lon alternatives.) Thus, as Pounds 
~' 

. (1969; p. 16) points out, problem formulatlOn cannot prec~dè the 

construction of sorne form of mode1 ~ental or' exp1iclt). 

Probl_~ iormu1ation ,ti.s essentially the development and formalization 

of what has started in the .Eroblem i,injing phase. The forma1ization (in 

the for~ of Terms of Reference) 1s necessary if company resources have to 

be' authorized an~or the work is being turned over to' an analyst or , 
.' 

\ 

",. 

\' 
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co'nsultant. In the majority of cases this is t~e ·transfer 'point where 

-the, sponso~>ng,manager deleg~tes to ~nother the responsibility for 

carrying ,tut certain steps of the PS process. Communication an.d a host , ,r-- '. , 
of interp'~rs&nal"factors determine the effectiv-eness of the transfer but \\ » , 
these mattê-fs': hav~ been addressed elsewhere '(e.g., Wade, 1977; Tilles, 

1\ r . 
1960; Rosenb~~, 1972) and will nat be discussed here. 

This is a--Jmos t l.IIlpor.tant step for a n.~mber of reasons: 
, 

• When ~xperti' are used, this formulation is the specification of the 

s'ervice to be perfor1:ned. Expen.ence has indicated tha t one of the 
, 

major causes of assignment failure i5 due ta a difference' betweên 

consul tan t in tentions and client eXJ>ec ta tions. (Our respondents 

conf irmed thi"s.) 

• Boundaries are imposed (Bishop, 1972). 

• The extent of the resources allocateq at thls stage will de termine the 

l~vel of effort to be devoted. A problem solver will frequently 'cut 

the 'suit to fit the cloth'" ~hen decidlng how deeply to go into the 

problem. 

" 
Reitman (1964) differentiates betwe.en open copstrai_nts (Le., 

attributes of the problem which are not specified) and ~losed 

constraints Cspecif+ed attributes). He suggests that for a~ ill-def~ned 

problem most constraints are ~en' initially but they a~e closed by the 

problem solver as conceptualization proceeds. 

If we ignore the sponsor-consul tant transf er p.roblems, the maj or ' 

~differences that might be expected between individuals at this step 

'relate ta their perceptions of: 

the nature of the problem Ce.g., l~ey attributes and symptoms) 

the p~ approach considered appropria te 

possible solutlons and benefits 

norms for 2xpected performance 
\ 

criteria ta be used when selecting a solution. 
1 

_~tep Cb) - Fac t f indi~ . 

Starting wlth an initial model embodying his view of the problem 

(and possibl:' also 'the solution), the problem solver commences, to 

, accumulate information . 
" 

. , 

f " 

,~ . 

. 
" 
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Individual approaches might be expec ted to differ along' the 

'following dimensions: 

the nature of the informatIon gathered 

the level of detail 

the amount of lnformation collected 

the s~quence in which it is collected (e.g., from general to 

detail [progressive de~pen'lngJ vs starting with detail) 

the V'alue,'attached to ~t 
the sources consu1ted ' ~ 

the degree of ~truc t'url imposed beforehand on the ~ac t fInding 
! 

process (~.g., where a~e the hypotheses generated?) (Armstrong, 
1 

1979) and the flexibiHty of this structure in the light of new 

information i 
ho~ the lnformation is verified. 

acKenney (1971)' identifie~ two extreme composite approtches to fact 

fin~ting which he termed .ê.Y.stemaitic and intuitive. These have been 

discussed on page II.19. 

1 

§tep (c) - Reformu1ation of the proh1em 
r 
, -

ThlS is the step in whic~ th~ problem' solve~ conslders the relevan~ 

facts and refines his initial ~iew of the problem situation. What are the \. 
1 

key issues? W'nat caused it? What are imped;iments to reso1ution? This 
1 

m,odel can then be used for dia~nosis and p;;-escription. 
1 ~ 

Ks sugges ted previously, 'the mode1- can evolve as an en ti ty from 
1 

architect's sketch toward phot~graphic detail (the Ges~alt view--embodied 

in the progressive d,eepening 

icilly, detailed analysis of 

a~proach) or it ~ay be c~nstruc ted method-
1 -

o~e part incremented by detai1ed analysis of 

another (th~ ana1ytical appr:oaSh). For sorne,' the end of the fact finding 
~ 

step sIgnaIs aiso the terminat~on of modei building and sometimes the 

termination of t~e prescriptlon phase. For others, refornulation of the 

prob1ern is a discrete step èornprislug sorne o~ aIl of the fo~lowing: 

analysis, hypothesis-formu1ation, hypothesis verifIcatIon, and soynthesis. 

Where the objective,of the project is the design of a system, the 
f:> 

output from this ste~ is à set of specifications. 

" 

II' 

," 
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individuals might 

• 
~--­

the nature of the analysik (e.g., use of numbers and use of stati;~i- ~) 
~ 

The following are posslble dimensions· along which 

differ ln this step: 

cal t~chniques q~antifying relationshi~s) 

, . 

• the reasoning proc~ss utied in selecting and verifylng the model 

.(hypothes~s) 
\ 

trial and error vs seek understanding first 

look for differences or similarities 
. 

break into p:eces or look at whole 

rely on méthod rather than,a knowledge of content 

use 'rules of thumb' and traditlonal credos. 

• the nature of the model (hypotheses) 

~s it explicit or implicitj if expllcit, how complex are the 
" 

relationships describèd? 

how does it d~al with stochastic elements in the problem? 

ho" much change between this mode"l and initial formulation? 

• the nature and extent of the verification performed 

• the degree of confldence in the model exhibi~~d_~~h~ probl~m solve~ 

Examples of quantitative models for diag~iS are discussed in Goldberg 

(1971), Betaque and Gorry (1971), and DeRivera (1980) . 

. Personal attributes which might be expected to influence PS 

behavlou~ durin~ ~onceptualization are: 

relevant task knowledge 

intelligence 

abil~~y ta conceptualize 
1 

level of aspiration 

- . tolerance for ambiguity ) 

freedom from EEoblem set (see pathologies, page II.29) 

ana l,x t l.c/ intuitive style or equivalent 

familiarlty wlth quantitative methods 

early vs late closure 
'# 

,:,1 
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3. Prescription Phase 

Ste2 

There are two possible discre-te steps in the prescript~on phase: 

(a) , Generation of alteTnat~ves.(searth or r!eslgn) 

(b) Evaluation of al terna tives and cho lce 

la) Generation of alt-ernatives 

Design and search will be dlscussed 3eparately: 

(1.) Design 
"r 

Let us consider the case of design first. Consulting projects 

which i:wolve design (e.g., systems des1.gn) usually conS1.st of 

three phases: the conceptualization p~ase which develop,s the 

conceptual design, the ~eta1.led ~esi.sn phase (corresponding to 

the prescriptioq, p:lase) and implementa t1.on which involves the 
. , 

, actual programming of the system, its test1.ng and implementa-
, ,\.1, 

tion. Usually only one conceptual design ls produced., 

(H) Search 

The nested design process desc'ribed by Mintzberg (1973a), a 

decision tree process, seems to represent the behav1.our of 

many individuals during this step. If an ind ividual has 

become committec.! to a solution during con'ceptualizatio~, there 

~ will be no search (Witte, 1972). Sometimes alternatives are 

clearly identifled at the outset) and the Terrns of Reference 

limlt the project to a study of these alone. The search step . 
. in such cases is bypassed. Dickson (1970) has developed a 

model for decisions of this nature. 

Where the pro~lem can be ex~ressed in the form of a quantita­

tive model, the, 'best' alternative, may be found by ~xperimen­

':ation 6r optirrJ:;,atjr)U (e.g., in the case of a llnear program­

ming- model) " (Frequently this prec ise solution is not adopted 

beca,use of nonquantifhble considerations.) 

Where the two cases descril-Jed above do riot apply" and there is 

a search for alternatives, one of the strategies dlscussed 1.n 

Chapter II may be employed. The two main ~pproaches used are 
\ , 

the sequential, satisf,:,cÜl~ approach producing ol\l!'y one 
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ac~eptable alternative-and the parallel search/simultaneous 

evaluation approaeh. 

Qther dl.ffiens~ons for eO,mparing approaehes dur-ing seareh/design are: 

• The degree to whieh an individual tends to des~gn (~.e., ta~lor ~ake), 

h:ts sol'lt~ons r':l::her rh.::!.". select on'.~ ro-rf-t'lp.-shelf'. 

• The degree of innovation exhibited d~ring the ,seareh/design ~tep. 

) 

Step ,b) - Evaluation of alternatives and choice 

" 

Up to this point we ~hould have aeeumulate~ the following: a set of 

( gen,erai obj ec tJ.Ves for the proj ee t; ~ome ~deas of the performance 

measures, l.e., the dimensions for deserlbing the consequences of eacn : 

alternative; a eonceptual model of the problem (lmplieit and/or'explicit 

in nature); one or more alternat~ves to be evaluated; and sOrne idea of 
. 

the states of nkture, i.e., ?neontrollable variables for which the solu-

tion must be effect~ve. (This latter item is often overlooked, the 

a"sumpt~on being made that the status quo will prevail in the future.) 

We will assume th~t some forro of parallel se~reh has preceded the 

eho-ice process. The decision maker is faced w~th the problem of ehooslng 

from a number of a~ternatives, e~ch 0tWhiCh has to be evaluated in some 

manner: (As noted earlier, many probl m solv~ng situations se""'m to pro-

d~ce only one viable alternative. Ar s [19701, for example, elaims 
'. 

that 65-75% _.of the choice ac:;tivity takes place in the data generating 

activity. The single alternative ma~ be the net result from a serles of 

sequent~al decisions [e.g., a decision tree} , each of WhlCh more precis~ly - '. 
delineates the solution. 

the problem is solved. 

,relaxed. ) 

If the single solution is considered a.:'teptable,"" 

If not, the aeceptance criteria ~ay have to be \.r 
The choice process may be . ra t~o'nal or nop-ra tional, implicit 'or . 

explicit. Where choice is ré1tlOnal, expllc~ performance criteri.a and 

selec tion rules are usually' developed. Impliclt evaluat~on and cholce 

may be based on traditlon, ~itation of others or the individual's own 

'judgment' . 

" 

Where an 'expert' is involved, the presence of objectives unstated 

by the client can obviously lead to reco~endations ~hich the client 
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cQnJ1iders unsatis,factory. Apart from this aspect, how,ever, there are 

pros and cons for maklng the criterta €xplicit early in the PS proce~s 

(see ~1intzberg,- 19 7 3a; p. 44). In practice,they may be identifi~d at t)'e , , , 

start, during conceptualization, du~ing alternativ~ search/des{gn or 

dur ing j ustif ica tian. 

Some dimensions for comparing approaches are: 

the degree to which the rationale for choice (criteria', rules and' 

trade-off functions) are explicit and based on logic 

the stage in the process ~here criteria are s~eclîied 

the range of states of nature (future operating conditions) 

considered , 
the degree to WhlCh premises (assumptions underlying the predic­

tion of outcomes) are made explicit and the kind of evidence 

which lS provided 

whether uncertainty is consldered in an explicit and quantitatlve 

manner. 

Personal attribltes which mlght be expected to influence a consult­

ant's PS benaviour during prescriptlo~ are: 

relevant task knowledge 
~ 

,predisposition to use of logic rather than 'gut feel' in evaluation . , 

degree of empathy possessed by consultant 

attltude to role (technician vs adviser) 

risk taking propensity 

degree of inventi\(eness -in developing so'lutions 

tendency to use 'off-the-shelf' as opposed to 'tailored-to­

measure' solutions. 

4. Implemenéation Phase 

This phase is concerned with the implementation of change in organiz­

ations which is a field with its own body of literature. It will not be 

discussed in detail here. 
, 

One particular observatlon, however, would appear to be relevant, 
\ 

\ 

l , , 
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namely ,c~at or ;'lic=or: (1975), c~at t:-le 'c:1a::-3.G,:erisp.cs or an 1nd1.v:.dual 

'.Jho 15 a g'ood iQplementer or proJecc leadu ara ::::.:f2renc from chose of 

a conce?cual1.zer or Qodel ~ullcier. 

3. :feasures of ?S Sffe"ctlveness 

.-\s discpussed-:'n Cha?ter II, Duslness noble!'ls are t:lplca2.ly 

characterlzed by the ract t;~è.t there lS nO ,slngle correct solutlOn.. A 
• 0 

;Jroblem lS a personal constrûc t. Ta charac ter lze a yroblem, lt is not 
, 

suificlent just to describé the exter~als or 3. sl:uaclon, lnternal ractors 

sueh ::lS goals, values and perceptions are lnvol-red. .-\.lmost ~ver:r lnd::'V10-

ual\will chen have a unique vlew"of a ?roblem sltuaclon dependlng on nlS 

l.nvo'1,vemen t, hlS l evel 0 f asp ua tian, hlS bac kground, his 5 kllls, hlS 

personality, etc. 
, 

When a problem. 501ver is no t the problem ;Jos,sessor, as ln the case 

of the consultant/cllent situa'tlOn, maJor dlfflcultl.es can be cteated :,y 

differences ln perceptions regardl~g whac che ?roblem 15 and WhlCh 

SolutlonS\~ill be conSldered accepcable. The consultant and hlS super-

-""' visor may also differ. 

A ~econd characceristic of bÙSlness problems lS that mosc requlre a 

solutlon w~thln sorne fairly restricted tL~e frame WhLCh may or ~ay noC 
, 

relate to the complexity oi the problem. In ::he case of ,'onsul ::.~ng '.Jork, 
, ' 

the tJ..ID.e frame 15 usually set hy c::-te superv1.sor ':)ut must ,ta:Ze into accounc 

what the cllent lS ?repared ta accept ln teL~s or elapsed :l~e, consu~t­
~ 

l::lg fees and clè..ent lrlvolvement. 

A' thlrd characterlstlc 1.5 chat lt lS 'Terv dlff1.cult to -2valuace 3. 
\ J - {. 

solu'tlon '-after the tact'. A failu;re J'lay be attrlbuted to the d~sappear-. 
ance of the sponsor, or char:'glng condltlons racher chaLl a poor job on the 

consultant's part. 

~or our study, errectiveness ~ill be assessed 

supervisors. It ',nll then be sorne :ne.asure or the 

by one ~Oi OLS r 

i::ld1Vidual's abllè..ty ::~ 

come up ~ith a solution ~lth surface plauslb11ity and'cllent accepcabi!è..ty 

'tlithl::l the tl::ne lnnts '.Jhich ::lave been set (·,..,ith the _qua~lfication that 

the pro]ected benefi~s are obtained by the cl1ent ror the projectea :05::5, 

should his superv1.sor ~e able to confi::-::n this). 

, .' 
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In the case of a s~ngle sponsor, cllent acceptance will depend on , , 
whether the consultant's recommendation falls w~thin" sorne cost/benefit , 

boundaries (of ten ~\lzz.y_ él.ud ~oor~y articula,ted). Frequently the real , 
cr iter ia f igurJ .. ng in the elient' s cast/bénef it calcula tians are not made 

explicit ~y the clie~t; making"l,t' difficult for the supetvisor ta 

evalua te acceptability. 

How valid is a supervisor' s es timate of consultant effec tiveness? 

There seems to be sorne d~ff erence of opinion on this. One school of 

thought mainta1ns that since the client is paying for the work~ in th~~~ 
-'+ 

final analys~s it is his opinion which should have the most weight. -- , 

Tilles (1960) has suggesteçi' that success is a general and ,subJ ective 

notion s trongly linked ta the degree... of sa tisfac tion f el t (bù-t --..tl0t '1' 

'" necessarily communicated by) the cl~ent at the end of the engagemént. 
"---

Others d~sagree, claiming that the client is not really in a posit~on to{ 

know what i3 'best' (see Tilles, 1960; p. 213). The key measure of , 

success, they claim, 1S tha t the cODsLltant ~s able ta ga~n client 
-

acc2ptancé for his solution (Churchman, 1975). From this perspective, it 
--- 1 

is ,th~_ppinion of ,the 'consul tant' (not the client) which "should have the \ 

greatest weight. 

The matter would be of no s~gnificance if the op~nions'of the two 

parties caille ~d cd: However, lt seems to be generFllly agreed (e. g., Cat;l'-, 

son, 1961~' Ar yris, 1970; Ginzberg, 1979; Lippit et ral , 1958) that 

consultant and clients use different criteria for evaJuating success . 
• 

In ,any case, whatever 1ts shortcomings, we will be using the super-

'vrsôr' s assessment of effec tlveness sinc.e in our opinion it is proobably 

-the most obj ec tlv~ assessment possible under the circums tances and will 

,reflect client feedback. 

In' additlon to cl~ent sa tisfac tlon, sorne of the other fac tors which 

will llkel~ ~nfluence ~ superviJor's assessm~nt 0: a consulta~'s 

performanc'e are: 
, t"" ~ , ~ 

• 
• 
• 
• 

the s imllar1 ty of the consultant' s apPxoach to his own 

the consulLmt' s ability to adhere ta t~o~k 
~ \ . plaUt 

hlS ability ta work on '11.S own 

his tl.tilization' during the engagement (were there periods for which 

he could not charge his tiIpe?) 

:\ 
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• the absence of 0 t'il1le/cost budget overruns 
.. 

• the absenoe of prob1e~s in client relations 
• • the absence of problem,s requiring,undue effort on the part of the 

" 

supervi,sor (e. g. , in writlng the rFPor t) , 

• the generatlOn of further work for the consulting firm. 

As a cons~qu~IrCe, when asked to assess a consultant's~ effeGtive­

ness, there is a good c,hanc:e tha t Othe supervisor wi.ll Pu~~ificant 
weight on ùon-conceptual' attributes, such as interpersonal skills, which 

wer.t not the main abject of this research. ~The supervisor' s assessmént 

inS\;rument was prepared sa· tha t the eff ec ts of this tendency could be 

measured. 

Harquis and Straight (1966) in their study of large R&D organizatlOns 

found that, for .!=ec}mica1.. studies, the three most important criteria used 

by the ,researçh firms ta assess the success ot their efforts were: 

• technical performance 
\ 

• weeting de1ivery schedu1es (a çoor second) 

• achievement of target costs .. 
Giient sat~sf.action~ came furt'her down on the list. For technical 

proj ects' it -was doubt1ess easier to 'de termine ~V~l of pe~fo~m~nfe of 

the., recommended solution t'han foi most consu1ti~ pro3ects. 
-~ ---,- , ~ 

q' . J 

C. Tàsk Variables ta be Considered 

From Chapter II, we know chat the most frequent classification 
, ' < 

appl~ed to task si:tuations is the bipolàr structured/unstructured 

dimension. 
9 

o 

In this 're~\~d there is some agreement that repetitive. tasks 

(e.g~, credit risk assessment and inventory rep1eni8~ilent decisions) are 
o 

at the struetured end of the "cale, wnereas strategie decisions are at , 
'} 

the tins truc tured end. • 9. 

In our study we attempted ta id,entify'significant 'f'erso!lal perform­

a.nce deteI\'\'llinants for three different task c~assJ,fication ,schemes. The 
,t , 

firs t, with à single dimension, structured/uns truc tured; t~e, second with . ' ------ ~ . 
two dimensions: degreê El _technic-a\ _co~petenl~ req1,lOÎ-red ~and dezree ~ . . 
'peopl~' .:;kill requi'I'Jed; and the third with,one dimension, namely the , '>---c:;-

'. 

[ 

. , 

... 
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1 

stage ~ the problem, solving 2-ro~ess into whi~~ ige task fits (~roblem 

finding, conceptualization, etc.). .., 
l , 

1. Structured/unstructured 

Tasks would be classified on a single bipolar $cale structuredj 
< o' 

unstructured where structure i's 'given' the following defir;t,ition: 

Q 

. t 

~he degree of structure the 
problem< solver is reflected 
, krlOw~ 1 wha t tp do « 

task has for an indivioual 
by the extent to which he 

" 

tI< • • , 
It is obvious tha t this ,is a subj ec tive measure which will be influenced 

by t,he following factors: 
) 

• the degree of autonomy gJ;'anted the problem solver (i. e", the exten~ " 

to which he is told what t~ do) 

• his uncertain~y re goals and' values (objectives, evaluation criteria, 

trade~off functions) 

• <, qis u~certa~ty r~ influence factors 'and rel.1fed outcomes ({~e., his 
o -<. 

conceptual model of ,the problem) or how to,build su~h a model (resource r 

• " < 

~ .. ~ ! requirements, etc.) 

his unce.rtainty re f.uture scenar"ios or states of na'ture • 1 

• 

• .Â l}is uncertainty about ~\the existence of workable alternatives an~/or; 

ade~uate.resources to develop them, 
c , 

~ 

The magnitude of the uncertainty variabl~s shoUld~e inversely pro­

porti~~al ta his'prior experience with similar situations. His confidenèe 
\ • 1 

',that he knows what to do on the other hand, may qy valid or ~alid, 

since uncertaintY may not exist for him-when it should and vice'versa .. 
~ It> u 1 4. 

. The degree of structur,e pèrceived by the. consultant is difficult ta , ' , 
, • < 

assess by an observer. However, one measure is'the ability and willing-
(' '" 

ness of the consultant to specify in advance how he will go aboùt resolv-. . 
i~g the problem tsay by a work' plan--see below) and his confidence that 

, 

'JI 
,1 

the plan wiil be adhered ta. The worKab~îity of-the plan can be as~esse~ / 

in retrospect by the results, and the extent that the pl~n" was adhered to-. 7 
' Q , , 

For most c~rr:sulting as~ignments, a· work. plan is prepared detai1:ing " 

the proposed approach artd déscribing clie~t ~ and cO,nsultant 4'~o~; and / 

""" .. 

. . 
J ., 

!~ 
~ 1'< 

1 u 

, 
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'" involv~ment. The pl~n is usually prepared by the' irtd~vidual who has 

carried é1J: the pî:'eliminary survey. It may be the constrltant but it is 

more frequentiy the supervisor. Where the supervi~Qr develops t~e wo~k 

plan himself, it ~s cusfomprlly prepareQ without ~n~, particular consult­

ant in m'iq,d· who will" carry out the work, and consequently reflects the 

°supervisor~s own:approach. While this statement may be contested, the 

: fact is thac~work ptans are rarely altered when the consulCé\tnt origi'nally 

.. 

• 
slated fol' the assignment turns out to"be unavailable. (Author's experience.) 

2. Technica~/people Content 

" Q • 
Tasks would be classif·ied on two bipolar scales: 

\ - ~ 
people content (high/low) 

technical content (high/iow) 

Tilles (r'960) has suggested that these dimensions are 'orthogonal; for he 

writes: 

/ 

t ( 

','In general the focus of a consultlng assignment is 
primarÙY technical and impersonal, 'or primarily 
personal and emotional .' .. dealing with th,ese two 
aspects of a prob~em requires two quite different 

1 . skills ~~ (p. 228) " 

c 

\ 

At one time, management consulting was consl~ered to haye a tecnni-

cal content of les~ than '40% (Ta tham', 1964) but the increased r,Ple of the 

computer' in busines-s and the devélopment of quantitaeive techniques, , 
(includ,ed engineered standards) has changed this. For maqagement consult­

~ts, a 'technical' assignment would lfkely therefore involve either 

cortlputers or quanti ta tive techniques of som~ sor t,' (This assumption ~ust 
be tésted.) lt is possible Chat the wnrk of a specialist such as a 

psrCh?logi,st 'lS aJ:so vie.~ed as,'techmcal:. 

\ 
3. ~tages of the PS Process (see Section A~~ 

.,0 __ 

The third.task taxonomy to be used 

into which the task might fit, i.e., 

is the stage of thé PS process 
. ( 

• problem finding 

• conceptualization 

1 

Q , 

.<' 

/ 
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• prescription 

• implementation 

-\ 
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lt is custornary to tind consult~ng ass~gnments identified as 

p'reliminary survey, diagnostic survey, detailed.design and implementa­

tion. Usually, however, prescriptlon is.not authorized as a separate 

phase but\is considered to be an integral part of th~ diagnostic 

survey. We include it as a phase in our study because we are interested 
" (1 

in seeing wh~ther supervisors ~iew it as a separate activity. 
<! ( 

\.,~ have adopted these somewhat limit~d dimenslOns for tasks because 

our 'previous attempts to"4elicit task dimensions from consultant super­

visors b~ such means as Kelly's Repertory Grid (Kelly, 1955) proved: 

unsuccessful. (This. lack of success was predicted by behayioural 

science researchers asked to comment 'on the research design.) Perhaps 
\ 

the reason for this inability to articulate a variety of task dlmensions 

which are used in selecting staff is due to the tendency for consulting 

firms to classify individuals ~nto st~reotypes. Foi example, a consult­

ant "becomes ar: inventory specialist or a data 1-,ase expert. 

D. Personal Attrlbutes to he Measured , 
'the work of researchers in the ,field has identifièd ,the 

~~ 
following 

, \ 

characte~istic~ of indlviduals as being those WhlCh ,should 

" " aff~èt his PS J:-ehav'iour and' eJfecLiveness. 

significantly 

Personaiity an~nitive-related measures 

::* 

.* 
*, 

*' 

** 

• inte111genc~_. 

• memory capacity and retention 

• ability as abstract reasoner 

• . log~ca~/intu,itive conceptualizer 

• systematic/unsystematic conceptualizer 

.. early/late closure ' 

• flexibility/r~gidity 

• l~vel of dogmatism 
;;.. 

* • tolerance for ambiguity 

* • logical/'gut feel' evaluator 

** • creativi ty 

( 
.. 



, . , 

/ 

" 

'In.20 

Orientation and ,values 
, 

• level of aspiration 

** • .gencira~i~t/spe~lallst orientation 

** • line/staff orientation 

'1< • vàlues 
.,-' , 
• )* • need for autonomy 

'* , • introvert/extrovert orient~tion . 

* • preferred roles ~e.g., expert/facilitator/teacher) 

~ * • career goals 

PS behaviour 

\ ** • predisposition to prepare and adhere to work plan 

* • behaviour when short of tïme 

* • source of solutions 

* .' use of packaged solutions 

* • behaviour wh en out of technlcal depth 

* • ability t~ work autonomously 

9~heE (socio-demographic and'experience) 

** • task knowledgê/credibility 

* • uS,e .of quantitative methods (QM) 

* • age 

* • sex 

* •• post-secondary education 

* \' previo~s business experience 

( 

I.,n our study we addres,sed those eharacteristics identified with asterisks. 
, 

The .othérs were either considered .too,difficult, to assess, given the 
/ 

nat'urè of the experlm~ntal apP,roach adopted, or no suitable lnstr'uments 
4 . " 

eould be devised. An asterisk in column one si&nihes thâ"~ 'a s'elf-' 

descriptivè instrument was used. An asterisk in co'lumn two sigrtifles 

that the consultant was rated for the characte~istic by his supervis~r(s). 

In additlon, sinee PS ,effectiveness was going to be evaluated bY.a 
11 

superv~sèr who '~as unlikely to distinguish between a consultant's PS 

effectiveness and his over-all effectiveness as a change agent, we added • 

the following attributes which are considered important for con~ultants: 
~ 

1 
1 

/. 

/ 

, 

• 0 
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;1anagerial and interpersona~ills 
/ 

** • supervi ~ory skills 

** .~ spoken and wriêten communication 

** • tactical ability 

___ ' ** • persuasion 

** • empathy 

In Appendix D, we have reviewed briefly the main personality/ 

cognitive constructs to be measured. Th~ fbllowing topies are ~overed 

ther'e: the definition of t:he. consquct, available instruments, suggested 
-j/I 

effects of. the attribute on PS effictiveness, and likel,y correlatlQns 

with other attribut~s. 

E .. Problem.Statement 

Our study was to exam~ne correlations bet'ween certain rerso?~\l.,ity and 

behaviouralpcharacteristics of rnanage~ent' consu~tants'and their problem 
, . -, \ 

solv~ng (PS) effectiveness (as perceived by superviso~s who have worked 

w1th them). 

A key assumption ull{',erlying this research is that an individual 

develops specif~c habits or 'approaches' for resolving problem 

situations. The extent to which these appr~~ches va,ry w~th problem 

'type' and situational variables (such as time constraints) is not known 

an~b rema~ns to be studied. 
( 

It wa_3 postulated that the study would dernonstrate that certain / 
,,/ 

individuals would be regarded as being more effective for certa~n of' the 
\" ~ , 

hypothetical assi~nments tha 

their own particular forte[s].) 

We were int~rested in deter 

er indïviduals (who, in -tur,n, would have 

~f this effectiveness could be 

traced to spec~fic personality cognitive attri~utes of the individual 

'(call these the relevant personaHJ:,Y charact_eristfcs). If we were 

successfvl in this, we would then examine th-e effect of var-ious fo~mative 

factors Ce.g., education and functional area of work experience) to ' 

determlne which have the greatest degree of association with the 

relevant characteristics of the individual. 

~J 

" 

/ 

( 

/ 
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Conclusions ,were also requrred regarding: 

t,he degree of 'Consensus exhibitea by supervis~rs ~n assesslng 

consùltant performance 

the degree of slillilarlty exhibited by consultants in general 

~ong certain personality dimensions 

corroboration of certain research findi~gs frem other studles 
, 
on management consultlng 

any distinctive and repetltiv~ clustering of lndividual char-
, 

acterlstics to form a PS 'style', which might conform to 

styles identified by other researchers. 

Results from thlS study should be of interest in a number of areas: 

• To cogni~ive and management researchers-ln view of the methodology 

adopted and the hypotheses studled. 

'. To management consultants and ~ther business problem solvers for: 

the consistency (pr lack thereof) in -the percep-tions of 
, , 

sup'ervisors regarding the effectiveness of their staff; 
A 

ramifications of th~ findings ln terms of' consultant selection, 

train~ng, deployment and evaluation; 
-:.., ..... _- , 

impliCat~on~ for stafp/supervisor matching . 
• 

Hypothes,es l to be Tested 

The hypotheses outlined below were~be made-more specifie as the 

test instru~ents wera selected and tested. 

1. .!iypothesis la:- Certain consultants who are ratéd high for one type 

of assignment can be rated less effective for others. 
f' 

~hes~s_lb:- There is a significant <iegr~e of consensus when more 

than one supervisor evaluates the same consultant for the same 

assignment. 

Hypothesis_lc:- Th~re is 8' significant correlation between the 

individual' s own assessm,ent of his eff ec dveness on a sp~clf ic., 

assignment and the assessment made b} the superviso.rs. 
- : f 

l lt is recognized that, strictly speaking, these are not hypotheses 
but more general _propositions. " They have been put in this form to help 
to organize the analysis of the results from our exploratory study. ' 

l 
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2. Hypothesis 2a:- There will be strong cprrelations among the 

various attributes mea'sured ~e.g., an intolerance of ambiguity may 

be aS$OClatecl' with ,early closure' p1acDonald, 1970; p. 792]). - The 

latter could then bé reduced by factor analysis to a limited number 
T - r 

D,f cqmposite personality/cognit;ive dimensions. (A number cjf 

( positive and negative correlations found by ~ther researchers 

relating to the original dimensions wlll also be tested.) 

-3. 

, 
llypèthesis 2b:- The persona~ity/cognitive cha:racte~istics_ of the 

individuals studied will tend to cluster about sorne limited number 

of profiles based on the composite 'dimertsions. 
1 

llypothesis 2c:- These profiles will tend t~ be' slffiilar within a 

functional a~ea, and also a consulting firm. 

Hypothesis 2d:- ~here will be a significant tendency for certa~n 

personality dimensions to be associated wit~ effec~ive~er,~ on . , 

certain assignments. (Call these the relevant personality/ 

cognitive attributes.) ... 
Hypothesis 2e:- There will be sorne correlation between the PS stylés 

"identified in this stl:dy and those described by other researchers . 

(e. g., Driver and Hock,' 1975). \ Hypothesis 3a:- There wlll be significant correlations between 

à'reas of functiortal experience and personality/cognitiv'ê attribute~. 
• - f''' 

Hypothesls 3b:- There will be significant correlations between 

course concentration and ~~rsonality/cog~itive ,t~ributes. 

-Hypothesis 3c:- Correlations betwep.n effectiveness and formative 

, factors will be les~ pronounced, except where they lnfluence task 

knowledge. '. 

The seope of tfts research is indicated 

framework presented in Section II, page 

, ~ 
by reference to the research 

4 and i8 summarized on the next 

page. 

, , 

/ 
\ 
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, SCOPE OF RESEA...~CH 

l 'Task Characteristics 
" 

and 
Situational Factors 

1 1 problem Solver 
Formative! ~ __ -.. Personali~y/cognitive 

, ' 
.;.. p~oblem ~olving ~ 

" ,BehaVlo~r, l'Effect­

ivenes: 
Factors Attributes 

-fil' 1 

... ;;,. 
background 
information 
obtained 

, from 
ques t,~on':' 
'naire ' 

\ 

. \ " 

- subjects limited ta 
management' cdnsult­
tants ~ 

per~onality/cogni~ 
t'ive attributes 
obtained from 
pSjychometric 
iri$truments in 
ques tion'naire 

- assignment prefer­
enées obtained frqm 
,questionnaire 

- attitudes to con­
sulting obtained 
from 
que s t ionnaire 

- limited to 15 
cbnsul t ing ~ 

tasks, or 
stages of 
consulting 
? ro j~_ç,t s' 

- certain 
situadonal 
factors Ceg, 

- organizational, 
cl'imate and 
availab le 
resources) are 
implied in'the 
âssïghment 
description , 

- PS behaviour 
obcained from 
self description 
questionnaire : 

'and s.uperyisor 1 s 
racings 

... effec,tivene-ss 
assessed by one 
'Cor tw.o) 
supervisors 

, 1 
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Chapter IV 

':fet~odo logy 

T~e approach rollot_ed ~n' t~e studY:- wcluding detai2.s or t:-te 

~everopment of new instruments wlll bi descrl~ed ln 

the headlngs: 

A. General Aopioach 

3. Development of che Questionnalres 

C. Selection of the Sample 

D. Concluct of the Survey 

S. P~oc~ssing of Questlonnai~e 'Data , \ 

A. General Approach 

... 
j, 

l: 
" 

( 

thlS chapter under 

As dlsc~ssed earlier, lt had been flecl~ec' ~o use management 

consu'lcants as our sUbJ'ccs \:0 :.dÉmeify '~ersonal at,:rl~'ute's contrlbutlng 
. . 

to ?S ef:ectiveness. Each consultant in the sample was glven a self 

- clescriptlOn quest:Lon~a1.,ré' ':0 completa'. Ac leasc one supervlsor 'Nho was' 

famü:.ar w:.c:h the \iOt"k: of th~ ~ons~_ltant ' .... as askecl ta fill out two 

documents:, a 'Consultant Effecelveness Assessment r and a r Superyisor 

V lews and Back:";round'. J ( 

" U l ' 
(~"hen ë~e ques Clonnalres were t'e tur,ned, chey ~ere codeà, transcrlbed 

ta a ::omput:er :ile'and edit:eC1. ~omputù progr'ams rJe:-e prepa'red Ito"eval­

ua,te the consistency of t~e superV1.S0r eva,luations" to score ,t:-te standar~ 

'lnst:::'uments used and ta refine the new lnstnrments. 'SP,SS and other 
v 

stat:Lstlcal ?ackages wer:e chen 'used to Hi.ent~fy the !':..ey ~ttri..9'utes 

ln! lU2·nc ing ~f f ec tivenass. 

" :inally a:1 analys~s ·..,as :nade to see how th~ consultants r 80cio- ' 

demographic characteristics were related ta che key attrlbutes. 
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3. Jevelopmenc of t~a Quest~D~nalres 

, 

I? 

There were t~rée doc~mencs: • 1. 'The :nain queStlOnnalre supplled tO ::,e consulcanc5, ntled 

. '~anagemeht Consultlng and' Personal A?proac~es to ?~oblem 

Solvlng' (s~e,Appendix ~). 

T~e 'Consul~ant Ef~ectlvenes5 Assessment' SUppll~d to the 

supervisors (see Append1.x 0). One was compleced for each 
" 

consultant evaluated bv the supervlsor. 
" 

3. The 'Supervisor's Vlews and 3ac~ground' completed JY eac:, 

partlclpeting supervlsor (see Appendlx P). 

J.... :fanagement Consultlng and Personal Approac~es to Problem Solvlng: 

\ 

This quest1.onna1.re, ,,,h1.ch toàk ac least t:'uee hours to comp:t,ete, .i.:lS 

div1.ded lnto six seccions: ( 

, J ... 
Section l :ianagement Consulc1.ng as a Protesslon 

Sec tlon II Characteristics ot Your Berscnal Style 

Section III Consultlng Tas ks > .;i' 

Section IV Approac,h to Problems 

Section V The \~ork Environment 

Sect1.on VI ?er sonal Background 

The measures Jf ?ersonal att~ibutes consisted :nainly of Llkert and' 

semantl~ differentlal scales. The questions relat1.'lg to ',Jork or::.entatlon, 

J. personal background and worklng ènvirorunent '..;ere- a combinat1.on or Ll::':'ert­

type scales and open-ended ,":'lest1.ons. Four standard lns truments were 

incor?ora ted: 

• The ~!yers-Br~s Ty?e IndlCé!.~Or 01yers, 1962) 

• The' Atlport Vernon Lindzey c'Study of Values' (reduced) CHlport et al ~ 1960) . -, 

They Ko lb ,Lean,ing Style Inventory (Kolb, ,1974) \ 

., The~udsepp Creativity Test '(:nadified) (dispersed through the ~at2rial , ) 
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The ~aterial include~ in the questlonnalre .to serve as a basis f6r the 

new instruments was 'pr~pared by the author uSlng items directly from1the 
l ' 

sources quo ted' bel~.vl 'or based on ideas genera-ted by them. 

~acbonald's Scale for Amblguity Tolerance (MacDonald, 1970) 

Stanford-Gough ~est for flexibility (Rokeach, 1960) 

Rokeach Dogmatlsm Test (Rokeach, 1960) 1 

The Semantlc Differential Test used by Hitroff and 

ln thelr study of moon scientists 

MaSO~ ·'(1974) 

The Pelz and Andrew' s ~feasure of Approach to Work Styles 

(~orse and Gordon, 197~) 

Duncan~s study of beginnlng consultants (1971) 

Daccord~s study of consultant effectiveness (1967) 

Ana1ytic/heuristic instruments developed by Beqbasat (1974), and 

Zmud and Cain (1979) 

:1accoby' s (1976) book The Gam~an. (In partlcular:- we were 
- ç 

1 

interested in the categories developed there, e.g., craft~man, 

gamesD,lan.'l 

The consultant was also asked tO,evaluate himself using identical 

items to those included i~'the supervisor's assessment. 

The personal attributes to be meas~red and the instrumentes) to be 
used for each are shown in' Appendix D. 

The questionnaire \tas distributed to several consultants as a pre­,,' 
test for ~larity. J 

2. Sonsultant Effectiveness Assessment 
---_.~~~~~~~----------~~~---

There were seven sections to this document: 

• An indication of the supervlso~'S depth of famillarity wlth tKe 

consultant's wor~ 
\ 

• An assessment of the consultant's eff~ctiveness: 

as over-all problem solver . 

for 10 hypothetic~l consulting assignments 
1 

for 5 possible phases ln the PS process 
• 

• An assessment of the consu~tant's potential to become a partner 

• An evaluàtlon of the consultant along al nu~ber of performance dimen­

slons (e.g., communlcations skill) 
ff 

"\ 

\ 

• 
/"" 

\ 



IV.4 
~ A set of semant.ic differential scales regarding the consultant' s . 

personal attrl.butes Ce.g., 10gical/intUl.tl.ve) , 
~ 

~. '''-... . ~ 

• A sei of four }rofiles for PS behavlour against which th~'consu~Fant 

was to be matched 
~-~ ( • A measure of the simllarity between PS app~osches advocated by the 

, > 1 

consultant an? those of the'supe~vl.sor. \ 

There were two area's which received particular attentio.n: th~ 

definltion of the hypotheti~al tasks and the performance dl.mensions. 

The tasks had to be located ~t different posltions on the 

structured/unstructured and technical/people content dirnenslons and yet 

not be function specific. Thls lS hard to ac~ompltsh and the ten 

tasks we defined could probably be l.ffiproved on. However, they did serve 

the!lZ __ p'urpose. 
1\ 

The performance dimensions we used came from form?l 

criteria used by sorne management consultlng firms and the list deNeloped 

by the Assoclation I)f Consulting ~1anagement Engineers «(L97l) document on 

Personal Quallflcatlons of Hatlagement Consultants,. 

To test the evaluation instrument, three partners were asked' to 

complete it for a consultant of their choice and then provide comments 

regarding clarlty of the wording and applicability of the méasures. 

3. The Supervisor's Views and Backgroun~ 

The thud. document contalned inform~tion to be used,. if necessary, 

to test for congruence of attitudes and PS approach between the super-
. J .,. , 

visor an~ the consultant. The background material requested was a 

curtailed verSlon of that included in the consultant questionnaire. ~The 

orlglnal document was sorne seven p~ges longer'than that actually used. 
r? 

The pages were removed to accommodat~ a, request from the consulting 
, 

'firms to reduce~the tlffie requlred from their senior staff. 

) 

C. Selec tlon of the Sample 

The populatlon of subjects was the approximate1y 1200 management 

consultants working for the 18 member firms of the Canadian Association 

of Management Consultants (Cfu~C). A submlssion was prepared for the 

Board of Dl.rectors of the CN1C regarding the research study, outlining the 

objectives and asking for their cooperation. The Board, comprising 



\ 
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senior executives from the mem~er fi;ms, _agreed to ask 125 conSultants 
1 l' 

to participate and passed a motion supporting the research. We sought a 

minimum of 80 respondents requiring a response raté of 64%, v~ry high 

for such a lon~ questionnaire combined with participants who are under 
~"'r',A ~ 

severe time pressures. ~ . 
)," .. 

'l 

One hundred and twenty-five questionnaires ",ere distr'iblfted plus 
o " 250 supervisor sets, the proportion g'oing to each consulting f i~ being 

related to th,e number of 'professional staff., For control, purposes and 
<$ 

to maintain anonymity, each firm appointed a project coordinator. This' 
, ,. 

individual, a key contr~butor to the success of 

numerical codes toi consu~tants and s~ervisors, 
and resolved problems wbich arose. 

the study, assi~ned 

monitored the f~turns . ' 
1 

Participation was on a voluntary basis, however the individuals 
\ -

were selected followinJ certain criteria (e.g., at least one y~arls 

consulting experiencej. A range of consultant effectivenes~ was sought. 

(A copy of the instructions supplied to the coordinatorsJ is included in 

Appendix F.) 

Participants put- their questionnaires in sealed envelopes immediate-
, 

ly'after completion thereby keeping their replies confidential from other 

members of their firm. ùt was c~nsequently hoped t~at these answers 
• 1" 

would not be biased ~y~ressures to ûive the 
)/ ~ 

Conduct o~' th6urvey' 't~, 

1 r,;ght 1 answers "- j' 
, i 

D. 
1../ 
/ ' 

The sur~s con~cted between'MaY 1 and June· 30, 

Monday duri g this period, we provided each coord~nator iith 

;1980. Every 

a summary 
1 

of 1=he re rns received fr~m his (her) ~irm and a tabul?tion of over-a'll 
1 

returns As might be expec ted, returns' were slow a t ffrst. By eut-off 
1 
/ 

time e had received 79 consultant replies and 127 relevant supervisor 

eva~.tions' (making 1. 6 evaluations per c.onsultant). ./' 

1 We had bee; concerned tha t t~ ~ngth of ,the questionnaire and 

,}ensitivity of sorne of th~ questions might !"esult in large uncompleted -'~, 
1 sections or careless answering. Such did not appea? to be the case. 

While one consultant stopped half way through and two more left the back-

/ 
/ 

/ 

\ 

" 

\ 
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\ 

, 
r~ 

ground sec t:ion blank, the rer.J.a1.nder Jbvl.ousl:l devo ced g:=!3- t: care. ':-0 tpeir 

,replies. In mast: Jf t:he ~uest~nnaires, cor.meqfs covered:each,page. 

'~l h '( , - ., Il. h 1 ~ d wn~ e :::. ere :Jere SOCle ccmments J USCl.i: l.ec) COQcer:n.ng tl e _eng::n an 
~ , 

\ 

'repet1.tion JE the ::laterial, chere \-lere :nore expressingo 'wcerest ar:à 

suppor t for c,1.e s tudy. ? 
Aft~t the eut-off date, the data coaing and transcrlption st~rt~d . . ~ 

Even though returns received ajter chis date wauld nott bè used ln the 

thes~s research D'ut saved for later analysis, we contJ.nùedo 'nth our 
, 1 t 0 

follcl"tv-up: By the end of Augus t 0 there wer~, an adqi tional 30 consul tall,t: 

returns .. 

'E.~ Processing of Questionnaire Data 

o ... 

A vast amount ai information nad to be analyzad .. For example) aiter\, 
\ 

coding there were approximately 900 items for a~pch of., 79 consulta'nts plus . ~ 
100 ·i tems ror each of 127 assessments. All da I;~: were put on punched 

cards and veri! ~er" _ 
1. Transcription of consultant qU,estionnaire data 

-
The 900 items 

ç. 
in the 'questionnaire resulted in 16 cards ?er,consulx-

ant:. 
" 

2. 1'ranscripuon and consistency check fort el/aluaewn data 
<'l li " 

.-1- '" The evalua tian da ta qccup"ied 2 cards', per assessment. ô3% of 

the can,sultants recel.'1'ed C"NO aSSèssments. These ·..;ere compared fOl;" 

'diversuy of assessment' (see Chap ter y, page v. 3) and averaged. \ 

,,3. Transcription of super'Ti'$6r vie'Ns and background' dat~· 

; , 
,r 

.-

Q " 

Since one supervisar someti:nes ~repared a~ assessment for moré tnhan 

one consultant, there ~ere f~'er Vl~WS and backgrounds than assessment~. 
o ;fi ~ ..' ~ Il 

\~hese .• ,data, ".vere not used in the' st~dYo but were reserved for future 

a'n~lysis . 

",4. Rttinement of Ins eruments , 

Instruments had to be ~tefine-d 

\ 
1 .,. 

.' . 
• l ' 

o • 

, 

"" .. 

for the followi~g attributes: 
" 

1 

1 " j .'$ 
Il 

, 
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" d 

, 

~ 

o 1 IV.7 
, 

o r 
FIexibility/~igiJ:t~ , \ 

f, ' 

'" 

, '; 

, 

Toleranc~ f,or ambiguity 

- _systema~ic ,vs unsystoemfltic approach to conceptualization 

Progressiveodeepe~ing vs linear approa~~ fact finding 

Need ~,or autonomï 

Li\ne/staff orientatiio,n 

Specialist/generalist orientation 

,1 

, '. 

," 

The items included in questionqaire #1 r6 méa;ure each attribute 
Q n 1 

were osubj ected "to .a sta tiStical aI!-alysis ba!!edl 'on the' 79 replies. 
, , 

1 

Pr~arily. they were chec'ked for intethal cons1istency and a reliability 
• • ~ ~ ;) t.> \ J .. 

(Spearman ,Brown) of .. 7, ~r h~gher." Si~cethe ~r~ary obje7tive of the 

study was not to produce inst"ruments but "ta e~plore. c.oncepts, we of,ten 
o? " 1 V 

left an "item in 'an instrument if it had face yalidÙY, 
1 • 

even if its correlation with the remaining it1ems was not stat:~st~cally 
signifi~ant. , 
il, \ , 

• 0 .(; Appendix 0 shows the itellls c.omprising 1 èach. instr~t!1cnt' after the" 

....... , pruning. tog'ether:" ,.,r~t11 t~e> compute~ pri~tOlt of ipt,er-item carrela tians. 
, ~ C f 

:'5;. ..supervisor ;onstruc ts_ ".. ' / 1 

't> 1IiIi: i 

\ 'tII": Using the data contained in the asse~smlents. a correlation analysis 
1 • ' , 

was mad~ of the supervisor'~ perceptiQns of consultant performance 

at7't'.ibutes' 'and ëasok 'e~fe; tiV~@SS 'mè.1sures. T~is. gave insight into the 

) s,~pervisor'1 s percept,ion of the cons"~,l'tan: ~tr~~utes he consîdeT,ed '1 

important for the p~ototype tasks as weIl, a the meaning attr~buted to 
" ~ {J 

such t'erms as innovation,andb generaiist . 

;{
~,. fonsultant attributes v.s t~k effec·tOiv'eness 

;v. 0 " 

',' The consul tant attribvte,s ref lec ted by the sÎüf descript~on 
" f ' ' 

j ~ instruments were then corr~lated with the ,tagk effectiveness measures 
,. '1) 0 

, / supplied by the sup~~sors. ' ' . .~\ 

l' o A de\scd.p~~on' ~f the ~à:t:ïous a.aIyses performed and
ll 

the ,.rèsul ts 

obt'lined. is Ng~~en fin" the' .r\ext chap,ter '" 

10 

" 0' 

. 
"" 
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Chapter' V 

Results and Analysis 
( 

In ~his chapter we will present the results from the survey under 

.' the headings: 

A. Chatacter_istics of the ~ample 

B!, Cons i-stency of Supervisor Assessments~-

C. Correlations Between Supervisor and -Consultant R~tings of 

D: 
Et 
F{ 
G. 

H\ 

I. 

.L 

K. 

/~ 

M. 
<r 

Attributes and Performance ~ . . 
SupervisQr Task Requirement Construtts 

Validity, and Inter-correlations of Instruments 

Distribution of Performance Ratings and Attribute Scores 

Development of Composite Factors for Attributes 
~ -

Correlations Between Attribute Measures and Task Performance 

Analysis of Consultant~Attribu~es,by Function 

Analysis of Consultant Attri~utes by Firm 
- \ 

Analysis of Consultant Atç,ributes lry'" Education 

Analysis of Consultant Attributes by~Sex 

Co~relations Between Attribute Measures 'and Age 

A. ciaraèterlst lCS of the Samp.le :1 

'", 

l , 
1 Sy the sur~eY,deadline we had. received 79 completed consultant 

questionnaires together'with their associated supervis~essmen~s. 
1 j., 

Two assessments were received for 50 consultants or 63% of the sample. 

!WO c~nsÙl~ants received ~~ assessments ~ , 

( f 

(~ , 

1 The average age of the respondents 'lias 3.4'. 

thé s~mple were between 31 and 35,years of age. 
( 

Fort y-six percent of 

Fourteen percent were 

over 40. 
,oJ! 

1," 
There 

may be used 
eH icients: 

r-, ( , 
were few 'no answer~": therefpre' the fo11owing critical value~ 
when'~ssessing the significan*e of quote~ correlation co~ . - ~ 

r(80;.10) = .18) (Critféal values for 77 degrees of 
r (80; .05) = .22) freedoIll [i. e. n-2] we!'e nat 
r(80;.Oi) = .28) tabulated.) 

( 

.. 



<> 

i ( V.2 

Regarding experience as an external consultant, 19%'had' two years or 

less, '24%' had over 'sid years. Forty.~.erc;'ent had been with", their present, 

firm for two years or less. 

, The breakdown by funêtioQal area of special1.zatwn i,s given below. 
• --~ 1 

snow:lng CAMC ::evenues for the sarp.e categories for ,1919 are shown Figures 
t -

,in the same tab+l~e-.--*A~s~c~a~n-~-seen, General ~funagement is under-represent-

'ed in the sample while Operations ~1anagement and Economic and Operations 

" Research àre over-represente~. 

.. 
• FUNCTIONAL AREA OF SPEGB.LIZATION 

Percent 
Percent 'of CA...'1C 
Respondent~ Revenues -----, 

# ' Da ta Proce-s-sing 30 29 

General Hanagement 11 19 

Financial Services 11 12 

Executive Search } 18 
11 

9 Personnel Services 
<t 

Opera tions Hanagement 13 8 

Economic ,and Operations Resea,rch 13 7 , f 

4 -~ "-
Harketing 

100 100 
.... 

7 

FiÏteen percent of the respondents were female,. 42% of whom worked 

in the Executive Search/Personnel Services area. 

Fi\tee~ CAMC ,firms out of a, possible 18 responded by the sU'rvey 

deadline. Two firms accounted fo~ 42% of the consultant respondents. 

Since the sample consisted of voluute~rather than a random 
, . \ 

selection of individuals, it 1S conceivable'that conclusio~s from the 

study may nct be valid when applled to the whole population of CAMC . 
1 

consultants. How~ver, the relatively large proportion of the population 
...... -4/ ~ 

included in the sample (7%) anQ the agreement between the specialty area~ 

of the respondents and the distribution of Cfu~C revenues by sp,ecialty 

area gives sorne assurartce that the results can be generalized to a 

,reasonable degree. 

lCanadian Association of· Managetnent Consultants 

" 
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-1 
B. Consistepcy of Supervisor Assessments 

One of our concerns was that the assessments made by different 

superv~sors for the same consultant 'mlght dlffer markedly, indicating 

that our measures of task effectlveness (based on 'only one or, at mofit, 

two super·visors) ~.;ould be so imprec~se tha t the val~dlty of the study 
# " 

would be·compromised. Ou~ analysis of the con~lstency between ratings 

for different sections of' the supervlsor' s assessment is given below. 

Sect. 

l 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

TABLE V.l 

INTER'-SUPERVISOR' DIFFERENCES IlliEN ASSESSING SAt'1E CONSULTANT 

Supervisor 
Assessment 
Question 

904-909 

936-945 

933 

910-932 

946-968 

969-971 

972 

935 

976-981 

, , 

Bas~d on 50 pairs of evaluatlons 

Description 

Performance on stages 
of PS proces,s 

Performance on hypo­
thetical tasks 

Over?11 PS performance 

Skills and credib~lity 

" Semantic diff erential 

Behaviour profiles a 

Similarity of appr?ach 

Potentia1 to be partner 

Composi1:tf scales based 
on ~mbination~, of the 
foregbing , 

• 
i' 

Difference between , 
~ ____ a_s_sessments No 1 
o 1 2 2+ Ans. 
-- % of evalua tians 

41, 43 6 2 

45 41 \ 6 8 

42 42 7 J' 1 8 

27 41 21 11 

42 30 16 3 -9 

27 33 22 16 2 

35 53 10 

50 41 8 1 

lIndicates that onè or both supervisors did not give a ~esponse to the 
item. ( 

i) 
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The above results provide assurance th~3.t the' preclsion of 4the supervisors' 

assessments for the key effectiveness ratings (sections 1-4) is r~la-
/, 

tively good. 

C. Correlations Betwecn \~~pervisor and Consultant RatiEZ~~ 

~ Attributes and Performance 

/ 

consultants rated themselves al~~~t on~ rating pôint 'higher 
1 

their superv~qo~s 
\ " 

for overall PS performance (secti<;>u 3). 

~, Append ix G gives the correlation coefficient between consultant 

and supervlsor corresponding, to each of the' items in the assessment. l t 

is interesting to note which items gave rise to a strong, posltive cor- , 

relation, e.g., ability to manage'or evaluate candidates. Interpersonal , - , 

skills se~m to be more difficult to get any agreement on (e.g., ab~lity 

ta get client coopera~ton), ,For other personal attributes such as 

critical/uncritical, there- seems to be a significant jisagre'emen_t:. 

D. Supervisor Task Requirement Con§tructs , 

If we use the set of attributes which are highly correlated with . ' 

performance in each problem phase to dîstinguish between similar and //" 

differen~ phases, we end up w~th four phases for which supervisors ,seeD;l.// 

'to envisage diff eren~ ~ets of qesirable per sonal a ttributes. These are 

shawn in the diagram on ~age V.6. Table V.3 on page V.lI shows the 

.similarity of the correlation profil!i!s for' the conceptualization and 

prescription phases for organizational and technical tasks . .. 
o 

( '. • 

1 

f 
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TABLE V.2 

DIFFERENCES BETWEER
f 

SUPÉRVISOR ',S ASSESSHENT A~ CONSULTANT' S SELF-ASSESSMENT 

Supervisor 
Assessme:nt Consultant 

Extent of Average 
Difference No Bias - -------------------

'0 1 2 2+ Ans~ (Supervisor-
'" J -- -- --- ' 

SeE...t_i_o_n ______ ~_es ~ionJ_, ____ ...9..ues t'io~ __ . ___ .P~~cr 2P~}..9.!l __ ' ___________ .-- ~-% .E.L_<Lu_e~_t_~_n_n~.i.Ees _____ -_____ ~!,~n-,-s5!J _t'::~ll) __ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

~ 
.. 

6 

7 

" (, 

904-909 594-599 

936-945 626-635 

/, 

933 639 

910-932 603-625 

946-968 , var ied 

969:"97-1 725-727 

972 784 

Performance on std~es 
of PS process ~ 

Performance on hypo­
thetical tdsks 

O'verdll. PS performanc~ 

Ski Ils and cre~ibility 

Semantic dlfferential 

Behayioural profiles 

Similarity of approach 

46 40 8 2 

39, 42 9 1 

24 52 19 o 

41 44 8 3 

22 33 22 20 
<a 

37 34 18 6 

17 40 .18 5 

4 

9 

O;t 

5 

4 

3 

5 

20 

-.1 

-.1 

'. , , 
1 

-.8 

-.1 

ô/ace 

nIa 

-.1 

- ------ - -------- -----------------------..------ --- ----------- - --------- ----- -- - -- -;:---- ------------- -----

* . Indicates that either the 3upervisor, the consultant, or both did nat glve a response ta the ltem. 

~ 

.# 

---
i 

.~ 

Ln 
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i 

) 

FOUR COMPONE NT MODEL USED BY SQl'ERVIS'ORS TO DISTINGUISH TASKS 
/ 

Before, disc,ussing the specifie ~onsultant attrlbutes considered 
/ 

l-mportant by the superv1.sor rO,r eaeh category, '.\te wl.l1 examine lnlefly 

tT";O !.nterestl.ng aspects 'of the cl~ssifieatlOn scheme 'N'hich they 

apparentl,y adopted:' 

.:1) t,.lhy ,were c.oncieptuallZatlon and prescr"lption compres5~d lntO q single 

"Jhase' (or at 1east, were consldered to have' slffiilar attn,bute . , 

requireme_nts)? . 

:) r,Jhat me~nl.ng waSigl'7e~ to the term' 'te{hnical'? 

.a) There are at least ::\';0 possib"le èxplanatl.ons ror the fact that 

conseatualization ând presc7iption WQre consldered lna~5\inguisha~le by 

the--supervlsors. '\ 

• The first is chat they consider that the diagnosis i5 n,.,fact performed 
~ 

ln the b~'Ü!i initlal surve;-:: carried out by the supervisor at the 

/ 

, , 
, ' 

i 

• 1 



,( 

V.7 

beginning of the ,asslgnment before the preparatlon of the Terms of 
, , 

Reference and the work plan. If thJ..s lS the case the consultant 

would be expected to adopt the iupervisor's model. 

• The second is that for many consultants the two aspects of problem 

sol"lng may be melded in such a way that there is no distinctlon 

between model building and solution f inding. (Lundberg, 1962, caUs 

the combined actlvity,'ldoing something with lnformation", p. 172.) 

If such is the case we mlght expec t oqly one ,solution ta emerge for 
/ 

pr'esenta t~n ta tPre client. This would seem ta be the case ln prac-

tice for- maJ;:ly assigrunents. 

if there is a predlsposition f,or consul,t~ts ta treat conceptual­

iza tion and prescription as lndivisible this maJ be a charac ter,is'tic 

coupled to our culture. ,.' Apparently the Japanese, for e."~ampre, make a 

clearer distlnction between the two phases. 
, 

b) w"':at is meant by 'technlcal'? 'T~e_ mea~~g ascribed ta this term is 

difficult ta pin dot,ll. ' Tatham (1964) suggest-ed that less than 40% of 

consulting work W2-l' _tathnical, the remalnder beirtg concerned with under­

standing and motivating people. Daccord (1967) in his study of PS 

Jffectïveness f,ound that the more effective consultants put hlg,her
j 

e'mphasis on' 'people' ra ther than 'systems' issues. 

1 
\ 

Applications of the computer and quantitative 'techniques (e.g., fo;r 

controlling inventory and forecas~,~ng s~les) have ,changed this ta saine, 

extent, inli.roduclpg a different br1eed of individual into a hitherto 

somewhat '~eat-of-pants,' environment. In fac t, da'ta proces~ing and 

ec?nomic-stu~y assignments now account for 35% of CAMe billings. 
, 

In liOur s~udy we asked for agreement or disagreement regarding the 

statement: 

( , 

Xost management consulting wor'k lS' not technical in '\ 
na ture but requires a ba'sic knowledge of people and \­
how organizations function_, ,(Q78) 

Fifty-five percent ah:ed, 38% disagreed: -7% had no opinion. 

This was followeÎ:i up by a second' statement: 

, · 

1 

\ 



... 

( 
J 

\ 

An intelligen7 capable, MBA with 5 yea:s of good 
business exper~ence can handle most management 
consulpng ass,ignments. (Q79)/''-;'' 

Fort y-four percent agreed, ,45% d~sagreed, TI;" had no opl.nl.on. 

V.S 

Those who disagreed in, both cases were.<'mostly from the' technical' 
4 , ' 

specialty areas of data processing and ~co~omics and OR studies. 

lt would appear from the above that rh~re dre 8t~11 many who 

consldet consulting work ta be ma~nly non-tech~lcal in,nature. 
t 

Our research data confirm that the word 'technical' is used by 

s~pervisors to relate strongly, if not exclusively, ta ~asks involving 

SOrne form of quantitative methods or computer techno~ogy (such as hard­

ware s~lection or programming). Curiously, the term 'innovative' ,was 
> -

closely assocl.ated with technical competencè, the implication being that 
-

consultants on organizational ma~ters ~ere unlikely ta exhibit 

"innovative' behaviour. 

s~udy 

We found we could divide the personal attributes-inclu~ed in our 

int'o three groups: 

Basic Eersonal attributes such as: 

ambition 

PeoEle 5'kills such as: 

supe-rvisory 

communicatio~s.~kill 

tactical 
" 

persuasive , 
TecHnical and reasoning skills S'uCh\S: 

~ technical compet~nce in some rea 

stiong conceptual skills 

\ 

• 

the attribute requirements perceived by the supervisors for each of 

the four task categories is given below. The correlation coefficient 

between the attributes and the cat'egory is given in p.i1 rentheses.' ,. r:,~ - ~, ~, 

1. Problem Finding (believed to it~~~de a majOr~lement of diagnosis) 

• This was the most demandfng category requiring both 'people' 

and 'technical" capabÜities. The top ten attributes (based on 

correlafion coefficients) were: 



l, 

Q928 I~novatlve solut~ons 
1 

~916 Client credibi1lty 

Techn~ca1~competence 

Strong conceptual ~kl11 

.!'recise/vague 

Empa the tic 

Q9 17 Superv~"sory Î 

Q926 Able to operate ~ithout superv~slon 

Q914 Tactic~an 

Q955 Persuasive 

2. Conceptuallzation and Prescrlpti6n-Techn~cal 
, 

( . 58) 

(.SLo) 

( . 52) 

( . 51) 

( . SU 

( . 49) 

( .48) 

( . 48) 

( . 47)' 

(..46),' 
J 

Technlca1 attributes we're consl.dered most ll!lportant, wlth people 
.;) 

skilJ,.s given less emphasis., The top SlX a ttributes were: 

Q930 Technlca1 competence (col1eaguê cre~lbility) 

~~929 Client credibl+ity 

Q~28 Innovatlve solut~ons 

Q960 Precise/vague 

Q~23 Strong conceptual skills 

(.58) 

(,53) 

(.49 ) 

(.47) 

( .45) 

Q926 Able to operate wlthout supervision (.40) 0 

( z 

,,3. Conceptual.:.zutlon -and Prescr1ption:"organÜational 

Not surprl.slng1y, ?eople sk~lls were considereè most Luportant ror 

thlS 'group or +.:asks. The top, SlX attri.butes were: 

'Q91' Superv~sory skills ' 

Q9 14 Tac t lC ian 

Q927 E:npathetic 

Q909"'1'ersuasl;e (se2-l,recommendations) 

Q921 Obtain cllen~ cooperation 

Q926 Able to operate ,..-ithou!: supe-rvision 
.,..j 

\ 

(.53) 

( .53) 

( .53) 

( .48) 

( .46) 

( ~,4 6) 

V.9 
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4. Implementation (Q936) 

In this case a diffelent set of skills 'were.considered , 
important. The top six a ttributes were: 

~25 Ability to work ta a detailed plan (.38) 

Q914 Tactica,1 ( .(32) 

Q91? Supervisory skills (.32) 

Q928 Abilit;.y to come up with different pracÜcal 
solutions (.31) 

Q9l2 Interac t weIl wiih groups (\0) 
Q924 Ability to meet deadlineS' (. 0) 

Charac teristïè ef the ten e tasks 

hows how the ten tasks were apparently viewed hy 

supervisors in terns of the first three compOjen'ts of the 'model just 

discussed,. The re'sults rn,ake sense; tasks wh'h could we'll have a high 

teçh~ica~ c-gmponent\ (accord long to the description ~f ,the task) such as 

'a c.omplex task with\n his spetialty' or 'expert witness' have a high 
'n 

corr'€l~tion coe'fficieri,\t vis-à-vis the technical diagnosis and prescrip-, " 
tion items. In terms ~ problem finding (which we interpret ta mean a 

,requirement for a strong degree, of preliminary investigative fact 

finding), the tasks 'stru tured interviews' and 'evàluate candidates' 

have only a weak correlati,n. 

The tasks with the hiihest ~people' or organizational component 
, \ 

were) the assfgnment with 'sensitive political a'spects' and, the one to 
" 

're'sàlve conflicting ,opinion' . 

In the r ight hand section of the same table, 'we 'have recorded 
'. .. 

c'orrelations between selected personal attributes and,a,the t~n tasks. 
, , ~ , 

Sorne méasure~ of the variablity (test error) inherent in this method of 
1 

analysis is shoWR by the two measures for persuasion, Q~09 and Q955. 
" The,.agreement: be~ween these two is quite remarkable. 

" 

\ ,,\ 



TABLE V.3 

, HOW SUPERVISORS APPEAR TO VIEW THE LEN TASKS IN TERMS OF 
PROBLEM PHASE COMPONE NT AND PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES REÇUIRED 

(Shows_ corrèlatio-n coef~icient's betweeu assessments of two di-fferent PFoficiències) .' 
- li; N = 79 

Phase Personal Attributes 
r. Ability Con- Get 

Problem 'Diag./Presciiption to Opere cept. Per- Super- Tact- Client 
Task FindinR Or~anizat. T.echnical Autonom. Skill suas ion visQrx: ical Coo~. ElOe-athy 

Q904 Q906/Q908 Q905/Q907 Q926 Q923 Q'909~Q955 Q917 Q914 Q921 Q927 
A 

Q936 Implement a package .21 .23 .27 .26 .:n .45 .32 .22 .23 .35 .' 
Q937 ~anagé a large project .. .46 ., ( team .37 .42 .43 .26 .21 .52 .25 .51 1.53 .81 .60 .39 -

~ 
Assignment with sen-l! Q938 1 

sitive political 1 
1 -aspects .35 .53 .50 ..1_ .4 1 ;o2} .46 .44 .52 .49 .48 .48 

Q~39 Evaluate candidates for 
senior executive pos. .47 :40 .24 .20 .30 .23 .35 .4'1. .39 .4Y ... 

-Q940 Structured int~rviews -- '.23 .27 .27 
1 __ 

.20 .29 
----- '" 

Q94 ) Line capacity_ .30 .20 .22 ' .'3Z- .26 - 1 .26 .4 ) .20 .:W 
'" , 

Q94~ Expert witness .38 .22 .25 .38 .44 .32- .42 .42 .29 .26- .30 .37 
.. ; 1 

Q943 Resolve confliéting i _ 

- opinion \ .36 .50 .40 ""::'':s{ -- • 41 - .40 .44 " .43 - .49 .47 .3JL .4/ • 

Q944 Sopfiisticated complex - < within his specialty .42 - .20 .38 .~8 ' .47 .55 .37 i- .37 .57 .47 .32 .56 .' 

Q945 Non-t~chnical diagnosis 
r 

where consultant has no 
direct experience .35 .42 .41 .52 .59 .401 .40 .54 • ,':>1 .37 .32 

~- , 
--------. - [-

f 

"t 

.:; 

1 

" 
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From ~he tabla we conclude the follow~ng: 

1. Gsing correlations ';v;i..ch Q926, ~he consultant' s 'ability to operatê 

'1 .... 

3. 

,,4. 

, -
autonomouslY (L,e., :vlthouc supervls~on:) as a :neasure 

s truc ture in the task as percelveà by, t'he superv~sor, 
the three :nast structured ar~, 

implement a :.;ell-tes ced, packag .22 

evalu~te executlve candidates .. ?I ._'+ 

structured -lnterview5 

of the làck of 

we see rhat 

The only surpr~sing result 15 the ract that execut:.ve ?l~cement 

should be consiàered a st=uccured task. There is some'corraboratlon 

for this in Table V, 7 on pag e V.45 Tvhere inà ividuals ln the human 

resource area indlcate a low tolerance for ambiguity. Whether 

structure is imposed ~rtlflclally or is in fact a characteristic of 

Such work is a question "hich :nust be left to others to decide. 

The 'most unstructured task in our set of ten ~s Q945, -a '~iffl,cul.!:. 

diagnostic survey in an area ln which tbe 'consu1>tant ~as had no '" -,-- ---
, d irec t exnerlence'. 

, 
The underllnlng was not ?res"ènt in the question-

naire but is done here ta emphasize the implled lack of structure to 

t~e task. 

C<?nceptual sk~ll requ~rements are low for 'execut.lve placement', the 

'linepos~tion'; the 'pohticalassignment' ançi ch~ 'structured 

~nterviews', but ~h for t:"e 'difficult non-technical d.iagnos~s' 
- - n ".:. ,V\ 

'and the 'complex asslgrunent ·.N:'.:hJ,~ his spec~alty'. Aga~n, thi~1 7', ,. '1, 

:nakes sense" 
\ . 

Persuaslve sk~ll requ:.:-emerlts seem to' be relanvely unlform except 

in the case of 'package 1mplementa tlon' and 'struc tured .lnterviews' 

where the requirements are lower. 
'd 

Th~s seems reasonable. 1 
The other ratings based on superVi/ory 

\! 
empathy (an ability . to ldentl.iy client 

'l ' 

ab ili ty, tac tica,J skill and 

neeàs) com:aln no' surpT: is~s. 
" \ 

( 

", 
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q V. 13~ 

" 

, 
?er sonal a t -.,.' ou tes ror overall PS ef..f. -=c :::l'/eness 

ased àn the leve; of correlati~ ,:oer: J..c~ent be>tT..;e~n tl1e attribute 
" 

and' Q933 (ûverall PS effect~veness), the cop attributes were identJ.üed 

and ranked as follo~"s:' 
) 

Q9l6 Contributor ta f i,r:n 1 s reputat:~on (? l.Jlpl ias (.75 ) 

general credib ili ty) . 
Q928 Abllicy ta come 1p ,.;ith diff arent (.67) 

(practical) so'lutions 
-\ . .' Q9l7 Superv~sory ability 

~ 

Technlcal 
, 

Q930 competence as assessed Dy 
(.~ 

1 

~( .6 ) ( colleagues 
1 

(.64 ) 

(JI) (} 

Q927 Empathy (identification or client needs) 

Q914 Tac tician ' 

Q923 S trong conceptual sl<ills . (.55 ') 

relatively low l::1.portance attached ta 1 sti"ong conceptual skill' and . , 
htigh importance of 'supervJ.sory ability' ',o/ere unexpected; othenTise, 

\ . ~ 

ran~ing seems reasona"ble. the 
" 

,?er;sona'-l attribu!:es for oartnership potentia~ 
". 

The top ·six a t tributes were: 

Q9l7 SuperVisory ability 

17 Q933 Overall l?r~'blem ,solving Sklll 

Q'3'26 Abüity to work -with little supervision 

Q960 Precise/vague .... 
Q9l6 'Contributor to firm 1 s reputa tron 

Q95j Per3uasl..ve 

(.68 ) 
0 
(.64 ) 

(.62 ). 

(.57) 

(.56 ) 
... 

) . (.55 ) 
, 0 Q 

,le should be noted that because ala"st or the c~sultarits in the study ~.;er~ 1 

'11 

rela,tively junior, selling,' one of the mose important ac!:i"itie.s oi a 
<t • 

partner, 'was no~ an expected atlribute. The ot;,er àharactaristics, in' 
C Ill.... ., 

the main, réflact required attributa-s .. , . 

. \' 
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ter:n The 'Notd 

and :1ason 

by them Co ~e a usefuL 
" 

'It_"~as :l,ot .clea::-. ·.that "Nas :~pli~d ,:,y the 

pa.ir p:ce.ci:s~/1lague · ... as ~aken ::-om a' scal; us~d by 

(1974) i:l. à study 0": ~09Çl sci~,ntists 'and 'round 

dl~scri~bator. Ic.is hig'hly correlaçèd 1:1' the supervisor's racings ~ith 

SLlch atcributes as' ability to: -neet' deadhnes and adhere to a ·.-'ork plan, 

.::àmmunicate in .~riting, ,and.7 logical. 

The Jerceived requ~re~encs rcrr ?artnersh~?'~ùu:d appear Cd conior~ . . . 
• l, 

• t.ich real~t1 ,sineè a ?artner's ~ain role is' developing a·ptactice.' This 
involves se-lling, supervising and maintai'1i~g good c1).enc rdations. A's 

[' , 

in: ot:her·ar~a's' o'! business, career l?rogression-l.1:lplies t:.e ~doption qf al 

" . ,-tiedvier :nanageria~' rc'le. 
~. 

/ 
-- .. E-. . VaHdity and Intèr-co-r,relations ai. Instrument.~~ __ ,. ,; 

. , .. ftar the ins trume~er e developed. t, ts for 'validi ty ;'et~L~d~, 
~.tppendix il s~rize? 'the c'ar:r:elatio~s obt~iÎ'u~d .bet~.;e:~ the~, reflts 

fram the inst.uments, and ether rat~ngs of the can~ulta~t at~ribfites 

'made bJ' the supervisor and 'the con~ul tant h:unseH.-' Valid l,ty tèS Çs are. 
-'f ' 1 • .. . - , ~ ~.. 1 

idenciof~ed in ·::o!.umn 3. ,The .:Last column in ~he tablé:\ snows slgnlf~canc 

inter-instrument correl~tions and lndicates whether ~hey '~re expectad 

'lor 110t .·_ 

The most :unportant findings were: 

, 1 

l 

/J'- • 

" An' encoJraging number .of the instru1l!ents' gave sèores for the éonsult-

.ants which correl,3:ted with t'he ·superv.isor r S asses~7:le'nt ji Che sam.e, 

ôr a similar, a,ttribuce construc t" These we're:' 

âbility t,o reason abst.ra~tly 

fact~anchor~d/lmaginative conceptualize~ ... , 

ear1y vs. ,late ç:losure 

crea tive 

spedalist!generalis t . 

linel s tati , 

,~ 

- -' . need for àut:onomy 
\ . 

. , 

introvert/extrovert 

, 
1. 

v 

<l 
L 

( . 

, 
,1 

",~ ... 
fAt the .0$ level'o~ signif-icat1-ce. 

)1 ~< ~7 '. 

'J", ~ . 
• - CIo

A 

': ... 
, ' 

.. 

'f 
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,J , 

.' .. rh'e only a'ase 'Ilh~=à a comparison '!las pos.sib(e and ~he çorre la~ron 

~'l,as not significant ,',~a,s : " .-
,,~ . 

tlexibilicy 
\ 

• In-seme c~ses there 'Nas no ,çomjarable supèrvisor' rating: These include: 
1 

'~ tolerance for ambiguity 

= 

the five lvalues.: theo'retical', economie'" ,aesthe'tic, social 

and polir:ical. 

~ - Il' P 

'aee-au-s-e"of che strong ï~fer"relât:ionships ,exhilhted' by the inst=uments, .a 

. factor analysis ,.,as c:arried oût, to see if they' .could ~bé consolidated, This, 

,1S discussed in sëé~ion ~ of this'ahap~er .. 

F. Distribution of Performance Ratings and' Attribute Scotes 

'~ ~ 

The distribution of consultant scores along each of the main attri'butes 

measured 'i:sb gi'(~n ,:below: ':" . . ~ ~ 

• f 
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LO\I '\ Jllgh .. 'l.. 
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X' = 4.8 cr = 1.4 

"'" 
l '1 

. ,In most cases (with" t~e ex~eption oi line/staff, use 'of l<.H., SN, JP and TF. ,1 n tI 

the measures seem to have a near: I).ormal distribution. The b·imode'l. 

nature of the JP scores ror the Myers-Briggs Test is'at(ributed to the o~ 

large proportion (307.) of data processing consul:ants in the sampIé 

'whb const~tuted the second (high J) population by themselvés. 
, ( 

.' Table'V ,4 shows the distribution of perfo,rmanc.e ratin'gs. In 

~ general .they tendq:o,clump within three scale points: ')l'a answers' 

.averaged ··about 5%", • The rat'ings for overall eff!:cti~enes..s as a manage-
, , 

ment consult~nt (Q93~) are dist~ibuted,Qve~ a ID?te li~ted range and 

"correl~tions ',.;ith this var~able wIn likeIy' prove inconclusive. There 

'.las a widespread degree of crlrrel:atio'-..among the assessments (i.e:,"-
, "J 

the' individ~al 'Jas go?d ,for alost tasks 'or poor)., î:hi~ ,TIla-5 more pro-
il Il),.,,._ 

nounc,ed fo"r certain fir:ns,. ' 

The '.easiest' task -(i.e., that '.,l1.th the highe"st average), :"as , . 

( 

'collsct infor~ation 

by ,'implemen9 a yeU 

through 5tructu~:d interviews r (Q940) followed ' r: 0-
tested' package' (Q936) ~. (Using the samè ,criteria 1 (, 

techni'cal diagrrosis a~d prescription _'N'ere considere..d ,easier ·rhan . .; ~ 

o.rsani-zational diagnosi~" and prescription.) The remainder of t,he 
• 

. ;Jith the e~cep.~ion~f Q94'I, tact in a line càpacity' ~ll q~~lify as 

,1 difficult, ..: 1 

" . 
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SUMMARY 'OF PERFOR1~~CE .~SSESS;1E~TS· !~-illE 31 SUPERVISORS 
, ( 

b , 

. . . 
Ques t ..... 

~o • Description 

C.a) 
\ ., 

Fo~ Stages of'Task 

, 

r 

904 " Identifying problems not speci-. 
fied in Terms of Reference 

90S. In dlagnosing .problems· tech. 

906 

:-la 
Ans-, 
.......... ~;;':"';":"'.j.--,--':"':';'~;':';" 

'1 
Q 

---!-"'O f ev 

3 

4 

3 

\ r, 
29 60 6 

0, C 4 '1 7 55 '10 

o ~ 1 1 45 3 

907 

,In diagnOAS{ig prob lems - organ. 

l~ pre~crib n~ Cdeveloping work­
able sol 'ns - technical 'aspects ~ 5 o 2 60 9 , 

908 

~o. 

of c9ns. 
'"hb '?rarc:­
thlS task 

* 

* 

t 

(developing ~ork­
organi6!a'üonal o 9 4 46 . l' * 

Cb) For 10 H 

936 
" 

Il \ ' 
lmp loe!tle'n,t ai,' ~ 1 ~ t~: t ed and 
;:nented pat' ag~ ln hlS area 

1 

docu-

937 Manage a large\ projec~ team 
compris~ g,clienc and consultant 
staff 

938 an ass l.gnment which has 
political aspects 

939 Eva uate candidates ror a, 
se or executive position , 

940 Collect information tnrough 
structured interviews 

941 Act in a line capacity for a 
period, to help a chent OV,ercome 

4 

5 

6 

, 7 

a statlfins problem' _ 5 

942 

943 

944 

945 

Act as an expert ~itness ln a 
court case' , 

Help to resolve confljctlqg 
\ opinions 
• 1 

~ Irlork ,..:tith sophisticated s·taff on 
) . 

~ a compl~x assign~ent ~ithin spec. 

Carry out a diagnostic survey in a 
non-tech. area ~here' he has no 
dir-ect experlence 

6 

3 

3 

\ 
~ b 35 61 

t 

7 26 40 21 
~ 

5 26 44 t9 

o 31 43 14 

o 0 .25 72 

, -
14 39 ~ 1 f 

6 '20" 

2 32 

o 14 

3 20 

* Results' irlNalid because of unc.lear J..nstr,uctions. 
, . \ 

1/ 

12 

1 

/ 
40 

22 

/ 1 1 

33 

38 

,\ 

'. 
~ 

c~tinued -•.. 
/ ~\ J 



" 

'z \ 
. , ., 

/ 

f 

, ' 

. " 

i ' 

'1 

" 

1 

r 

J 

" 

f. 

TABLÈ V.4 

SUMMAR OF' PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS MADE BY SUPERVISORS . , 

Ir, ,(c.ont,inued) 
'# 

' .... Q 

Ques,t. , '. ,~. Rating 
No. 1.\ __ ~""_,",,./~!D_e..;.s,_c.;.rl;;.ll'p...;t_i_o .... n _____ 'Ans. t10wï ,(high} 

935 

1 -\2345' 

For Overall Effectiveness 
( 

, 1 

How would you assess' his ove"rtl.ll~' 
effectiveness as a manag~ment 
consultant change agent . 

--"7J. of evaluations---

3. 3o. 54 9 

',;.,' 1 . Do you believ~ that he is ~ 
potential ~artner?" 

/ 
v' 

.\ 4 23 .41 28 nia 

Stage.s ' 

"Tasks 

Question 
No'. 

904 
'905 
9q6 
907 
908 

936 
937 
938 
939 
940, 
94'\ 
942 
943 

Overall Effeètivenes~~ 
,935 

(> 

\ 
\ 
1 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
1 

, ..-!... 

3.7 . 
3.7 
3.4 
3.8 
3.4 

: . 
3.6 
2.8 
2.8 " 
2.8 
3.7 
,3.3 
2.9 
2.8 ' 

3.7 
3,0' " 

4' Ir,l, r .' ..... , '/"1 .~ ~ .~,n>i~ 

,", 

~. 

1 
\ 

'­• 

No. 
of cons. 
who pre fer 
Chis task 

'nia 

. , 
nra' . (1) 

" 

~~ores as shown are ;reversed. 'Do,n' t kn6w' is grouped wi th 'No answer'. 
" 

, , " \ 

l \. 
~ 

. , 
1 

~'", ,. 
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The most preferred task was 'managing a large project team' -(Q937) 
_ fit • 

wi.th 'working with sophisticatèd. staff' (Q944), a cl.ose ?~con~. Least 

'preter~ed were Q939, ',e'raluate senior exeeutive cand~d?-t~s', 'Q94i, 'aet 

as ~xpe~t witness' and Q936, 'implement a weIL tested package~. In 

o~~er words the 'Simpl~st"~akks were ~he least prefér~ed. 

-G. Develo osite Factors for Attributes 

cognitive dimensiofts to a mor~ limited-number qf ,actora. 

at·tributes were not includéd 'in the factor analysis' because we want ed to . 
. - r 

political ~e ~ble to' ~ru:ine their effect ind~perdently. The~e.w~re: 

(power).values (Q.384); specialist/generaI'ist (Q895) and use of quantita-
) - ." . ~-

tive methods 
.., 

(Q513) •. 
\ 

We used the method which calculates ort:hogonal fact;,o,rs wi th initTal 

'commonality estimates based on the multiple R2 of the given variable on 
" '. ~ 
· aIl 0 the!' variables, in' the matrix (Guilford,' 1,954). Four fac tprs were, 

"< 

develbped. A 'varimax, rotation was made. 
1 , 

T~~Oad~ng of, the four fact~r~ o~ eac~ o'f . the 'fifteen attributes 

have been in i~ give1.belèw, a~th~ugh only three factors ~erpreted 
~ 

the eni\ling discussion: ' . 

Attribute ' ~ 
" ) 

introvert/extrovert 
fact-ancho~ed/imiginati~e concept. 
logical/' gut feel' evalJ.la to,!:. 

..: early/late close!' ' 

Q322 
Q~23 ,.­
Q324 
Q325 

· Q380 
Q.181 

- Q382 
Q383 
Q556 
Q557 

· Q509 

- theoretical values 
economic values 
aefjthet~c values 
soch1 values 
abstract reasoner 
doer/thinker 
creativity 

; . 

'1. 

-.72 
-.23 , 
-.57 

-.29 

.58 -

Factor" 
2 3 4 

-.43 

-,57 
-.36 

-.37 
, .42' 

.48 

.24 ...... 22 
-.63 ----.-.. .60 

\ -.38 
• Q510 - need for autonomy -.20 -.30 -.36 

Q511 
Q514 
Q515 ' 

~ tolerance for ambiguity 
flexibility 

- line/staÜ ,...--

Relative importance, _ 

, 
.73 

.38 
-.34 .55 
-- -- 1:8'% 11% 51% 23% 

The hig~est loading (absolute value) in each row is underlin~d •. 

Factor Loadings on Attributes 

lThe fourth factor co~ld.not be easil~intetpreted. When the factor 
ana1ysis was r~~run with only 3 factors there was li~tle change in the 
loadings,. See AppendixJ>, ~ages 51-52. " 
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The co~structs,..;.aPresented by the fac tors are 

L 
.~ 

1 

relatively 
q 

/ V.25 

clear. 

Each fac tor represents..a bipolar dimension. They are orthogonal. 

Factor #1 and Fact~' #2 are related to problem solving, the fiist 
describing the'approach to conceptualization and fact gathlring, ' 
the ~ec?nd-describing the approach to,conclusion drawing, i.e., 
prescription. 

.' 
lftc.J~or 113 can be interpreted as representing a line (doing) orienta-
tion at the high end and a staff (thinking) orientation at the other. 

(a) Factor #1. The grounded/ungrounded approac& to conc~ptualization 

The first fa~or loads heavily on-four l att~ibutes: 
Q32~ fact-anchored/imagindtive conceptualizer (M-B SN type) 

'. ~ -r 

Q325 - early/late doser (M-B l..P type) . 
Q509 (low) creative (modif\ed Raudsepp) 

Q.5ll - Clow} t0lerance for ambiguity 

(We have r-eversed the polari ty of the scale f rom tha t shown in the 

loading table so-that the high end corresponds to ~he grounded category. 

The underliniiig ~ihows ure direction of the correlations with this end of 

the scale.") 

At the high end of the bipolar scale we have the fact-anchored con-
" 

ceptuar1zer who has a low tolerance for ambiguity, is nbt particularly 

'creative' and who is an early c~ose~ (i.e., selects an hypothesis early 

in the process and proceeds ta tèst it methodic~lly). We will 'call this 
, 

individual. the grounded concep tualizer . -, 
'T' 

At the low end of thé scale we have the creative, 'intuitive' 

individual who has a.high tolerance for ambiguity and who suspends 

judgment until he has the faç;ts. We will call thi's indiviJdual th~ 
, '2 

'<1 ungrounded conceptualizer. 

During fac~ gat~ering and 'conceptualization, the individual's per-

... ception of the situation, i. e.', his mod~l, is either (a) confirmed or 

revised in the case, of an early -.closer, ~r .(b) 'gra<;lually c;leve:loped in 

the case of the late closer. (For our purposes, we may consider a model 
1 l , 

ta be a bundle. comprising the·individual's thoughts.about the probl~, 

l Since social values (Q383) was present ia aIl factors ât a relatively 
low loading value it was ,ignored . 

.1 
2It has been suggested that the term ' suspe1:1ded ' would be more appropriate. 
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41 cl "" r J ': 
Le., symptoms, caus'es, :criteria f,C{ resolution, ~nd possible solutions:) c 

Input may come externally fr'om discussions, reports ;and 'o~servation, -'~r 

interna11y from ideas and recollections. External input-is influenced by 

the individuals selective attention, and his 

turn, is a~f ected by his prev.i.ous experience 

1971; Miller, 1969; Cherry, 19?7). , . 

, 
cognitive f ilter which.. in' . " , , 

and âspirat,ions (Broadbent,' 
') & 

.. ; 

WitlUtr (1962) and his co-workers conclusied'that'a person~s manner 

( df perceiving does not ~asily ch~tlgE7 'and represents 'an ingrained feature 

, . 

of his psycho1ogica1 being-his perc,~ptual style. - , '-
, 60 

Regarding the creative generati~n of id'eas, Popper (l~8; p," 32) 

claims there is no logical method for guaranteeing the process; however, 

sorne techniquei 'such as MorphOlo~ftal Analys!s (Ayers, .1969) ~ve' b~~n' 
used for, the purpose. 

In Appendix l, we have listed significant and/or expected c{)1!'rêiâ'" 
, (J (') , 

tions between Factor III and items in the asses~ment and,' self-descrip tion 
1 

questionnaires. The" implications are s~arized bel~W(. 

Su.peryisors view thase with a highl'y grounded approaeh as being:' 

conventional (Q950), cautious' (Q956). precise (Q960)., Qn time- (Q967): 

concentrating on tacts rathe~ than ideas ~~62) and able ta work ta a 

detailed plan (Q925). 

Such individuals see themselves as being: conventional (Q93~, Q429), 
, . . 

'cautious (Q411), realistic (Q40~, Q399) and ~ncomplicated (Q423), 

concentrating on hard rather than soft data (Q425) and"more/people than 

concep t oriented (Q392). 'They tend to be linè oriented 4Q409) and team 

members (Q414, Q613). They are pre,sen~ tather tl;lan future orie~te~',: 
(Q474, QS08). They tend to find ihecklists usefûl (Q701), structure ' 

- , ' ". , il '". 
their interviews (Q693) and use pac.kaged solutions '(Q718) ./They ,strive 

c ) , ~ '?t 
for practical rather than ingenfou~ solutions (i. e., satisflce) (Q6'SO),· 

• u li • 

-and !:reat ·each problem by itself rather th~n °looking for g~neral prin~ R 

ciples to apply elsewhere (Q658). 'l'hey do not often.change the model 

of th~ pro1blem with which they started (Q666)} they b:lieve there :f:s a 
" p • 

right and \.Trang approach to ,éUly problem (Q68l') and disclaim any oreliance 
1,.1 r 

on inspiration ct. 'intuit~on ,(Q475, Q6~2, Q682). '\oPeT '\Jork stea?ily 

o 

" 

., 
• 

-
rather than in 'fits' and starts' (Q670) and give more weight to flnancial' 

.. \ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

~ . 
" 
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~ 1 

data than' tô their feelings about eÇMpany manazeme~t (Q455)" When they. 

give repeated presentations they -tend to rti~k to th~ same script " . 
ra~her t~~ vary the approac.k uSid (QSOp. They prefeli" cold.·w~~ 
dtt'her tha:n 'creat;ive' collaboration while working "with a team (Q796-

Q798)'and claim that in their role as:a consu~tant they rarely in~roduce . . 
fi' .... ~ (.. 

new ideas or novel ways of d01~g things (QIOl). They do not attach 

• parlicular importance to listening to, experienced consultants in _their 

fields (Q4591 and they believe their background is similar to that ,pf 

(others in the firm (Q749)~and their PS approa~h similar to that of 
, 

colleagues~(Q785) and clients (Q786). 

.' 
,"By inference, individuals' with an unglroundec.f approach are the 

reverse,. 
(. . 

'Grounded' individuals would appear ta he gro.unded in a bumber of 
~ 0 • 

ways: they work to a pla:n, they ar;e realistic and disciplined and the y 
6 • ' \. ';l ~ , 

. sti'cl<. to facts and frequently thei'r fnitial conception of, the problem', , ~ 

ç~~v~t'sely, the 'ungrounded 1 individual elpes nQt ~ork well with a de-

tailed plan, is idealistic.and undisçipl~b~d, relies more on 'soft' data-
l , 1r 

,'and of ten c haqges his initi~ mode-~, (J o' -' ... 
, . , Qo. 'If f • ~c • 

There 5eems ta be some parallel betwee\l this dimension and the. . ~ 

,diverger/converger seale (Hudson, 196~). Kolb's (1974) definition of 
.. ..~. "1 _ ..,'" f 

converger ànd d~€rger are similar to'Hudson's but add a concrete/ 

abs~racT di~~ijSion. 

l1cKenney and Keen developed a reÇ!epto~ Iprecepto~ classification fdr 

f~ct finding. There œay be som~ relationship betw~en their receptor 

(inductive, seque?tial, concentrate ~~ detail) category and our 

giounded concep~ualizer style and bet~eenltheir preceptor (deductive, 

simultàneous proce~sing, concentrate on pattern) ~atego~y and our 

ungroùndéd conceptualizer style. (Se~ page II.26 of this th~siS.) 

IndependeI\t.ly qf "the factor analys;i.s of cognitive attribo.tfs, w~ . ' 

'haa developed a verbal portrai~ of McKenney's ,systematdc and intuitive 
- .. !, 

~ncéptualizers' d~scribed.Qn page II,19,.accompan~ed by al second set of 
, \ 

~ portrait~ representing a linear vs. progressive deepening approach. We 

., haahoped that these PS behavio~r styles mi~ht in some way match up with 
p 

one of the cog'hi td.ve stylès tiesul ting from the factor analysis. Con- . 
~ . w 

) 1 
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, 
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sultants were asked wh:j.ch,. if, àny, .oi these portraits described> the~r PS 

behaviour. S~pervisors were as~ed "if these portr,aits matched the PS 

beh~~~our of ,each consultant. Al~o an instr~~ent (Q8~8)--wa~. ___ ~~.~.10ped 
fr.otl). .. ~he ~tems ',in :he super:isors~, assessment which waj intend~d )~r-=.rl,-' 
idat,e the classifi,cation of the consultant for behaviour during tfact 1. 

1 

gatl~erin'g Jsee Appens:iix D, page 48). ;:,.~ 
, 

Consultants ~ere divided into three groups on "the basis of' their 

scores on"Factor #1. 

results of portrait matchin~ (self-evaluated and supervisor evaluated).· 

The results ar~ given in 'fible V. 5 accompanied" by the supervisor's 
" ' \' ., .' 

~essmerit pf 'similarity in approaches' (Q97~) and the c~ultaqt's score 

on Q888, the supervisor's composite scale to validate 

unsystematic classification. 

the systeÏna tic/ 

There is no significant association betw~en the consultant's score 
, - .... 

on Factor #1 and the portraits. However, from Appendix l we see that 

Q888 is ~orrelat,ed (r = .27) with Factor ill, the systematis approach' 
" _relating to tne 8rounded a~proach as it!;g'hould. The lack of correspond-

ence between Factor Hl scores and the portraits~is disapP?inting but we 

intend to confirm this with further analysis. 

(b) Factor 112. Ration~l/instinctive conclus'ion drâWing-~'· 
The'seco~d factor load~ on four attributes: , 

Q556 - (high) abstract reasoner (~(~lb' 

Q324 -

'Q382 -

logical/.' gut "feel' evalua tion (M-B!F type) " 

(low) aes~hetic values (modifi d AllpQrt, Vernon, Lindzey 
scale) 

(low) flexibility 

(We have reversed the polarity of the scale from that shoWn in ,the 

~oading ~able (pg. V.24) sa tpat th~ high end corr~sponds ~o the 

rationa~ category. The underlining·shows the direction of the correla-
,~I -. 

ions with this end of the scale.) 
, '. 

At the high end of this bipola~ scale we have the information evalu­

or who consi~tently uses a logical approach for ana!yzing the 'facts: 

nd drawing conclusions. Such an individual place~ low value on ae&thetic 

hemisphere) considerations, relies on abstr~c~ (detached) reasbning 

. '. 
. " 

JI' ;"'. 
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" . ., 
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TABLE V.S 

COMPAR1SON ,OF' PQRTRAIT RËSULTS vs. FACTOR' fil SCORES 

SUEervisor UI 5, Sup~rvisor U2 5 

Self Rated Percei'led. ' \ .. ~" l'ereeived 

COI),! ~ l' '2 
MB'J 

' 4' ,c'Siinilarit( ~, 3 ,.,; Simila:rity 0, 
S,cdre : rJ,./'rl ; ~ G/D CID of ApEroath A/B 'C/D

4 
of AEÉroacli Score 

l'~ 'UI '-Q725 Q727 'Q969. Q971 Q972 Q969 Q97 L Q972 Q888 

Ungr'ounded Consultants Should Corres;eond to Profile B 
\;, 

9 A 3' 3, 3 '5 3 3 5 ,:lB 
10 3 " C A C 5 .. 

A ,0 6 27 
6, j C A 3 ·4 0 'Q 0 22 . 
~ A C J' è ~ -4 1 
5 0 0 A' " 'D,. 0' A D '4 23 

Il 
.0 

S 3 C A C. 2 B C' 4 '27 , 
10 A C 3- 3 ' ~' ~ - " 27" .. 4 A . - C B 3, 0 A' U 5 32 
5 3 C ,0 C 5 '1> . 3 C 5 41 '. 
1 4 . 'C B • C '.J, 4 A C 4 ,- 28' 

<.J 

9 '" ~ 3 A 3 2 --l2. ... 
1 

0 = 28.6 
.~ 

X 
y 

, , . 
Grounded'Consultants Should Corres~ond t~ Profile A 

j2 A C ~A C b A ,3 . 3, 17 
:32 B D ~ D b A ,0 4 24 
34, A C B C b ,3 o Ù 4 12' 
30 A C ',3 3 4 " t C -5 2'5 " "'1 '. A ,C A: D 3 A 3 ' .. 4 fl5 
34 A D A 1 3 " 5 3 '3 4 25 

" ,33 4 C A 
. 

4 5' 3 3. .. 4 ~2' ~ , " 
l't' 33 3 • 3, A 3 4 30 ; 

. 
30 c • 6 

;. 
A 'A' D .A D .. 4 '1.7 

12 ,4 4 A C 4 3 C , • n 4 25 -
X ='25.2 

;, An~wers< for complete sample % ,-, 

t 1) Q725 Portui t A 1s B (se li evaluated ), 
l 

N=78 
of 

- Syst'ematie approaeh flts me 
-, Unsystematic' approach 'fits, me 

., 
51 
'9 

A 
B 

- Believe l can use either 
- Don' t 'reeo'gnize my approach as either 

31 
9 

.. 3 
4 

" 0 - No answe r :li (1) , 

" 

~ •• f 

'ContitlUe-~. '-:., ,,", 

J
.~ .. .. ! , ; . f . . , 

~~~L-. _____ ~ __ _ .' 
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TABLE V.5(Contlnued) 

Answers:for'comp-lete sample r 

o . '11 

(2) Q727 Po~trait'Ç vs D (~elf evaluated) 

'(3) 
\, 

C· '- 'progressive deepening 'approach fits me 
D L'inear approach fits me 
3 Believe l can use either 
4 - Don't' recogni2e my approach as either 
0- No answer" ('1) 1 

., 
Q969 Portrait A vs B (supervisor evaluated) 

A - Systematic approach fits,him 
B·- Unsystematic approach,fits him 
3 - Believe he ~an us~ either " 

r 4 o-~Don't recognize h~s apPIoach as e~ther 
o - No answer = (3) 

(4) ,Q97] Portrait C vs D hupefvisoi evaluated) 

C 
D 
3 
4 
0 ,\ 

- Progressive deepening approach tits,him 
Linear approach fits him 
Beliève he can use either 

, ., 

~ Don't recognizé his approach as either 
- No answer = (5) 

( 

(5) 9972 Supervisor!s assessment of similarity of consultant's 
,approach with his 

\ , 
r-

I Almost a1ways different . 
2 Often more different ' 

, 3 - More diffe;rent than' s imUar 
4 -' More similar than diff'lffent 
5 - Often more similar than differenf 
b - Almost always similar' , 
o -·No answer =,(11) 

58 
10, 
26 
6 

1qO 

N=124 

100 

N=122 

35 
20 ' 
35 
10 -

100 

N=,116 

,0 
7 
8 

4-8 
29 
8 

100 

(6): Q888' Supervisor 1 s ,assessment of' consultant 1 s predisposition 
~ lo a systematic or' unsystematic approach <v Nan 

" 

Score 
Value 
~ high systematic 
10-12' 
13-15 
16-18 
19-21 
22-24 
25-27-': 
28~3U high un~ystematic, 
No answer .. (~) 

, ' 

t 

\ï. 4.6 

8 
29 
17 
23 
'14 
5 
3 
1 

" 
1 

1'00' 
~ Jj 

" ..Ji 

'} 

. 
" . 

CI> 

,. 

. 
" <, 

'b 
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.-
and tnus tend~ to operate with sequential (left hemisphere) informat~on , 
pro~essing but with parallel evalua/ion of alternatives when in an ex~licit 
mode. We will calI this individu al the rational evaluator. 

'" ~. ~ 

At the law end of the scale we have the individual who evaluates inf~~-

mation in a flexible,'unsystematic (probably implicit) manner, relying on~ ~ 

his 'feelings, and 'concrete',l i.e., peoRl~~related considerations •• We will 

call this individuai the instinctive2 evaluator. 

Referring ta Appendix ~, we note that supervisors view thosè with a 

ratioRaI approach as .b~i~g: scheduléd (Q961), ambitious (Q958), precise. 

{Q960) and logical (Q948} •. Thère 'is a positive correlation ~ith every one , 
of the characteristics covered by the items Q910 to 9932 wh1cb are those 

~rtormally. .considered important for consultants •. The items with the stronges,t ...... 
~ ~ l " , 

correlations are: developers' of new packages (Q922), strong conceptual 
1" 1 
~ . 

skills (Q923), tactician (Q914) and developers of new business (Q91S). 

PSUch individuals see themselves as being specialists rather than 
Q 

.. 

generalists' (Q400, Q895) ,!,logical (Q388), precise (Q398), methodicàl (Q396), 

\ . disciplined (Q421) and realistic (Q403). They are interested in ·the busi­

ness development 'side (Q446), believe that dollar r~turn is' the main criterion 

for motivating change in the private sector (Q617), and think that problems 

should be solved wi~hout any emotional involv~ment {Q683). The(~r~fer to 
fi' , • \~ 

supervise rather th~n operate (Q445)~ use che~lists for inteivie~s.(Q693) 

and do not re~y on first impressions (Q496). In communicating they are 
. . 

impatient with those who have not thought through their ide as (QS06). They 
/ 

agree with the statement that.if mathematical techniques were better~undè~-

"" stood by managers, higl:ie"r quality 'so~ùtions co\üd be developéd, (Q689) and 

claim that their repoits make extensive use of ntimbers (Q68~). They are 

deliberate, preferring to stop 'and think before acting on even trifling 
" , -

matters. (Q47 1):' . They believeo that. their appro3:ch to problemS is different 

from that of .supervisora (Q784) and clients (Q786) and they feel they have 
!. • \ 

a.dapted well to th~ job (Q640). • , ./ 

) 
Refers to,Kolb's (1974) use of the term where he defines 'cdncreteness' as 
the "illllIlersion in and domination by one' s immedi~te 9periences" (p. 28) 

• ~e have purposely avoided use _ of the term 'intuitive' because of it~ p'resent 
wide u~e unaccompanied by any ope~~tiona~ definition. 

3 " , 
,Because of the volume or data,' only a sampl,e"of the items referred té in 
the description of Fac~or #2 and #3 are detailed in' Appendix 1 . 

p -

~ ," 

, 
J 

( 

/ 
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McKenney -and Keen developed 'the syst~mati~jintuitive diménsion for 

information evaluation. "'- Keen (1973) ltiescribes 'evaluation' as referr{ng to 
, 

the processes subsumed ~nder the ~erm 'problem so1ving'. Systematic 

individuals struct~re their approach in terms of some method (heurist~c), /, 

whereas the intuitive has a trial and error approach, jumping from one 

method ~o another. If Keen is using the term ~blem solving to rerer to 

prescription as we have defined it, th en his systematic/intuitive and our 

.rational/instinctive constructs are'probably very similar even if the 

instruments he uses are qui~e different.-

\ 

******** 
Using ~hese first two dimensions, we can define four possible cognitive , 
'styles' as.shown below: 

Fact. --
Gathe:fi~g 

( 1 

Grounded 

Ungr:ounded -

-

'Infotmation Processins. 

Rational Instinctive 

':Jtyle 

Style 3 Style 4 

" 
~e werecunable to develop the style èoncèpt further sinee our data are 

'limited to management consultants and therefore Wj cann~ qocate the a~es 

re lat ive to a gene7' a l populat ion., 

~ur_:wo dimensions /are ~er~ similar to.the Myers-Briggs SN ~nd TF 

dlmensions (which are'components). The, main difference is that the JP scale 

(early/late clOf>ure), whi-ch we found highly co'rrelated with ·both, the SN and 

-' the fac;ors and ,disappears as an independent 
~'-. 

iF scales, is incorporated 'i~ 
, . , 

",'. 
th irçl dimens ion. 

A~ discussed, McKenney and Keep!s'/cognitive st~le classification'~see 
, page II .2t)) is similar having two dimensions, ~ne referring ta information 

gathering and the other to information processing. However, it is based 
• ~ ~'. 1 ~ 

,on sample tÀsks rather than a self descriptive. questionnaire. 
, /'. rO ! 

Driver and Lintott' s, Decision, Style class,ification is, we believe, ~e~s 

compar~ble. 'It has two dimensions, the first of whi,ch is related to- the 
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amount of informat~on collect,ed, 

ot more s9lutions (see II.28), 

while the second refers to a focus none 

, , ' 

J 

-Factor {f), A Une (doing) odentat ion.vs a sFaff (thinking') orientation 
.... f 1/''''''' .... 

The third factor loads on ,five 'of the personality / cdgnitive attributes, 
. " , /~' . 

name ly : • _. ,_ ,-

Q5S'7 
Q515 
Q322 
Q510 
Q380 

- doerithinker (Kolb's LSI) ..t 
- Line/s~aff orientatlon \ -----..-

introvértl extrovert '(11-8 I~: type) 
- (Iow) need Eor autonomy 2 .. 
- (hlgh) théoretical vabue 

, ~../ 

At the high end of this bipolar scale weohave the line orie~ted doer, 
o 

an extrovert, with a Low need for autonomy. We will càll this a.~ 

orientation. At the Low end we have the staff man, the thinker, an introvert , 
" , ' 

with a high neeq frit autorromy. We 'N'ill, call chis a staff, orientatib~ .. ';:., 

The Line manager bears some resE;mblance to Duncan' S (1971) high' iSapter 

ln his study of beginning consuitanis. 

Referring to tppendi~ I, we'note that supervisors view the line 

oriented irtdi~liual as being: Une "briented (Q968/ and on time '(Q96,7) • . 
Wi~h the exception of Q915 (d~veloper of new business) and Q922 (developer 

) "\. ," 

o~ new packages), there is a négative correlation with every one of the 

charactedstic's covered by the items 9910 to 8932 which are ~hose normally 

considered imp'ortant for consultants. Otherwise they see li.ttLe of a 

distinctive' nature about him. 

f 

However, 0 the ,individual hifuself is very emphelltic 'about his character-' 

istics. There is a signifLcant corF*lation betweèn Fac~r #3 and 22 of the 
<: 

46 'Nord oair ad jectives covered~ by items Q186 to Q431. ' The' ~ orienced 

individual sé'es himseÙ as active (Q386, Q4 15), people oriented (Q392), 
;' 

'confident ,(Q387) , outspoken (Q391), practical '(Q390, Q399), pr\cise (Q398), 
! • 

asserti,ye (Q402), decisive '(Q~08), impul'five C.Q411), per~istent ~Q416), 
uninhibited (Q431) and 'social (Q422), He has c:Iecided opinions, belièves 

, 0 , 

th~re is ,a right and ·..,rong approach to every p,~ob lem (Q681), f-reque~ly ends 

'I,lp a survey with the same vréw of the, problell1 hé star~edJ .. ith (~66). Like . 
• 1 

/ the grounded fact gatherer he discl~ims any reliance on intuition (Q652, 

1Thi,s, t'lne orientation measure wa.,s devel-oped ino.eT'lendl'ntly o(see Appendix D).· 

.. 2Th is- high' orientation to, .the~retical' -values for the doer is the reverse of , 
'what was expected! No explanation was found. 

- . 
} ,. 
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. , 

.Qb82~. He Norks steadily rather than in 'fits and starts' (Q670) nd 

finds' checklists very, helptul (Q70 1). 
-~~ 
~ " 

",j 

r' 01<' - - the staff oriented individu~l' is considered to have the 

lr' 

'.j 

'4 

.. 

-
characterist ics of thos~ juse des'cribed, 

Il . 
h \ - ~ 

"! In many 1=.espects, factors fi2 and !I.e, correspond to 

ok Ko'lb's Learning Style Inventor;, Factor 112 relating 
, 1', 

cbncrete s~ale Cr = ,76) and Factor #3 relating to the 
1 • 

~ . '" istribution of factor scores 

l' The factor score di~tribution and the corresponding distribution for 
( 
l,the 

',\ 1 
Mys:s-Briggs and Kolb instruménts yare shawn b~low .. 

(l, 

_( Factor It 1 

,,~. 

Groundsci/ungrounded 
t.pp~~ ch to ConceÉ~uaa.~ 

Myers-Briggs, SN Type ~Q323) 

\ 0 :-

.:: 
"" ~"'-_. 

c., 

. 
>1 ,,'" .. 

:\J - ,.~ 
% •• \ ~ 1Ji" 24 '23 - , " 24 .. 

L2 1. n nO" -- 21 ': 21 ~~ \ - " 
18 1 ~ 18 

15,1 
'1 

\ \ 
1 

16 
15 1 \ ~ 15 1 "\43 

• 1 Il '\ 12 " qt 

·1 
10 

9 9 9 J 9 10+; 
1 f ·1 

'6 J 

b ., 
3 .3 3 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

""-

N 
... 

8 .... 

J . v -fi 
X = ,3",3 ,cf=~.5 

üngrou~ded 

x = 19.5 \]'"'=8.5 
~, 

l Note that strong correlat~ons bet~eèn the variables are âlso 
, present', 

.' 
" 

'\, 

~ .. 

'<Il 

,,\ 

... 
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o Factor 1~2 - Rational/inst~nctive 

{ Approach to Conclusio'n 
o rawing,·· (Q982 J " 

~,\'I 

'. t, 
: 1 

.. % 
, 
1 

24 1 
1 

21 1 
1 

18 '. 
1 

15
1 12 

r' 
;! 9, ". , ... 

6 
" 

ç" 

~ 3 

Ir"! 0 
1 - 1 .. -D 

"'" ::l Ir"! o 'Ir"! :::l 

~~~71" 
.Q -D .0 

C'4 .""1 :""l """1 
".... • 

lns"t. " Rat: " 
",;) 

G "" 7.8 

, ., 
~' 

1 

. , 

u 
V.35 

~ , 
(/ ;, ~ 

, .to/ers-Briggs TF 'Type \.Q324-) . ' - . 

% 
27 

24 
,~ 

21 18 
. 

18 1 

IS J 
1 
1 

1 
\ . 

12 

9 Hi 

6 ,n-
j 

2 3 4 5 /:) 7 

,F T 

x='s.'o (j= 1.0 

Kolb's Abstract/co~crete (QS56) 
:') 

i. 
30 

2S 

lO 

15 
, ' 
'lU 

d' . '" 

High 
ConcJ;"ete 

x ;:: 4.8 

'1 -." 

~~t-

6 7 
i..., -

• HJ,.gh ./ l.i 
,abstract 

'J " 

!J" "'. l. 1 

\ 

\ 

1 

" 1 
1 

1 • 1 • 

..,. 
1 

J 
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.fac tor, il) -'Ï?t1-e./ staff 
) (Q983) 

,J 

%1 
21 i 

1 

18 i 
" 1 

15 l 
1 

-......,12 1 

9 1 
if 6! 4 

2 

Il'l 
1 1 

\Cl 

~taff 

X = 20.4 

,u 

20 

, . 

Mxers-Brisgs 

-N ~ 
1 
1 

-1 
·OD \l 'C 

1 .... 66% 13 
1 > 
1 -r-! 

1 

1) 

u 
~ 
1) , Q.o l. ! JI. 

1 
1 

1 .1 -2 
1 

34% 

1 
1 s- 157-

1 
1 
1 

F 

1 
Judging 

4 

1.2. 

53 

'. 

!2. . 
32 

--
85% 

T 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

, 

J 

J 

1 
l

,' 
." 

l ' 

" fi 

~\Kolb' s. Activ Ireflect'in' 
(Q557)._ 

23'1-567 

Keflecting $.ctive 

x = 4.1 1er:: 1.3 

~olb • 

Accotpodatot' Diverger~ 

High 14 14 
,concrete. 

J ..... ). ., 
36% t 18 18 

AC-CE 
Converger Assimil'ator 

,1 
29 22 

, 

'1' 
_ 647- ' 36 28 

-<9--., , 

High 54? 46%' 
Abstrac t 

High High 
Doing Thi~king , . . . 

AE-RO 

~ote: The figures unaerlined indicate the counts, of category extremes only, . ' 
" 

\-
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~ H. Corre\ation Bet~,en Attribute Measures, and Task Performance 

:',\ 
Table V.6 shows sigriificant or nearly signiticant corr~lation 

1 
", ~ ")~-

,coefficients" re~ating attributes (sêlf perc~ived) and task performance 

ratinis \ (We used the serf assessinent-s raçher than the supervisor' s 

assessme~ts for thk attriBute ratings for ~wo reasons: first, we ~ad the 
\ , 1 k· more complex Lnstruments to draw on and second y, we were see Lng perfor-

\ 1 ~ l' 

,,' mance predictors which could be used by individuals in career planning or-'" 
l , 

by firms at recrui ting time. The latter PJec1uded the use of supervisot: ',s " 

assessments.) The table i~~:elativelY,sparse a~d correlations are general-

1y weak. This was not unexpected, considering that the observations were 

getlerated 'by 79, conflultants and 127 supervisors from 15 different consulting , . 
firms and t'hat the scales VoTere not anchored. 

We list the-significant attributes below, in descending order of 

impbrta~ce (based on the number of tasks ta which they relate): 

QSI3 use o~ quantitative methodS 

Q830 age 

QSIO need for autonomy 

Q322 introvert/extrovert 

• Q895 specia1ist/genera1ist 
-

Q889 supervisory ahility 

FII2 rationpl/instinctiye evaluator "" 

QSS6 abstract reasoner. 

There are a few puzzling questions generated by the foregolng: 

~~'dQ~s the '~se of- q~antitative methods' appear to ~e_so ~nive;sal1y 
impoftàrt~when i'n' fac't experience suggests that quântitadve methods -1 

are ~ot used so.widely in practicè? Why should an introvert do so weIl on 

proble~ finding? Why do cognitively related attributes play such an 

unimportant role? 

From 9uesti2nnaire 112 (Supervisor Assessment) we have lea~ned tha~ 
n 

the use bf qua~titative methpds is associated in the supervisors' minds 

with such consultant attributes as: 

innovation 

.. str,ong conceptual skills 

f', 

i\ 

.38) 

v 
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* TASK PERFORMANCE vs CONSULTÀNT ATTRlBUTES (continued) 
" " 

(pa:ge 2 of 2)' 
l ... 't. 

\ . 
", 

.r)~ ~ \ 
-~ . 

~ .. .J "l 't 
" . , 

" 4.J '.' Oz. s:: 
~ 
p.. 
0 

CIl· .-1 - , cu cu s:: > os:: .... cu 
'0 s:: .-1 '0 ... 

, .... 0 s:: '0 " -. j} .... cu cu CIl 
.' • ,fn :>-. .... cu' III r~ ~ 

, ! - ~ .c: u '0, cu 
~ ':1 ~ .... ,~" ~ s:: 
cu (Il III ~. ~ .... 

'i' J Q .. / . ~ ~ H -p.. U cu (Il cu 
~ ,1'\ ::l cu a III cu ::l 00 
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. "-889 890 891 892 893 894 830 ,;,':""\ - - - ~ - - - --.~I 
964 Prob. finding .28 .22 ! 

'" 
905 Diagnosis '- technical 
906 Diagnosis - qrganizational 

--907 Prescription .." '~\~,,chnical 
.... 

-.18 
908 Prescripti6h - brganizat~onal , 

!. l 
,> , 

l • 

916 Well tested package 
.' 

l, 

93t Projeet team 1- - .24 
938 Sensitive political .23 2 
939 Evaluatè candi'ates .23 .21 
940 Structured interviews -.26 
941 Line capaeity .22 

~ 

942 Expert witness .19 
9'.3 Resolve e<w-t,lict .23 .27 
944 SophiBticated,~~pee~alîst .30 • 19 .... .. 
945 Non-technieal diagnosi~ -..30 .19 ... _. -

'. .' 
933 Overall PS effectiveness " .' < 

"",)~~.,,,, .,.. 18 ? 
~ .21 .~ ~ . 

"" 935 Partner potential ~ ...... -.27 ? -.18 \0_ 

0' 
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- dev.eloper 6f- new packages (r = .23) . -"'\", " 
;-- the abil{.~y to produce difEe):"ent (praè~i'cal approA'ches to 

V.40 .. 

Q 

\ ~ 
\ 
\ . probl~ms (r = .31) 

lt is conceivable then that 'Us~ or quarrtit-ac-iV:,:nethods f lS a sur-çogata \ 

f;r • ... ords like innovative, 'st~rongly conceptual, ,etc. 
''f 

If t ru..§" , th.is l '"oula \ 

/, 

, ' , 

answ~r" t· ... o or the questions just' :pose'd, includi~g 

apparent lack OD emphasis on-' cogn~tive qualities. 

o "l> \~ \\ 

that :elati~goto the 

\ ~~ -

Regarding' the correlation coefficient of O.4'\9.,ù-"een introversion, ' , 

and problem Hnding, we are more "at a Ibss. Either it is spurious~ dJJe per-

,. 

haps to 1 the ra~her Concentrated distribution of ,ratings o,..for "ptoblem 'finding 1 > 

1 1" 4 ' , 

or it may be due to, the strong correlations between introversiori, st-aff ,0 , ~ 

orientation and specia'list ()tY·{~tation. (Note Factor ft3 is also correlated 
• (1 ,<> 

with- problem finding.) Jung himself,seems to have considered introve~sion/.,~ 

extrove::siot,l èo be' one o~ ~e main, yno~ é'iti main: d:m~nSion ~f ,the Ifo~r 
he devel"oped (Jung, 1923). Perhaps in relating problem symptoms to his .. suo-
~ ~ c-" ~ 

jective normS, the introvert is less, influenc~~ oy the client ' s own 'precon-

ceptions thpn is~e extrovert. The introversion/extroversion me~sure ~ave . ' , , 
rist;! ta anacher anomaly since -there 1S a significa'nt pas i,t:l,vé correlation 

Cr = ,.24) with s6dal "alues (Q383) (see AP:P~nd'ii-f:l)" The la.~ter has .bee~, " 

defict'.ci ~s lov~ ~f peop,le in a selfless or '~ltr,!iistic sense (Tagliur'i, 19~5),. 

" 

. ) 

", 

There are some other interestïng results: 
'\ 

, \" .,.' 
Individùals. ',vith ~ hig~ need for autonomy' (QSIO) do ',vell in many 

task situations but appear to raI! do~n in structu~ed interviews. 

'À similar phenomenon 'Nas6&~r,;~ for older i~dividuals •. 'In' both 

" 

• 0 -r::.', , ',', , 
cases there ' .. TOuid appear to be an inabilirty, o,r an unwilHngn~ss, to-

~ 

pursue a close ly prescribed Ii'ne, o~ q~st ioning. 
- . 

4 ,~, 

:Flexibility (Q514) s~eems to be a disadvantage, if anything.- Flexible 

lndi;iduals wete given low performance !ptings fQr: 

pro~ject management (Q937) . 
sens,itive, political tasks (~938) 

~esolution of confriccing opinions (Q943) ,~ ~ 
" . . t 

. It is easy"to understand, '..lhy too much flexi'bijll-Z in projéct :nanage-

mént could be undesirabl~ r-howev~r .• the ot~e\ t.",:o~ ~re .mor~ 
difficuit to int~rp~t. An unyielding'attituqe in a sensitive, 

..... : ... ' 1 • 

,;; 

, 
• 0 

.-

'\-

\ 

J 
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.. _' politi,~aL:-t'"~~k.. mLg9~ 1 be t"he ouly, ~a; to get' agrèe~nt le'.g.,~ "You 
"'. .... .., 

, " 

simply ~e no aiternati,.~-e Dut to nire an outside general manager!"). 

'Simq9-t1;: in t~e \r;s'o~\tiôn' of conf1icting\~ni.on, an inflexible. . 

protocol might be called for. '\JJ', 
'ln m~y resp~ts the séIJIle argument de'veioped for f1~xibii1ty ',could 

be appi~ed to to~eranc~ f~~ ambiguity,~hich hàs a l~sser but still 

n~gative influence on perf~rmanc~ f~e. hi~h' people' tasks. 

" 
In Section n.r- we deduced the attributes which the super"i!Jprs con-

- sidered desirable for the ten hypothetical tasks and the four' phases of-the 
'" , . , 

PS prçcess. nid ,these correspond in any ~ay wit& ~he ~ignificant 'self 

assessed·~ttributes?o ~ 

To answer this, we first used step-wise linear multiple regression 

ana~sis to identiiy the mos~ inf~uential self assessed attributes corres~ 

ponding to performance on each task. We then compared. the two sets of atqr~ 

butes. The i'Ildependent variables which were slfbmitted to the reg'!:essioJ;l 

anal)"si$ were: ~ • 
Factor ill 
Factor fJ.2 '. 
Factor 113 
A~e~830) • 
Power (Q384) 
Specialistjgeneralist (Q89$) 
Supervisory orientajfon (Q889) 
Persuasion (Q890)~ 
Empathy'tQ89 1 ) 
Tacticai skills (Q892) , 
Ability to meet deadlines (~893) 
Business developmént (Q894) l' l ' 

The dep~ndent yariablé was the task perf~rmance rating. 
\\ 

In view of the r~latively weak correlation coelficients, a value;;ol 

1. was used for, thF thre'shold level of F permitting ~ntering variables. 
1: 

l' 

Consequently. little validity ca~ be attached to, the late entering variables. 

However, since,a certain overall consistency was observedoamong the results" 

'aIl entering va~iables in' order of entry are Ipresented in ~endix J. The 

correspon~ing attributes from S~~ion D are presented besidè-them. 

) 

) , 

L 

i 

\ 

\ 
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_ c A few g~neral observations 'can be ~A~ about the r'egression analysis 

but,'in vieW' of the l'bor fit, it doe's not seem worthwhile t'o try to draw too 

detailed conclusions. 

,. 

. 
1. The results make sense, to a degree. For example, the parallel 

3. 

4. 

. . 
'regress,ions fok-I the 'ewo~ cases, pr~blem ,res,olution, technical and 

organizational, reflect reasona~le agreement. The ·'use of quanti~, . , '. 
tative methods' figures prominantly 'as we expected from the cor-

relation coefficien~s and most1important of all, there is some 

agreement in the t'Wo columns of attributes. 

Factors'" III, 112 and 113 are frequently present but do Il.Çlt seem 'to play 
"" , .. ", 

the major 'rbles. '. 
o ' 

Factor #2, representing the rational/instinctive approach tO infor­

mation evaluation, is present twice (i.e:, for Q937 - manage a 

" large project and Q939"- evaluate' senior candidates). In the first 

case it has a POSittive ,sign sugg~sting the needofor rationalitY. 

In the second' it has negative sign indicating an instinctive 
o ' 
approacn is more de l'able. 

'Factor III appears i three instances, al1 wl.th a positive s.ign 

indi~ating~~he grounded approach,is preferable. In the f~t,two, 
Q936 - implement a weIL tested package, and Q937 - manage a larg~ , 
project, there would not appear to be scope for much,conceptuaiiza-

-tion., Certainly ungrounded or imaginative conceptualization would 

be out of pJ.ace. 

~n the third, Q941 - act in a.,;line capacity, the var'iable is a late 

entry ,and therefore devoid of much significancè. However,. one 1 s'· 

ac~eptance o'Y. the presence of this variable would depend on the 

extent to which ~ fJ.lnctio?s, are thought t~ be aS,sociated-with 

"grounded conceptualization. In out sample, Factors #1 and #3 
- , f 

'are ort,hogonal, but there was a correlation coefficient of, .43 ' 
~ 

b~tween variables ~515 (1ine/sta~f) and Q324 (M-B SN) ~ugge~ting 

that line individuals are fact-an6nored u~ing the Myers-Briggs 
r 0 , 

construct. 
\ ( 

" 

5. Factor #3 ap~ears with both a positive (line) and negative (staff) 

,sigo. The line orientation seems to be valuable for Q90S - problem 
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resolution phase - technicai, whereas the staff orientation is 

,i)l1port'ant· for: Q904 - problem finding phase t and Q906 -' p'rob-ié;iÏ 

resolution phase - organiaational. (Only the, more significant " 

occurrences were noted.) 
e 

A~ery tentative conclusion, based on thè ab ove results coupled 

with the occurrences of the sp~cialist/generalist variablè"is 

that the construct 'generali~t't at the low endl~f the specialist! 

generalist 'dimension, does 
... ,.-1 

organizational c~pétence. 

~staff~ category of Factor 

not refer ta a particular people or \ 

This skill, may be more implicit in the 

#3 or ln the infl~ence of ~. 

6. We do not seem to have captured the key attributes,which affect 

consultants' effectiveness on brganizational' tasks, sinc'e tasks 
, 2 ' 

Q906, Q908. Q938 and Q945 aIl have a very small R .' 

7. Inconsistencies ln the role of supervisory skill indicate that 

th~ supervisor and consultant may not agrée ,in their assessme~ts 

regarding this particular 'characteristic. This assumption is 

confirmed by reference to Appendix G where {t i5 seen that the 

correlation coefficient between these assessme~ts 15 -0.06 • .... 

8. Similarly'; ,consurtants' views of their strengths in' the areas df 
< -

9. 

empathy and tactical skills do not seem to coincide with the 

vïews of their supervisors (r • 0.02 and.-O.02 respectiveIy). 

The attributes appearing for, 'overall PS effectiveness 1 (Q933) ~ . , 
l , ' 

and 'potentiai to become a partner' (Q935) are a'mixture and , , 

not too revealing. Possibly 1 ability to meet -deadlines' 'implies 

some' de ree of autonomy (i.e., ability to work without close 
'" supervi iO,n) in which case ~here i5 a modicum of correspondence 

between consultant and superviso~ sets of important attrifutes. 
/ , . 

To sununarize our findings on correlation~ b~twe.en s~lf asses5ed 

consultant attributes an~ performance, we would conclude that there is 

sufficien,t· evidence to warrant continuing 'this '1ine of enquiry but not 

énough to enable us to, m:ake any 'definite conclusions on which 'specifi~, 

,~ 

\, 

-, ~ 'f 1 

, . 
<­

/ 

/, 
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attribute_s are peruived' to De mast- in:tluential in determining effecti~-
" '\ - -' 

aess for certain kinds of tasks.~ Factors 11, ni and ~3 aIL ~eém ta affect 

task effectiveness to some extent. 

1. Analysis of Consultant Attriputes by :unction 

" butes br e~ch ai the seven funct~onal specialt~es includéd ~n 0 

'.the study. Table v.a shows t~e same J.Ja.canverted {nt'o 'ra~ks. ~F~Gm the 
" 

F v,ilJes shawn in lable V. 7, it i5 appare,nt ~hat 'fet.1"of tqe bet'.Jeen---funccign 

diffe,rences reach .stati~tical '7'ig'nificance' at ch,e .10 level ~ even though 
,. ' ft , , 

many, of th.e diff€rences are of a magnitude and direction that are, e:qHain-
--J 

able by conventional wisdpm. We calculated the variance for each' att~ibute 
, . , 

"for a group of five data processing consultants 'Nith~n one firm. These 
\ 

variances '.,'ere appr7ciab ly smaller th'an the pooled ', .... ithin firm 1 variation 

(signific'ant for mast attributes at the .05 level or better). T-hi» can­

firms ,the existence of sorne function-related clustering. 

We have summarized'in Table V.9 ~ur expectations and our findings 

regardiQg attribute averages 'by tunctional specialty. CIndiv,iduals in the • 

. functions cover~d may take exception to our hypothe~es, -for WhlCh we 

offet 'apologie's.) For five Ot the seven categories, 'Ne '-lere rèasoJlably 
_ J. 

close~ however, for Finance and Ruman Resources there '-lere sj.gnificant 

discrepancies. Th,e surprises fo1!' Finance ' .... ere the higher than expected 
, 

&. val~es for crea~ivity and tole\ance for -ambiguity ançi the c~nceptualize: 0 

classification of i~a&inative rather than fact anchored. A possible 

e~p1anation is that ve are talking less about accounting than we are about 

the ~unstructured àrea of profitability, projected interest ratès, 

government regulations, etc. 
,1 

For Ruman Resources it wAs surprislpg ta find the situation was 
- . 

al:nost lhe reverse. It .. as expected tpli't d'ealin'gs invol ving humans ' .... ould 

require a high tÇllerance for ambiguity and ,high creatlv~ty. Instead Iole 
, 

found t ât respondents from this at:ea ' .. ere low in ehese t'Wo, at tributes , 

Possible explanations range fram 'i~valid i~struments' and 

'unrep~esentati.ve sam~le 1 ta the "1.nt-::-igu.'ing th'ought that humans are' sa 
, ..-

,\ 

unpredictabLe tha't ooly those with a Law tolèrance for ambiguity c,an wark 

~ L. 
l'i- CJ 

. Two of the cemplOsite factors, l;loweve~, were sigr:tifican't at the ,.10 level. .' 
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" '~ CONSULTANT", A'l'T~l-UlJJES ~lJ~HIZEn BY FUNCT10NAL SPEt:!AI.TY 
aN 

·ri " .... 
ri ' 
~ ~ 

" B ~ <II ~ ~ ~ 
III .--f III <11 a 
o <11 ~ ~ A 
P :> 'ri ri III ;;.,. ~ 
a Cl) I:l 1-1 <11 ::l ~ <1.1 o a <11:> .-1- o·ri a ~ 

<lI'ri I:l <li 1lI,::l <II 
-cJ :> ',-, .... ·ri :> t>O QI , • ri 
QJ 'ri lU H t>O #l III ',ri;:>, r-i 

-cJ -1-1 4.1 "ClJ 111 ri IY H ClJ H;>" .C ri <11 
poP :> a· QI CII:J III H ClJ /il El 4.1 H 
;:1 P QJ 0 .ri QJ III .-1. II} QJ <Il I:l 0 il! <11 CIl 
o ·ri·ri H --.... H 'H a 1\1 QJ ::1 , ;l 0 0 4.1 ç: 
H -1-1 H ~ -:0 ' <Il ri:>::1 r-I III a III 0 H ·ri QJ 
wrr <II 0 }< 'ClJ N.... 0 ri CIl ClJ A. CIl . k ' ~ 0 1-1 bIl 
Q< ç:: , QI H ..... ::l .-< <11 :>:J ClJ <li ;J """ P:>-. ....... 
;:1 ·ri'...... _ 0 ri t>O' QI 1lI:> - .-t H';': " <11 <II ~ 'H .... 

....... ....... 'H 4.1 A CIl - ~ 0 u!1l ri:C:: , QI ,;J 'ri' tH ,CI) 

'0' r4 CIl H U ::l • ....... 111 ·ri U ·n '~ 111 '-' ·ri QJ H U 0' r4 111 ri 
<Il <11 1-1. (1) I:l 1-1 ri ri 1-1 'n wOU ..c :>' 0 C ·ri W r4 
'd ç: CI) :> <li P. 1lI ....... <li El CIl ri ·ri <11 I-I"'ri """ cu 'H .cl .fil <11 
P a --.... 0 ,1 ~QJ U :>-. HOA <11 +-1 H --",,~. H 0 'ri ' - ·ri 

- ;:1 .ri cV H 1-1 lJ'ri ri a 0 '+.1 'ri 'ri W H CIl 'U (1) ~ X ,<Il U 
,0 w I:l" ~' 0 ç:: t>O H ClJ a III U ri fil, , QJ <Il QJ ri <1.1 QJ f:: QJ 
H <11 ..... '\:l <11 a 0 "<11 A 0 QJ- 0 a .cl 0 H ClJ 0 ~ fil ri ~ A. 

t.:I ~ ...l ri p.. O...l ~ f--I ~ <>: U) P-< <>: Q. U Z f-< P ~ ...,., u)' 

Sp"-Cl.<:ll.t:.Y 'n 10', F 2 'F3 322 32\f,,~24.-:;32~ ~ 381 382 ~83 ~'5'56 557 509 510 5Jl 513 514 515 895 

Data .process. 24 20' 30 20 )·.8 J.3 5,,2 5.2 48 55 '. 47 47: 49( '5.3 4.1 35 ' JI '36 '17 64 Î JO )5) 

Gen-eral msmt. 9 18 22 22 3,,7 3.0 4.6 4.7 50,,56 48 47 ~O ' •. 6 4.1. 39 32 37 - 19 63' 33 36 
Fillùncc . 9 ,13 24 15 4.0 2.9 4.9 '4.6 51 56 53 '1f!" 48 ' •. 6 3.3 - 3S JI 38 19 65 26 JB 

.ilU111ùn resoûrces 14 20 22 22 -4.1 3.7 4.8. 4.9 53 50 56 45 53 4.2 4.8 34 3'., 35 16 69 30 40 
Production JO 25 28 21 4.1 4.0 5.0' 5:6 57 57 47 ,48' 48 4.6 4.0 36· 29 34 lB 67 30 3-6 
0,1{. f. 'economicslO 15 28 22 ~.5 2.7 5.2 4.3 54 52 40. 41 50 5.2 '3.8' 39 31 37 23 70 29 41 
~a['keting -3 13 21 ~9 3.3 2'1'7 4.0 3.7 52 51 50 47 23 4.7 3:3 ',39 33 40 18 71 29, 36, 

~, 

A;vcrdge 19 26 ,JO 3.8 3.3 5.0 4.9 51 '54 48 46 49 4.8 4.1 36 31 36 1'8 66 30 39' 
'Within g.roup'4J .. 9.3 8.2 2.7 1.4 1.5 1.0 1.;1 IJ 15, 18 12 14 1.0 1.1 - 74 5.8 4.9 J.9 7.7 S- 5.5 
F (between groups) 1.9 2.3 0.9 0.3 1.1 1.1_ L6. 0.7 Q..4 1.0 0.5 1.8 ,L6 2.3 1.0 0.9 1.5 ,J.6 1.4 1,.4 1.2 
L-'(b,.72;.IO) ;= 1.9 J 

Areüs, in which UP 
function '.las _) \ """ 
bOlIIogeneouB * , ~ -1; -1< -1<), ' '1< * li' ;Je * cA . ~ . ~ 

of • ' ~ 

1, ~'tJJF 
F , ~, 
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~ ~, ~ l "l Grounded/ungrounded concept,ualizer VlV1-\..I1\J1'~\..I1 -

NN\..I1 ,\J1 
Ration'al/instinctive evalo ~ • 1 ~ 

-..JV1\..11\..11~\..I1_ N 

'. ' " 
' 1 

, l "l L1ne/staff orientation 
O\N~N'-JN\..I1 "" 

..-
-..J 0\ ü,. ü,l,w \J1 .ll- l~ lntrovert/ext~overt !'Xj 

0 

" \ 
Z 
CJ 

0\ 0\ 

I~ ~act-anchored/imaginative 
~ o 0 H 

VlV1-N\J1,p."" 0 ,..... concèptualizer z 
:> ..... 

I~ Logical/'gut feel' ,evalut;ltor 
t"" 

!-J. o , 
;:! -..JV1W\..I1.1:'-O\\..I1 C'l 
Q., :::t' 
~. 

l~ 
0 

n 
Early/late 

~' 0 
III closer l'd 
M ...... O\-""\..I1.p,~ H 
ro Z 
CIl 

J~ 
C') / 

TheoreJical value 
tn 

M 
::r ,p.N_""\J1O\~ , ro 
::r NN 

I~ 
~ ~ 

Economie value :> 
~. o , Z tJ:! OQ 0\V1~~\J1\J1~ ::0:::' t'"' ::r • 1 

t%j ro ~, cb \..11 \..11 

l~ .Ae.s.tl1etic value <' M o • ,-0:, l,.) ..... \..I1-N~\..I1 C'l 
III ~ 
<:: 0 

--------.. ~~ -
(Il 

I~ Social value 0 c:: 
11 "d 
III .I:'--..JNO'I-~+' 

(OQ tn 
(Il CJ 

CIt N\.I1 \..I1N t~ ,Politic.ü. (,power) value 0 
CIl ~ n ..... V1\J1_\J1\J1+' 
0 
1'1 

t~ 
t:d 

ro A~~tract rea~oner t< 

w N-\..I1 ~ \..11 \J1 T' ~ '7 
\, 

, 

i~ 
~ 

,0\ 0\ Doer/thinker ; ~ . , H 
VlVI+'_\..I1N"" .,. t:d 

0-

l~ 
~ 

Creative 
t2j 

1 • tn,' 
NN\J1~.I:'-t>.:>O"-

"" 

(~ Need for autonolllY 
N\.11'-J-V1W\..I1 

W , w 
I~ Toler~nce,' for ambigufty \ 0 0 

_\.11'-JO'IN\J1\..11 

"'-

Use of qllan~ative me'thods' .1:'- .1:'- N N 'ILn, .. ÛT_V,~\..I1\J1O"- W '1 

t 

I~~ Flexïbility, 
.. ~ 

_ N,.I:'- "" \.11 '-J 0"-

", 
!..n VI ,~ Line/staff Q 

" VI VI W "" '-J - ,"" 

"'" I~ -Spetialilit/generalist Qt;'A ... ~ 

O\_O"-N+'O"-"" 

~ --, 
, 
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--, TABL'E V.9 

" EXPECTED 

1 • 

vs OBSERVED ATTRIBUTE PROFILE BY(FUNCTIONAC 
\ , SPECIAlTY 

"' 

L 

:f Data Proc. 

Q323 fact-anchJimaginat. 

Exp. ~ 
n=o24 

conceptualizer imago mid 
Q324 logicalf'gut feel' 

evaluator logie x 
Q325 early/late closer'-{ eafly x 

QS56 abstract concept. _ high x 
QSI5 line/staff) ff 

--. ) sta x ,Q557 doer/th1nker 
Q509 ~ti ve high 10w 
Q~10 need for autonomy high mId 
Q511 tolèrance for ambig. low mid 
Q513 use of QM var. low 
Q514 flexibi1ity 10w x 

General 
Mgmt. 

Exp. ~ 

or 
fact 1 imago 

1 
1 

\ lo~iç m~d 
early mid 

) 

low- mid 

line 1 x 

high x 
low mid 
high mid 
low mid 
high 10w 

'1 -

HuJan . " ,'" .,/ F1nance ,î' tResources 
~ fE!!..:..;' ~ ~ 

n~9 n;14 

'fact imago 'fact x 

- logie x' 'gut' mid 
earlY'-lliid late Â mid i 

vf' • 
high mid 10w x 

staff x 

10w "high 
low' • 'mid 

'staff line 

high 10w 
? high 

lHgh low 
low x 
high x 

. \ Q895 specialist/gener. spec. x gen. x 

10':' high 
mid x 
10w • x 
,gen. mid gen~ spee. 

FUI grounded/ungro~nded 
conceptualizer. mid mid 10w 

FU2 rational/instinctive 
evaluator high low mid 

FU3 line/staff orientation 
(composite) mid high 10w 

, Difference due pethaps to staf~ nature of consulting work 
2 May be due ta' presence of~sychologists 0 

v 

Find1ngs completely opposite ta expectations ar& underlined. 
Exp. = Expected; Fnd. = foundi var. = varied 
'x' indicates that the expected attribute wa~ found.-

;' 

mid 

10w 

high 

O.R. & 
Production Economies 

~~ 
n= 10' ' 

Exp'. Fnd. 
û=I-O--

fact x imag x. 

logie X logic x 
early x 

t 
late - x , 

low mid ftigh x 

line . d) m1 staff x 

low x 'high, x 
low k' high mid 
low x high inid 
high' 10w 

2 10w mIT 
high x 
10w high 

gen. x spec. x 

high 10w 

high high 

high high 
., 

, 'Ir ..... 

", 

Marketing 

~~ 
n=3 ' 

imag x 

'gut' l( 

late, x 

10w mid-

staff x 

" high x 
high x 
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comfortably in this area. presumably by applying structured appr?aches. Some 

confirmation of this latter possibi:lity is providéd by the • .f:aqt that the 

hypothetical task (Q939) 'evaluate senior executiv;,ca~di~~tes' ~as no~ co~­

sidered by supervisors in general to be a demanding assignment (Le., it was' . . , , 

, lo~ on aU measured attributes in Table V .3,). The' fact that a line racher 

- a staff orientation was exhibited .by Human Resources respondents may- be clue 
, . 
to the similarity of requirements between ~h'e job of a line manag~r, and that' 

IO! a human resource specialist. ~ .~ f 

..: 
When interpreting the data it must be remembered that the respondents 

were 'consult'ants (Le., individuals operating primarily Jn a staff capacity). 
- . 

While thi~ qualifi~r might not restrict sevérely the generality of findings 

reg~ding the data' processing area, findings regarding consultants in' the 

to
' - .: 

gen'E!ral ~management tunction should probably not be extended directly .. 
operating executives. \ 

\ 

We were hoping ta be able ta evaluate pre~ious research ~hich, indicated 
. ' . 

that mathl?maticians' and ma,nagement scientists gather their data ~in an 'intuitive' 

mode. We -found that out of the 22 consultants who claimed a medium or high 
, " 

familiarity with QM concepts (Q866) and who showed a pronounced .tendency toward 
" . 

'one end or the other of the Myers-Brigis SN Bcale, 64%'''were in the' N (intuitive) 
~, ' 

category. Since 66% of the ç:onsultants showing a pronounced S or ,N ten~ency 

also fell in the N category, ~è ca'h make no 'speciàl inferences abo~t manage- l 

ment scientists. (We did not use our' Factor If 1 for the calculation because, 
~ 

as noted 'earlier, we have no origin for our sca.le.)l 

J. Analysis of Consultant A,~tributes by 'Consulting Fit"m 
( . 

_ Since six replies was taken arbitrarily as the 'lower limit for inclusion in 
, 

the analy~is ·of varl.ance of attributes by firm, there are only five firms 
ç 

shown in Tab).e V. 10. 

..J 
Some tentativ~ conclusions may be drawn, from thü; data. The firms 

would a,ppear,to differ. For example, ,the in!iJvid~als in'Hrm D are mo,r('! 

ereative (~509), more 'ungrounded' (Fil 1 ), a~d have a higher tolerance for 
• 

ambiguity (Q5 1 P than th~ other's. On the other hand, individuals in Hrm K 

are less 'rational r (FfI2)., later closers' (Q32S). have higher political,(p@wer) 

values (Q389>. are the lowest abstract reasoners (Q5S6), the' highest generalis,ts F 

1 ' . ' 
',_ NO,te, however, that there..!.; a significant correlation (r=,.26)between use' 

of ·quantitative methods (Q5:l!3) and an ungrouhded approach (Fac tor 111-). --

- J 
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CONSULTANT ATTRIBUTES SUMMARIZED BY CONSULTING FIRM ,., 

k 
// 

QI 
N , ..... 

.--1 
Ils 

'- ::l k 
~ 0 , ~ Po. ~ 
QI .--1 QI cu .. ~ cJ cu :>- ~ 
I=l :>- .... ..... QI ~>- .j.l 

0 QI g ~ Ils .\ ~ ) 4-J QI 
U Ils :> t?, ..... ..... a ~ 

" QI ..... I:l ' QI , Ils ~ CIl 
"Cl :>- ~ ~ ..... • :> .;~ QI ..... 
QI ..... cu 1..1 bI) - t~ 

:>- .--1 
"Cl .u .u QI ~ ..... 1..1 QI '""' 1..1 ~ ~ 

..... cu ç: cJ ç: :>- QI QI" ~ 1..1 QI ., .j.l 1..1 
::1 ç: ,QI " 0 ..... QI CIl .--1 QI ~,.. ç: 0 cu' Q) 

" 0 ..... ..... k ........ k 'H 0 Ils QI ::1 0 I:l ~ ~ , k- ~ k ~ "d QI ..... :> ::l ..... 0 111---:;- 0 k ..... QI 
bO CIl 0 H QI N ~ U .--1 1\1 QI ~' - Ils k' .w 0 ~ bO ç: ~ ,Q) 1..1 ..... ,~ .--1 ' cu :>- ::1 '-" QI QI~ @ ':H ç: 1»- -~ '.-1 'H - 0 ..... bI) QI cu :>- ..... e' k -~ cu .j.l 'H .j.l 

........ ........ 'H ~ ..c::111 - ~ (J (J III .--1 ,ç: QI ::1 ..... 'H CIl 
"Cl i-4 III k (J ::l ........ Ils ..... (J ..... ,:> Ils -u ..... QI k- U 0" .-I- CI! ..... 

" QI CI! .w QI ~ ~ .--1 .-1 .w ..... ~ u u .a :> 0 ~ .,.-l ~ .-1 
"Cl 0' r:: CIl :> Ils p. CI! ........ QI El QI ..... . .... III ~ ..... 'H III 4-1 .0 CIl III 

..,.~ § .~ - o· 1 QI U 1» 1..1 0 ..c Ils ~ 1..1 - -u 1..1 0 ..... - ..... 
QI 1..1 -u cJ ' ..... , ..... 0 ç: -u ..... . .... -u 1..1 Ils "Cl QI H Q) cJ 

0 -u. l:l ..u U ç: bD 1..1 QI 0 111 cJ .--1 111 QI QI al .--1 QI QI ç:: Q) 
1..1, III ..... ç:: Ils 0 0 <Il' ..c:: U QI 0 o • ~ 0 k -QI 0 111 .--1 ..... P. 

C!>. ~ H' H - ,~ (J H !>J, H !>J < CI) ~ A u :z; H P ~ H CI) 

-;:t.' , 
515 

!-
Firm Id. 'n* FI' F Z FJ' 322 323 lli 325 ~.~ ~ lli ~ lli lli. 2Q.2. 2..!Q 5) 1 lli 514 895 --'- .'" 

~ 
D 16 '25 19 4.1 3.0 4 .. 9 4.9 51 '54 46 45 ,47 4.8'3.8 38 33 43 17' 61; 29 40 
l 24 27 21 3.3 3;8 4.7 5.6- 49 ,"54 ' 51 ' 47' 46 5.0 4.2 ~3 30 37, 16 61 32 41 
C 17 25' 21' 4.3 3.7 5.Q 4.8 48 56 55 49 4B 4.3 4.0 36 31 39, 18 72 27 38 

'p 24 3 1 ~ 16 5.2 ,3.8 5.4' 4.4 48 ,61 
, 
56 43 47 5.4 3.8 33 34 39 16 61 31 36 

K 17 19 27 3.7 2.8 4.3 4.3 55" 53 56 
" 1 

58 4.2 5.2 3L 32. 36 19 69 31 35 
. , ~' 

~verage 19 26 20 ' i' 55 50 45 48' 4.8 4.1 36 32 40 17 64 30 ~9 4.0 3.3 '4.8, 4.9 ~.50 
Within group cr '10.3 8.7 8.6 1.4 1.6 1.0 ) :4 1.3 ) 1.9 18.5 .. i:5 15.5 0.9 1.2 2.3 5.6, 5.3 3.8 7.6 5.0 5.5 
F (between' group) 1.4. 1.4 1.2 2.0 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.4 Q.7 1.7 1.6 1.1 0.8' 2.8 0.5 3. J 1.2 1.9 , " -t. ' " 1 

0' 

F (4 .45'; " 10 ) :;:: 2. 1 . ~~ 

* Value omi,tted to protect ,anonymity of Hrms '( 6 ~. n ~ 21) 
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the highest users of 'q'ua~ti.tative methods (Q513) anq yet have ther-
, ~ , -\ 

tole,rance for ambi$uity (QS Il) compared to a11 of th~ 'others. 

'\ 

Another interesting observation is that' for our'\ll sample, individuals 
, . 

firm K' showed a remarkable homo"geneity Jor line/staff orientation (Q51S): 

was,almost as if cl?ning hadrtak~n,piace. 
" 

With 'the i~formation çn hand, we can g~ no furthe:ç in investigating 
, ' , 

differencés. If the firms i~volved would fike to proèeed further by 

dise, ssing l)iring '" training and' reward practices, we' might be able ta develop 

sis of Consultant Attribùtes b Education 

The education groups were based on courses in which the consult~nts 

during graduate (if any) and unde~graduate study • le was' difficult 
~ . ~ , , 

Hsh "pure' groups on a fact-ancnored l' soft,' dimension oecause , 
~ 

al~ frequently took a'mixed combina:ion,of courses, We were success-

fuI in constructing 'only three groups of any magnituCte', namely',:' engineering, 
1) __ ) .'"-

mathemat cs and business., The- attribute scores,for thes~ are shown in 

Table V. 1. As can 'be Isee'n" the only attrib'ute with a neax::ty significant 

,'between group' varianc~ w~s Q384 (poHtical (p~wer),value,s). In this 
, '., l , 

case a bu background seemed' to be associate,d with- a higher 'po'ifer 

orientati 
J 

L _, Analys' s'of Consultant Attributes by Sex t , 
~ \ ' : ~ 

Alth~ugh one femal~ réspondent claimed that we were aexist in 

the' formul~tion of our que.stions, we found few differences in the scores 

'on the at.tribute séales when consultants were grouped by male and femal'e 

• ~see Tablè V .12,. 

While conventional wisdçm holdà, or used, to hold, that females 

are' intuitive -'-;nd impulsive (Leavitt, 1975), our findings showed no 

'signi~icant differe,nces on, the S~ and TF sc~les of the Myers-Briggs 
• J '\ 

Ind~cator or our Factors #1 and #2. Recen~ r~earCh cited in the 

Tm:onto G"lobe and Mail, March 6, 1979P'1'pages 1 nd 3, ~uggests that 

right and left hemisphere differefices usually quo ed may apply, only to 

the 

'. 

, 
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men, verbal and spadal abilities being distributed more evenly be't:ween 

thE\ two si/es of' a' woman' s brain:' 
, ' . 

Two attriButes were found' to have significant 'between group' ... 
, differ-ences at' the 0.10 level: FeD;lale consultants showed a higher toler-

0 
1 

ance for êmbiguity (Q51l) , while males were more 'creative' (QS09) • (It 
1 

should be 'n9ted, .however, that ,the 'scoring for the TF scale of the Myers­

Briggs Indicator differs slightly for males and females:) 

M. Corr~lations Between Attribute Measures and Age 

'With a~e c:ome,s experience', sa in many resp~F,ts the effects of the 

two variables, will be'difficult to separate in our study . 
... . , 

It would seem reasonable ta postulate that, with age, an individual:" 

has the apportunity for more learning experiences 'and is thus more 

lik,ely ta h~ve rerév~nt or near-relevant task experience and iJn,-
\ 

proved judgment (Slovic [1972] foubd this was not- true in cer-tain 

, c,:ses); 

becomes less open t~ new ideas (i.~. ~ more éonfident in his own 
l , ~ " 

,'experience) ; 

\ develops a more consistent PS style (consistent with his personal~ 

ityand background); 
"-

is less comfortable with abstract and quant.itàtive ,reasoning 

(assuming he has not exercised this facility, after having gained - , 
, , 

it) (Doktor and Hamilton, 1973); -' . 
is less inclined tO~~iSk taking (o~ the grounds he has less to gain 

and more 'to lose at this point: in his career); 
, '" 

bas ,more t~ouble remembering things; 

is more likely to become technically out-of-date. . - -
, '{; 

One'might also expect that wh~n an individual is facerl withta pro-

blem that is similâr to one/he was ~posed to previously, he would be ~ 

faster and more effective in developing a solution. On the other hand 
- _ . " 

~f he cons~dered the first solution ina~equate he mig~t actually take' 

longer the second time as he a~dressed the unresolved issues. Duncan 

'(1971) conduded that there was a differ'ence in behaviour in this regard-
~ 

betwe~n high and' ~ow ~_dap,ters (ta cC;>nsulting). High adapters, ~e' 

ël;iÎmè~ tended ta live with failur'e and work on success; low adapters 

r 

.' 

\ 
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. \ 
tended to live, with, or take 

(pp.' VIII.lO· - VIII. 11) . 
• 

Keen (1973, ~. 1.-24) ,suggests tgat", for c-onsult;,ari'ts, a' particuIar, 

Jn a quite different light wheo ençounterèd ~' 

far 

because of th~.natu~e of their work, tend to 's~e var­

iations of .the same prob~em over and over ;àgaih. ~'Solut:iôns\ 'become pack- " 

aged (dr programmed) so that they c:n ,\he irilplemented q,y others in the 
'-- fl ", 

firm. Reduction in project time after several occurrencès' could vary 
\ 

f1;'om 2:1 ta 4:1. .Sometimes when the problem is very conlplex; it is 
• 

p~ssible tô experi~nce reductions of 10: 1. Quality may· imp:çoye margi\l-

aIH-, af ter severai implementations have been completed ,(author' s 
.. ~ l 1 fJ 

unsubstantiated conclusions) . 
• 

Taylor (1975a) con'cludes that prior sùccess\!'i'lea~s tc? ~ increase .i~ 

o aspirfl tion while 'failu~e may lead to a decrease in" standards set for 
, ' ~ 

future tasks. ; t-

," 

) 
o 

, ' , 
SOIne individuais (e.g., intuitive types on 

~ ) 
tor) dislike doing the same thing over ~nd 'o,!,er 

~he My:rs~Brigg~ O~ndi~~- Q , ~~.~ 
ag in. Thus, prior \J . 

, ~ '~'; .. 
id such probléms and"·' . ~ . . experi,ence in a problem area may cause them to 

seek greater :variety. . . , 
The correlations of age (Q830) with ':~sk performance are given in 

, li> 

Table V.6. Significant correlations with consult~nt attributes and . . 
other items in the questio"nnaire are shawn in 'A. 

1 

, 0 . , 

We will' summarize our f indings below. 
( 

Compared to their younger counterpar ts.~ aIder 

, 
" 

were 
o~ " q. ----:;:-. , 

perceived by supervisors to be more conventional (i. e., less iI).novati;ve) 
~ 0 

(Q9SÔ), less flexible (Q952~. more cautious (Q956), more staff oriented . ~ 

(Q968), and having ~ore credibil,ity witq &lient!s (Q929) and more 
SI - '-

recognit~on from fellow professionals (Q931). 
\ 

Oider consulta'hts see them'selves as hav!ng definite opinions (Q303): 
.... . () f 

[being per~istent (Q416) and painstaking (Q40l)" pragmatic ,~Q390)' and 

trusting (Q428). 
(" 

. , 

, \ 

. , 
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" -~l'hëy believe thàt they are more effective on '9lOst of th.e tasks, 

exrepÎa .well tested pacKage (Q626)' where performance is not ,co"fre1ated with 

age. Tbere is a strong n~gative correlation, however. ~et~e~n their performancê·< 

on a taskJinvo1ving struetured interviews (Q630) and age.. This agrees with the 

supervisor's perceptions (see Tab~e V.~). lt a1so agrees with the fact that need 

~ a~tonomy is positively'correlated with age. Other attributes whi~h are cor~ 
" 

related with 'a~e' are: aesthetic vaiues \ (increase), power values (detrease), ab-, 
" 

straet r;.easoning power (decr~a~e) ,. d·oing/th~i'nk~~g orj..ent'ation (more doing),' toler-

ance for "auibiguity (decrease), flexibility (decrease), use of quantitative methods 

(de~reas:), per~uasive ~illS (~creas~), em~at~~ (increase) . 

. ---
While there are no significant correlations betWeen age and th~ three • 

factors ~<PS behaviour of oider consultants t~s to that d'f the ir~unded in-
~~ . , , 

dividu~.t~ Tbey.d:i.slike.structured int:ervi~ws (Q693), believe iinspi'rationOhas 
, . 

nothing.,to do with successful solutions (Q467), do not rely on hunches, (Q682) 

and believe there is a right and wrong approach {Or any problem (Q681). They 

do not feel that business problems should be solved IlIOre scie11Hfically (Q655, 

Q689) and they prefer to spend their "time, building Qn their suécesses,rathero • 

than analyzing their failur~s (Q694). 

The above results are interesting but they mustbe interpreted in the 

light of the fact that older individuals in the sample tended to. be those who 

bad not su~ceeded, if ~uccess is defined by achi~vinglpartnership. Tb~s it is 
t .... ·-

concelvable that older consultants who wêre partners might have provide~ , \ ~:, 

different results. 
'-

Dè~pite the qualifier,'most of the attributes changed with age in the Q 

'predicted direction with the possible exception of technieal eurrency. lt is 
~ " 

- interesting to il'o-te 'that ..,hile supervisors perceived o1.der consultants as' . 
~ , ". 

being viewed as experts by" clients and fellow professionals, they felt -that, i;::-. 
• .~ d .. ~ 

colleagues had a different>'opinion. Another ~_ not altoget~rprising, find-

ing was 'that regarding the '~~rred-role of the supervisor' (Q771-Q78 1)." 
\ \ 0 

o~der con~ultants gav,e a lower score to Q775, 'provide technical guidance'. 
. \ 

* * * * * 

In the foregoipg we have reported the analyses wh~ch were planned for 

tbis phase of our study, ~eaving many unanswered questions for future explora-

tion. In the next chapter we ~ill summarize our conclusions. 

" . 1 
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• Conclusions 

To d~te, ~uch of ~he res~arch on PS behaviouJ in business has been 

(a) largely propositiona1,rsuggesting' re1àtionsh~s, not testing thern 

(Hendersol.'i and Nutt, '1980) or (br based' 'on artifi~ia1 task situations 
1 

(e.~., siWulations, shor~t durati9n ,puzzJ!es). In this study we exp10red~ 

PS effectiveness under real life conditions. A number ;f personalityl 

cognitive attributes were measured for a samp1e of management consultants, 
~( 

using stah~ard instruments in~some cases and instruments we developed in 

othe;rs. :PS performance was evalua ted, by supervisors. 

In discussing our conclusions we will flrst re1,ate our fi.ndings to 

our initial,hypotheses afid then explore their implications.~or management 

consulting firms and other areas, 

A. 

o 
rhe topies tor this chapter are: 

ô 

A. Tests of Bypotheses l 

LB. 
~ 

C. 

D. 

E.' 

'Contribution to Methodology of PS Researcp 

Fact~Ç.cting pg- Effectiveness 
• 

Irnpl~a~ions for fonsu1ting ~s 

Implications fi Other Areas 

l'ests of Hypotheses 

1. ,aYPPtheses relating to'task'effectiveness measures 

Hypoihesis la~ C~itain eonsutta~ts who are rat~d high for ~~;~ype of 

as~ignment can be rated less effecti~e for éthers. Confirmed. Whife 

there ~as a tendericy for 
'CIo t ~ 

.end of ~he effectiveness 

discrimination (or range 

\. 

a s~pervi~or to rate a consultant at the sarne 

scal?f,,~ a11~o1' the ~askp, a certain degree of~ 

of' performancl was exhibited. by the supervisors~ 

... 

\ 

,J • 

, , 
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J 

~Th~ main, task dimensions which seemed to influence the classifica~ 
, 

tion of an individual's performance were: (1) whèther the task was • 

'structured' or not and (2) whether it was an' 'organizational' or 

'technical' matter • 

. Hypothesis lb: There i's a sign.ificap~~'~~ ~f. 
one supervisor evaluates the s~nsultant for 

consensus when more than 

the same assignment. 

Confirmed. See Table V.l. Ratings rarely differed by mo~e than one 

scale division. For exa~ple, 96% of the ratings for overall PS per-, , , 

formance differed by one scale division or less. 

Hyp6thesis lc: There'is a signific~nt correlation betweèn the individ­

ual' s own ,assessment of· his effectiven:ess on a specifie assignmen't and 

thé as~essment made by the superv~sors. Confirmed. See Tablè V.2. Over , 

80% of the assessments qgre~d within one scale division.' T,her~ werè, no 

significant biases for the task ratings; hawever, consultant assessments 

were higher than supervisor assessments by,D.a for 'overall PS perform­

ance' • 

2. Hypotheses relating ta composite attriQute dimensions 

Hypothesis 2a: There w-i:l::t ,be, strong cor,relations among, the various 

attributes measured. The latter can then be reduc.ed by factor analy~i!,/ \1 
, \<I\f 

ta a limited number, of composite per,sonal~ty/ç:ognitive dim~nsions. Bo~l( 
statements confirmed. Three composite factors were developed. 

Hypathesis 2b: The personality/coghitive characteristics'of the / 

individuals studied will tend ta cluster about ~ome limited number~ , 

profiles bas~d on the composite dimensions. W~ were unable to confirm 

or disprove' this, dUé, to 'the absence of any anchor 1 point's /fdr our 

ofthogonal, scales. 'Ho~èver, a moderate amount of skewness- in the 

distribution of~cores 'on the factor 'dimension~ cause individuals to 

be ûnevenly distributed among the fou~ style boxes sho~ on page V.32. 

If we coliside~ only the 4'9 individuals w:it~ a pronou~ced te~der'lc:y to one 

ehd or the' other of the first 2 factor çlim'ensions, we Hnd the following 

- 1 " 

.' , 

" , 

, J 

" 
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distribut:!,on: 

,\ 

Factor 111 Type 

ungrounded' 
, ~rounded 
unground~d 

grou~ded "1 

Factor 112 tYEe 

instinctive 
-' ,rational 
rational' 
instinctive 

r% 

30' 
' 28 

21 
2! 

\ ' ' V,I.3 

(' 

o 
1 

We would emphasize that the scale divisions for these styles ,are-' 
,/' ,'-' 

relative and would most likely be shifted· if base'd on a more g~e~al 

popula,tion 'of individu?ls. For examp,le, if we éonsider, the consultant 

scores on the' Myers-Bri~ S~ and TF scales (page, V'.36) fO ,reflect. the 

distribution by style~, we see that 53% of the consultant; i~ the sample 
- 'J' " were NT types. This may seem surprising to some who assume) that a fact 

~ .; ( , 

anchored ~ppr,oach ."o",",l1Y' a,ccompanies ra t~ohal rtiOn. ' 

Hypothesis 2c: These profiles wiH tend ta be similat: with'in a f~'nc-
, '" . 

tional area and also a ~Ïl)iÎ'su~ ting fit'm. Confirmed for functional 

grd€Pings. ~f~r~nce<:,tit'Table V:7 ~h~wed'that th~ functi,oqa\ ~rQul?s 1 
differed significantly regarding their Factor #1 and Factor ft2 scores_ 

The corresponding differences b~tween consui~ing fims were not;. signif­

icant at t.he 0.10 level. 1 

Hypothesis 2d: There will be ~ significant tendency for the composite 

dimensions to be ass'ociated 'with effective~ess on certain assignments 
- - ' /) , ~ - 1 - , 

(tasks). Partially confirnied. 'See Table V.6. Q
, However, the associations 

were~relatiyely weak and gave a low degree of fit (~2) when inco~porated 
into a, ~egressi(jn equat;ion. w-ctor :112 (~ational/instit;lCtiVe çonclu'sion 

~rawing) s~eme4 to be tbe most,influential (see discussion page V.I.17). 

. , .. 
3.' Hypotheses relating td formative 'factors 

o , 

Hypo1jhe6is 3a: ' Ther.e will be significant correlat~ons between 'areas of -, 

functional expe~ience and personality/cogni~iVe a~tr'Jutes. Not t~'sted. 
, .. • " j 

~ 1 
We believed that the ext'e'nt of pt'evious, business experience in specifie 

functidhal' area's (e.g., production; uiarketil'!'g~ would be influenti'al in 

", th,e development of a-q. individ~l's cognitive/p:r~onality attributes., w~_· 
h~d hoped to en~ountE;.r rel,àtively 'put~' 'bac~g~ounds in this regard, so 

. ..;; , 
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" 

that simple correlation coe!f~cients could be used to test the relation- / 
, 

ship. However, backgrounds were'often 'mixed', requiring 'a more compli-

'.cated analysis for the d.etec tian" of r~lationships and this 'Nas not 

undertaken. 

Hypothesis 3b: There~ill be significant correlations between course 
, l ' 

cdncentration 9and personality/cognitive attr~butes. ~o't confirmed.,~ , 

Table V.II. Only a limited number of pure educational backgrounds were ~ 
found. These grouped into: engineering, mathematic~ and bus{n~ss. The 

only attribute for which tpe 'between group' differ~nces approached 

significance (0.10 level) was Q384, political (power) values. 

Hypothesis 3c: Correlatfons between effectivenéss and f~rmative factors 
t. 

will be less pronounced except,where they influence task knQwledge. This 
, " 

was confirmed:to sorne degrèe by the s~gnificant correlation between age 
_ ; r __ _ 

-and task effectiveness ~nd age andCthe'atttibute scores. Otherwise there 

was na clear_eviden~e of strong associatio~s between the formative factors 
) 

studied and the other measures studied. .J 

" 

B. Contribution to Methodology of PS Research 
" 

, ' 

There,were four topics which we,felt might interes~ other researchers 
, -

in this area: the method of d-educing relev'ant task dimensions, the 
\ , 

constructs and instruments developed for individual personality/cognitive 

at~ributes. the confirmation of clâims made for existing in,struments, and 

the usefulnes-~- of our new three facto'r instrument. Findings relating to 

these subjects are summarized qerow. 

, 
1. The'. method of deducing task categories .. 

'We, asked supervisars to êvaluate individual consultants for ,two 

classes of àttributes: (a) effectiveness on hy,pothetica'l tasks and, s~ag'es 

in the PS process and (b) strength or weakness on a number of inte~­

persona! and personal skill dim~nsions. As disc~sed on pages V.4-V.14, 
, , 

this information enabled us ta deduce.tr~t consulting assignments' could 
c ' ' 

be grouped into ~our categories, based on the skills possessed by 

'effective' individuals. These cate~ories were: problem findi~ 

! , 

.0 , 

, ' 
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(initial prob1em ,scoping); prob1em reso ution organizatiopa1' emphasis; 
, , . 

prob1em re,solutiôn - technica1 emphasis; p1ementation. It- was inter-

esting to notè that there was no c1ear dise'nction between the 'stages of 

pro~lem conceptualization and prescription. '" ' 

We concluded that a secondary categorizatïon of tasks "was based on 

the degree to which the task was 'structured'. The trength of the c . 

corre1ation.between the ra~ing: 'able to operate withou cl~se super­

vision', an~ task effectiveness was used as a measure of tR ,~.eeggtt1 e of 

structure embodied in the task. V -

/0 2. Constructs and.instruments developed for'individual attribu~es 
( 

Definitions for the fifteen key attributes used in, the sfudy were 

fonp.û1ated. and néw i(f:S ùments were 
need for autono~y , 

developed for five of these: 

toleranc for amb1guity 

flexibil y 

specialist/generalist orientation \ 
line/staff orientation .. 

Re1iability coefficients in#most cases exceeded 0.7 and con~istency 

'and validity checks were developed. See Appéndiz H. With sorne refine-
, 

,ment, these instruments may prove of use to others in similar studies. 

3. Confirmation of claims made for existing instruments 

The Myers-Brig~s Type Indicator, Kolb's Learning Style Inventory, . 
Raudsepp's Creativity Test and t~~ All~ort Vernon Lindzey Study of 

, , 

Values were used in the study, the latter two with modification to 

reduce the number of items. Inter-instrument correlations were calcu-

'lated and validity and consistency checks were ~de. 

in Appendix H. 
/ 

These are reported 

'\ 

As an example of'the kind of verification performed, we will take 

three claims made for thé Myers-Br±ggs Indicator by Hellriegel and 

'Sl:ocum ,(1,975) bas~d primarlly on descriptions in the Myef:s-Briggs Manual 

(Myer~, 1962). 

" 

1 

\ 
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(a) The introvert may have trouble developing empathy with bis 

clients .' (p. 31) 

We checked' the correlation of, Q322 (lE) with: 

.~ 
. .36 

Q927 apility ~o identify client needs (supervisor's .. 
assessment) " 

Q909 performance in obtœining client acceptance (super-
visor "s as'sessment') ~ .22 

- , 
Q672 l.have relatively little difficulty putting myself 

in the client's place when deciding if an actiori i9 
wor th taking (AIQ) ~ .11 

There are conflicting views here. The supervisor believes that the 

introvert has empathy, whereas the introvert himself tends ta disagree, 

(in line with the claim). 

and 

Sensation types "dislike new problems unless there are 

standard 'way~ to solV~ them" 

The ï"ntuitive type "likes solving new problems, dislike& ,doing , ,. , 

the same things over and over again • Il (p. 33) 

-
1 

We checked.the correla~~9ns of' Q323 (1N) with: 

Q441 l enjoy working on complex and ill-defined 

Q436 

problems (Alf) po 

l get more ple~sure working in unfamiliar situations 
than l do from working in si tua-tians 1 am used ta,. 
'(AIQ) _ 

l have trouble app 
l f~nd repetitive 0 

ing myself to probleul's wbich 
uninteresting'. (A/D) 

tolerance for ambigu ty measure 
; 1 

.48 

.27 

.26 

-.50 

lt would ëertainly appear f am the above, that the claims'are 

correct. The sensation; type is v ry def1n~t. (r ~ .48) about his likes 

and di9,likes; 'and has a low tolera ce for ambiguÙy (i.e., finds un-

structured tasks threatening). the intuitive type is at the other 
-

enp of' the scale, we can conclude th t he is'equally strong in his 

new artd ill-defined proh! 

, J 

1 

, ' 
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Ct) "The -routine ~ structured role en,}oyed by a sens'atiotl,. tYP,e 

is 'likély to be performed poorly bJb"'1ln intuitiv-e type" '(p.' 33) 

We took the three most structured tasks according to the meas~re 
~, , 

" dis,èussed on page V .12 ;an~ found~-h6w. llntuiti~e types, performed (self ar:d 

super:yisor assessments). 

/ 

Ca} ,implement a well tested 
,package 

_ (b) evaluate candidates for a 
senior executive posItion 

(c) collect informa,tion thro~h 
structured intervi'ews ' 

SupervisOl;;" 
Assessment 

r 

.03 

:- • 0,9 

-.02 

.. -

Self 
Assessment 

r 

-.06 

'-. .07 

.07 

,'In this cas~ the claim' does not seem to be confi1;med. 

" 

\-

While we obviously could not ver if y eyeiy clalm made ,for thé four­

instruments we ha~e mentioned, we found gene~al~y that the My~rs-Briggs 
Indica:tor: Kolb' s L-SI and Ràudsepp' s Cre~ tivity Test peFformed and intér-

" 
:correlated 'as we had been led to expect. The Study of Values was a 

, slightly diff erent ma tter. The,' aesthetic' an~, 'political' scales g§lv'e 

'results which seemed to fit. However, we never really felt comfortable 

with the 'theoretical', 'economic' and 'social' scales: Perhaps this,was 

due to unusual h.omog'eneity in our sample regarding tlhese measures or 

maybe '<Ne somehow,~'nbalanced the instrume~t with our modifications. 

4. ,Use~,uiness of three fac tor instrument 

Before ii ~ould be ~onsidered for further use, this instrument 

-: ~~quir~s-testing ,and r~finèment. There are undoubtedTy redundapt and 

inappropriate items ~hich require elimination, and tha w~ights should be 

reexâmined • " , 
To place the significance of the ne~ instrqment in perspective, we 

will br~efly review the steps involved in its develop~ent: 

, , 

,'.A. 

, . 

." 

,.iI 

" 
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, 
We prepared a list of the 15 most significant p~rsonality/cognitive n 

attrihutes, tho1.8ht ta affect p~ benaviour and/or effectiveness. 

'~e found ~r developed -~nstruments to measure as many of 1 these as we 
could. (We did not have measures of 'intelligence or dogmatism.) 

3. We incorporated the 15 measures into a 1arge questionna~re which was 
administered to 79 consultants, with feedback from supervisors 
regarding consultant personalfty and performance. 

4. 

,v 

On the basis of inter-correlations we reduced the number of 
dimensions via factor analysis to three. These'three seem ~losely 
àssoc/ated with two standard tests_: the MyerS-Br~ggs ~d~cator art~ 
Kolb's LSr. V 

Our first conclusion is that the Myers-Briggs Indicator and ~lb 1 s,' 

'L5I appear to be very useful for application in the PS atea, even though 

they were nQt orig~nally developed for this purpose. 

To determine whether our new instrument has somet~ing additional to 

offer~ we ~ill apply the foll'owing three criterïLa,: 

(a)' 'f Does the instrument acilitate the identification, in 

(b) 

(c) 

p~acti~e, of types or styles representing recognizable, 
patterns of characteristics? 

Doès,the instrument discriminate more effectively than oth~r 
instruments betwe,en individuals, regard'ing' their fit with 

'certain environmen t,s? 

Is the instrume~t easier to use, more refi~ble, more easily 
valid~ted, etc.? 

While we cannat, at this ~oint, anpwer ~hese questions-conclustvely, 
) 

we will comment briefly on each. 

\~ 
(a) With the descriptors that we have been able to develop in ,this 

~tudy, our three factors (or at least the first two) are dimensions 
or, , 

covering characteristics that are easily discernible in practice. 
J 

(b) In terms'of ability to discriminate betweén individuals 

grouped by functiona~ specialty, consulting firm, education and sex, our 
, " 

three'fastors ap'pear to be on~y marginally better than the four scales of 

"th~Myers-Briggs Indicator and equivalent to the two scales of Kolb's 

.. 

.' 

Q' 

- " 

,,1 
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~ ~ 

LS1.' (Kol?'~ dimensions are more limi~ed on their scope and in their 

associa tion with 'task 'effec tiveness. ) This conclusion is based on the 
, ' 

data, in Tab1e'VI.l below which'was compiled'fr?m rables V.7, V.IO, V.II 

and V.12. The magnitude fJf the 'between group,' F yalue trom these 

table's' wàs ,taken to ref lec t the degi-ee of 'between gro,up' di,scrimination 
, , 

exhibited by each' attribute scal'e. 

TABLE,VI.l 

F VALUES FROM GROUP ANALYSES CORRESEOND1NG TO FACTOR SCORES 
AND SCORES ON MYERS-BR1GGS AND KOLB'S LSI INSTRUMENTS 

Kolb' s LSi 

Critical 
F(.IO) 

, Func 'tionai ' 
specialty 1. 9 

Firm , ~.l 

Education 3.2 
Sex 2.8 

* 1.9 
1.4 
0.2 
0.0 

E2, F3 

* 2.3.0.9. 
1.4 .1.2 
0.6 0.8 
1.2 '0.4 

* 'significant at .10 leveL 

Myers-Briggs Abst./ Doing/ 
, lE SN TF JP Cone. thirlking 
(Q3,22) (0323) (Q?24)' (Q325) (Q556) (Q557) 

0.3 
2.p 
2.3 
1.7 

\ '. 

1. :r 
'0.8 
0.2 
0.1 

1.1 
0.9 

,0.5 
0.6 

1.6 
1.2 
0.9 
0.0 

*, 
2.6 
1.7 
1.8 
0.9 

2.3* 
1.6 

""\ 1. 7 
0.5' 

(c) SJnce our instrument incorporat;es the other two it is obvious-' 
1 

ly longer, 'than either. After further refinement it might improve its 
. ' 

,) relative position on this criterion. 
1 

From the above ~~ seen that our instrument would still appear to 

be in conte~tion. 

Interpretation of our constructs 

On the basi's of our 'findings,' we 'conclude that individuals do 

qèvelop habituaI approaches to 'pro,blem formula tion and_,resolution ·whiç:h 

we can calI cognitive styles or orientations. 

Su ch styles have been recognized over the year~ by observers who 

have referred to them by such te~s as analytic and intuitive. Previous. 

résearch has led to the, development of instrum'ents such as th,e Myers- ~ 
, 

Briggs Indicator, and McKe~ney and Keen's Receptor/Preceptor Test to 

" 
, : 

, , 
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, 1 

measure .these cognit\ive predispositions. Bot'h of these instruments have 
i • 1 

a dimension related, (/:0 perce?tion or probletn formulation (",e might even ' '\ 
l ' 

say the source of /\deas), and one rela~ed'to information evaiù~tion 

,o(~3.il it conclusion drawing). -----
---.. 

~ 

Our researeh, based on 79 management consultants, has deduced that 
,0 , , 

cognitive styles do exist and that they can be described (along three 

'dimensions in our case). Two of the~e dimensions resemble the constructs 

underlying the t~o instruments just mentioned. The third dimension 

concerns the indivlàual's orientation to thinking vS. doing. q 

~ 
We believe that this ~greement between instruments is significant 

becat,l~e' it reinf~rces the ,n?tion ,that an' individual' s' approaches ta 

(a)'~roblem formulation and Cb; conclusion drawing are val id dimensions 

for describ';i.ng co'gnitive style. 

How do these dimensions relate to 'analytJc' and 'intuitive' 

constructs? On the surface, it would sèem reasonable to'postulate the 

following r,elationship between our factor categories and the 'analytic' 

and ',intuitive' type stereot,ypes'_Ccall'these modes): 

, ' , 
Stereotype categories or modes 

, intuitive' , analltic ' 

Factor Ifl Approach to cohceptual~-
zation/pe'r~eption - ungroun~ed grounded 

, 

Fa,c tor lt2 Approach tÇ> conclusion 
drawirig/evafuation instinctive l~g~c,al 

We see 'that there are two possible' types using the first twà factors 

from our instruments ,which could correspqnd ,t~ the 'intùitive' stereotype 

or mode. 

The first is 'the ungrounded conceptualizer, ,who in fac't- finding does 

1 not fçlliow a plan b!-lt"hls nose' instead. Idéas and' courses,' of 

ac~ion fla~h lnto his mind. 
1 

{ 

The second is the ~nstinctive evaluator who e~chews ~ heavy use ,of 

nùmbers and logic in ,conclusion drawing. 

, , 

: 
L 
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, 
To further, c1ari~y t'he matter, we then prepared- Table yl. 2 of 

correl~tion-coefficients ,involvlng the three factors ~ and items from the 
, . ' 

questionnaire conneèted with ë:ollllllon interpretations of the.' intuitive' 

and 'ana~ytic' constructs. Correlations involving these items'and the 
~ , , 

Myers-Br-iggs dimensions mose closély corresponcling ta the threé factors -

are g~.ven in -brackets. 

TABLE VI. 2 
, .. 

FACTOR CORRELATIONS R.E!.EVANT TO INTERPRETATION 

. OF' TERMS 'INTuITIVE' AND 'ANALYTIC' 

(AlI ratings are se1f-~ssessed except'~n€re indicat~d. 
for ~xact,phrasing of items.) 

FIIl 

ground'èd/ 
Group 1 - correlation . ' , 

ungrounded 
patterns :'strong~strong- :QerceEtion 

, Heak 1. , (~) 

Q425 Hard 'da t a /Sof t da ta .32 (.32) 
.' Q618 

p' 

Ability ta work.to a 
plan .37 (.25) 
Less interested in Q~42 
problems decid'ed o~ , -.19 (-.2,0) 

.basis of opinion (A/Q) 
,Q71S Use packaged solutions 
Q888 Systematic/Unsystematic 

<Il 

(supervisor '~ssessment) 

1 

Group 2 - cornelation pat-
te~ns: strong-weak-strong 

, Q652' 

*Q682 

Q666 

. Q670 

Q701 

Mo~t problems 'a1:e first' 
solved intuitively (A/D) 
l rely on intuitive 
hun~h.es '(A/~) 
r frequently end up a 
's~rvéy wi~h,a different 
assessment of the 
problein. (A/P.) :, ", 
r work in ,'fits and 
star ts' (AfP') " ' 

.19 (.13) 

.28 (.23) 

.34. {.37) 

.33 (.23) 

.34 (.27) 

.29 (.14) 
, l find checklists. 

hè1pful' (Afp.) \ -.18 '(-.04) 

*item inc1udè'tt in instrument on' creativity'. 
, . .. 

+relates ta co1umns F#1-~#2-F#3 
l ' " 

, . 

F{12 

rationàl/ 
instinctive 
eval'uation 

C!F) 

.33 (.24 ) 

.19 (.'21) 

-.23 (-.10) 

.19 (.17 ) 

... 
.24 (.21) . 

.15 (.17) 

.14 (. 03) 

.05 ( •• 07) 

.08 (.05) 

-.06.<-.05) 

4
1 

I 

l ,( 

't 

See questionnaire 
-ft 

, 

FII3 

H.ne/staff , 
or ienta tian 

Q~I) 

,.05 (-.02) 

.'00 (-.lD) 

,"".08 (- .,04) 

. 00' (- .14) 
\ , 

1 

-.08 (.29) 

.28, (.30) 

.32 (.18) 

.24 (.11) 

-.30 (.22) 

-.35 (- .11) 

'l-

Q 

. 
" 
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, TABLE VI.2 (c~ntinuéd) 

(Continued) 
Group 2 :-, cor,relation p'at­
terns: strong-weak-strong 

f ' 

, FU 

grounded/ 
ungrounded 
perception 

,,(SN) ..... 

*Q455 l would give more 
weight to f inandaJ., 
analysis than feelings 
after interviewing,man-

. 
agement (A/O)" , -.26 - "" 

Gro~p 3 - ëorrelation pat­
terns: weak-strong-st~oni.-" 

(-.'21) 

F/I2 

rational/ 
instinc tive 

, evalua tion 
<!F) 

." 
,.05 (-,.03) 

Q693 For most interviews l 
find it ,h~pfu1 "to 
prep.are a' list of 
questions (Al~) -.12 (-.21) -.31' (-.19) 1 

Group 4 - correlation pat­
tetns: strong-weak-weak 

',*.Q44l l enjoy working on 
complex and i11-
.defined prob1ems , 
(Afp) 

*Q495 l occasion~lly vo~ce 
opinions 'that seem ta 
turn some people off 

. (A/n) 
*Q500 Th~gs t~t are obvious 

J to me are' not sa obvious 
tO'others (AIP) "Z 

Q501 When l repêat the same 
pres~ntation, it rarely 
cames out the same (Ain) 

Q~13 Use of quantitative 
methods 

*Q474 l am more interested 
.in what could be than 
what is (A/E) , 

*Q47S l sometimes f.ee! that 
ideas come to ure forom 

. some externa1 source 
-(Ain) " 

.62 (.48) • -.05 

.. 45 (.30) -.01 

,.33, (.25) .05 

.27 C.27) -.01 

-.26 (-.23) 
1 
.05 

.25 (.17) -----=.01 

.20 "(.14) . 01 
() 

* ' i~strument ~on creat~vity' item included in 

" . . 
.J- D , 

(i 
,4 

. , 

(.17) 

(.22) 

( .19) 

(.02) 

(.00) 

(.05) 
c' 

(.04) 

" 

VI.Ù 

FII3 

line/staff 
orientation 

(!I) 

.. 

. , , 
,,....18 (-.03) 

-.08 (- .14) - , 

... 
-.12 (:-.14) 

-.02 C=".02) 

-.l{}4 (-',16) 

.b3 (.16) 

.10 (.04) 

-0 

-, 

.09 (.07) . 

J 

o • 
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,TABLE VI.2 (c~ntinued) 

Group 5'~orrelation pat­
terns: weak-strong-weak 

. f)' Q5tY6.' l convey 'impa t;i.ence 
when idea.s on~t well 
tÏlought out (A/D"') 

Q388 Ldgical/lntuitive 
*Q49fl l t'end ·.to rely mOJe 

'on my first impres-
s ions and f eeling.s 
~hen making, judgments 
than 'on detail~d 
amHysis (Ain) 

Q948 Log1cal/ Intu! tiveo 

(supervisor assessed) 
Q866 Knowledge of quanti­

tative methods 

Group 6 - correlation pat­
terns: weak-weak-strOnl:h -~ 

'Q690 l prefer to map out 
the broad features of 
an assignment leaving 
the detail and imple­
mentation to athers 
(A/P) 

FIII 

groundedjt 
ungrounâed 
perception 

(~N) 

;;.. 03 l~. 01) 
.12 (.14) 

.16 ('.02) 

.06 (-.05) 

-:io '(-.~09) 

0.08 (.07) 
Q651 The way tO'understand 

complex problems 1s to, \.­
be' conc,erned wi th tpeir 
larger aspects instead 
of breaking'them into 
pieces (AtP) 

'* 1 • item included in instrument on creativity 

Fln 

rationàl/ 
~nstinctive 
evaluation 

,"<: @) 

-':36 (-.32» 
.35 1 (.23) 

1 .24 (.22) 

.19 (-.05) 

.. 19 (.05) . 

-.07 (-.16) 

, ' 

-.oi (-.03), 

VI.13 

FI13 

line/staff 
. orientation 

J.~I) , 

-,07, (,04) 
~04 ,(-,02) 

') 

.05 (-.03) 

:07 (.01) 

-.02 (.05) 

, .24 (.01) 

.21 (:16) 

Reference ~o Table VI~2~nd1cates that more ·of the intuitive­

re~ated items ~re strongly,correlated vith'Factor #1 than ~actor #2, but 

, 1 

y ' ... 

Factor #2 still seems r~levant. There are ~l~o strong correlations 

betwe~n certain of'the items and Factor #3. 

. - 1 A'fu~th~r càmplic~tion is the fact thatOthere are many mode 

-, 
1 " l' . 

mDur samp,le of 79.consultants, 55% cdnsisted o,fomixed tYl\es, or mode 
switchers (53~ NT; ~ 2% SF),., --. 1 

\::.' . : 
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switchers. Because our fac tor scales are not anchored ift ;!.S p.7~,haps 

better to use the Myers.-Briggs scales {SN, TF),which correspond to 

F,!lctor fil atid Factor #2 _~ illustrate the point. 

There are two mixed types; 

NT which co~responds to an intuitive perceiver.lthinkimg evaluator 

SF which coil'èsponds to, a sensing, perceiver./f eeling evalua tor, 

using the Myers-Briggs terminol~gy. 

... 
In our terminology, NT corresponds to an imaginative conè,eptualizer / : 

~0gical evaluator and SF correspond~ ta a fact-anchoied conceptualizerl 

'~gut feel' evaluator. 

....... ~- ......... _,.1". 
Sj,nce the se mixed types toget~er make up 55% of our sample we might 

ask' which, "if 'either, might be, classed as' 'icntuitive' or 'analytic' in 

th~ popular sense Qf the term? This is difficult to answer. We ~uspect 

that intuitive~and analytic in the popul~ interpretati?n are not 

opposite ends ?f a single dimens~on, It is conceivable'that analytic 

refers more to 'the behaviour of lan i~dividual during evaluation~ whereas 
~. . ~ 

'intuitive refers more·to the generation of ideas and pr~bl~ conc.eptual-

ization: Under' ,this premise" it i~ possible for an individual to be both 

intuitive and'a~aly~c, 
(J 

Further evidence for this conclusion com~.frQm the fact that 

s~tisticians and management s'c,ientists are .:generally considered as 

exemp~a,rs of the 'analytic" type' (see discussion on page II. 22), Re-
~ , 

searchets using the Myers-Briggs Ind~cator have found that mathematicians , 

and statist~i~ns are freql.\ently NT types (Myers, 1962)" I~ our stucly 

we found functional specialists in the OR and economic study area to be 

NT types with scores in>the ungrounded and' rational direction (see 

Table V.7), ;The tpplication of this regardihg the roles of ,the right 

and left hemispherè of the brain are not clear. 
1>' 

The ma~n conclusion here is that 'intuitive' and ~analytic' are not 

be carefully ~efined in_an 

\ 

. ~ -'" ' ..... 
'. 
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operational sense if they are to be meaningful. 

,. 

Bëfore leaving tl)e topic of mode swi.tching we would mention a. .. 
hypothesis we have ~garding a possible connec tian between mode switch-

" - ' 
ing and w~ether. and when, an individual might display a perceptible 

tra1).siti~~ between the two stages: 

(1) an empha~is on perceiving (absorbing information about the problem) 
'TI 

and 
.... 1 • 

(2) ,an emphasis on evaluation 

as described in McKenney's intuitive classification (page II.22). One 

possibility, wbich we have not confirlned in any,"~ay, is that there is a 
'0 

more aefinite transifion for those individuals who switch modes, e~g., , ' 

an individual who shifts fro~ qpgrounded perception to rational ev~lua~, 
t~on. We·beli~ve there may 'bè sorne validity ta this observation but can 

offer no evidence. 

We have discussed two activ1ties, ,per~eiving and evaluation, and 

two possible mod'e'!J for each. We have afso sugges ted, ~s does Jung, 

. that an individual can have~~ipredisposition to favour one mode for 

i 

" 

each ac tivi ty. 

If 

Jung sug~ests a third dimension which we havè called early/lat~ 

closure. The ~oncept'of clo$ure is an intriguing one. Ta what extent 

îs an individual concerned wfth verifying an existing concept (model) 
~-- --, 

and ta what exte~~is he seeking ta add ta his knowledge and create new 

models? This question is undoubtedly tied ,to orientation. ls the 

individual governed by)instrumental or expressive'drives, for example? 

In$eneral, business problems are sa complex that there i5 really no , -
end to the amount of information which could be çollected. Howev.er, 

-time runs out. Results with the Myers-Brigg5 Indi'çator have demonstrated 

tha t early closure is assaciated with a 'grounded " (our terro) mpde of 

perception~ 

\fuile it would appear that individua15 can sw~tch modes of informa­

tion processing, we do not believe that they can easily switch fram 

e~ly to la"te c1o~ure depending on whether the activity is p~r'ceptidn or 

\ 

--

'. 
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~eval~ation. \ole repeated the factor analysis without this variflble' (see 

\ 

Appendix D, ~a~e 0.,.52). The loadings for the other variables were 
\ ~ 

relatively unaffected, thus tending to confi~m the findings of Myers 

(1962) regard~g thè independence of the early/late closure·attripute. 

These arguments w\ll have to be more ful,ly explored but we believe 

_~hat the constructs measured by the Myers":'Br,iggs Indicatpr and ,which 

;: form"the main components of our instrument are useful ~nd can be applied 
1 

in practice. ,Regardless of the instrument !:lsed, however, it see,ms to be 

clear 'that the terms analytic and intuitive invo.l.ve complex constructs 

and are not necessarily opposite poles of the sane dimension. Some 

additionai work appears necessary before our instrument can He'considered 
.1 
to be in operational form . 

.-
,ç. Factors Affecting PS Effectiveness 

In Table V.6 we have summarized the correlations between attrioutes 

(and factor scores) and task perfd'rIllance. The detailed' findings are; 
" n • 

discussed on, pages V. 37 to V .44 . The main conclusions are the following: 

1. 

e. 

. 3. 

We do not appear to -have captut:ed in ,our ~ tudy the maj or consul tant 

characteristics affecting ES effectiveness as evaluated by super-

visors. 

As we surmised, f~r many of the tasks, the:cognitiv~ related attri-
\ 1 

butes are, considered by. supervi,sors to be less important than ce,:r-

tain 'interpersonal skills. 
. \ 

For staif de~loyment purposes; superv'isors would appea~ to have 

four main c'ategor{es of tasks: problem finding (initial, surveYI, 
_ r 

problem ,resolution - organizational, problem res9lution - tecnnical, 

implementati9n. The required attributes differ for each. The 
(' , 1 

degree of structure of the task will determine the extent to'which 

in~perienced. ~taff can be assigned: No distinction seenls to ,be' 

made betwee~ the sta~es of diagnosis and prescription. 
\ 

Of the three factors, F #2 appeared to ha~e the greatest relevance, 
,o' 

for consultant recruitment sinee the rational end of the scale 

. , 
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c,orrelâted positively with most of the personal attributes 'con­

sidered important ,by cO,nsulting' f irms. It also correlated with 

task effectiveness iri several cases and with partner potential. 

\ 
'The impact of the three factor dimensions is shown in the table 

below (fro~ section H in Chapter V). 

Factor 
, 

Tasks for which performance'influenced positively 

Fit! grounded f ,Q936 1 
implement a w"ell "tested package 

Approéich to 
c0Il;ceptua;I. . Q937 manage a large project- ' '1 

team 

Fln rational Q937 manage a large proj ect team .23 , 
Approach to 
evaluation 

Q943 
Q935 

resolve c2nflicting opirrions .25 
partner' potential .21 

instinct. Q939 evaluate senior candidates .21 
r -

FII3 line Q905 probleni diagnos,is 
' 1 

technical 

~/staff 
orientation staff Q904 problem finding . -.2'6 

Q906 problem diagnosis -,organizational-.26 

dther observations are: 

~th ~ncreasing age and pigh need for autono~~ leâd to 'poor 

performance on struc tuied tasks. .. 

.. ' 

High f lexibili ty leads' to poor performance on tasks wi th higll ___ :----\ 
\ '" ~ ,,\ 

organizational components, such' as Q938 (sensit~;poiîlical task) 
------- , ' 

and Q943 (help to resolve conflic ~--opûÎion) . 
. ' _____ "1 

The use of quantitative,metn.Ods figures prominently as a desirable 
,\ , 

atttibute. We have ,interpreted this to ~ean that 'l'use of Q.M:' 

_ serves a~ a 'surrogat,e for- 1 strong conc~ptual ski Ils " 'innovative '., 

etc. / , . 

1 JI , See ~ppendix ,page L 
, "" 
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Since most-consulting work is carried out under tight time constraints, 

one might have postulated that the 'Ioose' approach 'of the ungrounded­

~individu~l would have earned ~\m high neg~tive marks. This was not 

apparent' in the supervisor' s ra tings. However, ungrounded individ­

uais tended to feel out of place. (See pag'e Vr.22.) 

How do we explain the relatively low inflùênce on task performance 

'of the attrib'u tes studied? The main reason, we believe, is that the 

asses~mert process involved unanchored scales, and 79 consultants and 
~ 

127 supervisors from 15 different,fi~s. 

l' 'obscure most underlying correlations. 
c-

Other possible reasons are: 

This in itself is enough to 
f" 

Cogniti~e-related 'attribute differences and even radica}.ly di erent\' 
behavioural styles may not in fact mate~ially influence ES effe tiv~- \, 
ness. 

PS effectiveness may be 50 elusive a concept that it cannot be 
assessed other than to say some subjective minimum threshq1d of 
acceptabi1ity must be exceeded, 

We believe that the latter rathèr than the former is tru~. Perhaps 

the omission of a measure for intelligence has had a significant impact. 

A1though other researchers h~e concluded that different styles do 

,not affect PS effectiveness, we think that this is a'questionab1e con­

clusion when applied to business tasks. It i5 quite conceivable that 

our present methods,of evaluating PS'effectiveness are so imprecise and 
, '. 

the mattù sp c'omp,lex tha t the differences we were looking for did not 
1 

materialize. One miglit draw a paral1el between our findings ~nd those 

of-Mullen (1965) who studiea the effec,tiveness o~erent leasership 

styles. Even though these styles were Significëi'ntlY4.fifferent, no 

, important d,ifferences in department productivi1;:y were detected. ' 

D. Inlplica tians for Consulting E'irms 

,r 
\ Duncan' (1971), describes, ,anagement copsulting as 11 an insti.t'ution 

in which people are very different, change is their .product and,complex­
\ 

., ' 
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ity is their task. ", (p. X-43) 

One of the objectives of our s~udy was to identify the character­

istics of the individuals who have ehosen this' work, envirorrment, and , 
those who do weIl. Our conclusions are the ~oilowi?g: 

, 
While consultants have' been f,ound by others (e.g. Duncan, 1971) to /' 

, , 

have a hfBh need for autonomy and a high tolerance for ambiguity 

(Appe~dix D, pages 17 and 22), we were unable to confirm these findings' 

because our scales were not anehored. We can, however. use "the Kolb 
1 

LSI and Myers-Briggs Indieator to relate eon~ultant~ to differe~t groups 
, 

of individuals for these dimensions, sinee these are standard tests. 

Kolb used his LSI to identify four types of individuals. The 
( 

distribution of our respondents into these type categories is shown 

below:' 

,\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

1 

, 

Converger 
Assimilator 
Accommoda tor 
Diverger 

Qur 
Sample 

'. 

Comparable groups 

Engineers 
MathematiC'ians & eeonomists 
Busine~smen & marketing 

'Psychologis ts_ 

sucee sfui èonsultants had a high orientation to people (rather than 

system r tecfi~ieal factors). Since people are at the concrete end of 

Kolb,I S sc le" o~\ findings may indicat'e that there has been a' trend 

sinee 1967 oward \ more teehnieal approach to consulting or it may 

mean that _. are hiring individuals who are highly 

bstraet. 

, 
Thé Myers-Brig ,s-Ind~\ator, is also a standard tesC~ The distri~u-

t10n respondent s res o~ r the four types defined bi the SN a~d TF 

scales 's:' 

l ' 

\ 
, 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ \ 
\ \ \ 
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The interesting resu1ts here are the very high percentage of ~T 
\ '-

type's '(intuitive perceivers, thinking ievaluators) and the fact that over 

80% oit ;ur sample are:. thinking types, 1 who, 'evaluate alternatives based on 

'logic rather than emo"tion. 
\ i 
1 1 

Regarding the educational 

-following': 

bJ~kgr:ound of 
l ' . 
l ' 

* 

',-
1 : Bus1ness-related courses 
;Maths. physics, or computer science 
1 Behavioural 'science or psycho~9gy 
: Engineering 
1 MBA degree , , 

There is some overlap 'in these figutes:" 

. 

our sample, we found the 

* 56% 
32 
23 ''/ 
21 
36 

, , 

Majors relating to the 'p~ople' side are relatively few un1ess one 

counts the business-related' courses. 

Our findings regarding effectivenes~. are discussed in detail on 

pages V. 37 to V.44 and are' summarized in this chapter on pages 16 ta 'fi 

18. They will not be repea.ted ,here except to c,ompa,re them, wb~ere 
J' • , ... 

possible, with findings of Duncan and Daccord. :: ;..::.,:: 

~ 

DunCan (1971) had found that high adapters (those who adapted weIl ' 

ta the consulting environment) had a lower to1erance for/ambiguity1 than 

~ adapters, idenÙfieg with the values ai1d operating sty.les of sû'per­

iors, di~ not resent accepting a superiqr's appr~ach. and were method­

ical. The low adapters. who he termed 'créative rebels', were at the 
;;:; 

~uncan' s ins.trument for measur,ing tolerance for ambigu;:l,ty was different 
from ours. 

1 

[' 

'. 
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. 
other end of these bipolar dimensions. Daccord (1967) found that~mnr~ 

effective éonsu1tants tended ta be younger and ta have had more line 

, experience prior ta their co.nsul ting work. 

\. 
l "" 

We have prepared a table ta summarize our resul ts wi th regard ta 

these conclusions. Our three factors and Q895, specia1ist/genera1ist, 

were inc1uded. , 

TABLE VI. 3 

TABLE OF FACTORS TROUGHT TO INFLUENCE 

CONSULTANT EFFECTIVENE-5S AND ADAPTATION 

SUEervisor Ratings Self 

(Q933) (Q935) (Q640) 1 

Overa1l Potential Sense of 

Ratings 

(Q639) 
Effectiveness 

.,.-: P$ Effect. Partner Adaptation as Consultant 
r, correlation coefficients 

Duncan Q5ll Tolerance for 
ambiguity .00 -.10 .15 " .09 

Duncan Q510 Need for autan. .23 -.01 .05 .02 
Duncan Q694 l prefer to spend 

Ume building'" on 
successes (A/]),.) .13 .14 .13 -.05 

Daccord Q832 No. of years in .... 
line position .09 -. 05 -.19 :03 

Daccord Q830 ~ge .04 -.18 ~.15 .11 . 
tQ9810 grounded/ungr. -.02 .11 .04 -.12 

Factors Q982 rational/inst. .09 .21 .20 .09 
Q983 ~"!3taff 1 

- ientation -.07 .03 .10 i .03 
Q895 sEec./gener- ~ 

.Ù alist .03 .22 .28 

Duncan used the same measure (Q640), sense, of adapta tion, in his' 

research.·' From the above table it ls seen that we found support for 

none of 'his contentions~ If we use the column, potential for partnership, 

to lsse~s Daccord' s conclusions, we find confirmation tha t age 15' in-" 

versely relat~d witp effectiveness (as,an operating consultant). The 

importance of'line experience is not confirmed. Our dimension Factor #2 

- '1 
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shows up as a useful measure of both 'potential for partn~rship" and 

'sense, of adaptation'. 'Specia~ists (Q895) feel weIL adapted a:nd beÙeve 

they are effective as consultants--but thèse opinions are not stro~gly 
, 

shared'by supervisors. 

, 1 

We feel that our study h~s,demonstrated tne éxisten~e among 

. mar:agement consultants of certain PS. styles which are based on person-

,ality 1 cognitive a ttributes. 
'r 

Our findings suggest that: 

< ... 
these styles are recognizable by supervisors and hav~ some _ . 

influence on perceived effectiveness and potential to become a 

partner 

certain styles seem to be more appropriafe fOIi particular task ~­
situations, although not strongly so 

different firms and functional" areas seem to be more homogeneous 

with respect to certain personality/cognitive attd.butes. 

We also discovered tha t certain individuals (i ~ e., those wi th an 

ungrounded appooach) felt out ()of place both with regard to their ba-ck-
,"\. , 

ground and their approach as eompared to supervisors and colleagues. 

Further, 'it appears that where there,is such a mismatch, the consultant 

-experiences disco~ort." For example: 

'-

individuais who found that their approach differed from that of 

their supervisor f elt tension (Q460) and were considered by 

supervisors to be 'poor-,tacticians (Q9I4), generate Iow client 

acceptance (Q921) and hav~ low empathy (Q927); 

-individuais who sear'ed law"on Factor 112, the main dimension 

reIadng ta effec-tive consul~ing, feit a Iow degree of ad~ptation. 

We .be1ieve tha t there is much ta be gained by a general discussion 

~ithin a- consulting f~rm .... of' the issue raised by this study in the 

interests of reducing staff turnover, and tmproving the internaI working 

climate. ~;:' 

_ .... ., 

\W 
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There are at"least three areas where use can' be made of 'our findings: 

consuLtant r~ctuitmerit 

-consultant training 

consultant deploymellt (super,visor/con~ultant and task/consultant , , 

matching) • 

Consultant recruitment 

Two' applications are' suggested: 

If the findin~s regarding important personal attributes are con­

sidered valid, they can be discussed with prosPlective candidates tt;> 

give them a gr,ea ter insight into the requirements' of consulting 
• 

work. 
, 

,Sorne instruments were identified in Chapter V, 'Section H, which 

gave measures predi,cting 'on the job 1 performance. With further 

fes~ing and refinement, such instrumênts may be helpful in candi-

date screening and in determining the task 

the candidate is best suited~ 
,fj 

Consultant ~aining 

which 

By using the tests ta identify, in advance, problem areas likely to 

be- experienced by the consultant (s,uch as re~ort writing and work plah­

ningr, effort~ can be directed to giv}ng him sp'ecial preparation. Rolt;! 

playing exercises might be developed to help supervisors and consultants 
8 

deai with situations where there is a dita~ement on the approach to 

'be adop,ted. 

Consultant deployment 
~ 0 

If the PS predispositions of individuais ~n the firm are formally 

identified, it should be possible to use this information to avoid 

severe task/consultant and supervisor/consultant miSmatches. 

* 'le 'le 'le 'le 'le 

In summary, we feel that the issues discussed here ha~e great 

importance for the ma~agement consult~ng profession • 

, . [ 
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, 
E.,· Implications for Other -Aréas 

-
The increasing importance which is now being attache~ tp the 

effecti~e'utilization of human resources in organizations should c~nfirm 

the relev"an;~ of our findings ,to ot~ areas: ,Personality/jpb matching 

is now a subject of much interes~ (e.lIt., Greenberg and Greenberg, 1980; 
, 

O'Reilly, -1977; Driver and Rowe, 1978). The ~tching concept can be 

applied to organiZàtional ,~nits às weIl as individuals. For example, 

suppose" it is decided to develop a management' sci~nte unit'. 'Wherè 

should it'be located? If we put asidè who is the sponsor, the'first 
, . 

thought, based on current,practice, would be to add the unit ta the 

Information Systems Department. If the findttgs from our study are 

valid, this could be a serious mistake, assuming that individuals must 

have similar predispositions to work weIl togetner. We found that 

individuals in OR/Economie Studies and those in Data Processing are at 

opposite ends of the scale fAi 'flexibility' and 'theoretical' orienta­

tion' and 'creativity'. They differ~moderately for 'tolerance for 

ambiguity' and 'early/late closure'. They are similar for 'need for 

autonomy' and 'abstract reasoning'. 

Other areas to which our findings might be applied are management 

\ training (to recognize, and 'perhaps try to modify, types o~ approaches 
+ 1 

to problems), and research related- to the design of information and 

decision support systems. 
\ , In the latter case we are less optimistic 

because we~feel that many of thè implementation problems which have been 

experienced are due more ta a lack of management experience on the 'part 

of the designer and a poor 'number.s sense' on the part of the manager, 

than ta difference in cognitive style. ' 

'* '* '* '* * '* 1 

Th~s stage of our research is almost complete., During t~e process 

we gained much insight into'the practice of consulting and the infinite 

variety of personal characteristics. We found evidence which supports 

the conélusions of other researchers that individual problem solving 

approaches(sognitiv~ styles) can'use~ully te classified along two 

cognitive-related dimensions: perception (or conceptualization) and 
, , 

\ 

l' 

! 
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evaluation (analysis and conclusion drawing).' For our sample, there Mas 

a third relevant dimension, namely the orientation of th~ individual to 
, , 

doing vs. thinking. We explored th~ relevance ~f these' constructs ,to the 

ad?ectives analytic and 'intuitive ,whiçh have been used with a iariety of 

conno ta tions • 

b 

, \ A number of interesting areas emerged for futurë study. There 

seemed to be a tendency for individuals in certain functional'areas to 

exhibi t similar cogni tive predispositions., Why? Cognitive style' 

mismatches between an individual and his colleagues séemed ta create 

di~co~o~t under'certain conditions. 
~ 

" 
Ta what extent is this true and 

wha t .ar e the iInp li~a tians? We could detect l1'0 ove.rriding relationships 

between PS approach and PS effectiveness although t~ere were indications 

that tertain tasks seemed to be better matched to certain approaches. 

Finally, there i~ the intriguing suggestion that individuals in an area 

which is one of the most unstructured (Ruman ResQurce consulting) ,have 

the lowest tolerance for ambiguity. Is this frequently true? We look 

forward to searching for ~e answers. 

\ 
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APPENDIX A 
\1-

À S~ARY OF PS RESEARCH ~TH0DOLOGIES 

1 

Research studies May be classified as field studies or laboratory studies. 

In the social sci,ences the definition of a field study is somewhat different 

from work in the natu~~l sciences. 

'. A field study is the description of natural events chat bave taken plac~ 

\." wit:hout any intervention from the researchlft'. ' 

.\ A Ifborat:ory study'is distinguished, not by the setting, but by the fact 

that knowledge vas acquired under conditions that: were'separate , r and dis-

tinct from those leading to the normal op~rational goals of the organi'-

zation (Van 'Horn, 1973). Thus a laqoratory study need not be restricted 
{ <> .. 

to a non-organizational environment:. . ... 

\ A selection of studies taken from the literature is given·below co show 
, '. th~ 

range of subjects covered. 

Field Studies 

( a) 

Cb) 

! .. 
Multi-individual ~~ 

\ OR imp lementat ion facto'r s ( Racinor e. t'al, , 19,70) 

HoVl strategy formulatei (Mintzberg, 1973a,)~, 
Analysis of a business decisi~n <Cyerc et al, 1956) 

Study of 6 'decisions in a cOlnpflny (Carter, 1971) , 

,Study of decisions in Kansas Eire departn:ent (Go.re, 

\ 
Focussed on the l'ndi vidual \': 

" Inyestment dècision makl.ng Cc1arkson, 1964 ; Stabell , 

Pu;rchas ing agent decisions CCatdozo, 1968) 

Use of computer tèrminal (Carlfon and Sutton, 

Design of a fugue (Reitman, 1964) 

Selecting a job offer (Soelberg, 1967) 

"Production scheduling decisions (Bowman, 1963) 

, . , 

1974 ) 

t 

\ 

1964) , . 

1973) 

i 
l, 
1 ... , 

./' 

" 
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\ , ' 

" 

" A.2 

, ' 

Laboratory Studies 

Busines'S g~e '(Barrett, 1973,; Benbasat, }974~ Green" 1967; Huysmans, 1970) 

Competitive bidding in a poker game (Garratt et al, 1967) 

Chess playing (lfewell and Simoll', 1972) 

Proficiency with a compendium of task's (Keen, 1973) 

Betting eX7rci~ses (Savage, 1967; Mosteller'and Nogee, 1967) 
~ 0 • 

Concept learning task (Bruner, Goodnow and Austin, 1956) 
.;J .. .. ~ 

Judgemental task with feedback (Howson, 1977) 
" ' 

- Wri t ten case (Daccord, 1967) 

, 
The follbwing tec,hniques have been used to .observe "or deduce PS b.eha.vi~ur 

(Johnson, 1971; Bartlett, 1958; Sahrodàr and Suedfeld, 1971): 

(a) 

(b) 

" ~ ~ 
The problem solver articulates the main issues of the problem (e.g., 

• Daccord, 1967; 'Dearborn ànd Simon, 1958)' or descr ibes prob lems which· 

he thinks may be si~ilar (P~ 195~) . ....,,~ " 

The problem solver'gives a verbal account_qi what he is doing (Keen, 
'? 

1973), or,leaves an audit traH oI' scratch sheets (e.g.,· Newell'and 
," , . 

Simon, 1972) or computer records (Howson, 19n). 

(c) The observer documents _the subject' s actions aI!d co~unications during' 
/) 

the PS process. (How facts at~ accumulated, the nature of analyses, 

etc.) ,(Cardozo, 1968;'Barrett, 1973) 

. \ 
(d), The observer tries to ~licit the problem 50lver'5 rea$onin~ process. 

" 1 

(How do yçu see it now?)' (R~ïtman,. 1964) 

'1 

Ce) Electrodes (EEG) are attached to the, problem'solver.'s head while he is 
~ ~ .. If 

solving the problem • (This indïc-ates ,which side of~ ttîe brain is being . 
used.) (Doktor and Bloom, '1977() , 

, . 
(f) The observer use~wr±tten ~aterial such as L~PO!ts ta deduce the PS 

>' 

process (e.g., content analysis ean be employed). If this technique 

" 

" 

" 

does not indicàt~ thi PS process, it wiil at ~east identif; the 

ual 's style of cOllllllunication, whicq is ~16sèly related. (Drake, 

individ- , 

1975 ; 

, ' 

, , 

( , 

" 

Sylvan and Thorson" ,1979) 
l' , 

::~t}, 
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A.3 

By \I1eans of inte.ws or que"s'tiopo-lires, the résearcher elicits from 
o .. ' 

th~ problem,solver, in retrospect, some,d~scription of the problem 
, , 

solving ptocess ,(Mock et al, 1972; ~ar'rett.,...l1973'), 

During the pro~ess,' th,e"n rle~rCher\ tries ~o ~:tra~t' from J:he pr'oblem 

sOlvenr some ~sure oi th: ,~ùue he attaéh~-s~to vâriou~ decision aids. 

t'his may be acnie-ved in seve'ral. ways :0 IJ ; , .. 
. " . .:." seV him't\le aids (Dr,iver;, and Mock" 1975; p. 499;, Green, 1967') 

as'k:him to co~~nt ,on the vafue o~ thé aids ,(Driver a,nd Mock, 1971; 

'p. 495); h~wev.er, it was fo~nd that 1:!he, answers' pt;ovïded to SUC? 

.' 

.., questions, are not always . consis,tent with the PS behaviour of the 
01'" • J!" ' 

'. .. 
• 

Il 

• 

0''' 

subject. , 

" -', wat~h 
il' ," study 

what he uses ,',o~ pays 'attention to. 
• \ 1 

e:ye" m<?vements' ÇNewell ';an~ Simon, 19'72, p. 316,; Messer, 1976) 
1 o" II"'" ' ., 

~J 1 ç--= ,,''l' 

'(i)'" The ;isearche"r êli6ts the main' constructs (or cu~)!Whic;:h"the proplem 
(1 j ~ , 

\~l~r 
Cl 

Gorry, 

considers relev.ant t,~ the problem.~ (Kelly, ,1955; WHcox, 1972;' . ~\ 
197 1) ~ 

\ 1 
(j) 

,f:> 

. , , 

o(J 

(k) 

(1) 

~' 
The \re,séarch~r pres.e<tl't~ the probl,em solvler with a serÏ,.e.\ of cue sets 

whose fd:,ributes are categori zed àçêording to( som~ rule (uriknown ta the 
Q '\ 

$lbject) involvfng a given' d.ependent variable~' '~fte.i. a ,few trials with 

"' feedback, ,the 'Problem s'olver' is asked to categorize ~Ch ne~ set as 

.pres~nte.d. At the' conclusio4his learning st:ratégy i:s deduced • 

(:SruneF' e: 'al, 1916; oHO~~op~, 1977) li 

. , 
\ \ l , ~ Il ' P ," 

The pt'~lem solver' s', i1!lPlièi~ ~Qde,l is dêd~C~d by cot'Îsidering 'thè out-

come of h.is decis'{ons (or chmes) together with' tt,te facts available t~ ,. ' 

him (us~aÜy mulÜ-d~m~ns10n'a1]. -{BQwman, 1963; Chakr~varti, '1979; 

Go~dbe:çg, 1~71;',Slovic', 11972';.s~~par9, 1~64'").: " 
" 

Th~ "rese'archer pr.e,septs,_ tne problem' solver with two different presenta- ' 
o .. 6. - t ... , '" .1 • ~ 
tions, ,each designed to appeal, to a different cogn~,tive style, and~ 

re'c?rds whicp the 'prob~~~" so~ve~~ ~Î"efers (~r' bas~s h,is dedsion on). ... ",1 
f ' l" l, • 

(Lusk" 1973; D0ltto'r 'and Hamilton, 1973; Huysmans, 1970; Ghurohman, 1-964) 1 
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A.4 

(m) Th~ prablem solv~r's subjective probabilities, utility curve or ~isk 

\ 
p 

1 

propensity are extracted by presenting nim with various.alternatives. 

(Edwards, 1967r Moor,e, 1977; Wallach and Kogan, 1961) 

Q 

Cn) The problem sol ver is presented with a compendium of tas~s each de-
""'" . signed ta highlight a different PS at~ribute (e.g., c6nceptual'sk~ll). 

His performance iS'correlated with his characteriSti~s or background A 

(Keen, 1973; Doktor, J970) 
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APPENDIX B 
1\ 

A DISCUSSION OF ANALYTICJVS INTUITIVE THINKING <II " 

Pxobably the most widély referred' to PS stllg cqt,egorization ls the' a~alyticl 
, ( : 

intuitive or analyt1c/heuristié dichotomy. 
/ 

Doktor (1976) states: Psychologists have fdentified two modes of information' 

processing or cognitive styles: 

"The first is charaéterized by words Hke anal('tic.' sequehtial, 

linear, verbal symbolic, field independent, sharpener and 1 converger. 
, ~' -' -, ~ 

The second by word~ l±ke intuitive, he.uristic, non-linear, 'global~ 

holi~tic, _pictorial, sp,atial' l~veling and divergent." (p. 83) 

-While the aboye d~scription is picturesque" it is not parti~uiarly he~pful' in 

tems lf ~rovidi~ an' 9perational definitio~ for ,the process;' Given :an account 

of' an individual' s PS behaviour and his tationale· for the. preferred solutioq, 

is ther~ some way that we can classify.his approach ~s being analytic or 

iptuitive? Perhaps\, but it is not clear. In fact most of the terms used by 
, ; 

Doktor refer to ~ategorizations based on differen't psychological testlij 

converger/diverger refers to,Hud~on's tests (1966); field dependent/indepen­

~ refers ta categories attached to Witkin's Embedded Figures Test '(1962). 
~. 

How do others define the term? 
:1" .. 

'About intuitive reasoning, Morris (1967). writes: 
, 

"One might meaa by intuitive. thinkin-g, that kind of thinking wqich 
the subject cannot verbalize. Intuition suggests the immediate 
leap ta a decisidtt rather than a, process i9volvl.ng careful weIl 
defined conscious steps. The intuitive' thinket is unable to report. 
what aspects of the situation his perceptu,al proèe~s~have selected, 
what portions of the contents of hi,s memory he is using 'Inor the , 
inferential methods which lead him fTom these inputs to a decision. ,­
He responds somehow to ,a total conception of the problem, his 
thQughts movi~ in seeming~y illogical fashion through aIl kinds 
of shortcuts ei a decision. The mode of thought' is obséure, 
inarticulate and scarce ly formulated." (p. B- 158) 

Morris then goes on to say that "how~ver satisfying this way of expre~~ing 
" the i'dea of intuition may' be, it is subject to sorne fautiliar diffic-ulties 

in application:" Fo;r example: 

. t 
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Ooes he lack the language to express reiationships'between variables, 

or feelings of uncertainty? 1 

" 

• Ooes he dis}ike int~ospection and view such articulation with impatience? 

or 
... 

• Ooes he not wish to articulate perhaps because by being explicit he b,ecomes 

pinned' down?, ' 

Morris suggests,that a,more useful and interesting way to define intuition. 

would be in terms of some'observable behaviour on the part of the manager. 

For example his willingness to delegate part of the PS process to another. 

Bruner (')9:62) does not add much to c1arify the concept' when he writes: 

"IntuÙion ,implies the act of grasping the mea~ing or significance or .ruc-
r ' 

ture of a'problem without explicit reliance upon the analytic apparatus of 

one' s craft." (Cite!i in Peters et al" 1974; p. 125.) . , 

Both Ornstein (1972; p. 69) and Bruner (1962) suggest that verbalization 

(explicitness) is n~cessary to develop or reflne intuitiNe thinking. 'For 

example: 

"It is the ip.tuitive mode that yields thypotheses quickly, that produces 
interesting"ideas before their worth is known. It precedes proof; 
indeed it is what the techniques of analysis are designed to test and' 
check." (Cited in Peters et al, 1974; p. 125.) 

Leavitt (1975) i5 a Little more specifie. He differentiates betwe~n ana­

]ytie' thi.nking and analytic, techniques. He claims that in manage,ment educa­

tion, we have tried ta p.urture analytic thinking'by teaching analytic 

techniques. 
/ -

• 1 

.;. "By analytic thinking l mean more th an a set of specifie techniques; 
l mean a style of thinking that is difficu~t ta characterize completely 
but includes a preference for the language of numbers, .a pr pensity to 
divide prol>lems into components, to sefFch for operat.ional ",cision' 
r~les, and t~ search also f~r'convergel\ce - that is, fo anlans~er ••• 

"Perh~ps Wertheimer's (1959) list of the .. characteri ~ics Of!lOgical­
analytic thinking will help.' This type'of/thinking, he asserts, is 1 

characterized by emphasis on ,generalizations, conceptual hierarchies, 
formation of class concepts, formation of syllogisms, and comparison 

- as opposed to intuitive synthetic emphasis on association, 
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acquiring connections, trial-and-error behaviour, and responding to 
the' frequency and recency of stimuÙ." ~ p. ,,6) 

Peters et al (1974; p. 126) summarize the situation by concluding that 

"Unfortunately, descriptions of intuitive and analytic processes are 

ràrely accomp.anied by experimental evidetréé which justified the distinction." 
. '. ;, . 

They re~er to work by Brunswik (1956) as being a notable ~xcepti?n,. Bruns-

wik' s contribution is the notion, that the' intuitive mod~ involves' the use 

of intersubstitutable'probabilisti~ eues and is therefore uncertainty geared • . 
As a result: intuitive thinking should yield, p~rform<il:I\ce ,.-eharacterized by r 
preponderance of app-roximately correct responses· with relatively few 

, . / ~ 

. rêsponses which are_ ~dthe,r precise ly' .correct o~ highly erroneous. Some' 

evidence on ,simple tasks has supported this. GeneralLeation from this work 
/ , ~ 

to business prol;>lem sol ving is risky owing to the' comp'letely different natu~ 
1." j, '. 

of business tasks. lt is not obyio~s that an ,intuitive solution would neces-
, 

sarily be more robust than an analytic solution especially in view of its 
, : 

dependency on,the relevance of the manager's previous experience. 
, , , 

, Although te"searchers have had difficulty in defining analytic vs intuitive 

'thi'Ilking, there '~eems ta be no rel~tance \:0 'use the concept. , 
\ ' , , ... ' . 

, ' 

Sorne of the inS"trument s used te differentiate s,ub jects 'along the analytic/ 

1 intuitive dimension are: 

the Myers-Briggs Indic~tor (Myers, 1962) 

the Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, 1962) 

,., 
" 

Huysmans' pitcher and coin test and Atlas test '(Huysmans, 1970) . . , 
the Minnesota analytic-héuristic Iquestionnaire CBenbasat,- 1974) 

t' > , 
eight tests,(word ass~ciation, figures classification, etc.) 

(Doktor, 1910) 

systreÏnatic/heu~istic test (Zmud, 1979) 
1 

Benbasat and Taylor t 1978) refef to studies .. which iu'dic.at~ that thejield 

dependent/field independent measure of Witkin has strong implica,ions for\. 

1 
MIS design. f. 

( 
, 

) ,. 
, 

/ 
/ 
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~ 
'~ile both the high-analyticand 10w-analytic types ~ay possess com­

·parable abilitie.s ·to dÏfferentiate and mentally structure a detailed' 
report, only the high-analy~ic type perceives patterns' of data inter-
relatedness or' wholeness." ' 

, . 
Benbasat ând Taylor (op. cit.) also draw a parallel between the categories 

of Witkin and those of Huysmans: 

. 
~ dependent; beiQg global i~ approach, is thus similar to the 
heuristic style ~hich emphasizes looking at the totality'of the 
situation. 

- ~ independent, separating'~ar~s from the totality, may relate 
in some way to the analytic style which èan distinguish the set bf . 
und~rlyi[lg causal functions in a problem sit~ation. (p. 46~ 

'r-,--

Benbasat pnd Taylor~op. cit.) conclude that: 

"Empirical evidence suggests' that th:-USe of decision ,aids o~ problem 
sohing mod,e}s'is ClOSEÜY' associated with ):he analytic (field-indepen­
dent)-~euristic (field-dependent) dimens~ons of cognitive stylé,' ... 

1 _ 
l'Other research studies showed that analytic typeSi'prefer reports whiéh 
have <formulas' imbedded in the text and arè 'quantitative, although some 
conflicting results on this point have.emerged (Dokeor and Hamilton, 
1973) ••• " (p. 47) , , 1 

"O'ne experimental study in the area of data use and summariza'cion showed 
that analytics ~de more use àf detail data reports, whereas heuristics' 
were more inte'rested tn aggreiate reports. The resul ts of this study 
copflict'with other studies which showed that neuristic dècision-makers 
exhibited higher data usage and preferred disaggregated 'reports .•• " 
(p. 49) . . 

PThe above discussion shows that implications_ cannot bè comfol'tably 
d f 1;1 • 1 1 1, ( 4) rawn r.om t e experl.menta resu ts... p. 9 

Doktor and Hamilton (1973) discu$s differences'between the concepts developed 

by Huysmans and those developed by Witkin (1964). They find that although 

"they are related, they are ,not identical'~. 

"Witkin' s field-independent cognitive' style cl,.os.ely parallels Huysmans' 
analytic way of reasoning. However field dependence as ,defined by 
Witkin diffel's from what Hu,smans terms the heuristic way 2f reasoning. 
Heuristic implies that' one exhibits a propensity to,reasov by means of 

, broad l'ules 'of thumb, attemptin~ to syn,thesize and transfer from one 
experien~e ta" the next; field dep'endenc'e merely implies that one has 

, / 

.. 
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little càpacity in what Witkin de fines as the analytic cognitive style. Il 
(p. 886) 

Kilmannand' Mitroff (1976) consider Jung's sensing/thinking and thinking/feeling 
'. 1 --~., 

dimensions to be'-useful when studying.pS behaviour. They find 'the Jung " 

dimensions 

"appear' to highlight not only the i~portant differences between , 
qualitative and quantitative analysis, but the relationship ~etween 
t~e two, and in fact, how the two even oppose one ano~her at times. 

,They chose the Jungian typology for two main reasons: 

(1) tli~ dimensions of the Jungian typology can be dir~ctly related to 
d:i,fferent manage rial and organizational ,styles; as a re~ul t, the. 

: sy,s tem he 1 P$ to shed ligh t on a ~ide variety of orglmizat tonal a,nd 
'martagerial phenomena; 

the Jungian" typo logy does not prescribe oqe of the four major 
'personality types (using ~nê_ first two dimensionsf- as superior or 
better than ~my' of the othJrs, but instead points out that eacli 
type has m_ajor st,rengths as well as weaknesses." (p. 18) 

it, 

The authors suggest that-'the S .. T (~ensing/thinking) typè has become , . 
i'tjle epitome of the industrial revolution; bureaucracy, and rigorous 
sé'ümtHi~ inve'stigations. That is" the ST type emphasizes precision, 
control, specificity, impersonal' (objective) "analysis. logical- and ' 

- orderly reasoning '(etc •. ). ,Thus, the ST' approach représents quantitative 
analysis in the extreme ,because one can clearly specify variables" their 
interre1adonships, and their precise measurement under contro'lled con­
ditions. In fact, some might argue tha,t the objective of manageme\1t , 
science, as weIl' as other' &ciences is to eventu~11y conceptualize ,and/or 
discover theories, ~ethods and measures such'that the phenomena of 
inte:est can be so quantified." (p. 19)" , 

Inter-correlations 

Vasarhelyi (1973) administered severa!, anà1ytic/fntu~tive tests to a group 
) 

of undergrad~ates for comparison. These wete: 

~ the coin and pitcher tests developed by Huysmans 

the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

a heuristic-analytic quest~onnaire (?the Minnesot~ instrument) 

- a self-evaluation ids.trument. 

lSN and TF dimensions fl. 

. ' 
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.... 
Factor analysis showed relative~y inde pendent factors tapped by the various 

tests. 

'Zmud (1978) carrie~ out a similar study. Two tests (the analytic-heuristic 

quest~onnaire and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator) were administered to 48 . , 
MBA students. The results indi)pted that the qu~stionnaire relafed ta the 

Myer~-Briggs Ipdicat~r only ?~the juâgingjperceiving dimension. 

Regarding the validity of his tests (Atlas, coin and pitcher),.Huysm~ns 

C 1970; p\ Il I) speculated about 'correlations bet,"!,een these t~s and others. 

'~ expected a high correlation between his test and . 
the Thurstone-Gottséhaldt's Embedded Figures ~est 

the Myers-Briggs Indicator. In particular he ,hypothèsizéd that there , 
would be an association between his analytic dimens\on and sensing 

,\ and thinking ty:pes, and his heuristic dimension vs intu,itive and 

feeling tzyes 
... 

J 

- Allport Vernon Lindz~y test (1960) analytic vs theoretical, economic, 

~ . soci~l ,and political; heuristic vs-~;elig~ous and aesihetic.l ' 

\ 

Right and'left thirikin& 

References by Orns\.ein (1973) and Doktor C 1976) ~scrib~, current researéh 
""'- 1.' '1 

~ which class~fies a thollgh~ process as intuitive or analytic depending on 

wh~h side of the brain processes it. 

Essentially these styl~s relate to the manner ~n which an individual 
',d _ 

proce,ed, fr9m 'problem ta- sol~tion. The analytic' mode implies a 16gic~1 

systematic approach. It also implie$ that ·the reasoning will be explicit. 

~Because of- the limitations of working.memor~, complex problemswillgeperally 

create the need to verbalize and. to, recb"!=d.) 

During ,thinking there is Lfctrical activity in ~he brain which can he' traced 

through an electroencephalograp,h (EEG) machine. 

1 

Rècent work Ce.g., Sperry, 1974) on the right and le ft hemispheres of, the 

brain has ascribed a different thinkihg role to each. 

" .~ 
" 

\ 

. , 
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For right handed,people. the left hemisphere,is predominantly involved 

with analytic thinking, especially language and logic. This, hemisphere 
l , . 

seems ta process 

and mathematical 

!ight hemisphere 

informa tion sequentially which is necessary for logical 
, 1 

thought since logic depends. on sequence and order.' The 

is\ believed ta be primarily responsible for our orienta-
) 

tian in space, artistic talents, body awareness'and reèognition of faces. 

It processes information mô~e'diffusely than the left hemisphere does, 

and integrates material in a simultaneous, rather than ,linear, fashion. 

It is postu~at~d that for mast people s,patial problems are processed in 
{.J' 

the rigpt 'hemisphere; verba'l tasks in the left. 

r 

_ ;--~owever, "over,-~':e~iali~a t:i,on can', cause viola ~ion~ of t'his rul:é'. For 

example, 'in research by Doktor and, Bloom (1977), tbree PhD' s with 

training in ana;Lyt.ic fields ~howed a relative propensity ta perform aIL 
• .... lt, 

(l. ri' \ 

.' 

of thè verbal tests in their left hemispheres (as expecbt~d) as well as 
'c1I 

67% of th~ spatial'ones, whereas seven,chief executive.s showed a relative 
" 

propensity ta perform àll of the spatial tèsts in their right hemispheres 
"" (as expeèt~d) as weIl as 7,5% of th~ verbal tests. 

This suppprted an observation made by Doktor and Hamilton in an earlier 
.t 

paper (1973), in which they noted ,~hat the capac~ty to reason analyti<!--

ally has been shown ta decrease over time in ~he absence ~f highly 
, 

structured tasks. 

Another inferertce which ma~ be valid is'that a di~ferent portion otf'the 

~rain is u~ed when we are speaking, writing or reaSoning,~hinking in a 

linear, 'logical' mode), than when we are day-dreaming, or~roblem 

solving-by flipping through our mental files searching for relevant 

knowledge,- This latter type of thinking has been called intuition. 
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APPENDIX C 

STEPS IN, A CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT 1 

The table below lists in chronologfcal sequence ([le steps which take place ln 
a typical'consulting project. 

CONSULTING 
DESCRIPTION 

OF 
ACTIVITY 

FORMAL 
DÇ)CUMENTATIQN 

PREPARED 
, 

PHASE 

Pro.posal 
( initial 
survey) 

Survey 

fUNCTION 

I.Set 
object~ves 
for 
assignment 

/,; 

• Preliminary fact-finding 
in arder to: 
a) Set scope of study'~~ 

objectives tp be, met 
i.e., constraints, 
alternatives to be 
studied, 
evaluation criteria 
(if ,explicit) 

b) Describe' the consu1-
't'ane 's approach to the 
problem 

c} Identify the ro~ès of 
client and consultant 

Request for tender 
(client) 

Terms of Reference 
, (consu l tant) 

( 

, and define the resour,ces 
required 

d) Present a work plan 

2.Diagnosis _ Gather facts about problem 
& organizational n~eds 

• Draw conclusions about -causes 

3.~rès~~ibe • Review alternatives 
_ predict outcomes fro~ 

alternatives 

• Recommend solution Report (consultant) 

_ Prepare work, ,plan for , 
implementation 

Implementation 4.Implement _ Implement solution' 
(or perform service) 

Procedures and/or 
Summary Report 

,1 
For a m6f\~ detailed description, see: ' 

J 1 
Management Consulting, M. 'Kubr, (ed.) 
International Labour Office, Geneva, 1977 
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These steps are discuS'Sed below with the ol?ject of" emphasizing aspects which 
are considered ta be important or contentious. Since the word client is often 
used ,in the collective sense. we will use the term,"sponsor ll as that indivi­
dual in ~he client organization who is sponsoring the project._ 

1 • IDENTIFY PROBLEM ~ 

a) Sponsor 
li \ 

, - . 
In mo~t cases the sponsor identifies the problem or 

He, thus; 
project. 

has it identified for him 
recognizes the need for a by $omeone else within the organization. 

cbange (or sorne actiQn) and initiates the 
\ 

'" CSometimes a consultant will make the first stepand interest a çlient in, 
initiating a projec~. However" su ch projects constitute a relatively slJla,ll 
proportion of the workload for most consulting firms.) 

b) Consultant 
~"" -~'*" 

Al;~ 

During the initial survey the consultant supervisor must obtain an under-
standing of t~o key issues: what is the problem and what are-the sponsor's 
objectives. Sinee these are somewhat different tapies, we will consider 
them separately." '; 

.. 

What is the prob,lem? 

Assuming the problem described by the client is the real one bothering 
him, we must try to assess its boundaries. This is not easy. Ackoff 
(1960) listëd this as onè of the·unsolved problems of the Operations 
Resea~ch worker. Watson and Glaser ~1965) are of the same ~ind_for they 

• state: IIThe things we complain about are_ not necessarily the thing~ that 
trouble us." They aiso point out that the greater the pressure, the 
greater the tendency to over-emphasize 5yillptoms and ignore under1ying 
causes. 

\; 
Sucçess in gettin~ a -realistic '.first cut' api'reciation' of the nature of 
ttfe problem depends on the e~perience of the consultant" the insight whi~h 
the clien~ possesses about the problem and his ability to articulate it., 

, .. 
..., fsteele (1975; p., 150) refers to "the withhoiding or distorti6n ot infor-

mation which i5 vital t

/

' an understanding of the prob~em sÙuation ," 

ii) What are the sponsor's 'objectives? 

• 

Failure to identity the spoDsor;s cibjectives can cause the project to 
f ounder early in its life, yet this may be one -ef- the most difficult, 

tasks the consultant faces especially if he i5 inexperienced o~ lacks 
familiarity with: 

\ ( r-.. 

,"'-
~ .. 
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~. The specific organizational climate; and ..... J> 

• The generai nature of managerial pressures' (demands on them, their 
motivation, etc.). 

,Ç,hurchman (1973): writes: IIIt is not realistic,to ask the manager ta spell 
out his objectives." 

J 

Shycon (1976) discusses "hidden agend,a". 

Carlson (1961) re'fers to unspoken motives which often underlie the engage­
ment of a consultant, namely the wish to: delay decisions, -spread respon­
s,ibility, ,legitimize actions clearly agreed on, use the outsider as a 
l\atchet man. Since the spo"(1sor is in the position' where he is free' ta re­
veal as much or as little about himsel~ ana his problem as he pleases, thé 
consultant must do his best 'ta determine: ' 

iii' 

• What is the real concern of the client? 
• What type' of solution will he consider acceptable? 

Whiie the ,answer ta the second question will be more us'eful' in step 3 
(prescription), it can help the consultant ta "size" the project (what is 
achievable? What is the assimilation_ rate of the organization for change? ) 
before he commits l)imself in ,the ferms of Reference. '-

'1 
Should the consultant disagree with the client's formulation of the 'problem 
to be tackled, re will probably not raise the issue ,at this stage in )he 
engagement if he feels the~e is a reasonable chance '~f bringing the client , 
around later on. "Sell hl.m what he wants - give him what he need~" is the' 
credo. However, serious differences in concept' will normally'be brought to 
light b.efore the assignment starts. 

The Terms of Reference are usually viewed as a contract and coutain the 
following: , 

• The consultant's understanding of the problem, the factors ta be consider­
e4, èonstraints, objectives, ~nd approach to be adopted. 

.. . 
• The work he contracts to carry out (in sufficient detail so.that the 

client knows what he expects to get and whether he got it), 

• Expected benefits. 

• An estiIqate of consulting fees (sometime~ a sulU whici,l the consultant 
co~its not to exceed). 

• Other details such as: expected duratiQn of project, reporting arrange­
ments, Client participation, the roles of consultant and client and a 
work plan. 

It is rarely possil:j.le (Tilles, 1961) to prepare Terms of Refé{enCe that are 
unambig:uous because of the difference in "frames of reference" between the 

wf 
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~ 
consultant and the client. AIl that can be said i5 that the consultant is 
li~l{ly ter know 'VIhat he means. and another cons~lta,nt (of similar background) 
will have a fairly similar interpretation (conditioned by the time allowed 
for the work). 

Where possible, the project will be divided\ into two phases: 
(diagnosis/prescriptioO> phase and the imple~entatlon phase. 

the suryey. 
J 

': 2. DIAGNOSIS 
1 

-'1 

What does the ~Ùent need and What can the organization ~bsorbi The ~bjec­
tives of thîs phase are to: 

~ 

• Determine what the problém was that caused the client to initiate the, 
project. 

• Put' the problem in its environmental context. 

• Identify 'underlying Causes. 

• 
• 

• 

Determine if client staff accept the fact that improve~ent is desirable: 

Assess the capability of the staff for doing' their present work and for 
absorbing . technical changes., 

A'ssessing the social structure of t~organization, reward syste~ spheres 
of influence, etc. 

Schein (1969) writing on the subject of process consultation tOD consulting) 
ma~es a strong plea for, joint diagnosts where the sponsor works-closely with 
the consultant. Scnein -aiso cautl.ons· against ~ early diagnosis because :,0 

• the consultant ma»' be. wrong '. 
1 

• ' éven if. he is right, the client may be defensive and not listen, <flT 

misunde~stand and argue. 

We would add two others: 

• the client may feel embarrassed thaf someone waS called ln when the pro-
blem cou~ be identified 50 quickly. ) 

.' 

'. the client may 'feel that that diagnosis was too hast y and theref~re tbe 
conclusions were superficial. 

During the diagnostic process, faats are gathered through reading of docu~~nts, 
~ . 

intervie",ws and discussions. The manner in which consultan~s go about diagnosis 
has not been tlell documen.te~i. Certainly. in !DOst firms, diagnosis is work 
teserved for the most senior members of the s __ ff. In-our experience, there 
are two extremes in the formality of the approaches adopted: 

( 

" 

" 

1 
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~ , At one extreme the consultant prepares ,.a list of informa't:ion to be 
gathered "and methodically sets ab~t collecting it. 

• At the other extreme, the consultant 
in, an apparently haphazard manner~ 

( 
follows every clUe as it appea.rs, 

There has ,bee'n' iittle study on the effectiy~ness of the two approach'es. 
Presumably this varies de~eoding ·on the type of problem and environment 

, with which the consultant is taced. 
• 

,To 'what extent will different consultan'ts agree on a diagnosis given the 
same -situat ion? . 

( 

Ag~in, we can onLy offer o'pin~on tather than experimental evidence .... Consul- / ' 
ting firm executi~s we spoke to claiÏned that' they would èxpect experienced 
management cronsultants regardles-s ~f .their specialist background ~ agree ~' """ , 
the:i,.r ~:iagnosis. ,Against thi~ largely untested conc~usion there ~~ the ( 

( 

tollow1ng' research results WhlCh may or, Qlay not be dl.rectly relevar: . Q 

• In a study Dy Cunnmgham t 1952) it was founci'that people from aifter.ent 
specialist backgrounds ,recorded markedly different faCts when summar_izing 
the same video tape int~rview. 0 

J 

." SllOVi~ (1972) has discussed the 
_ mjaç.e by clinical ps~hologists, 
several studies he found: 

accuracy (or laÇik:"-th~reof) of judgments 
phY'sicians and /radiologists. In reviewing , ' 

the accuracy of the di,agnosis was not closely related to length of 
. professional training or experience. 

that while ',the confidence of the. clinician increased with more diag­
nostic information, the accuracy""of the diagnosis did not;G.remaining 
at about the sarne ,level). 

v 

He concludes that qne must never take for gr'~nted the. reliability and 
accuracy of humàn ju~en-t n<;> -mat~er how experienced the individual. 

While consulting' firms can, and have, identifi'ed individuals who have parti­
cular strengths for diag.nostic work, little f01;'mal research has been carried 
out t~plore the relévant 'per-sona~ characteristics supportirg this skil1. 

~~ , 

3 • PRESCRIPTION 

"B~sineS6 ~ itot, at' le'ast not ~et.· an exact science. 'fhere 
is no single' demonstrably right .illswer to a business problem • .!' 

- ~ 

Source unknown 
( 

What are the alternative solutions and which is the right' one for thè ...... 
clie~t organization? \ ,\ 

" 

" . 
1 
1 • . " 

" , 

( 

... 
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The objeètives for this step are te: 

• Id~nt~fy alternative courses 'of action (if not supplied) 
• Develop criteria for Evaluation (if'not supplied) 
• Compare~lternatives and s~lect one 

, • .Develo~ an imp1e~entation plan 
• 1 -.. ' 

• Present fl.ndl.qgs and' sellure agreement. 
, .. 

The prescription pr0cess' may require a,: search for alternatives 
native~ may be specifi~d in the-initial 'pro~ct definit~Rn. . ' 

.. 
or the al te r-:, 

'P.... 

,,, t-'\> " 

wpe're a1(ernatives' h~vè n~t~ been' specified beforehand, a consultant will no't;- ~ 
always cpn~cibusly for..mU'late a1:ter,natiV'es and' s~lect from them. Ofte,n a -­
~olutioù-Wi.Ll be c0F-st'ructed in his lijind (possibly through an 1 unconscious 
,a~~eptanc~/re1,ection p.rocedure) •. The danger withJth~s process is that 'off­
the;,;"shelf' solutions may be ~el;ecteâ without proper /evaluation. 

1 - , 

. Ip suPP4bt ;Ùt~ use '~f pre::'pack~ed 
àpplied e!sewhère) one can note: _ 

solutions' (those which haveJ b~en 

/ " 

• there is leu risk that- they' won '·e w"ik; and / 
,_ 'tne ti*e factor,.and hence the cos.t, 1.S significantly reduced. 

, , 

" r 
Davey (1971),.for example, was fo~cSd t~ reject his hypothesis that ptojec~s 
would be more effective wq.en IIthe consultant develops his recommendations: for 
erganization change on the basis o'f his investigation of organüa,donal 
prob lems and ,needs, rather than where he supplies the organization with !l 
standardized pre-packaged 'program". " -. 

. . 
" 

An ioteresting controversy arises over whether or net a client js happy to 
'he presented with ooly a single alternative by the adviaer. Rosenblum (1972) '\ 

. cl:aims "no". Rosenberg (1972), speaking about government clients ~ ,claims' 
,"yes'!. In our experien~e most clients prefer only one ~rternative 00 the 
'grouods' that it is the consultant' s job to do the sele.ctio'n. Perhaps this J 

ia just as weIL sinee there is some Evidence (Raisinghani, 1971) that,prob-' 
'lem solvers proliuce- on1y one solution anyway. Mitroff (1975) DtI'liev8's th~t .~. 
there is much to be gained from,having at least two op~osing solutioos pre- , 
aented'by different ~xperts sinee the client will have the opportunity to 
hear the case for different sides. 

An experiene~d consultant i5 \sua11Y ve'ry much on his own in deve10ping a 
proposed solution. -His supervisor (should there be one) will usually asse~s. 
the recommendations from the'aspectfof what,may not work (a ~heck for reason~ 
ableness)-rather than what cou Id have been achieved. It i5 the consultant's . 
own professio'nal motivatîbn ""Wtiich- williiiiPel him to 'reach' while.11: t.he SaIne 
time complete the project within budget. Generally there is~-lit:t1e time for' 
research or e,xperlmentation. (Rosenl?erg,. 1972; l1,cClellançl; 1969) 

R~sults aD;d conclusions ar.~ .uS'uéil11y '~~mmar~zed in a written report which 'is 
given to the client a week or so in adv~nce of a for~l pr~~entation and 

. discussion. • ~ 

" 

. " 
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.-
!o ~hat e~tent will consultants agree oh a prescription, given the sarne 
diagnosis? ' ) 

Little formaI re,search wprk exists to answer this question. Mitroff et al ~ 19i 
claim t,hat different analysts, will come up wiih the same fO'rmulation and/Cir 
solution ,if the problem i5 well'structured. 

, -.;;;,.;..;;;.;;~.;;.;;.~ 

There are several 'aspeçts where' judgments could differ: .. 
~J\ 

L' the nAture of the solution its~rf; 
ii. the resources required to implement; 

iii. the time frame within which ~hange' çan be achieved;' an~ 
iVe _ probably, most important of aIL, are the benefits wort~ the cost? 

, , 

The consultant' s assessme1;lt of what is~an appropriate solution wila. depe'nd 
significantly on his own experlence, are:a of. expertise, and value syst~tÏ1 
(what. is importan~). 'l . ' 

1 

His experience in implement~tibn will govern his approacb-to' estimating (ii)~ 
( 

, . 
and, Hi). .. 

-~egàrding item (iv), this is where the consultapt mvst put himself in' the 
sponsor's position when making the recommendation. Where intangible beneflts • 
ti~'~he scales, the"declsion to proceeo or not lS a very personal ohe. 

o (TiÜe'S', 1960; p. 85),' , , , . 
~ 

In the absence of other criteria some ~on~~tt~nts have a rule 
recommending courses of action, e.g~, proceed iL the tangible 
for the project will repay one-time costs within two years. ~ 

4. IMPLEMENTATION 

" 

oJ thumb for 
~dollar). return 

Implementation cohsists of the d,etaHed planning ànd instailation of the 
change '-be it a control syste;n or a new way of scheduling 'produ\:tion). " 

The fol1owing list includes some of th'e a,ctivities covered 'in this 'phase: 

• Preparation of,plan and ~metable. 
• Preparation of client staf~ 0 

• De,tailed 'design' 
• Refinement of design 
• DeV'elopment Ot .procedures 

•.• , Validatïon and acceptance 
e •• Tr:aining , ' 

• '. Installation . , 

~ Follow-up and tuning. 

The implementa'tion prosràm, should, thete be one, will usually i:nvolve' the' 
consul tant·, perhaps in k guid~nce' capacity sincè both" 'he and the client .are' 
interested in ensuring that projected benefits are obtai~ed. 

(. 

.. 
1 
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fANet aIL consul.t~nts, however', 'befiev'e tha't th,èy should pirtic~pate a.n 
tmplementatio~ (Tilles" 19.60~. o. 

\ ... 

C.B 

1 • 

Sometimes the client 
consultant is unable 
ment of his p~oposed 

will choos~ ta impIé~nt on his own ~ which èase the 
'to guide, nurture ~nd otherwise assis~~,the devel~p-' 
solut,ion. 

Implementa;ion may b~postpon~d or rejected for a 
are'out~ide a consultantls control, such as: . ~ 

number'of 
1 0;t 

, J 

• ~tne situation c~anges ~nd the pro~lem 
"'J' 

n~ longer haS'tpp 

reasons which 

priarlty 
,. the spons<?r, c~anges jobs . ~ 4, , 
•• the .co~any.hlts.~'recesslon and no lon~r,has the resou~ces for the 

pr0.Jec't. 
r . ' 

EVALUA:TION .' . 

The 9ucc~ess Qf a project, is,assessed âlmàst 100% on client reaction'7 e.g., 
the recommenaations were implementëd and the client was,satisfied with,the 
results. ~Daccord', 1967;' Harvey, 1970) Il 

\ 

: 

There are five points. in the process when client satisfactlon can be evaluated. 

1 • 
,2. 
3,. 
4. 
5. . 

C\ient accepts 
Client accepts 
Client accept.s 
Client d~.<;ideg 
Implementation 

Terms 01 Reference. 
diagnosis. " 
solutibn, , 
to implement (i. e., 
is com'pleted • 

, t 

, 
• 

cost/benefit ratio is acc'eptable'), 

. , 

MO:t of the' failures, described in the literature ~n "un'sucèes.s+ul implemen-'" 
tation' take place prior to implementation.. . ,. " f 

G~nerally, a few months of 'operation are required ta 'determine whethe~ pro­
jected henefits are forthcoming. Since the consulting project has 'usually 
ended by this time, aJfoÜow-up visit (audit) must be carried out by the 
consultant if he is ta, get ,feedbàck bn his effecÙvene.1Is., 

In genera1 7 '~he consu],tin'g firm is sat isfied wi:th the quality or t'he work if 
the cl ient pays the bill without complaint. Client's are" not asked for a 
formal~valuation of the work done.nor, as a rule; are follow-up visits 
schE;!duIed to see if benefits were ~achieved. The consultant, however, mày' 
keep in .to'uch wit'h'the' client informa'lly' and hear of aoy pr~biems.· Mo,st 
):'e,p~tnle con$ulting firms !'lave a policy of i!Innecl'i~te l'esponse ,(on a rto-fe'e 
basis) to rectify ,any defi~iencies resulting from allegedjconsultant 
shortc mings. \ ' 
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APPENDIX D 
.. > 

DETAILS OF INSTRUMENTS U~IN THE 

(~~ Personality/cognitive Related Attributes 

(i) "Standard Instruments 
\ 

Qj22 introvert/extrovert ~ 
Q323 fact anchored/imaginative conceptualizer) 
Q32~ logical/'gut feel f évaluator } 
Q325 early/late closer )-

Allport: 
Vetnon 
Lindzey 

STUDY 

Myers­
Briggs 
Type 
Ind~,cator 

~( 

Q380 theo:retical value' 
Q381 economic value 
Q382 aesthetic value 
Q383 social value 

, ) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Study of Values 
Q384 politiéal (power) value 

- " 

2 
3 
4 
5 

-7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

Q556 abstract reasoner 
Q557~doer/thinker 

• Kolb 9 
-Learning Style Invento.ry 1 1 

(ii) Modified or ,New Inst rument's 

Q509 creative , • 
Q51Q need for autonomy 

"Q511 toleraric.e for ambiguity 
Q513 .use-of quantitative methods 

, Q514 flexibility 
Q515 line/staff 
Q895 specialist/generalist -
. 

, Fact Finding Style Profiles 
~\. . 

Interpersonal skills 

Ql:S89. supervisory skill,s 
Q892 tactical 
Q893 abi'lJty ta ~ork ta d'eadli,~es 

. Q894 business development. 
Q890 persuaSlon 
Q891 empathy 

Cc) Validi t Check on Groundèd/un rourided Sc6rin 
lFactolf' IF 1) Usrng the Supervisors' "A'ssessments 

(d) 'rechnical Aspects of the Fa'étor Analysis 

. ' 

l, 

13 ,JO 

17 
21 
27 
30 
35 
38 

, 4,1 

~ 45 

, 46 
46 
46 
47 
'+1' 
,+7 

48 

5h 

Tbe ~umb~rs prefi~~_a "Q" (e.g., Q322) were uS'7d to {dentif,Y 
. the test sC,oTes in·\-t;.h~~omputations and have 'no other significance • 

..... , 

1 . 

,1 

, , 
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I,ntrovert/eKtrovert (Q322) 

VIe have ~sed the lE "scale of the ~lyers-Briggs 'type Indicator, (Form G) 1, 

to measure this construct,ewhich is descrited by the ma~ual (Myers, 1962) 

as follows: 

. . 
() 

Introversion in the sense g~ven tt' by'Jung;,who' 
formulated the term and the idea, is one of two mutually 

, valuable orientations to life. The introvertIs main 
interests are in the inner world of concepts and ideas, .Ai> 

'while the extravèrt' s main interests are in the. outer, 
world of people and tOings. TherefQre, when ciraumstances 
permit, the introvert directs both perception and )udgment 
upon ideaa, ,while the extravert likes ta direct both 
upon his outside envi~onment. ' 

Ho one, of courSé, is limited exclusively ta ei~hei 
the inner 0'1:', ,the outer wor Id. e A well-developed introvert 
can deal ably with the world around him when necessary, 
but· he does his best work inside his head, in reflection. 
A similarly well-develQped extravert c?n,deal effectively 
with ideas, but he does his be'st work externally, in 
action. In either case the iristinctive preference remains, 
like a n,atural right- or lett-handedness (p" 57). 

, 

We were not suff'iciently familiar with this construct to develop many 

hypotheses .. The items on the scale ,seem M rel~te to th~ word pa,ir ~"'<:­
sociable/unsociable. 

, 
) 

l ,.' . 
.The standard sco~ing procedures were used and the results were 

transformed to a seven-point scHe; .. ;' 

. ' 

, . 
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Fact-anchored/imaginativ~ Conce'ptualizer 

l, f 
(~3S3) 

While we l:tave. changed the label.$ ~ ,we hélve used the Myer~-Briggs SN 

perception seale to measure this constr~ct. This i5' described in the 

Myers-Briggs Type' Indicato~ Manual (Myers, 1962) as fo~ws: 

, . ~ 

" 

','A bas.i~ difference in the use of perception arises from the, 
fact that., 'ils Jung~ points out, mankind is equipped ,with two dis-

J , 
tinct and sharply contrasting ways of per e~v~ng. There i$ not . 
only ,the' féi!Ili1iar process of sensing, by which we become. aware of 
things directly through our .five senses. There is also the prp~ 
cess' of intuition which is indirect pe~ce tion by way of the 
unconscious, ascompanied by ideas or asso iations which the un~ 
conscious tacks on ~o the percept~ons co ing. from outside. These 
unconscious contribut~ons range from the merest masc~line "tlUnch" 
or "woman' s intuit4:"on" to the crowning e amples of creative· art, or 
sCiettèi'fic discovery.' '. 

"Undoubtedly all persans make use' of both sorts of perception. 
But most individuals ftom infancy up, enjoy one way of perce~v~ng 
more than the other. . When peo,plé prefer sensing, the y f.ind too much 
of':intere~t in the actuality around them to spend much .,nergy listen-' 

. ing for ideas out of n~where. When people pre fer intuition, they are 
tao much in~erèsted in ,aH the possibilities that occur ta ',them to 
give a whole> J.ot of notice ta ,the actualities. For inst-ance, the. 
reader who c<fiJ.flnes his attention strictly to what, i8 saia, here on 
the page i5 fôllowing the habit of the people who pre fer sensing. 

'One who Jeads between the lines and runs ahead to the 'possïbilities 
whicl;l arise "in his own mind is illustrating ~-he way of the people 
who pre fer \~tuit~O,~.ll ~p. 51) 

Because of its cofstruct1.on, this instrument would 'be expect;ed to .cor­

relate with creativity and tolerance ~ ambiauity. Also it has been 
- . ... 

~ouncà in practke 'to correlate with the JP scale which we have termed 
, 

early / l~t~ closer (My~.rs, L962; p. 1 I) • 

. " 
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Logical/'gut feel' Evaluator (Q324) 

c 
~. 

.' 
, .. 

We .used the ~ s,cale of the _Myers-Brig~s Type Indicator (Form G) ta 

measure this construct, but ctIanged the labels:' The manu~l (Myers, 

1962) describes the const~uct as foliows: , , 

HA basic difference in the .use of judgment arises from the 
existence of two' di,stin.t and sharply contrasting ways of coming 
to conclusions. One wp.y ~s by-the use of, thinking, which is a 
10gH:al process, aimed at an impers'onal finding. The other way 
is by the use of feeling, which is a process of appreciation;' 
equally reasonable in ies fashion, bestowing on things a personal, 
subjective value. 

"Everyone undoubtedly makes same <:tecisions with thinking and 

D.4. 

j 

some with feeling. But each persan is almost'certain ta like and 
trus~ on'e way of ju4ging more th an' the, othe.r.· If, when one judges 
these ideas, he concentrates on whether or not they are true, that 
.is thinking-jud'gment. If one is conscious first of like or dislike, 
'of whether these. concepts are sympathetic o~ antagonistic to other 
ideas he prizes, that is feeling-judgment." ' (PI 52) 

1 
According to the manual (p. Il), this scale LS {ndependent of. the SN . 
scale (our fact anch9red/imaginative conceptualizer)~ the JP scale , 

(our early/late' closJr~ and ~he lE scale (~ur introvert/extravert). 
\ 

, 
i 
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Earl~ Vs 'Late Closer (Q325) 

1 
1 

1 

. 

, '( 

,. J. 

A measure of the individual' s predisposition to (ocus'.on a 'single 

solution or' model early in' the PS process. '(Armstrong, 1979) 
\ ' (),f~~ . 

1 

D.S 

. ' 

,/II 

Speed of closure relates to how quickly a, person commit s, hitnse 1f to a' spe~ 

ific model for t-he problem situation~ \ \rnere model, and solution are insep-
l 

arable"commitment is made to a solution at the s?me ,time, 

Lyies ~nd Mitrdfi (1980)' use the same concep,t in comparing L'eibnitzian and 

LockeaTh reasoning. j 

"'" Early clos~re would appear to have much in common wtth an 'intoleran~e ~ 

! • 

ambiguity', which could manifest it"elf in a dE;:sire ta control .cir-cumsj:ance·s, 

ta force,the problem into sorne preconceived·~ol~ .• 
" ( 

When decision makin& has to be inade'undèr p1:-essur~, Wile,nsky (19"67) daims 

that ·there is a marked re~iance on 'precedents and, trial and ·e'rror, reaction 

ta feedback. The~e win' bt= .less se~~ch for informatiqn. and alternéttives. 

'Preconceptions and bia~ will be stron.gly apparent. .We wÇ)uld conclude from 

this that one. m'ight_ expect individuals' with a predis'position to early clo­

sure .to suffer less discom~o'rt when hà.vt~g ta make decisions under, stress. 

The success of an 'early closute ,approach ~o unstructured problems will ob­

viously depend heavilY,on the extent o~ the individual~s relevant, experience. 

Available InstrJments 
, . . 

The judgingtperceiving dimension of th~ Myers-Briggs Indicator would appear 

ta measure ~his' attribut'e. As the manual notes, "in order to come to a 

, concl~süm, :perception JDust be shut olf for the t'ime being. The eyidence is 

- aU in. Anything lI).0re is incompetan~, irr.e-levant and inmiaierM. One now 

é1rrives at a verdict and gets things settled." (p. 58) 

Another.> meas.ure which might' be associa.ted, is the second dim~n~on lof 

Driver artd Lintott t s Decision Style Classj,fication -(Driver ~nd Lintot\:, 1972).) 

We we~unable t~ obtain details on this instrument, however • 
, , 

" ' 
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t 

The Gestalt Test for Spee'd of P~rceptual Closure (French, E~strom ,and ,Price, 

1963) may be' _~nother meas'ùre o'f- .,th
9
is at"tribute ~ 

, ,,"ft)· 

The degree" of '~orrela~ion which has'b~en observed betweeo t~e' judging/per­

ceiving and the sensing/intuitive dimensions of the Mye:ts-Briggs Ind'ica,tor, 

suggest tha,t ear.1y closure is re~ate<d to an intui<t,ive ,r/ather than fact-basEld 

appr;?ach to mode i build ing. . 

There sh;ul~'als~ be a strong correlation between eàrly/late closure, 

tolerance' for ambiguity and dogmatism. (The latter characteristic was ,not 

'meas,ured in this study.) (Driver and Rowe,' 1978; p.:}40) 

We .used the j'udging/~erceiving -dimension of the Myers-Briggs Indic~t.or. 
, , 
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Values' (Q38,0-QJ84) .. 
We wanted- to have some relati~e m~asure' of thè inliv~dual.r s' values, so,' in­

cluded a versiç,m of tlie Allport Vernon Li,tldzey "Study' of Values" Ques'tion-' 
\ 

naire (Allport: '. Vernon and Lindzey, 1960). This is based on a typology , 
_ proposep by the philosopher Edward Spranger who bypothesized that there were 

1 - ; 1 

six pritnary types of men, the theoretical, the econémic, the ~esthetic.' the, 
f 

~ociar, t~e politieal and the ~eligious. For our study, we revised'the 
, ~ ~ -

instrument to remove tqe religious eategory si-n,ce it appeared ir:r;elevant.' 

'tagiuri (1965) prepared the following destriptions ,of what eaeh of t~e five 

scales purport9 to measure. 

"1. Theoretieal. Theoretical man is primarily interested in the 
aiseovery of truth, in the systematic ordering of his knowledge. 
In pursuing this goal, he typiealJy takes a 'cognit~ve' approach, 
looking for identitjes and differences, with .relative disregard 
for the beauty or utility of objects, ~eeking only ta observe and 

/; to reason. His inter~s are ~mpirical, crÜical,' and rational. 
' ''\ " He is an inte llectual:rn. Scientists or p~1ilosophers are -often~f 

. this type. ". 

"2. Economi,c. Economie man. is prima:dly ori~nted toward what. is 
useful. He is interested in the practieal affa~rs of the business 
world, in the production, marketing, and consumption of' goods, in ' 
the use of economtc resources, and in the accumulation of tangible 
wealth. He is thoroughly praetical· and fits weIl the stereotype of 
the American businessman. " . 

"3. Aesthetie. Aesthetic man finds ,his chief interest in the 'artistie 
aspects of life, although he neèd not be a creative artist. He values' 
'form and harmdny. He v~ews experience in t~rms 'of,grace, s~etry or 
harmony. Each single eve,nt is savored for it"s own sake. 

"4. So,eial. Th~ ,essential value for th.e social man is' love of pe-ople-, 
the altrui-stie o,r philanthropie aspect of love. < The social ma\1 values 
people as ends, and tends to be kind,. sympathetic, and. unselfish'. He 
finds those who' have strong theoretical, eeonomic and aesthetic 
orientations rather"cold. He regards love as the most importa~t com­
-ponent of human relationship. In its purest form the social orienta­
tion is seHless and approaehes the rel,igious'attitude. 

". .c- """5. Political, Political man' is characteristically oriented toward 
t~"'p-Gwer, not neeessarily 'in politics, but in whatever area he funetions. 1 

Most, leaders havé a high power orientation. Competition plays a l'ar:ge 
tOle in aIl life, and many writers have regarded·power as the most 
universal motive. For some men, this motive is uppermost·, driving them 
to see~ persona~ power, jnfluence, , and recognition." (p. 40-1) 
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Zince a high theoretic'al orientation i-s rela~ed to a 

in ehe sciencific sense, we ~ould not 'expect many of 
" 

0.8 

diiscovery o~"' tr;~ 
Qur respondents to 

e~ibit this, perhaps enly the manag~ment scient~sts or'economisDs. 

~ 

• A high economic orientation, might be refl~cted by (a) high empathy, with 

_'p.!'ivat~ sect.or clients, (b) a fact-anchored Ci.e., pragmatic) and satis.hcing 

ra;her than imaginativ; approach, and (c) a line rathe~ ,~s~~a? staff 

orientation.... \ 

A high aesthetic orie'ntation might. be associated with a low abstract: I(i.e., " 

hi'gh concrete) score, on Kolb 's LS1 -and a high, fe~ling s<:ore on the .. Myers--,' ), 
Briggs Tr scale. " 

~ 

Regarding social values, sorne posit!ive correlation might similarly be ex-
• l" - ; -; 

pecteQ with the F score on the TF scale and w~th the extrover~ §core. 
'- -

The possible influence of the pGlitical (power) value dimension on approaches , , 
to -pr.oblem solving is aot evide~t. Perhaps a highly competitive individua} 

will bë more motivated to ensure' that' hi:'S~récolIlIIle1'tdations are adopted with-7.::f' \1 

out modificacion. Conceiv~bly, introverts are less competitive. 
, .. 

. MacKinnon (1962) found that, 'c~eatives'" scored highest on the 'theoretica'l ~ 

and aesthetic scales. Tagitlri, (1965) compared the scores of sd.~I\tist~ in . 
indus'try with those _of executives. ,As expected, he found that- scientists 

h~d a higher theoreti~al orientation. 

Scientists 
Executives 

The'ore t ical 

51 ' 
44 

Economie 

40 
" 45 

We' will not be able t'O compare the results f~om oU,r study, with others usirig 
, , . 

the "Study of Values Questionnaire" because ,we modified the instrument by 

eliminati~g the ,religious dimension. 

• 
", • 

\ ' 

" 

.. '!il 
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_Âbstract Reasoner , 
'. Tlte tendency of the individual ta think in co'nc;rete vs abstract 

terms. where 'concreteness represents the immers ion in, and domina-
, 

tion by, one's immediate experi~nces' and abstractness 'pèrmits an . 
i~dividual ta detach his ego from-the outer world or from inner 

'il' experience. ' (Gold.stein and S,ch:eerer, 1941; p. 4) 
" . " 

~ 

The dimension abstract/concrete is related to an individual' s ,ability for 

generallzing. 
\ 

~ u ',,-

Many i'ndiv}.duals approach each problem as it arises as if it were a unique 

.èase. Yet as Drucker (1967; p. 93) points out - mast of the problems that 

, 'Come up in the course of an execuJ:ive' s work are generic - where each occur­

re·il.~ is only a particular case. Inconsistent behaviour, superficiality and 

lost time can tesult frorp. a faîlure to develop and apply generic s~lutions 
1 

where they are appropriflte. The saroe is even more true fol!' consultants. 
~ 

(At the other,extreme, there is the 'expért' who treats aIL problems exhib-

iting "sim:Üar ,. s-Y;1llptoms as if they were the same, thus leading t'ô incorrect 

diagno~is·. We con"sider thi~ phenomenon to be pathological, r!!sulting from 
, \ 

" , 
improper motivation, poor judgment, a shortage of time or other factors 

, .,. 
contributing to stre~s.) 

1 
, \ 

". The person who is high in 'concreteness deals with information or ,. 
events in terms 'of their own specific identity and does not tend 

~ tp genericize what is learned. 

JI. The abstrrct attitude i's one in 'which the individual can 'no t" ooly 

tear himseV away. from ,the giv,en, but actually May not deal with 

the given, save as an exemplar of 'more geneÏ'ic categories.'" 

(Bruner, 19~7; ,p. 53) 

\ 
.. It h~s ~een ,sugges~7d, th.at the. ability ,ta generalize starts with the co4ing 

structure on the basis of which knowl~dge or new,experience is filed away , 

in mempty. , '. 

l $J \ 
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l, ... 
, 

'Rote' learning tends t'a store concr~te "facts wh{cn are .les·s easily genE!ro. 

alized, whlHeas 'insightful' leartJ:,ing èmphas~ze.s pr.iVlciples. "Br~neç- notes: 

• ito \ • 

"Learning often ~annot be trahs lated ~nto a generic: form ~ntq, ther~ 
has bëen enough m.1stery of the specifics of the ~d.tuatiqn to ~mite 
the discovery of lower-order tègularities whj.ch can then be re~Ç>mbined 

. . 
into higher-order, more generic coding sys'tems'," 

, ' o > 

, . 
" • 6< . 

When a new problem arises, it- is' charac~rized by certain dimensions or eues .-
which the prob lem 50 1 v~r identifies. These eues are used: to eat;gorize ~ it, 

, ' 

\:titer whieh properties of the tlass 

a4tom.a~ically applied to it. 

(inc1uding ·~pot~nÜ.alo s~lutions) are ~ 
, tI '~ 

Q It has been concluded (e.g~, Bartlett, 1958) thato Ù ·is"<more diffieu1t to 
o ~ 

detect patterns of· similarit'y tban pattet'ns of, di.ffet;'?e~ce between dat..a (eue), 

sets. "To the un,tutored, ~b~erveq diffe(enc.es ma~e a far mo~e: enediatee 

impression than likenesse.s. " <Bartlett, '1~5a; p. 94) 

Almost every problem has some, unique 'aspect. What j..s important ls: Ooes, a 
o. 4- ," _ t"I. 

~ problem differ from a known problem ta a signifiçant degree albI)g relev-

ant dimensi~ns? ", there are' two notions' ~o deonsider, the first ts that ~y . 
some of the dimensions are relevant and the second is that the. diffetenee , . 
must be signific~nt ~ From the foregoing, i~ can be' seen that it is' easier 

to conclude that there is a 'difference/ than that there- is a 'similarity', 
o 

especially'if the inference is to be rati&!nalized. ln this case some form. 
! t 

o'f analysis will lik~ly bé .riecessary. 

Schr,oder and 5.\le-~feld (197 \) ~ound th;tJ the ab~tr.aot 'decisio~\ maker i§ <able 

to 'process more inf~rmation in à c-01hplex deci~iô.n. 'enviropment ,and tp ,make 

decisions more effeet iVe 1y dwhen th'ere is >'inadequate information. . j 

'. 
Available Instruments 

l 

The abstraetjconerete" dimension of· K91b' s Learning 2J ;; , 

instrument ~Kolb, 1974) i·s designed .to measure this 
~ .. ' " 

Style Inventory (LS~) 
" v 

attribute and was used. 
I!t> 

~- "\ --
lt was 'hoped tha't this measure would correlate with the sup,ervis<?r,'s radn~ , 

of strong eonceptual skill and the. logîcal eva1uator (Q324). , ." 
\ ' 

\. '. 
<, 

, . 

." 

, .. 

r 

\ 

J 

'. 
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'Doer/think~ (Q557) 

~ 

1 • 

D. 1 1 

Individuals are frequently classified as dqers or thinkers, managers or 

planners. We wanted some measure of this particular predisposition. 

While not designed for thl~ purpose, the AE-RO (active experimentation-­

reflect~ve observation) scale of Kolb's 1SI appeared to suit our purposes: 

According to Kalb (1974): \ 

"As growth occur-s, thought beco - " re reflective and intérnalized, 
based more on the manipulation t s bol images than overt 
actiohs. The modes of act~xperim ation and reflection, like ' 
abstractnèss/concreteness, stand 111 opposition to one another. . 1 
Reflection tends to i~bit aetion and vice versa ••• Kagan (1964) 
has found •.. that very active orientàtions'toward leaTning situations 
inhib1~ reflection and thereby preclude the development of analytic 
co~cepts. Herein lie, the second major dielectic in the learning 
proces,s - the tension between acttve1y testing the iuq5licatibns o~ 
o~hypotheses~and reflectively interpreting data ~lready 
colleeted.~ (p. 29) 

It ~ liyPothesh.ed that .' doers' might, tend to a satisfici~g . .' instrumental' 

~Strauss, 19Z4) approach wher~as 'thinkers'~might fall mqre i~to tr~., 
...) fI-",If" .. Q 4 \l \>. t ~ <) '" JI '" ~ ... 

'craftsmen category tMaccoby, 1~6) and have an 'expressive' ap~roach to 

, tasks (Strauss, 1~7~) • 

1 

The standard scoring ptocedure was used and the results were transformed 

to a seveh-point seale.' 

, 

, 

Kagq.n, J., et 
Analytic'and 

~ 

), ,,1 • 

. -

. , '/. 1. ' • 
al f Inf~rmati~n P~oc~ssi):lg in 'the Child: ',Siglli~icancè"of 
Refiective Attitudes, Psychological Monographs No. 1, 1964 

f 
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(a) ':" Personality/cognitive Related Attributes '(continued) 

) 

(i:j.) Modified br New Instruments 

.~ , 

Ih this section wè will describe the instruments ~sed to ~ , 
measure the follo.;rng attributes: ..1-

.. 
1 • creativity 

1 

• need for autonomy 
r, 1 

• tole7ance for ambiguity 

• use of quantitative methods 

• f lexl.biH.ty 

• line/staff orientation 
~ .. 

• specialist/gen;ralist 

\d 
l;hese instruments have not been t~orQughly testeè: and shoûld 

.. 

be used with éaution. A description of ~ch target construct 

is given ~ogether with a list of itéms comprising'the instrument 

J
. .. and a table, of inter-item correlati6ns. . /.~ Il 

"\ 1 

. , . 
~ 

.J / ~ ... 
1 

~': : ;'>~'t .. 
," 

> a- '0 
~, ~ '. . l, ~ , j 

J 'P , 
1 

'. , . , 1 c 

-( 
, 

1 ~i(,,_ ." 
~ 

1 
/ 

\ "-

" 

'-.; 
" 

1 ' . \ / 

/ / 

1 1 
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Creativity (Q509) 

-.: 
The' creati~,~ ~roces~·.i.s lh~t -:mental pro-cess .in whj.ch pa5t experienc:e 

i5 ,com~in~4 anq re~om:hined, fr~quently ~i&h _ s~me' distortion, in ~uch . 

,a' fashion that one comes up with patte~ns,' new config~rat~ons, new 

àrr'ang~ments that better solvè some need 9f ma:nkind. ~,Whiting, 195Eh. p.2), 

\y 
.,~'lh'iting. (19.58) differentiates bet~een' original and ~~eative thinking, claim-

in~' that a creative idea mus't be useful ànd 'satisfy some nced., 

The abiUty'to be creative {5' Hosely associated with the' ability to' -. 

In èr~ati~e proble~ solving,ther~ are at least ~hree kinds of c~eativity: 

that associated with the identification of rele~ant solûtions which 

. - that w?Ch, give~ rise to new !>olutions." (This as'sumes that t,he pro-, 

blem solver has the relevant funct~on~l knowledge.) 

that which discovers prqble~?and opport~ni~ies. 

How -is a ~reative solotion foûnd?' Popper (1968) claims: "Theré ls no sùeh ' 

thing as, a logi<;a~ method of having new l'deat, or à logieal recoristruction 

of-'this process.'" (p. 32) 

Johnson (1971D) beli~lfes that "Il\any creative ideas seem to arise d~ring the 

relaxed pe..r~od of wal~ing. fi (p. 263) 
, . 

Bungé (1962) and Taylor (1975b) -refer to - findings 'that the results from 

group brainstorm~ng are inf'erior to '~ho~e comip.g from ind'ividuals working 
" 

in isolation. 
" 

-_____ __. In: ·~tùdies of Eng~ish 

'. ~on:vener.ldiverger, it 

- ) 
students by Rudson (1966) of a related·consttuct, 

'~ 
was found that convergers (low in imagination)' were' . , , ' 

----------... 
more likely ta: -------~_ 

'- fi, 

,., ... 

. 
,,' 

. , 
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1. • 

approve of being obedient t 
aCèept eXp'ert advice 

be intolerant ~f ambiguity' in intellectual mattârS 
• 

have set, opinions 9 

lèss likety to recall dreams 

- conform more to social conventions ,.., 

However, as Hupson noted, a sbarp improvement in-the fluency of çonvergers 
, , 

followed a change in Jn.s~ruçtio~s. ,f 

" ( , 

-"'Fhe converger ,in o~her wb~ds is not sa much the boy who cannat 

think divergently, as the one ~ho thinks fluently only when told 

unambiguously ta do so." (p. ~7) 

Wl)en Hudson' s work was extended to adults, i,1i was found that: 

, Convergers tend ta' prefer ta work on--iFanageable, well-defined pr'oblem~ 
, . 

for which there exists a ,single 'be'st' an~~er. Out of a set of !!lany 

possible alternatives, they tend tO conv~rge on one and develop it in 

elaborate detail ... ~ 

Divergers: tend to prefe1;" ta work on (and i,nvent) -vague and--,ill-de"fined 

problems for which there ex~st ~~ny alternative approaches ••. From a 
, ,,~ 

s,ingle stimulus they pr9c!,uce many divergen!: responses. Divergers. él;re 

syntheti~ey are fwhol:e systems' orien.ted. (Mit~o'ff. 197~; p. ~-617) 

Availablé Instruments 

'Tests which have bê1n suggested to measure tp~s attribute 'are: 

the convergeJ/di'verger test (Hudson, 1966) 

'the Mednick /an~ -Guilford t'e~t (Medn~c~, 1962) 

Raudsepp's C!eativity ~est (Raudsepp ,.\1980) 

, 
,1 

Regarding correlations' with other instruments, MacKinnon (1962) found that 

the '.majority oi\ c~eativ:é writers, mathematicians and archÜects are intuit:-
, \ ' , 

ive (Myers-Briggs SN seale) and tend to late elosure (Myers;"'Briggs JP seale) . 

J 

. 
'0 

, ., 
~ '" 

" ' 
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r 
Ir--- , 

We wou14 alsoexpect't1igh creatives, to haveea high n~ed.!2.E. autonop> 

relate to the diverge1)categp ry of Kolh (those who 'tend ta -the concrete 

a~d reflective' ends o/th~ tw~ dimensi?nSI and' tole~ance for a~biguity . 
............ '" ' 

W'e used the Raudsepp instrument but reduced 'the number of iti!IDS: We have 

been unable~o obtain any, informati?n on the, valid'ity 0t rel~iti of 

R~lUdsepp,fs te'st. 

Scoring 

nie creati.vitY Scor'es were dèveloped'by 
--, 

weights shawn, -on t:he next -page. 
\ 

~ 

. 1 
" . ... 

" 

e 

~ 
~-

fi' ~--

summing' the items with 

.. f 

\ 

~, 

the 

--

'l' 

, ; 

4 

,10 

-

.~ , 

t-
-~ 

, , 

. 
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N~ed for Auton0!!!ï (g510) 

\. 
f 

A need to deter1{line one's 

, 

own 

... ' 

;' J." 
course/of /0' 

0.17 

action, to be independent. 

A need for autonomy'implies a need to be able to work things out by Orie\eJf, 

a disc:.omfort about being tOI<\Jhat to do. This a~ribute is ,~garded as .II 

bE!Îng â core element of a -professional orientation (Toren, 19'i~}!-:::'\. It is " 
• '\ d 

conceivable that this attribu.te will "be accompanied by a 'strong des'ire to 
~ • ! <.> 

~ work by one's self rather than on a team. 

/ 
;' 

1 

/ 

Available Instruments .. 
Duncan è 1971) used 7 item~ from an instrument d,eveloped by Lorsch ànd Morse. ' , 

ut' described his co~struct high autonomyc impUes a need for h·igh in~ as: 
o 

dependence in relat~onships and a n:eed for freedom and -;tutonomy,' the lower 

the score'the more the indication of w~nting dependency relationships and 

~f being comfortable in being con~rol~ed. 0 

~ Duncan (1971) gave the followirtg comparison of consult~nts and three other 

groups using ohis measure for independ'ence (p. VI-24): 

Need for Independence 
1 1 ' ~ 

" 
3eginning consultants . 19.3 

Harvard MBAs (first year) , 19. 1 
1 • • 

Researchers and SCLentLsts 19.8 ;' , 
Man~gers (containers & ~uto assembly) 15.2 

\ 
As can be seen" con~ultants had. much higher need fOF independence than 

managers, 'approaching that of scientists and researchets. 
\ 

It is expected that there will be a strong positive correlation between 
• l ' 

creativity ·and need for autonomz a~ well a~ perhaps toler4nce ~ ambiguity 

an~ need .!2.E. aut'onomy. One might aiso expect a di'Siike é being tieg down 

by a detailed w~rk plan. 

. ,,'. 
" 
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" Seq. .. Question 

~o. ~ 1 Question Scals - .scored 

III .9Q. 

III.105 

2"89 1 . : / Jin any of tthe ordJ.nar-y emergencJ.es oi 

295 

everyday life, '''/oul~.you ____ rather 
. ,,,,,.i1 • 

(A) take 'orders and be helpful, or., .. 

(B) give prdefS(~~~_ be t;espons,ible? 

In solving a persona~ problem, do ,you 

(A) feel lt if 

1-2 

. " )' ' 
have 

more confident abouç 

aSke~,~th:r pe~?le's advice, or 

n. 

II.13.29 414" 
/".r-~_ t 

II.14 . .J 451 

\ ,,~ Iif" 

.';..' "; . . 
fe~l ;hat 1'1'ibody els~ ,lS ln as 
good a position to judge'~s you 
a,re?', 

lndependent/team member 

'" . 
l rea1.1y r~sent.)t whèn people try, 1., , 
ta tell me what b do _, 

1-2 

1-7 

~ 

1-5 

II'':-'14.4 
..1 

~.---- l some~imes get a kick. out of bre<:k­
ing the rules and doing tht«gs r'm 

~,not supposed to do. 1-5 

""" • '11.16.32 
\ 

480 l definitel~ pre fer ta work under ~ 

II.18.50 ,'498 

IV.2.S 654 

IV .3,14' 665 

V.7. \0 791 

conditi'oj.ls ""/here l am my own bas s 1-5. 
~ . 

1" usually T,lOrk things ~ for :Illself 
ra~her than ge~ someone ~to--S'liow me 

,/{ , 1 

Before lêarnJ.ng now o·th~"Ç's have ré-
solved a problem, l like to think 
it through myself 

q 

1-5 

1-5 

Most superior cons~iting ~ork results 
from a team rather than an indi~idual 
appro~cr-- l"~ II l ' 1 ~5 

Do you prefer to work by yourself or 
i with ot~er 'consu1-rants (Check one.)' 

1. alone .,: 
2. t,olith othe'rs 1-,2 

., 

"--~-d-

( 1 ) 

reverse 

( 1 ) 

r 
reverse 

as shawn 

, as shawn 

(2) 

as shawn 

as shawn 

(;: ) 

as shawn 

as ~hown 
<9' 

reverse , 
1 

~ .-

as • s h't;(W'n ' 
"'-......- Cc 

Note: As constituted: high scoreS. indicate a 10w need for.,.~tonomy. 'for t!1e 
study the scores were reversed~ 

fi 

r 

., 
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NEED FOR AUTONOMY 

Ques tioJ'}' ~\\"t Seq. 
No. No. 'guestion Scale Scored 

" ;t· 
V'. 10. Il 816 Importance of the degree ai autonomy you 

are given on your assignments 
1 

(Assign a rank of "1" for tue most 

.; important ta "9" for the least important) 1-9 as shown 
, ' ... 
~ 

(1) Myers-Briggs I,ndlcator (but not 'includ-ed in Myer,s-Briggs scoring) 
(2) Raudsepp Creativity Test 

t{:- 1 ~ f 

Note: As constituted, high sco.,res indicate a 10w need for autonomy. For' 
~ the study the scores were reve'rsed. .. 
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"I~TER- ITEl1 CORRELATIONS FOR 

NEED FOR AUTONOMY 

'" 
,. ", -7o.:al 

Item Les! 

4- No. Item Item Number - ,< 
~ 

"~Q 235 • J ' "$'1 '~2 
,.., .. 'c'!'" ,.. -. 

ôô~ ï; .. 'J'" 4" • .. .. ~~ "'r~ Ov .. ~ ,U 

2ô."i • 2.J" • Î Q • 1; .;3. • L:I ·.~Î .2.3 .~ 5 • Hi _. i j .. , 
·'lII't ,- - .,< '-

'~.5 .z; • i.3 • A .J2 .. ., .li • iCi . " •. 17 - .;ô • 1 Q. -,~.., • I~ 
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0' , -l ' d2 • .,5 .; 1 .~ Z 1 ;:t -Of 
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'1/ 1 'v~ '11" 

';5'2 • i .23 .2 Q • i Z ,.2,J .. .., 
~" -... ~ • ·IJ ~ 
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lA" .35 .37 .ia i7 .12 .,~~. • 
" 
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Tolè'r~nce 

j 
.f 

/ 
for Ambiguity :\Q5 1 1 ~ 

J .. , , 

An':intolerance f()r ambiguity may be viewed as a ,g.eneràl tendency 0 

~, 

~o perce ive a~piguous situations as threatening, wnere a~~1mbiguous 

situation is one whîch cannot be adequ'ately strùêtured ~r ·,é.~egorized 

by the individual. 
.'1 

,(MacDonald, 1970; p. 791) ~/""r' 

;~ ~~ 

MacDonal,d (1970) speculatEils tijat' person~ havi~g a hi'gh tolerance 'for ~bi­

guity W;ill: .. , 

seek out ambiguity 

enjoy ambigJ,lity 

exeel in the perfor~~nce of ambiguous tasks 
/ , \, \. 

Driver and Mock (1975) suggest that "Sorne people se'ek uncertainty àù.d mani-

pulate ambiguity or risk with eaSe. Others shy away irom uncertainty and 

even distort data to avoid risk or ambiguity." '(p. 495), . , 

We migQt expect' then this attribute to influence an individual's pro~lem 

solvini behaviour during problem finding and ~on;e~t~aii~ation. An intol­

erance for atnbigui.ty ~oulâ cau'se' an individual to hYto' ~void unstructured 
f 

problems, or, .if unsuccessfUl, to ~ttempt. to 'define 'its boundaries (i.e:, 

'eliminate ambtguity) early in the proeess. ' 

Regarding an individual's ability ta assess ùncertainty, research has 

indicated that: , , , 

./ 

J. intuitive notions of probability do,not seem to conform ta mathematical 

probability theory (Cohen; 1957) 
\ " 

2. ma~y bus~ness decision makers j~st ign0re uncertainty, at least.ex-

plieidy (Hogarth, 1975) .. 

Certainly; one ,rarely observe} indices indicatin~ the risk oi ~egree 6f 

confidence at~ached to conclusions in business r~ports • 

, 
Morre (1977) ~onc~udes that managers tend ta believe that th~1 are more 

certain than they really are., 

. \ 

" 

4 
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B~cause of their ~elevarice to our, topic we have included in Appendix E 

a numbe'r pf cO,nalusions conce~ing a hum~n' s perfo~mance at estimating 

uncertainty. 

In a study relàti?g tol:rance for ambiguity to' the amount qf info~ation 

perteived to be important' by the decision maker', I5ermer (1973) found a r . ; 
°negative cor~ation existed (as ~ight be expected) •. The information ~tself 

-
WjlS_, viewed as ambiguous, if it referred tOr future time. periods 'or to hehavi-

oural ,(as opposed té financial) data. ~ 

J 

Duncàn (1971) conducted a study o'f beginning 'Consultants. ln the course ;of 

his research he compared the tolerance for ambiguity of these consultants 

with, othe~s,(p. ~I-24): 

Beginning' consultants 

Harv.ard MBA' s (first yelar) 

Researchers,and scièntists 

Tolerance for- Ambigu~ty 
• 

.. , Manare~s (contain~rs ~ auto lssembly) 

21.1 

21 • l 

20.4' 

18.0 .. 

Note that the average tolerance qf his sample of "cons{,.ltants was much higher 

than ,that cH ,the managers referred. to. Intere~tingly, when comparing con~ 
" 

sul.tants who ~dap~ed weil compared to tho'se who adapted poorly", he' found that 

adaptability to consulting' in7reased as to'1erance for ambiguity decreased • 
.r-

1 

Other conclusions regarding uncertainty and PS behaviour, are! 

'. Individuals ~ho are psycholog,l.cally equipped to deal wi~h .. uncertainty 

mo~e acle and willing to de al with complex ~nd frequently unsolvable 

are.·~ 

• 

., 
problems than individuals who ,are generally averse to uncertai~ty, 

(Harriso.n, ,1975; p. 153) 

Man is a very conservative info~mation-proces~or who t~nds Ln a Baye&ian 

manner to be very' reluctant to give up'concepts that served him in the .. .. 
,pàst 'and, to demand a greater weight of evidence th'an classical statistics 

wou1t require,t~ convince him that' sometning unusual is occurring. 

(Savage, cited by Keen, 1973; p. 3.33) 

.. 
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. . 
• tàe accommôdative learning ,stylé (Kolh' S "dassi~ication) is 'more approp-

~~atè than the other, three for high risk, high pr,ess~re tasks. (Kolb t 

.. 1974) 

.. Available Instruments_~ 

• Inst~uments;frequently used to measure this attribute are the Ambiguity 

Tolerance Scale dev~loped by MacDonàld (1970) and Budner's'Intolerance of 

Ambiguity Measure (Budner, 1962). 

Duncan' (1971) used an instrument developed by Lorsch an~Morse ~o measure 

tolerance for ,ambiguity • 

. 
DOgmatism has been defined (Rokeach, 1960) as ~he ~xtent to which, an ~ndivid-

1 
"ual receives, analyzes and synthesizes inforJIlation relative' ta pr'~-~~isting:' 

beliefs. Brightman a~d Urb;n (1974) note that dogmatism~eems to 'be related , . 
to ~ need for uncertainty ~eduction. . . 
One might ex~t 

rEüated ,wiÇlj;.'~f1~ 

tolerance ~.gmbiguitz and dOgmatis~ therefore to be cor­

earlz/late closure m~asure, those with high tolçrance tend-., 
, ing to the' late closure edij of the dimension. 

~ 

People with a ~ow toleranc~ for ambig~ity might.seek more, information than 

others. 

We design~ a'~ew instrument which includ~à a number 

test. 

.. 

. 
, .0 

. . 

from MacDonald's 
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1 
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Question Seq". 
No. No. 
~ 

LB 197 

1 
~ 

'r-- -
~ 

. 
," 

\1 

TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUITY 

Question 
-, 

Are you more sucC~SS~'l : 
"" (" ' 

(~~aling wit~ the"u~expecte~ 
(, 'and sÈ!eing quickly w~at should 

- ' , 

" 

be done,' or, ' , .' , 

(B) at following a c'arefully worked 
~'ut 'plan? 

D.24 
• 0 ,. 

, ,~ 

Scale"- Scored 

1-~ 
~ h,o 1 as s wn 

III. 77 ~ 267, When something new starts to be the 

111.82 

III J95 

111.5.3 

111.5.4 

• . 111.5.5 

111.6.\0 

, II.14.5,; 

272 

285 

~ashion, a;re you usuaHy .. -, 
(A) .one ef the first to 1:~ lt / or 

, 
~B) ~ot much interested? 

}s it har~er. for you to adapt "'to: 
o 

(A) routine, or, 

(B) constant· change? 

~ 

\. 

- '\ 
Do you find the more routine part. of 
your day: l ' 

(A) 'restf~l, - or 

1-2 

~ '-'1 
~B) boring? .1-2 

434 q,.'". l p"nfer assignnients which permit me to 
.concentrate' in· a few selected areas" 1.,.5 " -

435 

-.436 

441 ' 

" , 
i have trouble applying myself,to,pro­
blems which 1 find repetit1ve or 
'uninteresting , ' ' 

l Mt 'more pleasure working in u'n-" 
familiar situations'than l do' fr;m 
working in situations l a.m used't~. 

, l ' 

1-5 

,1-5 

" 

i ;enjoy wQrking on co~nd ill­
defined prob lems ...... \"' V- f, 

I.. '... -""l 

1-5 ' , 
l can more easily cdpe with set 
routine than constant change,in 
lUY. work " 

~, \ 
.' 1-5, f" 

, , 

reverse 

reverse 

ras shown 

" 

t, 

J . 
~ 
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Question Seq. 

. 
D 

No. No. Question ,Scale 

" II.15.14' 462 " 

II. 1..s."J 7 '465' 

~.15.21 

.. 
i am uricomfo~table in a situation 

~ 
where l do not know the rules of the 
game 

~ag~e ~ impressionistic pictures 
ha~e, L~~le \apBe4~ for me , 

The Most interesting life i8 subject 

1-5. 

, l 
469 

.,p to rapidly chang,iÏ!g' conditions"" 1-5 
fI' 

î-

IIL2.5 572 Wbat kind of variety do you encounter 
in your assigments? (In terms of the b 

~ nature of the problem) (Check one.) \ 

,J 1. Very little variety 
2. Little' 
j. Mode,rate 
4. -Great variety 
5.' Very ~reat variety 

c 2Fro~ My s-Br1ggs Ind1cator Il "~ ._,'.' 

~rom. . AT~20 Scale (MacDonald, 1919) 
~ Alsa 1 CIU~èd in Rauds~pp's Creativity 

1 
. a 
" 

• 

1 
" 

,"'" 

,. , 

\ 
o \ 

'. 

Test 

1-5 

___ 'f. ~_ 

0.25 

. , 

Scored 

as shown 

, 2 
as shawn "" 

- reverse 

Q 

as sheNn 

\ 

, , 
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INTER-ITEM' CORRELATIONS F -~-

TOLERAllCE FOR AMBIGUI 
" 

4$ ~ 

1 r Total 
Itc!:l Lcss '. , " 

,No. Ttc!!! It~m . 
1~7 2.12- 2.67' i.Q~ .;~ .. 435 ~4.\i .. ~ ..6., 4" - l " ... 572 ",oô;! .. ~ 

" 
>.. 

.l.~ 13.1 . " .~5 . - .,~. ..- .3~ '" ~ ~ • 1 Il • .1.1 .. - .Z1 • .. 0 • 1 Q> -'M.;! .,)~ III·.;! .. ~~ 
<-

ft; ,72 • .sJ .21 .1; .... 
.22 f' i7 .5ô • j ~ • 1 :3 .SZ ... • , 1 

''''''' 
,ôl .la .1; • J2 -.~ 1 - .. Z2 - .Z~ • 12 - .'.;2 .li ... '.;j,. •. 'II'" ., ..... 

.~ô .zz -1 .i3 • J 1 ' • 2ô -.;n .2.. i ,2.7 " . .4Q Ol • 0);;3 ., 1. 

43, . ., ... -.Z4· ..... "1' . ., 
.' il 

.... . - -~J.7 -1,) . .,;) .~ 1 ';;1 -III • 1;) -
./ ,,35 .27 • 3J • i t " . -·.J2 .Ai .. -17 •• H 

(' 
1 .11 .. .... 

.0 . ~ ~ 
I~Z. .~ô 

. .,' .12 .. - .~ 1 11 .. .,)0 • IQ ',"'~ 

441 «- • 33 ..... ., .; .22- ..,~ ;2.i ''''~ 140 

,-. ... , ' 
.J9, ,~ô 

~ .. Il,1.1 .. .;).) • J,.> 
'''~ ~. 

4:62.. .J4. .,'" .;n'" ' . ~ 
b .- 'III&:. • 1 Il 

4.Q.S • ü' 
." i .... 
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, • fi:;) 

46J~ 
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Use of Quantitativ,e Me;thods '(Q5 13) , , 

This ~~rumen~'gives some indication of tHe individual's predisp~sition ta 

qu~ntification. 0 

problems will, ,:çesp~nd • 

w, 
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Question 
No. 

IV.7.34 ..... 

·IV. i~38 

!V.' 13.5 

~ 

, , 
, , 

~eq • 
No. -
685 

689 

719 
720 
721, 
722 
723 
724 

.. 

\ 
-\ 

• ç 

- , 
USE OF QUANTlTATIVE METHODS 

~ 

.... Question , ' 

, <-

Most of mY)ëeports,incIude,exten's,iv,e 
use of bumbers either in the form of 
graphs or tables. }-5 

J1P- . 
If mathematical teèhn~ques were 
better understood by managers, 
higher quality solutions èould'b~ , 
develop~d. 

To whélt extent do you use quanti-' 
tative metho,ds ,~n your work. 

-' regression analysis 
- 'linear programming 
- statistical forecasting 

othir statistical packages 
simulation 
financial modelling 

10. ' 

) 

.-
.," 

Q • 

L 

1-5 

(+-I 
'4-1 
4-1 
.4-1 
4-1 
4-1 

. 
: 1 

, " , -

" 

0.28 

Scored' 

~everse,~ 

"­
reverse 

as shawn 
as shown 
as shown -
as shawn 
as shown 
as shown 

" 
j 

, 

" 

• 
., 

.. 

" .. '\ ' 
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INTER-ITÈM ,COILlŒL.ATIONS FOR 
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USE OF QUANTITATIVE METHODS 
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Flexibil Hyjrigidit'y (Q514) 
1 \.. 

Rigidity has been defined as the inaQility ta pro~uce novel 

or cbanged responses. (Rokeach, '1960; p. 200) 

o 

Rigidity~may th en be considered as reliance on habit and rules, a tendency-,., . 
to be stûbborn, ta insist on arder and, p~rh':ps; an inclination ta tunnel 

'" vision. 

Rokeach. distinguishes bet';een\ ri'gidity and dogma~ism. DogmatisIDj ~e de,fines,. 

as lack of rèceptiverless to'information.which conflicts with the problem 

solv~r' s "pr~~xisting béliefs, an inabil'üy,1:O listen to neTN ideas. , 
. ,'~ " 

One ~'ight ,~xpect rigidity ta' be correlat:ed with age and perhaps those 'dis'­

ciplines with unyielding procedures such as data proces~ng and accol;lnting. 

Available Instruments 
. 

The Gour:f.l:-Sanford Rigidi ty Scale (Roke'ach, 1960) was desig~ed ta lI1easùre 
\... " 

this a't t ribute. 'We were not satis fied. with this instrument for our purposes" 

j' sa augmented the Gough-SanfoJd items with. ~ome of o'ur own. The items com-

" . 
'. ' 

'. 

'prisin~ the instrument are shawn on the ;next I,Jage. 

. . 
Regarding corre'lations with other instruments, one' might expect a negative 

~ 

re.lationship with earl~ closure and perhaps a posi:tive relatio~sfilp-~!,th 

,tol~rânce f~r ambiguii:y. '" 

, '1 

" 
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-f 
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o 
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Question 
<~ N2· 

II. I3 .28 
.~~, 

II.14.IO 

11.15.13 

11.15.15 

U.15.16 - ,-

Seq. 
NO. 

303 

413 

458 

463 

464 

11.15.18 -466 .... 

11.15.20 468 

II. 15.22 

, 
II. 16.23 

II. 16 '. 29 

470 
Y 

471 

477 

FbEXIBIL1TY 

.' 

Question Scale 

On most matters, do you: 
(A) have a pretty definite op~n~on, or 
(B) like to keep an open mind? 1-2 

Flexible/single-minded 

l can get along more easily with 
people if they belong to about the 
same social and business class as 
II1yself ., 

l am often the last one ta give up , 
trying to do a thing 

l oft:.en bec€lme so wrapped up ln some­
thi~g' l am doing that l find it dif­
ficult to turn my attention t,Q other 

1-7 

1-5 

1-5 

matters 1-5 

l usually arrange the bills in my 
walle-t irl' denominat ion order 

Nothing important ge~s 'accomplished 
in this world unless someone sticks 
his 'neck out 

It is important for me to have a place 
~or everything and everything ih its 

1-5 

place 'i 1-5 

l have always felt that· there is a 
clear difference bet~een right and 
wrong 

" l pre fer to stop arid think before l 
act orr even trifling matters 

l have never done anything dangerous 
just for the thrill of it 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

11.16.30 478"_ l believe that punctuality is a very 
important personal characteristic' 1-5 

Note: Agree. = low 

1 

D.31 

. Scored ' 

as shcwn 1. 

I;,everse 

- as shownS,· 

as shown2 

2 as shown 

as shawn 

as shown 

'" 5 as shawn 

as shown 

2' 
as shawn 

2 
as shawn 

3 
as shown 



. . 

Question 
No. 
\ 

11.16.33 

11..16.34 

11.17.35 

11.17.38 

11.17.39 

11.17.40 

II. 17.43 

11.17.45 

II.18.56 

IV.6.30 

Seq. 
No. 

481 

482' 

... 

FLEXIBrLITY' 

(continued~ -

Question Scale 
--------------~~~~~--------------------
Iousually check more than once to bé 
sure that l have locked a door, put 
~ut the l~ght or something of the 
sort ~ t 
l use a fixed rule for tipping 

'1-5 

1-5 

483 . By digging and digging the truth is 
'discovered _ 1-5 

486 

487 

488, 

491 

493 

504 

681 

l alway~ finish tasks l start even if 
they are nO,t very import,ant J -=SI' 

":! 

People who seem unsut~ and uneertain 
about things lose my respect l'-S 

, 
Organizations neve~ seem to learn .. I~ 
only takes a few years after an assign­
ment for them to revert to their 
former way of doing things 

Obedi~nee anfI res-peet for authority 
ar~ the wost i!Oportant virtues ehild-, 

"-
1-5 

ren should 1earn 1-5 

Ndwadays, more and more people are 
prying inta matters that should 
remain personal and private .. 
l dislike going grocery shopping 
without a. list 

In every problem there is a right way 
and a wrong way to go about resolving 

1-5 

1-5 

it. 1-5 

D.32 

li 
o 

Scored 

\ 
as showrf 

aS'sl:lown 
4i'J 

,- . as shown 

. 2 
as shown " 

as shown 5 

as. shown 

4 as shown 

4 as shown 

as shown 

, 3 
as snown 

1 
2
From 

3From 

4
From 

5
From 

Myers-Briggs Indicator (not included' .. in Myers-Br"ig&s scoring) 
Gough-Sanford Rigidity ,seal,e . 
Gough-Sanford Rigidity Scale but modified 
California'F Seale , -

From Raudsepp Cre~tivity Test 

r 

.) 

" , 

, " 
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~ ) .1. Lelll- 1.t!~3 .. 
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INTER~ITEM CORRELATIONS FOR 

f-
FLEXIBILITY 

l, T01:21 .. 
.Item Less 

" .t.:..v_e _ Item I~c!! Cunbc r 
4aJ 4Sû 437 4Sa ~ll 433 5.4 g~l 

'" .,A 
.)111,) .1.-S. .12 - .ll ,.24 ..~ S. .J4J .~4 .1., .12. 

-
~IlQ 413 .12' .,Jô - ... 5 - .J.1 -.J3 -.Jl -I~l .lJ 

~ 

4SS, .J7 ' 1'" < "] .1Z .1 S -.~5 1\15 ,-,J2 .. B , 
• Il -'II r 

4&1 .1& • 1 ~ .17 .~3 :..; Î -,11 -.~J ,.Jl .26 

4SS , 11 ' .J8 1- • .13 • l' l -• .aa - .JJ .1.l -.2.1 .JJ 
~ 

-.ll .~3 -,JJ 
(j 

.l~ .J.l .21 'TA 

464 .2" -.114 ,., 0 

466 .ZJ - .. .74 .Jl ,32 .~$ , .2Îl .2~ ,1a'~.jl 

4gô ' ,49 -.';6 ~Z9 .23 .1 S- .J' .la .31 .~a 
" 

:' . 
47îJ .13 - .~j, ,13 • .IlS .11 '.,15, -.~5 -.J7,,·,.Il6 

471 .15 -.; l .1~ .1\~ .11 .~J - • .15 .1a -. ~5' 
0 

-41-7 .12 .;lG .~~ -.as ,4;12 ,2J ,1 Z' ., . .14 • il .. 

Ï' 4 rô ,.23 .13 • .JS ,. Z3 ·,.J2 ' .~a -.JZ .14 .~S 

481-' 
.,,. 

• ~o .22 .15 .15 .29 .11 .1.4 ,1.2. • 1 1 

.-' 4ÔZ .,$ • ..ïiâ .. ~2 , .~2 .J~ .25 .13 .21 .13 

4a3 . • 14 -.Jl 1,15 .la .. " -.a~ .13 ,27' -."~ 
4aG .Z~ .Z4\ .. ~ 1 .as .la .24 .24 

4S 7 .26 -.~4 .,11 .11 .1~ ,12 

~aa .. 34 .ll .;3 .2 S • 11 

431 .32 -.Z 1 .31,-.18 

433' .18 .;12 .as 
" 

'S~" .. 36 "-
.11 ' 

\ 6i.' .,4 
" 
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Line/staff 'Orientatio~ (Q51~) 

A tine orientation ' \ related to the which thé, indi-vidu~l 1,5 extent to 

is a'p doer r{!.ther than a thinker. \ ' . 
Propensity to action rather than reflection (se~ K~lb, 1974) 

This attribute was included for two reasons: 
, , 

lt might help to id~ntify characteristics which distinguish effective 

manàgement consultan~s in general. \ . 
, ,ô 

lt was believed that an individual with a ~ or~entatlorl might per-

fOrtll more effective,ly on project ~nagement or implemerttation tasks, 

and less effectively on tasks involving a high degree of 'conceptuali- . 
1 

zation skill. 

Available Instruments \, 

The second dimension of the Kolb Learning Style Invèntory is design~d to meas-, 
_ ure an active/refle~tive·predisp6sition. Also the Myers-Briggs lE dimension 

, 
between the Introvert who lives in the world of ideas and concepts and the 

Extrovert"who lives in a world of action and opjects (Myers, 1962, p. 57). 

\ , 

There may be some,relàtio~s~~ between·do1rig/thinking and p~edisposition to ' 

,a?stract thinking. Also a doi~g à~i~ntation would,lik~ly be associated with 

an instrumenril rather than an expre s's ive , task' orientation being more intet-

'ested in getting the' job d~ne than -in, lear~.ing from the eiperience. There 

may be a ~relationship also .WitC)the AÜport ,Vernon Lindzey t~7oretical 'and 

·economic value scales. l, ' '~ 

We decidèd to develop a new instrumen to compare with the Kolb LSI 
'" dimension to determine if,the latter,represented this construct. 

\ 

: ' , 
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Quest~og , Seq •. 

No. No •. -
11'.12. f . 386· 

. . 
II.12.S .390 

II·. 12'.7 392 
- , 

II. Il. 14 399 

Ir.. 12.24 4Ô9 

lU.5.9' 440 

III. 1.0. f··' '631 

". 

" . 

t \., 

" , 

LlNE/STAFF ORIENTATION 

. ... 
Question 

Açtive/reflecting 

Acade~ic/pragmatic 

, 

People oriented/con~ept oriented 

Theoretical/~ractical 
i' 

Liné/staf( _ 

Scale 
./ 

1-7 

1-7 

1-7 

1-7 

1':"7 

If l were in business l would pre fer a 
staff to a line position (A).fJ) 1-5 __ , 0 

Act. in a l,ine c'apacity for a period to 
.he.lp a 'client over a st.affing prèblèm 
(ab~ve 'average' = high) . " . 

" 

" 

. -. . " . 
, ' 

" 

, . 

p •• 

1 . 

, .. ' 

, " .' 

4-1 

...... A/D) ::1 ag~ee/disagn~~' 

c 

\ 
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Scored 

re.vers.e 

as shown 
.,. 

reverse 

as 'shown 

rè"erse 

as shown 

" as Sho~ 

.............. ' 

";;' 
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.' INTER-ITEl1 CORRELATIONS FOR 

tINE/STAFF ORIENTATION 

1 .. ~~~ 

. , 
Total 

It~m. Less 
No. Item 

... ~ A , ~ 
~~Q ... " 
.. .... . . ~, .l"'" 
........ ,.: ~ 

~'" • 3 '1 

~a3 
;,. .. ~ 

1 - ~ . ~ ... ~ ... ~ 
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03 l' .;.~ 

l' = 7~ " 

."'A 

.,,~o 

? 
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. ' .. 
.. 1 

Item Number 
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~ ~ ~ 

~~.i 
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.c;ô ... • i Z ...... 
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---------- . ~ . 
. -------------' 

; • ôi 
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Specialist(Generalist Orier1t:ation (Q895) 

A 'speciaÜst 9rient~tion is related ~o the exten,!:. to' wl}ich- the 

individual concentrates' on a par~icular f~eld 'of 

'(funct:ionaf nr indust~i~l f' " .. \ ' . . ( 

appli:,at;,ion 

,J 

This attribute fNas inc1uded bec;use ie wàs fei.t that it migjlt hàv~ 
, , 1 

sorne, 

rel!ationship ,to per'formance on structured and unstructuredl t~sks·. 
" •• , .", ,t 

AV'aÏlable Instrumerit,s " 1 

.' 1 
J P • 

A self-descri~tive instrument detailing busi~ess ~xper!~nce is ~ed. 
< .' . 

',' 

- ,-

" . 
,0 

" 0 

., 
~, / " 

" .. , ,j 

. . ' 

" 

. , 

" , 

·r· 

o 

, 
.... 

0' 

.. 
, 

. 

. 
" 

• 1 

; 
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Questioh Seq. 

No. ". ~ 

1:.2.8 32 

... 
1. Il. la 96 

" 

.. SPECIA~IST/GENErRALIST 

Question 

How many journal~' do youread regularly 
each month? Technicàl (related to your 
specialty) 

l Und _my~elf in situations whexe: : l 
use my speci~lized knowledge in the 
solution o~ problems \often/seldom) 

~; -
,,~ 

0.39 

Sc.ale· [Scored 
III 

( ) as show 

1'-5 reverse 

. II. 12...l.5 400 Gene~lis t 1 ~pec ïa,l i s t 1-7 as shown 

III.5.1 432 l mai~ly refer pr~blems wh~ch will help 
incre~e'my technical experience and 
r.eputation 

t. 

III.7.1. 595 . Asssess your performance for the following, 
b.i. stages of an a~signment: in diàgno~ing , 

----- c9mplex-prob~êms ,--cechnical aspects· 

1-5 ' reverl3e 

, 

5-0. ·as shown 

III. 7.1. 597 
"Q ----

~ in presçribing ,'" " 
c.i 

III.9.3a 622 

rr1.9.3b bZ3 

III.9.3c 024 

!II. 9 .3d 625 

III. 10 .4g 632 

.' 

\developing workable 
technical a~pects 

solutions). , . 

How do yoY. view,Yours'elf on the technical 
-/- . 

~evel: clients se~ you as an expert in 

'5-0 

your field ~. 1-5 

colleagues view you.as being up-to-
date ~n your field 1-5 

• . . 
~ you are ~espected by.fellow prefes-

sionals in your specialty \outside the firm) 1-5 

,0 • you h.ave contribuced to advancemenc~. 
in yeur field 1-5 

~ . . 
Assess suitabilicy: 
in a cour'é case 

act as an expert wi.triess 

~ : 4-1 

1 " • 
Scorl~g for Journals: . " 

No. of journals 

'0 
0

1
_
5 

6+ ," 

sco:re 

l , . 
i+ 1 

7 \. 

as sho~ 

reverse 

"rèvetse 

reverse 

reverse 

\'~ , 
\ 

as sbown 

I} • 1 
\ 1 

f • 
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F~t Finding Style Pgrtraits 

o • . ~ . Iwo sets of fact flndlng style portraits were' deve'lop"ed, based on our 

observations of consultant on tne job behav~our. 
1 

(a) Sxstematic vs Un~ystematic Approach "f' 

This bipolar construct ~ses McKenney's system~tic/intuitive fact finder' 

con~truct ~page II.19) as ,a pattern. ;,' 

tb) Progressive Deepening vs Linear Approach 

These Cerms were used by Newell and Simon' ( 1.Q,72). We have appliecl them 

,~o two contrasting approaches w~ich Seem to be used on various occasions.' 
-We hypothesized that the linear approach was more likely to be used in .. , 

structured situations ànd to be more closely related to the sxstematic 

rather than intuitive app,roach above. 

·1 , w , , 

Consultants were asked to ,determine if they 'rec.:ognized 1 themsel'ves among 

these port:raits. Supervisors were asked if the portraits app,lied to ,the 

consultant or thems'elves., 
, , 

" {, " 

l' 

'p 

, , ' 

• 

, , 

- ,1 

- ,·~I 
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, ' 

The, version shoWn be low' is' "that '"1hich was iue luded in tne superv1.Sor' s -

<lsse~sment 'of tha cor:sultant. 

'l'wo approaches to a diagnos tic survey are given, be low. You are 
asked to decid'e if elther (or bath) i'n some way describe (s) the 
approacn he uses. 

Apt>roacn A 

The ind'ivldual w-ith approach A is ab Le CI!) prep'ar~ and . fa II 0';."- a 
deta iled 'Jork plan ",hïc,h deflnes the, nature of the \ informa tian 
sought, che source of the inro~ation, and the order in which 
ie w~11 be gathered. 

~. 

, 

Such an individual has often made an inlClal ~lassifièatiQn of the 
l'rob lem (and the like 1y range ,of solutions) whiC'h he wiU re tain 
unless subs,equent- in;ormation causes him' to dlSl=ard it. In the 
latt~r case, he 'Jill select a ·ne'J~et., revLSe' .the ... ork plan 

'an~ continue in an iter'aüvé fashi Q. In the pr'ocess he gives 
early attentlon not only to the _~lOJIulation of the prQbleo but 
ta the cntenda (ünplicit or eX'plicit) ",lüah' will determit'te a 
"satisfactory" outcome. V' 

1 ' 
IHe; frequently uses checkllsts 8rtd carries ,out structur~d, ~~th'~r 
chan uns tructured, lnt.ervie .... s. One of the features of \ this appr:oach 
is a fairl~ clear appreciation, at ~ny time 0(: 

to be gathered, and the information 'r~maining 
-' the concÎusions which tne 

that stage. 
individual, .f.~els' are 'warrant~-d at 

, '-
'l'hese are us~ally advanced with relatlve confldence~. 

The process ;of fact-finding (and a"nalysis) is terminated' 'Jhen, a 
conclu,slon has been formulated .satis,fying the initial criteria or 
time runs out.' There ar'e rarely any major surprises in the fil'lal 
conclusions an~any ,?verruns of time' are foreseen relatively early 
in th.,e PFocess. 

Approach B 
~ 

~ 

The individ~al 'J,ith ~pproach B resists a decitled -';"ork plan~:-,' He 
May prepare one lf'asked to but a(terwards he pays Little att!ntlon 
to' H. He is usually unable to '"fticulat~ the sch~ma or 'mo4e1 he 

.ls fo11owing ·,.then hct; gatherin)1;~ To fin outside observer, he 
~J)p~ars to operate by e~aluatlrÏg the lnformatib_n as' it comes in 
-he foré decidlng what to do next. His mode ls acquisitive, as he 0 \ 

seeks to collect a wide ~ange of data, from seemingly meaningless 
detail to important facts.$ ~-

" 
.. .. 

,Cl 

, \ 

.0 

- . 
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" 

He does not ,olten use checklists'and his intervlews are generally 
\.lOstruc tured. Ouring the survey, if qu"estloned on hl.s w'orl( plan, 
he will describe the need ta gel:. a "Eeel" for varlOUS aspeccs of 
the probLem (which he may be unable ta define very clearly). While 
a variecy of concluslons m~y be begi~niog to emerge, he does not 
appear ço have a str(;mg cornrnltment to mast 'of t.hem. 

! 

.43 

fi 
,F1oa11y, wh~n the deadline ipproaches, he stops collectlng iofor~ation 

. and switches ta data sifting and analysis. ~ot ail of the data will 
be used: Conc1uSlons and 'confidence are buil t ùp, rapidly. Unforeseen 
conciuslons or solutions may fsurface and fairly significant 'ovérruns 
mar'--d-evelop, on occasion, whieh w:ere not antieipated. l , • 

Il 

Check. on1y 9ne. 

1. He frequently adopts an ~pproach similar ta A a~ove. 

2. He/freque~tly adopts an apprdach similar to B above. 
\ ' ,. . 

3. l believ'e that he can 'use either approach "CA or" B) 
,depending on the circurostance"s. 

4. l don't recognize his approach as being eithe~ A or B. 
& 

Comments: 

( ) 

) , 

) 

) .. 

b) Ooes ché amount of cime that has been budgeted for the survey in 
any way affect whlch a~proach he mig~t use? 

c) 

1 
1. I,Yes ( 

2. No ( 
l , 

'-

If 50, how? 
" " 

, 
Two approaches ta a compLe:( diagnas tic survey are des,cribed b'e 10w .. 
You "are again asked ta decide, .if either (ot' both)'" in' som'e way 
desliibe(s) the approach he might"us~. 
~ " 

Approach C - . 

This individual carries out his- fact-fi(lding" in "passes" of 
progressiv,ely greater detail. 

, . 

.' 

(' 

Pass # l gives him an· idea of the various components ,of the 
pr'oblem, or' proces$, ,and how they ge'nerally Ht togethet. 

pass# 2 aads more details, abou,t each: 

" ,[ 

( 



.. 

" 0.44 

,Fact-finding·continuei in this fashio~ u~til the individual feels 
t~at he understand,s the 0perat~on and is ln a 'position to assemble 
and' test hlS conclusions. 

Approach 0 , 

The individual w'lth approach 0 dlvides the problem (or process) into 
components (e.g~ functional ar~as). He then proceeds to assess each 
coftlponent thoroughly and independently, one after the other, .conclusions 
being develop~d regardlng each separately~ His flndlngs are then . 
assembled into a coherent whol~. 

The d ifference between the t .... o approaches de)cribed above is perhaps<' 
best demons~rated by an'gexa~ple., _~/ __ ... 

. ~ Supppse' you have been asked 'to study ,a finlshed 
goods inventory management problem in a 
manufacturing'firm. The four functional-areas 
concerned are: production planning, sales 
?recasting, arder pro)essing, and warehouse 
eplenishment. 

The work plan for'approach C might consist o~ 
three separace, levels of fact-finding: 

The flrst, allocating 1-2 days ta each of ,the 
four areas to gain an appreciation ~f the 
scop~ of the activities, the practices 
employed and the inter-rel'ationships ' 
between the areas. 

, 0# 

The second, all~cating per~aps 2-3 d~ys 
to each, to obtain m.ore det;ails. 

, \ 

The third, of up ta a week in each for a 
complex situation,' going inC-o the' Level 
of detail'i.trequired to understand the 
operati~n ta the exten t 'necessary to 
locate problems and anomalies. 

The work. plan ,for approach 0 might consist 'of 
four separate t~o-week segments. ln each, the 
compdnent, such as productiorr planning, would' 
be explored in getall. After the e~$ht weeks; 
the findings would be tied together lnto' a ' 
coher/ent -who le. 

1'n a complex diagnostic survey: (Check ooly one. ) 

l. He frequen t'l y adoP9 an appro,ach similar to C. 
1 

'J ..... He frequently adçpt-s an approach similar to D. 
~ 

be lieve 
. 

1. l that he can, use either appro~ch (C'or 0) • 

, 4. 1 don I_ C r~cognize ,his,approach,as being e i ther C or D. 

" 

( 

( ) 

( ,..r-.-

C 

, , 

il 
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D.45 
~,~ . ", 

"~ 
(b) Intèrpersonal Skills , \ 

, . 

He it "as not our intentiôn to' examin4terper80nal skills in this 8:udY. 

certain skills known to be important in managemètit consulting were cursorily ,', 
\' \ r /~ .. 
'measuf~ ta determin~ if they had a major influence on the supervisors' 

\ 

ssessments of the consulta~t's task performa~ce. 

,. 

Supervisory ability 

Tactical 

Ability to work to deadlines 

ausiness, development ability 

Persuasion, 

Empathy 

, . 
.~ 

',' 

y 

-. 

Q889 

Q892 

QR93 

Q894 

Q890 

Q891 

These skills wera: 

. , 

" 

\ , 

o , 
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INTERPE"RSONAL. SKILL.3. 

Supervisory (Q889) \ 

Question Seq. 
No. No. 

, '. 
Quest~on 

1. '12 
/' ~ 

Ill' l run engaged to manage important proje~ts 
~t' (oftetJ.-seldom) 

'III .• 6 445 

D.46 

,Scale .Scored 

1-5 ,as shown 

For mast projects, l would prefeE' to super~ 
vise other consultants rather than do the 
work myself 1-'5 - as shown 

587 .'. - '-... . 
,Superv~smg 'the as Slgnment • .Demands of the 

. f" task 'are very clear / are not at aIl clear ~n 
most instances 1-7 as shown-

'\ 

IIL8.2e 6,10 

III. 10 .4b 627 

V.IO.9.8 813 

J!., 

<--~ 
Tactical '(4892) 

IlL8.2b 607 

. \ 

What .is your assessment of your effectiveness 
supervisor or-in the following capabilities': 

pr-oject leader , 5-1 

Assess your suitabllity for: managé a large 
project terun comprising c~ient and consultant 
staff 4-1 

The exten't to which you have s~perviso-t:y 
authority, and responsibility' ~most/least 
important) 1-9 

reverse 

reverse 

as shown 
/ 

Tactician (able to anticipat~ and overcome 
potenti~1 client,objeçtiong} 5-1 as sh{)wn 

II1.8.2i 614 ,Ability. ~o get client acceptance and co-
- j 

operation 

Deadlines (~a93) 

111.9.21 b 17 ,1< Abia.it;y, to meet deadlines" stay within 
budget l etc. 

111.9.2m 618 

II1.9.2n 619 

IV.6.29 680 

Abirto 

~bility to 

, 
, -

work ta a det'ailed work plan 
1 

operate wiih little sup~rvision 

l usually wait until the last minute before 
trying to meet a deadline 

, ' 

\ 
f 

1. 

5-1 as shown 

5-1 as shown 

5-1 as shown 

as shown 

1-5 reverse 

\ -, 



" 

Question 
No. 
(' 

Seq. 
No. 

,INTERPERS0J:1.AL SKILLS' 

(C0ntinued) 

Question Scale 

Business Development (Q894) , 

III.5.7' 438 

III,6.1S 446 

If given a, choic~, l would pre fer -to give 
a technical talk to a group of colleagues 
rather' than a more gen~ral address' to a 
group oJ business mana~et:s ' , -, 

For me, the business d~velopment side o~ 
consulting is one of its more interesting 
aspects 

< ' 

1-5 

1-5 

~ersuasion (Q890) 

I.ll.lc 98 

, 
II. 12.9 394 

III.6.13 444 

l,II. T. Id -599 

Empat,hy tQ891) 

III.90 - 620 

IV.4.2'1 672 

'iJ' ' 

. ' 

, 
l use my,skills at persuading the client to 
adopt so~e specifie point of view or course 
ot action (often/seldom) 1-5 

Persuasive/uneonvincing 

l enjoy trying to c'onvince a cli~nt that my 
course of action is better than the one'he 
favours 

1 Assess your general performance for'the 
following stages of an assignment: in 
obtaining aceeptance for your recommenda­
tions-

-Ability to identify client needs 

1-5 

5-1 

5-1 

l have relatively' little difficu1ty putting 
myself in the client' s plaèe when deciding ( 
if an actio~ is worth taking 1-5 

D.47 

Scored 

as sbo';1!l 

as shown 

as shown. 

as shown 

as shown 

reverse 

as shown 

reverse 
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D.48 

Cc) Validity Check on Grounded/ungrounded Scori,ng of, Consultant (Facto't 111) 
~ . ç • , 

Using the Supervisors' Assessments (Q888) 

A ,number of relevant items were cOII\bined from the supervisors', assessments to 
, " 

,Éorm an indep~ndent measure of the consultant's grounded/ungrounded 

~redisposi~~on'. We have termed this a systematic/unsystematic predisposition 

to avoid, confusing th'e scales. 

" 

-' 

.' ' 
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~, - - \ \, . 
/f SUPERVISORSf ASSESSMENT OF CONSULTANT'S GROUNDEO/UNGROUNDEO PREDISPOSITION 

, ; 

" 

Question . S.eq. 
No. No,. -

III.7 ô5 960 

III.7.16 961 

Ur.i.17 962 

II~.7.19 964 

III.'7.22 y67 

'. 

, , 
" l 

precise/vague 

Question 

Unplan~ed/schéduled 

Facts/ideas 

Undisciplined/disciplined 

Lagt minute/on 
\ 

time 

Scale Scored 

1-7 as shown 

1-7 reverse 

1-7 as shown 

;; 1"-7- reverse 

1-1 reverse 

Note: A ~high value on this instrument is -equi~alen't to the ungrounde<l 
categor-y;, 

, . 
-, 
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\ , 
INTER-ITEM CORREL~TIONS FOR 

SUPERVISORS' ASSES$ME~T OF CONSULT~~T'S GROUNDED/U~GRQUNDED PREDISPOSITION 
v , 

, , 

-. 
total-

l' 

" ,Item ' Less, 
No. Item Item Numb~ 1 

1 l 

-a~~ 
... ~ . ~ A ... , ~ . ~ A -

;:lUI ;) (.1 (. .J (., ~ ;] ~"I 

" A~ 

• .j2. .ZJ - ~ -~ 
~Y. .~;;I .:;)J t,J;J 

... ,. . el7 . .27 .15 - 1 

~QI • C 1 .. 
... ,.,. . " ~21 

.., . , 
.;j~, • ," - .... .,.' '----------. 

1 ---... 
" a6~ .i3 • i~ 

ag7 • C"Z ~, 

Î'$ : 
.. ,. \' 
1 ~ - ('"'> ... 

... 
~;: ë;',,;4;.;\:Q i\ ~.;i .... - 1<,1 1 

.--..%111" 
" 

" '" ~ 

" , , 

~ 

" 

" 
loI 

'. 

'\ \' 
" 

~ 

" 

f..!) ~ 

Ô ~ 

~ 'x " .-, 
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(d) Technical Aspects of the Factor Analysis 

A number of checks were made to confirm the validity of the factor analysis 

reported in Chapter V. 

In particular: a sc~ee test (Cattell, 19~6) 1 was m:de to de'termine the , 
number of significant iactors. (Result - three ta four) 

\ 

""'" ': f~ctor loadings were obtained, assuming ~ orthogonal 

factors~ (in addition t·o the four factor loadings reported''''in theO table on _.' 
page' V • 24 ) • 

.' 
:.),...iactor loadings were t>btain~d tor an oblique as well as 

orthogonal rotation, assuming four factors. 

two sep'arate statistical computational programs were used 

ta compute threT orthogonal factors (varimax rotation). 
, 

AU of these calculations used ,an initial ~omm.onality estimate based on the 

multiple R
2 of the given variable on all other variables in the matrix. 

The loadings are reported in the table on the next page. 
l) • 

Following the discussion in Chapter VI (p~e VI.16) regarding the indep­

endence of the early/late closer variable, a fifth run was made. ,This was 

a three fa2'tor varimax calculation using,only 1'4 variables, 

t'h.&; early /late, close'r variable. 

i.e., omitting 
l , 

, 
As can be seen, the loadings see~ to be very stablé4àcross these different 

calculations. This increases the d~gree"of confîdence that can be plàced on 

th~ir composition. 

The scores used were thosé calculàted'by the computer program (i.e. 

usingrcoeffici~nts from ~ of the vâriables not just those which were ~ 

significant) for the 4-factor orthogonal varimax ruq,' Si'nce resea,rch ' 

inJicates that' it is better to include too many factors rather than too 
'. ~ , 

few, ww could not 'eliminate the four th factor just because we 'could not 

easily'interpret it. 

IThe sciee Test for the Number of Factors, R.B. Cattell, Hultivariate 
Behavioral Resea'rch, April, 1966, pp. 245-276. 
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TABLE SHOWING LOADINGS FOR FIRST THREE FACTORS CORRESPONDING TO RUNS WITH A'VARIETY O~ PA 

Va~iable 

Run No.: 

Factor fil 
grounded/ungrounded 

conceptualizer 
2 '3 4' ~ 

Q322 introvertjextrovert 
..... Q3~3 fact anchorèd/iînag. concept. .72 .69 .74 -.76 .76 

Q324 logical/'gut feel' évaluator' 
Q325 ~/late closrr- -: . J .57 .53' .57 .57 -<>X 

o 

Q38Q theoretical values 
Q381 econo~ic values, 
Q382 aesthetic valuas • Q383 social values 

Qfs6 abstract reasoner 
Q557 ~thinkero 

Q509 creativity 
Q510 need for autonomy 
Q511 tolerartce for. ambiguity 

". QS14 flexibility 
Q515 ~/st~ff , 

o 

.... 

Factor, fl2 
rati~nal/instinctive 
conclusiou'drawing 

l' 2 ~ 4 ~ 
--'"'r 

.57 .55 .61 '.65 .63 

.36 .31 0 .35 ~.33 'X 

Factor fl3 
Ux:e/sta~f l"~ > 

or~entatl.on i·( - .• 

2 3 4' 5 -
-.43 -.39,-.47 -.45 -:46 

. ~ 

"' .37 :38 .33 .32 .33 

" 

The signs of ~he loadings have been adjustèd to be èonsistent with the factor labels. 
,,./-polarity being reversed for the.factor # 1. and #,2 loadings shown on page V.24-

This has resul&ed in the 

. .,. 
'" 

St 

'Descriptio~ of Runs 
,-

No. of'Factors Run.tlo. • No. of Variables C Type of Rotat10n 
.) 

1 f 
2/ 
3 
4, 

J 

5 
...,..... 

4 
4· 
3 
3 

3, 

0" 

'i' 

15 
15 
15 
15 p 

, 14 2 

l' - ,-
Developed py W.E. Gustafson, Gteeley, Colorado 

2 ' __ a ", -

The early;late closer var,iable (Q32S) was removèd.' . , r 

Orthogonal 
ObLique 
Orthogonal 

{)rthogon~l with 
iteration 

Orthogonal 

, 0 0 

ri 

ï, 
v~ 

../ 

A 
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APPt;NDIX'E 

SOt-Œ OBSERVATIONS ABOUT MAN'S ~. 
~ABILITY to ASSESS UNCERTAINTY 

. . 
Further conclusion. regarding'man's intuitive statistical abilities are~iven 

by Hogarth (1975):, 
""JJ111., 

.. 

Man abhors randomness and compulsivei~ seeks patterns in information 
V ~ 

supplied to him (p. 273); 
, 

He is bett~r at gùessing averages.than measures of dispersion Cp. 274); 
o 1 

He is weak in assess,ing the extent to which variables are correlated .. . 
(p. 2.15); 

People tend to discount conflicting evidence (p. 276).; 

They irequently ove+e~~imate the importance of minu~ cues·(p.-276); 
- I)J' 4t! " 

Important eues acquire great·er salience as their variabUity increases 

(p. 276); . 
Increases ~n the amount of information given to a decision màker 

'. ..... 
~~ 

For the most part, .f0recast·ers· do not 'think' l.n probabiÎ.istic terms 

decreas.es the consistency of his judgment (p'. 276); . 

(p. 276) •• 
,"''''- '" 

, r 1. ( 
Moore (1~77) ln hîs ~per 'The Manager's Struggle with Uncertainty' concl~dèd 

,1 . 
that: 

1 , • 

Groups tend to produce deéisions that are riskier than those produGed 

by individuals Cp. 146); 
1 

"One is .leit with the feeling that the aim of many decis:i:on makers i5 

not so mu~h to opt~mize irs to' sati5fice and~to,this end ~he maximin 

approach is used, perhaps unconsciously." (p. 14 n ' ... 
Managers tend to relate their executive decis{ons more to their per~ 

... , , .., Il 

sonal planning horizons than to those' of -their org~ation. (p" 1"7) 
Manag~rs tend to believe that they, are more certain than the y really 

l ,- 1 

a~e. The consequenee is that, taken in conjunction with the risk-

averse attitud~s displayed through their utility furrctions, managers are 
( " 

not'likely to act as coherently as would be expected. (p. 147) 
ï 

.Managers are loathe to accept that their s~lls in areas traditionally 

se en as being judgmental in character can be enhanced through tr~ining 

for the good of aU concernèd. (p. 147) 

Morris (1967) suggests that the su~resSion of uncertainty is 
the lack of ~ readily available lan uage for expressing it.' 

, 
c .; 

connected w,ith 



APPENDIX F 

- INSTRUC'IIONS TO SURVEY COORDINATORS 

May 1, 1980 

• 
Instructions to Survey Coordinator 

Your roJe i.s·very important for the successful comlüetion of the survey. l am 

therefore giving a detailed description of the steps ta be performed. ~Should a 
1 

question arise, please calI me at (514) 866-3721 - :Peter ,Wade. 

!. ~The firs.t step ls tR ide nt if y the participating consultants and supervisors 
• " 

, 

from your firme Guidelines for selection are given in the atbachment. The most 

important factor, of course, i5 that the individual 'is 'prepa:r:ed to take the , 
time: (While the ques tionnaire does seem impos ing) l might add that those , , . 

who have fi1led, it: out 50 far have found it ,qui te engrossing once they got 

inta it.) 

2. E~~h participating individuai (consultants and supervîsors) Shi/Id then be 

assigned a twa digi t code which is unique for your ,firme ' This shauld be 

applied to all documents relat~ ta "the indivtdual (There is a place for the 

~ode on the front page of each~uestion~aire). 
" 

3. When.·the questionnaires' are distributed .. "to the individuals, the date, name 
'11 . 

~ and code should be entered on a log sheet similar to t.he one l have 

- 4. 

·provided. 

FinaUy somehow you must encourage, cajole (bribe?) or whateve r, the 

individ uais ,to conscientiously comple te the ques tionnaires. 

" When they have filled out the questionnaires, O'they have, been asked ta l~t 

you know before they returU' them di rectly ta me in the envelope provid·ed. 

You can then note this i'nformation on your log'. 

~. 

Should the mail strike appear imminent, l'have suggested thcit the envelopes 
1 

be -deÜ"vered to the nearest Currie, Coope rs & Lybrand office which will make 

\ l 

~I 
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" sutè that l Iieceive them.' .,Fo'r this reason, l have not put postage on the , 
envelopes •. 'If yoü will {iccumula te 'any expenses connected '1011 th the survey, l 

,will reimb~~F,se you at the en4 of the project. 

C 

Regarding the deadline for recei.PC ',of completed questionnaires: 

", 

• 1 would naturally like to get them back as saon as possible. 

• If the rn.a t ter d'rags, on too long, iE will become an aggrava tion to 

everyone. ri' 
L 

'\ 
• Iemust start my analysis no later than June 30 - sa this is the absolute 

latest date for inclusion in the study. 

-' 

l suggest you develop your own deadline s'trategy with the,particip~l.Uts, 

bearing the abovè points in mind. 
,\ . 

1· 

l will be cheëking with you peri0dically to make sure that l am receiving 
1 

what has been s~nt from your office. 

o ) 

. , 

You should retain the log sheet .50 that the confidential r-eports that l '101111_ 

be preparing this summer can be retur~ed to each parti.cipant. Since 1 do 
1 

n~t k;now'the names, l can ident~fy each envelope with ·only'.a cod~ • 

. \ 

, \ 

l' ( 

,(" 

" 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR 

SUR VEY OF 

MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 

AttacbJllent 

Page 1 

1 
Selecting the Sample 

i 

There are two different samples of individuals: 

i. The pa rticipating consultants 

ii. ,Thr participating supe rvi so'rs. 

i. The Partici12ating Consl:lltants 

We·are looking for indivi~uals with the following characteristics: 

Vital 
*' 

J \ 

• Have been consulting (either int.ernally or ex'ternally) for at least 1 1/2 

years • 

. ,e Have peen with your fim for'long enough that supervisors have come to ' 

'know' them. 

• Have a thorough llllders tanding of""wt-itten Eng1ish.~~\ 
~/1 

~ 
-----Desirable ~----------! 

, ---------------
• They should have been operating until fairly recently, if they are not 

pperating a_t present. 
, 

'. They 5~ould b,e operating in an area where a, heavy amouq.t of judgment i5 
- ) 

required. (Thus programmers (as opposed to systems a'nalysts) are not-

suitable) • 
."' ' ~ 

• The longer they have' bee'n consult'ing, the better (dthough a few 

con~ultants ~ith 6 months to one year's experience would be quite 
.- .~ 

, " 
acceptable. 

• They should,·if poss'ible, cover a 'range of functional ,éir.ea's. 
, - , 

• -They should not be aIL star performers; some relatively average consu~tants 

's~ould be' included (~f you have any)." 

) / 
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Attachment 

Page 2 ' 

~ . Tl;1e geographical location of the consultant is imrriaceriçll to me, although 

having a, few pél:rticipants from Ot tawa" the ~{es t or the Eas t would be 

desirable to make the sample more representative. 

(To preserve anonymit~, l sugges t that we disrega rd the of fice code when 

identifying a participating consultant or supervi'sor.) 

ii. The Participating Supervisors 

r 

e If a t al1 possible, two supervisors as a minimum shou1d be found to 

evaluate each P?rticipating consultant. Of course, a ,specifie 

supervispr may eva1uate more than one participating consultant if ,he is 
'0 

in a position to~' i 

, 

(If you can fin'd more than two supervisors who are prepared to evaluate 

one or more of the consultants, l would naturally be delighted l as chis 

would increase the validity of the assessment.) 

,If in a few cas,es, only ~ supervisor can be found, such cases should 

not be discarded for this reason. 

• Each participating supervisor i5 asked ta fill out one of the 
, .. 

• 

questionnaires 'The Supervisor's Views and Background'. He would then 

complete one of the Consultant Effect~veness Assessments for each 
1 

consultant evalua ted • 

~~~ .. 
If he ~ere prepared to do so, ther~s no reason why an individual could 

not take the role of an operating c,onstÙtant and, in addition, eva.luatè 
, 

one or more others. In this'case, it would not be necessary for him to 

complete the- Supervisor's Vi'ews and Background since aIl of this material' 
, ~ 

is contained in the large que,stionnair-e. , 
(Note: In the above case, the indiv~d ual ~ould, be fdentifi'ed by the same 

code in both rol.es.) 

\' 

" 
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Supe;visor 
Question 

.Section 

904 
905 
906 
907 
908 
909 

Section 

936 
937 
938 
939 
940 
941 
942 
943 
944 
945 

). 
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APPENDIX G 

SUPERVISOR-CONSULTANT CORRELATIONS 
, 

Consul t,ant Joi 

guestion guestion Correlation 

\.1') 

Performance on stages of PS process 

594 Probl~m finding -.01 
595 Diagnosing - technical .36 
596 - organizational . 13 
597 Prescribing - technical .27 
598 ~ organizational .13 

a 

599 IAccepting recommendations .06 

Performance 'on hlEothetical tasks 

626 
627 
628 
629 
6'30 
631 
632 
633 
634 
635 

Implement tested package .2S 
Manage project team .40 
Handle sensitive assignm.ent .26 
Evaluate candidate for exec. position .43 
C611ect informat ion through interviews .07 
Act in a line capacity , .32 
A-ct as an exper't wit~ss .04 
Resolve difference of opinions '.08 
Have complex assignment with large corp. .13 
Carry out non-technic~ diagnosis eunstruc.).03 .. ~ ,/' 

Section 3. Overall PS Eerformance 
-~ 

933 639 Overall PS effectiveness of consultant .25 

Section 4., Skil1s .;md credibilitz. tJ 
910 
911 
912 
,913 
914 
915 
916 
917 
918 
919 
920 
921 
922 
923 
924 
925 
926' 
927 

, 

603 
604 
605 
606 
607 
608 
609 
610 
611 
612 
613' 
614 
615 
616 
617 

,618 
619 
620 

CommunicatQr - oral - pe-rson-to-person • Il 
group presentations .21 
interact with groups~.26 

written .4~ 

Tactician - overcome ,client objeè~ions -.02 
Developer of new business • 10 
Contributor to consulting firm' s reputation. 16 c 

Supervipor, or project leader - .06 
Specialist consultant to other consultants .07 
D~veloper of consulting staff -.D7 
Team effort on an assignment .28 
Ability to get client acceptance & coop. .08 
6eveloper of,new packages .08 
Use conceptual skills to resolve problems .D8 
Ability to meet dea~nes .41 
Ability to Ytlork to a detailed plan • 16 
Ability to 'operate with' little supervision .28 
Ability t" identify client needs . .02 

( , 

.', 

. -' " 
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Supervisor 
guestion 

1'" 928 
929 
930 
931 
932 

Section 5. 

946 
947 

.. 948 
949 

II' 950 
951 
952 
953 
954 
955 
956 
957 
958 
959 
960 
961 
962 
963 
964 
965 
966 
967 
968 

Section 6. 

969 
970 
971 

!il 

Section 7. 

972 

r 
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APPENDIX G 

SUPERVISOR-CONSULTANT CORRELATIONS 

1 \ (cont inued) 

Consultant 
gue st ion'- Question Correlation 

621 
622 
623 
624 
'625 

,C()me up with diffe-rent approaches 
Clients see him às ~xpert in field 
Colleagues view him as being up-to-date 
Respe.cted by fellow professionals outside­
Contributed to advancement w field 

Semantic different ial 

386 Active - ref.1ecting 
387 Confident - hesitant 
388 Logical - intuitive 
389 D.etached - involved 
3.97 Innovative - eonventional 
400 Generalist - speeialist 
413 F~exiblel~ single-minded 
414 Team:...member - 'inde pendent 
390 Academie - pragmatie 
394 Persuasive - unconvincing '" 411 Cautious - impulsive 

, 420 . Talker - listener 
407 Unambitious - ambitious 

Open - political -- - -,-
: .... -

398 Precise - vague 
217 Unplanned - sch~uled 
219 Facts - ide as 11 

246 Critieal - uncritical l,} 

421 Undiseiplined - disciplined 
393 Global - detailed_ 
423 Complex - uncomplicated 
2~ Last-minute - on-time 
409 Line - staff 

Behavioural profiles 
1 

725 What type of approach does he ~se 
726 T·ime allotted affect approaeh used 
727 Whal:' approach used in diagnosis survey . 

( 

Similaritl of a2~roach 

784 His approaches similar/different 
-

to yours 

(r) _ 

. 17 

.25 

.27 

.43 

.10 

-.21 
.06 

-.18 
.ID 
• 1 1 
.30 

-. 18 
.14 
.09 
.02 
.26 
.26 
.23 
nia 
.10 
.08 
.17 

-.24 
.25 
.31 
.05 
.18 

-.26 

-.14 
.07 
.06 

-. 1 1 

\-
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I\PPENDfX Il 

V/\LIIHTY AND INTEH-CORiŒL/\TlONS OF lNSTIWMENTS USED lN Sl'llDY 

AttrillUte 

1. Ability to 
reason 
al>:.trdctly 

1. • Fact-tmchoredl 
itlldginative 
conceptuülizer 

-----

" \ Instrumcnt \. 

Abstractfcoocrete 
dim'ensioll -of Kolb' s 
LSl (Q556) 

Sensing/inLuitive 
dimension of Myers­
llri~gs Iodicdtor 
«P23) 

-'. 

~" 
,-

" (A/D) = dgree/disagree 
• 

ValidÏLy clnd COllsi::'lency 

d) Validity 
(compdre with super ~ rating) 

Q9~j 'strong conceptudl 
skills' , .33 

b) COllsislCIlLy 
(other self-de&c. items) 

Q392 people orientedl 
" concept oxiented 

Q399 theoreticdl/practicdl 
QJ90 aCddelllic/prdcti~dl 

1 

cl) Vdlidity 
, 

Q881.i Composite syslellldLÎc/ 
. unsystelltic check 

b) 'consistency 

• 19 
.00 

-.09 

.22 

Q425 hclrd della/boft dala .)2 
Q474 1 am more interested in 

what could be tbdn wbat 
is (/\/0) • 17 

Q392 people orientedf 
concert orientcd .31 

Q442 less lnterested in 
problclIlb decided 00 

opinion rdtller llldn 
f d C l ( ~I D ) • 2 El 

" 

CorreLJtion willl Dtller IlI:.lruuicllt::. 

Q324 logicd1/'gut (ccl' 
eV8iuùtor 

QJ25 carly/late closcr 
Q322 introvër['Jextrovert 

Q324 

Q31S 
_Q382 
q50Sl 
Q51U 
Q511 

,., 

__ 1f~gjc<lll 'gut fceL' 
evaluator 

cdfly/ 1 dte clo::.er 
low acslhelic Vùlues 
low cn.!ùtive 
l1et!ù for autonolllY 
tolerdnLe for "dlllUig. 

.37 

.27 
• 14 

.!. 1 

.!d 

.20 

.50 
-.26 
-.50 

(~5U use of quant. lIlethoùs-.23 

ExpecleJ 

JI. 

;. 

x 
le 

x· 

x 

(~5 15 li ne 1 s l a f f .4 j .. 

Q556 dbstruct reasonCl- .18 

~ 
;::r:: 

" 
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Attribote" 

, 3. Early vs Late 
closer 

, '. 
.. 

4. n,exibility 

i 

~J 

.,.. 
~ p 

'" 
VALUHTY AND INTER-CORIŒLATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USE!} HI STUDY (continued) 

Ins'trulII",nt 

Judging/pe~ceiving 

dlmension of Myers­
llriggs IndLcator 
{Q32S) 

, , 

, 

New (Q5 14) 

/ 
'IIi:" 

Vdlidity and Consistency 

a) Validity 

Q961 Unpldnned/planned 

Q967 làst minute/on lime 

b) COllsistency 

Q617 dbility to meet 
deadlineb 

Q680 wait until lastJmin. 
Q697 wait until ha,ve dIl 

Q4 Il 
Q666 

tacts l' 
cautious/im/ulsive 
end up &urv y with 
différent uodel than 
started with (A/D) 

a) Validity 
~ 

r 

.33 

• 14 

• 19 
-.24 

-.09 
.30 

.36 

Q952 tlexible / sj.ng le minded • 15 

b) Consistency 

Q726 flexible in approach -. iO 1 

.... 

Correlation With Other InstrllUlcntl;! 

'r Expectcd 

Q32J fdct-anchoreJ/ilUdgilldt. 
conceptud~ ize r . .id 

Q324 logieal/'gut feel' 
eVdluator 

Q509 low creative 
Q5 10 ï1ëe"d fur autollomy 

.32 

.42 
-.26 

Q5 JI tolerance for ambig. ...-.55 
QS 14 low , flexibi l iLy 
Q556 aDStrdcL redsoner 

;' 

, , 
CI.!, a .J 

Q325 carly/late closer 

.28 

.27 

-.28 

x 

li. 

~ 

x' 

fIl 
t-.; 
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VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN S'fUllY (eont inuèd) 

AttribuLe Instrument 

~. Tolerance for New (Q5 Il) 
'allluiguily 

.... 

1" 

.'\ 

6. Logie .il/' gue Thinking/feeling 
feel' evaludlor dimension of Myers-
-e illfolïlldl-ion tldgg!:l Indicator • (>rocebsor) (Q324) 

'" 

(A/O) '- dgree/disagree 

" 

Validity dnd Conslstency 

cl) Vdliditl 

b) Consistencl 

Q671 1 like dn accepted 
theor'y or fralllework 

(A/U) 
a) Vdliditl 

/ 

0 

Q948 
Q949 

\: 

b) Co l"-~.i stene y' 

Q68J prolJlems should ue 
solved with no emotion-

r 

.20 

.05 
.ot, 

,al lnvolvement (A/D) .35 
Q455 give more weight-lo ' 

findncial dndlysis than 
feeling (A/n) .03 

Q442 less lnterebted Tn pro­
blems decided on opinion 
rdther thdll fact (~jt) • 10 

QH7 \,J.rong for d consultdnl 
lü let ~ib persoudl 
values,,1nfluence his 
recollullenddtions (A/D) -.06 

Correlation Wilh Other Instrulltelits 

r, ExpeCled 

Q323 fact-anchored/illldgl'nat ~ 
conèeptual iLe ["< .5U 

Çl325 ed~ly Ilat.t! closer· 
'i, .55 x 

Q515 line/staff .22 
Q514 high flexibility .05 x • 

Q::I09 cTeativit:y ./t 2 x. 

Q325 earll/ldt~ closer :3L, 
lP82 low· aesthel:ic values .42 x 

Q3tl4 l11gh poqtical (power.) 

~ vdlues : 31 
Q509 low credLiye .L) 
Q556 dbstrùct redbOller .37 , 

0' 

;:r: 

w 
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Attribute 

7. Creative 

, 

8. Specialis t/ 
generalist 
oriental ion 

-<-- ----

~ 

- . . .! . 
VAl.I1HTY AND INTER-COlŒELATlONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY (cont inued) 

-tr 

Instrument Validily and Consistency CorrelationS" "'ttll Other Instrumenls l 

Ne", (based on 
Raudsepp's Creativity 
Test) (Q509) 

J 

New (Q895) 

r r Expectcd 

a) Validity Q32J fact-dochored/lmdgio. 
concelliualizer .50 

Q324 lOglcdl/'gut feel' Q950 innovati1ft ~ x 

conventional .20 evaluator .23 
Q928·ability to come up x 

with a diff. approach .03 
Q922 developer of ne", 

packages . . 
Q325 ear ly /late c ioser .1,"'3 
Q381 low ec~ic vdlues .24 
Q38~ low aesthetlc·vdlue1.05 -.0.... Q510 high need for duto!~ .. 34 

~ QS// high tolerûllce for 
x 

b) Conllistency 

Q621 ability to come up 
wtth a diff. approach .09 

Q397 innovative/convent. .43 
Q429 nooconformist/conform .. 56 
QIOI 1 introduce novel ways' 

of doing thinga (A/D) .21 
Q6S0 l strive for pracrical 

rather than. ingenious 
solutions (A/D) • II 

a) Validity 

Q95/ generalist/specialist .33 
Q942 act as expert witness .20 
Q905 technical diagnosis .42 
Q907 technical prescript. .39 
Q918 specialibt consultant 

to others .35. 

b) ConslsLency 

amblgJ:lity .42 x 
Q

l
513 high !-Ise of qUdLltiL. 

Q5-15 line/slaff .)5 

Q557 daer/thinker (Kolb) .23 

:--
! -

;I:l . 
.po 

(A/fi) agree/disagree (nil) 
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VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY_~eontinued) 

Attribute 

9. Line/staff 
orientation 

\O. Values 
"'" 

Instrument 

, 
\ 

New (Q5IS)' 

,; 

Validity and Consistency 
T 

a) yalidity -=-

Q946 aetivejreflecting 
Q968 line/staff 

b) Consisteficy 

QS5-7 

Q392 

\ Q658 -, 

r 

.03 

.21 

.45 
" 

.55 

Allport, Vernon and 4, 

Lindzey Study (modified) 
f 

doer/thi~ker dimen. 
'OT'Kolb' s 1.81 
people ~riented~ 
concept orienteci':~'5 
look ,tor general ~ 
pnneiples (A/Q) .27 

Q380 Theoretical 

Q381 Economie 

... 

a) Validity 

Q946 activejref1ecting 
Q954, academic/pragmatic 

b) Cpnsistency 

.20 

.04 

Q399 theoretical/practical .02 
Q392 peopl~/conèept orient •• 18 
Q658 try to find generai l , 

~rineiples .(!:.ID) .,21 
4697 wait for aIl facts(AjD).20 
a)'Validity -

0-

Q954 academie/pragmatie .23 

(A/D) agree/disagree 

~ 

~ r 

. Correlations with Other Inst'ruments 

..E.... Expected 

Q322 introvertfextrovert .22 
Q323 fact~anchored/imagin. 

conceptualizer .43 
Q509 low creat~ve .35 
QSII low tolerance for 

amblguity .22 

Q513 use of quantitative 
\- methods .~4 

.. 

.... ,-

Q509 l~ creative .24 

, , 

'. 

'-
x --. 

.. 

X' 

0:: . 
1Il 
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Attribute .. 

" \., 
10. Values 

(con tinued) 
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VALIDITY AND IN'fER-CORRELATIONS OF' INS'l'!WMEN'l'S USED IN STUDY (continued) 

1 
/ 

1 lu; t rumen t 

Allport, Vernon aJld 
Lindzey (modified). 

Q~81 Economie 

r 

Q38~ Aesthetic 

Q383 Social", 

f 

Q384 Political 
(power) 

Validity dnd Consisteucy , 

b) Çonsistency , 

r 

Q39~ theoretirl~l/praciic~l .08 
Q437 prefe~ problems with 

l~rge tangible 'benefits 
1 (A/D) .09 

Q650 strive \for a practTcal 

SOIU'tiO~A/D) .13 
Q617 dollar r tur; i5 the 

main cric rion for 
\ privdte sector (A/D) 

) .. !' 
a Valldlty , 

(nil) 

b) CO-Qsistency 

(uil) 

a) Validity 

(nil) , ,v'/ 
b) èonsiste'ncy 

\ 

(nil) \ 
\ 
\ 

a) Validit~ 

- Q958 
496tl 

.. i \ 

una~b~~i~U~/allibitious 
line/5tU 

\i 

....... 

.23 

.21 

') 

Correlations with ather Iostrumeni6 

-...,. 
r Éxpecle4 

Q323 fact-anchorad/imdgin:. 
conceptualizer .20 

Q324 logical/'gut teel' 
evaluator, - ~ .4~ 

QS56 abstract reasoner -.37 
QS 13 U!:.e of quant. \Ile th. -: 36 -

" 

Q322 introvert/extrovJ~ '.24-

.' 
'" '" "" 

p ~-

'" 

~322 introvertiextrovert'" • .)3 

Q324 logical j'gut feel' 
evaluator -.::, .31 

~ "\ 

x 

x 
x 

x 

::x: ,. 
'0\ 
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Attribute 

10. Values 
(con~iffiledl 

~ &-~ 

1 1. -Need for 
autooomy 

" ~ 

12. 

, , 

q 

llilttovert.!"!i' 
extfovert 
orU:ntation 

. \ . -

.F 

'. 

. ) 

./ .,.-
Q, 

--...' Q 

• VALIDITY AND INl'ER"':ÇORRELANONS 6F INSTRUMENTS USED IN S'I"U.oY (cootinucd) , 
.", 

Instrument 
• D 

Valid~ty and Consistency 

/ 
COl~Tel~s wit.lt Olher Instr-ulllènts 

) 

" 1 Cons~stency' " 

r ~ Expected . 

Q384 Political 

New",(Q51O) --
"Il • 

....... . 
" 

/~387 confident h\!sitant 

/i
l 0 

'/ Q389 detached. ~nvo'lved 
'/ Q 14~ need to W1n 

JI a) Validity 
• 

. --

.30 

.2S 
• LI 

Q953 
Q926 

team·.member/iodep. ~ .02 
ability' to operate with 

l~~e supe·rvis.ion .24 

b) Consistency 

~ Q619 ability to operate 

Q322 
Q323 

Q325 
Q384 

QS09 

. Inêrovertfe~trovert 

. ~litt~e s~isi~n 

al Vali~ ity f ~ .. 
with ~ 

· l 

83 
, Q510 dimens;Ïon of My~rs­

'\I-~riggs IndicaLor 
l" 

..----... . 
Q949 ùé&Bcnéd/involved 
Q957 talkerflistener' 

.08 

.21 
.01 

,î{Q3'!2)' . 
. l r· 

~' 
,1 

'Il 

.:: 

of 

7, 

~ 

q966 .~~mpy./uocoinplicated 

b) Consistency 

Q672 empdthetic • 1 1 
Q695 cl ient not i'nterested 

t> 
in reasons (A/D) 

Q389 detachedfinvolved" 
.20 
.23' , 

~ Q392 people/c~ncept orienr: .. 2.8 
, Q420 tal~e.r/~is~ène~ .40_ 

î\' Q422/!nllsoClalbsoC l a l" !47 
,;.'._ Q426 l>rivate!public -' .27 

-.. ,. ,/ 

:AI" ... ~43·1 inhibiledjuninhibited .~3' 

, Q88~use of business clubs -. Il . 
~ 

. . 

o 

.IJ 

. ," lntroverfr extrovert .21 
Fact-ancho.red/ilIIdgin. 
conceptualizer .26 
early/~ clu~er .26 
pol~t:ical (po.wer) ~ 
values .,21 
credt1vity .34 

sodai values 
need' for autonomy 

" 

.2A 

.21 

1 

~. .. 
pO 

'\ 

x 

~ 

:;Il 
...... 

$' 

'-
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AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS US~D IN.STUDY (continued) 

Attr~but~'-' 
n'-

? 

13. Use oI quant. 
methods 

> 

- ' 

I!!; -. 
14 .. Doer ft1\;inker Q 

,orientation" 

... 
-:-;. li. 

0 ... . 
~-' 0' Validity and Consisteney 

New Q513) 

----

~ 

'l> 

.. 

Aet' efrefleetive 
dim ntion of Kol~'s 
t'sr (Q5571 . 

- ~. 

-a) "'\11lidity_ 

~962 faetsfideas 
Q946 aetive/refleeting 

'(b) Consisteney 

Q681 

9425 
Q455 

Q66]. - . 

There if! él-> right and 
wrong way to resolve 
problem (A/O) 
Hard data/soft data 
More weight to fi~an. 
analysis (A/D) 
l tend to ëollect 
m'ore data (A!Q) 

a) - Validity . ' 
o , 

Q946 Activefreflecting 

a 

! • Q968 Hnef ~ 

1 
~ 

~ 

'. 

b) Consis.teney 

" 
Q515 
Q386 

tJ 

~ 

line/sta~o~te~tation 
active/reflecting 

• 

N# -1J1e - r'
l 

upp:r .de~~ 1P.~or ~f a'bipolar seale is ~derlined. 
~~. 

J ... 
, 

-'-
.. ~- - <:1.'<"\ 

) ., 

i 

Correlations 'with ~ther' Instruments 

r r Expected 

~20 

-'.35 

.32 
-.Q7 

.25 .. 

.03 

.00 

.06 

:45 
-;35 

---

Q32~ 

Q325 
Q380 

Q382 
Q509 

f~ct-anchorêd/imagin. 
~ I.l .. • 

conceptual1zer - -.23 
introvert/extrovert -.19 
high theoretical 
values - .24 
low aesthetic values .36 
high cI!ative .22 

~~ 

(io 

~ 

~ 

Q515 Unef staff orién'tat~ .45 
~.:: ... 

' ,. 

--

-' 
~ 

, . 

'~ 

c '" 
;., 

L", ., 

x 

1 ~ ~ 

':. , 

.." " . 

, 
\ 

)' 
,r ~ .. 

.-

-:I:' . 
(lOg 
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APPENDIX l 

, CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTORS AND 
b CONSULT8NT ATTITUDES AND P& BEHAVIOUR 

1:'"' COlj;re1ations or Fa,etar III - grounded hmgrounded approach to 

c~neeptualization 
c 

More detail·i~ provide~ for Factor III to show the i~formation 
avaiUable. On1y significant (at .05 leve1) or near-significant 

, ~tems will be listed exeept Iwhere an item'is of special interest. 

(a) With other instruments 

Question 
No. 

'Q322 
Q323 
Q324 
Q325 

Q383 

QS09 
Q510 
Q5 Il 
Q513 
QS 15 

Q890 
Q894 'p 

Q982 
Q983 

, . 
Description 

introvertfextrovert 
fact anchorrd!imaginative coneeptualizer 
logica1!'gut f~el' evaluator . 
early!late closer 

sodal values 

(low) creative 
(ïQ,;) need for .autonomy 

À(lo;') tolerance 'for am0iguiti 
· .. ·~Üo:w) use of quantitative methods 

line/staff 

. 'Üow) persuasion ,-
?usiness aevelopmen~ 

Factor, fJ2 
Factor 113 

Q8~8 Supervisor validity check 

Cb) The supervisors' perceptions 

Q9!3 . communicate in writing .-, 
Q915 \f~w) develop new bu~ines~' 

r -
, 1'6 
.81 
.28 
.64 

.. 34 

.67 

.23 

.84 

.26 

.39 

.28 

.28 

~27 

Q 

• 1S 
.20 

:--Q9 1---7-- --supenrisory skttls 
~ .20 

- Q~24 ability to ~et.deadlines ~ • '18 
Q925 ability co'; workto-a detailed plan f '.19 
Q948 \.. logical/intuitive .Of> 
Q950 .Ïnnovati ve/ eonventional .2.7 
Q956 cautious/impulsive .39 
Q960 precise/vague .20 
Q96,J unplanned/sch~du1ed 

j Q962 facts/ideas , 
Q964 undisciplined/di$dplined /.1 

\ 

.25 

.26 

.lp 
Q965 global! de'tai,led \ dl, -" 

(" Q967 last minute/on time '" (. 

.12 

.~2 
~ 

r(80; .OS) == .22 

" 

' , 

/1', 

. , 

~' 

, --

" 
~ 

? 
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APPENnIX l (continued) 

Question 
. No. ' \ _' ___ ......,... __ ---.;D:..e.;....;...SC;:.r::..,l:::..· pi;;..t~l::..,· o:..n;.:.... _____ -.-:. __ _ 

1. Correlations of Factor Ul (continued) 

(c~ Se!f-perceptions 

Ci) personal attributes 

Ql92 
Q393 
Q396 

( Q397, 
Q398 
Q399 
Q402 
Q403 
Q408 

,'Q409 
'Q410 
Q411 
Q41'3 
Q414 
Q420 
Q421 
Q423 
Q429 

Q595 
:Q626 
Q627 
Q633 
Q635 

people/concept oriented 
"glob~l/detailed " 
\ disorganized/methodical 
'innovative/conventional 
vague/precise' 
theoretical/practical 
assertive/retiring 
realistic/idealisti~ 
decisive~cautious 

line/staff 
~cratic/participative 
cautious/impu1sive 
flexibl'e/sing1e minded 
lndependent/team member 
talker/listener 
disciplined/undiscip1ined 
uncomplicated/complex 
non-conformist/conformist , . 

task performance 

techrtical - diagnosis 
implement a weIl ~~sted pac·kage 
manage a team 

1 conflicting opinion help to reso1ve 
non-technical diagnostic survey 

" .. 

, \ 

(iii) interpersonal skills 

Q603 
Q605 
Q606 
Q608 
Q613 
Q616 
Q617 
Q618 

(iv) 

Q455 

Q472 
Q475, , 

, 
communication person-to-person 
communication - in,teract wi,th' grou'ps ' 
communication - written 
developer of new business 
team effort . 
strong conceptual ~ill 
ability to meet deadlines 
ability to come up with a different (p,ractical) 
solution 

self-Eerceived PS behaviour 

I,give more ,weight to financia1 statemenc's .than 
to my feeling; (A/b-)----- .. 

I would bet où -the long shot (A/D) 
ideas sometimes COme to me as from sorne external 
source (A/Q) .. ' 

" 

.. 
, 

,'"" 

" \ ., 
1.2-

r -

.29 
• 1 1 
• 18 
.52 " 
• 12 
• 38 
.29 
... 34 
,31 
.24 
.21 
.22 
;00 
.33 
.27 
• 16 
.37 
.56 ' 

, 
-. 19 

• 19 
.20 

-.23 
-.27 , 

,30 
,-. 17 
-.28 
-. 17 

.35 
-.37 

• 14 

-. 18 

.26 
• 14 

.20 

. 

, 

~ 

? 

('1'" , 

<1 

. 

'" 
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Quëstion 
No. 

APPENDIX l (continued) 

,~ 

Description r 

1. Correlations of Factor Hl (continued) 

Q494 

'Q501 
• 
Q650 

Q658 

Q666 

Q667 
Q669 

Q670 
Q674 

Q679 

Q682 

Q684 

Q68~ 

Q690 

'" Q693 

Q694 

Q697 

1 concentrate harder on what interests me than 
mo-st people (A/D)' 
a repeated presentation rarely comes out the 'same 

l strive for practical rather 
solutions (Ain) 
1 look for, general principles 

(Ain) 
than ingeniou'g -

to apply elsewhere 
(Ain) \ 

l frequently end up a survey with a differèut­
assessment of a problem (Ain) 
1 tend to collect more data than others ~A/D) 
fo~ complex problems there'is insufficient time 
on a project {Ain) 
l work in 'fits and starts' (A/D) 
l consciously try/to assess clients' attitudes 
ta risk (Ain) 
l tend ta apply solutions ,which have proven 
successful elsewhere (Ain) 
1 rely on intuitive hunëhes when moving ~owards a 
solution (AIP.) 
1 usually leave lots of rpom in a work plan for 
flexibility (Ain) 
most of' my repo'rts make extensive use of numbers 

(Ain) 
'1 prefer ta leave detail and implementation ta ~ 

.36 

.27 

.20 

.23 

.34 
• 1 1 

.04 

.29 

.25 

• 12 

.33 

.07 

.01 

others (Ain) , .08 
for most interviews l prepare a list of questions 
which 1 follow closely (Ain) .12 
1 pte fer ta spend my time -bui lding on my suécesses 

(Ain) .15 
1 usually .wai~ unti'l 1 have aU the' fàcts before 1 

1.3 

draw conclusions (Ain)' .16 ?, 
Q7-0 1 
Q718 

Q72 
Q73 
Q80 

Q459 

Q~74 

Q478 
Q4'84 
Q491 

Q652 

Q675 

1 f~nd checklists us~ful (Am) .18 
1 use packaged solutions (!/n) .19 

tv) attitudes 

there, is no time for research in ,consulting (Ain) .23 
clients should not be treated aS,guinea pigs (A/D) .27 
if two con;ultants disagree it will ,be about '­
recommendations ,A/D) 
there a.re one or two exp~rienced consultants 
1 iisten to (A/D) 

that . 
1 am,more interested' in what cbuld be than what lS 

punctuality is important (Ain) 
(AIP) 

l am always learning new things (Ain) 
obedience and respect f~r authority are important 
virtues for children (A/D) 
most problems ,are f~rst-solved intuitively (A/D) 

there is little place in consulting for theory 
- ' \!/D) 

• 16 

.25 

.25 

.28 

.29 

~26 

.34 

.20 

f 
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"Question 
No. -

APPENDTX l (continued) 

Description 
". 

1. Correlations of Factor'UI (continued) 
, 

there is a right way and a wrong way to approach 
problems (A/D) 
problems should, be solved with no emotional 
involvement (~D) 
l put more weight on the need for experience than 
others (AfP) ,. ~,' 

2. Correlat~ons of Factor #2 rational/instinctive evaluator 

(a) With other instruments 

fact anchored/imaginative conceptualizer 
logicalf'gut feel' evaluator 
(arly/late closer 

low) aesthetic vl:llues , 
(low) 'social values' 
pilitical (powet") values 
abstract reasoner 
(low) flexibility 

'spëëialistl generalist. 

.' 

, r 

.08 

.23, 

.04 

.23 

.71 

.43 

.59 

.30 

.28 

.76 

.41 

.22 

Q323 
Q324 
Q325 
Q382 
Q383 
Q384 
Q556 
Q514 
Q895 
Q888 supervisors' validity check <for grounded/ungroun.) .24 

(b) 

Q914 
Q915 
Q917 
Q919 
Q921 
Q922 
Q923 
Q927 
Q928 
Q932 
Q948 
Q958 

. Q960 
QY61 
Q962 
Q964 
Q970 

The supervisors' perceptions 
1 

'\, 

tactician 
developer of new business 
supervisory skills 
developer of staff 
client acceptance 
develop of new packages 
strong con eptual skills 
empathy 
differen (practical)approaches 

r contrib tes to advances in field 
logical/r u~tlve 
unambitiousjambitious 
precise/v,ague 
unplanned/scheduled 
facts/ideas 
undisciplinedjdisciplined 

, . 

time available affects his approach 

Cc) '~S_e~l_f~p_e_r_c_e~p_t~i_o_n_s __ -~p~e~r~so~n~a~l~at~t~r~ib~u~t~e~s 

Q388 
Q392 
Q396 
Q398 
Q400 

logical/intuitive ~ 
,people/conceet orient~ 
disorganizedjmethodical 
vague/precise 
generalist/specialist 

\, 

) 

'.27 
.25 
.19 
.23 
.20 
.30 

~ .29 
• 15 
• 18 
.2,2 
.19 
.29 
.22 
.34 
.17 
.20 

(~jD) • 19 

.35 
" .25 

.31 

.40 

.20 

1.4 

r 
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APl>ENDÏX l Ecèntinued) 

\ • Ques,tion 
. , 

No. " Description r --

2.. Corre lations of Factor f/2 (continued) 
'\ 

Q403 -- > realistic/idealistic .31 
Q409 line/staff • 17 
Q410 'MOcrati"c/participat:ive .22 
Q411 cautious/impulsive .26 
Q415 procrastinating/active .25 
Q411 do-it-yourself/delegating .28 
Q421 ,disciplined/undisciplined .34 
'Q422 anti-social/social ' " .26 
Q425 hard data/soft data .33 

'Q427, take charge / fo llow, .21 

3. Correlations of Factor fl3 - line/staff orientation 

- (a) 1 1 
With other instruments , ' .. 

Q322 introvert/extrovert .53 
Q325 early/iate closer .22 

o Q557 ldoer /thinker. * .73 -- Q38,b 
1-

.38 ? --- Itheoretical values 
Q383 (iow) social values .33 ? 

, Q384 pOITtical (power) values .24 
Q5.IO (low) need for autonomy ~ . .31 
QSI5 liÎle.J staff ' J .65 
Q895 specialist/generaiist , , • 17 

l' .,.. 
(b) The sUEervisors' Eerce~tions~ 

, 

Q911 communicator - group presentations .18 
Q912 communicator - interact with group .24 
Q967 ~ minutelon time f' .20 
Q968 ne/staff • 19 . 
~c) Self EerceEtions- Eersonal attributes 

\ , 'li 

Q386 a'cti ve/reflect ing 0 .51 
( Q387 confident/h~sitant .42 

r Q389 detached/involved .31 .1 
Q390' academic/Eragmatic .36 
Q391 outsEoken/reserved .40 
Q392 people/concept orierited .44 

1 Q398 vague/precise .26 
Q399 t.heoret ical /Erac tical" .40 
Q402 assertive/retiring .33 
Q405, perJéct~onist/pragmatic .22 
Q407,' satisfied/ambitious - • 18 
Q408 decisiv~/~autious .33 
Q409 line/staff '" .35 
Q411 cautious/imEulsive .31 
Q412 demanding/undemanding '.20 

• 
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Question 
ijo " 

APPENDTX l Ccontinued) 

Description 

3. Çorrelations of Factor #3 (continued) 

Q414 
Q415 
Q416 " 
Q419 
Q420 

r Q426 
Q427 
Q431 G 

independent/team member 
,PFocrastinating/aqtive 
persistent/yie Iding 
tense/relaxed 
talker/listener 
private/public " 
take charge/follow 
inhibited/uninhibited 

\ 
<1 

Note: (A/D) = agree/disagr~' 
,f' 

" 

\ ' ; 

.r 

.38 

.51 

.34 

.2~ 

.18 

.25. 
:24 
.28 

I,6 
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APPENDIX J 

A COMPAkISûN OF ~T~RIBUTES RELATED TO TASK ~ERFORMANCE 
l \ 

1 

Self Assessed vs Supervic;ol' Assessed 

( 

Consultant Attributes {self assessed) 
Selected through a Step-wise ~DRegression 

. Analysis and Ranked in Order of Entry 

Consultant Attributes (Supervisor 
assessed) Selectect by Ranking on 
Magnttude of Correlation Coeff • 
~See Table V.3 and p,ages V .S-V. 10) 

(a) Problem Finding Stage (Q904) 
J, 

Perf. = F(+ability to 'meet deadlines 
+Use ot quantitative methdds 

Factor 113 
- Power 
+ Factor ff2 
+ Business development 
;,Special_ist) \ 
~ R 2 = - .21 ) ~'-?' 

Innovative solut~ons 
Client credibility ."', 
Tech~l~at compe~~~ce 

( 

Strong conceptual ski~ls 
Empathetic 
Supervisory skil,ls, 
Autonomous 

Cb) Problem Resolution Stag~ Technical (9905, g~07) , ' -

Perf. = F~+ Specialist * 
(Q90~) + Use of quantitdtlve methods * 

+ Factor IF 3 
+ Ability to me~t deadlines' 
+ ~upervi~ory skills) 
(R = .28) 

,) 

Perf. = F(+ Spécialist * 
(Q907) + Use ot quantitative meÜlOds * 

+ Business development 
+ Empathy) 

L 
(R,=.29) 

Technical,competen~e 
elient ,credibility 
lnnovative solutions 
Strong conceptuar skills 
Autonomous 

(èj Problem Resolution Stage Otganizational (Q906, Q9ûS) 

Perf. = F(- Factor 113 
(Q906) - Persuas~on 

+ '2actical) 
(R = .07) , 

Perf. = F(+~Power * 
(Q908) - Fact,or ln * 

,- Persuasion 
+ Tactical 
+ Business development , 
+ qse of quantitative methoàs) 
(R = • 18) ( 

Supervisory skil1s 
l'actical 
Empathy 
Persuasive 
Autonomous 

, ' 

* ~ndicates coetficient significant at • 10 leve~ 
(R is the 'coefficient of multiple determination indicating deglee of fit.) 

/ 
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\ 

Consultant Attributes (selL assesse~ 
Selected tht:ough a '5tep-wise kegtession 
Analysis ana Ranked in Order ot Entry 

(d) Implementation StagE:1 (Q936) 

Perf. = F(+ Sp~cialist * 
+ U.se of quantitative 
+ ~actor III) 
tR = .18) 

methods 1. 

Manage a Large Project (Q937) 
. , 

Perf._;" F(+ Supervisory sküls * 
-+ Use ot quantitative methods * 
- Power * 
+ Factor f/2 * 
+ ~actor # 1) 
(R = .21) 

Sensitive, Political Assignmen~ (~938) 

Perf. = FC+ agE:: 

/, 
'-. ' 

+ use ot quantitative methoQs) 
(R'" =' .G6) J.' 

/' Evawate Senior Candidates (Q939) 

Perf. + Ability to meet 
Factor 112 ... 

.. AgE: 
Persuasion J ( 

+ '2é:lctical) U 
(R =.16) 

deadlines * 

Act ~n a Line Capacity (Q941) 

Perf. = F(+ Power * ç 

+ Ability to me~t dealines 
+ Use of quantitative methods 
+ Supervisory skills 
+ ~actor' III) 
(R = • 17) , 

J.2 

Consultant Attributes (superviso 
assessed) Selected ~y Ran\ing on 
Magnitude of CorrelatiQn Coeff. 

Ability to work to a plan 
Tactical 
Supervisory ~kills , 
Ability to méet deadlines 
lnt'eract wit:.h group's 

High s~pervisory skills 
High tactical 
High persuasion 
High autonomy .' 
Low conceptual s~ills 

High organizational 
High persuasion 
H~gh tactical 
High empathy 
Law conceptual 
Law technical 

8f~,'organizational 
8igh empathy 
Mià,t~ctical( 
Low autonomy 
Low conceptual 
Low t~chnical ' 

Mid su'pervisory,skills 
Low organizatianal 

1 ~, 

J, 

* 2ndic~tes coefficient significant at .10 level 
(R is, the coefficient of muttiple determination indicatfng' àegre~ of fit.) 
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Consultant Attriputes (self assessed) 
Selected throagh a 5tep-wi-se Regression 
Analysis and Ranked in qrder of Entry 

, Exeert Wi tness ~(Q94l) .. 

t9 

Perf. = F(+ Supervisory skills * 
+ Use of quantitative methods * 
+ Specia~ist 
- ~actor 113) 
(R ,= • 15) 

Resolve Conflicting Op}nions (Q943) 

Perf. = 

.' 

Ft+ Factor 112 *­
+ ,AgE:: * 
+ Supervisory 
- 2owe r) 
(R = .17) 

(concl~s~on drawing) 

skills 

Sophisticated, Within his Speclalty (Q944) 
( 

Pert. # F(+ SupE::rvision *-
• Use of quantitative methods *-, 
+ Ability to meet deadlines *-
+ Factor IF3 
+ Power 
- Age) , 

"-(R = .22) 

Unstructured, Non-technical (Q945) 

" 
Perf. = Fl- Persuasion * 

+ Use of quantitative methods * 
+ Business development 
+ Factor #2 ' 
+ ',I:actical) 

t. (R = .06) 

Overâll PS Etfectivene:ss' (Q933 ), 

Perf. = Fl+ Busines& developmént * 
+ Use of quantitative methods * 
+ Ability to ~et deadliries *-
- 2ower ) 
lR = .16) 

l 

Consultant 
assessed) 
Magnitude 

Attributes (supervisor 
Selected by Ranking o~ 
ot Correlation,Coetf. 

High technical 
Mid conceptual 
Mid per suas ion -
Low supE:rvis,ory 

. ..".., 

H~gh tactical 
High orgaQizational 
High conceptual 
High supervisory 
Mid persuasion 
Hid empathy 

High ,supèrvisory 
High technical' 

'liigh conceptual 
High .. empé..th~ , 
Mid persuc!:1s-!"'on 

High organizational 
High conceptual 
liigh autonomy 
High tactic;al 

( 

Contribution to tirm's reput. 
Ability to come qP w~th oift. 

approaches to a\problem 
Supervisory ability , 
Tec~nicàl co~tence 
Empathy .!II 

Tactics 

,,*- 2ndlcates coefficient signi~icant at .10 l.evel 
(R i5 'the cOE:fficient of multiple determination indicating clegtee of. fit. ~ 

) 

./ 



-, p 

'. 

" 

, 

l ' 

Consultant'Attributes (self assessed) 
, Selected rhrough ~ Step-wise Régression 
analysis and Ranked in Order of Entry 

Potential to Become a Pa~tnet (Q935) 

Perf. = F(- Empathy * 

, " 

- + Factor 1f2 'le 

+ Use of quantita~ive methods 
{ 1bility ,ta .meet deadlines) 
tR = .16) , 

-

o 

.. 

\ 

• 

,'" 
J .. 4 
" l, 

Consultant Attributes (supervis( 
assessed) Selected by Eanking 01 

Magp.itude of Correlation Coe,ff:. 

su~lrY .bi1Lty .. 
general *s skill 
(Autonomy- \ -

,:Precise , , 1 

Contribution to tirmls reput. 
Persuasive 

, \ 

/. 
1 

1 

\~ 

. , 

,) 

i 
1 
f -

* ~ndicates coefficient significant at .10 level _ 
(R is the coetficient of multiple determlnation indicating degree of fit.) 

1 _ 1 ~ 

\ , 

r 
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QueS-t-ion 
No " 

(a) 

Q382 
Q384 
Q556 
Q557 
Q510 
Q511 
Q513 
Q5\14, 

~ 891 
Q892 

(b) 

Q923 
Q926 
Q929 
Q930 
-Q93 1 
Q932 
Q9S0 
Q952 
Q958 
Q968 
Q956, 

With 

,The 

1 APPENDIX K ~, il 

-

CORRELATIONS B~TWEEN AGE, ATTRIBUTES 
AND ATTITUDES 

(Only large r vall,fe"s are shown) 

Description 
, 

other instruments 

su 

'. " aesthetic values 
(low) pOlitical (power) values 
(Low) abstract teasoner 
doer/thinker 

'neeq for autonomy , 
(Low) tolerance for amb'igùity 
(lowl use of Q .M., 
(low) fle:lCibility 4, 

persuasive 
' empathy 
tactical ~, 

~, , 
ervj,sors' tions 

" , 

apply strong conceptual skills 
ab,iÜty to ope~ate :with' Uttle supe~vis~on 
cl"ents see him as an expert " 
corleagues view,him as up-~o-date 
fellow professionals respect him 
he pas contributed ta advancements 
innovative/conventional 
'flexible/single minàed 
unambjtious/ambitrou$ 
Une / s'iâf f 
cautiOü5Trmpulsive 

- ~ " 

(c) Self , . ~("";i )~""--....;;..;;.~~.;.. 

Q303 
Q390 
Q401 
Q407 
Q416 
Q418 
Q428 

Q626 
Q627 
Q628 
Q629 
Q630 
Q632 
Q633 
Q634 
Q635 

(ii) task performance -

well tested package 
manage a project team 
sensitive political assignment 
evaluate senior candidates 
structured interviews 
expert witness 
resolve conflicting opinion 
work on sophisticated complex ploblem 
~on-techni,cal d~agnostic survey 

"} 
.;' - ~ 

r -

.20 

.23 

.13 

.23 

.l2 

• 15 
.17 
.22 
.28 
.. 20 
.14 

-.14 
.Où 
.21 
.08 
.2S 
• 19 
.• 28 
.Z!:> 
• 18 
.Zq 

_.25 

.22 
'.24 
.23 

" .20 ' 
.22 
.19 
.30 

.01 

.20 

.37 

.46 
..,·.31 

.26 

.20 
• 17 
• 13 . 

1 

~ 

• 
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Question 
, ' N'o. 

" 0 

\ 

o 

APPENDIX K (continued) 

Description 

(iii) interpérsonal skills 

Q619 
Q620, 

ability to operate with litt le supeyvision 
etnpathy 

.29 

.25 

Civ) self perceived PS behaviour 

Q442 
Q455 
Q467 

Q656 
Q668 
Q669 

Q681 
Q682 
Q687 

Q692 

Q693 
Q694 
Q757 
( 

Cv) 

Q75 
" 

Q76 

Q78 

Q98 
QI02 
QI06 

Q484 
Q4f37 
Q491 

Q504, 
Q640 
Q653 

Q655 

Qb72 

Q689 

Q811' 

. ~ 

less interested in .,.2roblems based on opinion tyD ~ .22 
give more weight to"~Hnélncial data (A!D) .20 
inspiration has nothing to do with su~cessful 
solutions lAID) .25 
get a good appreciation early in assignment (~iD) .24 
one client problem much like another <YD)- .29 , 

, ther~ is insufficient time on most complex 
as s.{gnment s (A/D) ,,37 
right or wrong-~ay to go about it (!/DY .31 
reiy on hunches ~A/D) ~ .20 
no evio~~ce other than 'gut feel' that will work 

(!/D) .19 
good idea what ptob!em is before complete survey 

~ (~/D)' .25 
like structured interviews {A/D~ ~ .27 
prefer to spand time building on success CA/D)' .33' 
fr~edom to run job .35 

. ) 
Att1tudes ~ 

"-. . "-
most consultants re1y 
- b~ause of time and 
- because of a str~ng 

on own resources 
bUdget pressures (!ID) 
fe~ling of self-confidence 

. \ (A!D) 
most consulting work Ls not techniCal in nature 

(A/D) 
ro!e: use skills to persuade client (often/sëldom) 
role: exchange ideas with client (often/seldom) 
role: take part in making decisions for client 

(often/ se ldollt) 
l ~m.always learning new th~ngs (A/D~ ~. 
people who seem unSure lose my respeët (A/D) 
obedience and respect for authority are the mast 
important virtues for chilàren (A/D) 
l dislike grocery shopping ~ith~ut a list (A/D) 
(low) . adaptation to job -
I-r;el more comfortable with a human relations 
problem if l can picture the individual (A/D) 
most business problems ought to be solved more. 
scientifically (A!D) 
1 have relat'ively little difficulty putting myself 
in the client's place (AiD) 
if mathematical techniquës were better un~erstood 

. higher quality solutions would result (A!D) 
,important considerations re: remâin with fIrm 

- degree able to influence firm poliey 
\ 

J-1 _____ _ & ......... ",1""ll"'lnTU' !:I~(""nrrl~d 

.22 

.38 

.24 

.37 

.4~ 

.40 

.20 

.20' 

.00 

.2/7 

.15 

.31 

.20 

.19 

.26 

.37 
• 19 
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APPENDIX L' 

, " ; 

Author)s Attribute profiie 

, 1 

d 

.. \,. ~ 

c " • 

, '" j) 

{, 
(> ~ .. t,," 

L 0 0 q l f 
t

l ~ -' ? 
t' , f r {1 

lt has been said that'po man can (dispassionatelY?) a~a~yze,:~s~crwq 
é () ;:, '\ { 1 ... , 

• l' 

, ' culture. Therefore to alert tl're reader regarding poss,!ble ~rea,!il of bias Q" 

-"3' "t' • l r \ Vu ~', v 

. in this disset:,tation, the author records belbw his own cScoreS'~"ati the self" " 
1) " .... 1 j( '>J. ~<1>~l.I ~ 'I~ 

" 
, ' '\ 

de~criptive' instrume,I)ts whi'ch were used in the st~d%." ''''8,' ,"" ~ 
·3 ~_I.r.("\~:;! " ~, ,,"', 

o 
Question 

No. 

, r 

Description 

~ " 322 
~" 323 
; " ~ ~ 324 

~ 3~5 
o 

0/' 

" , Theoretical U,,",-, 380 
", ~~3~ 1 (~onomf7 va~ues 

382 "A~hetlc values 
3 3" . Sô.cial val\1es . 
384 -------P,olitical (poower) values 
556 AbStra~t "reasoner 
557 .Doer/thinker 
509 ërëative 
510 "Need for' autonoÎny" 
5 Il Tolerance 'for ambiguity • 
513 Use of

D 
quantitati<ve m~thods-

514 , Flexibility 
$15 Line)staff '-
895 sp,;ëialist/generalist .,-- ',,' , 

o 

FI 
F2 

- F3 

Grou~ded/ungrounded conceptualizer 
~ ,Rati~nal/insti~ctive evaluator' . 

.;: I,r- Line/staff orientation 
'tO , 

0' 

.. 

, 0 

. ,. . 
~ 1. 

, . 
" 

. ' . (, 

1 
......... 

t • 

" 

; 

1 6 .'::. 

1.6 c 

..:1.6" 
1.0 t 

-u.6 
, 1.4 

0.28 
-0.08 
0.24 

,-0.6 . 
1 • 1 

--1·7 \ 
" .87,' 
2.0 
1.'.2 
1.8 

-1.3 
-"2.1 
-"O. f' "( , 

'\ .' 

'/ 

-1.2 
I~O • -20112 

o . 

1) (/' d' 
) "). 

) 
INTP ) 

) 

~ 

) "1 \ ,'"Assaml ator 
1 ,~ 

" 

o • . '" 
oc , 

(), 

"'~ . . ' ' 

~ -'.; 

1 

• c. 
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I.f. . 

li 
Jo , 

\ 1 

., M.2 
~ 

r 
Ques .S Supervisory EXEerience , 

( 
. 

Bize of Staff Multipl! "'No~' of-Year"s:' b:l 
c • 

0 
.1-5 " 3 
6-25 '15 
26-100 "63 
over 100 120 "') . " ~ -, 

multiplications, 
< 

numb~r, . Total the result of the and with that 
obtain il code: 

Code ... 
- 'l, 

.1'-10 1 
\( 11-25 2", 

. 2b-50- • 3 ~ 
/ 

51-1UO 4 
JO 1-20U 5 ' . 

- " 
2Ul-!>OO 0 r "50'0+ 7 

~. ).~' 

Education degree) 
1 

Ques. 6 t.highest 1 " , 

Code . 
-No university 1 

Bachelors 2 
Masters ..-- 3 "';0 

PhD other than mhnagem~nt 04 / 
PhD in manage~nt 5 
Post doctorate b , , 

• 
" Have MBA 1 

No MBA 2 " ' 
~ 

.Majors 
". -:1 

./ ' \ 1 ... at;counting 1 Finance and 

~. 
' 1 

Mathematic'S " 2 
Computer science ,j 

Ques. 7 
Ques. 8" 

Physiology .' 4 
Engineering ",5 
Che~istry and physics b 

Humanities and English "} 

fsychology( political science, 
sociology, geography 
aistory, marketing 

, 
Business Experience Outside 
Education Outside Canada 

~-­

" 

1 

8 
9 ., 

Canada 

.. 

The same coding scheme was 

• Murtiply th'e number 

used for Questions 7 and 
1 

1" (see table l below). 
of year~ lin a çpulltry by 

• Sum ~he cross prod~ct~ 1 

~, 

.' ~ 

8 of Section VI: 
, •• (1 

the, country code 
, f ' 

!; 

• Convert the total 
the résponse. 

Table 2 below and enter this value ~s 

,.. 

1 

\ 
\ 
1 

, 

, 

... 

.. 

.. 

. .' 
'1 

j" 

'\ 

. 
1 

' 1 

" 
o " 

. \ 

( 
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, , 
~ 9ues. 9 

Ques.1O 

" 

l ' 

'\"< 
'. . '\ 

, 
• (P 

, / "-
r ' 
t 

J 
Table 1 - Country Code 

c, 

U.K., Ca~ribea~, Au~tralia 
.E).lrope . , ~ 
South America .... . 
Hiddle East, Asia, Africa' 

1 
2-
3 
4 

. Tab'le 2 - Conve.rsion of total score 

Total Scote 
r' 

" r 
2 ,. 
3-5 \ 

6-10 
\ 1 h·1S > 

16-20 
-.21-25 " 

2~-30 
• 31 + 

... 

Mi~itar~:xp~rienc~.~years) 

None 1 
J-2 ~ 
3-5 ' :3 ' 
6-10 
11'-15 
15+ 

Sports 

. , 

Code 

l ' 
. 

2 
3· r 

li 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

.. 0 ", 

< , 

' . 

More' than o~e team sport and no indiv. sport 
Only one team spor~ 
A·combination of team and in~iv. sports, 

~nly one ~ndiv~dual ~port me~tioned 
More than one ·i;.pdiv. s,port and no team sport 
None 

\ 

"0 . 

" 
) 

, ' 

f 

É:J r, 1 

, Code, -
1 
2 -
3 
4 
5 
9 

• .! , 

M.3 

" 

• ' 1 

l , 

0' 
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Biographieal Data 

l:'eter F. Wade 

Pers'Onal 

Born: Tordnto, 1929 

,Marital s1:atJs: Married. 4 children 

, .. ~ 

Eduéation 

Hoqours B.A. (Math. and physics) 1952, U~iversity of Toronto 
" ' 

1970; Univers'ité de Montréal ,M.Sc. < '(Inf~rmatiqu~) , -

Experie~ce 

1952'-53 

1954-56 

1956-60 

1960-69 
, 

1969-71 

'lY7)-80 

1980-

Teaeher 

Reseàreh Mathemacicia~ 
Statistician 

Management Consultant 

Direct~r, lnformatipn 

Systems \ 

• » " 

King's Sehool, Ambleside, England 
1 

Pplymer Corp., Sar~ia, Ontario, 

Aluminum Co. of Canada,Kingston, Ont. 

'Priee Waterhouse, Montreal, Quebec 
" 

Chemcell Limited and DGB Systems)1ontreal 

Management Consultant Cu'rrie. Coopers & Lyb~and ,~l 

Professor, Computer Sc. Bishop's Universi~y, Lennoxville, Quebee 

Professlonal Affiliations 

- 'Fellow 

Fellow 

Member 

Ro~al Statistical Society 

American Society for Quality Control 

Canadian Opera~ional Research Society 

Operational Research Society of Great Britain 

Operations Research Society of America 

Institute of Management Consultants of, .9uebee 

I~stitute~or Management Sciences G 

, ' 

) ) 

.' 

( ,-
t" 

. , 

! 
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APPENDIX N 

Questiionnaire No. 1: Questionnaire on Management Consulti~g ~ 

, and- Person!il Approaches to Pr:oblem' Solving 

-" 
" 

Q , 

.~ 1 
~ 

"'--' 

"1 
i- l· 

~ " 

.. 
, , 

\( 
, 

• 
~OLOURED,PAPER 

.. 
AP 1 ER DE COULEUR 

...:)\ 

!II 
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,-

Notes ànd Instructions 

1. Unless the instructions for a question specify a p~rt~cular period of your 
.employme\'t or a particular .;tssignment~, please answer each Ques t ion ~rom an 
overall Imeression of your total, experience vith the firm. This, of course, 
means generalizing about Many cases and combining early with recent .. 
exper ience. 

/" 

Î. Please read the instructions for each question carefully. If you are in , 
dpubt about the meaning of a questio,n, answer: as weIl as you can, a,'d 
pencll in a note on your Interpretation. 

1. Try to move through the QU,estionnaire at a fairly even ,pace. If you get 
bogged down on one question, skip it,otind move on;, but ~lease come back 
and complete your answer. 'The rèlülbility of the findl.n~~ depends /heavil y 
on your honestly answering each question. 

4. AlI' c;>f your responses :are confidentul. ,Any report about prototypical 
,patterns wll'l be co-nfined ta composite descrip~ions and qu~ntitative 
-summar i es. 

" 

5. Differe~t firms have tneir own titles for parts of: the consulting task and 
organization. For ~nsçance,c"-the term "supeI'visor", ls often used to denote 
the'most lInme?18te supervisor of,a consultin~J team assigned to .. clearly 
'identl f iable cas~ or client. Whenever the term Hcol1~ultillg team" 15 used, 
r 'reft'r to-thef,~eam lomposed of cOntlUltBllts, llot,memberH uf the cllent 
orglllli"zatlOIl. ln other questions, e)(pre~sions t ike "practice deve,lopment", 
whllh have clear.mcuning ta one fLrm,'have be~n expanded with exampl~~ 

Il ... to he 1 p u~ ge t at', a COlllll1on meaning. There are doubtless other expr~ssions_ ~ 
which Will requlre your own interpretation and translation. 

\ 6. 

" , 

1 would appreciate lt if' you would 'return the co~pleted questionnaire to 
me wi~hin two weeks in the self-addressed, envelope 1 have provided. 

-, ' \ 

\ 

, , 

o 

, ) 

_.---/~ 
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SECTION l 

MANAGEMENT CONSULTING AS A PROFESSION 

A. RaIe of ~ssociations 

l~ Are you a member of an Institute or Association for management . 

? 

1. 

4a. 

consultants? Which? l -3 No of yei1rs as member ( 
? 6" 'No of years as member. ( 

/ 
Ho ..... mdny meet~s' (other than executive or committee meetings) did 
you attend of thi's Institute' in 19791 1 ( ) ~ 

2. ( )'7 

In your view, 15 management consulting a profe~~lOn?'- Yes 
No 

Why1 Cf 
10 
, 1 

If you are not a, member of an Institute for consultants] skip to 
questlon 5. 

Il 

Do Institute 

E~plain 

\ 

exams 

13 

l~ 

and certification serve a useful purpose? 

.... 

, 

Yeso 
~o 

b. What benefits have you derived from your membership ln the In5titu'te? 

c'. What benefits do you feel you would like ta receive? 
--..-.;;;;------~ 

9 \1' d 

19 1 
5. Do you believe that there i5 a,"c~lTIlI1qti body of knowledge" which applies 

ta management consulting? If you do, please summarize the 
c.ontent below -_ 

( 

\ 

" 

1 



'\ 
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37 

n. Lis~ any other professional associations you belong to: 

1 ZI 
2 ~~ 

1. ~ 
4. 

~one 
~"J. 

5. 
7. How many meetings of these associations did you attend 

in 19791 
1. 

8. How,many journals do you read regularly, each mon'th? 

Technical (related to your specialty) ( ) 32'. 
General management ( ) 33 
Others ( ) 3'-{' 

No of years 
No of years 
No of yearS 
No of years 

(as a member) 
1 
2. 
1,' 
4. 

( 
( 
( 

~ 
( 
( 
( 
( 

1.2 

) 2...~ 
) 2..~ 
) 30 
) 31 

9. How many ~ did you spend on' technical updating in 1979? (- ) 
(In-house or external courses or seminars related to your specialty,only) 

, 
1 

'10 How many years h~ve you wdrked a,s an, extern'a.l ~onsultant? ( 
~ 

Il. How many different consulting firms have you worked for? ( ) 

~ 17.~ 
'3, ' 

How many years have you been with your present firm? ( ) 

3l 11. Did you ever operate on your own as 

'~O a. If ~, how old were you at the 

Jfl b. For' how' long did you continue? 

14 Where did you learn t~e key sitills 
to' you as il consuftant? (Indicate 

&.Iz ~a. On the jpb training 

If3 b 01'\ the job "sink or swim" 

tJ~ " c InternaI seminars 

~ d. External seminars 

""'e At university 

47 f Previous business experience 

tfi g. Other (please indicate) 

a consultant? Yes L ) 
No ( ) 

time? 
(years) 

and knowledge you c~;msider 
~ pproxima te ~) 

\ 

( 

tO_ 

" 

valuable 

( ) 
( ) 

% 
( )-

( ) 

( 

( ) 

( ), 

( ) 

( 

-Total: 1004 



_ 15. Describe the knowledge and skills you consider necessary ta' bé an 
effective management consultant. 

16. Where ~ and in what mànner. should th~~ -subjects be taught'l 

17'. 

18. 

\ 

Would you be prepared, in princ iple, ta pa'ss, on yôur 'knowledge and 
experience to consuÏtànts outside your flnn -(e g.' through'Institute 
courses)? . ~ , Yes ( ) 

No ( ) 
Haybe ( ) 

Comments: 

, , 

abat personal traits d'o you consider importao:.lor an individual to 
be a good consultant? / -" . 

-
~ " 

~ - 1.) 

" ' 

" .. 

... ,'. 
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" 

'1 

- , r 
L9 What~attracted you td consulting in the first place? Rank top three 

reasons ("1" for Most important, etc.) 

a. The opportunity to learn • ) 

b Variety of assignments ) 

5"-0 ~ ,ST ~ Th~ incüme ) 

~/-:- Z"" d . 
'The ~xposure to potential- employers ) , 

~e The 
5"2-3 . 

exc i tement and challenge' ) 

f The trâvel ) 
\ , 

( ) g. The .:;tatus 

h Other (describe) (, ) 

Conanents: 

20., When 1 joined consulting, l really knew little about the lifé of a 
consultant. 

l. True -) 

2 Not true ) 

3 Partly true 

How did the following sources of information rate 
accuracy about the nature of a consuitant's job? 

in ~sefuloess and 
Rate each source 

acèording to tbe following code: 
1= extremely useful and accurate 
2~ very use fuI and accurate 
1= moderately useful an& accurate 

4= slightly useful and accurate· 
5'" m 10ima11y\ \1seful aod accura te· 
6= not applicable 

a. 

b 

- c. 

d, 

e. 

f. 

Friends in the firm" 

Friends 'outside the firm 

Recru,itersi from the ,firm 

Consultants visited at the firm during recruitment 
, "-----

Partners viSitE;,d at the' firm during recruitment 

Firm literature 

g. Uoiv~rsity faculty 
~ 

,ho Outsid~ articles or books about coosttltiog 

i. Other (please specify) 
~ 

( 

-( 

( 

( 

( 

) 

) 

) ~ 

) 

) 

. ) 
( ) 

( ) 

- .. .=! .. ~-



1.5 , 
12. After having been a consultant, l fiod- the life: 

l. better than 1 expec ted ( ) 

Î. what l expec ted ( i 
3. somewha t wor se, than l expected ( ) 

1 
1 

1 

4. significantly worse thah l expec ted ( ) 

Comments: 

23. Which aspects of consul tirtg do you consider:, 

<l. Most fnteresting And cha'lleng~g? 

fe,~ 
U' 'ft,5' ( 

~ 

,~" (~ 

b. Most stressful and/or"' uninteresting? 
&,7 

~ 

"-
~'? '! 

{P'f .x 
"\ 

, 4. Most of my work now 15: (Check one.) 

1. supervisory or project management ( ) 

,. diagnàsi~cooceptual design, market research, ( ) 
70 feasibility studies or corporate planning 

1. vendor selection, detailed design, project, planning ( ) 
or impl_ementation of systems 

~ 

.... , 
( ) 4. other (describe) 

, , 
, , 

'II f' 

\ -
"t . " . 

" 

---l' 1 
~ 

;/If" 
..J 

) 
-; 

.. /1' 1', R 

h 

'~I'! 
.. 

-1. 
1 

~ ,. 
r' 

" ~ 
" 
" 

~ 
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'\ 
B, General views on,consulting 

Please indicate your reaction tOothe following statements by circling 
the appropriate number. 

~ Agree Nb Disagree 
St r o.!!&!,y Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly 

There are sorne situations' , 
where the'operating consult-
8rH I s value to a cl ient "-

continues to 'increase with 
his experience (i e, a 
èonsultant with 10 years 1 s 
relevant experience is 
worth more than a consul t'-

. .,., 1 ant with only 5 'years) • l 2 3 4 5 

If you agree, can you-gi~e 
an example: ... 

'" 

" I:! - , .... 
2. In general, it i8 unrealis tic 

.to ,expect much innovation from 
a management consultant because: 

ft.. a) there is no time for re- , 

senrch ··1 2 3 4 5' 

-73 . b) clients should not be '1 

trellted as guin~a pigs l 2 3 ,4 5 

Comments: ,. {~ 

". 

.-' 
1. Mo~t consultants tend to' '" 

rely on their ~wn resources 1 
rather than seek the advice J '\of other consul tants in the 

,1 firl'n. ' l 2 ,3 '< 4 

~\ 
5, 

This ls due t;o: , 

75' a) time and budget press",res 1 2 ) 
4" -5 

'" 
,-

" -- \ -. 
Îc:' 

b) a consul tant' s strong 
feeling of self-confi- ~ 

dence 1 2 3 .l 4 5 

c) a fee l~ng , that it will 11 be interpreted, as a sign 
of weakness l 2 3 ,4 5/ 

Comments: 

" , , 
-' 

li v_ 

.. 

* 

,-./Î~ 

'1 
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~ , 

Agr~e No ,pisagree . ,-q 
Disagree 

Q 

Strongly Agree Opinion Strongly 

4. Mo-~ t rnanagemen t consult-
\ lng work 15 not technical 

il1 natùre but requires 
a basic knowledge of " 

peôple and how organiz'a- -( 

fl 
t ions' func t 1:on. l 2 3 4 / 5 

fi " C011l1\ents: 

,'. 

Jo 
, 

} . .. An intell.igent; c,apable', 
MB.A with 5 years of go~d 

,v business experfence can' 
handle Most management ' .. 
cg.~ulting assignments. l 2 3 4 5 ~ 

,§ 

<l 

-rt 
Comments: } i 

. J .:t 

0 6. 
'\. 

If two consul tan ts (of 
equal competence) are 
asked' f<n- their opinion r 

,\ 
~ 

"j abo~t a problem, it lSI) 

quitè' possible that their , 
\" 'reeonunendattons wÙl differ 

,1 
•• ~l 

signH,icantly (in terms of 
ttlJe client action required) " 1 2 3 ~ 4" 5 -, 

C~ent5:' 

) \. '" . 'ci 
tif 

, 
\) 

7. 
:" 

,j Given that two recOlllll1en-' 
( . dations both pass the ,... 

"test of reasonableness", " 
: 1· ~. 

·there i5 no obj~~tive way 
in rnost situations to decide . . ~ . 
which one is better,. ~ .1 2 ... 3 4 ' .~ .. 

'CI 

If you cl isas.ree • please 
explain ~ur answer: • 

'\. ,;..- ..,!!.y, 

S: 
> 

,? ./' 
1;n rnos-t cases 1 a client, 
on hill own. la not in a :p-

0 

" position to decide what 'is .. 
the best remedial action 'to 1 - , 

<i?'2. adopt. 
, 

1 2 ')'5> . -- 3 4\4' il' " 

" .. R' '1'\ ! ~l'\ ,g 

.~ \; COmments: . ' <; 

,', D 
JI ~--. n • 

'\ .... 'd . - ',.,,~ 

"" " , 
~ 'ï, , l' ~ 

. ~ , "l e . 1 t 

li 
~' .., 

\ ,.. .\ 
, 

,If, " .- " 
~.~:I .. 

\ 
", /""", . ~ . 

~ " ~ , . 
~ .. 

....0. 
, 



" 

:.. 

. .. 



,0 / .;. 
... 

0 

" 

~ 1.9 . , . , 

,J 

:.: Àgree No,. Disagree 
Strongly Agree Opinion Dlsagtee -S'tronslt. 

15. ' There is no place in' a 
" management consulting firm (~'t.; :; 

,., 

• for the technic,àl -spe-' . J1.~;;' 

cialist '(e.g. psychologist, 
0, 

p 

economist, management 
. l scientist, software expert, 

l 
~ ----etc .. ) 1 2 3 4, 5 

, l 
If you agree, is it because: "'. 

,a) management consulting 
assignments generally do 

'ro not need such speC'ialtsts l ., 2 3 4 5 
0 

b) consulting firms are not , ' 

organized ta acc~odate 
the needs of specialists 
(e.g career paths, tech-

91 nica! updating, reward .. 
systems) l 2 ,,3 4· 5 

.0' ;. 
.", 

Cotn{lle n t s : . "'01 -. s. .. , -
, 

16. Manàgement consultants,should 
~~ 

«l> .. 
, 0 

be able to advertise their' \ ' 

~2 services as they wish. l 2 3 4,1. _ 5 

çomments: 

.. 
'0 ,-

17. there seems ~ be a trend for o. ., ~ 

the experieqced client to hire 
'the individual rather than ~e ~, 

firm when he engages a.cons t- ... 
1 

93 ant,. ' 1 '2 3 4 5 
" , 

(' 
Comment:-s: ' 

• 

18. Most clients attacb,some Ji 

'\ 's'ign if icance to the creden-
dais CHe (Certified Manage-

- .. ,:.. Cjcf ment Consultant). 1 . 2 3 4 5 

Comments: ,\ 

~, ; 

"~ 

?/ 1 

" '. 
, r 

" 

, .1 



> ' \ 



, , 

• 1 

1 

. 1 

. .' 
r 

1"\ 

C. 'Role of co~suitant 

Every cOl'lsoltant behaves differen~ly in 't!,le face 'of different client, 
situations. We axe interested, however, in your behBviour on you~ 
more typical engagements. Please circle the number w\:eh Is most' 
characteristic of your 'present behaviour. ," , , ' 

1. l find myself" in situations where:' 

17 

Cft 

100 

..... 

101 

• 
102, 

a.~, l use my specialrzed knowledge in the solution of proble~s. 

Often 1 2 '3 ~, 5 Se Id 0111 

• 
b. l use my skiiis ?t diagnosing and s?lving broad problems. 

Often' 1 2 )' 4 5 Seldom, 

c. l use my skills at persuading the client to adopt sorne specifie, 
point of view or course of action. 

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

d. My presence' gives ,Îhe cÙent the confidence to carry, on programs 
whith he would not otherwlse do. 

O,ften 1 2 3' 4 5 Seldom 

e. l show the client how to go about solving problems of the typé 
encountered should they occur .' agaln. 

'l '1 

, Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

OP • 
f: l introduce new i~eas, novel ways of d01ng things. . 

Often 1 2 '3 , 4 . 5 Seldom , . , ...,. . '''-- , 
ideas . \Ji'th ,g. l exchange the client and we ~rk on the problem 

together . 

Of t'en 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom' 

, h. 1 use my skills at interpreting the m~ning of unfamiliar con~epts • .. 
103 

101 

• 1 , 

'1 

1. 

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 
,/ ,. 

l act,as an obJective source of inform?tion because l am familiar 
. with a greater vàriety of problems and because l have ~o axe ta 

grind. - . ,. 
Often 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

" 

J 

1.11 

Jo 

.. 

.. 

, . 



i 
l. 
[ 

i 
.\ 

\\ 

. ) 

ID{-

" 

j. l help the client decide on a course of action if several 
alternatives look equally attractlve. 

Dften 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

k. l take part in omaking geciSions for the client when he wants 
ta do 50. \< 

Dften 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 
0 

'1. 1 motivate people to chaI)ge their 5tyle of behaviour on a 

101 

m. 

sustained basis. 

Often 1 2 :1 4 5 , 

l am given a genera1 mandate by 
everything which might be WTong. 

\ 
Dhen 1 2 3' 4 5 

• Seldom 

the client to look àround.for . 

Seldom 

n. l use client personnel as much as possible to gather data and 
seek their participation in the development of solutions to 
problems. 

Dften 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 
, 

me 

o. 1 am asked" ta act as a referee> to help a cllent resolve. conU;j.cting 

p. 

/II 
q. 

112 

opinion~. 

l 2 3 4 5' Se Id 011} 

. 
l am engaged to manage important projects. 

Dften 1 2 3 4 Seldom / 

1 aet as an extra resource to aid/a client when his own personnel 
,are fully utilized. " .. 
Dften' 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

2. Please go back and circle on' the foregoing list the four dimensions 
which you feel are most central to the consultant's lob. 

,e.g. @ .. 

113 

iI~ 
IlS' 
} 1 ~ 

1 

. ' 
.. ' 

. . 

1 

) ; . 
. . 

.' -

. .. 1) 

, 

. , 

1. 17 

.f 



'. 
1 

i 
1 i 

'. ' 

'. -

.. 

D. Desiraple personal characteristics 
1 

1. Indicat~ the ext~nt to which the following characteristics are important 

'. 

in consulting work. 

'111 1. Cooperatlvenes~ 

II~ 

, 19 

2. Orderline,S't. 

3. Openness, sp~ntaneitr 

4. 
/20. 

Indepe'ndence' 

12.1 
5. l..oyalty to my flrm 

6. 'Loyal ty to clients 
/2.'2 \,. 

7. Loyall; ta fellow consultants 
/23 
12Jf 8. 

JzS- 9. 

1 2.~12. 

13. 
1 21-
, \ >, 

Loyalty to partner~ 

Dr bore to be the 'bes t 

Drive,for power-over others . 
Satisfaction ~ creating 
sorne thing new " 

Pleasure "in learnlng 
something new 

Critleal and ÎLuesti~ning ,~ 
.attitude towJd authority 

,Sense of ~'fROt' ;.~, 
• ,!l-

IS. Toughness; lack of 
I~(~;r-I " sent~meritality , . 

Modes'ty 132- ,16. 

133 \17. Personal charm .. 

'~1 18. Idealism 
\ . 

'+135 1"9. A\'.A~ il i ty to take orders 

Very' 
Impor tant 

( J 
~;;;." 

. ( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( 

( ) 

(. ) 

( ) 

( , ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

) 

( ) 

c ) 
( ) 

( ) 

'e ) 

, L~ 20:. S~J;isfaètion in helping others ( 

, 71. 
" l'S, 

( ) 

) 

) Abpity to take the initiative ( 

1 t\ 

Somewhat Not 
Important Imper tant 

(. ) 'f" ) 

( ) ( 

( .) ) 

.k ) ( ) 

) ( ) . 

( ) ( r 
c ) ( ) 

( ) ( 0) 

( ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) C ) \ . 

( ). ( ) 

( . ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ( ) 

( ,) ) 

( ), ) 

( ) (.... ) 

( ( ) 

( ( ) 

'. 
C ) ( ) 

, 
tl 

1. 

1. 13 ,> 

\ 

. ' 

1 

~ 1 

~ 

1 
,/ 

~ 



li 

l, 1. 14 
1 1 

'\ ' . 
Very Somewhat Not \ 

r 

IrriPOrta~t Important ) Important:. .., 
,J 

I~~ 22. S~lf-cènfidence (,. ) ( ) ( ) 
, 

"\3~ 23 .. Patience ... ' ( ) '. ( ( ) 

1'-/0 24. Ten'é(city ( ( ( ) 
>:l 

, 

141 25. Co~lDe~s under str 80S . ( ) { ( ) 
( 

• . , ''-12 26. Slubbornness ., \ t ) ( ) ( ) 
• 1 

J 

11./3 27. 'Fairness ( ) ( ), ( ) , , 
\ 

14'( 2?,' Gener:osity ( ) ( ) ( ) 
---.......; : . 

t F.lexibil ity' ( ) ( ) ( ) 1'15 29. ~ 
1 

l 'If:, ~o. Open-mindedness ( ) . { ), ( 

1'17 31. Compassion ( ) ) , ( 

J tf8 32. Need for achievement ( ) ( ) , ( )/ 
, v 

l '1'f 33, Need ta win ( ) ( ) ( ) 

betachment 
, 

,f I~O 34. ( ) ( ) ( ) , 
~ J~I 35,' Aggressivel"\ess ( ) ( ) ( '') 

--;-

/5"2.. 36, ' Pride in performance ( ) ( ) ( ) 

153 37. Need for recognition ( ~ ( ) ( ') . . . 

1~'138. Efficiency ( , ( ) ( ) 
J 

' . . 
1:55'39 Honesty ( ) ( .) ( ) , 

15" 40. Self-control ( ) ( ( 

-/~( 41', Deéis~veness ( ') ( ,) ( ) 

J~ 42. Friendliness . ( ) ( ) ( ) 
1 

I!>~ 43. Energy ( ) ( ) ,{ ) 

IbO 44, 
. 

Cr'edibflity ( ) ( ) ( ) 
i 

" 
l' . -

~'operato.rstl? ( 2. What ls the.most productive age ran~e for consultants ~8 
Comments:, , 

.1 

, . 

, 0 



\ 

1 
\, 

Ill .. 1 

"l}", 
\1o".1-{",). , \ .. 

I.f} , 

~ 

.. , 

,1 

) " . , 
\ 

Q \ 

3. In<:!icate the extent to which the followihg kinds of 1ntellectual ' 
capa<;ities are important in con,~ulting work. 

, I~f 1. 

\ 

! 
\ 

Cancern for practical detaib 

Voery 
Important 

1 ) 

Somewhat , Not 
Importat;lt Important 

( ) ( ), 

1 ~2 2. Integrating' or synthesizing 
ideas tnto an overall plan 

(' ) 
\( '- " 

( .)\"', 
1 ~3 3. Inventing new ideas ) \ 

I,f.t:,~ 4. Awareness of others feelings '( 

• 

l, ".s- 5. Attention tb small details 

1 ~(o- 6. 

1"7 7. 

I~~ 8. 
.-

'''? 9. 

170 10. 

• 

't\ 

Working facts into a'logic~l 
arder 

Gaod memory for facts 

Speed 
" 

Ability ta dramatlze (and 
sell) one 1 s ideas 

. 

Ability to create an environ-
ment in which ot:hers work 
better 

( ) 
1 • 

( 

,) , 

( ) 
( 

; 

, 11. '/71 Ability ta listen carefully () 
t.o others 1 

... 
, /72 12. 

... /73 13. 

/71 14 .. 

175> 15. 

'/7(e, 16. 

J77 17. 

Mathematic~l ability 

Ability to stimulate or \ 
activate others 

l' . .(. 
AbUity to sell oneself~ 

Extensive, v.ocabulary 

Ex'tensiv'ë technical, • 
vocabulary ( 

Ability to cammunicate 
orally 

" 

) 78' 18., Ability ta communicate 
in writi~g 

/ , . 
, 

1 

( ) 

( ) ~ 

) " 

( ) 

.' 

1 

( ) .' ( ) 

\:' (' ) ( \ , 

( ) ( ) 
\ 

. . 
( )J ( ) 

" 
( ) (' ) " 

( ) 
" 

( ) 

( ) ( o~ 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ). 

( ) . ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( . ) ( ) 
0> 

( ) ( ) 

,( ) ~( ) 
\' 

\ .. 
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, -
\ 

,. 
b • 

Very r 

Important . . 
11~ 19. Ability to reach cohc":l.usions. 

with a minimum of info~mation 
( ) 

IOn 2.0. 
! 01.1 Critica1 thinking (question-

iog me thod s ,and techni~ues' () 
that' others take for gr,anted) 

l-l 

1 g-, 2l. Abit ity to put one' ~ self 
in another's ~osition 

( ) 

1 82- 22. AbU ity to s Ize up another 1 s ( 
Acharacter 

l'~ 23,. Abili'ty to concentrate by 
oneself 

)%'1 24. 

1~25. 

Systems thinking 

Abi1ity to rèc~gnize good 
ideaj 

. Abir-ity tô be critical 
of bad ideé1 5 

1 ~ n. Imagination 

I~ 28. Ability to see the who1e, 
not mere!y the parts 

!/~ 29. Perspective or vision 

\::-,) 

....... \ 

-
.' 

, 

" 

~ 
,t 

( 

( 

( 

( . ) 

( ) 

( ') 

-' 

• 

" 

" 

• Somewhat 
Important 

• 

( ) 

( J 

) 

( ) 

(. ) 

) 

, ( ) 

,( ) 

:) 

Not 
t 

,Important 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

(. ) 

. ,( ) 

, () 

( ) 

) 

) 

( ) 

( ) 

/ 

~ 

-, 
' , 
1 

i , 

1.16 

\ ; 

01 -, j 
1 

\ 

1 

I-
i;;, 

1 J 
1 

1 
1 .: . 
1 

/ , 

j 

~y 
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SECTION II 

CllARACTERISTICS OF ~OUR PERSONAL STYLE 

A. Problem,solving type 

, '" ~ The Myers-Briggs Type lndicator . . ' 
1 , 

-r -, 
/ 

/, 
1 1 

. 
~ The material for this instrument has been removed because of 

.' 

... 
copyright restrictions. 

- . ' 

Informatidn ~y be obtained from: 

. consUl~:YChOlOgists Press • 

Yalo Al~O, ~lfotnia 

, " 

o 

.. 

, ' 

, r 1 

." 
/ 

\ 

, 
'II 1 
to n.'" 

y , 

-' 

r. 

f' 
\ . \ 

,> 

, q 

, . 
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B: Value preferences 
; 

PART "1 

Directions 
, 
" 

, . 
l' 

1 

A number of statements or questions 'with two'alternative answers·are 
g~ven bel~. Indicate your personal preferences by writing the 
appropria te figures in the right-hand columns, as indlcated: 

If you agree with altérnative (a)r. and disagree with (b), (a) (b) 
write 3 in the first column and o in the second col~mn, 
thug [ 3] [0 ] 

.. If you agree with ~b); disag~ee with (a) , write [0] [3} ( 

Sligh~' prefeJençe ,'for 

.. -If y~u have a Ca) ov/er Cb), write [2J [lI 

preferen~e 
, 

If - yo,Uo a a slight for (~) over (a), write [1 } [2] 

~ 
Do not'write any other combination of figures after any questions 

'except one or these four. 
, 

There is no time limit, b~t do not linger long ovet any one question or 
statement, and do not leave out any of the questions, unless you fincl 

• n 

it really impossible to make a decision. ~ 

1. The m?in object of .scientific resèa~ch should be 
the discovery of pure truth rather than its 

(a) (b) 

practical applications. (a) Yes;.(b) No' 32.(.. (1 H[ • 

2. If you were a university professor and had the 
• necessary ability, would you prefer to teach: 
. (a) poetry; (b) chemistry and physics? 

~ 
32~ ['.] 

II.B' 

~ 

( ,~ 

3. Ujder circumstances similar ta those of Qu. 2, 
'Gould you prefer (a) economics; (b) law? '330 [J -f". J 1'31, 

4. 
. .. 

ls a persan w~o analy,zes his emotions likely to 
be less sincere i~ his feeling than one who ia 
not so reflective? (a) Yes; (b) No , 

5. Do you~elieve that coneemporary charitable 

332 [ J 

polleies should be eurtail~d because they tend 
to undermine i.,ndividual initiative? (a) Yes; (b) No 33~ [ 

\" 

• 

.. 

). 

.1 

;, 

, ., 
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.. 

,j 

J 
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(, 

• .. 
..,P' 

" , , 

~ 

~\. 

- , 

'6. In your opinion, has general progress been advan-
1 ('-'\0, ced more by: (a) the freeing of slaves, with the 

,-enhanc;ement of the value 'placed on indi vi dual lUe; 
(b) the' discovery of the steam engine, with the 
consequent industrialization and economic riyalry 

• 

\ 

l, 
(a) (b) 

of European and American Countries? 33(., [] ,[] '337 
~ . . " -

7. If you had th~ opportunity, and if nothing of the 
kind existed in the community' or cbllege' where you 
lived, would you pre fer to found: (a) a debating 
society; (b) a \classical orchestra? 

.' 8: At an exposition, do you chiefly"like to go to 'the 
buildib&S where you can see: (a) automobil!es; 
(b) sciènti%}c ~pparatus or chemical products? 

, , 

9. If you had sorne time ta spend in a waltlng raoln, 
" and there we\e only these two magazines to choose 

from, would yo~ prefer: (a) The Scienti'fic American; 

. 
33~ [ ] . [ ] 331 

'" 

3,/0 [ ] ] 3'1(, 

(b) Arts and Decora tions? 3,/2 [ ] . [ ] 3Y3 
, 10. 

11. . 

.... ' , 

1'2. 

13. 

, . 

Would you encourage your children, whi!e"at school, 
to: (a) try- to make severa1 teamSj (b) have vocational 
training (supposing that -they interfered with one J 

another)? , , 3~'1 [ ] 
You are asked t?' walt for a few minutes in a strange 
living-room; are you more l1kely to judge: (a) the 
owner' s knowledge and intellectuality as shown by the 
books in his book-cases; (ho) his friendl:Llless and 
hospital1ty as sh,..own by the photographs on the waHs, 

- . \ 

and the generai comforts of the ro~rn? .3'1~ [ ] 

Sinée the'" cfasâ or social status to whiçh a man be10nga 
depends mainIy upon his push and ability, it i5 ju'st 
~hat a smal! proportion of the population should be 
very rich. <-,a) Yes; (b) No', 

. 
If you were given certain topies on whieh to write an 
essay, would you choos~ to'·writci about; .(a) the best 

. way to distribute onels income between, say, the . 
necessities of life, 1uxuries, and sa~1ngs, or 

. (b) ,the personality of some .close fr1erid of yours. 3:sa [ ] 

. . 
, -

, .... 

[ ] 31./7 

~ 

. [ ] 35/ 

l 

1 
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B. 'Value ereferences continued 
( 

PART II 

Direction's . , 

) 

~ 
Each of the following aHuations Qr questions 
posybte attitudes or answers. Ayr.ang,e these' 
your persona! preference from -first to fourth 

,hand margin, , " 

, ' 

. , 

~ 

is followed by 
anqswel's in the 
b~ wri,ting, in 

[l~ 
[2] 
[3] 
[4} 

beside the answer.t11at app~als to you moSt, . 
beside the 'answer. which ~s next most .!oimportant" tô you, 
beside the next, and ,.. , 
beside the answer' that least represents your in~eresl or 

. preference 

. , 
. ' 

,0 .. 

• , 1 
• .J , Q, 

fohr 
order of 
the 'left' , 

, 
:; 

\ 90
Û 

.)...,. 0 ~ ~ 
You ma y, think of a,nswers which wçuld be "preferable frpm yoûr pOint of"· 
v'iew, to any of those listed. It is necessary, however, that.Oyou make 

~!)your selection from the alte~natives presented, and,apraQge aIl 'four in 
arder of their desirabiUty, gues~ing when !your preferences are'l-not 
distinct. If you find it reâUy. impossible to gu'ess your 'pr~feren.çe, 

1 
omit the question. . 

1. Do you think that a 'g~a'd gover~ment ~'O~id aim chi~fly dt . t...u î 
"'1'" " 

[ } a. mOre <Ud for the poor, sick, anQ oid 
[ 1 b. and trade • -the d~vêlopment o~ m~!lufactuting 

3SV . r ] c. introducing more ethical principles into Hs .policies and -
diplomacy. 

~. { 1 

2. 

3St. [] 
·3>'7 ,[] 

3$'8 [ } 
3S9 [ ] 

3. 

.~ r 1 
3G,/ [1 

")(.2, [ 1 

J".3 [ 1 

, , ~ 

• d. .establishing a position .of prestige and respect am0!1g nations 

, . 
Do you pre fer a friend (of your own sex) who 

. 
a. Is. efficient, industrious', and -of a l'ractical tt,rrn of mind 

a , 
b. is'seriously interested in thinking out his attitude 'toward 

Itfe as a who le! '.If 
c. possesses q~alitie~'of leadership and organizing ability 
d. shows refinement and emotional sensitivity , -

1 <(l, • 

. '. ' "'. 1 1 • 
If you li ved in ~ small 'town and had m!,~ tha~ ,j!0ugh income for 
your needs, w<?ul~ you prefer to .... _.2 .~. .'. 

" .1 • 
~. apply ft productively"to i~dustrlal development'

J
< 

b. help..to endow ~he chqrch ta which you ,belong 
c. g!ve it, to a university for t"h~ development of scientific 

research ~ .\ 
d. devote it to ~os~itals 

J) • r ' 

\ . 

\ 

'ÏlI1. }O 

) , 

, . 
' . 

~, 

, . 

... 



• ! 
\ 

) 

'. 

. ' 

~ 4. When you go to the theatre do you, as a rule, enjQy most -

3fc~ [ plays that treat the lives of \ 
(~ 

a. great men 
3~ ballet or similar imàginat!ve pertormances 

.. 

'-

.. 

[ J b. 

3"" [ J c. plays with a th~e of humap suff~ring and love 
"'!k1 [ J d. ~ problem plays that argue consistently for some point ·of vi~w 

s. Assuming that'you are a man with.the'necessary .ability d that 
the salary for each of the following occupati 
you prefer to be a -

~~ [J a •. 
3f.Jt [ 1 b. 
'370 [-1.' c •• 
'311 l J: d •• 

mathematician 
sales manager' 
clergyman' .. , 
.~ 

pol1ti~ian 

, 

If yo~ had unlimi ted 1e1'sure and 'money would you pref.et to -

37~ [ ] 
"373 [ ] 

• '" t ' .' - ~ 

a. make a collec tf~n oi fine ~'.$~uîpt·ùr#s or p~ina~~S'" ,,"'. 
b. establish'a mental hygiene clinic for taking care of the 

màladjusted and mentally deficfent,.... . 
379 [ J 
37$' 1 ~ 

c. aim at a senatorship, or a seat ln the Cabine~ 
d. enter ,into bariking and, high finance 

, 

7.~ Which of thè following would you prefer to do during Pfrt of your 
next summer vacation (if your ability and other conditions would 

,. permit) 
i . 

37" [1 a. 
3"17 (] b. 

. 
17~ [1 c." 

37' [ 1. d:· 

, 3i;'o 6 • 

1 
V 

3~5' 

~ 

write ~nd publish an origLQal biological essay or article 
~tay'in some secluded, part of th~ country where you can 
appreciate fine scenery 
go in for a local tenhis or other atl)l.etic tournament 
ge~ experiencè in some new line of business 

, '. " . 
.~ 

"~t<e 

1 
"Q 

~ 

, 

. 
" 

II. il 
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1. 

c. 
~ . 

Personal characteristics 

",' 

" 

Please rate ~oursetf on each ot the adjective dimensio~s below. Circle 
.the .nrber in e~ch 'row which is closest JO the one which best describes 
you./ 

39'0 1. Active , 

~1I1 'i 'Çonfident .. 

~ 3. Logieal 

De,tached 

Academie 

391 6. Outspoken 

'3<12- 7. People orrented 

1 ~9.3 8. Global 

~ 9~ : Persuasive 
~"f~., " .. ... ' 

>~ 10. OpinioI!~ted 

39' 11. Disorganized 

~ 12:/ Innova~~:~ 
St8' 11 Vague .~ , 

,r-

1 

. , 
1 2' 3 4 5 6 

1 2 

l' 2 

1 

1 

2 
, , 
-2 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

4 5 6 

~, J." 3 4 5 6 

1 ~ 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5- 6 

1 2 3 4 5, 6 

1 2, 3" 4 5 6 
, 

1 345 6 

1 2 
1 

3 4-" 5 6 

1 2 345 6 

7 Reflecting 

7 Hesitant. __ , -1' 

7 Intuitive 

7 

7 

~nvolved 

Pragmatic 

7 Reserved 

7 Concept oriented 

7 Detailed 

7 Unconvincing 

7 Open mi~ded 

7 Methodical 

7 Conventional 

7" Precise 

0 ... 

.. 

'\. 3?9 14. Theoretical 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 Practical 

~. ~ 15. ". 

1./0/16., Expedient 

;102 17. Assertive.~ 
-

1{03 .18. - Realistic 

'10'1 19. 
~ 

--1 

Patient 

tfCS 20. Per:.fec t.t'oniet 

'/0(:, 21. Dominating 

0/07 22. Sati~fied 

~Oi 23. Decisive 

"lac, 21+. Une 

1 3 4 5 6 
, 

o 1 2 3 '4 5 6 
•• 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

i 2 3 4 5 6 

7 
1 

Specialist 

7 Painstaking 

7 " 'Retiring • 

7 Ideali8t~e 

l' 2 3 4 5 6'" -('. 7 Impatient 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pragmatic 

l '2 3 4 5 6 7 Reactive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 .Ambitious 

7 Cautio~s 

7 Staff 

11.12 

.~, 

-. 



1 
~, 

, , 

. , 
LJ/O 25. A\ltocrati~ " 

4/1 26. Cautious 

. 4/2 27. Demand ing 

~'" :~J'3 38:. 'Flexibie 

.' 

~/'l 29. Indepen,de~t 

'1/~ 30. Procrastinating 

'I1f., ,31, D, Persistent. 

~t7 32, Do-i~-yourself 

'118 H, Insensitive 

LI ff ,34" Tense 

l/UJ 35, Talker 

"11--1 16, Disciplined, 

~Z2 37. Anti-social 

'12338. Uncon\plicat1 

~2Jf 39. Clear 

tf-Z! 40~ Hard ~ata 
~ (nwnbers) 

~2"'41.' Private 

4'2.1 4.ê~, Take charge 

1I2~ 43" -. Trusting 

i~1 44. Non-copformist 
• 

tf:3c 45. Sympathetic 

Y31 46. Inhibited 

,', 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Participative 

1 2 3· 4 il' 5 6 . 7 ,Im,p.\l 1 si ve 
-(, 

1 ~,' 3 " ~ 5 6, 7 Und'emànding 
" .. ~ .. . 

1 ~ '3 4;, 5 6 7. Single-minded 

1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 ,Team member 

l 2 3 .4, 5 6 7 

1. 2 3 4.5 6 7 

1 2 '3 4. 5' 6 7 

Active \.t 

Yieldirig 

Delegating' 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Considerate 

1 

", 1 

1 

1 

2 3 

2 3 

2 J 

2 3 

4 5 6 7 Relaxed 

4 5 6 7 Listener 
o • 

4 5 6 7 Undisciplin~d' 

4 5 6 ~ Social 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Complex 

1 2 3 4 5 '6 7 Unclear 

Soft data 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (opinions) 

., 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Public 

1 2 3 '4 5 6 7, Follow 

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 Dist~usting 

1 2, 3 4 5 6 7 Conformist 

1 2 3 4 5 6',7 Unsympathetic 

1 2 3 4 5 6' 7 Uninhibited' 

\ 
Go -ra iit, c.. , Pj,' 'Ill . ~ 

t132. - W~ 

• r 

il ' 
, , 

\' , 

t • 

.. 

" 
l, 

oc 

II.n 
.11& .... 

. , . 

, , 

\ 
-. 
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1 
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D. Attitudes 

Please indicate your reaction to the follofing statemenss by c~rcling 
the approprtate number. '" 

Agree No 
Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree 

1. 

2. 

3. 

.~I 

It bothers'me when t am 
unable "'to ffll10w another , , / person s tra,in of thought. 

Peo~le lose sorne measure Qf 
control when they rely on 
computers: 

1 really resent lt when 
people try to tell me 
what to do. 

l 
4.' l sometimes get a'kick out 

of breaking the rules and 
4~;Z doing' things l'm not sup­

posed to do. 

-5: 1 can more easily cope with 
set routine than constânt 

"'-15'3 <change ln my 1ATork. 

6. 1 don' t mind going "out on 
a limb" if l strong!"y believe 

l 

l 

1 

1 

l 

in a pri~ciple. 1 

7. 
f-

In a stock purchase decision, 
1 would give more weight'to a 
careful arialy-'sis' of the finan-' 
cIal stàtemen~ ?f the company 
than in my feei~ng about the 

IJJ' management of the ,Hrm ~er 
interviews with them. 1 

8. '1 find that 'II ~'an frequently 
~ .. recall my dreams. ' 1 

9. 

,10. 

If computers are us~d properly, 
they will make a s~gnifican~ 

contribution to t~e planning 
and control of orga~izations. 1 

t i'> 

I cao get along more easily 
wi~h people if they b~long 
to about the same social and 
and business ,class as myself. 1 

... " 

2 3 4 

2 3 f.1 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 .. 
.. 
2 3 4' 

2 3 

/ "-'> 

2 • 3 

2 3 4 

2 .\ 3 4 

2 3 4 
• J 

Disagree 
Strongly 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

i ,-

5 

5 

5 

5 

'" 

IL 14 

" 

.. 

\1 , 

. / 

. ' 
.~ 

, 

. . 





j' 
-;; 

/ -.4i Il. Ih 
1 

.. ) 
~ 1 

. ,. 
<Il }' ---- No" Disagree 

Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly 

2-3-. prsfer to stop and think 
before 1 act on trifling " even 

'171 matters. 1 2 3 . 4 5 , 

24. l would rather bet 1 ta 6 
on a 'long shot than 3 to 1 2~ '172 on a probable winner. l 3 4 5 

25. It usually takes me a long 
f time ta chaase a new'car. 

473 
1 look at a variety of makes . \ 
and -;;models befbre "coming ta 
a declsion. l 2 3 4~ ~ 

. 26. l'm more interested in what 

!l7'/' 
cauld be than what is. 

1 2 3 4 5 

.27. l:sometimes feel thllt 'ideas, 
come to me as if from sorne 

tf75 external source and that I· 
am not directly responsible 
for them. l 2 3 4 5 ~ 

~ 
28. lt 15 wise not ta expect 

tao mu;h of others~ , . 1 
. 

- '-I7~ ~ 2 . 3 4 5 , , - r' 
. 29. l have never done anything 

477' 
dangerous Just for the 
thrill of it. 1 2 3~ 4 5 

1 30. ·1 belj.eve that punc tuaI i ty . t 

Lj7~ 
ls a very important personal 
characteristiè.~ 1 2 3 4 5 

1 
l , 

11. i} A question is best decided 
by exper le;:1ce not by c. 

'177 G 

statistlcs. L ... 2 3 4 5 
" , , 

32. l definitely prefer to work ,. 

~tg{) 
.under conditions where l am 
my own boss. 1 2 1 3 4 

33. l usually çheck mare than. once 

~i1' 
to be ~sure that l ha1Je. locked 
a door~. put out the light or 
som~thing of the' sort~ 1 2 3, 4 5 

34. 1 use a fixed rule for tipping.l 2' - 3 ~~ 
5 , 

Lf~ 
~ 

/'1. 
-:< 

~ 

" 



... 

35. 

~~ 
36. 

'/ 

ç~JffItI 
. ç;--

//W~· 

19. 

40. 

41. 

42: 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

.. 

/l.gree 
Strongly Agree 

By diggi g and digging '1 
the tr' h is discovered; 

1 eem to be a1ways learning 
ew things and chang1ng ~he 

beliefs that l on€e held. 
, 

When 1 am proof-reading, a 
lot of errors can slip by 

,me. * 

\ 

l a!ways finish tasks l 
Istart even if they are not , 
very important. 

People '~!o seem unsure and 
uncertain about things lose 
my respect., 

Organiza t ion~ never '·seem ta 
learn. It onfy takes a few' 
years after an assignment 
for them ta revert ta their 
former ways of doing things. 

If the presi~nt of an orga­
nization tells me something, 
1 assume it to be fac tua'!.. .) 

1 ~ , 

Sorne bureaucracy is ta be 
expected no matter what onels 
occupation. t 

Obedience and r~spect for 
authority are the most im­
portant virtues children 
should learn,. 

Science ha~ its place but 
, ~ 

there a~e many important 
things .t'hat can never be 
understood'by the hurnan 
mind. 

Nowadays, more and more· 
people dre"prying into 
matters t~at should remain 
personal and priv,nte. 

r""' .. 

l coocentrate harder .00 

whatever ioterests me 
than dà most people., 

l 

l 

1 

l 

1 

l 

if 

l 

1 
o' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

7 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 " 

No 
Opinion , 

3 

/ 3 '.:J' 

l 

3 

3 

3 

'3 

3 

3 

\ 
3 

,:J 

Disag,ree 
Disagree Strongly 

/ 
1 ,. ... ' 

4 

4 

4 4' 

4 , 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4. 

5 

5 

5 

5 

r 5 

5 

5 

5 ' 

5 

5 

3 
'J, " 

'-4 5 

, • 3 4 5 

H.l7 

. . 

.. 
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"" " 47. 

48. 

~ .... 49. 

L/97 

50. 

51. 

52. 

500 

53. 

S'O{ 

" 

Agree 
Strongly ,Agree 

1 occasionally ~~ice "" 
opinions in groups that 
seern to turn Sorne people 
off. 

1 tend to rely more on my 
first i~pr~ssions and 

. feel ings when making 
judgments th'an d:0o a de­
tailed a~alysi~ of the 
situa tion. 

Whe~ som~9ne tries to get 
ahead of me J.n a line of 
~eople, 1 usuall~ point it 
but to him .• 

l 

l 

1 

1 usually work things out )' 

2 

2 

for myself rather than get 
someone to show me. .. l 2 

1 

.(1 , ",1 1 t1 
During my youth, 1 ~~~Quen-I '" 
t ly had a d~''s ire to be alon'e 
and ta pursue my own inter~sts 
and though t s . "~""",,,,_, r 1"" 2 

Things that are ob~ious t1 \J" . 
\ me are not So obviou~~ be 1 

'\Jthers. _~ l .. 2 

If 1 have ~o give the same 
presentation severa! tîmes, 

No .. Oplnion 
; 

3 

; , 
3, 

3 

3 

.' 3 l 

"y ~ it rarely cornes out the 
same. l 2 '\ 3 

1 make most of my repetitive 
decisions 00 an "ad hoc" 
basis rather than by following 
rules. l 

. 
55.' 1 atn distinctly a "mornin'g" 

56. 

.»! 

(rl,lther than an "evening") 
person. 

1 dislike going grocery 
shopping without a list. 1 

l 

1 

3 

2 

.~ 

-'. 

.. 

.Disagree 
Disagree .Stro~ly 

l, 5 

4' 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 

4 S' 

5 

4 

4 1 . 5 
l 

1 

1 .; 

lL·1B 

f 

... 



o 

.. 

'.' 

., 
.... 

" 

0 

• 

w 

" 

" 

, \ 

57. 
- ~\" . \ 

l omm 1· ::ri 0 1." th th l (Rank from "1" ta "'4", n c un c X no w 0 er 5 , ma y: _ 
for the endiriS\ which best fits you.) 

( \' . 
-. express unint'endpA\_, boredom with tal~ that Is too detaUed 

li: , •• 

~o(D b. cOfvey impatienè~ with those who express ideas that they_ 
have obvi'ously no1; thought through caref.ully 

"5'01 c. 

~d8 d. 

• 

~ 

\ Q 

J 

fi 

./ 

. 

\ 

show Little interest\rn thoughts and ideas that exhibit 
little or 110 originafi~y 

tend ta i~nore those who talk about long-range 
implications and direct~y attention to what needs to 
be done right now. ' 

" -

"-

" 

\ 
~ 

. ., . 

... \ . , ~ . , 
~ 

:1 

, 

f~ 
è , 

.. 
.ç 

"a: 

<t 

v 

11.19 

using "l" 
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) 

) . 

( ) 

:, ~ ~ 

, 

~ 
/ 

(.. 

.J 

~' 

1 

1 

" ;t 
(" 
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E. Lear.ning style (KOLB' S Learning Style Inventory) 

This inventoq~-is designed to assess your method of learning. As 
you take the inventory, give a high rank to those words which bes~ 
characterizJ~he way you learn and a, low rank, to the words w~ich 
are legst ch~~~teristic of your learning style. 

You ma~ find it hard to choose the words·that best dkscribe Jour 
~arning style, beca~se there are' no right oJ wrong-s,nswers. .. 
Dtttetent cHaracteristics described in the ~~ntory ar~ equally 
good. The aim of the inventory ~s ta describe how you learn, not t 

to evaluate your learning'ability. 

~O Directldns 

" f 

There are nine rows of four words listed below. Rank"order the 'set 
.' in each row, assigning a'''l'' ta the word"which best characteriz~s 

your learnhl,g fit.yle, a "2" to the next mos~ ~har:acteristic word, a. 
"3" ta the' next most characteristiç, anel a "4" ta the ward which i9 
I~~st characteristic ~f you"as a learner. Be sure tri assign a 

" different rank number ta each of,the tour words in each set. 'Do 
not make ties., 

Remember: Rank order across the rows, not down the columns. 

II. 2.0 

l discriminating "5'/7 __ tentative S1fr __ involved SI9 prac.tical 

~ 2. receptive 52.1 .!-....-... relevant ~ analytica1$Z3 __ impattial 

525 __ ,w.atc~ing ~ __ ' thinking 527_ doing 'S7-t( 
,~ 

3. 

SZcg 4. 

~5. 

S'.3G. 6. 

:rio 7. 

::>'1/'1 8. 
J', 

!f.'1'i 9. 

• 
feeling 

accepting SZ'7 _ risk'-taker s.lo __ evaluative5.31 __ ., aware 

< \ 

intuith,e 533 _ productive 91 __ log!ca~ 535"._' _ questioning <} 7~ 

abstract 537 __ observing ~ _ concrete .539 __ active 

present~oriented~/ __ reflecting~--J;.. future- .s1t3--' pragmatic 
oriented 

experience 

intense 

$2 

l ~ $1 

\. 
~ 

.. 

~~ ___ observation~ ___ cQnceptua-~l ___ experimentation 
lization 

reserved s>o _ ratfO(lal ~/-----.:. responsible 

5c...olte. 
/ 

,,. 

" " 
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SECTION III 

CONSULTING TASKS 

A. Range of tasks ~ncountered 1 
\ -' , ,. 

~. During the past' 12 months, to what extent did you devote time to the 
follow~ng tasks? +ry to estimat~ as a %. 

Task descriptio~ 

" 'S'~ a. Developing new 
/ 

business. 

~~9 b. Gathering data from clients (e .g interviews,' attending 
cItent 'meetings, etc ). e. ' 

... 

SfcO c. Researching records 'or articles (e.g. client, indostry, 
consulting firm records). 

'~I d. Analysing data. 

~2. e. Planning consult{ng ,s.trategy with yaur supervisor. 

%3 f. Writing reports and preparing presentations .. 

~ g Helplng the client with the implementation of recommendations. 

~S'" h. Ihternal administration (e.g Pillin~ out time sheets 
internal paperwork, staff meetings, èta.) \ 

~~ 1. ~acti,ce development (preparing articles . or, making 
presentation§ to associations, etc.). 

and othe'r 

S'a 7 j. Prof~ssional developm~nt (attendance at seminats or courses). ' 

11o(;l~ k. Othf'!r (please specify). ____________ ---.,. 

(" ""', <1 

.~ <1'1:;; '2. t,{h~ is the average' otmlber of assignments (client firms) you '''ork 
JIC7( with in a year? (Do not count proposal'sL. 

Total: 

r 

3. How many assignments do you generally wor,k 00 at 'the same tiJme? 
.>'70 

\ 

4. M~st of your clients are: (check one) 

~I c l~ Government agenci~s 9r groups ( 

2,. ./ Non-profit institutions (e.g~ hospitals or schools) ( ) 

3. Profit-orieryted b~~inesses ) 

4. A fairly balanced mix of' (1) and (3) or (2) and (3) , ) 
". • 

. , 
r 

( 

) 

) 

( 

( . ) 
( 

( 

( 

( ) 

LJ 
100% 

( ) 

( ) 

III. l 

----1 

'.("'.~? 
\l'"T~" 

4; (~:~ 
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1 \ 
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• 
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, 
, ( ""D 

5. What kind of variety do you encounter in your assignments~ (I~ terms 
of the nature of the problem). (Check ,one). ~ 

./ 
1. 

. .. 
Very little variety 

\ 
2. Little 

1. Moderate 

4. Great vàriety 

5. Very great ~'ar~ety' 

( 

( 

( 

) 

) 

) 

-) 

) 

f6.' i Which functional areas a~ you most frequently associated with in 

7. 

S'1'1 
S'7~ 
Siro 

~"'7 
~1~ 
S7'l 

your asslgnments? (Check one). 
r 

1. Marketing ( 

'( 

( 

( 

) 

) 

) 

5. C~rp,'ur policy planning 

2. Production 
j 

6. General management 

3. Finance/Control 7 . Data processing . . 
4 •. personn~l/Trai~ing 8. A general mix ' 

9. Other, (specify) ___ '_'----' 
. 

ln evaluating the attractiveness of a,project, which of 
aspects are important ta you? (Assign a "l" to each of 
~ ~oncerns, and a "3" to. your three ~ c0ncerns) . 

the following 

1. 

2. 

'3. 

your three 

the contri~ution which experi-ence ~ith the"~proposed project will 
make to yo~r firm's range of services. 

The potentialities for pUblicat'io~ which might arise wi,th the 
new project. " . 

, 
The risks which could b~-incurred aSla result of your lack of 
experience with a proje~t of this nature. 

4. The possibility of a contlict of interest becau8e of.,..pther work 
your firm 18 cur~ently engaged in. 

5. The possibility that a ~umber of employees may have to be let go 
as a result of your recommendations. 

6. • The chance to work in an important/in~resting area to which 
you have never been exposed. -

7~ The risk~ which you and your fiTm are incur~ing because of the 
,difficul t (e, g. pol,it;lcal) nature of the assignment • 

8. The contributio~ of the project to your firm's over-all ~mage for 
qualit'y and innovation" 

9. The development of, a model or package which will be applicable to a, ( 
numaer of other clients. 

-
10: The location of the client and the distance from your home .,Jfice. 

/ 

) 

) 

) . 

) 

) 



.. 

" 

( 

" 
( 

B. Arnqiguity rating 
l ' 

Indicate fhe degree of uncertainty which you feel is generally inherent 
in each of the activities listed be'low: (Think of a typical ~ase and 

\.. use' this as ,your fr~me o~ reference.) 
.. r 

1. Developing new business - The initiai work concerned with obtaining 
~ an extension with srume cliTnt or obtainin~ new engagement 

~, 

De~,nds of the " 
task\are very l 
clear in mest 
instances. 

2 3 4 5 7 
Demanda of the 
task are !!.2.! 8 t 
a11 clear ln 
most instances. 

Î. Carrying out the pre,liminary survey - Determining the real ptoblem 

Demands of the Demands of the 
task are very I 2 3 4 5 6 7 task are not at 
clea~ in J!10st a11 clear in 
inst ces. ' most instances. 

1. Writrng the proposaI Estimating,consuitins resource requirements 

4. 

5. 

Demanda of the 
task are very 
clear in most 
in's tances. 

I - 2 

Writing the p~opos~l -

Demànds o~ t~ 
tBsk ar~ very l 

,clear in most 
instances. 

2 

3 4 5 6 7 
'-

Demands of the 
task are .!12! a t 
a11 clear in 
most instancès. 

EstimatiRg potential client benefits 

3 4 5, J6 7 
Demands of the 
task a,re not at 
a11 clear in 
most instances. 

Operating on the assignment - Formulat-ing a diagnosis 
(Putting together the facts which seem rêlevant to the case.) 

Demands of the 
task are very 
clear in most 
iOb tances. 

l 3 4 5 ,~ 
"'Demands of the 

7 task are ~ at 
, ... all clear in 

Most instançes. 
, 

6. Operating on the assignmen't - Finding a solution 
, 

..., 

, '. 
~~ 

Demc1nds of the Demands of the 
,task are very l 2 3 4 5 6 7 task( ,~re ~ 'a; 
cJear in mas t a11 clear ,in 
instances. most instané'es. 

' .. 
. . 

ï 

)' 

111.1 

' .. 

.. 
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i 
\. 
1 

). 

" 

r, 
1 • 

1 
,; 

7': Operatin~ on the assignment - Judging 
the costs from the cHen'tls viewpoi'flt 

whêther the benefils are , p 

.. 

~gG:, 

8. 

sm 

9. 

~ 

10. 

~,-
", 

1l. 

5';0 

12. 

591 

~emands of 
'fi 

Demands of the the 
4" ' 

! tasÎt/are " task are very 1 2 '3 5 (, '1 not dt 
c1ear in moS t aH clenr in 
insta~ces 

", 

loost ins tances 
' ~ 

'\. ,-. 

Supervising the assignmento 
ç, 

Demands of the Demands .of the 
task "are' very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 task are".~ at 
clear in most 

, 
aU 'clear 

. , 
1n 

instances , 
"'" 

most instancës 
1 . 

He1ping client with imp lemen ta ti on of recormnendations 

Demands of the Demands of the 
, 

ta'sk are very J.., 2 3 4 5 6 7 task {ire ~ at 
c1ear in mos,t ~ a11 clear in 
instances ': mas t instances, 

. , 
InternaI administration ~obtaining staff z' billing clientz e t<::) 

1 

Demands of the ,Demands of the 
task are very 1 2, 3 4 5 6 7 fask are not 'at 

~ -. 
c leàr in moS t aIL clear ·in 
instances most in!~~nce~ 

: For Data Processing Consultants',' only , , r " 

" q \ .. 

CalirYln~ out a feasibility study 
, \, ' 

'--- \ , 
'\ 

Dem~nds of, the Demand&\ of the \ 

task are very 1 2 3' 4 5 6 7 task are !!.2! at 
clear1in most 

-l'l;' , aU c1ear in 
instances " '.ri 1· , most iO,stances .~/ '1 

." . . 
Selecting a vendor (sqftware or hardware) . , 
Demands of the Demands of the 

~task are very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 task, are !!El &,t 
" clear in most -r' aH. clear in 

instances most instances 

Deveioping a con'ceptual' design' for a syste~ 
'fi 

Demands of the 
task are very 
cledr in most 
lits tances . 

l 2 3 

, , 

4 5 
Demands"of the' 

6 7 task are not at 
Q -

/~ all clear in 
\ . ~t .inst:anc,es 

, .. 
" 

14., ~Developing t"hLdetailed design. progra_ing etc. 
.f' <L , 

Demands of the 
tssk are very 
clear in most 
i.nsotan~es 

" 2 3 4 5 , 6 7 
Demands, of the 
task are not at l! 

d'al! clesrin' . 
.most instances 

, 

worth 

\ -
") 

. 

." 
1 

"-
1) 

• , 
~ 

.-

III. 4 

J,-. 

, 
• 1 

" 

-

.-' 

" 

-



.. 

, . 
C •• Task preferences , \ 

- 4 

P1ease indicate your reaction to the following stat~ments by circlin$ 
1 the) appropriate number. 

." Agree 
Strongly 

1. 1 mainly prefer problem~ 
which will he Ip incre.ase 
my-vechnical experience 

L{ta- and reputation. 

2. 

" 3. ' 

1 prefer assignments whe(e 
l can be fairly sure of 
someoacceptable results 
ev en if they are not 
spectacular. 

I·:.Jprefer assignments which 
permit me to concentrate 
in a few sele~ aress. 

4. 1 have trouble appl~ing 
mys~lf to problems whlch 

.t./3S l fi,d repeti tive or 
- - '---uüijX(eresÙng . . 
. S. 1 get more pleasure working 

i~ unfamiliar situations thsn 
1 do from working in situa­
tions 1- am used to) 

6. - 1 ~ainl': pre fer fr;lt,lems with 
large tangible benefits for 
the client. 

7. 

8. 

If give9·the choice, 1 would 
prefer ·to give a technical, 
talk ta a group of co11eagues 
rather than a more general 
address tô a group of 
business m~nagers. 

A problem has Utile 
attraction for me if l 
don't think 1 can do' 
s~methin~ about it. 

If l were in bus iness 1 
would, prefer a staff to 
a ~ position. 

.. ' 

1 

1 

i 

1 
l' 

1 

l' 

1 

. , No 

Agree Opinion 

3 

'" 

2 3 

2 3 

') et 1 . 

2 3 

3 

o • 

• 

2 3 '1 

, ') 3 
'-- ' . 

2 

• 

Disagree 

4 

4 

4 

, . 4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Oisagree' 
Strongly 

5 

5 

5 

5. 

5 

5 

5 

5 '" 

III.5 

\ 



. \ -

II 1. 6 

,5 

..t Agree No Disagree 
Strongly Agree °Einion Disagree Strongly . .., 

10. l enjoy working on 

44( 
complex and i1~-

defined prQblems. 1 2 '3 4 5 
, 1 ( 

Il. 1 seem to be 1ess '. 
interested in proble~s 
which are decided maifl1y 

'142. on peop1e's opinions 
, 

rather than on facts ~nd \~;. 

ana lys 1'5. ' l 2 3 4 5 
~ . 

l-/"Ij2. l dislike wri~ing reports. l 2 3 ~ 5 

13. l enjoy trying to convince 
a clien~ that my course of .~ 

~'1~ action i5 better than the 
he favours. l 2 3 4 "5 one 0' 

14. For most projects, 1 wou1d 
prefer .to supervise or ' "'-- '-

~5". Tonsultànts rather tha do 
3 the work myself. , 1 2 4 . 5 

J . 
15. For me, the busine~s . !l. 

development side of 

4L/~ 
consulting is-one of 
its more interesting '" 
aspects .• l 2 "3 4 5 

16. l like to work on more 

qL/7 <than ope problem at a time., l ~ 2 3. 4 5 
. 

17. If 'you agreed. up to how 

4'1'J 
many concurrent aS5ignments ' , ( ) 
are-you comfortable wi~ 

\ 

.A 

a , 

\ ( 

\ 

\ 

. . 



D. 

q 

J.. 
4· 

:;qtj 

~ 

~9~ 

~11 

/ S9~ 

srrt 

Il 

. , 

Task 'effec t iveness 

Please' indicate yo~~ reaction to the following statements by circling 
the appropriate nui'nber. ' 

. " ," ' , Above Below 
Exceptional Average Average Average Weak 

A. How would you 
assess your general 

(" 

performance' for the 
follow~ng stage~ of 
an aS!'gnment: ~ \ 

a) in ide~tifyi , 
problems that 
were 'not 
specified in . / 

Tems of 
Reference 5 4 3 ,2 1 

b) in diagnosing complex 
problems: 

'" 

i) technical 5 4 3 2, , l . 

ii) or~aniza tional 5 '4 3 -2 1 

c) in prescrib ing 
, (deve loping 

. workllb le sol'utions) , . 
~ 

i) technical aspects 5 4 3 '2 1 

ii) organizational 5 4 3 2 1 

d) in obtaining accept- ~ 
anee for your recom- ' . 
mendations .- S 4 3' '2 1 

Comnents: 

B. Please circ1e th~ t~ree stage~. tha~ you "tOuld 1110st enjoy ,fr'om 
question 1. e.g. iD 
1 

.. 

1 

Don' t 
Knolof, 

/ 

~ 

" 

0 

~ 

fi 

0 

0 

• 

111.7 

• 

L 

" 



Ill. 8 

" 4... 
Above 

Av~rase 
Belo Don 1 t 

ExceEtional' Average Avera e Weak Know 

r 

2. What lS your assess-
ment of your effe'd:ive-. 
ness in the fol16wing 
capacities: 

'.J 
a) conmtunicator 

i) oral • 

t003 - person to persan 5 4 , 3 l ~ 
" (o:)~ - group present~-

~ ," tions 5 4 3 l 

<005 .. interac t with ,~~ 

, group!"" , 5 4 3 l ~ 

r~ li) wr~tten 5 4 3 2 l 0 
.' 

b) tactic'ian (able 
ta anticipate and l' " . 

",(007 overcbme potential 

; ,client objections) .s 4 3 ') , l 0 
" 

, c) developer -of new 
"O~, business 5 4 3 2 l ~ 

,J • d) contributor to the '-consulting,firm's 
(PO'! reputation 5 li' '-2"': '3 ~ l 0 

<, 
1 

;' , e) 6upervisor or project' 
" , , 

(PlO leader 5 4 3 2 l 0 
.~ , ) 

f) specialist consultant 
ft, (1 to other consultants 5 4 3 2 l ~ 

; 

~l> "" " . g~ developer of 'Consult- 1> 

fol2 ing staff 5 '4 3 2 - l 0' 

, h) èontributor ta team 
Î\.---

~(3, effort on an assign-
ment 5 4 3 2 1 ~ .. 

i) ability to get cliént 

'/~ 
acceptance and '<:0-

op~ra~ion ~ 4 3 2 l 0 
" 

) 

j) d~veloper of new 

~/,> 
packages or new area~ 
of the practice 5 4 3 2 1 0 

k) ability to apply '4 

bl~ ~trong conceptual , . 
skills to resolve 

'" , comple~ problemA 5 ~ 4 , 3 2 1 f) 
\' \ 

L, 

""). 
'~ 1 '.J 

.1 



~ ~ 
" III .'9 

Above Below Don' t 
Exceptional Average Average Average' Weak Know· 

1) abilit'y tb rneet 
deadhnes, stay " 

, (P17 within budgets. j-

etc. S 4 3 ,2 l ~ 

J m) ability to work 

~I<? to a detailed '" 
work plan 5' 4 3 2 l ~ 

/ t , 

1 • n) ability to operate 

~/1 
with little 
supervision 5 4 3 2 L ~ 

.t 
0) ability to identify -sel ~~~ 

(pZ,o clients 'needs 4 3 2 ~ 

p) abi lit y to come .\ 
., ~Z-1 up with a diff,ererit 

(practical) appro~ch 
to a prob lem 5 4 3 2 1 o . 

Coments: ~ 
, 

'; 

:-. 

i> 

.. 
\ , Agree No Disagree, 

• /' Str~ngly Agree °Einion 'Disàgree Strongly, 
d 

you yiew' yourself 3. Ho,., do '*' 
on the technical Level: 

. /' 

~'ZZ 
a) clients see you as an -r., ... __ .. 

exper t in your field l 2 ,3 4. 5 
J 

b) colleagues view yoü -. 
d 

, as 

/P7.3 being up-to-date ·in 1 

r your field 1 2 3 4 S 
t;:\-' 

c) you are re s pec"ted by 

ft,2JI fello,., professionals 
in your specialty' 

, (outs~de the finri) l . . Z 3 . 4" 5 

,.) 
d) yeu 'have contributed 

ft;'t5 te advancements'in your 
v'. 

field l 2 3 4 S 

Cotriments: 

'rf 
~ . 

~ 

~ , 

.J 

<P 



4. A varie"ty 
for each. 

of a8signments are glven below. 'Tryl to assess your suitability .. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

, . 

e) 

~30 

b) 

"33 
. . 

\ Very 
Suitable ----

implement a weIL 
tested aQd documented 
package in your area 

" 
maqage a large 
project team com~ 
prising client and, 
consultant staff ' 

1 • 

handle an assignment 
'whl,ch has sensi'tive, 
political, aspects -
such as getting mem­
bers of a famil~ 

, business to agree ta 
hire 'an outside 
genersl manager 

evaluati candidates for 
a-senior executive 
position 

1.. 
eollect information 
through sfructured 
interviews 
~ 

net in li line capacity 
, for a period, to help 

a client over a staff­
ing problem 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

aet as an expert witnes8 
in a court case ,'. j- ~ 

--/'../ 

, . 
help to resolve a 
problem where there ,are 
several different 
opinions among the senior 
executives and there i8 
no time ta gather relevan~ 
facts 4 

,j i) " w~rk with large corpora-
,~3LJ, tions with sophispcated 

, 1 J st~ff on a complex pro-
blem in your field 4 

"'" Suitable 
\. 

.3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Not v~ry . Probab 1 y 
Suitable UnBuitable 

1 

2 1 
r " 

2 1 

1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

1 

Don' t 
Know 

... 

111. 10 

.. 
" .... ', J 

• 4 .... 

l' 

\ 



fi" 

.. 

< .,/ 

4. Cont1nued' 
Very Not very Prob~b 1y Don't 

(p~ 

\ 
Unsuitable' Suitable Suitable Suitable 

j) carry out a diagnostic 
,survey in a difficult 

(non technical) are a .' 
where you have had 
no direct experience 4 3 2 l 

COlllllents: 

Circ1~ the threel a-&.8ignments which. you would Most enjoy from question 
4. e.g ® 

~ .~(~ , 

6 .. Compared ~o colleagues with the same title, how do you rank yourself 
in terms of: 

Know 

~ 

a) effectivene.ss as a consl!rtant. (Consider qnly the aspects related 
to problel1!.' solving ~and achieving change.) 

far 
above 

\somewhat slightly 
above above 

average average ~verage 

• 
765 

') 

slightly 
below 

average avera.ae 

I~ 3 ' 

somewhat 
below 

far 
below 

averase average 

2 l 

b) degree of adaptation ta the job (i.e. the extent to which you 
teel comfortable with the match between your expectationa and 
those of the.cons~lting firm.) 

far somewha,..t __ Bl ightly slightly somewhat far 
above' .... above above below belaw ' below 
average average average average average , average average 

7 6 5 4 3 
, 

2 1 ---7. Lis t the three m<?~ t impor tant cr i ter ia used in !Daking your lbove 
judgmen ts. ~ ~ 

~41 ~_ 

"q2 " 
Vf3/ 

~"'1 
/,r;!' 
,~(p 

a) Effectiveness 

b) 

1. 

, 2. 

3. 

Adaptation 

1. 

2. 

~3. 

\ 

, , 

IlL 11 

-' 

/ 

l, 



J 
• 1 

. ' 

" . , 

< 

~. Regarding, the ;uture, l have, often thought. ab~ut: . (Rank up to three 
us ing "l" for fmos t impor tan t) • 

f 

1. Going 'into the academic or,research world. 

2. Starting up my own business (non-consulting). 

1. Becoming a senior executive in a large corporation. 

4. Finding a senior position in government. ; 
.~ r 

5. Moving inta the pol'itical world. , 

6. Progressing up the consulting ladder with 
a large firm. 

7. Continuing as an operating management consultant 
with, perhaps, more àutonomy. 

8. 'Cetting into a more technical area (e,g. compQter 
hardware or software, psychologieal testiog, e~onomi.c 
forecasting, ètc.). 

!~ 

9. Moving ta industry in a staff role. 

10. Other ( specify~ 
i~ 

~ 

foq1 ,ST ' .. 
~ 

to'fB z.PP 

bl{~ ]rrI. 

.. -

~ 

Q 

. .J 

. ' ... 

( ) . 
( ) . 

( ) 

( 

( l' ) 

, ( 

'. 
( :) 

) 

( 

r-

II 1". l~ 

'. 

" 

1 
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SECTION IV 

APPROACH TO PROBLEMS 

i ' 
Personal proplem solving style - pai!'t ,1 

\ ' 

P le-ase ind ie a te 
the appropriate 

/ '11 ~ 
your reaetion to the foll~Jing statements by cire'ling 
number. 

1. 

2 

~I 

l typ~eill;~striv~ for ~~~ 
most practieal sol'\1tion 
rather than an ingenioys 
one. 

,Comments: 

The way to understand 
complex problem8 i8 
to be concerned with 
their larger aspects 
instead of breaking 
th'em into pieces. 

~ommen~ 

3. Many problems are first 
solved intuitively and 
then da ta are Ra ther,ed 
to suppor t the solution. 

Comments: 

4. 'I feel much moré co~fortw 
able, discussl,ng a human . 

Agree 1 

Strongly, 

1 

1 

1 

relafions problem if 1 

fot;3 can pictu~e. the individuals' 
i,iwolved. ~li 1 

eomments: 

No Disagree 
Agree Opinion Disagree Strong~l 

'1 c 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

.Je. 

2 3 ,4 5 

2 3 4 5 

o 1 

IV.I 

J 



c 

" 

) , 1 

\ ,5. 

c,S1/ 

6. 

foS~, 

7, 

1\ 

Agree 
Strongly 

Before learning lfo", others, 
have resolved a problem, 
1 like to think it through 
myself. l 

Comments: /"" 

'1 . -, 

Most business problems 
ought to be sql ved m,orè 
s~ientifi~àlly than they 
are no'W, 1 .. 

çomments: 
~ 

1 find 'that 1 am able to 
develop a good appreciation 

'of most problèms very early 
in the asstgnment. 

Commenta: 

i 

Agree 

<> 

2 

2 

2 ' 
--' ) 

.~ 1 • 

8', When 1 get involved in 
techn1cal detail 1 do, not 
understancL., 1 usually try, 
to assess the credibility 

fp.tS7 ~! the in fox:man t'. 

Comments: 

9. On each assignment, 1 try to 
find general principles that 

, 1; can apply else'Where. 
G,~ 

Comments: 

, 
10. The ~nitial Terms o~ Reference 

rarely seem to describe the 
assignment which follows, 

Comments: 

, . 

1 2 

1 2 

2 

No 
Opinion 

~ 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

, 
l' 

Disagree 

_4 

4 

4 

4 

t 

4 

4 

" 

IV, :2 

Dis.\grec 
{ Sttongly 

5 

5 

,5 

5 

5 

" 

5 



l' 

" 

l ' 
.-

Agree 
Strongly 

Il.In fact-finding it i5 
very dangerous to accept 
routine client reports at 
their face value. 

(J,L) Commepts: '. 

In gener&l, - it ois eaaier to 
discover what is wrong in '8 

particular situatiori than t6 
identify the remedia1 ~ction 
beat su~ted ta the particular 

1 

client. 1 

Commenta: 

13. Most clients are in a position 
ta define their needs when they 
engag'e a cànsult~nf: 

fk?- a) Large companies 
(over 500 employe"'es) 1, 

t·~~ b) medium companies 
t (50-500 emplçyeea) 1 

bffI c) smalt cornpanies 
(under 50 employees) 1 

Comaents: 

14. Most super iOJ:-' 'Con s u'1 ting 
work results from a'tearn 
rather than an indiv~l 

"(Jb ~pproach. , ,," 1 
l' 

Commenta: 

15. !' find tbat l fréquent1y end 
up a survey (diagnostic phase) 
with,an assessment of the 
probLem qutté dffferent from 

~. the one! started with. 1 

COlllDents: 

0 _ 1 

, , 

Il 

IV.3 

' No Q!s,.; Agree Opinion Disagree Stro 1 

, 

2 3 4 '5 

2 3 4 5 
r~ I~ • 

, , ----2 . 3 4 
~ 

5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 -4 -5 

, , 

f4 

2L 5 

! ' . - ... , 

, \ ~ 
." 

,. 
... 

' ,2 ' 3 4 5 

a. 



21. l have relatively little 
difficulty puttiqg myself l' 
in the client's place when 

'7'2-
-qeciding ~f'art act(on 18 

1 t ') , 3 4 "" -wo,rth tak1ng. , ~'_ 5 
1 

,.. 
, , Co~nts% ,t 

./ 
!~\ 

'\lL 

[, ) 
, " 

: 
, ..... 



i' 

.. 

t 

22." When making changes 1 
believe in evolution 
rather than revolution. 

23. 

. 24. 

25. 

26.;-

Comments: 

In selecting a course of 
a~ti~n 1 consciously try 
to as'S'ess the' client' s 
attitude to risk. 

Comments: 

There is Ettle place in 
management consulting for 
theory. Exper ience will 
tell us what will work and 
whfit will not:. 

CQmments: 

) y 
It is the ~onsultant 1 s • 
responsibility to present 
the"client with at least '" 
two alter,native courses 
;r aC'ticih in any assign­
ment. 

CODDlents :. 

Agree 
Strongly Ag'ree 

.;.,r ,; 
( 

l 2 

l 2 

l 2 

\ 

1 2 

1 2 • 
G,77 

In eSSence, do llar re turn i5 
the criterion for motivating 
any ,\lient change in tl;1e 
private sector. 

\ 
Comments: 

27. }.iay fi~;ing loopt"'l •• \nd 
("'-"'contradictions in previous 

efforts to solve a problem. 

Conments: 

" 

1 '2 

0, 

No 
Opinion 

3 

3 

3 

.. 
. 3 

1 1 

3 

~ , 
Qisagree 

4 

, [p." ' 
" 

4 

4 

• 0 

4 

IV .5 

Disagree 
,~honili 

5 

5 

5 

5 

'5 

, , 

~ 

" 

l' , 

, 



" 

" 

1 

, \ 

-

\. 

,~ 

28. 

29. 

\ 
30,. 

3l. 

~~ 

32. 

(;3. 

~ 
33. 

/ 
. 

AgrlU! '\. A', No 
~ OptniofL 

~ 

Where' possible l try to 
apply solutions which have 
prov,en su'ccessful else-

·where. 
" 

Comments: 

, 
l usualiy wait until (the ~ 
las t minute before trying 
to mee't a deadline. 0 \ 

Comments: 

P-

In every prqblem there i5 
a r ight way and a wrong 
WBy to go about resolviI).g _ 

1] 

J 
1 

'':j 

oit. ' ..... ,·;--1 
" -

COllUDents: , ' . , 

l rely on intuitive hunches, 
,and the feeling of nti~ht~es8n' 
or "wrongness" when movtft&' 
towdrd the solut'Ïon:tlf a 

.... 
problem. 

, -, 

\Co~ents: 

Problems shoul« be s~lved 
without any emotional' 
involvement. q. ,~ 

Comments: 

.0 " 

l' 

'-
Wh.,en l' draw up a work ,prograr;n, 
l ùsually leave lots of room 
fo':'~'~ flexibilit in approach.-

Comme,nts: 
' .. 

/ 

1 

# 

1 

~ 

1 .0 

2 

, , . 

2 3 

I> 

2 
, , 

3 

, 
'> 

3' 
'\0 

.. 

2 jo l', 

c 

DiSû~; 
Dtsasree- . ~n ' 
~S 

\ " 
\ 

'\ 
\,. 

1 

"\ 

} 

4 

. 

" 

4' 

Î \ .. 
\\4 

. nI 
\ 

. 
,4 

4, 

o. 

" '.' 

, . , 

1 

" 

5' 

. " 

5 

5 

5 . ., 

IV.6 
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v 
/. 

... 

• 

1 

. " 

) 
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, 

i 

l -
.' Agree q .~> 

Strongly Agree 
J' 

14. Most of my reports inc1ude 
extensive use of numbers 

'either in the form of 
, ,graphs or tables. 

','~ ét,~ . 
CoJUtll:!nts: 

" 

35. 1 Und that 1 teqd tOfi,put 
/' more ~ight On the ~ 

for èxpe~lence in a 
prob lem area than do others 

~~fo 
in the ~irm. 

-::i Conments: 
, 

36. In making recommendations. 
1 Qeten have no.evi~ence. 

,other than "gut" feel, 
that my project will 

bit work. 

Commen...ts : 

37. 1 like to bring about order 
• and sim21icity in chaoUe and, 

fe,~ 

38. 

... 

complex situa tions. 

Comments: 

, ~ 

If mathematical techniques 
were be t ter undeTS tood by "­
manager/s. higher quality 
solutions could be 
developed. 

Comments: 

l . 2 

.-
f 

J 

'( \1 2. 

l 2· 

., 
~ 

.. . 
l 2 

l 2 

." 

No 
°2in10n 

3 

3 

" ~ 

3 

~~ 

3. 

\r 

. 
" 

'-

). 

.. 

fi· 

Disagree 

4 

~ 

4 

'" 

l' , 

4, 

~ 

" 4 

[1 

IV, 7 

Disagree 
Strongl"!. 

R 

." 5 Q 

Q. 

" 
,jJ 

,. 
~ 

5 

, 

' ,-

5 

C> 

, 
~ 

5 

5 

, j 



39. 

\ 

bCfo -\ 

\1. 
. 40. 

< ' 

l feR! 

41. 
0 , 

1 fo92 l' 

42, 

43. 

• 

1 
, 1 

- \ 

1/ 

Agree 
Strongly 

1 e 
b es of a 
complex asslgnment 
leaving the detail and 
implemenfation to othets. 1 

Comments: 

.. 
r 

1 believe that the primary 
role of the consultant is 
ta he12 the client fInd 
his own ~answer..s rather 
than act as the eXEert .. 1 

Comments: 

(l' 
l usually have a pretty good 
idea of whJi"t the problem is 
well bef}>re l complete the 
diagnostic< survey. l 

CODlD~nts: 

For most interviews, l find 
It helpfu~prepare aclist 
of que~ns beforehand which· 
l tend to follow closelv. 1 

Conanents: 

l pre fer to spend my time 
-building on my more success­
fuI as~ignments r~A~er than 
finding the reas~s for my 
less ~ucce&sful projects. 

,'G 
Comments: 

.. ~­. -
" 

" 

l 

f 

\, 

IV'.'8 ,. 
.... 

No Disag,èe. 
Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly 

~ 

~ 
2 3 

(' 

. 4 
~ '. \ 5 

i' 

( 

... 

? 3 4 5 ., 

" . 
' , 

,., 

Z- .' 1 ' , 4 ~ 5, . ~I 

, , 
(} 

2 3 ... 4 ': ' . 
\~ 5 

,) 
Q . 

./ 

"" , 

2 ., 3 loi 4 5 

.lit-
00 

of 
... l' 

~, 

, 



J >. 

) 
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. Agree No Dis.lt~e Disagree 
" Strongl'{. ~gr!e O~inion Stronglx 

• 
~ 

44. The client i.s inter~stea 
mostly in the consultant's 

1 recommendations and not in f ' 

the _reBBonin~ process which 
, ? ~~ 

led up to them. ~ 2 3 4 5 

Comments: 

U-' 
r 

45. l findoa b ll.r char t more 
useful than a network >1, 

diagram (CPM) in planning "-

mOS t complex as~ignments. 1 2 3 4 5, ? 

~, 

(l/ft; c 
Comments: .' . " 

--

---

46. l usually wait unt,il l'have lU of the facts before l 
tart trying to draw ' 

conclusions. ,1 2 3 4 5 

'97 Cciulnents: 
, ' 

tl 

47. A consultant cao effectively, 
manage a.complex, technical 
project in ,which he is not \~,y{ 
familiar with 'the technical .' '\. 

) ~%' concepfs i~volved. ' 1 '2 3 4, 5 

'~ 0" 
Comments: / II; .. 

,1 

~. 
( 

48. Getting the client ta adopt 't 
the consultant's recommenda-

" tions fs -the consul tant "$ 
-'~ ~ost impQrtant task. 1 2 .. 3 4' 5 

/) , ", 

Connents: -1' ,,~ ,. 
'. 1 

49. l usually dictate my 
reports. -1 2 ,3 4 5' , 

7tD 
,Conunents: ,"--

, . 
\, 

59· l find checklists very 
~ 

701 helpful. ,1 2 ,3 4 5 
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1 
i 

,,~ 

-\ 

j 
, .... 

51.' I believe that thèr~-are 
cert,ain principles of 
gaod management which 
ire applic~ble in almoBt 
aU situations. 

If you agree, give 2 or 
3 ex~mpl~s. 

/ 

Agreè No pisagree 
Strongly Agree, Qpin~on 'Disagree' Strongly 

r 

2 3 '4 5 , 

52. When faced with a problem in a technical area l am not familiar with, 
1 ~ill tend to: (check one) 

) 

1 rely' on my own exper:ience and. approach to resolve the problem ) 
~ 

2. see k, the j udgmen t of techn ic~ 1 exper ts within my firm, ) , , 

3. 
, J 

turn over the assignme~t responsibility to another cpnsu~tant 

4. other (p~ease specify) ------------------~~--~~1~.---------
Comments: 

, 1 

53. When selecting an alternative solution to rec~end ta a ~lient, l' 
us~ally: (check one) ~ 

1. tr:y to put myself in ,the client' s shoes 

2. do whatl think 18 best 

) 

) 

) 

) 

701- ... 
. 3. find there 18 usually only one 'aiternative by the time l 

c ( ) 

r . 

.. -• 

have c~pleted my analysis 

4. other (ple~se '8pecify) ____ ~~ __ --__ ~~--,-------------------\, 

Comments: 

-1' .-

' . 

) 

QI 

'\ 
. - , 

) 

, 1 

Î 

,Q 
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B. Personal problem solvirrg style - part 2 

1. 

Tl OST LII'~,I-t{ --_.-1...-
70~ 
70(, 

'707 

Suppose you discovered that the time for a project was insufficient 
ta carry it out as you orig10ally planned, an4 the 71ient wlll not 
authorizè "an extension. Which of the following steps would you be 
most like ly to take? Least like ly? (Check up, to three in each ,. ~ 
~umn.) , 

1) Cut back on your aspirations regarding the 
scope of 7 the assignment or the range of the 
recommend,:t~ç>ns, while adhering 'ta the terms 
of reference. 

\ 2) T~y ta work faster. 

Most Least 
Likely Likel}' 

( ) ( J 

,( ) ( ) 
, . 

~ I.J/Vll.'f _3) Stick to the original objec~;~'s,'but do not 
éharge the overrun to~the client (work at 
nights, weekends, etc.) 

( ') ( ) , 70Y. 
701 
710 4) Reduce the time devoted to, fact finding. - ( ) 

( ) 

""ill 

iJ2. 

l\"!> 

'" 1 

5)' 

6) 

7) 

Reduce the time devoted to analysls. 

Instead o~ tai10ring a solution specifi~ ta the 
cl1ent,. recommend one which worked in a similar 
situation. 

, 
Spend less time, on commun,lcations with the client. 
pre- tes;t ing the ,r,ecommenda tians. 

8) Spend less time on the,report. 
\ , 

( ) 

( ) <' ) 
), ( 

9) Other, (descr ibe) ----------() . ( ) 

Comments:. 

-
2. In your consulting a~signments; what are the mos~ frequent sources' 

of. your proposed solutions? (Rank/ top bhree, "1" beH\g mOft 
important.) , 
• ' a. 

1) T~xt books and articles describing how others have 
approached such probl~ms. 

2) , Advice fr~m colleagues a~ • .butftlide contacts. 

,3) Reports in ypur fi rm library 1describing similar 
engagements. . - _ \ '0 

• 4) Professors'of your acquaintance. 

,(Continued on next p'age.) 
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2, Continued 

" 
5) Mostly your own experiénce. 

6) Your supervisor. 

7) Other (please descrlbe) 

.) . 

) 

3. In what circumstances do you get your be~t ideas? (Check top four 
and und~rline choice i~ ~arentheses as appropriate). 

4. 

1) While"working alone in your office (writing, calculatfng, ' 
designing, relaxing). 1 

,,~/ 
9 

2) ~n conversation with one other person (cÜent, fellow 
cpnsu l t;an t); (forma! conversation, informa 1 conversat io'n) . 

In meetings wlth a number of peoplê (problem';;solving sesSions, ( 
presentations) . 

working with equipment. 
, 

working with sales people, 

4) 

5) 

6) t;
l e 

ile 

ile 
about 

readlng (technical jotlrnals, operati g manuals~ 
competitors). J 

7) While driving. 

During sports events (spectator, par tic i pan t) . 

While eating, 

While walking. 
, 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

In bed (during the night, ,napping, dreaming). 

13) While 1i,~tening to music. 

14) Other (describe) 

'\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
-\ 

\ 

I( 

( 

( 

- ( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

Not at 
Fre9uentl~ So~timcs Rarely AIl __ 

To what ex ten't do' you find 
you can apply packBged 
techniques or. solutions 
already developed by yoù 
or your firm? . 

.... 

4 

,-

l 2 l 
( F,,, 

1 

~ IV. 11' 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

o , 



" . 

/ 
. ,/ 

1 
/ 

., 5. 

... 

1 
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72-'3 
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1 

0 what extent do you use 
quantitative 'methods in 
your work? 

- regression analysis 

-, lin~ar programming 
/ 

- statistic/l foreca-sting 

- other statistical pac;kages 
1 

s'f.mul.:ition 
1 

- financ iéll rnodelling 

" -

y 

IV.I '3 

Not at 
Fr~guently Sometime,s Rarely All 

4 ' 3 
( 

l 

4 3 t l 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 1 

• 

\ 

. , 
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Personai problem solving s~yle - part 3 
~1'" 

Fact-finding styles 

Two approaches to a diagnostic s~rvey are given. below. You,are 
asked ~o decide if either (or both) in sorne w~y describe(s) the 
approach you use. 

Approach A 

The individUéf1 with approach A ls able to prepare and follow a 
detai~~d workeplan which de/ineS the nature of the info~mation 
sought, the source of the information. and the aider. ip which 
it'will he gathered. 

Such an indlvidual has often made an inj..tia{~classification, of the 

" 

probtem (and th,e like ly range of soluti<?ns) which he will retain c _ 

unless subsequent information causes him to discard it. In the ~ 
latter case, he wlii select a new model, revis~ the work plan 
and continue, in an iterati~e fashion. In the pro~~s he gives 
early attentIon not only ta the formulation of the oblem but 
to the criteria (implicit or'explicit) which will de rmine a' 
",satisfactory" outcome. 

, , . " .' 
• 

He frequently' use~ checklists and 'carries out structured, rather/ 
than unstructured, interviews. One of t~e·feature~of this approach 
ia a fairly clear appreciatiop~ at any time of: 

the information' remai~i'ng to be, gathered, and 
the conclusions which the individual feel~ are wartanted at 
thal ~ tage, 

Thes.e are usuàlly advanced with relative confidence. 

The p~ocess of faét-find~ng (and analysis). ls terminatèd when'a 
conc~usi?n has beën formulàted satisfylng the initial criteria·or 
time runs out. There axe rarely any major surprises in the fina,! 
con'clusions and any overruns of time are' foreseen"relàtj;vely early 
in .the process. 

Approach B 

~he i~dividual with approach B. resists a detailed work plan. He 
may~ prepare one if' asked to ,but afterwards he pays litUe attention 
to' it. He is usually, unab"le to 'artfculate the $chelJla or model ,he . 
is fol!owing when fact, gath:ering. To an outside observer. he • 
appears to operate by evaluating the" information as it cornes in '. 
before deciding wha~ to do next. His mode 15 a~uisitive, as he 
seeks to collect a wide range of d~ta, from sèemingly meaningless 
detail to important f'aets. '" 

He does not often ~se ehecklists and, his interv,ièws are generalJy 
unstructured. Dur1ng th~ 8urvey, ,if questioned on his work plé!.n, 
he will describ~ the need to get a "feel" for v,arious as'pects of . 
the problem (Wh1Ch he may be unable to define very clearly) .. While 
a variety of c~nclusions ,may, be beginning to emerg~, he does not 

\ . 
, 1 
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, appear to have a strong commitment to most of them. 

,"~ -, Finall'y, when the ,deadline approaches, he stops c~llectin( information 
end switches to data sifting and analysis. Not-aIL of the data will 
be used. Conclusions and confidence are built up rapidl~. Unforeseen 
conclusions or solutions mlly surface and fairly significant. overruns 
may develop, on oc~asion, which were not anticipated. 

Check only one c-

l. 1 l frequently adopt an approach s imilar to A above. ( J 
, . 

2. l frequently adopt an approach s imilar to B above. ( ) . 

7"$ 
1. l believe that 1 can use e i ther dpproach (A or B) ( 

depending on the circumstances. 

~.' l don 1 t recognlZe my approach as being e1ther A or B. ( 

Conunents: 

2. Does the amount of time that has been budgeted- for the survey in 
a,ly,way .'t'ffect which approach you might use? 

3. ' Two approaches to a''complex dia~nostic survey are described below. 
Vou are again asked to decide'if either (or bath) in sorne w?y. ~ 
describe(s) the approach you might ~se: 

Approach C 

This individual cardes ou't his fact-findit\g in "passes" of 
progressively greater detail. 

Pass #1 gives him an idea of the various components of the 
problem, or process, and how they generally fit to~ether. 

pass#- 2 adds more details about each: 

" 
\ 

j 

1 ~ 

eFact-finding continues in this fashion until the indiv.idual f.eels 
that he understands the oper~tion and is in a position to assemble . 

and test his conclusions. 

IV. 15 
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Approach D 

The lndividua'l with approach D dlvide~-t'he problem (or proce'ss) into 
components (e g functional areas). He ~hen proceeds to assess each 
compo,ne~t thoroughly and independ,ently .. one after th~ other, èoncluslOns 
being developed regarding each separately. His findings ar~ then 

,assembled lnto a coherent whole, 

The difference between the two approaches descrlbed above ls perhaps 
best demonstra~ed,bYlan example. 

In 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4.-

,Suppose you have been as~ed to s tudy a Hn ished 
goods inventory managemen~ problem in a, 
manufactunng_ firm. The four functional. nreas 
concerned are: production planning, sales 
fotecasting, o~der processing, and warehouse 
replen isrunent. 

The ~ork plan for approach C might consist of 
three separate leve~s of fact-finding: 

-
The .first, alloc~ting 1-2 days .to e,ach of 
four areas to gain an appreciat-ion lof the 
sç:ope _of the activities,. the practices 
employed and the inter-relation~hips 
between the a,re~s. 

The second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days 
to each, ta obtain more details. 

The third, of up to a week in each for a 
,complex situation, going into the levef 
ôz detail required to understand the 
op~ti~n to the extent necessary to 
locate problems and qnomalies. 

the 

The wotk pLan for approach D might consist of 
four separate two-week segments. In each, th~ 
compon1ent, such as production planning, would ' 
be explored ln 'd'etaU. After the eight weeks, 
the findings'would be tied together into a 
coherent whole. 

a complex diagnost~c survey: (Chee~ only one.) 

l frequently adopt an approach similar to' C. 

l freq~ently adopt an apptoach similar to D. 

l belleve that l cao use eitner approach (C or D). 

l ~on' t recognize my. approach as being either C or D. 
\ 

( 

( 

-( ~. 
( 
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1 
D. Factors detracting from prolect success \ 

.J-
l When-you look back there must have been assignments you worked on 

which were less succe~sful" than you would have wished. Please 1 

check the four reasons which in your experience were most responsible. 
(Select tt}e four least su,ccessful assignments~in your memory and 
give the reasons for these.) ,0 

i. From the start the client·had no intention of taking Bny 
action (i. e he was initiaÙng the assignment for political 
t'easons ). 

) 

2. The magnitude and complexi~y of the assignment were under­
estimated by the consultant during the initial, survey;" . 

, ( ) 

J. The roles of the consultant a~d client were not clearly 
. defined- at the outset-. 

- " 

4. The consultant did not address the real problem bothering 
the client . 

..,.. 
S. The consultant recognized the real problem but was unable to 

obtain .the sponsor's. acceptance. 

6. The c liell t 1 5 expe~ tat'ions regard ing the 8SS ignment were, 
'different\from those of the consultant. 

7. The consultant was p,ressured by the client ta make recommen­
dations, he did- _oot beneve in. 

~. The solution was inappropriate for the client (e.g "too much 
tpo soon") or infeas,ible. ' 

\ 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ), ' 

9. the project was dropped becalJse the benefÏts d,id 'not iustffy the ( 
costs of iinplementation. , ,_ ) 

10. The 'client was not sold on the recommendations andlor the 
expe'c ted benefi ts,' 

11. Condit,ions, changed wnich were outside of the consultant"s control 
(e. g the'. s'ponsor cha~ged jobs). 

12. Clieqt' personnel did not support the project. 

) 

( ') 

n. ,(Seri0us dfff.iculties arose dur~ng the assignment (e.g client ( 
sabotage) which should have been resolved at the time 'but which 
were not. 

14. (there were difficulties with a subcohtràcto~; ) 

15. The operating consultant had tq" work \>.Iithin terms o'f reference 
with which he did' not agree. 'y 

,( 

(Continued on next page.) 
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1. Continued 

16. The supervisar and the consultant disagreed on the nature 
prob lem) thè approach and/or the solution which wou1d be 
appropriate.' " ' 

17. We were reporting to the wrong sponsor. 

lB. The solution'was too technica1 for the c1ient's 
unders tand ing. .. . 

, 
19. The solution wa,s technically invalid. 

20. Other (de scribe) 

-~--

., 

'" ' 

'" 
of the 

\ 

<, 
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..., SECTION V 

.'~ 

THE WORK ENVIRONMENT 

'lIA. 
~ 

WorkloBd and nome 1ife 

1 How Many hours a week do you U~Ulflly work on "office" work? 
'> 

2. 
, 

Does your work ever -reQuire an environmen t for thought where you will 
not be ~nterrupted1 , 

1._ a ... great deat' -) 

2. sorne ) 
1) 

3 hardly any ) -
\ 

3. About how much time (in hours) do you need each day for ·uninterrupted 

7'3J/, analytical, work (de!3ign, thinking, planning, étc.)? 

4. Do you have a~y problem in finding this time at work? 
... 

1. 

7'!5 2. 

l 3_ 
.' 

" " 5. Do you find at least pa (or' in a hotel)? 

1. 

2. no ( 

f 6.' How Many we~lrc nights. on average, are you out, of town because 
737 pf your wO,r~? - (Use the past 12 roonths as a frame o~ reference). 

7. How much do the following upset homelife? Ind!cat~ the degree 
of Interference of each item using the following scale: 

1. a ver'y great deal of Interference 
2. a great dea1 of Interference 
3. a moderate amount of interference 
4. some Interference, 
S. li.ttle or no interference, 

l' 

(~ a. Uncertainty of trips, dates,"duration. , (' , ) 

737 b. 

7'10 c. 

~I d. 

,t.(2.. e. 

Uncertaintyof time of return home from the office. 

Home office location Ci.e. radius within which ~ust·live). 

Length of time away from home. . 
J-

Thinking about wQrk while at home. 

(Continued on next page.) 
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7. Cont~ue~ ~ ::----~~~ 

. • ÎI{J , ~. Bringing. work home. J -----~--C"- ) ," -, 
'1 --: ~ 

l' 7L/~ qther (plf:ase l ' , ( • ) , g. specify) 

. 
8. Do you have any ideas how engagemen'ts might be maQaged tb teduce r 

the amount of stress and personal hardship expe~ienced. by the 
. , (. 

consultant and 'his family7 
~ ~ 

., 
" :( 
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B. Working with others 
, 

1. Each person cornes to a firm with his own previous experiences and 
background (the kinds of groups he has ~~rked with,the speciallst 
skills he has developed, the kinds of problems he has, dealt with, 
etc). How similar or different do you f~el your current w6rk 
colleàgues and you are along these lines ot previous experience and 

0" background? (Check ontl) 

. 
o 

1. 'Extremely different ( 

2. Quite a bit more different than similar .. ( ) 

Comments: 

.. 

3. SlightIy more different than similar ( , ) 

4. 

5. 

S11gb'tly more similar than differ..ent ( 

Quite a bit more similar tha.n different' ( 

6. Ëx~remely similar 

) 

~2. Many consulting ,firms have a number of hierarchi~a~ levels (e.g. 
partner, principal" man~gert etc.) . \ 

a. 

b 

t 
Does ydur firm have more t~an three levels for professional staff? 

,; 
1. ( ) yes 

2. no () 

tf? 
In your view, what is the role of such levels in a con~ulting 
practice? (Rallk, "1" being fIIost important to "4" for least important.) 

i) To determine fee rate 

ii) To.match the levels of client organizations 

• iii~ To indicate role differences within the firm 

iv) To indicate seniori~y within the firm 

( ) 

( ) 

) . 
),;t 

v) Other {describe) ____________________________ __ ) 

CotIlI\lents: 

b 

, ,\ 

' 0 , 
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.3. In general, how much choice are you able to exercise in-determining 
the task or project you will be involved in? (Check one) 

1fIJ l. almost no choice ) 

2. very Uttle choice ) ... 

1~~ 
3 sorne choice ( ) 

;,.. . \ 

4. a moderate amount of choice ( ) 
;' 

5. quite a bit of choice ) 

6. a great deal of choice ) ., ~ 

'0 
Comments: 

• 4. Once you have a task or project to work,on, the freedom, or authotity 
that you have to run the job on your own can also vary. We know 
that this will differ with the supervisor, but in general how 
autollomous «lre, you? (Check one.) 

\ , 
l. " almost no freedom 

/ ( ) 

2. very little freedom ( ) 

75'7 3. some freedom ) ... 
~ 

5. ~ 

Comments: 

In general, 
the type of 

.' sup,eri~rs? 

4. a moderate amount of freedom ) 

5. quite a bit of freedom ) 
~ 
6 a great deal of freedom 

, 
which ef ;he following 
work relationship that 
(Check one) 

~tatements most nearly represents 
exists between you and your 

1. We don 1 t discUBS things very much and 1 make Most of ) 
,5'? the decis ionEl. 

-' 
; -

2. We discuss things a great d,eal and my decis~on is usually 
adopted. 

'3. We discuss things a great deal .and come to a mutual 
decision regarding the task at hand. 

(Continued on next page.) ! 
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5. Conti.nued 

4. We discuss thing;' a great, deRl and his decision is usually ( )' 
, adopted ~ 

5. We don' t discuss things very much and his fj~cls iqn is 
~ually- adopted. 

C OTrl1l en ts ! [1 
1 -

\\ , 
6. , During the period that you have been with your present firm; how 

) 

~1 many different supervisor~ have_you workeq with? 
( 

7. 

-', 

Many consulting firms have made it a policy that no consultant ever 
worka alone on an assignment •. rhe_role of this second'individual; 
who is generally a more senior member of the firm, may vary from 
supervisor ta back-up specialist: , Indic'ate from your experience 
which roles are most common. Then (in the second eolumn) indicate 
the role which you would prefer for him. ' (Check 'as many as 
appropria te) . 

. " 

Most 
Common 

a. Carry out the preliminary survey. 7~( 

b. Develop' the deeailed 'wàrk pla~. 7fDI ( 

c. Get into detail and direct ,the day­
to-day activities. -,ç,z. ( 

d. Provide techuieal guid'ance. 7''"::' ( 
e.\ Run "interference" with the client. '7"1 ( 
f. 

h. 

Act as a sounding board for your i~eas. 7~(~' 

\ . 
Participate in' developing the recommen-7"( 

~ dations. 

Help to evaluate the alternatives_from 7~1( 
the client's point of view.' 

, . 
l ' 

i. Act as a surrogate client'to identify 
where the presentation 18 uncl~ar or the7~ 

- 'argument UI'icQ(ivincing. 

r Play, a major role in writing the repor ,t.7 ~ ( 

(Continued on n,ext_ page.) .. 
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, / 
Preferred 

771.( ) 

"'iï'l ( ) 

-77'f( ), 

7-lS'( ) 

-n(" ( ) 

ï77( ) 

77'8'(- ) 

-' , 

ï7~( ), 
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7 __ Contlnued-- Most 
Cominon Preferred 

'7i2. ( , 

'8. 

9. 

,8'7 

~' 

7ift7 
'110 

k. Other (describe) ______ ..,--___ 770 { ) 

1. Don 1 t, have this arrangement in our firm. 771 ( ), 
,'\ 

Connnents: 

, J 

721 ( 

The approath or "strategy" in tackling an assignment can vary 
(e.gr- where you start, ..,hat concepts or methods y~u use, what 
sequence of s.teps you folIo.." etc.). When you are ta~king 
over a client problem ..,ith at your supervisor b) your cQlleagues 
c) your cpents, ta ..,hat exteqt do you find yourself adopt;ing 
similar' or diffetent approaches? (Check ~ space under each 
col~n.) 

With r With With 
Supervisors Colleagues Clients 

1.. Almost always d~fferent. ~( } 

Î. Often more dlfferen~ than 
similar. 

- .. ~ (1 

3. 'More diffcrent than similar, 

4.° More similar than differenL 

5. Oft;en more si,milar than 
cl if f e_r e.n t. 

6. Al~ost always similar. 

7. Not applicable. 

, , 

( ) , 

) 

( 1 ) 

( ) 

(, .. ) 

Comments: ~~ 

- ,', ~~~~----------
~ 

, ( 

( 

) 

) 

) 

) 

~, 
( 

è 

( 

As an operating èonsultant, your experience in working on ~ team 

) 

) 

.... ith other consultants has been the following! ,'(Do not consider a 
partner or sUl'.ervisor "on the team" unless he was "operating".) 

% of the time 
) /,.. 

As a ''team of 1 ( ) 

Wi,th 1 other ( - ) 

With 2 others ( ) " 

• .~ 

With more than 2 -other's. _'e ) 

Total: 100% 

1 r 

/ 

V.ff 

1 

/ 



---

/ 

1 
\ 

~ 

10. .Do you prefer to work 

& 
by \ourself or with other consultants? (Chec'k one.) 

7q/ 

, , 

Il. 

7~Z. ' 

1. 
\~ 

2 

3 

Comments: 

alone - ( 

with others ( ) 

a mixture 

/ 

" 

J. 

) 

In your' experience, how many consultants are usua~1y assigned to 
a project (including the supervisor)? 

12. Three different kinds of collaboration among team members have 
beeh~identified. Each is described below. In the first co~umn 
findicate the kind of collaborat;i'on that you usually experience 
with other consultants on the team (giving a % breakdown). In 
the second column give your ranked preference. 

Jy exper ience 
% 

My preference 
Rank 

( 

("1" most preferred 
etc. ) 

a. Cold-war collaboration: 
\ 

Members of the team are of equal 
status but very competitive, each 
trying to outdo the other. Colla­
boration i8 minimal. Each appears 
ta be trying to minimize his own 
risk and workload while maximizing 
his recognition. 

b ,Collaboration,by specialist 
division of labour: 

1 

There ,is d mutually agreed on, 
equitable, division of the work 
based on tHe established specia.,. 
lities of the members. This gives 
each member maximum autonomy 
within his' boundari'es: 

c, Creative coilaboration' 

r There 1B initial a~biguity 
regarding the task-rol~s. Each 

,member feels free to "invade'" the 
, specia1ist domainr~f the other'~ 

Eventually the ro es are clarified'. 
but the y need not follow specialist 
boundarie~. 

, , 

'797 
( ) 

79~ 

( ) 

V.7 

) 

) 
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. . 

, 
! 
" 

~ 

C. Performance feedback 

'" l. On tne basis of -whi~h criteria 18 you work judged by your 
,~ 

Comments: 

? whièh of these criteria are the m st rneaningful to you?· 

Comments: 

3. What is the frequency of fo~ma performance feedback? 

a After each assignment 

2. 'no 

3 supposed to 

b General feedback: 

1 weekly 

2~. monthly 

3 quarterly 

4. serni anually 

5 <'lnnually 

( 

( ,) 

) 

) 

! 

4. How,standardized are formaI criteria? 

1 extremely standardi:zed (virtually the same 
across aIl assignrnents) 

Î. moderately standardized 

3. somewhat sta~dardized 

4 somewhat unstandardized 

5 moâerately unstandardized 

6, extremély unstandardized 

" 

Comments': 

) 

, . 

superiors? \ 

\ 



" 

, . 

, , 

5. How important'arè formal criteria in practice? 

1. informaI seem f~r more important 

Î. informal s~em slightly ~ore im~ortant 

1:. informal and formai' equally rated 

~ 4. formaI slightly more important 
ov..", , 

5. formal far more important 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

6. criteria sa unclear, impossiblè to estimate'( ) 

Comments: , 

6. For you, lo'hat would be the highest hpnour you could achieve in 
your work? 

Comments: 

7. Wha't percentage of your consulting talent do you feel has been 

1?tB 

uti! i'zed in your years 'wl th your present consul ting f irm? (Check one). 

1. 20% or less 

2. between 201-

3. (between 40't 
, 

4. between 60% 

" 5. 80% or more 

Comments: 

and 40% 

and 607-

and 80% 

( 

( 

( 

) 

) 

( ) 

( ) 

8. When you want to talk over personai problems relating to your career 
development, or lo'hen you want ad~ice concerning holo' ta 'deal with a, 
particular (non- technical) ,problem, to whom do you uS\lal,ly turn? 

1. A supervisor or partner to lo'hom you , 

~1fA 2. Someone 8SS igned within the firm to 

~ 3.' Another consultant within the fïrm 

4. Someone autside the firm 

5. Such prob lems' don-' t usually ar ise 

(Con t inued on nex t page.), 

Il 

relate 

counsel you 

( 

( 

( ) 
( 

( 

V.9 

, , 

o 
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8. Continued 

6. 1 really don't have anyone to talk to 

7. Other (please specify)\ __ ~ ______________________ __ 

COJl1lI1ents: ' 

. ( 
( 

,. \ 

9. In deciding whether or not you would remain with a consulting firm, 
how do you rank the fo11owlng considerations? (Assign a rank o,f "1" 
for thé most lmportant to "9" for 1east important). 

~ 

~ 

~ 

-s'II 

<\?l'Z. 

~13 

'g1'1 

1. The extent ta which you can control your own time. 
," ........... ~ 

?G· The degree ta which you feel your values must be 
compromised ln arder ta ad~ance (e.g partner or 
director), or remain in the firm. 

3. The extent to which you ore assigned ta those 
projects you prefer. 

4. The degree ta which you are satisfied with the 
amount of money you earn. 

5. The extent ta which you work with people you~ 
enjoy. 

6. The degree to which you teel able to infl'uerice 
consulting firm policy. 

7. The ~xtent to which you feel you are being .,iA 

challenged or ta which your talent 15 being 
uti 1 i:led. 

8. Thé extent ta which you have supervisory authority 
a9~~responsibility. 

/..' 
degree ta which feel confldent of 9. The you promotion. 

"iriS' 10. The dislocation of your home life created ~y the 
pressures and travel of' consulting work. 

The degree of autonomy you are given on your 
assignments in deciding how to approach the 
problem, the work timetable, etc. 

Comments: 

( 

) 

( ,) 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

I( ) 

V.lO 
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SECTION VI 

PERSONAT. 'BACKGROUND 

P~rttdJ1ant code: ------- - - - - ---

Age 20-25 31-3'5 -41-45 --- ~-

[ 26-30 36-40- 46-50 over 50 ----.. 
BUSINES~ EXPERIENCE 

a. Line vs Staff 

As externa1, consultant 
In a linè position 
In a staff* position 
Other (specify) 

h. Functiona1 Area 

----

Total 

h 

No. of years 
Amplifying 

Comments 

Cive approximate % breakdown of your experie~ce by functtona1 
area. (Tf you have worked in Systems, use area for which 
systems were developed.) 

General Management 
Finance 

~ Accounting, hudgeting & contrro1 
Marketing & distribution 
Production O~ operations 
Petsonne1 
Corporate planning 
Engineering 
Data ~rocessing operations 
Re·search and development 
Government 
Program management 
Economi~ analysis 
Pro~ram evaluation 
Other 

Toti! 

i. 

/ 

100 \ 
"Staff' in this context i8 taken to Mean working in a function,. 
'with-a resi!tarcl:t, planning t design, 'or advisory responsibility. 

( 
. . 



" '!\ 
\\ 

, [ 

1 

, 1 

ç. Type of Bu~iness 

Give ~ppr~ximate % of breakdown of your experience by type ,of 

husiness. (Include your consulting assignments.) 

Government (fed.,'prov. or municipal) 
, \ 

Manufacturing (incl. refining and food proc.) 

Agriculture (incl. meat, poultry, dairy) 

Mining & Forest Products 

Financial Institution (incl. ihsurance) 

Utilities (electric, telephone, gas) 

Transportation (incl. trucking) 

Pnra-public institutionR (ho6pi~als. education 
etc.) 

% 

~ Other 

-100 

d. Size of business 

'1?5t,~ 

~~ 

?S9 
J 

~, 

~~o 

"S'bI 

, 

Give approximate % breakdown of your experience by siz~ of 

business. (For consulting - use the size of the client organiz­

ation not the consulting firm. For governrnent departments -

use size of department.) 

f 

1 

No of emElo~ees % 

l'- 20 

20 - 100 

100 - 1,000 

1,000 - 10,000 

10,000 - 100,000_ 
~---

over 100 ,000 

Total 100 

VI.? 

, 

1 
! 

1 

l 

\ 

, 

-, 

" 



"';. .... . ' 

, 

\ 

4. TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY 

Check the one which appne~' in each tow,. ' 

~ 

None Low Medium 
(Familiar (Farnil1ar 
with 'sorne with most 
of the ' of the 
conceEts) conceEts) 

Specialty 

~'2 Finance & investrnent 
<if(,,3 Cast accounting & control -- l 
fi'.,! Dat~ processing systems '" -----
~ Organization design 

~"" 
Quantitative methods ~--

' Industrial eng(neering ~7 
~~ ~sychology & org. behaviour 
~YJ Computer programming 
~70 Computer hardware 
~( Telecommunications 

~2 Other 
1&\,' 

S. SUPERVISORY EXPERIENCE (Iri~lude your 

'. 
Size of staff No. of years 

6. EDUCATION 

Give details on university education. - r No. of 
Country years Degree. 

1. 

2. 

1. 

---
-----

consulting experience) 

Subject 
Special ties 

High 
(Accep-

ted as 
an 
eXEert) 

---

Add information on any other specialty training you have received: 

\ 

" \, 

VI.3 

, .' 
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7. BUSINESS OR PROFESSlONAL EXPERIENCE 6lITSIDE CANApA 

,Country 
,No of years 

Government Other (s~) Private Sectar 

1. 

2. 

, -
8. - UPBRINGING OR EARLY SCHOOLING OlITSIDE CANADA 

.COuntry No~ of yea.!2. 

'. 1. 

7. ( 

1. 

9. MILITARY EXPERIENCE 

No. of ye,nls 
Full-Ume Part-time 

/ 

10. Which spo:ts did you play while at schoo11 

~. 

Il. Language - Mother tongue 

1. English ) 

2. French ( ) 

3'. Other ( ) 

-
l2. If you' speciali~e i~ a particu1ar area, plea~e indicate which: 

(functiona1, industry or technical specialty) 

13. Sex 

o , 

. VI. 4 

,. 



Il 

L 
i 

a 

'" 

\. 

';' Il • 

15. Do you make extensive use of clubs? ,(Golf clubs, business 'elubs, :tc.) 

1. 

~5' 
2. 

3. 

4. 

l' 

Extensive 

Moderate 

Hardly 

None 

,. ;f 
,/ 

any 

( ) 

{ ) 

(f ) 

(- ) 

.- 0' 

,. 
~ 

''-~:p 
'-- r~1 

-. 

,1 

J 

o 
, l:) 

'0 

l' 

VI.5 
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Questionnaire·N~. 2: , l 

! : 

" ' 

", 

.1 

) 

r . 

( 

.. \. 

• 0 

. -

'" 1 

o 

APe.ENDIX 0 

Gonsultant Effectiveness~Assessment 

,s:- • 

" 

1 

" 

; 

o 1 

. " 

. ~ 

1 
... 1 ", .. " . , 

l , 

o • 

~-----____ ---_-A---_ • . \ 
f 

~. 

'. 
" 

."-,, .... 
1 ,? 

• r 

r-r, 

r. 
" 

~ 

-J~~~~=Eg~p~i~J ! 
. 

~ 

.. ,'If ,~, _~ .. , ~'"".. ~ ... 

',0 

'. 

; 

j 
J 
" ,1 

. 1 

.~ 

~ j 
" ~ 

. j 

.. ( .t 

. 1 
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SECTION III 

~ OBSERVATIONS Re CONSULTANT EFFECTIVENESS 
• 1 

~P. 
'? ~ ng...J 
F~.~ 
~.~ 
I-'",-",>~-& 

~f r1~ 
l'u',~ 
i t1~ 

(rro~e: The questions in the main refer to the jndividual's effe~tiveness 
as a p~ople~ sol~er/change agent not his strengths re~rding nusiness 
development. ) 

Re: Consultant 0 

1. What do you consider to be his (her) field of specialization? (functional, 
indust~ial @r technical) 

'l> 

2. How weIl do you know him: 
f' 

so~ially . 

professional1y 
o 

Very 
!'Tell Well 

l 2 

l 2 
c. 

Fairly 
~ • 0 Remotely 

3 4 

3 4 

, 3. In what capacity do you know him professionally? ( Complete more than 

Approx. No. 
one, if appropriate.) J~ . '~ 

qor l ",as hi!? s'lfpervisor 

, 

'iD'L " We workéd t::ogether 

~D3 
-' other (describe) , 

Above 
Exceptional Average' 

4. How would you 
assess his general 
performance 
for the follawing 
stages of an 
aSB ignmen t: 

a) in identifying 
prab l~ms that 
wete not speci­
f ied in' Term'S 
of Reference. 

.. 

5 4 

of Contact Weeks 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Below Don"t 
Average Average Weak Know -,---

"-

3 2 1 1. 

, 
/1 • 

,-, 
"'," 

III. l, ' 

, . 

, 
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.;' , 
5. What is yQur assessment 

" of his effectiveness in 
~he following capacities: -! 

J 
, s 

'1' 

J 
;: 

.-' 

a-} connnunicator 
i) oral ; 

cri 0 - persan to person 5 4 3 2 I ~ 

Cf 1 ( - group~presentations 5 4 3 2 I ~ 
interact with 

',.-
'1'12 2~ 

,1 
groups 5 4 3. I 0 

913 il) writtea - 5' 4 3 2 ~ I ~' ~ . 
.:, 

, - b) tactician' (able 

; 1 ql~ 
to anticipate and 
overcome potential ~ 
client objections) 5 4 3 2 1 ~ 

~~ c) developer ofnew 

,q15 business 5 4 3 2 1 ~ 

d) con tr ibuto'r to the 
'consulting ,firmls -," q~0 reputation ' S 4 3 2 1 ~' 

, , 
' e) ,supervisor or project' .. 

qll' leader' S .~ __ , __ JL ___ J 2 1 " , . 

1/ .. 
o- . "' . , 



/1 
IlL3 

" 
Above Below Don't ,/ , " . Except10nal Average, Average Average Weak Kno'W 

f) specialist consultant 

9/~ 
to other consultants 5 4 3" 2 l 

t g) developer of cons'ult-

Ci/9 
i,ng staff 5 4 3 2 1 

h) contributor ta team 
effort on an assign-

'fW me,nt 5 4 3 2 1 ~ 

i) ability to get client 

q2{ acceptance and co-

\ operation 1 5 4 3 2 1 ~ 

j) dev'eloper of new 
~ 97.2, packages or new areas 

of the ,practice 5 4 3 2 1 0 

k) ability to apply strong 
conceptual skills to 

q23 resolve complex 
, problems 5 4 3 ' 2 l 0 

1) ability ta meet 

~~ 
d~adUnes, stay 

, within budgets, etc. 5 4 3 2 l' 0 -
m) ability ta wark ta 

~2S' a detaile,d work plan 5 4 3 2 l 0 " 

v '1~Co 
n) ability to operate 

1 with li~tle supervision 5 4 3 2 l . 0 

" 0) abil.ity to identify 
9~7 ,clièhts' neèds 5 4 ' 3 2 1 ~ 

t p) ability to come up , 
r with a different " 

q2-~ " 

(practical) appr?ach 
' , 

ta. a prob lem 5 '4 3 2 1 

Comments: 

'11 

., 

'. ~ > 

/ 



1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! 
'1 

l' 
,1 

J, 

J 

1 

" 

1 

Exceptional 

6. How do you th'ink he Is 
viewed on the technical 
level: 

1 ~2-7 
a) clients see him as an 

expert in his field 
" 

b) colleagues view him 

, ~3D 
as beiRg up-to-date 
in his field 

c) he is respected 

q3( by fellow pro-
fessionals in 
his specialty 
(outside the firm) 

d) he has contributed 

Cf3Z. to advancements in 
his field 

Cornments: 

7. How would you assess his 
over-all effectiveness as 
a management consultant 
(problem solver/change 

5 

5 

• 5 

S 

'733 agent) ? 5 

Comments: 

\. 

.. 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 

..... 

4 3 2 

'4 3 2 
• 

.. 

4 3 2 
l' 

4 .,) ~ 

'1. 

4 3 2 

B.a,In wh~t kind ns does he perform most.ef~e~tively?· 

/' 

1 

b. Do you believe that he is a potential partner? 

l. De.finitely ( ) 

? Possibly C ) 
\\ 935-

3. Unlikely ( .) 

\ 4. Definitely not y, 
5. Don't' know .,4 

\. 

' ~ 

.. ! ' ......-r ... b' 
; 

III.4 

Don't 
Weak Know 

1 ~ 

1 ~ 

., 

1 ~ 

!do" 

1 ~ /1 
1 

~ 

1 



lII.S 

~ 

Very Not very, 
' f 

Don't . ' 
Probab1y '" 

~ 'Suitab1e -Suitable Suitab1e Unsuitab1e Know • \ 

(I~ 9. A variety of assign-
ments 'are given 

[ " 
below. Give your \ 

r assessment of his 
likely~uitabil:i:ty '\1 ,1 
for these tasks • . -
a) implement a well 

tested and docu-o 
1 

~3Cp ment:ed package iIl-
",\\1 his area 4 3 2 1 ~ 1 

... 

b) manage a large !~I(\\ project team 
eomprising client 

Q3'7 and consultant 
staff 4 3 2 , '1 ~ 
$ 

c) hand1e an assigrunerit 
which has sensitive, 

, 
politiea! aspects -

, q3<6 ~uch as getting ~ 

members of ,a fami1y 
business to agree to 
hire an outside generai 
manager 4 3,J 2 1 ~ 

• , <!) evaluate candidates 
for a senior execu-

131 • 4 ~ ~ive position 3 2 I 

e):coll~èt info~ation 

qv..(O 
thr'ough 5 truc'tured 
ihtervfews 4 3 2 

~ 
1 ~ 

f) aet in a line eapa- " " , 
J-.. city for a period, (" 

9'~( to help ~~nt 
.U over a st l.ng .. ' problem 4 3 2 l 4', ~ 

'. g), aet as an expért 
'. 

'Q42 
witness in a court 
case 4 

( '1 
3, 2 .1 / li 

\ h) help to resQlve ' 
a problem where 
there are sever al 

qLf'3 different opinions 
among the senior 
executives and ,there 
is no time.to gather 
relevant facts' - 1 ,4 3 2 1 li 

( 

. , 



, III. 6 

.-

Very Not very Probably Don't 
1 

'Suitable Suitable Suitable UnsuitabJe Know , 
-, 

i) work with Large 
corporations with 
sophisticated staff 

qL{q on.a complex 
assignment within. ( 
his specialty 4 3 2 .1 ~ 

j) carry 'out a 
diagnostic survey 
in a di1;ficult 

'qL-{~' (t:ton technical) '. 
are a where he 
has had no 
direct èxperience, 4. 3 2 1 ~ 

,Comments: 

~\ 

10. Personal characteristics 

~ease rate ~he cons~ltant on each of the adj~ctive dimensions b~low. 
Circ le the number in each row which i5 closest to the one whieh best 
describes him. 

q4~ l. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Reflecting 

'ilf1 2. Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hesitant, 

ctL{i 3. Logical - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lntuitive .. 
" \f. Detached , 9 ~c:; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lnvolved 

cr-)D 5. lnnovative 1 2 3 4' 5 "6 7 Conven t 10nal 

q51 6. Generalist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Special ls t· 

952- 7. Flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Single-rnindeçl 

9-:;'3 8. Tea~.member 1 2 3 ·4 5 6 7' Indep~nd-ent 

Cf9~ 9. Academie 1 2 
.~. 

3 4- 5 6 7 Pragmatic \ 

~>5 10. Persuasive 1 2 3 4 5 ,6 7 't,Jnconvincing 

95" Il. Cautious 
,1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impulsive 
1 ~ 
t cpt' 12. Talker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Listener 

~5~ 13. Unambi tious f 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ambitious 

... 

'" /---_.-



1 
l, 

1 
1 

14. Open l 2 3 4 
, 

5 6 7' Political <ocr 
C((dJ 15. Precise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Vague; 

9fe( 16. Unplanned l 2 3 4 5 ,6 7 Schedu1ed 

%2 17. Facts l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ide~s 
, 

~31~. Critical l 2 3 4, 5 6 7 Uncritica1 

*~ 19.' 
Undisciplined l 2 3 4, 5 6 7 Disciplin~d 

CXE 20. GlQbal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Petailed 

g~ 21. Complèx" l 2 3 4 5 6 7 ; Unc'omp 1 ica ted 
, 

q(P7 22. Last minute l 2, 3 4 5 ,6 7 On time 

q~c:;r 23. Line 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Staff' 

11. 

a) 

Persona1 Erob1em solving style 
\-- ,> 

'" 
'" Fact~finding s~yles 

Two ~pproaches ta a diagnostic, sprvey are given be lo~. 
' . , 

YO}l are 
asked to decide if either (or bath) , in sorne way de scribe (s) ,the 
approach he uses. 

AEQroach A 

The individu~l with approach A is able t~ prepare and follow a 
detailed work plan which defines the n~ture of the information 
sought, the source of the information, and the arder in which 
it will be gathered. [' 

Such an individual has often made an initial classification of the 
problem (and the likely range of solutions) which he will retain 
unless subsequent information causes him to discai4 H. ' In the 
~tter case, he will' select a new model, revise the work plan 

and continue in an iterative fashion. In the proces's he gives 
'early attention not on1y to the formulation of the problern but 
to the criteria (imp1icit' or explicit) which will determine a 
"sati~fact:ory" outcome. 

and carries out structured, rather He fr,equently uses checklists 
than unstructured, interviews. 
is a fairly clear app~eciation, 

One of the features of this approach-
at any time of: 

the information remaining to be gathered, and 
\ 

the conclusions which the i~dividual\, feels ,are warranted at' 
that stage. 

\ 

Ill.7 



"'/' 
l" 

q01 

These are usually advanced with relative confidence. 

~The process 9f fact-fi.nding (and analysis) is"terminated when a' 
conclusion has been for~ulated satisfying the initial criLeria or 
time runs out. There are rar,ely any major surprises in the final 
conclusions and any overruns of time are foreseen relatively early 
in the proces s., 

Approach ;S 

The individual with approach B resists a detailed work plan. He 
may prep'are one if asked to but afterwards he pays little attention 
to it. He i5 usually unable ta articulate the schema or model he 
15 following when fact g~thering. To an outside observer, he ' 
appears ta operate by evaluating the information as it cornes in '0 

before deciding wha't ta do next. His mode i5 acquisitive, as he 
seeks to eollect a wide rarige"of data, from seemingly meaningless 
deta(l to imporiant faeis. 

He çloes not often use cheeklists and his interviews are generally 
unstructured. Dudng the survey, if questioned on his work plan', ( 
he will describe the need to get a "feel" for various aspects of 
the problem (which he may be unahle to define very clearly). While 
a variety of conclusions may be beginning to emerge, he does not 
appear to have a strong commitment to most of them. , 

Finally, when the deadline approaches, he stop~ coll-ecting 
and switehes to data sifting and analysi5. ,Not aIl of the 
bê used. Conclusions and c.onfidenee are built up rapidly. 
conclusions or solutions may surface anp fairly significant 
may develop, " on occasion, which were not anticipated. 

Check only one. 

1. He frequently adopts an 'approach si6ilar to A above. 
~ 

2. He frequently adopts an approa:c~ similar to B aboye. 

3. l believe that he can use either approach (A or B) 
dependi~g on the circumstanees~ 

;information 
data will 

Unforeseen ( 
overruns 

( ) 

( ) 

( ') , 

4. l donlt recognize his approaeh'as being either· A or B. ',C ) 

Connuents: 

b) Does the amount of time 'that has bèen budgeted for the survey in 
any way affect which approach he mlght use? 

1. Yes ( ) 

Cf70 2. No ( ) ( 
Il> 

If so, how? 

'1". \ 

IlL8 

1 



1 , 

J, ~ 

, ( 

• c) Two approaches to d., complex diagnostic survey are described below. 

. ~ 

You are ~gain ~sked to 'decide if either (or both) in sorne way 
describe(s) the approacn he might use. 

Approach C 
, 

This individual carries où't his factJfinding in "passes" of 
progressively greater detail. 

, 
Pass if l gives him an idea of the variaus compgnents of the 
problem, or proce-ss, and how they generally fi't together. 

Pass1f2 adds mor~, details about each: 

, f 

• 
• 
• 

Fact-finding continues in this fashion until the individual feels 
that he understands the opëration and is in a position to assemble 
and test his conclusions. 

Approach D 
( , 

The individual with approach D ,divides the problem (or process) lnto 
components (e.g. functional areas). He then proceeds to assess each 
component thoroughly and independently, one after ,the other, conclusions 
being developed regarding each separately. His ,findings are' then K 

assembled into a coherent whole'. .J" 

'THe difference between the two approaches described abœJe, is perhaps 
best demonstrated by an example. -

Suppose you have been âsked to study a finished 
goods inventory management problem in a 
manufacturing firm. The four functional areas 
concerned are:, production planning, sales 
forecasting, order processing, and warehouse 
replenishmen t. 

The work plan for a~proach C might consist of 
th~ee separate 'levels of fact-finding: 

The first, allocating 1-2 days tQ each of the . 
four areas to gain an appreciation of the 
scope of the activities, the practices 
employed and ~he inter-rela~ionships ' 
between the areas. 

The second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days 
to ea~h, to obtain mo~e details. 

The tHird, of up to a week in each for a 
complex situation, going into the leve l­
of detail required ,to underst~nd the 
operation to the extent necessarr ta 
10cate problems and anomalies. 

) 
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1., 

., 

, " 

In 

1. 
,l 

2. 

qi\ _ 3. 

4. 

The work plan for approach D might consist of 
'f~ur separate two-w~ek segments. In each. the 
component, such as production planning, w~uld 
be explored in det~il. After the eight weeks, 
the findings would be tied together iota a 
coherent who le. { 

a complex diagnostic survey: (Check only one.) 

He frequently adopts an approach similar to C. 

He frequently adopts .;ln approach similar to D. 

l believe t'hat he can use either approach ',(C or D). -
, \ 

l don't recognize Jüs approach as being either C or D. 

( ) 

( ) 

(( ) 

C ) 

If" The approach or "strategy" in, tackling an assignment can vary 
(e. g. where you star t, wha t conee pts or me thod s_ you use, wha t' 
sequence of steps you follow, etc.). When you are discussiog a 
client puoblem with him, to what e%tent do you find him advoèating 
approaches which are similar to, or different from, your mm? 

1. Almost always different ( ) 
- -

2. Often more(different than similar ( ) 

3. More different than similar ( ) 

ql1- 4. More similar than different ( ) 

5 • Often more similar th an di/;ferent ( ) 
1 \ 

6. Almost always similar ( ) 

7. Don't know how ta answer this ( ) 

Comments: ,. 
\ 

." 

.. 
, ) 

(,,) ( 

/ \ 

" • 
, t-" 
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Questionnaire No '. 3: The Supe,rvisor' s Views and Background 
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PAPIER DE COULEUR 

• 
') 



, 

. :~ 

J<5d', 

, } 

'1 . 
\ 

l 
\ , 

\1 
! 

l 
1 

"""i 
1 

.. 
\ \ 

}, 

\ 

SECTION l 

~AGEMENT CONSULTING AS A PROFESSION 

1.1 1.S 

~ '" 
,... 
, 

4 

To reduce the demands on y'pur time, pages 1-5 have been eliminated . 

. / 

.. 

\ 

1.: . 

.. 

\ . Î 
( , 
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B. 

L 

2. 

3. 

, 
;r.6 

""-

Gen~ralO vlew~ on consul ting f~ 

Please indicate your reactiqn to thJt~Ol1~Win'g "state;e~ts py circJ..i~g" 
th~ ~ppropriate number. 

'Agree (0 No 
Strongly Agreè Opinion 

There are some situations 
where the operating consult­
ant's value to a client 
continues to increase with 
his experienc~ (i.e. a 

~ • 1 consultant with 10 years s' 
relevant experience 15 
worth more than a consult-' 
ant with only 5 years) ~ 

If you agree. can you giv~ 
an example: 

1 

In general, it is unreali~ 
to expect much innovation fr~ 
a management consultant hec~use:-

a) there 15 no time for re­
search 

b) clients should not be , 
treated, as guinea pigs 

Comments: , 

Most consulta.nts te'nd to 
r,ely o~ their" 'own resources 
rather than seek the adyice 
of other consultants in the 
firme 

This is due to: 

1 

1 

a) time an~ b~get pr~s~ures 1 
l' 

b) a consultant's strong 
feeling of self-confi­
dence 

c)o a feeling that~it will 
be interpreted as a,sign, 
of wellkness 

-, 

1 

1 

\' . \ 
2 , 3 

2 3 

3 

.2 "3 

o 

2 3 

2 3 

2 

, Disagree 
Dtsagree Stron$ly 

~ , 

o , 

1 
, , 

~, :\ 
\ 

4~' ." s .. 

0, 

4 • ' 
,1 

'.4 S. 

• Q 

.' 
, 

:-" 

4 

4 

~ ':'~.r~ 
4 

.Ii 

, , 
, 0 

. .... 

• 'S 

5 

s 

s 

" 

Comments: " . 

' . 

1 • 

.~ 

b • 
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,Agree No 
Strongly ~gree "Opinion Disagree .. Disagree 

Strongly 

o 

'p 

. 

4. Most management co'n~ult­
. ing work ~~ not technical 

r in nature but' requires ' 
\ . 

a basic knowl~dge of 
.... (> ) 1 

people and how organiza-
tions funèt1on~ 

Comments: 

'\ , , 
5.. An intellig~ntJ 'capabl~. 

~A wlth'5~~ars of good 
business expetience can 

,handle most management 
/'" contulting assignments. . , 

.Comments: 
\. 

6. 
,., ., 

, . 

1 • 

If two consultants (of 
eq~a'l coyqpetence) ilre 

. as'k~d for their opinion 
about ,a p~oblemJ it 18 
quite 'po'ss'ible that ~their" 
recO'lllntendations will dUfer 
'61gn~ica~tiy,(in terms of 
othe,elient'action require~,. 

~,Cornmén ts : 

. , 
7.0 'Civen that t'Wo rec~en-' 

datiôns bot~!pa~s' tqe· 
.'test of reason,blf!ness" J 
therelis" no objectiv~ 'Clay • 
in most~ situations ta decide .. \ 

1/> ,. whi<!h 0Il:e 15 better,. ' 

" -
If you dis~gre~J please 
~xplain'youroansw~: 

" 1 

8. in" most cases ~ a clienE, 

~. ' 

, " 
.). 

o ort his'o~, iSan~t.in a !o 

position to d~cide whatt is'­
the' b,e s t _t'~tned ia 1 ' ae t ion to 

'adopt. (1, ." \ 

, COtraDéh ts : o '.~ 

~-- -' , '. 
~ , t J. ,1 

l 

1. 

1 

l' 

... 
. ( 

l 

2 

... 

, 2 

.. ' . 

. • 

2 

~ 

2 

2 

" 3 

:J 

3 

3 " 

'., <.1. \ 1 

"'l' 
,. 
<. 

,. 3 

(' 

' . .. 

1 

4 5 

4 

.. 

4 5 
o .......a.:. 

4 5 

" "1 

5 

, .. 

o 

'c 

, . 

• 

... .. 

• 

, 

i 
l' '). 
1< 

-1 

. . 
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" 

Agree 
'Strongly 

,. 
9. t The true test· of the quality 

of a consultant's work is 
that the client Is satisfie~ 
at the conclusion of the 
engage~ertt. l 

~ 

If you do not agree, which 
criteria would yo~ offer? 

11. ' lt 15 no~, féàsible for Bny 
regulatory body to set down 
quality standards, whi~h can 

__ beomonitored, for_consulting 
worlt. 1 

If you disagree, please give 
some indication of how you 
feel this would be achieved. 

12. l woul~ expec~ women ta make 
juS~ as successful management 

13. 

14. 
... 

consultants as men. 1 

Comments: 
, 
l 

. ' 
lt ls wrong for a consultant 
to let his personal values 
'(e.g. a strong sense of social 
responsibility).influence his 
recommendations ta the clien~. 1 

com#tents: 

Consultants in the(quantitative 
or systems areas'are under·more' 
prèssure becBuse the~~ 
performan~~ criteria are more 
explicit. -- 1 

Comments: 

, 
\ 

Agree 

2 

2 

" 

2 

2 

1. 

No 
Opinion 

3 

3 

3 

3. 

( 

'1.8 

Disagree 
Disagree ~E.BlY. 

5 

" . 

4 5 

( 

\ . ' , 

" 

4 5 .. 

, 
, ' 

.' 4 5 

1. 

5 
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.. 
{ Agree No ~isagree 

Strongly , Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly 

15. There is no place in a 
.management consultlng firm 

,,,.1 .for the technical spe-
ciali-st (e.g. psychologist, , .. 

-" econ~mist , managemeQ,t 
.1 
'i scientist, software exp~rt, 

etc.) 1 2 3 4 5, 

If you'agree, 1s it because; 
It. 

.... ~~ .. .;. . 
a) management consulting . , 

! assignments generally'do ,-
not,nee~ sucb specialists 1 2 3 4 5 

, b) consulting firms are not 
.1 

1 
organized to accomodate 
the needs of specialists ' . .. 

1 
(c.g. career paths, te!:h-' 

i nica! updating, reward j , ,. f. sy~tems) '- 1 2· 3 . 4. 5 

1 
COmments: 

N 
~ 

l, 
/ 

16; Managemen t consultants should • 
be able te advertise tbeir h, 

" services as tbey wi~h. 1 2 3 4 5 

" C_ents: 
\ 

( 
., 

, 17. 1 There ~eems to be ~ trend for 
,., the experienced client to hire 

the individual rather than the 
Hrm when hf ~ngages ' a consult-
ant. l 2 3 4, S 

1 

1 ) 1 

fIi't'." 
1 

l 

Comments: (. ,.! 

.. .... , , 

I~ 
. 18. ~st clients attach 0 .' some 

significance to the c~eden-
tials CMC (Cert1fied Manage .. 1 , . 
men t Consultant). 

, 
l 2 3 " 4 S , , .. 

1 
Comments: \ 

\ 
It;: 

f 
(1 

". 
t 

~ 
4-
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1 
l ' 

! 

1 

f • 

1 
o \ 

1 

\ 
19. On a project, the consultant with more eKperien~e in the particular 

ares is likely ta: (Check one.') 

1- devote less than the budge ted number of hours ta the project . ( 

" 

2. devote 

3. Other 

Comments: 

. . 

, 
" 

., 

the budge ted num)ler 

(specify) .. 

fr 

c ' 

" , . 

,", 

of hours bJ.lt do a "better" job ( 

( 

os. • 

{J 

, " 

1. 10, 

0 ) 

) 

) 

, , 

/ 

/ 
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c. 

1. 

l \' " -; 

~ , 

\ 
" 

Role of consultant 

Every éon~ultant behaves differently ~ \the face of different client 
situations. We are interested, however in your behavi'our on your 
more typical engagements. Please circle the'numbe~ which is most 
characteristic of your present behaviour. 

-1 find myself in situations where: 

a. 1 use my specialized knowledge in the solution of problems. 

Often l 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

b. 1 use my skills at diagnosing and solving broad problems. 
ii 

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

c. 1 use my skills at persuading the client to adopt sorne specifie' 
point' of view or course of action. 

.. 
Oftèn l 2 3 4 5 Seldom .... , 

:.... 
cl. Ny prE~sence gives' the client the confidence to carry on programs 

whichthe would not,otherwise do. 

Often l . 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

e. 1 show the client how to go.aQout solving problems of the type 
, encountered should they occur again. 

.Often 1 2 3 
(.=f 4 ~~ 5 Seldom 
\ 

, , 

• .n~~~ f • 1 introcluce . ' novel ways of '.doing things. new 1deàs, 

" , 
Often l 2 , 

3 A' 

1 4 5 Seldom 

• 
g. 1 exchange ideas with the client and we work"'on the- pl,"oblem 

together. 
, 
l Often 1 2 /3 4 5 Seldom t 

h. 1 use my skills at interPt:.eting th~ _ meaning of unfami{iar concepts .. , 

Often l 2 3 4
t 

5 Seldom 

( 

1.11 
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• 

ji" 1 help the client decide on a course of action if sev,era1 
alternatives look equally attractive~ J 

, , j 

Often 1 2 3 4 / 5 Se1dom-

k. 1 take part in making decisions for the' ciient tJhen he"'wants me 
to do sa. 

.,. 
Often l 2 3 4 ,5 Seldom 

'1. 1 motivate people to change their style of behaviour o~ a 
sust-a.ined basis. 

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

m. 1 am given a general'mandate by the client to look around for 
everything which might be wrong. 

Ôften l 2 3 4 5 Seldom ( 

n. 1 use c~ient personnel as much as possible ta, gather data and 
seek the~ participation in the dèvelopment of solutions to 
problems. ,,,, 

OHen 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

( 

1 am asked to act refe'ree to he1p a client resolve confliFting o. as a 
1 opinions • 

Often 1 2 3 4' 1 5 Seldom 
-\ 

p. 1 am engaged to manage important projects. 

2 Often ''1 3 4 5 Seldom 

U 1 act' as an extra resource to aid a client, when his own personnel 
are fully utilized. 

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 

2. Please go back and circle on the' foregolng list the four dimensions 
which you feel are mas t cen tral to the consu Itan t' s job •. 

).". 
@ .. e.g. 

r> 

( 

1.12 
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,"" 

, 
D. Desirable Eersonal characteristics 

1. Indicate the extent to which 
1 

tIh~'hf 0 110INing characteristics are, important 
in consulting work. 

Very Somewhat Not 
Important Important Important 

l. Cooper a ti vene s s ( ) ( ) ( ) , 

2. OrdeI:-1iness ( ) ( ) ( ) 

3. Openness, span taneit:y ( ) - ( ) ( ) 

4. Independence ( ) ( ) ( ) 
'~ 

5. Loyalty' ta my firm ( ) ( ) ( ) 

6. Layatty ta clients .( ) ( ) ( ) 

7. L9yalty ta fellow cons~ltants ( ) ( ) ( ) 

8. Loyalty ta partner~ ( ) ( ) ( ) 

9. Drive to be the best ( ) ( ) 'P ( ) 

10. D-rive for power dller others . ( ) ( ) ( ) 
" 

Il. Satisfaction in creating .' 
seme thing new ( ) ( ) ( ) 

ù. Pleasure in ~earning 
( ) { -> ( ) '\" something new 

; 13.' . Critical and question~ng 
( ) ( ( ) / .( ) attitude 

,~ 

toward autqority 

14. Sense of humor l<. 
, ( ) ( ) ( ) 

15. Toughness, lack ~f 
sentimentality ( ). ( ) ( ) 

16. Modesty ( ) ( ) ( ) 
\ 1 K 17. Personal cham ( ) ( ) ( ) 

18. ldealism ( ) ~ ( ) ( 'i 
19. Ability ta take orders ( ) ( ) ( ) " 

20. Satisfaction in helping others ( ) ( ) (- ) 

21. Ability ta take the ~nitiative ( ) ( ) ( ) 
! " ./ ) 

~ , \ 

,-\ -
/, 
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Very Somewhat 
Iml??rtant Important 

22. Se1f':'confidence ( ) ( ) 
--23. Patience ( ) ( ) 

24. Tenacity ( ) ( ( ) ( ) 
, 

25. Coo1ness under stress ( ) ( ) ( ) 

26. Stubbornness ( ) ) ( ) 
1 

27. Fairness 
,/~, 

( ) , C) ( ) 

28. Generosi,ty ( ) ( ) ( ) ( 

'" 29. Flexibility ( ) ( ) " ( ) 
• ~ 

30. Open-mindedness ( ), ( ) ( ) 

31. Compassion ( )' ( ) ( 

32. Need- f,or Bchievement ( ) ( ~~ ( ) 
. 

( 33. Need to win ( ) ( ) ( ) 

34. Detachment ( ) ( ) -( ) 

35. Agg~SSiVeness (' ) ( ) ( L 
36. Pride in performance ( ) ( ) , ( ) r' 

37. Need for recognition ( ) ( ) ( ) \rt 

... ~ 
38. , Efficiency ( ) , ( ) ( ) \ 

39. Honesty '( ) , (' ) ( ) ,-
40. Se lf -contro'1 ( ) ( ,) ( ) 

41. Decisivene'ss ( ) ( ) ( ) . 

\ 
'" 42. Friendliness ) ( ) ( ) 

43. Energy .. ( ( ) ( ) 

44. Credibt'l{ty ( . ( ) ( ) 

2. "What 15 the most productive age range for cortsultants as "operators"'l ( ) 
Conunents: 

- 1 

!.' 
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\ 
3. lndicate the extent to which· the following kinds of intellectual 

\ . capacities are important in consulting work • 
\ 

Very , Somewhat Not , 
\ 

Im~rtant ImE:2rtant ImEortant \ 
\ 

Concer~ 1. for practical detai! . ) ( ) ( ) 
\ \ 

\ 2. Integrating or synthesizing , 
\ ( ) ( ) ( ) ideas into an overall plan 

\ 1 
i 

c// 3. Inventing new ideas ( ) ( ) ( ) 

, 4. Awareness of others feelings ( ) ( ) ,( ) 

5> Attention to SmaU detaHs ( ) ( ) ( ) 

6. W~rking f~cts int? a logical_ ( ) ( ) ( ) 
/-

arder . '~-~_/ 
, ,J, 

l' 7. Goad memory for facts ( ) ( ) ( ) 

·8. Speed ( ) c. ) J ) 
J> 

9. Ability to dramatize (and ( ) ( .) ( ) sell) one's ideas 
"\ 

1O~ Ability to crea te ao environ-
ment in which others work ( ) ( ) , -' ( ) 
better "'-

listen carefùlly 
( ) , ( ) ( ) 

12. ( ) ,( ) ( ) 

" 
13. to stimulat~ or ( ) ( ) ,( ) others 'i 

14~ , Ability to ~.one.elf ( ) ( ) ( ) 

15. Extensive voca ~lary ( ) 

:\ ( ) 

16. Extensive technic'al ( ) ( ) 
vocabul~y 

17. Ability to communicate ( ) ( ) ( ) 
j 

orally 

18. ,Abilityo to communicate ( ) 1 ( ) 
~, 

( ) in writing ( 
/ 

/ 
,1 

',," 
~ " 

-'l 

~ If ... 



\ 

i 
1 , ! 

, , 
l' 

,r 

" 
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"" 

, 
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4. In evaluating the attractiveness of a project~ which of the following 
aspects are iiPorta~t to you? (Assign a "l" ta each of you~ three 

, top concerns, and a "3", to your three least concerns). 
II 

'l, 
l. 

f 

2. 

The contribution ,.,hicn experience with the proposed projeet: will 
make to your firm's range of s~rvices. 

The potentialities for publication whieh might arise uith the 
nêw projeet. 
, ' 

r 

, 3'- ,The risks' whiéh could be incurred as a resul t of your lack of 
experiencè with a project of this nature. 

4. The possibility of a co~flict of interest because of other work 
yout" firm is eurrently, engaged in'. 

5. The possibility that a number of employ~es May have' to be let go 
as a result of your recommendations. 

• 
6. ~he chance to work in an important/interesting area to which 

you have never been exposed. 
1 

'il 
7. The risks which, you and your firm are incurring because of the 

difficult (e.g. P?litical) nature of the assignment. 

8. The contribution of the project ta your firm's over-all image for 
quality and innovation. 

1.17 

'( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

9. The d~velopment of,a model or package whieh will be applicable to a ( number of other c;1ients. \ 

P.O. The location of the client and the distance from your home office. (-

- ~ 

~ 

1 
... 

\ 

) 

) 

) 

) 

\ 

) 

) 

) 

) 
~ 

). 
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E. Factors detracting ftom project success 

1. \-Theo you look back there must have been assignments you ~_orked on 
which were less successful than you }lould have ~,rshed. Please 

" check the four reasons which in your experience were most· responsible. 
(Select the four least successful assigoments in your memory and 
give the reasonS for these.) 

1.18 

a. From the starti the clie'nt- had no intention of taking any 
action (i.e. he was initiating the assignment for political ( 

( 

reasons ). 

b~ - The magnitude and complexity of the ass~gnment were under­
estimated by the consultant du~ing the initial survey. 

c. The roles of toe consultant and client were not clearly 
defined at the outset. 

d. The consultant did not address the real problem b'othering 
the, client. 

e. The consultant recognized the real problem but·was unable to 
obtain the sponsorls acceptance. 

f. The client's expectations regarding the assignment were 
different from those of the consultant. 

~ , 

g. The consultant was pressured by the client ta make reco~en­
dations he did. not believe in. 

h. The solution was inappropriate for the client (e.g. u too much 
tao soon") or infeasible. 

The project was dropped because the benefits did not justlfy the 
costs cf implementation. 

j. The client was not sold on the recommendations and/or the 
expected benefits. 

.,J 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( 

(-- ) 

( , ) 

( ) 

( ) . 

( ) , 

Tc ....... Conditions changed which were outside of the consultant' s control ( ) 
(e.g. the sponsor changed jobs). • 

1. Client personnel did not sup~ort the project. 

t" 
m. Serious difficulties arose during the assignment (e.g client 

sabotage) which should have,been resolved at the time but which 
were not. 

n. There wer,e difficul ties with a subcontractor. 

o. The operating consultant had.to work within terms of refèrence 
with whièh h'e did not agree. .. 

-( 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( 

, .! 
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\ : 
\ , 

l. 

" , 'v 

... .. 

Continued 
\ 

p~ The supervisor and the consultant disagreed on the nature 
problem J the approach and/or the solution which wou1d be 
appropr iate., 

q. We were reporting to the wrong ,sponsor. 

r. The solution was too technical for the client' s 
understanding. 

(, 
s. The solution was technically invalid. ' 

.... 
t. Othe'r (describe) 

, . 

) 

, . . ' 
,f 

{ 

of the 
( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

~, , 

.,. 

'. 
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SECTION II 
(l 

~ . -PERSONAL BACKGROUND 

" 
1\ 

Age 20-25 31-35 41-45 

26-30 --- 36-40 46-50 over 50 -l' ... 
~ 

BU~'rm:SS EXPERIENCE' 
\1 

a. Line vs Staff 

q 

As external eonsul tant 
In a Une post tion , 
In a staff* positio,n 
Other (s~cify) __ ~_..,... 

Total 

b. Functional Area 
", 

<l -

No. of 1ars 
Amplifyi~g 

Comments 

~, 

Check main areas of experiencè by function.(lf you have worked in 
Systems, use area for which $ystems were developed). , , 

General Management 
Finance"" . 

--" 

\ 
Accounting» 'budgeting & control 
Marketing & distribution 
Production or operations 
Personnel 
Corporate planning'. . 

-­. 
'" 

Engineering , , 
Data processing operations 
Reseatch and development . 

'i. 
GoverI'lment 
Program manàgement 
Ficonomic analysisr 

• 
'-. 

,~ 

0( 

" 

" 

~. 

\ 

-
"1 

, ' 

) 

"'./ 
~ 

, Ptogram evaluatlon " 
, ~ther ___ __._---.--- ' .. 

1. 
0'1, , 

! . ...1., 1 t'"\, '" 

. * Staff :ln.- this rc~ntext .LB taKen-to mean workin'g, in'''11 'functIon 
reSe8rch; ~lanning, design» or advisQry_~re9ponsibinty. 
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EDUCATION 

. , 

. , .. 

. " 
, , . , 

" , ',I~ .. 
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0( . , 
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., ,,', ... ~ 
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., ( , ~ 

\ 4,' .~, ... 

, 

" ..~ 
~ " , .. ~ ,\.. 

Giv:e d'eta'ii~ on' ci~i"Ileis~~y ~ducation:'.: 

Countrl' ' 

1. 

2~ '! ""'----

3. 

.... '" 
No. ot 
yeara 

, "'/ ,,~ ., ,/', 

. '; D~8~e~ , : ' 

, . 

: 

~ , .. ~ . 

, 
• 

'. .. ' . , 

• 

" ... (':, ,~,. ,,"~ , /' 

'Subject . 
. special1Ùes 

• 

.. 

1 Addinf~ion on any other ',specialty training you h~ve received: 

,4.. No of years with your present firm 
) 

( ) 

-5. Most of ~our work now is: (check one) 

1. supervisory or project managelllen,t .. ' 

6. 

2', diagnosis, conceptual design, market reseàrèh, 
,féasibility studtès'or corporate planning 

J 

3. vendor selection, detailed design; 'proj~ct planning 
or 'Implementation of systems 

4~ 9ther ,(describe) 

Il 

Sex . Male, 
. ( ) 

, Female, ( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( l 

\ 
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-7. 1 

specialization? , What' is your present area' of 

, .~' .. .., 
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15. Personàl problem solving~ style 

a. Fact-finding styles 

,1> . 

Two appro'aches to, a diagnostic survey arè given below. 'You are 
asked Ij.o decide if either (or both) in. sorne way'desèribe(s) t.he 
approaék you US5!. ,."f 

Approach A 

The individual with approach A is able to prepare and follow a 
detailed work plan which defines the nature of the information 
sought;,\\ tüe source of ,the information~ and the order in whic~ 
it will b~ gather~d. " 

J 

Such an iddividual has oftèn made an initial classification of the 
problem (and 't.he likely range of soluei~s) which he will retain 
unless subsequent information causes him to disca't"ç!. ,it:. In the 
latter case, he' will select a new model, revise the work plan 
and continue in an iterative fashioo. In the process ke gives 
~arly attention not only to' the formulation of the problem but 
to the criteria (implicit or' explicit) which will âetermine a 
"s .2.tisfac.torylt oùtcom2 . . 

~ 

He frequently uses checklists and carries out-- structured, rather 
than unstruçtured, interviews. ' One of the- :Ée"'atu~es 'of this approach 
i5,a fairly clear appreciation, at any time of: 

the informa~ion remain~ng to be gathered 7 and 
~he conclu~ions which the individu?l feels ~e warranted at~ 
that ,st:'age. , ' 

\ Th'ese are usually advanced with relative confidence. 

l 

The proces6 of fac4-finding (and analysis) is terminated when a 
conclusion has beeu formulated satisfying the initial criteria or ~ 
time runs out. There ~re rarely any major surprises in the'final 
conclusions and any overruns of time are foreseen relatively early 
in the prqcess. 

Approach B 

The individual with approacb B re,sists a detailed work plan. He" 
may prepare one if asked ta but afterwards he pays little attention 
to it. He ~s usually unàble to articulate the schema or model he 
is following when fact gathertng. Ta an ~utside observer, he 
appears to operate by evaluatdng the information as it'comes in 
bef'Fe deciding what to do next. Ris mode is acquis:i,.tive; "as he 
seeks ta collect a wide rang~ of data, from seemingly ~eaningless 
detail to important fàcts:, ') , -r'"" 

He does not often use checklia~s and his,interviews are generally 
~structured. During clhe survey, if qùestioned on his work plan. 
hé will describe the nhd ta gel: a "feel" for va.rious aspects of 
the 'problem (which he may be unable to ~efine very clearly). While 
a variety of,conclusions may be begin~ing to emerge, he does not 
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appe~r ta have a st~ong commitment to most ~f the~. 

.Final1y.', ""hen the deadline àpproaches, he' stops collecting, information 
and switches to data sifting and analysis. Not a1,1 of the ,da~ta.will ',0 

be used. Conclusions and confidence are bu~lt up rapidly. Un~oreseen 
.conclu;ions or solutions may surface and fairly significant overruns 
may develop, on occasion, which were not anticipated. 

~nly one 

\. .1. 1 frequently adopt approach similar to A above. 
, 

an ( 
l 

2. I frequently adopt an aRproach similar to B above. ( , ) 

\ 
3. l believe tha~ l'cao use either approach (A or B) 

( ) 
depend~ng on the circumstances. 

, 

4. 1 don't recognize my ~pproach as being either A or B. ( ) 

Cornrnents: 

b. Does th~'amount of time that has been budgeted for the survey in 1 

any way affec~ which approach Yfu might use? 

1. Yes ( ) 

( ). 

'If 50, how?, 

c. , ,'" p 

Two approaches ta a complex diagnostic survey are described below. \ 
You ai"e again 2.~ked 1 ta decide if either (or both)" in sorne way 
describe (s) the approach you m1,.ght usé. , . 

. 

Approach C 

This ihdividual carries out his fact-Hnding in "passe's" of 
progressive1y greate~ detail •. 

~ 

.. Pass #1 Ogives hiri\ an idea of the various comPonents of the 
problem, or process, and how they generally fit together. 

Pass::? 2 adds more details about each: 

• 
• ,.'"' 
• 
• 

Fact-finding continues in this fashion until the individual feels 
that he und,erstands the operatlon and 1s in a position to assemble 
and test h'i5 conclusions . 

1 
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Approach D 
~ 

The indivJdual with appro~~h.n divides the problem (or.pr~~ess) into 
components (e.g. functional areas). He then proceeds to assess each 
campo'nent thoroughly and independently, one after the pthe.r,.conclûs'ions 
being develaped reg~rding each separately. His findings are then 
assembled into a coherent \./hole. 

. 
The differenc8 l bètween the, two approaches des~ribe~ above is perhaps 

" best demonstrated by an example. 

. ) 

.' 

l 

Suppose you have bee~ asked to study a finis~ed 
goods inventory management problem in a 
manufacturing firm. The four functional areas 
co~cerned are: produétion planning,'sales 
.forecasting, order'processing, and warehouse 
replenishment • .. 
The work plan for approach C might consist of 
three separate levels of fact-fiqdi~g: 

The first, allocating 1-2 days to each'of 
four areas to"gain an appreciation of the 
Scopa of the activities, the practices 
employed and the inter-rela~ionships 
between the areas. 

The second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days 
ta each. to obtaiq more details. 

The third, of up ta a week in each for a 
co~plex,situation, going into' the level. 
of detail required to understand the 
operation to the extent necessary to 
locate problems and aftomalies. 

the 

The work plan for approach D might consist of 
four separate two-week segments. ln each, ~he 

component, such as production planning> wou1d 
be explored in detait. After the eight weeks" 
the findings would be tied together into a 
coherent whole. 

In a complex d'iagnostic survey: (Check only one.) 

l. 1 frequen'tly adopt an approach similar to c. 

2. l frequently adopt an approach'similar ta D. 
1 

3. l beÜeve that l can use either approac.h (C or D) • 
~ - 1 

4. l dontt recognize my approach as being either C or D. 

,', 

, t. 

, . 

, 1 

•• 1 

(. .) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

0' 
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! 

" Sup.pose you d·iscovered ,that 4'e time for a project was insuf.ficient 
~o c~~~~1'~out as you originàlly planned, and th~ client will nat 
authorize an extension. Which of the following sleps wou Id you be 
most likely ta take? ~ likely? (Check ~ three in eac~ 
column,) . 

1) eut back on your aspirations regarding.the 
• scope of the assignment or the range of the 

recommendations, wHile aphering to the terms 
of reference. \~~, 

2) Try to wor~ faste~. 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Stick to the original objectiv.es but do not 
charge the overrun to the client (work at 
night~, weekends. etc.) -, 

Reduce the't~è devoted to fact finding. 
"-.. 

Reduce the tim~'devoted ta analysis. 
. 

6) Instead of tailoring a solution specifie to the 
clien~, recommend one which'worked in a similar 
situa.,.tion. 

Most 
Li~ell:: 

( ) 

.( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

'f: 

Least 
Likel:z: 

( . ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

7) Spend less timè 
pre~testin~ thé 

on communications .with the client, 
( ) (' ) recommendations .. 

8) Spend less time on the' ~neport. 
!t 

" 9) Other (desc'r ibe) 

Comments: 

.. 
l believe 'that there areC \ 

. certain principles .of. 
gaod ~anag~nt which 
are applicable in âl~o8t 
a11 situations. 

·;U you" agree, give' 2 6r 
3 'examples. ' .. 

(1 

.. .. l 

• rr d ... 

..r. 

) . 
Agree 
Strongly 

'1 

.. 

No 
Agree Opinion 

2 3 

. , 

( 

( 

Disagree 

4 

) 

) 

( ) 

( ) 

Dis'agl-ee 
Strangl! 

5 
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Hf. When faced with a' problem in a technical area 1 am p.ot f.~miliar with, 
1 will tend to: (Check one.) ~ 

. , 

, . 
t 

1 ... 

'~ 

( 
1. 

1 

1 j 

1 

~ 

'1. rely on my own experien~e and approach tq resolve the problem, 
il ' 

2" seek the judgme/\t of technieal eX12.erts 'Within my firrn 

3. ~urn over the ;assignment responsibili~y ,t~ another consultant , 

4. other (pleaSr specify) 

Comments: " 

~en selè~tidg an alternative 
usually: (~heck one) 

1 

J t'9 

• 
:-! .......r 

) 

solution to rec01UllJend. tq a clien):, 1', 

1. try t~,' put mY,self in the cl ient' s shoes 

( 
- . \ , 

2. do wnat .! think 15 best 

alternative'" 
> 

3. ~inp there is usually only one by the timè 1 
haie c:ompleted my anaLysis 

4. <;>,ther (please specify) 

Comqî~nts : , 
{I 
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