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‘ - Abstract’
. , ’ 7
- - .,
Previous research has concluded that individuals develop relatively

"% invariant problem solving 'styles' which cause them to be more
’ 9 - M

-comfortable and effective in certaia task environments.’

This study of management consultants, employing a self description
questionnaire, found that f1fteen~m€asured attributes clustered onto
three factors. v a llne/staff orlemtatlon, "a grounded/ungroundede
approach to problem conceptuallzatlon, and a rational/instinctive
approagh to conclusion drawing. Attributes were analyzed 'by
functional area, consulting firm, task effectiveée55, potential to
become a partner, etc. Task performance ratings and personality

P

assessments were provided by supervisors. . )
- ‘. . ¢

It was-found that many of the attributes studiéd did not correlate
with task effectiveness ratings, but did with other assgssments made
by the supervisors. Many predicted behavioural characteristics were
confirmed. Certain attributes were found to cluster by function and

firm. Somg»clalms made’ for the MYErs-Brlggs Typé Indicator and Kolb

Learnlng Style Inventory were

-~

2]
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'y, - R&sumé

Des.rechefches antérieures ont permis de conclure que lés individus -

(4 B

developpent, en 'général, des styles consistants pour resoudre des

. problémes; ceci les améne 3 se sentir plus a -l*aise et effltiees dans

' <

des contextes de travail spécifiques.

] v

r
»

Cette étude, qui porte sur les'conseillers en gestion et emploie un ’

t »

f

¢ questionnaire descriptif de la personﬁe, a permis de constaterehue les
quinze attribufs‘mesurés peuvent &tre résumés sous/trois dimensions: .
orlentation opératidnnelle/de soutlen, approche systemathué/ncn
systemathue de la formulation de problémes et apgro&he ratlonnelle/
intuitive pour arriver 3 une conclusion. Les attributs ont &té analysés
par fonction, par cabinet.de consultatioﬁ, par‘ﬁiveau d'ﬁffiéécité, par
poténtiel & devenir un associé, etc. Les‘taﬁx de performance %t -les

évaluations de la perscnnalité gnt été fournis par les sguperviseurs.

¢
v

»

Il a &té constaté que plusieurs des attributs ne semblaient pas affecter

les taux d'efficacitéd mais semblaient coincider avec d'autres

caractéristiques que les supérviseurs avaient pergues. Plusieurs des

~

garactéristiques ,de comportement prédites ont &té confirmées. Certains
attributh furent.regroupés-:par fonction et par cabinet. - Certaines

analyses faites pour le Myers- Br1ggs<?ype Indlcator et. Kolb Learning

Style" Inventory furent confirmées.. - .
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When I started work on this topic seven years ago, I had been a

-

management consultant fror 15 years having a strong quantitative orlenta—

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

an applied statistician. .

’r

e L]

I had found that in.the'business environment my clients and col-

leagues showed little interest in, or understanqing of, the dethodofogy
and language which had becomé so much, a part of my thinking and problem
solving processes. *Wﬁat was the reason? Was it in fact jusg a lack of
education which would be overcome with the new generation of managers or

was it something deeper - a genuine mismatch of some sort, where perhaps
1

. the met®odology did not in fact meet real needs or where it was too dif-

ficult for many people to internalize the approach, to absorb the lan-

guage of ﬁrobability,into their day-to-day thinking processes, especially

°

wifthout ‘any strong motivation on their part? .
By 1973, others had tecome concerned about the subject and a body of
literdture was starting to emerge on the toplc of implementation diffi-
culties expzrlenced by operations researchers and decision support sci-
entists. I prepared a summar;‘of the reasons advanced for these diffi-
cu}ties. In general, few doubts! were expressed about the usefulness of
the approach of the management scientist. The problem lay,'?t was
ciaimed, with sueh factors as the position of the project sponsor in the

A
// ”, 3 l’
organization (was he powerful enough to give it enough support?). Was

the management scilentist arrogant in his approach? Did he communicate
well?” Did he attend to the political dem&nds of his job? At the same
time there was a continuing debate started by Churchman and Schalnblatt

(1965) about who -(the researéhet or manager) should make the effgtt to

- ¢

‘ ’ \
<
>

lGrayson (1973). was a notable exception. ‘

4 © p)



understand the other's needs and thought processes. < .
. - Plaie

4

. N ’ . %

' . : & on
' .

My second literatute search then started on the subject
. PR ¥,

ences Iin values, personalit ok~of managers and managdment

scientists. I found that management scientists ngt ’éurprisingly had

many characteristics in common with ﬁ?he natural scientists (for example °.

they were oriented to abstractions and thgngs rather than eople);

LY

whereas managers were not so easily ‘classified. .hé environment ©f th
- ‘ [y

latter was consistently 'wicked'--dynamic, upstructured, !'soft'--bug - -

maniagers were a diverse group and adjusted to this envirdomment with a

wide variety of styles. Ranking styles by effectiveness was a difffcult

o L
© L%}

task. . . . . .
- ’ o ¢ . §
By this time it was evident to mesthat the problemsexperienced by #

- & 'V

:

management scientists bore a striking similarity to those experienced by
\ & ’ ! . :
individuals in management ad\fisory services. This paraliel ’waS'aIso

recognlzed 'J.n the"Guidelines for the Practlce of Operations Research"

(Operations Research Society of Amerlca, 1971). R .

- x

Consequently, my third llterature seafch concerned management -

consultants and management adv1sers in general. How did adv1sers obtam

A

successful advisers? What kind of problems had been identifled in inter-

a pos:.tlonof\ewst and. CYEdlblllty"' Whar were tge. characterlstlcs of

personal relationships? Were certain manager types better served by
- ¢
certain adviser types? This got me involved in the subject of, comniunlca—

.

tion and persuasion and I: was diverted for sometime by the experlments

of Hovland and others (1957) on changing attitudes through the use of -

specific strategies in subject presentation: .

d

Some conclusions on these matters were sutmharlzed" in a paper .
"Interpersonal Factots Contrlbutlng to the Successypr Faxlure of a‘
Consulting Engagement'', 1977.. Brlefly, I was unable to find _more than a
dozen relevant research dtudies. There was:,no shortage of «specula't‘-ion .
and opinJion. While I got few, answers,\L wWas beglnnlng ,to develop some '
ideas about my research pProj e>ct. Also, in observmg myself and m? cols
leagues at work w1th clients, I was struck by how little we really seemed

to’know-explicitly about our\\craft. I noticed that each- consultantac

* 4

appeared to have his own approach to fact ﬁmdlng, conclusion. drawing and ,

- .
R4 * »

Iﬁ' I e
t . - .

v

viii

© . .

-

.

o



—

q

-~ . )

sl . . :
prescription. Differences in approach between a consultant and his

supervxsor were 'the most likely to, surface, espec1a11y where there. was a

consc1ent10us attempt to develop and n@here to a work plan. What caused

| these difference¥: education, ptevious work experience, %ersonallty?

This lead me to the final subjéct for a Iiterature search: Problem

Solving Behaviour in Business.

N 1Y

ps

; .
1 should have known better than to tackle such a broad and diffuse

toplc. There is no 31ng1e dlsc1pllﬂé assoc1ated with this subJect of

enquiry. It .is a matter of 1nterest for phllosophers,upsychologlsts,

management researchers, sociologists and behavioural scients, to name
! ! .

.

a few. ‘ . ¢

[
-

I startggtﬁiﬁh the early philosophers and their views on the think—

s

N

-ing process and proceeded ffom there. The purpose of the rev1ew was to

gain a general familiarity with research- into this domain: What theorges

:

‘or models have been developed? What methodology has been employed? What

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

~

Lo 4 ) 4
, Business - A Notebook", which I completed in April 1979.- Id the paper I

to be the major difficulties in research approaches?

2

¢ . - L e A A

N N v I e

- Fod * N °

S

e . 3 ’ e & . . .
The findings are summarized in a paper, "Problem Solving Behaviour'in

. . . . -
, developed the framework for the ‘research carried‘out for this thesis. '

. 1

The present study explores-a number of' aspects of problem solving

behaviour in business and- attempts_to synthesize some of the §indings of

. other researchers. | . . o0
& ' ’ &
The areas in which this study may be considered to make an original
o . ' '
contribution to PS research are: 4 ;
(a) “the experimental framework which included.the identification of

(b)

personal attributes with potential for affecting PS behaviour, and -

¥instruments to measure them; .

P 1

thte development of donclusions concerning the relevance of the atfri-

butes measured ‘and their effect on task -effectivenéss in a real life .

environment;

« . ! Lb % “ . f,‘

ix
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‘ 1N
(c) the eliciting of task dimensions important to consultant, super- - .

. . /
visors in staff deployment; :
{

(d) the development of scores and their inter-correlations for two
standard inftruments (Myers~Briggs Indicator and Kolb's Learning

Style Inventory) administered to a group of)professionals.

-
[N

Previous'research which I consider of particular relevance.to the
study was that conducted by Keen (1973) on cognitive styles, by Duncan
(1971) ‘on the adéptation of beginning consultants, by Daccord (1967)‘ ‘
on consultant effectivehess, aﬁa by Mitroff, Barabba and Kilmann (1977)
on applications of the Myers-Briggs Indicator. .

To alert the reader to possible areas of bias in'this thesis, I
have included Appendix L which documents the author's own scores on

the instruments used in the study.

-



Chapter I

‘ s
) . Introduction
' ° ~

.
" L} ué . «

3

& ;&; This'research project will déaleith_the\tOPic of problem solving
(PSY behaviour by individuals in business. Problem solving in this -.
context includes the érocess of prob}em finding and formulation,|the
development’gf solution-alternatives, the evehtuel choice of a solmdion

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

in the literature to refer more to the procegs of choice from a set of
alternatives which have been presented, we will use the two ‘terms

synonymously. N

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

- »in business and professional life, yet little is known about how differ-

ences in individual PS styles and organizational climaté influence DM

Q@

effectiveness. .

.
a
- - v

The need to gain a greater understand1ng of bu51ness decision making
becomes even more important with the trend to larger and larger organi-
zatlons, since: T .o |

- the consequences of a decision can be greater; N

- a poor decision can be less easxly rectlfled -

- the chief ekecutive finds it more difficult to determine what is

!

happening in his ofganization;
- more of the decision\making is delegated.
’ Also, because of increasing specialization, managers must rely to a
greater extent on the opinion of staff men and outside experts. Final
decisions are thus based more and more on 'uncommitted thinking'
(thinking that is not internalized but taken on faith from creditable
authorities). De Brabander and Edstrom (}977) cafl this 'agreement

without conviction' (p. 193).- .



el
1

oo . ' { , .
In the past 20 years,(éwo developments were heralded-as offering a

major contribution td organizational decisiop making: management science

13
and computer technology. ,Results, however, have been.disappointing,

I

®

s%nce many-of the promided dramatic improvements have not materialized.

In the past few.year _three groups, management scientists, accouatants,

b

and data processing workers, have shown concern over this lack of

progress and have added their efforts to those of management regearchers
and cognitive psychologlsts towvard gaining insight, intd the thinking and

problem solving process.

v

~ While the benefits from research of this nature are more speculative
v
than realized at this_point, it would seem conceivable that, eventually,
L

{esults from such studieg could be used to:

.
[

e train individuals to be more effective proBlem solvers;

LY

° prov1de criteria to enable individuals to be matcheé more effectively

“

L4
w1th functional areas and tasks; .
' cogcribute'to the development of an improved climate and motivation

.

for problem solving activities;: o
e improve computerized decision support systems for problem finding and

problem solving; " .

e help to explain why some people work well together; :

) | . . )
e . improve communications between individuals with different thinking

istyles and thus improve the process of task‘delegétion and the use of

management advisers. ¢ .

S

‘It is also likely that the findings will be transferable to other areas-

where Judgment plays an important role, e.g. ,cllnlcal medicine.
N

&

We have 11mf3éd the scope of’ the researcn to an examination of .
individual rather than group problem-solving. This was based’on a beliel
ihat feality can be maintained (many consultants, for example, act as .
indivii:fl problem solvers)) whl;e involﬁing fewer variables and inter-
actibns. In ofganizatioeal 1ife,\while many decisfons are group deci-
sions, fact finding, quel building, jand alternative gqurationlare

frequently performed by an individual. Evaluation and acceptance are’

“usually group processes at Jleast covertly if not overtly. \

.

e

~
PE)
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Scope of the Research

I N

Most of the research to date on the problem solving behaviour of
individials in business has involved laboratory environments. Subjects

(frequently students) were observed while performing simulated or

'4puzzle-like tasksﬁ Often the task, unlike a business problem, had a

correct answer. Rarely were the tasks ego-involving nor'were‘thquﬁv,'
? [N
severe time constraints:, There has thus been some concern over the

validity of generalizations from suchsstudies to real life. - -

For our project, we were interested in (a) learning more about problem
solying behaviour under real conditions, and (b) testing some of the

conclusions which have been - made to date.

The kinds of questions we wanted to explore were:

- Do individuals have certain personality attributes and/or, PS styles

which make them more effective for certain tasks? °
~ What factors (e.g., education and business experience) can account

3 for the relevant personality attributes and/or PS §tyle§? -

r4d
~ Do individuals categorized by instruments such as -the Myers-Briggs

Type Indicator really exhibit the PS behaviour that has been

attributed to them?

It was decided to use management consultants as subjects in the study
. . »
for the following reasons: ' .

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

ative of a large segment, of business problems.

v

2. Many work as a team of one on a project and comceptualization and

" prescription are perfoémed in most cases by the consultant himself

although the degree‘of autonomy normally accorded the qusultant

will vary with fhe individual supervisor and the experience of the

AN

consultant. .
3. Consultants are usually objective in the sense that they are ndt
edirecﬁly involved in the futcome Bf the solution and are therefo;e
not unduly motivated by self-5erving considerations. Consequently,
a good solution for them will be assumed to be one that is 'good'

for the client in some objective sense. - :

[

i

]
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, ’ ' ' - 1.4
- ‘ / ’
. , J
4. Tbey normally work under rigid time codstraints. oo .
3. There 1s high tuncertdinty in the1r¢Work1ng env1ronrent. o
6. They are used to developing work plans where the PS approacn to .be
" Tollowed is documented. Voo i ’ ’

7. The author was familiar with the consulting environment. @

1

A major comstraint on the modus operandi of the research methodology

was that the author was employed ;g one of the major Canadian consulting

firms, which could not eaSily be

Bft out, of the study. This created

o

two\?roblems: . d

‘ .
- the requirement for absolute anonymity of the participants
" since delicate personal assegsments would be made of fellow
consultants; s .

\
-

- the need to avoid any appearanee of requesting proprietary
information from individuals from competing consulting.firms
(even though all research data would be kept confidential).

- 1

Because of the above, it was dec1ded to ask the consultants to complete

/S a questioFdhire rather than use personal interviews,or direct obServation.

» “be complered: .

.

PS performance would be evaluated by one or more supervisors by means ‘of

~a questionnalre.

1

Before the questionnaires could be developed, several steps had to

)
~

A -set of prototype -tasks had to be developed. This would involve:

"~ finding a meaningful set of underlying dimensions on the basis
‘of which to differentiate the tasks to be used; -

- developing a set of.taske along the céntinqum'or at the extremes’

of the‘underlying dinenSions, subject to the constraint that
they must not be‘%unction—specific ,since consultants.from all
finctidnal areas would be involwved.

An instrument'to measure effectiveness had to be devéloped.

The key ggrsonality/c;gnitive attributes to be measured had to be

identified and instruments féound or developed. ’ s

Profiles\characterizing behavioral types had to be developed.

Some background information on the consultant, the evaluating super—

v1sor and the working environment had to be complled to hnlp to

explain the findings., : .

® a
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study will be diScusséd under five headings: v
(2 1
s ’ , - , : .
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Chapter II

. . . Review of the Literature

5 -

yf The processes of thinkiﬁg, judgment and problem solving have ‘been

14

~"the subject of speculation for centuries., However, when the methods of

empirical science were being applied to all aspects of human life at the

<

end of the 19th centurx,'one of the Iést-a(?as to be examined was the
AY

o

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

the scientific method, heavily déﬁendﬁgt on observation, controls, exper-
® : e ‘
. imental designs, and measur ements, runs into trouble when it has to deal
with 1ncon51stent‘ humans‘apd invisible thought processes. While the

N

égrlyhkesearchers concentrated on the learnlng%hrocess, working with

animals and cét&dreg, the problem solving behaviour of adults attracted
more interest in the’ late 1930's and has received strong stimulus from
those worklng on managefﬁilzbehavlour. Unfq\funately there is stlll no
single dlg\lpllne‘whlch concernd}ltself with problem solving behaviour
and is the sole authorlty for screenlng related conclusiows and theories,
As, a result, re earchers from many, disciplines have attempted to pene-
trate the mystieries qf the subject with methods whlch lack uniformity. -
The ‘quality and valldlty of publlsﬁgd work is consequently dneven and

-

@ difficult to syn%heslze. ’ ‘ =
\ %, . 9

o
- In this chapter we w&ll reéview work to date on PS styles under the

-
.

headings: . ,
th. Sumnary of Findings ) ‘ - P
B, Methodology Employed in Research Studjes
- - C. Characteristics ’o}? "Bu“;gi’;essaProblens ; i ..
’ D. Measuring PS Effectiveness SR ’
E,o Sog% Task Taxonomies -
) F. Epg/fé Process . . T - .
) . G. PS Styles and Pathologies : +p
S : b - | o
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A. Summary of Finding$

What d¢ we know about thinking and decision making styles?

2

¢ Do people over time develop a distinctive style? 1If so, how can .
\\‘such styles be characterized? What can account for them?
.

Can such styles be altered?

|l

. Do these styles Wave any impact on an individual's effectiveness in

- a
different situations? ,

These are the questions which we wanted to explore,

¢ a
a

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

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

4

[

, Vs thinkers,, analytics vs intuitives (Morris, 1967), similarity people vs

difference people (Mathes, 1969), satisficers vs optimizers (Simon, 19572.
In most cases the terms are used without operational definitions and yets in

some way we think we know what is meant.

v .

» In the past 10-15 years attempts, have been made to.define these con-
struots more préciseiy, f;equently'by the development of an instrument or
procedure to characterize individuals (e.g., Huysmans, 1970; Zmud, 1979;
Keen, 1973). Such attempts are usually empirical in nature, trying to
develop a clqssifidation for the varieties of styles which have been ob-
served among individuals. Studies have indicated, howevér, that there is
relatively l}ttie ﬁ%rrelation among instruments developed for the same

attribute or style (Zmud, 1978; Vasarhelyi, 1973).

-
-

Few theories have been advanced to explain why one in@ivi&ua% should
have one style' and another individual a, different style. Jung, the psy-
chologist, developed a theofy for ‘psychological }ypes which required four-
dimensions and Ehese dimeﬁsions, measured with the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator, have been widely used (Jung,<1223). Das et al. (1979) are
working on ¥%udies of parallel vs sequential thinking styles. After,&ig Ph.D.

°

research on cognitive styles (1970), Doktor found that the pOftion\of the
brain used by an individual to do his thinking can help to differentiate

him as an 'analytic' vs an 'intuitive' (Doktor and’BIOOm, 1977).
y

f
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g o . .
\lost researchers feel thact culture (e.z., Ornstein, 1972) and educa-

tion (Doxtor, 1970; Alfemeyer, 1966) Have the greatast’influence in

‘.shaping our PS predispdlitions. Once we reach the work place, our pre-

dispositions must meet the partlcular demands of the enzlronment. of
those individuals finding 4 significant mismatch, ;ome Jill adapt by |
modifying cﬁ?f?‘ZE}le, som? w1ll move to a more compatﬂble atmosphere aad
some will remain, uncomfortably, wichout major aaapcauﬁin. Rarely will

the general climate of the work place be altered to accommodate the pre-

v

dlso051tlon of ,the 1incumbents (O Reilly, 1577)

How stable are PS” styles and can they be altered by a\ec1al train-
ing? “There seems to be d;sagreement on this. - Researchersglaae Keen
(1973) have maintained that the habits become ingrained after university
graduation and are difficult to change. On the other ‘hand, Chervany and
Dickson (l978) clalm that PS scyle changes with the demands of tﬁe task.
Possibly both are true and some individuals'are less flexible than others.
We will explore this. ' )

Finally, regarding the impact of style on 2ifectiveness, there is.
more speculation than actual experlmental data.l Much\of this 1s due to
‘the measurement difficulties which are inherent 1n the aosessment oﬁ
effectiveness. Time lakeo is usually the measure adopteg. Qe can
compare the performance of two individuals in this manner when a cornafqaj
solution is known, but what do we do when the sbluCLon~produced in edch
case 1s different along some, if not many, dimensions? Even more real-

istic is the situatzion where the time ‘to be taken is imposed and the

objective is to produce the 'best' solution feasible under the constraints.

If we look at other measures for effectiveness Zor problems with .

'correct' solutlons, chere seems to be 3 certain acé%ptance of the,

notion that an ana’yllaal approacH to an ‘hnstructured' problem can
end up 'way off the mark' (Peters et al, 1974).

Analysis and ractionality are great but only under appropriate conditions

1
(Roberts, 1980). EZven here we seem to slip into the mire of ampagulty

4
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because one is not sure wnetler evervone 1s talking about the same thing.
Is it 'analytic thinking' or '"the use of analytic techniques' that is at
issue (Leavitt, 1973)? Wg cannot resolve the matter here. All’we‘cana
say is that th& jury is still out on the matter of effectiveness.

What other aréas may»difﬁggent PS predispositions atffect? There

would seem to be at least threej-the type of working enviromment with
o o . *

which the individual feels compafﬁﬁfﬁ (Kilmann and Mitroff, 1976); the

effectiveness with which he can communicate his i1deas to another (Dokgor
\ P “,/1
and Hamilton, 1973; Huysmans, 1970); and the kinds of decision aids

&

which he finds moét useful (Lucas and Nielsen, 1980; Benbasat, 1974).
Only the f;rsc has any direct relevance to our study 31nc$ we will be

looking at the similarity of PS predispositions by functional group and

P [ »
consulting firm.

In the remainder of this chap-er we will look at some of the topics

P v

raised above in more detail. . ) -

B. 'Mechodology Emploved in”Research Studles

~ -

A number of frameworks have been proposed for conducting or

gsummarizing business PS research (e.g:, Chervany, Dickson and Kozar,

1972; Lucas, 1973; Mock, 1973). The ode that we found most useful for

3 . .

our survey (shown below) is similar in many respects to thdt of Chervany,
N I

3 - I : ’

Dickson and Kozar.

A\
»

Task Characteristics

and
. Situational Factors
Formative . Problem Solver " |Problem:Solving
Factors Personality/Cognitiv : Behaviour .
Attributes ' '

s T L ,
»Major Components in Studies of Individual PS Behaviour

-

\
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Th%.various researci studies have had as their objectiva: .
' B i

» categorlzing.indiVLdual PS behnaviour

¢ dgtermining the.stability of PS behaviour for an individual across
time-and task \ ) )

e determining the effect of situational factors

L@ assessing the efifectiveness of different PS approaches

correlating the apéfoaches with the individual's 'personaliky/

b
cognitive attributes and/or formative factors = g

Researéh,on PS im business mudt face all of the normal problems )
encountered in the 'social sciences plus the Peed to enlist the ,
cooperation of business managers and organizations for, field studies.
Since time is a scafce commodi;y, and executives in chembast have not
been convinced of the usefulness‘of such research, most studies have
been conducted under laboratory conditiems. .

The various techniques.used in PS résearch to record or elicit the
individual's behaviour are summarlhed in Appendlx A Most of them take
the form of visual observation or a trail of his thought processes. gs he
works through some task (obtdined from Eape‘recordzngs, computar session :Z‘
records, or memos and reports). w,

Some specific limitations 9f the research conducted to date are
summarized below: B R ! )

o It 1s difficult to make statements concerning the effectiveness of PS

v

. ° ° ¢
styles, there usually being no sihgle correct answer to a business

¥

problem,

- - H

¢ There are too many models; most of’which are unrelated. Keen (1973)

calls the field 'disturbingly fragmented’ (p. 1.12). Consequently ’ .
- There 1s no aoreement reoardlno which perscnaluity atcrlbutes/

behavioural characterlsc1cs 4r2 most appropriacte Lor descrlblng

a style. S .y ;

\

-~ Ther®are no standard inetruments to d?scribe such attributes as

'tolerance for ambiguity’', and 'analytic/intuitive' predisposi

tion. As a‘result, there is no definitive meaning for a term

!

NI
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C. Characteristics of Business Problems P

",

C 2. The scope of the problem, as presented, may be artificially bounded,

r .
° = ' II'6

e~

such ast‘lntuitlve .n This leads to confusion.

2

- "There are no s andard tasls (real lifg or otherwise) which can
be uéed to compare styles. There is even no agreement on the
dimensions which should differentiate such tasks. Until recént-
ly, thefe has been an almost total precccupation with problems
falling into akrelatively small number of categories. The main

foci of cognitive theory and research have been manipulative

e (usually visual) problems, verbal problems (e.g., three-term
‘s series problems, anagrams, etc.) and computer simﬁlafed problems.

* Many of these have a single correct answer and a short (¥-2 hOur)fx

1 N

time duration. .
e Many of the conclusions conflict. s “«
Given the above, and the fact that most studies have been carried out
under artificial conditioﬁs, it has bé;n considered hazardous to try to

[ ‘ K

generalize their conclusions to the business environment.

+ ’

A problem is said to ex1%t when information necessary for the,
attainment of a goal is lacklng (Nelson, 1973; Mayer, 1977; Pounds, 1969;

Slmon, 1960). It is important to note that, as Johnson (1971), points

-

ke ! : ’ . . -
‘dut: A problem is a 9e§sonal thing, It is not a characteristic of a

sitﬁation." (p. 63). Tt can pe created, for example, by a change in the

ind;vidual's expectations, as well as by a change in the environment (or

hls perception of the env1ronment) ‘

) R There are certain cha;;éterlstlcs of mdst bu31ness pro%lems which
dlfferentlate them from well~defined mathematical problems erch have
solutfons: S ' s ;

1. \ The problem 1ni§ially ig frequently not well defined. ”The tas%vmay

be to determine: Do we have a problem and, if so, what is it (i.e.,

, diagnosis)? (Reitman, 1964).

due to such factors as the sponsor's.area of jurisdiction (e.g.,

"Don't look at the costing System because I can't do anything about

“F . - . -
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The problem must be solved within available time and resource
T a ]
constraints (e.g., "I need the answer before the end of the month., °
2 f : s

It's year-end."). . f °

It is frequently difficult to state in advance what will be con51d-

ered an acceptable solution (Minsky, 1963; Reitman, l96§). Two

! I -

i ! -

factors may help to account for this:
‘e What is acceptable may be gqyerned by what is feasible undef the
S fedasinlée
circumstances. As Reitman (1964) says:”'One may solve one' s

problems not only By getfing what one: wants but also‘byuwanting

what one gets.' (p. 305).

s Lf of 3 -
e The criteria which are used to evaluate alternatives are frequent-

. ly implicit and multi-dimensional. , v ‘ ' .

-

The elapsed time for tﬁe study may extend, over, days or.weeks. "~

Flnal evaluation and/or acceptance may be a group proceSs thHus '

diluting decision accountabllltyu . : ‘ /

v j l

It is difficult to evaluate a solution ‘after .the fact'. Most sit- o

5

uations are dynamic: people move, conditions change. .Even if a

. ] . .’I * I '.
solution does not work as planned, it is difficult «to'determine

» .

whether a more effective solutiofi could have been developed'ab.ﬁhe

» time and under the prevailing conditions. ' 5 - »

s

For these reasons and the general complex1ty of business problems, it ;s

usually accepted that most problems have no 51ng;e rlght'Wanswer. In

other words the objectlve is to come up with a workable solutlon within

the time and xesodrce constraints. ¢

~ -

4 u

D.

scoreboard in most corporations stands empty. _Insteeq, individuals . t

J
R \’L‘, ol ] , @
J
Measuring PS Effectiveness = . . I
(S

N T
v ¢ . \
° s

’ . .
. a 1 I *
"

Given the above, it 1s easy to understand why the problem solving

develop a reputation, a non-objective 'track record' which can be

manipulated. .Gdod performance is sometimes athieved more by staylng out

of trouble than by ach1ev1ng notable successes--since failures seem to

o

be,difficult to erase from the minds of others. . ..

‘o
13 -
. » >

o . A 4
- o
. Ad el
. ’ . . o
o i t 4 - ~o - % .

» i '
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“ L

Greenwood 619695 offers:some quotes regarding’ executive views of| DM

success. \ 7 . 1"
- . ° - .

«
'

. .
"I!'d say tHat 300 is a good batting average in our business:"’
. ’ "The difference between a juMeessful execative and an
, - unsuccessful one is the difference between being right
\\ ) 527 and only 4371 (p. 47)

: A

¥ . °

i

-
3

o

-~ ~ » #ﬁl ' '
In our review of the Iiterature conlerning management consultants

(Wade, 1977; p. 30). we(foqnd tha; clients rated their performance as

being satisfactory or better somewhere in excess of 507 of the time.
E

In other areaé’involving‘professional judgment, such as the medical

=, profession, there are reports which also reflect a rather modest score

©  (Goldberg, 1968; Slovic, 1972). The Ottawa Journal (April 13, 1978;

i

p. D.5) reported that in a review of psychiatric outpatients, it was
found that one-third of the 2070 patients were incorrectly diagnosed.
Because, of the foregoing, ,some researcher's (e.g., Rosenberg, 1972)
have concluded that, not only is there no such'thing\as a single 'right'
answer to most business problems, Qut that bpe cannot even compare”

~ I3 3 » ' »
SOluth%ﬁ@ln a normative sense (1.e., is one 'better' than another?).
#

This seéms rather extreme. ¢

» [y

In view of the difficulties ta be faced by reseaxrchers, why study

- rMQ business activities? The answer is that there would seem to be great

potential for improvement. 'Fgr example, Kepner and Tregoe (1965) state:
. :

... theygzst of unsystematic and irrational thinking by managers is

- #fdeniably” &formous."” (p. 1). One impediment may be the reluctance of

managers (and others) to accept that their skills in ar&as ‘traditionally

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

977; Pounds, 1969), or are even a guitable topic for stugy.

In PS research, the wusual criteria‘applied to compare PS approaches
are the followiﬁg: time taken for the decision, the degreeﬁof optimailty
of éhe decision (for mathematical-type tasks), .the confidence of the

Ldecision maker in his solution, and the cost of resources consumed (e.g.,
information purchaséd) in the decision making process (see Benbagét, 1974;

Green, 1967).

Ay
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E. Some Task Taxonomies ©-

A recognized deficiency in PS ‘research has been the absence of a
workable classification scheme for business problems (Chervany and
.Dickson, 1978; Buckley et al, 1976). As Keén (1973) concludes: "There
is a need for a taxonomy that 1noludes'the individual's response to the
problem state." (p. 1.21). “ : . o

We were searching for a taxonomy that.would apply to a wide rango
of business ,problen situations and would permit us to formulatoland test
hypotheses related to individual personality and PS behaviour character-
istics. o | ) ‘ @

It would appear desirable that the classificati@ﬁ of a problem not

i fequire any knowledge of the individual who would be solving the problem. R

™. *(Reitman, 1964, does not agree with this. He believes a problem consists

of the overt features of the problem situation coupled with those aspects

of the problem solver's cognitive structure which are present "anly for

“

_the duration og’the particular problgm.")
v Also, igfmust be recognized that different 'communities' of problem,
solvers may céa351fy a task i1n a different way, given the same cla551f1— , .
cation scheme (Reitman, 1964). However, an acceptable taxonomy would be.
expected to generate a high level of agreement from amy given community.

In PS research, it is unlikely that a standard set of tasks
appl%@able acress the board will ever be developed because the 'dimensions
of the task taxonomy adopt?d in any instance must be related to the’
variables under study. In our case the key variables of interest are
those personality/cognitive attributes of the problem solver which are
thought to influence his effectiveness and PS behaviour.

We will now. examine existing task taxonomles to see how they conform
to our requirements. ‘ NS T

The most popular one-dimensional classif1c§ti0n schemes are:

e structured/unstructured (Mitroff and Emshoff, 1979; Bartlett, l§58)
well-défined/ill-defined (Reitman, 1964; Minsky, 1963)

>
®

iprogrammed/non—programmed (S;mon, 1960)
tactlcal/strateglc (Mitroff et al '1977; Raiffa, 1968).
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The common attribute on which all of these classifications would appéar

to bé based is the degree of ambiguity; uncertalnty or risk inherent in

"s

the task . . )

While researchers (March and Simon, 1958; Mason and Mitfoff, 1973;
Yankelovich, 1977) have attempted to differentiate between uncertalntz
and risk, other authors (Eilon, 1969; Edwards, 1967) have claimed that
such definitions, are not helpful in practice-since they do not include
all of the situations which may ‘arise. \

‘In general, the distinction made is fhat there is risk if the
relﬁtionship Betﬁeen the decision ;ariables and the outcomé is known
(and probgb{iistic), whereas there is uncertainty when we have no
conﬁidgnce that we know which variables are éoing to affegct the.dutcome.
However, theée definitions'are too restricting because they do not
encompass other real life sources of 'uncertainty'. For éxample:

i) uncertalnty may stem from our not being sure about objectives,

evaluatlon criteria, and trade—off functlons,
oy ii) we may be uncertain about the, validity oﬁ the information
provided to us; ‘
iii) we may not have identified the most promising alternatives;
iv) perhaps we are concerned about what the future will bring

" (which scenarios will apply?); \

V) on the other hand we may have a fai} idea of which~scenariésl
are possible, but thelr probability (and/or causal factofs) .
may not be known;

vi) we may not know which performaﬁce dimengions are affected by
the alfernatives; ° o
vii) finally, we may know the dimensions but we may not know éhe'
magnitude of the effect (even‘in the form of a probability
~ distribution). | ,

Suﬁjective uncertainty is difficult to quantify. Eve?.if individuals

were capable of developing subjective estimates which could’ be related to

those based on relative frequency concepts -and apparently they are'not ]

(Moore, 1977; Hogarth, l975; Cohen, 1;57; Edwards,, i96;)-these estimates

would vary widely depending- on past experience. In practice, one rarely

N .
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‘sees a business proposal with any duantitative assessment of the
uncertainty igvolved. Moore (1977) has shown that even probablllt§'
words such as probable have a surprising)range of interpretation.
Appendix E documents a number of othe? conclusions ¢oncerning humans

Y

and uncertainty. \ .

It seems to be generally agreed (e.g:, Mintzberg, 1973a; Ack(‘;flﬁ,,
1974) that strategic decisions are characterized byigreat ambiguity,
complexity, and openiendedness and are hence 'wicked' or nnstructured.
Qperaaangjtype Hecision§L9h1c5 are repetitive are frequently eons&dere&
‘structured or programmable. Argyris (1961) found that most of the
acFivigies in the organizghions he studied were programmable. . \ B

A number of two-way taxonomies were reviewed to see if they could

|
‘add anything for our purposes.

’ » ? . | v A
" McKenney (1973) ‘ | \ \ St -
e relevant data are knowm/unknown ‘ , - e
. mental operat1ons and analyses required are known/unknown ‘ ' )
Harrison (1975) ' < ‘
@ structure (programmableynon-programmable) i \ ' . ‘
e problem solving approach which is appropriate (reliance upon rules/ ' ’ .
reliance on judgment) , . ‘ . . _ . - «0H
Thonpson (1964) ‘ ? ' ‘ , U
e. beliefs about aausakion (certain/uncert;in) ‘ Ca g '
io - preference abgut,poss&bla Qutéomes_(certain/ungertain) ] ’ . “
Buckley et al (1976) ° . ; ! . . $
r¢ quality of the data (objectine/subjective) . . Q& .

'e nature of decision variable relatlonshlﬁs (51mple/complex)

With the exception of Thompsdn s‘;arlagles which are not atFrIbutes of .
th&,problem itself but rathér the 1nd1vidual the taxonomies reflect an .
underlylng attempt to try to define the uncertalnty aspect more - -
specifically. \ ‘ S

> <

zand (1974) defined struttured/ill-structured for productivity . -

problems using eight dimensions. - Md%t of these classifications ara
difficult ‘to apply to real'life problems, there being no anchof points. -

Vf all the above definitions for the structured/unstructured
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categories, that of MecKennéy seems to/be the most appropriate BJor our

,study, since the detail and flexibility inherent fn a consultant's work

oA

u

‘

plan is a good measure qf the degree of structure he imparts to. the task.
However, since structure is a subjective measure depending on the

perceptions of the individual problem solver, we will have to develop

. other task dimensions, which are objective and which will enable us to

discriminate dmong consultants based on their personality/cognitive

:

attributes. \
o

F.. “The PS Process  :

.
Yo

;e diagnosis. (idemeifying what chenée.is appropriate)

' Researchers have suggested a varlety of. models when descrlolno the
PS (decision.making) rOCESS (e.g.; Haywood, 1954; Bieri, 1971; Kolb and
Erohman,‘l970{ Drﬁii;Z:‘lgé7; Simon, 1960; Myers and Marquis, 1969;‘
M'int\zberg, 1973a; Rosenberg, 1972; Mityoff, 1975).

,Qanitive theorists consider decision ﬁaking in terms gf the types
of tﬁe cognitive processes involved (i.e., those strategies, programs or
other transfdrmation processes which mediate PS behavior). Biéré%(i??!)
has defined these as: - : . A '
e stlective processes (filtering informatlon)

e. organizing processes (finding patterns or integrating selected

information) - . . : s

R

.. moderating or controlling processes (e.g., motives)

e adapting processes (overcoming situational constraints).

N

Regarding consulting, Kolb and Frohmarr (1920) present a general

model of the 'Oréanizational Develoﬁﬁenp' approach: ‘

¢ scouting (matching the skills of the consultant with the:needs of the
. §

cliént organization) -

e entry (ensuring his.legitimacy within the client‘grganiiﬁtion, d.e:,

building credibility)

e planning (deéidiﬁg how to go about it) ',

a action (implementing‘the change)
e evaluation (deciding if the change is progressinglas required)

‘ *

e termination (picking the right time to leave)

1
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Drucker (1967) lqoks at the process from the manager's standpoint,

[

presentlng the follow1ng stageg. ‘

-

) classification of the problem (Is it‘generic?)
@ definition of the problem (What are we deallng with?) .

}o spec1f1cations\%h1ch the answer must satlsﬂy (What are the boundary

conditions?) N \

~

‘o ggentificaﬁion of the right alternative (not necessarily that which
1

is 'acceptable')

\

® preparation and implementation of action plan (What does the action

3

commitment have to be?) ' .
° feéaback (How is the decision being car}ied‘out?g L I
Simon (1960), Rosenberg (l9i?), Yyers and Marquis (b96913 and
‘Mintzberg (1973a) all take a'somewhat similar view to the preceding but

-specify a’ different number of phases.

=
Simon [ Rosenberg Myers and Marquis | Mintz berg
Recognition Problem
Recognition
Intelligence ~Conceptuallza:tion Idea Forﬁplation Diagnosis ~ -
[ . T R .
Design Design \‘. 1Problem Solving - Design
(alternmative
o search/screen)
. &
Choice : o Solution Evaluation/Choice
Authorization
Implementation Utilization and .
diffusion L
— X

A strong thread of similarity pervades all of the foregoing: some:form
of conceptualization (model formulatiom), then an attempt to identif§
hl;ernative; and finally choice. This kind of reéresentétion of the PS
protess is, of course, an ana;ytical view. _ ) ‘
. ' in Jpractice, there may be po such division into discrete phases.

Por example, the attribute claJsiflcatlon or rote approach classifies .

the problem on the basis of certain attrlbutes (symptoms) and, using

] 3
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conventional 'cures' or 'trial and error', comes up-with a solution
without prior analysis or justification. Sometimes this can be a case‘
‘of trying to solve the problem before defining it (Kepner and Tregoe,
- 1965; Bonge, 1972).

In the next chapter we will describe the model for the PS process
.

K] '

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

) proble&_finding

. conceptua}ization

) prescription”(aiternative generation and choice) .
e implementation ’ '

e

G, PS Styles and Pathologies ‘ .
T - .
A}
In this section we will look at some style classifications or PS

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

xS

a descriptf%n of some pathologies which have been identified. Before

looking at PS strategies; we should copsiderfthe vdriety of specific

“

dimensions which have been used to characterize PS behaviour. These are
. A} - N

summarized below. . s, v
‘4 .

a) Conceptualization

’

e speed of closﬁre (speed with which the problem solver classifies
the problem and/or becomes mentally committed to a solutiBn)

e amount of formal planning employed in fact finding

e - nature of the information sought (e.g., qualitative or
°N

quantitative)

e amount of detail and variety of information sought

. e the value attached to it by the problem solver‘ N

' AY
|3 -

-

N
e sources used for fact finding

ot

e sequence in which facts ar; gathered (e.g., progressivé

deepening vs linear) ‘ §“’ ‘ = .

e flexibility exhibited in departing £rom plans and previous I
] & \

/ concepts
e use of quantitative techniques
e methods of verification employed for facts obtained or

n

conclusions developed. ’ N
0 © -




* . -

b) Prescristion . . o ‘

e number of alternatives considered

L] - o

o source of alternatives (self, others and whether solutions S
are off-the~shelf or tailor-made)‘ ' S )
o lexéllcitness'of criteria and rules used in’ avaluation ° ¥
e range of‘state,variables considered " ’ -
. degree to which risk 1s recoénlzed and quantified.
¢) Overall’ , ) i . (
\ . : ‘ » ‘

.. o logic and comprehensiveness of %Egumentaéion y

¢ inventiveness introduced:' in éome_stage of ére'PS process
\ » .
& the degree of confidence in and commitment/to his conclusions, e

and how this confidence evolved. s

In developing a PS style or strategy, most researchers have limited

themselves to a few of the above possible dimensions, ‘presumably as a
B _ , RS

result of what they have observed in field studies. We wall discuss:

)

these strategies starting with some very 'general categories and .
concluding Wwith styles which are supported by instruments. ‘
There would appear “to be at least five-overall approacheés which ag™
e ———

individual might adopt in reaching a solution to a problem.

1. Ask an expert. - a ’ - .

2. Adopt a solution which works for'a "similar' problem (the off-the- -
shelf approach). a~ . ‘ R

3. Use the 'trial and error! approach: . > .

?. Specify a solution without any explicit rationale or overt ?accl

finding and analysis (sometimes cglled the";ntﬁitive’ approach).
5. 'Through fact finding and analysis, develop a selution. In this
casé an explicit rationalé‘can usuglly be presented to support the
proposed solution (the ;aiLS?—made approach). . .
Where the approach is not articulatad. approaches 2, 3, and 4 may be

“

indistinguishable.. ‘ .
<
€

1. In the 'expert' approach, the sponsor of the project loaoKs to others

for the solution. His jacceptance is frequently based more oun the

? - -

. credibility of the expert than his- udderstanding of the arguments

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

o

[ -t
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- the single opinion
- muitiple opinions
- the 'straw man' approach

~ the devil's advocate .

,/{ With the single opinion: usually ‘there is a single recommendation

which he decision maker must decide to accept or reject.

o

With multiple Qpinions:‘the.d cision m&ker must make a cheoice based‘\\

on the pérsuasibility or'credibility of the individual experé. One

version of thlS is the dlalectlcal inquiry approach based on

Hegeltan loglaband advocated by researchers such as Churc?man (1971)

‘to ald in st ategic plannlng problems. ..This requires a solution

and awcounter solution, representing opposing opinions (Mitroff,

1971).

With the 'straw man' approagh: a hypothetical. solution is constructed

by an analyst and offered for evaluation by relevant managers and
technical experts. Those aspects of the solution eﬁoking serious

Tgenerally acceptable' solation is found.
¢-

adverse reactions are modified and the process recommences until a

The devil's advocate aﬁproach offers one solution plus a searching S

critique of that solution.

~
- -

In the case of packaged solutions, the decision maker has slotted

his problem and adopted with little or no modification the solution

developed by him (or someone else) forta 'similar' situation.

While it may not be 1nnovat1ve,‘a pre—packaged solution properly

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

and the time factor (and hence_the cost) for design and possible

implementation will be significantly feducéd.

o

With trial and error, solutions are proposed and tested with very

little attempt at prior theoretical -justification. When one is

found which gives acceptable results it is selected.and the process

stops. The implication is that there is little or no understanding

of the situation.
13

1Y

With the intuitive solution approach, a solution is offered with

very little explicit justification other than the decision maker's



&

statement that: given the facts, this must be the answer. '(wo ,
validation is possible except in retrospect.) 'To some extent, this
could be viewed as being related to the packaged solution approach

or trfal and error.

< 4

5. The explicit model approach is rati%nal and relies on methodology.

There are two stages: model development and prescription.

Model develdpment (conceptualization)f an attempt is made to’

identify all major factors and on the basis of theory, experiment or
past observatlon an exp11c1t model ds formulated. This describes
the 1nterrelat10nsh1ps of factors and permits predlctions about the

effect of ‘any one operatlng 1ndependently, or in concert, on some
. ; ‘

defined 'indicator(s) of performance.

Prescription: alternatiyve solutions are deyeloped and evaluated,

using simulation or optimization technidues, then a choice is made.

] » Lt !

In this approach the reasoning process supporting the solhtion’is
articulated. l )

‘

-

In the above approaches there mJy'or may not be a distinction

between the conceptualization and prescription phasqé. (Where concept-—
N Ar . N

"ualization is performed by ohe individdal® and prescription by another’:

o v -
there will, of course, be a clear separation between the two phases.)

Also,- the prescription phase may be carried out in two-clearly identi-

fiable steps: the identification (search or\design) of}alternatives and
the evaluation éf the alternatives{'the latter often being a group
process for major decisions. ' )

We will next review some strategies that could apply to individugl

~

phases of the PS précess:,

1. Problem Finding Phase
The main behaviour difference that-bnelmight find between individ-

uals in this phase is whether they anticipate problem situations or

react to them. Those who'adticigate problems may be warned by implicit

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

mechanismwagy be based on judgmental or objective norms and variance

thresholds. Little has been published regarding the.gelative frequencies

1
o~ &
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of these behaviour strategies.

2. Conceptualization Phase

Various strategies that have'been identified are;:

e use of deductive,(Kepner and Tregoé, 1965) vs inductive

“
)

reasonlng, . : - T
) break the problem into pleces (61m0n4 1969) or look at the whole
, (Werthelmer, 1959); ‘ il

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

3

than prior expefience; .

. “construct the model by a more and more detailed examjnation of
the situation (progresgive deepenlng) rather than a steady 51ngle
cut (linear) approach (Newell and Slmon, 1972)

~

One could also look at ;onceptuallzatlon from the viewpoint of the
degree of understandlng achieved by the individual at the conclus%on of
- this phase. Three different approaches could be env1saged: v
e construct a detailed model taking main interrelatiqﬁships intp
account (high understanding); ' '
@ construct a model consisting only of the key attrjibutes of the
ﬁroblem for purposes of classification (medium uﬁderstanding);
e take-a model 'on trust' from an expert thch eannot be related
to the individual's own frames of reference (low understanding).
Obiﬁougly, a problem ;6lyer in the first category should have a greater
predictive capability than those in the last two.
a In experiments with the eoncept learning task, Bruher et'al‘(1956)
: |

identified four strategies uysed by subjects:

Successive scanning: the g!tject tests a single hypothesis at a time,

rejecting it and adopting another if results fail to, verify it.
* , - \

Simultaneous scanning: the subJect tries to hold all information

collected to date in memory- thus entertainlng a variety of possible

. ; L. s e s
solutions. Considerable cognftive strain’ is involved. .

Py
- b N /

Conservative focus: the subj¥ct searches for some positive instance

AN
of the concept, then varies a single attribute until all of the

possibilities are reduced to omne.

1

! N '
s

@
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s

Focus gambling: this is a risky strategy, similar to cqnse%vative

focus except that several attributes are vdried at the same time.

The last three might be related to late closure--~let the facts tell u§|

‘the story-- while the first takes the form--let the facts confirm our

o

‘hypothesis (i.e. , early closure).

s

WcKenney (1973) identified two contrastlng types of PS behaviour

during fact finding and model formulatlon, which he termed szstematlc

andrlntultlve.

The systematic: such.an individual uses his initial
model as a hypothesis to bé tested. Thus, information
. 1s.accumulated for the purpose of tonfirming or disproving
the initial hypothesis, and the kind of information
required can be specified in advance. Checklists can
"be constructed for interviews, etc. When the hypothesis .
: is‘confirmed to the individual's satisfactior, or when
" time runs out and the hypothesis has not been disproved,
, the model is accepted. Should the hypothesis not be
: supported, he will* adopt another, test it, etc. Note
that for such an individual, model formulation in'a to-
way precedes fact flndlng and is-almost 1ndist1ngulshable
T ’ from it. -«

N .
! Qdﬁ‘

The intuitive: sucﬁiiﬁ'individual uses his initial model
merely as a rough frame to 'contain' the fact finding." -
Y ' His objective is to understand the situation, the
’ influencing factors, “the interrelationships, etc. Thus, -
information is accumulated at all levels of detail and '
. apparent relevancy. (No definite conclusions are drawn
. '— judgment is suspended.) Information planning is done
* " at a macro level only: Fodmal checklists for interviews
are not \the custom. For the intuitive individual, fact
? finding usually continues until time rums out. He is
, an assimilator (Kolb, 1974) and has trouble coming to
terms with his data (McKenney and Keen, 1974). At the
T, end of the fact finding step, there is an observable
. - transition point to the next steps——analysis, hypothesis
formulation and%yérificatién. L .

- s k)

-~

. '

From our own observat;on and discussion with others we have configmed ,

the ex1stence of these two extreme types among consultants and others.

w McKenney's descriptions have proved very helpful for the construction of

”

the profiles and self descriptldh instrument whlch we used to distinguish

o

- ’ . \
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parallel search, sequential search.

- . : T 1I1.20

- N
) - N ~
°
| - - o

between systematic/unsystematic PS behaviour during conceptualization.

v

3. Prescription Phase ) . B

The two mainnapproaches which are obs;rvablé in the prescription
nhase are the sequential scannrﬁg, saC1srlc1ng ;poroacn producing oniy
one’ accentable solution and the sequentlal scannlng, multiple solution
approach.- Cardozo-(l968) describes how purchasing agents were found to
employ one of the two straé gles. Mintzberg (1973a; p. 27) describes
how many cases of vdesign ar iccomplished in a sort of decision tree . “
:eﬁuenceﬁghlch he terms ' nested de510n and whicg results in a single
solution. Driver -and Lintott (1972) also found the single solution/

'multiple solution dimension as\belng a significant discriminator in -
uCl&SSlleng 1n{3v1dual PS behaVLOur and incorporated 1t as one of o
dlien81ons in their Decision Style instrument. :

Taylor (1975a) suggss;s;five general approaches‘CO gggéggigtion:

prior commitment, selection by hunch, diagnosis generates the solution,

Behaviour in sub-phases of Prescription ,

N

If we look in more detail at behaviour during each of the sub-

phases: search, evaluation, choice, we can find a variaty of proposed

a

cha}é\g 1es. @ e
7
' Regarding search, Newell and Simon (1972) have identified the
follgwing strategies for game situations: scan-search, depth first, __—

breadth first, progressive deepening. To these Mintzbefg (1973a) adds: .
N .
/ v 1 ‘
Memory searca: the problem solvers use thelr own files
or those of the organizacion to locate altermatives.

-
Trap search: the problem solvers set up a mechanism whereby the"
alternatives come to them,e.g., they advertise for candidates.
Regarding evaluaction and choice, the following strategies. have been
advanced (it is assumed in most cases that decision criteria, performance
C e ,

dimensions, have been identified): ' ,
. ) L e

e evaluate rationaL%y (parallel search for alternatives, simultaneous
\ Sz

evaluation using explicit criteria and trade-offs) wvs satisfice
P

, . .

N 2
M 2 1 Y
. Rt
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, (parallel search, 31multaneous evaluatlon using explicit criteria,

-
s

B s fe
(creat goals as constraints, sequential search for and sequential
testlng of altetnatives); . T ' 0y
-~ a -
L

use the dlSJOlnted 1ncrementallsm (muddtzd &g throhgh) approach g;;*x

but compare only along dimensions where alternatives differ) . ,

(LindRlom, 1959); ) . s . .

v

choice §s 'disjunctive' (one performance dimension may be favoured to

) |
the exclusion of all the others); . .

LR v

N ‘

’ . . . PR . . ' .
'accommodatlod (£ﬁe decision smaker evaluates alternatives simultane-
. 4 iaY

. . = ° o 7
ously using different 'frames of mind%. When one alternative appears 2
8

éetter, the selection 1s made) (Shepard, 1964). .

Operational techniques have yet to be devised to Lndlcate which straceoy

o

or combination of strategies is actually belng empl oyed by an 1nd1v1dual @

simultaneous scannlng ¢onceptualization strategles observed by Bruner,

" There would seem’ to be some common thread to the successive and

~

1

the systematic/intuitive approaches to fact flndlng proposed by‘%ckenney,au, .

the successive and Earallel search strategies §oted by Taylor aid

Cardozo, the: se ggentlal vs parallel thlnklng processes leentlfled by Das

et al and by ,Doktor and Bloom.and the satlsf1c1ng/ogt1m1z1ng motxvatlon 'Y

found by Newell and Slmon. If ln fact there are two basxc strategies, ’ j

a

\an interesting questlon which has yet to be resolved is: for business’

p;oblem solving, what determines which of the two strategies is employed; °

. kK . ¥yt . °
the nature of the task, or, perlaps, an instrumental vs expressive woirk

Aoy a

a

orientation (Strauss, 1974)? ) - T

4,

concerned with the process of change (motiva

we will not elabora&e‘oailt here.

a

Implementation ‘ ' N e ’ A

tual phase and is wore '

A 4

Since’implementation is pess of a cont

°

and project management),

H

-

PS Styles oL .

L

G, o
insrruments have’ been developed. Our own study incorporates some version
. . . . s -

We will now consider five PS mpprodches or styles for which s
: y i H P v

°
- o

of the first three. ‘ | "

. * " ! ° ¢
The Analytic vs Intuitive Approach ° - .

’ T
1
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e Kolb's Learning Styles o

. ‘e Jung's Personality Type Classification
e McKenney and Keen's Cognitive Style Classification
e Driver and Lintott's Decision Style Classification

The Analytic vs Intuitive Approach

o

While there are many definitions and instruments to classify these

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

l,a . i -
The analytic approach: rélies on method, on logical,
"linear thinking. The problem is broken into small
v manageable pieces. The emphasis is on facts.
@‘ . -
The intuitive app&oach: is non-rational in that its
. underlying rationale is a matter of conjecture rather '
- than observation.®\ Conclusions are produced suddenly {
. based on 'gut feel¥. The process giving rise to
y conclusions has variously been explained by the
associationist school of thought (the attributes of
the problem match a 'similar' remembered situation)
- (see Mayer, 1977) and the Gestalt school (the problem
oo " 1s considered 'as a whole' rather than a number of
Pieces) (Wertheimer, 1959).5 !
Lack of operational, accepted definitions for these constructs has
created apparent'con;rédictions. For example, according to the Myers-—
Briggs Type Indicator (SN scale), mathematicians and statisticians are
‘ : P
often classed as intuitive.l Yet the management scientist who uses
ZoaLtIve
these techniques is seen’'as the embodiment of the analztig approach
(e.g., Mintzberg, 1980; Zmud, l9f9). Leavitt (1975) offers a possible
explanation of the anomaly- by clakming that there is a difference between <
‘the analytic approach and analytic techniqﬁes. Das et al. (1979), in
another context, point out that mathematics. is a relational activity
and therefore one which involves simultaneous fnformation processing
"(which according to researchers such as Mr (1976), goes on in the
right or intuitive side of the brain)? Ormstein (1972) disagpees,£§eqing
mathematicians as examples of the culturally dominant, linear, verbal-
~rational moéE (p. 39). Pascal himself is supposed to have distinguished

bthéen intuitives and mathematicians (Mathes, 1969).

(3
i

1 See Manual (Myers, 19623. o
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A variety of constructs and instruments have beeﬁ‘developed to .
differentiate between analytic and intuitive (sometimes termed
Keuristicl) individuals. Some of these are itemized below: '
Huysmangs 65970) - aphlytic reasoniﬂé.reducés problem situations to
a core set of underlying reIati?nships which are expressed by a

more or less exp%icit model. ,

Zmud (1979) - the analytic constructs his models based on theory
., rather than.gexperience, has thinking vs feeling orlentatlon and

is controlled rggher than, spontaneous in his approach.

< a
Q - *

4

) ) - »
Benbasat (1974) - the analytic is gontrolled rather than spontaneous

(i.e., follows a plan).

4

N Q ~ .
Doktornand Bloom (P977) - the analytic uses the left side of the

brain.

’

o
1

Jung (1923) - the sensing type relies mostly on concrete facts in

conceptualization rather than his imagination (based on the Myers-

. ~ Briggs instrument). The judging type 1is controlled rather than

spontaneous. -

“

o

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

Embedded Figures test). , -

~

ﬂﬁt&ﬂles (e.g., Vasarhelyl, 1973 Zmud, 1978) have shown that few of the
above insyruments cog;eléte. Clearly some clarification of the con-

structs’ ig necessary.

\

] Because the stereotypes have received so much attention, we have
.continued the discussion of the analytic vs intuitive approaches in

Appendix B. ’

t

- o ’ ‘
1Taggart et al (1980) point out that the two comstructs are mnot
synonymous, heuristics which can be programmed sequentially being a

_function of the logical }eft hemisphere of the brain. 4

, BN
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1

In our spudy we have attempted to synthe31ze much of the thinking
on theoe two constructs by deVeloplng a proflle of the systematic and
the unsystematic conceptualizer. A self description instrument was
prepared to suppo;t these profiles. (See Appggdix D.)
Kolb's Learning St&les : \

Kolb (1974) postulated four different categories for learning (énd .

-

hence problem solving) behaviour: assimilators, accommodators,

convergers, and divergers.
Y&

\

Assimjlators prefer a simultaneous scapning strategy (seg page I1.18)
calling for more complex use and interpretation of

information and more cognitive strain (Grochow, 1973).

They excel in inductive reasoning, in assimilating

disparate observations into an integrated explanation.

They are less concerned with the practical use of

theories, more in ensuring that the theory is sound

and precise. Their strengths lie in abstract model

building. ) ' . '

4

Accommodators prefer a successive scanning strategy calliﬁg‘
for little complexity in use and intdrpretation, little
inference from the data and little cognitive strain in
assimilating information - -(Grochow, 1973). Their greatest
strength lies in doing thlngs, in carrylng out plans
and in implementation. Lbey tend to be risk takerg.

. : [ .

Convergers are unemotional, preferring to deal with things
rather than people. They.are dpers, using hypothetigal

: .deductive reasoning to focus, their knowledge on, specific
roblems. They do best where there is-a.single correct:
“answer. Their strength lies in the practical application
of ideas, in the evaluation of solution consequences‘
and in solution selectlon. , -

fle
i
el . , ! o
Divergers are the opposite of convergers. They tend to concrete
thinking rather than abstraction, and thinking rather
than|doing. Their strengths lie in problgm finding.

N

The instrument used to cla?sify indiGidqais is the Kolb,Learning \

Style Inventory (LSI), a short self—description questionnaire. There

“are two bipolar‘scalesg abstract/concrete, and active/reflective: Kolb

quotes two studles in which the PS behaviour predicted by the 1nstrument

was actually observed (Grochow, 1973; Stéggil 1973). ¢ 4 ‘

’

4
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\

. (Freedman and Stumpf, 1979, have expressed some skepticism .

~regarding the reliability of~the instrument,’élaiming that they found

- s .
low test-retest reliability.. They also question the use:of the bipolar

scales ) . - iy ' {

r ' !

Jung s Personality Type Cla351f1cat10n

Of all the Cl&SSlflC&thHS supported by a 31ngle instrument, the

Jung classification (Jung, 1923) has been the most widely used' in

business PS research (e.g., Kilmann and Mitroff, 1976, Henderson and Nutt,

1980; De Waele,. 19787 Keen, 1973; Kaiser, 1979; Zmud, 1979; Campbell

1971) There are four dlmenslons

i
’

Lptrovert/exﬁ%Bvert: the introvert—type is mofe'interested_in ideas
7 than people and things. He relates the external world to
himself rather than himself to the external world.

- ' ) ) :
Sensing/intuition: in [fact flnding and/mpdel formulation (térmed

perce1v1n5 by Jung), the sensing type relies on concrete
facts and details rather than spéculation and imagination.

Thinking/feeling: in evaluation and choice, the Jjudging’ phase,
the thinking ‘type relies on logic.and impersonal modes
<.1$ of reasoning rather than emotion or 'gut feel'.'| }
~ B
¢ ]
Judging/perceiving: the judging type has a predisppsition
to judging (coming to a comnclusion), whereas the perceiving
- type is more interested in continuing the model formulation
phase. A ju dglng type likes to plan -his:work and follow
. the plan, whereas the perceiving type likes to rerain
flexIble. This dimension is similar to our construct of
early vs late closure which is described in Appendix D:

I

&
'

4y

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers; 1962) was developed to

measure these dlmen31on!f A number of 1nternal and longitudinal valldlty

\

chec@s have been made and the 1nstrument is considered reasonably

relrable (Lake, Miles and' Earle, 1973 Buros, 1970), R

«

The Myers- Brlggs +Manual claims ‘that the four dimensioms are ortho=

£ gbnal except for a correlation between the Sensing/intuitive and

judging/perceiving dimefsions. . ’ ‘ -
Kilmann ahd Mitroff (1976) found that when individuals were grouped

k
o Ve

o
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i

into four categories based on the sensing/intuition, .thinking/féeling
- . . W ]

scales, there was a-strong similarity within a cateégory regarding the
climate of an organization they considered i1deal. Going further, Mitroff

(1975) suggested that an individual's categorization on the same basis

£
_ could determine his suitability for various stages in the PS process

(conceptuallzatlon, model building, model solV1ng, and 1mp1ementat10n)

. MacKinnon (1962%Pnotes that the majority of creative writers, mathema-

ticiahs and architects are intuitive in their perception 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 3

associated with intuition, introversion, judging.
o | )

McKenney and Keen's Cognitive Style Classification

a

McKenney and &een (1974) developed a twonimensional bipolar .

classification scheme for problem solvars. The dimensions are:

t N

- . information gathering (recqptive/precebtive)

- information evaluation (systematic/intuitive)

They describe thesé categories as follows:

|‘ ’ \ /' ' ' '

s Information gathéring

»

Rbéceptive/predeptive: in fact finding, preceptive
individuals bring to bear comcepts to filter data; they
focus on relationships between items and look for-
deviations from or conforﬁities'with their expectations.
" Their precepts act .as cues, for both gathering and )
cataloguing the data they find. Receptive thinkers ;
- are more sensitive to.the stimulus itself. The§y focus
on detail rather than relationships and try to’derive '
“the attributes of the information from direct examination
of it instead of from fittinmg it to their precepts.

Infbrmation evaluation ' : ' 3

Systeggtic/intuitive: in model building and prescription,"
systematic individuals tend to approach-a problem by
structuring it in terms of some method which, .if followed
through, leads to 4 likely solution. Intuitive thinkers
usually avoid committing themselves in this way. Their
strategy is more one of solution(testing aﬁd:trial and .
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Fia

"dimensions.

error.

They are auch more willing td jump from one

' ’ method to another, to discard information, and to be
sensitive to cues that they may not be able to identify

verbally.

The instrument usad to catagorize individuals comprises a battery

of twelve tests (Xeen, 1973):

N \

- Gestalt Completion Test

- Scrambled Words .

- Insight Problems

--Figure Classification

- Object Naming

- Choosing a Path !

=~ Controlled Associations
= Four=letter Words

- Concealed”Figures

- Paper Folding

- Verbal Puzzles

- Identical Pictures

~

A

¢

Type of Problem

Visual ’
Visual - & .
Visual, verbal, numeiic
Visual .

" Visual - .
,Visui§/}z o | ,
Verba: .

Verbal , ) .
Visual o ,
"Visual : X .
Verbal ( . - ,
Visual

o

Jo information fas available regarding the validacion of ghis battery

nor its correlagion with cognitive style *<esis other than the !fyers-

Briggs. -

J

While Keen (1973) suggests that a cognitive style is different: from

a personality type, on the surface his coastruct would ‘appear to have a,’
il “

lot in common with Myers-Briggs sensing/intuition and thinking/feeling

..

Keen ;1973) reports that he found:

¢ 1o significant correlation between any of the four Myers-3riggs

/

v .

dimensions and the twelve McKemnney 4dnd Keen tests;

e some correlation between systematic style and thinking type and hence
& , Systemat-c v Lhianking Cyp

° between 1ntuitive style and feeling type;

¢ a more modest correlation between systematic style and intréversion

type and hence between intuitive style and extroversion type.

Our own réacpion to the development of the McKenney and Keen

cognitive style construct is that McKenney's earlier C@nstiuct

(described on pageII.Zb of this thesis) was realistic and could be given

a behavioural definition. The construct described here has no useful

t

i

@&



. . s

- - ~ . .

operational definition and is dependent on an instrument for the

classification of individuals. .

2
»

Driver and. Lintott's Decisidh Style Classifigation

Drlver and Lintott (1972) developed a {iéision style classification

¢

w1th two dimensions: : . - .

"~ the amount of information used to make ﬁ decisiaon (minimal/
maximal)

- focus on one solution or many solutions.

‘

Two psychometric measures were_used to determine decision style

° Q

(Alawi, 1973); . '

e 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 to predlct decision speed use of data, use of contingencies, '
amount of creat1v1ty, and type of group process (Driver, 1972;

Raynolds, 1972). 1In field studies, it has shown an association with
*level of management, area of bqsiness specialization, use of inﬁorma—
tion seartﬁfand‘scfeening, age and education (Alawi, 1973; Boulgarides,
1973). ‘ ‘ . ,

" e the CXSD (a self~desctiption questionnaire which assesses both ‘style
and values). Results in both laboratory and field studies parallel
Ehose of éhe APSE. l

Some correlation might be expected between the information use

dimension and 'the Judglng/percelving dlmen31on of the Myers- Brlggs

- Indicator; however, the authors ofsthis instrument have not made avall—

- ‘ . Te K3 ] \
able much 'information concerning it.
il t . i
» -

PS Pathologies

Certain PS habits have been classified by cognitive researchers as .

. :

pathologies which inhibit PS'effectiveness. Some of these are

. described’ below: -

@

Functlonal fixedness: the 1nh1b1t10n in d*kéoverlng an appropriate a

use of an object owing to. the subject s previous use of the object

~ '

in a functien dissimilar to that requlred by the present situation

' (Duncker, 1945) This may 1nh1b1t origlnallty in the generatlon ’

©

&

«

-

[N



IT1.29

of decision @alternatives (Paylor, -1975b; p. 27). It is partially

. A

corﬁgftable through training, Taylor claims.

Problem set (Einstellung): the eff®ct of the problem solver's i -

expe}iences just prior to and durlng the problem solving situation.

"This "creates a mechanized state of mind, a blind attitude towards ,
problems; one does not lock at the. problem on its own merits but i§
led by a mechanical application of a used method . " (Lughlns, 1942y

M_;.« ~p:15) . o oo “

Psychological set: more permanent than problem set. This is the PS

perspectlve &mvosed by the problem solver's background (whlch
. affects the way ‘he looks at problems) and~the PS habits he has
.developed through training and application (Ta&lor, 1975b; p. 23).
Dogmatism:“lack of receptiveness to information whichycopfliotsl

N f‘\

with the problem solver's pre-existing beliefs. The inability to

w

‘ ¥
. listen to new 1deas (Rokeach, 1954). ) ]
Rigidity: the rﬁability to produce novel or changed responses l .
(Rokeach, 1960; p. 200).

‘Information gverload: the information demands of the deciision

" enviromment exceed the information processing .capacity of the
decision maker (e.g., Chervany andlDibkson; 1974 ; Gigch, 1970).

Cognitive strain: a breakdown of a decision maker s—cognltlve'

process when he is. subJected to a state of 1nformat10n overload

Causes bounded ratlonallty'(e.g., Taylor, 1975a; Simon, 1957).

&

Bounded retlonalipy: limitations of’humanfcognitive\abllity and the
availability of vast -amounts of information have imposed severe )
restrictioms upon rational decision making -So "rational%ty is \ !
exhibited, but only within thg constralnts ‘of the problem solver's
51mp11f1ed representatlon (model) of the problan (Taylor, l97$a;

~p. 409). .

Lack of transitivity: failure to conform to rules of logic when

’

. 'making 'preference Statements,'e.g., an individual prefers A over B

' v

and B over C, but C over A:

Conservatism: when exposed ‘to addltlonal 1nformat10n the decision

maker revises his subjective probability estimates in the direction |

°



‘- all probiems from a certain perspective (less pronounced but still ob-
. : ,

- 1is there a problem?

" - what kind of problem is it? ) .

1I.30

indicated by the information but the revision is too small
{Taylor, 1975a; p. 417) , , : 2

!
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.

o

In Chapter II, we have reviewed the work of researchers concerning
PS behaviour from the point of view of methdgology, task thxoﬁomies, and .
PS strategies and styles. We started this chapter with three questions.

After having examined them in more detail, what can be said?

1. Do people over time develop distinctive coghitive and behavioural PS

styles and if so-how can they be measured?

The evidence seems to point to some attribuée, call it cognitive
style,twhich is the resultant of one's experience over the yéafs and which
creates a predisposition in an individual to approach:

-¢ the same problem the same way on different occasions (but under similar’ d}

" conditions of stress, motivation and resourge availability)

- 'similar' problems the same way (but we are not Sure how to define
/ N ~

similar)
servable. This could be motivated for example by a strong doing vs

thinking orientation). - .

«

{f Earlier in the paper, we have argued that a ‘problem' is a pet-

ssonal rather than absolute concept. Judgment (influénced heavily by

valuesfand experience) is a factor influencing all of;the stages of the PS

process: .

- which alternatives will be considered?

L]

- which will be selected (of recommended)? . .

Consequently there is much scope or opportunity for the dEVelopdent‘,

of perspnal habits (or styles).
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-
There does seem to be ev1dence that certain dlmen81ons of stzle

are strongly affected by both pFe-unlverSLty and undergraduate training.

It seems .safe to speculate that su?&equent busine3s experlence in the

" same dlsclpllne would relnforce these predlspos1tlons whereas experience

in a varlety of flelds would weaken them. . .

-~ . ¢ % ' ? - -
The kinds of problem in which the individual has gained experience

(i.e., the degree of structure, the‘magnitude'of‘the 'people’ component,

etc.) 'should also have a major influence on his approach.

@

Finally, the familiarity of the individual with quantitative

methods will determine if he is able to incorporate.this special language

ing his own solutions or evaluafing those developed by others.

- to classify cognitive style:

£

,,and approach into his conceptualization processes whether he is develop-

. '

No strong front runpers have emerged as instruments or taxonomies .

‘ ’ . ° .

‘Doktor worked closely with McKenney and Keen for many years trying to

\
¥

develop such measures. This work has been reported in some detail'here \

-

‘(pages I1.26-II1.27). Yet few researchers seem.to have adopted their o

4

coanntions. L -

Benbasat (1974) classified subJects in his dissertation research using
a modlf cation of the Minnesota Analytlc/Heurlstlc Questionnaire., How~ -
ever, Xecently the validity of this instrument has come under attack

(Zmud, 1978). ’

While Witkin's 'Embedded Figures Test' has been used by Lusk (1973) °
and Doktor and Hamilton (1973), its relevance to business prdblem

solving has not been clearly established.

The Learning Style Inventory (LSI) used by Rolﬁ and Stabell gave rise  ~

to results.which seem intuitively satisfying. ~However, the test itself

seems very sensitive to semantic interpretation.

Huysmans' Hat (pitcher and coin) and Atlas tests for analytic/heuristic

‘tendency are interesting. Results on the Atlas test, however, would be °

strongly influenced by the individual's familiarity with qantitative
methods since‘ﬁegression coefficients are referred to in the discussion.
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)
. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (see pages II.25 and II.26) has been
\

\ used extensively by Mltroff and hxs co-workers and seems to cover at

least some Jf the‘style dlmen51ons relevant to business problem

solving.

Thus the Learning Style Inventory of Kolb, Huysmans' Hat and Atlas
tests, and the Myers-Briggs Indicator appear to be the best candidates of
existing instruments for measuring an individual's 'cognitive style'’

They are limited, in some respects, since they do not seem to reflect:

- the individual's predisposition to seek structured vs unstructured
pfﬁgiems S : - ‘ '

- any tendency to shtink or expand the scope of the problem

- the number and nature of the cues he uses to characterize the problem

- his fact gathering behaviour (the nature and. source of the information,

how much is énough?)
= his problem solving behaviour in the-face of .stress and risk

-~ his approach fo premise.formulation (implict or expkicit)

~ his predisposition tb seek non-standard vs standard solutions.

-

Further work is obv1ously necessary "here to clarify: (a) whlch
attributes are 1mportant in PS behav10ur in practlce, (b) the extent to

which they are lndependent (c) which 1nstruments can be used 'to measure
I

'

®=ach-.

' \
It would appear.that .for some individuals there is a definite

dichotomy between conceptualization (what is the problem) and evaluation

(what is the best thlqg to do about it). The first is a subject which 1s

emenable to certain systematlc approaches. The second seems much more .
CLo

Judgmental. - . \ ‘ |

2. Can PS styles be altered? y

pre

There does not seem to be endugh eV1dence to answef‘thls question;

however, researchers such as Taggart et al (£980) are deslgnlng programs

Yo
w1th this obJectlve.
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3. What impact do'styles have on PS effectiveness? | °

[

To date most discussion regarding aifferent approaches to problem
solving has centred on the ‘'analytic' vs the ‘'intuitive' approach. It is

usually hypothesized that an 'analytic' approach is more successful with

’ v . i
.'structured' problems, whereas an 'intuitive’ approach is more applicable!

to 'unstructured' problems. ;

s

In view of the lack ofcoperatiOnal definitions'for'analytic/intui-

tive and structured/unstructured, it is difficult to assess the universality

of this conclusion.’

.
! N

. LA, . -

Before we can properly answer the question, it will be necessary -
to develop a model of the problem solving process and identify the task
dimensions which are relevant. Also some method for assessing effective-

ness will have to be found. These matters are considered in Chapter III.
, . N

"
[
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Chapter III

,
‘ ¢ i ' - o .

Experimental Frmmewer and Starement-oﬁ\the Problem

P 0

In this chapter we will develop a general frame&ork fbr the research
work. This w1ll 1nclude a model of . .the PS protess and a descrrptlon of
'~the personal attrlbutes which we will examine in our study for their 0
influence on PS behaviour and effectlveness. The discussion will
identlfy any factors ‘which may limit the generallty of bur ceonclusions
beﬂause of the spec1al characteristics of management consultants |

The topics will be discussed under the following headings: . ,

»- A. Model of the Problem. Solving Process i

A
B. Measures of PS Etfectiveness.
C. Task Variables to be Considereé
D. Personal Attributes to he Measured

E« Problem Statement : N

A. Model of the Problem Solving Process

- ~.

A

!

We needed a model which, would permit us to describe rhe PS process
at a i:vel of detail facilitaring the detection of identifiable
difference; in the PS behaviour of individuals. Mintzberg'sdﬁodel
describe@ in ChapterJII with slightly different labels wads considered

. suitable. , ; : .
AY ep 0 1

He suggested that for strategic decisions there were the following'
~ . . .

A

steps:
* - Problem recognition

-~ Diagnosis 5. . ‘o

- Design (alternative search/screen)
- Evaluation/choice
- Authorization

See A%pendéx C 6t a brief descriﬁtidnﬂof the, consulting process>
. 3 5

q
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We will use the word conceptualizatipn rather than diagnosis because of

the more limited connotation ascribed to the latter term.

7

Search/design, evaluation and ch01ce will be grouped into oné

phase, prescriptign, because the process of searching for acceptable

alternatives frequently ends up with only one (Ilntzberg, 1973a; Bower,
1970). < ‘

s 4

We have added an implemdntattion phase. While this'is less dependi

ent for success on the.individual's conceptual atﬁrlbutes, it is an

ldentlflable phase in consulting work. ‘ .

A

Our four- phase model then becomes:’ -

l;'uProblem Finding (usually performed by the cllent)
® problem identlflcation - .
e decision to act - . »

r

2. Problem Conceptualization

e initial problem formulation for the consultant - .
* * . K 1
e fact finding , » 0

q s »
e reformulation of the problem including hypothesis formulation and
verification ) ‘ y . .

3.('Prescription

e generation of alternatiyes (search or ‘design) - R

~

e evaluation, and ‘choice of alternative

¢

L

» o - q
'

4, Implementatiop
- ¢ ) “

=

This model seems -to accommodate much of the PS research which is current-

ly in progﬁ;:s as well as provide a basis for global hypotheses regard-
1 PS behaviour
Care must be taken not to interpret the model too literally. Prob-

ing individ

lems and situations. vary widely. Thus the emphasis deyoted to each

» phase (and even thelsequence of phases) will depend on the srmuation and

the individual. There will bey, iteration C%}ntzberg, 1973a). For some

PS styles there will be a hoticeable transition point between phésEs, &i

™~

| . \

- . , \

. “ ‘
ES
! o ,
. - ) L - .
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fot others'two or more pha;ea may be indistinguishable (McKenney, 1971;
Witte, 1972), and may even run concurrently (Cyert et al 1956). » The
formulation of the model (i.e., conceptuallzatlon) may be a hybrid of
implicit (subjective) and explicit quels Also tne phases are not
1ndependent and are hard _to understand in 1solat10n from one another
(Mitroff, 1975). ) ,

Of the four macro phases identified in the model, we will descilbe

(briefly) 1nterest1ng behavioural aspects of the first three: problem

finding, conceptualization and prescription. Implementation was

considered to depend more on 1nterpersonal than conceptyal skllls so was

[}

assumed to 1nvolve different behav10ural patterns. .

In our model we have suggested that conceptualization and prescrip- .

tion are two macro phases in the PS process that are frequently

distinguishable, especially when an explicit analytic approach is
employed bx}the problem solver. A visible transition point will not
always be present, however. In the case of implicit solv}ng, the problem
solvFr often appears to go straight from problem classifieation‘to

solution. In other situations, the®problem solver emerges from the

-

diagnosis stage firmly commpitted to a specific solutién (Armstrong, 1979).

’ R i

& . v

1. Probleh Finding Phase

’ . -
¥

o

R\

# Problem finding does not seem to be a eystematit activity in busi- ]
ness. ' It ls seldom that one fin&sfan information scanning’agd filtering
network resembling the military early wag;ing‘systems. Pounds “(1969)
writes: "Rarely, if ever, do managers analyze or understand the sources
of their problem." (p. 1). .

A different situation is created when an outsider is called in to
perform an audlt of some sort (perhaps a search for opportunities). He
can devote his t1me and energles to the single objective of looking for
problems. Ho;eveb, as management consultants know, this is usually

considered a more difficult type of assignment because (a) it starts:

without a perceived need on the part 5f the client and (b) the consultant

must proceed with his own set of criteria and norms as he examines the
- \

Il

.,
1
:
,
)
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workings of ,the 6rganizational unit. These may not coincide with the
criteria and norms of his client. - - o ° .
What are thé circumstances or stimuli that can lead to the
-idhn%&fication of a 'problem'? As noted previously,~it has been °
.generally agreed that a problem exists if a'significant difference is
perceived to exist between 'reality' and some expectation. Festinger, a
cognigive thegrist, would call this cognitive dissonance (1963).1 An
opportunity is created when there is some change in the environment
( (technology, competition, economy) such that 'a new potential exists for
inhreasing the company's return (Bong;, 1972; p. 45). .
\ Miptzberg, (1973a;_p. 18a) depicts problem recognition as a filter
. into which data enter. ‘Wheté thrgsholds are exceeded, a decision‘tb
take action is the output. We are suggesting a more detailedimod?l'which

pinpoints some of the influence factors involved. ' - f
1

3 0 * t

No N

o

Reality

Differ-
ence 1is
'Significant'’
[y

?

Passes

Cognitive

or Explicit
Filter?

/Can
Handle Yes
?2

Consult
Expert

- Stage | Stage 2 ‘
Attention is gained Action is signalled

A Model for Problem Finding : : .

There are two stages in the model: attention is gained and a '
decision is taken to act. ’ . e
. How might we expect individual behaviour to vary? Some differences

among individuals might be expected regarding:



N

3

has

" - the basig of the norms used

. ms

- . which attributes of the environment the individual monitors

3

- the sources of the information (e.g., people or reports)

*(Duncan, 1974) ) p

D A

- whether the jindividual uses exp11c1t~fllters (41ntzberg, l973a)

—
and/or madels

- vhether the individual anticipates problems or reacts to them

£y

the kinds of problems that give rise to action for an individual

~ ‘whether action is taken or not under a specific set of conditioms.

Leavitt (1975; p. 10) writes that problem finding is'a process that

"strong imaginative, emotive and value overtones.'

Obviously motivational factors will be among the most important.

They will determine whit the individual considers important and the cues

he is going to respond to. Nérms will be affected‘by the corporate

environment and the individual's background and level, of aspiration.

The

information resoturces available will influence what data h® is able to

gather. His knowledge of, and confidence in,‘explieit‘filters and models

will influence the use he makes of these aids.

The individual's work-

load and the discipline he exercises in time management will affect how

much effort he is able to devote to problem finding.

Livingston (1971) refers to the work of Mackworth‘(l969) which

states: ''the distinction between the problem solver and the problem

finder is vaital.

Problem finding is more important than problem solving

and imvolves cognitive processes that are very different from problem

solving and much more complex.'

discovered, rarely have outstanding ‘scholastic records, and thoée\who

excel academically rarely are the most|effective problem finders.

ments and written reports,
less concrete clues that a problem ex1sts

are the perceptual skills needed to identify probIems long before evidence

lanagers need to be able not only to andlyze data in financial state-

of them can be found by even the most advanced management information
h L

The most gifted problem finders, he has

do

but also to scan the business env1ronment for

Crucial to managerlal success

system, he claims. (While this may be true in theory, in practice most

mahagers seem to redct to problems which have already developed pefhaps

because of other demands on théir time.)

o . ‘ N R III-SD‘

N

\

3
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.2. Conceptualization Phase

B

a

The objectives of the conceptualization phase will differ with the

' problem type. For example, conceptualization may be devoted to goal

clariflcatlbn in the case of strategic decisioms, criteria defini&ion

N i . ! °
in the case éf warehouse location problems and symptom/cause identifica-’
tion (dlagnOSLS)‘when some component of an 6rganizatlon 1s aot function- -
‘ing as it 'snould'. For purpéses of lllustraéion, we will discuss

conceptualization in terms of diagnosis. :

We will defzine diagnosis as the identification of the 'cause(s)

‘giving rise to the difference between what was perceived and what was

expected. - ‘ [ .

This differs somewhat from Bonge's (1972) medical definition:

"diagnosis 1s the art or the act of recognizing the presence of a

e

diseasé from its symptoms, signs and laktoratory findings'' (p. 50). The
medical definition implies that'a situation was satisfactory (? aormal)

once, but it has changed (for the worse) and by a process ¢f deductiod
. 1
the disease 1s 1dentified. ZXnowledge of the disease brings with it %(one

-hopes) information regarding possible’cures. ' Y

.The definition we have chosen 1s not so restrictive. It permits

¢ ”

. the -identified difference to arise from a change in expectation (goal)

[

1 » > 2 3 . ‘ »
ot a change 1n perception 1in additiom to a change in the actual condition

of the unit of the organization under observation. In fact'the new

i

expectation may not be realistic, nor t?i/ggg/percepC1on accurate. In
I

such cases, diagnosis would/fggi;sz/of/ident1fying this fact.
\ A [

- PR

» . . - . .
-Jote that-diagnosis consists of both inductive (hypothesis

formulation) and deductive (hypothesis.testing) reasoning, whereas

prescriptidn is essentially deductive. The former attempts to explain;

.the latter to predict. , Von Wright (1971) points out 'that explaining a

/

phenomenon and understanding-it (i.e., being able “to predict) are two

different processes. The two only approach ome another in sciencific

rigour when the explanatloﬁ (hipothesis? is tested (Popper, 1968).
v ”\\ * ‘ ' K

s

[

1
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e

This in turn implies prediction (Bunge, 1967;‘Vol. 2) .. .
t - ‘ %
INDUCTIVE | DEDUCTIVE
- ’ - — r ™ R =
L —
Symptom/cause \
Linking e

o

dypothese
Confirmed

e Observation Hypotheses>yVerificatio;
or i re
e 'Intuition' cavses

YES

P ij/o

Model of Diagnosis Process

*

There ar€ three possible discrete steps to the conceptualization phase:
a) Initial problem formulation - i

b) Fact finding ‘ 0

c) Reformulation of the problem

Step (a) - Iuitia£<problem formulatien

"A question well-put is a question half-answered.'.

i
’ Johnson (1971; p. 146)

"It was suggested in thé section on problem finding that during that
phase, the problém is defined and categorized by the problem finder to
the extent necessary to estimate the consequences of not taking any
action. (We will refer to thié as an early-stage model.) ‘Eometimes an
estimage has also been made of the cost of solving the problem. (This

|
1nvolves the evaluation of someq?ni*ilon alternatives.) Thus, as Pounds

(1969; p. 16) points out, problem formulation cannot precgde the
construction of some form of model ®ental or explic1t).

Problem formulation 4is essentially the development and formalization

of what has started in the problem finding phase. The formalization (in

the form of Terms of Reference) is necessary if company resources have to

be' authorized and/or the work is being turned over to'an analyst or

~ ’» / ’ >
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consultant. 1In the majority of cases this is the kransfer ‘point where

‘the sponsog}ng manager delegates to another the responsibility for [

carrying dut certain steps of the PS process. Communication and a host

of interpérsézel factors determlne the effectlveness of the transfer but
these mattegs have been addressed elsewhere (e. g., Wade, 1977; Tilles,

1960; Roseng%& , 1972) and will not be dlscussed here.

. This is a”ﬁost important step for a number of reasons:

e When 'experts' are used, this formuietion is the specification of the
service to be perfofmed. Experience has indicated that one of the
ﬁajor causes of assignment failure is due to a difference' between
consultant intentions and client expectations. (Our respondents
confirmed this.) _ N

e Boundaries are imposed (Bishop, 1972).

¢ The extent of the resources allocated at this stage will determine the
level of effort to‘be devoted. A problem solver will frequently 'cut
the 'suit to fit the cloth’,&hen deciding how deeply to go into the
problem. -

Reitman (1964) differentiates between open conmstraints (i.e.,

attributes of the problem which are not specifie%) and closed
constraints (specified attributes). He suggests that for an ill-def ined
problem most constraints are open initially but they aye closed by the
problem solver as conceptualization proceeds. ~
If we ignore the sponsor-consultant transfer problems; the major "’
"differences that might be expected between individuals at this step
‘relate to their perceptions of: i{ .
-~ the nature of the problem (e.g., Lkey attributes and symptoms)
- the PS approach considered appropriate \
r - possible solutions and benefits *

- norms for 2xpected performance

A
-~ criteria to be used when selecting a solution. -
1 1

»

Step (b) - Fact finding.

s A,
Starting with an initial model embodying his view of the problem '

(and possibl:- also the solution), the problem solver commences, to

accumulate information.
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Individual approaches might be expected to differ along' the :

‘following dimensions:

~ the nature of the information gathered
- the level of detail
- the amount of information collected
. = the sequence in which it ig collected (e.g., from general to
detail [progressive degpenlng] vs starting with detail)
- the value’attached to ht
-= the sources consulted ' )
- the degree of strucgurL iméose& beforehand on the fact finding
process (e.g., where a&é the hypotheses generated?) (Armstrong,

|
1979) and the flexibility of this structure in the light of new

information }
., - how the information is verified.

UcKenney (l97l)-identifieh two extreme composite approaches to fact

fin&ing which he termed systemajtic and intuitive. These have been

discussed on page II.|9. |

1

Step (¢) - Reformulatlon of thé<problem

This is the step in WthH the problem solver considers the relevant

facts and refines his initial Wlew of the problem situation. What are the A8

!
key issues? What caused it? What are impediments to resolution? This

- | . R
model can then be used for diagnosis and p;escrlptlon.
|

7 n . ‘.‘

As suggested prev1ously,5the model” can evolve as an entity from
architect's sketch toward photdgraphic detall (the Gesgalt view--embodied
in the progressive deepenlng approach) or it may be cBnstructed method-

l

icdlly, detailed analysis of one part incremented by detailed analysis of

another (the analytical abp:oadh). For some, the eﬁd of the fact finding
4

step signals also the termination of model building and sometimes the

termination of the prescription phase. For others, refornulation of the

problem is a discrete step éompr131ﬁ§ some or all of the following:

analysis, hypothesis-formulation, hypothesis verification, and synthe81s.
Where the objectlve of the project is the design of a system, the

output ffom this step is & set of specifications. . ‘
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he following are possible dimensions along which individuals might

. y e -
in this step: e

s e

nature of the analysié (e.g., use of numbers and use of statisti-

cal

techniques quan&ifying relationships)

the reasoning process used in selecting and verifying the model

«(hyp

otheses)

the

trial and error vs seek understanding first \“]f

look for differences or similarities

break into pieces or look at whole
rely on meéthod rather than,a knowledge of content
use 'rules of thumb' and traditiomal credos. : .

nature of the model (hypotheses)

/

the

rd

is it explicit or implicit; if explicit, how complex are the
relatiounships described? ‘

how does it deal with stochastic elements in the problem?
hor much chgnge between this model and inirial formulation?

nature and extent of the verification performed

the

degree of confidence in the model exhibited by the problem solver

Examples of quantitative models for diagngsis are discussed in Goldberg

(1971), Betaque and Gorry (1971), and DeRivera (1980). '

P

ersonal attributes which might be expected to influence PS

behaviour during conceptualization are: «

relevant task knowledge SR

intelligence . ’ )
ability to conceptualize
, level of aspiration /ﬂ\“\"ﬁ
.tolerance for ambiguity ) > -
freedom from problem set (see pathologies, page 1I.29)
ana%ytlc/intuitive style or equivalent . t

familiarity with quantitative methods ; ' ;

early vs late closure
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3. Prescription Phase

N - -

There are two possible discrete steps in the prescription phase:

‘

(a) Generation of alternatives\(search or design)

(b) Evaluation of alternatives and choice

. ® N f

Step (a) - Generation of alternatives T - ‘ ,

-

Design and search will be dlscuésed separately:

(1) Design ‘
Let us consider the case of design first. Consulting projects
which involve design (e.g., systems design) usually consist of

three phases: the conceptualization phase which develops the

conceptual design, the detailed design phase (correspondiné to

c * the Erescrigtioqlphase) and i@g}gmentatloh which involves the
' actual programming of the system, its tes;g;g and impieménta—
tion. Usuélly only one conceplual design ks produced.,
(ii) Search N N
The nested design process described by Mintzberg (1973a), a
decision tree Drocess, seems to represent the behaviour of
. many individuals during this step. 1If an individual has -
T become committed to a solution during conceptualization, there
- * \\\\\ will be no search (Witte, 1972). Sometimes alternatives are

.

clearly identified at the outset) and the Terms of Reference
limat the project to a study of these alone. The search step
: +in such cases is bypéssed. Dickson (1970) hasgdeveloped a
ﬁodel fér decisions of this nature.
Where the problem can be eigressed in the form of a quantita-
tive‘model, tﬁe,'best' alternative may be found by experimen-
T ation or optinizatinn (e.g., in the case of a linear program-
ming- model).. (Frequently this precise solution is not adopted
because of nonquantifiable considerations.)
Where the two cases descri%ed above do dot apply.and there is
a search for alternatives, one of the straEegies discussed 1in
. . Chapter II may be employed. The two main approaches used are
.

the sequential, satisficiag approach producing oﬁ!& one

~
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' e

acceptable alternative and the parallel search/simultaneous

evaluation approach. ' . . e

3
v

Other dimensions for comparing approaches during search/design are:

¢ The degree to which an individual tends to design (i1.e., tailor make)
¢

+ his solutions rather than select one 'off-t'e-shelf'. "

e The degree of inuovation exhibited during the search/design step.
7‘ .
Step (b) - Evaluation of alternatives and choice

Up to this point we should have accumulated the following: a set of ,
geqefal objectives for the project; some ﬁdeas of the performance )
measures, i.e., the dimensions for describing thg consequences of each -
alternative; a conceptual model of the problem {(implicit and/or‘explicit
in nature)} one or more alternatives to be evaluated; and some idea of
the states of nature, i.e., uncontrollable variables for which the solu-
tion must be effective. (This latter item is often overlooked, the
ansumption being made that the status quo will prevail in the future.)

' ' We will assume that some form of parallel search has preceded the
choice process. The decision maker is faced with the problem of choosing
frém a number of alternatives, each of|which has to be evaluated in some
manner. (As noted earlier, many problpm solving situations se-m to pro-~
duce only one viable alternative. Ar s [1970;, for example, claims

that 65-757 of the choice activity takes place in the data generating
activity. The single alternative may be the net result from a series of
sequential decisions {e.g., a decision tree], each of which more precisely
delineates the solution. If the single solution is considered acteptable,~
the problem is solved. 1If nat, the acceptance criteria may have'to be
relaxed.) ' \ ’ - . \

The choice process may be rational or nop-rational, implicit wor ’
explicit. ‘Where choice is rgtional, explicmt performance criteria and
selection rules are usually developed. Implicait evaluation and choice
may be based on tradition, imitation 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 recommendations which the client

-
1
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cqngﬁders unsatisfactory. Apart from this aspect, however, there are

pros and cons for making the criteria explicit early in the PS proce%s

(see Mintzberg, 1973a; p. 44). In practice, the§ may be identified at the
start, during conceptualization, durlng alternative séarch/de51gn or
during justification.

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

f
N

- the stage in the process Qhere criteria are sﬁec1%ied

- the range of states of nature (future operating conditions)
considered ’;’

~ the degree to which prémises (assumptions underlying the predic-
tion of outcomes) are made explicit and the kind of evidence
which 1s provided

— whether uncertainty is considered in an explicit and quantitative
manner .

s

Personal attrib&tes which might be expected to influence a comnsult-
ant's PS behaviour during prescription are: \
~ relevant task knowledge

predlsp051t10n to use of logic rather than 'gut feel' in evaluation

- degree of empathy possessed by consultant

- attitude to role (technician vs adviser)

~ risk taking propensity

- degree of inventiveness <in developing s&lutionsh

~ tendency to use 'off-the-shelf' as opposed to 'tailored-to-

measure' solutions.

4. Implementation 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 observation, however, would appear to be relevant,
1} .
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¢

namely that of Microfi (1973), chat tne ‘cnaractaerisgics of an individual

rant Lrom those of

{78

Wno 1s a good implementer or projact leader ars diif

a conceptualizer or model bduilder, L

'

f

3. ‘easures of PS Effectiveness ¢

As discussed-in Chapter 1I, business problems are typically
charactarized by the fact thet there 1s no ssingle correct solué%on, A
problem 1s a personal construct. To characterize a proﬁlem, 1t is not
sufficient just to describé the exterhals of a 51:datlon, internal factors
such as goals, values and perceptions are involved. Almost zvervy indivia-
ualiwill then have a unique view of a problem situacion depending on nis

involvement, his level of aspiration, his background, his skills, his
" f=]

personality, atc. . ‘ - A

When a problem, solver is not the problem possessor, as in the case
of the consultant/client situation, major difficulties can be created by
differences 1in perceptions regardipg what the prﬁblem 1s and which
solutionsswill be considered acceptable. The conmsultant and his super-
visor may ;150 differ. ) | ‘ .

A second characteristic of business prop@ems‘ls that most reqﬁlre a’
solution within some fairly restricted time frame which may or may not
ralate to the complexity of the problem. In the case of consulting work,

the time frame 1s usually set hy the supervisor but must :take into account

what the <client 1s prepared to accept in terms of slapsad Zime, consult-
»

-

1ng fz2es and client i1nvolvement.
A third characteristic 1s that it 1s very difficult to svaluate a
solutlon‘“afier the fact'. A failure may be attrlbugéd to the dlsapﬁeaf—
ance of the spomnsor, or chaﬁglng conditions ra;ﬁer than a poor job on the
consultant's part. - l

nis .

.,

For our study, eifactiveness will be assessed by one g g 0

supervisors. It will then be some measure of the iadividual's ability to

come up with a solution with surface plausibility and - client accepcability
within the time limits which nave been set (with the qualification that
the projected benefits ars obtained by the cliant for the projectaa zosts,

should his supervisor be able to confirm this).
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A

\

In the‘case of a single sponsor, client acceptance will depend on
whether the consultant's recommendation1falls within some cost/benefit
Eoundaries (often fuézy and poorly articulated). Frequently the real
criteria figuring in the cllent s cost/béneflt calculations are not made
explicit gy the cllens making” 1t’ dllecult for the supefvisor to s
evgluate acceptability. .

How valid is a supervisor's estimate of consultant effectiveness? .
There seems to be some difference of opinion on this. One school of
thought maintains that since the client is paying for the work, in EEE;//
final analysis it is E}E-opinion which should have the most weight.

Tilles (1960) has suggesﬁeg‘that success is‘a general and subjective
notion strongly linked to the degree. of satisfaction felt (Bﬁt\gpt ?
necessarily communicated by) the client at the end of the engagé&éhtk\

Others disagree, claiming that the client is not really in a position Eof .
know what is lbest' (see Tilles, 1960; p. 213). The key measure of
success, they claim, 1s that the consultant 1s able to gain cllent
accyptancc for his solution (Churchman, 1975). From this perspectlve, it
1s=thgkpp1n10n of the 'consultant' (not the client) which-should have the \\
greatest weight.

The matter would be of no significance if the opinions‘of the two
parties coincided. However, 1t seems to be generally agreed (e.g., Carl-
son, 1961; Argyris, 1970; Ginzberg, 1979; Lippit et al, 1958) that
consultants and clients use different criteria for ev&}uating success.

In any case, whatever 1ts shortcomings, we will be using the éuper-‘
visor's assessment of effectiveness since in our opinion it is probably s
sthe ﬁost objective assessment possible under the circumstances and will
.reflect client feedback., . A

In‘addition to client satisfaction, some of thF other factors which o~
will likely influence & supervisor's assessment of a consulti%i's ¢
performance are: . :>& < v
e the similarity of the consultant's apﬁroach to his own
e the consultant's abil}ty to adhere to théyork playp

. i

-~

e his ability to work on "tis own

e his utilization during the engagement (were there periods for which

- s

he could not charge his time?) .

S
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e the absence of "time/cost budget overruns \ e

o

e the absence of problems in client relations’

)

e the absence of problems requiring undue effort on the part of ’the
s\upervi_)sor (e.g., in writing the rf:port) i
e the generation of further work for the consulting firm.
As a conséquéri’cg, when asked to assess a consultant's P¥ effective~ .
ness, there is a good chance that the supervisor will puts\e—l)' ificant
i weight on non—cot{ceptuall at;tributes, such as interpersonal sk:\:.lls, which

in ument was prepared so-that the effects of this tendency could be
. o

measured. ’

werdq not the main object of this research. :The superwvisor's assessment
r

Marquis and Straight (1966) in their study of large R&D organizations

found that, for technical studies, the three most important criteria used

Y

b)" the research firms to assess the success of their efforts were:
¢ technical performance

. ® meeting delivery schedules (a poor second)

e achievement of target costs

-

< 7 Client satisfaction-came further down on the list. For technical

projects it was doubtless easier to determine t\te&vel of performange of
) ® \ . .
the, recommended solution than for most consulting projects. ‘

S
.

C. Task Variables to be Considered ., "i L. C

a

o c

From Chapter II, we know that the most frequent classification -

applied to task situations is the bipolar structured/unstructured
dimensigon. In this 'rega‘;:d there is some agreement that repetitive. tasks
(e.g., credit risk assessment and inventory reple?ishment decisions) are
. at the structyred end of the scale, whereas straFegic decision“s are a})t:

the unstructured end. - .

Y

In our study we attempted to identify‘significant personal perform-

ance determinants for three different task classification ,schemes. The

first, with & single dimension, structured/unstructured; the,second with

two dimensions: degree of technieal competence required and degree of

[

'peoplé' skill requived; and the third with one dimension, namely the

. -
o . ) -
y °

- . ¢

<5 .

N 7
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stage of the problem solving process into whlch the task fits (problem

0

finding, conceptuallzatlon, etc.). ) ’_ . *

’
|-

\ 1. Structured/unstructured .

a

| Tasks would be classified on a single bipolar scale structured/

unstructured where structure is‘given the following definition: ‘

* The degree of structure the task has for an individual . .
problem solver is reflected by the extent to which he .
1} * 'knows' what to do<:

- L]

# ’ . C oo
It is obvious that this is a subjective measure which will be influenced

-

by the following factors: : , o

.

) .
e the degree of autonomy granted the problem solver (i.es, the extent ‘-

o B ’ -

ce, to which he is told what tdJ do) -

e his uncertainty re goals and values (objectives, evaluation criteria,

¥ -

tradeZoff functions)

e his uncertainty re influence factors-and relafed outcomes (i,e., his .
3 N o v -

‘ conceptual model of the problem) or how to.build such a model (resource, °
. 1

K

requirements, etc.) ' ’ ‘d‘v

- o his uncertainty re future scenarios or states oérnature;

his uncertainty about®the existence of workable alternatives and/or, ° e
d

adequate. resources to develop_ them, '

~

: y The magnitude of the unoertainty variables shouldébe inversely pro- !

portlgnal to his prior experlence with similar sltuatlons. His confidence
- that he knows what to do on the other hand, may h; valid or f®valid,

. since uncertalnty may not exist for him when it should and v1ce versa.

v

The degree of structure percelved by the consultant is dlfflcult to N

*

3 assess by an observer However, one measure 1s the ability and willing-

. ness of/the consultant to specify in advance how he will go about resolv- . 3 /

; ing the problem (say by a work plan-~see below) and his confldence that ,/

“the plan will be adhered to. The workability of>theiplan can be assessed /

in retrospect by the results, and the . extent that the plan was adhered to.

[

For most consulting a531gnments, a/work plan is prepared detailing
the proposed approach and describing client and consuktant roliF and / .
) ' e Lo
0 ’ ,

\
~
©
- i
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involvgment. The plqnsis usually prepared by the individual who ﬁés
carried cu: the’p%eliminary survey. It may be the consultant but it is
mofe frequently the supervisor. Where the supervigor develops &he work
pldn himself, it is cusgomgrlly prepared without any particular consulé—
ant in mind-who will® carry out the work, and consquently reflects the
Eupervisorks own-approach. While this statement may b% contested, the
:factbis thatework plans Are rarely altered when the consultant origiﬁally

slated for the assignment turns out to’'be unavailable. (Author's experience.)
i o ° Q -

2. Technicaﬁ/peqple Content

\

o

[ 3
l @
Tasks would be classified on two bipolar scales: o
- ‘Dpeéple content (high/low)

- technical content (high/low)

.

writes:

Tillés (7960) has suggested that theseudimensions are ‘orthogonal, for he p

. ]

. + . .

?In.gene;al the focus of a consulting assignment is l

. primarily technicdl and impersonal,-or primarily

personal and emotional . . . dealing with these two
’ aspects of a problem requires two quite different "
.skillsnXFp. 228)

-~

u [~}
4

At one time, managemenE consulting was\con81Qgred to haye a techni-
cal content of less than '40% (Tathamz 1964) but the increased rple of the
coqputér‘in businews and the development of quantitaéive techniques
(included engineerad standards) has changed this. For éaqagement consult-

\Qsts, a 'technical' assignment would lfkely therefore involve either
¢

cofiputers or quantitative techniques of some sort. (This assumption fust

be tésted.) It is possible that the work of a specialist such as a

* -

ps?chologist'lb also viewed asg'technical’. -’ @
: . 'y .
\
3. Stages of the PS Process (see Section A)’ , @

-
.

The third,task taxonomy to be used is the stage of thé PS process

into whitch the task miggf_ffgfjf.e., -/ -
’ e problem finding ' X °
) : . conéepéualizgtion . ' . ) ' . .
0 r / ’ [
' -

P L



e prescription [ .

° unplementatlon ’ .

4 &

It is customary to find consulting assignments identified as
prellmlnary survey, diagnostic survey, detailed.design and implementa-
tion. Usually, however, prescription is,not authorized as a seﬁarate
. phase but\ls considered to be an integral part of the dlagnostlc
survey. We 1nclude it as a phase in our study because we are 1nteres ed
in seeing yhether supervisors view 1t as a separate activity.

We ?a&e adopted these somewhat limited dimensions for tasks because
our previous attempts to&Elicit task dimensions from consultant super-
visors by such means as Kelly's Repertory Grid {(¥elly, 1955) proved -
‘unsuccessful. (This, lack of success was predicted by behavioural
science researchers asked té comment on the research design.) Perhaps
the reason for this inability to articulate a variety of task &1mensions
which are used in selecting staff is due to the tendency for consulting
firms to classify individuals into stereotypes. For example, a consult-

)
ant becomes an inventory specialist or a data “ase expert.
t v

D. Personal Attributes to he Measured

The work of researchers in the field has identified ,the following

- ’ \ R

characteristics of individuals as being those which should significantly
affect his PS behaviour and' effectiveness.

Personality and cognitive-related measures

e intelligence
e memory capacity and retention : ~

“% e ability as abstract reasoner ‘ ,

> e " logical/intuitive conceptualizer
*7 e systematic/unsystematic conceptualizer R
*' e early/late closure: o

*% ¢ flexibility/rigidity ) . o .
e level of dogmatism : ) ‘
* ¢ tolerance for ambiguit?

* 1; logical/'gut feel' evaluator

** e creativity v

-
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Orientation and.values e

PS behaviour

% °
* °
* .
* @
* 'Y
* e

level of aspiration '

generalist/specialist orientation

line/staff orientation .
1]

values

need for autonomy

introvert/extrovert orientation

preferred roles (e.g., expert/faéilitator/teacher)

career goals

@

predisposition to prepare and adhere to work plan

behaviour when short of time
source of solutions

use of packaged solutions o

behaviour when out of technical depth

ability to work autonomously

" ~

Other (socio-demographic and’experience)

.

*k ®
* .
* . °
5 e
* P

. 4
*

task knowledge/credibility

use of quantitative methods (QM)
age I

sex : .
post-secondary education

previous business experience

'
.

i
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Ln'our study we addressed those characteristics identified with asterisks.

The others were either considered too difficult to assess, given the

nature of the experimental approach adopted, or no suitable instruments

could be devised. An asterisk in column one signifies that'a self--

4

descriptive instrument was used. An asterisk in column two signifies

that the consultant was rated for the characteristic by his supervisér(s).

1

In addition, since PS effgctiveness was going to be evaluated by a

supervisor who was unlikely to distinguish between a consultant's PS

effectiveness and his over—-all effectiveness as a change agent, we added -

v

the following attributes which are considered impartant for consultants:

“
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e

‘fanagerial and interpersonal skills

k% e supervisory skills

*% o/ spoken and wriften

*k e tactical ability

#% e persuasion

*k e empathy

In Appendix D, we

cognitive constructs to be measured.

communication \

an
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have reviewed briefly the main personality/

Tne fbllowing topics are\covered

there: the definition of the construct, available 1nstruments, suggested

effects ot the attribute on PS effectiveness, and likely correlathns

with other attpibutes.

!

’

E. .Problem -Statement

&

Qur study was to examine correlatlons between certain Eersond&mty and

behavioural characteristics of management consultants- and their Eroblem

3}
solving (PS) effectiveness (as perceived by supervisors who have worked

with them).

A key assumption uwrerlying this research is that an individual

develops specific habits or

situations.

'approaches'

for resolving problem

The extent to which these apprggches vary with problem

'type' and situational variables (such as time constraints) is not known

and remains

It was

to be studied.

postulated that the study would demonstrate that certain

/

individuals would be regarded as being more effective for certain of the
b . ¥

hypothetical assignments tha
their own particular fortels].)

We were interested in deterpining 1f this effectiveness could be

O

traced to specific personality

‘(call these the relevant personality characteristics).

er individuals (who,

in ‘turn, would have

Y

cognitive attrﬁbutes of the individual

If we were

successful in this, we would then examine the effect of various formative

factors (e.g., education and functiomal area of work experience) to .

determine which have the greatest degree of association with the

relevant characteristics of the 1individual.

o

13
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Conclusions were also required regarding: ) X -
- the degree of tonsensuskexhibited'éy supervisqrs in assessing
consdltant performance \
- the degree of similarity exhibited by comnsultants in general
giong certain personality dimensioné '
- corroboration of certain research findings frgm other studies

-

on management cousulting ) .

N \

- any distinctive and repetitive clustering of individual char-
acteristics to form a PS 'gtyle', which might conform to
‘styles identified by other researchers.

Results from this study sﬁéuld be of interest in a number of areas:

e To cognitive and management researchers-in view'of the methodology .

adopted and the hypotheses studied.

‘o To management consultants and other business problem solvers for:

- the consistency (pr lack thereof) in -the perceptions of

supervisors regarding the effectiveness of their staff;

A
~ ramifications of the findings in terms of consultant selection,
training, deployment and evaluation;
- impli¢ations for staff/supervisor matching.
» -~

s
1

1

Hypotheses to be Tested

The hypotheses ocutlined below wer e¥y be made ‘more specific as the
test instrupgents were selected and tested.

1. Hypothesis la:- Certain consultants who are rated high for one type

of assignment can be rated less effective for otpers. .

*

Hypothesis lb:~ There is a significant degree of consensus when more

than one supervisor evaluates the same consultant for the same

. s
assignment. oo

Hypothesis .lc:~ There is a' significant correlation between the
individual's own assessment of his effectiveness on a specific_

assignment and the assessment made by the supervisors. ‘
. )

1 . . : . .
It is recognized that, strictly speaking, these are not hypotheses

but more general propositions. '*They have been put in this form to help
to oFganize the analysis of the results from our exploratory study.
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2. Hypothesis 2a:- There will be strong correlations among the

various atgributes médsured (e.g., an intolerance of ambiguity‘may~
be assoc1ate¢ with early closure [MacDonald, 1970; p: 792]). -The \
latter could then b% reduced by factor analysis to a limited numbgr
of cqmﬁosite personality/cognitive dimensions. (A number of
positive and negative correlations found by other researchers

relating to the original dimensions will also be tested.)

. Hypothesis 2b:- The personaLity/cognitive,chéractepistics,of the

individuals studied will tend to cluster about some limited number

of profiles based on the composite dimensions.

~ [

Hypothesis 2c:~ These profiles will tend to be similar within a

functional area, and also a consulting firm.

Hypothesis 2d:- There will be a significant tendency for certajn

personality dimensions to be associdted with effecliveness on '

certain assignmeﬁts. (Call these the relevant personality/ ~/

cognitive attributes.)

-

Hypothesis 2e:~- There will be some correlation between the PS styles

: identified in this study and those described by other researchers -

(e.g., Driver and Mock; 1975).

-3.  Hypothesis 3a:- There will be significant correlations between S

dreas of functional experience and personality/cognitive attributes.

7 Hypothesis 3b:~ There will be significant correlations between

course concentration and personality/cognitive attributes.

“Hypothesis 3c:- Correlations between effectiveness and formative

. factors will be less promnounced, except where they influence task

¢

knowledge. C e

\

The scope of t¥%s research is indicated by reference to the research
framework presented in Section II, page 4 'and is summarized on the next

i
'

page- - ' ’
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. Chapter IV

: ‘ Methodology

.

¢

The approach followed 1n’the studyfﬂlnc;uding details of the

®

Qeveropment of new instruments will be described in chis chapter under

the headings:

A General Aooroach
. Development of the Questionnaires

3
C. Selection of the Sampie
D

Y/
. D. Conduct of the Survey
z. Processing of Questionnaire Data . .
' ) ' - i L -
A. General Approach B . T

N

As discussed earlier, 1t had beenvdec1gzc\éo use management
consultants as our subjéc:s ta ;déncinypersonal attributes contributing
to PS effactiveness. Each consultant ié the sample was given a seif

- descriprion quest;onha;:e‘:o complaeta. At least one supervisor who was’
familzar wxch the work of the cons:.ltant waé asged to fill éut two
documents: a 'Consultant Effectiveness Assessment' and a 'Supervisor
Views and Backsround'. ] o A

When the questidnnaires werse raCunﬁed, they were coded, transcribed
) .
to a computer Zile'and aditee. Computer programs were prepared to eval-
uate the consistancy of the supervisor evgluations, to score the standari‘
rinstruments used and to refine the new 1nSCruments. ~ SPSS and other ,

statistical packages were then used to identify the xay attributes

\

=

3

'
\

—

nfluencing 2ffectiveness. .
13

inally an analysis was made to see how the cousultants' socio-

[

demographic characteristics were related to the key attributes.
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3. Jevelopment of th2 Juast£ionngirss

? . . *

-~ ' '

. There ware three documents: ° - . !

N . v '
1. 'THe main questiounalre suppliad to che consultants, titled

1 - \ ' v 1
"Management Consulting and- Parsonal Approaches to Problem

N ~

Solving' (sze Appendix ). -

2. The 'Consulzant EfSectiveness Assessment' supplisd to the
] - supervisors (see Appendix 0). One was complated for =2ach -
consultant evalugted‘ﬁy the super§1sor. ’
3. The 'Supervisor's Views and Background' completed >y each )

participating supervisor (see Appendix P).

“ | | \

<

1. lanagement Consulting and Personal Approaches to Problem Solving

This questionnaire, which took at least thr2e nours Lo complete, wAS

_divided 1into six seccions: € .
Section I - ‘lanagement Consulting as a Profession -
Section II - Characteristics of Your Ferscnél éty]e
Section III -~ Consulting Tasks .}
Section IV - Approach to éroblams

“Section V - The Work Environment '
Section VI - ?Personal Background

The measuras 2{ personal attributes consisted mainly of Lixert and
semantic differential scales. The questions relating to work oriemtacton, .

personal background and working anviromment were a combination of Likerct-

type scales and open-endad ~miestions. Four standard instruments were

incerporaced: . ' \
o The NMyers- Békgb Type Indicator (“yers, 1962)
e The-Allport Vernon Lindzey -Study of Values "(reduced) (Allport =t al, 1966)
> 1;;:1b Learaing Style Inventory (XKolb, )974) ‘\

Th udsepp Creativity Test (quified) (dispersed through the paterial

: . /
in Sections LI and, IZI) (Raudsepp, 1980)

25
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.

The material included in the questlénnalre_to serve as a basis for the
new instruments waslp?égared by the author u51ég items directly from#the
" sources quoted belew or based on ideas generated by them.

‘ ~ MacDonald's Scalg for Ambiguity Tolerance (MacDonald, 1970)

- Stanford-Gough test for flexibility (Rokeach, 1960)

- Rokeach Dogmatism Test (Rokeach, 1960) ‘ |

- The Semantlc Differential Test used by Mitroff and Mason| (1974)

in their study of moon sc1entlsts
\

- The Pelz and Andrew's Heasurg of Approach to Work Styles
! (Morse and Gordon, 197i)
- Duncan's study of beginning consultants (1971) 3
-~ Daccord’s study of consultant effectiveness (1967) . ,
. - Analytic/heuristic instruments developed by Beqbasat‘(l974), and
Zmud and Cain (1979) ) .
- Maccoby's (1976) book The Gamesman. (In particular we wére
interested in the éategories developed there, e.g., craftsman,
o

gamesman.’') ?

The consultant was also asked to.evaluate himself using identical
items to those included iﬁhthe supe;visor's assessment.

The personal attributes to be measured and the instrument(s) to be
used for each are.shown in\Appendii D.

The questionnaire'@gg distributed to several consultants as a pre-

o
test for clarity. . ,

2. Consultant Effectiveness Assessment

There were seven sections to this document:
¢ An indication of the superv1sof's depth of familiarity with t¥e
consultant's worl
e An assessment of the consultant's effactivenessz
- as over-all problem solver | -
.~ for 10 hypothetical consulting assignments
- for é pgssible phases 1in the PS‘process

o An assessment of the consulitant's potential to become a partner

e An evaluation of the comnsultant along a, number of performance dimen-
\ N

SlOFS (e.g., communications skill)
/

\
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. IV.4
o A set of semantic differential scales regarding the consultan;'s

w

personal attributes (e.g., logiﬁal/intultlve) ‘ _

e A set of four nrofiles for PS ‘behaviour against which théicénsulpanﬁ
was to be matched \ A

a A measure of the similarity betweén PS approaches advocated by Fhe

consultant and those of the supervisor. \ , |

[} -
There were two areas which received particular attention: thé
definition of the hypothetical tasks and the performance dimensions.

The tasks had to be located at different positions on the

structured/unstructured and technical/people content dimensions and yet

not be function specific. This 1s hard to accomplish and the ten

tasks we defined could probably be improved on. ﬁowever, they did serve

.
o

théi{\gurpose. The performance dimensions we used‘came from formal
criteria used by some management consulting firms and the list deueloped
by the Association nf Consulting lManagement Engineers (f1971) document on
Personal Qualifications of Management Consultants. -

To test the evaluation instrument, three partners were asked to
complete it for a consultant of their choice and then provide comments

regarding clarity of the wording and applicability of the meéasures.

3. The Supervisor's Views and Backgrdund o

‘

The third document contained information to be used{ if necessarvy,
to test for congruence of attitudes agd PS approach between the super-
visor and, the consultant. The background matef}al reduested was a .
curtaiied version of that included in the consultant questionnaire. “The
original document was some seven pages lodger»than that actually used.
The pages were removed to accommodate a. request from the consulting (
"firms to reduce.the time required from their senior staff.

| : .

C. Selection of the Sample

The population of subjects was the approximately 1200 management
consultants working for the 18 member firms of the Canadian Association
of Management Consultgnts (CAMC). A submission was prepared for the
Board of Directors of the CAMC regarding the research study, ocutlining the

objectives and asking for their cooperation. The Board, comprising

L

4
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‘-u
senior executives from the member fifms,_agreed to ask 125 conéuitants
“to participate and pagsed a mo%ion supporting the research. We sought a
minimum of 80 re;pondents requiring a response rate of 647, very high

for such a long questionnaire combined with participants who are under .

2 mea )

severe time pressures.} . "

‘'

One hundred and twenty-five questionnéires were distributed plus \\\\
] Q.“ ‘>- i .
250 supervisor sets, the proportion going to each consulting firm being
related to the number of professional staff., For control.purpdses and
&

to maintain anonymity, each firm appointed a project coordinator. This -

»
individual, a key contriPutor to the success of the study, assizned

-

numerical codes to consultants and supervisors, monitored the fdturns

i
i

and resolved problems which arose.

‘Participation'was on a voluntary basis, however the indivi&uals
were selected follo%in certain criteria (e.g., at least one ygar's
consulting experiencef% A range of consultant effectiveness wds sought. °
(A copy of the instructions supplied to the coordinators is included in
Appendix F.)

Participants put- their questionnaires in seal;d envelopes immediate-
ly after completion thereby keeping their replies confidential from other

”

members of their firm. ;t was gbnsequently hoped Ebat these answers

-

would not be biased %?/ﬁressures to give the 'right' answers.

D. Conduct of thg/;urvey Kk /

% »
The survey was conducted between May 1 and June- 30, 1980. Every

Monday during this period, we provided each coord#nator ﬁith a summary

of the retGrns received from his (her) firm and a tabulation of over-all

returns,’ As might be expected, returns were slow at f#rst. By cut~off

/ v,
time we had received 79 consultant replies and 127 relevant supervisor

evaYuations’ (making 1.6 evaluations per consultant). -

We had beeg concerne? that theeﬁgngth of .the questionnaire and .
sensitivity of some of the questions might result in large uncompleted v

7 sections or careless answering. Such did not appear to be the case. ‘

While one consultant stopped half way through and two more feft the back-
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N - , ;

ground %ection blank, t ne r=na_nder obvicusly Hev0f=a graat care w0 their

. replies. In most of the guest %ennalres, corme overadaeach page.

Wnile there were some ccuments (wusc1L;ec) con rnlng the lengbn and

-

1
'repetition of the material, there were mora axpressing sinterest and

! .~ support for the study. ) Tt ZQ

<

- Fn - « oo : .
. After the cut-off date, the data coding and transcription started.
’ ‘Q

Zven though returns received after this date would fot be used 1n the

- L

a 1] ¢ .
thes1is research but saved for later analysis, we cpntlnued with our

» N ¢ .

¢

S follow-up’ 3By the end of August’ there were.an additional 30 consultang
, . i . . n ]
. returns. ‘ .
' .. 5{5 f";, o o N
\\ E.o Processing of Questionnaire Data
“ w ~ 4
\ " N o W
o - A vast amount of information had to be analyzed. . For example, arter,

\

codlng chare were approwlmatelv 900 items for each oL 79 consulfants plus

100 items for each of 127 assessments. All dat: were put on punched

r \

o . cards and verifligﬁqwkw K -
\ o oy o
e T 1. ranscription of consultant questionnaire data
\ ’ ~ P
\ , The 900 items in the ‘questionnaire é'ulted in 16 cards per consult-
. . ) ) ’ )
o anc. - . - ] -

’ ~

’ a
2. Transcription and consistency check for/evaluatlon data - .
- ! .
. . Q ' -
~ % The evaluation data occupied 2 cards-per assessment. 6§37 of

the congultants recerved cwo assessments. These were comparad oty -

.
LY

” dlver51ty of assessment "(see Chapter ¥, page v.3)and averaged. (\

y 3. Tramscription of supervisdr views and background data

o 3
) Since one supervisor sometimes prepared an assessment for more than

one consultant, there were feer vigws and backgrounds than assessments,

°

. . k4 R [ -
\ghese“ﬁata~wera not used in the' stydy but were reserved for future
[ e

analvsis. .

o . -

.4. R&Yinement of Inscruments

X Instruments had to be Zefined for the following attributes:

il ] ¢ ‘e

N ™ s -

&°
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N

s e

e - Flexibility/rigid:ty ’ )

L)

Tolerance for ambiguity

«

o= Systematic vs unsystematic apprdhch to conceptualization
PR . )
Progressiveodegpening vs linear approaéﬁﬁ%a.fact finding

- v
’ . Need for autonomx .o /
\ ) ) ' —t J
- Line/staff orientation o - -

- Specialist/generalist orientation
. .

The items included in questionpaire #1 £ méa;ure each attribute

L3

were°subjected to a statistical analysis baé%dwon the’79 replies.
Priparily, they were checked for intethal consustency and a reliability

(SpearmanﬁBrown) of .71 or hlgher ~ Since‘the rlmary objective of the

o

study was not to produce 1nstruments but , ,to explore COncepts, we often

left an‘item in an nstrument if it had face Valldlty,

f .
even if its correlation with the remaining items was not statistically
. ‘ . . " 14 -

signifi®ant. - o ) g ' -

N ° )

P‘Appendix\b shows the items comprising[each instromenc‘after the -

‘& prunin , together-witf the computer printout|of dipter-item correlations.
P g g L y P p

[
’ . * o

.. I 2 '

Supervisor consfructs P S/ '

°

£

-

' Using the data contained in the assegsmlents, a correlation analysis
1 ! © o .

. Was made of the supérvisor's perceptions of consultant perfdéfmance
attrlbutes'and task egfective\@ss ‘méasures. This gave insight into the
. 4 .
b superv1sor s perception of the consurtant tributes he considered

1mportant for the prototype tasks as well a@ the meaning attributed to
2 -

such terms as innovation-and generalist. . . °
o

, " ) ! '
6. . Consultant attributes vs tgék effectiveness “

[ a , .
The consultant attributes reflected by the self description
L4 v ° ~ =
instruments were then correlated with the .tagk effectiveness measures
' ° 0
supplied by the supergisors. o
’ppl y th PeRRl , _

" ¢
) ¥ * “~

3

LA descrlppion of the various analyses performed and’ the results

obtgined is glven 1n the _next chapter. L ' ’

0 . E e v_i . o

o
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e : Chapter V
' ] .- . s @ 2 <]
’ Results and Analysis
4 /
In this chapter we will present the results from the survey under
the headings: : L " N
A. Characteristiés of the Sample o . o

N

B.,. Consistency of Supervisor Assessments™
. C. Correlations Between Supervisor and Comsultant Ratings of
\ .

Attributegs and Performance . ‘

. D.* Supervisor Task Requirement Constructs

Ef Validity, and Inter-correlations of Instruments - v ‘
Fé Distribution of Performance Ratings and Attribute Scores :
G. Development of Composite Factors for Attributes v s

He Correlatiéns Between Attribute Measures and Task Performance - j
I. Analysis of Consultant Attributes by Function ° - . ‘
d. Analy51s of Consultant Attributes by Firm
'K. AnalySLS of Consultant Atgributes by Education ' .

;ft?\ Analysis of Consultant Attributes by.Sex

M. Correlations Between Attribute Measures-and Age .
; ~ . . 3

, ’
A. CHaracteristics of the Sample o

l

1
’ By the surbey deadline we had recelved 79 completed consultant
questﬁonnalres together ‘with their assoc13ted supeersB?“assessmencs.

Two agsessments were received for 50 consultants or 637 of the sample.

o !

Two c%nsultants received no assessments.

, , .
: The average age of the respondents was 34. Forty-six percent of

the sémple were between 31 and 35.years of age. Fourteen percent were

!

over 30. .

&

" 'S [
L There were few "no answerg"; therefore’ ‘the follow1ng critical values
may be used when assessing the signiflcanée of quoted correlation co~

efficients: r(80;.,10) = .18 ) (Criti€al wvalues for 77 degrees of
‘ r(80;.05) .22 ) freedom [i.e. n-2] were not

r(80;.01) 28 ) tabulated.)

| : -

\

t ' » ‘
- ) ’ /
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Regarding experience as an external consultant, 29% had' two years or
less,’Z&Zehad over si¥ years, Forty%gefé%nt had\been &it@htheir preseht.
firm far two years or less.

' The breakdown by functloqal area of specialization is glven below.
Flgures show1ng CAMC revenues for the same categories for 19]9 are shown

in the same table—7As tam be seen, General Management is under- represent-

‘ed in the sample while Operations Management and Economic and Operatioms

. A
Research are over-represented.

“ -

. FUNCTIONAL ARFA OF SPECIALIZATION °

. T "'I ) ' Percent
. . . Percent of CAMC
. R U Respondents Revenuas
‘Data Proceszing : . 30 ' ?9 (
General Management ., S }l 19
“Finapcial Sefvices' o oo 11 - 12
Executive Search : ' | 18 - 11 ‘
Persqnnel Servicea -9 ™
OperaEions Management ) 13 8
Economic and Operations Reaearch ~ 13 7 )
Marketing ' 4 e
o ‘ 100 160
~ . | .
Fifteen percent of the respondents wéée female,\AQZ of whog wor ked ]
in the Executive Seagch/Personnel Services area. . :
figteen CAMC firms out of a possible 18 responded by the s&rvey ‘ %
/

,reasonable degree.

deadline. Two firms accounted for 42% of the consultant respondents. (
Since the sample consisted of volunteeﬁs\rather than a random

selection of individuals, it 1s conceivable’ that conclusions from the

study may not be valid when applied to the whole population of CAMC ‘

consultants. However, the relatively large proportlon of the population ’

4 -
(g =~

included in the sample (77) and the agreement between the specialty areag
of the respondents and the djistribution of CAMC revenues by specialty .

area gives some assurance that the results can be generalized to a

»

] . . :
Canadian Association of-Management Consultants

- . ‘
~ . |
. 1

<
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B. Consistency of Supervisor Assessments

One of our concerns was that the assessments made by different
supefv1sors for the same consultant might differ markedly, indicating
that our measures of task effectlyeness (based on only one or, at mogt,
two superwvisors) would be so imprecise that the validity of the study
wouid be'coﬁpromised. ‘dug analysis of the consistency between ratings

for different sections of the supervisor's assessment is given below.

. TABLE V.1 _
INTER;SUPERVISOR'DIFEERENCES WHEN ASSESSING SAME CONSULTANT B
' Based on 50 pairs of evaluations ' ' Ve
% "
Difference betwéen
Supervisor : assessments  No |
. Assessment : 9 1l 2 2+ Ans.
Sect. Question Description ' -—7% of evaluations --
1 904-909 Performance on stages 41 43 6 2 8
\ of PS process A 0 '
2 936-945 Performance on hypo- 45 41 6 - 8
thetical tasks -
. c ‘ —
3 933 Overall PS performance .53 43 2 =2 -
4 910-932 Skills and credibility 42 42 7 ., 1 8
5 946-968 Semantic differential 27 41 21 11 -
6 " - 969-971 Behaviour profiles 42 30 16 3 9
7 ' 972 . Similarity of approach 27 33 22 16 2
8 935 Potential to be partner 35 53 % - 10
9 . 976-981 ., Composité scales based 50 41 . 8 - 1,
. on egmbinations of the
foregoing \

k]

1 . \ . . .
Indicates that one or both supervisors did not give a response to the
item. ’ .
{ .
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The above results provide assurance that the precision of ’the supcrvisofs'
assessments for thg key effectiveness ratings (sections 1-4) is rela-

tively good.

’ \

C. Correlations Between Supervisor and Consultant Ratings of . ®

~ Attributes and Performance ‘

The agreement between,a cpnsultant's self-rating for an -attribute
and the rating of his supervisor (the aveiagé‘in the case of two super-

#
visors) for the same attribute was of interest and is shown in Table V.2.

The agreement seems reasonably good except in the case of the . ,

semantic differential scoring. This latter discrepancy was q&l uriex-

P -

pected. The only- indication of _any signlfic?nt bias was the fact that . "
consultants rateé themselves almost ong rating pdint higher than &id‘
theig supervi=ors for overall PS perform;nce (section 3). &

v Appen&ix G gives the correlation coefficient between consultant
and supervisor gorrespondinglto éach of the items in the assessment. It
is interesting to note which items gave rise to a strong, positive cor-
relation, e.g., ability to manage or evaluate candidates. Interpersonal

skills seem to be more difficult to get any agreement on (e.g., ability

to get client cooperag}on). ‘For other personal attributes such as

critical/uncritical, there-seems to be a significant disagreement. ’

€
r

12 *

D. Supervisor Task Requirement Constructs |

v S

If we use the set of attributes which are highly correlateq ﬁith
pgrformance in each problem phase to distinguish between similar and »
different phases, we end up with four phases for which supervisors seem.’
‘to envisage different sets of desirable bersonal attributes. These é;e
shown in the diagrém on page V.6. Table V.3 on page V.11 shows the
similarity of the correla&ion profiles for” the conceptualization and

prescription phases for organizational and technical tasks.
. " - .



TABLE V.2

* . ' . . -
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN. SUPERVISOR"S ASSESSMENT Aﬁ% CONSULTANT'S SELF-ASSESSMENT

°

: . ) ) . T Extent of ' Average
o Supervisor - ____Difference ~ No .Bias
Assessmesit - Consultant - . , ‘0 1 2 2+  Ans¥* (Supervisor-
sSection ___Question|. __ Question _ .Pescriptiﬂﬁu;_m_ﬂ-_______::f@fﬂijBEEﬂEEHHEEEEEZjZ___E¥HE%QJEH&)__
1 - 904-909 ‘ 594-599 Performance on stages 46 40 8 2 4 -.1
S of PS process B ’
2 936-945 626-635 Performance on hypo- 39. 42 9 1 9 -.1
> thetical tasks . : ¢
/ h "
? ) ‘
3 933 639 Overall PS performance 26 52 19 0 5 -.8
4 910-932 . 603-625 Skills and credibility 41 44 8 -3 4 -.1
S5 % 946-968 ‘varied " Semantic differential 22 33 22 20 3 " n/ac
. RN ’ - - @’
6 969-971 v725—727 Behavioural profiles 37 34 18 6 5 . n/a !
7 972 784 Similarity of approach 17 -40 18 5 20 - -1

* . . ,
Indicates that either the supervisor, the consultant, or both did not give a response to the 1tem.

[
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FOUR COMPONENT MODEL USED BY SUPERVISORS TO DISTINGUISH TASKS

/

’
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3
Fa

Before discussing the specific consultant attributes considered
' . / )
mmportant by the supervisor for each category, we will examine briefly
two interesting aspects of the classification scheme which they

apparently adopted: ‘ .

4) Why .were concdeptualization and prescription compressed into § single

phase'(or at least were considered to have similar attribute

e ’

requirements)?

-) What meaning wasiglven £o the cerm"ceéhnical'?

~

a) There are at least -wo possible explanations for the fact that

congeptualization dnd prescriptiod were comsiderag 1na1§&inguishable by

the supervisors. s

e The first is that they consider that the diagnosis is\gnpfact performed

in the boief initial survev carried out by the supervisor at the

<

~

‘3
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beginning of thexasslgnment before the\preparatlon of the Terms of
Reference and the work plan. If this 1s the case the consultant
would bs expected to adopt the supervisor's model. )

e The second is that for many consultants the two aspects of problém
solving may be melded in such a way tnat there is no distinction
between model building and solution finding. (Lundberg, 1962, calls
the combined activity.'doing something with information', p. 172.)
If such is the case we might expect only one solution to emerge for

rd .
presentatieti to the client. This would seem to be the case 1n prac-

tice for many assignments C ¢

. If there is a predlsp051t10n for consultgﬁts to tfeat concegtual-

ization and prescrlptlon as 1nd1v151ble this may be a characterlstlc

coupled to our culture. Apparently the Japanese, for example, make a

clearer distinction between the two phases.

~

b) W:at is meant by 'technical'? ‘The mean%ng ascribed to this term is
- difficult to pin dovn. ' Tdtham (1964) suggested that less than 407 of
consulting work was tachnical, the remainder being concerned with under-

standing and motivating people. Daccord (1967) in his study of P§

iffecfiveness found that the more effective consultants put hﬁghen
emphasis on 'people' rather than 'systems' issues. -
Applications of the computer and quantitative'techniques (e.g., for
controlling 1nventory and forecastlng sales) have changed this to some.
extent, ingroducipng a different bv%ed of individual into a hitherto
somewhat seat of—pants‘ environment. In fact, data processing and

economic-study assignments now account for 357 of CAMC billings.

\ In®%our study we asked for agreement or disagreement regarding the

statement: d . '

- ' N
[ ‘ ‘ ) .
Most management consulting work 1s not technical in
nature but requires a basic knowledge of people and «

how organizations function. (Q78)

-

I’ .
Fi fty—flve percent agreed, 387 dlsagreed "7%Z had no opinion.

"This was followed up by a second statement: o
&

.
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1 ' .
« An intelligent, capable, MBA with 5 years of good

business experience can handle most management N
consulfing assignments. (Q79)%" ‘

\

Forty-four percent agreed, '457% dlsagregd,—llz had no opinion.
B Those who disagreed in.both cases werq}ﬁostly from the :technical’
specialty‘éreas of data processing and'gcopoﬁics and OR studies.

It would appear from the above that there dre still many who
consider consulting work to be mainly non-technical in nature.

. .

Our research data confirm that the word 'technical' is used by . - _

supervisors to relate strongly, if not exclusively, to tasks involving

some form of quantitative methods or computer technoLogy (such as hard-

ware selection or programming). Curiously, the term 'innovative' was
closely associated with technical competence, the implication being that

consultants on organizational matters were unlikely to exhibit

v
’
‘

'innovative' behaviour. ' ‘ ‘

' ‘ 23
We found we could divide the personal attributes included in our
study into three groups:

Basic personal attributes such as:

- ambition / - LN

People skills such as:
- éupervisory ’ . ) .

- communications.gkill

- tactical o . .

- persuasive ,
§ F™ ' v R

TecHnical and reasoning skills such,as:

= technical competence in someffrea
- strong conceptual skills

The attribute requirements perceived by the supervisors for each of

the four task categories is given below. The correlation coefficient
.7 /u

between the attributes and the category is give& in pérentheses.‘

1. Problem Finding (believed to i dlude a major¥glement of diagnosis)

. This was the most demanding category requiring both 'people'
and 'technical' capabilities. The top ten attributes (based on

correlation coefficients) were:

’



z
Q928 Innovative solucions ' (.38)
- ' Qéié Client credibility (.54)
Q980 Technical competence (.52)
Q923 Strong conceptual 'skill (.51)
Q960 Precise/vague (.51)
Q927 Empathetic (.49)
Q917 Supervisory ’ Ve (.48) i
Q926 Able to operate without supervision (.48) '
, Q914 Tactician (.47)
Q955 Persuasive (. 486), -

2. Conteptualization and Prescription-Technical
Technical attributes were considered most important, with people

. B ]
© skills given less emphasis.. The top six attributes were:

Q930 Technical competence (colleague cfe@lbility)l (.58)
0929 Client credibility “ L (.53)
-Q928 Innovative solutions (-49)

Q960 Precise/vague - ' (.47)

Qy23 Str&hg conceptual skills . ) - (.45)

Q926 Able to operate without supervision (-40) .

’

3. Conceptual;zatlonkahd Prescription-Organikational

! . s & -
Not surprisingly, people skills were considerad most important IOr

this group of =asks. The top six attributes were: o

QY17 Superv:soFy skills ° : N (-53) - (—

. Q914 Tactician : (.53) |
Q927 Empathetic ' ‘ (.53)
ngéﬂPerSuaSLQe (sell .recommendations) o D €.48)
. Q92i Obtain client cooperation ' (.46)
Q§26 Able to operate without supervision ; ($4ﬁ)

~ !

o

yZd
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}
4. | Implementation (Q936)

In this case a diffexent set of skills were.considered

!
important. The top six attributes were:

Q225 Ability to work to a detailed plan (.38)
Q914 Tactical . (8B2)
Q917 Supervisory skills ; . (.32)
Q928 Ability to come up with different practical
solutions ‘ 3 (.31)
Q912 Interact well with groups (,30)

Q924 Ability to meet deadlines . (.30)

Characteristigds of the ten prototype tasks

Table V.3\¥hows how the ten tasks were appareﬁtly viewed by -

discussed. The rééults make sense; tasks whih could well have a high

' supervisors in terms of the first three compoIents of the ‘model just

technical component)(according to the description of the task) such as

. 'a qupléx task within his specialty' or 'expert witness' have a high

N 7 S . . .
correlation coefficient vis-d-vis the technical diagnosis and prescrip-
tion items. In terms g problem finding (which we interpret to mean a
requirement for a strong\ degree of preliminary investigative fact

finding), the tasks 'structured interviews' and 'evdluate candidates'

o

have only a weak correlatiou. - ) .

-~

The tasks with the higbest tpeople' or organizational component
were’ the assignment with 'sensitive political a&pegpé' and. the one to
'resolve conflictingsopinion’. -

In the right hand section of the same table, 'we have recorded
cbi;elations between selected persondl attributes andmshe ten tasks; )
Some measure$’of the variablity (test error) inherent'in this method of

N / , .
analysis is shown by the two measures for persuasion, Q909 and Q955.

The, agreement between these two is quite remarkable.
LY {

i
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, HOW SUPERVISORS APPEAR TO VIEW THE TEN TASKS IN TERMS OF

TABLE V.3

1

~ . PROBLEM PHASE COMPONENT AND PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES REQUIRED

©

. - L - . e
, (Shows corrélation coefficienfs between assessments of two different proficiencies)
N . . ‘ N 1

v/——\\\\\ £

Y - — N =79
Phase ) Personal Attributes
- » ) ability  Con- Get
( Problem ‘Diag./Prescription to Oper. cept. Per- Super- Tact- Client
Task - Finding Organizat. Technical Autonom. Skill suasion yvisory 4ical Coop. Ewpathy
: Q904 Q906/Q908 Q905/Q907 Q926 Q923 Q909/Q955 Q917 Q914 Q921 Q927
Q936 Implement a package 21 - .23 .27 .26 .22 45 - == .32 .22 .23 .35
Q937 Manage a large project . . : ) . -
team . .37 42 43 26 .21 .52 .25 .51 1.53 .81 .60 .39 ° 46
Q938 Assignment with sen- ?
sitive political o . | . -
aspects . .35 53 .50 - A .21 .46 } 44 .52 .49 .48 .48
Q939 Evaluate candidates for / . w
senior executive po%. - 4740 -— - .24 .20 , .30 /.23 .35 420 .39 49
. ] 4
Q940 Structured intervieus == - - - .23 .27 27 — - - .20 .29
) - ® ) I
Q941 Line capacity .30 20,220 —- -- 37 26 == .26 J4) 20 —- 20
e e ] [
Q%42 Expert witness .38 22 —- .25 .38 A4 .32 .42 .42 .29 .26 )30 .37
. . 2
- Q943 Resolve conflicting » ‘ ' .
" opinion ¢ .36 50 40 =< - 41 46 64 W43 7 49 47 .38, 44
Q944 Sopﬁisticatedrcomplex ’ . L. -
within his specialty 42 - .20 .38 .38 T .47 .55 L3710 .37 .57 47 .32 .56 -
Q945 Non-technical diagnosis Z
where consultant has no’ b )
direct experience .35 420 .47 -— - .52 .59 400 .40 .54 .51 .37 .32



a /

A

-

- °

From the table we conclude the Zollowing:

oy, 2

Using correlations wilth 926, the consultant's'ability to operate

autonomously (i.e., wichout supervision) as a measure of the ldck of

structure in the task as perceived by the supervisor, we' see that

the three most structurad afég

- 1implement a well-tesced packag .22

-, evaluate executive candidates TL.24

o, . ¥

-, structured interviews 27
o

The only surprising result i1s the fact that executzve placement
' Y

should be considered a struccured task. There is some corroboration

for this in Table V.7 on page V.45 where individuals in the human .

rasource area indicate a low tolerance for ambiguity. Whether

structure is imposed artificially or is in fact a characteristic of

such work is a question wnich must be left to others to decide.

The '‘most unstructurad task in our set of ten 1s Q943, a

diagnostic survey in an area 1in which the consultant has had no .

direct experience'. The underlining was not prasént in the question-
(=] by

naire but is done here to smphasize the implied lack of structure to

v

tge task.

¢

Concentual skill requirements are low for 'executive placement', the
2 q iow f

"line position', the 'political assignment’ and the "structured

'
1y

interviews', but nigh for the 'difficult non-technical diagnosis'
et 3 NG
higa : :

&

i .
‘and the 'complex assignment wi:hiﬁ his specialty’'. Again, thig
» t

[

. #° |
makes sense.

?

‘

)

Persuasive skill requiremerts seem to be relatively uniform except

in the case of 'package implementation' and 'structured interviews'
P g P

. 4
where the requirements are lower. Thils seems reasomnable.

! -

The other ratings based on superviSLry abilicty, tactical skill and

Q

empathy (an ability to 1dentify client needs) contailn no’su:ptis?s.

<
A

|

el

-



2ersonal at;y'fo/ut:es for overall PS eff=cciveness
dsed on the lovel of cor:re]_arn.os’x".S coefiicaient

and’ Q933 (overall PS effectiveness),

and ranked as followsv °
! ¥
.

Q916 Contributor to firm's reputation (? wmplies

. general credibili:y)

Q928 Abi1li :y to come 1up w'lt diffarent

) f._ . (practical) solutlons

»

* . Q917 Supervisory ablllt‘]

o«
Q930 Tachnical «.omoetence as assessed by colleacues

Q927 Empathy (identification of client needs)

Q914 Tactician’

. ~

q
. , -

J Q923 Strong conceptual sKills L

] . »

'S

(.75)

(.67)

o

(.66

(8

(.6

’ ("5

#

4)
1)

5)

!

i

the top attributas were identziiied

he relatively low mpof‘tance attached to "strong conceptual skill' and

! \ \ N Id .
the hdgh importance of supe}:v1sory aDlllt‘j were umnexpected;

the rankmg seems “easonable

Personal attributes for partnership potential

W‘

The top-six attributes were: ,
Q917 Supervisory ability
> Q933 Overall problem solving skill
HQ9’26 Abality to work -with little su;ervision

8 L

Q960 Precise/vague

»

Q916 Contributor to firm's reputatjon

Q955 Persuasive

R

.68
“(64)
(.62).

(.57)
(.56)
(.55)

=

otherwise,

betwegn the attribute

It should be notad that because mgst of the c®nsultardts in the study warg" ’

relatively Junlor, selling,’ one of the most important activities of a

|

parctner, was not an expected atlribute. The other dharactaristics,

the main, rer;.ec: r=qu1red attl‘lbute-sxa

w

"

~

in®

—



e by ' '

r' bt hd A N ¢ ‘ - ! !
¥ A ¢ pair precrse/vague #as takesn Irom a scala used

*
. -

v drscrimiaator. Ic- la ngnly corr=latbd ia the

, s with reallcy since a partner's =ain role is' develpping a“ practice.- This !
>, - involves seillng, supe*vialnc and ma‘ntalwlpg good *L*anc ralations. Xs’/“
/
. in other: araas oL buslness, uarear progreSSLon unp11es the adoptlon of a
- —heav1er managerlal role. LA ,
. . —iﬁ—_“‘ i . RN — — —
{ X SN I oo ' ’ /
[ a - .8 : : , . .
by gp— ~E. «.Validity and Inta&r=cortrelations of Instruments____ - )
! - ot - . ) B
i: ’ - ‘v!/ i
! . .. YT &Ltar the instruments were developed, tggts for valld*ty were.uade...
} . . Appendlw H summarizes the correlations obtained Setween the, reésules
.- K from the instruments, afd other ratlngs of the bonsultan" attribltes )
‘ ‘made bV the supervisor a1d the consultant nlmselr{‘ Validyity tests are. .
[
!
R ldentiflad in cclumn 3. The last column in Lhe table' shows significant
) ) - inter-instrunent correlatlons and lndlCateS whether ghey were expecced "
9 = H
' .g*}Or not. - _ : -
L] ¢ *
. ’ . . A .
, - The most important findings were: A .
-~ - ’ .
K . v e An encouraging number .of the instruments gave scores for the ¢onsult-
. . . - C. ' i
’ .ants which correlated with cthe super%isor's assessuent of rhe same,
/ ' : - )
’ : S dr a similar, attribute construct. These were:’ _ ) .
- ability to reason abstractly | - . . B .
( « = fact-anchored/imaginative conceptualizer ~ ) .
. ’ - early vs. late closure . ~ ) .
. aE creative T : y oo
C .- specxallsc/ceneral . L
.t - line/staff , Co et
- {7 ~*’need for autonomy L. o o .
- 1 - -
\ v R - 4 N B - o
I — introvert/extroverc . . , 0
Al s N ©
| ! L Lo ' vl :
E At the .05 level'of significance. , S
{ . . v . . ) .
1 lg. , ' i N - o
N - .t . . [N
. ; . \ .

. communicate in writing, anjggé logical.

*It_yas a0t .clear, what was impliad by the tsrm pracise. The word
Mitrpif and Mason

v

oy
(1974) ia & study ob @000 scisntists ‘and found by them to be a useruL
sup

ervisor's ratings thh

, Such attributes as ability to: meat deadlxneé and adheres to a work plam,

. o . )

. . L. ‘s ' -

. The Dercexved raquirements oY partnership would dppear td conform ;
I

i

-
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¢ -The only case whers a comparison was possible and

was not significant was:
‘ © - flexibilicy

. ) ‘ i . '
< -
T - the five |valuess<

and political.

. s~

\

f 7 ' : -
® In-seme cases there was no goggarable supervisor’ rating.

the cor:elatlon

»
<

v

tolerance for ambiguity

theoretical, economic, aesthetic, social

w

These include:

-

- ~<=====%Eeaﬁifpvf=fﬁe strong lntef-relatlonsh ps ethbxted by the instruments, a
«

“factor analy315 was carried olity to see if they could“be consolidated.

"¢ is discussed in sectlon G of thlS -chapter. . - .- - L.

‘
» x
¢ . -

F. Distribution of Performance Ratings and Attribute Scores CL

Q

-

~ -
measured “is, given below: .
M »
. D Myers-Briges IE (Q322)
\',Z , ':
21 I 21
* ’8‘ . 18‘ !
. " is ]
° . 15 1 Fane 14 .
‘. 12
R } 0, -
| - T
o |
e 3‘! .
o9 { j
’ g 1—.." o S “‘Ll
S ‘ P2 3 5.5 ¢ 7 -
' E LI I
R X=3.9 4 0 = 1.4
7 /'
R ‘u‘/\ .y s
M ]

! »

«

. o .
‘p . - S oo o
»2. Myers-Briggs SN :(Q323)
\ '" * by ) .
. ’ Al ~ ~ .é
. R
26 23 3 .
2 ! )
’ 18]
. Jgole
.18 - m
12l ’
10 e
-9
7 N1 oLe
3! '
N EERE K
172 03 4 5.6 7.
vy "3
v » . .
\
T X =3.3 0= 1.5
- J.-"‘ ,,fﬂ., - s N
A S
G i
N { '\0‘ < -

Thls-

o . - .
The distribution of consultant scores along each of the main attributes

a e
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In most cases (w1th the exceptlon of lige/staff, use of Q«L-, SN, JP and TF,

. the measures seem to have a near normal distribution. The blmodel—

nature of the JP scores for the Myers-Briggs Test is ‘atfributed to the o

large proportion (30%) of data processing consultants in the sample

"whb constituted the second (high J) population by themselvés.

<

¢

Table'v.h shows the distribution of performance ratings. Ia
general xhey tend rto,clump within three scale p01nts. "No answers'
averaged abouc 5% ., The ratlngs for overall erfectxveness as a manage-

ment consultant (Q933) are dlstvlbuced_over a moré limited range and

A

Yo, . . . [ . f . -
,correlations with this variable will likely prove inconclusive. There

was a widespread degree of cd%rebatioﬁ¥$mong the assessments (i.e/,”

™ »
the  individual was good for most tasks or poor). Thisxwag more pro- /.
nounced for certain firms. - . T *

\ -

N e

N »
The 'easiest' task ‘(i.e., that with the higheSt average) was . .

% a s

"collect information through structured interviews' (Q940) followed ' /A\\)

by 'implemenf a well tested’ package' (Q936). - (Using the same criteria

technical dlagﬁ0315 and prescription were consxderad -egsier .than

organizational dlagnosx§ and prescription.) The remaxnder of the task

. ¢

with the egception€§f Q941, ;acc in a line capacity' a1l quqlify as
difficult, SR '

~

Y
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SUMMARY 'OF PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS MADE 3Y SUPERVISORS

r

w

. ? PRI ‘
o ., , Quest., 6 *- _ .
. . * Yo, Description '
vy i ° “\
, (a) For Stages of Task
. s e
e 904 Identifying problems not speci-.
; N ’ fied in Terms of Reference
& . ‘ ‘ . \
. 905 In diagnosing .problems - tech.
B .
; 906 In diagnosing problems - orgzan.
b . ' o :
- e 507 In prescribing (developing work-
§ ' ‘ able sol'ns) - technical ‘aspects
t ’
i 908 |, In pyescribing (developing work-
é ' able spl'ns) |- organizational
N (b) For 10 Hypothéticlal Tasks
H D
1 - .
: : e
5 , - }936 Implement a/well tested and docu-
£ . . mented pacKage in his area
{ . \
937 Manage a/large|project team
. ing. client and consultant
N % ¢
? J’ , 938 an assignment which has
: *sensifive political aspects
939 EvaJuate candidates for a,
' or executive position
S ' 940 Cdllect information through
; structured interviews
941 Act in a line capacity for a
| . . period to help a client overcome
~ . a stafifing problem " .
y 942 Act as an expert witness i% a
. coyrt case
g a 943 rHelp to resolve conflicting
| . opinicas
i < § CoL .
! 944 4 Work with sophisticated staff on
% ! - "+ a complex assignment within spec.
{ s ' '
j 945 Carry out a diagnostic survey in
! . ) non-tech. area where he has no
’ direct sxperjance ¢

g " .- P

% Results-invalid because of unclear instructions.

. No.
' ) of ¢&ens.
Yo : Réting who Drafer
Anse (low) [ (high) rthis task

L 2 3 4 )
---7'of evaluations---

31, | 50 6 *
A 9‘5 4 55 10 *
30 8 45 3 *
,5 0 | 60 9 *
¥ 0 9 467 1+ *
4 0 35 61 12
. i)
[ /’
5 7 26 40 21 k 40

ko

i

3.0 0 : 18

5 1 16 39 22

6 6 204 45 /11

32 32 484 o33

, N ,

3.0 14 38
g ,
'3 3 2 L2

o N {

continved. ..
! S

‘



o TABLE V.4
. . SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS MADE BY SUPERVISORS ,
. - - N ; L”‘ N~
0 .. (continued) ’ ‘ o =
‘ - = .o o " No.
& ' \ . , of cons.
‘ Quest. A Ne ___Rating who prefer
No. {j . -.Description Ans. (low) . (high) this task
v, : . b 2 3 4 5
. ‘ , - 7 =-=% of evaluations--- -
" (g) For Overall Effectiveness - , :
' 4 S 5 b » /
. b, °
@ 933 How would you assess his overall!
effectiveness as a management
consultant change agent 4.0 3. 30 54 9 n/a
\ 935 . Do you believe that he is a _// , .' . ’
potential partner?. ¢ 4 .4 23 41 28 n/a . g (D)
* 3 Al i v
R 1 A'\!
¥
H .
. ¥ ~
- 3 ,
R ]
¥
i 1
¥ N .
i % L) t “
¢ %4 ' R ” \ ‘ r; J
s @ . Table\of Averages |- '
. ' Quéstion - . . "
. No. . X
. ‘ Stages 904 3.7 . Pt
: 905 3.7
906 3.4 -
907 3.8
. 908 3.4 .
: Tasks 936 3.6 !
- 937 2.8 ~ .
938 2.8° ‘ )
939 2.8 * ’
» 940, 3.7 v \
. 941 3.3
, \\ 942 o 2.9 .
A \ 943 2.8 : ‘
Overall Effedtivenesg~933, 3.7
; o ' 935 3,0 . ;
) W i . - ‘ 1
\ “ ® ot ‘:.‘","“ ; ! ’ -

V.23

cores as shown are reversed.

v

'Don't know' is grouped with 'No answer'.

N

w
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The most preferred task was 'managing a large project team' -(Q937)

wnth worklng w1th sophisticated staff' (Q944), a close second Least

pre erred were Q939 evaluate senior execu

tive candldates , Q942 'act

as expert witness' and Q936, 'implement a well tested package‘. In
otger words the 'simplést";aéks were the least preferred. Cl
G. Develoﬁment of Composite Factors for Attributes
. v/ v P
"y Factor analySis was used tostransform fifteenof our persomality/

cognitive dimensioms to a more limited -number of ﬁactois. Certain

abtributes were not included in ﬁhe factor analysis’ because we wanted to .

be able to' examine their effect 1ndepeﬁdently These. were: political

(power) values (Q384), specxallst/generalls

trve methods (Q513)

t (0895) and use of quantlta—

\._ :

r

We used the method whlch calculates orthogonal factprs with initial

commonallty estlmates based on the multiple
“all other variables, in ‘the matrix (Guilford

¢ developed. A varimax rotation was made.

R2 of the given varlable‘fn )

1954). Four factors were:

The- oadlng of the four factors on each of . the fifteen attributes

is glve below, although only three factors

the ensuing discussion:

Attribute = >
AEtrZoure .

Q322 - introvert/extrovert

Q323 .- fact-anchored/imaginative concept.

T Q324 - logical/'gut feel’ evaluator

Q325 ~ early/late closer
. Q380 -~ theoretical values .
Q381 ~ economic values i
- Q382 - aesthetic values
Q383 -~ soct=l values L
Q556 =~ abstract reasoner
Q557 - doer/thinker
. Q509 -~ creativity
* Q510 ~ need for autonomy
Q511 - tolerance for ambiguity
Q514 - flexibility )
Q515 - - line/staff /.

Relative importance,

1"have been i%;erpreted in
« F

Factor’
1.« 2 3 4
. -.43
' . -, 72 '
-.23 =37
T -.57 -.36
=37 .
L .42
48
-.29 .24 -.22
T -.63
T e .60
258 .38
-.20 -.30 -.36
co s ST
~ .3
.34 .55 .
51% 237 18%2 117

\ .~

The highest loading (absolute value) in each row is underlined. °

Factor Loadings on Attr

ibutes e " J

>

1The fourth factor cdeld.not be easily intetpreted. When the factor

analysis was re-run with only 3 fdctors there was little change in the -

loadings. See Appendix Nb,ﬁages 51-52.

I's
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The constructs‘ggpresénted by the factors are relatively clear. ,
. t @

Each factor represents.a bipolar dimension. They are orthogonal.

. Factor #1 and Factdr #2 are related to problem solving, the first
describing the‘approach to conceptualization and fact gathﬂring,
the second describing the approach to.conclusion drawing, i.e.,
prescription.
!
. Fector #3 can be interpreted as representing a line (doing) orienta-
tion at the high end and a staff (thlnklng) orientation at the other,

(a) Factor #1. The grounded/ungrounded approach to conceptualiZation
- The first factor loads heavily on‘f'ourl attributes:

Q323 - fact- anchored/lmaglnAtlve conceptuallzer (M -B SN type)

i

.Q325 - earlx/late closer (M-B JP type)
Q509 - (low) creatlve (modified Raudsepp) “
Q511 - (low) telerance for ambiguity o N

“ - (We have reversed the polarity of the scale from that shown in the

loading table so that the high end corresponds to the grounded category.

The underllnlng shows hpe direction of the correlatlons with this end of -

the stalef)

At the hiéh end of the bipblar scale we have the fact-anchored con-
ceptualizer who has a low toleranceﬁfor ambiguity, is nbt particularly
'creative' and who is an earlp closer (i.e., selects an hypothesis early
in the process and proceeds to test it pethodically). We will call this
individual the grounded conéeptua%}ier. e ,

‘ At the low end of the scale we have the creative, '"intuitive'
individual who has a. high tolerance for ambiguity and who suspends
Judgment until he has the fagts. We will call this individudl the
lungrounded conceptuallzer. | T

During fact gatfiering and’cohceptualization, the individual's per-

«ceptioh of the situation, i:e;, his model, is either (aj confirmed or
revised in the casa;of an early ,loser, 6r (b) -gradually developed in
the case of the iate closer. (For our purposes, we may consider a mbdel

L .
to be a bundle comprising the .individual's thoughts.about the problem,

lSince social values (6383) was’present in all factors 4t a relatively
low loading value it was ignored. - .

. Lo

Al

2It has been suggested that the term 'suspepded"would be more appropriate.

: // . ‘ ®
* , /

- - - Y ) N N
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i.e., symptoms, causes, crlteria for resolution, gnd p0551b1e solutlons ) .
Input may come externally from discussions, reports,and observatlon, or R B
;Lnternallz from ideas and recollectiors. External 1nput~1s influenced by

the 1ndiv1duals selective attentlon, and his cognltlve filter whlch in T ey

turn, is affected by his previous experlence and aspiratlons (Broadbent,

1971; Miller, 1969; Cherry, 1957). % | ’ s
A} q "
oy f * o
Witkifl (1962) and his co-workers concluded’ that a person's manner .
( ,of perceiving does not dasily change and represents ‘an ingrained feature .-. =~
of his psychological being—his perceptual style. ~ N . 4
- ‘x . ob . *
- ' Regarding the creative generation of ideas, Popper (13.58; p. 32) ;5’1~ ’

o
claims there is no logical method for guaranteeing the process; however,

some technlques} such as Morphologi‘cal Analyms (Ayers, 1969) have been . .

used for the purpose. . , .

2

In Appendix I, we have listed significant and/or expected corrélge

) .

tions between Factor #1 and items in the assessment and Jself-description
i 1

questionnaires. The implications are summarized belaw. . : A‘
o . » . ¢ N .

Supervisors view those with a highly grounded approaeh as being “

conventional (Q950), cautious’ (Q956), precise (Q960),. gn time (Q967) T °

e concentrating on facts rather than ideas 'QQ962) and able to work to a .

N

°

‘detailed plan (Q925). ’ t . .
Such individuals see themselves as ‘being: conventional (QQBZ, Q429), -

-cautious (Q411), realistic (Q403, Q399) and uncomplicated (Q423),

concentrating on hard rather than soft data (Q42°5) and more ‘people than

concept oriented (Q392). ‘They tend to be lin& oriented ﬁgQ1;09) and team

[

Y

members (Q414, Q613). They are preéent tather than future orlented
(Q474 Q508). They tend to find gheckllst:s useful (Q701), sfructure . o
thelr interviews (Q693) and use pac’f{aged solutions /(Q718) /They strive

for practical rather than 1ngeniou2 solutlons (1 e., satlsflce) (Q650) *
and treat-.each problem by itself rather than looklng for general prin—' A
ciples to apply elsewhere (Q658). They do not.often change the model

of the problem with which they started (Q66%\ they belleve there is a

right and wrong approach to amy problem (Q681) and disclain any ﬂreliance

on inspiration o;‘intuitilon .(Q475, QGSﬁZ,J Q682). They work steafli'ly ' A
rather than in 'fits and starts' (Q67b) and give more weight to flnancial"

) El v . -’
f R ¢

w3
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. q . ) ) o
data than’ to their feelings about cgmpany management (Q455) When theyf

, give repeated presentations they “tend to 9tick to the same script

' rather than vary the approach‘used (Q501). They prefef\ cold,w%f
rather than 'creative' collaboration while working 'with a team (Q796-

‘ Q798) and c¢laim that in their role as.a consultant they rarely introduce
new ideas or novel ways of”doing things&(Qlol). They do’not attach

- particular importance to listening to experienced consultants in their
fields (Q459) and they believe their background 15 similar to that of
others in the firm (Q749) and their PS approach similar to that of

colleagues’ (Q785) ‘and clients (Q786). C s

&

"By inference, individuals with an ungrounded approach are the

reverse. N ! °

.

'Grounded' 1ndLV1dua1sV322id appear to be grounded in a humber of

. ways. they work to a plan, they are realistic and disc1p11ned and they

(\/ﬁ . stick to facts and frequently their 1nitial _conception of,the problem.

Conversely, the 'ungrounded' individual does not work well with a de-
tailed plan, is idealistic and undiscipllhed relies more on 'soft' data.

* S

- and often changes his initia} model. PEEERE e ot
[N - &

. There seems to be some parallel between this dimension and the

fdiverger/converger scale (Hudson, 1968). Kolb’s (1974) definition of

! converger and divérger are similar to’ Hudson s but add a concrete/

- abstracp dimension . ) ) ) ' o

K s McKenney and Keen developed a receptor/preceptor classification for
fact finding.‘ There may be somge relationship betwgen their receptor
(inductive, sequentiak, concentratekon detail) category and our
grounded conceptualizer styie and between their preceptor (deductive, -

* simultaneous processing, concentrate on pattern) category and our

ungrounded conceptualizer style. (See page II. 26 of this thesis )

Independéntly of .the factor analysis of cognitive attribu;gs, we
‘ had developed a verbal portrait of McKenney s systematdc and intuitive
»gnceéptualizers described.on page II. 19,oaccompan1ed by al second set of i
- - portraits répresenting a linear vs. progressive deepening approach We
had hoped that these PS behaviour styles might in some way match up with

*

one of the coghitive styles resultjng from the factor analysis. Con-
: C . .

et

e

e
e

Aem » L v At
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" sultants were asked whijch, if any, .of- these portraits described their PS

E b - r

behaviour. Supervisors were asked if these portraits matched the PS

behaviour of each consultant. Also an instrument (Q88§7\ﬁ s developed

a& b: - . ‘ u
‘ §$ﬁ‘q from- the items in the supervisors assessment which was 1ntended \val—
<. ¥ c ' * B *
‘ . idate the cla331f1catlon of the consultant for behaviour dur1ng~fact-a e
- gathering (see Appendlx D, page 48). ﬁf* ' '
fe~ Consultants were divided into three groups on "the basis of their e e

-

N scores on-Factor #1. The top and bottom groups were analyzed for the -
. T results of portrait matching,(self-eveluated and supervisor evaluated).

9; The results are ngen in gable V.5 accompanied by the superv1sor s

aséessmeﬁt of simllarlty in approaches (Q972) and the cggsultant s score

on Q888, the supervisor's composite scale to validate the systematic/

K

& ; unsystematic classification.

BN <

There is no significant association petween the consultant's score
i . on Factor #1 and the portralts. HoWeveg, from Appendix I we see that
Q888 is correlaqed (r = ,27) with Facto; #1, the systematic approach'j
-relatjmg to tHe grounded approach as it%éhohl&. The "lack of correspond-

- o WEES
et T ence between Factor #1 scores and the portieitsﬁgs disappointing but we . ?“..
: 1ntend to confirm thlS with further analy31s ’ . ’
(b) Factor #2. Ratiogal/instinctive conclusion dra&ing*: -
. The ‘second factor loads on four attributes: S
I Q556 - (high) abstract rease:;r (Kolb' ‘
. ﬂ .. Q324‘— logical/'gutfeel' evaluation\(M-B TF type) .
D ) é%~ 'Q382 - (low) aesthetic values‘Cmodifi d Allpart, Vernon, Lindzey
2 scale) ) .
SHC N . ~ )
a Q514 - (low) flexibility » - . t%

il (We have reversed the polarity of the scale from that sﬁowh in .the ~ ) ﬁﬁ
loading table (pg. V.24) so that the higﬁ end corrgsponds to Ehe : T
rationad category The underlining-shows the direction of ﬁhe correla— )

é?i ions with thls end of the scale.) < ‘

L At the high end of this bipolar scale we have the information evalu-

Y T or who consistently uses a logical approach for analyzing the 'factsf‘
) 33* a":/— nd draw1ng conclusions. Such dn individual places low value on aesthetic
\¢: - (?right hemlsphere) considerations, relies on abstract (detached) reasoning

( v )
ey : ( X ' . “ . :
w . ] . .
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TABLE V 5

COMPARISON OFPORTRATIRESULTS vs _FACTOR ‘#1 SCORES

Supervisor f1 , Suparvisor #2
- : . Perceived, > T Perceived
- Cons. §ELSJE§5§1 3 ’4 “Sihilarity' é 3 X Similarity 5,
. Scdre &.X/B - C»/D A/B” c/D_ of Approach _A/B” ‘C/D’ of Approact Score
- E#{ ‘Q725 Q727 Q969 Q97l Q972 . Q969 Q97l: . Q972 - Q888

a Ungrounded Consultants Should Correspond to Profile B .
' 28
27
22,
41
23
. 27
I\ 27
' 32
41"
: . - 28
' 19

X =28.6

°
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Grounded Consulfants Should Correspond t& Profile A
2

32
32
34.
30
41 .
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- Answers, for complete sample L : . _ o 2

il) Q725 Portrait A Vs B (self evaluated)

Systematic approach flts me oL ' 51
Unsystematic approach fits me E “
Believe I can use either : L . C . 31
Don't 'recognize my approach as either o T, 9
No answer = (1) T

*
oW
|

i - .7 T7o0
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' . TABLE V.5 (Continued)

(5)

¢

Answers, for ‘complete sample = ‘ -
* [ . @ . ! . - N’ZS .
- (2) Q727 PovtraiC'C vs D (self evaluated) , * . ’ B ’
B . ; /2.
Cc- - Progre551ve deepening approach flts me i 58 ;
D - Linear approach fits me , ‘ 10 ' .
3 - Believe I can use either - o e 26 -
4 - Don't recogni2e my approach as either ﬂ 6 '
? - No answer = (1) , / . » 100
Y4 .
(3) Q969 Portrait A vs B (supervisor evaluated) N=124 ’ .
+ A =~ Systematic approach fits him - ; 63
B: - Unsystematic approach fits him - 13 0. <
. 3 - Believe he can use either >~ i 20 ., ° '
¢4 = Don't recognize his approach as either - - Ag
0 - No answer = (3) - . -
: | 100
(4) ZQ971 Portrait C vs D fsupefvisor evaluatqgl . N=122 ’
C - Progressive deepenlng approach fits, hlm a P 35 ’
D - Linear approach fits him ’ : 20
3 - Beliéve he can use either : ooy 35
4 =z Don't recognizé his approach as either 10
0 - No answer = (5) C ’ . '
: L - S 100

=

-
e

Q972 Superv1sor s assessment of 51mllar1ty of consultant S N=l1l6
.approach with his | . \

r . ‘ ) " o
| - Almost always different - : ) ‘ .0 ¢
2 - Often more different ° . o T, . . 7 N d
+3 - More different than simijar . ., 8 o
4 - More similar than diff¢rent & . - . 48 y Q
5 - Often more similar than dlfferent . < - 29 :
6 - Almost always similar T e T, , 8
0 --No answer = (11]) oo , ' . ) - .
) ' 8 100
(6). 0888 -Supervisor's assessment of consultant's predisposition _
to a systematic or unsystematic approach % N=77
_Score . o .
Value ’ : .&
“7-9 high systemath ' ' & - 8 o
10-12- _ o L | 29 -
13-15 . o Nt A
16-18 : : . ’ 23 7
19-21 o ‘ - ' 14
22-24 . ‘ ‘ .3
25-27- 7 : o | L 3
28=30 high unsystematic . I
No answer = (2) Co. "’i/}= 15,3 T = 4.6 | 760 *
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and thus tends to operate with sequential (left hemisphere) information

processing but with parallel evalua}ion of alternatives when in an explicit
, ¥

mode, We will call this individual the rational evaluator.

A

matlon in a flexible, unsystematic (probably implicit) manner, relying on ,

u R
At the low end of the scale we have the individual who evaluates infer-'

his feelings, and 'concrete' ,ll.e., peogle-related considerations. We w1ll

call this individual the instinctivezevaluator.

Referring to Appendix fi we note that supervisors view those with a

ratioral approach as‘béiqé: scheduléd (Q961), ambitious (Q958), ptecise'

(Q960) and logical (Q948). - Thére is a positive correlation with every one

of the characteristics covered by the items Q910 to Q932 which are those

;normally_c0n31dered important for consultants. . The items with the strongeste.

correlatlons are: developers of new packages (Q922), strong conceptual

skllls (Q923), tactician (Q914) and developers of new business (Q915). “

Such individuals see themselves as being specialists rather than .
generallsts (Q400, Q895),dloglca1 (Q388), prec1se (Q398), methodical (Q396),

: dlsclpllned (Q421) and reallst1c (Q403) They are interested in‘'the busi-

e

<

S

ness development side (Q446), believe that dollar return is‘the main criterion

for motlvatlng change in the private sector (Q627), and think that problems
should be solved wlthout any emotional 1nvolvement {Q683). They prefer to
superv1se rather than operate (Q445), use Cheékllsts for interviews. (Q693)

‘ and do not rely on first impressions (Q496). In communicating they are

impatient with those who have not thought thtough their ideas (Q506). They
agree with the statement that.if mathematical techniques were better® undeh-
stood by managers, higher quality EOﬂﬁtions could be developed (Q689) and
claim that their repopts make extensive use of numbers (Q68§). They are
deliberate, prefetring to stop‘and think before acting on even trifling
matters (Q471). They belleve that their approach to problems is different

from that of ,supervisors (Q784) and clients (Q786) and they feel they have

adapted well to the job (Q640). L £ : T\

lRefers to.Kolb's (1974) use of the term where he defines 'concreteness' as
the "immersion in and domination by one's immediate experiences" (p. 28)

Q o
2We have purposely avoided use of the term 'intuitive' because of its present
vide use unaccompanled by any operatlonal definition, -

3
Because of the volume of data, only a sample_of the items referred to in
the description of Factor #2 and #3 are detailed in Appendlx I. -
/ . ‘ ' .

Y
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McKenney -and Keen developed ‘the systematlc/lntultlve diménsion for

information evaluation.  Keen (1973) Wescribes ‘evaluation 'as referring to

the processes subsumed %nder the term 'problem solving'. Systematic -
individuals structure their approach in terms of some method (heuristic), - - .
whereas the intuitive has a trial and error approach, jumping from one
method to another. If Keen is using the term ﬁﬁgblem solving to refer to
prescription as we have defined it, then his systematlcllntultlve and our
vrational/instinctive constructs are: probably very szmllar even if the

instruments he uses are qulge different.-
i Kok ok ok ok ok Kk K

Using these first two dimensions, we can define four possible cognitive

0

'styles' as shown below: - : |
. N
. . v ‘ ) Information Processing . .
7 ci N
; Rational -| Instinctive ‘
- " Grounded . ‘style | Style 2
Fact . '
‘ " catherin ’ Ungrounded o Style 3 Style 4

. ] ,
We were .unable to develop the style conckpt further since our data are

‘limited to management consultants and therefore we cannot <locate the axes

relative to a general population, g : 4

Our two d1mensxons “are ggry 51m1Lar to. the Myers—Brlggs SN and TF

dlmenSLOns (which are componefts). The main difference is that the JP scale
(early/late closure), which we found hlghly correlated with both the SN and

TF scales, is 1ncorporated 1n the factors and dlsappears as an 1ndependent J

kA 4 > \
-

third dlmenSIOn. + . R

s

Ag discussed, McKenney and Keep's cognitive style élassiﬁication'ksae
page II.26) is similar having two dimensions, one referring to information
gathering and the ather to inférmation processing. However, it is based

.on sample tisks rather than a self descriptive questlonnalre.

'
[ { '

Driver and Lintott's‘Decision,Style classification is, we believe,\%ess

comparable. ' It has two dimensions, the first of which is related to the

\

= -~
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amount of information collected, while the second refefs to a focus on one
ot more solutions (see II.28). .~ s - e
W .

i
/

Factor #3. A line (doing) orientation.vs a staff (thinkingﬁ orientation

{ A
The third factor loads on flve ‘of the personallty/cd@nltlve attributes,

3

namely L. -
Q557 - doer/thinker (Kolb s LSI) .
Q515 - llne/staff orientation QJA . e & o ‘
Q322 - introvédrt/extrovert (M-B IE- type) ‘EQ&
Q510 - (low) need for autonomy 2 ® . /e
Q380 - (high) theéoretical vaLue e T o
- . & J N i , ' .

At the high end of this bipolar scale we have the line orlqued doer,
an extrovert, with a low need for autonomy. We will call this a line !

orientation. At the low end we have the staff man, the thinker, an introvert ,

with a high need fd% auronomy. We will call this a staff orientatioms.

°

The line manager bears some resemblance to Duncan's (1971) high- adapter

in his study of beginning consultants. S ..

Referring to'ippendxx I, we note that superVLSors view the llne
oriented indiJ;dual as being: line %rlented (Q968) and on time (Q967)
With the excepthn of Q915 (developer of new business) and Q922 (developer

of new packages), there is a negative correlatlon with every one of the

characdteristiés covered by the items Q910 to Q932 which are those normally

considered important for consultants. Otherwise they see little of a

distinctive nature abbut him.

However, . the 1nd1v1dual himself is very emphatic ‘about hlS character—

lSthS. There is a SLgnlflcant corrglatlon between Factor #3 and 22 of the

46 word pair adjectlves covered<§y items Q386 to Q43!. " The line oriented

1nd1v1dual sees himself as active (Q386, Q415), people oriented (Q392),

‘confideﬁt/(Q387), outspoken (Q391), practical (Q390, Q399), pggcise (Q398), .

assertiye (Q402), decisive YQQOS), impul¥ive (Q411), persistent (Q416),

unlnhlblted (Q431) and ‘social (Q422)~ He has decided opinions, believes .
chere is a right and wroag approach to every problem (Qes1), freque&ply ends ‘_ﬂ
up a survey with the same view Jf the problem he startedtalth (@666). Like ;‘

the grounded fact gatherer he disclaims any reliance on intuitiom (Q652,

lThis line orientation measurs was developed indenend&ntly (see Appendix D).

Thls high-orientation to thegretical values for the doer is the reverse of

‘what was expected, No explanation was Eound. ’ & e
N - "

P
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. .Q682). He works steadily rather than in 'fits and starts' (Q670) and
. N - > « - i
. finds’ checklists very helprul (Q701). . . r .
s » . = -
. BT - The staff oriented individual is considered to have the opposite
‘ . c%hracteristics of those just described. .
* Ty ‘ R - . 3
Faa - l In many respects, Factors #2 and #3 correspond to the two imensions .
g P ‘ of Kolb's Learning Style Inventory, gactor #2 relating to the apstract/

ancrete stale (r = .76) and Factor #3 relating to the active/reflective

. ' scale (r = .73). ) .o . . j
0 ‘ * .
| %r ;. . 2 -~ . . i =, . -
: N . "~ Distribution of factor scores ‘ «\L.LC ,
; < 6 B ‘ ]——v ® . . . ‘ . . '1
: . » The fattor score distribution and the corresponding distribution for
‘ | » )
; ’ 'the Myers-Briggs and Kolb instruments are shown be:low\.l - . h
{ K i ' . Kl -
. : Factor #1 - Grounded/ungrounded L Myers-Briggs, SN Type (Q323)
] : k- &pproach to Conceptual. = '
{ ’ - X o » N
! .
i e 4
1 ) E -~
i , TN o )
' N - N [2s T w -
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Ufgroundgd 4 ceunden , 1. - v . :p .
X = 19.5 g = 8.5 "X = 3.3 T=4.5
Note that strong correlations between the variablesﬂara also
'present’. , - . X
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Factor #2 = Rational/instinctive

»

7

Approach to Conclusion
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Kolb's Abstract/concrete (Q556)
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~ H. Correlation BetWgen Attribute Measures and Task Performance

(
E L | v.37
! - ' x

.\

Table V.6 shows sxgnlflcant or nearly significant correlation
coeff1c1ents relatlng attributes (self percelved) and task performance
ratlngs (We used the self assessments rather than the supervisor's .
assessments for th& attribute ratings for two reasons: first, we jrad the .
more compHex instruments to draw on and, secondly, we were Seeking perfor—
mance predictors which could be used by 1nd1v1duals in career plamning or
by firms at recruiting time. The latter precluded the use of supervisoxr's
assessments.) The table 1s relatively sparse and correlations are general-
ly weak. This was not unexpécted,considering that the observations were
genefated'py 79 consgultants and 127 supervisors from 15 different cons%liing e
firms and that the scales were not anchored, ,

x -

13

We list the-significant attributes below, in descending order of

importance (based on the number of tasks to which they relate):

Q513 use of quantitative me;hods ' )
Q830 age - - ' ,
Q510 need for autonomy
G322 introvert/extrovert - ' . ‘
* Q895 5pecialist/generalisf '
Q889 supervisor& ability
. F2 rationgl/instinctive evaluator

K

s+ Q556 abstract reasoner ,
; , B ,

There are a few puzzling questions geneTrated by the foregoing'
BaN -
ﬁﬁy‘d@es the 'use of quantitative methods' appear to be so unxversally
1mpo€?&ﬁ\\when in fact experience suggests that quantltatlve methods o

are ot used so-widely in practice? Why should an introvert do so well on

o s,

problem finding? Why do cognitively related attributes play such an

unimportant role? ’ :

4
¢

From questionnaire #2 (Supervxsor ASSeSSment) we have 1earned that

the use of quantltatlve metheods is associated in the SuperVLsors minds

»
N .

with such consultant attributes as: § . .
~ innovation ' {r = .38) '
~ strong conceptual skills (r =".21) '

“t N v
» s
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. ) - - q TABLE V.6
- * TASK PERFORMANCE vs CONSULTANT ATTRIBUTES (continued)
, 0 ot .
. " (pg%e 2 of 2) ' .
4 ",i“ - . \ . ’
‘ ! J“Z : K'“ » :
* Fe]
4 G, ¢ 5 N
. . - 8
v - - - . :
s o
. . @w - —
: ‘ (1] [}
_— = >
- -5 ~ ord Q
! - ' 0 =} — o
A Lo o o] g x
- (7] ard < o (2]
- N LY . __,d - ';‘3 E\ S 'g ) 3 *
- ; . (VR | » o w f =
' - 4 ' ' 2 & & 9 & 9 o ’
. , _ a2 & -8 & & 2 2
PR - . 889 890 891 892 893 894 830
904 Prob. finding . . s .28 .22

905 Diagnosis — technical
906 Diagnosis — grganizational
907 Prescription 1\'¢chnical ‘ . 1 ‘ -.18
" 908 Prescriptidn - brganizational :

- [ - h 3
936 Well tested package ) ) - G ’
937 Project team , * o 24 " .
938 Sensitive political iy - .23
939 Evaluat€e candidates ) ’ P 23 W21
940 Structured interviews ) : o : -.26
941 Line capacity ‘ ‘ .22 - . - .
942 Expert witness - .19 o7
943 Resolve cqpilict .23 .27
944 Sophisticated,-Specialist . - .30 — ; .19 N
945 Non-technical diagnosis i - - =30 ’ .19

933 Overall PS effectiveness
935 Partner potential




-

f . . \\ o
o . - . v
~ ) - , V .40 ) »
- devieloper ®f" new packages (r = .23) | " b .
‘ Ay, L. \ }
~ the abilify to produce different (practical approdches to \ .
““’ T ‘ ’ ¢ - “ ’ a \
o problems (r = .31) . . \\ >
. . 4 @ s
It is couceivable then that 'use of quantitative methods' is a surgogate \ e

. _— . . . P

for words lize innovative, strongly conceptual,.,2tec. If trug, this,would .
. » . o o B o \

answer two Of the questions just ‘posed, including that relating to the

apparent lack of emphasis on‘cognjtive qualities. - : )

\ - B -~

Regarding the correlation coeificient of O.Aiberween introversion -
and problem finding, we are more "at a lbss. Either it is spurious, due per- T
haps to "the rather toncentrated distribution of ratings for *'problem flndlng > +
or it may be due to, the stroag correlations between 1ntrover510n, staff " \
orientation and specxallst off:ptatlon. (Note Factor #3 is also correlated ‘ ‘
with problem finding.) Jung hlmself .seems to have considered lntroverslon/ ,
extroéersioo to be¢one of che maln, f not che maln,qdlmen51on of the four v,
pe developed (Jung, 1923). Perhaps 1n relatlng problem symproms to his.sub=- ,
jective norms, the introvert is 1e53n1nfluenced by the client's ovn ‘precon-
ceptions than 1e\\he extrovert. The 1ntroverslon/extroverslop measure Fave N
rlse to another anomaly since there is a 51gn1f1cant posifive correlation .
(r = 24) with soécial values (Q383) (see %ppendlx ), The lattaer has beeﬂ oo
deflned as lové af people in a selfless or altrulstlc sense (Tagliuri, 1965). - f
This we cannotwexplalnr ' ' ) ee_:e__ﬂ a éuwi: .
¢ There are some other interesting results: AN ;\ ' '
- Individhals with 2 high need for auconomy'(QS!O) do well in many
e task situations but appear to fall down in structured 1nt=rv1ews. -
A similar phenomenon was obgerveﬂ for older LndLV1duals. In both ° . ‘
. cases there would appear to be an Lnablllty, or an unW1111ngness, to-
pursue a closely prescr1bed line, of questlonxng ‘ , -
- Flexlblllty (QSIA) seems to be a dlsadvanCage, if anythlng ;lekfble
1nd1v1duals were glven low performance ratlngs fort - »
(;_- - project management (Q937) o ) L '
- senSLC1ve, polltlcal tasks (Q938) . , o
- tesolu&rcn of conflicting opinions (Q943) l .; -
"1t is easy "to u;derstand.why too much flexidility in project %anage- .
mént could be undesirablefwhowever, the other two iltems zre more v
N difficult to interpqgt.u An dnyielding‘a:c??uee in a semsitive, , &
) - ol s, o « e ' ’
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:# polltlcalgaésk mxgh;'be the ouly way to get agréement‘z;ng., "You
szmply_hgve no alternatxue but to hire an outside general manager!“) -
Slmllarly, in theiresolutlon of conflictingywpinion, an inflexible.
protocol might be called for. §§ZE )

&n mahy résﬁécts the same argument déveioped for fléxibiiity}could
be applied to tolerancd for amb{guity,ghich has a lesser but still

; nggative influence on performance fz;;fgg high 'people tasks.

!
—~ B
¢ - -

K In Section D¢ we deduced the attributes which the superﬂisérs con-
~ sidered desirable for the ten hypothetlcal tasks and the four phases of the

PS process. Did these correspond in any way with the slgnlflcant ‘self
|

assessed attributes?, o . , i
" .

. To answer this, we first used step-wise linear multiple regression \ -

‘o

analysis to identify the most 1nf1uent1a1 self assessed attributes corres-
ponding to performance on each task. We then compared the two sets of athl—

butes. The independent variables which were submltted to the regte531on c

Y

-» - v
N analy31s were: ﬁ“~ o

Factor #! .
: . Factor #2 .
. Factor #3 no°
830) ° .

Power (Q384) )
. Specialist/generalist (Q8935) : . ' R
. Supervisory orientafion (Q889)
Persuasion (Q830) ’
Empathyg?Q89l) .
Tactical skills (Q892) . L
J Ability to meet deadlines (§893) . k

< Business development (Q894) - P _|

The dependent variablé was the task performance rating.

« & .

1

In view of the rélatively weak correlation coéfficienés, a valuegqf
1. was used for thg threshold level of F permitting enterlng variables.
Consequently little validity canp be attached to the late enterlng variables,
However, since a certain overall conslstency was observed among the results,
‘all entering variables im order of entry are'presented in Appendix J. The

corresponding attributes from Sﬁgtion D are presented beside-them.
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— f
o "are orthogonal, but there was a correlation coefficient of . .43

! “’ \ )5 "“ V.[OZ
V- .
- A few gsneral observations ‘can be mgge about the regression analysis

but, in view of the poor fit, it does not seem worthwhile to try to draw too
detailed conclusions. J
l. The results make sense, to a degree. For example, the parallel
Tegressions fo% the two éases, problém_resolution, technical and
organlzatlonal, reflect’reasonablg agreement. The -'use of quanti;'
tatlve methods ' flgures prominantly ‘'as we expected from the cor- ’
relation coefficients and most-lmportant of all, there is some

agreement in the two columns of attrlbutes. ’

K]

2. Factori“#l,g#Z and‘#3 are frequently present but do not seem to play
the major rdles. ol - " %ﬁ

* 4
3. Factor #2, représenting the rational/instinctive approach to infor-
mation evaluationm, is presentrtwice (i.ers, for Q937 - ménagé a
¢ large project and Q93§*— evaluate senior candidates). In the first
case it has a positive sign suggest1ng the need® for rationality.
In the second it has negatlve 51gn lndlcatlng an instinctive

’

v
approach is more dedlirable.

4. 'Factor f#1 appears id three instances, all with a positive sign
indiqatiﬁ%“%he grounded approaéh‘is pFeferable. In éhe figst. tvo,
Q936 - impleme?t a well tested package, and Q937 - manage a large

‘project, there would not appear to be scope for much‘éonceptuaiiza—
-tion. Certainly ungrounded or'iméginative conceptualiiation would
be out of place. ’

fn the third, Q941 - act in aine capacity, the variable is a late
entry and therefore devoid of much significance. However,_one'si
acéeptance o¥ the presence of this variable would depend on the
extent tﬁ which line fnnctiops.afe tﬁbught tg be a%sociated'with

*  'grounded conceptualization. In out sample, Factors #1 and #3

between variables Q515 (kine/staff) and Q324 (M-B SN) Suggesting
" that Iing individuals are fact-ahchored using the Myers-Briggs

construct.
V!

5. Factor #3 appears with both a positive (lime) and neéative (staff)

. sign. The line orientation seems to be valuable for Q905 - problem

o " ’ - g
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. resolution phase - technical, whereas the staff orientation is
important- for: Q904 - problem finding phase, and Q906 - problem

resolution phase - organizational. (Only the more significant

occurrences were noted.) ‘
\\\WS\ A very tentative éonclusion, based on thé above results coupled
} with the occurrences of the specialist/generalist variable;‘is
that the comstruct 'generaligﬁ', at the low end ®f thé specialist/
generalist ‘dimension, does not réfer to a particular pebple or -
orgaﬁizational ceggﬂience. This skill may be more implicit in the‘

'staff! category of Factor #3 or in the influence of age.

6. We do not seem to have captured the key attributes which affect
consultants' effectiveness on brganizaticnal' tasks, since tasks

Q906, Q908, Q938 and Q945 all have a very small RZ..

9
7. Incodsistenhies in the role of supervisory skill indicate that
the supervisor and consultant may not agree ‘in their assessments
regarding this particular characteristic., This assumption is
confirmed by reference to Appendix G where it is seen that the

cor;elation coefficient between these assessments ig‘-0.06.

[
1 A

8. Similar}y} consultants’ views of their strengths in the areas of
empathy and tactical skills do hot seem to coincide with the

views of their supervisors (r = 0.02 and .-0.02 respectively).

°

9. The attributes appearing for 'overall PS effectiveness' (Q933)y -
and 'potential to become a partner' 2Q935) are a-mixture and :‘
not too|revealing. Possibly 'ability to meet ‘deadlines' 'implies
some' degree of autonomy (i.e., ability to work without close

supervigsion) in which case there is a modicum of torrespondence
between|consultant and supervisor sets of important attr%butes.

v e / ! N
To summarize our findings on correla;iongbétw&ensélf assessed
consultant attributes and performance, we would conclude that thé;e is
suffipient‘evidehce to warrant continuing this line of enquiry but not
enough to enable us to make any definite conclusions on which kpecifig .

'

' 3 i -
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attributes are pereeived to be most influeatial in determining effeceibe-

mess for certain kinds of tasks.< Factors #1, #2 and A3 all 'seem to affect

A . - - [
task effectiveness to some extant. . .

i 5 .
[ . T, ~ - -
" . e
[t

I. Anélysis of Cousultant Attributes by Function . l -

‘

Table V.7 éisplays the averages for all of the consultéﬁt aﬁtri-’
butes oy each of the seveh runctlcnal specilalties *ncludéd 1o .
" the study. Table V.8 shows the same éﬁ%a converted lnts ranks. Frem the
F valdes shown in Table V. 7, it is appareat that few of tne between—:unCCan
differences reach. statlstlcal'SXOhificanCD‘at the lO levell even though

many of the differences are of a magnitude and dlrectlon that are, explaln-

L ablé by conventional wisdom. We calculated the variance for each’ attribute

B

‘for a group of five data proce551ng consultants within one firm. These
variaaces were apprec1ab1y smaller than the pooled 'within firm' variation

(significant for most attributes at the .05 level or better). This con+

firms the existence of some function-related clustering. . vy

.

We have summarized in Table V.9 %hr expectations and our findings
regarding attribute averages by functional spec1alty (Individuals in the,
functlons covered may take exception to our hypotheaes, “for which we i
‘offer apologggs.) For five of the seven categorles, we were reasomably
close} however, for Finance and Humad Resources there were significant
discrepancies. The surprises for Finance were the higher than expected
s‘valg;s for creativity and tolergﬁce for-ambiguity and the cgnceptualizeF,
classification of imaginative rather than fact anchored. A possible
explanation is that we are talkihg less about accounting than we are about

the more unstructured area of profitability, projected interest rates, -

., government regulations, etc.
" . . -

-

For Human Resources it wds surprising to find the situation was
almost the reverse. It was expected thit déélidgs involving humans would

require Ja high tolerance for ambiguity and.high creativicy. Instead we .

found that respondents from this area were low in these two attributes,

Posslble e lanatlons range from 'invalid instruments' and
xp

N
'

un*epresentatxve sample to the“int.lgulng thought that humans ;ré SO

unpredictable that only those with a low tolerance for ambiguity can work

-«

f
T

L] - 3 - PR N !
Cﬁiﬂ.TwO of the composite factars, however, were significant at the .10 level.
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.Political. (power) value - :' .

Grounded/ungrounded conceptualizer

N

Rational/instinctive evaf. .

Line/staff orientation .

Introvert/extrovert

a

N

Fact-anchored/imaginative
conceptualizer

Logical/'gut feel' evaluator - |
' . 2
Early/late closet .

.

Theoretrical value
. ~

Ecdnomic value , .

4

Aesthetic value

Social value’ L
ABbtrac; reasoner
Doer /thinker /

Creative P
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Need for autonomy
folerénceffor ambigu?ty
Use of qpan;étative methods *~ .
Fléxibilit§'
Liné/staff
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TABLE V.9 )
EXPECTED vs OBSERVED ATTRIBUTE PROFILE BY/éUNCTIONAL SPECIALTY %
Lo _ General . : . Humén ) 0.R. & .
@ . Data Proc. ° Mpmt. Findnce .?fReSOﬁrCES Production Economics Marketing
i - Exp. Fnd. Exp. Fnd. Exp. Fnd. ' Exp. Fnd. Exp. Fnd. Exp. Fnd. Exp. Fnd.
- - n=24 n=9 n=9 n=14 n=10 - ° =10 n=3 *
~ - L N N . .
. Q323 fact-anch/imaginat. . : : . . SN
conceptualizer imag. mid fact | imag. fact imag. fact X fact x imag x, imag x
Q324 logical/'gut feel’ o "
evaluator logic x ‘logic mid - logic x° 'gut' mid logic x logic x 'gut' x
Q325 early/late closer N early =x éfrly_mid early-mid late* mid"“% g early x late = x late. x
- s + { s -
Q556 abstract concept.. high x low. mid high mid low X low mid high x’ low mid
.. Q515 line/staff ) . i S . 1
Q557 Joer/thinker ) staff x linei x staff x staff line line mid staff _x st?ff X
Q509 creative high 1low high x low  high high 1low low x ‘'high . x ', high x
Q510 need for autofiomy high mid low mid Tow ‘ mid ? high 1low X high mid high x
Q511 tolerance for ambig. low mid high mid lovy high Kigh low low x high mid high x
Q513 use of QM var. low low mid mid X low X high™ low high x _ low X
Q514 flexibility low | x high low . low « x  high x , low mid low high high x
Q895 specialist/gener. spec. X . gen. x gen. mid gen: spec.” gena X spec. X gen. X
. F#1 grounded/ungrounded g ) ’ - )
' conceptualizer . mid mid ~ low . mid high . low _low
F#2 rational/instinctive B ' .
evaluator . . high low mid low high high low
F#3 1line/staff orientation . ) - . .
(composite) mid high ~ low high - high high mid

!
- -

1 D1fference due pethaps to staf? nature of consultlng work
2 May be due to’ presence of “psychologists

Findings completely opposite to expectations are underlined.
Exp. = Expected; Fnd. = found; var. = varied

'x' indicates that the expected attribute was found.- ’ -t c- E )
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comfortably in this area, presumably by applying structured approaches. Some
confirmation of this latter possibility is pfcvidéd by the-faqt that the
hypothetical task (Q939) 'evaluate senior executive, candidates' was not con- , -
sidered by supervisors in general to be a demanding assignment (i.e., it was" .
,low on all measured attributes in Table V.3). The fact that a line rather
" a staff orientation was exhibited by Human Resources respondents may- be dde. -,
to the similarity of requirements between the job of a line manager.and that-

-~ 4 |
1of a human resource specialist. - %) ’ 7

bl

When interpreting the data it must be remembered that the respon&ents'
were 'consultants (i. e., individuals operating primarily in a staff capac1ty)
While this qualifier might not restrict severely the generality of flndmgs
regagding the data processing area, findings regarding consultants ln‘thg
general 9managcment function should probably not be extended directly to
operating executives. ‘ . | N

We were hoplng to be able to evaluate previous research which indicated
that mathematicians and management scientists gather their data-in an m‘tultlve
mode. We found that out of the 22 consultants who clalmed a medium or hlgh l
familiarity Wlth QM concept:s (Q866) and who showeda pronounced stendency toward
-one end or the other of the Myers—Bng’gs SN scale, 64% were in the' N (intuitive)
category. Since 667 of the consultants showmg a pronounced S or N tendency o
also fell in the N category, we can make no ‘speciil inferences about manage—z
ment scientists. (We did not use our Factor #1 for the calculation because,

’ v t

as noted earl:.er we have no origin for our scale. )

J. Analysis of Consultant Attributes by 'Consulting Firm

. Since six replies was taken arbitrarily as the ‘lower limit for inclusion in
the analysis of variance of attributes by firm, there are only five firms

. shown in Table V.I0.

~ ¢ 0 .
Some tentative conclusions may be drawn from this data. The firms
would appear ,to differ, For example, the ingijividgals in'firm D are nio.ré
ereative (Q509), more 'ungrounded’ (F#l), and have a higher tolerance for
ambiguity (Q511!) ghan the others. On the other hand, individuals in firm K
are less 'rational' (F#2), latcr closers- (Q325), have higher political (pewer)

‘values (Q380), are the lowest abstract reasoners (Q556), the highest generalists /

. Note, however, that there ig a significant correlation (r=.26)between use
of -quantitative methods (Q5%3) and an ungrounded approach (Factor #1).

-
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" Table V.

,'between group' variance was Q384 (polltlcal (power) values). In this

.L 3 R \ “ ‘ ‘ VJSO
(Q895), the highest users of quantltatlve methods (Q513) and yet have thef
owest tolerance for amblgulty Q511 compared to all of the others.

A
Another lnterestlng observatlon is that for ouf&sample, 1nd1v1duals

l .
With ‘the 1nfornmt10n on hand we can go no furthet in 1nvest1gat1ng

differencés. Iﬁ the flrms involved would like to proeeed further by

explanations.

K. Analysis of Consultant Attributes by Educafion ¢

The education groups were based on courses in which the consultdnts

majored during graduate (if any) and undergraduate study. It was dlfflcult

-to esta lish "pure’ groups on a fact-anchored/ soft dlmensxon because

individyals frequently took a’ mlxed comﬁlnatlon of courses, We were success-

ful in constructing only three groups of any magnltu&e, namely englneerlng,

\

mathemat cs and business.. The attrlbute scores for these are shown in

1. As can‘be:éeen, the only attribute with a nearly significant

case a buBiness background seemed to be assoclated with a higher ‘poyer
orientatign. ‘ o K .

L. Analysis 'of Consultant Attributes by Sex : 1 1

~ 1

§
1

) i ' s . . s
N Although one female réspondent claimed that we were sexist in

the formulation of our questions, we found few differences in the scores

‘on the attribute scales when consultants were grouped by male and female

(see Table V.12).
s - . k
While conventional wisdom holds, or used to hold, that females

are intuitive and impulsive (Leavitt, 1975), our findings showed no
s1gn1f1cant differences on the SN and TF scales of the Myers-Brlggs
Indicator or our Factors #1 and #2. Recent redparch cited in the
Toronto Globe and Mail, March 6, 19794 pages | §nd 3, suggests that the
right and left hemlsphere dlfferehces usually quoted may apply only to

- Ve
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§

men, verbal and spacial abilities being dlstrlbuted more evénly between

1
the two 51Jes of a woman's brain. ) g .

Two attributes were found'to have significant 'between group’
. differences at the 0.10 level: Female consultants showed a higher tolet—
ance for ambiguity (Q511), while males were more 'creative' (Q509). 1(1%
should be‘neted,ohohever, that‘the‘scoring for the TF scale of the Myers-

Briggs Indicator differs slightly for males and females.)

»

M. Correlations Between Attribute Measures and Age :

'With aée comes experience', so in many respects the effects of the

two variables will bevdifficult to separate in our study. ) ,

-

It would seem reasonable to postulate that with age, an_ individual:

- has the opportunlty for more learning experiences and is thus more
11kely to have relevant or near—relevant task experience and ims -
proved Judgment (Slovic [1972] found this was not true in certain

. cases); ' , .

1

becomes less open to new ideas (} e., more ¢onfident in his own ;
' \exper1ence), T '

: \ develops a more COdsistent PS style (coasistent with his personal-
ity and background); \

is 1e§s comfortable with abatract and quantitativef}easoning

(assuming he has not exercised this facility,after having gained

. it) (Doktor and Hamjiltom, 1973); N

"8

[}

is less inclined to {isk taking (on the grounds he has less to gain
and more 'to lose at this point' in his career);

- has .more trouble remembering things;

'

- is more likely to become technically out-of-date.
) o . - = Q\ \: LY
One' might also expect that when an individual is faced with*a pro-

blem that is similar to one -he was -exposed to previously, he would be w
faster and more elffective in developixfg a sonlﬁution. On the other hand

if he consjdered the first solution inadequate he might actually take’
longer/the second time as he addressed the unresolved issues. Duncan
(1971) concluded that there was a difference in behav1our in this regard-
between high and”}ow %dapters (to conaultlng). High adapters, he~

yélAiméd tended to live with failure and work on success; low adapters

i

N . . ! N M . e 3
’ ' . R ® f v /
,. , N
v ~ -
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tended to live with, or take for granted, succez%on failure .
(pp. VIII.10 = VIII.11). . ' T~ g

Keen (19\7>3, p. 1.24) suggests that, for consultarfts, a’particular. -~ .

3 o~

problem situation is viewed in a quite different light whep encountered .

for the second\time. _ ) ; . .

Consultants} because of the‘natute of their work, tend to 'see var-

iations of the same problem over and over“dgaih 4‘§olutidns\ become pack- °
aged (or programmed) so that they cén the implemented by others in the
firm. Reductlon in project time after several occurrences could vary . X

from 2:1 to 4.1. +Sometimes when the problem is very complex; it is \

L1

péssible to experience reductions of 10-1 Quality mayaimpx;ove margin- -

ally. after several J.mplementations have been completed 5(auth0r s !

unsubstantiated conclusmns) ‘ .
. N ‘

Taylor (1975a) concludes that prior success’ 1eads to gp increase Ao o

‘aspiration whlle fallure may lead to a decrease in standards set for
future tasks. ’ - ; ’

n ®

" Some 1ndiv1dua)ls (e.g., intultlve types on the Myers-Br‘lggs Indlc\e
ES
tor) dislike doing the same thing over and over dgain. Thus, prior J/

_experience in a Problem area may cause “them’ to av, id such problems and’

seek greater variety. ' ,°
t N ‘ N e
The correlations of age (Q830) with task performance are glven in .V

Table V.6. Significant correlations with consultant attr1butes and
other items in the questionnaire are shown in "Appendix- K, -

PR

We will summarize our findings’below.

* < i
Compared to their younger counterparts,y older con nts were
. ¢ ~—T° ) ! \
perceived by supervisors to be more conventional (i.e., less inpnovative) i

(Q95(5), less flexible (Q952), more cautious (Q956), more staff oriented
(Q968), and having more Crediblllty with C3<:lients (Q929) and more ;

-, 0l

recognltion from fellow professionals (Q931).

» °

Older consultants see themselves as having definite opinions O(Q%o:i);" -
' being persistent (Q416) and painstaking (Q40l), pragmatic ,‘(Q390)~and o
trusting (Q428). ‘ ) ’ P
. ‘ ) . (' R . ' Y \ ' . oy
g ) v | . ®
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‘predicted d;}egflon with the possible exceptlon of technical currency. It is '

\\\They believe that they are more effective on most of the tasks, )
exrepu/ﬁ)well tested package (Q626) where performance is not co;related with
age. There is a strong negatlve correlation, however, between their performance
on a tasksinvolving structured interviews (Q630) and age, This agrees with ;he -
supervisor's perceptions (see Table V.§). It also agrees with the fact that need

for aﬁtonomy is positively correlated with age. Other attributes which are cor-
related with afle are: aesthetic vaiues‘(increase), power values (detrease), ab-
stract qﬁasoaing power (decreaee), doing/tHinking orjentation (more doing), toler=-

ance for'eﬁbiguity (decrease), flexibility (decrease), use of quantitative methods

4

(decrease), persuasive skills (igcrease), emgethy (increase).

- * L.
o=

While there are no significant correlations betWeen age and the three , ;

factors, PS behaviour of older consultants tends to that of the grounded in-

d1v1dual. They dislike structured interviews (Q693), believe ﬂnsplratlon has

nothing. to do with successful solutions (Q467), do not rely on hunches (Q682)
and belleve there is a right and wrong approach for any problem (Q681). Theyt
do not feel that business problems should be solved more scientifically (Q655,

Q689) and they prefer to spend their "time. building on their successes rather. .

than analyzing their failures (Q694) . o e

o4
¢

- The above results are lnterestlng but they must be 1nterpreted in the
11ght of the fact that older individuals in the sample tended to. be those who

had not succeeded, if success is defined by achxev1ng partnership. Thus it is
H

concelvable that older consultants who wére partners might have provided

dlfferent results. ° . \ .

~ . L]

Despite the qualifier, -most of the attributes changed with age in thes

- interesting to note ‘that while supervisors perceived older consultants as-

being viewed as experts by clients and fellow professionals, they felt that.lu

" colleagues had a dlfferent\oplnlon. Another, not altogetﬁi..ﬁprpr1S1ng, flnd- ‘L

ing was~that regarding the 'preferred role of the supervisor' (Q772-Q781).

older conaultants gave a lower score to Q775, 'provide technical guidance'. |
o ‘ * % % % * |

In the foregoing we have reported the analyses which were planned for '

this phase of our study, leaving many unanswered questions for future explora-

tion. 1In the next chapter we will summarize our conclusions.
. k24 ~

&
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X *B. Contribution to Methodology of PS Research

*égfiZ::;r VI o

“

To date, much of the research on PS behaviouy in business has been
(a) largely propositional, (suggestlng relatlonshfis, not testing them
(Henderson and Nutt, 1980) or (b)" based on artificial task 51tuat10ns
(e.g., sigulatiens, short duratlpnrpuzzres). In this study we exploreq,
PS effectiveness under real life conditions. ﬁ number 5% personality/
cognitive attributes were measured for a sample of management consultants,
using standard instruments in-some cases and insté%nents we developed in

others. PS performance was evaluated by supervisors.

[

. . o

In dlscussing our conclu51ons we will first relate our findings to
our initial hypotheses and then explore their implications ior management

cousulting firms and other areas.

.

s
The topics for this chapter are: ’ . .

5 T S
A. Tests of Hypotheses ’ . . ,
C. Factgpé’Affecttng PS-Effectiveness ) ' -
* D. Implications for Consulting Firms

o [y

E.. Implications f::/Other Areas :

A, Tests of Hypotheses 4

-

:
°

e "

1. Hzpotheses relatlngito task effectiveness measures

AXpoﬂhe51s la: Certain consultants who are rated high for oge type of

astignment can be rated less effectlve for others. Confirmed. While

there was a tendency for a supervisor to rate a consultant at the same -
.end of the effectlveness scaléifor allig% the tasks a certaln degree of

i

dlscrlmlnatlon (or range of performane;)/was exh1b1ted by the superv1sors4

N

>

sanh
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‘ ‘ ‘ 2'/ Pty . ’ ! f
k\\\—Mﬂ\xanatiﬂgs~£e;~lnd;v1aual task” performance, : , '

2
The maln task dimensions which seemed to influence the classificar

t10n of an individual's performance were: (1) whéther the task was i

tructured' or not and (2) whether it was an' organizational' or

f

'technlcal' ‘matter. - : . »

/

Hypothesis 1b: There is a significa degreg‘of consensus when more than

one super@isor evaluates the same ¥oOnsultant for the same assignment.
Confirmed. See Table V.1. Ratings rarely differed by more than one
scale division. Fer exaﬁple, 96% of the ratings for overall PS per-

N

formance differed by one scale division or less. NN

Hypétﬁesis lc: There'is a significant correlation betweén the individ-

ual's own assessment of- his effectiveness on a specific assignment and
‘the assessment made by the supervisors. Confirmed. -See Tablﬁ V.2. Over .
807 of the assessments agreed'withiﬁ one scale divislon." Iheré wer®, no I
significant biases for the task ratings; howevef, consultant assessments

. were higher than supervisor assessments by .0.8 for 'overal; PS perform-
ance’'. . ‘ )

N ~
i N . N B '

2.  Hypotheses relating to composite attribute dimensions
= :

. Hzpotﬁesis 2a: There will be strong correlations among,the various ) N

attributes measured. The latter ‘can then be reduced by factor analysls\ ' L.

to a limited number. of composite personallty/cognltive dimensions. BotH

N

statements conflrmed. Three composite factors were developed.

oy ¥
, .

Aypothesis 2b: The personallty/cognltive characterlstlcs of the ,

individuals studied will terd to cluster about some limited number/éfll :

profiles based on the composite dimensiofs. We were unable to confirm
or disprove this, due to %he absence of any anchor,pointé,fdr our -
ofthogonal‘scales; ’waéVer, a moderate amount of skewness- in the ' ¢
. disgributidn of;scoreS’on the factor‘dimensioq9~d1¢ cause individuals to .
be unevenly distributed among the four style boxes shown on page V.32. ' .
If we coﬂsideg only the 49 individuals q}th a pronouﬁced teqdeﬁcy to one

end or the other of the first 2 facfor dimensions, we find the followifg o

' - ' v



ddstribution: T Lo . ‘ \ , T,
-\ ‘ LT . :
, Factor #l Type Factor #2 Type A . '
: ungrounded~ _imstinctive 30°
‘ , grounded - .rational 28 ‘
ungrounded ' rational ’ R 21
grounded Y instinctive 2r .

)

* . We would emphasize that the scale divisions for these styles\arel‘
. N : s , ‘ ’

relative and would most likely be shifted-if based on a more geheral

population of iﬁdividuals. For example, if we éonsider. the consultant

scores on the Myers—Brlgﬁf SN and TF scales (page V. 36) Fo reflect the ‘

dlstrlbutlon by stylef, we see that 537 of the consultants in the sample -

“were NT types. This may seem surprising to some who assume’ that a fact -
anchored approach normally accompanies ratiohal\j§a&3ition.. 3

’

HyﬁOthesis 2c: These profiles will tend to be similar within a func-

' ! ' o s . -- 3 ] ‘
tional area and also a Consulting firm. Confirmed for functional

grd pings. Rtference tg- Table V.7 showed that the functlonak groups {
s, differed s1gn1f1cantly regarding their Factor #1 and Fadtor #2 scores.
. The corresponding differences between consultlng flrms were not 51gn1f—

icant at the 0.10 level.' - .

Hypothesis 2d: There will be a-éignificant tendency for the composite

d1mens1ons to be associated with effectlveness on certaln a531gnments

(tasks). Partially confirmed. See Table V.6. °~However the associations

weresrelatively weak and gave a low degree of fit (R’) when incorporated
into a regression equation. ipctor;#z (ratiohal/{nstinctive conclusion

drawing) sdemed to be the most, influential (see discussion page Vi.17).
. R . . .

- t

3. Hypotheses relating to formatlve facﬁors .

¢

: Hypoghesls 3a: There will be signiflcant correlatlons between' areas of

.

functional experlence and personallty/cognitive attrigutes. Not tested
g 25l

7

We belleved that the extent of previous, business experience in specific

functional areas (e.g., production; ﬁarketing} would be influential in

.

the development of an 1nde1dual’s cognltlve/personallty attributes. We~
1” had hoped to encounter relatlvely pure bachgrounds in this regard, so
) , - W

b1
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, .
ship. However, backgrounds were often 'mixed', requiring a more compli-

VI.4

b
! a
k4 L]

that simple cerrelation coefficients could be used to test the relation- .

"cated analysis for the detectiom of rélationships and this was not ‘ :

under taken. : . . s :

Hypothesis 3b: There #ill be significant correlations between course

I -

cdncentration and personality/cognitive attributes. Not confirmed. fﬁ§€e\\\\\\;\\\xm
Table V.11. Only a limited number of pure educational backgrounds were ‘

found. These grouped into: englneerlng, mathematics and bu51ness. The
only attribute for which the 'between group' differences approached

significance (0.1Q level) was Q384, political (power) values.

e
'

Hypothesis 3c: Correlatjons between effectlveness and fermative factors -

will be less pronounced except where they 1nf1uence task knowledge. This

was confirmed to _some degree by the s;gnlflcant correlation between age .

-and task effectiveness and age and the attrlbute scores. Otherwise there
was no clear _evidence of strong assoc1at10us between the formative factors

studied and the other measures studied. A . T

°

»
'

B. Contribution to MethodoiquAof PS Research ) ) , . '

) o7 AR . !

! Vo8

- There.were four topics which we, felt might interest other researchers

in this area: the method of deduC1ng relevant task dlmen51ons, the )
constructs and instruments developed for 1nd1V1dua1 personallty/cognltlve :
attributes, the confirmation of claims made for existing instruments, and

the usefulness of our new three factor instrument, Findings relating to

“ ‘ ! 3

these subjects are summarized below. ' . .

v

1. Thegmethodeof deg;ging task categories ' . L, .

'We.asked supervisors to evaluate individual consultants for two
classes of attributes: (a) effectiveness on hypothetical tasks and stages .
in the PS process and (b) strength or weakness on a number of inter-

personal and personal skill d1mens1ons. As discyssed on pages V. 4-V.14,

A

thls information enabled us to deduce _that consulting a331gnments could

°

be grouped into four categories, based on the skills possessed by . '

'effective'! individuals. These categories were: problem finding
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the degree to which the task was 'struc%u:ed‘. The ‘gtrength of the
correlation. between the rating: 'able to operate without close super-

. . vision', and task effectiveness was used as a measure of th \ijii?e of

structure embodied in the task. v

PR ' o @
)

“ f’2.~ Constructs and .instruments developed for’ individual attributes

v

) ) T Deflnltlons for the fifteen key attributes used in the study were

formulated, and new instruments were developed for five of these:

Lo . "y - nmeed for fautonoty . o o
oo ‘k -~ tolerancp for ambiguity !
. oo - flexibildty l \ - ‘
' ‘\\ - specialiét/generalist orientation W' ) L

’

' -, - line/staff orientation X ‘

% . N . \
e Reliability coefficients in)most cases exceeded 0.7 and don§iétency

o and validity checks were developed. See Appendix H. With some refine-

1 . -,
ment, these instruments may prove of use to others in similar studies. -

. v
I3 4 .

3. Confirmation of claims made for existing instruments

- The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, Kolb's Learniﬁg Style Inventory,

. Raudsébp's Creativity Test and the Ailport Vernon Lindzey Study of
- . Vaiueé were used in the study, the latter two with modificatién to
reduée the number of items. Inter-instrument correlations were calcu-

. \ o

. . 'lated and validity and consistency checks were made. These are reported
’ - . 1in Appendix H. \ ’ ) ’ ’ \
As an example of' the kind of verification performed, we will take
I three claims made for the Myers-Briggs Indicator by Hellriegel and
(‘i / ' ‘Stocum .(1975) based primarily on descriptions in the Myefs—Briggs Manual
. > K ' .
L)

V] - ' (Myers, 1962). -~
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o

(a) The introvert may have trouble developing empathy with his

clients. (p. 31) ‘ o ’

We checked’ the correlation of Q322 (IE) with:
e »

r
Q927 ability to identify client needs (supervisor's
assessment) ’ -.26
Q909 performance in obtaining client acceptance (super—
] visor's assessment) ) o 22
Q672 I .have relatively little difficulty putting myself
in the client's place when deciding if an action is
worth taking (4/D) =~ ' 11

There are gonflicting views herfe. The supervisor believes that the

introvert has empathy, whereas the introvert himself tends to disagree.

-

(in line with the claim).
&p Sensation types '"dislike new problems unless there are
- standard ways to solVe them'
and The intuitive type "likes solving new problems, dislikes doing

the same things over and over again . . ." (p. 33)

e - \

P
|
|

We checkedstbe carrelations of'Q323 (SN) with:

, -x

Q441 I enjoy working on complex and 111 deflned

problems (A/D) o .48
Q436 I get more pleasure working in unfamlllar situations

than I do from working in situations T am used to. !

Aa/m)y . . : ) .27
QhéS I have trouble apt ing myself to problems which

I find repetitive ok uninteresting. (A/D) [ .26

© Q511 tolerance for ambiguity measure ' ' ' -.50

It would certainly appear from the abtve,that the claims are
cdrrect: The sensation; type is very definite (r = .48) about his likes
"and dislikes; and has a low tolerance for ambiguity (i.e., finds wn-
structured tasks threatening). Sinte the intuitive type is at the other

end of' the scale, we can conclude that he is equally strong in his



:correlated'as we had been led to expect. The Study of Values was a

. - ; VIi.7 .
. *» s
. (¢) "The routine agd structured role enjoyed by a sensation type \

is 1ikély to be performed poorly by-an intuitive type" kp.‘33)

@

’

We took the three most structured tasks accordlng to the measure

dlSCussed on page V.12 and found»how 1ntu1t1ve types. performed (self ard . o

‘, N

" supervisor assessments). I C ) .
‘ ) . Supervisor, Self . ' L, N -
: : . Assessment Assessment b
- i P ) r 3 r s v
- 8 P N ' )
7 (a) . implement a well tested .03 -.06 v
.package . ‘
D) ‘evaluate candidates for a -.09 N~ L .07 " .
senior executive position A , ’ ‘
(¢) collect 1nformat10n through -.02 . .07
structured 1nterv1ews' “ . : -

~ ¢ ’ ’
v

SIn this case the claim\does not seem to be confirmed.

1 l'a N , N .
’  While we obviously could not verify every claim made for the four-

L

instruments we have mentioned, we found generally that the Myers-Briggs

‘Indicetor: Kolb's LSI and Raudsepp's Creetivity Test peyfdrmed and inter-

N -

,slightly different matter. The.'aesthetic' and. 'political' scales gave ’ -,
results which seemed to fit. However, we never really felt comfortable

. with the 'theoretical', 'economic' and 'social' scales. Perhaps this. was

due to unusual homogeneity in our sample regarding these measures or

4

maybe we somehow,unbalanced the instrument with our modifications. -

§

4. Usefulness of three factor instrument . '

- Before HE could be con31dered for further use, this instrument
requ1res testlng and refinement. There are undoubtedly redundant and

inappropriate items which require ellmination, and the. welghts should be

reexamined. S ¢

. /

i
- s 7/
To place the significance of the new instrument in perspective, we

will briefly review the steps involved in its developnent: o

> N N
N . . -
1
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1. We prepared a list of the 15 most significant personality/cognitive * .
attributes, thowght to affect PS behaviour and/or effectiveness.

2. %& found or developed -instruments to measure as many of ithese as we
could. (We did not have measures of ‘intelligence or dogmatism.) . )

3. We incorporated the 15 measures into a large questionmaire which was
administered to 79 consultants with feedback from superv1sors
regarding consultant personallty and performance.

4. On the basis of inter-correlations we reduced the number of - e .
dlmen81ons via factor analysis to three. These three seem glosely
assocffated with two standard tests: the Myers—Brlggs L§dicator and L
Kolb's LSI. -

’

Our first conclusion is that the Hyers-Brigés Indicator and Kolb's:
'LSI appear to be very useful for application in the PS area, even though

they were not originally developed for this purpose.

To determine whether our new instrument has something additional to -

offer; we will apply the following three criteria: Aﬁ

(a)‘ Does the instrument facilitate the identification, in . .
practi®e, of types or styles representing recognizable
patterns of chardcteristics?

)] Dots, the instrument discriminate more effectively than other
1nstruments between individuals, regarding their fit with

'certain environments? B N . .
" (¢) 1Is the instrument easier to’ use, more reliable, more easily
validated, etc.?

’

While we cannot, at this point, answer these questions -conclusively,

' , | 1

we will comment briefly on each.

o
P (a) With the descriptors that we have been able to develop in this

study, our three factors (or at least the first two) are dimensions ‘

covering characterlstlcs that are easily discernible in practice.
.' - ~
(b) In terms of ability to discriminate between individuals
grouped by functional specialty, consulting firm, education and sex, our
three faqtors appear to be only marginally better than the four scales of

”the/Myers—Briggs Indicator and equivalent to the two scales of Kolb s .

" i L4
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LSI." (Kolb's dimensiomns are mS;e limited on their scope and in their ' -
associatlon with task effectlveness ) This conclusion is based on the

data in Tabke 'VI.1 below which was compiled* from ?ables v.7, V.10, V.11

and V 12. The magnitu@e of the 'between group' F yalue_from these

tables:wds taken to reflect the degree of 'between grqup' discrimination

\

exhibited by egéh'attribdte scale. ’ -

‘ ' TABLE .VI.1 » \

F VALUES FROM GROUP ANALYSES CORRESPONDING TO FACTOR SCORES -
AND SCORES ON MYERS-BRIGGS AND KOLB'S LSI INSTRUMENTS

'

. Kolb's LST

o : Myers—Brigegs Abst./ Doing/
Critical © IE SN TF JP . Conc. thidking
F(.10) F1 F2 7 F3 (Q322) (Q323) (Q324) '(Q325) (Q556) (Q557)
. Functional =~ * * . B %
specialty 1.9 1.9 2.3.0.9 0.3 1.1 1.1 1.6 2.6 2.3%
Firm ., 2.1 1.4 1.4 1.2 2.0 0.8 0.9 1.2 1.7 1.6
Education 3.2 0.2 Q.6 0.8 2.3 ¢.2 ,0.5 0.9 1.8  %1.7
Sex v - 2.8 0.0 1.2 0:4 1.7 0.1 0.6‘ 0.0 0.9 0.5
x _ \
-significant at .10 level. \M o

(c) Since our 1nstrument 1ncorpora:es the other two 1t is obvious-'

ly longer. than either. After further refinement it might improve its

‘relative position on this criterion.
/

From the above itf/gfseen that our 1nstrument would Stlll appear to

be in contentiobn. . - . . .
0 ’ -
Interpretation of our constructs ’

L4

On the basis of our findlngs, we conclude that individuals do ,
develop habitual approaches to ‘problem formulation and. resolution which

we can call cognitive styles or orientations. ' v

;

Such styles have been reéognized over the years by observers who
have referred to them by such terms as analytic and intuitive. Previous_
research has led to the development of instruments such as the Myers- \\\ﬁ\\\

Briggs Indicator, and McKenney and Keen's Receptor/Preceptor Test to

[
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" measure these cognlglve predispositions. Both of these instruments have

‘ a dimension relatedﬁto Eercegtlon or problem formulatlon (we mlght even Y

I 4

B . . N .
(cail it conclusicn drawing).

say the source of ¥geas), and one relaged "to 1nformat10n evaluatlon :

=

D

d

<%
i)

. Our research, based on 79 management consultants, has deduced that

cdgnitive styles do exist and that they can be described (along three

dimensions in our case). Two of thede dimensions resemble the constructs
. 1

underlying the two instruments just mentioned. The third dimension
concerns the individual's orientation to thinking vé§. doing. T

We believe that this agreement between instruments is significant

' - . s - N ,
because it reinforces the|notion-that an individual's approaches to
(a)” problem formulatlon and (b) conclu51on drawing are valid dimensions

for descrlblng cognltlve style.

How do these dimensions relate to ! nalyt;c and 'intuitive'

v

constructs? On the surface, it would seem reasonable to 'postulate the

following pelatlonshlp between our factor categories and the 'analytic'

and "intuitive' type stereotypes-.(call'these modes):

v

Stereotype categories or modes

' "idtuitive’ © ‘'analytic' ;
Factor #1 Approach to conceptuali- ‘
- zation/peréeption - ungrounded . grounded N
Factor #2 Approach to conclusion : - - .
drawing/evaluation instinctive logical . -

We see ‘that there are two possible types using the first two factors °

from our instruments which could correspond ,to the 'intuitive' stereotype

- or mode. T - v .

1
. The flrst is the ungroupded conceptuallzer, who in fact»flndlng does
' not follow a plan but 'hfs nose' 1nstead Idéas and courses,of

action flash into his mind. ) .
/ . . ‘
/ ' -
. The second is the instinctive evaluator who egchews a heavy use of
numbers and logic in conclusion drawing. A ‘

R
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To further, clarlfythe matter, we then prepared Table VI 2 of
correlatlon coefficients involv1ng the three factors, and items from the
questlonnalre cqnnected with common interpretations of the.'intuitive'
and 'analytic' comstructs. Correlat;oné involving these items and the
Myers-Briggs éimensions most closely corresponding to the three factors .

are given in brackets.
J

’ TABLE VI.2 \ -
. N ‘
FACTOR CORRELATIONS RELEVANT TO INTERPRETATION
- OF TERMS "INTUITIVE' AND 'ANALYTIC'

k3
(A1l ratings are self-assessed except where indicated See questionnaire
. , A

for exact phrasing of items.)

CFHL F#2 F#3
grounded/ rational/
Group 1 - correlation ungrounded instinctive line/staff
patterns strong—strong— perception evaluation . orientation
weak L | (SN) . (TF) ' (EL)
Q425 Hard 'data/Soft data .32 (.32) .33 (.24) TL05 (-.02)
Q618 Ability to work to a | ) . y
, plan .37 (.25) .19 (.21) .00 (-.10)
Q442 Less interesﬁed in !
problems dec1ded-og -.19 (-.20) ~.23 (-.10) ~.08 (-.04)
! .basis of opinion (A/D)
Q718 Use packaged solutions (ﬂ.l9 (.13) .19 (.17) .00'?-.14)
Q888 Systematic/Unsystematic - 'y
‘ " (supervisor assessment) .28 (.23) .24 (L21)- ~-.08 (.29)
Gfoup 2 - correlation pat-
 terns: strong-weak-strong _ ' .
+ Q652" Most problems ate first
; solved intuitively (A/D) .34. (.37) . .15 (.17) .28 (.30)
*Q682 I rely on intuitive ‘
’ hunches '(A/D) 0033 (.23) . .14 (.03) .32 (.18)
Q666 I frequently end up a ’ v :
‘survey with a different
assessment of the " )
problen. (A/D) ‘' " .34 (.27) - .05 (,07) .24 (\11)
Q670 I work in.'fits and . ) ) X
starts' (A/D) . .29 (.14) .08 (.05) »30 (.22)
Q701 I find checklists, ) - o ,
- helpful’ (A/D)’ -.18 (-.04) ' -.06 (-.05)  -.35 (-.11)

kitem includd¥ in instrument on creativity, <

¥

trelates to columns FH1-F#2-F#3 a D &
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* . .
item included in igstrument *on creativity

, ' >

‘ : VI.12
* TABLE VI.2 (continued)
EL ‘ CF#1 ¢ F#Z F#3
(Continued) grounded/ ratlonal/ o
Group 2°~ correlation pat- uhground ed instinctive line/staff
terns: atrong—weak—strmg perception ‘evaluation orientation
o R ) (TF) (ED)
*Q455 I would give more ' /7 ) -
weight to financial ,
analysis than feelings
after interviewing man- : v e,
agement (A/D) - . =.26 (--21) ' .05 (-.03)  ~.18 (-.03)
Group 3 - correlation pat- .
terns: weak—strong—stgon&n . :
Q693 TFor most interviews I &5{[
find it ‘helpful ‘to o ! 1
prepare a list of R /
questions (A/D) - =12 (~.21) -3 (-.19) + -.21 (-.18)
Group 4 - correlation pat- ; .
tetns: strong-weak-weak )
'*Q441 1 enjoy working on o
complex and ill-
defined problems , N X
(/D) .62 (.48)  «-.05 (.17) -.08 (-.14)
*Q495 I occasionally voice . : ‘ )
opinions that seem to \
turn some people off
- (A/D) 145 (.30) -.01 (.22) -.12 (~.14)
*Q500 Things that are obvious ‘ '
! to me are' not so obvious ‘ : :
to others (A/D) ™ .33.(.25) .05 (.19) -.02 (~.02)
Q501 When I repéat the same o - . ‘
presentation, it rarely . *
comes out the same (A/D) .27 (.27) -.01 (.02) -84 (~.16)
Q513 Use of quantitatlve : (
*  methods ‘ -.26 (=.23) . .05 (.00) .03 (.16)
*Q474 I am more interested :
o An what could be than : : : _
what is (A/D)- .25 (.17) TTT=.01 (.05) .10 (.04)
*Q475 T sometimes feel that :
ideas come to me from
" gome external source . o .
.01 (.04) -09 (.07).

'

«
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Y TABLE VI.2 (c(yntiriued) . =
. 7 F#1 " F#2 * . F#3
' . grounded/ ° rational/ |
Group 5 *~ correlation pat- ungrounded instinctive line/staff
terns: weak-strong-weak perception evaluation - orientation , '
. (5N) e (IF) EDH - -
g QS@G I convey ‘impatience B
v . when ideascngt well ( oL
.. thought out (A/D) 03 1-.0%) - 36 (-.32) -,07. (,04) Lo
Q388 Logical/Intuitive 12 (.14) .35,(.23) ©204 (-:02) ’
*Q496 I tend to rely more - I \
L on my first impres- : .
sions and feelings : e e : .
when making. judgments - . ; .
g than on detailed : . ’
: andlysis (A/D) 16 (w02) - .24 (.22) © .05 (-.03)
j Q948 Logical/Intuitives D C. , i
g- (supervisor assessed) .06 (-.05) .19 (~.05) .07 (.Ql)
1 Q866 Knowledge of quanti- el .
‘ tative methods -,10 (-.09) .19 (.05) - -.02 (.05)
! - : b
‘ * Group 6§ - correlation pat- . o . .
terns: Wweak-weak-strong,” ot
» Q690 I prefef: to map out
the broad features of i
an assignment leaving ’
the detail and imple- s ',
‘ mentation to others N . . ' t
. (A/D) . ».08 (.07) -.07 (-.16) ~.24 (.01)
‘ g Q651 The way to ‘understand . - . N
. complex problems is to. " - \ . ; Lt
be concerned with their e . , :
” larger aspects instead » 5 ¢
of breaking them into ¢ Sey . .
. pieces (A/D) ‘ 127 (.12) -.07 (-.03) .21 (16) 0
" * R ) .
item included in instrument on creativity RN )

f *
“
'

Reference to Table VI<2\ indicates that more -of the in,tuitive-

e N related 1tems are strongly .correlated wlth "Factor #l than Factor #2, but
> T Factor #2 Stlll seems relevant. There are also strong correlations
between certain of‘the items and Factor #3. . . 4 '. - : e
< k D )
. . : A'funthge'r complication is the fact that °there are manyl mode '
. i ) . . - ‘

lInour sample of 79 consultants, 55% consisted ofomixed types, or mode
switchers (SBZ NT; 27 SF) ,

53

N
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switchers. Because our factor scales are not anchored it is perhaps
better to use the Myers-Briggs scales (SN, TF) which correspond to

Factor #1 arid Factor #2 tp illugtrate the point. . R AN

There are two mixed typesy

NT which corresponds to an intuitive perceiver/thinkimg evaluator
SF which co?%ésponds to a sensing.perceiver/feeling evaluator,

using the Myers-Briggs terminology. R -

‘ ' . &
In our terminology, NT corresponds to an imaginative cont¢eptualizer/ .

P

logical evaluator and SF corresponds to a fact-anchorfed conceptualizer/

4 1 4

'gut feel' evaluator. - . ,

-~

Il ’ . .a" e
Since these mixed types together make up 557 of our sample we might

ask which, ‘if either, might be, classed as 'imtuitive' or 'analytic' in

‘the popular sense of the term? This is difficult to answer. We suspect

that intuitive and analytic in the popular interpretation are not

opposite ends of a single dimensjon. It is conceivable’ that analytic

refers more to 'the behaviour of,én individual during evaluationg whereas
- ’ ~ &

. « . . A
"intuitive refers more -to the generation of ideas and prqble$ congceptual-

ization. Under thie premise,,it is possible for an individual to be both

intuitive and analywic.
Further evidence for this conclusion comi§~from the fact that
séstisticians and management scientists are generally considered as
exemplars of the 'analytic'- type (see discussion on page 1I.22). Re-
'y .
{
searchers using the Myers-Briggs Indicator have found that mathematicians %

and statistt&ians are frequently NT types (Myeré, 1962). 1In our study

f \ -
we found functional specialists in the OR and economic study area to bé -

NT types with scores in}the ungrounded and rational direction (see

Table V,7). :The implication of this regardihg the roles of .the right

and left hemisphere of the brain are not clear. ¢

fos

4

The main conclusion here is that 'intuitive' and 'analytic' are not

simple constructs and that-the terms should be carefully defined in_ an

v
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operational sense if they are to be meaningful,

.
. ~ “

Béfore leaving the topic of mode switching we would mention a

- Ld
hypothesis we have—degarding a possible comnnection between mode switch-

" ing ‘and whether, and when, an individual might display a perceptible

tran51tion between the two stages:

) an emphagis on perceiving (absorbing information about the problem)

and -
(2) an emphasis on evaluation

as described in McKenney's intuitive cla551ficat10n (page 1I. 22) One
possibility, which we have not confirmed in any.way, 1s that there is a
more definite transifion for those individuals who switch modes, e-g., \
an individual who shifts from ungrounded perception to rational evalua—

tion. We'believe there may bé some validity to this observatlon but can

'

of fer no evidence.

13

‘ .
- ' - '

We have discussed two activities,.pergeiving and evaluation, and ¢

two possible mode$ for each. We have also suggested, as does Jung, , -

. that an individual can haveﬁéiﬁredisposition to favour one mode for

each activity. o

¢ i \ ' “‘ ]
Jung suggests a third dimens{;nIthch we have called early/late

closure. The concept'of closure is an intriguing one. To what extent

is an 1nd1vidua{ goncerned with verifying an existing concept (model)

and to what extent is he seeking to add to his knowledge and create new

models? This question is undoubtedly tied .to orientation. Is the

individual governed by)lnstrumental or expressive 'drives, for example? °

In general, business problems are 80 complex that there is really no

“end to the amount of information whlch could be gollected. However,

time runs out. Results with the Myers-Briggs Indiqéfor have demonstrated

that early closure is associated with a 'grounded“ (our term) mode of

w

perception.

:

. ! -

While it would appear that individuals can switch modes of informa-

tion processing, we do not believe that they can easily switch from

“e@rly to late clogure depending on whether the activity is pgrbeptiaﬁ or

.
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evaluation. We repeeted_the factor analysis without this variable (see
Appendix D, page D.52). The loadings for the other variables were
X . .

relatively unaffected, thus tending *to confirm the findings of Myers

(1962) regaré\hg the independence of the early/late closure- attrlbute.

These arguments will have to be more fully exploredlbut we believe

_.that the constructs measured by the Myers-Briggs Indicater and which
~form the main components of our instrument are useful and can be applled
in practice. Regardless of the 1nstrument used, however, 1t seems to be

clear ‘that the terms analytic and intuitive involve complex constructs

and are not necessarily opposite poles of the same dimension. Some
additional work appears necessary before our instrument can Be considered

z
to be in operational form. :

4
C. Factors Affecting PS Effectiveness

1

t
s

In Table V.6 we have summarize& the correlatibns between attributes

* ’

(and factor scores) and task performance. The detailed'findings"are

discuSseé)ou pages V.37 to V.44. The main conclusions are the following:

!
! - £

i 1
i [

1. We do not appear to have captured in our study the major consultant

characteristics affecting PS effectiveness as evaluated by super-

visors. : N . ,

2. As we surmised, for many of the tagks, the -cognitive related attri~

butes are. cons1dered by- superv1sors to be less 1mportant than cer-

~ o
\

tain interpersonal skills.
* 3. For staff deployment purposes; superviéo;s would appear to heQe
. four main eaéegories of tasks: problem finding (initial,survey),\
problemvresolu%ion - organizational, problem resplution - technical,
implementati;n. 'The;required attributes differ for each. The ,
.. degree of structure of the task will determine the extent to which
inexperienced staff can be assigned. No distinction seenbto,be
maée between the stages of &iagnosls and prescriptien.

, -
¢ R

Of the three factors, F #2 appeared to have the greatest relevance,

for consultant recruitment since the rational end of the scale . '

—

\

/

I3
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below (from section H in Chapter V).

e ’ | vx.lf,‘,ﬂ

correléted p051tively with most of the personal attributes ‘con-

sidered important ,by consulting flrms. It also correlated with
ask effectlveness in several cases and with partner potential.

'
.

. !
The impact of the three factor dimensions is shown in the table

-

}

j .
Tasks for which performance influenced positively

. Factor ~ Type

N , . » \ K l '
F#1 grounded Q936 implement a well .tested packagel . e
Approach to ‘ o : 1
conceptual. Q937 manage a large project team
F#2 rational Q937 manage a large project team .23
Approach to Q943 resolve conflicting opimions .25
evaluation ’ Q935 partner potential . ) .21

instinct. Q939 evaluate senior candidates .21

F#3 . line Q905 problem diagnosis - tec}*micall
Line/staff ‘ ' .

orientation staff_ Q904 problem finding ' . -.26 -

Q906 problem diagnosis - organizational-.26

°
[ ’

Jther observations are: f

Both incréasing age and high need for autonomy lead to -poor

petformance on structured tasks. ) s "

ngh flex1billtz leads' to poor performance on tasks with hlgh//

organlzatlonal components, such'as Q938 (sen31t5,gfzpoiifigal task)
T "

and Q943 (help to resolve conflicE;gg/opi/ion)

T {
The use of quantltatlve methods flgures promlnently as a desirable

attribute. We have,interpreted this to mean that 'use of Q.M.

serves as a surrogate for 'strong conceptual skills', 'innovative',

_ete. . , ‘ .

A .
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/
- Since most~consultiﬁg work is carried out under tight time constraints,
‘ one miéht have postulated that the 'loose' approach of the ungrounded-
~individudl would have earned H&m high negative marks. This was not
apparent’ in the supervisor's ratings. However, ungrounded individ-

uals tended to feel out of place. (See page VI.22.)

v |

¢

How do we explain the relatively low influénce on task performance
of the attributes studied? The main reason, we believe, is that the
assessment process involved unanchored scales, and 79 consultants and

127 supervisorg from 15 different -firms. This in itself is enough to
[, A

'obscurq:most underlying correlations. 4

Other possible reasons are: ‘ u

I

ness. . o0
1

+° PSS effectiveness may be so elusive a concept that it cannot be
assessed other than to say some subjective minimum threshald of
acceptability must be exceeded-
We believe that the latter rather than the former is true. Perhaps
the omission of a measure for intelligence has had a significant impact.
f
) Althoﬁgh other researchers have concluded that different styles do

"not affect PS effectiveness, we think that this is a'questionable con-

* clusion when apﬁlied to business tasks. It is quite conceivable that .
our present methods .of evaluating PS effectiveness are so imprecise and .
the matter sp complex that the d1fferences we were looking for did not
materlallz%, One mlght draw a parallel between our findings and those
of -Mullen (%965) who studied the effectiveness q%gd@iferent leadership
styles. Even though these styles were significdatlyQSifferent, no

" important differences in department productivity were detected. ' o

L

v
~ -~

D. Inplications for Consulting Firms .
l' ‘ . .

| " Duncan’ (1971) descrlbes ?anagement copsulting as "an lnstitution

in Wthh people are very different, change is thelr product and. complex~

Iy

1
. '




. VI.19

P
4

ity is their task." (p. X~43)

«
A I8
’

One of the objectives of our study was to idehtify the character-
istics of the individuals who have‘chosen this'wofk\environment, and

9
those who do well. Our conclusions are the following:

, .
While consultants have been found by others (é.g. Duncan, 1971) to

have a hrgh\need for autonqéy and a high tolerance for ambiguity

(Appendix D, pages 17 and 22), we were unable to confirm these findings "

_because our scales were not anchored. We can, however, use -the Kolb

/ -
LST and Myers-Briggs Indicator to relate consultants to different groups

of individuals for these dimensions, since these are standard tests.

Kolb used his LSI to identify four types of individuals. Tﬁe
/

distribution of our respondents in;b these type categories is shown

below: : .
’ Qur :
’ . Sample Comparable groups v
\\ Converger 367 ©  Engineers
<N Assimilator 28 Mathematicians & economists
\\' Accommodator 18 - Businessmen & marketing

N Diverger 18 ‘Psychologists

. 100
Engineers are supposed to be highly abstract and doérs,so the
clagsification fits to some extent. Daccord (l967)°ha&i£oncluded that

system 8&r tecﬁnical factors). Since people are at the concrete end of
Kolb's scale, oﬁg\findings may indicate that there has been a' trend

oward ‘a more technical approach to consulting or it may

Q;tor\is also a standard test. /The distribu~-
r the four types defined by the SN and TF

%

s

~
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The interesting results here are the very high percentége of'NT

types (1ntu1t1ve percelvers, thlnklng'evaluators) and the fact that over

807 oi’ our sample are t:hinklng types, jwho."evaluate alternatives based on

5

"logic rather than emotion. - ‘ j

b

=~

following. }

- ?Business-related courses
';Maths, physics, or computer science
! Behavioural 'science or psychology
Englneerlng
lMBA degree

* , .
There is some overlap "in these figures..

ﬁajors relating to the 'people' side are

counts the business-related courses.

El

*
56%
32
23 . -
21
36

relatively few unless one

i

Regardlng the educatlonal bgckground of our sample, we found the

A

Our findings regarding effectiveness are discussed in detail on

‘pages V.37 to V.44 and are summarized in this

18, They will not be repeated here except to

possible, with findings of Duncan and Daccord.

~

chépter on pages 16 to

®

compare them, where

!“\‘
R
N e

S,

-

Duncan (1971) héq found that high adapters (those who adapted well '

: : R §
to the consulting environment) had a lower tolerance for.ambiguity™ than

iors, did Hot resent accepting a superior's approach, and were method~

 low adapters, identified with the values and operating styles of super-

ical. The low adapters, who he termed 'ecréative rebels', were at the

N
[y

®

1Duncan's instrument for measuring tolerance for amblguity was dlfferent

from ours.

A

Pal
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other end of these bipolar dimensions. Daccord (1967) found thatgmore
effective consultants tended to be younger and to have had more line \

" experience prior to their consulting work.
t gk T
N { 7
We have prepared a table to summarize our results with regard to
these conclusions. Our three factors and Q895, specialist/generalist,

were included. ,

TABLE VI.3 : ‘, .
TABLE OF FACTORS THOUGHT TO INFLUENCE '
CONSULTANT EFFECTIVENESS AKD ADAPTATION

N Supervisor Ratings Self Ratings
(Q933) (Q935) -  (Q640) (Q639) )
Overall Potential Sense of Effectiveness .
. PS Effect. Partner Adaptation as Consultant .

r, correlation coefficients
#

v

Duncan Q511 Tolerance for

ambiguity .00 -.10 .15 %W .09 ¢
Duncan Q510 Need for auton. .23 -.01 .05 .02
Duncan Q694 I prefer to spend . o
time building” on ’
successes (A/R) .13 .14 .13 ~.05
Daccord Q832 No. of years in ’ . ey
line position .09 ~-.05 ' -.19 ) .03
Daccord Q830 age 04 -.18 =.15 .11
Q981 grounded/ungr. -.02 .11 .04 -.12
Factorsi{Q982 rational/inst. .09 .21 .20 . .09
Q983 linefstaff
;ientation -.07 .03 , 10 ;.03
Q895 spec./gener- a * S

-

alist A1 .03 .22 .28

-

Duncan used the same measure (Q640), sense of adaptation, in his

research.- From the above table it is seen that we found support for

R YO

none of his contentions. If we use the column, potential for partnership,
to gssess Daccord's conclusions, we find confirmation that age is in-

versely related with effectiveness (as an operating consultant). The

importance of:line experience is not confirmed. Our dimension Factor #2

'
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.

™
1

shows up as a useful measure of both 'potential for partnership'- and
'sense‘ of adaptation'. .Specialiéts (Q895) feel well adapted and believe

they are effective as consultants—but thése opinions are not strongly

4
. " s N,

<\ shared by supervisors.

. We feel that our study has demonstrated the existence among

- management consultants of certain PS styles which are based on person-
' .ality/cognitive attributes. '

. Our findings suggest that: a

i 5 4 N

" - these styles are recognizable by supervisors and have some. -

infltience on perceived effectiveness and potential to become a
I partner .
- certain stylés seem to be more appropriate for particular task ‘})‘
_situations, although not strongly so ,
- different firms and functional areas seem to be more homogeneous

.

# ‘ with respect to certain personality/cognitive attributes.

We also discovered that certain individuals (i.e., those with an
ungrounded apimoach) felt out of place both with regard to their ba'ck—’
ground and their approach as compared to supervigors'and colleagues.
Further, it appears that where there,is such a mismatch, the consultant

) \ ‘experiences discomfort.. For exampie:
, ' ! ! &
- individuals who found that their approéch differed from that of
their supervisor felt tension (Q460) and were considered by °
supervisors to be poor-tacticians (Q914), generate low client

acceptance (Q921) and havé low empathy (Q927);

o t—- -individuals who scored low on Factor #2, the main dimension

relating to effective consulting, felt a low degree of adaptation.

. v
.

We .believe that there is much to be gained by a general discussion
e - within a- consulting firm %f the issue raised by this study in the
interests of reducing staff turnover and improving the internal working

. climate. ™
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There are at least three areas where use can be made of 'our findings:

v

.

‘ .
. consultant recruitment

[

- .consultant training . . ,

- " consultant deployment (supervisor/consultant and,task/consuitan;

métching).

Consultant recruitment

F 3

'

Two applications arelsuggested: . \
. If the findings regarding important personal attributes are con-
sidered-valid, they can be discussed with proséective candidates to
give tﬁem a greater insight into the requirements of consulting

work.

. Some instruments were identified in Chapter V, Section H, which

N

gave measures predycting 'on the job' perfqrmance. With further

testing and refinement, such instruménts may be heipful in candi-
date screening and in detergining the task envirogpment for which

the candidate is best suited}

)

Consultant Praining - -

)

By using the tests to identify, in advance, problem areas likely fo

be experienced by the consultant (such as report writing and work plaﬁ—

. ning)’, efforts can be directed to giv}ng him special preparation. Role

playing exercises might be developed to help supervisors and consultants
d

deal with situations where there is a diiiﬁﬁéement on the approach to

'be adopted.

Consultant deployment )
¥ b ° -

If the PS predispositions of individuals in the firm are formally
identified, it should be possible to use this information to avoid
severe task/consultant and supervisor/consultant mismatches.

' k% k k k %

In summary, we feel that the issues discussed here have great

importance for the management consulting profession.

RN 1 N 0 ’
- [

!
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E..» Implications for Other -Aréas .-

—_ . N \

\

The incieasing importance which is now being attached to the '
effectivefutilization of human resources in organizations should confirm
the relngngé 6f our findings to ot er areas. . Personality/job maiching
is now a subject of much interest (e. B, Gréénberg and Greenberg, 1980;
O'Reilly, '1977; Dpiver and Rowe, 1978). The matching concept can be
applied to organit&éioﬁal\gnits as well as individuals. For example,
suppoge“it is decided to develop a manageﬁent'sci;née unit: 'ﬁheré

should it be located? If we put aside who is the sponsor, the first

. thought, based on current prhctiée, would be to add the unit to the

Information Systems Department. If the find!ggs from our study are
vglid, this could be a serious mistake, assuming that individuals must
have similar predispositions to work well together. We found that
individuals in OR/Economic Studies and those in Data Processing are at
opposite ends of the scale %ag 'flexibility' and 'theoretical' orienta-
tion and 'creativity'. They differ, moderately for 'tolerance for

"need for

ambiguity' and 'early/late closure'. They are similar for
autonomy' and 'abstract reasoning'. (

4
\

Other areas to which our findings might be applied are management
training (to recognize, and perhaps try‘to modify, types of approaches
to probleds), 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 thée implementation problems which have been
experienced are due more to a lack of management experience on the -part
éf the designer and a poor 'numbers sense"on the part of the manager,
than to difference in cognitive style.

i * % * *,¥ *

This stage of our research is almost complete. During tgé process
we gained much insight into'the practice of consulting and tﬁi infinite
variety of personél characteristics. " We found evidence which supports
the conélusions of other researchers that individual problem solving
approaches /(cognitive stfles) can usefully be classified alodg two

-

cognitive-related dimensions: perception (or conceptualization) and

v

. o
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evaluation (analysis and conclusion drawing).: For our sample, there was
a third relevant dimension, namely the orlentation of the individual to

doing vs. thinking. We explored the relevance of these constructs to the

adjectives analytic and ‘intuitive which have been used with a garlety of

connotations.
y :

3 ' . !

3

A number of 1nterest1ng areas emerged for future study. There

seemed to be a tendency for individuals in certain functional areas to

v

exhibit similar cognitive predispositions.: Why? Cognitive style’

mismatches between an individual and his colleagues seemed to create

.

discoﬁﬁbrt under ‘certain conditions. To what extent is this true and
'S

, what .are the implications? We could detect no overriding relationships

between PS approach and PS effective}ess aithough there were indications
that tertain tesks seemed to be better matched to certain approachee.
Finally, there is the intriguing suggestion that individuals in an area
which ie one of the most unstructured (Human Resource cdneulting)‘have

the lowest tolerance for ambiguity. Is this frequently true? We look .

s '

forward to searching for éh@ answers.

P

e
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APPENDIX A

. .
A SUMMARY OF PS RESEARCH METHOQDOLOGIES

t
¥

/ r f
Research studies may be classified as field studies or laboratory studies.

In the social sciences the definition of a field study is somewhat different

from work in the natural sciences.

' without any intervention from the researcher. '

A field study is the description of natural events that have taken place

J -

“\

A laboratory study'is distinjuished, rot by the setting, but by the fact

that knowledge was acquired under c?nditions that were-separata and dis-
tinct from those leading to the normal operational goals of the Srgani-

zation (Van ‘Horn, 1973). Thus a %aboratory study need not be restrictsd
°
to a non-organizational environment. *

\ A selection of studies taken from the literature is given°below,§o show the

i
range of subjects covered. . ‘ ;
N t

“

Field Studies ’ { ) y

(a)

(5)

Multi-individual ‘ ) ~
N \ORimplemEHCétionfactofs (Radnor et al; 1970) ' \
- How strategy formulated (Mintzberg, 1973a) ™\ )
- Analysis of a business decision (Cyert et al, 1956)
- Study of 6 'decisions in a company (Cérter, 1971) .
- Study of decisions in Kansas fire departqenﬁ (Gore, 1964) ‘ s
Focussed ot Ehe individual X ‘ . ,
- Inyestment}décision making (Clarksom, 1964; Stabell, 1973)
-~ Purchasing aéeht decisions (Catdozo, 1968) N ;
- Use of computer términalﬁ(Carlfon and Sutton, 1974)
- Design of a fugue (Reitman, 1964) .
- Selecting a job offer (Soelberg, 1967) .
r”: 2Production scheduling decisions (Bowman, 1963)



4

. . s A2
)‘ e
;
Laboratory Studies , ei ’ . ) }
- Business ga@e’(Barrett, l9f35 Beebasat, }974; Green,_l96}; ﬁuysmans, 1970)
- Competitive bidding in a poker game (Carratt et a1,°l967) <,
' - Chess playing (Newell and Simoh, 1972) ot 8
~ Proficiency with a compendium of tasks (Keen, 1973) o , P
- Betting exerc15es (Savage, 1967; Mosteller "and Nogee, 1967) »
| f~ Concept learnlng task (Bruner, Goodnow and Austin, 1956) - | .| "
- Judgemental task with feedback (Howson, 1977) ' RN ) ;
- Written case (Daccord,91967) ‘ ‘ : o 5

\ ¢

i

The following techniques have been used to observe or deduce PS thayigp;

(Johnson, 1971; Bartlett, 1958; Schroder and Suedfeld, 1971): T
' .o v . ,
(a) The problem solver articulates the main issues of the problem (e.g.,

3

Daccord, 1967; - Dearborn and Simon, 1958) “or describes problems which -

$ o

he thinks may be similaf (P6i§b%\l95?)- © e -

N

Y
> . ¢

(b) The problem solver gives a verbal account.gf whatﬁhe is doing (Keen,

1973), or leaves an audit trail of scratch sheets (e.g., Newell“an@g
Simon, 1972) orucomputer records (Howson, 1977). :f
- a .
(c) The observer documents _the subject's actiogs and co&punications during *
the PS process. (How facts are accumulated, the nature of analyses,

°

etc.) fCardozo, 1968: Barrett, 1973) . ) t,

vy .
<

(di, The observer tries to elicit Eﬁe problem solver's reasoning process. s
(How do y&u see it noﬁ?)' (Reitman,'1964) - ‘ 0
N y "
(e) Electrodes (EEG) are attached to the. problem solver's head while he is
solving the problem. (This lndlcates,whlch side of“the braln is being

used.) (Doktor and Bloom, ‘1977) .

[ I -
LY L3

(£) The observer useé“wrltten materlal such as reports to deduce the PS
process (e.g., content analy51s can be employed) If this technkque
does not 1nd1cate the” PS process, it will at least 1dent1fy the 1nd1v1d-%

ual's style of communlcat1on,wh1ch is flos€ely related. (Drake, l975

Sylvan and Thorson,,}&79) : % , = %%ﬁy

/7 * Q"’on ) °

*
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By means of inteﬂws or qUeAS‘tionhgires, the researcher elicits from
the problem;solver, in retrospect, some descr1pt10n of the problem
solving process (Mock et al, 1972; %arrett,aﬂ973)

. ! o ' 3 -y
During the orocess, the rgéearcher tries to extract from phe problem
solver some measure of the value he attaches \to varloug dec1S1on aids.

A LI |

This may be achieved in several. ways: 83

7

sell him'the aids (Driver, and Mock 1975; p. 499; Green, 1967)

- ask him to commént on the value of the aids (Dr1ver and Mock 197§;

p. 495); however, it was foond that the answers provided to such

. questions. are not always - consiStent with the PS behaviour of the

subject.. - . ) - S

.

' . watch what _he uses: or pays attentlon to. 9 W

-t study eye movements (Newellfand Slmon, 1972, p- 316 Messer, 1976)
. . ot . . o

Ay
' 7:- o

(1) The researcher éllélts the meln constructs (or cues}/%hlch the problem

' s Yo, .
i , | ‘
e .

RS

ﬁplver con51ders relevant to the problemﬁ? (Kelly, ,1955; Wilcox, 1972;
Gorry, 1971) S . o . "

RN

wl

(j) The researcher preseats the problemsolverwrth a serre% of cue sets

'

A

of

whose Sttributes are categorized according tol some rule (uriknown to the

subject) 1nvolv1ng a given dependent variable. %fte a few trrals with

. feedback, the problem golver is asked to categorize chinew set as

.presegnted. At the‘oonclusio hlS leérnxng straﬁegy is deduced.

(Brunef‘et al, 19563 Howson,\1977) o ‘ ‘ ;

. N N . .

(k)  The prgplem 501ver s 1mp11c1tamodel is deduced by 00351der1ng ‘the out-

(1)*

]

v

come of his deC131ons (or chches) togeCher with the fact$ available to
him (usually multx—d;men31onali O(BQWman, 1963; Chakravart% 19795
Goldberg, 1371 31ov1c;l1972~ Shepard, 1964) ., :

L=
o
’ g w

°

Thévresearcher presents the problem solver with two dlfferent presenta-
tlons, each de31gned to appeal to’a différent COgn1t1ve style, and’

records which the problem solver,prefers (or bases his deélslon on).

¢
(Lusk,‘l973, Dogtor and Hamllton,‘l973, Huysmans, 1970; Ghurohman, 1964)

._‘ ' . o .Lr
Iy . '
ﬂ
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(m) The, problem solver's subjective probabilities, utility curve or risk
\

propensity are extracted by presenting him with various.alternatives.
(Edwards, 1967;  Moore, 1977; Wallach and Kogan, 1961)

!

(n) The problem solver is presented with a compendium of tasks each de-

signed to highlight a different PS attribute (e.g., cbnceptual‘;k;ll). /

His performance is‘correlated with his characteristics or backéround4
(Keen, 19733 Doktor, 1970)
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. APPENDIX B o

1)
A DISCUSSION OF ANALYTIC*VS iNTUITIVE THINKING .
:79( . -

[y

Etobégi;—zgé most widely referred to PS style categorization is the‘aﬁélztic/

\ , (v
intuitive ©r analytic/heuristic dichotomy.
/

!

Doktor (1976) states: Psychologists have identified two modes of information

processing or cognitive styles:

"The first is characterized by words like anélxtic,'sequehtial, ‘
« linear, verbal symbolic, field independent, sharpener and, converger.
The second by words 1ike intuitive, hgufistic, non-linear, ‘'global,

holistic, pictorial, sRatial'leveling and divergent." (p. 83)

; ¢

'While the above descrlptlon is plcturesque, 1t is not partlcularly helpful in

terms JF prov1d1ng an operat1ona1 def1n1t10n for the process,' Given an account

of-an individual's PS behaviour and hlS ratlonale-for the preferred solutxpn,

is there some way that we can classify- his approach as being analytic or

1pth1t1ve? Perhaps, but it is not clear. In fact most of the terms used by
. ¢

Doktor refer to éategorizations based on different psychological tests;

convergg:/diﬁerger refers to Hudson's tests (1966); field dependent/indepen-
4

dent refers to categories attached to Witkin's Embedded Figures Test’({?GZ).

t

How do others define the term?
5 - ¥,

‘About intuitive reasoning, Morris (1967) writes: . ) - .

"One might mean by intuitive-thinking, that kind of thinking which
the subject cannot verbalize. Intuition suggests the immediate L
leap to a decisidh rather than a, process involving careful well
defined conscious steps. The intuitive thinker is unable to report.
what aspects of the situation his perceptual prodess have selected,
what portions of the contents of hlS memory he 1s using.nor the
inferential methods which lead him from these inputs to a decision. .-
He responds somehow to .a total conception of the problem, his

r thoughts moving in seemingly illogical fashionm through a11 kinds

« of shortcuts e& a decision. The mode of thought'is obscure,
inarticulate and scarcely formulated.," (p. B-158)

.

, .
Morris then goes on to say that "however satisfying this way af expressing

LY

the idea of intuition may be, it is subject to some familiar difficulties
« 4

in appllcatlon'" For example:



Ny : e Does he lack the language to express relationships between variables,

or feelings of uncertainty? ,

‘ o Does he dislike intyospection and view such articulation with impatience?

.
- 0T
’ )

.
e Does he not wish to articulate perhaps because by being explicit he becomes

»

pinned down?. I . .
Morris suggests that a more useful and interesting way to deflne intuition,
“l‘ SR would be in terms of some- observable behaviour on the part of the manager.

! ‘ For example his w1111ngness to delegate part of the PS process to another. "
Bruner (1962) does not add much to clarify the concept when he writes:l
"Intuition - 1mp11es the act of graSplng the meanlng or significance or ltruc—
ture of a problem without exp11c1t reliance upon the analytic apparatus of .

one's craft." (Cited in Peters et al, 1974; pv 125.)

b .

".'*  Both OrnsStein (1972; p. 69) and Bruner (1962) suggest that verbalization

f

(explicitness) is necessary to develop or refine in;uitiye thinking. ‘For

@

example: ; ) ,

s "It is the intuitive mode that yields hypotheses quickly, that produces
- interestihg”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.)

v

Leavitt (1975) is a liftle more specific. He differentiates between ana-

,> S ‘ Iytic'thipking and analytic techmiques. He claims that in management educa-

( - * tion, we have tried to nurture analytic thinking by teaching analytic

techniques. . ' .
. S -
‘ "By analytic thinking I mean more than a set of specific techniques;
I mean a style of thinking that is difficult to characterize completely
but ipcludes a preference for the language of numbers, .a pr pensmty to

] ° ,
divide problems into components, to seghch for operational ecxslon
rules, and to search also for -convergehce - that is, fo an}answer...

: "Perhaps Werthelmer ] (1959) list of the characteristics of/loglcal—
! ' analxtxc thinking will help. This type-of thinking, he asserts, is
' characterized by emphasis on \generalizations, conceptual hierarchies,
. ~ formation of class concepts, formation of syllogisms, and comparison
j , rpcesses - as ofposed to intuitive synthetic emphasis on association,

oo



¢ ) MIS design.

acquiring conmnections, trial-and-error behaviour, and responding to
the frequency and recency of stimuli." (p. 6)

N ) ! A
Peters et al (1974; p.(126) summarize the situatipn by co&cluding that
"Unfortunately, descriptions of intuitive and analytic processes are
rarely accompanied by experimental evidence which justified the distinction.”

" They refer tonsrk by Brunswik (1956) as being a notable gxceptipn, thhsf ,
wik's contribution is the nosion,that the 'intuitive mode involves the use

of intersubstitutable probabilistic cues and is therefore uncertainty geared.

_As a result - intuitive thinking should yield performanceQcharacterized by
preponderance of appfox1mate1y correct responses; with relatlvely few
responses which are, elther preclsely correct of highly erroneous. ‘Some‘
ev1dence on 31mple tasks has supported this. Generaleatxon from this‘work
to business problem solv1ng is rlsky owing to the: c0mplete1y different natuﬁk
"~ of business tasks. It is not obvious that .an-intuitive solutlon “would neces-
sarily be more roﬂust than an analycic solution especially in view of its

dependency on_the relevance of the manager's previous experience.
' ¥ . o ~

L 2 A4

* Although resear¢hers have had difficulty in defining analytic vs intuitive

' @ 4 -
thinking, there 'seems to be no rellptance to use the concept. .

)
.
! >

Some of the instruments used to differentiate subjects 'along the analytic/
intuitive dimension are: T ; .

the Myers—-Briggs Indicator (Myers, 1962) -
- the Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, 1962)

- Huysmans' pitcher and coin test and Atlas tesg’(Hgysm?ns, 1970)

,
‘

- the Minnesota analytic—héuriscic )quescionnaire (Benbasat, 1974)

- eight tests. (word assgciagion, figures classification,betc.) "
_(Doktor, 1970) . ' ’
- systematic/heuristic test (Zmud, 1979) -

! ) ’ / .
{
Benbasat and Taylor (1978) refer to studles@yhlch 1nd1cate that the field

dependent/field independent measure of Wltkln has strong 1mp110a§10ns for

»

1 " ‘

oy o |
B ~ .

'
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"While both the hlgh-analytlc and low-analytic types may possess com-
‘parable abilities to differentiate and mentally structure a detailed’
report, only the high- analytlc type perceives patterns of data inter-
relatedness or wholeness." »
o ’ o
Benbasat dnd Taylor (op. cit.) also draw a parallel between the categories

¢

of Witkin and those of Huysmans: ‘

'
N

- Field dependent; being global in approach, is thus similar to the
heuristic style whlch empha31zes looklng at the totality of the
situatioun. .

= Field independent, separating parts from the totality, may relate
in some way to the analytic style which can distinguish the set df
underlyipg causal functions in a problem situation. (p. 46)

J Y . : \

Benbasat and Taylor}éop. cit.) conclude that: |
' : , - : .
RN "Empirical evidence suggests that the use of decision aids or problem
. - " solving modeks-is closely '‘associated with rhe analytic (field-indepen-

E \5 : dent)—heuristic (field-dependent) dimensions of cognitive style...
. . ) f

"Other research studies showed that analytlc type§?refer reports which

t have .formulas imbedded in the text and are quantitative, although some
. confllctrng results on this point have %merged (Doktor and Hamilton,
1973)..."  (p. 47)

' "One exper1menta1 study in the area of data use and summarlzatlon showed
that analytics made more use of detail data reports, whereas heuristics:' -
A ' were more Lnterested in aggregate reports. The results of this study
' ‘ conflict with ‘other studies which showed that heuristic deCL31on—makers
exhibited higher data usage and preferred disaggregated reports
(p. 49)
" © "The above dlscu351on shows that 1mpl%9atlons cannot be comfortably
) ' drawn from the experimental results..." (p. 49) -

4

-
-

Doktor and ﬁaﬁilton (1973) discuss differences-between the concepts developed
by Huysmans and those developed by Witkin (1964). They find that although

[y

"they are related, they are not identical”. . -

"Witkin's field-independent cognitive style closely parallels Huysmans'
analytic way of reasoning. However field dependence asidefined by
Witkin differs from what Hupsmans terms the heuristic way of reasoning.
Heuristic 1mp11es that one exhibits a propensity to,reasop by means of
. broad rules of thumb, attempting to synthesize and transfer from one
I experience to the next; field degendence merely implies that one has




¢ ' -~

little capac1ty in what Witkin deflnes as the analytic cognitive style.
(p. 886)

- “

1
)

S

Kllmamand Mltroff (1976) consider Jung s senmng/thmkmg and thlnklng_/feellng

dimensions to be’ useful when studylng 'PS behaviour. They find "the Jung *

dimensions

"appear to highlight not omnly the 1mportant differences between
qualitative and guantitative analysis, but the relationship between
. the two, and in fact, how the two even opPose one another at times. -
,They chose the Jungian typology for two main reasons: - )

(1) thHe dimensions of the Jungian typology can be directly related to
deferent managerial and organizational styles' as a result, the
/system helps to shed light on a wide variety of organlzatlonal and
manager1a1 phenomena,

1

(2} the Jungian.typology does not prescribe one of the four maJor
personallty types (using the first two dlmensmns)l as superior or
better than any of the othe)rs, but instead points out that each
type has major Strengths as well as weaknesses." (p. 18)

R &
The authors suggest that the ST (sensing/thinking) type has become

' "?e epitome of the industrial revolucion, bureaucracy, and rigorous
ientific 1nvest1gatlons. That is, the ST type emphasizes precision,
control, spec1f1c1ty, impersonal- (objective) "analysis, logical and
" orderly reasonlng (etc+). Thus, the ST approach represents quantitative
analysis in the extreme because one can clearly specify variables, their
'« interrelationships, and their prec1se measurement under controlled con-
ditions. In fact, some might argue that the objective of management .
science as well' as other ¥ciences is to eventually conceptualize and/or
discover theories, methods and measures such’ that the phenomena of
mtegest can be so quantlfled. (p 19) ’ ! -

LI

°

loN and TF dimensions T . .

Inter-correlations - } ‘ i

Vasarhelyi (1973) administered several anélytic/i/ntuitive tests to a group

of undergraduates for comparison. These wete:

L
U = the coin and pitcher tests developed by Huysmans \
o

- the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator "

- a heuristic-analytic questionnaire (?the Minnesotd instrument)

a self-evaluation instrument. “ o g



Y t

Factor analysis showed relatively independent factors tapped by the various

tests.,

N I

-2mud (1978) carried out a similar study. Two tests (the analytic-heuristic

questionnaire and the Myers—Brlggs Type Indxcator) were administered to 48
MBA students. The results lndlsated that the questionnaire related to the

Myers—Brlggs Ipdicater only pﬁ’the judging/perceiving dimension.

Regarding the validity of his tests (Atlas, coin and pitcher), Huysmans
(1970; p. 111) speculated about correlations between these téé&s and others.
He expected a high correlation between his test and .

y

- the Thurstone-Gottschaldt's Embedded Figures Test

-~ the Myers~Briggs Indicator. In partlcular he hypotheslzéd that there
would be an association between his analytic dimens¥on and sensing
and thinking types, and his heuristic dimension vs intuitive and
feeling tzpes al ‘

- Allport Yernon Lindzey test (1960) analztlc vs theoretlcal, economlc,

D soc1;} and political; heuristic vs rellglous and aesthetic.

H
Right and' left thipking

References by Ornstein (1973) and Doktor (1976) ¢ scribe current research

whlch classifies a thoughd pro;ess as intuitive or analytlc dependlag on

which 81de of the brain processes it.

Essentlally these styl@s relate to the manner in which an 1nd1v1dua1
proceedi from ‘problem tc‘solutlon. The analytic’ mode implies a 1ochal
systematic approach. It also implies that 'the reasoning will be explicit.
Q?ecause of the limitations of working memory, complex problemswillgeperally

create the need to verbalize and to, record.)

ﬁuring'thinking there is é&gctrical activity in the brain which can be traced
through an electroencephalograph (EEG) machine.

13

. ) o
Recent work (e.g., Sperry, 1974) on the right and left hemispheres of the,

brain has ascribed a different thinking role to each.

A ]

A
3
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B.7
For right handed people, the left hemisphere. is preaominantly involved
with analytic thinking, especially language and logic. This hemisphere
seems to process information sgqu?ntially which is necessary for loéical
and mathematical thought since logic depends on sequence and order. The

right hemisphere.hﬁpelieved to be primarily responsible for our orienta-

tion in space, artistic talents, body awareness and recognition of faces.

It processes information mé%e'diffusely than the left hemisphere does,

and integfates material in a simultaneous, rather than linear, fashion.

7

It is postulated that for most people spatial probiems are processed in

, . o .-
the right hemisphere; verbal tasks in the left.

r

However, overnspeclallzatxon can cause violatlons of this rule. For
example, ‘in research by Doktor and Bloom (1977), three PhD' s with
training in analytic fields showed a relitlve‘propen51ty to perform all.
of the verbal tests in their left heﬁisﬁheres‘(a; expgqtgd) as well as
67% of the spatial ones, wheieﬁg seven chief gxecutivas showed a relative
proéensity to perform all of the spatial tests in their right hemispheres
(as expected) as well as 757 of the verbal tests. )

=

ThlS suppprted an observation made by Doktor and Hamilton in an earlier
paper (1973), in whlch they noted that the capacity to reason analytic—
ally has been shown to decrease over time in the absence of highly

structured tasks.

'
a

‘Another inferente which may be valid is that a different portion of” the

brain is used when we are speaking, writing or reasoning. {thinking in a
iinear, 'lbgicalv mode), than when we are day-dreaming, or §roblem
solving by flipping through our mental files searching for relevant

knowledge,* This ldtter type of thinking has been called intuition.

£ Y



STEPS IN A CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT

H]

APPENDIX C ‘

1

k]

The table below lists in chromological sequence the steps which take place in
a typical consulting project. .

DESCRIPTION " FORMAL
OF ' DOCUMENTATION
ACTIVITY PREPARED

CONSULTING
PHASE FUNCTION
k]
Proposal l.Set
(initial objectives
survey) - for
assignment
. .
Survey 2.Diagnosis

3.Prascribe

iy

'

Implementation 4.Implement

- . -
' )

'

L For a méfe detailed description, see: -
Management Consulting, M. Kubr, (ed.)

e Draw conclusions about

o Recommend solution

o Implement solution®

'
L4

e Preliminary fact-finding
in order to:

a) Set scope of study’ &
objectives to be met
i.e., constraints,
alternatives to be
studied,
evaluation criteria
(if -explicit) s

b) Describe the consul- Y
tant's approach to the ° r
problem

‘¢) Identify the roleés of
client and consultant

“and define the resources
- required
d) Present a work plan

Request for tender
(client)

Terms of Reference
. (consultant)

® Gather facts about problem
& organizational needs

causes

e Review alternatives

e Predict outcomes from \ :

alternatives

., Report (comsultant)

e Prepare work plan for

implementation

Procedures and/or
(or perform service) Summary Report
)

~

International Labour Office, Geneava, 1977 ; ‘

XN
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c.2

~f

} '
e ,
These steps are discussed below with the object of, emphasizing aspects which
are considered to be important or contentious. Slnce the word client is often
used in the collective sense, we will use the term,'sponsor” as that indivi-
dual ‘in the client organization who is sponsoring the project.

~

1. IDENTIFY PROBLEM & L

a) Sponsor ‘ ] |
In mosit cases the sponsor identifies the problem or has it identified for him

by someone else within the organization. He, thus; recognizes the need for a
change (or some action) and initiates the project. \

b

(Sometimes a consultant will make the first step and interest a ¢lient in,
initiating a project. However, such projects constitute a relatively small ‘
proportion of the workload for most consulting firms.) ' :

‘
'

b) Consultant ' " o

Durlng the initial survey the consultant supervisor must obtain an under—

standing of t#o key issues: what is the problem and what are the spouser's

obJectlves. Since these .are somewhat different tOplCS, we will consider

them separately - B
. .

i) What i$ the problem? : .

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) listed this as oné of the. unsolved problems of the Operations
Research worker. Watson and Glaser (1965) are of the same gind .for they
- state: "The things we complain about are not necessarily the things that

° trouble us." They also point out that the greater the pressure, the
greater the ftendency to OVer-empha31ze s'ymptoms and 1gnore undertying
causes. .

< \' -
Success in gett1ng a realistic 'first cut' apprec1at10n of the nature of
thle problem depends on the experience of the consultant, the insight which
the clienf possesses about the problem and his ability to articulate it.

«~ %teele (1975; p. 150) refers to 'the withholding or distargién ot infor-
mation which is vital t?‘an understanding of the problem situation.”

ii) What are the sponsor's objectives?

; Failure to identity the sponsor's objectives can cause the project to
founder early in its life, yet this may be one of the most difficult:
tasks the consultant faces especially if he is inexperienced or lacks
familiarity with: .

» i
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+ » The specific organizational climate; and - »
¢ The general nature of managerial pressures' (demands on them, their
motivation, etc.).
~ - . . -Churchman (1973) writes: "It is not realistic:to ask the manager to spell

out his objectives."

¢

- Shycon (1976) discusses "hidden agenda. .
Carlson (1961) refers to unspoken motives which often underlie the engage-
- ment of a consultant, namely the wish to: delay decisions, -spread respon-
sibility, legitimize actions clearly agreed on, use the outsider as a
hatchet man. Since the sponsor is in the position where he is free to re-
veal as much or as little about himself and his problem as he pleases, thé
» . consultant must do his best to determine: -
e What is the real concern of the client?
e What type of solution will he consider acceptable?
While the answer to the second question will be more useful-in step 3
(prescription), it can help the consultant to "size'" the project (what is
. achievable? What is the assimilation rate of the organization for ‘change?)
before he commits himself in ‘the Terms of Reference.

\
\

' %

‘ Should the consultant disagree with the client's formulation of the ‘problem
to be tackled, he will probably not raise the issue at this stage in Bhe

engagement if he feels there is a reasonable chance ‘gf bringing the c¢lient |

around later on. "Sell him what he wants - give him what he needs" is the"

credo. However, serious differences in concept will normally‘be brought to

light before the assignment starts.

.

The Terms of Reference are usually viewed as a contract and contain the
Af following:
e The consultant's understanding of the problem, the factors to be consider-
ea, ¢onstraints, objectives, and 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).
. \ d ‘ /
e Expected benefits. . . '

-

¢ An estimate of consulting fees (sometimes a sum which the consultant
oo l commits not to exceed). o,

® Other details such as: expected duration of project, reporting arrange-
‘ - ments, client participation, the roles of consultant and client and a
. wotk plan. . ’
It is rarely possihle (Tilles, 1961) to prepare Terms of Reference that are
unambiguous because of the difference in "frames of reference" between the
o
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consultant and the client. All t?;at can be said is that the consultant is
lik¥1ly to know what he means, and another consultant (of similar background)
will have a fairly 51m11ar interpretation (conditioned by the time allowed
for the work).

Y

Where posisible, the project will be divided'into two phases: the suryey,
J

- (diagnosis/prescription) phase and the implementation phase.

2. DIAGNOSIS N o

'

"

J

R

< o

"

What does the client need and what can the organlzatlon gbsorb? The obJec—
tives of this phase are to: .‘
o Determine what the problem was that caused the client to initidte the.

project. ° . - 1

<

¢ Put the problem in its environmental context. b

e Identify underlying causes.

P +

e Determine if client staff accept the fact that improvement is desirable.
¢ Assess the capability of the staff for doing their present work and for
absorbing .technical changes.
¢
¢ Assessing the social structure of th/organlzatlon, reward system, spheres
of mfluence, etc.

- a
o

Schein (1969) writing od the subject of process consultation (0D consulting)
makes a strong plea for. joint dlagnQS}s where the sponsor works closely with
the consultant. Scnein @lso cautions against too early diagnosis because:’

’ 2

3
v -

¢ the consultant may be wrong, ;

o ' even if he is right, the client may be defensive and mnot listen, wr
misunderstand and argilie. "

Y

WeLwould add two others:

¢ the client may feel embarrassed that someone was called in when the pro-
blem could be identified so quickly. A
e the client may feel that that dlagnosu was too hasty and therefore the
conclusions were superficial. ) !

3

~

Q

-

During the diagnostic process, faats are gathered through reading of documents,
intervisws and discussions. The manner in which consultants go about diagnosis

has not been well documented. Certainly in most firms, dlaanosxs is work
teserved for the most senior members of the steff. In.our experlence, there
are two extremes in the formality of the appromches adopted:

- ' .- ' /
¥ . ’

o
rd

¢
3
L 4

N

e



~ 3N . Il

. At one extreme the consultant prepares.a list of information to be
gathered a.nd methodlcally sets about collecting it. . .

v
2

7o

/
¢ At the other extreme, the consultant follows every clue as it appears,
in.an apparently haphazard manners .
3
There has been ilttle study on the effectlveness of the two approaches.
Presumably this varies dependlng on the type of problem and env1ronment: .

with which the consultant is taced. .
. - »

+To’ what extent will different consultants agree on a diagnosis given the

same 51t:uat10n" ‘ - . :

>

Aga:l.n we can only offer opinion rather than experimental evidence.s Consul-
ting firm executiwes we spoke to claimed that” they would 2xpect experienced,

management &onsultants regardless of their specialist background to agree on ~ -

their diagnosis. .Against this largely untested conclusion there axe the [

tollowing: research results which may or may not be directly releve} ] .

¢ In a study oy Cunningham (1952) it ‘was found that people from aifterent
specialist backgrounds .recorded markedly different facts when summarizing
the same video tape interview.r-

3

2
b

o ngaovm (1972) has discussed the accuracy (or ladk” thereof) of Judgments

de by clinical psychologists, phy51clans and /radiologists. In reviewing
several studles he found: - -

’

~ the atcuracy of the diagnosis was not closely related t:o length of
. professional training or experience. L

¥ X,
- that while"the confidence of the. clinician increased with more diag-
nostic information, the accuracy ®f the diagnosis did not:(remaining
at about the same level).

4

’
»

He concludes that qne must never take for granted the reliability and
accuracy of human judgmert no matter how experienced the individual.

e o

While consult_ing~ firms can, and have, identifved individuals who have parti-
cular strengths for diagnostic work, little formal research has been carried
out taﬁ{plore the relévant ‘personal characteristics supporti’)g this skill.

Y - « °

!
\ . .-

3. PRESCRIPTION . .

»
1

"Business %nat at’ least not yet,'an exact science. There

. is no single demonstrably right g3nswer to a business problem.¥
. ey f
, ‘ c . / Source unknown .

What are the alternative solquns and whlch ig the r:.ght ‘one for* the-.
cll.ent orgam.zatlon" . S

l

P - ‘ v

o
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. The prescription procees'may require & search for alternatives oskthe alter—,

"In supp?tf/ef the use of pre-packaged solutlons (those which haves been

"lem solvers produce only one solution anyway. Mitroff (1975) believes that

- . .t CJE

The objectives for this step are to:

"o Identify alternative courses of action (if not supplied) T a

e Develop criteria for evaluation (if not supplied)

e Compare alternatives and select one

o\~Deve19p/:n implementation plan

® Present findings and secure agreement . \ -

-~
Y

natives may be specified in the -initial prolect definitipn. ) L .

. np'v,' - "‘
Where alternatives have not been‘ specified beforehand a tonsultant will not— |
always con$c1busly formulate alternatives and select from them. Often a
qolutlon.wlll be constructed in his mind (possibly through an, unconscious
acceptance/regectlon procedure) .The danger with this process is that 'off-
the—shelf’ solutions may be gélected w1thout proper,evaluatlon.

. - / .

dpplied eisewhere) one can note: , . .

. /o ! ‘ " ) 4

e there is less risk that~they won't work, and

@ “the time factor,»and hence the cost, is significantly reduced.

-
1

Davey (1971), for example, was forced to reject his hypothesis that pfOJects
would be more effective when "the consultant develops his fecommendatlons for
organization change on the basis of his investigation of organizational
problems and needs, rather than where he supplies the organization Wlth a v,
standardized pre-packaged program : Y N
An interesting controversy arises over whether or not a client }s happy to

be presented with only a single alternative by the adviser. Rosemblum (1972) "

- claims "no" Rosenberg {1972), speaking about government clients, -claims’
J'yes''. 1In our experlenge most clients prefer only one altermative on the
-grounds that it is the consultant s job to do the selection. Perhaps this.

is just as well since there is some evidence (Raisinghani, 1971) that .prob-

there is much to be gained from having at least two opposing solutions pre-
sented by different experts since the client will have the opportunity to -
hear the case for different sides.

An exper1enced consultant is usually very much on his own in developlng a
proposed solution. ‘His superv1sor (should theré be one) will usually assess.
the recommendations from the aspectsof what.may not work (a check for reason-
ableness) ‘rather than what could have been achieved. It is the consultant's )
own professional motivation which will impel him to 'reach' while ﬁi the same
time complete the project within budget. Generally there is.little time for®
research or experimentation. (Rosenberg, 1972; McClelland, 1969)

Results and conclusions are usually "summarized in a writtem report which is
glven to the client a week or 80 in advﬂnce of a forhal préSencatlon and

.discussion. . e e - >

o . s '

-
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A ’ .
To what extent will consultants agree on a prescrlptlon, given the same ‘

dlagnos1s° . . .

.

Little formal research work exists to answer this question. Mitroff et al (19;
claim that different analysts w111 come up with the same formulation and/or
solutlon Af the problem is well 'structured. ) '

- ?

i

There are several -aspe¢ts where judgments could differ: o -
| i." the ndture of the solution itself; . . : ) o
ii. the resources required to implement; ’
iii. the time frame within which change can be achieved; and
iv. probably most important of all, are the benefits worth the cost?

800000000

(RN

The consultant's assessment of what is*an appropriate solution wild depend

. 51gn1f1cantly on his own experlence area of. expertlse, and value system = - .

(what is important). . v

$ N 4 N s

His experience in implementation w111 govern his approach-tof estlmatxng (ii)*
and . (iii).

4 ' -

"~ v“Regdrding item (iv), this is where the consultnnt must put himself in the

sponsor's position when making the recoﬁmendatlon. Where intangible beneflts )
tip'the scales, the decisiom to proceed or not is a very personal ohe.

_(Tilles, 1960; p: 85).- , s

X3 ' ~ o

' Ve e

In the absence of other criteria some consultants have a_ rule of thumb for
recommending courses of action, e.g., proceed if the tanglble (dollar) return
for the project will repay one-time costs within two years. -

L €

4. IMPLEMENTATION

.

" Implementation consists of the detailed planming and installatibn 6f the
' change be it a control systep or a new way of scheduling'proddbtion).

The follow1ng list includes some of the activities covered in th1s phase'

Preparatlon of plan and metablev . ‘

Preparation of client staff ‘ i a .

Detailed design: o

Refinement of design ' - . . )

Development of procedures . . .

Validation and acceptance - - . . . o -

Training = Co .
-Installation . " R ) : '

Follow-up and tuning. : ‘ ;
The implementation program, should there be one, will usually lnvolve the
consultant, perhdps in a guidance'capacity since both he and the cllent are
interested in ensurlng that prolected benefits are obtaxned. . -

@

* ' !



' ‘ . .

“ . .

- 1 \
N . .

MNot all consultants, howevet; believe that they should pérticipate in ' -
fmplementation ('I‘illes,f 1960) . o \ B

Sometlmes the client will choose to 1mpIement on his own dn w hich case the
consultant is unable 'to guide, nurture and otherwise assist the develop--
ment of his proposed solution.

*

-

Implementetlon may be postponed or rejected for a number-of reasons, which
are outside a consultant s control such as: . f/? , .

I »

o ‘the situation changes and the problem no longer has'top prlorlty

# the sponsor changes Jobs

e the company hits a rece3s1on and no 1onger has the resources for the
prOJeCt. . .

t '

EVALUATION - n
The success of a project: is . assessed Almost 100% on client reactioﬁ, .8,
the recommendation§ were implemented and the client was, satlsfled with.the
results. (Daccord, 1967; Harvey, 1970) ; , .
+ N \

- - 5 '

There are five points. in the process when client satisfaction can be evaluated.
n ' - : " .

l. Glient accepts Terms of Reference. ’ N

12, Client accepts diagnosis. ' : -

3. Client accepts solutitm. - '

4. Client decmdes to implement (1.e., cost/beneflt ratio 1is acceptable)

5. Implementatlon is completed

?

.
- .

¢ ' . -
Most of the failures described in the llterature on - unsuccessﬁul 1mplemen;h
tation' take place prior to 1mplementatlon» v ’ v

L

. *

Generally, a few months of ‘operation are requlred to determlne whether pro-
jected benefits are forthcoming. Since the consulting project has ‘usually
ended by this time, asfollow-up visit (audit) must be carried out by th¢ -
consultant 1f he is to get feedback bn his effectlveness. ) o

'
2

In general, "the consulting firm is satiéfied with the quality of the work if
_ the client pays the bill without complaint. Clients are not asked for a .
formal®evaluation of the work done nor, as a tule; are follow-up visits
scheduled to see 1f benefits were achleved. The consultant, however, ma§
keep in touch with the client informaily and hear of any problems.' Most
reputable congulting firms have a policy of lmmedlate regponse (on a no—fee
ba513?§to rectify .any def1q1enc1es resulting from alleged;consultant
shortcomings. o ( .
S _ )
: . N : ’
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[

DETAILS OF INSTRUMENTS UgiggIN THE STUDY

-

Pa
. (a) Personality/cognitive Related Attributes =
AN - . Al »
(i) -Standard Instruments )
* Q322 introvert/e;trovert ¥  Myers- * 2
Q323 fact anchored/imaginative conceptualizer) Briggs 3
*  _ Q324 logical/'gut feel' evaluator J  Type . 4
Q325 early/late closer L )~ Indicator 5
Q380 theoretical value' ) . Allport T
Q381 economic value o) Vetnon 7.
' Q382 aesthetic value ) Lindzey . 7
Q383 social value ) °7 Study of Values ‘ 7
. Q384 political (power) value ) 7
. Q556 abstract reasoner . ) » Kolb ’ ' .9
Q557/doer/thinker ) -Learning Style Inventory 1]
(ii) Modified or .New Instruments
Q509 creative . . , o 13 .7
Q510 need for autonomy . ) 17
.Q511 tolerarice for ambiguity . 21
Q513 :use -of quantitative methods v 27
. . Q514 flexibility ~ 30
Q515 line/staff : . - 35
Q895 specialist/generalis L o 38
. _Fact Finding Style Profiles ) 4]
“(b) ‘Intérpersonal skills 4 -~ 45
- 5 . ) . °
Q889 supervisory skills § “ ‘44
0892 tactical ] . , 46
Q893 ability to work to deadlines . 46
* Q894 business development ’ . . : 47
Q890 persuasion L ’ " . 47
" Q891 empathy , . ) . 47
(e) Validity Check on Grounded/ungrournded Scéring of Consultant
" -  {(Factoy #1) Ustng the Supervisors'"Assessments (Q888) -~ . 48
(d) Yechnical Aspects of the Fadtor Amalysis \ - 51;

The numbers prefii%&%@y\a "Q" (e.g., Q322) were used to identify
‘the test scores inﬂthgﬁcomputations and have ‘no other significance.

. g
o
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'Iptrovert/éxtrovert (Q}iZ) .

We have ysed the IE scale of the Myers—ériggs Type Indicator (Form G)1

to measure this construct, "which is descriﬂed by the mapual (Myeis, 1962)
as follows: : ' ' ' :

-

.

Introversion in the sense given it by Jung,.who
. formulated the term and the ideag, is one of two mutually
valuable orientations to life. The introvert's main
interests are in the inner world of concepts and ideas,
"while the extravert's main interests are in the. outer.
J/ world of people and things. Therefgre, when circumstances

: permit, the introvert directs both perception and judgment
upon ideas, while the extravert likes to dlrect both
pon his outside environmerit. . !

J!w

Ho one, of course, is limited exclusively to eiqhef

_ the inner or rhe outer world. - 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-developed extravert can-deal effectively
with ideas, but he does his best work externally, in
action. In either case the instinctive preference remains,
like a natural right- or left-handedness (p« 57).

. .
\

We were not sufficiently familiar with this construct to develop many

hypotheses. 'The items on the scale seem to reléte to the word p@irwﬁ‘”f

- .

re

A

! v

The standard’ scoring procedures were used and the results were
transformed to a seven—point scale. ’

._ "o ' -t
. v ; 4 .

“«~

-~

L ®
. »

sociable/unsociable. " ‘ o

K |
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. ‘ o
- Fact—anchored/imaginativé Conceptualizer ( 323)
While we have changed the labels, we have used the Myer§-Briggs SN '
perception scale to measure this constryct. This is described in the
Myers-Briggs Type' Indicator Manual (Myers, 1962) as fo¥fows: o
. vA bas{z difference in the use of perception arises from the,
- fact that,  as Jung ,points out, mankind is equipped with two dis- -
tinct and sharply contrastlng ways of perceiving. There is mot -

only the familiar process of s sensing, by

. things dlrectly through our .five senges.

. cess' of intuition which is indirect perce
unconscious, agcompanied by ideas or asso

which we become aware of
There is also the pro-
tion by way of the
iations which the un~-

conscious tacks on to the perceptions coming from outside. These
' uncOnsc1ous contrlbut;ons range from the [merest masculine "hunch" X
or "woman's intuition" to the crowning examples of creative. art or
sc1egbxf1c dlscoveiy
"Undoubtedly all persons make use of both sorts of peréeption.
But most individuals ftom infancy up, enjoy one way of perceiving
more than the other. When peoplé prefer sensing, they find too much
of';interest in the actuality around them to spend much energy listen-°
. .ing for ideas out of npwhere. When people prefer intuition, they are
Lo too much 1nterésted in all the possibilities that occur to .them to
. give a wholediot of notice to the actualities. For instance, the
reader who cdnfines his attentlon_strlctly to what: is said, here on
the page is following the habit of the people who prefer sensing.

“
-~

. ‘One who yeads between the lines and runs ahead to the possibilities
which arise "in his own mind is illustrating the way of the people
who prefer intuition.” \p. 51)

i - - -

Because of its cohstruction, this instrument would ‘be expected to cor-

telate with creativity and tolerance for ambiguity. Also it has been

\

s found in practrce 'to correlate with the JP scale which we have termed -
"f , »
.o . early/late closer (Myers, 1962; p .
. p - ‘.
r - , . 7
. ' A - ~ PN 0 = /
, . ¢ ‘ . -/
N “- "
" « 4
o Y \ ’ // .
™~ ) ‘
& b &
N , )
, ,,..’ . ) &
@ 4 . <
A . : .
- o, o . . ‘ > :



. . T . D.4

o

-
¥
—

P . ' , * . . .
! Logical/'gut feel' Evaluator (Q324) - o ~/

We used the TF scale of'the_Myers—szggs Type Indicator (Form G) to
measure this construct, but change& the labels.” The manual (Myers,

1962) describes the construct as follows: -
"A basic difference in the .use of judgment arises from the -
existence of two:distingt and sharply contrasting ways of coming .
to conclusions. One way is by-the use of thinking, which is a
logital process, aimed at an lmpersonal finding. The other way
" is by the use of feellng which is a process of apprec1atlon, :
equally reasonable in 1ts fashion, bestowing om things a personal,
. subjective value. .
"Everyone undoubtedly makes some decisions with thinking and
some with feeling. But each person is almost certain to like and
trust one way of judging more than the°other. If, when one judges
these ideas, he concentrates on whether or not they are true, that
is thinking-judgment. 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." . (p, 52)

According to the manual (p. 11), this scale is fhdependent of the SN .

scale (our fact anchjred/imaginative conceptualize}5; the JP scale |

(our early/lat$~clos r) and the IE scale (our introvert/extrovert). .

pm —

.



. Early vs Late Closer (Q325)'

I

' a

.+ ° A measure of the individual's predisposition to focus.on a ‘single

solution or model early in the PS process., ’(Aﬂq§Crong, 1979) | - :
N R ! L ‘
: B ,

- . N Pl

Speed of closure relates to how quickly a person commits himself toha’speiﬁg

ific model for the problem situation,' WHere model: and squFion are insep- .-

arable, commitment is made to a solution at the same time. : .

'

Lyles and Mittéff (1980) use the same concept in comparing Leibnitzian and
- - [3 . .

Lockean reasoning. =~ . o . Ty
. L

- v m ‘o -
Early closyre would appear to have much in common with an 'intolerance for

<

ambiguitz', which could manifest itgelf in a desire to control gircumstances,

to force the problem into some preconceived mold.
o .
¢

When decision making has to be made under pressure, Wilensky (1967) claims
that -there is a marked reliance on precedents and trial and'efror.re;ction

to feedback. Thefe will be less seénch for informatign, and alternatives. N
‘Preconceptions and bias will be strofigly apparent. We would conclude from
this that one'mighq_expect individuals-with a predisposition to early clo-
sure «to suffer less discom%oft when héyihg to make decisions under, stress. -

- . ?

The success of an-early closure approach to unstructured problems will ob-

viously depend heavily on the extent of the individual™s relevant experience.

Available Instfdgenté .(‘w - - >

. Y

Tﬂe iydgiggYpefceiving dimension of the Myers-Briggs Indicator would'appear
to measure tﬂis'attr‘buté’ As the manual notes, "in order to come to a
,conclu51on, perceptlon must be shut off for the time being. The evidence is
+all in. Anythlng more is lncompetant irrelevant and 1mmater§gl One now v

arrives at a verdict and gets things settled.” (p. 58)

x
}

Anether,measure which might be associated, is the second dlmensaon 0f -
Driver and Lintott's Decision Style Clgssiflcatlon‘(Drlver and Llntodt 1972). J/

We wer@gunable tp obtain details on this instrument, however.

.
I
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The Gestalt Test for Speed of Perceptual Closure (French, Ekstrom.and Price,

1963) may be another measire of-$his attribute. , y
[N -
e

» '

] R s

The degree of correlatlon whlch has- been observed between the judging/per-
ce1v1ng and the sen81Ag/1ntu1t1ve dimensions of the Myers-Brlggs Indlcator|

suggest that early closure is related to an intuitive gether than fact-based

approach to model building. . 'G o —

* o . )

»

~

There should also be a strong correlatlcn between early/late closure,

tolerance for ambiguity and dogmatlsm. (The latter characteristic was not

‘measured in this study.) (Drlver and Rowe; 1978 p.ﬁéO)

. w

We used the Judgxng/percexvxng dlmenSLOn of the Myers—Brlggs ‘Indicator.

B} f



)

a

ro —_— ‘
Values ' (Q380-Q384) . - ' '~ ° N '

4 - e .

We wanted- to have some reIati&e measure' of the infividualfs'values, so-in-
cluded a versipn of tﬁe Allport Vernon Lipdzey "Study of Values" Question-:
naire (Allport Vernon and Lindzey, 1960) This is based on a typolegy
proposed by the philosopher Edward Spranger who bypoth851zed that there were
six primary types of men, the theoretical, the economic, the aesthetic, the.
social, the polltlcal and the rellglous. For our study, we revised 'the

instrument to remove the rellglous category 51nce it appeared irxelevant.’

[
v

Tagiuri (1965) prepared the following destriptions,of what each of the five

scales purports to measure.

“1. Theoretical. Theoretical man is primarily interested in the
discovery of truth, in the systematic orderlng of his knowledge. .
In pursuing this goal he typically takes a 'cognitive' approach,
looking for identities and differences, with relative d:.sregardv
for the beauty or utility of objects, seeking only to observe and

He is an intellectuallst. Scientists or philosophers are-oftennpf
this type. ‘ ‘

2. Economic. Economic man.is primarily oriented toward what is
useful. He is interested im the practical affairs of the business
world, in the production, marketing, and consumption of' goods, in °
the use of economic resources, and in the accumulation of tangible
wealth. He is thoroughly practical and fits well the stereotype of
the American businessman. N

v

"3, Aesthetic. Aesthetic man finds his chief interest in the ‘artistic

</ to reason. His inter s are gempirical, critical, and ratiomnal. ot

aspects of life, although he neéd not be a creative artist. He values-

‘form and harmony. He vjews experience in térms of. grace, symmetry or
harmony. Each single event is savored for its own sake. S
"4, Social. The essential value for the social man is’ love of people,
the altruistic or philanthropic aspect of love. ¢ The social maﬁ values
people as ends, and tends to be kind, sympathetic, and unselfish. He
: finds those who' have strong theoretical, economic and_aesthetic

orientations rather cold. He regards love as the most importamt com-
-ponent of human relationship. In its purest form the social orienta-
tion is selfless and approaches the religious-attitude.

<7 "5, Political. Political man is characteristically oriented toward
L”'dwer, not necessarily 1n politics, but in whatever area he functionms.,
%ost leaders have a high power orientation. Competition plays a large
role in all life, and many writers have regarded power as the most
universal motive. For sgsome men, this motive is uppermost, driving them
to seek personal power, influence,. and recognition.” (p. 40-1)

K
4
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- $ince a high theoretlcal orientation is related to a discovery of 'truthy

¥

1n the scientific sense, we would not expect many of aqur respondents to

exhlbxt this, perhaps enly the management scientdists or economists.

‘ ‘ ) R
' - A high economic orientation might be reflected by (a) high empathy with
. / ipgivate sector clients, (b) a fact-anchored (i.e., pragmatic) and satisficing )
rather than imaginative approach, and (c) a line rathef\éhap staff )
o;;entation. o ' ‘ \ Y
' ° * A
;_’ A hlgh aesthetic orientation mlght-be associated thh a low abstract,(l e.,® N

hlgh concreté score on Kolb' s LST -and a high feellng score on the.,Myers-

Brlggs TF scale. ‘ -~ .

-

7
~ 2
\ >

B N
Regarding social values, some positive correlation might similarly be ex-

I e
@ PR S e

. B . ¥ *
. pected with the F score on the TF scale and with the extrovert gcore. .
\‘ i o

» g .

The possible influence of the polltlcal (power) value dlmen51on on approaches -
' yo to<prpblem solving 1is not evident . Perhaps a highly competxtxve individual )
. will be more motivated to ensure‘that'hgggrecommeﬁdatlons are adopted with- .

out modification. Conceivably, introverts are less competitive.
- , . .
‘ . . )

" MacKinnon (1962) found that, 'creatives' scored highest on the theoretical * -~
_and aesthetic scales. Tagiuri, (1965) compdred the scores of sciéntists in
industry with those of executives. , As expected, he found that scientists

had a higher theoretical orientation.

- v "

° Theoretical ° Economig .

. Ve
i N )

, ‘ Scientists 51 40
' N Executives 44 T 45 ik

¢
’ -

. We will not be able to compare the results from our study with others using

the "Study of Values Questlonnalre because we modified the 1nstrument by

eliminatipg the religious dimension. - .



LY
a-

-Abstract Reasoner (95z56) - s ! ) .

The tendency of the individual to think in cohcrete vs abstract
terms, where concreteness represents the immersion in, and dmnina—
tion by, one's iimediate experlences and abstractness 'permits an
1nd1v1dual to detach his ego ftem the outer world or from inner

« experience.' (Goldstein and Scheerer, 1941; p. 4) ' . N

. 1
L]

The dimension abstract/concrete is related to an individual's ability for

. s N .
generalizing. - : ’ ) '
' ‘ , 3
- . s "y - )
Many individuals approach each problem ‘as it arises as if it were a unique

“

.tase, Yet as Drucker (1967; p. 93) points out - most of the problems that

tome up in the course of an executive's work are generic -~ where each occur-

re'n§e is only a particular case. Inconsistent behaviour, superficiality and
lost time can tesult from a fallure to develop and apply generlc solutlons
where they are appropriate. The same is even more true for consultants.

(At the other .extreme, there is the 'expért'vwho treats all problems exhib-

N

iting "similar" symptoms as if they were the same, thus leading t® incorrect
diagnosis. We comsider this phenomenon to be pathological, resulting from

imp;roper moti\;ation% poor judgment, a shortage of time or other factors

contributing to stress.) ) .

P l ~

"o ’I'he person who is high in concreteness deals with 1nformat10n or
events in terms of their own specific ldentlty and does not tend

& to genericize what is learned.

"e The abstract attitude is one in which the individual can not only
tear himself away. from the given, but actually may not deal with

thé given save as an exemplar of 'more genetic categorles.

- (Bruner,( 195735 p. 53)

e,

I3

It has been suggested that the. ab111ty to generallze starts with the codlng

structure on the b351s of which knowledge or new experience is filed away -

‘1n memp ry - . ;

2

‘ , P -
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'Rote’ learning tends to store concrete*fatts which are less easjly gen®r~-

alized, whereas 'insightful' learging émphasjzes principles. '*Br:xhex;" notes:

L3
.2 - \ " 4 . -

"Learning often cannot be tra}‘lslated into a generlt form untile there
has béen enough mastery of the spec1f1cs of the su.tuatlon to mit .
the discovery of lower-order tégularities which can then be recombined
into h1gher-—order, more generic coding systems-" * '

Tp.- 60)

A} - . o
. °
'

" a L * I3 . e

When a new problem arises, it-is characerized by certain dimensions or cues
. ' . Ve ' ~ . 7,

which the problem solver identifies. These cues are used to categorize it,

hfter which properties of the %®lass (including ;potenti.alu solutions) aref"
aytomatically applied to it. ’ - ’ T oo

It has been concluded (e - Bartlett 1958) that. it ‘is ‘more dlfflCUlt to

detect Ratterns of: SLmJ.larJ.ty than patterns of. dlffe:ence between data (cue).

t

sets. "To the untutored, observed dlffe(?ences make a far more txlmedlate
1958; p. 94) : R

o
.
32 f fe
»

1mpress:.on than llkenesses. (Bartlett,

°

Almost every problem has some unlque aspect. aWhat Ls important is: Does a

new problem dlffer from a known problem to a signifigant degree at‘ong relev— =

ant dimensions? - There are two notions: to ‘consider, the first is that "&nly .

some of the dimensions are relevant and the second is that thenidifﬁerence

o

must be significant: From the foregoing, it can be seen that it is'easier

to conclude that there is a 'difference' thap that there is a 'similarity',
kl

especiallyif the mference is to be ratlgnallzed In this case some form,

of analysis will likely bé recessary. N K ) .

'

B

Schroder and Svgedfeld ¢1971) found th/t the ébstr.aot decision maker i eablel

to process more J.nfgrmatlon in a complex dec1,31(’)n envn.ronment «and to ‘make

decisions more effectively “when there is“inadequate information. . %
’ ks ~

- - (FS s .

&

T '

" of strong conceptual skill and the logical evaluator (Q324). .

Available Instruments . ) ' .o

13
The abstract/concrete? dlmen510n of-Kolb's Learning Style Inventory (LS!I)
cﬁ;'
instrument CKolb 1974) is designed to measure this attrlbute and‘b was used.
o + 0t _' . /

. . “ AR . R :
It was ‘hoped that this measure would correlate with the sup§w1sqt's rating,

. Yo

\ . . _— .
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‘Doer/thinkefr (Q557) | ! . : ;

¢ . " ) -0
Individuals are frequently classified as doers or thinkers, managers or

planners. We wanted some measure of this particular predisposition.

While not designed for this purpose, the AE-RO (active experimentation--—

reflective observation) scale of Kolb's LSI appeared to suit our purposes.

According to Kolb <1974) N '

"As growth occurs, thought beco re reflective and intérnalized,
based more on the manipulation Af symbol images than overt
actiohs. The modes of act&ve’experlm ation and reflection, like
abstractness/concreteness, stand It opp081t10n to one another. .
Reflection tends to inhibit aetion and vice versa... Kagan (1964)!
has found...that very active orientations toward learning situations
inhibit reflection and thereby preclude the development of analytic
concepts. Herein ljes the second maJor dielectic in the learning
process - the tension between actively testing the implicatibns d%
oveas-hypotheses and reflectively interpreting data "already
collected.l (p. 29)

~

It hypothesized that 'doers' mlght "tend to a satisficing. 'instrumental'

&Strauss, 1974) approach whereas 'thlnkers @mlght fall mqre 1pto the, .

" craftsmen category tMaccoby, lﬂﬂG) and have an 'expressive' approach to

\ -

tasks (Strauss, 1974). .

[y

o =)

The standard scoring ptocedure was used and the results were transformed

' ~

to a seveh-point scale. : . .
It
1 - -
. . o N
i . . .
- . ° P )
—a . .
P © °
v
0 v
Ca—— ¥ " '
d s T ‘

~ A ’ - ’: \ *
Kag n, J.. et al, Informatlon Process1ng in ‘the Chlld. Slgé’tlcancé ‘of
Ana ytic’ and Reflectlve Attitudes, Psychologlcal Monographs No. 1, 1964

e -
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(a)f“?ersonality/cquitive Related Attributes (continued)

<y

©

' )

&

(ij) Modified or New Instruments

4

In this section wé will describe the indtruments used to

measure the fbllo&fng attributes:

®» Creativity ’ f’
¢
‘e need for autonomy
. !
- tole;ance for ambiguity

e use of quantitative methods

* flexibility  °
- & line/staff orientation .
. e

specialist/generalist

<

These instruments have not been thorouéhly tested and should

~

1 i

-

v

o

*

o

y

be used with caution. A description of chh target construct

is given together with a list of items comprising'the instrument

and a tqp1e~of inter~item correlations.

i

N

2

- 7/
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Creativity (2509) Lo '_ . "_' ; .
» R B ’ ~ * - o« ’ ' -
. ) The creatlve process Lstfhatrmental process 1n which past experience
o .5; . is comblned and recombined, frequently w1&h_spme distortion, in such
R a fashion that one comes up with patterns, new configgratiohs, new
C arrangements that better solve some need of mapkind. (Whiting, 19583, p.2).
o ' nWh’iting‘.(j&SB) differentiates between original and creative thinking, claim-
ing that a creative idea must be useful and satisfy some need. i
The ability to be creative is tlosely associated with the ability to
generalize. ‘ ) < g T - S
‘ In creative perlem solving~there>are at least three kinds of creativity: \
Ead *

that assoc1ated with the 1dent1f1cat10n of relevant solutlons whlch

had prev1ously been experlenced in agother context.~

' that whjch gives rise to new solutions.” (Tbis asSumes_that the pro-

blem solver has the relevagé functional knowledge.)

- oL . PR )
. . , . ~

that which discovers problems”and opportunities.

.

' . How is a creative solution found? - Popper (1968) claims: "Theré is no such °

. thing as.-a logiga]l method of haV1ng new 1deas, or a logical reconstructlon

of ‘this process."" (p. 32) ' . :

Johnson (197 1) believes that "many creative ideas seem to arise during the

relaxedper;odof walklng. (p. 263) ‘ , )

v

v

v M , R £ ‘ . - - i !
Bungé (1962) and Taylor (1975b) refer to findings that the results from

group brainstorming are inferior to thoe comipg from individuals working

-
-

in isolation.
‘ LY

)
f— In’studies of Engl;sh students by Hudson (1966) of a related- constfuct

; . converger/dlverger, it was found that convergers (low in 1mag1nat10n) were

more likely to.'\\\\
f}



Yo

~

' Available Instruments

. . vy . .
’ ' i
¢ " A ) ' 3
A ) ; ' N .
~ approve of being obedient N \ : L
.~ accept expert advice . . ) ’

-,

- be 1ntolerant of amblgulty in intellectual matters

- have set oplnlons ) ¢

v

- léss likely to recall dreams ' o

'~ conform more to social conventions |

-

However, as Hudson noted, a sharp improvement in -the fluency of convergers

followed a change in instructions. ., ) .

b

o

"'The converger *in other words is not so much the boy who cannot

think divergently, as the one‘qho thinks fluently only when told

unambiguously to do so." (p. 57)

wnén Hudson's work was extended to adults, it was found that:

N

Convergers tend to ' prefer to work onﬂpanageable, well-defined problems

1

for which there exists a single 'best' answer. Out of a set of many
possible alternatives, they tend td converge on one and develop it in -

T . '

elaborate deta11

+ S °©
.

Divergersitend to prefer 'to work on (and invent) vague and-ill-defined

problems for which there exist many alternative approaches... From a
N

single stimulus they produce many dlvergent responses. Divergers are

synthetlcﬂfg;ey are 'whole systems' orlented. (Mltroff l972 P. B- 617)

’ ° <

-
2

@

- f <

‘Tests which have bjfn suggested to measure this attribute ‘are:

- the converge /diﬁerger test (Hudson, 1966)
~ ‘the Mednick /and Guilford test (Medn;ck 1962) , ‘
- Raudsepp's Creat1v1ty test (Raudsepp,§3980) ! ' ‘ -\

\

Regarding correlﬁtions‘with other instruments, MacKinnon (1962) found that
the majority of\creatrue writers, mathematicians and architects are intuit-

ive (Myers-Brlgés SN scale) and tend to late closure (Myers-Briggs JP scale)
\ I . .




hon,

we would also expect'hlgh creatives.to haveta high need. For autonoqz,

relate to the dlvergezzcategory of Kolb (those who tend to the concrete

and reflective ends o

) ) | . : : .

- .
We used the Raudsepp instrument but reduced ‘the number of items,

N

Raudsepp 's test. . - . : ‘ ' . ) }
Scoring : . - . ) .
v N e
The creat1v1ty scores were developed' by summing’ the items w1th the .
'\ .
welghts shown, -on the next page. - L T .
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the two dimensions) and tole?ance for ambiguity.

We have

been unable to obtain any. lnformatlon on the. valldlty or re%aegiilty of
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.CREATIVITY .
/ Based on'Raudsepp's Creativity Test (Raudsepp, 1980) e '
Question Seq. v
No. No. )é; Question Weights
Scores: |5 &4 3] 2
N 3 No
Ans.
I1.D.4 ASZﬁ Get a kick out of breaking rules ( 2 ] 0
I1.D.7 *455 Place more weight on careful analysis - | -2 ] 2
II.D. 10 458 Get along better with same social class -1 0 1
II.D.13 461  .Last one to give up trying something 2 0} =l
II.D.19 467 Inspiration has nothing to do with o
. ," solving a problem : # -* -2 0 2
IT.D.20 | 468 Important to have a place for everythlng -1, 0 1§
L.D.26 Y 474 More interested in what could be than
, . what is . 2 ) 0
11.D.27 475" Feel ideas come from an external source 2 0] -1
I1.D.28 476 It is wise not to expect too much of %
- others 1 0 ~1
IL.D.36 484 Always 1earn1ng new things and changing
beliefs ‘2 1 0
I1.D.39 487 No respect for people who are uncertain | -l .0 2
IT.D.46 494 . Concentrate harder than other people =+ 3 0] -1
I1.D.47 495 Sometimes v01ce“op1n10ns that turn
. . people off ' 2 0 -1
I1I.D.48 496  Rely on first lmpressxon rather than
gna1y51s 1 @'o -]
II.D.49 497 Don't allow people to get ahead in a line| 2 1 0
II.D.50 498 , Rather work things out instead of belng '
. \ shown r ! 0] =1
II.D.51 499 Often desired to be alone durlng my youth{ 2 ‘0] -l
'I1.D.52 500 Find things more obvious to ydbu 2 1 0
III.C.10 441 EnJoy working out complex problems 2 r 0
! Py
) , Agree
: ¢ . ~ .
I1.C.2 387  Confident - !
11.C.4 389  Involved 12
II.C.5- . 390 Pragmatic , 0
I1.C.9 394 Persuasive ) 0
II.C.10 395 Open-minded RO . - |
IT.C..1! 396  Methodical -~ - , 0
II.C.12 397 - Innovative ’ - \ 2
II.C. 16 401 Painstaking ’ L,
IT.C.17 402 - Retiring , 0
II.C.18 403 Realistic ' d ‘ U 0
1I1.C.23 - 408 Cautious- -0 .
I.C.28 413 Flexible® . 2.
.II.C.29 414 Independent \ T 2
11,C.37 422, ' o 0
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Need for Autonomy (Q510) // g

.
i S s ¢ .

A
A need to determine one's own course/of action, to be independent. .

A need fer ;utonomy'implies a need to be able to work things out by odeself,
a discomfort about being tolqkﬂhat to do. This agfribute is regarded as
being a core element of a professional orientation (Toren, 197 }f:\lt is -2
conceivable that this attribute will“ﬁe aceompanied by a‘stroﬂé desire to
hd d ¢

work by one's self rather than on a team. : , o

Available Instruments s ' . N

Duncan (1971) used 7 items from an instrument developed by Lorsch and Morse.'
1€ described his coestruct as: high autonomycimplies a need for'bigh int
dependence in relationships andn; need for freedom and autonomy, the lower
the score the more ehe indication of weﬁting dependency relationships and
%f being comfortable in being con%rol}ed. s |

-

Duncan (1971) gaveﬂ%he followirg comparison of consultants and three other

groups usingehis measure for independence kp- VI-24):

»

- Need for Independence . -
. Begihning consultants 19.31 -
v Harvard MBAs (first year) ' 19.1
/ ) Researchers and scientists . . 19.8
J o Managers (containers & auto assembly) 15.2
\ ’ '

As can be seen,, conkultants had, much higher need for independence than

managers, approaching that of scientists and researchers.
L)

It is expected that there will be a strong positive correlation between

‘ ! T .
creativity -and need for autonomy as, well as perhaps tolerance for ambiguity

and need for auﬁonomy: One might also expect a dislike Qﬁ being tied dowm

by a detailed work plan. 7 . .

4
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w4 ee s - . NEED FOR aUfoNomMy >
- s Question §Eq. s ) N
No. No. , Question - Scale~ Scored. -
] ‘ , e e
. IIT.9% 289// I any of the ordinary emergencies of .
, S everyday life, woulg:you rather , ' (n

. T " .
' (A) take orders and be’ helpful or_,

* ~

) ~ (B) give Qrde;s{and be vesponsible? -2 . reverse

& N

\ .
o

v _III.105 295 In solving a personal problem, do you (D

. ) (o) feel more coufident about i1t if ™
<. - have asked other people’s advice, or :

« kS - @ b - e
’ - (B) feel that #dbody else is in as
i . B good a p051tlon td judge’'as you o
oo ¢ k are7 1-2 reverse
LN ’ ‘ I
-13.29 0 414 Independent/team member 1-7 as shown
. - . . . P °
B " 4 (L
1.14.3 451 I really resent\?t when people LTV, .
2
\\ 2w to tell me what o do ~ o 1-5 . , as shown
. i
117594 .4 &Z?” 1 sometimes get a kick out of bredk- o (2)
‘ ) ing the rules and dOLng thidgs I'm
not supposed to do. 15 as shown
. , W N -
. » 'IT.16.32 480 I definitelyd prefer to work under | ’
4 . conditi’owps where I 4m my own boss 1-5, as shown

5 )

II.18.50 -~498 I usually work things dpt for mysels 9 . (23
” rather than gqggsomeone“toushow me 1-5 as shown
. e ( . : '
Iv.2.5 654 Before learning how othk;s have re~
solved a problem, I like to think

. . W it through myself 1-5 as shown
. -~ -

1v.3,14° 665 Most superior con&uiting work results
from a team rather than an individual
————— ¢ D e A ——

approlach v # A 1=5 o reverse

V.7.10 791 Do you prefer to work by yourself or . >

. with other consultants (Check one.)

- ) -
° [N

' l. alone o . - "

2. with others |, - } =2 . as shqwn®
- i - ] b 3
a 2]
e t

Note: As constituted, high scores,indicate a low need EOﬁ?gatonomy. "For the
study the scores ‘were reversed. \ "¢

L4
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. NEED FOR AUTONOMY \
' |
Question i, Seq. ‘ . ’
No. No. Question _ Scale Scored
V.10.11 816 Importance of the degree of autonomy you
are given on your assignments
] 1
” (Assign a rank of "I" for the most .
. important to "9" for the least important) 1-9 ¢ as shown
. RS
(1 Myers—Bnggs Indicator (but not ‘included in Myers—Brlggs scormg)
(2) Raudsepp Creat1v1ty Test
4
Note: As constituted, high scores indicate a low need for autonomy. For
the study the scores wefe reversed.
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Tolérknce for AmbiguityﬁlQSll5

An .intolerance for ambiguity may be v1ewed as a general tendency - .. A

as

to perceive amglguous situations as threatenlng, where an,gmblguous
situation is one which cannot be adequately struétured or caﬁegorlzed

by the individual. (MacDonald, 19705 b. 791) e

o~ n
. (r’:/ )

v

MacDonald (1970) Speculates that persons having a high tolerance ‘for ambi-

ggity will:- [
~ seek out ambiguity
- enjoy ambiguity
- ~ excel in thé performgnce of ambiguous tasks
: - ’ s
Driver and Mock (1975) suggest that "Some people seek uncertainty and mani-
pulate ambiguity or risk with ease. Others shy away from uncertainfy and

even distort data to avoid risk or ambiguity." (p. 495). o

.
PR

We might expect then this attribute to influence an individual's problem

solving behaviour during problem finding and conceptuallzatlon. An intol-

"erance for ambiguity éould cause an 1nd1v1dual to try‘EU’aVOld wnstructured

ptoblems, or, if unsuccessful, to attempctto deflneflts boundaries (i.e.,
‘eliminate ambiguity) early in the process. .

[

Regarding an individual's ability to assess uncertainty, research has

indicated that: , .

Pqs v ‘. .
l. intuitive notions of probability do .not seem to conform to mathematical

probability theory (Cohen, 1957) . . )

» 2. mafy business decision makers just ignere uncertainty, at least, ex-
plicitly (Hogarth, 1975) Co T

\
'

4 S

. %, .. P -l .
Certainly, one rarely observes indices indicating the risk or degree of
confidence attached to conclusions in business reports.

f ‘

Moore (1977) concludes that managers tend to believe that they are more

certain than they really are., - ' ‘ |

Wy [
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x , . c v .
Because of their relevarice to ourutOpic we have included in'Appendix E

a numbeTr pof conalusions concexning a human's performance at estimatin
g : P S g

L]

- uncertainty. T

o
3

- In a study relating tolerance for ambigpi_z_to‘the amount of information

perceived to be meortant by the decision maker, Dermer (1973) found a
‘negative cort"latlon ex1sted (as might be expected) . The 1nformat10n ltself

was_ v1ewed as ambiguous if it referred to,future tlme,perlods or to behavi-

.
«

oural (as opposed to flnanC1a1) data, « - s

J . -
Duncan (1971) conducted a study of beginning consultants. In the course ‘of
hls research he compared the tolerance for amblgulty of these tonsultants

w1th others (p VI 24):

' - s

¥

Tolerance fcr~Ambigujcx

! %

Beginning consultants - 21.1
e ‘ Harvard MBA's (first year) ' 21.1 ‘ o
@ Researchers,and‘sciehtiéts T - 20.4 |
. . Mahalees (containers & auto essembly) 18.0 :” -

Note that the average tolerance of his sample of consultants~was much higher
thdn that of the managers referred- to. Interestingly, when comparlng con-

sultants who adapted well comipared to those who adapted poorly, he found that

adaptability to consulting increased as tolerance for ambiguity decreased.
3 ,\ *

’

Other cdhclusions regarding uncertainty and PS behaviour-are:

-

‘. Ind1v1duals who are psychologlcally equlpped to deal wigh, uncertalnty are-
more able and WIIllng to deal with complex and frequently unsolvable
problems than individuals @ho .are generally averse to uncertainty.

(Harrisqn,.l975;lp. 153)

»

[ 1 ) ¢
L} ' v
e Man is a very conservative 1nformat10n—processor who tends in a Bayesqan

mannexr to be very‘reluctant to give up concepts that served him in the
o &

.past ‘and to demand a greater veight of eV1dence than classical statistics

woulg.requlrebto convince him that something unusual is occurring. .

(savage, cited by Keen, 1973; p. 3.33) B

R

~
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] ;he accommodatlve learning stylé (Kolb's classxflcatlon) is *‘more approp~

fiate than the other three for hlgh rlsk high pressure tasks. (Kolb,

1974) ) .

[
" a

Available Instruments“? . .

G

Instruments frequently used to measure this aftribute are the Ambiguity

‘Tolerance Scale devéloped by MacDonald (1970) and Budner's' Intolerance of

" ing to the laCe closure end of the dimensiom.

4

N

Ambiguity Measure (Budner, 1962). . ! - :

-

-~ - . °

.

Duncan' (1971) used an instrument developed by Lorsch and Morse to measure

tolerance for ambiguity. {

oggatlsm has been defined (Rokeach, 1960) as the extent to which, an individ-
ual receives, analyzes and synthe31zes information relatlve to pre-gxlstlng
beliefs. Brlghtman and Urban (1974) note that dogmatlsm seems to -be related

to 4 need for uncertainty reduction. . . .

y € . “
* ~

One might exEs%; tolerance for .ambiguity and dbgmatiSm therefore to be cor-

related w1t «the early/late closure measure, those with high tolerance tend-

. I

>~ ’ . . ’ Q.
People with a low tolerance, for ambiguity might .seek more information than

others.

!

jitems from MapDonald's

o

We designegd a @ew instrument which included a number o

test., !

[

¢
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Question
No.

Seq’.

TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUITY

I-8

I11.77 ~

I11.82

111,95 %

ITI.5.3

No.

197

267

272

285

Are you more success&'l:

(Wﬂ‘eallng with the -unexpected
and seeing quickly what: should
be done,- or,

(B) at followmg a carefully worked
out plan? . 1=
When something new starts to be the
fashion, are you usualiy =« - |
'3 A - N
(A) one ef the first to try 'it:,)3 or
. . K
(B) not much interested? A 1-2

- -

Is it harder. for you to adapt‘:"’t:o:~
(a) rout‘:ine, or, P

(B) constant- ehanée? LT , f=2
Do you find the more routine p‘a'r\ts-‘ of
your day: - ! : ‘ N

(A) restful, or e :

\‘4 . .
“%B) bormg? : . . e

434 ¢
- oconcentrate m a few selected areas " 1+5

435

"

436

441 -

»
-

453L

IS ’

R prefer asmgnments wh1ch permit me to

I have trouble applying myself to, pro-—
blems which I find repetitive or

a

'unmterestlng L o 1=5

R P

1 get ‘more pleasure working in un- ‘

familiar situations than I do’ from
working in situations I am used tg. J=5

¢ |

I/enJoy working on co lex nd 111-

defined problems - . < 1=5"

PS

I can nore easily cdpé with set
routine than constant change, in

my. work - , Lo 1=5,

. o e~
= Question - Scale

Scdred ",

as shown

g T

as sho&x

9

reverse

reverse

Ay
reversé

-

/«! :

e -as shown

1
.}ﬁ
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. . ,z , D.25
) . - ~r
: : TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUI -
) (cWrtinued) . ' ) ..
R Y. \ “ \ .
_Question Seq. ) )
No. No. ' . Question Scale , Scored
JIT.15.14 462 » 1 am uncomfortable in a situation
- where I do not know the rules of the .
game .o 1=5 . as shown
. - . ' i _\
II.15,17 ' 465 - Vague‘ﬁl impressionistic pictures ’ ’ _—
have Uittle \apgeafl for me I-5. . as shown™ ~
I.15.21 469 The most interesting life is subject ,
cro . ¢# to rapidly changihg conditionse 1-5 " reverse
a [3d
L 7 ’ ‘. .
II1.2.5 572 What kind of variety do you encounter %
in your assigments? (In terms of the | - ;
h " nature of the problem) (Check ome.)
s ' i -
' y 1. Very little variety ‘ ,
20 Little : ' ° < *
- 3. Moderate : ‘.
ﬁ ‘ 4. "Great variety . ' .
5+ Very great variety 1-5 as shown
* ) ! | | - “‘ ‘ r
~ m ) . . rzf"ua
. N
T - ‘ b v *
- ;Froq Mydrs-Briggs Indicator o ”
Jfrom gME AT-20 Scale (MacDonald, 1970) oo ,
& “Also i¥cluded in Raudsepp'ﬁ Creativity Test - S ey
- ) . “0 . : /
‘ - -~
. f ,/
P
a ey . v
- 7 -
VO x : . o
‘ W L3 ) , . .
‘. " '
0 i
< " £ ‘ S
- QA
: [
- . [S
’ :r: &* S 4 5 -
4\ * ‘“
\ . ~ ¢ }/
‘ ( e

P
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INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS F

-

oy

TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUT

Total
_Item Less

S No.

Tiem

283

wt

27z 267!

137

.

027

0
b g

11

3

—

™

o3
L |

o

813

372

@&
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Use of Quantitative Methods (Q513)

This iq@ﬁ:ument‘gives some indication of tHe individual's predi

sposition to

quantification. - ’ s >
N ' e - " u? . ‘ - -
. 4 .. . {"/ . ) \ . . ' v
Traditional thinking suggestsg.that structured problems will respond
‘ 4 R -..,___‘\‘ . ' h N . ! o
. best to the.use ©f quantita vekmetho@a,ig . )
n . Sy ¥ - .
N . \ / * ‘ / !
N v oy Y i \ . -
\ ' 4 b - .
e \ D
/ Lt - Yy o O '
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Vo : ) & .
USE OF QUANTYTATIVE METHODS
1
w®
Question Seq. ) .. ‘ '. -
No . No. ° Question . Scdle Scored’
IV.7.34« 685 Most of my reports anlude exten81ve
’ use of humbers either in the form of - )
‘ graphs or tables. ' . 1-5 reverse g
iV.7L3§ 689 If mathematical techniques were ’ .
. better understood by managers, o
‘ higher quality solutions dould be - ' N
developed. | I-5 . reverse
IV.13.5 To whdt extent do you use quanti-
' >~ tative methods in your work. ‘ .
' 719 - regression analysis \ 4-1 as shown
720 - linear programming ) 4= " as shown
721, - statistical forecasting 41 as shown -
722 - othgr statistical packages b=-1 -~ as shown
723 . - simulation 4-1 . ' as shown
724 ‘- financial modelling . 4-1 ° as shown

&
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Flex1bL11ﬁy/rlgld1Ey (Q514) Coe , ,

Ls Rt}

ngldlty has been deflned as _ the Lnablllty to produce novel

or changed resEonses. (Rokeach, 1960; p. 200) .
* ! .

Rigidity" may then be considered as reliance on habit and rules, a tendency-

to be stubborm, to insist on order and, perhaps, an inclination to tunnel

\

vision.

i * < . . q

Rokeach. distinguishes bet&eeﬁ»rf idity and dogmatism. Dogmatism, he defines,.
. 8 figraity dogmatism h &

as lack of réceptiveness to information which conflicts with the problem

solver's pre-existing beliefs, an inability-to listen to negvideas.

~ v
ot

One mlght expect rlgldlty to be correlated with age and perhaps those dist
ciplines with unyleldlng procedures such as data processging and accountlng.

.

Available Idstruments . . .

v

The Gough.Sanford ngldlty Scale (Rokeach 1960) was de51gned to measure

this attrLbute. “We were not satisfied. with this instrument for our purposes
so augmented the Gough-Sanford items with some of our own. The items com-

-prisings the instrument are shown on the next page. - . :

»

Regarding correlatlons with other instruments, one might expect a negative

relationship with earLy ‘closure and perhaps a positive relatlonsﬁip~w1th

.tolerance for ambi gulgz. ‘ ’ -~
A @ . . ~.

. :.* ”ﬁ « o, A




Note:

!

FLEXIBILITY
Question Seq.

—— NO . NO. Question

11,113 303

o

Scalel

On most matters, do you:

(A) have a pretty definite opinion, or

(B) like to keep an open mind?
v ) v
I1.13.28 413
. grw; L4
ITI.14.10

Flexible/single-minded
458

*Scored

-2 as shown'
I can get along more easily with

1-7
people if they belong to about the
myself

reverse
same social and business class as
I1.15.13 46}}

' . 1=5 - as showng'
I am often the last one to give up
trying to do a thing 1-5
CIT.15.15 463 I oftien beceme so wrapped up in some-
thigg: I am doing that I find it dif-
matters
I1.15,16

as shown2
ficult to turn my attention to other
464

I
II.15.18

N

1-5

2
as shown
L3

KN

3

I ysually arrange the bills in my
wallet in denomination order
-466

-5
his neck out
I1.15,20

Nothing important gets accomplished
in this world unless someone sticks
468

-

-

II.15.22 470
—7/

1=5 .
It is important for me to have a place
place

as shown
for everything and everything in its

1-5
clear difference between right and
wrong
I1.16.23 471

) y a5 shown”
I have always felt that there is a °

I1.16.29 477

-

° _as shown
\ . ,
I prefer to stop and think before I

1=5
act om even trifling matters I-5
17.16.30

Gre

4 as shown2
1 have never done anything dangerous
just for the thrill of it
478

Agree

~

’

1=-5
important personal characteristic
low

v

1 believe that punctuality is a very

as shown2
1-5

3
as shown

\

D.31

Py
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-
FLEXIBILITY 1
' (continuedd) - ’ ¥
Question  Seq. e o
No . No. Question Scale Scored
} .
II.16.33 481 I.,usually check more than once to bé .
) sure that I have locked a door, put *
out the light or something of the i
sort W 7 71=5 as showr
II1.16.34 482 I use a fixed rule for tipping 1-5 as’ shown
L
I1.17.35 483 - By digging and digging the truth is
) discovered . . 1-5 v “as shown
11.17.38 486 I always finish tasks I start even if N -
they are not very important C1-5¢ as shown ™
1 . M r,‘§
I1.17.39 487 People who seem unsure and uncertain X 5
about things lose my respect -~ 1-5 as shown
IT.17.40 488. _ Organizations never seem to learmn. .It it
only takes a few years after an assign- -
N ment for them to revert to their N
former way of doing things 1-5 as. shown
CII1.17.43 491 Obedience and respect for authority
. arer the most important virtues child- 4
ren should learn . -5 as shown
/II.17.45 493 Nowadays, more and more people are
prying into matters that should
. remain personal and private ‘ 1-5 as shown
I1.18.56 504 I dislike going gro&ery shopping
. without aylist‘ : 1-5 as shown
1IvV.6.30 681 In every problem there is a right way
and a wrong way to go about resolving 3
it. 1=5 as sﬁown»
. , . o ’ .
éFrom Myers-Briggs Indicator (not included «in Myers-Bfiggs scoring)
3From Gough-Sanford Rigidity $Scale
From Gough-Sanford Rigidity Scale but modified :
4 > ;
5From California*F Scale '
From Raudsepp Creativity Test
. o \
’ o
~



g

* penNUTIVG)
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¢
4
\
~
L]
. lotai - : T 3 ~
, trem- Less - - R )
No. item - o Ttem Number ’

| 303 443 453 461 463 464 4GG. 463 473 4TI 4% 478 451 482
; T

3d3 .15 15 35«00 433 ~ed5 o208 =433 &37 -438 J1Z0 <04 +J2 -435
433 .12 - : C T w38 a13 -ad3 413 -T10 -eB3 410 -e82 -edh - 026 31 +05
458 .37 , "E “’_xfigjs -e11 -ed8 W17 034 .28 -+13 <402 14 420 .03
61 .16t ?. 16«36 o33 «1d +15 427 =e1d s11 zaD2 -+33
a6 a1 o C L 1T w13.413 10 -e38° W38 33 .13 W3]
464 & 20 L L 12, ed1 432 1125 10 .3 eD4
465 +23 R B | JET -a33. 238 32 -e31 +15 -s32
463 .48 0 | . .26 22 431 025 .21 ﬁzx
410 .13 ' - - CeB5 01 .36 -edd 232
471 .15 ’ - - : ; I 31 =412 W52 52
417, Y12 " ' ' - : CL -e3l 23 013
478 <23 : ; - _ ’ - . e +11
481 435 ’ o | _ ST _ ﬁ ) 37
432 <29 . ' T~ -
) . c ° /
- ' -Q

ALITIEIXYTNS
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. D.34
INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS FOR :

d L FLEXIBILITY ]
~ Total K i -
" Item Lcss
po.  Item IteR Number
: l 433 4385 437 483 <31 433 384 H31 t

333 «15  «12 -all 024 -4d3 38 33 &10 12

*

56 37 elo -e8l 18 15 -35 15 -ed2 «d3

ERN

413 12 o83 -es5 -eSJ -4d3 -ed1 -e33 .13 e3d
4

D481 16 e13  e17 o583 “ed1 -e11 -ed3 31 26

!

463 o11  -e38 Fed3 oT1 ¢33 -e83 13 -e21 33

| 7]
o

464 o2 -e23 o5 -edD -edd” 412 33 021 e
466 423 -ad4 s3] 032 o33 020 623 +13°-ed1
483 - 49 -e36 23 423 415 32 o13 #31 eda
470 13 -a33. o153 <35 o11 "s15 -a35 -ed7.:35

A7 e15 7 =031 210 o13 o17 +20 =eB5_ #18 =035
e

AT @12 036 e34 -eB8 V12 420 12 o34 e14

476 923 o13 "e38 033 =ad2. #G8 -e32 o1& 35
431 38 e22 .15 215 23 017 oid 12 11
482 o239 438 e22 . e82 33 25 #13 21 13
433, o1 =31 615 ¢13 -35 -e3d 13 e27
436 023 | ed4 o271 +33 o138 e24 024
487 +26 L —e@4 «dT e11 13 .12
433 o34 \ 031 053 025 o1
81 32 | ~ed1 e31 -e18
433 18 : _ ed2 <33
584 36 A . 11
e .24 'iﬁé | -
Noeo73 : o

SPEARKAN=BROWN = ¢85
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*aconomic value scdles.

Line/staff :Orientation (Q515) - . ,

A line orientation iﬁ related to the extent to which thé individual

is a,doer rather than a thinker. - ) : .

' -

Propensity to action rather than reflection (see Kolb, 1974)

- o

3

This attribute was included for two reasons:

- It might help to identify characteristics which distinguish effective

»

management consultants in general., : .

'
A

. . I3 ’ » 8 .
- It was believed that an individual with a line orientation might per-

form more effectively on project mdnagement or implemedtation tasks,

and less effectlvely on tasks involving a high degree of conceRtuall—‘

~

zation sklll
] \

Available Instruments ' . Voo o .

The second dlmen31on<of the Kolb Learning Style Inventory is deslgned to meas-

ure an actlve/reflectlve predlsp051t10n. Also the Myers-Brlggs IE dlmen31on
between the Introvert who lives in the world of ideas and concepts and the

Extrovert who lives in a world of action and objects (Myers, 1962, p. 57)

B f
f N

Ay

1
\

There may be some‘relétiOnsﬁik between- doing/thinking and p:edfsposition to
abstract thinking. Also a doing ofieptation wouldxlikelj be associated with

an instrumenf#l rather than an expressive task orientation being more intet-

‘ested in getting the' job done than-in learning from the experience. There

We decided to develop a new instrument to compare with tﬁe Kolb LSI

- . - [ 3 * -
dimension to determine if.the latter. represented this construct.

M -
- -
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o ‘ LINE/STAFF ORTENTATION -
Question _ Seq. - 7 . d '
*  No. No. . Question Scale Scored
v A} © ' |.‘/ A}

II.12.1  '386 Active/reflecting . ’ 1-7 reverse
fI?lZ.S 390 kcadeﬁic/pragmatic . ’ 1-7 as shown
IT.12.7 392 People oriented/concept oriented 1-7 reverse

. ~ ) . - [

- II.12.14 399_ Theoretic%l/practicall‘ ' - 1-7 as Ehoyn
I1.12.24 409  Line/staff ‘ . 1=7  reverse
I11.5.9 ° 440 If I were in business I would prefer a . '

staff to a line position (A/D) 1-5 as shown
III.10.£--'631 'Act.ih a line capacity for a period to
o help a clieat over a staffing problem 4-1  as shown
' (above average = high) : ; .
. ) | N 1’ .
A \" - LI )
’ . . “‘- S . aQ / ’
S ‘.‘ ” .
1 ’ . ‘i. )
|‘ = -
A/D) =-agfée/diSagrée'- o o
iR - - . . N
. | ‘ g .
Y L} - A > ’

¢ .

LY

ad



D.37

-

“

9

LINE/STAFF ORIENTATIQN

|

INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS ?OR

Total

Item Less

q

No.

Item

-—
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Spebiélist/ceherélist Orieﬁtation (Q895) ‘ ‘

" [ é .
K

¢

A 5peelallst onentatlon is related to the extent to whlch the

md1v1dual concentrates on a par;:zcular f;.eld ‘of applzca:n.on .«

‘o A

a
> ]

(functlonal Qr Lndu%trlalf
- . = )

'l'hx.s attnbut:e was anluded because it was fe°1t: that it mlght navg some

relationship - t:o per‘formance on structured and unstructuredf tasks .

LA
] *

AVaJ.lable Instruments s ) .
-3 o 5 + - -
Ay N ' \
A self-descriptive instrument detailing busipess experience is used.
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Questioft Segq.

D.39

" . SPECIALTST/GENFRALIST \"\

No. <. No. A Question - Scale  Scored
EY .
- 1.2.8 32 How many journals do you read regularly . )
_ . each month? Technical (relaged to your . ﬂ
A : specialty) . . ( ) as shown
I.1l.0a 96 I find myself in situations where: ; I ' {
use my spec1a112ed knowledge in the C ,
] solution of problems (often/seldom) =5 . reverse
- “ , -
- IT.12.15 400 Gene#glist/Specihlist : -7 as shown
. * ’ [ RN A}
III.5.1 432 I maigly refer problems whﬁch will help T
- incrggae my technical experience and
reputation ‘ . 1-5"  reverse
I[Iz.7.1. 595 - Asssess your performance for the following. ‘
b.i. stages cof an assignment: in dzagn031ng -
~ complex ‘probiemsy—technical aspects ‘ - 5-0. . as_shown
\‘_\_
- ) - N
ITII.7.1. 597 ' i in prescribing N
.cli (developing workadble solutions). , . °
technical aspects 0 s« B5-=0 as shown
. ‘ w
II1.9.3a 622 How do you view your@elf on the technical
level: clients se€ you as an expert in .
your field - L _ 1-5 reverse
I£1.9.3b 623 ' ¢olleagues view you as belng up-to-
date In your field =5  “réverse
. IT11.9.3c 624 ~ you are respected by, fellow profes=- ' ~
sionals if your specialty (outside the firm) 1-5 reverse
II1.9.3d 625 ® you h;vé contributed to advancements .
, in your field 1-5 reverse
v ‘ " " v : v ‘“ ’
I1I.10.4g 632 Assess suitability: act as an expert witness -
NN " in a court case . =1 as shown
b - - S N
- ’ s “
| ., ' .
lSco'rir;g for journals: S ‘ AR
No. of journals score ¢ .
"0 Lo C
" 1=5 : i+! . . @ -
6+ » S BN ' -
- * 4 a
) ) . ‘

A
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INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS FOR

o
Total

Less

Item

~ o
“~ e - T
- f
od <9 (5e ] . (] 3 wy . ot P ST Y ry - . 1 - .
(3¢ ] "y - Lol 3 od = _ o4 . 3 . d _ . . R )
W . L) - L J - . L) Y - - \
] - »
e} f— o e It~ ra e ) («y [7-3 ) P 4 ) .
(WY} L o~ Lo ry = Yy (5 ] «) (3 ] PR . :
(. ] [ . . . o . e e e >
v - - .
- . . i e . ) .
-r ~p (%] D o4 ©™ (3~ SRS 4 (e . . . w
Y] [ Ll .- ry ra ™ [T S 4 : - o
0 L L4 . L 4 ] L ) *® L ] * . ; @ M -
- R VSR ' ) .
- t3 S e~ ~p N — 5 2 . - J -
I VAL B B T B , . .
" - - - 3 - - - ; . . ) .
B , i A 1
o~ n 3 [Te] ) Xy (5 ] s N - - . R
~ R 1 o~ [ ~ T K . -
n [¥e ) . [ ] - e - - - - N . )
o . | w . -
.m ~ < MmN ¥ .
3lm*® o9 N . . .
-3 Rk] . - Y - s ° v . . g
N . .
g . o -
LN (o) ra, ™ = T . ) )
R o - o o~ ~ . . . N o
L d
10 L] . . ) . , ) . / - A&
.4.- Lan o €I~ ) 3
L4e ] t re L ] “ -
-y . . o g N
9 1} .~ ’ .
> . s 0
Ty - o~ - . - T
L% ] -~ o ¢ .
TN . - B >
" -, © - -
. . I~ - i .
oy (3] . . _ . t -
(8] 3 - o N ' B
o - . .-
. A — . . =
) ! R ’ L & rn .,n
o ~ . - ; N F
» -
L T ez )
o )
=l ‘z
@ B a R i (] - .
A m - @ 2 W g WM o~ 0 3 ® o ,
{ s = ) ) — < ~r L, w o~ gD - ) . /
. . ‘. - » ® - - v ® 'Y - L * MJ um - B .
H v - =
1 * . JM.. R
) «w «y w~J D r~ o~ i oo | ~r -\ (g% . . N
Q L) (3] 13- (%2} n o [AV I ¢ | N o~ (2 P 1] . tu . ) ) -
z : ¢ -+ 10 10 D 3 W@ W0 O - “w :/J - ) .
. o= ) iz )
, . . , . . .
- N
. * . g ' . 7 : '
s 9
Ay - - H N -
’ s E B ’ h N - -
- . R ) \
- ‘ 3 )
v —_ ]
M& ! . . .l - . N , J\u,,
J " . . e
. [ - -
- h - - ' .
N T e - '
& c X
i) - - .
v ° .



M ‘ ' v N '  D.41

] \ < )

Fa@ct Finding Style Portraits

o .

Two sets of fact ffhding style portraits were developed, based on our

- observations of consultant on the job behaviour. .
/ .
/ . Vo IS
/ (a) Systematic vs Unsystematic Approach f
: This bipolar construct uses McKenney's syStematic/intuitive fact finder
construct (gdiscus on page II.19) as a patterm. -

. I - BN

y

(b) Progressive Deepening vs Linear Approach : B

These terms were used by Newell and Simon (1972). We have applied them
® ,to two contrasting approaches which seem to be used on wvarious occasions.’
. We hypothesized that the linear approach was more 1ikei§ to be used in..

structured situations and to be more closely related to the systematic

- - O

rather than intuitive approach above. ,

. \ . . '
Consultants were asked to determine if they recognized themselves among

these portraits. Supervisors were asked if the portraits applied to the

consultant or themselves.,

o . . R . ! .

.
' ~
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‘and continue in an iterative fashibn. ~In the process he gives

v

(3

. '

R s R . \

¢ \ . . #
\ .

The. ver51on shown below is ‘that which was lncluded in the supervxsor

aseefsment vof the consultant.

-

Id N . ‘

Two approaches to a dLagnOSCLc survey are given below, You are
asked to decide if either (or both) in some way descrlbe(s) the
approach he uses, N

P ° o

Agoroach A ‘ ’ ®

The individual wzfﬁ approach A is able to preparg and follow a

detailed work plan which defines the nature of the' information

sought, the source of the information, and the order in which

it will be gathered
&

v

- ¢

i - T
Such an indivxdual has often made an initial classification of the
problem (and the likely range of solutions) which he will retain
unless subsequent-information causés him to discard it. In the
latter case, he will select a new modlel, revise the work plan

N

early attention not only to the formulation of the problem but
to the critemda (implicit or explicit) which will determine a
"satisfactory" _outcome. ‘ Lﬁ

.

He frequently uses checklists and carrles out structured, rather

than unstructured, interviews. One of the features of chis approach

is a fairly clear appreclatlon, at any time of:

v

- the information remaining to be gathered, and

< the conclusions which the 1ndiv1dua1 feels are warranted at

* that stage. ’ : o o
: ]
These are usually advanced with relative confidence..

v
1

'The process of fact-finding (and analysis) is terminated when a

conclusion has been formulated satlsfylng the initial criteria or
‘time runs out. There are rarely any major surprises in the final
conclusions an%rany overruns of cxme are foreseen relatively early

in the process.

f il
v il ~ v "

Aggroach B - 7
' L - * +

The individual with approach B resists a detailed work plan. He
may prepare one if asked to but afterwards he pays little attention
to it. He is usually unable tOre¢CLculate the schema or ‘model he
'is following when fact gacherlng. To an outside observer, he
appears to operate by evaluatlng the information as it comes in N
before deciding what to do next. His mode is acquisitive, as he .
seeks to collect a wide range of data, from seemxngly meaningless
detail to 1mportant facts# 9- - >



L]

He does not .often use checklists and his interviews are generally
unstructured. During 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 unable 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.
. : ' l
Fin;{ly, wheén the deadline approaches, he stops collecting information
and switches to data sifting and analysis. Not all of the data will
be used. Conclusions and ‘confidence are built up.rapidly. Unforeseen
conclusions or solutions may surface and fairly significant overruns
mayvdevelop, on occasion, which were not anticipated. '

)

Check. only one.
1. He frequently adopts an approach similar to A above. ( )

2. He/frequeqcly adoptg an apprdach similar to B above. (. ).
« . %’

. .
3. I believe that he can wuse either approach (A or B). 1 )
depending on the circumstances. . )
4. I don't recognize his approach as being either A or B. ( ) * =
& N -
Comments: . . - 9
A ) »‘
Does thé amount of time that has been budgeted for the survey in
any way affect which approach he might use? -
x \ ‘ 3 - - !
; 1. 'Yes ( ) ,
-2. No SRR G B '
If so, how? L ) ' ‘ ' ) ,',w
AR l: \ . ) ) \b )
Two approaches to a complex diagnostic survey are described below. .
You .are again asked to decide if either (or both)® in’ sowe way
desgribe(s) the approach he might-use, '
% ' ’ . . -
Approach C - ' .
1 7 N N :
This individual carries out hisvfac:-finding;in "passes" of
, progressively greater detail. -
e " ¢
- Passfl gives him an idea of the various components.of the
problem, or process, .and how they generally fit togethet,
- qus??Z adds more details about each: ' ' ' ‘; (

.
%

I
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o

- .Fact-finding-continues in this fashion until the individual feels
that he understands the aperatlon and is 1n a position to assemble

and test his conclusioans.
\

Aggroach'D R

\

The individual with approach D divides the problem (or process) into
components (e.g. functional areas). He then proceeds to assess each
component Choroughly and Lndependently, one after the other, .conclusions
being developed regarding each separately. His findings are then
assembled into a coheren% whole.

q

, The difference between the two approaches di?crlbed above is perhaps

Y

)
3." 1 believe that he can. use either approgcﬁ (C'or D). (

2. m He frequently adopts an approach similar to D. (

‘4. 1 don't recognize his.approach as being either C or D. ( )

best demonstrated by an. example.
) Ve

_ Supppse’ you have been asked ‘to study a finished
goods inventory management problem in a .
manufacturing firm. The four functlonal areas

. concerned are: production planning, sales

‘ orecasting, order progessing, and warehouse
eplenishment. .
1
The work plan for  approach C might consist o§
three separate levels of fact-finding: f

- The first, allocating 1-2 days Eo each of -the
four areas to gain an appreciation of the
scope of the activities, the practices )
employed and the inter~relationships L o .
between the areas, ‘

\‘ !
- The second, alLecatlng perhaps 2-3 days
to each, to obtain more detalls.
A
- The third, of up to a week in each for a
complex sxtuatlon; going into the level
of detall@requlred to understand the
operation to the extent necedsary to
locate problems and anemalies.

\
)

The work plan -for approach D might consist -of .
four separate two-week segments. In each, the
component, such as productiomr planning, would:

, . be explored in detail, After the eignt weeks,
the findings would be tied together fntOJa
coherent whole, . .

In a complex diagnostic survey: (Check only one.) ‘

1. He frequently adopts an approach similar to C. ¢ ) :
!

A
v

'



(b) fntérpersonal Skills

pertaln skills known to be important in mandgement consulting were cursorily
A

ssessments of the consultant's task performance.

r

]

11e it was not our intentidén to examine 1nterpersonal skills in this study,

Supervisory ability

Tactical

Ability to work to deadllnes
Business. development ability
Persuasion '

Empathy

e

%

Q889

Q892
Q893
Q894
Q890
Q891

These skills were?

‘measuted to determine if they had a major influence on the supervisors'

o
\
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INTERPERSONAL SKILLS

. Supervisory (Q889) i - ‘ . '
Guestion Seq. g - ‘ )
No. No. GQuestion , i - .Secale Scored
iy . < ) * / t '
., I.12 11l'" 1 am engaged to manage lmportant pro;eets )
¢ (often-seldom) ©1-5 .as shown
o ) - & i I ‘
b IIIL6G 445  For most prOJects, I would prefex: to super—
vise other consultants rather than do the )
wark myself ] - 1-5- " as shown
o . I11.4.8 587 Supervising the\EsSignméht.' Demands of the’ .
. task are very clear/are not 4t all clear in ,
- most instances ' Y as showm-
h Y 3 .
I1I.8.2¢e 610 What .is your assessment of your effectiveness R
’ © in the following capabilities: supervisor or* \
‘ project leader 5-{ . Treverse

) ' III.10.4b 627

- V.10.9.8 813

A '

Tactical (d892)

= ¥ 111.8.2b 607
III.8.21 614
‘& ) - -3
" Deadlines (§893)
s II1.9.21 617%

III.9.2m 618
ITI.9.2n 619

> ) IV.6.29 680

A

& - .
Assess your suitability for: manage a large

project team comprLSLng client and consultant .
staff o . 4-1 reverse

The extent to which you have supervisory .

authority, and responsibility: (most/least

important) \ _1=9 as shown

)

Tactician (able to anticipate and overcome

potential client’objeqtions) 5-1 ~fs shown’
r ‘ . ‘ b
Ablllty to get client acceptance and co-
Operatlon . . 5-1 as shown
> e N

Abitity, to meet deadlines, stay within "o .

budget, etc. : 5-1 as shown
- ¢ ' T

Ab1£}2§/to work to a getéiledlwork plan as shown

Ability to operate wifh little supervision as shown

I usually wait until the last minute before

trying to meet a deadline reverse

’
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JINTERPERSONAL SKILLS

D.47

(Continued)
Question Seq. - '
. No. No. Question . Scale Scored
& . " ¢
Business Development (Q894) . '
IIT.5.7 438 If given a choice, I would prefer to give
a technical talk to a group Jf colleagues
rather than a more general address to a .
group of business managhrs : 1-5 as shown
II1.6.15 446 For me, the business development side of
consulting is one of its more interesting
aspects 1=5 as shown
Persuasion (Q890)
I.1l.1c 98 I use my skills at persuading the client to
adopt some specific point of view or course
of action (often/seldom) l 1-5 as shown.
IT1.12.9 394 Persuasive/unconvincing 1-7 as shown
III.6.13 444 I enjoy trying to convince a client that my
: course of action is better than the one he
favours ' 1-5 as shown
IIT.7.1d '59§ , Assess your general performaﬁcé for the
. following stages of an assignment: in
obtaining acceptance for your recommenda-
tions- 5-1 reverse
Empathy (Q891) S, ,
III.90 ~ 620 -Ability to identify client needs 5-1 as shown
IV.4.21 672 I have relatively little difficulty putting ‘
myself in the client's place when deciding -
if an action is worth taking ' - 1-5 reverse
; N
1Y , '~ ’I
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(c) Validity Check on Grounded/ungrounded Scoring of Consultant (Factot® #1)

Using the Supervisors' Assessments (Q588)

. ,

A number of relevant items were combined from the supervisors' assessments to
form an independent measure of the consultant's grounded/ungrounded

‘brediSposigion. We have termed this a systematic/unsystematic predisposition

to avoid confusing the scales.
' &
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Question _Seq.

&

v
W

}

’

b : . ' y o -
1 T SUPERVISORS' ASSESSMENT OF CONSULTANT 'S GROUNDED/UNGROUNDED PREDISPOSITION

No. No., . Question Scale Scored
I&I.i{ﬂs ’960\ Precise/vague -7 as shown
ITI.7.16 961 Unplanped/schéduled 1-7 reverse’

_III.7.17 962 Facts/ideas 1-7  as shown
III.7.19 964 Undisciplined/disciplined . =7  reverse
’957 Last minute/on time ’ reverse

I11.7.22

Note: A'high value on this instrument is-equi

i

v . v

\
H
i,

ks

category.,s

Yo

¥

= A

valent to the ungrounded

-
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’ . * INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS FOR ‘
SUPERVISORS' ASSESSMENT OF CONSULTANT'S GROUNDED/UNGROUNDED PREDISPOSITION
Lo ' ' Total- ' ‘
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reported in Chapter V. “
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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

L

~ -

. I . ,
In particular: a scree test (Cattell, 1966) was made to determine the

number of significant factors. (Result - three to four)

4
4 . \
-

+  factor loadings were obtained, assuming three orthogonal
factorse (in addition to the four factor loadings reportedin the’ table on
page'V.24). ¥ ’

sofactor ibadiﬁgs were bbtained for an oblique as well as

orthogonal rotation, assuming four factors.

: two separate statistical computational programs were used

to tompute three orthogonal factors (varimax rotation).

All of these calculations used an initial commonality estimate based on the
multiple R2 of the given variable onh all other variables in the matrix.

The loadings are reported in the table on the next page.
o - +

Following the discussion in Chapter VI (paﬁg VI.16) regarding the indep-
endence of the early/late closer variable, a fifth run was made. This was
a three factor varimax calculation using only 14 variables, i.e., pmittgng

thg early/late closer variable.

o ‘

_ As can be éeen, the loadings seem to be very stable .across these different

calculations. This increases the degree of confidence that can be placed on

their composition.

The scores used were tﬂose calculéted'by the computer progfam (i.e.
using.coefficients from all of the variables not just those which were * ?
significant) for the 4-factor orthogonal varimax run. Since research
indicates thap it is better to include too many factors rather than, too

few, wg could not ‘eliminate the fourth factor just because we could not

easily intexpret it.

|

lThe Scfee Test for the Number of Factors, R.B. Cattell,'Multivariate
Behavioral Research, April, 1966, pp. 245-276.

#
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051: PARAMETERS

-

TABLE SHOWING LOADINGS FOR FIRST THREE FACTORS CORRESPONDING TO RUNS WITH A’ VARIETY

“Desc;iption of Runs

No. of Variables’

‘ <

Computer Program Used

RunnNS} ,No. of' Factors

* ' ! /; 4 15
- - 2 « 4. - 15
. -3 . 3 oo 15
. . 4, 3 %3 15~
L5 T 3. . '142
- ’ - .

- * lDevelopeh by W.E. Gugtafson{'Gtééley, Colorado

- 2The earli/latg closer v%ﬁiable (Q325) was removed.

Type of Rotation

Orthogonal
Oblique
Orthogonal .
Orthogonal with
iteration
Orthogonal

Statistical Systeml~
Statistical System
Statistical System
SPSS - -

ll
°

Statistical System

o

n

,

13

Factor #1 Factor_ #2 : Factor #3
LT | grounded/ungrounded rational/instinctive line/staff |,
s Variable . conceptualizer . conclusion drawing orientation;%- **
s - Run No.: | 2 3 5 1° 2 3 4 5 ] 2 3 4 © 5
' Q322 introvert7e§trovert - . . b -.43 =.39.-.47 ~.45 -:46
>~ Q323 fact-anchored/imag. concept. .72 .69 .74 -.76 .76 ” - )
T Q324 logical/'gut feel' evaluator’ - .57 .55 .61 .65 .63 .. R
Q325 early/late closgf“ T - «57 .53 .57 .57 =X .36 .31° .35 ..33 X
. . e ’ + X v
. Q380 theoretical values K .37 .38 .33 .32 .33
. Q381 economic values, - . ’
Q382 aesthetic values K o -48.-.48 ~.50 ~.49 ~.53 ) .
Q383 social values . .30 .36 -.28 .25 .31 -.24 -.26 -.26 -.26 -.24 -.22 -.22 -.28--.28 -.27
i ,' . . 2 ) - 4 -
Q356 abstract reasoner ) L co ot ) 63 .65 .60 .60 .58 -~
Q557 doer/thinker ° - ‘ : - .60 .66 .56 .57 .57
Q509 creativity -.58 -.54 —.62 -.63 -.6} v .
Q510 need for autonomy - -.30 -.20 -.35 -.26 ~.34
Q511 tolerance for ambiguity .73 -.73 .71 ~-.72 ~.63 A 2 - ’ o
‘. Q514 flexibility . R . > -.38 -.40 ~.32 -.29 -.28 .
. Q515 line/staff - 36 .28 .38 .39 .40 -~ .55 352 .53. .52 .53
L) . .
. The signs of the loadings have been adjusted to be consistent with the factor labels. This has resulted in the
~polarity peing reversed for the.factor #1.and #2 loadings.fhown on page V.24~ . - ) »
= < ? ) - 2 F - 7 -
- = ¥ o - e~ ~

-4

"(same as on PE. V.24

<«

i
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APPENDIX'E

. _SOME OBSERVATIONS ABOUT MAN'S ~ ' ;
ABILITY PO ASSESS UNCERTAINTY

i
& K ’

Further conclusions regarding man s intuitive statistical abilities are\glven
by Hogarth (1975);

e

- Man abhors randomness and c0mpu151vely seeks patterns in informatio6n

supplled to him (p. 273) o b

\ .
- He is better at glessing averages than measures of dispersion (p. 274);

- He is weak in assessrng the extent to which varlables are correlated
(2 275); “ S

- People tend to dlscount conflicting evidence (p. 276); ;

- They frequently overestlgete the 1mgortance of minor cues (p. 276);

- Important cues acquire greater salience as their variability increases
(p. 276);

- Increases in the amount of information glven to a decision maker

decreases the cons1stency of his judgment (p. 276);, jgg

= For the most part, forecasters do not "think' in probablllstlc terms
(p. 276). , .

e - ® [
N

’ ! T LY
Moore (1977) in his @aper 'The Manager's [Struggle with Uncertainty' concluded
that: . ‘

' [ ;
~ Groups tend to produce decisions that are riskier than those prodused

¢

- by 1nd1v1duals (p. 146); ‘ s
- "One 1s left with the feellng that the aim of many decision makers is
_ not so much to optlnuze %5 to satisfice and _to this end the maximin

approach 1is used, perhaps unconsciously."” }p. 147) ° .

- Managers tend to relate their executive deC151ons more to thelr per=
sonal planning horizons than to those of -their organr;atlon. (pu 147)

- Managers tend to believe that they, are more certain than they really

‘ are.l The consequence 1is that, taken in conjuncticn with the risk-
averse attitudes dlsplayed through their utility fumctions, managers are

. not: llkely/to act as coher%ntly as would be expected. (p. 147)

~ -Managers are loathe to accept that their skills in areas traditionally

seen as being judgmental in character can be enhanced through training

e
P

for the good of all concernéd. (p. 147)

.
3

;
o ~

]
Morris (1967) suggests that the sug§<e331on of uncertalnty is connected with

the lack of a readily available lan uage for expresslng it.

O
] . . o
o 2

<
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APPENDIX F

-
o

"~ INSTRUCTIONS TO SURVEY COORDINATORS -

-

May 1, 1980
® “ s

Instructions to Survey Coordinator

Your ro}e is"very important for the successful combletion of the survey. I am
therefore glVlng a detailed description of the steps to be performed. vShould a

il

questlon arise, please call me at (514) 866-3721 - Pete; Wade.

I. YThe first step is to identify the participating consultants and supervisors
L

from your firm. Guidelines for selection are given inbthe attachment. The most

- important factor, of course, is that the ind1v1dual is prepared to take the

time. (While the questionnalre does seem imp031ng, I might add that those
who have filled it out so far have found it quite engrossing once they got
~into it.) , ‘ ) ' .

. )

» ' . Lt ‘
2. Esth participating individual (consultants and supervisors) shﬁ?ld then be

assigned a two digit code which is unlque for your firm. ' This should be

applied to all documents related to the 1nd1vf»ual (There is a place for the

code on the front page of each‘ﬁuestlonnalre)
~
4

-

B 3. Whens-the quéstionna}res*are distributed »to the individuals, the date, name

+ ’\ ~ \
and code should be entered on a log sheet similar to the one 1 have

‘provided.

5
'

) ‘ . .

T4, finally - somehow you must encourage, cajole (bribe?) or whatever, the

individuals .to conscientiously complete the questionnaires. ‘ .

>

o
°© '\ " ) ' ”

When they have filled out the questionnaires, ‘they have been asked to let

you know before they return them directly to me in the envelope provided.

You can then note this information on your log. \
2N '

Should the mail strike appear imminent, I have suggested that the envelopes

, \ /
be delivered to the nearest Currie, Coopers & Lybrand office which will make
/ .



»

~

suté that I receive them.' ,For this reason, I have not put postage on the
. . A

envelopes._,if you will gccumulate'any expenses connected with the survey, I

[y

\yill reimb%Fse you at the end of the project. o L , N

\
&

Regarding the deadline for receipt .of completed questiomnaires:

N +

[N \

e I would naturally like to get them back as soon as possible. .
1 . & ’ . -

o If the matter drags.on too long, it will become an aggravation to :

everyone. ‘ t

e I.must start my analysis no later than June 30 - so this is the absolute

latest date for inclusion in the study. s

e ©

, A 3 € (]
B -
.

¥ 1

~ -~

I suggest you develop your own deadline-sfrategy with the participants,

bearing the above points in mind. _ i

N

v .
i B

' ST " .
I will be checking with you periedically to make sure that I am receiving
what has been sent from your office. ! ,

1 ?

‘

- ’

‘ . - ' \
You should retain the log sheet .so that the confidential reports that I will.

be preparing this summer can be returned to each participant. Since I do

not know the names, I can identify each envelope with‘only a code.

s



s F.3

s P .
’ \ o Attachpent
’ - : o Pagell
‘ INSTRUCTIONS FOR
‘ SURVEY OF \
MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS : :

' f s

Selecting the'Sample\

\

There are two different samples of individuals: ' - .

i

i. The participating consultants . - . ) o ,

ii. Th? participating supervisors.
{ ‘
P

+

i. The Participating Consultants

'
e

We. are looking for individuals with the following characteristics:

~ » : ) “ \ R

vital . . ‘

e Have been consulting (either internallyaor externally) for at least 1 1/2

years.

- .o Have been with your firm for'long enough that supervisors have come to °

- i

'know' them. - . ..
e Have a thorough wderstanding of written English. - .
‘ . - .
- ; ) // . ' , .
Desirable //////// {

o They should have‘been operating until fairly recentl&, if they are not
operating at present. ‘
. They should be operating in an area where a heavy amount of Judgment is
. ' requlred. (Thus programmers (as opposed to systems analysts) are not
sultable) I . ) \ "
o The longer they have been consulflng, the better (although a few
consultants with 6 months to one year's experlence would be qulte
L accepcable. f

¢ They should, -if possible, cover a 'range of functional Aareas. -

—
, -

, o .
e They should not be all star performers; some relatively average consultants

"should be'included (if you have any). 3 ' . :

[
‘ Vs .
N - ! f Lo s N
. - : v



v F'4

s - L. Atfachment
\ ‘ Page 2 °
~ ’ R ’ \ } -
o -The geographical location of the consultant is immaterial to me, although
having a .few participants from Ottawa, the West or the East would be -
’ . desirable to make the sample more representative. \
K (To preserve anonymity, I suggest that we disregard the of fice code when
identifying a participating consultant or supervisor.)
== :
v~ 1ii. The Participating Supervisors rd

o If at all possible, two supervisors as a minimum'should be found to

\ N

'

evaluate each participating consultant . Of course, arspecifid
supervisor may evaluate more than one participating consultant if he is
# 4 0p

in a position to.- o0

’

~

(1f you can find more than two supervisors who are prepared to evaluate

one or more of the consultants, I would naturally be delighted, as this

«

would increase the validity of the assessment.) -
g

-~ <

-If in a few cases, only one supervisor can be found, such cases should

not be discarded for this reason. : o

Each participating supervisor is asked to fill out one of she
questionnaires 'The Supervisor's Views and Background'. He would then

comblete one of the Consultant Effectiveness Assessments for each
‘ -

S

consultant evaluated. ) i . v

27 g

2 ' ”
If he were prepared to do so, there@és no reason why an individual could
not take the role of an operating consultant and, in addition, evaluate
one or more others. In this-case, it would not be necessary for him to

cqmplege'thé Supervisor's Views and Background since all of this material-

1

is contained in the large questionnaire.

(Note: In the above case, the individual would be identified by the same

code in both roles;) - : ’ Do

1 '

- . ,
:
. .
' ’J + v
, [ '
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 APPENDIX G
e ——tren g

SUPERVISOR-CONSULTANT CORRELATIONS

?

927

Supervisor Consultant P ‘ X
Question Question ‘Question Correlation
‘ ) . ; L)
.Section 1. Performance on stages of PS process
904 594 Problem finding . 0 -.01
905 595 Diagnosing - technical .36
906 596 - organizational .13
907 597 Prescribing - technical .27
908 598 > organizational .13
909 599 JAccepting recommendations - .06
Section 2. Performance on hypothetical tasks
936 626 . Implement tested package .28
937 627 ~ Manage project team .40
938 628 Handle sensitive assignment .26
939 629 Evaluate candidate for exec. position .43
940 630 Collect information through interviews .07,
91 ° 631 Act in a line capacity . .32
. 942 632 Act as an expert witness - ° .04
943 633 Resolve difference of opinions s .08
944 634 Have complex assignment with large corp. .13
" 945 635 Carry out non-technica diagnosis (unstruc.).03
Section 3. Overall PS performance
.~
933 639 Overall PS effectiveness of consultant .25
Section 4., Skills and credibility ‘j . oo
910 603 Communicatqr - oral - person-to-person L1
. 911 604 - group presentations .21
S 912 605 - interact with groups*.26 '
913 606 , - written . : bl
914 607 > Tactician - overcome client objections -.02 ¢
915 608 Developer of new business . .10
916 609 Contributor to consulting firm's reputation.16 .
917 610 Supervigor -or project leader ° . -.06
918 611 Specialist consultant to other consultants .07
919 612 Developer of consulting staff =07
920 613 Team effort on an assignment - .28
921 614 Ability to get client acceptance & ccop. .08 -
922 615 Developer of new packages .08
923 616 Use conceptual skills to resolve problems .08
924 617 Ability to meet deadines . A
925 618 Ability to work to a detailed plan ... 16
926 619 Ability to operate with little supervision .28
620 Ability te identify client needs ) .02
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- : ” . APPENDIX G

SUPERVISOR~CONSULTANT CORRELATIONS o N

3
. v (continued)

Supervisor Consultant .

Question Question Question Correlation
) (r),
928 T 621 . Come up with different approaches .17
929 622 Clients see him as expert in field .25
930 . 623 . Colleagues view him as being up—~to-date 27
931 624 Respected by fellow professionals outside .43
932 625 Contributed to advancement in field . .10

Section 5. Semantic differential

946 386 Active - reflecting ' , -.21

947 387 Counfident - hesitant . .06
948 388 Logical =~ intuitive ~.18
949 389 Detached - involved : , .10
950 397 Innovative - conventional g .11
951 | 400 Generalist - specialist . .30
952 413 Flexible .~ single-minded - 18
953 = 414 " Team-member - independent .14
954 390 Academic -~ pragmatic - ' .09
955 396 Persuasive - unconvincing . .02
956 - 411 Cautious - impulsive .26
957 © 420 » Talker - listener .26
958 407 Unambitious - ambitious .23
959 - Open - political , .- i n/a
960 398 Precise =~ vague hd .10
961 217 Unplanned - schdluled .08
962 219 Facts - ideas B 1 .17
963 246 ~ Critical - uncritical ¥ -.24
964 - 421 Undisciplined - disciplined i .25
965 393 Global - detailed. 31
966 4?3, Complex - uncomplicated .05
967 264 Last-minute - on-time .18
968 409 Line - staff -.26
Section 6. Behavioural piofiles ‘ /
%
969 725 " What type of approach does he use s -.l4
970 726 Time allotted affect approach used .07
971 - 127 What approach used in diagnosis survey © .06

& / s

Section 7. Similarity of approach

972 784 His approaches similaf/different to yours -1l



. ) APPENDIX U
VALIDLITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY

SN

’ kN
Attribute - Instrument \ Validity and Cousislency Corrclation with Ocher Instrumtnts
- * Expected
1. Ability to Abstract/concrete a) Validity ’ Q324 logicalf'gut feel’
. reason dimension.of Kolb's (compare with 5uper{ rating) evatudtor .37 X
abstractly LS1 ((Q556) Q325 early/late closer .27
Q923 ‘'siLrong conceptual - Q322 igﬁzovert?extroverc <14
i skills' ) < .33 ’ ’
b) Consistency -
- (other self-desc. items) .
. . Q392 peaple oriented/
; - v " concept oriented 19
L Q399 theoretical7§ractical .00 -
' l Q390 academic/practical ~-.09 )
- ———— - s
2. Fact-snchored/ Sensing/intuitive a) Validity Q324 logical/'gut feel!
imaginative dimension of Myers- . evaluator Al
conceptualizer Briggs Indicator Q888 Composile systematic/ Q325 early/late closer 43 X
(Q323) . unsyste!@tic check .22 Q382 low aesthetic values .20 X
Q509 low creative .50 x
T - b) Consistency Q510 need for autonouy -.26
; Q51} tolerance for -ambig. -.50 X
- . . Q425 hard data/soft data .32 Q513 use of quant. methods—.23
- Q474 T am more interested in Q515 line/staftf 4
what could be than what 0556 abstract reasoner .18
, is  (A/D) . .17
Q392 people oriented/ .
concept oriented .31 .
Q442 less interested in -
, problems decided on b
!‘ : ' ) opinion rdather than
fact (A/D) . L20
° (A/D) = agree/disagree - Lo ) - - <*
¥ - = .

- X
v



]

Atftribote

3. Early vs late
closer

4. Flexibility

'

&

VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY (continued)

\

Instrument
s

Judging/perceiving
dimeénsion of Myers-
Briggs Indicator

1Q325)

New (Q514)

"

Validity and Consistency

LY
a) Validity , B
Q961 Unplanned/planned .33
Q967 last minute/on time . 14
b) Consistency
Q617 ability to meet .
deadlines - .19
Q680 wait until last/min. .24
Q697 wait until have all
facts / -.09
Q411 cautious/impulsive .30
Q666 end up surv;y with
different model than
started with (A/D) .36

a) Validity

'S

Q952 tlexible/single minded .15

b) Consistency

Q726 flexible in approach -.i0

Correlation With Other Instruments

N

Expec[cd

x
Q323 fact-anchored/imaginat.
cunceptualizer - 43
Q324 logical/'gut feecl’
evaluator .32
Q509 low creative 42
Q510 eéed for autonomy ~-.26
Q511 tolerance for ambig. +.55
Q514 law flexibility .28
Q556 abstract. reasoner .27
Q325 early/late closer -.28

£

7'H
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VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY (continued)

4

v

. Attribute Instrument Validity and Consistency Correlation With Other Instruments

3 r.  LExpecled
5. Tolerance for New {Q511) " a) Validity . Q323 fact-anchored/imagrnat .
‘ambiguity conceptualiczer . .50
~ . N ) Q325 early/late closer - . .55 x
7 , b) Consistency " Q515 line/staff ‘ .22 ,
\ Q514 high Flexibility .05 x - o
’ Q671 I like an accepted Q209 creativitcy W42 x
. theory or framework .20 .
\ ' (A/D) . \ - )
6. Logical/'gur Thinking/feeling a) Validity Q325 early/late closer 232,
feel’ evaluator dimension of Myers-— . Q382 low aesthetic values 42w
.Cinformation Briggs Indicator Q948(Eﬁﬁ?mmehored/imagin. .05 Q384 high political (power)
}  processor) (Q324) Q949 Metached/ihvolve .04 s values 3
- ) . e ) Q509 low creative .23 -
. + b) Consistency' - ) Q556 abstrdact reasoner .37,

o . - ot

5

Q683 problems should be . .
solved with no emotion-
,al 1nvolvement (A/D) .35
Q455 give more weight to - ’ ’ . .
financial analysis than ‘
feeling (A/D) .03 o
Q442 less 1nterested in pro-
. blems decided on opinion - . ' ~
~ rather chan fact (A/D) .10 :
. - Q87 wrong for a consultant
. to let his personal
. . values, influence his ' } -
- . recommendations (A/D) -.06 ,

- -

(A/D) = agree/disagree « - )

"€°H

o - \



VALID1TY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY (continued) -

w
Attribute Instrument Validity and Consistency Correlations with Other lnstruments®
_r _r Expéctcd
7. Creative New (based on a) Validity . ) ; Q323 fact-anchored/imagin.
. Raudsepp's Creativity conceptualizer .50 X
Test) (Q509) Q950 innovatiwe/ - Q324 logical/'pgut feel'
i conventional .20 . evaluator .23
Q928 .ability to come up : Q325 early/late closer 43 x
with a diff. approach .03 Q381 low economic values .24
- Q922 developer of new ‘ Q382 low aesthetic values.05
. packages —.Olﬂ!A Q510 high need for auton..34 . x
- . Q511 high tolerance for )
b) Consistency . ambigpicy i 42 x
- . Q513 high use of quantit.
Q621 ability to come up Q515 line/staff . .35
with a diff. approach .09 ‘ ’
/ Q397 innovative/conveat. 43 ’
Q429 nonconformist/conform. .56
Q101 T introduce novel ways ’ R .
i of doing things (A/D) .21 . . -
Q650 I sctrive for practicatl ’ \
rather than. ingenious e
. X solutions (A/D) .11
8. Specialist/ New (Q895) a) Validity Q0557 deer/thinker (Kolb) .23
generalist b -
orientation Q951 generalist/specialist .33
- : Q942 act as expert witness .20 N -
Q905 technical diagnosis 42 - ;
Q907 technical prescript. .39 -
. Q918 specialist consultant N
) to others .35 .
- M ! -
R ~ b) Consistency Y
=~

(A/D) = agree/disagree (nil) (
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VALIDITY AND INTER~-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY:Scontinued)

) .
.
. ©

<

v

Attribute Instrument Validity and Consistency "Correlations with Other Instruments -

> . r ’ . r Expected

9. Line/staff . Rew (Q515)" . a) Validity - Q322 introvert/extrovert .22
orientation Q323 fact-anchored/imagin.

: Q946 active/reflecting .03 conceptualizer 43
' ) Q968 line/staff .21 Q509 low creative - .35
) - Q511 low tolerance for

- b) Consisteﬁﬁz ambiguity

.22

Q557 doer/thiﬁggr dimen. . . . -
of Kolb's LSI +45 ’ T .
Q392 people oriented/ . " b
. S concept oriented”™ © .55 . o .
C . Q658 look for general ¢ _ - ’ .
10. Values Allport, Vermon and . pranciples (A/D) .27 ) g
= Lindzey Study (modified) . ‘ , i

s -

-

Q380 Theoretical " a) Validity o Q5f3_use of quantitative ° .
; " methods 24 X

Q946 active/reflecting .20 T
Q954- academic/pragmatic .04 . .

_— . b) Consistency ( .

Q399 theoretical/gractical .02 R P
. - . Q392 peoplé/concept orient. .I8 - - ' )
- . Q658 try to find general ,
: principles (A/D) .21
Q697 wait for all facts(A/D).20 .
Q381 Economic a) Validity - - ' Q509 laaccreative ) .24 X
| —— - _
- Q954 academic/pragmatic .23

> 3

(A/D) = agree/disagree

13
2

.
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- VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF' INSTRUMENTS USED IN STUDY (continued) .
. - p ¢
- e . ® . o
. Attribute-~ Lhstrument ) Validity and Consistency Correlations with Other Instruments
\\ AY s S
N . : , r_ ' — r Expected
10. Values Allport, Vernon and .
(continued) Lindzey (modified) , - . -
i Q381 Economic b) Conéiscancz ) .
. N r Q39§ theoretlcaI/Eracélcal .08 -
. L * Q437 prefer| problems with -
/ P P
;) _ large tangible -benefits - E
| (a/D) .09
Q650 strive \for a practical . -
solution (A/D) .13
- Q677 dollar return is the s . - ‘
s main criferion for . ,
‘ % private sector (A/D)
. Q382 Aesthetic . a) Validity { Q323 fact- anchorad/lmagln. ,
' ; ) T conceptu3114er 0 x
, (nil) ) ) Q324 1logical/ gut feel'
. g ) evaluator .
. b) Cogsistency .0 Q556 abstract ;easoner .37 X
v . <. : Q513 Use of quant. wmeth.-.36 -
) . 3 + (hil) ' o T
. Q383 Sbeial ) a) Validity « . » Q322 introvert/extrovdrt .24 <
i (nil) _ : L :
= .. .- . ., ) .
R o A N s, o
S b) Consisktency . ’ .
- \\ o ,
B ‘ . (nil) \ : . . °
- i «
. \
o i - -
384 Political a) Validity, - i 5 Y '
Q T ) ‘ ?x €322 1ntrovert/eeroverf .33 . m
. P . ) Q324 logical /'gut feel o
“\ . \ - - Q958 Unambitioug/ambitious .23 evaluator 31

R Q968 Yine/stcff - .21 v \R



IN STUDY (continued)
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) . VALIDITY AND INTER-CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED
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Attribute Instrument Validity and ConsiSCenci
- , ———— —_— ~ )
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B
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\
11,
-
o
. .
- -*
o
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T ~
3
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T 12.
o —
<
g
s
< g
>
.
N
. + Y

Values A Q384 Political ) Consistency
(continued) . . . /}V . ) .
- L o 6387 confident/hgsitant .30
. s . . y Q389 detached involved .25
i // Q14Y need to win 21
Need for . e J y
L New_(Q510) - ¢« a) Validit
autonomy L ) -~ - . ] - »
N el o . Q953 team member/indep. _ .02
¢ Q926 ability-to opérate with
. © o lijtle supervision .24
N b) Consistency o
- . = Q619 ability to operate with
¢ R little supegvision .0
Iatrovertl 'vInfroverC/eXtroyert a) Validity .
extroverta dimension of Myers- - .
orikntation ‘Brxggs Indicatox Q949 decachéd/involved .08
o - ‘KQ322) Q957 talker/listener- .21
) ¥ Q966ccompi§x7uncdmplicated .01
. - s ' b) Consistency
. Qéiﬁ empathetic ' .11
d a Q695 client not interested
< - - in reasons (A/D) . .20
- Q389 detached/involved® 23
- . " Q392 pLople/Loncept orient. .28
¢ . Q420 talker/listener . 40
¥ Q422,antisecialjsocial- 41
;; Q4 prlvate/pub11c~ N .27
i ‘_9431 inhibited/uninhibited = .23’ -
7 Q885° use of business clubs -,1] ~

S

— . 'f-1 ~__ -

Correlatidns with Other Instruments

> r ' Expected "

- W
Q322 1ntrover&7extroverc 21

Q323 Fact-anchored/imagin.
conceptualizer .26
Q325 early/late closer .26
Q384 polirical (powcr) -
values <27
Q509 creativity .34 X
83 social values .24
Q510 need for autonomy .21 N
\ . ¥
o ‘ ;‘
/
- r’ﬁ70 *
i B - s



g VRLIDITY AND iNTER—CORRELATIONS OF INSTRUMENTS USED IN_ STUDY (continued)
B} & - N

- V4 . AN

- -

%

3 Valfdity and Consistency

Instyrument - -

Attrgbuté‘w

13. Use of quant.
methods

- o

Ty

a) ¥alidity
. . /3962 facts/ideas »
I . Q946 actlve/reflectlng

.t
’

(b) Con31stencz -

Q681 There is a right and -
o s wrong way to resolve a
problem (A/D)
Q425 Hard data/soft data
Q455 More weight to figan.
analysis (A/D)
. . . Q667 I tend to collect
A . ) . ) more data (A/D) .
14 Doer/th;nker =
.orientation’

a)-Validity -

.o

Q946 Actlve/reflectlng
& Q968 llne/staff P

b) Consistency

¥ ~ .
Q515 line/staf!\ofteqtation
: Ly Q386 active/reflecting

> s . - 4

. . >

b3

Correlations with Other’ Instruments

T . ! * _x Expected
Q323 fact—anchorédllmagln. .
conceptuallzer' T -.23
.20 Q325 introvert/extrovert -.19 5
-.35 Q380 high theoretical "
: values T.24 x
Q382 low aesthetic valdes .36
Q509 high creative 22
. ‘p; “
32 . .
-.87 "
.25, ™
¢
.03 .
Q515 line/staff orientat$ .45 gx :
000 * ‘;‘ ) ,,_ ;'
06 . T .
245 s - ‘ ’ -7 - -
~.35 :
' %
- N ‘{ P
’ o=
- - @ e ‘ ;‘ N m‘g
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APPENDIX I l ’

- CORRELATTONS BETWEEN FACTORS AND
® CONSULTANT ATTITUDES AND PS BEHAVIOUR

s
9
-«
[

1.~ Correlations of Factor #! - grounded /ungrounded approach to

v conceptualization

\

More detail °is provided for Factor #1 to show the Lnformatlon

available.
items will be listed except where an item’ 1s of special interest.

Only 51gn1f1cant (at .05 level) or near- 31gn1f1cant

(a) With other instruments

£(803.05) = .22 .

¢

I

Question
No. Description ' r
Q322 introvert/extrovert : ' 16
Q323 fact anchored/imaginative conceptualizer .81
Q324 logical/'gut feel' evaluator : o .28
Q325 earlz /late closer . , .64
Q383 social values o , b .34
Q509 (loﬁ) creative \ .67
Q510 (1ow) need for autonomy ' .23
Q511 (Tow) tolerance for amblgu1t24 .84
Q513 Tow) use of quantitative methods .26
Q515 line/staff ‘ .39
,Q890 ,Klgﬂ) persuasion . .28
Q894 v business ‘development ' .28
.. Q982 Factor, #2 - . -
Q983 Factor #3 ) ) -
(888 Supervisor validity check %2?
(b) The supervisors' perceptions
Q913 - communicate in writing - .15
Q915 \fow) develop new businesg’ .20
—w——Q9lJL~ ~*supesv&sefy—skr}}s . ’ . . .20
Q924 |_ab111ty to et deadlines & .18
Q925 ability to work to a detailed plan ¢ . .19
Q948 \ logical/intuitive - - ‘ .06
" Q950 - innovative/conventional - ’ 27
Q956 cautious/impulsive . ‘ .39
Q960 recise/vague : ‘ - .20
(9601 unplanned/schéduled ) .25
Q962 facts/ideas , /‘ ' .26
Q964 undlsc1p11ned/dlsc1211ned A .10
. Q965 global/detailed N “ . 12 7
Q967 last minute/on time N ,(

,22

I8
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APPEMDIX I (continued) , ’
— X .
Question
No., ™ - _ Description ) . ‘T
l. Correlations of Factor #] (continued) - ~ s
(AO Self-perceptions ' .
(1) personal attributes
Q392 people/concept oriented . - .29
Q393 ", globgl/detailed - ‘ Sl
Q396  disorganized/methodical .. .18
Q397. ‘innovative/conventional ., .52
Q398 vague /precise 1 RS b A
Q399 theoretical/practical y B .38
Q402 assertive/retiring X .29
Q403 realistic/idealistic ) | +34
Q408 decisive fcautious ’ ' - T 431
Q409 line/staff a o 24
Q410 -~ autocratic/participative N .
Q411 cautious/impulsive . - .22
Q413 flexible/single minded . R .00
Q414 independent/team member .33
Q420 talker/listener . ~ .27
Q421 disciglined/undisciplined - . 16
G423 uncomplicated/complex T e W31
Q429 " non~conformist/conformist .56 .
(ii) task performance T
Q595 techrical - diagnosis ' ) -.19
.Q626 implement a well tested package - o .19
Q627 manage a team . .20
Q633 help to resolve conflicting oplnxon . -.23
Q635 non~-technical diagnostic survey - v =27
* (1ii) interpersonal skills .
- Q603 communication’ - person~to-person i h 230
Q605 * communication - interact with groups’ : - =17
Q606 communication - written . ~-.28
Q608 developer of new business c -.17
Q613 team effort L° , .35
Q616 strong conceptual\\klll ~ -.37 2
Q617 ability to meet deadlines : 14
Q618 ability to come up with a dlfferent (practlcal)
solution , -.18

(iv) self-perceived PS behaviour

Q455 - I give more weight to financialk statements than

to my feellngs (A/D) - .26
Q472 I would bet on the long shot (A/D) . 14
Q475 | ideas sometimes come to me as from some external

source (A/D) . : . .20
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APPENDIX I (continued)

Il3

’

Question A
No . Description r
%. l. Correlations of Factor #] (continued) , -
Q494 1 concentrate harder oun what lnterescs me than
most people (A/D) .36
Q501 a repeated presentatlon rarely comes out the ‘same
(A/D) .27
Q650 I strive for practical rather than ingenious
solutions (A/D) .20
Q658 I look for, general principles to apply elsewhere
(A/D) .23
Q666 1 frequently end up a survey with a different
. assessment of a problem (A/D) .34
Q667 I tend to collect more data than others \A/D) .11
Q669 for complex problems there’'is insufficient time
’ on a project (A/D) .04
Q670 I work in 'fits and starts' (a/D) .29
Q674 1 consciously try ’to assess clients' attitudes
to risk (A/D) .25
Q679 I tend to apply solutions .which have proven ’
) successful elsewhere (A/D) . .12
Q682 I rely on intuitive hunches when moving towards a
solution (A/R) .33
Q684 I usually leave lots of room in a work plan for
] flexibility (A/D) .07
Q685 most of my reports make extensive use of numbers
) (A/D) .01
Q690 ‘I prefer to leave detail and implementation to ws
- others (A/D) o . .08
v Q693 for most interviews I prepare a list of questlons
N, which I follow closely (/D) . .12
Q694 I prefer to spend my time buildingon my successes'
& ) ’ : (A/D) .15
;o Q697 I usually wait until I have all the facts before I
o draw conclusions (é/D) .16
— Q701 I find checklists usgful (A/D) .18
Q718 I use packaged solutions (A/D)° - .19
(v) attitudes
Q72 there, is no time for research in consulting (A/D) .23
Q73 clients should not be treated as guinea pigs zk/D) .27
. Q80 if two condultants disagree it will be about
recommendations (A/D) .16
Q459 there are one or two experienced consultants that
o I listen to (A/D) .25
Q474 I am more interested'in what could be than what is
(a/D) .25
Q478 punctuallty is important (A/D) .28
Q484 I am always learning new things (A/D) .29
Q491 - obedience and tespect fpr authority are important
virtues for children (A/D) 226
Q652 most problems are first “solved intuitively (A/D) 34
Q675 there is llttle place in consultlng for theory
(A/D) .20

~
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APPENDTX I (continued)

©

. Question
No. Description r
e - -
1. Correlations of Factor #1 (continued) ?
Q681 ° there is a right way and a4 wroug way to approach
problems (A/D) ) .08
Q683 problems should. be solved with no emotional
) involvement (4&fD) ' .23
.- Q686 I put more weight on the need for experience than
others (A/D) P
2. Correlatjons of Factor {#2 - rational/instinctive evaluator
~ (a) With other instruments
Q323 fact anchored/imaginative conceptualizer .23
Q324 logical/'gut feel' evaluator .71
G325 early/late closer o 43
Q382 low) aesthetic values | . .59
Q383 (low) social values CN .30
Q384 political (power) values .28
Q556 abstract reasoner .76
Q514 (low) flexibility 4
Q895 ‘specialist/generalist : .22
G888 supervisors ' validity check {for grounded/ungroun.) .24
(b) The supervisors' perceptions
x xf
Q914 tactician W27
- Q915 developer of new business .25
Q917 supervisory skills > .19
Q919 developer of staff .23
Q921 client acceptance .20
Q922 developex _of new packages y .30
Q923 strong condeptual skills , » .29
Q927 empathy ‘ .15
Q928 differeny (practical)approaches .18
Q932 contributes to advances in field 22
Q948 logical/tetuitive .]9_
G958 unambitious/ambitious .29
- Q960 precise/vague .22
. QY61 unplanned/scheduled .34
Q962 facts/ideas .17
> Q964 undisciplined/disciplined .20
. Q970 time available affects his approach (A/D) .19
(c) 'Self perceptions ~ personal attributes
Q388 logical/intuitive \,% .35
G392 people/concept oriented ! ° .25
Q396 disorganizedsmethodical . ’ .31
Q398 vague/precise . 40
Q400 generalist?sgecialist - ) ° .20

1.4
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APPENDIX I (continued)

. \ i ‘

Question ’ ‘
No.:. Description

2. Correlatious of Factor #2 (cantinued) .
Q403"™ ' realistic/idealistic ‘ .31
G409 line/staff . .17,
G410 autocratic/participative . | - .22
G411 . cautilous/impulsive .26
Q415 procrastinating/active . .25
Q417 do-it-yourself/delegating . .28
Q421 .disciplined/undisciplined .34
Q422 anti-social/social © 2 .26
Q425 hard data/soft data . .33

'‘Q427- take charge/follow o . - W21

3. Correlations of Factor #3 - line/staff orientation

o4 [l . ’ !
“(a) With other instruments . I

A

Q322 introvert/extrovert ’ .53
Q325 . early/late closer C L ' .22
-Q557 - doer/thinker- - . .73
Q380 ?theoretical values , 387
Q383 (low) social values . . 337
- Q384 political (power) values ' .24
Q510 (low) need for automomy ‘ B . .31
Q515 line/staff , ‘ J ' .65
Q895 specialist/generalist P 17
(b) The supervisors' perceptions
pex? percep x ,
Q911 . communicator - group presentations . . .18
Q912 communicator - interact with group - ) . W24
Q967 ast minute/on time e ) .20
G968 §i%ne/staff o W19
(c) Self perceptions- personal attributes
1 k< \
Q386 active/reflecting 0 T 51
Q387 confident /hesitant > 42
Q389 detached/involved v L .31
Q390 academic/pragmatic 36 .
Q391 outspoken/reserved . , 40 -
Q392 . people/concept oriernted G4
, Q398 vague/precise . .26
Q399 theoretical/practical- ' 40
Q402 assertive/retiring , .33
" Q405 . perfectionist/pragmatic .22
Q407; satisfied/ambitious - .18
Q408 decisive/gautious o .33
Q409 line/staff o A .35
Q411 cautious/impulsive . .31

Q412 u demanding/undemanding - ' .20
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APPENDTX I (continued)

1
h

Question ) .
No ., Description

3. Correlations of Factor #3 (gontinued)-

Q4 14 independent/team member
Q415 procrastinating/active
Q416 ° persistent/yielding
Q419 tense/relaxed
Q420 . talker/listener
'Q426 private/public
Q427 take charge/follow -
Q431 « inhibited/uninhibited
- w
- \
H
{
l L
“\\

Note: (A/D) = agree/disagréﬁ'

pl

1

i

.38
.51
.34
.24
, 18

.25,

.24
.28

1.6
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APPENDIX J \

A COMPARISON OF ATTRIBUTES RELATED TC TASK PERFORMANCE .
|

. 1
Self Assessed vs Supervisor Assassed

} i

. /
Consultant Attributes {self assessed) Consultant Attributes (Supervisor
Selected thrcugh a Step-wise'Regression assessed) Selected by Ranking on
.Analysis and Ranked in Order of Entry Magnitude of Correlation Coeff.
‘ (See Table V.3 and pages V.8-V.10) .

(a) Problem Finding Stage (Q904) . : ‘ [
Perf. = F(+ability to 'meet deadlines Innovative solutiomns -

+Use of quantltatlve methods Client credlblllty

- Factor #3 L Technical competénce

- Power 0 Strong conceptual skills

+ Factor #2 Empathetic ,

+ Business development Supervisory skills,

+ Specialist) | Autonomous

(R® =".27) “ il

(b) Problem Resolution Stage - Technical (Q905, Q9%07) - -

4 \
'

Perf. = F(+ Specialist *# ' Technical competence -
(Q905) + Use of quantitative methods * €lient credibility
+ Factor #3 Innovative solutions .
+ Ability to meet deadlines’ © Strong conceptual skills
+ §uperV1sory skills) Autonomous
(R™ = .28) . B . .
Perf. = F(+ Spec1allst * . ) ° -
(Qs07) + Use of quantitative methoas * . oo - ‘
+ Business development
+ Empathy,
- (R = ,29)

. .

(¢) Problem Resolution Stage — Organizational (Q906, Q9G8)

Perf. = F(~ Factor #3 Supervisory skills

(Q906) - Persuasion . Tactical ‘ -
+ Eactlcal) Empathy N
(R = .07), ‘ . Persuasive ;
‘ Autonomous . \
Perf. = F(+ Power * ) N

(Q908) - Factor #3 * _ .
.= Persuasion s -
+ Tactical

'

+ Business development . ' . B (
+ [se of quantitative methoas)

CoL @ =8

ndicates coefficient significant at .10 level
(R” is the'coefficient of multiple determination indicating degree of fit.)



‘,,4~

. J.2
Consultant Attributes (seli assesse&3 Consultant Attributés (superviso
Selected through a Step-wise Kegression assessed) Selected by Ranking on
Analysis ane Ranked in Grder of Entry Magnitude of Correlatign Coeff,
‘ (d) Implementation Stage (0936)
, a*
o Perf. = F(+ Specialist * > . Ability to work to a plan .
. . + Use of quantitative methods * Tactical
\ + Eactor #1) : Supervisory skills .
. (R . 18) : Ability to meet deadlines
N Interact with groups
Manage a Large Project (Q937) . A\
Perf. = F(+ Supervisory skills * High suypervisory skills
) + Use ot quantitative methods * High tactical
\ ~ Power * High persuasion
+ Factor #2 * ' High autonomy »
+ Eactor ) Low conceptual skills ‘
p = ,21) ’
' Sensitive, Political Assignment (Q938) )
_Perf. = F(+ age . High organizational
. . + uSe ot quantitative methoas) High persuasion
(R“ =".G6) e High tactical
. ) ( High empathy
. Low conceptual
’ I . ; Low technical
- _ Evaluate Senior Candidates (Q939) .
Perf., = + Ability to meet deadlines * High organizational
5 - Factor #2 * High empathy
‘ + Age Mid tactical, E
~ Persuasion (// ~ Low autonomy L™
. - + Edctical) . ' " Low conceptual
(R = .16) Coam Low technical ' ;
Act in a Lipe Capacity (Q941)
. Ferf. = F(+ Power * ° © Mid subervisory.skills
+ Ability to meet deallnes Low orgapizational
+ Use of quantitative methods ) . S
+ Supervisory skills . ‘ \
) + Eactor #i) '
(R" = .17) ‘

< - -

ndicates coefficient significant at .10 level :
(R” is the coefficient of multiple determination indicatfhg’degreg of fit.)

\

» °



3.3

Consultant Attributes (self assessed) Consultant Attributes (supervisor
Selected through a Step-wise Regression assessed) Selected by Ranking on
Analysis and Ranked in Order of Entry Magnitude of Correlation, Coeif.
. Expert Witness '(Q942) ] | *
Perf. = F(+ Supervisory skills * High technical
+ Use of quantitative methods * Mid conceptual .
. + Specialist Mid persuasion-
- Factor #3) Low supervisory
(RS = ,15) . '
~- ' , s (
Resolve Conflicting Opinions (Q943) . -
Perf., = F(+ Factor #2 * (conclpsion drawing) High tactical
©+ Age * High organizational
+ Supervisory skills ' High conceptual \
- gower) , High supervisory
(R™ = .17) Mid persuasion C
Mid empathy
Sophisticated, Within his Specf%l;x_ (QY44) . , e . -
<
Pert. # F(+ Supervision * - | High supérvisory
+ Use of quantitative methods * -  High technical
+ Ability to meet deadlineés * ‘High conceptual
+ Factor #3 : High. empathy,
+ Power ' ‘ Mid persuasfon
- %ge) ' '
(R" = .22)
Unstructured, Non~technical (Q945) °
Perf. = F(- Persuasion * ' High organizational
+ Use of quantitative methods * High conceptual ,
+ Business development high autonomy
+ Factor #2 High tattigal _ .
+ Eactical) '
(R™ = ,06)
Cverall PS Etfectiveness’ (Q933)
. .
Perf. = F(+ Business development * Contribution to tirm's reput.
+ Use of quantitative methods * Ability to come yp with aiff.
+ Ability to meet deadlines * approaches to a\problem
~ Power) . ’ - Supervisory ability "
(R® = ,16) , Technical competence . 1
‘ ' Empathy &
X Tactics -
1 \ /,'
’%* Endlcates coefficient significant at .10 level =~ | .
(R® is the coefficient of multiple determination indicating degree of. fit.)

" .



-

.
* 1
] J b

o o '
I ) - .
Z Consultant’ Attributes (self assessed) ., Comsultant Attributes (supervisc
- " Selected Through & Step-wise Regression assessed) Selected by Ranking on
Analysis and Ranked in Order of Entry Magnitude of Correlation Coeff.
. " A ,
R ' Potential to Become a Partmef (Q935)
) Perf. = F(- Empathy * . Supérvisory ability
. -+ Factor #% * ’ eneral RS skill
+ Use of quantitative methods Autonomy-, .
+ . 4 %bility\to meet deadlines) - . Precise . A
(R = .16) = , Contribution to tirm's reput.
' N Persuasive {
. ¢ \~ ’
. . , !
N , - \\
‘ , 2
‘v 0‘ ]
f _:,’&— . ) : ?"""“ 4 .
: b ' L
.
- P . , : .
|
’ 1
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i
1
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- v ’ . ' AR s )
' o o - . ¢
. ‘ .
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* Endicates coefficient significant at .10 level . -
(R® is the coetficient of multiple determination indicating degree of fit.)
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) APPENDIX K Coad

v
i

) CORRELATIONS BETIWEEN AGE, ATTRIBUTES -,
AND ATTITUDES
(Only large r values are shown)

Question
No .. ~ Description

(a) With other instruments
° ’

‘s

Q382 . aesthetic values -

Q384 (low) political (power) values

Q556 (low) abstract reasoner ( .

Q557 . doer/thinker , ) ¢

Q510 * - need for autonomy - . . .
Q511 - (low) tolerance for amblgulty Y
Q513 (1ow) use of Q.M.. . Co
Q54. (Tow) flexibility ) ‘. ' '
Q830 persuasive ] . '

Q§§? " empathy - ‘ - . .
Q892 tactical . ‘.

L

(b) .The supervisors' Egrcégtioﬁs

Q923 apply strong conceptual skills )
Q926 ablllty to operate:with little superv1s1on
Q929 clilents see him as an expert
Q930 - colleagues view him as up-to-date
Q931 fellow professionals respect him
Q932 he has contributed to advancements
Q950 ~  innovative/conventional .-
Q952 - flexible/single minded
Q958 unambitious/ambit¥ous . R
Q968 " T1ine/statf '
Q956. . cautious?kSPulsive

1

(¢) Self perceptions
' (1) personal attributes -
Q303 definthe opinion/open mlnd

Q390 —3ﬁdem1c/2raggat1c

Q401 e pedlent/EdlnStaklng
Q407 sakisfied/ambitious
G416 eksistent/yielding
Q418 ) Egsenaitive/considerate
Q428 usting/distrusting

(ii) task performance -

Q626 . well tested package

Q627 manage a project team

Q628 sensitive political assignment

Q629 evaluate senior candidates

Q630 structured interviews

Q632 expert witness )

Q633 resolve conflicting opinion

Q634 work on sophisticated complex piroblem

Q635 non-technical diagnostic survey

"‘ula

.00 -

.21
.08
.25
.19
.28
.25
.18

1*025

W22
.24
.23
20
.22
.19
.30

01
.20
.37
46
-5'13 l
.26
.20
17

13,



Question
‘No.

(iii)

Q619
Q620

(iv)

Q442
Q455

C Q467

A

Q656
Q668
Q669

Q681
Q682
Q687

Q692

Q693
Q694
Q757

4 (v)

Q75

Q76

Q78

Q98
Qio2 -
Q106
Q484
Q487
Q49!
Q504
Qeaodr
Q653
Q655
Q72 .

Q689

Q811

interpersonal skills

APPENDIX K (continued)

Description

ability to operate with little supervx51on
empathy

°

self perceived PS behaviour

L 4 - 14

less interested in‘géoblems based on opinion {A/D)

give more weight to ¥inancial data (A/D)
inspiration has nothing to do with succassful
solutions (A/D)

get a good appreciation early in assignment (A/D)
one client problem much like another (A/D)-

" there is insufficient time on most complex

ass{gnments (aA/D)

right or wrong way to go about it (é/D)

rely on hunches (A/D) N

no evidence other than 'gut feel' that will work
(A/D)

~ good ldea what pzob;em is before complete survey

(A/D)
like structured interviews (A/D)
prefer to spend time building on success (é/D)
freedom to run job :

Attitudes 5 -

w
most consultants rely on own resources
- bftause of time and budget pressures (A/D)
- because of a strong feellng of self-confidence
\ (4/D)
most consultlng work is not techn1¢al in nature
(A/D)

role: use skills to persuade client (often/seldom)
role: exchange ideas with client (often/seldom)

role: take part in making decisions for client

(often/seldom)

I am always learning new things (A/D) .
people who seem unsure lose my respect (A/D)
obedience and respect for authority are the most
important virtues for childrem (A/D)

I dislike grocery shopping withaut a list (A/D)
(low) adaptation to job

T feel more comfortable with a human relations
problem if I can picture the individual (A/D)
most business problems ought to be solved more,
scientifically  (A/D)

L have relatlvely little difficulty putting myself

in the client's place (4/D)
if mathematical technlques were better understood

. higher quality solutions would result (A/D)
.important considerations re: remain with firm

- degree able to influence firm polxcy

2 il L€ amraname arcarded

. '3]

.29
.25

.22
.20

.25
.24
29,
«37
.20
.19
.25
27

033'
35

40
.20
200
.00
27
l]s
03]
20
.19
<26

37
‘19
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APPENDIX M

CODING DETAILS

A

s

.
-

SecEi@n I.D * Desirable Personal Characteristics
e T, —
L - o .

Codi§§4~ Very imporéan;
T Somewhat important
Not important

Section II.B
Part |: ?
) .

Coding:

Section.VI

-

1.
2
3

-

.

' ?gées.ZE' ‘Age ,

. 20m25 .
. -» 26=30
©31-35 .

Lo T340 e
- . Y 41245 ;o
T 46-50 ‘. \

i 51+,
qus.jé ~ ‘No. of years -

> o .
1=2
‘ 3-5;
- 6-10
g - 11=15"

2 5

X

Qugs%3b

s

o

Funetiggai.drea

I3

. Code

.Code

R

.

3d .

0
“1=5 'm
- 6~10
.o 2125
" 26=50%

4 s

e " 51-75

" ‘-t 75+ o

&

i

3

[ 12

0 4
oy

, R

. ”. “
v

- a ',‘ . U.‘ r . K '
Ques.4 ' Technical Proficiency

N

, " 0%, [
TR None .
" ., Low
' Nedium ° )

. High

Ve
g
14
." o
1 .
e
.
- "1' s o~
' L
A ]
L] . f~
B
.
o
] . .
l ¢ ° PO 2 N

.

¢

,? Personal Background

3

When coding, all answers were
<y . 4



E2]

1 » ~ History, marketing ! 9
M .

'.’ { .
"

Ques.5 Supervisory Experience

*

Size of Staff/ Multiply "No. of Years' by

v
15, , 3 -
6-25 > 15 P
26-100 T 83
over 100 ., 120 . >

< -

*. Total the result of the multlpllcatlons, and with that number,
obtain a code:

Code \

=10 1

Ve 11-25 2

- 26-50 - 3

’ 51=~100 4

10 1=200 ° 5

° ZUl—bOO 6

500+ ’ 7

Ques. 6 Education thighest degree) .. .- . . -
Code /
. No university 1 , ‘
. ' Bachelors 2
Masters ~ 3 -
PhD other than mhnagement -4 . /
~ " PhD in management ° 5 ‘
Post doctorate b

Have MBA i oo
No MA , 2 t ®

Majors o
oL v

Finance and agcounting ]
Mathematics 2

Computer science 3
Physlology o , 4 .
Engineering ' ~ 5 ’
Chemistry and physics i b
Humanities and English ?
psychology, political science, ‘ e
sociology, geography - 8

5

Ques. 7 Business ExperienEe Outgide Cahada
QueSs 8° Education Gutside Canada

-

The same coding scheme was used for Questions 7 and 8 of Sectlon VI. -

v

DU

e Mulfiply the number of yearslan a c¢ountry by the. country code
%, (see table } below). e

* e Sum the cross prodlcts a I'4 )
C Y
' ' e Convert the total using Table 2 below and enter this value as
f the résponse.

M.2

-



J
Table | - Country Code |

U.X. , Ca:ribeap, Augtralia
Europe . W"
South Amerlca '

1

2

3 .
Middle East, Asxa, Africa 4

"Table 2 - Conversion of total score

Total Scote - Code )
I S -
/ 2 ) \ ) l2 , .
3-5 s 37
, 6-10 ' ‘ § ' )
1-15 b ' 5
, 16-20 IR 6
’ ~21-25 ‘ ' 7
26-30 - .8 .
', 31+ T 9 ’

&

~ Ques. 9 - Militarg_ﬁxperiehce~\year57

% None
1-2
3-5 L -
6-10 - ,
g 11-15
15+

TV E WN —

Ques. 10 Sgorts ’ . | ;

More' than onetemnsport and no 1nd1v. sport
* Only one team sport
A- combination of team and indiv. sports.
&Only one individual dport mentioned
More than one indxv. sport and no team sport
#  None

O WL WN -



Personal

Born: Toronto, 1929

Experience

3952-55
1954-56
1956-60
1960-69

1969-71

"1971-80

1980~

Biographical Data

v Peter F. Wade

.

&
! -

., Marital statds: Married, 4 children ‘ , '

‘iw.- . . . L ) ‘
e o - L ] \/’ .
.

Education ‘ . )
Honours B.A. (Math. and physics) - 1952, Uﬁiversity of Toronto b =
.M.Sc.(KInférmatique) . .= 1970, ﬁniyersité de Montréal

\

~ ' * ! N |

3

!

Teacher King's Schoo?; Ambleside, England
Regeérch Mathematiéiaﬁ Polymer Corp., Sarnia, Ontario
Statistician T " Aluminum Co. of Canada,Kingston, Ont.
Management Consultant 'Pr;ce Waterhouse, Montreal, Quebéc
Director, Information - e - ¥ "

Systems A .. Chemcell Limited and DGE Systems ,Montreal

Mandgement Consultant Cﬁrrie, Coopers & Lybrand,jMont{Eil

Professor, Computer Sc. Bishop's Universi;y,\Lennoxville} Quebec

.
I3

Professional Affiliations ) ‘ :

-Fellow

Fellow
Member

Royal Statistical Society

£ - -

American Society for Quality Control

Canadian Operational Research Society

Operational Research Society of Great Britdin

Operations Research Society of America

'

Institute of Management Consultants of Quebec

Institute‘ﬁor Management Sciences °
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APPENDIX N

Questiionnaire No. 1: Questionnaire on Management Comsulting .

. and Personal Approaches to Problem Solving
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* PAPIER DE COULEUR .
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SECTTION 111

. SECTION 1V
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B

SECTION Vv

SECTION VI
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TABLE OF CONTENTS

" MANAGEMENT CONSULTING AS A PROFESSION X

A. Role of associations®

General views on consulting

Role of consultant

Desirable personal characteristics
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Problem solving type
Value preferences
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Attitudes - t
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mo 0w >

CONSULTING TASKS s

Range of tasks encountered-

Ambfguxty rating .

Task preferences / -
Task effectiveness /\
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APPROACH TO PROBLEMS
. Personal problem solving style - part 1
Personal problem solving style - part 2
.Personal problem solving style - part 3
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A, Workload qnd home life . ; .
B. Working with others
C. Pgrfopmance feedback

PERSONAL BACKGROUND
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s

\ 6. 1 would appreciate it if you would return the completed questionnaire to
me within two weeks in the self-addressed envelope 1 have provided. "
X .
) f .
L
s + v \
. " : .
. bl
1 +
v - st / .
+ -
x | 2 "
A % ‘ X v , !98(
B RN !
’ » N Y ‘
’ 0 R ' ~
L2
. ) ! .
! o
[, ' K

v N -

Notes dnd Instructions

] ' -

. 1. Unless the instructions for a question specify a particular period of your
- employmegt or a particular assignment, please answer each question from an

overall impression of your total experience with the firm., This, of course,

means generalizing about many cases and combining early with recent
experience. ’ - L

\
~

'
’

- .
?. Please read the instructions for each question carefully. If you are in
doubt about the meaning of a question, answer as well as you can, aid

pencil in a note on your interpretation. ’

3. Try to move through the questionnaire at a fairly even pace. If you get
bogged down on one question, skip it.and move onj but please come back
and complete your answer. °‘The reliability of the findlnéi depends heavily
on your honestly answering each question, !
4. All of your response$ are confidential. .Any report about prototypical
patterns will be confined to composite descriptions and quantitative
‘summar ies. . ‘ ' ‘

5. Different firms have their own titles for parts of’ the consulting task and
organization. For 1instance, the term "supervisor" is often used to denote
the most immediate supervisor of a consulting team assigned to # clearly
ident1fiable case or cllent. Whenever the term "consulting team" is used,
I refer to’theégeah composed of consultants, not membery of the client
organiZzation. In other questions, expressions tike "practice development',
which have c(lear_meaning to one firm, have been expanded with example's

s ~to help us get at'a common meaning.  There are doubtless other expressions :.. —~

which will require your own interpretation and translation. ’
N N f v ’ N

7

>
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1.1

MANAGEMENT CONSULTING AS A PROFESSION

Role of -associations

Are you a member of an Institute or Association for management
consultants? Which? 1 3 No of years as member ( ) Z
‘ ? s No of years as member. ( ) 7
1

How many meetin s (other than executive or committee meetings) did
you attend of “thi’s Institute'in 19792 1 ( )b

2. ()77
In your view, 1s xﬁannge‘ment consulting a profesgion? - Yes ()
: N () F
Why? q . . o , "

lo ‘ \ I
H : ' .

If vou are not a member of an Institute for consultantsL skip to

questio .
u~ n ? s
Do Institute exams and certification serve a useful purpose? Yes ("‘_)“2
' - No ( )5:
Explain ‘ .
P |2 :

‘ . ’ -
S ' *
What benefits have you derived from your membership in the Ins}:itu'te?

1< C

i

e o o

<
N

What benefits do you feel you would like to receive? ‘ o
» lﬂz
T2 . o

Do you believe that there is a-"common body of knowledge' which applies
to management consulting? ‘ If you do, please summarize the

iy

content below . -

/ ,? Vv

G .



6. List .'any other professional associations you belong to:

1 2] . No of years , ( )20
. . 2 23 No of years ( )22
3. 2 No of years ( Y24
4, 27 ‘ No of years 2 g 26
5. None
7. How many meetings of these assoc1ations did you attend (as a member)
in 19797 | . 1 ( )ew
o 2. ( )29
3. ( )3e
X 4. ()3
8. How many journals do you read regularly, each month? ~
I3 - Q ¥
Technical (related to your specialty) ( ) 32
General management ( ) ==
Others ( )=y’
- ’ ' N ‘ | ‘ -
9. How many hours did you spend on technical updating in 19797 ()
s (In-house or external courses or seminars related to your specialty,only) .
=L, 10 How many years héve you worked as an e;ctern:al gonsu‘ltant? " . ( ’ )y - .
~ 11. How many different consulting firms have you worked for? ( )
2 .
2% 17.~ How many years have you been with your present firm? . ) ¢ )
= 13. Did you ever operate on your own as a consultant? Yes (. ) N
' ‘ ‘ : No () :
'e‘fo a. If yes, how old were you at the time? e ()
y| b. For how' long did you continue? (years) . ) ) : - )
- 14  Where did you learn the key skills and knowledge you con51der valuable
‘ to you as a consultant" (Indicate approximate %)
Y2 .a. On the job training ( )-
™
Y2 b  On the job "sink or swim" ‘ ()
L}l{ c Internal seminars ( )
4< d. External seminars ' ‘ ()
L/(, e At university N ( )
Y7 £ Previous business experience « ) .
4_/? g. Other (please indicate) ‘SX ( )A .
. 17—‘ :
(‘. ' / ' . Total: ~100%
N §



. 15. Describe the knowledge and skills you consider necessary to beée an
effective management consultant.

Al

16, Where, and in what manner, should the€e subjects be taught?

. ' > -
' v
i \ . +

17. Would you be prepared, in principle, to pass. on yéur'knowledge and

experience to consultants outside your firm -(e g. through Institute
{ courses)? CoTe ‘ Yes (. ) ‘
B B | No ()
Maybe ()

| Comments: -

~

. . 18. ﬁhat personal traits do you consider 1mportantlior an indlvidual to

be a good consultant? . o7 v

o

AN

oo



———e

~F
i

. o I
19 What,attracted you to consulting in the flrst place? Rank top three

reasons (1" for most important, etc.) o
", a. The opportunity to learn . () "
' 1
b  Variety of assignments ( ) \Y
S - ‘Src Theéiinu)me . ()

WD d. 'Thesexposure to potential employers ( )

gl-2

ple  The excitement and challenge’ (.
$2-3 - . ‘
‘ . £ The travel () \
gU. The status ()
h  Other (describe) (. )
Comments: /

’

20.. When 1 joined consultmg, I really knew little about the lifé of a
. consultant. - .
1. True ()
2 Not true ()
3 Partly true ( )

21 How did the following sources of information rate in ‘usefulness and
accuracy about the nature of a consultant's job? Rate each source

¢ according to the following code: -
1= extremely useful and accurate 4= slightly useful and accurate-
2= very useful and accurate 5= minimally\useful and accurate-
3= moderately useful and accurate 6= not applicable
5 ' . .
54,[ a. Friends in the firm’ S ()
) 5/5 b | Frxends‘outvside the firm ‘ (
“c. Recruit:ers(ﬁ from the ‘firm ‘ ( *

d. (;Iogultants visited at the firm during recruitment

—~~ o~
N S e

e. Partners visited at the firm during recruitment

—~
—

g. University faculty ' ) ( )
N . ;

h. Outsid\e articles or books about consulting ¢ )

st
=7
3%
ﬁ f. Firm literature
Ze
el
2

i. Other (please specify) ' 4 ‘ ()



.
-
-
‘ !
\

22, After haJing been a consultant, I find the life:

1. better than I expected . ( )
?. what 1 expected (y 5
(L3 3. somewhat worse than I expected () )
f
4. significéntly worse than I expected ( )
Comments:
23, Which aspects of consulting do you consider:.
a. Most interesting and challenggpg?
64 . ,
réf \ L ' . ; )
b. Most stressful and/or:uninteresting?
61 , i
L 6¥ o -,
T ‘ | .
"4, Most of my work now is: (Check one,)
) ' 13
1. supervisory or project management )
7. diagnosis, conceptual design, market research,
o . feasibility studies or corporate planning °

3. vendor selection, detailed design, project.planning
\ © or implementation of systems
" N J i

3
% 4, other (describe)




A/

1.6

‘ \ a
B. General views on,consulting

Please indicate your reaction to. the following statements by circling
the appropriate number.

°

V’,/ Agree No . Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

I There are some situations’ . ”
where the operating conisult-
artt's value to a client - -
continues to increase with
‘ his experience (i e. a
consultant with 10 years's
relevant experience is
worth more than a consult- ,
"“71 ant with only 5 years), 1 v 2 - 4 5,

If you agree, can\youlgive ,

an example: . " . . . -

! : ‘ a
o . - » N
2. In general, it is unrealistic ‘ i -
.to .expect much innovation from

a management consultant because:

-7Z a) there is no time for re- B o -
search ™ T 2 3 . 4 5

—725 . b) clients should not be _ ’ ‘ 0
treated as guinea pigs 1 2 3 4 5

8
Comments: - V\

, . .
3. Most consultants tend to _ Y ,
rely on their own resources ] ) , !
rather than seek the advice ° / h -
Nof other consultants in the

firm. -1 2 .3 AN/ 5,
-4 A \ ..

This is due to: s
‘TS' a) time and budéet pressures 1 2 3 4\ -5
Qq A . . . )
L b) a consultant's strong \ i
—7 feeling of self-confi- ' ‘
dence 1 2 3 = 4 ‘ 5
“a 77 ¢) a feeling that it will :
\ .
¥ { - be interpreted as a sign \
‘ of weakness . 1 2 3 R 5
" ), ! ) -
fComments: ot ‘ .

L ‘ '

(&



..
Lo . R ?

RN

-
«
“»
M~
«
~J

. Agree © Mo ' Disagree | 5
Strongly Agree Opini.on Disagree Stronglx . 7

-
°

4. Most management consult- . ‘
; +ing work 1is not technical L . R
- in nature but requires o ‘
a basic knowledge of . ’ - o . -
; .. pedple and how organiza- ) - . ’
" tions function. 1 2 .3 o4 - 5 Lo s

Comments: . i . " .

. - o . '

Lo 2+ _An intelligent, capable; ' ot / ) 4

, ' MBA with 5 years of good ’ L ‘

#  business experience can’ : . .
handle most management r . _— L™

b _ comsulting assignments. 1 2 3 4 a5 ¢

Comments: .
. : , Z

o
F

equal competence) are . i
T asked for their opinion " — i ' ) o v
,,,i - about a problem, it is, ' ’

E : “k 6. If two consultants (of L " “

quité‘ possible that their L, ) 2
" 'recommendations will differ S "
QO © significantly (in terms of . S

! oo 7 the client action required). 1 2 3 “ 4 -

Cemmentsf

'

. 7. Given that _two recommen~'

." r ' dations both pass the
"test of reasonableness", ' . ' .
‘ ‘there is no objective way - i ) '
' i . in most situations to decide . : ° »

N % which one is better., R S - 3 4 ’5 2

i If you disagree, please ) ' .
} explain ybur answer: . L] ' ‘ 1

8. In most cases, a client, , . . . -
. on hid own, is not in a ) . T R .
position to decide what is , S { . .

g . the best remedial action ‘to ‘ , - . R : SR .
X2 | adopt. . ’ 1 2 3 - oo I o
,'\ . . Comments: . " ’ . I B ®

] ° . o .
{ v - 4
“ L. N : 4 ; .
K i . . TN % .



.9.

B

10.

Y

.

»

Agree

Strongly

!

No

-

1.8

\ Disagree
Agree Opinion Disagree :Strongly

The true test of the quality

of a consultant's work is

that the client is satisfied

at the conclusion of the

engagement. X 1
) p

If you do not agree, which

criter}a would you offer?

M v

11”3 It is not feasible for any

-]

X

D 12.

e

1

13.

7

regulatoty body to set down

qualitylscaadardST—:gizﬁ—can -
be monitored, for c msulting

work. 1

If you disagree, please gilve
gome indication of how you
feel this would be achieved,

"I would expect women to make
just as successful management
consultants .as men, 1

" Comments:

\

It°i¥ wrong for a consultant

to let his personal values

(e.g a strong sense of social
responsibility) influence his
recommendations to the client. 1

-Comments:

o . U ,Consultanés in_the quantitative

-

LB

or systems areas Hre under mpre-
pressure hecause their
performante criteria are more

~ explicit.

Comments:

r

-

im

.=



J
. ’ . Kéree ) ’ No,
Strongly Agree Opinion

d el o B o
> .
i

. . .

a .

. sy
" ~ - r
v

- * Disagree

= '15. "There is no place in a

T

a

v

management consulting firm
" for the technicdl spe-: ~
cialist "(e.g. psychologist,
economist, management .
'scientist, software expert, - ) .
“etc.) ' N T 2 3
‘\ o

If you agree, is it because: ) ,

v

a) management consulting .
assignments generally do
not need such specialists 1 . 2 3

b) consulting firms are not . : ' _
organized to accomodate
the needs of specialists
(e.g career paths, tech- !

nical updating, reward ‘ ’ o
systems) 1 2 « 3
. . e ‘- » °
Comments: . ° .
Yy :

Management consultants should .
be able to advertise their |
services as they wish., 1 2 3

N ) ' '

Comments:

* ~

)
. '

There seems to be a trend for . ) )
the experienced client to hire .
‘the individual rather than gze t N
firm when he engages a. cons¥lt- }
ant, ' o1 2 3
Comments: . . - .

- ¥

Most clients attach.some )
dignificance to the creden- - | \
tials CMC (Certified Manage-

ment Consultant). 1 2 3

Comments: ‘ N

Disagree -Strongly

4 5
4 5
4 5
4"~ 5

. -
4 5
4 5

1.9
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19. On a project, the consultant with more experience in the particular
area is likely to: (Check one,)’ : . .
» . . . . ‘

"1. devote less .than the budgeted number of hours to the project (

Z. devote the budgeted number of hours but do a "better" job (\)\“

. N & ‘
. 3. Other (specify) (9
- - -

v . P ‘ . ® JANS .
: ) . ' Lt . Ny
Comments: . " - . . . .
. .
" - ~ -
° ' > / /
-
, .
4 Co
N . ra -
N \ LI ¢
t ~. - . .
- 3 T P
. N .
.
\ ’ .
! )
) . , -
» .
.
1] ~ 0
- -+ *
oF #
v
- ~
-~ o
+ 1
, ! k]
~ \
il - "
N \ '
n Y ! .
AN > . R -
Vo X . ! ., 0
L ] - ¢
£
9 - .
)
' - . - -
LR Y
. . .
. s .
£ . + P
~ ] "
i i i . 7
- ] 2
1 '
. v -
¥
.
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\
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. . , 3
N s
4 hd -
, a
- > 4 LY -
. v oY
‘
- v
! N > t
L d
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s ¢
.
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.
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,
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"Role of consultant

Every consultant behaves differently in the face of different client,
We are interested, however, in your behaviour on your

h{iﬁ is most”

situations,
more typical engagements.

Please circle the number w

characteristic of yaqur present behaviour.
"

I find myself+ in situations where:’

*

Often 1 2 3

-

4 5

‘

, Seldom

a. I use my specialized knowledge in the solution of proble#s.

4

b. I use my skills at diagnosing and solving broad problems.

Often* 1 ? 3

c. 1 use my skills at persuading the client to adopt some Speclflc

4 5 ‘Seldom.

point of view or course of action. .

‘Often 1 2 3

d. My_presence'gives ihe client the confidence to carry.dn programs

4 5 Seldom

which he would not otherwise do.

’

Often 1 2 3

N

2

4 s Seldom

7

I.11

S

e. I show the client how to go about solving problems of the type

. ‘ ; .
/ny ‘ Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom
. Er T introduce new ideas, novel wayswof doing things.
[Of . often. 1 "2 3. 4 "5 Seldom g
8. I exchange ideas With the client and we w?rk on the problem
. . together. oy N
¥ ’
102 Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom ! ,
“ -h. I use my skills at interpreting the meaning of unfamiliar concepts,
102 | often 1° 2 3 4 5  Seldom
@ Vs ”~
« i, T act,as an objective source of information because I am familiar

o4

- with a greater véflety of problems and because I have fjo axe to

encountered should they occur again.

grind.

Often

lv.

5

Seldom

t 4



j. 1 help the client decide on a course of action if several
alternatives look equally attractive. T

’Og Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom : 3

k. I take part in making decisions for the client when he wants me
to do so. *

106 Often 1 2 3 4 5  Seldom
. . i
+1. 1 motivate people to change their style of behaviour on a
sustained basis. ' '

4
¢ ’

107  oftes 1 2 3 4 5. Seldom

m. I am given a general mandate by the client to look around.for
everything which might be wrong. .
. \ ;
IO% often 1 2 3 4 5  Seldom r

n )

n. 1 use client personnel as much as possible to gather data and
seek their participation in the development of solutions to
problems. ] \

109 "

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom

o. 1 am asked.to act as a referee to help a client }esohve.conflicting
opinions. . R -

X

”0‘ Often. 1 2 3 4 5  Seldom

p. 1 am engaged to manage important projects,

1

] often 1 2 3 4 s Seldom - o,

q. I act as an extra resource to aid-a client when his own personnel
are fully utilized. ’ : ©

»

HZ

Often- 1 2 3 &4 5 Séldom

. 2. Please go back and circle on the foregoing list the fouf\dimensions
which you feel are most central to the consultant's job. ’

e.g. (:).. - ' ) - L ]

112 ,. | - |
1Y | ’ ” N
s ! / Co
yle : , : ‘

ot
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N
L.

D. Desirable personal characteristics

-

117
1%

|9

[20.

121 5. Loyalty to my firm

|22
|23
124

) 9. Drive to be the Best
|25 e to b

1.
2.
3.

4,

6.
7.

8.

»

Cooperativeness

Orderl ine’s".i.:‘. .

Openness, Spt)n taneity

Independence’

‘Loyalty to clients

Loyalgy to fellow consultants

Loyalty to partners

/
i

.10 Drive, for power. over others
| 26 :

,/_:,//%’Satmon (51 creating
127 something new -
] , .
. 12, Pleasure in learning
"1 2% something new
13. Critical andluestioning ,
| 127\ .attitude toward authority
b \ "
“[30 1‘4. ?Sense of hgm:m \\\
15. Toughness, lack of

|32 ‘16‘ Modes‘ty i

33 '
C 1341

- %3¢ 19, Ability to take orders

o2
13

7.

8.

1

[ 20.
R kA
1.

Personal charm

+

Idea lri sm

’;l ¢ " sentimentality

v

\

»

“

L

Indicate, the extent to which the following characteristics are important
in consulting work, ,

’ Not

Satisfaction in helping others (

Very: Somewhat
Impor tant Important Important
&
<}__)§_\ ) f)
) () ()
() (") ()
() £ ()
() () ()-
() () )
¢) ) ()
() () (9
() () ()
() () ()
() () ¢)
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() (). ()
) () )
() O () ()
) () ()
) ) ()

Ability to take the initiative (




| Very Somewhat ) Not |
Importante Important  Important
|28 22. Self-confidence ) () ()

39 23. . Patience () () ()
|HO 2. Tendcity (") () V( ) 5
4] 25. Coﬁlness under stress () ] () ()
|42 26. Stubbornness \ € ) C () ()
143 2. ’ﬁ‘ll':aimess ‘ . () (), ()

Ny 14Y ZBLJK,.Gener_osity () ( )‘/ k ()

, g 2?,1, Flexibility () () ()
|4f 30. Open-mindedness () ) ()
|47 31. Compassion () . () ()

' | Y8 32. Need for achievement () () (Y
|49 33. Need to win () ) ()

(]SO 3. Detachment ) () ()

7S] 35.7 Aggressiveness () () (1

| IS2.36. ' Pride in performance () () ()
';53 37. Need for recognition ( 9 () (")
ISY 38. Efficiency i () ~ () ()

. 155739 Honesty , () - () ‘ ()
1S% 40. Self-control | () () ()
187 41, Decishveness (3 () ()

1S% 42 Friendliness () () ( )b
IS9 43, Energy (5 () )
160 44. Credibility () C() i ()

» 2. Aghat is the‘.mosif: productive age ranﬁze’ for consultants as "operators"? ( )
omments: o
. <.

e

ey |




" 16)

/

.
}

LN

s

Indicate the extent to which the following kinds of intellectual -

capacities are important in consulting work.

{',

i

Concern for practical details

)

Integrating or synthesizing
ideas 'into an overall plan

Inventing new ideas
Awareness of others feelings

Attention to small details

x Y ) '
Worﬁing facts into a” logical
order '

.

Good memory for facts

Speed

n

Ability to dramatize (and
sell) one's ideas

Ability to create an environ-
ment in which others work
better

Ability to listen carefully
to others ‘ :

Mathematical ability

Ability to stimulate or
activate others

R
Ability to sell oneself’

Extensive vocabulary
1 . -

Extensive technical , »

vocabuldry ¢

Ability to communicate
orally

. Abilit; to communicate

in writing

Very . Somewhat -+ Not

Important Tmportant Important

) () Y

. S L

() ) ()

(y O 0 \

() 0. ¢y N

() () (y N

()L (Y S

() () (y

() () ()

(). - () (3

O () ()

() () ()

() ) ()

() () (),

() () ®

(). () ()

() () (y -
‘ J

() () ()

() () () -
) \

.15



N , £
; AY
£ .
Very + Somewhat Not
, X ! Important ‘\Important , Impor tant

Ability to reach cohc’lusions. ‘( )
with a minimum of information

#

SO ()
Critical thinking (question-

ing methods:and technigues () () .( )
that others take for granted)

Ability to put one's self

'

W

in another's position ) - ()
H
Ability to size up another's (). () ¢)
~character ‘ .
Abilfty to concentrate by .
oneself ) () 4'( )
‘Systems thinking () () ()
Ability to recognize good |
bilicy tox . () () ()
_Ability to be critical i
of bad ideas ’ () () ()
Imagination () () \ ( ) )
Ability to see the whole, ) {) ()
not merely the parts ’ g
Perspective or vision () ( )' ()

e

[ S

o
|

JETY > Y

=

S
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B. Value preferences ' . o
PART -1 ’

Directions

Y s

K

s
A number of statements or questions with two alternative answers-.are

given belok.

Indicate your persomal preferences by writing the

appropriate figures in the right-hand columns, as indicated:

thus

« TIf you agree with (b); disagree with (a), write

‘ . - :
Do not-write any other combination of figures after any questions :
‘except one of" these four.

°

-

If-yow a a slight preferenée for (b) over (a), write

1f you agree with alternative (a) and disagree with (b), - (a) - (b)
write 3 in the first column and O in the second column,

31 (03
1 (3)

el * . . i
If you have a slight prefe)enqe-for (a) over (b), write [2] [1)

2

1] 2]

o

[

There is no time limit, but do not linger long over any one question or

it really impossible to make a decision. ;i#

-

’
Fod

1. The main object of .scientific research should be

3.

4.

5.

2

the discovery of pure truth rather than its
practical applications. (a) Yes;. (b) No-

If you were a university proféssor and had the

" necessary ability, would you prefer to teach:

(a) poetry; (b) chemistry and physics? -

°
<

Upder circumstances similar to those of Qu. 2,
ould you prefer (a) economics; (b) law?

3

Is d person who analyzes his emotions likely to

" be less sincere in his feeling than one who is

not so reflective? (a) Yes:; (b) No

Do you ,believe that contemporary charitable
policies should be curtalled because they tend

- statement, and do not leave out any of the questions, unless you find .

"

. (a) (b)
32 (1 [ ] 327

4

329 (1] (1 3%

330 [ 1 .11 33

f

3552- [ ] [ 1 233

’

to undermine individual initiative? (a) Yes; (b) No 33“:/ [ ] [ ] 335



6.
B

7.

11. -

12.

11.9

(a) (b

In your opinion, has general progress been advan-
ced more by: (a) the freeing of slaves, with the
_-enhancement of the value placed on individual life;
(b) the discovery of the steam engine, with the
consequent industrialization and economic rivalry

¥

If you had the: opportunity, and if nothing of the

kind existed in the community' or college where you

lived, would you prefer to found: (a) a debating -
soclety; (b) a\classical orchestra? 3T [

3

At an exposition, do you chiefly-like to go'\to ‘the
buildihgs where you can see: {a) automobiles; .
(b) scilemtific apparatus or chemical products? 390 [

If you had some time to spend in a waiting room,
and there weYe only these two magazines to choose
from, would yoy prefer: (a) The Scientific American;
(b) Arts and Decorations? .

Would you encourage your children, while” at school,
tos (a) try- to make several teams; (b) have vocational
training (supposing that they interfered with one °’

another)? I : . 31/L/ [

a

342 |

You are asked to wa:).t for a few minutes In a strange
living-room; are you more likely to judge: (a) the
owner's knowledge and intellectuality as shown by the
books in his book—-cases; (b) his friendlimess and
hospitality as shown by the photographs on the walls,

and the general comforts of the rodém? ; 390

Since the' class or social status to which a man belongs
depends mainly upon his push and ability, it iIs just
that a small proportion of the population should be

very rich. (‘.a) Yes; (b) No- . BYy [
If you were given certain topics on which to write an
essay, would you choose to-writd about; .(a) the best

_way to distribute one's income between, say, the
necessities of life, luxuries, and savings, or

_ (b) .the personality of some .close friend of yours. 350 [

!

-

of European and American Countries? 230 [
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B. Value preferences continued

( T
PART II

Directions s

Each of the following“situationé Qr questions

posgible attitudes or answers.

H

9
is followed by folr
Arrange these an'swers in the Srder of

your personal preference from first to fourth by writing, in the \Ief't

" -

.hand margin, e - *

[1] beside the answer.that appeals to you host,

[2] beside the'answer.which is next most ‘*important to you, . .
[3] beside the next, and

[4] beside the answer that least represents your interes% or

\* . preference -

9

A

\

- . . .
A . . S

' \ o N 'Y . ',’ .-,
. You may think of answers which would be ‘preferable from your point of -~

view. to any of those listed.,

It 1s necessary, however,

that.you make

.your selection from the alternatives presented,

and a®ragge all four in

order of their desirability, guessing when your preferences arexnot ¢

distinct.
omit the question.

If you find it really impossible to guess your preferen.;e, .

1.

357 [ ]
3s% [ ]
359 [ ]
‘\3.
- 360 )
36l (]
o "362- 1)
363 1)

4 &
Do you think that a gqorzi government sg'ogid aim chie:fly dt - - i

~
\

a.
b.
c.

diplomacy

d.

more 4id for the poor,
the development ofy manufactuting and trade° .
introducing more ethical principles into its policies and ~

A

»

sick, and old - o e

o v

vestablishing a position .of prestige and respect among nations

[

Do you prefer a friend (of your own sex) who - .

If you lived in a small ’fown and had moré than
your needs, woulg you prefer to - .
- £, . . e

a.
b.

is efficient,
is serlously interested in thinking out his attitude 'toward

indus triousn

life as a whole,

c.
d.

2

-

and -of a practical tyrn of mind

5

possesses qual:ltiés of leadership and organizing ability
shows r‘efinement and emotdional sensitivity o

S

o

frough income for

—— o

a. apply it productively'to industrial development'n,( o
b. help to endow the church to which you belong -
c. glve it'to a university for :QQ development of scientific
research .
d. devote it to thospitals . T . .
(3 4 . ’ ®
o . ,
N -
& ™ Y

e



[

' e i
r : B II.11
. . . ) .
N 7
a N
¢ = 0
* 4, When y0u go to the theatre do you as a rule, enjoy most -

1 a.. plays that treat the lives of great\\ men -

[ 1] b. ballet or similar imaginative performances

{ ] e. plays with a theme of humap suffering and love .

[ ] d.. problem plays that argue corsistently for some point ‘of view

5. Assuming that” you are a man with.thegnecessary ability d that .
the salary for each of the following occupati s tHe same, would
you prefer to be a ~ ’

% [ ] a. mathematician ’ / M '
367 [ ] b. sales manager’ , .
370 [.] :c.. clergyman .
37 [ ]~ d.. politfecian
' 6. If you had unlimited leisure and momey would you prefer to - "
v \ - * W ot Bes v & s
- 37 2 [ 1, a. make a collection of fine ‘sculptur,és or paintfngs
373 [ ] b. establish ‘a mental hyglene clinic for taking care of the
) maladjusted and mentally deficient, > . ¢
374 [ ] c. aim at a senatorship, or a seat in the Cabinet
[ ] d. enter into barking and,high finance ~

*7.- Which of the following would you pr"efer to do during part of your

. next summer vacation (if your ability and other conditions would
- permit) ’ - o
i_ o .
370 [ ] a. write apd publish an original biological essay or article
377 (1 b. stay in some secluded part of the country where you can @

R appreciate fine scenery
279 [ ) c-'° go in for a local tenhis or other athletic tournament

379 1] d.- get experience in some new line‘ of business

€ o
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C. Personal chziracteris tics

Please rate Aourself on each of the adjective dimensions below. Circle
the yunber in each-row which is closest Fo the one which best describes

you,. . )
3, 1. Active 1 2 : 3 4 5 ~6 7 Reflecting
39} 2  Confident L2034 005 p6 1 };esit‘:ant:j | B »
2@ 3. Logical 12 3 4 5 6 7 Intuitive .
Detached 1 2 3 4 5 6 17 éInvolved; A
Academic ! 1 .\\2 3 4 5 6 71 Pragmatic a
Outspoken v 2~3 4 5 6 7. Reserved
People of fented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Concept oriented
Global - 1 2 3 4 56 ,7 ' Detailed
' Persuasive 1 2 3 4 5, 6 7 Uncom‘rincing
Opinionated 1 2 n3‘~, L s 6 .7 Open minded ,
Disorganized 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 Methodical ’
Innovatiye 1 2" 3 &4 5.6 7 Conventional ( T
Vague » ‘ ‘ ~1 2.3 A‘ 5~ 6 7 Precise .
Theoretical ”__;3 1 “3 3 4.5 6 7 Practical
Ge_r}:ei:alist - 1 [2 3 "4 5 6 7 Specialist . )
| ol 16. Expe‘dier;t' . 1 2 43_{ % S5 6 7 Painstaking ’ )
702 17. Assertive . 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7° “Retil;ing . |
YoR 18, Realistic - . 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 Idealistic
Yod 19. ' Patidnt ) ' 2 3 4 5 6§%7 Inmpatient .
‘715 20.’ Perfectionist 1 2 3 4 5” 6 7 Pragmatic
Y0, 21. Dominating 1 j2 3 4 5 6 7 Reactive o S
Y07 22. satisfied .1 2 3 4 56 7 Ambitious ]
‘)10? 23. Decisive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cautio,us/
1/07 2. Line 1 2 3 4-5 6 7 Staff ‘

a -

i

“a



L}/O 25.“ Autocratic " 1 2 3
Y]] 26. Cautious | 1 2 3
‘Y2 27, Demanding P23
. =413 28 Flexible T 2 ’
o 92;11/' 29. indepen,deqc \ 1 2 3
sﬁé{ 30 (Procrastinating 1 2 ‘ 3
‘¢ 9/&}1.n~ Persistent a 1. 2 3
y/—} 32. Do-it-yourself . 1 2 3
9h€ 33 Insensifivg ‘ 1 2 .3
YK .34. Tense ‘ .12 3
. ?zo 35 TalFer . ; 1 2 *q
. Y2136, Disciplined 1203
| Yz237. Anti-social - 1 2 3
| Y2318 Uncomplic‘at?d 1 2 3
‘1‘2‘/ 39. Clear ’ 1 2 3
42{40: Hard data ) i
) . (numbers) 1 2 3
. Y2641 Private 1 2 3
Y27 42, Take charge L1 2 3
Y2 43, Trusting / . 1 2 3
:
; 9@3 44, Non-copformist 1 2 3
. %30 45, Symfathetic ' 1 2 3
Y3| 46. Inhibited 1 2 3
. Go 7o Il .c . Pjﬂfs’
©o

: %‘z — g

4

7

Participative
. Impulsive

Undemanding

7 » Single-minded

. Team member
Active \/

" Yielding
Delegating:
Considerate
Relaxed '

Listener

Undisciplined ' ..

Social
Complex
Uncléar

- Soft dat;
(opinions)

Public
Foilew
Distrusting
Conformi;t

Unsympathetic

Uninhibited

11,13
-

-t
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Attitudes

A r
Q

Please indicate your reaction to the follqying statements by circling
the appropriate number. o
» . * Agree No “° o Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

It bothers'me when T am e @ K s
unable “to follow another ' ‘ . T

1 sometimes get a kick out

person's train of thought. / 1 . 2 3 4 5 b

People lose some measure of
coantrol when they rely on
computers, .
I really resent it when
people try to tell me
what to do. .

! ¢

of breaking the rules and
doing things 1'm not sup-
posed to do.

I can more easily cope with
set routine than constant
‘change in my work,

I don't mind going "out on
a limb" if I strongly believe
in a principle.

In a stock puréhase decision,

1 would give more weight'to a
careful analysis of the finan-'
cial statementy of the company
than in my feeling about the
management of the firm qifg}
interviews with them.

I find that I can frequently
recall my dreams. ‘ ‘

'If computers are used properly,

they will make a significant
contribution to the planning
and control of orgapizations.

I can get along more easily °
with people if they belong

to about the same social and
and business class as myself,

1

1



}“. -
‘ ’ . f
’ Agree . No Disagree

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Stréngly

11. There are one or two>

. '
) very experienced
A : consultants in my field ) - ,
, L’f? that I take every . N
opportunity to listen to, 1 2 -3 4 - 5 u
PP y to, , : | ' R
12. I work under''a great deal . * - - . :
L{GO of tension. 1 . 2 3 . 4- -5
13. 1 am often the last one . v e
( to give up trying to do Ny
U6l 4 thing. , 1 2 3 e 5
14. 1 am uncomfortable in'a
situation where I do not .
l{& knaw the rules of the game. 1 2 3 . 4 5
15. 1-often become so wrapped - .o
up in something I am doing
Y3 that I find it difficult to :
turn my attention to other = =
H . s matters, o 1- 2 3 4 s
) ,, \ ’ ¥ )
16.+ I usually arrange the bills in . .
v my wallet in denomination o ‘
Yoy  order. 1 2~ - 3 4 5
) 17. Vague and impréssionistic
* pictures really have little . , BN ;
QLf appeal for me, = 1 <Z> 3 4 5
" . ! - N
’ . 18., Nothing important gets ‘
7 ‘accomplished in this -
. L/‘,é world unless someone .
sticks his neck put. . 1 2 3 4> -5
LY v .
19. Inspiration has nothing L
‘ . toldo with the. successful o
' 4/47 solution ‘0f problems, 1 2 3 . 4 5
. 20, It is important for me to
. have a place for’ everything , :
Yo% .and everything in its placé. 1° ¢ 2 3 4 5
TR . The most interesting life is '
’ subject to rapidly changing
‘ - ‘/69 «+ conditions, 1 .2 3 4 5
\ o

22. I have always fel® ‘that there
470 is a clear difference between" . .
right -and wrong. ' . 1 < 2. 3 4 5

b -
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PR Agree

i—l1T’~—f""("//;'1”/,,/,/ff8ff35§1; Agree Opinion

—23 prefer to stop and think

X
%4.
Y72
© 25,

'?73

: - 26.
974
TR

475

SR 28.
e - Y7
=29,
477
g 30.

H7%

L]

. 32.
o

t 33,
491

! 34,

Y2

before I act on even trifling
matters.

I would rather bet 1 to 6
on a ‘long shot than 3 to 1
oh a probable winner.

It usually takes me a long
time to choose a new car,
I look at a variety of makes
and ymodels befbre coming to
a decision. .
I'm more interested in what
could be than what is.

i (

sometimes feel thagt ideas,
come to me as if from some
external source and that I-
am not directly responsible
for them.

It is wise not to expect

too much of others. )

I have never done anything .
dangerous just for the

thrill of it,

1 beljeve that punctuality.
is a very important personal
characteristic. » °

\ 31. » A question is best decided

by experience not by
statistics.

»

ton

I definitely prefer to work
.under conditions where I am
my own boss. .

1 usually check mare than, once
to be “sure that I hawe locked
a door%,put out the light or
something of the sort.

I use a fixed rule for tipping.

¢

&

Ay // ¥
— No* " Disagree
Disagree Strongly
1 2 3 4 5
1 ‘ iﬁ; 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 3 4 5
t @ r' -
N 1 i’ 2 3w- : {‘ S

&
1 2 3 . 4 5
| . 2 3 4 5

P
1 2 "3 (A S
1 .2 3 b 5
! . “

1 2 "3 2\ 5

>
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Agree No Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly
. \ - -
5. By diggipg and digging ) M '
‘183 ¥th is discovered, 1 T2 3 , 4 5
36, eem to be always learning ‘ ‘ ) // )
s ew things and changing ‘the /
Efiﬂgi beliefs that I once held. ! 2 3/” 4 5
2" 37. When 1 am proof-reading, a =~ 3 . ‘ g
, lot of errors can slip by - L » / ,
%5 ,me, = . 1  jad .3 4 5. &1\,
38. 1 always finish tasks I  *, “ . o R
J ;start even if they are not .' . . .
‘/?6 very important, 1 2 3 4 v 5
4 / 4 ‘
19. People Wo seem unsure and -
Y7 uncertajin about things lose 3 :
my respect.. 1 2 3 4 5
40. Organizationsvnevet: “seem to N
learn. It only takes a few® s
Y% years aftér an assignment 2 ’ .
for them to revert to their ..
. former ways of doing things. 1 ? 3 L4 5

. 41. 1f the president of an orga-
nization tells me something, - -
“/?? 1 assume_it to be factual. 1 2 3 4 5

42° Some bureaucracy is to be
. expected no matter what one's

xj?() occupation. . I 2 3 4 ' 5"

43. Obedience and respect for

+ authority are the most im-
qw portant virtues children o . \
should learn. ) 1 2 - 3 . & f 5
L2 « . A “ “ v
46. Science has its place but \
there are many important v
Lﬁz things that can never be .

understood ‘by the human % Vo

. mind. : 1 2 3 4 .5

45. Nowadays, more and more- . .
people are prying into , ‘ “"&/
"{93 ‘matters that should remain ‘ v
personal and private. 1 2 3 4 5, .
46. 1 concentrate harder on
’ whatever interests me
'7?"/ than do most people.. . 1 2, e 3 © 4 3
\ N

L
@

- LS

,s§,



%

5,

s 749,

47

50.
¢
51.
799

52,

m
$o0 \thers .

53.
so|
54.
so2

55."°

SO
56.

Eq .

!

Agree
- Strongly Agree

No

Disagree

.

1118

s

Disagree .

Strongly

I occasionally woice 2
opinions in groups that -
seem to turn some people

of £ . 1

4

I tend to rely more on my
first impressions and .

. feelings when making . %

judgments than ,on a de-
tailed analy31s of. the
situation. ] 1

Wheg someone tries to get
ahead of me dn a line of
@eople, I wsually, point it
6ut to him. 1

1

I usually work things out »

for myself rather than get_

someone to show me, 1
During my yQuth, I frequen-/m
tly had a desire to be alo e.
and to pursue my own interésts
and thoughts. - , [ r

.

Things that are obvious t%
e are not so obviou§F i

x;.
If 1 have to give the same

presentation several times, %
it rarely comes out the ‘
same. . . 1

I make most of my repetitive
decisions on an "ad hoc"

basis rather than by following
rules. . 1
I at distinctly a "morning"
(rather than an "evening'")
person. 1
I dislike going grocery
shopping without a list.

: 1

Op:nion

.

[

(2}
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57. In communic \;ing with others, I may: (Rank from "1" to “4", ﬁsirig "
for the ending\which best fll’.S you.) '

]

5’0; fexpress unintendnﬁ boredom w:.th talk that is too detailed ( )

<ot b. copvey impatlence with those who express ideas that they. ()
have obviously not thought through carefully

&7 c. show little 1nteres}\ in thoughts and ideas that exhibit ()
little or no originality -

508 d. tend to ignore those who talk about long-range
implications and direct¥y attentlon to what needs to ( )
be done right now.
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Directions

‘.
» a

. . 11.20
1] e + '
4 . %
. i
Learning style (KOLB'S Learning Style Inventory) -
. . |
This inventory is designed to assess your method of learning. As
you take the inventory, give a high rank to those words which best
’ characterize_&%t;e way you learn and a low rank, to the words which J
are least cha¥ cteristic of your learning style.
You ma& find it hard to choose the words.that best describe your
arning style, because there are no right oy wrong .answers,
ent cHaracteristics described in the ifiventory are equally
The aim of the inventory is to describe how you learn, not,
to evaluate your learning-ability,
g o
, Q
There are nine rows of four words lis\ted‘belovg. Rank order the ;'set
in each row, assigning a°"1" to the word which best characterizes N
_your learning style, a "2" to the next most characteristic word, a,
3" to the next most characteristlc, and: a "4" to the word which is
Tetist characteristic of you'as a learner. Be sure to assign a .
different rank number to each of the four words in each set, ‘Do
not make ties,
) |
Remember: Rank order across the rows, not down the columns.
discriminating S717 tentative 578 involved S19 practical
receptive szl . relevant S22 __ analyticalsZ3 impattial
feeling S25 watching <% ' thinking 527 doing
accepting 29 risk-taker S evaluative $3) aware
" \
intuitive :{§3 productive s3Y logical <3% - questioning <;>’\
— _— 2 , —_—
abstract Xy observing <3¢ concrete <3¢ active
present;orientedsl// reflecting s32_ __, future- 5;43 ’ pragmatic
. oriented
experience SYs observationsy conceptua-s%7 experimentation
. N P lization
intense reserved S% ratiopal _g_f/ . responsible

S —
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CONSULTING TASKS

SECTION I11

. Range of tasks encountered

1

During the past 12 months, to

following tasks? Try to estimate as a %.

Tésk description

a,

b.

[¢]

= [+.3

~

»

Developing new business,
td

Gathering data from clients (e.g

client 'meetings, etc ).

Researching records or articles (e.g. clieﬁc, industry,

>

.

consulting firm records).

Analysing data,
Planning consulting strategy with your supervisor.
Writing reports and preparing presentations. -

Helping the client with the implementation of recotmendations. ( )

/

w

o

¢
]

: s » :
what extent did you devote time to the

+

-

interviews, attending

A
L) e
()
()
¢ )

Internal administration (e.g filling out time sheets and other & |

internal paperwork, staff meetings, eta.)

Practice development (preparing articles._or, making »
presentationg to associations, etc.).

s

t
¥

Professional developmént (attendance at seminars or coufses).‘ ( )

Other (please spec

- '

1

ify).

v

)

-

Total: 100%

Qﬁﬁi is the average number of assignments (client firms) you work (- )
with in a year? (Do not count proposals). .

How many assignments do you generally work on at the same time? ( )

Most of your clients are:

L.

Government agencies or groups

(cﬁeck Bne)

(

_Non-profit institutions (e,gg hospitals or schools) (

Profit-orieqtéd businesses

:

(

A fairly balanced mix of (1) and (3) or (2) and (3) (

(20

¢

.

-

-~y

e
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-

5. What kind of variety do you encounter in your assignments{ (In terms
of the nature of the pro/bflem). (Check one). ..

i

- 5.72 L. Very 1;tt1e r\\rar}.ety ( ) - S
2, Little ) ( ) \ ‘
3. Moderate 7 ( ) o S
4. Great variety ( ) “ ‘
‘ 5. Very great y’arlety' () ‘ o i .
r6.° Which functional areas ake you most fr‘equently'assoc1ated with in , \
your assignments? (Check one). , )
1. Marketing | ¢ ) . 5. Corp. or policy planning ( - ) .
§%3 2. Production / ) 6. General management ( )
3. Finance/Control ¢ ) 7. Data processing ) ’ - ( )
' : ) ¢
4, " Personnél/l‘raiﬁing ( ) - . 8. A general mix , ( )
' 9. Other, (spec’:ify)_____'_:“___( ) y

7. 1In evaluating the attractiveness of a.project, which of the following
aspects are important to you? (Assign a "1" to each of your three
top concerns, and a '"3" to.your three least cencerns)

§;{; 1. The contripution which experience v%it:h t:he ~proposed project will ( )
., make to yoidr firm's range of services. ) .
s76 .

577 ?. The potentialities for pu'blicatmn which might arise with the )
7% new project.

57? 3. The risks which could be-incurred as:a result of your lack of ~ ()
experience with a project of this nature.
4. The p0351b111ty of a conflict of interest because of.other work (
your firm is currently engaged in,

5. The possibility that a number of employees may have to be let go ( )
as a result of your recommendatmns. ‘ '

6.° The chance to work in an important/interesting area to which | ()
you have never been exposed. '

7: The risks which you and your firm are incurxing because of the ( )
difficult (e.g. political) nature of the assignment.

8. The contribution of the project to your firm's over-all image for ()
qualit‘y and innovation, -

9. The de'velopment of a model or package which will be applicable to a
number of other c11ents —_

-

10. The location of the clientnand the distance from your home @ffice. ( )



B.

6.

SBS

»

.clear in most

.

Ambiguity rating ! )

|

Indicate the degree of uncertainty which you feel is generally inherent

in each of the actiyities listed below.” (Think of a typical ‘case and

use this as your frame of reference.)
4 ) . &

—

Developing new business - The initial work concerned with cbtainiﬁg

an_extension with same client or obtaining new engagement

Demands of the
task are not at
all clear in
most instances.

Demands of the

task| are very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
clear in mest

instances,

Carrying out the preliminary survey - Determining the real ptoblem

. . Demands of the
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 task are not at
all clear in
- most instances.

Demands of the
task are very
clear in most
instances.

Writing the proposal - Estimating consulting resource requirements

Demands of the - Demands of the

task are very 12 3 4 5 6 7 task are not at
clear in most -~ all clear in
instances. ‘ * ‘ - most instances,

Writing the proposal - Estimating potenéial client benefits

Demands of the
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 task are not at
. all clear in
most instances,

Demands of QEZ\ '

task are very

instances.

any

Operating on the assignment - Formulating a diagnosis
(Putting together the facts which seem rélevant to the case.)

Demands of the ~Demands of the
task are very , 1 8 3 4 5 6 7 task are not at
clear in most '7311 clear in
instances, most instangces.

Operating on the assignment - Finding a solution

Demands of the Demands of the
task are very 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 task.are not’at
clear in most ’ - all clear -in
instances. most instances.

L

L

e
P
O

-
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8.

task rare’ very 1 2 3 4 5 6 .1 task are _not at
<¥7 clear in most 1 - T all clear ih
instances |, . ., > most instanceés !
«/ I' & AP
9. Helping client with implementation of recommendations
Demands of the " . . Demands of the ° ’
task are very 1L 2 3 4 5 6 7 task are pot at T
clear in most - . ' 5 all clear in
instances ‘ ) . ' mos t instances .
10. Internal administration (obtaining staff, billing clieht, etc.,) -
— ‘ — —=
Demands of the - ' - .Demands of the
53?? task are very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Eask are not at ,
+- clear in most _ ° - o - all clear -in °
instances most instances ’
N - .
. . For Data Pro&essingvConéultantsl;pnly, T,
1 - ! " ' - ‘ q N ¢ “
. - ) K .t
11. Carrying out a feasibility study ~ ‘
) - h\ . R - I \ ’ \n
. Demands of the . . . Demands| of the '
590 task are very 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 task are not at N
' clear'in most - ‘A '%é * all cleatr in
instances Yo, 4 - -most instances

o

12.

S91

’
‘

G

13.

2

4.

3

R

Operating on the assignment - Judg1ng whé ther the benefits are wor th

the costs from the client's viewpoint !

\\\Bemands of the

L

Demands of the

task are very 1 2 3 4"'5 6 7 - task-are not at
¢lear in most . : ) akl clear in . o
instances . , ) most instances

’ o AN : ’ Lo .
Supervising the assignment i y ,

.
C" ‘ I ,
o -t

Demands of the . Démands of the

.
o R

Selecting a vendor (software or harﬁware)

a , . .
Demands of the . Demands of the =~ 4
task are very 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 task are not at
‘clear in most ) ‘ +' all clear in )
instances . : T most instances

' °
¢

Developing a conceptual designgfor a system ’
&5 . )

3

Demands of the Demands ‘of the*®

task are very “ 1 2 3 4 5 6 _7 task are not at

L
clear in most ) ~_ all clear in : ¥
iifstances - & . most 4nstances :

%
» A A » .

-Developing ﬁhﬁ—deéailed design, programming etc.

f ’ -
Demands of the ! Demands, of the
task are very 1 2 3 4 5 ’'6 7 task are not at® .
clear in most : . . s'all clear in' .
instan&es vmost'instances

4
0

(-]

R

°
. o
]
L4
t
v
\
o *
N
! \
)
]
1
1
- Al
‘
&
-t
5
o .
‘.
<
—
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s
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3
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0
e
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c,

3+

L.

i

Yaz

2.

453

f

N3

43y

4.

35

5.
¥30
6.
e
7.

435

8.
439
9.

. Hufo

~

Task preferences
o \

°

Please indicaté your reaction to the following statements by circling

the)appropriate number. -
; . . Agree -
’ Strongly

I mainly prefer problems

. which will help increase

my technical experience

and reputation, , 1
|

I prefer assignments where
I can be fairly sure of
some® acceptable results

even if they are not 5
spectacular. . 1

Ioprefer assignments which

permit me to concentrate

in a few selecg®d areas. 1
¥ R

-
I have trouble applying
mysélf to problems which
I find repetitive or

Twiipteresting. ) 1

I get more pleasure working

ih unfamiliar situations than

I do from working in situa-
_tions I.am used to., -

-

1 mainlg»prefer pr lems with
large tangible benefits for

‘the client. N . 1

If given' the choice, I would
prefer ‘to give a technical,

talk to a group of colleagues
rather than a more general
address to a group of

business mqpageré. L 1
A problem has little ¢
attraction for me if 1

don't think I can do-

something about it. - 1°

If I were in business I
would, prefer a staff to

a line position. 1
»
g _

No

0

o

Disagree
Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly



4 .
! ’ ’ K : 111.6

[

¥ " - Agree + ", No . Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly .,

10. 1T enjoy worl‘cing on . !
complex and 111- ,
H4[  defined problems. ' 1 .2 3 4 5

11. I seem to be less o
interested in problems

' which are decided mainly

4’7’2 on people's opinions b . ’ :
rather than on facts and ’ '
analysis, ‘ . ! 2, 3 4 5 ) .
12. 1 dislike writing reports. L 2 3 QY' 5

Y3

13. I'enj0y trying to convince
a client that my course of

L’LI‘{ action is bettexr than the - -
one he favours, - 1 2 3, 4 5
14. For most projects, I would , . s ’ )
prefer to supervise oth ’ N -
W; gonsultants rather thay' do o o
g7 . the work myself. 1 2 3 4 "3
. + 3 h 3 ‘ -
15. For me, the business jf - . *
development side of . o )
L,“-/ consulting 1is.one of
b its more interesting . . i .
aspects, , 1 2 <3 4 -5
/ . "
16. 1 like to work on more . ' ' ‘ s
4‘1,7 -than onpe problem at a time. 1 v 2 3 4 5
17. Ifr'\you agreed, ﬁp to how \ '
many concurrent assignments ’ R )
l—ltf&? are- you comfortable with? t ' i )
% '
. . P i %
. " !
/i 4 s °
b
¥ . . ’
Vf ;
- ’ \
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B. Please circle the téree stages that you would most enjoy from

Task ‘effectiveness

Please' indicate your reactlon to the following statements by c1rc11ng

the appropriate number.

Yoaa

A,

Exceptional )

Average

How would you

assess your general
performance” for the
following stages of

a)

b)

o

d)

an assignment:
A
in ideptifyiw/

problems that

were not

specified in

Terms of

Reference 5
in diagnosing complex
problems:

i) technical 5

ii) organizational 5

in prescribing

. (developing
' workable solutions),

1) technical aspects 5

ii) organizational 5

in obtaining accept- E
ance for your recom-
mendations 5

Comments:

question l. e.g.

I.

-

Average

Weak Know

'

I11.7



607 overcome potential

-t

o3

oA
oS

€

v .
‘ ' . ”,  Above ' Be lot Don't
. Exceptional - Average Av‘érage Average Weak Know
[ 3
what is your assess- ,
ment of your effective- " ’ ,
ness in the follbéwing ' .
capacities: i

a) communicator

i) oral * ' a .
' - person to person 5 A 3
- group presenta- -
tions 5 4 3
< interact with )
groupd .5 4 3 2
ii) written 5 4 30 /2

b) tactician (able
to anticipate and A

client objections) 5 ' 4 3 2

. c) developer of new ' L '
LO®  business 5 4 3 2

d) contributor to the
consulting firm's

(00? reputation 5 b e 3 . 2

) supervisor or project ‘ A

/‘ e
(IO . leader 5 . 4 3 2

Al

-~

£) sﬁecialist co—nsultant
to other consultants 5 4 3 2

g) developer of wonsult- ’
6120 ing staff 5 ‘4 3 2
\ ' ,h) c¢ontributor to team
M . effort on an assign-
0’35 ment ’ 5 4 3 2
3
i) ability to get client
614 acceptance and tvo- - L
. operation 2 -4 3 "2
- 1) developer of new e
. é packages or new area} i .
. 0I5 of the practice 5 4 3 2
k) ability to apply
6’# strong conceptual . )
. skills to resolve - ' .
- complex problem3 5 - b 23 2
e ’ .
| L
¢ ?

o

e

111.8



! S "o - ' . 1119
N A .
- . . . ' i ]
Above Below Don't
- Exceptional Average Average Average Weak Know’ ‘
1) abilitiv tb meet o -
deadlines, stay _ . 2
. within budgets, . v , #
617 etc. 5 4 300 .2 1 é
m) ability to work ‘
(p(? to a detailed : ®
work plan 5 4 3 2 . 1 ¢
' ! ' ' ‘ . v
n) ability €o operate ’
C with little .
'? supervision ° 5 . 4 -3 2 1 )
’ M {

p) ability to come
(02’ up with a different
" (practical) approach

o) ability to identilfy e
(20 = clients needs ‘SC/ 4 3 2 1 )

to a problem 5 . 4 3 2 1 g -
> ' N - L] v
Comments: P \\ - .
‘ ' AY
- ?. . . -
a . . . ‘ ‘ -
% ! ' ) \
o - _ Agree No X Disagree
Pl 5 Strongly Agree Opinion 'Disagree Strongly
b - " -
3. How do you view yourself ) *

on the technical level: - , ;

G;ZZ a) clients see you as an - > - —_— s

expert in your field I - 2 -3 b4 5
b) colieagues view you as , * N
éz_g *  being ap-to-date -in ¥
your field , 1 2 3 4 .5
o o .

c) you are respected by

é ~ fellow professionals !
Z‘{ in your specialty’ s

. (outside the firm) o2 3 LG 5
d) you have contributed o |
@Z{ to advancements 'in your Lo - v ,
field - " . 1 2 3 . 4 / 5
doﬁments:

3



-4, A variély of assignments are given below. Trys to assess your suitability

for

2)
A

b)

LZ7

#r

c)

(28

-

handle an aséignment
which has sensitive,

each, ~

A

-

.
w

* ha'l

111.10

o

Not very . Probably Don't

Very
>\ Suitable Suitable Suitable Unsuitable Know -

implement a well
tested and documented
package in your area -

manage a large
project team com<
prising client and .
consultant staff

‘ B

LY

political, aspects ~
such as getting mem-
bers of a family
business to agree to
hire "an outside
general manager .

evaluate candidates for
a-senior executive
position :

N .
collect information
through structured
interviews

N
act in a line capacity
for a period, to help
a client over a staff-
ing problem

act as an expert witnessg

~

in a court case Lk
\‘__/./

help to fésolve a

. problem where there are
" several different

opinions among the senior
executives and there is
no time to gather relevant
facts ’ '

work with large corpora-
tions with sophisticated
staff on a complex pro-

blem in your field




°

4,

G40

el .

42

A G4
A -3

b4

Continued

Vefy . . Not very Probably _ Don't
Suitable Suitable Suitable Unsuitable Know

R

v

j) carry out a diagnostice ;
. survey in a difficult
(non technical) area ‘ ®
where you have had - . |
no direct experience 4 3 2 1

Comments:

[

-

Circle the three assignments which. you would most enjoy from question

4, eg ® .

- <Lt '
.Compared to colleagues with the same title, how do you rank yourself

in terms of:

a) effectiveness as a consultant. (Consider gnly the aspects related
to problem solving and achieving change.)

*y

far i}somewhat slightly slightly somewhat far
above above above below below below
average average average average average  average ' average

-

7 6 ’ 5 o 3 2 1

b) degree of adaptation to the job (i.e. the extent to which you
feel comfortable with the match between your expectations and
" those of the.consulting firm.)

far somewhat _slightly slightly somewhat far
above: _ above above " below below "below
average average _average average average . average average
7 6 5 4 3 2 : 1
’ R \
List the three most important criteria used in making your gbove
judgments. .

a) Effectiveness
A_?/’ [
1. o

"2,

3. | “

b) Adaptation
1.

2.
3, « ' S

IIT.11

)

S
.
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o+ sty

649

~
ot ‘ ~ , ITT. 12
' v
8. Regarding the future, I have often thought about: , (Rank up to three
using "1" for/most important). :
" 1. Going lato the academic or.research world. (), v .
2. Starting up my own busjness (non-consulting). (¢ )
3., Becoming a senior executive in a large corporation. « ) - ’ .
[ N ~ . ° K v * \
4. Finding a senior position %g government, ’ . ¢ )
5. Moving into the political world. ()
' - . R @
6. Progressing up the consulting ladder with (“ )
a large firm.
7. Continuing as an operating management consultant ()
with, perhaps, more autonomy. I
3
8. ‘Getting into a more technical area (e.g. computer )
hardware or software, psychological testlng, edonomic ()
forecastlng, ete.).
¢ 9. Moving to industry in a staff role, () Ll
10. Other (specify) _ )
- >
sT “ . 1 . ’
Ly7 - | , 1
o : -
w \
648 - 2 ‘
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SECTION IV

J APPROACH TO PROBLEMS
- :

' ’
! i

¥

Pzrsonallproblem solving style - papt 1

'

the appropriate number.

]

Agfee

y

L7
P

No

z"?}
Please indicate your reaction to the folquing statements by ci

. (23 1 0t
I typicglly strive for the -
most practical solution B

rather than an ingenioys

one. o 1 2

.Comments: -

The way to understand
complex problems is
to be concerned with
their larger aspects
instead of breaking
them into pieces,. 1 .2

Fommensg;

Many problems are first
solved intuitively and
then data are gathered o,
to support the solution,

Comments:

T feel much moré comfort~
able discussipng a human -
relaFions problem if I

can picture thé individuals’

itvolved. o 1 .2

Comiments: \

N
X

::§king

Disagree

[AY

Iv.l

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly



b
a

) Agree . . No

o

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree

Disagree

(S£§oqg1y

‘5. Before learning How others.
have resolved a pfoblem,
I like to think it through
myself,

Gﬁ;q' Comments: B
. y

@

4 ]

6. Most business ptbbléms
ought to be solved more
‘ scientifically than they

are now.
A5

Comments:

A

7. I find that I am able to
develop a4 good appreciation
"of most problems very early
Zfﬂ; in the assignment. .

Comments:

3

// '

!

8. When I get in;olved in
technical detail I do. not
understand, I usually try
to assess the credibility

f the inf t.
éff? of the in orman

Comments:

9. On each assignment, I try to
find general principles that
Léﬁ? I can apply elsewhere.

Comments:

—

10. The initial Terms of Reference

rarely seem to describe the
assignment which follows,

659

Comments:

9
1 2 3 A
1
1= 2 3 4
«
i i
{ 2 3 A
Jow
1 2 3 4
1
A
1 2 3 4
T 3 4

3

ey



11,

12.

Gl!

13,

14.

T find that I fréquently end
up a survey (diagnostic phase) ' -

~

P

\ Agree " - No

.3

.

. "

Disgagree

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongl

In fact-finding it is
very dangerous to accept o
routine client reports at

their face value. 1 L2

A

Comments: .

Q

In general, it is easier to
discover what is wrong In a
particular situation than to
identify the remedial action
best suited to the particular
client. , ¢ 1 2

Comments:

: |
Most clients are in a position
to define their needs when they
engage a cdnsultgnﬁ:

a) large companies .
(over 500 employees) 1, 2

b) medium companies '
(50-500 employees) 1 2

c) smali companies )
(under 50 employees) 1 2

Comments: ) ¢

v

Most superior consulting

work results from a‘'team ’

rather than an individuval -

approach, . ‘ o 1
r

Comments:

with an assessment of the . L ’
problem quite different from '
the one I started with, 1 FL2 .

Comments: : ) R

A "5

1

4 5
- ‘ :

4 .5

4 5

4 -5




' ‘ ‘ - V.4

‘Agree No - : Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion  Disagree Strongly

»

i
16. During an assignment, I
tend to collect more data

» than ‘other consultants. 1 2 . 3 4 5
T i | |
‘ Comments: ’ o . o, 1
.t '
‘17. In a particular functional
area, I find one client , ' T
p problem is much like :
another. - 1 -2 3 4 5
Q£;2 Comments: s ' -

-
o

18. For most complex problems Y
there is insufficient time ,

o on a project to give adequate .
,//><,>*/ attention to all the factors L : ) o "
— Qéf? that should be evaluated. 1 2 3 . 4 5
' ' Comments: -
T ' " e
1 ' ' ‘ ~ - ) °
\ 19. T tend to work in "fits and
starts" (rather than steadily) _ .
even when I am under pressure. 1 R 3 4 5 .
6o T T R . ‘
. Comments: ' ,

20, ke to have some aécepted
’~4;17~f”"”//i;§zry or framework to refer - ' .
- ‘ to when I am developing my L ‘

" recommendations. ' 1 2 3 4 5

s

. Comments: ~ ‘ X

’

21. I have relatively little . !

' , difficulty putting myself ah -

! . in the client's place when
4;72L ‘deciding if an actgon is

worth taking. ’i . 1t ? -3 4 I 5

) Comments: : . } . . /\\

I . i LY

'
'
.
] - » .
. v
v N . S
‘ v D
- - . - - -
'
| - . N
’ N
0 o
‘ . -
N '
»
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Agree No R Disagree

) , Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree -§%rongly

22, When making changes I . o \ i
. . Ck s s f ¢
believe in evolution e ' /Q
rather than revolution, ) 2 3 4 5
4‘73 Comments: ’ \
v , a ‘
23. 1In selecting a course of °
action I consciously try .
to asgess the client's : . \
T attitude to risk. 1 2 . 3 b 5
- 5 :
7Y ‘ ' < -

Comments:

. 24. There is little place in L
management consulting for . =
theory. Experience will , ' ; "
tell us what will work and :

. . (075 what will not. . 1 2 3 4 5

Comnents: ‘ . ,

Yo ° i o
7 ”
25. It is the éonsultaqt's 4 ,
£ responsibility to present .
the ‘client with at least ~ : . ‘
two alternative courses \ ‘

of action in any assign- ’ .
G7%  ment.” 1 2 3 4 s CT—

Comments:-

26.r In essence, dollar return is -
. the criterion for motivating

any glient change in the

private sector. \ 1

C77

Comments:

1 e
27. 1 efijoy finding loopholes and . “

2
—"contradictions in previous : . o \
'679 effor‘ts to solve a problem. 1 | 2 3 4 " 5
Comments: o, ) '
- ' i N

2



Bl

°

., Agr
« St
Where possible I try to
apply solutions which have
proven successful else-
‘where. ’ ' r

Comments: , -

: . b
I usually wait uncil‘(t:he
last minute before trying st

to meet a deadline. . . |, 1
Comments:
: p3

In every problem there is

a right way and a wrong o

way to go about resolving -

°it. . .1
. L] h

Comments: . )
\ .

BN

31. I rely on intuitive hunches,

(32

32. Problems should be so}lved

involvement. 4 =
N . o
(83 . |

3
33.

[

.and the feeling of "rightn_ess“L
or "wrongness" when moving
toward the solution %f a
problem. 1
) -~ ' » - u‘ﬁ

'Comments: AN

)

without any emotional’

Comments:

8 - @ )

When I'draw up a work program,
I usually leave lots of room
- flexibility in approach."

T

Comqn ts:

[]

5 v -
v .
- L e 3
—
L ' R
. No Disagree
o . L. v
Opinion Disagree Stron
Bl v
® q&;«v‘) 3
. .
FI .
b 1. 4 .5
‘¢
. \ . L
7
>
fao Y L3 ‘
3 4 5
N "\ ‘ i)
\n - : —
. } a
2 4 2 %
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\ -
, b
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\n e
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R
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35,

(Rb
-

37.

%

is8.

84

Agree
Strongly

el -

No Disagree
Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

Most of my reports include

_extensive use of numbers -

~

"either in the form of _
 graphs or tables. L.

Comfnents:

. -

I find that I tend togput - J
more weight on the need

for eéxperience in a

problem area than do others
in the firm.

Comments: ° e

In making recommendations,

I ofiten have no.evidence, .
.other than '"gut" feel, ‘
that my project will ) .
work. 1

Coﬁme&ps:

v o

I like to bring about order
and simplicity in chaotic and -
complex situations. . 1

Comments:

v )

. Y " w
If mathematical techniques
were better understood by _~

manager;s, higher quality .

solutions could be ‘

developed. , 1
" Comments: -

Y \l2 3 . h 5

s

.

i
"R
a
° I
2 3 4 5
\ -
4 —
4y ~
2 3 <4 5
L}
»
~

v,7
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39.

41,

43,

7 . LS

Ivys

’ Agree h No Disagyee.

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

1 pr>fer to wégfguz the f S
broad featytes of a - ) ’

complex assignment -
leaving the detail and . ' ! ~
implemenfation to othets, 1 2 3 NG

Comments: ' - .
u'(_ ! . (

I believe that the primary

role of the consultant is , ‘ v

to help the client find . - . ’

his own ‘answers rather
than act as the expert.. 1 2. 3 4

Comments: . . : o

+

( ,

I usually have a pretty good | ; '
idea of wh&t the problem is ’ ’ v

well before I completé the L - .
diagnostic survey, _ 1 z T & 4 ’

Comments: ’ g

o %

For most interviews, I find

it helpful 68  prepare a list o
of questitns beforehand which - |

I tend”to follow closely. 1 2 3 RSN

lComments: g\r ’ : * {

~ © @

Ao -
o . -
P fec =~
T \ ! [}

I prefer to spend my time < "

building on my more success- '

ful assignments rafher than N

finding the reastfs for my -

less successful projects, 1 2~ .3 A4 4
< ‘

Comments:

—an
LI

5 §
@
. -
.
5.
1
5 -3
.
/ r
5
Py
p 3



. . ' ) Iv.9

)
“ ’ Agree ' No L - Disagree
) ’ - Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly ‘
. L 4

; 44. The client is interésted '
mostly in the consultant's
reconmendations and not in
‘ the reasoning process which )
w; led up to them, 1 c 2 3 4 5

[y

Comments:

‘ 45. 1 find a bar chart more 5
useful than a network .
diagram (CPM) in planning ' - - v
most complex assignments. 1 2 .3 o4 LY

6?6 Comments: v . S .

[V

’ P

46. I usually wait until I'have . o TR
11 of the facts before I ‘ ' « ,
start trying to draw - ‘ .
conclusions, = ‘ 1 .2 3 - 4 5

(7 ' L

Comments: N . .

¢

47. A consultant can effectively, - N
 manage a complex, technical .o . .
project in which he is not T ] . S
familiar with ‘the technical . SR

é(,‘? concepts involved. . ‘1 2 .‘ 3 |4 5

, A ' . . s
. - syt 1
Commerits: \ - F . 07

48. Getting the client t6 adopt _ A
the consultant's recommenda-
. tions is the consultant's . »

é‘ﬁ most important task. 1 2% 13 4 . 5

' domenta: £ ' L .

- . ] |
g . 49, I usually dictate my - ‘ i \ .
reports, ’ 1 2 3 : 4 .5

Comments: ’ e ’ : : K

., 50. 1 find checklists very - . .
. 70| helpful. C 1 2 3 4 s



LI

51.

>

702’

52.

1
¥

1 believe that there are
certain principles of
good management which

are applicable in almost -

all situations,

If you agree, give 2 or
3 examples. '

|

When faced with a problem in a technical area I am not familiar w1th
(check one) :

I will tend to:

’

A
- 1 \ o Saf
Agree ' . No . Disagree
Strongly Agree Opinion '‘Disagree Strongly
‘1 2 3 ‘4 5
= !
v ' ] R
TEN
I

seek the judgment ogztechnical experts within my firm

-~ s ’
3. turn over the assignment responsibility to another consultant

4. other (please SPECifyj

Comments:

:

When selecting an alternative solution to recommend to a client

usually: (check one)

1

)

’

. ’ )
rely on my own experience and.approach té resolve the problem

l. try to put myself in the client's shoes

2, do what I think is best

“ay

[
' v

- have completed my analysis

4. other (please specify)

Comments:

find there is usually only one: alternative by the tlme 1

(

V.10

&

“a
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705
706
707

Leasr Liker

. “70%
709

o

uiil
212
13

%

Personal problem solvinp style - part 2

Suppose you discovered that the time for a project was insufficient
to carry it out as you originally planned, and the client will not

" authorize 'an extension. Which of the following steps would you be

most likely to take? Least likely? (Check up. to three in each -
Column. ) - : .

Most  Least
. Likely Likely

1) Cut back on your aspirations regarding the
scope of 'the assignment or the range of the ) () ()
recommendations, while adhering to the terms L - T
of reference. . . }

2) lxgy to work faster. ' ) \ X ) ()
3} Stick t6 the original objectives but do not

charge the overrun to, the client (work at ( ) ’ ()
nights, weekends, etc.) -

L) Al ° o
4) Reduce the time devoted to‘fact finding. ( ) ’ ( )
5)" Reduce the time devoted to analysis. () ()
6) Instead of tailoring a solution specific to the
client, recommend one which worked in a similar ( )— ’ (‘)
situation. | -
7) Spend less time, on communications with the client, () (')
pre-testing the recommendations.
8) Spend less time on the .report. o . () ()
|
9) Other. (describe) ' ' () - ()
Comments:

«

In your cdnsulting assignments; what are the most frequent sources -
of your proposed solutions? (Rank top three, 1" beifig most
importadnt.) o o .

P

ok b
) ‘ Rank
1) Text books and articles describing how others have ()
;approached such problems.
2) . Advice from colleagues andqoutﬁide contacts. ()
3) Reports in ypur firm library\describing similar )
engagements . e ‘
)

4) Professors of your acquaintance. ‘ (

(Continued on next page.)

B

Y



71y

s

6
717

Continued . )

5) Mostly your ow; experience. & (I )
6) Your supervisorl . s ‘ ‘ ( J.
7; Other‘(pleése describe) 1 ( )

In what circumstances do you get your best ideas? (Check top four
and underline choice in parentheses as appropriate).

1

1) While -working alone in your office (writing, calculating, (
designing, relaxing). /& )
. . v o
2) In conversation with one other person {(client, fellow . (

consultant); (formal conversation, informal conversation).

v3)l In meetings with a number of peoplé (problem-solving sessions, (

presentations). ‘ ’
4y whi e'working with equipment, : . (
N ' "
5) ile working with sales people. K
63 ile reading (téchnical journals, operatikg manuals, o , ( ,
about competitors). - ¢ ;
7) While driving. ‘ (

8) Durirg sports events (spectator, participant). - : (

9) While eatiangs .

10) While walking. ' : l v o (
11) In bed (during the night:lnapping, dreaming). x\ (
12) While watching TV. ) =z "\\ (
13) While listening ;o music. J (
14) Other (describé) \ - o (

) Not at

. Frequently Som?times Rarely All
To what extent do you find ’
you can apply packaged ; ' e
techniques or. solutions ’
already developed by you

.or your firm? . 4 ( 3 2

» .17




“ b , ‘ Not at
Frequently SometiQQ§ Rarely All

. B

o what extent do you use
quantitative ‘methods in

your work? '
- regressién analysis “ 3 2 ? 1 /
,\-(lingar programming 4 3 2 1
; .
- statisticd& forecasting 4 3 2. 1 >
- other séétistical packages 4 3 2 1 ) \,
- s*imu/Lé/tion . .- 4 3 2 1
- financial modelling 4 . 3 2 1
— ‘ N
4 . .
\ / ] K . . s
F 2 -
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Personal problem solving style - part 3

2

Fact-finding styles

Two approaches to a diagnostic sdrvey are given. below. You. are
asked to decide if either (or both) in some way describe(s) the
approach you use. . : . ) v

Approach A ’ _ o

<

The individual with approach A is able to prepare and follow a
detailed workfplan which defines the nature of the information
sought, the source of the information, and the order ip which
it will be gathered. ‘

Such an individual has often made an initial classification of ¢t
problem (and the likely range of solutions) which he will retain
unless subsequent information causes him to discard it. In the
latter case, he will select a new model, revise the work plan
and continue in an iterafi3e fashion, In the process he gives
early attention not only to the formilation of the problem but
' to the criteria (implicit or explicit) which will determine a”
"satisfactory' outcome.

v
o

T

he

™

L] -
He frequently uses checklists and ‘carries out structured, rather”

than unstructured, interviews., One of the features of this appr
is a fairly clear appreciatiopn, at any time of:

i

- fhe inforhation‘remaiﬁihg to be gathered, and [
-+ the conclusions which the individual feels are warranted at

that stage, .

These are usually advanced with relative confidence.

The process of fact-finding (and analysis) is terminated when a
conckusion has been formulated satisfying the initial criteria.o
time runs out. There are rarely any major surprises in the fina

conclusions and any overruns of time are foreseen relatively ear
in .the process., ’ _ - , . - ’
Approach B . ~ .

The imdividual with approach B.resists a detailed work plan. He
may prepare one if asked to but afterwards he pays little attent
to'it., He is usually unable to’ articulate the schepa or model h

is following when fact, gathering. To an outside observer, he
appears to operate by evaluating the information as it comes in

" before deciding what to do next. His mode is acuisitive, as he

. 8eeks to collect a wide range of data, from seemingly meaningles
detail to important facts,

He does not often use checklists and his interviews are geneiél}y

unstructured. During 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 unable to define very clearly).. Wh
a variety of conclusions may be beginning to emerge, he does not

oach

r
1
ly

'

ion
e

v

8

v

ile

T
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)
.

_appear to have a strong commitment to most of them.

JIf so, how?

IV, 15

Finally, when the deadline approaches, he stops collectinéfinformation
and switches to data sifting and analysis. Not -all of the data will

be used. Conclusions and confidence are built up rapidly. Unforeseen
conclusions or solutions may surface and fairly significant. overruns
ma& develop, on occasion, which were nat anticipated. .

~ ‘e

Check only one ‘ , ‘ . ’ CL e

1.3 1 freéuencly adopt an approach siﬁilar to A above. ( '\)
2. 1 frequently adopt an approach similar to B:above. ()
3. 1 believe that I can use eith;r approach (A or B) l ()

depending on the circumstances.

h

4. I don't recognize my approach as being either A or B. () I

Comments:

~

¥

Does the amount of time that has been budgeted for the survey in
any way ®ffect which approach you might use?

o 1. Yes ( ) )
c -

’ 2. No ( )

I

Two approaches to a'‘complex dlagnostic survey are descrlbed below.
You are again asked to decide if either (or both) in some ‘way | -
describe (s) the approach you might use,

Approach C - ’
%

This individual carries out his fact-finding 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 together.

- Pass# 2 adds more details about each:

- Fact-finding continues in this fashion until the individual feels
that he understands the operation and is in a position to assemble '

'

1

and test his conclusions.



77

ty ’ ¢

Approach D : ' !

The individual with approach D divide®-the problem (or process) into

components (e g functional areas). He then proceeds to assess each
component thoraughly and independently, one after the other, COnClUSLOHS

being developed regarding each separately
.assembled 1nto a coherent whole

His flndlngs are then

The difference between the two approaches described above ‘is perhaps
best demonstrated.byian example.

.Suppose you have been asked 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
replenishment.

: :

The work plan for approach C might consist of
three separate levels of fact- finding

- The first, allocatxng 1-2 days to each of the
. four areas to gain an appreciation 'of the
5c0pe of the activities,. the practices
employed and the inter-relationships
between the areas.

- The'second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days
to each, to obtain more details,

'

The third, of up to a week in each for a
complex situation, going into the level
’ b(\i;tail required to understand the
operation to the extent necessary to
locate problems and anomalies, 2
The work pLan for approach Q might consist of
four separate two-week segments. In each, the
component., such as production planning, would
be explored in detail. After the eight weeks,
the findings would be tied together into a
coherent whole.

Y i

In a complex diagnostic survey: (Check only one.) .

I frequently adopt an approach similar to C.

1 frequently adopt an approach similar to D.

1 believe that I can use either approach (C or D).

I don't recognize my approach as being either C or D,

(
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\

Factors decfactiqg from;pro1ect success
\

Whef syou look back there must have been assignments you worked on

~ which were less 5ucce§sful than you would have wished. Please |
check the four reasons which in your experience were most responsible.
(Select the four least successful assignments-in your memory and
give the reasons for these.)

1. From the start the client-had no intention of taking any

action (i.e he was initiating the assignment for political S0
yeasons ). _ ’ ,

2. The magnitude and complexity of the assignment were under- . { )
estimated by the consultant during the initial survey:

3. The roles of the consultant and client were not clearly ¢ )

,defined"at the Outseta .

. - ‘ { ,

4, The consultant did not address the real problem bothering ¢ )¢
the client, - . ’

. 5. The consultant recognlzed the real problem but was unable to )
) obtain the sponsor s acceptance. ' (

6. The cllent s expectations regarding the assignment were . ¢ )
differentMrom those of the consultant. :
7. The consultant was pressured by the client to mdke recommen- ( )'
dations he did not believe in. '
- PR
8. The solution was xnapproprlate for the cllent (e.g '"'too much ().
too soon') or infeasible. : e
. ' C
9. The project was dropped because the benefits did not 1ustify the ()
costs of implementation. - I i

160. The ‘client was not sold on the recommendations and/or the - ()
+ expected benefits,

11, Conditions changed which were outside of the consultant's control ( )’
(e.g the sponsor changed jobs). )

Py

12. Clieqt'personnel did not support the project. : p ()
13. 1Serious difficulties arose during the assignment (e g client k )
- sabotage) which should have been resolved at the time but which
were not .
IA.IIhere were difficulties with a subcontractor: - ( ))
15. The operating consultant had tqQ work within terms of reference )
with which he did not agree, ¥

.

(Continued on next page.)
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Lo Wy,

’ v .
Continued ‘ Al .o«
16. The supervisor and the consultant disagreed on the nature
problem, the approach and/or the solution which would be
' appropriate. : .
!
17. We were reporting to the wrong sponsor.
18. The solution-was too technical for the client's
: understanding. o .
19. The solution was techniéally fnvalid.
20. . Other (describe) p
72% . ~ o
72?_ ‘ ' A -
720 LT |
| | o
-« "
) .
r
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. o . Do
- © ﬂ
- oo SECTION V ,
: THE WORK ENV TRONMENT '
N\ N “ ! W
Workload and home life
How many hours a week do you uﬁuzﬂly work on "office" work” i 00

Does your work ever -require an env1ronment for thought where you will
not be interrupted? . -,
. 1.. agreat deal ( )

2. some ( ) ' /

3  hardly ;my (). \

" About how much time (in hours) do you need each day for uninterrupted ( +)

analytical work (design, thinking, planning, etc.)?

I

Do you have any problem in finding this time at work?

., e

’ 1.

w

1.
« 2, \
How many weelg nighvts, on average, are you out: of town because ()

of your work? -(Use the past 12 months as a frame of reference).
How much do the following upset homelife? Indicate the degree
of interference of each item using the following scale:

s 1. a very great deal of interference
2. a great deal of interference '
3. a moderate amount of interference
4. some interference. , ,
. 5. little or no interference. K
a. Uncertainty of trips, dates, duration. L ()
b. Uncertainty of time of return home from the office. () ,

c. Home office location (i.e. radius within which must 'live). ( ) =

d. Length of time away from home. . - ) ¢ ) v
. B ‘ |
e. Thinking about work while at home. ’ )
. ’ . 'Q
(Continued on next page.) ‘ N .
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7. Cdnéigagakh~A

g. Qther (please specify) __

8. Do you have any ideas how engagements migﬁt be magaged tb reduce

“
¢ .
"
. .
—
N

f. Bringing work home.

a

o

¥
! > the amount of stress and personal hardship experienced.by the
consultant and:-his family? , , O ‘
‘ -v ’ ’ 2
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B. Working with others

~

o

1, Each person comes to a firm with his own previous experiences and

background (the kinds of groups he has worked with,the specialist
_ skills he has developed, the kinds of problems he has dealt with,

etc ).

How similar or different do you feel your current woérk

colleagues and you are along these lines of previous experience and

N background?

1.

2

7 s

.
©

. ' ~ Comments:

o

¢

4 -2,

‘Extremely different

Extremely similar

(Check one)

’ (

Quite a bit more different than similar al

\

Slightly more different than similar

.

( !

Slightly more similar than different . (

)

)
)‘

)

Quite a bit more similar than different’ ( )

Many consulting ,firms have a number of hierarchieal levels (e.g.
partner, principal, manager; etc.) \

e (- )

, ' {
a. Does ygur firm have wmore than three levels for professional staff?

V.3

> . .
1. yes () ‘ :
; 750 : F
’ ‘ , 2. no () .
( b In your view, what is the role of such levels in a conqulting
practice? (Rank, "1" being most important to "4" for least important.)

rz;|" i) To determine fee rate ()

él v Y3 iii To.match the levels of client organizations ( l)
K i 53 -1ii)} To indicate role differences within the firm Q( )’
} 'z;# iv) To indicate seniority within the firm (', ’&

p ° .-} ‘v)  Other {describe) f ( )

Comments:

S

A\

o

»

<



3. In general, how much choice are you able to exercise in“determining
the task or project you will be involved in? (Check one)

R 1. almost no choice ( )

. 2. very little choice ( )

7&%; . . 3  some choice . ( )
- 4. a moderate amount of choice ( ) .

/ N
. 5. quite a bit of choice (Y

. 6. a great deal of choice ( )

‘ Y v

Comments: :
w

4. Once you have a task or project to work.on, the freedom or authority
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
autonomous gre.you? {Check one.) ' -

" 1. almost Mo freedom ) /( )
’ 2. very little freedoé - ()
'757 ‘ ’ /\ 3. so;ne freedom . ( )
4. a moderate amount of freedom ( )
- , 5. quite a bit of freedom ( )
2 a great deal of fr;edom ( )

Commentsa

)

‘o

5. 1In general, which eof the following statements most nearly represents
_the type of work relationship that exists between you and your
: superiors? (Check one)

1. We don't discuss things very much and I make most of ()

the decisions.
—75%

2. Me discuss things a great deal and my decision is usually (' )

adopted.
~ ‘3, We discuss things a great deal and come to a mutual ()
g~ decision regarding the task at hand.

(Continued on next page.) 7

5%
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Continued 7

4. We discuss things a great deal and his decision is usually ( )
+ adopted . ‘ )

5. We don't discuss things very much and his de/cisio_n‘ is = (
Ysually adopted. : \

Comments: ‘ ) ﬂ U
%a ' )

* . v

.  During the period that you have been with your present firm; how

many different supervisors hdve you worked with?

Many consulting firms have made it a policy that no consultant ever
works alone on an assignment.. The role of this second'individual,
who is generally a more senior member of the firm, may vary from
supervisor to back-up specialist.  Indicate from your experience
which roles are most common. Then (in the second column) indicate
the role which you would prefer for him. ' (Check ‘as many as

appropriate}. , ‘
. S Most |
N Common ' Preferred

a. Carry out the preliminary survey. 70 () T772( )
- T \ .
b. Develop'the detailed 'work plan. 76l () TB( )
c¢. Get into detail and direct .the day- ‘ : ’

to-day activities, o ) 762 ( ) 77"‘( )
d. Provide technical guidance, , ) 2632 () _ 77{( )
e.. Run "interference" with the client. ° 26 () () ’
f. Act as a sounding board for your i’deas.'?‘!f(‘f ) '7'77( )

\ ‘ “ .

g. Participate in-developing the recommmen- , \ .
+ ¢ dations. ' 7“( ) ’77?( :
h. Help to evaluate the alternatives. from ‘ )

the client's point of view. - :767( ) 777 (),
N /o i ‘ . )
L. Act as a surrogate client to identify ' '

where the presentation is unclear or the7@ ) c9s0( )-

-rargument udcofivincing. . ' )

. Play a major role in writing the report.7q( ) ‘7?1( )

(Continued on riext_page.)
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Continued-" Co Most

Common Preferred

k. oéher (describe) ; 0T T 2T T

l. Don't have t:h\is arrangement in our firm. 771 ( . ) 783 (

Comments: .

'

s
i ' . 9

The approath or “"strategy" in tackling an assignment can vary
(e.gf. where you start, what concepts or methods you use, what
sequence of steps you follow, etc.). When you are talking

over a client problem with a) your supervisor b) your colleagues
c) your clients, to what extent do you find yourself adopting
similar’' or different approaches? (Check one space under each
column.) X . ‘

)

With ¢ With " With
Supervisors Colleagues Clients
1.. Almost always\ d‘i‘fferent.‘ —R‘f( } 7?5( ) 786(
7.  Often more different th:;m : (). () (
similar. )
:3. *iM'gre different than similar.. (( ) ) ,( . ) (
4. More similar than different.. g' ) ‘ () (
5. gf;en more similar than (. ) ' ‘ () - (”
ifferent. '
6. Almost always similar, | o () ¢ ) ) (
7. Not applicable, ~ “(») ( . ) (
Corfxmentsi /// S
B

As an operétiﬁg consultant, youf experience in working on a team
with other consultants has been the following: ‘(Do not consider
partner or supervisor "on the team" unless he was "operating'.)

’ % of the time

) i

As a “teax‘n of 1 ' ( )

With 1 other .. ( 7 ‘

With 2 others oy o -
/ Wi‘.t?\ more \th::gn 2 -others . i'( )

- - ' Total: 100% S

)

a

o



1

b (dollaborationggx specialist

V.7

%

v

10. Do you prefer to work by yourself or with other consultants? (Check one.)

g, 1. alone - () )
§ L :
2 with others ( ) , K
i
3  a mixture ( ) .
Comments : P ’
1
In your experience, how many consultants are usua}ly assigned to ( )

a project (including the supervisor)?

Three different kinds of collaboration among team members have

been *identified., FEach is described below. 1In the first column

{indicate the kind of collaboration that you usually experience

with other consultants on the team (giving a % breakdown). In

the second column give your ranked preference. .
3 1

' My preference

Rank
("1" most preferred
etc.)

ﬂ; experience
%

a. Cold-war collaboration:
{
Members of the team are of equal
status but very competitive, each
trying to outdo the other. Colla-
boration is minimal. Each appears
to be trying to minimize his own
risk and workload while maximizing
his recognition. ~ 8

793, 796 -
¢ ) ) :

v

divisfon of labour:

\

There .is a 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 boundaries. "

c. Creative collaboration'
L}

There is initial ambiguity

regarding the task .roles. Each
. member feels free to "invade' the - . 798
specialist domaingof the other? s \ o
Eventually the roles are clarified'. ¢ ) () ,
but they need not follow specialist ) ‘ v -

boundaries. -

1
il
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Pefformance feedback
—

Comments: &)

Comments:

What is the frequency of forma

a

b

¢

1.

After each assignment

7/
e

1 ;res ()
2; ‘na ¢ ()
3  supposed to .( )
General feedback:

1 weekly ( )
2. monthly ¢ )
3 ' quarterly ( )\

4. semi anually ( ) ,b

5 annually ()

How .standardized are formal criteria?

1

7.

3.

4

5

3

extremely standardized (virtually the same
across all assignments)

moderately standardized

2

somewhat standardized

somewhat unstandardized
) .
moderately unstandardized

6 ektremély uns tandardized -

Comments" - »

performance feedback?
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V.9

S
How important-are formal criteria in practic'e? .
1. informal seem f;r more important ( ) )
?. informal seem slightly more important ()
3. informal and formal equally rated () \
4. formal slightl; more important ( ) I ' d
5. fo;mal far more important . ( )
6. criteria so unclear, impossible to estimate ’( ) .

Comments: .,

For you, what would be the highest hpnour you could achieve in
your work?

Commernits:

+

What percentage of your consulting talent do you feel has been
utilized in your years with your present consulting firm? (Check one).

LS

1. 207 or less ()

2. between 20% and 40% ( )

3. [between 40% and 60% (
4. between 60% and 80% ( ) , *
% 1
.5, 80% or more ) ()

Comments:

3 v

When you want to talk over personal problems relating to your career
development, or when you want advice concerning how to 'deal with a
particular (non-technical) problem, to whom do you usually turn?

1. A supervisor or part'neg to whom you relate () .

2. Someone assigned within the firm to counsel you ( )

3. Another consultant within the firm ( ) B} -'
1_4. Someone outsgide the firm ' -y ¢ )

5. Such probl?zms‘ don‘;t usﬁally arise ¢ )

(Continued on next page.). " NS
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10, The dislocation of your home life created by the ()

Continued 2

6. 1 really don't have anyone to talk to () \ ,
7. Other kplease specify)h, . ¢ )

Comments:’ . e

In deciding whether or not you would remain with a consulting firm,
how do you rank the following considerations? (Assign a rank of n"
for theé most important to “9'" for least important), |

1. The extent to which you can control your own time. )

2,¢" The degree to which you feel your values must be
compromised in order to advance (e.g partner or ()
director), or remain in the firm.

o

3. The extent to which you are assigned to those ()

projects you prefer. . )
4. The degree to which you are satisfied with the ()

amount of money you earn. »
5. The extent to which you work with people yougy, ( ) -

enjoy.
6. The degree to which you feel able to influence () .

’ consulting firm policy. . ‘ v

7. The extent to which you feel you are being "

challenged or to which your talent is being ¢ )

utilized,
8. The extent to which you have supervisory authority ()

and-responsibility. .

9. The degree to which you feel confident of promotion, ( )

pressures and travel of' consulting work,

11. The degree of autonomy you are given on your

b -

assignments in deciding how to approach the . )
problem, the work timetable, etc. ‘ . \

Comments: ' . : \ f
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1. Participant code:

SECTION VI

PERSONAL - BACKCROUND

\

2. Age  20-25 31-35 - h1-45
[ 26-30  36-40-____ 46-50 ___ over 50
3. BUSINES‘S, EXPERIENCE
.
a. Line vs Staff
Amplifying
‘ v No. of years Comments
T3 As external, consultant
32 In a linpe position .
T3 In a staff* position o
?3«-( Other (specify) )
' .o Total Q},i

b. Functional Area

‘

Give approximate 7 breakdown of your experience

area.
systems were developed.)
B J

|35 General Management

{3 Finance

®37 « Accounting, budgeting & control

=% Marketing & distribution

839 Production oxr operations

BHO 'Iietsonnel

T4, Corporate planning

Y2 Engineering

43 Data processing operations

Sy Research and development
Government o
Program management

34{—? Economit analysis
Program evaluation

46 Other

To tzl

(If you have worked in Systems, use area

>

10C

by functional
for which

’

*Sraff in this context is taken to mean working in a function'w

pi=-

with a research, planning, design, or advisory responsibility.
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d.

s

1

Type of Business

-
¥

Give approximate % of breakdown of your experieﬁée by type:of

business. (Include your consulting assignments.)

>8

Government (fed.,-prov. or municipal) o
Manufacturing (incl. réfini%g and Food proc.) -
Agriculture (incl. meat, poultry, dairy) ( ‘
Mining & Forest Products ) ‘ ,
Financial Institution (incl. insurance)

Utilities (electric, telephone, gas)

Transportation (incl. trucking)
Cg

Para-public institutions (hospitals, education
etc.) '

Other ]
Total © 7100
i

P
Size of business

Give approximate 7 breakdown of your experience by size of

business. (For consulting — use the size of the client organiz- |

ation not the consulting firm. For government departments -

use size of department.)

e

No of employees

1 - 20
20 - 100
100 - 1,000
1,000 - 10,000 ' ' .
10,000 - 100,000 _ o
over 100,000 ' ‘

' iy Total 100

VI.

.

3

?
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A

4., TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY

Check the one which applies’ in each row. -

. .
Medium High

(Familiar (Accep- °

with most . ted as
"of the an

concepts)  expert)

t

None Low
- (Familiar
-7 o with ‘some
of the
concepts)
Specialty
L2 Finance & investment
FL3 Cost accounting & control - ﬂ
' %Ly Data processing systems <
@Ls Organization design -
%6l Quantitative methods t
" @(;7 Industrial engineering
<% Psychology & org. behaviour °

BT Computer programming

®70 Computer hardware

<70 Telecommunications

Other .
372 N \
5. SUPERVISORY EXPERIENCE (Idg}ude your consulting experience)
Size of staff No. of years
1 -5
873 }¢ 6 - 25
26 - 100

ovetr 100
6. EDUCATION

Give details on university education,

‘ " No. of Subject
Country years Degree, Specialties -
1. . .
2. .
3. *

Add information on any other specialty training you have received:

'

<6"7"/ -5 Hiswesr Deeree

)

7S = Hme HBA - Mo NBA

R T76_ > mepr #/

VI,

3



7.

157 \8

10.

g

11.

33|

12,

¥8Z

13.

14,

884 |

." UPBRINGING OR EARiY SCHOOLING OUTSIDE CANADA

TR ! .

BUSINESS OR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE OUTSIDE CANADA .

]

+No of years

Country Government Private Sector Other (spec.)
L. «
2.
h— AN
93.

Country - No. of years
_1.
2. ¢ )
3. N

MILITARY EXPERIENCE

No. of years
Full-time Part-time |

)

S\,

Which sports did you play while at school?

Language - Mother tongue
y 1. English - ( )
2. French ¢ ) -

3, Other )

"1f you specialize in a particular area, please indicate which:

(functional, industry or technical specialty)

Sex
I. Male ( )

2. Female ( ) 0

~o,

Do you have children under 17 years of age living at home?
1. Yes ( )

2.. No (- )

. '
~
M -
.~

vi.4
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15. Do you make extensive use of clubs? (Golf clubs, business «clubs,

WS -

1.

f

2,

" Extensive (

)
Moderate  ( ‘)
Hardly any (' )

)

None - (¢

4
.
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» OBSERVATIONS RE CONSULTANT EFFECTIVENESS 7

, ‘ % rr% :

Note: The questions in the main refer to the ;nd1v1dual s effectiveness
as a problem‘solver/change agent not his strengths régﬁrdlng business
development.)

N
0

Re: Consultant ° e

i
i be

1. What do you consider to be his (her) field of sPecialization? (functional,
industrial or technical)

<
~ /
2. How well do you know him: . . )
p
Very Fairly ‘
! ‘ Well Well Well . Remotely
o~
\48. 17 - socially . 1 2 3 4 g
C?gx) - professionally I . 2 3 4

* 3. In vhat capacityodo you know him professionally? ( Complete more“than
one, if appropriate.) /|

¢ =Y

Approx. No.
of Contact Weeks
QO( - 1 was his supervisor ‘ « ) ﬂ
9072 ' - We worked together ( )
qoz - other (describe)- K ( )
Above Below Don™t R

Exceptional Average- Average Average Weak Know

4. How would you l .
assess his general ‘ . -
performance
for the following ’ . -
stages of an / ’
asfignment:

a) in identifying , — .
?C){ problems that °
. were not speci- . o

‘ fied in Terms : PR ¢ .
o? Reference. 5 4 ’3 2, 1. ¢

-

L



S orwmmbdiid

¢ ; - T IIX.2

Above Below Don't
A Exceptional Average Average Average Wedk Know
b) .in diagnosing a‘
" complex -problems: .
(f()f - technical 5 4 . 3 2 1. ¢
% L organizat§ona}~ 5 4 3 9 7 1 d
¢) in prescribing [
i (developing
workable solutions):
. b ' * .
907 - technical aspects 5" A 3 2 1. ¢
czb? - organizational 5. 4 ’ 3 2 . 1 8 '
. /./ o :
d) in obtaining accept- o ’
q ance for his recom- ’ ) ‘ , .
D? mendations 5 4 3 .2 01 g
Comments:
. € , ! '
5. What is your assessment ‘ ' -
of his effectiveness in ) .
the following capacities: !' X
a) communicator - - j
’ i) oral 4
QO - person to person 5 . o4 3 2 1 g
91 - group.presentations 5 R "3 2 1 ¢
"7 « interact with “ .
VA groups 5 [ 3. . 2 1 )
9(3 ii) writtem -5 4 - 3 2 f ¢
b) tactician- (able )
., to anticipate and i
. QH overcome potential ) X : )
) client objections) 5 4 3 - 2 1 ]
. . ¢) developer of new i \ .
Qs business 5 4 .3 2 1 ¢
d) contributor to the ) ,
'consulting firm's ~ , o
o reputation : 5 4 3 2 1 @
' > e)-supervisor or project” - . ' ‘ ) ) »
q'-{ leader 5 .4 _ 3 2 1 ¥
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Above Below Don't
- ,
Exceptional Average . Average Average Weak Know

[P

e e el

PRSI

N PO
pRrena—

U sy

4

923

724

925
%20,
Q27

728

£) specialist consultant

k)

1)

o)

1))

to other consultants

developer of consult-
ing staff

contributor to team
effort on an assign-
ment

ability to get client
acceptance and co-
operation

developer of new
packages or new areas
of the .practice

ability to apply strong

conceptual skills to
resolve complex

. problems

3

ability to meet
deadlines, stay
within budgets; etc.
ability to work to

a detailed work plan

ability to operate

with little supervision

Y,
ability to identify

clients needs

ability to come up
with a different
(practical) approach
to a problem r

Comments:



* ‘ . 111.4

Above “ Below Don't
Exceptional Average Average Average Weak Know

+ 6. How do you think he is
viewed on the technical
" level: . — ,

. i a) clients see hiﬁ as an N - , .
/ %:B? expert inﬁhis field 5 4 3 2 1 @

b) colleagues view him - »

3 as being up-to-date .
~930  in his fleld 5 - 4 3 2 IS

" ¢) he is respected

L é/ by fellow pro-
C? fessionals in

his specialty ' ‘ . :
(outside the firm) 5 . 4 3 2 1 8 o
d) he has contributed .
932 to advancements in : . . o
his field 5 4 3 2 1 ¢ 1
. - * ' . ())‘
Comments! : T ) T .
: ~

7. How would you assess his
over-all effectiveness as
a management consultant
(problem solver/change

933 azent)? .5 “ 3 2 1 8
N i
Comments: . 4
-~ W
- A .

3

/ v - .
8.a.In what kind of situations does he perform most effectively?

-

b. Do you believe that he is a potential\partner?
‘1. Definitely ( )
" 2. Possibly (,

3. Unlikely o

"
4. Definitély not (
5. Don't know ’ ) “ j

- [ - —g



1

Very
§ ‘Suitable -Suitable Suitable Unsuitable
\

1

Not very, Proﬁagiy

Don't
Know

9. A variety of assign-
ments ‘are given ’

below., Give your

4 assessment of his
likely suitability
for these tasks,

a)

b)

427

c)

G3%

G43

L3

implement a well

tested and docu-o
mented package in
his area . 4

manage a large

project team
comprising client

and consultant

staff - 4
handle an assignment
which has sensitive, ~
political aspects -
such as getting
members of .a family
business to agree to
hire an outside general

manager 4 -

»

[

evaluate candidates
for a senior execu-
tive position 4

‘collect information

through structured
interviews 4

act in a line capa-
city for a peried,

to help a ient ot
over a st ing
4

problem

_act as an expert’

witness in a court
case 4

help to resolve

a problem where

there are several
different opinions
among the senior
executives and there

is no time to gather
relevant facts-- |, . &

/ .

i

3/
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-

Very o Not very Probably Don't
‘Suitable Suitable Suitable Unsuitable Know

1) work with large
corporations with
, sophisticated staff
on.a complex
Q‘M assignment within. .
his specialty 4 3/ 2 1 ¢

3) carry out a
diagnostic survey
in a difficult
q L{é' (non technical) ‘ N
area where he
has had no N ‘
direct experience 4 . 3 2 Co 1 )

Comments:

10. Personal characteristics

el

lgl.ease rate the consultant on each of the adjective dimensions below,
Circle the numberh in each row which is closest to the one which best
describes him,

Q4 1. Active .Y 2 3 4 5 6. 7  Reflecting

q4{7 2, Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hesitant . ;

gyg 3. Logical "1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Intuitive 3 \
k. Detached 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Involved

L .

qgo 5. Innovative 1 2.3 &% 5 6 7 Conventional
QS| 6. Generalist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Specialist.
" 952 7. Flexible 1 .2 3 & 5 6 7 Single-minded

9\53 8. Téar/n‘n‘uember 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7' Independent

ng. g, Acaden:ic 1 2 3 & 5 6 1 'Pragmacicx
955 10. Persuasive 1 ‘&2 3 4 5 6 7 ‘TUnconvincing
9t 11. Cautious’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impulsive
57 12. Talker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Listener
958 13. Unambitious' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Avcbitious
~ '
° - o
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1.

a)

e
0 13-
R| 16-
a2 17.
%3 1?.
qeq 19+
Q(Og 20.
A 21-
267 22.
Qs 2.

Personal problem solving style~

Open

frecisé
Unplanned
Facts
Critical
Undisciplined
Global
Complex

Last minute

Lin;

Fact;fihding styles

Two approaches to a diagnostic survey are given below,
asked to decide if either (or both) in some way de5cr1be(s) -the

approach he uses,

Approach A

The individual with approach A is able éq prepare and follow a
detailed work plan which defines the nature of the information

45
6 s
4 5
4 s
415
b s
4 5
o s
4 5
4 s

’

|
Politital
Vague .
Scheduled
Ideas
Uncfitical
Disciplined
Detailed
UncbmplicaFed
On time

Staff

sought, the source of the information, and the order in which

it will be gathered.

-

Yoy are

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 discard it,

al#atter case, he will select a new model, revise the wark plan

i

and continue in an iterative fashion,
‘early attention not only to the formulation of the problem but

In the process he gives

to the criteria (implicit or explicit) which will determine a

He frequently uses checklists and carries out structured, rather

"satisfactory' outcome.

-

than unstructured, interviews.

-

the information remaining to be gathered, and
the conclusions which the 1ndiv1dua1 feels are warranted at

that stage.

14

One of the features of this approach
is a fairly clear appreciation, at any time of:

\

\
kY

i

/

- In the

\

I1L.7
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These are usually advanced with relative codfidence.

» The process of fact- andxng (and analysis) is “terminated when a -
conclusion has been formulated satisfying the initial criteria or
time runs out. There are rarely any major surprises in the final
conclusions and any overruns of time are foreseen relatively early —
in the process,

Approach B P

\ The individuwal with approach B resists a detailed work plan. He
may prepare one if asked to but afterwards he pays little attention
to it. He is usually unable to articulate the schema or model he
is following when fact gathering. To an outside observer, he
appears to operate by evaluating the information as it comes in*
before deciding what to do next. His mode is acquisitive, as he
seeks to collect a wide range ‘of data, from seemingly meaningless :
deta11 to important facts.

He does not often use checklists and his interviews are generally
unstructured. During 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 unable 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. -

¢
l

Finally, when the deadline approaches, he stops collecting information
and switches to data sifting and analysis. . Not all of the data will

bé used. Conclusions and confidence are built up rapidly. Unforeseen
conclusions or solutions may surface and fairly significant overruns /
may develop, ‘on occasion, which were not anticipated.

'

Check only one.

-~

1. He frequently adopts an approach sihilar to A above. (")

v

C%in 2. He frequently adopts an approach similar to B above. ¢ )

3. I believe that he can use either, approach (A or B) (9
depending on the circumstances '

4. I don't recognize his approach -as being either A or B. K' )

oy

Conments:

b) Does the amount 6f time ‘that has béen budgeted for the survey in
any way affect which approach he might use? '

1. Yes ¢ )

970 ‘ ‘ ' B

2. No ( ) / v

If so, how?
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c)

r [
[ .

- -

Two approaches to 4 complex diaghostic survey are described below.
You are again asked to 'decide if either (or both) in some way
describe(s) the approach he might use.

N

Approach C
. &

"passes" of

This individual carries out his fact4finding in
progressively greater defail.

- Passf 1l gives him an idea of the various compgﬁents of the
problem, or process, and how they generally fit together,

- Passt 2 adds more_ details about each:

L3
1

- ~

- Fact-finding continues in this fashion until the individual feels
that he understands the operatlon and is in a position to assemble
and test his conclusions

~

Approach D
€

The individual with approach D divides the problem (or process) into
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 &
assembled into a coherent whole,

‘The difference between the two approaches described abowe is perhaps

best demonstrated by an example. —

Suppose you have been dsked to study a finished
goods inventory management problem in a I
manufacturing firm. The four functional areas
concerned are: production planning, sales
forecasting, order processing, and warehouse
replenishment. .

- The work plan for approach € might consist of
three separate ‘levels of fact-finding:

- The first, allocating 1-2 days te each of the
four areas to gain an appreciation of the
scope of the activities, the practices '
employed and the inter-relationships ° A
_between the areas. ;

' i

- The second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days

to each, to obtain more details,

i
)

- The third, of up to a week in each for a
complex situation, going into the level
of detail required to understand the
operation to the extent necessary to - P
{ locate problems and anomalies.



The work plan for approach D might consist of
'four separate two-week segments, In each, the
component, such as production planning, wbuld
be explored in detail, After the eight weeks,
the findings would be tied together into a
coherent whole. 1

In a complex diagnostic survey: (Check only one.)

1., He ﬁfequently adopts an approach similar to C, \ ()
A’/ )

2. He frequently adopts an approach similar to D, b, ()
3. 1 believe that he can use either approach’ (C or D). - (/)

4, 1 don't recognize his approach as being either C or D. (, )

The approach or "strategy" in tackling an assignment can vary
(e.g. where you start, what concepts or methods you use, what'
sequence of steps you follow, etc.). When you are discussing a
client problem with him, to what extent do you find him advocating
approaches which are similar to, or different from, your own? -

1. Almost always different
2. Often more/different than similar
3.. More different than similar

More similar than different

(
(
(
(
(
(
(

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

5. Often more similar than different
x 6. Almost always similar ’
7. Don't know how to answer this
t‘Comments:
>
| .
. . .
‘ (4
- -
o L '

&
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Questionnaire No. 3: The Supervisor's Views and Background
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e

B.

. K

General views on consulting . " ' ; ST N

Please indicate your reaction to thegfollowmg statements by citcling
the approprxate number. :

9
. o
' f ]

‘ . ‘Agree " " No - Disagree 2
Strongly Agree Opmlon Dlsagree Strongly

There are some situations ) . ’ \
where the operating consult- .
ant's value to a client s ¢ Ty .

. continues to increase with ’ P g

L 1 n ‘ ) 0
- 3 a . \ g 3 4
S \ S ‘

his experience (i.e. a . . o
consultant with 10 years's oot ' . - e
relevant experience is . N o .
worth more than a consult- o T o X :
ant with only 5 years): S R 2. 3" 4 - 5

If you agree, can you give B : -
an example: . o . ' A

) . B, ;
. f . 4 L S o y -
In general it is unreahm S . . -
to expect much innovation fr o B
a management consultant because: N ‘

a) there is no time for re- ' :
search 1 2 3 4. 5,

b) clients should not be .
treated as guinea pigs

o e
N
W
”
v

Kl

Comments: ' . ‘ ' - ' (

Most consultants tend to - . *
rely on' their own resources v '
rather than seek the adyice ' -
of other consultants in the . Ny NEEPEEEN ot .
firm. " 1 2. 3 R T

A ]
Ll

This is due to: . . ; . . .

a) time and bugget pressures 1 2 . 3 4 s o’

b) a consultant's strong Corf .
feeling of self-confi— ‘ s - it
dence . 1 . 2 3 , 4 . "

c) a feelmg that 1t: will . - ﬁ% . %ﬁ? \
be interpreted as a-sign - W ,, o '
of weakness : o1 2 3 . 4 5

Comments: . ) P . . . T
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&

i

4.

5.

s cor#sultlng ass1gmnents.

7.0

8.

. -
Q ° ! o

. M JAgree

<

N6

Opinion

e 2

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly

‘ Q Strongly Agree
(

Most management consult- &
ing work 4s not technical -
r1n nature but requires °

a basic knowledge of
people and how organiza- .
tions funttion. 1 2
Comments: .

s “ [

" 2 v
An intelligent, ‘capable, ’
MBA with' 5 tyears of good - -

business experience can "

.handle most management -

-

Comments- )
e g

" If two consultants (of
equa& competence) are ’

" asked for their opinion ° o
about a problem, it is . €
quite possible that their"
recommendations will differ
51gnlﬁlcantiy (in terms of ,
.the. c11enteaction required). 1 2
* Comménts: o e

'
“ . » '
. f

¥

’

-

.

¢ “Given that two recommen-*
dations both pads’ the: .
"test of reasonablenass", " o
therepis no objective way ¥ ", ’
in most'situations to decide

If you disggreé,

>

please

" which one is better. " .

explain’ your. answer: o

5
LY

In’ most cases; a client,
* on his own, is.not.in a

o

’

\

e
*

a

to

at

position to decide what’is”

the' best rémedial action to

‘adopt, 'y . .t ° . A

. Comments: o . Ww

f ) v /

5




o

0 : _Agree

s

R

No

3}

Disagree

9. ,The true test of the quality
of a consultant's work is
that the client is satisfied
at the conclusion of the

‘ engagemert., 1

If you do not agree, which

criteria would you offer?

.

3

11. It is not. féasible for any
. regulatory body to set down
quality standards, which can
—_be monitored, for consulting
work.

If you disagree, please give
some indication of how you
feel this would be achieved.

!

-~

12. I would expect women to make
jus€ as successful management
consultants as men. 1

Comments:

13. 1t is wrong for a consultant
to let his personal values
(e.g. a strong sense of social
responsibility) influence his

, recommendations to the client. 1

Com*ents:

L3

14. Consultants in the/quancitative
or systems areas-are under. more -
préssure because their
performange criteria are more

[

0 1 . -

explicit. 1

Comments:

7

-

¢

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

o

1.8
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15.

¥

16.

© 17,

"18.

{ Agree
Strongly ' Agree

/

No

- -

Lt 4‘Di.sagr:ee
Disagree Strongly

There is no place in a
Gy (3
‘management consulting firm

for

the technical spe-

—— —cialist (e.g. psychologist,

SN

economist, management
scientist, software expert,

etc,

)

If you‘agree, 1is it because:

“ a)

5

management cpnsultfhg
assignments generally' do
not need such specialists

consulting firms are not
organized to accomodate
the needs of specialists

(e.g. career paths, tech-"

nical updating, reward
systems) “

Comments:
1 t‘ -

Management cohsultants should

be able to advertise their
services as they wish,

Comments:

A}

(

There seems to be a trend for - -

the experienced client to hire

the individual rather than

firm when hﬁf%?gages‘a consult-

ant,

Comments: S

Most clients attach some

the

1 2

significance to the creden-
tials CMC (Certified Manage-,

¥

ment Consultant).

Comments:

[

Opinion

A

N

G
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N, v

_ i , 1.10,
l L
' \

On a project, the consultant with more experienge in the particular
area is likely to: (Check one.)

1. devote less than the budgeted number of hours to the project (7))

2. devote the budgeted number of hours but do a "better" job ( )

3. Other SSpeclfy)/ ) ) ( )
Comments:

¢ I '1

’ V=
r - .
1
s i ‘ ' L3
N - * o S M ”
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C. Role of consultant

Every consultant behaves differently in| the face of different client
situations., We are interested, however!] in your behaviour on your

more typical engagements. Please circle the’ number which is most

characteristic of your present behaviour.

/
»

1. I find myself in situations where:

a.

—

I use my speciélized knowledge in the solution of problems.
Often 1 -2 3 4 5  Seldom

I use my skills at diagnosing and solving broad problems.
Often 1 2 3 & 5 Seldom

I use my skills at persuading the cllent to adopt some 5pec1f1c
point: of view or course of action.

.

. T -
Oftén 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom 7,
. N ,
My presence gives the client the confidence to carry on programs
which *he would not.otherwise do.

@

Often 1 -2 3 4 5  Seldom \

I show the client how to go about solving problems of the type

. encountered should they occur again.

x

.Often 1 2 3 4 3 5 Seldom

el

I introduce new 1de35, novel wvays of .doing things.

1

Often 1 2 ' 3 ) 4 5 Seldom

v
I exchange ideas with the client and we work-on the: problem
together.

v

Often 1 2 73 4 5 Seldom

I use my skills at interpreting Chélmeaning of unfami{iar conceptss-

Often 1 2 3 4t 5 Seldom '

I act as an objective source-of information because I am familiar
with a greater variety of problems and because I have no axe to
grind, /
. ' k)

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom .

I.11

=



- /

j» I help the client decide on a course of action 1if several

alternatives look equally attractive,. J

“ v

Often 1 2 3 4 / 5 Seldom-
k. I take part in making decisions for the client when h2"wants me

to do so.

®»
Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom

1. I motivate people to change their style of behaviour on a

sustained basis,
Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom .

m. I am given a general mandate by the client to lcok around for
everything which might be wrong.

Often 1 2 3 4 5  Seldom [ #

n. I use client personnel as much as possible to. gather data and
seek theiE participation in the dévelopment of solutions to

problems. 7
Often 1 2 3 4 5 . Seldom

o. I‘am asked to act as a referee to help a client resolve confligcting
opinions.' /~ -
Often 1 2 3 4 / 5 \Siidom

p. I am engaged to manage important projects.

Often "L . 2 3 &4 5 Seldom

q) 1 act as an extra resource to aid a client when his own personnel

‘are fully utilized.

Often 1 2 3 4 5 Seldom

Please go back and circle on the foregoing list the four dimensions

which you feel are most central to the consultant's job..

e.g. Lot -

1.

12
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1.13

ﬁesirable personal characteristics |

Indicate the extent to which uhtg.mfollowing characteristics are important
in consulting work.

Very Somewhat Not )
Important Impor tant TImportant
1. Cooperativeness () ; ( ) . ( )
2. Orderliness |« ) | () () “
3. Openness, spontaneity () () () ‘
4. Independence () () ()

5. Loyalty to my firm () () ()
6. Loyalty to clients () () ( )
7. Loyalty to fellow consultants ( ) () ()
8. Loyalty to partners () (, ) () ‘
9. Drive to be the best } () () ~ ()
10. Drive for power oVer others () () () .
11. Satisfaction in creating ) :

something new () () ()
12, Pleasure in learning : 1
A Something new () () ( )
13, ‘Critical and questioning

attitude toward authority ()/ () ()

14, " Sense of humor « () ‘ ( ) ()

15, Toughness, lack of )

sentimentality _° () () ()
16. Modesty . () () ()
17. Personal charm . x/ () . () ()
18. 1Idealism ()" () ( !
19. Ability to take orders () L () ( )y-
20. Satisfaction in helping others ( ) () ()
21, Ability to take the initiative ( ) ( ) . ()

” K

L
A



/ ' ' .o 1.14

. Very Somewhat \ Not

1

Important Impor tant ortant

22. Self-confidence (

23, Patience

24, Tenacity

™~
N SN N~

25. Coolness under str%és
26. Stubbornness
27. Fairness .

-

28. Generosity )
‘ /
29. Flexibility
30. Open-mindedness

31. Compassion .

32. Need—fpr.achievement

J“

34. Detachment

35. Aggggssiveness

“¥

36. Pride in performance

37.\ Need for recognition :
+ \'.l

38. .Efficiency N

v 4

39. Honesty

40. Self-control

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
33, Need to win P '(
(
(
(
(
(
(
, « (
41, Decisiveness . (

42, Friendliness

) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
y )
) by
o O)
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )
) )

e S S S o S St st S et St St
N . °
-

43. Energy

. \ F A
44, Credibility

() (

. 2. ‘What is the most productive age range for consultants as "operators"? ( )
-. Comments: \

s
\

)
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\ ‘ ,
o 3. 1Indicate the extent to which the following kinds of intellectual
\ - capacities are important in consulting work.
A \
Y ‘ N : Very ' Somewhat Not .
\ , ’ Important Important Important
\
1. Concerh for practical detail ' ( ) () ()
\ 0y
\ 2, Integrating or synthesizing () ( S () -
\ ideas into an overall plan
\ s -
- 3. Inventing new ideas { () () ()
' "4, Awareness of of:fiers feelings ( ) ( ) ()
5. Attention to small details () () ()
6. Working £ﬂ§cts into a logical
. T order - = - ) () ()
4 7. Good mémory for facts () () { )
8. Speed : ) ) ()
. ’ A
9. Ability to dramatize (and () ’ ( ) ‘ ( )
sell) one's ideas - -
" . )
10. Ability to create an environ- -
' ment in which others work () (). ()
better N ~ Com
Ability to listen carefully - :
o others . ()- ¢) o ()
. thematical ability () () ( )
/ — “ )
to stimulate or
C o tmulat () (y )
‘ 14., Ability to il:oneself . () () ‘ ()
15. Extensive vocabulary () ~ ¢ ()
16. Extensive technical () ( ()
vocabul‘gy ‘
17. Ability to communicate 7
i orally ) ) () ()
&
18, Ability.to communicate ‘ )k
; y () () ()

in writing



19. , Ability to reach conclusions
with a minimum of information

20.

21.

22,

25.

! 27.

{ 28.

__— T 29,

Critical thinking {question-
ing methods and techniques
that others take for granted)

Ability to put one's self
in another's position

Ability to size up -another's

character

Ability to concentrate by

oneself

Systems thinking

Ability to recognize good
.ideas

>
Ability to be critical.”

of bad ideas

Imagination

Ability to see the whole,
.not merely the

Perspective or

~

parts

vision

Very Somewhat . . Not
Important Important Important
() () ()
) () ()
) ) ()
) () ()
) () ()
) () ()
) () ()
oy () ()
) () ()
) () ()
) () ()

N

1.16
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! ' .,
4. In evaluating the attractiveness of a project, which of the following
aSpects are 1gportaﬁt to you? (Assign a "1" to each of your three

top concerns, and a "3" to your three least concerns).

9]
i

1. The contribution which experience with the proposed project will (
f  make to your firm's range of services. '
2, The potentialities for publication which might arise with the (
new project
X
3. The risks which could be incurred as a result of your lack of (
experiencé with a project of this nature. ‘
4. The possibility of a conflict of interest because of other work (
your firm is currently engaged in,
5. The p0551b111ty that a number of employees may have' to be let go (
as a result of your recommendations.
6. The chance to work in an important/interesting area to wgich (
X you have never been e*posed.
7. The risks which you and your firm are incurring because of the (

difficult (e.g. political) nature of the assignment.

8. The contribution of the project to your firm's over—all image for
quality and innovation. (

9. The development of a model or package which will be appllcable to a
number of other glients. \ (

40. The location of the client and the distance from your home office. (

-~

/
=}
e
-
s
A
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E. Factors detracting fFom project success '

»

1. When you look back there must have been assignments you worked on
which were less successful than you would have wished. Please

check the four reasons which in your experience were most. respoasible.
(Select the four least successful assignments in your memory and

give the reasons for these.) ;

a. From the start the client- had no intention of taking any
action (i.e. he was initiating the assignment for political « )
reasons ). >

b. . The magnitude and complexity of the assignment were under-
estimated by the consultant during the initial survey. ¢

c. The rolies of the consultant and client were not clearly
defined at the outset. B ¢ )

d. The consultant did not address the real problem bothering

the client. : ¢ )
e. The coasultant recognized the real problem but -was unable to

obtain the spoasor's acceptance, ¢ )

f. The clieat's expectatlons regarding the assxgnment were >
different from those of the consultant. - )

g. The consultant was pressured by the client to make recommen-

dations he did, not believe in. a ¢

h. The solution was inappropriate for the client (e.g. "too much

too soon') or infeasible. ¢ )
i. The project was dropped because the benefits did not justify the ¢ )
costs of implementation. ot
j- The client was not sold on the recommendations and/or the « )
expected benefits.
/ o
k. «Conditions changed which were ocutside of the consultant's control (
(e.g. the sponsor changed jobs).
1. Client personnel did not sdpport the project. ° ‘ (¢ )

- b
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 were difficulties with a subcontractor. « ")
o. The operating consultant had.to work within terms of reference « )
with which he did not agreg. . -’
. P I B



Continued

P:

_,.

\

The supervisor and the consultant disagreed on the nature of the
problem, the approach and/or the solution which would be

\ v

appropriate. ,

3y

We were reporting to the wrong sponsor.

The solution was too technical for the client's

understanding.
/ ,
The solution was technically invalid. . -
(\ ' - .
Other (describe)
> 4
&
& : »
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.  SECTION II . °
PERSONAL BACKGROUND . .
' Ii ¢ o o
. »
Age 20-25 31-35 41-45
26-30 36-40 46-50 over 50 °

. N ¢
- !
— ————— ——— —
¥ )
B ‘o . .
\1 i . - ° R
v [

BU¥INESS EXPERIENCE ‘

a. Line vs Staff \ o ' : o - C gt
Amplifying
‘ No. of ars Comments
As external consultant . . . ~

In a line position -
In a staff* position
Other (specify)

0
ettt

Total

l |

+

Functional Area . g ,

3

‘l

Check main areas of experience by function' (If you have
Sys}tems, use area for which systems were developed).

: [y

s

worked in ° :

-

-—U

>

General Management . Y
Finance
Accounting, budgeting & control
Marketing & distribution
Production or operations
Personnel
Corporate planring’
Engineering = e "
. Data processing Operations IR
Research and development
. Government ' '
Program management o
Economic analysis:
Program evaluation . N
cher

|

9

illl'lllll’!'HI!

o " -
f &

* Se-&ff in-this context is taken to mean worlcin& in"i funct:ion with g,g
research planning, ?esign, or advisorygresponsibility.

- .3 . oot
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‘4., Wo of years with your present firm = ( )

“ . .
-5. Most of irour work now is: (;:heck one)
1. supervisory or project management » ‘ ’ ()
2. diagnosis, conceptual design, market research, ‘

[N 3 *
A 4 * - N
N -*
v A + L} ’ -"‘ ' * ' -
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3. EDUCATION . - ‘ . T . .
- - » AN ot v P N * et
.. v, - . . Cou .,
S

\

Give d'eta‘iig. on tinivéf8$3:¥ e.aucacionif.; R

, N T
St Subject

w - No. of

' Country.  years .. ,"Degree - - .’ - specialities
1' .\ * ! .
2, J ) : s
e—— 0 «
» r»-——«k '“

Add 'inf)mtiorr—on*—any other 'specialty training you have received:

S T T //—“ O S
o ‘ . : ; , (
..
: :

F] ' N - ¢

. ) 3

feasibility studles or corporate planning )
s o f

3. vendor selection; detailed design, projget planning :

-

4?2 other (describe) _— R )

Sex ) Male.K .

- N L

. , . N - - N ’ R -

-1
1

or implementation of systems )
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15. Personal problem solving style

2.

-8

- early attention not only to the formulation of the problem but

‘ ynstructured. During the survey, if questioned on his work plan,

\ v A -

Fact-finding styles

Two approiches to a diagnostic survey are given below. ‘You are
asked to decide if either (or both) in $ome way deséribe(s) the ‘
approach you useg. ’

“ 4 .
- «
v -~ . . bt

Approach A - o ' =

The individual with approach A is able to prepare and follow a
detailed work plan which defines the nature of the information
sought,)thie source of the information, and the order in which )
it will be gathered. ’ ‘ : Ry . :
Such an iddividval 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 discard it. In the -

latter case, he will select a new model, revise the work plan ’
and contiaue in an iterative fashion. In the process he gives . ’ Co-

to the criteria (implicit or explicit) which will determine a

' 3 et R
"satisfactory" outcoma.

Y v
o

He frequently uses checklists and carries outrstructured, rather
than unstrugtured, interviews, ' One of the features ‘'of this approach
is a fairly clear appreciation, at any time of: .

.

“ i >

~ the information remain'ing to be gathered, and
- the conclusiions which the individugl feels axe warranted at,
that ,stage. , . 9 .

. . .

o » .
These are usuall‘y advanced with relative confidence. -
The process of fact-finding (and analysLis) is terminated when a . ‘
conclusion has been formulated satisfying the initial criteria or R “ ’ <.
time runs out. There are rarely any major surprises in the'final
conclusions and any overruns of time are foreseea relatively early
in the pracess. ‘ . .

. . i o .

Approach B ‘ T , i
Al

The individual with approach B resists a detailed work plan. He ' .
may prepare ane if asked to but afterwards he pays little attention .
to it. He i{s usually unable to articulate the schema or wmodal he .
is following when fact gather':tncv. To an outside odbserver, he co
appears to operate by evaluatdng the information as it’comes in .
befqre deciding what to do next. His mode is acquisitive, as he '
seeks to collect a wide range of data, from seemingly t\eaningl'es&

»

detail to important facts. (

He does not often use checklis¢s and his interviews are generally

he will describe the néed to get a "feel' for various aspects of ’
the problem (which he may be unable to define very clearly)., While
a variety of conclusions may be beginning to emerge, he does not

\
[
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"If so, how?,

L ’ (

appear to have a strong commitment to most of them.

°

Finally‘, when the deadline dpproaches, he stops collecting information
and switches to data sifting and analysis. WNot all of the data.will
be used. Conclusions and confidence are built up rapidly. Un{oreseen
.conclusions or solutions may surface and fairly significant overruns
may develop, on occasion, which were not anticipated.

3

Qh&glc\ﬁc»nly one . K

1. T frequently adopt an approach similar to A above. ‘ . " \Q .

2, I.frequently adopt an approach similar to B above. (. ) .

3. I be‘leve that I'can use either ?ppro;ch (A or B) ( )
depending on the circumstances. .

4. 1 don't recognize my approach as being either A or B. ( )

Comment:f: \ ‘

Does the’amount of time that has been budgeted for r-.he survey in ,
dny way affect which approach y!fm might use?

1. Yes { )

s 2. No ( ).

Y “ | :

. L . - ) .
Two approaches to a complex diagnostic survey are described below.'

You afe again agked' to decide if either (or both) in some way
describe(s) the approach you might use, . .

AL . N -

.

Approach C . _— 3 )

This itdividual catries out his fact-finding 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 together.

s & -

- « Passf 2 adds more details about each: -
' . . -
‘. N S
. -
. . ) -
L " o

-  Fact-finding continues in this fashion until the individual feels
that he understands the Operatggon and is in a position to a.,semble

and test his conclus:.ons . .

II.6
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Approach D ,

The individual with approach D divides the problem (or process) into . S
components (e.g. functional areas). He then proceeds to assess each - .
component thoroughly and independently, one after the gther, conclusions T
being developed regarding each separately His findings are then .
assembled into a coherent whole. . ‘

[ I3 - ¥

.

The difference between the.two approacheSs deocrlbed above 1is perhaps

.best demonstrated by an example. .

5

In a complex diagnostic survey: (Check only one.)

L R N
Suppose you have been asked to stud& a finished
goods inventory management problem in a
manufacturing firm. The four functional areas )
concerned are: productlon planaing,'sales
.forecasting, order processing, and warehouse
replenishment.
" !
The work plan for approach € might consisk of
three separate levels of fact-finding: N

- The first, allocating 1-2 days to each™of the L Tg B
four areas to'gain an appreciation of the '
scope of the activities, the practices o
employed and the inter-relationships o
between the areas. ° . . .

~ The second, allocating perhaps 2-3 days
to each, to obtain more details. ) .

-~ The third, of up to a week in each for a . -
. complex situation, going into- the level. .
of detail required to understaad the
operation to the extent necessary to .
locate. problems and atomalies, . -
R . . N . s ®
The work plan for approach D might consist of y . -
four separate two-week segments. In each, the
component, such as production planning, would
be explored in detail. After the eight weeks,
the findings would be tied together into a
coherent whole. . : *

I frequently adopt an approach similar to C. ¢ ) :
I frequently adopt an approach:similar to D. ( ) |

I believe that I can use efther approach (C or D). . ( ) .

X don't recognize my approach as being eitheg'c or D. ()

+

» LR . , \ ; F
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-16. Suppose you distovered that the time for a project was insufficient i

authorize an extension. Which of the following steps would you be

to carry-it out as you originally planned, and thi client will not !
most likely to take? Least likely? (Check up to‘three in each ,

column.) ,
Most Least
. Likely Likely
1) C€ut back on your aspirations regarding.the | L&

* scope of the assignmenf or the range of the ‘
recommendations, wile adhering fo the terms , ¢ ) )
of reference. ‘ Co %

2) Try to work faster. . ' : 0 ) ¢ )

-~

3) Stick to the original objectives but do not
charge the overrun to the client (work at |

nights, weekends, etc.,) - . f ) )
4) Reduce the ‘time devoted to fact finding. ’ ( ) ¢ )
5) Reduce the timg'devoted to analysis. ( ) )
6) Instead of tailoring a solution specific to the

client, recommend one which'worked in a similar () ()

situation.

N

. 7). Spend less time on communications with the client,

pre:testing thé recommendations.’ ¢ ) ¢ ).

$8) Spend less time on the &eport. (G )

) 9) Other (describe) , ¢ ) ()
Comments: o

Agree No Disagree

Strongly Agree Opinion Disagree Strongly

? *® «
17. I believe ‘that there are v ) . ’ '
+ certain principles of,
good manageWfent which
' ate applicable in almost
all situations, . oL 2 3 4 5
1f you agree, give 2 6r
3 -examples, -

a3
1

I1.8
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18, When faced with a problem in a technical area I am pbt fb‘amiliar with,

I will tend to: (Check one.,) - ) )
i ‘1. reiy on my own ez(periepce and approach tq resolve' the problem (
: 2. 'seek the judgmeit of technieal experts within my firm o«
3. turn over the {assignment responsibility to another consultant '(
4. other (pileasi specify) _> : o ] SN (.
, . Comments: "'h ' ’ . ’ LI ‘
ey, . . T .

!

X L,

Q.Q—Q-.\)Then selé;:t-i{ﬁ“g an alternative solution to recommend tQ a clien,;,aI “
usually: (¢heck one) . .

/
1. try to put myself in the client's shoes . . . .
¢ ) :

v

- 3 2." do what I think is best (/
.
* 3. find there is usually only one alternative by the time I
have completed my analysis . '
4 r

4. other (please specify)

Comgfients: . . . :
4( i

¢
/

5
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1





