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ABSTRACT

INFLUENCES ON AN EXTERNAL CONSULTANT'S

EFFECTIVENESS IN ASSISTING

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE

By

Neil G. Davey

While organizations make considerable use of the

assistance of external consultants in their efforts to

effect necessary changes and improvements there is evidence

that many of such collaborative efforts are less than com—

pletely successful. There is, however, an almost complete

absence of empirical evidence on which prescriptions for

effective relationships can be based. It was the primary

purpose of this study to select one aspect of organization—

consultant associations and develop empirical evidence as

a basis for prescribing at least some conditions for an

effective helping style°

It was hypothesized that the nature of the relation—

ship which is developed between an organization and its

retained consultant influences the effectiveness of the

ensuing consulting assignment, and this study was developed

in order to test this hypothesis. The hypothesis was

Operationalized by developing differentiating descriptions

both for assignment effectiveness, and for the nature of
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Neil Ga Davey

the organization—consultant relationship. Assignment

effectiveness was described in terms of the subjective

perceptions of the organization's chief executive, or

other member who sponsored a consulting assignment. The

organization-consultant relationship was differentiated by

considering the various conditions under which the need

for consulting help, the organization's discussions and

decisions concerning consultant selection, assignment

objectives, scope, and conduct, were determined, and it

was inferred that differences in these situations would

lead to differences in the organization—consultant

relationship.

A research questionnaire was developed and mailed to

a randomly selected sample of 1580 business organizations,

and 120 departments and agencies of the federal govern—

mente Completed responses were received from 133 of these

organizations and were analyzed with respect to the pre—

viously identified "relationship" and "effectiveness"

variableso

Although the quantity of empirical evidence so

developed was inadequate to permit the unqualified con—

firmation of the several underlying hypotheses, it was

considered sufficient to support the tentative confirma-

tion of many. From these were developed recommendations

for the arrangements an organization should adopt in

order that any consulting assignment in which it partici_

Dates will more likely be completely effective.
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Neil G. Davey

These recommendations are that in considering, or

proceeding with, a consulting assignment an organization

should:

allow that some organizational changes may be necessary.

regard the consultant as a collaborating equal who

represents an expert resource.

identify the particular needs for which external

assistance might be sought.

ensure subordinate managers participate in the dis—

cussions and decision to engage a consultant, and that

there is a concensus of agreement.

provide for the participation of organization members

in the selection of a particular consultant.

identify its particular objectives and expectations

and make these explicit to the consultant.

not closely direct the consultant's work, nor unreasonably

limit his access to people or information.

Specify the duties to be undertaken by all participants

and ensure these are understood.

establish a specific point of contact and liaison

within the organization with and through whom the

consultant should work.

select a consultant from two or three who have been

invited for preliminary discussions prior to a final

appointment being made.
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Neil G. Davey

A second major purpose of this study was to test the

hypothesis that an organization‘s frequency of use of con-

sultants and acceptance of their advice is related to a

personality characteristic of the organization's chief

executive. The chosen characteristic was the Dogmatism

construct and measure developed by Rokeach in his work

on individual belief systems. The same organizational

addresses were requested to complete the short—form of

the Dogmatism Scale which accompanied the consultant

research questionnaire. From the responses, Dogmatism

Scores were determined and shown to relate in a pre—

dictable manner to an organization's frequency of use of

consultants, the organization level at which the decision

to engage a consultant was made, the criteria for consult—

ant selection, and the incidence of imposed constraints

and limitations.

Finally, the study was able to develop and present

some potentially valuable relationships between certain

organization characteristics and the use and acceptance

of consultant advice.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to identify factors

that influence the effectiveness of the efforts made by

external (management) consultants to assist business

organizations.

The underlying orientation is not one which posits

that organization-consultant collaborative efforts are

necessarily, or even generally, ineffective. At the

same time there is some evidence that the business clients

of such relationships are less than completely satisfied

with the effectiveness of the help they receive in at.

least some instances. Seneyl reported that eight per

cent of his survey respondents indicated "unfavorable

experiences” with consultants, whereas fifty-three per

cent of Quittmeyer's2 sample were less than completely

satisfied with their consultant experiences. A study by

 

lWilspn Seney, Effective Use of Business Con—

SUltants (New York: Financial Executives Research

Foundation Inc., 1963).

2 . L. Quittmeyer, "Management Looks a

sultants,” The Management Review, L, March,

pp! u—lu'i'.
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3 revealed that thirty per cent of the businessesAmon

responding to that survey regarded as unsatisfactory or

inadequate, the recommendations they had received from

the external consultant which they had retained to

provide assistance.

Consistent with these earlier findings, it would

seem that there is less than optimum benefit from '

organization-consultant efforts. Of even greater import,

however, is that there is little or no evidence which

can explain the different levels of consultant effective—

ness or organizational satisfaction which are referenced

in those surveys. The purpose of this study, then, is to

identify factors or characteristics of organization—

consultant relationships which are significantly asso-

ciated with different measures, or descriptions, of the

degree of consultant effectiveness. By so doing the

results of this study will provide a base of empirical

evidence on which prescriptions for developing effective

Organization consultant relationships can be designed.

Such prescriptions can then provide a basis for the

development of styles of helping relationships which

should be clearly superior to the frequent homilies

and "home—spun" philosophies that represent the nature of

much of the existing literature in the reference area.

 

3
' nt Consultin

R. F. Amon et al., Manageme
_g .

(Cambridge: Harvard University Graduate School or

Business Administration, 1958).
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It has been estimated that American organizations

spent approximately $650 million in 1962 for assistance

with management, operating, and technical problems,” and

in the absence of any more recently published estimates

it can only be assumed that the current rate of spending

is not less. Thus, there is a dollar dimension that

justifies research which might lead to any improvement in

the effectiveness with which consulting assistance is pro—

vided to operating organizations.

A further consideration is the increasing rate of

change that is observed as a characteristic of the contem—

porary organization scene. In meeting the challenges and

demands of change, organizations may rely on their own

internal resources to identify needs, and plan and imple—

ment the appropriate organizational adaptations. A not

infrequently adopted alternative to this course of self—

sufficiency is for an organization to seek assistance from

external agents, or sources——herein described as con—

sultants——to play some role in the process of need identi—

fication (diagnosis), program evaluation and planning, and

the introduction or implementation of change programs.

This situation, where changes in an Organization's

external and internal environments are demanding changes

in the organization itself if it is to retain, or poss1bly

._____________________

uphilip w, Shay, How The President Can Cat E:§t

Results from Management Consultants, The Pres1 en. 1

Professional Association Inc., New York, PPA Spec1a

StUdy No. 1A, September—October, 1963> p. 1“
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regain, its viability-—coupled with the frequency with

which consultant assistance for the introduction of

appropriately adaptive modifications is sought——provides

additional justification at this time for research into

the factors which influence the effectiveness of the change

process. Thus, while this research is specifically con—

cerned with the effectiveness of external consultants,

it is also concerned in a more general way with some

aspects of the problems of change.

Even more specifically, the research focusses on the

relationship which develops between an organization and

any consultant it retains, as it is considered that the

nature of this relationship influences the effectiveness

of the entire organization—consultant collaborative effort.

The fundamental hypothesis which underlies this research,

and which will be tested, is that the effectiveness of

consultant—assisted change efforts is a function of the

nature of the relationship between an organization and its

retained consultant. Accordingly, the research project

was designed to:

(i) identify situations where an organization has

utilized the services of an ekternal consultant

for the purpose of assisting with the accomplish—

ment of changeo

(ii) provide definition and description of the nature

of the organization—consultant relationship.
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(iii) develop measures or descriptions of change, or

of meaningful consequences of change, which can

be considered with respect to the differing nature

of the organization-consultant relationship.

Hollander‘s introduction to his annotated bibliog—

raphy of the published literature relevant to the con—

5  
sulting area emphasizes the importance of the consultant's

role as a catalytic agent to induce change and progress.

His perception of the differing roles that consultants are

epxected to play——covering a range from technical con—

tractor to clinical psychotherapists—is shared by the

current research, as is his conclusion that there is no

useful information on which particular (consultant) posture

is typically associated with successful consulting assign—

ments. Hollander's call for investigation into the causes

of the differences in effectiveness of consulting assign—

ments6 could well be taken as the starting point of this  
research project.

The theoretical model around which the research

hypotheses and hence, the research design, are built

follows directly from Lewin‘s work on the effectiveness

of behavioral changes deriving from group decision

m...—

5S. C. Hollander, Business Consultants and Clients,

Bureau of Business and Economic Research, Graduate School

of Business Administration, Michigan State University,

East Lansing, 1963, pp. l—7.

61bid., p. 7.
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processes.7 The importance of personal commitment as a

necessary characteristic of effective behavioral change

leads directly to the notion that consultant—assisted

change efforts which secure the affective involvement of

organization members through ensuring their meaningful

participation in the several phases of the change process,

will be more effective than demands for change which are

imposed on organization members, or in which they had

inadequate opportunity to participate. Lewin also places

strong emphasis on the importance of social support for

new or intended modes of behavior with its consequence

that resultant changes will be more likely effective when

they have won social approval.

The concepts of ”participation” and "consensus"

derived from this source are used as a basis for opera—

tionalizing the general statement of the fundamental

research hypothesis into more Specific and testable state—

ments. Thus, it is hypothesized that consultant-

assisted change programs will be more effective, and the

required changes more efficiently accomplished, where:

(i) organization members ascribe expertise to, and

demonstrate trust in the consultant for his

ability to develop and implement effective

change programs.

 

7K. Lewin. Forces Behind Food Habits and Methods 
gr Change, Bulletin CVIII (Washington, Dc C»: National
Research Council, 19MB).
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(ii)

(iii)

(iV)

(v)

(Vi)

(vii)

(viii)

 

the consultant develops a change program on the

basis of his diagnosis of organization problems

and needs, rather than where he supplies the

organization with a "packaged program,” or standard

prescription.

organization members are advised of the nature of  
the consultant's intended activities and the

reasons for his intervention.

the consultant works closely and directly with

organization members within a co-operative rather

than a co—ercive framework.

explicit provision is made for the consultant to

report to the organization on his progress and

findings throughout the course of the assignment,

rather than at its completion only.

the organization establishes a specific point

of contact and liaison with whom and through

whom the consultant can operate.

the consultant actively involves organization

members——and particularly key managers--in the

diagnosis of problems and the development and

implementation of appropriate change programs.

the scope of the assignment permits (or requires)

the consultant to assist with the implementation

of recommended programs.
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(ix) the organization initiates the original request

for help, or other form of contact with the

L consultant.

(x) the organization does not closely direct the con—

sultant‘s work or unreasonably constrain him by

embargo or withheld information, from investigating  
what he perceives as relevant areas of the organi—

zation's affairs.

(xi) organization members are in general agreement as

to the need for, and desirability of obtaining

consultant assistance.

(xii) organization members are in general agreement as

to the particular consultant selected.

(xiii) organization members have participated in the

discussions and decisions leading to the reten—

tion of the consultant.

(xiv) the organization considers some changes may be

necessary, rather than where a consultant is

retained to merely audit the status quo.

The question which is being posed by the funda-

mental research hypothesis, and its component parts 
which are approached through the more specific opera-

tionalized statements deriving therefrom, is really asking

whether an organization—consultant relationship which

possesses some particular characteristics is typically

associated with successful consultant-assisted change
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if

efforts, and whether a relationship with discernibly dif—

ferent characteristics is typically associated with

unsuccessful or ineffective change efforts. (Rather than

consider only the extremes of ”effective-ineffective," it

may be more realistic to relate identifiable character—

istics to degrees of effectiveness, such as "more

effective—less effective.")

In addition to attempting to identify factors or

characteristics of the organization—consultant relation—

ship which influence the effectiveness of consultant—

assisted change efforts, the research will also investigate

the influence of a selected personal characteristic of

organization members' on the effectiveness of consultant-

assisted change efforts.

The particular characteristic selected is the organi—

zation members' open—mindedness or closed—mindedness as

conceived by Rokeach and measured by his Dogmatism Scale.8

As conceived by Rokeach the Dogmatism Scale supplies a

measure of the structure of an individual‘s belief system,

rather than its content, and has been shown to measure

general authoritarianism. Its relevance in the present

context is that it provides a basis for hypotheses con—

cerning an organization member's usage of external con-

sultants, and his subsequent acceptance of their advice.

 

8M. Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind (New York: 
Basic Books, 1960).
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Specifically, the research project will additionally

test the hypotheses that:

(i) the frequency of use of consultants by an organiza—

tion is inversely related to the Dogmatism measure

(closed—mindedness) of the organization's chief

executive.  
(ii) there is a relationship between an organization

member's open—mindedness (Dogmatism score) and his

acceptance of advice from an external consultant,

but that such relationship depends on the

organization member's concept of the consultant.

Thus, the consultant may be perceived as an authority

figure whose advice is to be “obeyed.” In these cases it

is hypothesized that there will be a direct relationship

between the measure of the organization member's Dogmatism

and the extent of his acceptance of the consultant's

advice. Where the organization member (and most partic-

ularly——the sponsor of the consulting assignment within

the organization) has a low Dogmatism score, i.e., is

Open—minded, it is hypothesized that he will not regard

the consultant as an authority figure, and that his

acceptance of the consultant's advice will be related to

the perceived value of the advice itself, rather than to

its source.

A third objective of this research project is to

identify characteristics of the organization itself which
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are differentially associated with the frequency of con—

sultant use, and with the effectiveness of consultant-

assisted change programs.

This latter aspect of the study is of a survey nature

rather than being based on specific hypotheses. It is

included in the project because of its intrinsic interest,

and also because the envisaged research design will furnish

the data required to show any differential associations.

The organizational characteristics to be associated with

frequency and effectiveness of consultant use in this

phase of the research include such factors as organization

"size," location, type of business, profitability, and the

proportion of management or staff personnel in relation

to the total number of employees. An earlier survey pre—

sented data relating an organization's frequency of use

of consultants to its size (annual dollar sales volume)

and to type of business,9 and the present research will

provide comparative data.

Arrangement of Dissertation 

This introductory chapter has attempted to provide

clear statements of the purposes and nature of the

research project. Additionally, a brief overview of the

research area and focus has been presented.

 

9W. Seney, op. cit., p. 6 (Table l).
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Chapter II will present and discuss the conceptual

bases underlying the development of this study, as well

as reviewing the relevant, published literature. It will

be the purpose of this review to identify the sources of

the conceptual ideas underlying the research and its design,

and to summarize prior research contributions.  
The design of the research study is developed in

detail in Chapter III. This chapter traces the design

of the research methodology and instruments, and also the

selection and make—up of the sample population among which

the research is to be conducted. An outline of the

intended use of the research data, including the analyses

to be developed, is also presented.

Chapter IV will present the findings of this study.  
The relevant research data will be presented and analyzed

with respect to the research hypotheses so that these

latter can be confirmed or rejected.

As a concluding statement, Chapter V will review

and evaluate the research project. Where the data permit,

operational prescriptions for future collaborative

efforts between organizations and consultants will be

developed. Any weaknesses in, or omissions from, the

research design and methodology which may have been

disclosed through its conduct will be identified, and

used as the bases of prOposals for further research

efforts and directions in this vitally important area.

in all-
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Summary

This research is primarily concerned with the

influence of the relationship between an organization and

an external consultant it retains on the effectiveness of

their collaborative efforts. This relationship is

operationalized into testable hypotheses through the

Lewinian concept of the influence of affective involve—

ment on behavioral change.

A second thrust is to test Rokeach's open—mindedness

construct through researching the relationship between

an individual's Dogmatism and his organization's use of

external consultants and acceptance of their advice.

Thirdly, the research will look for differential

relationships between an organization's characteristics

and its use and acceptance of consultant advice.

For each of these objectives the research will

attempt to secure empirical evidence by seeking historical

information from organizations on their recent consultant

experiences.
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CHAPTER II

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK INCLUDING AN

EXAMINATION OF THE LITERATURE

While this research is concerned specifically with

the effectiveness of consultant activity, it is set in

the broader context of organizational change. Organiza—

tional change is a description frequently applied to

changes in the formal structure, internal relationships,

and/or task assignments in an organization.

Guest portrayed the organization as a socio—

technical system10 with close and complex inter—

relationships between its components, elsewhere identi—

fied,11 of:

— structure

- technology

— tasks

— people

 

10R. H. Guest, Organizational Change: The Effect

Of Successful Leadership (Homewood, Illinois: Irwin—

Dorsey, 1962).

11H. J. Leavitt, "Applied Organization Change in

Industry: Structural, Technical, and Human Approaches,“

in New Perspectives in Organization Research, ed. by

Cooper, Leavitt, and Shelly (New York: John Wiley,

1'96”), pt 55::

IA
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where:

Structure refers to systems of communication, author—

ity, and superior—subordinate relationships.

Technology embraces technical tools, facilities,

work processes and procedures.

Taskg are the role behaviors of organization members

as assigned to maintain the organization and achieve its

goals.

People are the organization's members (employees),

their social behaviors in the work situation, and their

attitudes, values, beliefs, and personal goals which

influence their organization behavior.

The underlying interrelationship among these com—

ponents means that a change initiated in any one com—

ponent may lead to consequent changes in others. Thus, a

change in technology may influence, and lead to, changes

in tasks, structure, and/or people. However the sequence

of change through the various organization components is

not inevitable, but rather it is a possible consequence

of change in one or other component. In the same way

that organization components are interrelated so, too,

is there inter—relatedness and interdependence among

the sub-parts of an organization. Thus, a change in

technology in one sub—part may demand, or lead to,

Changes in technology in other subeparts, in addition to

changes in other organization components. A change pro—

gram which seeks to modify technology only in one
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l6

organization sub—part, say, may do just that, and no

more. On the other hand, while no consequent changes may

be intended, it may be that a technological change may

lead to changes in organization members' attitudes and

behavior. In an extreme situation, as an example,

organization members may refuse to work with new equip—

ment or processes because of threats they perceive to

their security, job satisfaction, or personal goal

achievement.12 Through such an instance it may be seen

how a technological change which would seemingly lead to

organizational improvement, may produce just the reverse

effect through the unanticipated, and unintended,

dysfunctional change it gives rise to in the ”people”

component.

The organization components, or variables, can be

differentiated, but with regard to change the differentia—

tion is in reSpect to the point of origin of change,

rather than with the exclusion of change in the other

components.

The relevance of this concern with the inter—

relatedness of organization components and sub—parts to

the present research is that consultant assisted change

efforts are not infrequently restricted in scope. Thus,

the total organization reSponse to an attempted change

M“—

12 . .

F. C. Mann and F. W. Neff, Managgng Mayor Change

in Organizations (Ann Arbor: Foundation for Research on

Human Behavior, 1961).
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program may come to be regarded as ineffective because of

the resistance provided by organizational sub—parts with

which the consultant‘s activities were largely unrelated.

The Organization—Consultant

Relationship

While it appears to have been little researched,

 

the idea that the organization-consultant relationship is

a vital factor in the effectiveness of consultant

assisted change efforts has appealed—~either intuitively,

logically, or experientially—-to other authors.

Bennis suggests that:

acceptance (of change) also depends on the relation-

ship between the change agent and client system:

the more profound and anxiety—producing the change,

the more a collaborative and closer relationship

is required. In addition, we can predict that an

anticipated change will be resisted to the degree

that the client system possesses little or incor—

rect knowledge about the change, has relatively

little trust in the source of change, and has

relatively low influence in controlling the nature

and direction of the change 14

A subsequent extract indicates:

the quality of the relationship is pivotal

to the success of the change program 15

Bennis then asks:

What social processes inhibit implementation

of valid ideas and what social processes facilitate

implementation? For example, the relationship

 

13B. Lippitt, J. Watson and B. Westley, The

Dynamics of Planned Change_(New York: Harcourt Brace and 

 

World, Inc., 1958). Chapter One contains a well argued

exposition of this aspect.

lMW . G Bennis, Changing Organizations (New York:

MCGraw— Hill, 1966), . 175.

15
Ibid p. 176.

13
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between staff and line is probably significant

in understanding the process of knowledge utiliza-

tion within the firm. Similarly, the relation—

ships between external consultants and members of

the firm are equally crucial. Can we identify

and understand the qualities of an effective

"helping relationship"? What modes of collabora—

tion have been developed which lead to achievement

of goals?16

Lippit et al. considered that the success of the change

effort rests heavily on the quality and workability of

the relationship between the change agent (consultant)

and client system (organization)—-and that many vital

aspects of this relationship are established very early

in the association. For example, a crucial feature is

mw the client system begins to think about the change

agent.17 A similar notion was employed by Tilles in sug—

gesting that the determinants of the ultimate outcome of

a client-consultant relationship are probably manifested

. . l8
much before the final stages of the relat1onsh1p.

Differentiating the Relationship

That there exists concensus as to the importance of

the organization—consultant relationship can remain only

as an interesting concept until some descr1pt1ons or

 

l6Ibid., pp. 204—205,

17R. Lippit, J. Watson, and B. Westley, op. cit.,

Chapter 6.

188. Tilles, "An Exploratory Study of the Relat1on—

ship Between The Executives of Small Manufacturing ta—

Companies and Consultants” (unpubl1shed Ph.D. d1ss::s

tiOn, Harvard University, Graduate School of Bus1n

Administration, 1960).
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measures which can distinguish between different types,

or calibers, or orders, of relationships can be developed.

This task will be approached through a consideration of

the organizational change process and the initiation of

the organization—consultant relationship.

In gross terms, organization change will be  
attempted in order to achieve any, or all, of:

(i) improvement in productivity

(ii) improvement in the perceived satisfaction

of organization members or owners

(iii) enhancement of personal goal attainment

of organization members or owners.

("Productivity” is here used in a global sense with both

quantitative and qualitative denotations, to describe a  
relationship between the "value“ of organization outputs

and the "cost” of inputs.)

In most change situations, it is likely that

improvement in productivity will be a primary purpose,

yet it must be allowed that some changes which attempt

an improvement in member satisfaction may also be

encountered. Such attempts to improve worker satisfac—

tion may be made to achieve ultimate productivity improve—

ments——perhaps over the course of a longer time horizon——

but may also reflect the social conscience of the

Organization with regard to its felt obligation to the

"peOple” component.
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Organization change programs may be initiated for

a wide variety of reasons, each having more or less

validity. External (environmental) pressures for change

may derive from:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iV)

(v)

(vi)

perceived changes in market needs, conditions,

structure, or other market parameters.

perceived changes in technology.

perceived changes in scientific (including the

behavioral sciences) knowledge.

perceived changes in the availability of resources.

perceived changes in culture and cultural values

(including legislative and legal sanctions).

perceived changes in the requirements or objectives

of the organization's owners.

Likewise, it may be that pressure for change stems

from internal forces such as:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iV)

changes in the values or goals of organization

members.

perceived inadequacies in present performance.

the awareness of change programs in other

(reference) organizations.

internally developed technological improvements.

The mere (or assumed) existence of any of these

external or internal forces is not considered a suffi—

cient condition for any attempt to initiate change,

however the presence of one or more of these forces would
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appear to be a necessary condition for change. The excep—

tions to this may be the changed availability or unavail—

ability of resources, the demands of organization owners,

and changes in legislative or legal sanctions——any of

which could represent a sufficient condition for initiating

a change program. The recognition, or assumption, of the  
existence of any of the previously listed conditions may,

however, prompt the organization to initiate action which

is intended to lead to organization change, and might

reasonably be considered as the first phase of the change

process.

From this point, an organization may seek to identify

more precisely the nature of changed conditions or per—

ceived inadequacies through some process of investigation

or diagnosis; or otherwise assume their nature and extent.  
Whether through investigation, or assumption, the

establishment of the precise nature of changes in the

external and/or internal environments, or the identifica—

tion and definition of perceived inadequacies, permits

the organization to consider the adaptive responses which

could establish congruency between the organization's

goals, resources, and behavior, and its environments.

From the array of possible action programs which it is

able to develOp, the organization will then select those

it considers most capable and probable of leading to the

accomplishment of its re—defined goals.
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The required organization changes, along with

others which may neither be required nor intended, are

then attempted through the implementation of the selected

action programs.

The assistance of an external consultant may be

enlisted for any, all, or none of these phases of the

organization change process. The reasons why an organi—

zation may or may not seek consultant help in its con-

frontation with the change process, are not properly the

concern of this research, even though they would appear

to constitute an important question, and one deserving

of investigation. Similarly, it is not the intent of

the present research to attempt to determine why an

organization may elect neither to develop nor implement

programs of adaptation when facing environmental forces

which would seem to sponsor action rather than inaction.

With the focus on the organization—consultant relation—

ship, this research will be concerned with those organi—

zations which plan some adaptive response, and of these,

only those which seek the assistance of an external change—

agent or consultant.

The use of the term ”organization—consultant rela-

tionship” provides, per se, little meaning as it is broad

and lacks specificity. It is clear that it is not the

organization, an inanimate entity of itself, which does

or does not initiate action. Rather, action decisions
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and implementation are the behavior of individual members——

proprietors (who may or may not be considered as organiza—

tion members) and employees——of the organization. Par—

ticularly, that behavior leading to the securing of con—

sultant assistance is the result of decisions taken by

organization members, and while the bases for such pro—

consultant decisions are not the primary focus of this

research, it is nevertheless felt that this research

project can, and should attempt to, shed some useful light

on this aspect.

The organization—consultant relationship is composed

of a number of relationships between the consultant and

each of possibly several individual organization members.

It is further complicated by the relationships and inter—

actions among the organization members themselves. It is

entirely reasonable to allow that the several relationships

between individual members and the consultant could be

markedly different, and that the already frequently

referenced ”organization—consultant relationship" can be

perceived as a single conglomerate relationship only by

the consultant, and only after he has integrated the,

perhaps several, different individual relationships he

perceives. Inevitably, this situation becomes much more

complex, and much less tractable where:

(1) several, rather than few, organization members are

significantly involved with the consultant.
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(ii) there is less, rather than more, consensus among

members as to the course which the organization

is pursuing vis—a-vis consultant.assistance.

(iii) there are several, rather than one, individual

consultants assigned to the project.

A further consideration is the concept of relation—

ship itself. While it may be envisaged as the style or

manner of interaction between the organization—member(s)

and consultant, it is difficult to measure or describe

in a manner which allows differentiation. However,

factors which influence the conditions under which the

relationship occurs, and the feelings and attitudes of

inter-acting individuals can be identified and classified.

Beyond this, it is by inference and assumption that dif—

ferences in these conditions and influencing factors are

considered to result in differences in the nature of the

organization—consultant relationship. There are many

phases of the organization—consultant association where

differences in conditions and influencing factors can

occur. These include:

(i) the nature of the organizational situation leading

to the consideration of consultant assistance.

(ii) the reason(s) for electing to use a consultant.

(iii) the nature of discussions and decisions taken

within the organization prior to the retention

of the consultant.
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(iv) the establishment of the consultant association

including the scope and limiting constraints of

the consulting assignment, the explication of

objectives and duties, and the extent of partici-

pation by organization members in the determina-

tion of these conditions.

(v) the arrangements for the working phase of the

consulting assignment including reporting arrange-

ments, bases for evaluation, involvement of dif—

ferent parties in the development of recommenda—

tions and in their implementation.

Thus the research will infer a different relationship

in the situation where the assignment decision was made by

the Board of Directors and imposed on the organization,

than in the situation where the decision was made by

unanimous concensus of, say, the chief operating executive

and all members of his immediately subordinate management

team. Similarly, significant differences in other

aspects of consultant selection, engagement, scope, and

conduct of assignment will be bases for inferring dif—

ferences in the nature of the organization-consultant

relationship.

Tilles' research19 highlighted the importance of

the structure of the client system and the fact that the

people in the system——the management members and

 

lgIbid.
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particularly the chief executive—~form personal relation—

ships which have a strong influence on the organization's

behavior. The chief executive, and the type of person

he is, was found to be a key factor in the client—

consultant relationship which Tilles examined in his study

of small (fewer than five hundred employees) manufacturing

companies. Consistent with this, it was shown that the

client is the more important party in determining the

client—consultant relationship, and that within the client

system it was the sponsor, generally the chief executive,

of the consultant‘s intervention who provided the origin,

focus, and dimensions of the consulting assignment.

Tilles' work suggests a number of factors which would

appear to have relevance to the present research project.

These are:

— the client system is a group of people who are rarely

neutral with respect to the situation which a con-

sultant has been asked to examine.

- the personality of the chief executive is a key

factor and may, of itself, preclude the organization

from accepting advice from an external source even

where this has been requested.

— relationships are more difficult to identify and

determine where the organization has no structure.

the personality and competence of the individual

consultant is of far greater importance than the

consulting firm he represents.
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— the relative emphasis on problem diagnosis with

respect to the development, evaluation and implementa—

tion of recommended change programs.

- the willingness of the consultant to adopt the role

allocated to him by the client.

- the nature of the initial contact between the con—

sultant and organization members.

— the ways in which organization members perceive, or

interpret, the consultant's assignment.

— the division of responsibility between organization

members and the consultant.

— the nature of the organization's request for help.

— differences in the functional orientations of the

consultant and the several organization members

involved in the relationship as the bases for mis—

understandings concerning the consulting assignment.

— the nature of the expected working relationship

between organization members and the consultant.

— the definition and explication of the assignment's

objectives.

— the sharing of client information with the con—

sultant and the feeding back of information from

consultant to client.

— the intended bases for evaluation of the assignment.

While the emergence of such factors from a small

number of case studies can only be of interest, rather
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than of significance, it would appear worthwhile to

direct the present research toward providing the

empirical bases which could establish their significance.

The Personality of the Chief

Executive

 

The personality of the chief executive was one area

to receive attention in Tilles' study,20 and was con—

sidered an important element in the organization-

consultant relationship, regardless of whether the chief

executive was involved as sponsor of the consulting

assignment. Tilles recognized that the chief executive's

personality may preclude the organization being helped at

all by an outside source, either because it may not allow

him to initiate a request for help, or because it may

prompt him to reject or ignore any advice offered.

Tilles associated an inability to delegate in the

superior—subordinate relationship with an inability to

make effective use of an external consultant. A person—

ality which is highly independent and self-sufficient was

considered likely to have greater difficulty in recog—

nizing the need for help, and in accepting it, if and

when offered. Further, this same independence of per—

sonality was likely to cause the chief executive to view

the consultant as an expediency, and prompt him to

question, modify, or reject any recommendations which may

 

2OIbid., Chapter II.
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be made. The question which arises from this concern

with the personality of the chief executive is whether

there is a particular, identifiable personality type which

can make most effective use of consultant help and, if

so, just what characteristic does this personality possess.

Rokeach's theory of belief systems21 is considered to be

of relevance to this aspect and has an associated measur—

ing instrument——the Dogmatism Scale——available for dif—

ferentiating the related personality characteristic of

research subjects. Rokeach, whose work derives from the

much—studied authoritarian personality, proposes that

human personality is a cognitive system made up of belief

systems and disbelief systems-—representing the beliefs,

sets, expectancies, hypotheses, and the organization or

arrangement of these cognitions into systems. At any given

time those cognitions which a person accepts as being

true for the world he lives in comprise his belief

systems, and those he rejects as false represent his

disbelief systems. Rokeach's theory recognizes four dif—

ferent types, or orders, of beliefs, and describes the

organization of the cognitive system as consisting of

inter—dependent belief and disbelief systems arranged on

a continuum of which the extremities are open (open—

mindedness) and closed (closed—mindedness or dogmatic).

The way a person's belief—disbelief systems are

 

21M. Rokeach, op. cit.
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organized is asserted to determine how he would assess

other persons, ideas, or events. That is, whether he

will behave in an open—minded or closed-minded way in

ordering his View of reality.

Dogmatism (closed—mindedness) is defined as: (a)

a relatively closed cognitive organization of beliefs

and disbeliefs about reality, (b) organized around a

central set of beliefs about absolute authority which in

turn, (c) provides a framework for patterns of intolerance

and qualified tolerance of others.22 High dogmatism is

further characterized by a high magnitude of rejection

of all disbelief systems, an isolation of beliefs, a

high discrepancy in degree of differentiation between

belief and disbelief systems, and little differentiation

within the disbelief system. It is assumed that the more

closed the system, the more the world is perceived as

threatening, and the greater the belief in absolute

authority. Absolute reliance on authority by the closed-

minded person has a concomitant effect in the utilization

of irrational rather than rational modes of decision—

making, or in evaluating persons, ideas, or events.

A consequence of this concept is that persons dif—

fering in belief system structures will differ in the

manner by which they obtain information, and also differ

in their assessment of the information they obtain. The

M

2

2M. Rokeach, ”The Nature and Meaning_of Dogmatism,"

Psychological Review, 61 (1954), pp. 194—204.
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more closed a person's cognitive structure, the more

other persons or ideas will be evaluated in terms of the

authority sources from which they derive, where such

authority sources can be groups or institutions, as well

as other individuals perceived as authority figures.

An individual with a relatively closed system may

sometimes accept change and sometimes show resistance——

for the same reason. Change and resistance in open

systems may result equally from a correct, rational

appraisal of reality, that is, from independence of,

rather than subservience to, conformity pressures.

Further, it is not the case that an open—minded person

does not at all rely on authority figures and sources——

rather, he will evaluate these rationally. Thus, open—

minded persons are more concerned with the content of

information than with its source.

With regard to information—seeking behavior the

open—minded, or low dogmatism, person will have a ten—

dency to become acquainted with disbeliefs. That is, he

will want to learn about ideas and practices which differ

from those he now follows and has accepted as desirable

or appropriate.

The dogmatism concept has relevance to this

research with respect to the individual's information—

seeking behavior and adoption of new ideas or practices
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which may be proposed by an external source, such as a

consultant.

High dogmatism, or closed—minded, persons will

tend to restrict their access to, and acquisition of,

new information, whereas open—minded persons will be

more exposed to new information and thus have more

opportunities for adopting new practices. Further, the

closed—minded person will tend to reject, or not adopt,

a new practice if it does not conform with his accepted

ways of doing things, or with the recommendations of his

authority figures. However, it would be incorrect to

posit an inverse relationship between dogmatism and adop;

tion, as adoption could be high if recommended by the high

dogmatism's authority figures. The conforming nature of

closed—minded persons with those they perceive positively

will tend to produce such a result.

The current research will attempt to relate the

dogmatism measure of executives with their information—

seeking behavior (use of external consultants) and their

adoption of innovations (acceptance and implementation

of the proposals recommended by external consultants).

Previous research, however, does not provide strong

SUpport for the hypothesis that adoption and innovative—

ness is related to openmindedness. In his research into

the adoption of new practices by farmers, Jamais did

establish a weak, negative correlation between dogmatism
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and innovativeness.23 Similarly, in an earlier rural

study, Rogers showed a weak, negative correlation between

dogmatism and the adoption of recommended farm practices.‘2L1

Measures of Effectiveness

The difficulty in identifying and measuring the  effectiveness of organization change has been recognized

by many authors. While changes in organizational vari—

ables such as sales, profits, employee turnover, can be

measured it is not possible to link such changes causa—

tively with other changes which may have been made in any

of the organization's components of tasks, structure,

technology, or people. It is clear that in the field

setting of the organization-consultant
relationship there

will have been too many uncontrolled and unmeasured

factors outside of the organization-consultant
relation—

ship, but acting contemporaneously, which could have  given rise to historically described and/or measured

Changes in any objective organization variables.

Carlson furnishes evidence that clients, and

researchers undertaking market investigations on their

behalf, employ different criteria for evaluating such

____~______________i.

23J, F. Jamais, "The Effects of Belief system

Styles on the Communication and Adoptlo? Of Farm“

Practices” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertat1on, Michigan

State Un1versity, 1964).

2HE. M. Rogers, ”Personality Correlates of the

Adoption of Technological Practices," Rural SOC1o ogy,

22 (1957), pp. 267—268. ”H
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studies, and that such criteria are seldom communicated

between client and external consultant.25 Most fre—

quently, the criterion of effectiveness is a subjective

notion of a client as to whether he likes, or feels

satisfied with, the consultant's job.

Lippit and his colleagues recognize that the change

agent can rarely tell, or be told, how much influence

he has had on his client system's course of change.26

Accordingly, it is considered necessary to rely

on essentially subjective evaluations, made by key

organization members, of the perceived effectiveness of

the consultant assisted change efforts, including the

identification of organizational characteristics in which

they perceive improvements, and the identification of

factors and conditions which led to misunderstandings,

or incomplete implementation
of the consultant’s recom—

mendations.

Summary

The literature provides support for the hypothesis

that the relationship between an organization and its

retained consultant will influence the effectiveness of

their collaborative efforts. Some evidence is available

~a____________w____

25R. O. Carlson, "High Noon in the Research Market

Place,” The Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 25, No. 3

(Fall. 1961), p. 331.

26R. Lippit, J. Watson, and B. Westley, op. cit.,

Chapter VII.
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These same case studies directed attention to the

{importance of the personality of the chief executive in

influencing his organization's use and acceptance of

 consultant advice, and the theory developed on the

‘ nature of individual belief systems provides a means for

( operationalizing and testing this concept.
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CHAPTER III  
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This research was undertaken to test the hypotheses

that:

(i) the effectiveness of consultant assisted organiza—

tional change programs is a function of the

organization—consultant relationship.

(ii) the use of external consultants and the acceptance

of their recommendations by organizations is

related to the openmindedness of their chief

executivese

A collateral objective is to survey the use of external

consultants with respect to certain organization character-

isticso

While there is an abundance of sources which

emphasize the importance of the organization—consultant

relationship, such references are almost exclusively

'homiletic, and unsupported by significant empirical

evidence which alone can confirm their veracity“ InSpec—

tion of the literature failed to reveal any prior empiri—

cal research in the reference area (iae., with respect

to the fundamental research hypothesis) and thus the

attempt here is in the nature of a pioneering incursion

36
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into an area of vital concern and significance. The work

of Tilles,27 however, was to some extent directed at the

same problem as is being addressed in this project. His

approach was to examine and report on ten separate

organization—consultant relationships through an analysis

of information obtained from interviews, observations, and

discussions with members of these organizations, and also

with their consultants. His case study type of approach

did not provide the empirical base which is the objective

of the present research, but it was based on that author's

notion that the determinants of the outcome of a client—

consultant relationship are probably manifested much

before the final stages of the relationshipe

The fundamental research hypothesis concerning the

effectiveness of consultant assisted change efforts and

the organization consultant relationship required:

(i) the identification of organizations which have

used the services of external consultantso

(ii) the means for distinguishing between different

types or natures of organization—consultant

relationships,

(iii) measures, or descriptions, of the resulting

effectiveness of the consultant assisted change

effortso

 

27
Seymour Tilles, Op, cit“
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In addition, the hypothesis concerning the open—

mindedness of the organizations' chief executives required

measurement of such open—mindedness. Finally, the survey

aspects of the research projects required the identifica—

tion of those organizational characteristics considered

to be relevant.

The basis for the identification of different

organization—consultant relationships is the inference,

or assumption, that differences in the initial arrange—

ments and negotiations within the client organization

itself, and then between organization and consultant,

will lead to differences in their relationships.

These factors are considered to comprise:

(l) differences in the organization problems or

situation leading to the consideration of obtain—

ing external assistance,

(2) differences in the reasons for using an external

consultant.

(3) considerations made in the organization prior to

the decision about the assistance to be sought,

(4) considerations concerning the nature of the con—

sulting assignmento

(5) considerations of the working arrangements

between consultant and organization.
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Nature of the Problem or Situation

Leading to the Decision to Obtain

External Assistance

 

 

 

In addition to those occasions on which an organiza—

tion may seek consultant help are those other occasions

where the consultant is the initiator——seeking to interest

the organization in using his services. The consultant

might initiate such a contact as a "cold—canvass," or on

the basis of information about the organization's diffi—

culties as reported by a related third party, or by

independent informants. In any case, where the consultant

initiated contact leads to his retention by the organiza—

tion for the purpose of providing assistance in effecting

organization changes, such instance will be the legitimate

concern of this research. It is expected, however, that

the organization will generally initiate contact with

the consultant with a request for services, or with an

invitation to the consultant to make a preliminary diag—

nostic investigation of an organizational situation as

a basis for developing and submitting a proposal and

quotation concerning the assistance that could be

supplied. The following generalized descriptions relate

to the occasions on which consultant assistance may be

sought:

(1) the organization requires an audit of some or all

of its components to confirm that their present arrange—

ment represents the "optimum" condition with respect to
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organization objectives and resources, and with respect

to the current state of knowledge and technology. This

situation may give rise to recommendations for change

programs or may simply confirm the adequacy of the

existing situation.

(ii) the organization desires to make improvements in

identifiable areas of one or more of its components.

(iii) the organization perceives a need to conduct

training activities to effect improvement of member per—

formance in areas it considers to be inadequate.

(iv) the organization requires assistance in identifying

and solving problems where it recognizes only their

consequences rather than their causes or nature.

(v) the organization requires evaluation and recommenda—

tion of various available problem solutions where con—

sensus or resolution cannot be made among organization

members.

(vi) the organization requires investigation and/or

action with respect to identified problem situations

where they have the ability to solve these, but not the

capacity——in terms of available organization members—-to

do so at the time required.

(vii) the organization requires an investigation and

analysis of external environmental conditions which can

reveal the degree of inconsistency of the present

arrangement of organization components with respect

thereto.

 



  
 

(

{11

‘
_
l
-

I
—
-
"

F
"

'
U

'
1

success

\

I

191va

,
—

.

1
'

z
.

) the

tsown in“

ovement;

3‘

I_ul.

p

Asiderat

:u

15;.

:x-v n

 
 
 



  

 

41

(viii) the organization requires external assistance as

its own internal efforts to resolve problems or effect

improvements have been unsuccessful or only partially

successful.

(ix) the organization perceives some value in adding

to its prestige through associating with a consultant.

(x) the organization is motivated by "political"

considerations to secure the services of a consultant to

carry out programs which it would find disadvantageous

to implement itself.

Reasons for Using an External Consultant 

The organization will have at least one, and possibly

several, reasons for obtaining the assistance of an

external consultant in attempting to develop and implement

appropriate organizational adaptations to perceived

environmental changes. In addition to the possibility

that this initial orientation may relate differentially

to ultimate effectiveness, such reason(s) may also

influence the ensuing organization—consultant relation—

ship. The reason(s) for enlisting consultant help are

considered to derive from the organization's perceptions

concerning:

(1) a consultant's superior ability (i.e., superior

with respect to the abilities of organization members)

to provide new ideas and a fresh approach to the organiza—

tion's problems.

l___‘ i
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(ii) a consultant's superior ability to diagnose and

identify the organization's problems and evaluate pos—

sible solutions.

(iii) a consultant‘s specialized skills and experiences

gained from other organizations which may be applied to

the present situation.

(iv) a consultant's superior ability to introduce and

implement change programs in an effective and efficient

manner.

(v) a consultant's ability to provide independent

opinion based on unbiased judgment and comparative freedom

from organizational involvement and its consequences.

(vi) a consultant's superior ability to train organiza—

tion members in techniques and skills required to handle

existing situations or those likely to emerge.

(vii) the availability of a consultant to undertake

the necessary work at the time required where competent

organization members cannot be made available.

(viii) the confidential nature of the organization's

problem wherein the consultant can provide protection

against the disclosure of organization identity, or gain

information to which the organization would not other—

wise have access.
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Considerations Within the OrganizatiOn

Prior to a Decision About the

Assistance to be Sought

 

 

 

The considerations of organization members which

lead to the securing of consultant assistance will

inevitably have an effect on the nature of the ensuing

organization—consultant relationship, which the funda— I

mental hypothesis underlying this research posits to be

influential in determining the effectiveness of collabora—

tive efforts.

The relevant questions to be considered are:

(i) which organization member, or members, initiates

the possibility, or desirability, of considering consultant

help?

(ii) which organization members discuss this possi—

bility?

(iii) which organization member makes the decision to

seek consultant help, or is this decision made outside

the organization? (For these considerations any non—

executive member of the organization's Board of Directors,

or corporate personnel in the case where the organization

is a division or subsidiary of a larger corporate entity,

would be regarded as being ”outside" the organization.)

(iV) at what level in the organization was the pro—

consultant decision ultimately authorized?

(V) what was the extent of concensus or disagreement

among those organization members to be affected, concerning

the decision to obtain consultant help?
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(vi) at what point in time with respect to the aware—

ness or identification of the organization's problems

or uncertainties, was consultant help sought?

(vii) how many consultants (either individuals or

consulting firms) were invited by the organization to

discuss the situation, or to submit proposals prior to

the selection of a consultant?

(viii) what is the nature of the procedure adopted by

an organization for the selection of a consultant, and

what selection criteria are used?

(ix) at what level in the organization, or by whom,

is the decision made concerning the particular consultant

to be hired?

Many of the preceding questions relate to organiza—

tion activity which could be expected to occur before any

consultant contact is actually made. However, the nature

of their enactment is considered likely to have an

influence on the relationship ultimately established

between the organization and its chosen consultant. Any

number of arrangements could be envisaged as possibly

occurring. The Board of Directors or corporate personnel

(as ”non—members" of the organization) may decide on the

engagement of a consultant and ”impose" him on the

Organization. The organization's chief operating execu—

tive may make a decision to engage a consultant and

proceed to do so, maintaining himself as the sole point

I
I

I
I
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of contact with the consultant, or ”imposing" the consul-

tant on other, subordinate, organization members. Then

again, the decision may be made at a lower management

level, or could perhaps originate as a recommendation

from a lower management level. A similar variety of

possibilities exists with respect to the selection of a

particular consultant and the process through which this

is accomplished.

Whether only one consultant is invited to assist

the organization, perhaps on the basis of a previously

established personal relationship with an organization

member, or for any reason; or whether a number of con—

sultants are invited for preliminary discussions or to

make preliminary diagnostic investigations, could have an

influence on the nature of the organization—consultant

relationship which ultimately develops, and which is

hypothesized to have an influence on the effectiveness of

the organization's subsequent achievements. In like

manner, there will be variation in the timing at which

consultant help is sought, wherein an urgent appeal to  
assist with a dramatically serious situation, which

may have resulted from the ineffectiveness or inappropriate-

ness of internally sponsored attempts, will likely produce

an order of relationship which will differ from one

which is developed in a situation where the request for help is timely, and made on more of a "preventive“ basis.
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Considerations on the Nature of the

ConsultingrAssignment 

( In addition to those preliminary considerations

concerning the possibility of seeking consultant help and

the decisions relating to consultant engagement, there are

r the questions which relate to the scope and nature of the

intended consulting assignment. Relevant features here

include:

(i) whether the selected consultant is required by

the organization to conduct preliminary diagnostic investi—

gations and submit a proposed program for the organiza—

tion's consideration and acceptance, or whether he is

commissioned to proceed immediately with tasks designated

by the organization.

(ii) the scope of the consulting assignment as regards

the phases of investigation, program development, recom—

mendations, and implementation, and the manner in which

this scope is determined.

(iii) the extent to which the organization's expectations

with respect to the required outcomes from the consulting 
assignment were identified and made explicit, and for—

malized in any agreement between the organization and

consultant.

(iV) the extent to which organization members were

formally advised of the proposed introduction of the

consultant, and of the objectives of his assignment.

 

 





—
—
v

 

 

 

(v) the constraints, or restrictions, imposed on the

consultant by the organization, with respect to areas in

which the consultant should not work, or to people or

information to which he should not have access.

(Vi) the definition or shared understanding of the

respective duties to be assumed by the consultant and

organization members, and their division of responsibili—

ties.

(vii) the definition or shared understanding of the

point at which the consultant's work would be regarded

as complete.

Considerations of the Working Arrange—

ments Between the Consultant and

Organization

There are many factors relating to the nature of

 

 

the consultant's intervention, or entry, into the organi—

zation which will also influence the organization—

consultant relationship. Proceeding beyond the consult—

ant's period of entry there are other features of the

modus operandi which would appear to further influence

the nature of this developing relationship. These could

concern the selection of an organization member as a point

of contact and liaison with the consultant; the working

methods and approach the consultant will be required to

adopt; the informing of organization members as to the

intended introduction of the consultant into the organi—

zation. Whether such considerations are made prior to
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the establishment of contact with the consultant, or

whether the consultant is made a party to such considera—

tions, and in either case, the nature of the arrangements

which do eventuate will all have an influence on the

nature of the relationship which is the focus of this

research project.

More specifically, the relevant factors for this

phase of development are:

(i) the nature of the arrangements for collaboration,

contact, and liaison between the organization and con—

sultant during the working phases of the consultant‘s

assignment.

(ii) the nature of the arrangements made for the con-

sultant to report on his activities and progress during

the conduct of the consulting assignment and also at its

completion.

(iii) the manner in which the consultant attempted to

involve organization members in the assignment, and secure

their commitment to the programs he wanted recommended.

(iv) the consultant‘s relative emphasis on diagnosis

and identification of the organization's problems.

(V) the nature of any changes made in the scope,

extent, objectives, or timing of the consulting assign—

ment which were made during its progress on the recom—

mendation of either the consultant or organization

members.
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(vi) the extent to which the consultant participated

in the implementation of any of the programs he

recommended.

Operating Hypotheses 

Consistent with the influencing factors enumerated

in the preceding sections, it is now possible to opera—

tionalize the fundamental research hypothesis by restate—

ment as a series of testable propositions.

The fundamental hypothesis which the research is

attempting to test is that:

the effectiveness of consultant assisted change

efforts is a function of the organization—

consultant relationship.

Specifically, it is hypothesized that consultant assisted

change programs will be more effective where:

l. the organization considers some changes may be

necessary, rather than where a consultant is

retained to audit the status quo.

2. the organization ascribes some expertise to, and

demonstrates trust in the consultant for his ability

to develop and implement an effective change program.

3. the organization initiates the original suggestion

to seek consultant help, rather than responding to

a suggestion initiated by the consultant.
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organization members are in general agreement as to

the need for, and desirability of obtaining con—

sultant assistance.

several organization members, and particularly

those to be affected, have participated in the

discussions and decisions leading to the retention

of a consultant.

organization members are in general agreement as to

the particular consultant selected.

the consultant finally appointed has been selected

from two or more consultants invited for preliminary

discussions or to make preliminary diagnoses.

the consultant finally appointed has been selected

on the basis of some identified, objective criteria.

the selected consultant has been required to conduct

preliminary diagnostic investigations and develop a

proposed program for the organization's approval

and acceptance.

the organization's goals and expectations with

respect to the required outcomes from the consulting

assignment are identified and made explicit.

the organization does not closely direct the con—

sultant's work, or unreasonably constrain him, by

embargo or withheld information, from investigating

what he perceives as relevant areas of the organi—

zation's affairs.
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13.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

 

2%?

there is clear definition, and shared understanding

of the respective duties to be assumed by the con—

sultant and organization members.

the consultant develops his recommendations for

organization change on the basis of his investiga-

tions of organization problems and needs, rather

than where he supplies the organization with a

standardized, ”pre-packaged" program.

the organization makes specific provision for the

consultant to report to the organization on his

porgress and findings throughout the course of his

assignment, rather than only at its completion.

the consultant works closely and directly with

organization members within a cooperative rather than

a directive framework.

the organization establishes a specific point of

contact and liaison with whom and through whom the

consultant can operate.

the consultant actively involves organization

members—-and particularly key managers—~in the

development and implementation of recommended

change programs.

the scope of the assignment requires (or permits)

the consultant to participate in the implementation

of recommended change programs.
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The question which is being posed by these

propositions is really asking whether an organization-

consultant relationship of one particular type is

typically associated with successful change efforts,

and whether a relationship of a discernably different

type is typically associated with unsuccessful or

ineffective change efforts.

Measures and Descriptions of

Effectiveness

This research attempted to secure historical

information rather than represent the starting point

of a longitudinal study which could observe, describe,

and possibly measure the effects of on—going consultant

assisted change programs. Because of its field setting,

any research data in the form of measured organization

variables over the duration of an organization—consultant

association would not be able to be linked causatively

with the research variable. Clearly, there would be too

many unmeasured and uncontrolled factors outside of the

organization—consultant relationship, but acting con—

temporaneously, which could give rise to historically

described, and/or measured, changes in any such objective

Organization variables. An attempt was made to secure

measures of apparently relevant organization variables

Over the duration of the relevant time period, but

Sucn measures can be no more than associated with the
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nature of the organization—consultant relationship which

the research will also disclose. Accordingly, it is

considered necessary to rely essentially on subjective

evaluations made by key organization members of the per—

ceived effectiveness of consultant—assisted change efforts.

To accomplish this, organization members were asked to

subjectively rate their evaluation of the consultant's

effectiveness, identify organization activities and con—

ditions in which they perceive improvements, and identify

factors and conditions which led to misunderstandings

 
between the organization and consultant, or to incomplete

implementation of the consultant's recommendations.

(1)

Specifically, descriptions of effectiveness were sought

in the following areas:

a subjectively rated evaluation of the overall

(ii)

effectiveness of the consulting assignment in terms of

achieving desired results or improvements.

final report.

an evaluation of the quality of the consultant's

(iii) the extent of acceptance, disagreement, or

(iv)

rejection of the consultant's recommendations by various

organization members.

the extent of perceived changes and improvements

in Specified organizational conditions such as:

— job satisfaction of workers

— job satisfaction of managers 
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internal communications

— internal relationships

— new business opportunities

- ability to deal with future problems

— skills and abilities of organization members

 — dependence of organization members on

external assistance

- management decision—making

(v) the nature of misunderstandings between organiza—

tion members and consultant and the extent to which these

detracted from the possible effectiveness of the

assignment.

(vi) the reasons for modifying, or only partially

implementing the consultant's recommendations.  (Vii) the duration of the assignment in comparison

with the original estimate or schedule.

(viii) the organization's assessment of value received

in relation to the amount of the consultant‘s fees.

(ix) whether the same consultant would be hired again

should the organization require external assistance on a

future occasion.

In addition to these subjective evaluations there

are a number of organization variables to be measured.

— number of employees

— number of management and supervisory personnel

— number of non—management staff personnel
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— annual sales turnover

— annual net income

A second objective of this research was to test

the hypothesis that the use of external consultants,

and the acceptance of their recommendations by an

organization is related to the open—mindedness of the

organization's chief executive.

Measure of Open—Mindedness (Dogmatism) 

Open—mindedness was measured by Rokeach's Dogmatism

Scale, and on the recommendation of its author28 the

shortened twenty—item version of the scale will be used

in preference to the original forty—item scale. The

short form Dogmatism Scale was developed by Troldahl and

Powell29 who showed by its use in field studies, that its

correlation with the forty—item version was 0.9M (the

lower of correlations determined in two separate field

studies). As well as a high correlation with the original

forty—item scale, the short form contains items which

maintain its reliability whether administered by personal

interview or by self-administration. The Short Form

Dogmatism Scale presents the subject, whose open—mindedness

 

28Milton Rokeach, Professor, Department of

Psychology, Michigan State University, East Lansing,

Michigan, U.S.A.

29V. C. Troldahl, and F. A. Powell, ”A Short Form

Dogmatism Scale for Use in Field Studies,” Social

Forces, Vol. AM, No. 2 (December, 1965), pp. 211—21u.

 





 

       

   

 

is to be measured, with twenty statements and requests

the subject to indicate the extent of his agreement or

disagreement with each statement, viz:

 

Statement Extent of Agreement

1. In this complicated world Agree very much

of ours the only way we Agree on the whole

can know what's going on Agree a little

is to rely on leaders or Disagree a little

experts who can be trusted Disagree on the whole

Disagree very much

Each answer is scored by allocating a number of

points to the extent of agreement or disagreement

indicated by the subject:

Agree very much 7 points

Agree on the whole 6 "

Agree a little 5 "

Disagree a little 3 "

Disagree on the whole 2 "

Disagree very much 1 point

The Dogmatism Score is then determined by summing the

points scored for each statement. Using this scale with

the Short Form allows Dogmatism Scores to range from a

low score of 20 (extremely open—minded) to a high score

of IMO (extremely closed—minded). The Dogmatism Score

thus determined for the chief executive or other organiza—

tion members can then be considered in relation to the

frequency of use of external consultants by an
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organization, and the extent of its acceptance of advice

from external sources. .

It is hypothesized that there will be an inverse

relationship between an organization sponsor's Dogmatism

Score and his voluntary use of consultants. Next, it is

hypothesized that there will be a relationship between the

organization sponsor's Dogmatism Score and his acceptance

of advice from a consultant, but that such relationship

will depend on his concept of the consultant. Thus he

may see the consultant as an authority figure whose

advice is to be obeyed, in which case it is hypothesized

that there will be a direct relationship between Dogmatism

Score and his acceptance of a consultant's recommendations.

Where the organization member (or consultant sponsor)

has a low Dogmatism Score, meaning that he is more open—

minded, it is hypothesized that he will not regard the

consultant as an authority figure, and that his accept—

ance of advice would be related to the calibre of advice

itself rather than to its source.

Survey Data

The third objective of this research project was

to gather survey data which can relate the frequency

and effectiveness of consultant use with several organi—

zation characteristics. The characteristics to be

related to consultant use are:
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(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(V)

(Vi)

(vii)

the general nature of the organization's

business.

the industry classification (for manufacturing

organizations).

the geographic location of the organization.

the total number of employees in the

organization.

the proportion of management or staff personnel

to the total number of employees in the

organization.

the sales turnover of the organization.

the net income of the organization.

Finally, the research will survey the possible

associations between consultant use and:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

the nature of the consulting assignment.

the amount of fees paid to the consultant.

the age of the organization's chief executive

or consultant sponsor.

the educational level of the organization's

chief executive or consultant sponsor.

Research Design

In order to obtain a significant quantity of

empirical data it is considered that a questionnaire

Will represent the most appropriate and useful research

instrument.

which collected research data through intensive

 

 

It is recognized that a case study approach
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interviewing may yield data of a different nature——

particularly as it would be possible to use several

members of an organization as sources of information,

the internal consistency of which would usefully attest

to its adequacy and accuracy. However, such an approach

would inevitably restrict the quantity of information

which could be obtained (i.e., the number of organiza—

tions which could be examined) because of the practical

limitations which constrain research of this nature.

Because of the complete absence of empirical evidence in

this area it is considered that quantity of usable data

is the paramount factor, and that a questionnaire instru—

ment can be designed so as to permit confidence in the

accuracy and completeness of the data it gathers.

The data required by this research was sought

exclusively from operating organizations rather than

consultants. The interrogation of the consultant

partners of organization—consultant relationships is

outside the scope of this study. As well as a potential

bias, the consultant is rarely aware of the organizational

activity which preceded his retention, and too often

remains unaware of the effectiveness of his helping

efforts.

For practical reasons, the organization respond—

ents to the survey instrument to be used in the present

research project can be only one individual organization
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member, and thus the question of the most appropriate

addressee is immediately encountered. Earlier dis—

cussion has indicated the possible involvement of

several organization members participating in any

decision leading to the retention of a consultant, and

also the possibility of such decision being made at any

of several points or levels within the organization.

While the most appropriate addressee may vary from

organization to organization there would appear to be no

way, within the confines of questionnaire based informa—

tion gathering, by which the desirable specificity of

identification could be made. Accordingly, the research

questionnaire was addressed to the chief operating

executive of each organization to be surveyed. The chief

executive was requrested to provide the information

himself, or in the instances where he has had no close

or direct association with the consulting assignment, he

was asked to arrange for its completion by that particu—

lar organization member whom he would regard as the

sponsor of the consulting assignment. As regards matters

of relevant organizational fact and detail which were

sought by some sections of the questionnaire, the

directions which accompany the instrument suggested its

completion by appropriately informed organization members.

The research questionnaire sought information

about the organizational arrangements preceding and
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during a consulting engagement, and about its ultimate

effectiveness. Also sought is information concerning

the frequency and type of consultant use, and about

certain organization and individual characteristics.

All these items have, or are related to, a time base

which had to be specified in order to obtain comparable

data.

With respect to the frequency of use of consultants,

organizational respondents will be asked to furnish this

data for the three—year period ending December, 1967.

Consistently, the particular consultant relationship to

be described by respondents was specified as that one

conducted during this three year period which was com—

pleted most recently prior to December, 1967. Other

factual data were requested as of this same date, unless

otherwise specified in a particular questionnaire item.

The date of December, 1967 has been used because of its

relationship to the period when the questionnaire will

be distributed and the data gathered——June—July, 1968.

The December, 1967 date is sufficiently recent to the

survey period to permit respondents to recall relevant

details, and appropriately timed to allow some

reasonable assessment of effectiveness to have been made.

It is recognized that some organizations will have

participated in many consulting engagements during the

specified three—year period, and that the arrangements
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preceding and during the organization—consultant relation—

ship may have differed from one such occasion to another.

By asking organization respondents specifically to

describe the most recently completed assignment, rather

than to choose and describe any assignments during this

period, it is considered that the data provided were

properly randomized.

In attempting to relate current organization

characteristics, such as number of employees, sales

turnover, and net income with the frequency of use of

consultants over a period it is possible, first, that

this very use of consultants has given rise to the

identifiable characteristics, or at least to some of them.

Secondly, the presently observable characteristics may be

quite unrelated to those extant at the time the consultant

activity was carried out. Only by restricting the dura—

tion of the historical time period to be considered can

these effects be minimized. The three—year period chosen

appeals, intuitively, as a reasonable period given this

problem, and because it was the period chosen by Seney

in his previously referenced survey,30 it will permit

comparisons between this and the earlier study.

The problem with respect to the attempt to relate

the frequency and effectiveness of consultant use with

 

30
Wilson Seney, op. cit.
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personal characteristics of the chief executive and other

management members is that the present incumbents may not

have been the persons in those offices during the time of

the previous consulting assignment. The relevant dates

pertaining to these situations were requested by the

questionnaire and used as bases for excluding or including

the data for analysis. Again, the effect was minimized

by restricting the duration of the time period to be

considered.

The Research Instruments 

It has been determined that a questionnaire is the

most effective and appropriate instrument for gathering

the required survey data from organization respondents.

Two questionnaires were developed and entitled:

Consultant Research Program, and Executive Opinion

Survey——and have been included in the Appendix section

of this thesis.

Consultant Research Program 

This questionnaire has been designed in eight

sections to allow respondents to furnish all of the

information necessary for testing several of the research

hypotheses. The questionnaire has been designed on a

"forced-choice" basis with an array of descriptive

choices, including an "open" choice, offered to the

respondent from which he is to indicate the most relevant,
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most appropriate, or most nearly correct description for

l the particualr situation of the most recently completed

I consulting experience he is reporting. The attempt has

been made to include all of the likely possibilities,

and this construction should permit the meaningful

categorization of responses as required for purposes of  
analysis. Wherever it was possible that more than one

of the descriptive choices for any one item might

reasonably be chosen, respondents were given the oppor—

tunity of indicating all of these choices which, together,

most properly describe that situation. At the analysis

phase, any such multiple responses were handled by recog—

nizing categories for the different possible combinations

of responses.  ' The penalty for constructing a questionnaire in

this detail is that it results in an instrument which

‘ appears extremely long and much more formidable than

J one which presents open—ended questions and requests

descriptive responses. Its advantage, however, is that

it provides data which are, analytically, much more

tractable.

In all cases the Consultant Research Program
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questionnaire were mailed to the chief operating execu—

tive of the selected organization——either a company, or
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a largely autonomous division or operating location

(plant, store, etc.) of a larger organization——and
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requested him to personally complete Sections 1 through

7 of the eight section questionnaire. Section 8 requests

quantitative information concerning organization vari—

ables which would normally be available from company

records and could be completed by whomever the chief

executive may deem appropriate.

The content of the Consultant Research Program

questionnaire has been largely foreshadowed by the dis—

cussion in an earlier section of this chapter which con—

sidered the various organizational arrangements and

activities which might precede and continue through

an organization—consultant relationship. An outline of

the content of this questionnaire follows:

Section 1

Section 1 of this questionnaire requests general

information about the organization, its use of external

consultants, and about the chief executive or other

organization sponsor of the most recently completed (i.e.

prior to December, 1967) consulting assignment. This

information shows the "consultant—proneness" of the

organization in terms of organizational characteristics,

and was also used in analyses of the effectiveness of

consulting assignments. The personal data concerning

the chief executive or other sponsor were used in con—

junction with the open—mindedness data (Dogmatism Scores)

to be provided by the Executive Opinion Survey instrument.
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Section 2

This section seeks to identify the nature of the

situation which led the organization to seek consultant

assistance on the most recently completed occasion.

This factor was related to various descriptions of the

perceived effectiveness of the ensuing consulting

assignment.

Section 3

Section 3 seeks to identify the major reason for

an organization's use of an external consultant in the

reported situation. This factor was also related to the

perceived effectiveness of the assignment, and additionally

to some of the quantitative measures of organization

dimensions.

Section 4

The questions in this section pertain to considera—

tions of the initiation and subsequent levels of dis—

cussion, consensus, and decision—making by organization

members concerning the engagement of the consultant, as

well as to the bases and criteria for his selection.

These data are considered extremely relevant to the nature

of the ensuing organization—consultant relationship and

are thus basic to the fundamental research hypotheSis.

The several factors were all related to the various

descriptions of perceived effectiveness of the most

recently completed consulting assignment.
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Section 5

Section 5 comprises questions relating to considera—

tions of organization members about their objectives,

expectations, and the working arrangements they required

the consultant to observe——which might normally be made

before the commencement of the consulting assignment.

 Again, such information is basic to the fundamental

research hypothesis and was appropriately related to the

various descriptions of perceived assignment effectiveness. Section 6

The questions in this section focus on the con—

sultant's part in establishing the bases for his modus

) operandi by considering arrangements for interim report—

‘ ing and coordination, and involvement of organization

members in the various phases of the consulting assign—  ment. These items all contribute to the nature of the

? organization—consultant relationship which emerged in

each case, and were, as in the preceding sections,

7 related to the descriptions of perceived assignment

effectiveness.

Section 7

Section 7 contains the various descriptions, or

dimensions, by which the most recently completed con-

sulting assignment has been, or could be, evaluated.

All are subjective, qualitative descriptions of how the

g c? l
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68.

effectiveness of the assignment was perceived by the

organization's chief executive or other sponsor.

Included are specific characteristics which were con—

sidered by the organization sponsor to have had an

influence on assignment effectiveness; organization areas

where change was observed; as well as more general descrip-

tions of goal achievement and assignment effectiveness.

Section 8

This section requests annual information for the

year to December, 1967, and the three preceding years, on

such organization dimensions as the total number of

employees, the number of management personnel, sales

turnover, and net income. Such longitudinal data could

be used for ”before and after” measures of the conse—

quences of the consulting assignment.

The Consultant Research Program questionnaire does

not require disclosure of the respondent's corporate or

personal identity, but in order to know the composition

of the total response, each questionnaire was accompanied

by an identifying reply card which respondents were asked

to return separately from, and independently of, the

completed questionnaires. It would thus be possible to

describe the population represented by the research data

while still offering individual respondents the guarantee

of anonymity to encourage their completion of the

questionnaire.
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Executive Opinion Survey

In addition to the Consultant Research Program

questionnaire is another instrument styled the "Executive

Opinion Survey" questionnaire. This latter instrument

presents the twenty—item, "short—form," version of

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale arranged for convenient self-

administration by organization respondents, which is being  
used to obtain a measure of the open—mindedness of organi—

zation members. Four copies of the Executive Opinion

Survey were mailed with each Consultant Research Program

questionnaire with the request that one of these be com—

pleted by the chief executive, and the others by up to

three other organization members, including the assignment

sponsor where this is not the chief executive, who have

been significantly involved with the consulting assignment

described in the research questionnaire. The intended

use of the Dogmatism Scores is to relate them to the

frequency of consultant use and the acceptance of con—

sultant recommendations. It is considered that these

factors may show a different relationship to the mean

Dogmatism Score of a group of organization members than

to the Dogmatism Score of the chief executive, or other

sponsor, alone. The concept underlying this possibility

is that the social pressures in an organization where

other members are more open (or closed) minded may pro—

duce a climate which is more (or less) conducive to
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consultant use and influence and that this may be a more

significant determinant than the open mindedness measure

of one single executive.

Pre-Codingiof Research Instruments

The forced choice arrangement of both the Consultant

Research Program and the Executive Opinion Survey question—

naire permits their pre—coding to facilitate the subsequent

transfer of the research data to punched cards. In this

form the data were then conveniently introduced into a

computer along with a program which secured the required

analyses and frequency distributions.

The Survey Sample

The research instruments were addressed exclusively

to the chief operating executives of selected organiza—

tions——either independent companies, or operating plants,

stores, offices, or divisions of larger corporations.

With the chief executive as the addressee, and also the

desired respondent, it is considered pointless to address

the questionnaires to the corporate headquarters of multi-

plant, major, corporations where the corporate chief

executive is unlikely to have been in close contact with

the type of operating detail concerned with the question-

naire items. Accordingly, the instruments were mailed to

the operating head of a singularly located operating

organization.
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While problems of change confront non—business

organizations as well as business organizations, and

while it is recognized that the former also make use of

the assistance of external consultants, it is intended to

focus the primary thrust of this investigation into the

consultant relationship with business organizations. This

restriction may influence the nature of measures and

descriptions of the extent of organization change which

can be considered (for example: sales turnover, profit—

ability) and, consequently, may influence the extent to

which any findings can be transferred to non—business

situations. Anything beyond conjecture on this aSpect,

however, must await the completion of the research work

and the development of its empirically based findings.

An exception to the exclusive business concentration

of this research was made, however, to permit an examina—

tion of the consulting relationship in governmental

departments and agencies. More and more government

instrumentalities are making increasing use of external

consulting assistance, and it is considered both

opportune and potentially useful to gather data which

might show comparisons or contrasts between the condi—

tions for effective organization—consultant collaboration

in business organizations on the one hand, and in govern—

ment agencies on the other.
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The sample population of business organizations

to be addressed was a random sample of sufficient size

to provide a statistically meaningful number of responses

in each category of any classification into which it may

be analyzed. The Consultant Research Program question—

naire provided information which permitted the classifi—

cation of responses in the following ways:

— by type of business (7 categories including government)

— by industry classification (9 categories)

— by geographic location (9 categories)

— by distance from major city (5 categories)

— by number of employees (6 categories)

— by annual sales volume (8 categories)

— by annual net income (9 categories)

It was considered, somewhat arbitrarily, that the

sample should contain 1500—2000 organizations. While

this may appear to be a large sample it was recognized

that the formidable appearance of the research instru—

ments would likely discourage their completion by

addressees. No useful basis for predicting the likely

reSponse rate was available, but it was allowed that this

could be as low as ten per cent.

The source of a "universe” from which to select the

research sample and obtain the required mailing informa-

tion about addressees is another requirement. Of the

more than four million business enterprises in the U.S.A.
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many are of such small size that their use of external

consulting assistance is unlikely. Accordingly, it is

considered that all firms included in the research sample

should meet a minimum size criterion which could be

described by:

— number of employees

— annual (or other period) sales turnover

— net worth

A size criterion set entirely on the basis of number of

employees would tend to exclude "capital—intensive" firms

of which there may be many that have sought consulting

assistance. The sales turnover criterion poses the prob—

lem of identifying an appropriate surrogate dimension

for those firms, such as banks or other financial

institutions, which do not engage in a selling activity.

The net worth criterion, however, does not introduce a

problem of this type and was therefore selected to be

used in conjunction with a second criterion based on the

number of employees in the organization.

An almost complete, and certainly representative,

universe of business firms in the U.S.A. which have a

reported net worth (including intangibles) of one million

dollars or more is provided by Dun and Bradstreet's "1968

n31
Million Dollar Directory. This directory presents an

 

31Dun and Bradstreet, "1968 Million Dollar Directory,"

(New York: Dun and Bradstreet, Inc., 1968).
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alphabetical listing of 29,000 U.S. firms meeting this

indicated net worth criterion, which were extracted by

the publishers from their examination of reports from

more than three million business firms. This listing

includes the categories of: Industrials, Utilities,

Transportation, Banks and Trusts, Stockbrokers, Mutual

 and Stock Insurance, Wholesalers, and Retailers. Excluded

are Professional and Consulting organizations, Hospitals,

Credit Agencies, and Financial and Insurance institutions

other than those noted as inclusions, or which are other—

wise "prominent.”

 

The directory entries provide the name and address 
of each firm, the names of its principal officers,

number of employees, and in the case of divisionalized

organizations, the names of the operating divisions.

Because it is comprehensive, relevant, and up to

\ date, and because it provides the required mailing

information it was decided to select the random research

sample from this source. The directory is arranged with

approximately twenty entries on each of approximately

1500 pages. The random sample was selected by randomly

selecting a number between one and twenty and then

extracting that numbered entry from each page. Where

this identified a firm with fewer than one hundred

employees, the next listed firm on that page which met

“
-
—
—
—
—
\
—
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—
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this additional criterion was selected. In this way a
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, sample of 1575 business organizations, each having a

> reported net worth of one million dollars or more, and

3 each employing one hundred or more people, was collected.

5 The sample of government departments and agencies

’ was compiled from the U.S. Government Organization Manual

1967—68.32 This publication provides a listing of all

major departments and agencies of the U.S. Federal

' Government, including the names and mailing addresses of

their principal officers.

Rather than a random selection, each department and 
agency was selected for inclusion in the research sample.

In the case of the large departments and agencies each

w
—
—
V

major division was included. In this way a listing of

120 government departments and agencies (or their major

divisions where appropriate) was compiled.

In addition to the 1695 organizations selected from

these sources there were a further five business firms

which had been selected for purposes of conducting a

preliminary test of the research instruments (described

 

In order to test the suitability of the research

instruments, and to determine that organizational addresses

in the next section of this thesis). The final sample

)

’ thus contained a total of 1700 organizations.

{ Research Methodology

|
 

i

32U.S. Government Organization Manual 1967—68

(Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal Registrar,

3 June, 1967).
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could not only understand the questions, but that they

would have a comparable, or common, understanding of them,

a preliminary test run was conducted. Twenty business

organizations geographically located in the vicinity of

the researcher (Lansing, Michigan) which met the ”number

of employees" criterion were selected from Dun and

Bradstreet's "1968 Million Dollar Directory.” These

organizations were contacted directly by the researcher

during May, 1968, with a request for their cooperation in

working through the two research instruments with the

researcher. Only seven of these organizations had used

the services of external consultants during the three—

year period through December 1967, and five of these

agreed to participate in testing the instruments.

The researcher personally visited the chief

executives (either President or General Manager) of

these cooperating organizations during June, 1968. At

each interview the researcher handed the research instru—

ments with accompanying printed instructions to the

respondent and requested that he complete the question—

naires without comment or assistance from the researcher.

When completed, the researcher worked through the instru—

ments with each respondent checking his understanding of

the meaning and intent of each question. These inter—

views revealed that, apart from their length and the time

required for their completion (approximately ninety



minutes)
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minutes), the questionnaires presented no difficulties

to the respondents. Each executive indicated that he

1 found the questions meaningful and clear, and that there

was little difficulty in recalling the relevant details

of the consulting assignment which they were describing.

I Some suggestions for minor changes in terminology

were made during this testing phase, and these were

incorporated into the questionnaire (Consultant Research

PrOgram) prior to its final printing.

The questionnaires were mailed to the entire sample

7 on July 11, 1968, under the cover of a letter personally

addressed, by name, to each chief executive, and signed

i by both the researcher and the chairman of his disserta—

[ tion committee. The instructions for completing the

instruments were printed integrally with the Consultant

7 Research Program questionnaire which also included, as

. previously discussed, a serially numbered, detachable

reply slip. No pre—paid reply envelope was provided for

the use of respondents as it was considered that such a

, feature would have no influence on returns because of the

senior executive status of the addressees.

Although the reply cards would have permitted a

follow—up request to be made to those organizations which

did not respond, such follow—up was not made. As well

as considerations of time and expense, it was felt that

w organizational respondents would decide their intention

; ll 
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to reply, or not, on their initial receipt of the

instruments and that the incremental response from a

second mailing would be slight.

The distribution of the research sample is shown by

Tables 1 through 4:

Table 1 Composition of Research Sample—~by Type

of Business

Table 2 Composition of Research Sample——by Industrial

Classification

Table 3 Composition of Research Sample—-by Number of

Employees in the

Organization

Table A Composition of Research Sample-—by Geographic

Location of the

Organization

Additionally, Table 5: Composition of Geographic Regions——

by States, provides supplementary detail to Table U.

Summary

The research sought empirical evidence to test the

several operationalized statements derived from the

fundamental research hypothesis concerning the effective—

ness of consultant assisted organizational change efforts

and the organization—consultant relationship. These

operationalized statements, or working hypotheses, have

been developed from:

— considerations of the differences in organization

problems or situations leading to the retention of a

consultant.
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- considerations of the reasons for using a consultant.

— considerations made in the organization prior to the

decision to engage a consultant.

— considerations on the nature of the consulting

assignment.

— considerations of the working arrangements between

consultant and organization.

Each of these aspects allows several different

arrangements, or organizational situations, to be associated

with the consulting assignment. Consulting assignments

were described with respect to these different arrangements

and then associated with measures and descriptions of

effectiveness. A questionnaire is considered to be the

most appropriate research instrument to gather the quantity

of empirical data which are necessary. Such an instrument——

entitled the Consultant Research Program questionnaire——

has been developed as a compilation of questions relating

to the preceding organizational situations and arrange—

ments.

The relationship between a chief executive's open-

mindedness and his organization's use and acceptance of

consultant advice was determined by obtaining measures

of chief executives‘ Dogmatism and considering these

with respect to the relevant organization variables.

The twenty item, short form version of Rokeach's

"Dogmatism Scale"——styled as the Executive Opinion Survey
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questionnaire in this study——was used to obtain these

measures.

The research instruments were field tested to

confirm their suitability and then mailed to the chief

executives of a randomly selected sample of 1,575

business organizations which met specified minimum size

criteria. Additionally, the instruments were mailed to

the chief executives (or equivalent) of 170 federal

government departments and agencies.

The several hypotheses which were developed from

the fundamental research objective were tested by

analysis of the data furnished by respondents to the

survey instruments.



 

TABLE 1

Type 0:
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TABLE l.——Composition of research sample by type of

business.

 

 

 

  

Organizations

Type of Business in Sample

Number %

Industrial Manufacturing 805 47.”

Merchandising and Distribution 2A9 1A.?

Financial Institutions (incl.

Banks, Insurance) 213 12.5

Transportation 61 3-6

Public Utility 77 4.5

Other 175 10.3

Federal Government Departments

and Agencies 120 7-0

1700 10000
TOTAL
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TABLE 2.-—Composition of research sample by industry

classification.

 

 

 
 

 

 

Organizations

Industry Classification 1“ Sample

Number %

Automotive and Transportation

Equipment 20 2.5

Drugs, Chemicals, Petroleum and

Allied Products and Industries 57 7.1

Textiles, Clothing, and Footwear 101 12.5

Food, Beverages, Tobacco 106 13.2

Electrical and Electronic Goods

and Equipment 76 994

Metals, Minerals 33 “.1

Engineering, Machinery, and

Metalworking 220 27.4

Construction Materials, Lumber,

Hardware 56 7.0

AerOSpace and Defense 7 0:9

Miscellaneous Manufacturing 129 15.9

805 100,0
TOTAL
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TABLE 3.——Composition of research sample—~by number of

employees in the organization.

 

Number of Employees in the

Organizations

in Sample

 

 

  

 

Organization

Number %

100 - 500 employees 10AM 61.5

501 — 1000 208 12.2

1001 — 2500 154 9.1

2501 — 5000 61 3.6

5001 — 10000 55 3.2

Over 10000 A6 2.7

Not Known 12 0.7

Sub—Total of Business Organizations 1580 93.0

Add:

Federal Government Departments

and Agencies
120 7.0

1700 100.0
TOTAL
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TABLE 4.——Composition of research sample-—by geographic

location of the organization.

 

Location of Organization

(Geographic Region)

Organizations

in Sample

 

 

  

 

Number %

New England Region 103 6.1

Middle Atlantic 407 24.0

South Atlantic 176 10.4

East South Central 70 4.1

West South Central 121 7.1

East North Central 394 23.2

West North Central 112 6.6

Mountain 42 2.5

Pacific 155 9.0

Sub—Total of Business Organizations 1580 93.0

Add:

Federal Government Departments

and Agencies 120 7°0

1700 100.0
TOTAL
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TABLE 5.——Composition of geographic regions—~by states.

 

Geographic Region States

 

New England Region

Middle Atlantic

South Atlantic

East South Central

West South Central

East North Central

West North Central

Mountain

Pacific

Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,

Massachusetts, Rhode Island,

Connecticut.

New York, Pennsylvania,

New Jersey.

Delaware, Maryland, Virginia,

West Virginia, North Carolina,

South Carolina, Georgia, Florida,

Washington D.C.

Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama,

Mississippi.

Arkansas, Louisiana,

Oklahoma, Texas.

Michigan, Ohio, Indiana,

Illinois, Wisconsin.

Minnesota, Iowa, North Dakota,

South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas,

Missouri.

Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada,

Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New

Mexico.

Washington, Oregon, California,

Hawaii, Alaska.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The response from organizational addressees com—

prised:

145 reply cards indicating the addressee's

intention to not complete and return the

research instruments, and;

147 reply cards indicating that the research

instruments would be completed and returned.

Additionally, personal letters accompanied 65 of

the total 392 responses (23.1% of the survey sample). A

number of these letters, including those received from

consulting firms which happened to be included in the

survey sample and one received from the Association of

Consulting Management Engineers Inc., which had been

advised of the research project by some organizational

addressees, were commendatory and encouraging with their

appreciation of the potential value of the study. Many

others merely acknowledged that their organizations did

not have any, or recent, consultant experience, and a

few resented the imposition of this research on the all—

too—valuable time of the executive addressees.
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While 147 addressees indicated their intentions to

complete and return the research instruments, only 133

completed responses (7.8% of the survey sample) were

received. Some of these respondents left various

questionnaire items unanswered and this is reflected in

those analytical tables which show a total response of

 fewer than 133. Upon receipt, the completed question—

naires were coded, key—punched onto data cards and pre—

pared for computer analysis by the Applications Program—

ming Section, Computer Laboratory, Michigan State

University. The Applications Programming Section was

also employed to develop the required programs for com—

puter analysis on the basis of the researcher‘s instruc-

tions as to the variables to be related and presented

as contingency tables, and for other analyses in the

form of frequency distributions.

The composition of reSponses, and a comparison

with the composition of the survey sample, is presented

in Tables 6 through 9:

Table 6: Comparison of Composition of Responses with

Sample of Organizations Receiving Consultant

Research Questionnaire by Type of Business.

Table 7: Comparison of Composition of Responses with

Sample of Industrial Manufacturing Organiza—

tions by Industry Classification.
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TABLE 6.——Comparison of composition of responses with

sample of organizations receiving consultant research

questionnaire——by type of business.

 

 

 

 

No. of No. of

Organizations Responses

Sampled

Type of Business

No. % No %

Industrial Manufacturing 805 47.4 58 43.6

Merchandising and

Distribution 249 14.7 12 9.0

Financial Institutions

(Incl. Banks, Insurance) 213 12.5 25 18.8

Transportation 61 3.6 l 0.8

Public Utility 77 4.5 5 3.8

Other 175 10.3 9 6.8

Federal Government Agencies

and Departments 120 7.0 23 17.2

TOTAL 1700 100.0 133 100.0
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TABLE 7.——Comparison of composition of responses with

sample of industrial manufacturing organizations by

industry classification.

 

 

  

 

 

No. of No. of

Organizations ReSponses

Industry Classification Sampled

No % No %

Automotive and Transporta—

tion Equipment 20 2.5 7 12.1

Drugs, Chemicals,

Petroleum, and Allied

Products and Industries 57 7.1 3 5.2

Textiles, Clothing

and Footwear 101 12.5 5 8.6

Food, Beverages,

Tobacco 106 13.2 4 6.9

Electrical and Electronic

Goods and Equipment 76 9.4 8 13.6

Metals, Minerals 33 4.1 4 6.9

Engineering, Machinery,

and Metalworking 220 27.4 11 19.0

Construction Materials,

Lumber, Hardware 56 7.0 7 12.1

Aerospace and Defense 7 0.9 2 3.5

Miscellaneous

Manufacturing 129 15.9 7 12.1

TOTAL of Industrial

Manufacturing

Organizations 805 100.0 58 100.0
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Table 8: Comparison of Composition of Responses with

Sample of Organizations Receiving Consultant

Research Questionnaire by Number of Employees.

Table 9: Comparison of Composition of Responses with

Sample of Organizations Receiving Consultant

Research Questionnaire by Geographic Region.

Inspection of these tables shows that the distribu—

tion of responses is essentially similar to the distribu—

tion in the original survey sample. Goodman—Kruskal

coefficients of ordinal association (G) between the

response distribution and the sample distribution were

calculated for:

Table 6 G = 0.80

Table 7 G = 0.78

Table 8 G = 0.78

Table 9 G = 0.76

These coefficients can be interpreted to mean that

there is from 76% to 80% greater agreement than disagree—

ment between the response distributions and the sample

distributions. It is not possible, however, to make any

further claim concerning the extent to which the question—

naire responses can be taken as representative of the

survey sample.

The raw data were analyzed in the form of con—

tingency tables which related an item describing one

aspect of the organization—con
sultant relationship to

F
t
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TABLE 8.--Comparison of composition of responses with

sample of organizations receiving consultant research

questionnaire——by number of employees.

 

 

 

 

Number of Employees in Organizations Responses

. . in Sample
the Organization

No. % No %

100 — 500 Employees 1044 61.5 71 53.4

501 — 1000 208 12.2 12 9.0

1001 — 2500 154 9.1 11 8.3

2501 — 5000 61 3.6 6 4.5

5001 — 10000 55 3.2 2 1.5

Over 10000 46 2.7 5 3.8

Not Known 12 0.7 3 2.2

Sub—Total of Business

Organizations 1580 93.0 110 82.7

Add:

Federal Government

Departments and

Agencies 120 7.0 23 17.3

TOTAL 1700 100.0 133 100.0
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TABLE 9.——Comparison of composition of responses with

sample of organizations receiving consultant research

questionnaire——by geographic region.

 

 

 

 

No. of No. of

Location of Organization Organizations Responses
. . Sampled

(Geographic Region)

No % NO %

New England 103 6.1 8 6.1

Middle Atlantic 407 24.0 26 19.7

South Atlantic 176 10.4 11 8.3

East South Central 70 4.1 l 0.8

West South Central 121 7.1 3 2.3

East North Central 394 23.2 35 26.5

West North Central , 112 6.6 13 9.9

Mountain 42 2.5 2 1.5

Pacific 155 9.0 10 7.6

Sub—Total of Business

Organizations 1580 93.0 109 82.7

Add:

Federal Government

Departments and

Agencies 120 7.0 23 17.3

 

TOTAL 1700 100.0 132 100.0
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one or other of the descriptions of assignment effective—

ness provided by Section 7 of the Consultant Research

Program questionnaire. The variables selected for such

analysis were those relating to the operational hypotheses

which had been derived from the fundamental research

hypothesis concerning the influence of the organization—

 consultant relationship on the effectiveness of consultant

assisted change efforts. In this way, the empirical data

gathered by the research could be used to confirm or

reject the several underlying hypotheses.

The comparatively small number of responses in

which the reporting organization described the nature and

arrangement of their consultant experience presents an

all too obvious restriction on the strength of any

assertions which can be based on a review of the data.

Of the 133 organizational respondents, only 91 (68.4%)

reported on a consulting experience which had occurred

during the three year reference period, and not all of

these reported fully on each item in the questionnaire.

This results in even smaller numbers of responses

appearing in the various cells of the analytical tables

and precludes the use of those statistical tests which

could otherwise demonstrate the significance of the

research data. For this reason it is considered that

the data may be more correctly used to indicate probable

directional effects rather than to conclusively prove
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or disprove the related hypotheses. Consequently, the

discussion of the data analyses includes a minimal amount

of statistical manipulation and inference.

In the following discussion of data in relation

to the operational hypotheses, those instances where

only one or two responses are available have been largely

ignored because of uncertainty about their significance,

and their potentially misleading consequences.

Hypothesis 1. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the organi—

zation considers some changes may be necessary,

rather than where a consultant is retained to

audit the status quo.

Relevant data are presented in Table 10: "Effectiveness

of Assignment by Major Situation Leading to Consultant

Assignment." (This table relates data from questionnaire

Item 2 and Item 7.) Overall, 37.2% of all assignments

were judged by their organizational respondents as being

completely effective in terms of achieving the desired

changes or improvements. However,

— only 33.3% were judged as completely effective where

the organization was unaware of any general or partic-

ular problems, but retained a consultant to conduct

an examination and evaluation of its operations,

practices, and policies in order to confirm their

adequacy.
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TABLE 10.——Effectiveness of assignment by major situation

leading to consultant assignment.

 

Major Situation Leading

to Consulting Assignment

Assignment

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

A*
B* C* D* E*

Fifi

Total

 

Contact initiated by

consultant, with offer

to investigate and

recommend services.

(% Across)

Organization unaware of

problems, but wanted

examination and evalua~

tion of operations.

Organization primarily

concerned about adequacy

of its ”technology.”

Organization primarily

concerned about the

adequacy of its manage—

ment personnel and

practices.

Organization primarily

concerned about the

adequacy of its formal

structure.

Organization primarily

concerned with change

in external conditions.

Other reason.

No reason indicated as

most important.

TOTAL

1

(50.0%)

2

(33.3%)

14

(41.2%)

13

(52.0%)

1

(16.7%)

1

(14.3)

2

(25.0)

1

(16.7%)

0 1 O 0 0

34

25

 

35

(37.2%)

12 28 6 6 94
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II Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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— only 26.7% were judged as completely effective where

the organization reported no particular situation as

precipitating the consultant's engagement.

- only 14.3% were judged completely effective where

the organization was concerned primarily with changes

that had taken place in the external environments.

These preceding situations represent those where it

could be reasonably inferred that the organization does

not necessarily see internal changes as inevitable. In

contrast, in those situations where the consultant's

engagement was prompted by some perceived inadequacy in

the organization's
practices, policies, personnel or

Structure—-from
which a consideration

of the necessity

for change could be reasonably inferred——there
were 43.2%

Of assignments
judged as completely effective.

Thus,

these data are considered as being in the direction of

supporting the underlying hypothesis.

Further evidence is presented by Table 11: "Effective—

ness of Assignment
by Origin and Specificity

of Assignment

Objectives.”
(From questionnaire

Item 5.4 and Item 7.1).

It is argued that those occasions
where the organizati

on

formulated
its own specific objectives

with respect to the

required outcomes from the consulting
assignment

s are more

likely associated
with a realizatio

n of the need for

change than those other situations
where either the con—

Sultant assisted
in the formulatio

n of specific
goals,
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or where any goals were of only a generalized, non—

specific, nature.

Where specific goals were formulated by one or more

organization members and given to the consultant the

proportion of assignments judged as completely effective

was 44.8%. Only 30.0% of assignments were judged as

completely effective where goals were of a generalized

nature, and/or where the consultant contributed to their

formulation.

These data, also, are considered to be in the

direction of supporting the underlying hypothesis (see

Tables 10 and 11).

Hypothesis 2. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the

organization ascribes some expertise to,

and demonstrates trust in the consultant

for his ability to develop and implement an

effective change program.

Table 12: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Sponsor‘s

Concept of the Consultant,” (from questionnaire Item

5.10 and Item 7.1), indicates that assignments are

most often judged as completely effective where the

sponsor regards the consultant as a collaborating equal

with whom programs could be jointly considered (58.8%

of such assignments were judged as completely effective).

However, the most frequently held concept (46 out of 92

cases reported) has the consultant as an expert resource,

outside of the organization, whose independence is
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TABLE l2.——Effectiveness of assignment by sponsor's con—

cept of consultant.

 

Organization Sponsor's

Concept of Consultant

Degree of Effectiveness of

Assignment

 

A* B* 0* D* E*
F5!-

Total

 

As a competent ”sub—

ordinate" who would

carry out programs as

determined by sponsor.

(% Across)

As a ”superior" whose

recommendations were to

be regarded as dir—

ectives.

As a collaborating equal

with whom programs

could be jointly con—

sidered.

As an expert resource,

but outside of the

organization whose

independence was

valuable.

As an independent "con—

tractor" who would

deliver a ”completed

package" for consider—

ation.

Other.

TOTAL

1 0 0 O 1

(50.0%)

1

(25.0%)

10

(58.8%)

15

(32.6%)

6

(27.3%)

0

(0.0%)

0

17

46

22

 

33 12 27 7 6

(35.9%)

92

 

*
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H Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.
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valuable, and only 32.6% of such cases were judged as

completely effective.

While these data are not entirely consistent,

Table 13: "Bases for Organization—Consultant Misunder—

standings by Sponsor's Concept of the Consultant" (from

questionnaire Item 5.10 and Item 7.8) indicates that

misunderstandings occurred least often where the consult-

ant was regarded as a collaborating equal (misunder-

standings between organization and consultant reported

in only 31.3% of cases), or where the consultant was

regarded as an expert external resource (misunderstand—

ings in only 33.3% of cases).

As misunderstandings between organization and con—

sultant are considered to detract from the potential

effectiveness of the consultant assisted change effort,

these data are in the direction of supporting the under—

lying hypothesis.

Further evidence is provided by the way in which

changes were made in the consulting assignment itself

during its progress. Any such changes made unilaterally

by one or more organization members could be regarded as

demonstrating less respect and trust in the consultant

than where the latter participated in modifying the

originally agreed assignment program. Table 14:

"Effectiveness of Assignment by Changes in Assignment

during Progress" (from questionnaire Items 6.7 and 7.1)
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TABLE 14.-—Effectiveness of assignment by changes in

assignment during progress.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

Origin of Changes Made Assignment

 

 

 

 

to Assignment During
Total

its Progress A* B* C* D* E*

Changes made at direction 4 l 6 0 0 l 12

of chief executive on (33.3%)

baSis of his evaluatiOn

of progress. (% Across)

Changes made at the.re- 0 O 1 O O 0 l

quest of other organiza— (0.0%)

tion members.

Changes mutually agreed by 12 5 7 2 0 l 27

discussions between organi—(44.4%)

zation members and con—

sultant.

Changes made unilaterally 0 O 0 l 1 0 2

by the consultant. (0.0%)

Changes requested by the 0 l 0 O 1 0 2

organization but not (0.0%)

agreed to by the con—

sultant.

No changes made, or re— 13 3 6 4 4 4 34

quested, to the original (38.2%)

terms of assignment.

Other. 0 O 0 0 0 1 l

(0.0%)

Changes made at direction 0 2 2 0 0 O 4

of chief executives and (0.0%)

other organization mem—

bers.

All other combinations 6 l 5 O O 0 12

of preceding arrange— (50.0%)

ments.

TOTAL 35 13 27 7 6 7 95

(36.8%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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shows that assignments were judged as completely effec—

tive in only 23.5% of cases where interim changes were

made unilaterally by organization members. By contrast,

44.4% of assignments were judged as completely effective

where interim changes were discussed and agreed between

the consultant and organization members.

Yet another indication is provided by Table 15:

"Effectiveness of Assignment by Replacement of Consultant

during Assignment Progress” (from questionnaire Items

6.8 and 7.1). In none of the cases reported where the

organization changed or attempted to have changed the

consultant because of concern about his competence,

were the assignments judged as being completely effective.

While it may show inconsistency in one reported

aspect (see Table 12) the available evidence is generally

in the direction of supporting the underlying hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the organi—

zation initiates the original suggestion to

seek consultant help, rather than responding

to a suggestion initiated by the consultant.

Table 10, which was previously presented in rela—

tion to Hypothesis 1, indicated that one out of the two

reported consultant initiated contacts was judged as

being completely effective. However, Table 16: "Effec—

tiveness of Assignment by Origin of Suggestion to Seek

Consultant Help" (from questionnaire Items 4.1 and 7.1)

reported seven occasions where the suggestion was
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TABLE l5.——Effectiveness of assignment by replacement of

consultant during progress.

 

Conditions Concerning Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

Replacement of Consultant Assignment

During Assignment Total

Progress A* B* C* D* E* F*

No change of consultant 35 25 7 4 7 87

requested or made. (40.2%)

(% Across)

Change at request of O 0 0 0 0 0 0

organization members due

to consultant's personal

incompatibility.

Change at request of or— O l 0 0 0 0 l

ganization members due to (0.0%)

doubt about consultant's

competence.

Change requested by or— 0 0 0 O 1 0 l

ganization but not agreed (0.0%)

to by consulting firm.

Assignment terminated pre— 0 O 0 O l 0 1

maturely due to dissatis— (0.0%)

faction with consultant.

Different consultant 1 l 1 0 0 0 3

assigned to working phase (33.3%)

than carried out initial

diagnosis.

All combinations of pre- 0 2 l 0 0 0 3

ceding arrangements. (0.0%)

TOTAL 36 13 27 7 6 7 96

(37.5%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

0 = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 16.—-Effectiveness of assignment by origin of sugges—

tion to seek consultant help.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

' t

Origin of Suggestion to Ass1gnmen Total

Seek Consultant Help A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Consultant himself. 0 l 3 0 2 l 7

(% Across) (0.0%)

Chairman, board or 2 O 2 l 2 0 7

corporate personnel. (28.6%)

Chief Executive 19 5 15 4 2 4 49

(38.8%)

Department head im— 12 5 8 2 0 l 28

mediately subordinate (42.8%)

to chief executive.

Lower level of manage— O l 0 0 0 l 2

ment. (0.0%)

Influential person(s) 0 l 0 0 0 0 1

outside of the organi— (0.0%)

zation.

Other. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

(100.0%)

TOTAL 34 13 28 7 6 7 95

(35.8%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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initiated by the consultant and none of these was judged

as being completely effective.

While these data are apparently inconsistent it is

considered that the questionnaire items generating the

information are basically different. 0f the seven

responses reported in Table 16 where the consultant

initiated the suggestion that the organization should

obtain consultant help, only two were reported (Table 10)

where a consultant-initiated contact was the major

situation leading to his retention. It would appear

that this difference would be explained by the organiza—

tion becoming aware of some other organizational situation

following the suggestion of the consultant, and coming

to regard this as the major situation leading to the

assignment. Clearly, it is the data reported by Table 16

which relate most directly to the hypothesis and pro—  
vide evidence in the direction of its confirmation.

Further support is provided by the data from Table 17:

”Complete Acceptance of Consultant‘s Recommendations by

Different Organization Levels by Origin of Suggestion

to Seek Consultant Help" (from questionnaire ltems 4.1

and 7.4). These data indicate that the consultants‘

recommendations are completely accepted by all organiza—

tion levels in only 11.9% of cases where the consultant

himself initiated the suggestion to seek consultant

help. Complete acceptance of recommendations was
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TABLE l7.--Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by origin of suggestion to seek

' consultant help.

 

Organization Level

Origin of Suggestion to Completely Accepting

 

 

  
 

Seek Consultant Help total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Consultant himself 1 0 l l l l 5

(% of Total Responses)** (ll-9%)

Chairman, board, or 1 2 0 l 2 0

5 corporate personnel (15.0%)

. . 12 23 4 ll 9 10 69
Chief executive (27 0%)

Separtment heads imme-

‘ diately subordinate to 8 l2 7 5 8 5 45

chief executive (29.0%)

Lower level of management 0 O O O O O (0007)

Influential person(s)

) external to the organiza— 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

. tion (0.0%)

Other 1 l l l l O 5

(83.4%)

' TOTAL 23 38 13 19 21 16 130

. (25.7%)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel.

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

> D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment.

**

‘ Per cent of Total Responses is the proportion of the

' total number of responses made by each organizational

\ level which completely accepted the consultant‘s

recommendations.
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proportionately very much higher where this situation

originated within the organization (complete acceptance

in 27.8% of such occasions).

Hypothesis 4. Consultant-assisted change

programs are more effective where organiza—

tion members are in general agreement as to

the need for, and desirability of, obtaining

consultant assistance.

One indication of the agreement of organization

members to seek consultant help is the origin of the

suggestion to seek consultant help. Table 16 indicates

assignments are judged as completely effective most

often (42.8% of such occasions) when this suggestion

originated with the management group immediately sub—

ordinate to the chief executive. Consistently, Table 17

indicates that the consultants' recommendations are com-

pletely accepted by all management levels most often

(29.0% of such occasions) where the consultant suggestion

was initiated by this same group.

Table 18: "Degree of Concensus of Acceptance of

Recommendations by Origin of Suggestion to Seek Con—

sultant Help” (from questionnaire Items 4.1 and 7.5)

adds further evidence with its indication that there is

complete (or almost complete) agreement concerning the

acceptance of recommendations most often (48.2% of

cases) where the consultant suggestion was initiated by

department head(s) immediately subordinate to the chief

executive. Where there is complete (or almost complete)
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TABLE l8.—-Degree of concensus of acceptance of recommenda-

tions by origin of suggestion to seek consultant help.

 

Concensus Concerning Accep—

tance of Recommendations

Origin of Suggestion  
 

 

to Seek Consultant total

Help A* 3* 0* D* E* F*

Consultant himself 0 0 0 4 3 0 7

(% across) (42.9%)

Chairman, board, or 0 2 l 3 l 0 7

corporate personnel (14.3%)

. . 2 l 4 l9 l7 4 47
Chief executive (36.2%)

Department head(s)

immediately subordinate 0 l l 8 13 4 27

to chief executive (48.2%)

Lower level of 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

management (0.0%)

Influential person(s)

outside of the O O O O l O 1

organization (100.0%)

0 O l O 1

Other (100.0%)

TOTAL 2 4 6 35 36 8 91

(39.6)

 

*A = Strong and almost complete disagreement among

organization members

Majority disagreement but some members in favor

About equally divided

Majority in agreement but some disagreement

Complete or almost complete agreement

Degree of concensus not known'
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concensus among organization members concerning the

decision to hire a consultant, the ensuing assignments

are most often judged as being completely effective——in

41.0% of such cases——as shown by Table 19: ”Effective—

ness of Assignment by Degree of Concensus Concerning

Consultant Assistance" (from questionnaire Items 4.5

and 7.1).

Table 20: "Complete Acceptance of Recommendations

by Different Organization Levels by Degree of Concensus

Concerning Consultant Assistance” (from questionnaire

Items 4.5 and 7.4), and Table 21: "Degree of Concensus

of Acceptance of Recommendations by Degree of Concensus

Concerning Consultant Assistance" (from questionnaire

Items 4.5 and 7.5) provide further supporting data.

Thus all the available evidence is consistent, and

in the direction of confirming the hypothesis that con-

sultant assistance will be more effective where organiza—

tion members are in agreement as to its need and

desirability.

Hypothesis 5. Consultant—assisted change

programs will be more effective where several

organization members, and particularly those

likely to be affected, have participated in

the discussions and decisions leading to the

retention of a consultant.

A considerable amount of data relevant to this

hypothesis are presented in the following tables:
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TABLE 19.——Effectiveness of assignment by degree of con—

census concerning consultant assistance.

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

Degree of concensus .

Concerning Consultant Ass1gnment Total

Ass1stance A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Strong and almost com— 1 0 O O O 1 2

plete disagreement (50.0%)

(% Across)

Majority disagreement, 1 0 0 0 1

but some members in (100.0%)

favor.

About equally divided. 0 0 l l O 0 2

(0.0%)

Majority agreement, but 7 l 3 l 20

some disagreement. (35.0%)

Complete, or almost 25 10 l5 5 3 3 51

complete, agreement. (41.0%)

Degree of concensus or 1 l 6 0 0 2 10

disagreement among (10.0%)

members not known.

TOTAL .35 13 28 7 6 7 96

(36.5%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 20.--Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif-

ferent organization levels by degree of consensus concern—

ing consultant assistance.

 

Organization Level

Completely Accepting

Degree of Consensus total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

 

 

Strong and almost complete

 

 

  

disagreement (% of Total 0 l 0 0 l O 2

Responses) (18.0%)

Majority disagreement, 1 1 1 0 0 3

but some members in favor (50.0%)

About equally divided 0 O 0 0 0 0 O

(0.0%)

Majority agreement, but 5 7 2 2 3 2 21 a

some disagreement (20.6%) I

Complete, or almost 18 26 10 l7 l8 14 103

complete, agreement (31.2%)

Degree of consensus 0 4 O l O O 5

not known (10.2%)

TOTAL 24 39 13 20 22 16 134

(26.2%)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment.
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TABLE 2l.——Degree of concensus of acceptance of recom—

mendations by degree of concensus concerning consultant

 

 

 

  
 

assistance.

Organization Members' Concensus Concerning Accep—

Concensus Concerning tance of Recommendations

Consultant Assistance total

A* 3* 0* Die E* F*

Strong and almost

complete disagreement 0 0 0 1 l 0 2

(% across) (50.0%)

Majority disagreement,

but some members in O 0 0 l O O 1

favor (0.0%)

About equally divided 0 1 1 0 0 2

(0.0%)

Majority agreement, but 2 0 1 9 8 0 20

some disagreement (40.0%)

Complete, or almost com— 0 3 3 19 28 6 59

plete agreement (47.5%)

Degree of concensus O O l 5 0 2 8

not known (0.0%)

TOTAL 2 4 6 35 37 8 92

(40.2%)

*A = Strong and almost complete disagreement among

organization members
_

B = Majority disagreement but some members in favor

C = About equally divided _

D = Majority in agreement but some disagreement

E = Complete or almost complete agreement

F = Degree of concensus not known
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Table 22: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Level of

Pre—Engagement Discussions" (from question—

naire Items 4.2 and 7.1).

Table 23: "Complete Acceptance of Recommendations by

Different Organization Levels by Level of

Pre—Engagement Discussion" (from question—

naire Items 4.2 and 7.4).

Table 24: "Degree of Concensus of Acceptance of

Recommendations by Level of Pre-Engagement

Discussions" (from questionnaire Items 4.2

and 7.5).

Table 25: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Level of

Decision to Request Consulting Help" (from

questionnaire Items 4.3 and 7.1).

Table 26: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Level of

Determination of Assignment Scope" (from

questionnaire Items 5.2 and 7.1).

Table 22 indicates that consulting assignments were

most often judged as completely effective where there

were pre—engagement discussions among several organiza-

tion members (completely effective in 47.6% of such

cases), and next most often (34.5%) where pre—engagement

discussions were held between the chief executive and

his immediate subordinates.
Assignments were least

Often judged as completely effective (25.0% of cases)

where no organization members were involved in
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TABLE 22.——Effectiveness of assignment by level of pre—

engagement discussions.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Level of Pre—Engagement Assignment

Discussions Total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Discussions between 7 l 7 2 2 2 21

chief executive and (33.3%)

peers or superiors.

(% Across)  
Discussions between chief 10 4 8 2 3 2 29

executive and immediate (34.5%)

subordinates.

Discussions among all 1 0 0 l 0 0 2

department heads. (50.0%)

Discussions among only 0 O l 0 0 0 l .

those department heads (0.0%)

involved in proposed

action.

Discussions among mana- 0 l l 0 0 0 2

gers of department(s) (0.0%)

or area(s) considering

assistance.

No discussion, as deci— 1 l l 0 0 l 4

sion about consultant (25.0%)

made unilaterally.

Other.
2 O O O 0 O 2

(100.0%)

Discussions between 4 2 5 2 l 0 1”

chief executive, (28.6%)

superiors, and im—

mediate subordinates.

     

All other combinations 10 4 5 O O 2 21

of preceding parties. (47.6%)

TOTAL
35 13 28 7 6 7 96

(36.5%)

 

 

 

*

W
K
U
C
J
C
D
U
J
P Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disapp01nting.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.

"
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I
"

"
I
I
”



 

TABLE 21

differei

Discuss

executf

superi<

Respon

Discus

chief

immedi

TN

U180

exec

and

0rdi

:
2

I
*

'
1
1
n
)

(
a
m

r
1
1
:
2



116

TABLE 23.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by

different organization levels by level of pre—engagement

discussions.

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

Level of Pre—Engagement Organization Level

Discussions Completely Accepting

total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Discussions between chief

executive and peers or

superiors (% of Total 4 9 1 4 3 l 22

Responses) (19.5%)

Discussions between

chief executive and 8 l3 7 8 9 51

immediate subordinates (34.2%)

Discussions among all 1 l 0 l l l 5

department heads (41.7%)

Discussions among heads

of department(s) or 0 0 O 0 0

area(s) to be affected (0.0%)

Discussions among all

managers in the depart—

ment(s) considering 0 O 0 O O 0

assistance (0.0%)

No discussions——as

decision was made 0 1 l 0 1 l 4

unilaterally
(25.0%)

Other 5 10 3 5 8 6 38

(29.7%)

Discussions between chief

executive and superiors
4

and immediate sub— 5 5 l 2 O 1 l

ordinates (17'l%>

TOTAL
24 39 13 20 22 16 134

(26.2%)

*A = Chief, board or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor
. _

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment
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TABLE 24.——Degree of concensus of acceptance of recommenda—

tions by level of pre—engagement discussions.

 

Concensus Concerning Accep—

 
Level of Pre— tance of Recommendations

Engagement total

Discussions A* B* C* D* E* F*

 

Discussions between

chief executive and

peers or superiors 1 1 2 7 7 2 20

(% across) (35.0%)

Discussions between

chief executive and l 1 2 8 l4 1 27

immediate subordinates (51.8%)

Discussions among all 0 0 0 l l 0 2

department heads (50.0%)

Discussions among only

those department heads

involved in proposed 0 1 0 0 0

action (0.0%)

Discussions among

managers of departments

or areas considering 0 0 O l O l

assistance (0.0%)

No discussions, as

decision about con—

sultant made uni- 0 0 1 l l

laterally
(33.3%)

Other 0 0 0 1

(50.0%)

Discussions between

chief executive,

superiors, and 0 l l

immediate subordinates

All other combinations 0 0

of preceding parties

4

(28.6%)

9

(42.9%)

      
 

2 4 6 35 37 8 92

TOTAL (40.2%)

  

 

 

Strong and almost complete disagreement among organi—

zation members
_ y

Majority disagreement but some members in favor

About equally divided
‘

Majority in agreement but some disagreement

Complete or almost complete agreement

Degree of concensus not known

*A

W
W
U
O
U
J

II
II

II
II

II
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TABLE 25.——Effectiveness of assignment by level at decision

to request consulting help.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 
  

 

 

Level of Decision to Assignment

Request Consulting Help Total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Chairman, board, or 6 0 3 O 3 1 13

corporate personnel. (46.2%)

(% Across)

Chief executive. 21 8 17 5 3 2 56

(37.5%)

Head(s) of relevant de— 4 2 3 l 0 3 l3

partment(s) or area(s) (30.8%)

to be affected.

Other. 0 2 0 0 0 0 2

(0.0%)

Chief executive together 1 l 2 O 0 l 5

with superiors or cor— (20.0%)

porate personnel.

Chief executive together 3 0 3 O O 0 6

with head(s) of relevant (50.0%)

department(s) or area(s).

All other combinations of 0 O O l 0 0 l

preceding parties. (0.0%)

TOTAL 35 7 13 28 7 6 7 96

(36.5%)

*A = Com letel effective.

B = Gengrallyyeffective,
but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappOinting.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 26.——Effectiveness of assignment by level of determi—

nation of assignment scope.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Level of Determination Assignment

of Assignment Scope Total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Chairman, board, or 3 l 2 0 0 0 6

corporate personnel. (50.0%)

(% Across)

      

Chief Executive 12 1 13 2 5 2 35

(34.3%)

Department head(s) of 10 2 5 2 0 2 21

relevant organization (47.6%)

area(s).

Consultant himself. 0 0 O 0 l 0 1

(0.0%)

Chief executive together 6 2 5 l 0 1 15

with department head(s). (40.0%)

Chief executive together 0 l l O O O 2

with consultant. (0.0%)

Department head(s) to— l 0 O O 0 l 2

gether with consultant. (50 0%)

Other combination of l 3 2 2 0 l 9

preceding parties. (11.1%)

TOTAL 33 10 28 7 6 7 91

(36.3%)

    

  
 

*

'
I
Z
I
L
'
U
U
O
U
j
p

II
II

II
II

II
II Com letel effective.

Gengrallyyeffective,
but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappOinting.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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pre-engagement discussions and the engagement decision

was made unilaterally. Table 23 provides consistent

data in rating the complete acceptance of recommenda—

tions with respect to the same variable. In this

analysis, complete acceptance of recommendations by all

organization levels is most frequent (41.7%) where dis—

cussions were held among all department heads.

By relating the concensus of acceptance of recom—

mendation to the nature of pre—engagement discussions

within the organization, Table 24 shows that there is

complete (or almost complete) agreement most often

where discussions were held between the chief executive

and his immediately subordinate managers (51.8% of such

cases showed complete, or almost complete, agreement con—

cerning the acceptance of recommendations).

While the data are inadequate, Table 25 indicates

that assignments are most often judged as completely

effective where the decision to retain a consultant was

made jointly by the chief executive together with the

heads of the relevant departments or areas to be affected

(50.0% of such cases). Table 26 furnishes data which

indicate an assignment was more often judged as com-

pletely effective where its scope was determined by the

department heads of the related organization areas

(47.6% were judged completely effective), than where

the assignment scope was determined by the chief



  

executiv

tive).

Al

directi<

effecti‘

organiz

decisio

sultant

.
.
.
,
_
o
~
v
<
r
-
1

'
-
r
‘

consid

partic

consul

of Ass

to be

indie

plete

Selec

tOget

heads

arra

blet



121

executive alone (34.3% were judged completely effec—

tive).

All of these data would appear to be in the

direction of supporting the hypothesis that assignment

effectiveness is related to the participation, by

organization members, in the discussions and ultimate

decision concerning the retention of an external con—

sultant.

Hypothesis 6. Consultant-assisted change

programs are more effective where organiza—

tion members are in general agreement as to

the particular consultant selected.

Evidence for this hypothesis is provided by a

consideration of which organization members made, or

participated in making, the decision about the particular

consultant to be selected. Table 27: ”Effectiveness

of Assignment by Level of Decision Concerning Consultant

to be Hired" (from questionnaire Items 4.12 and 7.1)

indicates assignments were most often judged as com—

pletely effective where the decision on consultant

selection was made jointly by the chief executive

together with his immediately subordinate department

heads (54.6% judged as completely effective). This

arrangement resulted in assignments being judged com-

pletely effective more frequently than where the chief

executive alone (35.2% completely effective) or the

department heads alone (29.4% completely effective)

made the selection decision.
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TABLE 27.——Effectiveness of assignment by level of decision

concerning consultant to be hired.

 

Level of Decision Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

Concerning Consultant Ass1gnment Total

to be Hired A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Chairman, board, or 5 0 3 0 2 0 10

corporate personnel. (50.0%)

(% Across)

Chief executive. l9 7 l7 4 4 3 54

(35.2%)

Department head(s) of 5 3 4 2 0 3 17

relevant organization (29-4%)

area(s).

Chief executive, together 1 O 0 0 0 0 l

with chairman, board or (100.0%)

corporate personnel.

Chief executive, together 6 O 4 0 0 1 11

with department heads. (54.6%)

Other. 0 3 0 l 0 0 4

(0.0%)

TOTAL 36 13 28 7 6 7 97

(37.1%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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Table 28: "Complete Acceptance of Recommendations

by Different Organization Levels by Level of Decision

Concerning Particular Consultant to be Hired" (from

questionnaire Items 4.12 and 7.4) relates the same

organization variable to a different measure of effec—

tiveness. Complete acceptance of recommendations

occurred most often where the selectiOn decision was

made jointly by the chief executive and his immediately

subordinate department heads (recommendations were com-

pletely accepted by all levels in 39.4% of such cases).

Finally, Table 29: ”Effectiveness of Assignment

by Degree of Concensus Concerning Consultant Finally

Selected" (from questionnaire Items 4.13 and 7.1)

indicates that assignments are most often judged as

completely effective where there is complete or almost

complete, agreement among organization members con—

cerning the consultant to be appointed (such assignments

were judged as completely effective in 39.7% of cases).

These data are not entirely conclusive, but they

are consistent in direction and provide at least

tentative confirmation of the underlying hypothesis.

Hypothesis 7. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the con—

sultant finally appointed has been selected

from two or more consultants invited by the

organization for preliminary discussions or

to make preliminary diagnoses.

Consulting assignments are evaluated as completely

effective most often where two or three consultants
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TABLE 28.——Comp1ete acceptance of recommendations by

different organization levels by level of decision

concerning particular consultant to be hired

 

Organization Level

 

Level of Decision Completely Accepting

Concerning Particular total

Consultant to be Hired A* B* C* D* E* *

 

Chairman, board or

corporate personnel (%

 

 

of all cases) 4 4 l 4 3 1 17

(32.1%)

. . 13 24 7 10 ll 8 73
Chief executive (24.7%)

Head(s) of department(s) l 4 5 2 5 3 20

or area(s) to be affected (25.4%)

Other 0 0 0 O 0 0

(0.0%)

Chief executive together

with board, or corporate 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

personnel (50.0%)

Chief executive together

with head(s) or relevant 5 6 0 4 4 5 24

department(s) (39.4%)

All other combinations 1 l O O 0 2

of preceding parties (9.1%)

TOTAL 25 40 13 21 23 17 139

(26.9%)

*A = Chairman, board or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment
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TABLE 29.——Effectiveness of assignment by degree of con—

census concerning consultant finally selected.

 

 

 

Degree of Consensus Degree of Effectiveness of

. Ass1gnment
Concerning Consultant

. Total
Finally Selected A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Strong and almost com— 0 0 O 0 0 O 0

plete disagreement. —

(% Across)

 

 

Majority disagreement but 1 0 O O 0 0 1

some members in favor. (100.0%)

Organization members 0 O l 0 0 0 1

about equally divided. (0.0%)

Majority agreement, but 4 1 2 2 2 0 11

some disagreement. (36.4%)

Complete, or almost 29 ll 20 4 2 7 73

complete agreement. (39.7%)

Degree of concensus 2 l 5 1 1 2 12

not known. (16.7%)

TOTAL 36 13 28 7 5 9 98

(36.8%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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have been invited for preliminary discussions (39.0% of

cases). The proportion of assignments so evaluated is

lower both where only one consultant was invited (37.8%

completely effective) or where four or more consultants

were invited (27.3% completely effective). This evidence

is furnished by Table 30: ”Effectiveness of Assignment

by Number of Consulting Firms Invited for Discussions"

(from questionnaire Items 4.7 and 7.1).

Misunderstandings between the organization and its

consultant occur least often where two or three consult—

ants have been invited for preliminary discussions (33.3%

of such cases) and most often (45.5%) where four or more

consultants were invited——as shown by Table 31: "Bases

for Organization—Consultant Misunderstandings by Number

of Consulting Firms Invited for Discussions” (from

questionnaire Items 4.7 and 7.8).

However, when the variable becomes the number of

consultants conducting preliminary examinations, as in

Table 32, the proportion of assignments evaluated as

completely effective is greatest where there have been

four or more consultants (66.7%). But in this analysis,

also, the proportion judged as completely effective is

greater where there have been two or three consultants

(46.2%) than where there has been a preliminary investi—

gation conducted by only one consultant (17.4% judged

as completely effective). The high proportion of
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TABLE 30.-—Effectiveness of assignment by number of con—

sulting firms invited for discussions.

 

Number of Consulting Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Firms Invited for ASSlsnment

' ' '
Total

Discuss10n
A* B* 0* D* E* F*

1 Only
20 5 3‘ 3 61

23

(% Across) (37.8%)

 

 

2 or 3 7 2 4 0 3 2 18

(39.0%)

4 or more 3 2 4 l 0 l 11

(27.3%)

Not indicated. 0 0 0 0 0 l l

(0.0%)

TOTAL 33 ll 28 6 6 7 91

(36.3%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

0 = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 32.——Effectiveness of assignment by number of con—

sulting firms conducting preliminary investigations.

 

Number of Consulting Degree Of Eigzigigzfiiss Of

Firms Conducting Pre— Total

liminary Investigations A* B* 0* D* E* F*

 

No preliminary investi— 21

gations conducted. (39.6%)

(% Across)

 

 

l 4 6 6 3 3 l 23

(17.4%)

2 or 3 6 0 4 1 1 l 13

(46.2%)

4 or more 2 O l 0 0 0 3

(66.7%)

TOTAL 33 ll 28 7 6 7 92

(35.9%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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assignments judged as completely effective when no pre-

liminary investigations have been conducted (39.6% of

such cases) must be noted, as it appears inconsistent

with the other data in this table and also with the

underlying hypothesis—-see Table 32: "Effectiveness of

Assignment by Number of Consulting Firms Conducting Pre—

liminary Investigations" (from questionnaire Items 4.8

and 7.1).

An essentially similar situation is described by

Table 33: ”Effectiveness of Assignment by Number of

Consulting Firms Submitting a Preliminary Proposal"

(from questionnaire Items 4.9 and 7.1).

A review of all the related evidence leaves con—

siderable uncertainty about this hypothesis. While the

resulting assignment effectiveness is consistently

greater where two or three consultants, rather than

only one, are involved in preliminary discussions and

investigations, there appears to be a curvilinearity

in the relationship evidenced by the decrease in effec-

tiveness where four or more consultants have been

involved. A possible explanation is that with this

greater number of proposals and/or viewpoints presented

in discussion, the organization becomes confused as to

the objectives it should seek and the optimal arrangement

for their accomplishment. Further, the knowledge of the

potential for organization improvement provided by the
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TABLE 33.——Effectiveness of assignment by number of con-

sulting firms submitting a preliminary proposal.

 

Number of Consulting
Firms Submitting a Pro— Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

posal Prior to Selec— Ass1gnment
. f Total

tion 0 Consultant A* B* 0* D* E* F*

No proposals submitted 14 3 ll 2 2 2 34

prior to selection of (41.2%)

consultant. (% Across)

l 12 6 l3 4 4 2 41

(29.3%)

2 or 3 4 1 2 l O l 9

' (44.4%)

4 or more 3 l 2 O O 2 8

(37.5%)

TOTAL 33 11 28 7 6 7 92

(35.9%)

*A = Completely effective.

, B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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aggregation of proposals introduced by several consult—

ants may lead the organization to develop expectations

which no one of the consultants could be expected to

satisfy. Thus the organization‘s ultimate perception

of effectiveness may become moderated through compari—

son with inflated expectations.

A similarly plausible explanation, however, is

more difficult to develop for the situations which show

a comparatively high level of effectiveness where no

consultants conduct preliminary investigations, and none

submit an assignment proposal to the organization prior

to the selection of a particular consultant. It is sug—

gested that these data may derive from situations where

the organization is clear as to its needs and expecta—

tions following internal discussions among appropriate

organization members. Thus, the organization knows what

it wants to achieve and is able to select a consultant

who will be likely to accomplish these requirements by

conducting preliminary discussions with two or three

who are appropriately qualified and experienced.

Consequently, it would appear that the data con-

firm a somewhat modified hypothesis which would state

that assignment effectiveness is greater where the con—

sultant is selected from two or three consultants

invited by the organization for preliminary discussions

prior to a final appointment.
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Hypothesis 8. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the con—

sultant finally appointed has been selected

on the basis of some objective, identified

criteria.

Relevant data are presented in Table 34:

"Effectiveness of Assignment by Basis for Selection of

Consultant" (from questionnaire Items 4.11 and 7.1).

This table shows that consulting assignments were most

often judged as being completely effective where the

consultant was selected on the basis of his previous

consulting relationship(s) with the organization (63.6%

of such cases were judged as completely effective).

Effectiveness is high where the appointment is made on

the basis of recommendations from external sources (60.0%

of assignments in this situation were judged as being

completely effective), or where no particular basis for

selection was identified (57.2% judged as completely

effective). However, appointments made on the bases

of previous (personal) contacts between the consultant

and members of the organization, or impressions they

held concerning the consultant's reputation, resulted

in assignments which were infrequently,judged to be

completely effective. Similarly, and perhaps even more

significantly, assignments carried out by consultants

who were selected on the nature and content of their

proposal, and the manner of its presentation to the
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TABLE 34.——Effectiveness of assignment by basis for selec-

tion of consultant.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

 

Basis for Selection of Assignment

Particular Consultant Total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Personal impression 2 l l 2 0 0 6

created by consultant (33.3%)

during preliminary

diagnostic phase.

(% Across)

Known record of con— 7 l 9 l 2 2 22

sultant's assignments (31.8%)

in other organizations.

Previous consulting re— 14 l 3 l l 2 22

lationships with the (63.6%)

organization.

Previous contacts be— 1 3 2 2 2 l 11

tween consultant and (9.1%)

chief executive or

other organization

members.

Impressions held by 0 2 3 0 1 l 7

organization members (0.0%)

concerning the con—

sultant's reputation.

Recommendations from 3 0 2 0 0 0 5

sources external to (60.0%)

the organization.

Nature and content of l _ 1 5 1 0 0 8

consultant's proposal, (12.5%)

and manner of presen—

tation.

On—going retainer agree— 0 0 l O 0 l 2

ment between organiza— (0.0%)

tion and consultant.

Other. 1 2 0 0 0 0 3

(33.3%)

No reason indicated as

most important. 4 l 2 O 0 O 7

(57.2)

TOTAL 33 12 28 7 6 7 93

(35.5%)

*A = Completely effective; B = Generally effective, but felt

it could have been better; 0 =

some problems yet reaming

generally disappointing;

F‘:

D:

E:

Moderately effective but

Minimally effective and

No worthwhile results achieved;

- Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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organization were judged as completely effective in only

12.5% of cases.

It is considered that the evidence available does

not allow this hypothesis to be confirmed. Neither,

however, can it be completely rejected as there is an

indication that consultant appointments based on personal

predispositions (which might reasonably be considered as

a corollary to the stated hypothesis) result in assignments

which are infrequently judged as being completely

effective.

Hypothesis 9. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the selected

consultant has been required to conduct pre—

liminary diagnostic investigations and develop

a proposed program for the organization's

approval and acceptance.

Table 32 indicates that where one or more pre-

liminary investigations have been conducted the subse—

quent consulting assignments are judged as completely

effective in 30.8% of cases, whereas 39.6% of assign—

ments are so judged where there has been no preliminary

investigation. Table 35: ”Bases for Organization—

Consultant Misunderstandings by Number of Consulting

Firms Conducting Preliminary Investigations" (from

questionnaire Items 4.8 and 7.8) presents a similar

picture. Some misunderstandings occurred in 41.7% of

assignments where one or more preliminary investigations

were conducted, but only in 37.5% of assignments where

there was no preliminary investigation.
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Entirely consistent with this are the data in

Table 33 and Table 36: "Bases for Organization—

Consultant Misunderstandings by Number of Consulting

Firms Submitting a Preliminary Proposal” (from

questionnaire Items 4.9 and 7.8). Assignments are more

often judged as completely effective, and misunder—

standings between the parties are fewer where no pre—

liminary proposals are submitted to the organization

from any consultants.

The evidence, then, is in a direction opposite to

that proposed by the hypothesis which must therefore be

rejected.

Hypothesis IO. Consultant—assisted
change

programs are more effective where the organi-

zation‘s goals and expectations with respect

to the required outcomes from the consulting

assignment are identified and made explicit.

The data in Table 37: ”Effectiveness of Assign—

ment by Origin and Specificity of Assignment Objectives”

(from questionnaire Items 5.” and 7.1), and Table 38:

”Complete Acceptance of Recommendations
by Different

Organization Levels by Origin and Specificity of Assign—

ment Objectives” (from questionnaire Items 5.“ and 7.A)

relate to this hypothesis.

Where specific goals are formulated by one, or

other, organization member and given to the consultant

the subsequent assignments were judged as completely

effective in HA.8% of cases, compared with a 33.3%
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TABLE 37.——Effectiveness of assignment by origin and speci—

ficity of assignment objectives.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Origin and Specificity Assignment

of Assignment Objectives Total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Specific goals formu— 1 O O O O O 1

lated by board and given (100.0%)

to consultant.

(% Across)

Specific goals formu— 4 O 2 O 2 O 8

lated by chief executive (50.0%)

and given to consultant.

Specific goals formu~ 5 1 3 2 l O 12

lated by chief executive (41.6%)

together with subordi—

nate managers.

Specific goals formu- 3 1 2 2 0 O 8

lated by managers of (37.5%)

affected department(s)

and approved by chief

executive.

Specific goals discussed 2

and agreed between chief (40.0%)

executive and consultant

Specific goals discussed 1 2 l O O 1 5

and agreed between other (20.0%)

organization members and

consultant.

Generalized (non~ 2

specific) goals discussed (25.0%)

among organization mem—

 

bers.

Goals determined entirely l O O O l O 2

by the consultant. (50.0%)

All other combinations 1? ‘ 7 l4 2 l 6 47

of preceding arrange— (35.2%)

ments.

TOTAL 36 12 28 7 6 7 96

(37.6%)

*A = Completely effective; B = Generally effective, but felt

it could have been better; C = Moderately effective but

some problems yet remain; D = Minimally effective and

generally disappointing; E = No worthwhile results achieved;

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 38.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif-

ferent organization levels by origin and specificity of

assignment objectives.

 

 

 

 

 

Origin and Specificity of Organization Level

Assignment Objectives Completely Accepting

total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Specific goals laid down by

chairman, board, or cor—

porate personnel (% of all 1 1 0 l O O 3_

cases) (50.0%)

Specific goals laid down 2 4 1 4 3 3 17

by chief executive (35.4%)

Specific goals determined by

chief executive and imme—

diately subordinate O 4 3 2 2 2 l3

managers (20.6%)

Specific goals determined

by head(s) of department(s) 2 3 l 2 l l 10

or area(s) to be affected (23.3%)

Mutual agreement on

specific goals by chief 2 2 0 0 0 0

executive and consultant (13.8%)

Mutual agreement on

specific goals by other

organization members and 0 l l 0 2 l 5

consultant (29.4%)

General (non—specific)

goals discussed among chief

executive and other organi— 3 2 l l 1

zation members (18.2%)

Goals determined entirely l 1 l l 2 1 7

by the consultant (70.0%)

All other combinations of 13 21 5 10 12 9 7O

preceding parties (28.1%)

TOTAL 24 39 13 21 23 17 137

(26.8%)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment
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proportion obtained when the consultant participated in

the formulation of specific goals. Where only generalized,

non-specific, goals were developed, the proportion of

assignments judged as completely effective was 25.0%.

Table 38 provides further support with its indication

that recommendations are least often completely accepted

by all organization levels (18.2% of such cases) where

only generalized, non-specific, goals were discussed

among the chief executive and other organization members.

The evidence obtained from a consideration of

effectiveness in relation to the different organization

members who were advised of the objectives of the con—

sultant assignment is not so clear cut. Table 39:

"Effectiveness of Assignment by Awareness of Assignment

by Organization Members" (from questionnaire Items 5.6

and 7.1) shows that assignments were most often judged

as completely effective where managers immediately sub—

ordinate to the chief executive were formally advised

of assignment objectives (completely effective in 50.0%

of such cases), and that effectiveness is low where no

organization members were so advised (completely

effective in 25.0% of cases). However, completely

effective assignments were even less frequent (20.0%)

where all managers in the organization had been advised

of assignment objectives.
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TABLE 39.—-Effectiveness of assignment by awareness of

assignment objections by organization members.

 

Organization Members Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Formally Advised of Ass1gnment Total

Assignment Objectives A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Chairman, board, or 1 O O l O 0 2

corporate personnel. (50.0%)

(% Across)

 

Chief executive only. 1 0 1 l 0 0 3

(33.3%)

Managers immediately 6 1 3 1 l O 12

subordinate to chief (50.0%)

executive.

Managers in affected 2 l 3 l l 1 9

department(s) or (22.2%)

area(s).

All managers in the 1 O 3 O O l 5

organization. (20.0%)

No organization mem- 1 O O 1 1 1 4

bers advised as speci— (25.0%)

fic objectives not

identified.

Chief executive to— l O 0 l 2 0 4

gether with board or (25.0%)

corporate personnel.

Chief executive and l 1 1 0 O O 3

immediately subordi- (33.3%)

nate managers.

Chief executive, sub— 3 4 l 0 0 0 8

ordinate managers, and (37.5%)

managers of affected

department(s) or

area(s).

All other combina— l9 5 l6 1 l 4 46

tions of preceding (41.3%)

parties.

TOTAL 36 12 28 7 6 7 96

(37.5%)

*A = Completely effective; B = Generally effective, but felt

it could have been better; C = Moderately effective but

some problems yet remain; D = Minimally effective and

generally disappointing; E = No worthwhile results achieved;

F — Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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This evaluation is essentially repeated by Table 40:

"Complete Acceptance of Recommendations by Different

Organization Levels by Awareness of Objectives by

Organization Members" (from questionnaire Items 5.6 and

7.4).

Thus, the available evidence is consistently in

the direction of supporting the hypothesis which relates

assignment effectiveness to the specificity and explica—

tion of assignment objectives.

Hypothesis 11. Consultant-assisted change

programs are more effective where the

organization does not closely direct the

consultant's work, or unreasonably constrain

him, by embargo or withheld information.

Assignments were most often judged as completely

effective where the organization restricted the work

area in which the consultant was permitted to operate

(60.0% of such cases were completely effective).

Overall, however, judgments of complete effectiveness

were more frequent (37.7%) where no restrictions were

placed on the consultant, than where the organization

constrained him in one way or another (32.0% completely

effective)——see Table 41: "Effectiveness of Assignment

by Nature of Restrictions Placed on Consultant" (from

questionnaire Items 5.7 and 7.1).

The manner in which any changes were made to the

nature of the assignment during its progress is another

factor which might relate to this hypothesis. Where
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TABLE 40.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by awareness of objectives by

organization members.

 

Organization Level
Organization Members Completely Accepting

Formally Advised of  

 

 

Assignment Objectives A* B* 0* D* E* F* Total

Chairman, board or cor—

porate personnel (% of 0 1 0 1 l l 4

all cases) (33.3%)

. . O O O O 0
Chief executive only (0 0%)

Managers immediately sub— 2 6 3 5 4 4 24

ordinate to chief executive (38.1%)

Managers of department(s) 0 1 2 0 3 2 8

or area(s) to be affected (20.0%)

All managers in the 2 2 0 l O O 5

organization (15.1%)

Chairman, board, or

corporate personnel and 1 1 0 1 0 0. 3

chief executive (13.0%)

Chief executive and imme— l 1 0 1 l l 5

diately subordinate managers (35.7%)

Chief executive, imme—

diately subordinate managers

and managers of affected 1 4 0 1 2 2 10

department(s) or area(s) (22.2%)

All other combinations of 17 23 8 12 12 7‘ 78

preceding parties (27.8%)

TOTAL 24 39 13 21 23 17 137

(26.8)
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TABLE 4l.——Effectiveness of assignment by nature of re—

strictions placed on consultant.

 

Restrictions Imposed on Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

Consultant by Ass1gnment Total

Organization A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Work area restricted. 3 0 2 0 O O 5

(% Across) (60.0%)

Personal contacts re—

 

 

stricted. 1 1 l O O O 3

(33.3%)

Information access 0 l 0 0 0 0 1

restricted. (0.0%)

No restrictions placed 26 7 21 6 5 4 69

on consultant. (37.7%)

Other. 0 1 1 O O 2 4

(0.0%)

Work areas and personal 1 1 1 0 1 0 4

contacts restricted. (25.0%)

Personal contacts and l 0 l O 0 0 2

information access (50.0%)

restricted.

All other combinations of 2 1 1 1 0 l 6

preceding situations. (33.3%)

TOTAL 34 12 28 7 6 7 9A

(36.2%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = NO worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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any such changes are made unilaterally by one or more

organization members, but without the concurrence Of

’the consultant, this could represent the imposition of

a constraint on the consultant. As indicated previously

under the discussion of Hypothesis 2, by Table 14,

assignments in which changes were made unilaterally by

organization members were less Often judged as completely

effective (23.5% of cases) than where changes were

introduced with the concurrence of the consultant (44.4%

of these assignments were judged as completely effective).

While not extensive, the available evidence for

this hypothesis is in the direction of providing support.

The hypothesis can certainly not be rejected even though

it is not possible to claim strong confirmation.

Hypothesis 12. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where there is

clear definition, and shared understanding

of the respective duties to be assumed by

the consultant and organization members.

Table 42: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Agree—

ment on Respective Responsibilities (from questionnaire

Items 5.8 and 7.1) indicates that effectiveness was

greatest where the orgization’s chief executive laid

down the duties to be assumed by all parties (47.4% of

such assignments were judged as completely effective),

and next where duties were allocated by mutual agree—

ment between the consultant and organization members

(43.7% completely effective). Neither of the two
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TABLE 42.-—Effectiveness Of assignment by agreement on

respective responsibilities.

 

Nature of Discussions
Between Organization Degree of Effectiveness of

Assignment

 

 

 

ngggigscgggegiTng Total
* * * * * *

Duties to be Assumed A B C D E F

Board, or corporate per— 0 0 O 0 O 0 O

sonnel laid down duties —

for all parties.

(% Across)

Chief executive laid 9 l 6 O 2 l 19

down duties for all (47.4%)

parties.

Mutual agreement on 10 3 12 2 2 3 32

duties reached by con— (31.3%)

sultant and chief

executive.

Consultant advised 0 l 0 l O 0 2

chief executive of (0.0%)

duties he would

accept.

Mutual agreement on 14 6 6 3 l 2 32

duties reached by con- (43.7%)

sultant and other

organization members.

Matter not discussed — O 0 0 1 l 0 2

resulting in uncertainty (0.0%)

concerning duties.

 

 

Other. 2 0 1 0 O l 4

(50.0%)

TOTAL 35 11 25 7 6 7 91

(38.5%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = NO worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.

   



 

assignn

discus:

indica

judged

Recomu

Agree

naire

frequ

dutie



 

148

assignments where the matter of allocating duties was not

discussed, nor the two assignments where the consultant

indicated the duties he was prepared to accept, were

judged as being completely effective.

As reported by Table 43: "Complete Acceptance of

Recommendations by Different Organization Levels by

Agreement on Respective Responsibilities" (from question—

naire Items 5.8 and 7.4) complete acceptance was most

frequent (35.8%) where there was mutual agreement on

duties between the consultant and organization members.

Table 44: ”Bases for Organization Consultant

Misunderstandings by Agreement on Respective ReSponsi-

bilities” (from questionnaire Items 5.8 and 7.4) pro-

vides further support that misunderstandings were fewest

when there was mutual agreement on the allocation of

duties (misunderstandings in 27.6% of assignments) and

most frequent where this issue was not clarified (mis—

understandings in 50.0% of assignments).

Where an organization does not have an accurate,

explicit organization structure with organization members

assigned specified responsibilities, it is considered

likely that the respective roles of the consultant and

organization members could only be less well defined.

Thus a relationship between assignment effectiveness and

the existence of an accurate structure will be pertinent

to this hypothesis. Table 45: ”Complete Acceptance of

   



TABLE 4

ferent

 

___—————
___._————

Nature

BetweeI

Member:

Concer

b

 

Consu

execc

woulc

Mutuz

read

0the

I
*

"
I
J
H
J
A
j
O
U
Z
J
J
;



 

149

TABLE 43.—-Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by agreement on respective

responsibilities.

 

 

Nature of Discussion Organization Level

Between Organization Completely Accepting

Members and Consultant total

Concerning Duties to A* B* C* D* E* F*

be Assumed

 

Board or corporate person—

nel laid down duties for 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

all parties (% of all cases)

Chief executive laid down 5 7 1 4 4 4 25

duties for all parties (23.8%)

Mutual agreement on duties

reached by consultant and 8 l7 3 6 4 3 41 ‘

chief executive (22.9%)

Consultant advised chief

executive of duties he 1 0 0 0 O 0 1

would accept (8.3%)

Mutual agreement on duties

reached by consultant and 8 12 7 10 12 9 58

other organization members (35.8%)

Matter not discussed

 

resulting in uncertainty 0 0 0 O 1 O 1

concerning duties (8.3%)

Other 1 l 1 1 l l 6

(35.3%)

TOTAL 23 37 12 21 22 17 132

(27.1%)
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TABLE 45.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by existence of formal organiza—

tion structure.

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Extent of Existing Formal Organization Level

Organization Structure Completely Accepting

total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

No defined structure or

permanent duty allocations 2 4 l 2 2 2 l2

(% of all cases) (21.0%)

Organization structure

established, but loose 5 8 1 4 4 3 25

and flexible (22.9%)

Formal structure

established, but not

known to, or used by, 0 0 0 0 0 0 O

managers (-)

Formal structure estab—

lished and known but not

descriptive of real 2 2 1 1 0 O 6

arrangement (10.9%)

Formal structure well

defined, accurate, and 14 24 8 13 15 12 86

used (32.4%)

TOTAL
23 38 ll 20 21 16 129

(26.5%)

*A = Chairman, board or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor . ‘

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment
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Recommendations by Different Organization Levels by

Existence of Formal Organization Structure" (from

questionnaire Items 5.9 and 7.4) shows that complete

acceptance is most frequent (32.4% of cases) where the

organization‘s structure is well defined, well known,

and accurately reflects the working responsibilities

of organization members. Further, where such structure

existed, and was known, but did not accurately describe

the real working arrangement of the organization——a

likely source of confusion for an external consultant——

the complete acceptance of responsibilities
was least

(10.9% of such cases).

Thus, the evidence available for this hypothesis is

consistently
in the direction of its support and it, too,

can be tentatively confirmed.

Hypothesis l3. Consultant—assisted
change

programs are more effective where the con—

sultant develops his recommendations
for

organization
change on the basis of his

investigations
of problems and needs, rather

than where he supplies the organization
with

a standardized,
”pre—packaged”

program.

The evidence for this hypothesis
is presented in

Table 46: "Effectiveness
of Assignment

by Consultant's

Emphasis on Problem Identification”
(from questionnaire

Items 6.5 and 7.1), and Table 47: "Evaluation
Of Con—

sultant's Report by Consultant's
Emphasis on Problem

Identificatio
n" (from questionnaire

Item 6.5 and 7.2).
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TABLE 46.——Effectiveness of assignment by consultant's

emphasis on problem identification.

 

Relative Emphasis by

Consultant on Diagnosis Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

and Problem Ass1gnment Total

Identification A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Little emphasis on diagno— 7 3 3 l 3 l 18

sis — accepted diagnosis (38.9%)

provided by organization.

(% Across)

Considerable emphasis l8 7 22 2 2 5 56

including preliminary (32.2%)

study to confirm problem

or otherwise identify.

Complete emphasis on 6 2

diagnosis such that (42.9%)

consultant regarded

assignment then com-

 

 

plete.

TOTAL 31 12 28 5 6 6 88

(35.2%)

*A = Completely effective. .

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappOinting.

E = NO worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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Table 46 indicates assignments are most often

judged as completely effective where the consultant

placed complete emphasis on problem diagnosis such that

he regarded the assignment as essentially complete when

the organization‘s problems had been identified (com—

pletely effective in 42.9% of such cases). Where the

consultant placed only "considerable emphasis” on the

diagnostic phase, the associated assignments were least

Often (32.2% of cases) judged as completely effective.

Table 47, however, reversed this situation by

Showing that the consultant's report was judged as

comprehensive and of highest quality most frequently

when there was considerable emphasis on diagnosis (51.9%)

and least frequently when there was exclusive concentra—

tion on the diagnostic phase.

This inconsistency
is considered to preclude even

the tentative acceptance of the underlying hypothesis,

and it must therefore be rejected.

Hypothesis
14. Consultant—assisted

Change .

programs are more effective where the organiza—

tion makes specific provision for the consultant

to report to the organization
on his progress

and findings throughout
the course of his assign—

ment, rather than only at its completion.

Tables 48 and 49 relate two different measures of

effectiveness
to the nature of interim reporting arrange—

ments between the consultant
and the organization.

Table 48: ”Complete Acceptance of Recommendations
by

Different
Organizatio

n Levels by Nature of Interim
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TABLE 48.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by differ—

ent organization levels by nature of interim reporting

arrangements.

 

Nature of Interim Report—

ing Arrangements

Organization Level

Completely Accepting

 

Ax B* C* D* E* F*

total

 

Regular meetings with board

or corporate personnel (%

of all cases)

Regular meetings with

chief executive

Meetings with chief

executive when requested

by either party

Regular meetings with top

management group

Progress reports through

designated organization

members

Occasional written reports

to chief executive

Final report only——at com-

pletion of the assignment

Regular meetings with chief

executive and top manage—

ment group

@casional meetings with

chief executive, plus

progress reports through

organization members

All other combinations of

preceding arrangements

TOTAL

1 1 O 1 1 1

3 2 O 2 2 2

12195798

5

(45.4%)

7

(12.2%)

5

(22.8%)

6

(18.7%)

16

(32.7%)

1

(8.3%)

22

(57.9%)

4

(—)

11

(27.5%)

60

(24.8%)

 

24 39 13 21 23 17 137

(26.8%)

 

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel; B = chief

executive; C = other organization sponsor; D = managers

immediately subordinate to chief executive; E = heads of

departments or areas to be affected; F = all managers

advised of assignment.
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TABLE 49. -—Eases for organization-consultant misunderstanding by nature or interim

reporting arrangements.

~ Nature or Organizst10n-Consultsnt

Nature of Interim Reporting Arrangements M1

 

 

 

 

sundorstsndings ‘

' Total

AI BI c. D. El F. a. ’

Reegular meetings with board or corporate ' 0 0 0 O 1 0 0 2

personnel (5 across) (50.05)

Regular meetings with chief executive 0 0 1 1 0 6 10

(60.0%)

Meetings with chief executive when 0 0 0 l 0 3 4

requested by either party ' (75.0%)

Regular meetings with top management group O 0 0 2'. 0 2 5

(40.01)

Progress reports through designated - O 0 l 0 0 1 8 10

organization memb (80.01)

Occasional written reports to chief O 0 O 0 O O 1

executive (0.0%)

Final report only—-at completion of 0 l 0 O 0 5 7

assignment (71.51)

Occasional meetings with chief executive

plus progress reports through organization 0 O 0 1 0 2 4 7

members (54.2%)

Regular meetings with top managers, plus

occasional written reports to chief 0 O 0 0 0 l 0 1

executive (0.0%)

All other combinations of preceding 3 O ‘ l 4 4 4 25 41

arrangements (61.0%)

TOTAL 3 1 3 9 5 13 54 88

(61.3%)

IA :-

Differences between organization sponsor’s and consultant's concepts of assignment

completion

Difference between backgrounds of organization sponsor and consultant.

Difference between viewpoints of organization sponsor and consultant.

Differences among organization members'concepts about purpose of consultant.

Other.

All combinations of preceding situation.

No misunderstandings between organization and consultant.

l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l
l

o
m
m
c
o
m

 



 

Report:

and 7,

comple

ant pr

at the

of re<

memb



 

158

Reporting Arrangements (from questionnaire Items 6.l

and 7.4) indicates recommendations are most often

completely accepted (57.9% of cases) where the consult—

ant provides the organization with a final report only

at the completion of the assignment. Complete acceptance

of recommendations is less frequent in all of the

arrangements where some provision was made for interim

reporting.

However, while misunderstandings between consultant

and organization were few where there was no provision

for interim reporting arrangements (misunderstandings

occurred in 28.5% of such assignments) they occurred

least often (20.0% of cases) where the consultant sub—

mitted interim reports through a designated organization

member—-see Table 49: "Bases for Organization—

Consultant Misunderstandings by Nature of Interim

Reporting Arrangements” (from questionnaire Items 6.1 '

and 7.8).

It is considered that this hypothesis cannot be

substantiated because of the inconsistent and inadequate

evidence available for its support.

Hypothesis 15. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the con—

sultant works closely and directly with

organization members within a cooperative

rather than a directive framework.

Table 50: ”Effectiveness of Assignment by Involve-

ment of Organization Members" (from questionnaire Items
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TABLE 50.——Effectiveness of assignment by involvement of

organization members.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

Nature of Involvement of Assignment

Organization Members Total

' A* B* C* D“ E* F*

 

 

Worked closely with con— 3 l 2 0 13

sultant on a cooperative, (23.1%)

participatory basis. ,

(% Across)

Continuing discussion of 1

ideas to permit organi- (50.0%)

zation members to ini—

tiate some proposals.

Recommendations de- 4

veloped through Joint (80.0%)

discussions with con-

sultant.

Organization members not 3

actively involved but (50.0%)

kept well informed by

consultant.

No attempt to involve 3

organization members—— (21.N%)

all recommendations

made by consultant.

Cooperative, partici— 2 O 0 0 O O 2

patory relationship with (100.0%)

some proposals initiated

by organization members.

Cooperative, partici- 1 l l l O l 5

patory relationship with (20.0%)

recommendations arising

from Joint discussions.

Cooperative, partici- 1 O O O O O l

patory relationship plus (100.0%)

feedback from con-

sultant.

Cooperative, partici- l O O O O O l

patory relationship with (100.0%)

organization members

assigned specific roles.

 

All other combinations 17 14 3 l 3 “5

of preceding arrange- (37.8%)

ments.

TOTAL 36 12 26 7 5 7 94

(38.3%)

 

*A = Completely effective; B = Generally effective, but felt

it could have been better; C = Moderately effective but

some problems yet remain; D = Minimally effective and

generally disappointing; E = No worthwhile results achieved;

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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6.3 to 7.1) indicates that assignments are least often

judged as completely effective where recommendations

arose from joint discussions between consultant and

organization members from within a cooperative, partici—

patory relationship (20.0% of such assignments were

judged completely effective). However, an almost as

poor result was obtained where no effort was made to

involve organization members in the assignment (2l.u%

completely effective). All assignments were judged as

completely effective where, within a cooperative par—

ticipatory relationship:

(1) some proposals were initiated by organization

members, or

(ii) the consultant fedback interim findings to the

organization, or

(iii) organization members were assigned specific

roles.

An essentially similar picture is presented by

Table 51: "Complete Acceptance of Recommendations by

Different Organization Levels by Involvement of Organiza-

tion Members" (from questionnaire Items 6.3 and 7.A).

Complete acceptance by all levels is greatest—~83.3%——

where organization members are assigned specific roles,

and least (11.5%) where recommendations arose from

joint discussions between consultant and organization

members within a cooperative, participatory relationship.
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TABLE 51.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by

different organization levels by involvement of organiza—

tion members.

 

Organization Level
Nature of Involvement of Completely Accepting

Organization Members in

Assignment

 
total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

 

Worked closely with con—

sultant on a cooperative l 3 l 2 2 2 ll

participatory basis (% (16.2%)

across)

Recommendations developed

through joint discussions 2 2 l l 2 3 11

with consultant (36.7%)

Organization members not

actively involved, but kept 2 3 1 2 l l 10

well informed by consultant (33.3%)

Cooperative, participatory

relationship plus feedback 1 1 l O 0 0 3

from consultant (50.0%)

Cooperative, participatory

relationship with some

proposals initiated by l 2 l 2 l 1

organization members (66.7%)

Cooperative, participatory

relationship with recommen—

dations arising from joint 0 l l l O 0

discussions (11.5%)

Cooperative participatory

relationship with organiza—

tion members assigned 1 l O 1 l 1 5

specific roles (83.3%)

All other combinations of 14 21 7 10 l5 8 75

preceding arrangements (31.1%)

No attempt to involve

organization members——

all recommendations 2 5 O 2 l l 11

made by consultant (13.8%)

 

TOTAL 2A 39 13 21 23 17 137

(27.4%)

 

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel; B = chief

executive; C = other organization sponsor; D = managers

immediately subordinate to chief executive; E = heads of

departments or areas to be affected; F = all managers

advised of assignment.

IIIIIIIIIllllI::::i___________________________ 
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Next to least often completely accepted were the recom—

mendations from those assignments where no effort was

made to involve organization members (recommendations

were completely accepted in only 13.8% of these cases).

A further reflection of the involvement of organiza—

tion members is provided by the nature of the consultant's

final reporting arrangements. From Table 52: "Complete

Acceptance of Recommendations by Different Organization

Levels by Nature of Final Reporting Arrangement" (from

questionnaire Items 6.2 and 7.4) it is seen that complete

acceptance is highest (58.3%) where the consultant's

report is discussed with organization members to be

affected, and lowest when discussed with the organization‘s

chief executive only (9.3% of such cases were completely

accepted). Somewhat inconsistent, however, is the low

level of complete acceptance (17.2%) obtained when the

consultant's report was prepared only after proposals

had been discussed with organization members.

With respect to misunderstandings between the

consultant and the organization, there were fewest in

those assignments where the final report was discussed

with organization members to be affected and most frequent

where the final report was either delivered to the

organization sponsor, or discussed with the chief

executive-—see Table 53: "Bases for Organization-
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TABLE 52.-—Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif-

ferent organization levels by nature of final reporting

arrangements.

 

Nature of Final Reporting

Organization Level

Completely Accepting

 

Arrangements  

A*

Formal written report to

organization sponsor only 2

(% of all cases)

Several copies of final

report for distribution to

affected organization 2

members

Written report delivered

to, and discussed with

board or corporate per— 1

sonnel

Written report discussed 1

with chief executive

Written report discussed

with affected organization 2

members

Written report prepared by

consultant, only after pro—

posals discussed with 1

organization members

Other

Written report discussed

with chief executive and 2

other organization members

All other combinations of 10

preceding arrangements

*

'
I
I
L
'
U
U
O
C
U
I
D

TOTAL

II
ll

11
H

II
ll

2”

Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

Chief executive

Other organization sponsor

B36

17

39

C96

13

Dae

I
\
)

10

21

E*

|
_
_
l

13

23

total

F*

11

(38.0%)

9

(13.8%)

5

(17.8%)

o u

(9.3%)

in

(58.3%)

o 6

(17.2%)

2 12

(26.1%)

9

(~)

67

(31.8%)

17 137

(27.2%)

Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

Heads of departments or areas to be affected

All managers advised of assignment



 

<
1

:
p

U
:

L
.
.

[
T
1

Nature

 

   



 

1611

TABLE 53.--Bases for organization—consultant

' a

misunderstandings by nature of final reporting

rrangements.

 
Nature of Organization—Consultant

 

 

 

 

Misunderstandings

Nature of Final Reporting Arrangements . Total

A* B* C* D* E* F“ G‘

Formal written report to organization 0 0 O 1 3 6

sponsor only (% across (50.0%)

Several copies of final report for distribu- 0 O 0 O O 8 11

tion to affected organization members (72.7%)

Written report discussed with board of 0 0 0 0 l 3 5

corporate personnel by consultant (60.0%)

Written report discussed with chief executive 0 0 l 3 O A 8

by consultant (50.0%)

Written report discussed with affected 0 O 0 0 0 0 3

organization members by consultant (100.0%)

Written report prepared by consultant after

discussion of proposals with organization 0 O 1 O l A 6

members (66.7%)

Other 0 1 0 l 1 3 .8

(37.5%)

Written report discussed with board and chief O O 0 0 0 1 1

executive (100.0%)

Written report discussed with chief executive 0 0 0 0 1 ' 2 A

and affected organization members (50.0%)

All other combinations of preceding 3 O l u 22 35

arrangements (62.9%)

TOTAL 3 1 3 9 5 53 87

(61.0%)

s A _

completion.

Other.

All combinations of preceding situation.

Q
’
D
M
U
O
W

I!
H

II
II

II
II Difference between backgrounds of organization

Difference between viewpoints of organization sponsor and consultant.

Differences among organization members'concepts about purpose of consultant.

sponsor and consultant.

No misunderstandings between organization and consultant.

Differences between organization sponsor's and consultant's concepts of assignment
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Consultant Misunderstandings by Nature of Final Reporting

Arrangements" (from questionnaire Items 6.2 and 7.8).

Thus, the evidence appears fairly clear and suf—

ficiently compelling to permit the tentative acceptance

of the underlying hypothesis. An apparent inconsistency,

and one which cannot be explained, is the low level of

effectiveness associated with those assignments where  
the consultant's recommendations arose from joint dis—

cussions between the consultant and organization members.

Hypothesis 16. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the organi—

zation establishes a specific point of contact

and liaison with whom and through whom the

consultant can operate.

Tables U8 and A9, previously discussed under

Hypothesis 1A, indicate that complete acceptance is

higher than average, and misunderstandings least fre—  
quent, when the consultant submitted progress reports

through designated organization members.

Table 5A: ”Effectiveness of Assignment by

Coordination of Consultant's Organization Contacts"

(from questionnaire Items 6.4 and 7.1) shows that

assignments are most often judged as completely effective

where the organization‘s chief executive (or other

assignment sponsor) was specifically designated as con—

sultant liaison. Next most effective arrangement was

where a particular organization member was designated

as consultant liaison, and least effective was the
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TABLE 5A.——Effectiveness of assignment by coordination of

consultant's organization contacts.

Coordination of Contacts Degree 0f Eigzgtigzgiss Of

Between Consultant and g

Organization Members A* B* 0* D* E* Fw Total
 

Organization member 11 A 9 3 2 2 31

designated as liaison (35.5%)

to initiate required

contacts. (% Across)

Consultant established 5 O 5 2 3 O

own points of contact. (33.3%)

Different organization 1

members designated as (25.0%)

working assistants to

consultant.

 
15

Chief executive (or 5 l A l 0 1 12

other sponsor) acted (Al.7%) .

as liaison for con— '

sultant.

 

No liaison established, 1

and no attempt by (100.0%)

Organization to coordi—

nate contacts.

 

 

All combinations of 13 5 9 1 O A 32

preceding arrangements. (“0.6%)

TOTAL 36 12 27 7 6 7 95

(37.9%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F =
Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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arrangement where different organization members were

assigned as working assistants.

Further support is provided by Table 55: "Complete

Acceptance of Recommendations by Differing Organization

Levels by Coordination of Consultant's Organization

Contacts" (from questionnaire Items 6.A and 7.A).

Recommendations are most often completely accepted (30.3%

of such cases) where a particular organization member

has been designated as consultant liaison, and least

often where either the assignment sponsor acted as con—

sultant liaison, or otherwise where different organiza—

tion members were assigned as working assistants to the

consultants. Under neither of these arrangements were

the consultant's recommendations completely accepted in

any of the associated assignments.

While the evidence is not strong, it is in the

direction of the hypothesis, and is considered to permit

its tentative confirmation.

Hypothesis 17. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the con—

sultant actively involves organization

members——and particularly key managers—~in

the development and implementation of

recommended change programs.

Examination of the available data indicates that

there is just no evidence which specifically relates to

this hypothesis. It would seem that the hypothesis is

essentially similar to Hypothesis 15——at least to the
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TABLE 55.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by coordination of consultant's

organization contacts.

 

Coordination of Contacts Organization Level

Between Consultant and Completely Accepting

Organization Members total 

A* B* C* D* E* F*

 

Organization member

designated as liaison to

initiate required contacts 7 1A 7 8 7 6 N9

(% of all cases) (30.3%)

Consultant established own

points of contact within 2 5 O 2 3 2 1H

the organization (16.7%)

Assignment sponsor acted

as liaison between 3 A O 2 l 0 10

organization and consultant (16.2%)

Different organization

members designated as

working assistants to 0 0 O 0 0 0 O

consultant (0.0%)

No liaison established

and no attempt by organiza- O O 1 0 1 1

tion to coordinate contacts (50.0%)

Sponsor acted as liaison

 
 

 

but with consultant estab— l l O l 1 1

lishing his own contacts (—)

All other combinations 11 15 5 8 10 7 56

of preceding arrangements (29.3%)

TOTAL 2A 39 13 21 23 17 137

(27.2)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment



 

point

avail

must

reje



169

point of being impossible to differentiate with the

available data.

Accordingly, it is considered that this hypothesis

must be omitted as it can be neither confirmed nor

rejected.

Hypothesis l8. Consultant—assisted change

programs are more effective where the scope

of the assignment requires (or permits) the

consultant to participate in the implementa—

tion of recommended change programs.

Table 56: "Effectiveness of Assignment by Scope

of Assignment" (from questionnaire Items 5.1 and 7.1)

shows a high proportion (60.0%) of assignments are

judged as completely effective where the consultant was

required to implement action programs. Also, those

assignments where implementation of recommendations was

included as part of the assignment scope were judged as

completely effective in 42.6% of cases, whereas only

32.6% were completely effective where the scope did not

include the implementation phase. Where the measure of

effectiveness is the complete acceptance of the con—

sultant's recommendations, the comparative evaluations

for the inclusion or exclusion of the implementation

phase are 30.4% and 21.8% of cases respectively-~see

Table 57: "Complete Acceptance of Recommendations by

Different Organization Levels by Scope of Assignment"

(from questionnaire Items 5.1 and 7.4).
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TABLE 56.——Effectiveness of assignment by scope of

assignment.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

. Assignment
Scope of Ass1gnment Total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

To diagnose and identify 1 0 1 0 0 O 2

organization problems. (50.0%)

(% Across)

To develop possible solu— 4 l 5 1 2 2 15

tions or action programs. (26.7%)

To evaluate possible 0 0 2 0 0 2 4

solutions or action (0.0%)

programs.

To recommend action 2 0 0 1 2 l 6

programs. (33.3%)

To implement action 3 0 2 0 0 0 5

programs (incl. train— (60.0%)

ins)

To diagnose problems and 5 1 l l O 0 8

develop solutions. (62.5%)

To diagnose problems 1 l 4 O O 2 8

and develop, evaluate, (12.5%)

and recommend solutions.

 
 

 

All phases — from 2 l 3 0 2 O 8

diagnosis through imple— (25.0%)

mentation.

To recommend and imple— l 2 O 0 O 0 3

ment only. (33.3%)

All other combinations 1 7 10 4 O O 38

of various assignment (44.7%)

phases.

TOTAL 36 13 28 7 6 7 97

(37.1%)

*A = Completely effective.

B = Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

C = Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

D = Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

E = No worthwhile results achieved.

F = Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 57.——Complete acceptance of recommendations by

different organization levels by scope of assignment.

 

Organization Level

Scope of Assignment Completely Accepting

 

 

 

 

 

total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

To diagnose and identify

organization problems (% 1 l O 1 1 l 5

of all cases) (41.7%)

To develop possible solu— 3 6 O 2 2 1 l4

tions or action programs (19.2%)

To evaluate possible solu— O l O O O 0 1

tions of action programs ( 6.3%)

To recommend action 2 2 l 2 3 2 12

programs (36.4%)

To implement action pro- 2 2 1 O l 0

grams (including training) (20.0%)

To diagnose problems and O 3 l l 1 l 7

develop possible solutions (16.3%)

To diagnose problems, and

develop, evaluate, and l 3 O 1 O 1 6

recommend action programs (15.4%)

All phases—~from diagnosis 3 3 l 2 2 2 13

through implementation (28.9%)

To recommend and implement 1 l O 1 0 0

action programs (27.3%)

All other combinations of 12 18 9 11 13 9 72

various assignment phases (33.8%)

TOTAL 25 4O 13 21 23 17 139

(26.9%)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment
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Further evidence is provided by Table 58:

"Effectiveness of Assignment by Consultant's Participa—

tion in Implementation" (from questionnaire Items 6.10

and 7.1), and Table 59: ”Complete Acceptance of Recom—

mendations by Different Organization Levels by Con—

sultant's Participation in Implementation" (from

questionnaire Items 6.10 and 7.4).

Table 58 shows that assignments are most Often

judged as completely effective where implementation was

shared between consultant and organization members

(39.1% of cases) but this was only marginally greater

than the degree of complete effectiveness where the con—

sultant did not participate in implementation (38.5% of

such cases were judged as completely effective). Also,

assignments where the implementation of recommendations

was handled entirely by the consultant were judged as

completely effective in only 25.0% of cases. An

essentially similar pattern is provided by Table 59

which used the measure of complete acceptance of recom—

mendations with respect to the same organization

variable.

The resultant situation is thus somewhat uncertain.

On the one hand, the inclusion of an implementation

phase in the scope of the assignment is associated with

a clearly superior measure of assignment effectiveness.

On the other hand, effectiveness is lower where such
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TABLE 58.——Effectiveness of assignment by consultant's

participation in implementation.

 

 

 

Extent of Consultant‘s Degree of Effectiveness of

. . . . . Ass1gnment

Participation in Total

Implementation A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Implementation entirely l O 3 O O O 4

by consultant. (25.0%)'

(% Across)

Implementation shared by 9 5 6 2 l 0 23

consultant and organiza— (39.1%)

tion members.

Initial implementation 5 2 5 O 0 1 l3

phases shared, but subse— (38.4%)

quent phases handled by

organization members.

 

Implementation by organi— 5 3 6 O O 1 15

zation members with con— (33.3%)

sultant available for

advice.

No participation by con— 12 3 7 2 4 3 31

sultant in implementation. (38.6%)

Consultant's recommenda— 0 0 l 2 1 O 4

tions not implemented. (0.0%)

Other. 1 O 0 O O 1 2

(50.0%)

TOTAL .33 13 28 6 6 6 92

(35.9%)

 

*

W
W
W
O
W
L
D Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.II
II

II
I!

H
H
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TABLE 59.—-Complete acceptance of recommendations by dif—

ferent organization levels by consultant's participation

in implementation.

 

 
 

Organization Level
I

Extent of Consultant 5 Completely Accepting
Participation ln

- total
Implementation

A* B* C* D* E* F*

Implementation Entirely

By Consultant (% of All 1 1 0 l O 0 3

Cases) (21.4%)

Implementation shared by

consultant and organization 6 12 6 5 7 4 40

members (29.8%)

Initial implementation

phases shared but subse—

quent phases handled by 3 4 l 2 l 1 l2

organization members (16.7%)

Implementation by

organization members,

 

 

 

but with consultant 5 6 2 3 3 3 22

available for advice (28.6%)

No participation by

consultant in 7 l3 3 6 9 7 45

implementation (27.8%)

Consultant's recommenda— O O l l 1 l 4

tions not implemented (20.0%)

Other 1 1 O 1 1 0 4

(36.4%)

TOTAL 23 37 l3 19 22 16 130

(26.5%)

*A = Chairman, board or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F =
All managers advised of assignment
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implementation is handled by the consultant exclusively,

and the effectiveness resulting from a sharing of

implementation between the consultant and organization

members is only marginally superior to the arrangement

where implementation was the exclusive concern of

organization members. While the available evidence is

in the direction of supporting the hypothesis it is con-

sidered insufficiently strong to allow its confirmation

or acceptance.

Executive Opinion Survey 

The Executive Opinion Survey questionnaire was the

instrument used to obtain measures of the open—mindedness

(Dogmatism) of organization respondents.

A total of 176 completed questionnaires was

received from 122 responding organizations. Each

organization had been furnished with, and requested to

arrange for the completion and return of, four copies

of this questionnaire but only 8 organizations did so.

In the majority of cases the organization respondent to

the Consultant Research Program questionnaire completed

and returned one copy only of the Executive Opinion

Survey questionnaire. The response pattern is summarized

in Table 60: ”Number of Completed Executive Opinion

Surveys Returned by Questionnaire Respondents."
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It had been intended to examine the relationship

between the "average" open—mindedness measures of a group

of organization members and their organization's use and

acceptance of consultant assistance, but the small

number of cases in which two or more questionnaires were

returned by an organization effectively precludes this.

Accordingly, the following discussion will relate the

measure of open—mindedness for the organization's chief

executive, or other member who sponsored the consulting

assignment, to the several variables which are considered,

Table 61: "Frequency of Use of Consultants by

Open—Mindedness of Chief Executive" indicates an inverse

relationship between Dogmatism Score and frequency of use

of consultants, with the exception of the small number of

responses where the chief executive's Dogmatism Score was

in the lowest rangeo In addition, the table shows that

as Dogmatism Scores (closed—mindedness) increased, the

proportion of organizations which had never used the

services of an external consultant also increased. This

is entirely consistent with the hypothesized relation—

ship between open—mindedness and frequency of use of

external consultantso

A further relationship appears in Table 62: ”Level

of Decision to Request Consulting Assistance by Open—

Mindedness of Chief Executivec" It would be consistent

with the open—mindedness construct to hypothesize an
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inverse relationship between open—mindedness and the

organization level at which the decision to engage an

external consultant is made. This would derive from

the theory that open-mindedness is associated with a

willingness to accept, or become exposed to the ideas

of others. Table 62 provides confirming evidence.

Where the chief executive is more open—minded the con—

sultant engagement decision was more often made by,

or with the participation of, subordinate managers.

Thus, managers of departments or areas of the organization

to be effective were involved in 27.1% of such decisions

where the chief executive's Dogmatism Score was 20-60,

but in only 3.5% of cases where the Dogmatism Score of

the chief executive was greater than 60.

‘ Table 63: "Basis for Selection of Particular

Consultant by Open—Mindedness of Chief Executive,”

shows that only where the chief executive was more open—

minded was a particular consultant selected on the basis

of the impression he created during preliminary discus—

sions and investigations, or because of the nature,

content, and/or manner of presentation of his proposal

to the organization. Where the chief executive was less

open—minded, the basis for selection more often concerned

the consultant's known reputation, or recommendations from

sources external to the organization. Again these rela—

tionships are entirely consistent with the theory
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TABLE 63.——Basis for selection of particular consultant by

open—mindedness of chief executive.

Open—Mindedness of Chief

Basis for Selection of Executive (expressed as
. Dogmatism Score)

Particular Consultant
Total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Personal impression created

by consultant during pre—

liminary diagnostic phase 0 3

Known record of consultant's

assignments in other

organizations 0 A 8 l l O 14

Previous consulting rela—

tionships with the

organization

Previous contacts between

consultant and chief execu—

tive or other organization

members

Impressions held by organi—

zation members concerning

the consultant‘s reputation O 2 3 O O O 5

Recommendations from sources

external to the organization 0 O 3 O O O 3

Nature and content of con—

sultant's proposal, and the

manner of its presentation 1 5 O O O O 6

On-going retainer agreement

organization and consultant 0 l

 

 

Other 0 2 O O O O 2

No reason indicated as

most important 0 5 2 O O O 7

TOTAL 2 33 22 4 1 o 62

x

A = 20 — 40

B = A1 - 60

C = 61 — 80

D = 81 — 100

E = 101 — 120

F = 121 - 1A0
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underlying the Dogmatism construct as outlined in

Chapter III of this thesis.

The theory of the open—mindedness construct would

lead to the hypothesis that, within an organization—

consultant relationship, the incidence of organization

imposed constraints or restrictions placed on the

consultant would vary directly with the Dogmatism Score

of the chief executive. Or, to restate, the more open—

minded the chief executive (or consultant sponsor) the

lower would be the incidence of imposed constraints. The

data in Table 6A: "Nature of Restrictions Placed on

Consultant by Open—Mindedness of Organization Sponsor,”

provide evidence which clearly supports such a hypothesis.

The relationship between an organization sponsor's

open—mindedness and his evaluation of the effectiveness

of a consulting assignment is presented in Table 65:

”Effectiveness of Assignment by Open—Mindedness of

Organization Sponsor." The differentiation is not

strong but it is in the direction of an inverse rela-

tionship between open—mindedness and the evaluation of

an assignment as completely effective. That is, the more

open—minded the assignment sponsor the less often did he

evaluate the consulting assignment as completely effective.

This relationship, however, is not supported by

the data in Table 66: ”Acceptance of Consultant's

Recommendations by Organization Sponsor by His Open—
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Mindedness," as these latter tend to show more of a

direct than an inverse relationship between these

variables. In neither case, however, is it possible

to relate these results to the underlying hypothesis

which would derive from the open—mindedness construct.

The theory would suggest that there would be a relation—

ship between the organization sponsor's open—mindedness

and his acceptance or evaluation of advice but that

such relationship would depend on his concept of the

consultant. Only where the consultant was viewed as an

authority figure whose advice was to be ”obeyed,” could

it be hypothesized that there would be a direct relation-

ship between Dogmatism (i.e. closed—mindedness) and the

acceptance of recommendations. The data required for

this further classification are not available from this

research.

Survey Data

In addition to the data reported and discussed in

relation to the hypotheses concerning the organization—

Consultant relationship, and the assignment sponsor's

Open—mindedness,
this research also collected a con—

siderable quantity of survey data. These data are pre—

sented in Tables 67 through 85 which have been included

in the Appendix Section of this thesis. Those findings

which appear to have more interest and significance are

discussed in the following notes.
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Almost 70% of the 133 survey respondents have used

the services of an external consultant on at least

one occasion during the-three year period to December,

l967. The average number of engagements for each

organization was 3.3 and the median was between 1

and 2 engagements over the three year period-—see

Table 67.  
Merchandising and Financial (including Insurance)

businesses most often reported making no use of

consulting assistance over the course of the three

year survey period-—Table 68.

There appears to be a relationship between frequency

of consultant use and organization size as measured

by the number of employees in the organization. The

average number of consulting engagements increased

as the number of employees increased, and smaller

organizations more often reported not using consult-

ing services during the survey period—-Table 70.

A similar, although not as clearly defined, relation—

ship is found between frequency of consultant use and

organization size as measured by annual dollar sales

turnover in l967——Table 71. There appear to be no

significant inconsistencies between these data and

the data reported in the earlier Seney survey.33

(The precise date of this survey is not indicated but

 

33W. Seney, op. cit., p. 6.
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is prior to l963.) Like the present research, about

30% of the respondents to the earlier survey indi—

cated that they had not used consultant services

during a three year period. Further, the same direct

relationship between organization size and frequency

of consultant use was found——Table 72. It should be

noted, however, that Seney's sample includes industrial

manufacturing organizations only, whereas the present

research data are from all types of business organiza—

tions, and also include some government agencies.

Table 75 suggests the possibility of a relationship

between the education level of an organization's chief

executive and his firm's use of consultants. The

higher the education level, the more often did the

organization use consultant services, and the less

often did it report not having used such services

over the duration of the survey. A similar, but

inverse, relationship appears when the age of the

chief executive is related to the organization‘s

use of consultants——Table 76.

There was no consistency about the frequency of con—

sultant use when analyzed in terms of the geographic

location of the organization, and no ready explana—

tion for the wide variances in frequency found

between different geographic regions. Organizations

in the heavily industrialized states comprising the
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East North Central region showed a minimum number

of consulting engagements per organization, as well

as the greatest proportion of organizations not

using a consultant at all over the three year survey

period——Table 77.

Consulting assignments were most often judged as

completely effective by public utility companies

(80.0% of cases) and least often by government

departments and agencies (23.5%)——Table 78.

Consulting assignments concerned with Personnel,

Labor Relations (including wage and salary systems)

were most often judged as completely effective (71.5%

of cases) and those concerned with Office, Informa—

tion Systems and Data Processing were least often so

judged (18.2%)——Tabie 79.

While the frequency of consultant use increased with

the number of employees in the organization, the

evaluation of these assignments showed a reverse  trend. As the number of employees in the organiza-

tion increased, the proportion of consulting assign—

ments judged as completely effective appeared to

decrease——Table 80.

There appears to be a direct relationship between the

perceived effectiveness of a consulting assignment

and the proportion of management personnel to total

employees in an organization (Table 81), and an
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inverse relationship with respect to the proportion

of staff personnel to total employees (Table 82).

It was anticipated that there might be some rela—

tionship between perceived effectiveness of an

assignment and the amount of the fee paid to the

consultant——based on the rationale that an organiza—

tion member‘s (and particularly the assignment

sponsor's) commitment to the assignment would increase

as the consultant's fee increased. That is, as

the amount of the consultant's fee increased the

organization member would anticipate a stronger

indictment from his colleagues if the assignment were

to be judged as less than completely effective, and

thus he would feel stronger pressure to judge it as

completely effective. An examination of the data

which analyzed the complete acceptance of the con—

sultant's recommendation by several different

organization levels, however, showed no such pattern——

Table 83.

Table 8A indicates that the most frequently stated

reason for using the services of an external con—

sultant was the consultant's ability to provide

independent opinion based on unbiased judgment

(29.8% of cases). Next most often was the consult-

ant's specialized skills and experience from other

organizations (22.4% of cases). Least often stated
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as the major reason for the consultant's retention

was the confidential nature of the problem where the

consultant could prevent its disclosure (0.0% of

cases). Also infrequently stated as reasons were

the consultant's superior ability to introduce and

implement change efficiently (3.2%), and his superior

ability to train organization members in the

techniques required to cope with the organization's

problems (3.2%)——Table 8“.

Summary

The number of complete responses to the research

instruments was small but the distribution of responses

was closely consistent with the distribution of the survey

sample when analysed into the same categories. Thus the

response can be considered as representative of the

sample, but inadequate to permit more than the tentative

confirmation or rejection of the research hypotheses.

Consultant Research Program

The data permit the tentative confirmation of the

following hypotheses——all of which relate to the

organization respondent's perception of the effectiveness

of the consulting assignment:

Hypothesis 1: more effective where the organization

considers some changes may be necessary,

rather than where a consultant is retained

to audit the status quo.



 

  

Hyp‘

Hy;

Hy



Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis A:

Hypothesis 5:

Hypothesis 6:

Hypothesis 10:
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more effective where the organization

ascribes some expertise to, and demon—

strates trust in the consultant for his

ability to develop and implement an

effective change program.

more effective where the organization

initiates the original suggestion to seek

consultant help, rather than responding

to a suggestion initiated by the consultant.

more effective where organization members

are in general agreement as to the need for,

and desirability of, obtaining consultant

assistance.

more effective where several organization

members, and particularly those likely to

be affected, have participated in the dis—

cussions and decisions leading to the

retention of a consultant.

more effective where organization members

are in general agreement as to the particu—

lar consultant selected.

more effective where the organization's

goals and expectations with respect to the

required outcomes from the consulting

assignment are identified and made explicit.
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Hypothesis 11: more effective where the organization

does not closely direct the consultant's

work, or unreasonably constrain him, by

embargo or withheld information.

Hypothesis 12: more effective where there is clear

definition, and shared understanding of

the respective duties to be assumed by

the consultant and organization members.

Hypothesis 15: more effective where the consultant works

closely and directly with organization

members within a cooperative rather than

a directive framework.

Hypothesis 16: more effective where the organization

establishes a specific point of contact

and liaison with whom and through whom the

consultant can operate.

Because of inadequate and/or inconsistent evidence

there are a number of hypotheses which must be rejected-—  
even if only tentatively because of the limited number of

responses on which the evidence is based. To be rejected

are:

Hypothesis 9: Consultant—assisted change programs are

more effective where the selected con—

sultant has been required to conduct pre—

liminary diagnostic investigations and

 



 

 



Hypothesis l3:

Hypothesis l4:

Hypothesis 18:

194

develop a proposed program for the

organization's approval and acceptance.

Consultant—assisted change programs are

more effective where the consultant

develops his recommendations for

organization changes on the basis of his

 investigations of problems and needs,

rather than where he supplies the organi-

zation with a standardized, "pre—

packaged" program.

Consultant—assisted change programs are

more effective where the organization makes

specific provision for the consultant to

report on his progress and findings through—

out the course of his assignment, rather

than only at its completion.

Consultant—assisted
change programs are

more effective where the scope of the

assignment requires (or permits) the con—

sultant to participate in the implementa—

tion of recommended change programs.

The remaining hypotheses do not fit either of the

categories of tentative rejection quite so clearly.

Hypothesis 7: Consultant—ass
isted change programs are

more effective where the consultant

finally appointed has been selected from
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two or more consultants invited by the

organization for preliminary discussions

or to make preliminary diagnoses

cannot be confirmed. However the evidence appears to

support a somewhat modified hypothesis which would state

that:

Consultant-assisted change programs are

more effective where the consultant is

selected from two or three consultants

invited by the organization for prelimi—

nary discussions prior to a final

appointment.

Hypothesis 8 stated: Consultant—assisted change programs

are more effective where the consultant

finally appointed was selected on the

basis of some objective, identified

criteria.

While there is insufficient evidence to confirm this

hypothesis neither can it be completely rejected as the

data indicate that consultant appointments based on per-

sonal predispositions result in assignments which are

infrequently judged as completely effective.

There is no evidence to either support or reject

Hypothesis l7 and it therefore remains as an untested

hypothesis. The data which are available relate more

precisely to Hypothesis 15 and do not permit
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differentiation between that already confirmed hypothesis

and this one which states:

Hypothesis l7: Consultant—assisted change programs are

more effective where the consultant

actively involves organization members—-

and particularly key managers-—in the

development and implementation of

recommended change programs.

Executive Opinion Survey

The open—mindedness (Dogmatism) measures of organiza—

tion respondents which were analyzed with respect to cer-

tain organization variables show:

(i) an inverse relationship between the chief

executive's Dogmatism and his organizations

frequency of use of consultants. This relation—

ship was hypothesized and the hypothesis is thus

confirmed.

(ii) a direct relationship between the chief executive's

Dogmatism and the organizational level at which

the decision to engage a consultant was made.

This relationship was not hypothesized, but is

consistent with the underlying theory.

(iii) an inverse relationship between the chief execu-

tive's Dogmatism and the frequency of selection

of a particular consultant on the basis of

objective criteria.
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a direct relationship between the chief execu—

tive's Dogmatism and the frequency with which

constraints were imposed upon the consultant.

Survey Data

The more interesting, and potentially significant

findings drawn from the survey data gathered by the

research instrument are:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(V)

almost 70% of responding organizations used

consultant services on one or more occasions

during the three year survey period to December,

1967. The average frequency of use for all

respondents was 3.3 engagements per organization.

Merchandising and Financial businesses most

frequently reported making no use of consulting

assistance.

a direct relationship between frequency of con—

sultant use and number of employees in an

organization.

a direct relationship between frequency of con—

sultant use and annual dollar sales turnover.

a direct relationship between frequency of con—

sultant use and the education level of the

organization's chief executive, and an inverse

relationship between frequency of use and age of

the chief executive.
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(vii)

(viii)

(iX)

(X)

(Xi)

198

wide variations in the frequency of consultant

use by organizations in different geographic

regions.

consulting assignments most often judged as

completely effective by Public Utility companies,

and least often by Federal Government Departments

and Agencies.

consulting assignments most often judged as com—

pletely effective when concerned with Personnel,

Labor Relations aspects, and least often when

concerned with Office, Information Systems and

Data Processing.

an inverse relationship between the proportion of

consulting assignments rated as completely

effective and the number of employees in an

organization.

a direct relationship between the proportion of

consulting assignments rated as completely

effective and the proportion of management per—

sonnel to total employees in an organization,

and an inverse relationship with respect to the

proportion of staff personnel to total employees.

no relationship between the proportion of con—

sulting assignments in which the consultant's

recommendations were completely accepted and the

amount of the consultant's fees.

 



 

 



  
(xii) consultants most often used because of their

ability to provide independent opinion based

on unbiased judgment.

 



 

 



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This research project has been directed towards

collecting and presenting empirical data which will:

1. indicate the influence of the relationship between

an organization and the consultant it has retained

on the effectiveness of their collaborative efforts

aimed at effecting organization change.

2. allow testing of the theory concerning individual

belief systems as postulated by Rokeach in his

development of the Dogmatism construct and measure.

3. indicate the relationship between the measurable

characteristics of an organization and the frequency

and effectiveness with which it uses consultant

assistance.

The Organization—Consultant

Relationship

 

The purpose behind item No. l was to be able to

develop prescriptions for organization—consultant col-

laborative efforts which could lead to improvement in

their general effectiveness. The orientation of the

researcher was not one which posited that such joint

efforts were either inevitably, or substantially,
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ineffective, but rather one which recognized that there

was no existing empirical base on which appropriate

styles of helping relationships could be developed.

This essentially practical objective could be readily

justified by the large amount of money which organiza—

tions pay for consulting assistance, at least some of

which has been shown by earlier surveys to be less than

completely effective. Little was available in the way

of measures of effectiveness, or for operationalizing

the concept of the organization—consultant relationship,

such that different relationships could be distinguished

and differentiated.

An attempt was made by this study to develop such

measures and bases for differentiation, and relevant data

were sought from organizations in these terms. A

detailed self—administering questionnaire was developed

and used as the research instrument not only because it

was the only practical way to reach a large sample of

organizations, but also because it provided a consistent

way in which the necessarily detailed questions could be

asked.

The shortcoming of the research design was manifested

by the inadequate responses by organization addressees to

the research questionnaire. Only 133 responses were

received and, of these, only 91 described a consulting

experience which had occurred within the three year survey
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period. It is possible that this response may have been

increased by sending a follow-up request to the non—

respondents to the original survey, and/or by selecting

and mailing another sample, and/or by contacting and

requesting the assistance of individual addressees to

provide the required information in an interview situation.

The financial and temporal constraints limiting this study,

however, precluded the adoption of any of these means for

augmenting the research data. On the other hand, it is

likely that as many as 133 responses could only have been

obtained through using a questionnaire instrument.

Thus, given the requirement for a significant

quantity of empirical data, it is considered that the

research design was the most appropriate. Before advo—

cating its use on an expanded scale in order to provide

a more significant quantity of evidence, however, con-

sideration must be given to the nature of the evidence

that the instrument can provide. The question, then, is

whether the hypotheses which were tentatively, or

"directionally" confirmed or rejected by the limited

amount of evidence gathered by this study can be con—

sidered, with restatement, as useful prescriptions for

the formation of effective collaborative efforts. A

review of the tentatively confirmed hypotheses indicates

the following arrangements should be observed in order
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for consultant assistance to be most often judged as

completely effective.

1. In considering consultant help an organization

should allow that some changes may be necessary

and should reflect this by its identification and

explication of specific objectives as bases for the

engagement of a consultant (Hypothesis 1).

2. An organization should regard a consultant as an

expert resource, and a collaborating "equal,“ and

ensure his participation in the consideration of

any changes which should be made in the assignment

during its progress (Hypothesis 2).

3. An organization should use a consultant-initiated

suggestion that his services be retained as a

basis for internal considerations which may lead to

the identification of needs and explication of

goals (Hypothesis 3).

4. Rather than impose a possibly unwanted consultant on

subordinate managers, a chief executive should

encourage the initiation of pro-consultant discus—

sions at this lower level, and/or seek to secure

concensus among subordinate managers before making

a decision to engage a consultant (Hypothesis 4).

5. Several management members of an organization should

participate in pre—engagement discussions concerning

consultant help, as well as in the decision that a

consultant be retained (Hypothesis 5).
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As well as participating in the pro-consultant

decision, subordinate managers should participate

with the chief executive in identifying and

agreeing on the particular consultant to be

appointed (Hypothesis 6).

Before commencing a consulting assignment, an

organization should identify and make explicit to

the selected consultant its specific objectives and

expectations with respect to the required outcomes

from the assignment (Hypothesis 10).

An organization should not closely direct a con—

sultant's work, nor unreasonably constrain him by

restricting personal contacts or access to

organizational information (Hypothesis 11).

Before commencing a consulting assignment an organi—

zation should ensure that the respective duties to

be undertaken by the consultant and by organization

members are identified and understood. Such under—

standing should preferably be reached by mutual

agreement between the parties, or otherwise through

its clear explication by the chief executive

(Hypothesis 12).

A consultant should work closely and directly with

members of the client organization and provide for

their participation in the consulting assignment

either by assignment to specific working roles,
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discussion of findings, or an opportunity to

initiate proposals (Hypothesis 15).

11. An organization should establish a specific point

of contact and liaison for a consultant——either the

assignment sponsor or other organization member——

who can initiate other organization contacts and

through whom the consultant can report (Hypothesis

16).

12. An organization should select a consultant from

among two or three who have been invited by the

organization for preliminary discussions prior to a

final appointment being made. (A modified statement

of Hypothesis 7.)

These prescriptions appeal as a useful framework for

the development of an organization—consultant relationship

which will result in a high level of effectiveness of the

ensuing collaborative effort. It is considered that

further research which would allow more confidence in

the acceptance of the underlying hypotheses should be

undertaken.

Dogmatism and Consultant Use and

Acceptance

The relationships established between the Dogmatism

(degree of open—mindedness) of a chief executive and his

organization's use of consultants and acceptance of

their advice, do not have the same practical applications
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as the previously discussed relationships between

organizational behavior and consultant effectiveness.

The Dogmatism relationships, however, do represent

a useful field application of the underlying theoretical

construct and provide means for its further validation.

While not all of the resulting relationships had been

hypothesized they were all directionally consistent with

predictions which the theory would support.

A weakness in the data analysis phase of the research

design was encountered in reviewing the relationship

between Dogmatism and the acceptance of advice from an

external consultant. To permit the testing of the

hypothesis which postulated a relationship between

Dogmatism and the acceptance of consultant advice, it

would be necessary to further classify the organization

responses in terms of the chief executives' concept of

the consultant——as a ”superior,” or other. Such classi—

fication was not available, and moreover, the number of

responses was considered insufficient to support meaning—

ful analysis following a further classification.

Survey Data

The relationships established by the survey com—

ponents of the research questionnaire are of interest

and potential value to consultants.

In terms of potential business opportunities the

reason for the more frequent non—use of consultants by
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Merchandising and Financial organizations would appear

to warrant further study. Similarly, the less frequent

use of consultants made by smaller organizations may

justify investigation. The inconsistency of the fre—

quency of consultant use in relation to the geographic

location of organizations has no obvious rationale,

but it may represent the unavailability of appropriate

consulting services in those areas where a lower fre—

quency of use was reported.

The high frequency of consultant use by government

departments and agencies, coupled with their infrequent

evaluations of such assistance as completely effective,

may provide justification for these clients and their

retained consultants to look closely at those factors—-

including the nature of the client—consultant relation—

ship——which may influence the effectiveness of collabora—

tive efforts.

A statement made in the introductory section of this

thesis indicated the earlier findings that organization—

consultant collaborative efforts had been found to be

less than completely effective, and suggested this as

a justification for this research project. The data

obtained by this study could, however, have provided

adequate self—justification.
In all of the analyses

made, consultant assignments were judged as completely

effective in less than 40% of all cases, and the
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recommendations made by consultants were completely

accepted by the different levels of management in the

responding organizations in less than 30% of all

cases reported.

If the prescriptions developed for the behavior of

an organization with respect to its collaborating con—

sultant could be more positively established by further

research and then adopted, the resulting increase in

consultant effectiveness should be significant. More—

over, this research could then be considered worthwhile.
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APPENDIX A I

Introductory Covering Letter
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GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT - BPPLBY CENTER 24 JUDE, 1968.

 
The use of external consultants by business organizations has been found,

by earlier surveys, to be a wideSpread practice. The questionnaire

accompanying this letter introduces a research project designed to gather

data which should be helpful in suggesting ways in which organization-

consultant collaborative efforts could be made more effective.

Specifically, the present research is attempting to determine whether the

nature of the relationship which develops between an organization and an

external consultant which it retains, has any influence on the effectiveness

with which recommended organizational changes are ultimately implemented.

Business literature not infrequently moralizes on the importance of the

relationship, but it is the intent of this research to go beyond the level

of homily by developing prescriptions on the basis of substantive empirical

evidence.

This research is being conducted under University aUSpices and as such

guarantees the objectivity of the research and also that the information

supplied will remain completely confidential.

Although we can offer no immediate benefits, we are nevertheless confident

that your co-operation, along with other business leaders, will ultimately be

rewarded by the availability of the new knowledge which should be disclosed

in this vitally important area. To insure the anonymity of reaponsee, and

yet allow the identification of the final research sample, each questionnaire

carries an identifying slip which reSpondents are requested to detach and

return separately.

We earnestly and reSpectfully request your co~operation in providing complete

accurate, and prompt reaponses to the regrettably large number of QUEStions '

which the research needs compel us to ask.

Yours faithfully,

. . . 0

Harold H. Wein, N. G. Davey,

Professor of Management. Director,

Graduate School of Business Consultant Research Program.

Administration.

 



  



 
APPENDIX B

Consultant Research Program

Questionnaire
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Graduate School of Business Administration

Eppley Center East Lansing, Michigan

CONSULTANT RESEARCH PROGRAM

Directions for Completing Questionnaire

This questionnaire is addressed to the chief executive of organizations

with the request that it be completed by this official rather than dele-

gated to other organization members, except for the purely factual in-

formation requested in Section 8. While some other questions seek

information which is a matter at fact, there are many which can only be

answered subjectively on the bases of opinions, observations or feelings.

By requesting that these responses be made only by chief executives we

hope to provide, as a common base, an equivalent “level of organiza-

tional responsibility” of all respondents.

Note. It is recognized, however, that there will be some instances where

the chief executive of the company or division has not been associated

with his organization’s most recently completed consulting assignment,

and does not know of the details concerning its initiation and conduct.

In these cases only it is requested that the chief executive arrange for

that organization member at the highest level of management who was

principally associated with the planning and decision-making related to

the assignment to complete all sections of the questionnaire. In several

of the questions, such organization member is referred to as the ”spon-

sor” (of the consulting assignment).

Because of the essentially different nature of legal advice and counsel,

respondents are requested to not include the occasions on which such

advice has been sought as “occasions of consultant assistance” in the

context of this research project.

 

Special Note to Government Department and Agency Respondents.

While the position titles and other language of the questionnaire

are most appropriate to business organizations, non-business re-

spondents are asked to interpret these in the most nearly compar-

able manner. Thus the equivalent of the business organization’s

Board of Directors may be Commissioners of a Federal agency,

and a Company Chairman could be considered as Secretary, Assist-

ant-, or Under-Secretary of an Executive Department. ”Chief Execu-

tive” could be interpreted as Section chief, major Department

Head, Director of an agency drvrsron, or srmrlar. 
 

 
All addressees are asked to complete Sections land 8 of the question-

naire, regardless of their organization’s use of external consultants over

the three year period—January, 1965 through December, 1967. Those

organizations which have not employed external consultants during this

period will not be able to complete SectionsZ through 7, but are urged

to return the questionnaire with Sections 1 and 8 complete as these

will provide information of great value to the research. All other respond-

ents are requested to complete all the questions in each section of the

questionnaire.

SectionsZ through 7: the questions in these sections are to be answered

with respect to the organization's most recently completed (prior to Jan-

uary, 1968) association with an external consultant, to that situation

referenced under Section 1, Item 1.7 of this questionnaire.

%

It is, of course, vital that all answers represent the respondent's best

recollections or judgements of the actual events in each reference situa-

tion—rather than any potential improvement which hindsight may suggest,

or procedure which might be followed on future occasions.

EXECUTIVE OPINION SURVEY. An Executive Opinion Survey has been

included in addition to the questionnaire and forms an integral part of

the research project.

Four copies of the Opinion Survey have been enclosed as the research

requires a wider sampling of opinions held by organization members. In

every case, one Opinion Survey should be completed by the chief execu-

tive—regardless of whether there has been any use of external consult-

ants, and regardless of the chief executive’s association with any reported

consulting assignment.

Where there has been a consulting assignment, the chief executive is re-

quested to arrange for the other three copies of the Opinion Survey to

be completed by the three most senior management personnel—including

the “sponsor” of the assignment—who were concerned with the assign-

ment, and with the acceptance of its recommendations.

Where there have been no consulting assignments, the chief executive

should return the three uncompleted copies of the Opinion Survey along‘

with his completed copy, and the partially completed (Sections 1 and 8)

questionnaire. This same procedure should be followed in those cases

where there has been a consulting assignment handled personally and

exclusively by the chief executive (i.e. where no other organization mem-

bers have been concerned with its development or acceptance).

IMPORTANT! In order to relate the Executive Opinion Survey information
to the questionnaire information, and maintain the anonymity of respond-
ents, it is requested that all materials from the organization he return

mailed to the researchers in the one envelope.

Completed questionnaires, including those onI

completed (and blank,

should be returned to:

. 4 y partially completed, and
if any) copies of the Executive Opinion Survey,

  

   

   

  
   

N. G. Davey,

Department of Management,

Graduate School of Business Adminis

Eppley Center,

Michigan State University,

East Lansing, Michigan. 48823.

tration,
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CONSULTANT RESEARCH PROGRAM 13 (5)

(The parenthetical numbers, and the numbers directly above the check

boxes which appear throughout the questionnaire are directions for key-

punching of the data, and should be disregarded by all respondents.)

 

  

  
   

  

  

  
  

  

   

   

    

1.- GENERAL INFORMATION 1.8 Was the consulting assignment handled by one single consultant or

a team of two or more consultants?

1.1 General nature of Company’s (or Division's) principal business?
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o 1 2 a i 5 s ' D [:1 CI D CI [I (24)

CI [I D E] I] D [I (6) -

Industrial Merchan- Financial Transpor< Public Government Other Consultants: 10"” 2 3 4 5 More than5

Manufac- dising and Insur- tation Utility Depart-

turing ance lnsti- ments and 1.9 Nature of the major functional area of assignment?

tutions Agencies .

General Management, Organiza- , Sales and Marketing (incl. Prod» ,
t‘

12 FOR INDUSTRIAL unnuractunme oncnnrznrrous ONLY. '°” D "ct Deveml’mem) D
C m , D' . . , I' d t l 'f' ti 1 Personnel, Labor Relations (incl. , 5

o panys(or wrsron s) genera in us rycassr tea on. 5 Wage and Salary systems) D Manufacturing IE (25

Automotive and Transportation ,, Metals,Minerals CI Financial Accounting and jnsu,_ 6 )

equipment 1:] ance a Technical, Scientific [3

, Engineering, Machinery Metal 5

Drugs, Chemicals Petroleum 8. i orking El Office, Information systems, and , . 7

Allied products and Industries D Data Processing General Econom'C D

» . 2 Construction materials, lumber, ,
Testrles, Clothing, Footwear 1?] hardware C] Other (please spapjiy)

[a]

Food, Bevera es, Tobacco I] 3
g Aerospace and Defense Cl 1.10 Amount of fees actually charged by the consultant for the most re-

Electrical and Electronic goods, , Other If] (7) cently completed consulting assignment?

equrpment [:1 o I z 1 i 5 6

CI D D C] D D C] (26)

13 Location 0, Company (or Division): City Less than $1001- $2001 $5001 $10001- $20001 Over

$1000 2000 5000 10000 20000 50000 $50000

State —————— (3)

' . . . _ 1.11 Position title of person completing this questionnaire.

.4 Distance from nearest city havrng a population in excess of one , ,

million people. Chief Executive '5

o t 2 1 i (27)

1:] D CI [:1 D (9) Other (please specify) 1

0-20 21—50 51:100 1011-200 0V9" 200 1.12 Age of person completing this questionnaire at December, 1967.
miles miles miles miles miles

0 I Z 3 A 5

l3 1:1 [I [:1 [1 D (28)

.5 Number of occasions on which the organization has utilized the serv- 30 0, under 3140 4150 51-60 61-70 Over 70

ices of an external consultant during the three year period January

1965 - December 1967. 1.13 Level of Formal Education of person completing this questionnaire?  
NO.——-—— (1011) II 1 I 3 A 5 5

El [:1 D D l3 [1 D (29)

(12) Less Some High Some College Some Post

. than High School College Graduate Post Graduate

1.6 Datewhenpresentchiefexecutiveassumedthispositron: High School Graduate Graduate Degree

Month_— _ Year __— School

(13-14) (15-16)

1.7 Description of the consulting assignment most recently completed

2. NATURE OF PROBLEM OR SITUATION LEADING
in the organization PRIOR TO JANUARY, 1968. TO THE DECISION

 

Date of commencement: Month———(17‘18) Year.— (19) The response to this question should relate to the most recently completed

Date of completion: Month (2021) Year ____. (22) consulting assignment, and not to any assignment still in progress as of

_ , .. a January, 1968.

Was the consultant: - an indiViduaI practitioner? [j g

h f Itin firm? 1 Check all statements which are true, then draw a circle around the one

' a mem er 0 a consu g ‘ g which describes the most compelling situation.

-a Mb“ .Of a CPA’ or other ac- D (23) 2.1 Contact initiated by consultant with offer to investigate the organiza-

counting I'm]? tion and recommend needed services. 1:] (30)

'3 Universrty-based "academic 7 i 2.2 Organization unaware of any general or particular problems but re-

Other? (please 306010) CA] tained consultant to conduct an examination and evaluation of its

operations, practices, and policies to confirm their adequacy. [I (31)
/



2.3 Organization concerned primarily about the adequacy of its technology

and desired recommendations for changes or improvements in proc-

esses, facilities, layout. 1:] (32)

2.4 Organization concerned primarily about the adequacy of its manage-

ment personnel and practices. D (33)

2.5 Organization concerned primarily about the adequacy of its formal or-

ganization structure. U (34)

2.6 Organization concerned primarily with changes in external conditions. [I (35)

2.7 Other reason. (Describe briefly) E] (36)

 

 

(37)

3. MAJOR REASON FOR USING EXTERNAL CON-

SULTANT

Check all statements which are true, then draw a circle around the one

which describes the major reason.

3.1 Consultant's superior ability (he. superior with respect to the ability

of organization members) to provide NEW IDEAS and a fresh ap-

proach.

32 Consultant’s superior ability to DIAGNOSE AND IDENTIFY organiza-

tion problems and evaluate possible solutions.
D (39)

3.3 Consultant's specialized SKILLS AND EXPERIENCE from other organi-

zations which may be applied to the present situation. 1:] (40)

3.4 Consultant's superior ability to introduce and IMPLEMENT CHANGE

programs in an effective and efficient manner.

3.5 Consultant's ability to provide INDEPENDENT OPINION based on un-

biased iudgement and comparative freedom from organizational in-

volvement.
El (42)

3.6 Consultant’s superior ability to TRAIN ORGANIZATION MEMBERS in

techniques and skills required to handle existing situations or those

likely to emerge.

3.7 The availability of the consultant to undertake the necessary work at

the TIME REQUIRED where competent organization members cannot

be made available.

3.8 The CONFIDENTIAL nature of the problem wherein'the consultant

can provide protection against the disclosure of organization identity,

or gain information to which the organization would not have access. D (45)

3.9 Other reason (please specify)
D (46)

[1(38)

III (43)

El (44)

f

if!

fl(47)

ATIONS PRIOR TO THE

4. ORGANIZATION
CONSIDER

RETENTION OF THE CONSULTANT ON THE MOST

RECENTLY COMPLETED
ASSIGNMENT

41 At what level, or by whom, was the RECOMMENDATIO
N INITIATED

I that consultant assistance be considered?

(Check one statement only for this question.)
fi

By the consultant himself?

By the Board of Directors, or Chairman of the Company, or by 60" r

porate headquarters personnel (in the case of a Divrsion or Sub- CI (48)

sidiary)

. . g
[I]

By the Chief Executive of the Company or Drvrsvon

By a functional or departmental head immediately subordinate to If!

chief executive

I

By a lower level of management [I

5

By influential person(s) associated with, but not members of the 1:]

organization

Other (please specify) I6]

P N At what management level, and between which organization members,

was the proposal to seek consultant assistance FORMALLY DIS-

CUSSED prior to any decision being made?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Discussion between chief executive and his peers or superiors

(either Board of Directors or Corporate Office personnel)

Discussion between chief executive and immediate subordinates

Discussion between all departmental heads

Discussion between only those departmental heads on the same

level of management, over areas related to the perceived problem

or involved in any proposed action

Discussion among management members within the particular de

partmental area(s) considering consultant assistance

No discussion held as the decision to engage a consultant was made

unilaterally.

Other (please specify)

 

4.3 At what level, or by whom, was the ACTUAL DECISION to hire A con-

sultant made?

(Check each statement which is true where the decision was jointly

made.)

By the Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or by cor-

porate headquarters personnel (in the case of a Division or Sub-

sidiary).

By the Chief Executive of the organization

organization

Other (please specify)/

4.4 At what level, or by whom, was the decision to hire a consultant

FORMALLY AUTHORIZED or approved?

(Check one statement only for this question.)

By the Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or by C0"

porate headquarters personnel (in the case of a Divrsron or Sub-

sidiary) -

By the Chief Executive of the organization

By the head of the relevantdepartment
or area of the organization

Other (please specify) _._._.————/—/

4. U
1

What was the extent of disagreement among allthose organviljgnilg

members who would be affected by it, concerning the decrs

hire a consultant?

(Check one statement only for this question.)

Strong and almost complete disagreement

Maiority disagreement but some members in favor

About equally divided

Majority agreement, but some disagreement

Complete, or almost complete, agreement

Degree of consensus or disagreement not known

[I (50)

C1 (51)

)

CI (55)

El (57)

By the head(s) of the relevant department(s) or area(s) of the D

(58)

D (59)

ii
on

D
”

E
l
~

C
I
—

II tutlaclorts) or situationts) prompti

‘ rilhntillhaIPlI
RTICULAR time, rathei

, (that all statements which are true,

' lnnhuh describes the most important

’ lrvtlens then perceived as serious or

to particular urgency, but situativ

brine

inane were only then available to

tashposilion then extremely strong

I llrnhrrs of the organization had ur

Itrprotlen or achieve the desired c

' Situation expected to worsen if not

Seriousness or magnitude of prol:

niiruntly

lhangats) in management personni

litter (please specify) 

II In many consultants (or consulti

In assignment with the organizatio

l

D

tool Consultants 1 onlv

Invited ‘

It Hot navy consultants conducted

tttorganzalion prior to a selectior

it I

E III

liool Consultants
Nil 1

It Ilur Inany consultants submittei
i nunngoullheassignment prior

0 I

D E

linoltonsultants Nil I

III litre preliminary investigations
svlhnlprior to a selection paid ‘

(Checkout statement only.)

In preliminary investigations

Preliminary investigation ma
given the assignment

Preliminary Investigations ma

inhuman investigations pa

mitt\\

Iii that was -
iii

hiltd? 0 OASIS for 3919

that all stat

tor a.

emenls which

iIICii describes
the most

Do

(:isonal impression crea
.vovnvnary meetings and d
(no
can record ol consullar

Pli‘ ~nous consulting relahc

3 r ,.
(nuns

prolessronal
cor

athtl organization
membt

—%‘



   

   

 

 

lal head immediately svhllrdilalehfi ’ 4.6 What tactor(s) or situation(s) prompted the decision to hire a con- impressions held by organization members concerning the consul-

sultant at that PARTICULAR time, rather than earlier or later? tant s reputation [j (10)

ii (Check all statements which are true, then draw a circle around the Recommendations from sources external to the organization El (11)

. ted ith but i he itiel box WhiCh describes the most important factor.) The consultant’s advertising or presentation of his own services D (12)
13 ll , no men rsil . -

.
D - Problems then perceived as serlous and ”'gent D (62) Nature and content of the proposal, and the manner of its presen-

f]: No particular urgency, but situation considered "opportune” at tation by the consultant D (13)

' the time D (63) Amount of fees quoted [:1 (14)

eileeli lhichorgan'vatillnnellltln, Finances were only then available to pay consultant fees D (64) Extent of promised or indicated savings or other improvements 1] (15)

lllanr assistance rollvllli iii Cash position then extremely strong C1 (55) Consultant’s availability at the time required [3 (16)
i r .

“3mm- Members of the organlzatlon had unsuccessfully attempted to solve On-going retainer agreement between the consultant and the or-

me.) the problem or achieve the desued changes ganization C] (17)

entire and his peers 0' KWH ' Situation “99°th to "0'59" if "°t dealtwith the“ D (67) Not known (e.g. where the decision to hire the consultant was made

rporateOfficepenonnel) L“ Seriousness or magnitude of problem had recently increased sig— outside the organization) Ci (18)

tiveandimmediatesvbordinate 55 nificantty i3 (53) Other (please specify) I] (19)

ental heads Ct Change(s) in management personnel or their assignments El (69)

e departmental heads on the are Other (please specify) [:1 (70) (2021)

as related to the perceiied pnllllilr n (71)

ion J
_ . . _ . 4.12 At what level, or by whom, was the decision made concerning which

if members within the ”mm 4.7 How many consultants (or consulting firmts) werle mute: to dlsczss’ PARTICULAR CONSULTANT would be hired?

—: ' ' ' 'n ' seec'on eln ma e.

consultantassistance —" the assrgnmentwrth the organizaltlo Tm 03a I ‘ g (Check all statements which are true where the decision was made

ion to engageaclillsllllantilaslvte_a E El Ci [:1 (72) Jointly.)

i: No.0f Consultants 1 only 2 3 40, more Board of Directors, or Chairman of the company, or corporate head-

//._:‘ invited
quarters personnel (in the case of a DIVISIOn or SUbSldlary) E] (22)

i 48 H “a t d t d |' . . ti t' 'th' By the chief executive of the organization
C] (23)

. . ow many consu n 5 con uc e prelmlnary lnves ga ions wr ln _

leACTUALDECISlftlltohlrelnt i theorganization prior to aselection being made? Byt'the functional or departmental head(s) of the relevant organi-

.. | 0 1 Z 3 ‘ za lon area(s) [j (24)

we whew hie declsloliennii El E] E] El (73) Other (please specify)\[:1 (25)

i No. of Consultants Nil 1 2 3 4 or more

but .

3 ‘rman oftheCiinPafifymbi . , 4.13 What was the extent of disagreement among all those or anization

‘ha‘l the case of a DiVISIOIlOlSIlir_ 4'9 How .many consultants submitted a ””905.“ to .the organization tor members who would be affected by it. concerning the conslfitant whl (”l ,t : carrying out the assignment prior to a selection being made? was finally selected? 0

ff. 0 t 1 a e _ .

ganization “ i E] El D E] El (74) (Checkone statement only for this question.)

int department(s) or area(sliiiiiri No. of Consultants Nil 1 2 3 4 of more Strong and almost complete disagreement [El

:3 4.10 Were preliminary investigations of the organization made by the con- Majority disagreement but some members in favor 1

sultant prior to a selection paid for by the organization?
Organization members about equall divided

D

as the decision to hiieiwnwlm , (Checkone statement only.) y E] (26)
U ' ' .

waged? No preliminary investigations conducted 1:] Majority agreement, bUt some disagreement a

, l

lsilliesm”) C mpanl oiiiiii'i Preliminary investigation made only by consultant who was finally E] Complete, 0' almost complete, agreement if]
i . o l ' ' -
,hallrnan of $901 a Division 0, Set». 2W9" the 355|gnmeni

2 Degree of consensus or disagreement not known 5| (in the ca ‘ Preliminary investigations made at consultants’ own expense [:1 (75)
C]

{ganization ' ' Preliminary investigations paid for by the organization [3] 5 FACT

oi the Gigifliliiliir Other [4:] ' 0R8 IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 0R.apartmeiliiam ,
GANIZATION-CONSULTANT RELATIONSHIP FOR
THE MOST RE E

11.11 What was the basis for selection of the consultant who was finally ASSIGNMENT C NTLY COMPLETED CONSULTING

all those Martini hired? (1-4)

Bemwi amgiiiernint the decislnll .‘ (Check all statements which are true, then draw a circle around the DJ (5) 51 Wh t h . ‘ed by ll, c boxwhich describes the most important factor.)
. a wast e extent of the assignment given to the consultant?

(Check as many statements as necessa to de '
isquesiion-i : Personal impression created by the individual consultant during consultant’sassignment) ry scribe the Wm M the
sagleement : prellmlnary meetings and diagnostic phase B (6) To diagnose and identify organization problems

membefs mm“ L Known record of consultant's assignments in other organizations D (7) To develop possible solutions or action programs D (27)e ,

: Previous consulting relationships with the organization [:1 (8) To evaluate possible solutions or action programs D (28)
;

_ D 29
rilsaltleerrlenf , Previous professional contacts by consultant with chief executive or TOJecommend “"0" programs C] ( )
agreemeni : other organization members

U (9) To implement action programs (incl. training) (30)

D 31
sement nfliinown ( )

l—



 

I porate headquarters personnel (in the case of a Division or Sub-

sidiary) [:1 (32)

By the chief executive of the organization [1(33)

By the head(s) of the relevant department(s) or area(s) of the or-

ganization Ci (34)

By the consultant himself El (35)

Other D(36)

5. Which organization members were FORMALLY ADVISED that a con-

sultant had been retained?

(Check as many statements as necessary to indicate the extent to

5.2 At what level, or by whom, was the SCOPE OR EXTENT of the con-

sulting assignment determined?

(Check all statements which are true.)

By the Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or by cor-

 

(
a
)

which members were formally advised.)

Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or corporate head-

quarters personnel (in the case of a Division or Subsidiary) E] (37)

Chief Executive Cl (38)

Management group immediately subordinate to the chief executive D (39)

The highest level managers in the department(s) or area(s) of the

organization to be affected by the assignment

All management personnel in the department(s) or area(s) of the

organization to be affected by the assignment E} (41)

All management and supervisory personnel throughout the organi-

zation C] (42)

All employees of the organization
(1 (43)

Other (please specify)
[3 (44)

 

5.4 To what extent were the organization's obiectives and expectations

with respect to required outcomes from the consulting assignment

identified and made explicit?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Specific goals formulated by the Board of Directors, or corporate

headquarters in the case of a division, and given to the consultant.

(Specific goals are those where required outcomes and work areas

are precisely identified, and quantified wherever possible.) Cl (45)

Specific goals formulated by chief executive and given to consultant D (46)

Specific goals formulated by chief executive together with subor-

dinate managers

CH >

Specific goals determined by managers of affected functional areas ,

and approved by chief executive

( )

Specific goals discussed and agreed between chief executive and (49)

consultant

Specific goals discussed and agreed between other organization

members and consultant

(50)

' ' ' ' ' ting only the general nature

eneralized, non-speCiflc goals (indlca . .
~

gt desired changes) discussed among organization members, includ-

ing chief executive and members of the Board
(5 )

No discussion on specific goals or expected outcomes by organiza— [1(52)

tion members

Goals determined entirely by the consultant
[:1 (53)

. 54

Other (please specrfy)/EH )

ent were the organization’s expectations formalized in any

xt

5'5 To what 8 etween the organization and consultant?

agreementb

(Check one statement
only.)

i detailing scope, procedures, and expected out- [03

- men - .

wirtten state y consultant and given to the organization

comes prepared b

Written statement from the consultant to the organization with geIr- ‘

eral description of the nature of the assignment and rates for con- D

sultant’s charges only

 

(55)

Verbal agreement only, with no written submission from consultant 1

to the organization D

Other (please specify) [i]

5.6 Which organization members were formally advised of the organiza-

tion's obiectives with respect to the consultant's assignment?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or corporate head.

quarters personnel (in the case of a Division or Subsidiary) Ci (56)

Chief Executive E] (57)

Management group immediately subordinate to the chief executive C] (58)

Managers in affected departments or areas of the organization [I (59)

The entire management group in the organization )

l

A

a
:

o

All management and rank and file personnel .
_
-

D

El A a
s

No organization members formally advised as specific objectives

were not identified or discussed

5.7 What CONSTRAINTS, OR LIMITS, did the organization impose as to

areas in which the consultant should not work, or to people, or infor-

mation to which he should not have access?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Work area restricted a
s

‘
1
‘
”

Personal contacts restricted A a
s

5

Information access restricted A

a
s

u
-
e
v

a
s

m
vNo restrictions placed on consultant

Other I
Z
I
C
I
C
I
C
I
D

67)
 

$
5
1

0
0 To what extent were the respective DUTIES TO BE ASSUMED by the

consultant and organization members, and their division of responsr-

bilities, discussed between the organization and the consultant?

(Check one statement only.)

Board of Directors or Chairman of the Company, or corporate head-

quarters personnel (in the case of a Division or Subsidiary) laid ,,

down the duties and responsibilities for all parties [3

Chief executive laid down the duties and responsibilities torall .

parties D

Agreement regarding respective duties and responsibilities reached 1

through mutual discussion between chief executive and consultant C(53)

Consultant advised the chief executive of the duties and the re-

sponsibilities he would assume

D
u
.

Agreement regarding duties and responsibilities reached through

discussion between organization members and consultant

Matter not discussed between the parties resulting in uncertainty

regarding respective duties and responsibilities

D
-

D
M
D
“

Other (please specify) /
/

H’d
—J/

._’
__/

//

To what extent did a FORMAL ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE which

defined the duties, responsibilities, and relationships of organization

members, exist PRIOR to the intervention of the consultant.

S
.
”

t
o

(Check one statement only.)

Noxdefined management structure or permanent rest)onSibility alio- E]

cations

(liganiialioo structure establish

somewhat flexible

formal structure developed, but

nate managers

Formal structure developed and

renal allocations and relationsh

iomal structure well defined, i

lived actual working arrangemr

iii hiitial tray did the chief execul

retard the consultant?

(Check one statement only.)

1

Isa competent subordinate W

l mined by the chief executive or

is a superior, by virtue of his

whoserecommendationswere

loa collaborating equal witl

l organizational sponsor could

grams, and jointly consider in

As an expert resource, but a

provide useful insights on th

one

Is an independent contract

the form of recommendation

for implementation, modific

Other (please specify) —

a

s. morons IN THE

GANIZATION-CON

THE mosr REcEi

ASSIGNMENT

it What arrangements were in:
to report on his activities
expenses incuned) to the or

(Check all statements whici

Regularly scheduled meet
tors, or with corporate

Diilsmn or Subsidiary)

Regularly scheduled mee

lleelings with Chief Exec

Regular meetings with it

Progress reports to be i
had been designated a

consultant

Regularwrltten reports

dccasrorral written repr

finalleport a
nd re

utergnmenl
W

Other (please specrfy)



 

 

p in the organization
As a collaborating equal with whom the chief executive or other

wmmmmt‘tmemm'fimtlfl‘ Organization structure established, but “loosely” defined and/or 1 62 How were the consultant’s final report or findings transmitted to the

re of the asslgiimentaiid rates for. somewhat flexib|e I] organization?

. , , : Formal structure developed, but not known to or used by subordi- 2 (Ohm all statements WhtCh are true.)

Ino mittensubmlssurrfronm; nate managers D (69) Formal, written reportdelivered to the organization sponsor only El (6)

Formal structure developed and promulgated but not descriptive of 3 Several copies of a formal written report delivered to theorganiza-

actual allocations and relationships D tion for distribution to organization members involved With, or af-

. , ' Formal structure well defined, widely known and accurately reflec- , fected by,the assignment

'1: formally Womm tive °f actual working arrangements D Written reportdelivered and discussed with Chairman or Board mm
o coiisrllant'sassrgiiiiierlti

bers, or corporate personnel (in the case of a Division or Subsidiary) l] (8)

et"till 5.10 In what way did the chief executive, or other organizational sponsor, Written report discussed with Chief Executive El (9)

re ard the consultant? _ ‘
nan of the Company, or connotation g

Written report discussed with organization members involved With,

so Of a Dmsron 0' Subsidiary) ’3 (Check one statement only.) or affected by, the assignment I] (10)

I As a competentsfubordinate whoflwould carrytout progrgzirsas deter- ["3 Written report prepared by consultant only after its intended content

:er subordinate to tilt thitltttttlt‘ :3 mined by the cm executive or 0 e' odrganisa ion rrtier: d t had been discussed among organization members and the consultant I] (11)

- - e; As a superior, by virtue of his repute or emons ra e exper ese, 1 ,

nentsorareasoftfieorganllllnn whose recommendations were to be regarded as directives Cl Other (please specrfy) E] (12)

 

 

tfile personnel organizational sponsor could mutually plan investigations and pro- [2] 0 6'3 3:381:33 (If)? :zzuigntillgitfzi:mmgftLNZEEinggfinfl1‘3:at:

ormally advised as specific objeihls’ ' grams, and jointly consrder their outcomes and implications (7 ) recommended? v

sed :- As an expert resource, but outside of the organization, who could 3 .

~ _ . provide useful insights on the basis of his expertese and independ- Cl (Check all statements Wh'Ch are true.)

ITS, did the organization [Willi ence Feeding back of information by consultant to organization members

should notw7otltr0t '0 WW " As an independent contractor who woujd “deliver his package" in during the assignment to provide them with bases for developing

haveaccess. the form of recommendations which the organization could consider 4 recommendations [:1 (13)

etrue.) _, for implementation, modification, 0' rejection—in Wh0|€ 0' in part B Consultant worked closely with organization members on a coopera-
_. Other (please specify)

tive, participatory basis, rather than a detached or directive basis E] (14)
:1

[53 Continuing discussion of ideas and information with organization
.

members to provide them with the bases for developing recommen-) :.

dations rather than these all coming from the consultant [I (15)

sultant :
Recommendationsdeveloped through joint discussions between con-

/; 6. FACTORS IN THE WORKING PHASE (MEI-LITE '90}: sultantand organization members {305)

GANIZATION-CONSULTANT RELATIO . . . .. . . ,. IIEDlIlf
Organization members assrgned specrfic roles during diagnostic and

active DUTIES qufhisiigdw ., THE MOST RECENTLY COMPLETED CONSULTING problem solvmg phases to ensure their involvementwith, and com-
embers, and mgllieconwlltll' ASSIGNMENT mitment to, the ensuing recommendations [3 (17)

iza onan ' ~ -
organ

Organization members not actively involved in the assignment, but

ltl‘“ 5.1 What arrangements were made, AT THE OUTSET, for the consultant keptwell informed by the consultant at all times [:1 (13)
It l:.'.‘ - - - ~ ‘

ian oftheCOmpanymicowt ”I to report on his actwrties and progress (other than time spent and No attem t made to involve 0, an' - .

case of a Division orSlilttld'alll'“. expenses incuned) to the organization? p g lzation members, and all recom. mendations formally made by the consultant without referenCe to

bilitiemranpames l ' ' (Check all statements which are true.)
organization members

D (19)

'
bilities cii , .

the duties and respond
,

 

Regularly scheduled meetings with the Chairman or Board of Direc- Other (please SDelei’)K—E] (20)

”M tors, or with corporate headquarters personnel (in the case of a [1(71)

, W, . . . . . _

ive duties‘and 'ttl‘t""';'ll'i‘hui DIVISion or SubSIdiary) 5.4 How did the consultant maintain a CO-ORDINATED CONTACT with

etween chief executive r , Regularly scheduled meetings with Chief Executive [3 (72) the organization during the various phases of the assignment?

, out, . . . . . .
f executive of the duties an , Meetings With Chief Executive as and when requested by either party D (73) (ChECk all statements WhICh are true.)

we hit sreachedll‘i't' - Regular meetings with top management group [:j (74) A particular organization member, other than the chief executive or
me - _ .

and ”SESZSQnaconsutad ’ Progress reports to be made through an organization member who 3?];izsgggrsloghdwszngfifgfgfiw. 2‘: permfinent “also“ between the
ion rnem ’ in untitlt'i'e had been designated as the liaison between the organization and asgre ui ed 0 ml la eo er organizational contacts

en the partiesresultlnt , consultant [:1 (75) q I D (21)
1dresponsjpriilies : Re ula 'tt . . Consultant established his own points of contact as he moved

0 g If V": en reports to cm“ Executive D (76) through the various departments and areas of the organization D (22)

ccas ' ' ' . . .. . iona written reports to Chief Executive C] (77) Different organization members were designated as working assist-
/ Finalreport and recommendations onlyflat the completion of the ants to the consultant for different phases and areas of the as I] (23)
/_ aSSlgnment

E] (78) signment

. Other (please specify)hD (79) Chief executive or other organizational sponsor acted as liaison and

QANIZWON STRUClURE,'E point of coordination between the organization and consultant [:1 (24)

”1' Skand relationships ologtttm‘ ‘ ' No point of liaison established, and no attempt by the organization

Itelfvénllon of the consultant. (1,4) to co-ordinate the different aspects of the consultant's assignment 1:] (25)

Other (please specify) ~———“—— Cl (26)

f eorpermanentresptlf‘w:i' (5)it or

%
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6.5 What relative emphasis did the consultant place on diagnosing and

identifying organization problems himself?

(Check one statement only.)

Little emphasis on diagnosis, but completely accepting the organi- “

zation’s identification of the problem(s) U

Considerable emphasis on diagnosis to the extent of preliminary in-

vestigations to confirm the problem statement as given, or to other-

wise suitably identify and define the organization’s situation as a I

basis for development of recommendations [1(27

Complete emphasis on diagnosis such that consultant regarded his

job as complete when the organization's problem(s) had been iden- 2

tified and defined, and their causes made explicit

6.5 What arrangements were made, AT THE OUTSET, for evaluating the

effectiveness of the consulting assignment — by either the consultant

or the organization?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Evaluation to be based on subjective assessments by organization

members alone 28)

Evaluation to be based on subjective assessments by organization

members in conjunction with the consultant
D (29)

No pre-arrangements made for evaluation of the assignment effec-

tiveness
Cl (30)

Other (please specify)
Cl (31)

 

What CHANGES to the scope, extent, objective, or timing of the as-

signment were made during its progress?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Changes made at the direction of the chief executive on the basis

of his evaluation of progress data, or other reason

Changes made at the request of other organization members [I (33)

Changes mutually agreed by discussion between consultant and or-

ganization members
Ct (34)

Changes made unilaterally by the consultant
1:) (35)

Changes requested by the organization but not agreed to by the

consultant
D (36)

Changes requested by the consultant, but not agreed to by the

organization

No changes made, or requested, to the original terms of the as-

signment
Cl (38)

 

Other (please specify)
[3 (39)

6.8 Was the individual consultant who commenced the assignment re-

placed during its course?

(Check all statements which are true.)

No change in consultant requested or made
1:] (40)

Change made at the request of the organization because of the con-

sultant’s personal incompatability with organization members C] (41)

Change made at the request of the organization because of organi-

zation members' uncertainty about consultant’s competence C] (42)

Change requested by organization but not agreed to by consulting

firm
Cl (43)

Assignment prematurely terminated because of dissatisfaction with

individual consultant
C] (44)

Different consultant assigned to working phase than carried out

preliminary diagnosis
D (45)

>
1

p
—
a

'
N

6.9 Where there was a change of consulting personnel did any organiza-

tion members have an opportunity to meet and approve the newly

assigned individual before he commenced on the job?

ft 1

Yes El No C]

2

Not applicable CI

6.10 To what extent did the consultant participate in the implementation

of the (change) programs he recommended?

(Check one statement only.)

Implementation entirely by consultant

Implementation shared by consultant and organization members

D
~
i
:
i
=

initial phase of implementation shared by consultant and organiza-

tion members, but subsequent phases handled by organization mm 2

bers alone

Implementation by organization members with consultant present

 

in resource or advisory capacity Is]

No participation by consultant in implementation phase [j

Consultant’s recommendations not implemented 5D

Other (please specify)

tit
 

6.11 With respect to the most recently completed consulting assignment

which has been the subject for all responses in this questionnaire,

was the same situation or problem assigned to any other consultant

or firm at any prior time?

(Check one statement only.)

Assignment originally allocated to another consultant (firm) but u

terminated prematurely by the organization

Assignment originally allocated to another consultant (firm), but 1

terminated prematurely by the consultant

Assignment only ever handled by the consultant (firm) who com- 2

pleted it

SUBJECTIVE EVALUATIONS OF THE EFFECTIVE-

NESS OF THE MOST RECENTLY COMPLETED

CONSULTING ASSIGNMENT

How EFFECTIVE was the consulting assignment judged to be in terms

of achieving the desired changes or improvements?

(Check one statement only.)

[I l

S

r: El it it to D (49)

No Generally Minimally Completely Moderately Not known

worth- effective, effective, effective. effective, asresults

while butfeltit and butsome cannotbe

results couldhave generally
problems evaluated

achieved. been better.disappoint- yet remain.

ing,

How was the CONSULTANT’S REPORT (i.e. diagnosis, analyses, and

recommendations) rated in terms of its quality?

(Check one statement only.) It

Poor quality, and considered as generally unsatisfactory
[14

High quality, but some important aspects not dealt with [?

Low quality, and minimally acceptable
E (50)

High quality, and complete in its coverage of organization DFOblems A

Acceptable quality, but “workmanlike"
rather than creative

[5;

No‘report provided by consultant

(45)

I
I
I

A
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7.3 What influence do you feel the following characteristics of the organi-

zation-consultant relationship had on the quality of the consultant’s

REPORT?

(For each statement—Place a check mark under the column which

best describes the influence of that characteristic.)

(i) The amount of coopera-

tion given by organization

members to the consultant

(ii) The personality of the

(major) consultant and his

personal manner in approach»

ing organization members

(iii) The ”technical" com-

petence of the consultant

(iv) The consultant’s knowl-

edge of the organization’s

business and its particular

problems

(v) The effectiveness with

which the consultant report-

ed or fedback information

to the organization

(vi) The extent to which the

consultant’s workfocused on

the major problems as per~

ceived by the organization

(vii) The extent to which the

consultant’s investigations

interfered with orinterrupted

the organization’s normalac-

tivities

(viii) The duration of the di~

agnosis and recommenda-

tions phases of the consult-

ing assignment

(ix) The ability of organiza-

tion members to understand

and reach consensus con-

cerning the consultant’s rec-

ommendations

(x) The objectivity ofthe con-

sultant's recommendations

(xi) The similarity of profes-

sional backgrounds of the

chief executive (or other

sponsor) and the consultant

(xii) The extent to which rec-

ommendations could be dis-

cussed without offendingthe

consultant

(xiii) The extent to which

other known ideas or ap-

proaches were explored be

fore the consultants final

recommendationsweremade

Nature of Influence

Moder- Strong- No Strong- Moder- No

ately ly lnflu- ly ately Opin-

Nega- Nega- ence Posi- Posi- ion

ive tive tive tive

 

012345

DECIDED

DECIDED

(51)

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

(53)

(xiv) The extent to whichthe

Nature of Influence

Moder- Strong- No Strong- Moder- No

ately Iy Intlu- Iy ately Opin-

Nega- Nega- ence Posi- Posi- ion

ive tive tive tive

 

oizats

CIDEIEIDCI

 

consultant made use of the (54)

abilitiesof organization mem-

bers and existing organiza-

tion knowledge and experi-

ence

7.4 To what extent, and by whom, were the consultant's recommendations

disagreed with or rejected?

(Check one column only for each statement)

Not Com- Exten- Partial Accept- Complete

Known plete sive Accept- ance in Accept-

or Rejec- Rejec- ance, but Principle, ance with

Not tion tion some Dis- butwith little Dis-

Rele- agreement Modifica- agreement

vant tions to

Programs

Board ofDirectors, o 1 I 3 4 5

or corporate head- [1 El CI [3 [I D (55)

quarters personnel

(in the case of a

Division or Subsid-

iary)

Chief ExecutiVe [3 CI [:1 D (66)

Other organization

sponsor E] Cl C] (67)

Managementgroup

immediatelysubor.

dinate to chief ex-

ecutive [I U [3 [I U D (53)

Heads of depart-

ments or areas to

be affected [3 [j E] [:1 [I [j (69)

All managers and

supervisors who

knew of recom-

mendations D D El E] El (70)

7.5 What was the extent of disagreement among all those organization

members who would be affected by them, concerning the acceptance

of the consultant’s recommendations?

(Check one statement only.)

Strong and almost complete disagreement by all affected organiza~ [El

tion members

Majority disagreement, but some members in favor 1D

About equally divided E2] (71)

Majority agreement, but some disagreement [33

Complete or almost complete agreement AD

Degree of consensus or disagreement not known [5:]

\
l

a
s

TO BE ANSWERED ONLY IN THOSE CASES WHERE THE CONSULT-

ANT WAS INVOLVED, AT LEAST IN PART, IN THE IMPLEMENTATION

OF HIS RECOMMENDATIONS OR OTHER CHANGE PROGRAMS.

What influence do you feel the following characteristics of the or-

ganization-consultant relationship had on the effectiveness with which

 

 

 



recommendations or other change programs were implemented?

(For each statement—Place a check mark under the column which

best describes the influence of that characteristic.)

Nature of Influence

Moder— Strong- No Strong. Moder- No

ately ly lnflu- ly ately Opin-

Nega- Nega- ence Posi- Posi- ion

ive tive tive tive

 

(i) The amount of coopera-
a I 5

tion given by organization 0 1 2

members to the consultant D D [j D D 1:]

(ii) The personality of the

(major) consultant and his

personal manner in working

with organization members D D D D D D

(iii) The ”technical" compe-

tence of the consultant
D D 1:)

(iv) The consultants knowl-

edge of the organization's

business and its particular

problems
D D D D D 1:]

(v) The effectiveness with

which the consultant report-

ed or fedback information

to the organization
D D D D D [3

(vi) The extent to which im

plementation
interfered with

or interrupted
the organiza—

tion’s normal activities

(vii) The duration of the im-

plementation
phase of the [j

assignment

(viii) The ability of organiza-

tion members to reach con-

sensus concerning the pro»

m
posed methods of progra

D D

implementati
on

D D [:j g

(ix) The extent to which the

consultant made use of the

abilities of organizatio
n

members to assist in imple-

menting the recommende
d

D D D

programs D D D

' the following areas or

I do on PERCEIVE CHANGES in
‘

7'7 lznvdHTdniflgbseqzent,
to and as the probable and at least partial

consequence
of the consultant’s

assignment?

(Place a check mark under the most appropriate column for each

statement.)

Little Moderate Situation Great No

Change lmprove- Worsened lmproue- Opin-

me
e IOTI

3 d

o I z

D E] D D D

Job satisfactio
n of work-

ers

Job satisfactio
n of man-

agers

Internal
communic

a-

tions

D D D D

D D D D

(72)

(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

(78)

(79)

(80)

(1-4)

Little Moderate Situation Great No

Change lmprove- Worsened Improve. Opin-

ment ment ion

N

Internal relationships 0 l 2 3 ‘

among managers and D D D D [j (9)

functional groups

New business opportun-

ities in effect, or under

consideration D D D D
D (10)

Ability of the organiza—

tion to deal with future

problems D D D D D (11)

Skills and abilities of or-

ganization members D D D D D (12)

Less dependence of or

ganization members on

external assistance D D D D (13)

Management decision

making D D D D D (14)

7.8 To what extentdid any of the following conditions lead to MISUNDER-

STANDINGS between the organization and consultant, and detract

from the possible effectiveness of the assignment?

(Check all statements which are true.)

Differences between the chief executive's (or other sponsor) and

the consultants concept of the point at which the consultant's

work would be regarded as completed D (15)

Differences between the professional backgrounds of the chief exec-

utive (or other sponsor) and the consultant D (16)

Differences between the general managementviewpoint of the chief

executive, and the specialized functional viewpoint of the consultant D (17)

Differences between the assumptions made by the chief executive

(or other sponsor) and the consultant about the responsibility for

problem identification and definition D (18)

Differences among organization members in their interpretation of

the organization's purpose in using consultant help D (19)

Differences between the assumptions made by the chief executive

(or other sponsor) and the consultant about the division of tasks

between the consultant and organization members D (20)

D (21)

D (22)

 
No misunderstandings between organization and consultant

Other (please describe)

 

 

7.9 What were the major reasons for only PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTING, or

otherwise considerably modifying the consultant's recommendations?

(Check all statements which are true, then draw a circle around the

one which best describes the major reason.)

Organization did not have the required resources (other than per-

sonnel)

Organization did not have personnel with the required skills D (24)

Appropriately skilled personnel could not be made availablefor im-

plementation tasks

Implementation regarded as a poor investment on the basis of prob-

able costs and returns D (25)

Recommendations required action with respect to personnel which

the organization did not wish to take



Situation 6
7real Ito "

Worsened Improve 0pin ‘7

1
1

‘

D
D I] “I

U I] I] (m,

D D U luv

pg conditions lead to MISIJIIDEI-

on and consultant, and detail

assignment?

ecutive’s (or other sponsor) and

point at which the consultants

ed

ral backgrounds
of the chief erec-

isullant
I

anagement view

ional viewpoint

rns mad

tant about the responsibility
for

Elli

I

mbers in their interpreta
t

:onsulta
nt

help

ns made by the chief er

am about the division
0

‘ "

tion members
UIZ

iizalion and

/

/

ARTMLIY

onsultant’s
me

then drawa

n.)

id resources
(

h the reour
reds

of be made
ava

simen

reapect I0 93‘5”"

  

  

  

  

   

   

  

U D Dill

point of the chief

of the consultant [Till  

e by the chief executive

ion of

Of

ecutive

f Lasts

consultant
Ell

Oil

IMPLEM
ENTING

. 0’

mmendat
ionsi

circle
around

the

other thrill I)?"

\
T
‘
t
‘

kills

liable for in 73.71

ton the basis of plot 7
fl,

hich ,
net w Cl?

  

 



 

Recommendations unclear and notp

‘ programs
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Recommendations unclear and not presented in the form of specific

action programs a

Poor presentation of recommendations by the consultant which

failed to convince organization members of their necessity

Organization members did not consider the consultant to be suffi-

ciently expert

Feeling by organization members that better recommendations

could be developed

Inability of consultant to achieve consensus of organization mem-

bers with regard to the interpretation of the problem situation and

the acceptance of his recommendations

Question not applicable as essentially all recommendations were

implemented by the organization

1.10 How did the actual duration of the assignment compare with the

consultant's original estimate?

(Check one statement only.) 0

Significantly longer than original estimate C]

I

About the same as the original estimate Cl

2

Shorter than the original estimate Cl

3

Longer than original estimate but approximately consistent with a Cl

mutually revised estimate ‘

 Other (please specify)

7.11 At the completion of the assignment, how was the consultant’s fee

regarded in relation to what the organization had gained, or would

be able to gain from the assignment?

(Check one statement only.)

Fee regarded as “modest” in relation to actual or potential benefits
0

[3

Fee regarded as high but more than adequately justified by the 1

actual or potential benefits C]

Fee regarded as reasonable in relation to actual or potential bene- ,

fits

Fee related to the amount of work done by the consultant, rather

- than to the benefits provided to the organization, and regarded as 3

high when evaluated by this criterion Cl

4

Other (please specify) [3 

7.12 If it were possible, would the same individual consultant(s) or con-

sulting firm be retained again under similar circumstances or for

another assignment?

(Check one statement only.)

Would be prepared to retain the same individual consultant. ,

(Where more than one individual was assigned, this statement will 1:]

refer to the major member of the consulting team)

Would be prepared to retain the same consulting firm but not the ,

same individual consultant

individual(s) again

7.13 On the basis of the experience with the consulting engagement you

have described in this questionnaire, and your other experience and

knowledge — please indicate those characteristics which you feel are

important for ensuring an effective (or ideal) consulting assignment.

(First, check all statements which you feel are important. Then from

these checked statements only—double check the five, or fewer fac

tors which you consider most important.)

 

(34-35)

C] (38)

Would not be prepared to retain either the same consulting firm or 2

C]

  

(i) The consultant’s specialized skills and ex-

perience

(ii) The consultant's knowledge of the organi-

zation’s business and its particular problems

(iii) The initiation of a recommendation for

consulting assistance from the organization

area and level where this help is required

(iv) Discussion among all organization mem-

bers who might become involved with a con-

sulting assignment before a decision to pro:

ceed is taken

(v) Consensus among organization members

who might become involved concerning the de-

cision to retain an external consultant

(vi) Consensus among organization members

who might become involved concerning the

selection of a particular consultant

(vii) identifying and making explicit the organi-

zation’s objectives in initiating a consulting

assignment

(viii) Advising organization members that a

consultant has been retained, and of the ob-

jectives of the proposed assignment

(ix) Clarifying for all parties the intended divi-

sion of tasks between the consultant and or~

ganization members

(x) Requiring the consultant to make interim

reports to the organization on progress and

findings of the assignment

(xi) The consultant's placement of emphasis

on problem identification and definition

(xii) The designation of a particular organiza-

tion member to coordinate the consultant’s

contacts and to act as liaison between organi-

zation and consultant

(xiii) Participation by the consultantin the im-

plementation of recommended programs

(xiv) The amount of co-operation given by or‘

ganization members to the consultant

(xv) The personality of the consultant and his

personal manner in working with organization

members

(xvi) The consultant's ability to report orteed

back information to the organization

(xvii) The extent to which the consultant to

cuses his work on the major problems as per-

ceived by the organization

(xviii)'The extent to which the consultant’s

work interferes with or interrupts the organi-

zation's normal activities

(xix) The similarity ofprofessional backgrounds

of the organization sponsor and the consultant

(xx) The extent to which a consultant makes

use of the abilities, knowledge, and experience

of organization members

Check of Double

Important Check of

Factors Five Most

Important

Factors

0 1

Cl C! (39)

U D (40)

Cl Cl (41)

D (42)

D (43)

D (44>

U (45)

E] (46)

D (47)

D (48)

E1 (49)

(50)

U (51)

D (52)

(53)

U (54)

D (55)

D U (56)

D D or)

D D (so)
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llompleted by (check one only):

tibial Executive (as sponsor of consulting assignment)

(Bidet Executive (as Non-sponsor)

Ether E’x‘écutive (as sponsor). Position Title:

rm ’.

  

   

  

1. In this complicated world of

ours the only way we can know

what’s going on is to rely on

leaders or experts who can be

trusted.

2. My blood boils whenever a per-

son stubbornly refuses to admit

he’s wrong.

3. There are two kinds of people

in this world; those who are for

the truth and those who are

against the truth.

w
"
<

4. Most people just don’t know

what’s good for them.

5. Of all the different philoso-

phies which exist in this world

there is probably onlyonewhich

is correct.

6. The highest form of govern-

ment is a democracy and the

highest form of democracy is a

government run by those who

are most intelligent.

“
1
‘
.

idthe'r Executive (as Non-sponsor). Position Title:

Please be careful not to omit any of the statements.

AGREE

very on the a

much whole little

ClClEl

EDD

EDD

[3E]

DIED

DIED

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Graduate School of Business Administration

EXECUTIVE OPINION SURVEY

efo‘llowing statements have been made by some people as their opinions

on'several topics. You may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of the

' statements. . . .disagreeing just as strongly with others. . . and perhaps un-

certain about others. Whether you agree or disagree with any statement,

you can be sure that many other people feel the same as you do.

We. want your personal opinion on each statement . . . . whether you agree

or disagree with it, and how strongly you agree or disagree.

You should indicate this by placing a check mark in the box which best

describes your opinion on each of these statements.

if;

[j (6)

:‘i
3

Cl

DISAGREE

a on the very

little whole much

3 Z I

II] E! El (7)

E] E El (8)

E] [I [I (9)

El [3 El (10)

E] El [21(11)

[:1 CI El (12)

 

7. The main thing in life is fora

person to want to do some-

thing important.

8. l'd like it it I could find some-

one who would tell me how to

solve my personal problems.

9. Most of the ideas which get

printed nowadays aren't worth

the paper they are printed on.

10. Man on his own is a helpless

and miserable creature.

11. It is only when a person devotes

himself to an ideal or cause

that life becomes meaningful.

12. Most people just don't give a

“damn” for others.

13. To compromise with our poll-

tical opponents is dangerous

because it usually leads to the

betrayal of our own side.

14. It is often desirable to reserve

judgement about what's going

on until one has had a chance

to hear the opinions of those

one respects.

15. The present is all too often full

of unhappiness. It is only the

future that counts.

16. The United States and Russia

have just about nothing in

common.

17. In a discussion I often find it

necessary to repeat myself sev-

eral times to make sure I am

being understood.

18. While I don'tlike to admit this

even to myself, my secretam-

bition is to become a greatman,

like Einstein, or Beethoven, or

Shakespeare.

19. Even though freedom of speech

for all groups is a worthwhile

goal, it is unfortunately neces-

sary to restrict the freedom of

certain political groups.

20. It is better to be a dead hero

than to be a live coward.

much whole little

AGREE

very on the a

7 Ii 5

El CI El

III [I E]

Cl E] El

Cl El [II

D D D

D I] Cl

El CI Cl

El Cl C]

E] El El

Cl U U

D [1 El

El Cl E

Cl [3 Cl

[3 D D

(14)

D (5)

DISAGREE

a on the very

little whole much

3 2 1

El El El (13)

E] El (:1 (14)

E] D D (15)

III [I D (16)

1:] El El (17)

Cl E] E1 (13)

D D D (19)

D D D (20)

D D D (21)

D D 1:] (22)

D U D (23)

D ‘3 U (25)

D ‘3 D (25)

 



 

TABLE 67

No. of

- ‘j: ' ‘5. Organiz

‘
Used Co

_—————

 



229

TABLE 67.——Frequency of use of consultants during three

year period 1965-1967.

 

 

 

  

No. of Occasions No. of Organizations

Organization has Reporting

Used Consultant (%)

O 42

(31.6)

1 15

2 15

3
1M

4 4

5 ' 6

6 — 10 17

11—15 6

16—20 3

f Over 20
8

I Not Indicated
3

3 TOTAL 133

Average per Organization
3.3
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TABLE 78.-—Effectiveness of consulting assignment by type

of business.

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

Type of Business Assignment

Total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Industrial manufactur— 1A 5 1A A 5 2 AA

lng. (% Across) (31.9%)

Merchandising. 3 2 l 1 0 0 7

(A2.9%) ‘

Financial and insurance. 8 2 5 0 0 l 16

(50.0%)

Transportation. 0 l O 0 O 0 l

(0.0%)

Public utility. A O O O O l 5

(80.0%)

Government departments A 3 6 2 0 2 l7

and agencies. (23.5%)

Other.
3 O 2 O l l 7

(A2.9%)

TOTAL 36 13 28 7 6 7 97

(37.1%)

 

>
l
<

W
W
U
O
U
J
D

Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 79.——Effectiveness of assignment by functional area

assignment.of

 

Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

Functional Area of Assignment

Assignment Total

A* B* C* D* E* F*

General management, 6 2 6 1 l 1 1?

organization (% Across) (35.3%)

Personnel, labor rela— 10 0 A 0 0 0 1A

tions (incl. wage and (71.5%)

salary systems).

Financial, accounting, A O l O l l 7

and insurance. (57.2%)

Office, information 2 3 2 2 l 1 11

system, and data pro— (18.2%)

cessing.

Sales and marketing 2 1 2 l O O 6

(incl. product (33.3%)

development).

Manufacturing. 2 O 5 0 2 1 10

(20.0%)

Technical, scientific. 5 l 2 2 O 2 12

(A1.7%)

General economic. O O 2 0 0 l 3

(0.0%)

Other.
2 3 l l 0 0 7

(28.6%)

TOTAL 33 lo 25 7 5 7 87

(37.9%)

 

>
|
<

’
I
J
E
I
‘
J
U
O
U
C
J
I
D

II
II

II
II

II
II

Generally effective,

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.

Completely effective.

but felt it could have been better.
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TABLE 80.—-Effectiveness of assignment by number of em—

2A2

ployees in the organization.

 

Number of Employees in
Degree of Effectiveness of

 

 

 

the Organization Assignment
Total

A* 5* C* D* E* F*

10 - 500 Employees 21 5 l2 3 5 A 50

(% Across) (A2.0%)

501—1,000 A 2 A 0 0 0 lo

(A0.0%)

1,0001—2,500 3 2 A 0 0 1 10

(30.0%)

2,501 — 5,000 2 2 2 O O 1 7

(28.6%)

5,001 — 10,000 1 O 1 1 O 0 3

(33.3%)

More than 10,000 2 2 A 2 1 1 12

(16.7%)

TOTAL
33 13 27 6 6 7 92

(35.9%)

 

*

"
E
I
I
T
U
U
O
U
d
b

II
II

II
II

ll
ll Completely effective.

Generally effective,

Moderately effective but some pro

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.

but felt it could have been better.

blems yet remain.
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TABLE 8l.——Effectiveness of assignment by proportion of

management personnel to total employees

in the organization.

 

Ratio of Management Per—

sonnel to Total Number

Degree of Effectiveness of

Assignment

Total 

of Employees (%) A* B* 0* D* E* F*

 

 

Less than 10.0% 12 13 3 3 O 36

(% Across) (33.3%)

Greater than 10.0% 1A A 10 2 2 A 36 ;

(38.9%) i

TOTAL 26 9 23 5 5 A 72

(36.2%)

 

>
I
<

’
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J
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t
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t
p

II
II

II
II

II
II Completely effective.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.
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TABLE 82.-—Effectiveness of assignment by proportion of

staff personnel to total employees in

the organization.

 

Ratio of Staff Personnel Degree Of Effectiveness Of
Ass1gnment

to Total N0. of Total

Employees (%) .A* B* 0* D* E* F*

 

 

Less than 20.0% 21 12 A 2 1 A5

(A6.7%)

Greater than 20.0% 0 2 6 1 l 2 12

(0.0%)

TOTAL 21 18 5 3 3 57

(36.8%)

 

*

"
E
F
‘
J
U
O
U
J
I
D

II
ll

II
II

||
|| Completely effective.

Moderately effective but some problems yet remain.

Minimally effective and generally disappointing.

No worthwhile results achieved.

Not known as results cannot be evaluated.

Generally effective, but felt it could have been better.
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TABLE 83.-—Complete acceptance Of recommendations by dif—

ferent organizational levels by amount of fees paid for

assignment.

 

Organization.Level

Amount of Fees Paid Completely Accepting

  
 

 

 

total

A* B* 0* D* E* F*

Less than $1,000** 1 A 2 1 2 2 12

(% of Total Responses)
(l9.A%)

$1,000 — 2,000 2 2 l 2 l l 9

(25.0%)

$2,001 — 5,000 2 5 2 A A A 21

(36.3%) 1

$5,001 - 10,000 2 5 0 3 3 1 1A

(18.9%) 1

$10,001 — 20,000 8 l2 5 6 10 7 A8

<A0.7%)

$20,001 — 50,000 5 6 l 2 2 0 16

(17.0%)

Over $50,000 5 6 2 3 l 2 19

(25.3%)

TOTAL
25 A0 13 21 23 17 139

(26.9%)

*A = Chairman, board, or corporate personnel

B = Chief executive

C = Other organization sponsor

D = Managers immediately subordinate to chief executive

E = Heads of departments or areas to be affected

F = All managers advised of assignment

*Per cent of Total Responses is the proportion of the

total number of responses made by each organizational

level which completely accepted the consultant's

recommendations
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TABLE 8A.——Major reason for using consultant by number of

employees in the organization.

 

No. of Employees in the

Major Reason for Using organization Total

Consultant A* B* 0* D* E* F* (%)

 

 

Consultant's superior

ability to provide new A l l 2 0 3 ll

ideas and a fresh approach (11.7%)

Consultant's superior

ability to diagnose organi-

zation problems and l l 0 0 0 10

evaluate solutions (10.6%)

Consultant's specialized

skills and experience from 13 A 2 O 0 21

other organizations (22.A%)

Consultant's superior

ability to introduce and 2 0 0 1 0 3

implement change efficiently (3.2%)

Consultant's ability to

provide independent opinion

based on unbiased judge— 11 1 5 3 2 6 28

ment (29.8%)

Consultant's superior

ability to train organiza—

tion members in techniques 2 l 0 0 0 0

required by problems
(3.2%)

The availability of the

consultant to undertake

the work at the time 7 l l l l 1

required

The confidential nature of

the problem where the con—

sultant can prevent 0 0 0 0 0 0

disclosure

Other
1 l 0 0 0 0

12

(12.8%)

0

(0.0%)

2

(2.1%)

No reason indicated as 2 l l O O O (4.3%)

most important

 

A 50 11 ll 7 9A

TOT L (100.0%)

*A = 100—500 employees; B = 501—1,000 employees; C =

1,000—2,500 employees; D = 2,501—5,000 employees;

E = 5,001—10,000 employees; and F = Over 10,000 employees.
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