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ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE U.S. ARMY PROGRAM OF
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

The Army‘'s Organizational Effectiveness (OE} progral uses manaqoment and
behavioral science technology to assist Army leaders to’ mgmve mission per-
 formance and combat readiness. This assistance is provxk by Orqaru.zatmnal
Effectiveness Consultants, who have been trained in a lé-week: course at Fort'
- ord, California. The p.rpose of the research described in this report was to
assess the impact of the OE program on the Army. Specifically, the research
sought to identify the most effective types of OE operatians and the charac-
teristics associated with the more successful operations.. : In: addition,. the
~research sought to assess the costs an’ benefits of. the @exat:ums. .

Procedure:

Data were collected on 35 selected OE operations representing a variety
of interventions and organizational levels. The researchexfs‘lintervi;ewed OE
Consultants, Users (commanders), User subordinates, and othérs whio-had been
involved in the OE operations. Interview data were codedandanalyzed.
Analyses included correlations of pertinent variables and comparisons: of the
characteristics of the more successful and less successfiul operatioris.

Findings:

The most successful operations were those which Lnterfaaed lnterpersonal
or intergroup processes with technological processes or issues but which did
not depend on outside resources or support. Although the nusber of such cases
was very small, the least successful operations were those involving: camplex
systems requiring decision making or coordination of coquents ar organiza-
tions beyond the boundaries of the User's organization.

Tre key role in an OE operation is that of the User. = Users should have
a strong goal orientaticn, he able to define measurable outcomes., be: able to
identify support for and opposition to their OE operatiom, and to.be actively
involved in the processes of structuring (clarifying outcomes, understanding
and organizing strategies for change, providing training, etc.) and diffusion
(disseminating informaticn throughout the system and cbtainina feedhack).
The structuring uid Giilfusiun processes ure impolcant to the success of an
operation. The OE Consultaut is important in coaching the User in desirable
‘behaviors and in becoming actively involved in the diffusion process. It was
not possible, in the time available at each installation, to obtain reliable
data on costs and benefits of OE operations.
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Utilization of Findings:

The findings have lmpllcatlons for leader development and for the traln-
lng of OE Consultants. Leaders need to receive training and assignments that
will develop their skills in managlnq orqanlzatlonal ckange, and OE Consul-
tants need training in how to assist leaders in this: function. Leaders need

_exposure to management tocls such -as. _sociotechnical systems analysis, and OE
.Consultants need training and field experience in approaches which involve a

technological component. In addition, the findings of this research should
be lncorporated into the OE Informatlon System now under development.

iv
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ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE U.S. ARMY PROGRAM
OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS-

INTRODUCTION

Background

The Army's Organizational Effectiveness (OE) program uses management and
behavioral science techrology to assist Army leaders to improve mission per-
formance and combat readiness. These management and behavioral science ap-
proaches are known as Organizational Development (OD) in the civiliam community.
Army OE is the application of OD technology in an Army setting. The objective
of ‘the OE program is to provide assistance to Army leaders to improve mission
performance and combat readiness. This assistance is provided primarily by
Organizational Effectiveness Consultants (OECs) who have: been trained in-a 16-

week course at the Organizational Effectiveness Center and School (OECS) at
Fort Ord, California.

Problem

There is little systematic evidence concerning the impact of OD on civil-
ian organizations (Porras & Berg, 1978), even though OD methodology usually
includes a requirement to assess or evaluate the outcome of each OD application
(known as an intervention). The Army OE approach similarly has an evaluation
phase. However, as reported in the interim report for this project (James &
Oliver, 198l), there has been very little evaluation perfbtmédiby OECs in the
field. Most of the evaluation conducted to date has been performed by OECS.l
The research reported here attempts to provide additional imsights from an
outside, objective viewpoint that supplements OECS evaluation'efforts.

Specific quesiions addressed by this research include:v
1. what are the most effective types of OE operations?

2. What are the characterisfics of successful OE opetations?
3, cCan costs and benefits be identified for OE oper%éioﬁs?‘

4. To what extent does this research support the model of thaniza-
tional change proposed by James, Oliver, and McCorcle (1981)7?

It is anticipatel that the findings and conclusions presented in this re-~
‘port will contribute to OEC development--i.e., to provide input for curriculum
change and-quidance for consultants in the field. 1In addition, the findings will
provide information needed for an automated OE information system being devel-
oped by the Army Research Institute (ARI). The principal purpose of the autoa-
mated system will be to obtain and store information on OE operations so that

The reader should note that OECS refers to the Orqanizational Effer*iveness
Center and School, while OECs is the plural of the acronym for OE Consultant.
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OECs' can selectively retrleve and use. Ub case LnF’"mqtlon to improve onq01nq
operations. v T B

©The' field of organizational effectiveness has received a great deal of -
attention over the past several years. It has been the focus of multiple re-
search efforts and the subject of’ debate among and between academics and
exécutives, as well as the rationale- for numerous orqanlzatlonal chanqe ef-
forts. 1In spite of the attention qlVen to: orqanlzatxonal etfectlveness, it
has been difficult to determine what makes one effort to accomplish organiza-
tlonal change more effectlve than Another (Clark & Ford, 1970; Strauch, 1975).

Research Ayproach

The present evaluation was guided by several basic considerations.  First,
it was assumed that evaluation reséarch differs from traditional research.
While concerns about randonlzatlon, Lnternal and external validity, and reli-
ability are useful criteria by whxch to désign. a research project, the primary
concern in this study was to produce hth qualxty evaluatlon reésearch, that
is, to produce timely, usable, decxszon-relevant data. ‘For this reason, the
emphasis was on the utility of the” lnformatxon at hand, thouqh the methodoloql-
cal nuances and statistical propertxes of the instruments ind scales will be

reported where apptoprlate. The ba LC de51qn of this research was an -adapta-

tion of the comparatlve ana1y51s,v, heory~qenerat1nq methods, advocated by
Glaser and Strauss (1967). Such an approach, in-addition to its primary focus
on developing, testing, and elaborating hypotheses and substantive theory,
afforded the opportunity to conduct a-“behavxoral census" . (Barker, 1963) to
determine the type and frequency of the various behaviors or activities as-
sociated with this sort of work. It also required a field study, despite
Berg's warning that studying behavzot 1n orqanlzatxonal settings involves
surrendering "a measure of control over our experlment'" (1978, p. ).

Another set of methodoloqical’choices was‘based on assumptions concern-
ing the nature of the phenocmena undeg‘study. Evaluation and change are po-
tentially traumdtic processes, asxeﬁidented”in studies of performance evalu-
ation in industry (Meyer, Kay, & French, 1964) and in research on resistance

_to change (Kaufman, 1971). It would follow that research efforts to evaluate

change might be met by defensiveness and mistrust. Therefore, every attempt
was made to collect nonreactxve data (WLbb Campbell, Schwartz, Sechrest, &
Grove, 198l1), relying whenever possible on published reports, records, and
the like, to provide background. However, Van Maanen’s.(1979) distinction
between “"presentational data," those which conc¢ern the appearances or images
of themselves that individuals or ytoups strive to‘promote or enhance in the
eyes of outsiders (e.q., through published reports), and "operational data,"
the spontaneocus conversations and activities engaged in by the individuals
or groups, would indicate that examining archival data alone would be insuf-
ficient. Direct observation of consultant and client behavior also would be
required, So a strateqgy was devised whereby the data collection methods be-
came increasingly reactive as trust in the data collector grew,

Further quidance reqgarding change processes in gereral was derived from
the work of Arqgyris (1970), especially what he calls the “primary tasks of
interventionists” (Chapter 1), which quided the development of portions of
the conceptual model of successful change projects to be presented later,
Also useful reqgarding change evaluation in Army settings were the work of

2




Qliver (1981) and Spencer and Cullen (1978, 1979).  Although there is no
standardized procedure for evaluating military orqanizat_i.z}nal"effectiveness
crerations, these previous studies supported development of research methods
for this particular project. o B ’ o

The final consideration influencing the research app"roach.‘was; one of
ethics and etiguette. The researchers were committed to leaving all personal
- and professional relationships which they observed at least as goed as they -
found them. Adhering to this commitment required attention to-the impact. of
the researchers' presence on the everyday work behavior of the field argani-
zations and efforts to minimize the disruptiveness of the data: collection.
(For a related discussion, see Argyris, 1970, Chapters 4 and 5.)

Model of Organizational Change

The basis for this research was a model of o'rqanizat_i'onalchanqe pre=—
sented by James, Oliver, and McCorcle (1981). Measures to be described later
operationalize key elements of the model, Briefly, the model postulates that
the success of an OE operation is a function of the actors, who are: linked by
their roles to a set of processes that result in the production of a series
of outcomes. This set of relationships is further influenced by several medi=-
ating factors. '(Figure 1 depicts the model, James et al., .98L.)

There ‘are three types of actors:?

1. The User--the person who is in charge of the orqénizati,en-épthe-
~ commander}) . T ‘

2. The OEC-~the Organizational Effectiveness Consulttant.‘,

3. User_subordinates--the individuals below the User in: the organiza-
tional hierarchy; more specifically, those individuals who are involved in
an intervention or change project because their future suppert is required.
{or the changye to be successful.

There are four types of critical processes which mus_r_.bé manayed during
any change. These processes include applying a thcdry of practice, supplying
structure, insuring diffusion of information, and psycho-economic transactions.

L. Applying practice theory. In some respects, OE _cohstt»ltants are simi-
lar to rescarchers. To be etfective, each must have a model in-mind. The: OE
consultant must be quided by a coherent set of alternative strategies through
which a chanqge process can be executed. Weisbord (1978) calls stoeli o set of
strategies a "practice theory.” Elscwhore, Argyris and Schon (1978, Chapter 1)
refer similarly to a "theory of action® or a “theory-in-use.® The OEC'S ovoer-
all strateqy is generally based on an action research model and, depending on
User needs, may emphasize certain aspects of this or another model.more than
others, It is of qreat amportance that an outcome orientation be a part of
this practice. The OF consultant furnishes the practice theory concepts
througn which the User can develop a desired future. As the change process
proyresses, tha theory can be altered in any dimension.. However, the theory
must be there for the User to know where to proceed and where he/she has heen.
Thus, intended outcomes for each step of the strateqy are defired and assessoed
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in cenjunction with the next step. For glanned ‘hange to occur, the desired
organizational outcomes must be clearly identified and defined in méasurable
terms bv the User and User subordinates as early in the change process as
possible. ) ’

2, Supplying structure. In complex organizations, the role ‘of manager
often becomes synonymous with a responsibility for structure. Miller (1973)
contends that the primary functions of leaders in open human systems are
"structuring" and "destructuring." In effective OE operaticus, the OE con-
sultant assists the leader (User) in supplying structure appropriate to a par-
ticular stage of the change project. The CEC might, for example, clarify the
User's intended outcomes, organize them in a meaningful manner,  and provide
any needed training in order to eliminae unnecessary confusion and cobstacles
as the intervention progresses. The role of the OE consultant is in this case
analogous to that of a construction engineer who must build a bridge between
the organization's present condition and the User's intended outcomes for that
organization. i ’

3. Insuring ditfusion of information. Finally, the OE consultant must
become a communications engineer, developing and energizing systems for ex-
‘changing information about the OE operation. This information exchange pro-
gresses from areas of yreater concentration of informatioa to areas of lesser
_concentration of information and back again. The User and User subordinates
must also be meaningfully involved in this prc-ess. (For related ideas, the
reader 1s encouraged to consult the voluminocus literature on the "diffusion of
innovation," including, for example, Havelock, 1968, and Katz 196l1.)

4. Psycho-economic transactions. As the CE intervention continues, User.’
subordinates become increasiryly active and are able to influence the function-
ing of the organization, Subordinates then experience a return on their con-
tributions to organizational functioning. The series of cycles of contribu-
tions and returns constitute the process called psycho-economic transactions,

The primary means by which the actors are connected to the. processes is
through their roles. Role definition is an importa-t element, for as Clark
and Ford (1970) note, the consultant and client roles in planned change are’
at best ambiguous,

l. The role of the User is to seek to understand the data and practicc
theory strateqy provided by the consultant 'in order that future actions can
be taken to remedy problem areas. his requirement necessitates sigrnificant
commitment since froeguently the User is part of the identified problem. The
User must also be willing to involve subordinates both in finding a solbution
and in the implemeptation for those solutions which require their support,

2. The role ot the consultant 1s one of counsiderable complexity. It
includes three major responsibilities:

a. Assaisting the User in choosing and defining issues/problems suit-
able for an OE operation, The OE consultant must be able to clarify the po-
tential benefits and risks involved in the use of OE methodology.

L, Actively iontegrating both User and subordinate needs inn a way
which uses valid information as o basis for all activity.
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c.  Providing an appropriate’ and. flexible practice theory strategy
which stresses outcomes, is supported by necessary structure, and is diffused
throughout. tuse  parts. of. the'organization dffected by the intended change.

3. The role of subordinates is a feactive one at first. The role be-
comes more active as subordinate lhleLdUdlS are given more opportunities to
influence the way in which the orqanlzatxon functions. As they are given
these opportunities, they develop expectations about the future return on
thelr contribution. As noted above, the many cycles of contributions and
returns are referred to as psychc-econdmic transactions. .Throughout an op-
eration, these transactions have an xmportant cumulative effect. For the
greatest suhordinate commitment to occur, 1nd1v1duals must experience returns
on their contributions which meet or exceed expectatlons. If their expecta-
tions are met and they are permxtted to assist- in finding solutions to impor-
tant organizational issues, it is very. llkely that they will be ‘committed to
the resultant solutions.

As noted in Figure 1, thefe are three sets. of outcomes suggested by the
model, arranged sequentially.. First, given- the necessary preconditions, roles,
and change processes, it is- hypothesized that a change climate will be engen-
dered in which (a) valid information can be collected and communicated to all
relevant parties, (b) free choices can: be made- about what should be done to
change (or miintain) the orqanlzatlon, ‘and. (c) conditions will be such that
internal commitment is generated to carry out the: choices made in (b). The
theoretical basis for these 1ntermed1ate steps -is Argyris' (1970) pioneering
work on intervention theory, im partlcular his 'ideas about the primary tasks
of interventicn activities. These tasks become at once the results of the
earlier stage of the changye process and the necessary precursors of innovation
and change, which in turn precede an inérease in organizational effectiveness.

For an intervention to be successful, 1t is hypothesxzed that the medi-
ating factors depicted in the model must be present. It is hypotheSLZed
that there are four factors which mediate the relative success of the change
process: (a) a need for change within the organization, (b) a change that is
within the control of the unit invelved, (c) a goal orientation on the part
of the actors, and (d) a supportive environment.

The success of the change effort will be greater to the extent that there
is a leyitimate need for change within the organization. The success of the
change will be further enhanced if the members of the organization have per-
ceptions that a change is needed.

Given the dependence of an organization on its environment, organizational
inertia, and the entrenched nature of some crganizational practices, factors
whnich require alteration are not always within the control of those who would
wish to change them. The model proposes that successful change is more likely
when the needed change is within the control of the organizational unit.

The personality or leadership style of the major actors may affect the
likelihood of change. 1In particular their inclination toward setting, moni-
toring, and achieving goals is predicted to moderate the change process. The
greater the goal orientation of the actors, the greater the probability of
change.
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As mentioned above, organizations are increasingly dependent on their
environments. Given that change reguires excess resourcés as. well as will-
ingness to take risks and alter established patterns of interactica, a sup-
portive environment is important. This does not mean that the environment
should be calm and malleable, but rather that the environment is willing and
able. to allocate requlred resources and tolerate the n,;:-t:akmg associated
with change. - : T

METHOD

Sample of OE Qperations

Since the Army wished to gain a representative pictuce of what had taken
place in the Army OE program in the past, as well as to «brain' focused, valid
data upcn which to make decisions for the future directice cf the program,
the OE project cases were chosen deliberately, not randomly.

In order to obtain information on the outcomes of several tyr+s of OE
operations in several different organizational settans the: vroject team re-
quested that the Army identify four cases representing each: possible combina-
tion of User Class, cor type of user organization (see Table l)., and 2OE Opera-
tion Class, or type of issue/time to impact/need for externai support (see
Table 2). The four cases were to include two more successful and two ‘ess
successful cases for each of the 12 combinations of User and QE Operation.
The follow:.ng rules were used to classify OE operatmns for inclusion ir. -ach
class :

1. User Class (I, II, III, or IV): Classified by intended organiza-
" tional target for the OE operation as agreed upon by: the OEC/User
prior to implementation. The intent of the organizational target
to be classified based on the most complex class of target. con-
tained in the operation's objectives.

2. OE Operation Class (A, B, or C): Classified by intended ocbjective
for the OE operation as agreed upon by the OEC/User prior to imple-
mentation. The intent of the operation to be classified based on
the most complex class of an objective contained in. the operation's
objectives.

The User and OE Operation Classes were obtained in two steps. First,
available case data on OE projects (e.g., Hallen, Schmidt, & Weingart, 1979;
Minton, Bedoian, Weingart, & Schmidt, 1978; Schaefer & Weingart, 1979; Spencer
& Cullen, 1979) were analyzed and natural categories empirically derived.
Second, during preliminary interviews, the research team developed a two-
dimensional matrix for the research plan. One side of the matrix is bounded
by OE operations in which the intended change objective ranges from least to
greatest complexity; the other side is bounded by Amy organizations from

least to greatest complexity. The resulting matrix is-shown in Table 3, us-

ing the dimensions previously defined in Tables 1 and 2. Although two more
successful and two less successful cases were soudht for each cell in Table 3,

-it was not possible to secure interventions of all types, especially in the

more complex organizational units.,
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Table 1

Uset,ClasSes

Four User Classes of U.S. Army Organlzatlons are ldentlfLEd based on in-
crea51ng size and complexity. o e

Class I

Class II

Class III

‘Class IV

W

Small line combat, combat support, .and combat service support
units (battalion-size units or smaller) and internal staffs in-
volving nmilitary personnel in User's immediate work group.

Staffs, internal compoﬁehts of large.organizations, or components
of User's orqanlzatlon where ‘decision: maklng and .coordination are’
compllcated by organlzat¢onal sub-group components of 51gn1f1-
cantly different characterlstlcs (e 9. c1v111an—m111tary or
union-management groups) .

Large line conbat,'bombat support,. and combat service support
units’ (e.g., division-size units) where authority structure is
compllcated by lack of direct contral over policies,: 1mplementa—
tion processes, and rewards and sanctions of 1nd1v1duals or
groups in intended outcomes.

Complex system ihVolVingvdecision making or coordination of com-
ponents or organizations across. the boundaries of the organiza-
tional hierarchy of the User. The User does not have direct con-
trol over policies, implementation process, and rewards and
sanctions of the individuals or groups involved in the intended
outcomes. '
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Table 2

OE Operation Classes

Class A

Class B

~Class C =

Intended outcomes involve interpersonal or intetgrd&p,relationships
and/or process issues. Objectives may include: -o¥gamrizational
climate, managerial leadership, peer leadership, group process, or
satisfaction. Because of high personnel turnover and the emphasis
on personal or group issues, these operations qenerally‘haVe a
short-term impact estimated to be less than a year.

Intended outcomes involve the interface ot process issues (inter-
personal/intergroup) with technological processes or systems. Be-'
cause they deal with semi-permanent processes. or systems, they
usually have a longer-term impact estimated to be greater than a
year. The objectives are not complicated by policy, rescurce, or
support needed from the external environment or other organiza-
tions. Objectives may include interface with any of the following
technological systems or processes; job redeéign, personnél sys-
tems, management information or financial control systems, organi-
zational design, combat operations, or strategic planning.

Intended outcomes are the same as for Class B dperations and, in
addition, the objectives are complicated by policy, resource, or
support needed from the external environment or other organiza-

tions. :
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Table 3
Matrix of Cases

OE Operation Classes

S
. N
AN Class A Class B Class C
o8
o) Interpersonal Process issues; Process issues;
or intergroup interface with interface with
o User Classes relationship technological technological
:? or process; system issues: system issues;
4; short term long term im- long term im-
ﬂi impact. pact; external pact; external
o support not support needed
! needed from from environ-
N environment. ment.
P
."-
’. _
e Class I: Small line M| = 3 MS = 6 MS = 0
o combat, combat support, combat Ls" =9 LS =0 LS = 1
‘_ service support units (&BN) or
Y/ military staffs. Total = 12 Total = 6 Total = 1
X -
.*I
"y Class 1I: Staffs, internal
’ components of large organiza-
tions or components of user's
Qv organization; decision-making
-i{ coordination complicated by MS =3 MS = 3 MS =0
oo 3ubgroups of significantly Ls =2 LS =0 Ls = 2
" different characteristics,
b Total = 5 Total = 3 Total = 2
l
. Class 1II: Large combat,
g combat support, combat service
. support units (=Div); decision
vlj making/coordination complicated M3 =0 MS =1 MS =0
‘ by a lack of direct control over LS =0 LS = 3 LS =0
e policies, implementation
4 processes, and rewards. Total = 0 Total = 4 Total = 0
"3
Ke
N Class IV: Complex systems
o involving decision-making or
o coordination across boundaries M5 =0 MS =0 M5 =0
- of the organizational hierarchy LS =0 LS =0 LS = 2
<o of the change sponsor.
}: Total = 0 Total = 0 Total = 2
@
F? SMS = More successful
;} LS = Less successful
..\'
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““project's Sporso¥ and the Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) from

Since CECs generally possess local autonomy and are not directed by any
central agency, there was no single authority through-which to identify cases.
Hence, a data collection procedure was developed in.caooperation with the

ARI. The sponsor--the OE Program Officer of Headquarters, Department of the
Army (HQDA)--provided guidelines for securing a represéntative sample of the

_population of OE operations. Emphasis was placed on cbtaining cases from

major commands (MACOMs) such as the Forces Command (FORSCDMY, the Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), and the Materiel Development and Readiness
Command (DARCOM). After determining the desired MACOM representation, the
sponsor directed the team to contact OE offices in the field. Visit ar-
rangements were made with the senior consultant of an 1nstallat10n CE office
for cases within that office's Jurlsdlctlon.

Case selection was restricted by several factors.' The research design
included a requirement to interview both the OEC and the User who participated
in the operation. Further, short-term, predictably successful: operations such
as the "transition workshop"2 were not included. Case selection was evca more
constrained at Forces Command (FORSCOM) installations. At FORSCOM posts, the
team was required to collect six cases in 1 week due to FORSCOM regulations
governing data collections. '

Consequently, the resulting sample has some shortcomings. Taken as a
whole, the cases may be skewed toward more success than actually exists in
the field, as it appeared in several instances that OECs attempted to lead
the team to their more successful operations and avoid their less successful
ones. At the outset of the study, HQDA OE Office indicated a great interest
in "large system" OE operations because of the intended future direction of
the OE program. During the period of the data collection, there were very
few "large system" cases available. Consequently, the cells of the matrixr
representing such cases are not as complete as the team had hoped. Data were
collected in "J.S. Army Europe (USAREUR), with the u@derstanding that opera-
tions which specifically addressed "combat-related OE™ were available. How-
ever, such cases were not provided. Finally, there was evidence of a few
OECs steerinc the team away from cases involving general officers. The OECs
concerned regarded their work at that organizational level as sensitive, and
they did not want to run the risk of unknown outsiders }eopardlzan their
operations.

The researchers collected data for 35 cases. Included were several
long-teriw and large-system operations as well as small, company-sized appli-
cations., There were four cases in which the User was a general officer.
There were five operations classified as complete or partial failures by the
OEC. In general, OECs do not formally evaluate their operations. As a con-
sequence, they have a limited knowledge of whether an operatlon wds more or
less successful.

2
A workshop designed to facilitate the inteqration of a new leader/commander
into an organization.

11
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Instruments ' '

Interview Schedules. The interview schedules were based on case analysis
procedures dev.loped by Dunn and Swierczek (1977), an Spencer and Cullen
(1979) . The questions, which followed the chrondloqy of the OE operation,
were tested in preliminhary interviews and refined to: %ocus on those aspects
of the OE prccess that were most .inportant-to the User and ‘the OEC. .The ap- ;
pendices contain schedules for User interviews (Appendix A),'User target in-
terviews (Appendix B), and OE Consultant interviews (Appendix C).

‘ : i

S i .

OE Operations Coding Worksheet. Inteéerviews withi{Users, User target-
groups, and OE Consultants were recorded. The OE»Opefation Coding Worksheet
(Appendix D) was completed as soon after the>intervie£ as possible, using

the taped interviews. The Worksheet summarized. demographic information on
the Army unit, identified reasons for the operatidn, elineated the process
of the operation (data collccted, feedback mechanxsms, implementation tech-
niques, process observations, etc.), and attémpted to(determlne what intended
and unintended outcomes of the interventions occurredT

Case Qutcomes Summary Report. After complet;nq the Worksheet, the data
collector prepared a summary of the case usinq'the structured format in Ap-
pendix E. The Case OQutcomes Summary Report summarxzed information on longi-
tvdinal data collected, attainment of objectxves, cost of operations, demo-
graphic information related to the operatlon, and a sqmmary assessment of the

operation. . i
i

Overall Case Assessment (OCA) Form. The investiéators completed an OCA
form (see Appendix F) for each case using the Worksheet and the Case Outcomes
Summary Report. The OCA was developed from Worksheet (variables which were
linked to the model of organizational change prev1ousiy descrlbed

|
‘
5

Data Collection

Telephone contact was made with the senior OEC 1l month or more before a
desired visit, and plans for this visit were made. The OEC was asked to pro-
vide operations with the following characteristics:

|
1. Operations inwlving larger, four-step (Assessment, Planning, Im-
plementation, and Evaluation, or “APIE") operations as opposed to
small, usually successful, operations such as transition workshops.

2. Operations for which both OEC and User were still available to
interview.

3. Operations for which enough time had elapsed to enable some desired
outcomes to have taken place..

The OEC was requested to provide two operations considered more successful and
two operations considered less successful.

The goal of the case collection process was for two investigators to ob-
tain the data and complete workpapers for one case in 24 days. The data

12




collection was conducted using a three-stage process. First, the User and
the OEC were interviewed separately for about 2 hours using the semi-structured
interview instruments contained in Appendices A and C. In cases in which the

operation also targeted a subordinate command, a separate-interviveprotocol"““4:Lm

was used ("OE User Target Interview Questions" in Appendix B). The entry pro-
cess was crucial to the success of the interview. It was important that the
research team approached the User independently of the OEC to lessen the pos-
sibility of being viewed as allies of an OEC out to justify his/her job. B
Also, having the User introduce the researcher into the -orqganization facili-
tated the collection of indicator data. In any case, the role of third-party
evaluator was a tenuous one, requiring careful attention to objectivity on the
one hand and to relationship building on the other. ’

Two investigators conducted interviews. Notes were taken and, in most
cases, the interviews were tape recorded. The interview was not limited to
those questions in the instrument. The objective was to cbtain as much knowl-
edge of the process employed in the operation as possible. ' After the inter-
views, relevant portions of the OE Operation Coding Worksheet were coded. At
the conclusion. of the User interview, the team requested permi sion to inter-
view a group or groups of persons meeting the following criteria:

1. They had been assigned to the organization f.om the begihning'of the
operation to the time of the team's visit,.

2. They had been somehow directly involved in the operation.

3. They were representative of the organizational breadth and depth of
the operation targeted.

To the extent feasible, chain-of-command relationships were avoided within the
interview group,

The research team's request was never refused. qut of the subordinate
level focus group interviews resulted in meeting with orne group of about eight
persons. Often, because of very high turnover rates, few persons still re-~
mained in the organization who had been directly involved in the operation
from its inception. Larger operations in organizations having less turnover
required as many as seven focus group interviews.

The focus group was first briefed about the research. The investigators
stressed their interest in all outcomes stemming from the operation, undesir-
able as well as beneficial. - It was also emphasized that strict confidence
would be maintained concérning the interviewees' comments. The investigators
reque.;ted that each person in the group note individually on paper any bene-
ficial or undesirable outcomes stemming from the operation. When finished,
they were asked to discuss the outcomes without concern for mutual agreement.
The discussions were tape recorded. After the discussion, group members were
asked to write down any ideas which might lead the team to available records
that would provide tangible evidence of the changes they discussed. These
papers were collected and added to the case working papers. The final stage
of the data collection process occurred when the team attempted to follow the
leads provided in all interviews--QEC, User, and focus qroup(s). As one would
expect, those cases which were viewed as great successes by the focus groups
usually resulted in a willingness to introduce team members ta the recordkeeper

13
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and to the acquisition of tangible evidence in records such as those pertain-
ing to monthly operational readiness rates or retention. The opposite was
true for less successful operations.

-l

On completion of all data collection, the User was briefed about the
team's findings in a way which did not violate any suburdinate confidence.
He/she was also asked questions to fill in any missing information and thanked
for assisting in the project. The OE Operation Coding Worksheet (Appendix D)
was completed, and case findings were compiled using the Case Outcomes Summary
Report format (Appendix E).

. -""ll '.' .‘.' "l *

- -

Two persons reguired 1 day to collect data on smaller operations and up
- to 6 days on large, long-term operations. In addition to interview informa-
tion, data were collected which attempted to assess the extent to which a par-
ticular OE operation's objectives were met. Data from User, OEC, and User
subordinate interviews were used to focus on outcome measures which might be
expected to be affected by the OE operation in that particular User's organ-
ization, since tailored, specific measures are more likely to detect the type
of change occurring in process-oriented organization development than are
more global organizational effectiveness measures. Developing situation-
specific measures avoids the vroblem of using universally applicable outcome
criteria which may or may not be appropriate for any given organization.
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The Research Plan for this project stated that standardized govemmental
accounting cost figures would be used wherever feasible in computing cost in-
put and benefit outcomes for various OE operations. Standardized person-day
costs were used and are included in Appendix G. The same standardized figures
were used to compute cost savings based on reduced staffing or tasking re-
quirements. Other outcomes were not reasonably translatable to dollar amounts
even though classified as "hard outcomes"--i.e., improved operational readi-
ness rates, fewer Annual General Inspection (AGI) discrepancies, and more com-
mendations in Army Training and Evaluation Programs (ARTEPs). Instead of at-
tempting to derive a very carefully defined but superficial cost and benefit
outcome for each case, the "hard outcomes" for each case were conservatively
estimated using a weighted scale. The assigned weights for each case summary
included those dollar ratios which could be calculated using standardized
person-day or person-hour calculations. The weights assigned also reflected
the importance and strength of the causal relationship the User and User
subordinates assigned to those changes they believed to have resulted from
the operation. Given the diversity of targets undertaken by OE operations
and the difficulty of confidently establishing a direct causal effect stemming
from an operation's impact, it is doubtful that a realistic cost accounting
approach can be developed using existing data sources and not requiring an
excessive amount of time.

«
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Another set of data was collected which provided demographic information
about the User's organization, such as the personnel composition, the formal
organizational structure, and turnover rates from 6 months prior to the opera-
tion to a year afterward. Both the impact data and demographic data were re-
corded in case descriptions using the standard format provided in Appendix E.

AW SN LW e,

In addition to collecting the data noted above, the researchers attempted
to collect "hard" data at each OE case field site which might indicate the im-~
pact of OE efforts within the organization. These data included retention
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rates, AWOL rates, accident rates, etc. Investigators attempted to collecc
this information at the beginning of the field data collection phase, but the

effort was abandoned because of the difficulty of the task.

Design and Analysis

This research involved a comparative examination of 35 separate OE proi-
ects viewed in parallel to highlight their similarities and differences. Yin
{1981) has referred to this design as the "case comparison.approack."” The basis
for these comparisons was the stages of the OE process (Kolb & Frohman, 1973).

Measures. The measures used in the analyses were derived from the Opera-
tion Coding Worksheet and the Overall Case Assessment (OCA} form. Items from
the Worksheet were grouped by the researchers into the following nine scales:
External Support, User Goal Orientation, Usér Role, OEC Role, Structuring,
Diffusion, Practice Theory, Evaluation, ana Outcomes. (Items constituting
the scales are contained in Appendix H.} The Outcomes scale is’a reasure of
the positive results of an OE operatioﬁ, and the other eight scalez opreration-
alize variables which were hypothesized to be related to the outcome: of an
operation, : S :

The researchers also combined selected OCA items into nine scales. Of
these scales, four represented mediating factors the reseazéhers:hypathesized
‘would be important in organizational change: External Need for Change, Con-
trol over Intended Change, Superior Affect Toward User. and Internal Need for
Change. Four other scales operationalized the antecedeat conditions hypothe~
sized to be related to organizational change: Roles, Goal Orientation, Struc-

turing, and Diffusion. (These scales and their respective items are: contained
in Appendix I.)

The remaining scale, Success, was a measure of the'deéree,of’success of
an OE operation., It should be noted that no project is completely successful,
nor does one completely fail. Rather, planned change efforts are complex en-
terprises that can result in a number of anticipated and umanticipated out-
comes, some of which may be beneficial and others detrimental ta the organi-
zation. Hence, a composite success scale was developed from & number of
separate dependent (outcome) measures, Such disparate factors as User (cli-
ent) and subordinate expectations, hard and behavioral outcomes, and cost
and benefit estimates were taken into account. (Appendix I contains the

Success scale items.) Cases were rated on the scale for each item and the
ratings summed for a total success scale score. The resulting distribution of

"success" scores was bimodal, with a large number of high scores and low
scores, but few scores in between. Therefore, splitting the total sample at
the median produced two distinct subsamples. ’ '

Analyses. The results presented in this report are based on descriptive
statistics, correlations, and chi square analyses. Characteristics of the OE
operations are described primarily in terms of the percentage of cases falling
into a gyiven category. Correlations are reported for all pairs of scales de-

rived from the Operations Coding Worksheet and the Overall Case Assessment
form. Rank ordering the 35 cases by Success scale scores revealed that they
fell into four discrete clusters as shown below.
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Number of cases = - . Success ' " Success -

Clusters in cluster o ~ score mean , score range
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2 2o 77 139 to 221
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oy 2 CoeE 21 | -29 to -13

The 17 cases_above the median on the Success Scale of the Overall Case
Assesoment were compared with 18 cases below the median on this varxable, us-
ing a contingency chi square.

. RESULTS

Statistical Properties of Sscales- 7

Operation Coding Worksheet locﬂ)'SCalés.,'Table 4 reports statistical
properties of the nine OCW scales. -As'can be seen in the tables, most scales
contain a substantial number. of 1tems. The measure. of internal consistency
(coefficient alpha) for Outcomes s acceptably hlqh (.B5), and the alphas for
the other scales range from .19 to 80 :

Table 4

~ Statistical Properties of OE Operation Coding Worksheet (OCH) Scales

' Internal
- Nos of Standard Consistency

Scale .- Items + Mean Deviation (=)
1. External Support . 2 .882 .22 W5
2. User Goal Orientation ’ 3 .276 . +33 .53
3. User Role .. 35 449 15 .12
5. Structuring : L1 .239 .25 .80
6. Diffusion 10 H11 .18 Ll
7. Practice Theory o 9 806 .43 A5
8. Evaluation .3 1.620 .36 19
9. Outcomes 13 U463 .28 8%

Ovorall Case Assessment (OCA) Scales. Statistical data on the OCA scales
are shown in Table B, Of the nine scales, six contain only one item. Thé co-
efficient alphas for the remaining scales are .83, .86, and .90.
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Table 5

Statisticai Properties of Overall Case Assessment Scales

‘ No. of " ‘Standard Internal
Scale . © Items Mean Deviation Consistency

1. External Need for Change 1 .68 g8 - --:
2. Control over intended change 1 1.7 . <52 o —~a
3. Superior affect toward user 1 .75 152 -~
4. Internal need for change 1 1.88 o8 -
5. Roles : 3 2.75% 1.19 .86
€. Goal orientation ‘ 3 2.29 94 .83
7. Structuring 1 2.89 1.28 R
8. Diffusion 1 3.23 1.24 -=
9. Success 10 130.82 98.95 - <90

a : . : ' : . -
Internal consistency estimates cannot be calculated for scales of only one
item. : : ' :

Characteristics o’ the OE Operations

}gﬂ,' . Description of the Sample. The sample of OE operations included in this
Sl researcn is described below. The percentage reported indicates the percentage
of 35 cases with that characteristic, '

1. Most operations (29 or 83%) were conducted in smaller organizations

or organizational components, i.e., battalions, companies, or staff components
of laryer organizations. '

2. About half (17) the operations focused on short-term interpersonal
or inter/intra-group relationships or process objectives only. Slightly more
than a third (13 or 37%) of the operations focused their change objectives
KQ‘V nct only on interpersonal or inter/intra-group relationships/process objectives -
RE o but also on some technological system issue. (In this context, technological
means those practices which require a predictable and verifiable degree of
skill or command of fundamentals through which tasks are accomplished.)

3. Thirty of the cases (86%) did not require significant resources or

support from the environment.
v

4, Thirty-one (H9%) of the OECs were trained at QECS., The others had
received comparable training prior to becoming OECs,

5. Thirty-one (89%) of the OECs had no formal orqanizational relation-
ship to the Uscr., Their role was in essence that of an external consultant,

6. The Users included nine battalion commanders, eight heads of second-
and third-echelon staff directorates in noncombat related organizations, eight
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staff heads in fourth-echelon commands or below, thréévcompany commandears, and
one each of the rollowing: division commander, chief of staff of an infantry
division, the head of an industrial/support base directorate, installat.on
commander, head of a school directorate, head ot a- dentak»actxzxty-andva~de———wlr
tachment commander.

7. Sixteen (46%) of the cases came from FORSCOM, six (17%) from TRADOC,

four (11%) from USAREUR, and the remaining cases’ (26%} from a variety of other =~~~

MACOMs.
&. Twenty-five Usars (71%) had previous knowledqé or experience with OE.

9. ‘Fourteen (40%) of the problems «hich were addressed were interpersonal
and 1nter/1ntra—qroup in nature and most often (37%) included leader/subordi-
nate relationships, peer-level relatlonshlps (25%), 1nter—group relationships
with task involvement (31%), and intra-group relationships with task involve-
ment (14%). S -

10. Thirty data —ollection processes employed individual interviews (86%),
18 employed group interviews (51%), and 16 employed cbservation (46%). As can
be seen below, the data were primarily collected from leadershlp/management
levels of the organiz.tion.

Level of : Number of - ' Perceni-of

data collection caaes Lo T cases
Top management : 30 S 86
Middle management 26 ' ' T4
Lower management 23 » v .  66
Non-management e _i 20 ’ ' 57

11. In 28 (80%) cases, 1n1t1a1 Fepdback was qxven to the User by the OEC
. without anyone else present., The feedback to qubordlnates was most often con-
ducted in a single yroup session with the User present about three-fourths of
the time,

12, OEC-qguided implementation activities of some type occurred in 23 (66%)
of the operations. Implementation activities included problem solving, goal
setting, and action planning with the OEC in about half of the operations. The
top and middle lcadership/management was most often involved, with the User
present at the sessions about 50% of the time. Of those cperations which con-
ducted problem solving, goal setting, and action planninq wlth the OEC, 13 (76%)
took place in groups of nine persons or more,.

18
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13. A tralnlnq activity Wlth the OEC was emploved in 15 (43%) of the
operations.

i : 13. The User |perceived some improvements in the organization as a di-
/ rect result of the bperation in 34 (97%) of the cases. Improved outcomes:
cited in descending order of frequen., were behavior (74%) , reactions f(atti-

tudes) (63%), hard loutcomes/results (54%), and knowledge/learning (29%}) .

15. rollow-or technical assistance and support were provided by "ECs
in 13 (37%) of the bperations.

16. Twenty-sgven Users (77%) reported that their supeiior-qénérally
supported the use df OE at the outset of the operation. Of the 27 cases
which were purportedly in a follow-up technical assistance and support phase,

23 Users (85%) repdrted that their superiors supported the OE operatlon at
that point. l

17. The OECs kormally evaluated only 3 (9%) operations. . The User in-
formally estimated!an operation to be successful in 29 (83%) operacions, a L
partial success in 'S (14%) operations, and a failure in 1 {33) operation. |
OECs estimated an qpetatlon was successful in 30 (86%) cases. a. partial suc-
cess in 2 (6%) casas, and a fdllure in 3 (9%) cases.

1d. Termlnatlon (that p01nt at whlch the User and the OEC expllc1tly
decide to stop work on the operction) was generally not planned and had not
occurrcd in 21 (60%0 operations. Termination was planned in 7’(20%) opera-
) » tions and had occur&ed (planned and unplaanned) in 14 (40%) cases. The reason
ﬂ‘ I most often given for termination (in 12 of the 14 terminations) was that the
P original contract hpd been fulfilled (37% of the total sampie). Of the 14
cases vhich uid terplnate, 6 occurred after feedback, 6 after planned imple=-
mentation activities (i.e., problem solving/goal setting/action planning/
training), 1 durlnqithe action phace, and 1 after evaluation.

Intercorrelatibns of OE Operacions Worksheet Scales. Scales I-8 of the
OE Operations Worksheet represent variables that were hypothesized to be ante-
cedent conditions for satisfactory:outcomes of OE operations. As can.be seen
in Table 6, six of the nine scales correlated significantly with. Outcomes
(Scale 9), with}correlafions ranging from .34 to .S5l. Neither User Goal Orien- .
tation (Scale 2) nor Structuring (Scale 5) correlated significantly with Out-
comes. External Support (Scale 1) correlaced significantly orly with OQutcomes.
The other seven scales corrélated significantly with two to four other scales:
User Goal Orientation and Structuring (two scales), OEC Role, Dxffu*xon, and
Evaluation (three scales), and Fractice Theory and Usev Role {(four scales).

Intercorrelations of Overall Case Assessment Scales. Table 7 contains
the intercorrelations of the Nverall Case Assessment ‘scales. The Success
scale of the Overall Case Assessment scaleo generally corvesponds to the Out-
come scale derived from the Cperation Coding Worksheet., Scales 1-4 opera-
tionalize the hypothesized "mediating factors” in organizational change. As 1
can be scen in Table 7, none of these mediating factors (External Need for .
Change, Control over lntended Change, Superior Affect Toward User, and Ine- :
ternal Nced for Change) correlated significantly with Success.
{(Roles, Goal Orientation, Structuring,

Scales: 5-8
and Diffusion), which operationalize
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e . | . Table 6 , - o
T Inter‘corr_'ela_tio‘ns of OE Operation Worksheet Scales
— — Scale
W | | S - - ,
e Scale 1 w2 3 o4 ‘5 6 7 8 9
g : 1. External Support - - ' - - : :
- 2. User goal orientation .11 -
o 3. User role .16 10 --
o 4. OEC role , $17 . =14 52% --
o 5. Structuring W07 .16 JM6* .26 0 -
) -'::- 6. lefusion . -19 . 013 063" 051" 030 B
E' 7. Practice theory 29 - .36% .27 . .31 55%% .27 -
8. Evaluation - .30 .42% .29 -.02 .28 .31 2w o
ol ‘:g<.05
T 'p<.01
¢
Ree _ ,
e Table 7
& : ' , .
- : Intercorrelations of Overall Case Assessment Scales
‘ . ' ' E ~Scale
.E:-:: Scale ; 1 2 3 4 .5 - 6 7 8
o . ' - -
n 1. External need for change  --
::':f:. 2. Control over intended : _
change o =528 .
=S 3. Superior affect toward .
® user 25 =23 -
:-;j 4. Internal need for change =-.19 .28 -.34#% __
s 5. Roles - =03 .20 .34 -13 -
s 6. Goal orientation 18 07T .06 .19 .58% o
N 7. Structuring C .13 .08 =016 .06 LT 5%
::: 8. Diffusion .17 .15 -12 -Ou 057.' 056.. -67.. -
~;
' 9. Success 08 .21 .20 .24 LGURE _To¥E gomm G7em
= _
- #p < .05
::.- l!p < .01
z::.
.‘: 20
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the hypothesized "antecedent conditions” for organizational change:; all cor-
related significantly with Success, with correlations ranging from .60 to
.70. In addition, these four antecedent -condition scales (Scales 3~8) all
correlated significantly with 'each other, with correlations ranging from .47
to .67. Roles (Scale 5) was the only antecedent condition to correlate sig-
nificantly with any mediating factor (.34 with Superior Affect Toward User).

-.There were also two significant inverse correlations:- External Need for Change

with Control over Intended Change (r = -.52) and Superior Affect Toward User
with Internal Need for Change (r = -.34).

Success Scale Comparisons

Comparisons by Cluster, User Class, and Operation Class.  In Table 8, the
User Class and Operation Class-are shown for the 35 OE operations rank ordered
by Success score. The 35 cases cluster naturally into four success.score
groups, as can be seen in the table. Table 9 contains' Success scale means and
standard deviations for the 35 cases classified by success score cluster (1,
2, 3, 4), by operation class (A, B, C), and by User Class (I, II, ITI, IV).
As should be expected,the mean success scores are s;gn1f1cantly different for
the various clusters (F = 133.22, df = 3,31, p < .0l). User Class is not as-
sociated with differences in Success scale scores (F = .41, @f = 3,31, n.s.),
although Operation Class is significantly associated with differences in Suc-~
cess scores (F = 11.34, 4f = 2,31, p < .01), with Class B operations (those
involving process issues 1nterfac1ng with technical issues with no external
resources/support required) tending to be most successful.

Contingency Chi Square Analyses. Table 10 contains dichotomous {Yes/No)
items that showed significant ¢hi square values (at the .05 level or less)
for differences between groups split at the median on Success scale scores.
Table 11 contains items that attained a p between .10 and .05 for: chi square
comparison of the same two groups. Note that expected frequencies: in the
2 x 2 contingency tables for four items in Table 10 and for two items in
Table 11 did not exceed 5 in all cells. Hence these results should be viewed
more conservatively than the reported sianificance levels would suggest.

Most of the items in Tables 10 and 11 involve the User. Users in the
above-median group were able to identify groups and individuals who opposed
the OE operation, used the OEC coaching to create a favorable climate during
feedback sessions, and perceived improvement in hard outcomes resulting from
the OE operation. The OECs in the above-median group took action to encour-
age openness and participation during data collection.

Tables 10 and 11 also suggest that above-median Users could identify
those supportive of the OE operation, understand the OEC's helping relation-
ship, considered the operation a success (rather than a failure or a mixture
of success and failure), took various specific actions to ensure support of
the operation by both superlors and subordinates, and tended to be in their
present positions less than 2 months prior to the operatlon. It was also more
likely that the scope or objectives of OE operations in the above-median group
changed as a result of the feedback of the session and that the cbjective -in-
volved intragroup relationships with task involvement.
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Table 8

User and Operation Classes for OE Operations Rank Ordered by Success Scores

Success Score Operation Class? User Clasab

Cluster 1 (n = 12)

364 B 1
328 B 1
306 B 1
274 B 1
270 B 1
Cluster 2 (a = 12)
221 B 11
215 A 1
21 B 1
202 B 1
185 A I
183 B Il
177 B 1I
151 C II
47 A 11
145 A 11
142 A 11
139 A 1
Cluster 3 (n = 6)
93 c 1
93 A 11
87 B 111
76 B 111
712 o IV
67 c I1
66 A 1
64 A 1
64 B III
sy A 1
52 A 11
46 A 1
43 A 1
35 o IV
27 A 1
22 A 1
Cluster U (n =z 2)
-13 A I
=29 A I

°0peration Claas: A = Interpersonal/intergroup process with short-term impact;
B = process issues interface with technical system issues, long-tern impact,
external resource/support not needed from environment; C = same as B with
external resource/suppart required.

bUser Class: I = small line units (vattalion or smaller) or staffs; II =
Staffs or internal components of large organizations; II = large uni&s (division
orklarger); IV = complex systems requiring boundary spanning for dezision
making.
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Table 9

Success Scale Means and Standard Deviations
for OE Operations Classified by Cluster, User
Class, and Operation Class r

FOLAN LA

¢«
»

Success Score

A,

A\l
a

2 Group Standard

~ N Mean deviation F ratio

. Cluster

.

2 1 5 308.40 35.04 133.22 (p < .0l)
5 2 12 176 .50 29.62

5 3 16 60.01 21.16

3 4 2 -24.50 8.00

Operation Class?

UARMNEE AN

A 17 82.23 67.08 11.34 (p < .01)
ﬁ B 13 212.54 92.35
2 c 5 83.60 38.48
o
- b
~ User Class
.,
Zj I 19 134.79 115.66 41 (n.s.)
- I 10 137.80 50.21
Y 111 y 133.25 100.07

Iv 2 53.50 18.50

‘mration Class: A = Interperscnal/intergroup process with short-term impact;
B = process issues interface with technical system issues, long-term impact,

b external resource/support not needed from environment; C = same as B with
;‘ external resource/support required,
}': qur Class: I = small line units (battalion or smaller) or staffs; 11 =
4, Staffs or interrnal comporents of large organizations; III = large units (division
< or larger); IV = complex systems requiring boundary spanning for decision
i’ making.
). 23
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Table 10

-} Operations Coding Worksheet Items Showing Significant
o vifferences between Above-median and Below-median Groups

“e"pTeTp v o
AR )

2
Item® X value P

1. User perceives improvement in hard
outcomes/results. 4.93 .03

2. User uses OEC coaching to create
climate of psychological safety

LN A

during feedback sessions. 4.63 .04
3. User identifies opposing groups and

~ individuals. 3.91 .05
g? 4. OEC takes action to encourage openness b
{i and participation during data 10.47 .01
- collection.
‘ 5. Data feedback session changes scope b
~ or objectives of operation. 4,73 .04
f? 6. User evaluates operation as a success
o~ rather than as a failure or a mixture b
; of success and failure. 4.69 .04
'S 7. At beginning of operation, User
f} understands helping relationship b
j“ Of OEC. ,"069 oou
£
f! ®Item responses were dichotomous (Yes/No),
-
j? bExpected frequencies for this item do not exceed 5 in all cells of the 2 x 2

contingency table.




Table 11

oper>cions Coding Worksheet Items Showing Significant
Differences at .10 Level for Above-median and Below-median Groups

a 2
Item X value o}

1. User identifies supporting groups
and individuals. 3.62 .10

2. User takes specific action prior to
feedback session to encourage support. 3.65 .10

3. User takes specific action to inform
top management of and encourage their
support for objectives and planned
activities. 2.82 .

-
(@]

4, Planned operation's objective after
feedback session involves intragroups
relationships with task involvement. 2.72 .10

5. After operation, User initiates action
rewards, or sanctions tc support
implementation of action. 3.24 .10

6. User in his/her position less than
two months prior to operatiun. 2.71 .10

2Item responses were dichotomous (Yes/No).

bExpected frequencies for this item do not exceed 5 in all cells of 2x2
contingency table.




Costs and Benefits

One of the purposes of the. research reported here was - to 1dent1fy, if

- possible, the costs and benefits ‘of the OE'operations. As Umstot (1980)

noted, there is little evidence that military OD is cost effective. However,
costs and benefits are very difficult to assess. The costs referred to here
are relatively stable since they-pertain primarily to estimates of OEC and
User or User subordinate person-hours expended during an operation. Some of
the benefit fiqures are also reasonably stable, particularly those which rely
primarily on person-hour estlmates.v However, some of the benefit estimates
are very unstable, particularly those‘which'relate to changes in equipment
operational readiness rates. These flgures could vary greatly, depending on
the perspective used to generate the: value.

Some dollar estimates of benefit are missing, even though from a com-
mander's perspective a benefit most- certainly resulted. For example, one
mechanized infantry battalion passed its Annual General Inspection (AGI)
about 2 weeks after it had returned from a successful Army Training and Eval-
uation Program (ARTEP) exercise in Southern Caleornla. It was the first
battalion that was able to pass this inspection successfully on the first at-

- tempt in that division in over 2 years. To have ‘passed at all was significant.

To have passed 2 weeks after a demandlng exercise in which the battalion's
vehicles had used about 50 percent.of their allotted malntenance life was
even more significant. .The User’ ‘and hls subordinates attributed a major por-

‘tion of this success to an OE Operation which assisted the battalion in plan-

ning and implementing AGI preparations. The tangible outcome was passing the-
AGI. Certainly dollar benefits accrued. It would have been very difficult if
not 1mp0531ble to calculate the dollar savings for this proyect

In recognition of the above estlmates of cost and benefit were not used
as if they were accurate, reliable measures. They were employed as an addi-
tional "weight of evidence™ to help us ‘distinguish successful from less suc-

cessful operations. It is emphasized that the figures reported in Table 12
are estimates only. )

- DISCUSSION

Types of Most Effective Operatidne (see Table 9, page 23.)

OE Operation Class. The results of the Overall Case Assessment ‘Success
scale comparison clearly demonstrated that Class B operations were the most
successful. (As defined in Table 2, Class B operations involve the interfac-
ing of interpersonal or intergroup processes with technological processes or

. issues which have a long-term impact but which do not depend on outside re-
- sources or support.) This finding appears to be related to a basic principle

of sociotechnical theory which holds that both the social system and the tech-

" nical system must be considered in organizational change (Susman, 1981).
-Hence it would follow that an intervention which focused only on improving

interpersonal or intergroup interactions would be less effective *han one
which also took into account technological/structural requirements.

Although the number of cases is small (five), it appears that even when
the interpersonal intergroup approach-is combined with technical issues,
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success is impaired when outside resources and support are required. The
necessity for securing outside support complicates the operatlon and makes
success less llkely. :

Table 12 :
Costs and Benefits of OE Operations

Number of Average Average CéSt/benefit

Group cases costs benefit ratio
" Cluster 1 5  $35,140 $699,350 1:20

Cluster 2 12 - 22,758 127,044 1:6

Cluster 3 16 93,616 5,101 18.1

Cluster 4 2 8,104 N -

Abovea median ' o

group 17 26,340 295,348 1:11

Belowb median

group 18 84,115 - k534 19:1

Entire sample 35 56,082 145,787 13

aClusters 1 and 2

bClusters 3 and 4

Level at Which Operation Conducted. As noted previously, true macro-level
operations were difficult to find. These are the User Class IV operations de-
scr‘~aed in Table 1. They involve complex systems requiring decision making or
coordination of components or organizations beyond the boundaries of the User's
organizational hierarchy. Thus, the User does not have direct contrcl over
the policies or processes of all the individuals or groups involved in the in-
tended outcomes of the OE operation. The scope of such an operation is vastly
i wider than that of the typical operation, and the difficulties. of. conducting
ﬁq L this kind of operation are correspondingly greater. Because of the small num-

Lo ber of macro-level operations (two), no statistically significant differences
" were found for the level at which the operation was conducted. However, the
Success scale mean for the two User Class IV operations was far below the
means of the other three User classes. It is probably not only the larger
size of such an operation but also the necessity for boundary spanning across
organizations not under the direct control of the user that makes success
more problematic for macro-level operations.
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Characteristics of Successful OE Operations

The characteristics found to be associated.with more favorable OE outcomes
tended to be related to people and processes. These characteristics were iden-
tified through three analyses: - (a) intercorrelations of the OE Operations
Coding Worksheet scales,'(b)'intercorrelatlons of the Overall Case Assessment

~scales, and (¢} comparisons of cases ‘above the Success scale median with those
cases below the median. The>findings‘are discussed below under the respective
analysis. o S :

OE Operations Coding Worksheet Scales. The Outcomes scales of the OE
Operation Coding Worksheet correlated siqnificantly with all but two (User
Goal Orientation and Structuring) of the other Worksheet scales. This finding
suggests that the hypothesized antecedent condltlons are generally related to
the outcomes of an OE operatlon.' The DJfFUSlon scale which had the highest
correlation with Qutcomes, was hlghly correlated ‘with' OEC- Role and User Role,
lndlcatlng that activities by users and consultants may be instrumental in
acnleVLng dlffu51OP, whlch is in turn sttonglyvrelated to favorable outcomes.

Although the Diffusion. and Structuring scales were not significantly re-

lated to each other, User Role was 51gn1f1can»ly related to both Diffusion
and Structuring. It appears that the User may play a key role in both these
activities. High scores on the User Role ‘scale are associated with a User
who understand OE, accepts the approach, and is actxvely involved in. various
actions to insure the success of the OE operation. ' Dxffu51on-type items in-
clude dissemination of feedback, operation objectives, and implementation
plans as well as positive support by members of the target group. Both the

" User and OEC seem to play an important part in 1nsur1nq that diffusion occurs,
While one might expect both Users and OECs to be equally involved in structur-
ing activities, results did not}suppcrt this p:edictibn. Instead, it appeared
to be the User who was closely associated with structuring activities such as
establlshlng criteria for action, documentlng actlon steps, and providing
needed training.

Overall Case Assessment Scales. None of the hypothesized medlatlng
factors" in organizational change was 51gnxf1cant1y correlated with the Suc-
cess scale of the Overall Case Assessment. It is possible that these vari-
ables are not associated with the success of an OE operation. Or, alterna-
tively, the Overall Case Assessment items may not be valid measures of the
hypothesized mediating factors. Each of the four scales consists of a single
item, and single-item scales are less reliable than multi-item scales. S$ince
the degree of reliability determines the upper limits of the validity of a
measure, the lower reliability results in lower validity. On the other hand,
all the antecedent conditions were significantly correlated with each other
and with the Success scale, yet two of these scales (Structuring and Diffusion)
were also single-item scales. Accordingly, ne conclusions can be drawn con-
cerning the failure of the mediating factors to cotrelate significantly with
the success of an OE operation,

The pattern of the Overall Case Assessment intercorrelations supports the
previous discussion of the Operation Coding Worksheet results. Structuring
and diffusion emerge as important variables aiong with Roles (although these
are not separated by User and OEC as in the Worksheet scales). The goal ori-
entation of the Users, their subordinates, and the OECg also seems to be
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important, with measurable outcomes clearly associated with the~ratedisuccess
of the CE operation. '

Comparison of Cases Above and Below Success Scale Median.. The pattern
of results from the chi square analyses supports the view that more. successful
OE operations involve active lecaders (Users) who are committed to bringing
about change in their organizations. These leaders can identify individuals
Y and groups who will support or oppose OE operations. They engage in specific
}h‘i : actions during various phases of the OE operation to generate support for the
SR ) operation both within their own organization and from top management. These
leaders accept coaching from the OEC on desirable behaviors and employ those
behavicrs. There emerges a picture of a leader who takes an active role in
both structuring and diffusion activities and who works closely with the OEC
to ensure the success of the operation. Thus, the findinéS}suggest.that it
is the User who occupies the crucial role with respect to the success of an
OE. operation. But the results do not reveal to what extent the OEC might be
involved in developing an atmosphere conducive to the leader's assuming re-
sponsibility for ensuring the success of the operation.

-Cost and Benefits

As explained previously, cost/benefit data were difficult to- obtain or
estimate. Rarely, if ever, are baseline data of this type cbtained prior to
.an operation. The validity and reliability of records data that are obtain--
.able after an operation has been completed are unknown. - The authors estimated
that about 50% of the operations investigated cost more than they produced in
some form of benefit for the organization,

To obtain meaningful cost/bénefit data, however, would require: that JE
consultants plan to do so (and spend considerable time and effort on the proj-
ect) from the beginning of an OE operation. Also needed (James & Oliver, 1981)
is a manual of standard costs for the use of consultants in costing operations.

Model of Organizational Change

This research provides support for the model of orgamizational: change
proposed by James et al. (198l). Specifically, the structuring and diffusing
processes postulated by the model were associated with favorable: autcomes as
measured by the Success scale used in the research. : ’

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of the results presented in this report, we believe the
following assertions can be made:

l. The OE consultant should not limit operations to those involving
interpersonal and intergroup interactions. The purpose of such operations
should be to free up participants so they can accomplish organizatianal prob-

lem solving that results in positive technical/structural changes in the
orqanization.
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2. Macro~level operations‘must be very carefully planned and implemented.
The difficulties of working in complex systems are enormous, and sowmething less
than completevsuccess can be anticipated‘in first‘attempts.

3. Structurlng activities, whlch lay the qroundwork for moving the or-
ganization from its present state to the’ de51red outcome, ‘and diffusion ac-
- tivities, which insure the dissemination of information about the .operation to
Tall organlbatlonal Ievels, emerge as the ™ cruc1al processes in an OE operatlon.'

4. ‘The key role in an OE operatlon is that of the User. Specxflcally,
the User should have a strong goal orientation,. define measurable outcomes,
be able to identify support and opp051tlon, and be actxvely involved in the
structurlng and diffusion processes.

5. Also important is an OE cqnsuitént.whq can coééh‘the User in desir-
able behaviors and become actively involved in the diffusion process.

We believe the findings of this research have important implications for
Army leader development and for the training of OE. consultants. Accordingly,
we make the following recommendations: »

1. Army organizations responSible for leader development must ensure
that leaders receive training and. assigmments that will develop their skills
in managing organizational changé. “The new technoloqles which are already

~enterirng Army organizations make it lmperatlve that leaders understand | _the

change process and how to control it. Some ef this skill can be obtained in

“the schoolhouse and some can be. acquxred on the ]ob.

2.’ OE consultants should be tralned in how to assist leaders in under-
standing and managing organizational change. In particular, OECs need guid-
ance and training in how to work wlth leaders to help them develop a strong
goal orientation, to accept coachlng of desirable behaviors, to devise and
engaje in structuring activities (1nclud1ng what has been referred to here as
applying practice theory and identifying organzzatlonal support and opposi-
tion), and to be actlvely 1nvolved 1n the dxffusxon process.

3. In both leader and OEC traininq, more emphasis should be placed on
how to ensure that successful organizational change has a technological/
structural component. Approaches such as sociotechnical systems analysis
might receive more classroom and field training exercxse (FTX) tlme during
OEC tralnlng.

4. A continued effort needs to be made by OECS to train OECs to evalu-
ate the OE process and its outcomes. OECs must help Users clarify their ob-
‘jectives and relate.those objectives to the OE operation. The evaluation
process should e ulanned from the beginning of an operation and modified as
needed.

5. The design of the OE Information System now under development by ARI
should make use of the findings of this research. For example, the structured
case format should. contain items that tap factors found to be related to the
successful outcomes of OE operations. :
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I.

II.

III.

A.

USER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Preliminary Instructions £or the Interview

I am going to zsk you a lot of specific questions about the way
this OE operation was conducted. Tf you would, please answer each
question in considerable detail. 7Your responses will be kept in
the strictest confidence. 1f any of the information is used in
the study, all of the specifics ccnnecting it to you will be
removed prior to use.

The interview Las been structured chronologically. The guestions
are intended t¢ £ccus ovur discussion in an orderly fashion so
that we carn obtain sritical informacion about the operation within
the time limits we have arrarged.

Background

1. How many reorle are in yvour command?
(Breakdown major groups.)

2. How long has the cormard bee:- in its present configuration?
Location? )

3. What is your primary mission?

4. Do all of the peorle whe vwers involved in the OE cperation
report direcily throuch the ~hain of command to you? (If
the answer is no, probe wnetrer there is indirect control
or no actual control over rewvards and sanctions for the
individua’s involved.)

5. Were you involved in the CE «¢peration from its start? Bave
any key pe<rsonrel been transierrecd since the start of the
OE operaticn? Do you believ: the transfers affected the
results o¢ the operation?

6. At what point in its «¢rairninjy cycle was the command when
the operation ook place?

Questions
Scoutiﬁg

1. How did the OE program come to your attention?




2. Had you had any direct experience with the program
previousiy? What were the results?

l 3. How did you make the decision to use OE services? (Probe
for pressures to solve a problem, internal or external .
pressures, OE marketing or other pressures such as ihose
resulting from a superior's wishes for subordinates co become
involved in OE.)

i 4. How did you make contact with the OESO (who initiated)?

E 3. Entry

2 1. What happened at the first meeting with the OESO?

! 2. What were your objectives at this point? Problems? What

did you want?

3. At this point, what groups of people in your organization
did you think should be involved in the operation? Were
- there any individuals or groups who supported or opposed
the operation? \

e e e Y

4. Have you had any particular problems that are directly
related to how various subgroups work together? (i.e.,
union/management, military/civilian, male/female, racial
groups, or young/old personnel)

AR .

- 5. Did you feel you and OESC were "on the same wavelength?"
2 Why/why not? How did you know?

D

o 6. Did the OESO identify or recommend any specific actions or
l next steps for you to consider?

b

> 7. What objectives did you and the OESO agree on?

»

t 8 What specific operation implementation activities did you
£ and the OESO agree on?

- 9. Were you clear abouc the mechanics of what would happen?
: Were you reasonably comfortable? What were they to be?

N

" ;0. What time, personnel or other resources did you agree t©o
- provide? Did you/OESO feel these were adequate?

Q 1. How did you feel about the prospects for the OE operation
N at this point?

\

2 12, Was anyone else in your command included at this point?

- 13, Were any specific actions taken to inform and get your

‘ organization and/or the people involved to support the OE
e operation?

' A-3
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C.

14.

15.

le6.

17.

18.

Datg

10.

11,

Did any specific individual(s) from your organi:zation act
as a link between the people involved and the OF 3" and you?

How did your superiors view OE invoivement?

In your view, what was the OESO's role in relation t-= the
operation? (Helping relationship, expert process rcle.)

At this point, what purpose did you believe data collection

would fulfill? (Catalytic versus specific prorlem
identification.)

Did you and/or the OESO have a clear idea about any po:ential
measurable outcomes?

Collection and Diagnosis

How were your decisions made about fhe way czta wculd be
collected?

How were respondents informed about the data cciieczion
effort? Did you do anything to inform them?

How did the OESO collect data? ({(Individual interviews?
Group interviews? Surveys? Observation? Cther?)

Who was data collected from? (Sainpling desisn: number and
percentage of respondents at each level?)

Were you or the participants asked to proviie .nformatioa
about the ways to collect data?

Was any specific action taken tc¢ cncourage ;art.ciu. tion
and openness? (Probe for climat< of psychout ;i al ¢ :fety )

Was there any opposition to the c¢neration 2t this p-int?
What did you do?

Did you participate in collecting the data? 0id anyc.e elcse
in your organization help collect “he &ata?

Did you/they feel adequately informed about purvose:, uses,
confidentiality? '

How were the results of the data collec:zicn presentasd to
you?

Did you feel that the data had becen reduced to the hasic
key issues? Did you feel that tco much or too little data
was presented? Was it presented in a way which was
appropriate? At that time, what purposes 2id you believe
the data collection and feedback process hagd?
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l2.

13.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

If group feedback was used, was any action taken to encourage

trust and openness during the feedback session?

Did you teel that the analysis was accurate? Were multiple
data sources used to back up the analysis? Were there any
surprises? Did you ask for any additional data collection

to back up the analysis.

What specific next steps were recommended to you by the OESO
at this point?

What specific operation objectives and activities did you
and the OESO agree upon at this point?

Lid you think that clarity existed around the roles,
responsikbility and collaboration required on the part of
yourself and the GESO at this point? What sort of evidence
would sapport this view? .

At this point, whzt specific actions were taken to inform
and get the people involved to support the objectives and
planned operaticn activities?

— e — - - — - _—— . - -

D. Feedback

l.

Com e em——— —_—

5.

What outcomes were you expecting from the feedback session?
In the event feedtack, problem solving and action planning
were planned to be conducted simultaneously:

wWere nezsurar.le outcomes for the activity established
oric- to the sessions? How were these outcomes

disseainatec to the participants?
How were the feedliack recipients chosen?

Who was involved in the data feedback sessions? What levels
c1 qroupe? Bow many sessions? In what order?

tiow were you and the feedback recipients prepared for the
feedback sessions? Did you help prepare subordinates for
the sessions? Dii you take any specific action to get
support for the s«ssions?

How were the feediack sessions designed? Did you or your
subordinates have 2 hand in the design of the sessions? Did
you or your subordinates actually present the feedback to
the persons invoived? Did you or your subordinates receive
any training to do this? What specific action was taken to
encourage trust, cpenness and participation during the
sessions?

How much time elapsed from completion of the data collection
activity until the feedback sessions? Do you feel that the
_ feedback sessions were timely?

i ——— - -

A-5
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Did you think the data was presented appropriately? (Prcbe
for appropriateness of amount, display and complexity of
data presentation.)

Did you feel that you were able to maintain control over
the operation to a sufficient deyree during this process?

How did the sessions go? Any resistance? What kind? ©Did
you do anything? (Evidence re: psychological safety)
Data/diagnosis right? Did they tell you anything you didr.'t
know? Problems (actual)? 1Ideas for change (ideal)?

What sort of actions were taken to reduce resistance tha®
surfaced?

N

o 11. What were the outcomes? (Probe: initial problem solvirng
o or goal setting.)

?E 12. Did your objectives for the operation begin to change in

;! any way after the sessions?

A 13. How much time elapsed between the feedback sessions and

- . additional implementing activities?

N E. Planning for Operatiocon's Implementing Activities
;% 1. How was any future activity planned?

- o

v 2. dow were the decisions to take specific actions made?
;ﬁ 3. How were participants chosen?

N
%ﬁ 4. Were participants included in any portion of the plannin:?
1F 5. At this point, what intended outcomes did you envision ZIcr
. the operation's activities? Were they the same as the OESQ'=?
jf; 6. Were intended objectives disseminated? How? What was <he
9 response? Prom whom?

o 7. Did you and the OESO have any specific indicators in mind
o that would measure the success of the operation?
;% 8. Was a plan for the operation's activities disseminated? How?
?p To. what level? What was the response? From whom?

5
é; F. Problem Solving/Goal Setting/Action Planning Activities
¥
%
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

le.

How were these activities planned?

How were the decisions *+r take cpecific actions made?
How were participants shosan?
Were participants included in any portion of the planning?

At this point, what specific objectives did you envision?
Were they the same as the OESO's?

Were intended objectives disseminated? ilow? What was the
response? From whom?

Were indicators determinsd at this point as to how to measure
success or failure of the activities?

To what extent did you feel that you had direct control over,
policy, implementatior activity, and i1ewards and sancticns
of the people who would be involved in implementing the
intended objectives?

What specific problem solving, goal! s3etting and action
planning activities were plarned?

What was the design of session: Theorzy?
Practice/Experience? Appropriatenes3? (Varied learning
styles or awareness of recipients "maturity" levels?
Appropriate learning styles or "maturity" level in design?)

Did the sessions appeatvr to relate welil “¢ your oObjectives?

How were the participants prepersé t~ participate in the
sessions? Was any spa2cific acticnrr taker to gt persons
involved to support the activities? Wwha: was your role?

Was problem-solving cznducted durinag the session? How?
What was the result?

Was any particular technical expertise required to assist
you and the participants to identify potsntial solutions
and action steps to resolve the issues? What resource was
used to provide the expertise? Did you Jeel comfortable
with the data provided by the expert rescurce?

Were any goals set during the session? ftxample?
(Challenging yet realistic/nontrivial? Measurable? Due

dates?)

Were action steps identified during the session to reach a
goal? Example? Were there any evaluation methods included
to measure progress and/or attainment?
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Is this operation likely to have any impact on other parts
nf the organization? Who? What?

Di3 you /participants feel any part of the operation needed
to be changed? Did the OESO pick up on this? Did he/she
change anything? (Feedback loops)

Were the results of the session communicated to non-
participants? How? What was the response?

Lo you: have any plans for further contact with the OESO?

Action

1.

9.

wWhat did you or others in your command do as result of
oreration? (Probe for specifics -- techniques, skills or
knowleédyge applied, structure changed, rewards/sanctions
implemented, etc.)

Were planning actions disseminated to members of your
organization other than to participants in the action
rlanning activities?

what percent of recommended action steps from the action
planning session were tasked to lower levels for
implementation? What specific actions have already been
implemented?

Dié¢ inability to control policy, implementation activity, cor
rewards and sanctions of the people involved prevent
implementation of the actions? Have you changed your
~b:victr ves?  How?

2xang hindsight, could any of the outside interferences been
AN Lded.?

#ere there any outside influences that enhanced
implemseatation of the action?

Has the OE operation improved your unit effectiveness? How
do you Xnow?

Do you feel the operation was related to your planning
objecti res?

Have you personally done anything differently since the
operationn?

foliow-up Technical Assistance and Support

1.

Have you been in touch with OESO since the session? Who
contacted whom?
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2. Has the OESO given you any help or feedback on your change
‘activities? What?

3. How does your superior (top management) feel :“nsut <he 2%
effort at this point? How do you feel?

4. Has anyone received any positive or negative recogznition
for taking any action stemming from the operation?

S Have participants gotten together since the oreration
(reference group)?

6. Has the operation had any impact on other parts cf the
organization? What?

Evaluation

1. Is the operation being evaluated? How long alfter ths las:

event did evaluation begin? How is evaluatior being dor .7
What are your criteria of success/failure? Arz tney the
same as those which were developed during the planning
sessions?

o
(o]
D]
oy
’A.
0
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n
-

2. How will findings be used? Who gets them? Whu+s re

Termination

l. How would you rate the effectiveness of your organizaziii.
in relation to other similar Army organizaticrs on 3o
performance? On overall job satisfaction? (Ask user teo
rate on scale of high, medium or low.)

2. How would you describe the managerial style you :se .= normal
day to day operations? What do you do that w:. il fiege 7
describe your style in this way?

3. How do you feel people have responded to this -tyle:

4. Have you used any of the skills/knowledge/tec niguies
imparted in the operation on your own? Gotten anv:hing vou
can use?

S. How did termination occur? Why?

6. All in all, do you feel operation was a success or failurs?
Why?
7. What specific action do you think contributed :..:a: to «ither
success or failure?
8. Is there anything about the operation that you would like
to addv?
A-9
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}“ IV. Departure

,‘;

. At the close of the jnterview request permission to make a
departure call on tn& user. Whon +h2 call is made ask:

..\-

l. Is there anything about the operation you would like to add?
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OE User Target Interview Questions

Preliminary Instructions for the Interview

I am going to ask you a lot of specific question about the way
this OE operation was conducted. If you would, please answer each
question in considerable detail. Your responses will be Xept in
the strictest confidence. If any of the information is used in
the study, all the specifics connecting it to you will Dbe removed
prior to use. The interview has been structured chronologically.
The questions are intended to focus our discussion in an srierly
fashion so that we can obtain critical infaormation about <ne
operation within the time limits we have arranged.

Background

1. How many people are in your command?
(Breaxdown major groups.)

2. How loung has the command been in its present configuracion?
Location? :

3. What is your primary =ission?

Diffusion and Support Questions

1. How did you find out about the effort?

2. Were you consulted about being involved in the efZor:? were
you informed about a specific issue or problem which
generated the effort? How?

3. Did you think the obtjectives of the effori were adiressi:
the right problem or issues?

4. Did you think the approach was correct? What did you expect
would be the results? :

5. How did you learn about the data collection eflort?
6. Were you consulted about the best way to collect data?

7. Did you think that the methods used to0 collect the dat2 were
appropriate to the problem and the people involved?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
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-You told to take any action? Was your QJrganiza

Zid you participate in the da=za ssllaztizn? 2i3d gesala wne
worX for ycu participate? How nanyv ani what levels?

2id you get results from %he data cclilaction? Hew was =ha2
information presented to you? Did you think the me:hed <12
presenting the data was appropriate? How did you feel when
you got the data?

Was the data understandable? Did you think the data
identified a real problem? Did you think the data addressed
the right problem?

How ware you included in the planning for action process?
Were the methods used for planning appropriate? Were the
right people included? What results did you expect?

dow did the sessions go? What hapoened?

Were any goals and objectives set as a result of the dlanning
session? Did you agree with them? Did you fthink thev wers
realistic? What sort of documentation of goals or cbiectives
did you actually see after the planning session?

What action did you see as a result o0f the activizy? Ve
cien ¢

do anything? What did you actually Zdo?

Were you asked to evaluate the impact 90f the ac%icn crn vour
organization? How did you evaluate the impact of <he ac-=ion?
How could you evaluate the impact of the action?

What specific costs or benefits did you see as a resul:s o2
the activity? Wnat were the overall ocutcomes (resulss o3
the effor+), in your opinion?

In your opinion, was the operation a success? Why or why
not? What parts? What factors caused it Lo fail?

(93

.« -
-

What was the single most impor<ant acticn whigh cause
to succeed or fail?

Is there anything else about the operation that you would
like to add to the information I have reguested?

EVVEALN'
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OE CONSULTANT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Preliminary Instructions for the Interview

1 am going to ask you a lot of specific questions about the way
in which this OE operation was conducted. If you would, please
answer each question in considerable detail. Your responses will
be kept in the strictest confidence. 1f any of the information
is used in the study, all the specifics connecting it to you or
your client will be removed prior to use.

The interview has been structured chronologically. The questions
are intended to focus our discussion in an orderly fashion so
that we can obtain critical information about the operation within
the time limits we have arranged.

Background

1. Whoere did you obtain your OE consultant training? Have you
had any training in addition to OEC&S?

2. How many "four step" OE operations have you conducted? As
lead consultant? 1In an assist role? How many users have
been involved?

Questions

Scouting

1. How did the user come to your attention?

2. When the user contacted you, did the user state any
particular reason for contacting you at that point?

3. What did you know about user at that point? Find out?

4. Was an OE consulting team established at that point?
Describe the team. Were consultants from other than your
organization involved?

S. Did the assignment of consultants to the operation remain
the same throughout the operation? Lead Consultants?
Assistant Consultants?

6. How much time elapsed from the initial contact with the usar
until your first in depth discussions with the user about
conducting the operation?

Cc-2




RN N

« . . - .
PNt L e,
S A

K "
. P

.‘. JG"‘ "n

SRR _ 4
L IR B I
"l ."-'-

T
» ‘e
s

l.

.o
L )
.

- -~ 1 w vy 0.
* N
A

._'."/-','_ K3 )J -I/_.v'_'/_"'_.f_.“_".-.d - ...'.-‘ ._'-’_ ';‘.. .t

L'
S

7. When appropriate, ask if the difference in rank or between
t+he OESO and user status presented any problems that may
have affected the conduct of the operation. What sort of
problems?

Entry

1. On entry, was your first contact with the user? What were
the results of this meeting?

2. Did you sense that the user's superior in the chain c¢f command
did or 4id not support OE operations?

3. Did you talk to anyone else in the user's organization?

4. Did you feel you and user were "on the same wavelength?"
Why/why not? (Prote: congruence? Recogrition of client
felt needs?)

5. What target group seemed to be emerging?

6. On entry, what did you see as the user's problem, neads or
objectives? What did he/she want?

7. How did you feel about prospects for the operation at this
point?

8. What objectives for the operation did you agree on? Were
they potentially measurable? Did vyou %talk about that?

9. What specific operation activities did you agrze on?

10. What resources, time or personnel commiunents v2s ti.e usar
willing to provide at this point? Did you tnink th:se were
adegquate? Did you say anything?

11, What specific actions did the user take to lecitimize the
operation within his/her organization?

l2. Was there anyone in the user's organization wh:> acted as an
internal consultant or link between you, the user, ard lower
levels of the organization; If so,

What was his/her previous training and what sort of influence
did this linking person have on the operation?

13. How did the user view you (Type of role and OESD expertise)?

14, What understanding do you believe the user had atout data
ccllection and feedback?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

R S B i S e A N ) A S R A AN S R O S TR R TR PR

Collection and Diagnosis

How did you decide what data collection method to use? Was
this driven by previous events in the user’'s organization?

What methad did you use? (Individual interviews? Group
Interviews? Surveys? Observation? Other?)

Who did you get data from? (Sampling design? Number and
percenitage of respondents at each level?)

How were respcndents informed about the data collection
effort?

Pid the respondanis suggest ways to collect data?

Did persons in the user's organization assist in the data
ccllection?

Was a standard data collection instrument used? If not,
please describe the method that was used to develop the
survey instrument or interview protocols.

Did the data coliection effort surface any significant
opposition to the operation? Was any specific action taken
to reduce opposition or build support for the operation?
What sort of action?

flow did ycu go about analyzing and consolidating the results
of the data ccollection effort? What criteria did you use?
How many separate issues or problem areas were identified
for wresentation co the user as potential objectives for
improvemenc?

What process did vou use for presenting the data feedback
to the user? If group feedback was used, what levels were
involved and what percent of persons from each level were
present at the feadback session?

Were specific objectives for the operation specified at this
time? Who decidei on the objectives?

Was any additional data collection or anlysis required after
feedback to the user in order to clarify or further justify
an issue area?

What purposes do you bellieve the user understood the feedback
proce3s to have?

What specific next steps wece identified to the user at this
poirt?
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What specific activities and schedule did you and the user
agree upon at this point? Were they potentially measurable?
Did you and the user discuss that?

Did you think that clarity existed around the roles,
responsibilities and collaboration required on the part of
yourself and the user at this point? What sort of evidence
would support this view?

What actions did you advise the user to take in preparation
for future activities?

;T 19. Was any additional action required to prepare your consulting
- team or to establish and expanded consulting team to conduct
- the operation's activities at that point? If the team was

L expanded, identify the role and relationship of new members

- of the team.

;f 20. Did you coach the user in any way to help create a climate of
I trust and participation around the data collection effort.

R D. Feedback

r.

- 1. What outcomes were you seeking from the feedback activity?

- Where the outcomes disseminated to participants? Were they
! Imeasurable.

§ 2. How were the feedback recipients chosen?

; 3. Who was involved in the data feedback sessions? (Family

i group or other)

§ 4. How were the feedback recipients prepared for the sessions?

- 5. What was the design of the sessions? Were the groups with

A L

).
¥
%

or without leaders? What levels of personnel were involved
ir each feedback session?
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What role did the user have in the sessions? Were the groups
-with or without leaders? What levels of personnel were
involved in each feedback session?

A
o

Pl
~
.

In the event feedback, problem solving, and action planning
were planned to be conducted in the same session, ask the
following questions:

v e

g

22

A L AL A

Were measurable outcomes for the activity established
prior to the sessions? How were these outcomes
disseminated to the participants?

ké 8. Was concepts training included as a preccundition to the
Y feedback session? Describe briefly the design of the
-’ concepts training sessions. (Probe to see if it specifically

attempted to train the users to de btetter users of OE
services.)

9. Were any specific actions taken to gain support for the
feedback session? (Prcbe actions to create climate of
psychological safety.)

o 10. How much time elapsed between the tima data collection was
0 completed and the feedback sessions began?

i} 11. Did the OESO or persons from the user't organization present
l. the feedback to the group? Did perscns giving feedback

' other than OESO's receive any training for giving feedback?

S 12. How did you run the szssion? (Proba: participant inputs
o to objectives, agenda, how long?;

13. How did it go? Any resistance? What kind? (Prcbe: evidence
re: psychological safety.)

e
o'’ el

14. what were the outcomes? Was data verified by additional
data from participants? Did participant: accept or deny
the data? (Probe for initial problem-solving or goal

T @ e TG
. | &

>
S5

setting.)

= 15. Did feedback sessions seem consistent with grcup and

” organization values? (Probe for trust, open communications,
participation.) ‘

_ 16. Did feedback data appear to threaten sigrificant numbers of
" participants? (Probe for threats to job security, power or
authority.)

- 17. How much time elapsed from the completion of feedback to
e the start of additional implementation activities?
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Planning for the Operation's Implementing Activities

4
¢

o - 7
e

4
EF- 1. How was any future activity planned?
hg 2. How were the decisions to take specific actions made?
oSy 3. How were participants chosen?
I“:.
ﬁg 4. Were participants included in any portion of the planning?
e .
ii 5. At that point, what intended outcomes did you envision for
Lo the operation's activities? Were they the same as the user's?
h_\:
WQ G. were intended outcomes disseminated? How? What was the
E} response? From whom?
o
ﬁf 7. Were the intended outcomes measurable?
Y.
o 8. Was a plan for the operation's activities disseminated? How?
FE To what level? What was the response? From whom?

P
Fit: . S S
!. F. Problem Solving/Goal Setting/Action Planning Activities
s
aﬁ- 1. Hecw were these activities planned? What did the consulting
Ei team 3¢ to prepare?

*

Bow we:@ the decisions to take specific actions made?

i)
»

Dy
W
.

fcw were participants chosen? How many participants?

.‘

%9

F; 4 Were participants included in any portion of the planning?
.

% 5. At this point, what intended outcomes did you envision? Were
b they the same as the user's?

.
XA

6. Were intended outcomes disseminated? How? What was the
response? From whom?

ol

7. Were the intended outcomes measurable? Did you discuss this
O with the user?
;g: 8. To what extent did the user have direct control over policy,
Per. implemcntation activity, and rewards and sanctions of the
kﬁ{ people who would be involved in implementing the intended
‘@ outcomes?
o
*;3 9. What specific problem solving, goal setting and action
N planning activities were planned?
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10. What was the design of these activities? (Varied learning
styles or awareness of "maturity" level of ‘recipients.) Did
they seem to be getting it? (Appropriate learning style or
"maturity" level in design.)

11. Was the user present at these sessions? Did ycua or the user
: take any specific action to create an atmosphere of trust,
. openness or participation? (Probe for climate of

: psychological safety.)

I 12. What specific problem solving techniques were employed
during the activities? (Probe for group size, compositicn,
and techniques such as OMR, force field, criterior baseqd,
demand based, etc.)

13. Did participants solve any problems during the sessions?
What were they? How did they solve them?

14. Did participants set any goals during the session? Example
of goal set? (Challenging but realistic, measurable, due

date?)
l 15. what constraints, links, impact or effect on cther paris of
N the organization did participants identify and consider
- during the activities?
\ e - .- — - -_— e =
- 16. Did participants use data and/or concepts trzininu to
| identify alternative solutions to identfied provlems? Were

criteria established for alternative choices and then used
to make a decision?

17. Were action steps identified by the participants? Example?

18. Was a method for evaluating the results of action established
at this point? .

- 19. Did anytaing during the activities lead you to modify your
N operation's implementation activity?

. 20. Were the results of the session ccmmunicated o non-
N participants How? What was the response?

21. Do you have any plans for further contact with the clieunt?

22. Was any particular technical expertise required to assist
the user and the participants to identify potential
solutions and action steps to resolve the issues? Could
you provide the techical expertise? 1If not, what did you
do to get the required expertise?

1
.
4
s
“
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"

»
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G. Action

E 1. What did the vser do as a result of the operation?

. 2. Were planned actiors disseminazed to members of the user's
I organization other than to the participants in the action
5 planning activities?

b Y

~ 3. Were action steps delegated to the lowest level for

' implementation? What percent of the recommended action

W steps were tasked for implementation? What percent have
-t been completed?

s

N 4. Did user lack of control over policy, implementation

2 activity, or rewards and sanctions of the people involved
" prevent implementation of any of the actions?

; S. What outside interferences prevented implementations of the
Z actions?

a 6. In hindsighz, could any of the outside interferences been
l avoided? How?

N 7. Were there any outside irnfluences that enhanced

- implementation of the action?

‘.l

i H. Follow-up Technical Assistance #nd Support

5. . . - e e e — e

N l. Have you been in touch with user since the implementation
N session? Who contacted whom?

~

2. What did you do? (Technical assistance, feedback on goal
progress.) '

.y -

ettty

R 3. How does the user's top management feel about the operation?
iy (Support/lack of support)

) 4. Have participants received any rewards/sanctions for actions
as a result of the operation?

- S. Has the operation had any effect on the rest of the user

R organization? (Probe for continued lower level involvement,
. continued use of activities such as data collection, probiem
) s8olving, and acticn planning sessions.)
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Evaluation

Is the operation being assessed? How? When? What are the
criteria for success/failure? Are they the same as those
which were developed prior to action/implementation?

2. How are the findings being used? Who gets them? What
reactions?

Termination

1. Has client used any of the skills/xnowledge/techniques
imparted in the operation on his/her own? (Evidence of
transferred capability)

2. Bow did termination occur: Why?

3. All in all, do you feel the operation was a success Or
failure? Why? .

4. What specific action do you think contributed most to either
~success or failure?

5. 1s there anything else about the operation that you would

like to add?
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OE OPERATION CODING WORKSHEET

CODING DATE

CODER CHECK CODER

CASE DESCRIPTION

DATE: COMMENCE TERMINATE ONGOING

I. GENERAL (This section is to be completed after final codinc ané
classification of the case)

1. CASE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: ( ) ( ) ( Y €)Yy ()Y «
(Sequential)
2.  CASE OUTCOME ASSESSMENT:
(1) Success
(2) Failure
3. USER CLASS:
(1) Class I
(2) Class 1I
(3) Class I1I
(4) Class 1V
4. OE OPERATION CLASS:
(1) Class A
(2) Class B
(3) Ciass C

-----
......




II. OESO DESCRIPTION

1.
2.
3.

S.
6.
7.

MAME:

TITLE:

POSITION/RESPONSIBILITIES:

(1)
(2)
(3)

Director OE staff
OE Lead Consultant

OE Assistant/Intern Consultant

REPORTING RELATIONSHI? TO USER:

(1)
w—{(2)

ILITARY RANK. Pay Grade:

Internal

External

CIVILIAN GRADE. GS Grade:

Jos
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
(7)
(8)

CONSULTING EXPERIENCE.

RELATED TRAINING:

‘OEC&S Ccnsultant Training Course
On Job Training

Academic MA Psycholegy

Academic PHD Psychology

Academic MA Organizational Behavior

Academic PHD Organizational Behavior

Academic Other

Other

WITHR DIFFERENT USERS CONDUCTED:

NUMBER OF "FCUR STEP" OPTRATIONS

NUMBER CONDUCTED PRIOR TO OPERATION BEING DISCUSSED:

U. CERTAINTY. TURNOVER OF LEAD QOESO DURING QOE OPERATICN
PROCESS (Indicate last process step completed by initial
lead consultant):

o -‘y-- - QT VA, ‘\q -‘-..-\‘ N .'$ 'h\‘-'b D S W R U AT AR I . P
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PLdack
Tl

’

j:g (1) Scouting

S (2) Entry

< (3) Data Collection

.'\ (4) Diagnosis

(5) Feedback

Y5 (6) Problem solving/goal setting/action planning
E:}' (7) Action

(8) Follow-up

R (9) Evaluation

:\' (10) Termination

*_; (11) Does not occur

‘.»‘ 11. OESC'S ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN OPERATION CEASES AFTER:
r (1) Scouting

:- (2) Entry

’I:j: (3) Data Collection

';‘\: (4) Diagnosis

uJ (5) Feedback

::j:ﬁ; (6) Problem solving/goal setting/action planning
(7)  Action

.—' (8) Follow-up

fi (9) Evaluation

5«\.3 (10) Termination

.2‘\: 12. STATUS DIFFERENTIAL OESO/USER:

E" (1) OESO Junior more than 3 grades
\J_E (2)  OESO Junior 3 grades

if: (3) OESO Junior 2 grades

:; (4) OESO Junior 1 grade

:f (5) OESO equivalent

R
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E - ‘(6) OESO senior 1 grade

! (7) OESO senior 2 grades

E' (8) OESO senior 3 grades

'i (9) OESO senior mcre than 3 grades
! ) (10) OESO Military/User Civilian

' (11) OESO Civilian/User Military

R

13. STATUS DIFFERENTIAL PRESENTED PERCEIVED PROBLEMS:

(1) Yes

(2) No
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ITI. USER DESCRIPTION

1. NAME:

2. TITLE:

3. USER RANK/GRADE:

4. POSITION/RESPONSIBILITIES:
(1) Company Cdr
(2) Battalion Cdr
(3) Brigade Cdr
(4) Division Cdr
(S) Army Car
(6) Head Staff Directorate HQDA level
(7) Bead Staff Directorate 2nd Echeleon
(8) Head staff Directorate 3rd Echeleon
(9) ¢Cdr Industrial/Support Base
(10) Head, Directorate Industrial/Support Base

(1) Other, Specify

5. SIZE OF USER ORGANIZATION. NUMBER OF PERSONNEL:

6. MILITARY PERSONNEL COMPOSITION OF USER ORGANIZATION BY
PERCENTAGE:

7. CIVILIAN COMPOSITION OF USEZR ORGANIZATION BY PERCENTAGE .
8. PRESENCE OF UNION REPRESENTATION IN WORK FORCE:

(1) Yes

(2) No

9

MISSION OF COMMAND:

(1) Combat
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% (3)
i (4)
p (5)
! .
_ -(8)
R (7)
(8)

(9)

AR P

(1)
(2)
(3)

e Ayt t,

(4)

I \5)

: (1)

]

g (2)

g} (3)

y (4)

N (5)
(6)

Poe 0w,

Il

.....................................

------------------------------
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Combat support

Combat service support
Industrial support
Personnel support
Training support
Operations support
Logistics support

Other, specify

10. CHAIN OF COMMAND:

FORSCOM
TRADCC
USAREUR
EUSA

Other, Specify

1ll. POINT IN TRAINING CYCLE:

Within 6 months prior to annual training readiness

exercisgse

During annual training readiness exercise
Three months after annual training readiness exercise

Three to six months after annual training readinecss

exercise

Six to twelve months after annual training readiness

exercise

Twelve to twenty-four months after annual training

readiness exercise

12, ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE TYPE:
(1)
(2)
(3)

Company
Battalion

Brigade
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(4) Division

(S) Agency

SRS ST
\

(6) Basa Installation

P

(7) Directorate
(8) Staff/Directorate of large system
(9) Department of Agency or Base Installation

(10) Other, specify

13. UNCERTAINTY. TIME USER IN ASSIGNMENT SUBSEQUENT TO
OPERATION.

R B S e \

NUMBER OF MONTHS:

. 14. UNCERTAINTY. TIME IN POSITION PRIOR TO OPERATION.

ER B RN
AN .

NUMBER OF MONTHS:

15. UNCERTAINTY. TURNOVEi OF USER QOCCURS DURING OE QOPERATION
PRCOCESS (indicate last process step where initial user was
N involved):

K

i (1) Scouting
‘ (2) En<ry
(3) Data Collection
1 (4) Diagnosis
(S) Feedback

(6) Problem solving/goal setting/action planning

- (7) Action

(R) Follow-up

(9) Evaluation

(10) Termination
(11) Does not occur

16. PROBLEM LCCUS. SUBGROUP VARIABLES AFFECTING OPERATION:

--------
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18.

19.
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(1) Union-management

(2) Military-civilian

(3) Male-Female

(4) Race

(S) Young=-old

(6) Other, specify

USER RATING OF HISTORICAL SYSTEM EMIECTIVENESS. JOB
PERFORMANCE :

(1) Low

(2) Medium

(3) High

USER RATING OF HISTORICAL SYSTEM EFFECTIVENESS. JOB
SATISFACTION:

(1) Low

(2) Medium

{3) High

UNCERTAINTY. TURNOVER OCCURS. INITIAL USER TAKE ACTION TO
INCREASE LIKELIHOOD OF CONTINUATION OF THE OPERATION OR
ATTAINMENT OF THE OPERATION'S OBJECTIVES:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
{(7)

Tasks all action prior to detachment

Publishes planned objectives and acticn to multi-levels
of the organization

Establishes Special Group to monitor and/or expedite
action

Briefs new USER on planned actions
Obtains support of new USER for transition workshop

Briefs seniors on planned actions prior to detachment

Other, specify
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IVv. SCCUTING
1. INITIATION OF CONTACT:

'

NENEA
LR

I

(1) OESO initiated

C LT

(2) User initiated

(3) Other, specify

A _
Ve » “etae

s

2. USER REASON FOR INVOLVEMENT IN OE:

A4
P2

(1) External pressure from seniors in chain

(2) Other external pressure, srecify

f% (3) Internal pressure around specific issue, specify __
%‘-"‘—{ (4) OESO marketing activity

;&2 (5) Previous knowledge/experience with OE

;ié (6) Other, specify

ii 3. OESO REASON FOR INITIATION OF CONTACT WITH USER:

Lig (1) Known supporter/previous user of OE.

;Eg (2) Subordinates of USER contact OESO about a problem.
iﬁi (3) OESO referred to USER by USER peer as a potential

N supporter..

:gé (4) Other OESO contact/knowledge indicates USER potential
e supporter.

%; (S) OESO directed by senior of USER to contact USER

e ) because of known problem.

(6) Other, specify
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V. ENTRY

1. TOP MANAGER SUPPORT. USER IS COMMANDER, DIRECTOR, ETC.:

: (1) Yes

(2) %o

2. USER'S SENIOR IN CHAIN OF COMMAND SUPPORTS OF OPERATION:
:2 (1) Yes
% (2) No
.»_ (3) Unknown

.". 3. PROBLEM LOCUS. ORGANIZATIONAL FUNCTION:

(1) Operations
;‘: (2) Operational support .
és (3) Administrative support

f;: (4) Technical support

(S) Strategic support

(6) Other, specify

4. PROBLEM LOCUS SIZE:

. (1) Individual

’*- (2) Interpersonal

.‘- (3) 1Intragroup
| ; (4) Intergroup
" Z (5) System
; 5. PROBLEM LOCUS. ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL INVOLVED:

2 (1) Non-management
5:" (2) Lower management-4th level, reports to 3rd level
:‘.‘:; (3) Middle Management-3rd level, reports to 2nd level \\'
; p-11
1

9 \

i
O
S
A
e,




(4) Top Management-2nd level, reports directly to Top Manageme

(S) Top Management

S SRR

6. PROBLEM LOCUS. TYPE: (/
(1) Task problem-how work is carried out and organized

(2) Goal problem-unclear goals and objectives or failure
to meet them

N~ e

PRI

(3) Interdependence problem-necessity for joint agreement
‘ or joint action

(4) Power problem-misuse/abuse of authority, failure to
follow orders. Excessive/unnecessary rules or
regulations.

(S5) Climate problem-catchall: lack of cooperation,
unwillingness to do more than minimum -- could be
related to standardized measures

RSNSOI

7. OESQO UNDERSTANDS DEFINITION OF CLIENT PROBLEMS:
b (1) Yes
I (2) No

b 8. USER HAS POWER OR STATUS TO LEGITIMIZE OE OPERATION AMONG
ALL LEVELS AND GROUPS INVOLVED:

i (1) Yes

N (2) No

E 9. USER IDENTIFIES PROMOTING/RESTRAINING FORCES FOR DESIRED
K CHANGE:

Y

(1) Supporting individuals and groups

(2) Opposing individuals and groups

(3) Problems involving control or authority to make change
10. MANAGER TAKES ACTION THAT ENCOURAGES PERSONNEL TO COOPERATE:

(1) Yes

(2) No

1i. INITIAL OBJECTIVES FOR OPERATION INVOLVE:

It (1) Interpersonal relationships
o
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(2)
(3)
(4)
()
: (6)
) (7)
(8)
% (9)
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12. OESC
(1)
(2)

13. CESO

PR L AN

i

) __AAPUTANRINE  WAAANRY

(1)

(2)
14.  USER

(1)

Work group processes

Job redesign

Personnel systems

Management information/Financial control
Organizational design

Combat operations processes
Organizational assessment

Other, specify

AND USER AGREE ON INITIAL CBJECTIVES FOR CPERATION:

Yes
No

IDENTIFIES TO USER POSSIBLE NEXT STEPS FOR ALCDRESSING

CLIENT NEEDS AND OBJECTIVES:

Yes
No
EXPRESSES UNCERSTANDING ABOUT OE:

Helping relationship of OESO

(2} OESO's expert process role
% (3) Data collection/analysis/feedback purpose is as a
o catalyst for action vice final problem identification
-
; (4) The need to build commitment within target group freom
outset
E (5) The need to establish, measure, evaluate outcomes &
- objectives
2 15. OESO AND USER AGREE ON OPERATION IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES:
- (1) Yes
. (2) No
3 16. OESO/USER INTENDED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE:
~
2
5
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~ (1) Individual consultation

N (2) Unstructured group training

%- (3) Structured group training involving educational
N activity

i@ (4) Structured group training involving team building
'w (5) Process consultation

iq (6) Survey guided development

N

' (7) Other, specify

"J

o 17. INTENDED FEEDBACK METHOD:

o

. (1) Data handback

§§ (2) Data feedback

Eg (3) Not intended

2

'. 18. INTENDED RECIPIENTS OF DATA FEEDBACK OR HANDBACK::
:ﬁ (1} Non-management

Si (2) Lower management

e, (3) Middle management

nﬁ (4) Top management

n“4

Eﬁ (5) Others, specify

o

. 19. OESO CONSIDERS RESOURCES ADEQUATE:
e (1) Yes

E?- (2) No

' 20. USER EXPECTATIONS FOR OE OPERATION:
X (1) Negative

é' (2) Positive but unrealistic

?E (3) Positive but realistic

_'.‘.: D-14
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21, oééo EXPECTATIONS FCR OE OPERATION:

u (1) Negative

y (2) Positive but unrealistic
(3) Positive but realistic

22. USER TAKES ACTION TO fNFORM AND GET ORGANIZATION AND/OR
PERSONS INVOLVED TO SUPPORT OE OPERATION TO LEVEL INDICATED:
(1) None
(2) Non-management
(3) Lower management

(4) Middle management

HNEE S ..‘ PRRNANENANEN n'_ el
NS NAN /A:"j RS

(S) Top management

(6) Other, specify

23. USER IDENTIFIES AND TASKS INTERNAL RESOURCE TO ACT AS LINK
BETWEEN OESO, TARGET OF CHANGE AND USER:

A (1) Yes
oot
N (2) No

,\

24. INTERMNAL RESOURCE LINK IS IN:

/
5

AR - ¢

Y (1) Non-management
:ﬁ (2) Lower management
bﬁ (3) Middle management
L3 (4) Top management

(S) Other, specify

«
[

AT
.

25. INTERNAL RESOURCE LINK IS TRAINED IN OE:

g (1) Yes
J

-~

o

(2) Neo

X

A

AR
A
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26. USER INCLUDES PERSONS OTHER THAN HIM OR HERSELF IN ENTRY
PROCESS:

(1) External persons
(2) Internal persons
(3) Non-management

(4) Lower management

(S) Middle management

(6) Top management




VI. DATA COLLECTION

S AN N e

1. DECISIONS FOR DATA COLLECTION METHODS MADE. BY:

(1) OESO=-user approval

NaN

(2) OESO-user joint decision

NES _ SCN

(3) OESO-user target decision

. -
A

2. DATA COLLECTION METHODS AND INSTRUMENTS USED:

(1) Individual Interviews

! (2) Group Interviews

.

(3) Observation

(APANS IR

(4) Document Analysis
(5) GoQ
(6) WEQ

(7) OESO Designed Survey

S AR O U

(8) LEAD
X (9) FIRO-B
i (10) Managerial Style Questionnaire
g (11) Learning Style Inventory
g (12) Other, Specify
; 3. INTERVIEW AND/OR OESQ DESIGNED SURVEY:
3 (1) Based on entry objectives
(2) Based on survey data
(3) Open-ended issue identification
? (4) Other, specify
{ 4.  RESPONDENTS:
é PERCENT
3
:
o

WP o
L



(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(S)
(6)
(7)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
ifl (6)
= (1)
3 CESO:
S
o
-;::, (2)
.f?
ad

Y

A '\.‘.

1 e eeatat e’

a1 @

-

None 1-2§5 25=-50 50-75 75-100

Non-Management (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Lower Management (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Middle management (11) (12) (13) (14) (158)
Top management (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

s. METHOD USED TO INFORM RESPONDENTS ABOUT DATA COLLECTION
EFFORT:

Formal written notification, i.e. DF
User Briefing

QESO Briefing

User/OESO Briefing

OESO trained user group personnel

Other, specify

None used

6. ACTION TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS AND PARTICIPATION BY USER
IN DATA COLLECTION:

Formal written notification, i.e. DF
Briefing of non-management

Briefing of lower management
Briefing middle management

Briefing top management

Briefing of all respondents

None taken

7. ACTION TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS AND PARTICIPATION BY

Formal written notification

Briefing of non-management
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(3)
(4)
(s)
(5)
(7)

Briefing of lcwer management
Briefing of middle management
Briefing of top management
Briefing of all respondents

None taken
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OESO/USER BELIEVES USER ADEQUATELY INFORMED ABOUT
PURPOSE/USES AND CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA COLLECTION EFFORT:

USER

(2)
(4)

OESO/USER BELIEVES RESPONDENTS ADEQUATELY INFORMED ABCUT
PURPOSE, USES, AND CONF IDENTIALITY OF DATA COLLECTION EFFORT:

OESO

Yes

(1)
No (3)

OESO USER
Yes (1) (2)
No (3) (4)

DATA COLLECTION EFFORT SURFACES SIGNIFICANT OPPOSITION TO
OE OPERATION:

(1) Yes
(2) No

USER TAKES ACTION TO REDUCE OPPOSITION AND ENCOURAGE SUPPORT
FOR OPERATION: .

(1)
(2) No

Yes

OESO COACHES USER IN BEHAVIORS TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS
AND PARTICIPATION DURING DATA CCLLECTION:

(1) Yes

(2) No

D-19
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VII.
1.

2.

DIAGNOSIS/FEEDBACK

METHOD OF PRESENTING INITIAL FEEDBACK TO USER:

(1)
(2)
(3)

Data Handback
Individual Feedback

Group Feedback

INITIAL FEEDBACK TO USER/GROUP LEVELS INVOLVED:

(1)
(2}
(3)
(4)
(S)

Non-management
Lower management
Middle management
Top management

Other, specify
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3.

USER TAKES ACTION TO ENCOURAGE TRUST AND OPENESS WHEN
INITIAL FEEDBACK IS IN A GROUP SESSION:

(1) Yes
(2) No

OESO ANALYZE DATA FOR PRESENTATION AND IDENTIFIES
ACTUAL/TDEAL DISCREPANCIES FOR ISSUES:

(1) Yes

(2) No

CONSOLIDATES DATA INTO KEY I1ISSUES.

(1) OESO (3) Both

(2) User (4) Number Presented to User
CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFYING KEY ISSUES:

(1) User objectives from entry phase

(2) 10 most pcsitive/l0 least positive responses

(3) Comparison of data to data from similar units

(4) Commnon themes

(S5) Other, specify

USES MULTIPLE TYPES OF DATA SOURCES TO BACK UP ANALYSIS
PRESENTED IN FEEDBACK TO USER:

(1) Yes

(2) No

USER CONSIDERS DATA

(1) Accurate

(2) Identifies unerxpected issues

(3) 1Incomplete, rejuires additional data

D-21
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10.

11.

(4) Excessive in quantity

'ACCEPTANCE BY USER:

(1) nhigh
(2) medium
(3) low

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES FOR IMPLEMENTATION DETERMINED BY USER:
(1) Prior to completion of feedback to non-management

(2) Prior to completion of feedback to lower management
(3) Prior to completion of feedback to middle maragemen:
(4) Prior to completion of feedback to top management
USER VIEWS VALUE OF FEEDBACK AS WAY OF IDENTIFYING:

(1) Emerging issues

(2) Developing commitment for change

{3) Problem identification
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12.

13.

14.
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INTENDED OUTCOMES FROM FEEDBACK ACTIVITY:
(1) Acceptance of data
(2) Additional data regarding issue/problem areas

(3) Famliarization of leadership with data for feedback to
lower lavels

(4) Data fer planning/modifying planned implementing
activities

(S) 1Initial problem solving, future formal proclem solving
session scheduled

(6) 1Initial action planning, future formal action planning
session scheduled

(7) Problem solving/no further group participation
scheduled ‘

(8) Action planning/no further group participation
scheduled

(3) Refinement of issue/problem areas 40 limit planned OE
activicies in future

{10) Delegation of issue/problem
(11) Refinement of OE operation objectives

(12) Other, Specily

OESO/USER ESTABLISHED SUCCESS AND FAILURE MEASURES FOR
OUTCOME OF FEEDBACK ACTIVITY:

(1) Yes
(2) No

INTENDED OUTCOMES FOR FEEDBACK ACTIVITY DISSEMINATED TO
PARTICIPANTS:

(1) Yes

(2) No
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ok 15. DESIGN OF GROUP FEEDBACK SESSIONS:
I1"
2N Individual Data Group User Presenc
ﬂ FB HB FB (at least
-t partially)
e
jﬁl None (0)
o Non-management (1) (2) (3) (4)
9 Lower management (s) (6) (7) (8)
'ﬂf Middle management (9) (10) (11) (12)
! Top management (13) (14) " (19) (16)
Dy Peer group (17) (18) (19) (20)
;EE Family group (21) (22) (23) (24)
%;: Other, specify

16. CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL CONSCIOUSLY INCLUDED IN FEEDBACK
SESSIONS:

»;
A

a

.
% A
AR .,
a’e .

[
.
s,

RN AAS
“

(1) Not considered

(2) Milieary

7T
.

(3) Civilian

“l’

4

A 2N BN N . 7
vy ’

L Sale e,
AR e, ...‘.‘ :;‘A‘-‘._

(4) Uaion

(5) Management

)
Pan (6) Representative racial/ethnic mix
-
ﬁrs (7) Rerresentative male/famale mix
%ﬁ; (8) Young/old
&i& (9) Other, specify
o 17.. CONCEPTS TRAINING CONDUCTED AS PRECONDITION FOR FEEDBACK
. SESSIONS:
oy
.
o
q;: (1) VYes
Pt
@
Pi-‘.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

(2) No (3) Other, Specify

FEEDBACK SESSION PARTICIPATION. RATIONALE FOR SELECTING
PARTICIPANTS IN FEEDBACK SESSIONS:

(1) None used

(2) User desires

(3) OESO recommendation

(4) User/C1S0 joint agreement

(5) Include Top Managers

(6) Include. Middle Managers

(7) Limit to leader/manager of work group involved
(1) Include all work group personnel

(9) Include all personnel

(10) Include managers and persons considered influential
as informal leaders

(1) Include persons known to be supportive
(12) Exclude persons known to be non-supportive
(13) 1Include persons known to be non-supportive

(14) Others, specify

USSZR TAKES SPECIFIC ACTION PRIOR TO FEEDBACK SESSION TO
ENCOURAGE SUPPORT:

(1) Yes
(2) No

USER PRESENT AT GROUP FEEDBACK SESSION AND TAKES SPECIFIC
ACTION TO ENCOURAGE TRUST, OPENNESS, AND PARTICIPATINN:

(1) Yes

(2) No

ROLE OF USER WHEN PRESENT AT GROUP FEEDBACK SESSION:
(1) Supports only by presence

(2) Presents objectives and data four feedback

(3) Presents own analysis

D-2¢
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(4) Proposes solutions

(S) Other, specify

USER USES OESO COACHING ON BEHAVIORS TO CREATE CLIMATE OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY:

(1) Yes
(2) No

GROUP FEEDBACK SESSIONS, FAMILY GROUPS. NORMAL GROUP LEADER
PRESENT

(1) Yes
(2) No

GROUP FEEDBACK SESSIONS, FAMILY GROUPS. LEADER PRESENT AND
TAKES ACTION TO ENCOURAGE TRUST, OPENNESS, AND PARTICIPATION:

(1) Yes
(27 WNo
LEADERS PRESENT DATA F.TDBACK TOQO FAMILY GROUPS:

(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Mixed

FEEDBACK SESSIONS INVOLVING PEER LEVEL GROUPS. LATA FEEDBACK
PRESENTED BY:

(1) O©ESO
(2) Persons from group
(3) Mixed

FEEZBACK SESSIONS INVOLVING MIXSD LEVELS AND FAMILY CROU?S.
DATA FETDBACK PRESENTED BY:

(1) OESso

12) Personz from target group

(3) Mixed
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

PERSONS GIVING FEEDBACK RECEIVE TRAINING TO GIVE FEEDBACK
(1) Yes
(2) No

USER CONSIDERS DATA PRESENTED IN SESSIONS:

(1) Appropriate (2) Not Appropriate

(3) Amount Appropriate (4) Amount Not Appropriate

(S) Display Appropriate (6) Display Not Appropriate
(7) Complexity Appropriate (8) Complexity Not Appropriate

AVERAGE TIME ELAPSED FROM COMPLETION OF DATA COLLECTION
AND FEEDBACK TO TARGET GROUPS, NO. OF WEEKS:

GENERAL PARTICIPANT REACTION TO DATA AT END OF FEEDBACK
SESSION:

(1) Accept data
(2) Reject data
(3) Mixed

EVIDENCE THAT FEEDBACK DATA THREATEMED JOB SECURITY, POWER
OR AUTHORITY OF SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF INFLUENTIAL PERSONS:

(1) Yes
(2) NWo

USER CONSIDERED THAT HE/SHE MAINTAINED SUFFICIENT DEGREE OF
CONTROL OVER DATA FEEDBACK PROCESS:

(1) Yes
(2) No

OUTCOMES FROM FEEDBACK ACTIVITY (AS RELATED TO INTENTIONS
OF USER):

(1) Acceptance of data

(2) Additional data regarding issue/problem areas

(3) Familiarization of leadership with data for feedkack
to lower levels
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(4) Data for planning/modifying planned implementing
: activities

(S) Initial problem solving/future formal session scheduled

(6) Initial action planning/future formal session scheduled

¢e'e’s

(7) Problem solving/no further group participation
scheduled

A

(8) Action planning/no further group participation
scheduled

s
L4

(9) Refinement of issue/problem areas to limit planned OE
activities in future

s [N

(10) Delegation of issue/problem

A
12 (11) Refinement of OE operation objectives
'2 (12) Other, specify
)
X 35. DATA FEEDBACK SESSION CAUSES CHANGE TO OBJECTIVES FOR OE
"~ OPERATION:
e
~
e (1) No
e~
(2) Yes, specify
DA
< (3) Redefines scope, specify

.';‘
a’a®

36. USER OR OESO CHANGE OPERATION IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIZS AS
RESULT OF FEEDBACK SESSION:

P
N

XA £

. (1) No

g% (2) Yes, specify

fﬁ (3) Redefines scope, specify

]

ﬂ‘ 37. TIME FLASPED FROM COMPLETION OF DATA FEEDBACK SESSION TO
" TARGET GROUPS UNTIL NEXT PLANNES® IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY IN
" DAYS:

X

)

s

-~

L

A S
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;:'.:- VIII. PLANNING

n _ 1. DETERMINATION OF INTENDED SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES FOR OPERATION.

e DECISION METHOD:

Wy

oo (1) OESO

e

Q (2) User

" . (3) OESO and User

i;l (4) OESO and user and target

o

a 2. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS.

ﬂ\": SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

For.

Zi (1) Interpersonal/intergroup relationships {(general) .
'\"'

agi (2) Leader/subordinate relationships

Z%? (3) Peer level relationships .

(4) Intergroup relationships, no task involvement, i.e.
black/white, male/female

L B
’
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.
-

. (8) 1Intergroup relationships, with task involvement

I”’
FRENEN

) .

(6) Intragroup relationships, no task involvement

(7) Intragroup relationships, with task involvement

3? (8) Other, Specify

.).'

oo 3. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. JOB REDESIGN. ISSUE INVOLVES
!g ALTERING RESPONSIBILITIES, TASK INTERACTION, OR THE WAY
Wy TECHNICAL WORK IS DONE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE
% FOLLOWING :

Eﬁ (1) Job redesign (general)

~ (2) Job enlargement

o

o (3) Job enrichment

\.\'_

G (4) Job rotation

s (5) Work simplification

)

%ﬁ (6) Changes in werking conditions

\1

N (7) Structural change in work itself

(8) Other, specify
4. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. PERSONNZL SYSTEMS. ISSUE INVOLVES

¢« . .
K .I‘)- A
RN T N

L} MODIFYING EXISTING PERSONNEL SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY
Q; INVOLVE FOLLOWING:

o (1) Personnel systems (general)

%g (2) New employees: recruitment

;ﬁ (3) New employees: selaction

é{ (4) New employees: training

Sé (S) New employees: placement

E§§ (/) New employees: other, specify

ﬂ; (7) Existing employees: terminacion

éﬁ (8) Existing employees: reassignment/retraining
gg (9) Existing employees: retirement

=
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.

(10) Existing employees: 3job performance standards

ill) Existing employees: other, specify

(12) Changes in rewards and/or sanctions

(13) EO programs or manpower planning systems

(14) 1Involves military personnel

(15) Involves civilian personnel

OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/FINANCIAL

CONTROL SYSTEMS. ISSUE INVOLVES ACTIVITY TO ESTABLISH OR
MODIFY EXISTING MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL
SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

(1) Management Information/Financial Control Svstem
(general)

(2) MBO systaem

(3) Performance evaiuation

(4) Cost avoidance analysis

{5) Cost/benefit analysis

(6) Systems to track or evaluate performance

(7) Other, specify

OPERATION'S CBJECTIVE. ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN. 1ISSUES
INVOLVE AUTHORITY AND REPORTING RELATIONSEIPS. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

(1) Organizational Design (general)

(2) Changes in reporting relationships

(3) Establishing matrix project teams

(¢) Changes in authority

(S) Decentralization

(6) Consolidation of units/groups

(7) Other, specify

OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE INVOLVE CHANGE IN:
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(1) Pooled interdependcnc;

. --T
A

(2) Segquential interdependence

(3) Reciprocal interdependence

‘J

CAA "
- .

(4) Coordination by standardization

AP WA

e re". %

(5) Coordination by plan
(6) Coordination by mutual adjustment
8. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. COMBAT OPERATIONS PROCESSES. ISSUES

INVOLVE OPERATIONAL PROCESSES OF UNITS INVOLVED IN COMBAT
OR COMBAT SIMULATIONS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE

FOLLOWING:
Eﬁj (1) Combat operations processes (general)
k:ljt (2) Sensing

2 (3) Communicating information
(4) Decision making

(S) sStabilizing

(6) Communicatiag implementation
(7) Coping actions

(8) FPeedback

9. OTHER: ISSUES CANNOT BE CLASSIFIED AS ABOVE. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

o

J\-

'§§ (1) Transition of commanders ;
Ei (2) Open systems planning, specify %
?& (3) U.S. Army component issues (military & civilian) ;
téj (4) u.s.’ Army/other service issues
:kg (S) U.S. Army/governmental agency issues 1
2:{ (6) U.S. Army/civilian community issues.

§§ (7) Othrer, specify

E“E" 10. EXTENT THAT USER HAS CONTROL OVER FACTORS RELATED TO

" OBJECTIVE:

= 532
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Implementation Rewards & Sanctions
Policy Processes of Personnel Involved
No direct control (1) (2) (3,
Indirect Centrol (4) (S) (6)
Direct Control (7) (8) (9)
ll. CESO AND USER AGREE ON:
Yes No
Objecvives (1) (2)
Next steps (3) (4)
12. PLANMNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE INDIVIDUAL CONSULTATION:
(1) One on one helping relationship with user
{2) One on one helping relationship with one target person
other than user
1J. PLANNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE UNSTRUCTURED GROUP TRAINING:
(1) T-Group or seasitivity training
(2) Uninstrumented racial awareness workshop
(3) Uninstrumented tezm building centered only on
interpersonal relationships
(4) Other, specify
14. PLANNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE STRUCTURED GRCUP TRAINING

INVOLVING EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY INTENDED AS TEAM BUILDING
EXERCISE:

(1) Communications

(2) Problem solving

(3) Grid phase I

(4) Transactional analysis

(5) MBO




15.

16.

17.

(6) Supervisory skills

(7) EO course
(8) Substarce abuse course

(9) Other, specify

PLANNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE GROUP TRAINING INVOLVING
STRUCTURED EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY INTENDED AS EDUCATIONAL
ACTIVITY ONLY:

(1) Communications

(2) Problem solving

(3) Grid Phase I

(4) Transactional analysis

(5) MBO

(6) Supervisory skills

(7) EO course

(8) Substance. abuse course

(9) oOther, specify

PLANNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE PROCESS CONSULTATION AND DATA
COLLECTION BY:

(1) Observation

(2) 1Individual interviews
(3) Group interviews

(4) Document analysis

(S) Data feedback sessions
(6) Problem solving sessions
(7) Action plaraing sessions

(8) Other, specify

PLANNED ACTIVITIES INVOLVE SURVEY GUIDED DEVELOPMENT AND
DATA COLLECTION BY:




. .
..........................................

(1) Observation

(2) 1Individual interviews
(3) Group interviews

(4) Document analysis

(5) survey, specify

(6) Other, specify

18.

19. PLANNED FEEDBACK METHOD:

Handbkack Feedback
Non-management (1) (2)
Lower Management (3) (4)
Middle management (S) (6)
Top management (7) (8)

20. PLANNED PARTICIPANTS IN OPERATION'S ACTIVITIES:

Concepts Problem Action
Training Solving Planning
Non-management (1) (2) (3)
Lower management (4) (%) (8)
Middle management (7) (8) (9)
Top management (10) (11 (12)
5 D-135
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21. CONCEPTS TRAINING DESIGN EMPHASIS:

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

''''''''

(1) General organizational theories and skills
(2) rounded findings specific to user's organization
(3) How to receive faeudback

(4) How to best. use OESO services (i.e., how to receive
help/the helping relationship)

(S) Transition Workshop Design (includes how to receive feedback)

PROCESS CONSULTATINN INVOLVES TARGETS EXTERNAL TO USER
COMMAND GROUP:

(1) Yes

(2) No

SURVEY GUIDED DEVELOPMENT INVOLVES TARGETS EXTERNAL TO USER
COMMAND GROCUP.

(1) Yes

(2) No

USER CONSIDERS ROLES, RESPONSIBILITIES AND COLLABORATION
REQUIRED BY USER AND OESO WERE CLEAR:

(1) Yes

(2) No

OESO CONSIDERS ROLES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COLLABORATION
REQUIRED BY USER AND OESO WERE CLEAR:

(1) Yes

(2) No

USER TAKES SPECIFIC ACTION TO INFORM PEOPLE AND ENCOURAGE
SUPPORT FOR OBJECTIVES AND PLANNED ACTIVITIES:

(1) No

(2) Written notification

Briefings %o:

(3) Non-management

(4) Lower management D-35
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(5) Micddle managenment

" (8) Top management
, (7) Other, Specify
3 27. PLANNING FOR IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY. DECISION MAKING FOR ;
- ACTIVITY: |
' (1) OEsO ‘
R (2) Uses
E (3) User/OESO joint aggreement ;
i (4) User/OESQO/target group representation |
. 28, PLANNING FOR IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY. LEVEL CF TARGET GRCUP :
- REPRESENTED: |
iﬁ (1) Top management ;
? (2) Middle Management |
i (3) Lower management |
. (4) Non-management : j
' 25. PLANNING FOR IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY. METHODS FOR CHIQ2SING
. TARGETS FOR PARTICIPATION IN ACTIVITIES:
; (1) User desires
E (2) OESO recommendation
} (3) User/OESO joint agreement
5 (4) Limit to leader or manager of work group involved
; (5) Inclucde all work group personnel involved
E (6) 1Include all personnel j
; (7) Include managers and persons considered influential as i
- informal leaders
: (8) 1Include persons known to be supportive
E (9) Exclude persons known to be non-gupportive

-
.

(10) 1Include persons k.cwn to be non-supportive ‘

AT I AT WY eV,
w)
]
(98]
~l

- . - - . .
. K . v AT Myt e ab L T .
(L OF 200 ) N s NAME NE S IPU PR DL IV I R R A I D D L B I R T A T N P T O R U U T N e S T T R |

[]



::- T T T T T T T AN TR T T T T e T T 0 T T T e e T TR T e e PRSI b S e i A S s Y RN
-‘..\. i
s

o

5? (11) Other, specify

A 3U. OBJECTIVES FOR OE OPERATION DISSEMINATED TO TARGET GRQUP:
f}ﬁ (1) No

~ (2) Written notification

Eé Briefing to:

i (3) Noh-management

n"'.u

o (4) Lower management

L '

e (5) Middle management

e (6) Top management

:?; (7) Other, specify

.‘_::'

oty 31. USER/QESO ESTABLISHED MEASURES FOR SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF
5, IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES:

>, -

- (1) Yes

T

by (2) No

32. DISSEMINATION OF PLAN FOR OPERATION IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES.

A LEVEL:
fg (1) Top management (S) Complete dissemination
] .

' (2) Middle management (6) Partial dissemination

(3) Lower management
(4) Non-management

33. TARGET GROUP PERSONNEL INCLUDED IN PLANNING FOR IMPLEMENTING

DEREEL TN LS

ACTIVITIES:
(1) Yes
o
;‘.7 34. TARGET GROUP RESPONSE TO DISSEMINATION OF OBJECTIVES:
o (1) Support by significant numbers of target group
P (2) Support by kay managers in target group
‘e
2
-\_-
5 D-38
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E;; ) (3) Opposition by significant numbers of target group
T (4) Opposition by key managers in target group

g! (S) No significant opposition

§§ (6) Mixed

33 (7) Other, specify

35.° TARGET GROUP RESPONSE TO DISSEMINATION OF PLAN FOR

5@| OPERATION'S IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY:

Egz (1) Support by significant numbers of target group ?
. (2) Support by key managers in target group |
;E; (3) Opposition by significant numbers of target group %
Z% (4) Opposition by key managers in target group f
=5 (5) No significant support or opposition i
z; (6) Mixed

;: (7) Other, specify |

36. OESO CONDUCTS TEAM BUILDING FOR CCNSULTING TEAM FOR
IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES: ;

SRR AN

(1) Yes |

.
v
P S

(2) No
(3) Not applicable

37. PTANNING FOR IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES INVOLVED FOLLOWING SUB-
‘ CATEGORIES OF PERSCNNEL BY INTENT RELATED TO OBJECTIVES:

b (1) Militcary

o (2) civilian |
i (3) Unioa/management

>’ (4) Representative racial/ethnic mix

s ‘- |
. (§) Representative male/ferale mix !
s (6) Young/old

’

r}_.

.
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39.

40.
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(7) Other, specify
(8)

OBJECTIVES ARE RELATED TO ISSUES/PROBLEMS INVOLVING
FOLLOWING SUBGROUPS OF PERSONNEL:

Not considered

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
USER AND OESO HAVE SAME INTENDED OUTCOMES FOR OPERATIN:

Military
Civilian
Union/management
Racial groups
Male¢/female
Young/old

QOther, specify

Not considered

User OESO
Yes (1) (2)
No (3) (4)
UNCERTAINTY. USER ROTATES QUT OF ORGANIZATION. ACTION

TAKEN TO ENSURE CONTINUATION AND/OR SUCCESS CF OE OPERATICN.

(1)
(2)

No action taken

Outgoing USER includes top and/or middle management
in activities as a strategy for continuity

(3) oOutgoing USER formalizes activities and promulgates

widely as strategy for continuity

(4) Outgoing USER convinces incoming USER to continue

operation

(5) Outgoing USER takes early action to build internal

support for operation
(6)
(7)
(8)

Incoming USER supports continuation willingly
Incoming USER doces not support coantinuation

Other actions outgoing USER takes.
Specify
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iz IX. PROBLEM SOLVING/GOAL SETTING/ACTION PLANNING ACTIVITIES
E. 1. ACTIVITY PLANNING. REPRESENTATION FROM TARGET GROUP
e INCLUDED IN PLANNING:
e (1) Yes
3
s (2) VNo
!g 2. ACTIVITY PLANNING. DATA FROM FEEDBACK SESSIONS AS WELL AS
:; INITIAL DATA COLLECTION USED FOR ACTIVITY PLANNING:
o
3 (1) Yes
. (2) No
FNS
.. 3. ACTIVITY PLANNING. PARTICIPANT SELECTION:
"\
2 (1) User desiras
~
f_ (2) OESO recommendation
Si (3) User/OESO joint agreement
N
e (4) Limic to leader/manager of work group involved
.\
(S) Include all workgroup personnel
<

(6) 1Include all perscnnel

(7) Include managers and personnel considered influential
as informal leaders

(8) 1Include persons known to be supportive

. |
v
R - AR

NS NS

(9) Exclude persons known to be non-supportive

Ay

(10) 1Include persons known to be non-supportive
S (11) Other, specify
ro
2- 4. DECISION ON OUTCOMES FOR ACTIVITY MADE BY:
-
;: (1) User
e (2) OEso
2 (3) OESO/User joint agreement
E;
=
- ~.
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v
b
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L%: (4) OESO/User/target group representative joint agreement
R (5) Other, specify
!! 5. DESIGN OF PROBLEM SQLVING, GOAL SETTING AND ACTICY PLANNIXNG

SESSIONS. SUBCATEGORIES OF PERSOMNNEL INCLUDED BY INTENT
RELATED TO OBJECTIVE:

(1) Military
(2) Civilian

L.
E; (3) Union/management
Zj (4) Representative racial/ethnic group mix
o (5) Representative male/female mix
E; (6) Young/old group
ii (7) Other, specify
;; (8) Not considered
: 6.  PARTICIPANTS IN:
ff Problem Goal Action
solv;ng setting planning
sessions sessions sessions
User (1) (2) (3)
Non-management (4) (5) (6)
Lower management (7) (8) (9)
Middle management (10) (11) (12)
Top management (13) (14) (13)

7. PARTICIPANTS:

’ [ SN T BN LI I " r e e
PV ATRPRL o RV \- SO

Problem Goal Action
solving setting planning
sessions sessions sessions

: In user’'s

- immediate organization (1) (2) (3)

N :

- Outside of user's

L organizational nierarchy (4) (3) (6)

-

)
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8. EXTENT OF USER CONTROL OVER POLICY RELATED TO QBJECTIVES
(NOT ACTIVITY QUTCOMES) OF THE IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY:

A NPT YA

Implementation Rewards and Sanctions

Policy Procasses of Fersonnel Invoived
. No control (1) (2) (3)
i Indirect control (4) (S) (6)
: Direct control (7) (8) (9)

OBJECTIVES TO BE ADDRESSED DURING THE PROBLEM SOQOLVING, GOAL
SETTING, AND ACTION PLANNING ACTIVITIES INCLUDE THE FOLLOWIXG.
THESE ITEMS REFLECT ANY CHANGE AS A RESULT OF THE FEEDBACX
SESSIONS.

9. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVES. INTERPERSONNEL INTERGROU?
RELATICNSHIPS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INCLUCE THE FOLLOWING:

TEmAY § v 4 4 ¢ 5 EeEw. .

(1) 1Interpersonnel/intergroup relationships (general)
(2) Leader/subordinate relationships
(3) Peer level relationships

I (4) Intergroup relationships, no task involvement, i.e.
black/white, male/female

(S) Intergroup relationship, with task involvement
i (6) 1Intragroup relationship, no task invoivenents
(7) Intragrzoup relationship, with task involvemen:

(8) Other, specify

10. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. JOB REDESIGN. ISSUE INVOLVES
ALTERING RESPCNSIBILITIES, TASK IMTERACTION, OR THE WAY
TECHNICAL WORK IS DONE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE
FOLLOWING:

(1) Job redesign (general)
(2) Job enlargement
(3) Job enrichment

{4) Job rotation

L]
‘\J‘. D$A~‘.’\ I\)\_~$ .'-)\)\_‘5) .‘-J\,l'._.\.{' .')"J\,‘-' “- 75‘. L] ‘.b 'l‘l “an L s j\ h.' h-’ I.. L" -\ L“ h\ A\ s.‘ -\ -\ .\'_‘b‘;\.A\‘.\'L--A.-. \‘,:‘._‘(\‘ .&‘-‘(\1
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- (5) Work simplification

2 (6) Changes in working conditions
u (7) Structural change in work itself
2; (8) Other, specify
E§i 11. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. PERSONNEL SYSTEMS. ISSUE INVOLVES |
!!I MODIFYING EXISTING PE%?ONNEL SYSTEIMS. SPECITIC ACTIVITY MAY

- INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING: !
Ef; (1) Personnel systems (general) ;
f§§ (2) New employees: recruitment i
:l (3) New employees: selection j
Eéi (4) New employees: training i
iiﬁ (5) New emplcyees: placement j
;&2 (6) New employees: other, specify ?
éég (7) Existing employees: <termination i
ot !

(8) Existing employees: reassignment

"l
“~

(9) Existing employees: retraining ;
(10) Existing employees: Jjob performance standards

flr. : (11) Existing employees: other, specify

(12) Changes in reward aad/or sanctions
(13) EO programs ©or manpower blanning systems

(14) 1lnvolves military personnel

(1S) 1Involves civilian perscnnel

12. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/FINANCIAL

o CONTROL SYSTEMS. ISSUES INVOLVES ACTIVITY TO ESTABLISH OR
jg} MODIFY EXISTING MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL
® SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INMVOLVE THE FOLLCWING:

2 (1) Management information/financial control svstems

i (general)

N (2} MBO system

e

,-; D-44

a_u

..............
--------

B T A AR N Ly e S N S N AT L e L i L AL P I T I S PG N S TSI SN |




,
"

SRRSO AR MR L K i SN e WA A S YA WAL SEGEA LA LSO SN I AR AL AR ALA

-------- P S IO

A
AlS

[ 3

(3) Performance evaluation

(4) Cost/avoidance analysis

(5) Cost/benefit analysis

(6) Systems to track or evaluate performance

(7) oOther, specify

13. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN. ISSUES
INVOLVE AUTHORITY AND REPORTING RELATIONSHIPS. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

(1) Organizaticnal design (general)
(2) Changes in repnrting rela<zionships
{3) Establishing matrix project te.ms
(4) Changes in authority

(S) Decentralization

(6) Consolidation of units/groups

(7) Other, specify

14. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVES INVOLVE
(1) Pooled interdependence
(2) Sequential interdepencence
(3) Reciprocal interdependence
(4) Coordination by standardizaticn

(5) Coordination by plan

(6) Coordination by mutual adjustment

s 15. OPERATION'S OBJECTIVE. COMBAT OPERATIONS PROCESSES. ISSUES
INVOLVE OPERATIONAL PROCESSES OF UNITS INVOLVED IN COMBAT

OR COMBAT SIMULATIONS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE

FOLLOWING:

25y @

(1) Combat operations prccesses (general)

(4 ]
-

s als

(2) Sensing
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(3) Communicating information
(4) Decision making
(5) Stabilizing

(6) Communicating implementation

|
4
1

(7) Coping actiocn

(8) Feedback

16. OTHER. ISSUES CANNOT BE CLASSIFIED AS ABOVE. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

(1) Transition of commanders

:
|

[ATEN

(2) Open systems planning, specify

(3) U.S. Army component issues (military and civilian)

--”
T e
PR
AR
L

(4) U.S. Army/other service issues

Bl

N

o (S) U.S. Army/governmental agency issues
N

A s . .

NN (6) U.S. Army/civilian community issues
s

(7) Other, specify

;\3, 17. EXTENT THAT USER EAS CONTROL CVER FACTORS RELATED TO
Y OBJECTIVE:

B Policy ImplementationReward & Sanctions
Y Processes of personnel

o involved

Ej No direct control (1) (2) (3)

yo Indirect control (4) (5) (6)

Ti; Direct control (7) (8) (9)

O

:j{:f 18, PROBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTING AND ACTION PLANNING GROUP
g STRUCTURE USED:

s

Ad (1) NA

;f; (2) Vertical

ff' (3) Horizontal levels

A.A

o

0N

[

roe
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19.

20.

2l.

22.

23.

(4) Diagonal grcups

(S) Cther, specify

PROEBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTING, AND ACTION PLANNING METHCLCS
USED:

(1) TLarge group (9 or more)

(2) Small groups (8 or less)

(3) Outcomes/methods/resources model
(4) Force field analysis

(S) Criterion based model

(6) Open system (demands) nodel

(7) Cther, specify

USER TAKES ACTION TO CREATE CLIMATE OF TRUST, OPEINNESS, AND
PARTICIPATION:

(1) Yes

(2) No

GCALS SET AS A RESULT OF PROBLEM SOLVING ARE:
(1) Challenging but realistic (not trivial)
(2) Measurable

(3) Due date specified

(4) Documented, specify how

EXPLICIT CRITERIA ARE ESTABLISHED AND USZD BY PARTICIPANTS
AS A BASIS FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS FOR ACTICHM:

(1) Yes
(2) No
PARTICIPANTS EX2LICITLY IDENTIFY CONSTRAINTS, LINKS, AND
IMPACT OR EFFECT ON OTHER PARTS OF THE ORGANIZATICON AS A

PART OF THE PROBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTING, AND ACTION
PLANNING ACTIVITY:

(1) Yes




es

N (2) No
2% 24. DECISION MAKING ON FINAL GOALS INVOLVES:

B

14

(1) User only

(2) User and top management

[] "_l. 1]
e

S DN
S ."-{!f LA

(3) and middle management
(4) and lower management

(5) and non-management

:g 25. ACTION STEPS ARE IDENTIFIED FOR IMPLEMENTATION TO USER:
.- (1) Yes

-

o (2) No

35 26. DECISION MAKING FOR ACTION STEPS 70O BE IMPLZMENTED INVCLVES:
3. (1) User only

ii (2) User ané top management

e

i (3) and middle management

!! (4) and lower management

L (5) and non-management

o 27. ACTION STEPS ARS DOCUMENTED

g (1) No

ﬂk (2) Yas, specify how

N

;2 28. EXTENT USER HAS CONTROL OVER ACTION STEPS:
®

o Policy Inplementing Rewards
o activicy and sanctions
%; No direct contrecl (1) (2) (3)

.

%’ Indirect control (4) (%) (6)
- Direct control (7) (8) (9)
B

7

e

-.'

oz

N

“i
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29. ACTION STEPS INCLUDE:

Measures for|Tasking to lowes:t level

evaluation appropriate for implementation
Yes (1) (2)
No (3) (4)

30. PLANNED OE OPERATION IMPLEMENTING PROCESSES CHANGED OR
MODIFIED AS A RESULT OF CLIENT REACTION:

(1) Yes
(2) Yo
31. USER CONSIDERS DESIGN OF SESSIONS:
(1) Not appropriate
(2) Appropriate to maturity of group
(3) Appropriate balance between theory and appliication

32. USER TAKES SPECIFIC ACTION TO GET PERSONS IVVOLVED TO SUPPORT
THE ACTIVITIES OF THE SESSIONS:

(1) Yes
(2) No

33. TECHNICAL EXPERTISE IS REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY POTENTIAL
& SOLUTIONS AND ACTION AND IS PROVIDED TO GROU?P BY:

N (L) Internal expert from organization

(2) OESO includes external -echnical resource as tean memcer

5 (3) External resource provided by user

< (4) Other, specity

A

o 34. USER CONSIDERS THAT RESULTS WILL HAVE IMPACT ON OTHER PARTS
9 OF THE ORGANIZATION WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN AN EXPLICIT PART CF
N THE OPERATION:

;f (1) Yes

=

>,

’. (2) No

o

N 35. USER CONSIDERS ACTIVITIES OF THIS PART OF OPERATICHN SECULC
2 HAVE BEEN MODIFIED BY OESO TO MAKZ THEM MORE APPRCPRIATE:
g

. (1) Yes

N
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36. RESULTS OF THE SESSION COMMUNICATED TO NCN=-PARTICIPANTS:

(1) No ;

‘.

(2) By formal document (i.e. DF)

‘l
.

Te WYY vy
4
'y

/"

AT ;

(3) Verbal briefing

(4) Other, specify

37. USER/OESO CONTRACT FOR FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES:

I\ .

o

r"..‘ ( l ) Y" |
i

Qﬂ 38. DECISION TO CCNDUIT OE TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASED ON: ‘

K\

F& (1) User desires

.‘C.

el (2) OESO recommendation ! j

e |

s (3) Target group request

"

R (4) Regquirement imposed by authorisiy senicr Lo user

!! 39. OBJECTIVES OF OE TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASED ON:

¥ .f: 1

ﬁ& (1) Specific problem or deficiency identified in daca i

e\ collection :

o !

g! (2) Concepts training as precondition to data faedback

‘i J. "

s (3) Tasking in support of of CE operation action plan |

ﬁ; (4) Other, spacify

alal

. 40. TRAINING METHOD PROVIDES PARTICIZ?ANT OPPORTUNITY TO LEARY j

AN BY INCLUDING FOLLOWING STEPS:

(1) Recognize the thought, skill, or behavior
(2) Understand the thought, skill, or behavior

(3) Self assess own abilities in relation 2o thought, skil!l,
or behavior

(4) Practice the skill or behavior in psychologically safe
environmert

o
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42.

43.

PITNIE S TRTITATI TN

(S) Perform the skill or behavior in a :ob related %tasx

USER CONSIDERS TRAINING WAS APPROPRIATE TO LEVEL OF
PERSONNEL INVOLVED:

(1) Yes
(2) No

TRAINING PLANS INCLUDE METHOD TO ASSESS WHETHER INDIVIDUALS
DEMONSTRATE LEARNED SKILLS OR BEHAVIOR ON THE JOB:

(1) Yes
(2) No

OESO COACHES USER IN BEHAVIORS TO CREATE CLIMATE OF TRUST
OPENNESS AND PARTICIPATION:

(1) Yes

(2) No




“X. ACTION
:}j 1. PLANNED ACTIONS DISSEMINATED TO MEMBERS OF USER'S
ﬁ} QRGANIZATION OTHER THAN THOSE WHO PARTICIPATED 1IN
o IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES:

(1) No

-~ (2) Written notification
O
> . e
oy (3) Briefing
i (4) Other, specify
:b 2 PERCENTAGE OF RECOMMENDED ACTICN STEPS TASKZD FCR
e IMPLEMENTATION: 3
I 3.  IMPLEMENTATION PREVENTED BECAUSE OF LACX OF CCNTROL OVER:
-~ (1) Policy
I;ﬁ (2) 1Implementors
Zii (3) Rewards and sanctions over people involved
. (4) External interferences

\l

:{:f

7 (2)
B (3)
a3 €

(1)
(2)
‘ (3)
(4)
o (s)
-‘- (6)
g

RS S ACCCRX T (G AR

4. USER CONSIDERS THAT EXTERNAL FORCES COULD HAVE:

Been avoided (if interferring) with proper strategy
Enhanced implementation with proper strategy

Other, specify

PERCENT OF COMPLZTED ACTION STEPS: 3
USER PERCEIVED IMPROVEMENT IN GENERAL AREA OF:

No improvement

No improvement and worsened condition
Reaction

Knowledge/learning

Behavior

Outcomes/results
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"a XI. FOLLOW-ON TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT

- 1.  USER/OESO COMTACT SUBSEQUENT TO ACTION PLANNING ACTIVITY OR
\ OTHER IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITY WITH CONTACT INITIATED BY:

vl

el (1) No one/no contact

_g (2) User

h‘:.“

R (3) OEso

(Y

< (4) Member of target group in user organization

_. 2. USER TAKES ACTION TO LEGITIMIZE LOWER LEVELS TO CONTINUZ
Sy INVOLVEMENT IN OE OPERATIONS:

(1) Yes (3) Other

o

%«i (2) No

:f_ﬂ 3. USER REPORTS THAT TOP MANAGEMENT OF HIS OR HER ORGANIZATICN
:.;-\ SUPPORTS OE EFFORT:

o,

\-.'.‘

o (1) Yes

. (2) No

RSAN

‘:\f‘:'_ 4. TYPE OF OESO INVOLVEMENT IN FOLLOW UP ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT:
;\."'. L.

ﬁﬁ (1) Individual consultation to user

(2) Technical assistance to user/target group members

g‘
- .
‘.
L
e
P
.
-

Q? (3) Monitoring/feedback on goal progress

A

ﬁf (4) Training assistance to user/targes group

a& (5) Consulting activity to target group involving

o diagnosis, problem solving, goal setting, and action

e planning

,_{-\.: (6) Other, specify

N

,: S.  EVIDENCE THAT USER INITIATED ACTION, RSWARDS OR SANCTICNS
g\-' TO ENCOURAGE PERSONNEL TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTICN:
i;i (1) Yes

° (2) Neo

;_%Z".
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L
F )
¢

AL

-t




!
.

A dadd
L4

PR AN
. ..“...'...'.‘,". l.~

l-)';n
ARRRRY

..
AN

P

TN
.
P

4

y Y;'?-'I’l! 'V
AIAT )

! Y
iRy ¥

.

LOWER LEVEL OF USER ORGANIZATION RECUESTED ADDITICNAL OEST

ASSISTANCE:
(1) Yes
(2) No

EVIDENCE THAT OPERATION HAD AFFECT ON ORGANIZATION OTHER
THAN TARGET GROUP, I.E., CONTINUED LOWER LEVEL INVOLVEMENT:
CONTINUED USE OF ACTIVITIES SUCH AS DATA COLLECTION, PROBLEM
SOLVING AND ACTION PLANNING SESSIONS:

(1) Yes
(2) No
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3
b
o) XI1. EVALUATION
! 1. OPERATION FORMALLY ASSESSED BY:
: (1) No one
(2) User
! (3) OESO with user's approval
ﬁ (4) Formal assessment planned but not completed. Reason.
i 2. OPERATION INFOPMALLY ASSESSED BY:
. (1) No one
E (2) User
N (3) OESO

(4) User and OESO

3. LENGTH OF TIME BETWEEN END OF OESO INVOLVEMENT AND FORMAL
ASSESSMENT IN MONTHS:

. 4., ASSESSMENT RELATED TO GOALS AND ACTION PLANS THAT WERE
OUTCOMES OF OPERATION'S ACTIVITIES:

- (1) No

2.

a {2) Yes

3 (3) Mixed

% S. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGES IN REACTIONS:
F (1) Perceived effectiveness
: (2) Attitudes

E (3) Norms

; (4) Tension release

a (S) Organizational climate
E (6) Other, specify

;

»

6. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN:

(1) Motive structure

.
)

b
!-l
‘-l
-
-
<,
A
b
*
R
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(2) Cognitive domain
u (3) Affective domain
N (4) Other, specify

7. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGES IN BEHAVIOR/PERFORMANCE:

. (1) sSkills
A
;-:.f‘ (2) Group process
:\‘: s
N (3) Approach adoption

(4) Job procedures

=

LY
N
:1;'; (3) Other, specify
= 8.  ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGES IN FOLLOWING OUTCCMES:
>
.:j: CESO User
- Imoroved Ceteriorated Indicated Indicated
“
o ARTEP score (1) (2) (3) (4)
IS inspection (S) (6) (7) (8)
> Technical Proficiency Inspection (9) (10) (11) (12)
e CQMET score (13) (14) (15) (16)
o TASO score (17) (18) (19) (20)
= SQT score (21) (22) (23) (24)
= Field day score (25) (26) (27) (28)
n Fours flcwn (29) (30) (31) (32)
Accident rate (33) (34) (35) (36)
o Missicn objectives accamplisted (37) (38) (39) (40)
i Cperational Readiness rate (41) (42) (43) (44)
o Ceadline rerorts (time
N £0 repair ecuipment) (45) (46) (47) (48)
5 Equipment casualty rates (49) (50) (S1) (32)
s Maintenance Recuests (Form 2404) (33) (54) (55) (36)
s (Time elapsed f£rom request to
o service rendered/maintenance
- finished)
g Parts requisitions (57) (58) (59) (60)
D Equipment lcst reports (61) (62) (63) (64)
o Service request rates (65) (66) (67) (68)
: Service response rates (69) (70) (71) (72)
: Cost budgeting (73) (74) (79) (76)
’ Pramotions (77) (78) (79) (8c)
: Education (81) (82) (83) (84)
' Physical educaticn (85) (86) (87) (88)

A
..:.
oo
.NQ
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-
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[es Unit citations (89) (90) (31) (92)
(AR} Individual citations and (93) (94) (95) (96)
N merit ratings

\I

;g 9. ASSESSMENT OUTCOMES CONTINUED:

-, Retention rates (military or civilian)(l) (2) (3) (4)
Article 15s (5) (6) (7) (8)
Court-martial actions (9) (10) (11) (12)
AWCL rates (13) (14) (15) (16)
Drug charge rate (17) (18) (19) (20)

o Assault rate (21) (22) (23) (24)

- Theft rate (25) (26) (27) (28)

. VT rate (29) (30) (31) (32)
Sick call/leave rate (33) (34) (35) (36)
= Alcchol abuse rate (37) (38) (39) (4C)
p{ Crug abuse referral rate (41) (42) (43) {44)
Y Psychiatric camplaint rate (45) (46) (47) (48)
%f Racial incident rate (49) (50) (1) (52)
o B0 indicators (53) (54) (55) (56)
- Civerce rate (57) (S8) (59) (6Q)
. Family counseling request rate (61) (62) (63) (64)
. Credit & financial mgmt. cowmn- (65) (66) (67) (68)
oo seling recuest rate

ol Indebtedness rate (69) (70) (71) (72)
l. Civilian arrest rate (73) (74) (79) (76)
o Camnity relations (77) (78) (79) (80)
o Equipment losses (unit) : (81) (82) (83) (84)
=, SIDPERS slotting accuracy (85) (86) (87) (88)

T4 Readiness (89) (90) (91) (92)
Discipline (93) (94) (95) (96)

10. ASSESSMENT OUTCOMES CONTINUED:

vy Respensivenress (1) (2) (3) (4)

b Teamwork (5) (6) (7) (8)
- Morale (9) (10) (11) (12)
: Procediures (13) (14) (15) (16)

g Per formance (17) (18) (19) (20)
o Attitude (21) (22) (23) (24)
e Climate (25) (26) (27) (28)
!. Other, specify

11. FINDINGS FROM ASSESSMENT BEING USED AS FEEDBACK FOR MEW
PROBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTING, OR ACTION PLANNING:

»_ v
L A
[ SR AR AR

(1) Yes
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s (2) No

[ .

12. FINDINGS FROM ASSESSMENT DISSEMINATED TO FOLLCWING LEVELS:
(1) Higher authority
(2) Lower levels of corganization

(3) Not disseminated

13. FINDINGS FROM ASSESSMENT DISSEMINATED FOR FOLLOWING
PURPOSES:

LA % Y B A A B AR R

(1) OE program justification
I (2) 1Increased OE program support from serniors in chain

(3) Positive or negative recognition of individuals
involved in action ;

(4) Feedback within organization for additional activis

- (S) Other, specify
. 14, REACTIONS FROM DISSEMINATION OF ASSESSMENT TO HIGHER LZIVEL
N FAVORABLE:
i (1) Yes
(2) No
) (3) Mixed
I 15. REACTIONS FROM DISSEMINATIONS OF ASSESSMENT TO LCWEZR LEVZI S
FAVORABLE:
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Mixed

. D-58
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XIII. TERMINATION

1. TERMINATION:

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Not planned, hes not occurred, no further activities
planned at this time

Not planned, has occurred

Planned by user

Planned by OESO

Planned by joint agreement of user and OESO

Has not occurred

2. REASON FOR TERMINATION:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(S)

Original contract fulfilled

User dissatisfaction at any stage

OESO dissatisfaction at any stage

Target group dissatisfaction influenced user

Other, specify

3. TERMINATION OCCURS DURING FOLLOWING STEP OF INTERVENTION:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

Scouting

Entry

Data collection

Diagnosis

Feedback

Problem solving/goal setting/action planning
Action

Follow=-up

Evaluation

Planned termination
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. 4. OVERALL EVALUATION OF OE OPERATION BY USER:
n (1) Success |
T i
fﬁt (2) Failure ?
v , (3) Mixed
v %

5. OVERALL EVALUATION OF OE OPERATION BY OQESO:

(1) Success

(2) Failure

(3) Mixed
6. USER PERCEIVED SPECIFIC ACTION CONTRIBUTING MOST TO SUCCESS
OR FAILURE OF OPERATION:
%. (1) Specify
o 7.  OESO PERCEIVED SPECIFIC ACTION CONTRIBUTING MOST TO SUCCESS
i OR FAILURE OF OPERATION:
Iﬁg (1) Specify
o

"
.
2.
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el
2
"l\
o

ﬂ\“ﬂ‘“'\“w‘Y‘V“"'&"i)’ﬂ“"i"‘irl'\"-'.'".:f\.'r‘; W W W W W R mIAA L AILA LA LA A @-a aF @ e ermaacae o sme. e

L4




-.o.‘i

LXK O

.o
] -a'.. o
. P
. AR 'y %o
‘. LN P ]

s

X1iv. DIFFUSION AND SUPPORT IN CONJUNCTICN WITH TARGET ELEMENTS OUTSICE
OF USER'S IMMEDIATE ORGANIZATION

i. TARGET ELEMENT:

L N ]
s

.

(1) Reports directly to user

‘

(2) Reports throuyh intermediate level of command

(3) 1Is outside hierarchical boundariaes of user's command
2. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT INFORMED OF OE EFFORT BY:

(1) Formal prior notification, i.e. DF, letter

S

ﬁi (2) 1Informal prior notification by user
?g (3) 1Iaformal prior notification by OESO
2; (4) Appearance of OESO feam on scene

ig (5) Other, specify

EE 3. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT:

{1) 1Involved in decision to be a part of OE operation
(2) Volunteers to be involved in OE operation

(3) Becomes involveda primarily because of pressure to do
so from user

Ry ¢ 5 ot
LN RN
'ﬂ'n.f- AR

% e
3& (4) Becomes involved as a strategy to influence outccmes
ﬁ% (S) Becomes involved because of joint concern with prinary
- user about joint problem/issue.
k)
[
oz 4. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSIDERS OBJICTIVES OF
N OPERATION ADDRESSED REAL PROBLEM/ISSUE:
(1) Yes
o (2) WNo
-:i.’
N sS. CONGRUENCE EXISTS BETWEEN USER STATEID OBJECTIVES AND TCP
3 MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT RE: UNDERSTANDING OF OBJEZCTIVES:
-
Q‘.l

Y (1) Yes




A{2) Neo

AR
l~) - ‘

R -
o

TARGET ELEMENT UNDERSTANDING OF OBJECTIVE. INTERPERSONAL
RELATIONSHIPS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FCLLCWIMNG:

) ‘\r.

(1) Interpersconal/intergroup relationship (general)

¥ o Y
RN A
22 A

(2) Leader/subordinate relationships

A

(3) Peer level relationships

v .
“ S

.-’ 'J

&L

(4) Intergroup relationships, no task involved, i.e.,
black/white, mala/female

. e,
R P
« "o w
R4

“

(5) Intergroup relationships, with task involved

(6) Intragroup relationships, no task involved

v ew
o
-

-

%f (7) Intragrcup relationships, with task involved

a; (8) Other, specify

N 7.  TARGZT ELEMENT UNDERSTANDING OF OBJEGTIVE. JOB DESIGN.

- ISSUE INVOLVES ALTERING RESPONSIBILITIES, TASK INTERACTICN,
{? OR THE WAY TECHNICAL WORK IS DONE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY

INVOLVE THE POLLOWIXNG:

.
. )
DA
. PR

(1) Job redesign !(general)

RS

:i. (2) Job enlargement

éf (3) Job enrichment

. (4) Job rotation

S

s ($) Work simplification

Eik (6) Changes in working condi:ions

[ ]

7l (7) structural change in work itself

o {8) Other, specify

i 8.  TARGET ELEMENT UNDERSTANDING GF OBJECTIVE. PERSONNEL
b' SYSTEMS. 1ISSUE INVOLVES MODIFYING EXISTING PERSCUNEL
Y SYSTEMS. SPECIFC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLV: “OLLOWING:
30

ﬂ’ (1) Personnel systems (general)

Ave

-~ (2) New employees: recruitment

%

s

)

'h‘\'-

)

l\‘:.\

", 4
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g (3) New employees: selection

- (4) New employees: training

! (S5) New emplovees: placement

; (6) New employees: other, specify

;; (7) Existing employees: termination

! (8) Existing employees: reassignment/retraining

(9) Existing employees: retirement

(10) Existing employses: job performance standards

. A

(11) Existing employee: other, specify

(12) Changes in reward and/or sanctions
(12) 20 programs or manpower planning systems
(14) Involves military personnel

(15) Involves civilian perscnnel

BRI A Y T

2. TARGET ELEMENT UNTERSTANDING OF OBJECTIVE. MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL SYSTEMS. ISSUE INVOLVES
ACTIVITY TO ESTABLISH OR MODIFY EXISTING MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL SYSTEMS. SPECIPIC ACTIVITY
MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

O CO

5 (1) Management information/financial conirol sys:tenms
l (general)
>
N (2) MBO system
\
x (3) Performance evaluation
.‘0
(4) Cost/avoidance analysis

(3) Cost/benefit analysis

R

(6) Systems to track or reevaluate performance
10. TARGET ELEMENT UNDEZRSTANDING OF OBJECTIVE. ORGANIZATICNAL

DESIGN. 1ISSUES INVOLVE AUTHORITY AND REPORTING
RELATIONSHIPS. 3PECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLCWING:

(1) Organizational desijn (general)

’.
.

l.
,,
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(2) Changes in reporting relationships
(3) Establishing matrix project teams

(4) Changes in authority

0 (S) Decentralization

(6) Consolidation of units/group

JAUWW. L,

(7) Other, specify

11. OPERATION OBJECTIVES INVOLVE CHANGES IMPACTING ON:

LIV T

(1) Pooled interdependence
i (2) Sequential interdependence

(3) Reciprocal interdependence

v e e

(4) Coordinating by standardization
(8) Coordination by plan
(6) Coordination by mutual adjustaent
12. TARGET ELEMENT UNDERSTANDING OF OBJECTIVE. COMBAT
OPERATIONS PROCESSES. ISSUES INVOLVE OPERATIONAL PROCESSES

OF UNITS INVCLVED IN COMBAT OR COMBAT SIMULATIONS. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

VEERSPAE S TN

(1) Combat operations processes (general)
(2) Sensing

5 (3) Communicating information

i (4) Decision making

; (8) Stabilizing

: (6) Communicating implementation

- (7) Coping action

' (8) Feedback

. 13. TARGET ELEMENT UNDERSTANDING OF OBJECTIVE. OTHER: ISSUES
- CANNOT BE CLASSIFIED AS ABOVE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE
THE FOLLOWING:
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(1) Transition of commandars

2022000
o

(2) Open systems planning, specify

(3) U.S. Army component issues (military, civilian)

}‘ .
e (4) U.S. Army/other service issues
&: (S) U.S. Army/governmental agency issues
ny
2 (6) U.S. Army/civilian community issues.
AN
i (7) Other, spacify
e
-34 14. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT AGREES THAT OVERALL INITIATED
P PLAN FOR OPERATION WAS CORRECT:
'-ﬁ\. (1) Yes
)
\‘f\ (2) No
S
o
;h 15. TOP MAMAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT EXPECTATIONS FOR CPERATICIS:
i ~ :
RS (1) Negative
E& (2) Positive

-

(3) Positive vet realistic

N (4) Mixed

0

o 16. METHOD USED TO INFORM TARGET ELEMENT ABOUT DATA COLLECTICN
3 EFFORT:

(1) Formal prior notification, i.e. DF, latter

E?. (2) 1Informal prior notification by user

:% (3) 1Informal prior notification by QESO

:; (4) Appearance of OESO team on scene

%3 (S) Other, Specify

" 17. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT:

!, (1) Consulted about methods to collect data within targe:
Eﬁ element

(2) Consulted about best methcd to employ in data collection
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(3) Mot consulted

18. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSIDERS DATA COLLECTICN
METHODS USED WERE:

(1) Appropriate to problem
(2) Appropriate to persons involved
(3) Not appropriate
19. TARGET ELEMENT PERSONNEL:
(1) Did not assist in data collection
(2) Were trained to assist in data colliection
(3) Assisted in data collection

20. LEVEL OF PERSONNEL IN TARGET ELEMENT WEO WERE PARTICIZANTS
IN DATA COLLECTION EFFORT:

0-25% 25-50% S0-75% 75-100%
Non-management (1) (2) (3) (4)
Lower management (S) (6) (7) (8)
Middle management (9) (10) (11) (12)
Top management (13) (14) (15) 16)

21. SUBCATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL IDENTIFIED TO PARTICIPATE IN CATA
COLLECTION EFFORT BASED ON PLANNED OBJECTIVES:

(1) Military personnel

(2) Civilian personnel

(3) Union representation

(4) Representative racial/ethnic groups
(S) Representative male/female

(6) Young/old

(7) All

(8) Other, specify
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T 22, TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT RECEIVED FEEDBACK FRCM DATA
G COLLECTION EFFORT:

(1) Yes
(2) ¥No
23. METHOD USED TO PRESENT DATA FEEDBACKX TO TOP MANAGER TARGET

. ELEMENT :
!ﬂ (1) Data handbook

LI
Y .

(2) Individual feedback

Al
.,

(3) Group feedback session with user

“r
R
AR

(4) Group feedback with personnel from target element

;? (S) Other, specify

;E 24. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSIDERS METHOD FOR FEECBACK:
§: (1) Not Appropriate

sg (2) Amount appropriate

5% (3) Display appropriate

K

(4) Complexity appropriate

O\ SRR

25. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSIDERED DIAGNOSIS
IDENTIFIED:

e

(1) Real problem

(2) Additional data around planned objectives

ﬁ%ﬁ (3) Additional data that should have caused a modification
o to planned objective

e

2 26. IN PLANNING FOR THE OE OPERATION, TOP MANAGER OF TARGET
- ELEMENT:

-_.' ~

:ﬁl (1) Included

2“ (2) Considers planning appropriate

ij (3) Considered appropriate levels of personnel iacluded
iﬁ: 27. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT EXPECTED OUTCOMES FRCM

;ﬁ IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES TO HAVE:

.

DA

iﬁ: D-67
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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(1) Little impact on organization's operations or procecdures

(2) Major impact on organization's operations or procedures

TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSIDERED METHOLS USZD EURING

PROBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTING, AND ACTION PLANNIMNG ;
APPROPRIATE: ?
(1) Yes f
(2) No j

AS A RESULT OF PROBLEM SOLVING SESSIONS, TOP MANAGER OF !
TARGET ELEMENT:

(1) 1Identified goals and objectives set
(2) Agreed with goals and objectives set
(3) Set realistic goals and objectives

(4) Set achieveable goals and objectives
(5) Set measurable goals and ocbjectives
TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT RECEIVED DOCUMENTATION OF GOALS. |
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION PLAN RESULTING FRCM IMPLEMENTING
ACTIVITIES: !
(1) Yes
(2) No

TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT TASKED TO TAKE ACTION AS
RESULT OF ACTION PLAN:

(1) Yes
(2) No

TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE INTERPERSONAL RELATICNSHI?S.
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING:

(1) 1Interpersonal/intergroup relationships (general)

(2) Leader/subordinate relationships

(3) Peer level relationships

(4) 1Intergroup relationships no task involved, i.e.
black/white, male/fennale
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(S) Intergroup relationships with task involved
(6) Intragroup relationships no task involved
(7) Intragroup relationships with task invelved

(8) Other, specify

TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE JOB REDESIGM. ISSUE INVOLVES
ALTERING RESPONSIBILITIES, TASK INTERACTION, OR THE WAY
TECHNICAL WORK IS DONE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE THE
FOLLOWING:

(1) Job redesign (general)

(2) Job enlargement

(3) Job enrichment

(4) Job rotation

(S) wWork simplication

(6) Changes in working conditions

(7) Structural change in work itself

(8) Other, specify

TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE PERSONNEL SYSTEMS. ISsSt:Z
INVOLVES MODIFYING EXISTING PERSONNEL SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC
ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVE FQLLOWIMNG:

(1) Personnel system (general)

(2) New employees: recruitment

(3) New employees: selection

(4) New employees: traininag

(5) New employees: placement

(6) New employees: other, specify

(7) Existing employees: termination
(8) Existing employees: reassignment/retraining

(9) Existing employees: retirement
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?} (10) Existing employees: 3job performance stancards
if (11) Existing employees: other, specify
(12) Changes raswards and/or sanctions
\‘L
:ﬁj (13) EO procrams or manpower planning systems
ii (14) Military personnel
!p (15) Civilian personnel
ﬁ% 35. TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE MANAGEMENT
si INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL SYSTEMS. ISSUES INVOLVING
ot ACTIVITY TO ESTABLISH OR MODIFY EXISTING MANAGEMENT
e INFORMATION/FINANCIAL CONTROL SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY
] MAY INCLUDE TEE FOLLOWING:
o)
e (1) Management information/financial system (g5eneral)
- (2) MBO system
o
§a (3) Performance evaluation
oA
°i‘ (4) Cost avoidance analysis
v
~ﬁ' (S) Cost/benefit analysis

ii (6)
\

(7)

|
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(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)
(6)
(7)

4

DR AN

4.0

LI I 4 L]
e

.
[ T I

@ e @
.'/Iq RESEOINEY \".‘- AR

[

\‘\-‘.".
o .l._'

L
|

L]
Doy

Systems to track or reevaluate performance

Other, specify

36. TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE ORGANIZATIOMNAL DESIGN.
ISSUES INVOLVE AUTHORITY AND REPORTING RELATIONSHI?S.
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

Organizational design (general)
Changes in reporting relationships
Establishing matrix project teams
Changing in authority
Decentralization

Consolidation Lf units/groups

Other, specify

37. TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE CHANGEZS IMPACTING ON:

A
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R (1) Pooled interdependence
LA )

A (2) Sequential independence

(3) Reciprocal interdependence

¥- %

-.‘--

i_{ (4) Coordination by standardization
-

::‘ (5) Coordination by plan

(6) Coordination by mutual adjustment
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&;3 38. TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE COMBAT OPERATIONS PROCESSES.
EE: ISSUES CONCERN OPERATIONAL PROCESSES OF UNITS INVOLVED IN
. COMBAT OR COMBAT SIMULATIONS. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INCLUCE
" THE FOLLOWING:
:;i (1) Combat operations process (general)
> N
g (2) Sensing
IRy
2 (3) Communicating information
. (4) Decision making
e (5) Stabilizing

(6) Communicating implementation

. o o«
. )
% Y
- P
.. ST

Ny (7) Coping action
i
o (8) Fasedback
o
39. TARGET ELEMENT ACTIONS INVOLVE ISSUES WHICE CANNOT BE
oY CLASSIFIED AS ABOVE. SPECIFIC ACTIVITY MAY INVOLVEZ THE
% FOLLOWING :
E:? (1) Transition of commanders
e (2) Open systems planning, specify
vi\,
ij;.: (3) U.s. Army component issues (military, civilian)
A
;i. (4) U.s. Army/other service issues
:I\.‘
ry (S) U.S. Army/governmental agency issues
Eﬁg (6) U.S. Army/civilian community issues
523: (7) Other, specify
e
@
P
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i 40. TARGET ELEMENT TAKES ACTION IN RESPONSE TO USER ACTION PLAN:
- (1) Yes
(2) No

4l. TARGET ELEMENT TASKED TO EVALUATE IMPACT OF OE OPERATION ON
TARGET ELEMENT:

i (1) Yes

(2) No

; 42. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT HAS EVALUATED IMPACT:
(1) Yes
(2) Wo

43. TOP MANAGER OF TARGET ELEMENT CONSITERS EVALUATION:

LY. e Ly v e, N\

Feasible Necessary
: Yes (1) (2)
" No (3) (4)

44. ASSESSMENT IN TARGET ELEMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN REACTICNS:

(1) Perceived effectiveness

s NN WL,

(2) Attitudes

(3) Norms

! (4) Tension release

; (5) Organizational climate

E 45. ASSESSMENT IN TARGET ELEMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN LEARNING:
N (1) Motivation

S (2) Knowledge

i (3) Cognitive

(4) Interpersonal

46. ASSESSMENT IN TARGET ELEMENT INDICATES CHANGE 1IN
BEHAVIOR/PERFORMANCE :

a TANCYAYAYPERJA R YR Y’ o .5 hd - A INFYRAN DAY B ARN




(1) Skills

(2) Group process

(3) Apprcach adoption
(4) Job procedures

47. ASSESSMENT IN TARGET ELEMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN FOLLOWING

OUTCOMES :
CESO Target Elarent
Imoroved Deteriorated Indicated Indicated
ARTEP score (1) (2) (3) (4)
IG inspecticn (s) (6) (7 (8)
Technical Proficiency Inspecticn (9) (10) (11) (12)
COMET score (13) (14) (18) (15)
TASO score an (18) (19) (2C)
SQT score (21) (22) (23) (24)
Field day score (25) (26) (27) (28)
Bours flown (29) 30) (31) 132)
Accident rate (33) 4) (35) (36)
Mission cbjectives acc:mpl:.sbef‘ (37) \38) (39) (40)
Operaticnal Readiness rate (41) (42) (43) (44)
Ceadline reports (time (45) (46) (47) (48)
<o repair equirment)
Equipment casualty rates (49) (50) (51) (52)
Maintenance Requests (Form 24C4) (53) (54) (53) (36)

(Time elapsed from requested to
service rendered/maintenance

finished)
Parts requisiticns (57) (S8) (39) (60)
Zguirment lost reports (81) (62) (63) (64)
Service request rates (6S) (66) (67) (68)
Service response rates (69) (70) (71) (72)
Cost budgeting (73) (74) (75) (76)
4 Pramctions ()] (78) (79) (80)
[ Educaticn (81) (82) (83) (84)
;-.-f- Physical educaticn (85) (86) (87) (88)
,jg Unit citations (89) (90) (91) (92)
v Individual citations and (93) (94) (95) (96)
e merit ratings
o . :
P 48. ASSESSMENT QUTCOMES CONTINUED #
Ly
AR Retention rates (1) (2) (3) (4)
wer Article 1Ss (S) (6) (7 (8)
® Court-martial ac:icns (9) (10) (11) (12)
é;;
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AWCL rates (13) (14) (15) (18)

Drug charge rate (17) (18) {19) (20)

Assault rate (21) (22) (23) (24)

Theft rate (25) (26) (27) (28)

DWNI rate (29) (30) (31) (32}

Sick call rate (33) (34) (35) (36)

Alcchol abuse rate (37) (38) (39) (40)

Drug abuse referral rate (41) (42) (43) (44)

Psychiatric complaint rate (45) (46) (47) (48)

Racial incident rate (49) (50) (51) (52) :

B0 indicators (53) (54) (s55) (S6) j

Diverce rate (57) (58) (59) (60) 1

Family counseling recuest (61) (62) (63) (64) ?
rate i

Credit & financial mgmt. (65) (66) (67) (68) 1
counseling request rate ' |

Indebtedness rate (69) (70) (71) (72)

Civilian arrest rate (73) (74) (73) (76)

Cammnity relations (77) (78) (79) (80)

Ecuirment losses (uni%) (81) (82) (83) (84)

SIDPERS slcttinc accuracy (85) (86) (87) (88)

Readiness (39) (920) (91) (92)

Discipline (93) (94) (95) (96)

49, ASSESSMENT OQUTCOMES CONTINUED l
Responsiveness (1) (2) (3) (4) |
Tearwork (S) (6) (7) (8)

Morale (9) (10) (11) (12)
Procedures (13) (14) (15) (16)
Performance (17) (18) (19) (20)
Attitude (21) (22) (23) (24)
Climate (25) (26) (27) (28)
Other, specify
50. OVERALL EVALUATION OF OE QOPERATICN BY TOP MANAGER OF TARGET
ELEMENT:
(1) Success
(2) Failure
(3) Mixed
S1. SINGLE ACTION TOP MANAGER OF ZLEMENT CONSIDERS CONTRIBUTED

MOST TO SUCCESS OR FAILURE:

(1) Specify,




Xv. IMPACT STUDY ASSESSMENT

1. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN REACTIONS:
(1) Perceived effectiveness
(2) Attitudes
(3) Norms
(4) Tension release
(5) Organizational climate
2. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN LEARNING:
(1) Motive structure
(2) Cognitive domain
(3) Affective domain

(4) Other

3. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN BEHAVIOR/PERFORMANCE:
(1) Skills
(2) Group process
(3) Approach adoption
(4) Job procedures

4. ASSESSMENT INDICATES OPERATION WAS A SUCCESS.
CRITERIA:

(1) Positive reactions
(2) Positive behavior
(3) Significant hard outcomes

5. ASSESSMENT INDICATES OPERATION WAS A FAILURE.
CRITERIA:

(1) Negative reactions

v
b

. AN ALy
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(2) Negative behavior

- (3) Cost exceeds value
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6. ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN FOLLOWING

OUTCOMES::

ARTEP score

IG inspecticn

Technical Proficiency Inspecticn

CCMET sceore

TASO sccre

SCQT score

Field day score

Eours flcwn

Accident rate

Missicn cbiectives acoamplished

Coeraticnal Readiness rate

Ceadline reports (time

Lo epair equipmernt)

Equipment casualty rates

Maintenance Recuests (Formm 24C4)
(Time elapsed fram requested to
service rendered/maintenance
finished)

Parts recquisiticne

Equipment lcst reports

Service recuest rates

Service response rates

Cost tudgeting

Sracticns

Zdvcatieon

Physical educaticn

Unit cisations

Individual citaticns and
merit ratings

7. ASSESSMENT OQUTCOMES CONTINUED

Retention rates
Article 15s
Cour--martial acticrs

Imoroved Detariorated ge tadY‘ §§ eg:éva
(1) (2) (3) (4)
(8) (6) (7) (3)
(9) (10) (1) (12)

(13) (14) (18) (18)
(17) (18) (19) (203
(21) (22) (23) (24)
(25) (26) (27) (28)
(29) (30) (31) (32)
(33) (34) (3%) (36)
(37) (38) (39) (40)
(41) (42) (43) (44)
(45) (46) (47) (48)
(49) (50) (1) ($2)
(S3) (54) (%2) (%6)
(87) (58) {59) (60)
(61) 162) (63) (64)
(6S) (66) (67) (68)
(69) (70) (71) (72)
(73) (74) (7%) (76)
(77) (78) (79) (80)
(81) (82) (83) (84)
(8%) (86) (87) (88)
(89) (90) (91) (92)
(93) (94) (9%) (96)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
(%) (6) (7) (8)
(9) (10) (1)) (12}
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" NCL rates

Oreg charge mate

Assauls rate

Tefs rate

Wi rate

Sick call ztte

Alechel abuse rate

Creg abuse referzal zats
Psychiatric complaine ate
Racial incidert rate

D irdicators

Diverce rate

Funily counseling rsquest

Crcdit & fiancial memt.
cownseling raguest rate
Indebtedres.: “e
Civilian arTes,. sate
Cammnizy relaticns
Iguipnert lcsses (nit)
SICPERS sletiing acowzacy
Training Readiness
Disciplice

(13)
(17)
(21)
(25)
(29)
(33)
(37)
(41)
(48)
(49)
(83)
($7)
(61)

(68)

(69)
(73)
(77)
(81)
(88)
(89)
(93)

(14)
(18)
(22)
(26)
(30)
(34)
(38)
(42)
(46)
(S0)
(34)
(58)
(62)

(66)

(70)
(74)
(78)
(82)
(86)
(90)
(94)

8. ASSESSMEINT QUTCOMES CONTINUED

Responsivensss
Teamwork

Mrals

Prooedures

Parformance

Attitucs

Climate

Equirmant readiness ratas
Perscnnel tims utilization
Nunber of billets Tequired*

Billet cracde level chiange
EFMB

(1)

(3)

(9)
(13)
(17)
(21)
(23)
(29)
(33)
(37)
(41}
(4%)

(2)

(6)
(10)
(14)
(18)
(22)
(26)
(30)
(34)
(38)
(42)
{46)

(13)
(19)
(22)
(27)
(31)
(38)
(39)
(43)
(47)
(51)
(55)
(59)
(63)

(67)

(71)
(7%)
(79)
(83)
(87)
(91)
(98)

(3)

(7
(1)
(13)
(19)
(23)
(27)
(31)
(38)
(39)
(43)
(47)

(16)
(20)
(24)
(29)
“32)
(36)
(40)
(44)
(48)
(%2)
(56)
(60)
(64)

(68)

(72)
(76)
(80)
(84)
(88)
(92)
(9€)

(4)

(8)
(12)
(16)
(20)
(24)
(28)
(32)
(36)
(40)
(44)
(48)

vImproved indicatas billet requirement eliminated or grads level requirsd for billet
reduced. Deteriocrated indicates billet added or gzade level increased.
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APPENDIX E
Case Outcomes Summary Report
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CASE OUTCOMES SUMMARY REPORT

Case outcomes will be summarized in a report that follows the
following format.

- Cover Sheet: 1Include case number
Include case description
Include a block flow diagram that illustrates

the significant activities of the case.

SECTION I: LONGITUDINAL DATA COLLECTED

a. Longitudinal data should be collected for a period of
one year prior to the operation and one year subseguent to the operation.
When this is not possible, the introduction to this section should
state the periods of time that were actually used.

b. Prepare a concise paragraph for each different type of
longitudinal data that summarizes your evaluation of the data.
If the data is found not to be useful, then a brief statement
that indicates your reason should be included. Cost aveidance
or savings or losses, or value of productivity gained or
lost should be indicated for any item where data indicates either
improving or degrading trends. Where Quantifiable cost data is
not available, the trend should be associated with an appropriate
general organizational effectiveness factor such as performance,
morale, organizational climate, etc. The assessment outcomes
contained in Section XV of the Case Coding Worksheet provide lists

of suitable categories.

Cc. Prepare a summary paragraph listing general categories of
change along with the value of quantifiable outcomes. Indicate
in the summary paragraph of this section those changes that
were directly related to a planned objective of the operation.
Indicate in the summary if there is any pending evaluation of
longitudinal data by the OESO.

SECTION II: ATTAINMENT OF THE STATED OBJECTIVES OF THE OE OPERATION

a. The stated objectives and/or plan of action for the operation
should provide the basis for this section. 1Indicate whether the
objectives or action were stated in measurable terms or not.

b. Prepare a concise paragraph for each operation objective
or major action that summarizes your evaluation of the attainment
of the objective or action. Quantifiable value of the change should
be indicated when available. Non quantifiable changes should be
associated with the appropriate general organizational effectiveness
factor described in Section I above.
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- c. Prepare a summary paragraph listing general categories of
I change.

SECTION III: COST OF THE OPERATION

Prepare a summary of the total cost of the operation by
category as indicated below.

OE Operation: OESO personnel cost
Client personnel cust
Materials cost
TDY and/or transportation costs

OE Training cost: Include if scheduled as a result of an
operation objective.
OESQO personnel cost
Client personnel cost
Materials cost
TDY and/or transportation costs

RPN S s AL e o R BT PE PLY G P SR

SECTION IV: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION RELATING TO THE OPERATION

g a. Include a simple block diagram of the organizatioral

. structure and relationships of the groups included in the operation.
f b. Provide a brief table of the rank, grade and numbers of

- people involved in the operation.

L}

. ¢c. Indicate the turnover rate of personnel since the initiation
I of the operation. If available, indicate the personnel turnover

o rate for the year prior to the operation.

;

: SECTION V: SUMMARY ASSESSMENT OF THE OPERATION

o

) a. Prepare a summary assessment of the operation that includes
- your overall assessment as well as the following:

ﬁ . - Percentage of objectives or actions actually completed

- along with percent of objectives or actions in progress.

. . A summary of the total cost of the operation as compared to
g the total quantified outcome value of the operation along

N with net cost/value

. . A summary of the general.organizational effectiveness

N factors identified as improving or degrading.
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APPENDIX F
Overall Case Assessment (OCA)
Coding Convention and Form
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OVERALL CASE ASSESSMENT (OCA)

CODING CONVENTION AND FORM

The form (Attachment 1) includes a factor called confidence level or
"confidence". This factor should be scored using the following
convention as a guide and choosing the appropriate value to enter in

the summary grid:

l:

Very low confidence level. The scoring is based on very
limited or ambiguous information from the User and his/her

subordinates

Moderate confidence level. The scoring is based on a
moderate amount of information from the User and his/her
subordinates which is also moderately clear and straight
forwarad.

Very high confidence level. The scoring is based on a very
sufficient amount of information from User and his/her
subordinates which is emphatically clear and very well
defined.

The next five sections of this coding convention provide the
definitions of those values to be used in scoring the remainder of
the OCA Form.
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I.1 OEC

R
S e

Rate the OEC on the degree to which he/she appears to take
a role as integrator between -he needs of the subordinates and

1
.

v

SRR AN

the needs of the User.

1: Sides primarily with the User. Views the User as the only

client. Willingly supports actions which are primarily

driven by User desires. Is not concerned about generating

e

Eé conditions for subordinate commitment but only about

f‘ reducing opposition the to User's desired change.

%

EE 3: Sides with the Us_.r and conscientiously trys to advise User
E‘ about the desirability for generating needed commitment. 1In

undertaking this advice OEC's posture is non-confrontive and

he/she generally abides by User desires.

)

E: 5: Actively pursues a practice theory strategy designed to
create a situation in which subordinates will be committed

o to changes generated by the operation. Skillfully confronts

ai the User when necessary to attain this objective.

N

] 1.2 User Objectives

-

:g Rate the User on the degree to which he/she uses the OE

;: process to accomplish his/her own pre-conceived objectives, or

‘A as a way of identifying and solving problems/issues with

% subordinates' strong participation.

£

%i 1: User uses OE to accomplish objectives set by him/her. In

b

5

b

a3

z.
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general, these objectives are based primarily on User needs.
They may or may not be viewed as necessary objectives by

the User's organization.

3: User uses OE to accomplish own objectives and wants to
integrate these objectives with those generated through
subordinates as well.

5: User uses O as a way for him/her to identify and solve
problems jointly with subordinates.

1.3 User Solutions

Rate the User on the degree to which he/she uses own
solutions or uses subordinates' solutions.

l: User acquires data from OE process and then r.akes his/her
own decisions. Subordinates are involved in the decision
but User clearly dominates decision process.

3: User and subordinates make a joint decision

5: User is prepared to abide with any decision subordinates

develop, within reason.

I.4 Score appropriate boxes. First element: the User is his/her
own target of change when the initial purpose ¢of the operation
is for the User to change his/her own behavior. Sacond element:
occasionally, when the User constitutes a major problem in the
organization, the focus of the operation will inevitably shift
from another target to the User. If that is the case, score this

element accordingly.

STRUCTURING AND DIFFUSING
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II.1 Structure

Score the extent to which the OEC in conjunction with the
User, or the User alone, provides the necessary structuriug in
the Operation. Structuring - those actions which provide the
needed, skill, information, knowledge or situation to those
concerned in an OE péeration. The purpose of this structure is
to implement an efficient practice theory which removes obstacles
to change and/or permits individuals to understand and be
competent enough to take advantage of appropriate influence
opportunities afforded by the operation.

1: Very low structure is provided tnroughout operation. Little
energy is spent on instrument, conference, workshop, meeting
or process planning and design. Inputs from the User or the
organization are generally not sought after nor used to
shape the activities of the operation. Instead, a "general"
approach is taken.

3 Moderate structure is provided throughout the operation.

Ss Very high structure is provided throughout the operation.
Every event in the operation is carefully considered, is
shaped by the OESO and User and subordinates to the extent
feasible. Designs of all activities are carefully crafted
for the specific application. They consider group process
issues and include necessary skill building, training or
education.

See Attachment I for a list of some possible structuring
activities in the data ccllection, feedback, planning and
implementation phases of an operation.

11.2 Diffusion




Score the extent to which the OEC, in conjunction with the
User, or the User alone, provides information about the operation's
processegs and outcomes to those affected by the operation.

l: Very low diffusion is provided throughout the cperation. In
general, information is collected from lower parts of the
organization, is used as deemed appropriate by the User, and
no information is returned to the lower portions from the
User level. Further, to obtain the information, certain
implied or explicit promises were made which are later

AF A SOLRRILIENR b TiheM ot/ o NN

ignored.
B 3: Moderate diffusion is provided throughout the operation.
o 5: Very high diffusion is provided throughout the opec.-ation.
lf Every event in the operation is carefully preceded and
i followed by actions designed to keep participants informed.
= These diffusion activities generally take place through the
l chain of command and are carefully fashioned to avoid being
o labeled as "OE propaganda“. They are also designed so that
i they do not raise expectations about the future to

-

unrealistically high levels.

See Attachment 2 for a list of some possible diffusion activities

O

in the data collection, feedhack, planning and implementation

. -
“~

phases of an operation.

.
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I11. EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE OE OPERATION

- Score the extent to which expectations appear to have been met
at each organization level on the grid, using the following
behavioral indicators:

1: Expectations were not met. Persons making statements like:

S

.‘
R
~,
‘.
[




"I was led to believe that a lot was going to change as a
result of OE. I haven't seen a thing change."

"I had high hopes that a lot could be accomplished, but

4 . 4 eemmm L ww e o

nothing has been."

“ .

"My expectations for the operation have been destroyed

by.uoooo"

3: Some expectations were met, but not all. Persons making

LY

I statements like:

"Some of the objectives they developed have been achieveqd,
. but not all.”

: My expectations haven't been met, but some results have been

achieved.*
.

v e .

5: Most if not all expectations have been or are being met.

o _eomm—-

Persons making statements like:

"We accomplished everything and more than we ever intended.

| The operation exceeded my expectations."

"I'm very pleased with the operation. It met my

expectations."

"There are still some things to be done, but the operation

met most of my expectations.”
Iv. MEDIATING FACTORS

Mediating factors are those factors which are a part of the

situation, and affect the intensity and outcomes of the operation.
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IV.1 Need for change.

-

The need for change is divided into two components. Both

- ..
. .
B
B B

may be present. The first component is defined as an externally

LN
7’

+7 M T

imposed event of importance to the organization which requires
large portions of the organization's resources. It may be planned
as a part of the unit's normal task cycle i.e. ARTEP or AGI, or
it may be an unplanned, one time event, i.e. preparations to become
a part of the Rapid Deployment Force. If the event is in evidence

T T,
e

.
'

at the time of the operation, it is to be viewed as a reason for

change and scored yes.

s

The second component refers to internal conditions which

.
v"ll‘l"-'

obviously require change because of unacceptable past performance

s
AR

or indications of serious future problems which require immediate

recognition and continuing attention until they are solved.

IV.2 Control over intended change

The extent to which the User possess the necessary authority
over those organizational elements affected by the intended

change. If this control is essentially complete, score yes. If

not, use the other options as appropriate.

IV.3 Affect of Superiors or Peers on the User

Whether those persons superior to the User, and in some
instances, the User's peers, view OE as a positive or neutral or

undesirable activity.

IV.4 Goal Orientation

The extent to which a person posesses an outcome orientation

in which objectives for each process step or ultimate outcome
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o’ are clearly defined in measurable, time phased, and realistically
;f achievable ways.
v

l:. Very low goal orientation. Outcomes are mentioned in vague

e terms. The person generally focuses on an activity which
ﬁf can produce an outcome and can describe a desired reaction
Lj to the activity, but he/she does not describe a desirea

l:; outcome resulting from the activity in behavioral or hard
Rf outcome terms, e.g. "Conduct an issues identification

Ef workshop for the command and staff groups. Afterwards, they

will indicate that they enjoyed it and fcund it worthwhile."

=

%Q. 3: A person specifies desired behavioral or hard outcome

y.- chainges but not in measureable terms, e.g. "Conduct a workshop
"f that results in improved face to face communications between
ég; the command and staff groups.”

e

?;j S: The person specifies measurable behavorial changes which
i lead to desired hard outcome changes which are also

?Qi specified. Ehg: Hard outcome changes:

‘;E: "Exchange information about the future month's and operation
bj requirements between all members of the command and staff
.{S groups. Obtain resolution on all conflicts so that each
%; member affected says words to the effect- “I agree with,
:&g fully understand and will support that decision”. As a

) result, reduce the number of crises from ten to five per
'iﬁ week. A crisis is -- (definition).”

Lt Score Goal Orientation for the User, key User subordinates
;‘v who may have been influential jin the operation, and for the OEC.
.

’ V.  OUTCOMES
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V.1 Reaction Intensity

The extent to which those inveolved express sentiments of
satisfaction/dissatisfaction to the operation. This element is
defined seaprately for the User, and for subordinate levels.

User

l: The User expresses mixed sentiments about the operation which
lack a comparative or superlative description.

"The operation was good/bad".

3: The User expresses sentiments about the operation which use

the comparative case.

“"The operation was very good/very bad, very beneficial/not
very beneficial.”

5 The User expresses sentiments of satisfaction/dis-
satisfaction about the operation which use the superlative

case.

“The operation was the best/worst, most/least beneficial."

Subordinate levels - Agreement

After choosing the appropriate value (1 through 5), enter it in

the correct line/column.

1l: All subordinates concerned at the level express a mixture
of positive and negative sentiments sbout the operation

(about 50%/50%).
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3: All subordinates concerned at that level express a mixture
of sentiments which leans in a positive or negative direction

(75%/25%).

S: All subordiantes concerned at that level express the same
sentiments about the operation.

o DNV J I ISR B

Subordinate levels - Intensity

1l: Descriptions of the reactions are very low key. Voices are
nct animated and avoid the use of any comparative or
superlative phases. There does not appear to be much concern
or interest.

3: Descriptions of the reactions are moderately animated.
Discussions are fairly lengthy and use occasional
comparative cases in describing the operation.

R AARRAZL RN

CREAT)
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53 Descriptions of the reactions are very animated. Discussions
have to be managed so that completion can take place.
Superlative and comparative cases are frequently used in
describing the opercstion.

AN ANTUNLIMIN, .

Unintended Outcomes

-
<
N

AR N

An unintended outcome is one which occurs but was never

' explicity defined as a2 desired outcome resulting from planned

: implementation actions by the User. Behavioral or hard outcome
change can not be quantified because there is nothing to compare
the unintended outcomes with. For example, in evaluating the

. outcomes of an operation, the number of personnel compliants in

IG inspections decreased significantly and that change was

- attributed to the OE operation. 1f the change was not specified

prior to implementation actions, it is an unintanded change. These

¢ .t y -
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type of changes can only be scored for presence or absence, and
the degree to which persons affected believe they are important
to the organization.

O AT, ISR YN

i Degree of Importance The following describes the degrees of

iy importance to be used in scoring each outcome:

:: l: Of very little or little importance.

v

)

: “"The changes made very little difference to the

I organization. They were of little importance.”

;: 2: Some importance.

3

‘ "The changes were of some importance to the organization.”
X ,
N 3: Important. "The changes are/were important."

N

N

I 4: Very important. Persons involved use the comparative case

when discussing the outcomes.

“The changes were/are very important."

B\ RV RAt

5: Most important. Persons involved use the superlative case

when talking about the outcomes.

) “The changes were/are most important. They have caused major
‘. improvements in our organization."

’.

Q V.3 Intended Outcomes

»

’ .

; In the case of intended outcomes, actual outcomes can he compared
. to what was planned or intended to determine a level of intended
N success. Scoring should be accomplished for both behavior and
)

by
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S0 hard outcomes using a subjective scale even though the outcomes

Eﬂ may not have been specified in completely measurable terms (i.e.
. "improve communications", or "improved OR rates.")

S

e :

a Behavioral Change

N

N

There is a minimal indication that some of the desired
behavioral change may have occured but there is little

~ 1

v

v

e
A confidence
1%
Qj
' 3: At least 75% of those persons directly affected and
o knowledgeable about the intended change indicate that at
i
:3 least half of the intended objectives were met.
ALY
o
r Yy 5: All persons directly affected and knowledgeable about the
?? intended change indicate that all of the intended objectives
7y
ox were met.

O
-

Intended Hard Outcomes

AR

1l: Less than 20% of the desired ocutcomes were achieved.

L §
Ay

More than 60% of the desired outcomes were achieved.

% 2o

’,

\.'::
N 5: 90% or more of the desired outcomes were achieved.
i
;' For the Degree of Importance section of this porticn of the
;3 assessment, use the same instructions as those given in V.2.
N
o V.4 Change Attributed to OE
>
-
N Score the organizational levels indicated using the
I".l
3{ following criteria:
- J':'
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All: The changes, intended and unintended, are all
attributed to OE.

Most: A majority of the change were attributed to OE
and the rest to some other cause or "they would
have happed anyway."

Some: About half of the changes were attributed to OE
and the rest to some other cause or - "they

. ® * o .. v

would have happened anyway.

Little: A small percentage, arbitrarily about 20%, are
attributed to OE. The rest are attributed to
some other cause or - "They would have happened

anyway."

Practically
none: Perhaps a very small smount of change can be
attributed to OE, but those changes were very

minor, and not enough to make much difference.
Don't know: Persons say they "don't know" and are not even
willing to guess. Typically they will also

! say:

: “What is OE?"

V.5 ESTIMATED COST AND BENEFIT

. Estimate the costs associated with the operation from
commencement through and including implementation and enter
, them in the space provided. 1If they can be converted to
; dollars, include costs which may have resulted from the

operation and are viewed by the User as negative outcomes.
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»ﬁa . Estimate the beneficial hard outcomes that can be converted
XA .

N into dollars and enter them in the space provided.

b4

Please base the above estimates on the following as

appropriate:

- The assumption upon which you base the estimate must
be clear to you (i.e., it is based on the original cost
of the equipment and material, or the average
replacement cost, or the cost of needed spare parts
plus installation time, etc.).

- The value of cost or benefit should only be costed over

a period of one year.

- The specific descriptive or weighting factors you used
must be clear to you (i.e., saved one E-7 four hours

per week for one year - in this instance, E7 and time

saved are the specific factors needed).

’

A

;ﬁi - Generally concern yourself only with marginal change.

:?S In the case of benefits, assume that the improved
resources resulting from an operation were employed

&ﬁ effectively. For example, if an E-7 will save four

E§§ hours per week and you are not certain that this

53: additional time will be used productively, assume that

® it will Dbe.

;?: . While only the figures resulting from the cost and benefit

f’- estimates will be entered on the form, the rationale for the

‘o figures should be maintained in the case file.

no

Hﬁ% . The amount of variance which can be attributed to the benefit B

E{: figures is estimated by scoring the degree of constraint.
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The following definitions are to be employed in assigning

the appropriate value:

Very constrained and should be used with great caution.
Depending on how the benefit is computed, the dollar amount
is potentially quite variable and is based on the assumptions

which were made when the figure was calculated.

The benefit figure is reasonably stable and could vary no
more than about 30%

The tenefit figure is very stable and should not vary more
than about 108%.
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ATTACHMENT 2: EXAMPLES OF STRUCTURING
IN AN OE OPERATION

DATA COLLECTION

1. Contributors to the data collection effort are briefed about
its purpose, composition, confidentially, and manner in which it
will be used in relation to the contributor and the organization.
A check for understanding with an opportunity for dialogue is
created.

2. Data collection instruments are designed to specifically address
the collection requirements in the organization concerned.

3. The execution of the data collection is well organized and
performed in a consistent, well thought-out manner.

FEEDBACK

4. Feedback data is reduced and presented so that it can be
assimilated and understood with relative ease.

S. Feedback of assessed data is preceded by relevant preparatory
training.

6. The selection of participants in groups are appropriate with
respect to the data involved. For example, the commander's data
is normally only shared with his or her immediate subordinates,
not with an E3 in a Platoon.

7. Rules of feedback are employed and enforced.

PLANNING

F=17
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8. The OEC structures the meeting so that there are definod, intended
outcome(s), an agenda, and an agreed upon process for problem-
solving.

“iegmy-g- o
LA . R

9. As a result of planning, the desired future implementation
activity outcomes are carefully defined.

.- -
. 8

IMPLEMENTATION

10. The activity is carefully designed in terms of:

B g resevw
N PRI

- - Participant selection

- - Outcome definition

(]

E - Careful explanation of all processes employed

- Flow/timing

. e
N, DO
. LR

- 8kill/education given/required

- Assaessment.

ll. The activity is evaluated.

12. Future actions ara;:

TAWANA LA NN 20T

- Measureable

- Time-phased

- Realistically achievable.
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ATTACHMENT 3: EXAMPLES OF

-3 DIFFUSION IN AN OE OPERATION
>
Lt
.‘,.J'
‘.
<
DATA COLLECTION
.":.’
e
%ﬁ 1. User is given opportunity and encouraged to generate questions
to be used in collection instrument(s).
e
N 2. Key User subordinates are¢ given opportunity and encouraged to
ey generate information with which to design collection
[ AN
r 'y instrument(s).
Mo
h’:.:
:jf 3. The maximum number of sources data is to be collected from is
:ﬁf sought considering the purpose of the collection, i.e., for a
general assessment Or a focused assessment. In the best case,
" all relevant sources are used.
-:R; 4. Using appropriate methods to collect data. In general, it is more
A
l1ikely that a situation for commitment will be created using an
jj- individual interview hecause of the information exchange which
ﬁ?, can take place. This opportunity becomes less likely as one
po proceseds down the list below. However, morc - ithods and
“ perspectives are bett/r than less.
o
L Individual interview
‘.:;I'
o Group interview
Survey questionnaire
[
) 1'=19
20
0
A
4.
e
o
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Unobtrusive data collection

FEEDBACK

50

Feedback takes place within a short time span after data
collection (i.e. 2 weeks or less).

6. The persons included in feedback include all those who contributed
to the data collection effort.

7. The feedback method employed has the designated key leader
actively and constructively involved in the feedback process.

8. The primary purpose of feedback is to validate, refine, and specify
issues and problems.

9. The feedback session is designed collaboratively with the key
leader involved.

PLANNING

10. Planning methodically employ the results of feedback.

11. Those persons are included in planning who are likely to be most
important in future implementation and action, i.e., their support
will be required or they will actually be responsible for action
resulting from the change.

12. The planning process takes place within a short time span after
feedback (i.e. 2 weeks or less).

13. The results of the planning process, the intended plan and
objective(s) of the plan are disseminated to all those who were
involved in feedback. Dissemination occurs prior to
implementation activity.
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IMPLEMENTATION
| 14. Ocurs within a short time span after planning (i.e. 2 weeks or
less).

15. Participants include those key persons whose support will be
1 required or who will be responsible for future action.

16. Results of the activity are disseminated to all those involved

in the intervention up this point.
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ATTACHMENT 4: CONSTRUCTION OF THE CUMULATIVE

o CASE OUTCOME SCALE

|
|
|
1
|

S
RS
.
Shn
N Scale Items i
. An overall scale for case success was constructed from items on *

the Overall Case Assessment rating forms. The following items were

included in this scale.

1. Expectations. This item was measured on a five point scale. The
lowest score of 1 corresponded to "expectations not met" while
i the highest score of 5 corresponded to "most or all expectations

"e”. "

> met." Expectations were recorded for applicable levels ranging
from the User, 1lst Level through 3rd level to the Target Command.

.

"..
.
¥

[ e i
N ; ;
g& 2. Unintended Outcomes. The presence or absence of unintended hard
AN or behavioral outcomes was noted. Such outcomes could be positive

*

or negative and the degree of importance, a numerical score which

ey

ranged from 1 to 5 was attached.

i i

- 3. Intended Outcomes. The degree of accomplishment of intended

° outcomes was scored on a scale of 1 to 5 for each organizational
N )“v.‘

Qﬁ level from User to Target Command. Scores were attached tn

oy behavioral and hard outcomes and the degree of importance was

also rated on a scale of 1 to 5.

4. Reaction Intensity. This item could be either positive or
negative and was scored between 1 and S for each applicable f

organizational level from User to Target Command.




5. Change Attribution. The Jegree of change attributed to OE was
rated on a scale of 5, representing "all change attributed to
OE", to ) representing "practically no charnge attributed to OE."
This item was measured for all applicable organizational levels

from User to Target Commang.
€. Cost/Benefit. When estimated costs exceeded estimated benefits,
a sccre of +10 was assigned. When estimated benefits were greater

than estimated costs, a score of -10 was assigned.

Scale Construction

The overall success measure was an additive combination of the

e

Al
)
Y
>,

F-

scale items described above. Because not all cases involvec¢ all
organizatonal levels, direct addition of scale items would produce

A 4

AE

Oy

non-comparable scores. To correct this problem, scale items were

-
2,

éz inputed' for missing levels. For example, if actual expectations were
.ﬁx observed for three organizational levels. User, 1lst Level and 2nd
( Level, evr.otations would be inputed for the 3rd Level and the Target
i: Command. scale items for missing organizational levels were jnputed
"y to be the average of scale items for observed levels. For example, if
,i the actual expectations observed were 5, 5, and 4, the innuted
;) expectations for the remaining levels would be 4 2/3, 4 2/3.
‘éé In addition to inputation of items for missing organizational
:Q levels, unintended and intended outcomes were weighted by the degree
ii of importance. For intended outcomes, the degree of accomplishment
ﬁ; was multiplied by the degree of importance. When unintended outcomes
ff were present and positive, the degree of importance was multiplied by
Si +1 and added to othe:r scale items. When unintended outcomes were
1 negative, the degree of importance was multiplied by -1 and added to
;3 other scale items.
o
2}_
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Coder: - OVERALL CASE ASSESSMENT FORM Date Coded:

Case #: Organization: _ Location:
I. Roles
I.1 OEC
[of
CINCENCOIEINOING
o p? T g
Sides primarily Sides with User Actively pursues
with User. tries to advise about situation in which
camitnent issues. comxd tment can bo
generated .

1.2 User Cbjectives:

6TH o @ 006

-

Uses CE to accamplish Uses CE to accomplish Usen CE Jointly
own objectives. osm objectives and to inte- with subordinates to iden
grate subordinate objectives tify and solve problems.

1.3 User Solutions:

lillc oMo ENGYe

vmt® T — ®
Gathers info fram Joint decision
subordinates and with subordinates. Subordinates oake
makes own decisions . decisions.

1.4 User is his/her own target of change @ @
User hecomes target of change as operation progresses @ ®

11. STRUCTURING AND DIFFUSING

I11.1 Structuring

cllilclN ol oNNoNe

‘Jery Low Moderate Very High

11.2 pPiffusion
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III. EXPECTATIONS

Expectations not

Same expectations

met met, not all expectaticos met g
1. 2, 3 4. S.
User
1at Level
2nd Level
3rd Level
4th Level
Target
Ond
Iv. MEDIATING. FACTORS
IV.1 Need for Change
Yes Partial No C
2 1 0
External
Internal
IV.2 Control over intended change
Yes Partial No o]
2 1 0
IV.3 Affect of superiors or peers on User
Positive Neutral Undesirable c
1 (¢ -1
IV.4 Goal Orientatilon
Very low Moderate Very high
Outcomes vague Spécified but not M easurable
measurable
1. 2. 3, 4. 5. c
User
Key User
subordinates
OEC
F-25
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APPENDIX G
Standardized Costs
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STANDARDIZED COSTS

l. ANNUAL SALARY FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL

Monthly basic pay for various military pay grades is calculated
using the average of the pay for all grades for under 2 years to
26 years in grade. Basic Allowance for Quarters (BAQ) rate
used is the average of the rates for without dependents and
with dependents. Basic allowance for substence is applied
only to the commissioned and warrant officer pay grades. The
pay scales effective 1 October 1979 are used. Annual salary
is determined as indicated below.

Monthly basic pay + Basic Allowance for Quarters +
Subsistence x 12

PAY GRADE ANNUAL SALARY
0-10* $51,786.60
0-9+ 48,293.76
0-8 46,011.12
0-7 40,749.96
0-6 32,360.52
0-5 28,628.52
0-4 25,598.16
0-3 23,173.80
0-2 18,936.48
0-1 15,286.44
W-4 21,903.12
W-3 19,600.28
W=-2 17,566.32
W-1 16,018.56
E-9 19,834.80
E-8 17,223.00
E-7 14,166.48
E-6 12,410.88
E-5 11,020.88
E-4 9,679.32
E-3 8,622.24
E-2 7,552.80
E-1 6,904.80

*As Limited By Level V of the Executive Schedule -




2. ANNUAL SALARY FOR CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

The annual salary for civilian personnel used is the annual
salary for Step 5 of the appropriate grade level using the pay
schedule effective 1 October 1979.

PAY GRADE ANNUAL SALARY
Gs-1 $ 8,170.00
Gs-2 9,002.00
Gs-3 10,144.00
GS-4 11,389.00
Gs-5 12,743.00
GS-6 14,203.00
Gs-7 15,781.00
GS-8 17,479.00
GS-9 19,307.00
Gs-10 21,260.00
GS-11 23,359.00
Gs=-12 27,995.00
Gs-13 33,291.00
GS-14 39,341.00
GS-15 46,276.00
GS-16* 47,498.40
Gs-17 47,498.40
GS-18* 47,498.40

*As Limited by Level V of the Executive Schedule

3. COST PER APPLIED MAN DAY (C/AMD) FOR CLIENT PERSONNEL

The cost of each applied man day of client time applied
to the OE operation is calculated in the following manner.

C/AMD = Salary/Yr. x 2.5
220 (days worked in a year @ 100% applied)

2.5 = fringe benefits, overhead and general
administrative costs.

The C/AMD for military personnel in client organizations
is calculated as indicated below:
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o PAY GRADE C/AMD
9\
ii 0-10 $588.48
N 0-9 548.79
i 0-8 522.85
ted 0-7 463.06
< 0-6 367.73
N 0-5 325.32
!g 0-4 290.88
R 0-3 247.02
W 0-2 215.18
fy 0-1 173.70
e W-4 248.89
s w-3 222.73
Ww-2 199.61
e Ww-1 182.02
o E-9 225.39
N E-8 195.71
O E-7 160.98
b E-6 141.03
() E-5 125.23
XY E-4 110.50
) E-3 97.98
jp E-2 85.82
e E-1 78.46

calculated as indicated below.

PAY GRADE C/AMD

GS-1 $ 92.84
2 GS-2 102.29
e Gs-3 115.27
o GS-4 129.42
e GS-5 144.80
;; GS-6 161.39
v . Gs-7 179.32
e GS-8 198.62
o GS-9 219.39
o GS-10 241.59
- GS-11 265.44
" GS=12 318.12
L GS‘lB 378.30
£ GS-14 447.05
oy GS-15 525.86
;@ GS-16 539.75
o GS-17 539,75
° Gs-18 539.75
e
ﬁg
‘o
o
¢ G-4

< .y
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The C/AMD for civilian personnel in client organizations is
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4. COST PER APPLIED MANDAY (C/AMD) FOR OECs

&

g The cost of each applied manday of OEC time applied to the

b OE Operation is calculated in the following manner.

- (% OE training cost )

- C/AMD = Salary/yr x 2.5 + $5000 (amortized in 1 year )
:.-:\' .75 (Percent of total days worked applied directly
',, to OE operations) x 220 (days worked in 1 year)
=2

R OR

- C/AMD = Salary/Yr. x 2.5 + $5,000

- 165

. The C/AMD for military and civilian o0ec's 1s calculated.

o as indicated below:

N PAY GRADE C/AMD PAY GRADE C/AMD
gf 0-6 $520.61 GS-14 $626.37
o 0-5 464.06 GS-13 534.71
:I{ 0-4 418.15 GS-12 454.46
e 0-3 381.42 GS-11 384.22
o 0-2 317.21 GS~10 352.42
:-jf- 0-1 261.91 GS-9 322.83
. E-9 330.83 GsS-8 295.13
o E-8 291.25 GS=1 269.40
i E-7 244.94 GS=-6 245.50
:, E-6 218.34 GS~S 223.37
<,
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APPENDIX G

STANDARDIZED COSTS

l. ANNUAL SALARY FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL

R » PRS- .
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Monthly basic pay for various military pay grades is calculated
using the average of the pay for all grades for under 2 years to
26 years in grade. Basic Allowance for Quarters (BAQ) rate

!! used is the average of the rates for without dopendents and
with dependents. Basic allowance for substence is applied
2 only to the commissioned and warrant officer pay grades. The
b pay scales affective 1 October 1979 are used. Annual salary
S is determined as indicated below.
l‘ Monthly basic pay + Basic Allowance for Quarters +
> Subsistence x 12
LA
2
e
-%f:; PAY GRADE ANNUAL SALARY
“ o 0-10. ’51,786060
N 0-9¢ 48,293.76
e 0-8 46,011.12
R4 0=7 40,749.96
. 0-6 32,360.52
0-5 28,628,852
o 0-4 2%,598.16
" 0-3 23,173.80
s 0~-2 18,936.49
S 0-1 15,286.44
ol W=-4 21,903.12
)] W-3 19,600.28
:‘../, W~2 17'566032
e W-1 16,018.56
£t £-9 19,834.80
o E-8 17,223.00
:'?2 2-7 144166-48
[ E-6 12,410,868
- E-S 11,020.88
~: E-4 9,679,32
e E-3 8,622.24
:'-:: E-z 7,552:‘0
;- E~-1 6,904.80
ox *As Limited By Laovel V of the Executive Schedule -
=~
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4. COST PER APPLIED MANDAY (C/AMD) FOR OECs

The cost of each applied manday of OEC time applied to the
OE Operation is calculated in the following manner.
(4 OE training cost )

..‘..."_.-'.- a_:'.:.\,'.*:‘;:_u:\. p l':.':.“

C/AMD = Salar 5000 amortized in 1 year
o . ays worked applie rectly
‘e to OE cporationl) X 220 (days worked in 1 year)

SN

oY S

C/AMD = Salary/¥r. x 2.5 + $5,000

The C/AMD for military and civilian okC's I calculated.
as indicated below:

,

:é: PAY GRADE C/AMD PAY GRADE C/AMD

g 0-6 $520.61 G8-14 $626.37
. 0-$ 464.06 G8-13 534.71

s 0-4 418.18 58~12 454.46

v 0-3 381.42 Gs-11 384,22

“ 0-2 317.21 G8-10 382,42

& 0-1 261,91 G8=9 322.83
\: £-9 330.83 G8-8 295.13

.' r-8 291,28 G8-7 269.40

b E-7 244.94 G8-6 245.50

- X-6 218.34 G8=-8 223.37
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APPENDIX H

Operations Coding Worksheet Scales




Table 13

Operations Coding Worksheet Scales

Scale
Mo,

No. of - Item
Scale Name _ Items Number (s)

i<

External Support 2 V.2.(1), XI1.3.(1)
User Goal Orientation '3 iv.1.(1)y, v.9.(1), v.9.(2)

User Role 35 V.14.(3), V.14.(4), V.14.(5),
¥.22.(1), V.22.(2), V.22.(3),
V.22.(4), V.22.(5), VI.6.(1),
VI.6.(2), VI.6.(3), VI.6.(4),
VI.6.(5), VI.6.(6), VI.6.(7),
VI.11.(1), VII.3.(1), VII.9.(1),
VII.11.(1), VII.11.(2), VII.11.(3),
VII.19.(1), VII.20.(1), VII.22.(1),
IX.20. (1), IX.24.(Ll), IX.24.(2),
1X.24.(3), IX.24.(4), IX.26.(1),
IX.26.(2), I¥.26.(3), IX.26.(4),
IX.32. (1), XI.5.¢1) =

OEC Role 8 . VI.7.(1), VI.7.(2), VI.7.(3),
VLT.(4). VI.1.(5), VI.7.(6).
VI.12.¢1), IX.43.(L)

Structuring 11 VII.7.(1), IX.19.(4), IX.19.(6),
B 1X.22.(1), 1X.27.(2), IX.39.(1),
1X.4G. (1), IX.40.72), IX.40.(3),

1X.40.(¢4), IX.40.(5)

Diffusion 10 V.18.(1), Vv.18,(2), V.18.(3),
: V.1&.(4), V.18.(5), VIL.14.(1), _
VIII.30.(6), VIII.32.(1), VIIL.32.(2),:
VIII.34.(1) : 2

Practice Theory 9 VI.1.(2), VIL.13,(1), VII.18.(4),
VIL.34.(11), VIII.1.(3), VIIL.31.(1),
I%.4.(3), 1X.30.(1), X11.2.(4)

Evaluation 8 XI1.4.(2), XIL.4.(3), XIIL.4.(1),
' XIII.4.(2), XIIL.4.(3), XIII,5.(1),
XII1.5.(2), XII1.5.(3)

Outcomes 13 XI.7.(1), XV.1.(1), XV.1.(2), XV.1.(3);
: XV.1.(4), XV.1.(5), XV.3.(1), XV.3.(2)
XV.3.(3), XV.3.(4), ¥V.4,.(1), XV.4.(2)

Xv.4.(3)
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NO. 1 = EXTERNAL SUPPORT (2 items)

V.2 USER'S SENIOR IN CHAIN OF COMMAND SUPPORTS OE OPERATION:

XI. 3 USER REPORTS THAT TOP MANAGEMENT OF HIS OR HER ORCAHIZAIION SUPPORTS
OE EFFORT )
(1) Yes

H-3
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NO. 2 = USER GOAL ORIENTATION (3 items)

IV.l INITIATION OF CONTACT:
(1) OESO initiated

V.9  USER IDENTIFIES PRO: 1OTI\G/RESTRALVI\G FORCES FOR DESIRED CHANGE:
(1) Supporting individuals and groups

(2) Opposing individuals and groups

S
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NO. 3 = USER ROLE (35 items)

- V-}4— USER- EXPRESSES- uwnzxsmnnmc—"—&aaﬂﬁiﬁ' o

(3) Data collection/analysis/feedback purpose is as a ‘catalyst for
action vice final problem identification

(4) The need to build commitmenc wichin target gtoup from outset

(5) The need to- establish, measure, evaluateroucCOmes and objectives

V.22 USER TAKES ACTION TO INFORM AND GET ORbANIZATION AND/OK PERSONS INVOLVED
. TO SUPPORT OE OPERATION. TO LEVEL IVDICATED B e :

(1) None
(2) Non~managéﬁent o

(3) Lower management -

(4) Middle management
(5) Top management.

p‘"ﬁ . VI.6 ACTION TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS AND PARTICIPATIOY BY USER IN DATA
A COLLECTION: » '

N .~ (1) Formal written notification, 1i.e. DF
(2) Briefing of noqfﬁanagement

13;1 - » (3) Briefing of lower management

(4) Briefing middlc‘qqnagemen:
‘f@,f o (5) Briefing tcp.managemgnt
L ' (6) Briefing of all respondents
" &) None taken

VI.1l US"K TFAKES ACTION TO REDUCE OPPOSITION AND ENCOURAGE SUPPORT FOR '
OPERATION: :

(1) Yes

fﬁfi‘ VI1.3 USER TAKES ACTION TO ENCOURAGE TRUST AND OPENNESS WHEN INITIAL FEEDBACK
IS IN A GROUP SESSION:

" _(l) Yes
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NO. 3 = USER ROLE (35 items) (continued)

VII.9  ACCEPTANCE BY USER:
(1) high _
"VII.1l USER VIEWS VALUE OF FEEDBACK AS WAY OF IDENTIFYING:
(1) 'Emerging issues
(2) Developing commitment for change
(3) Problem 1dgntificatidu

VII.19 . USER TAKES SPECIFIC ACTION PRIOR TO FEEDBACK SESSION TO ENCOURAGE
SUPPORT:

(1) Yes

y » VII.20 USER PRESENT AT GROUP FEEDBACK SESSION AND TAKES SPECIFIC ACTION TO
_ ENCOURAGE TRUST, OPENNESS, AND PARTICIPATION:

(1) Yes

VII.22 .USER USES OESO COACHING ON BEHAVIORS TO CREATE CLIMATE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL
- . SAFETY:

(1) Yes

IX;ZO. USER TAKES ACTION TO CREATE CLIHATE OF TRUST, OPENNESS, AND
PARTICIPATION

(1) Yes
IX.Z& _DECISION MAKING ON FINAL GOALS INVOLVES:

(1) User only '

(2) User and top management

(3) . and middle nanageheht

(4) and lower management
P lx.é6 >DECISkON MAKING FOR ACTION STEPS TO BE IMPLEMENTED INVOLVES:

| (1) User only
;o ' (2) VUser ggg'§op'managemcnt
(3) ﬂﬂi middle management

(4) and lower management
o H=6
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NO. 3 = USER ROLE (35 items) (coatinued)

IX.32 USER TALES SPECIFIC ACTION TO GET PERSONS INVOLVED TO SUFPORT THE
ACTIVITIES OF THE SESSIONS:

(1) Yes

XI.5 EVIDENCE THAT USER INITIATED ACTION, REWARDS ﬂl.aANCTlﬁﬁs TO ENCOURAGE -
PERSONNEL TO SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIOﬂ.; :

(1) Yes

.....
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vVi.7

VI.12

IX.43

ACTION
(L
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

NO. 4 = OESO ROLE (eight items)

TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS AND PARTICIPATION BY OESO:
Formal written ﬁotification
Briefiﬁg of non—management
Briefinz of lower man#gement
Briefing of middle management
Briefing of top managemcnﬁ

Briefing of all respondenté

OESO COACHES USER IN BEHAVIORS TO ENCOURAGE OPENNESS AND FARTICIPATION

DURING

(l)

DATA COLLECTION:

Yes

OESO COACHES USER IN BEHAVIORS T3 CREATE CLIMATE OF TRUST OPENNESS
AND PART1ICIPATION

1)

T P A7 L A R LN
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VII.?7

. I1X.19

e le a7, -,

IX.22
IX.27
IX;39

1X.40

NO. 5 = STRUCTURING (1l items)

USES MULTIPLE TYPES OF DATA SOURCES TO BACK UP ANALYSTS: PRESENTED IN
FEEDBACK TO USER:

_ (1) Yes 7
PROBLEM SOLVING, GOAL SETTI&G, AND ACTIbN PLASN!XGiﬁﬁTHODS-SSED:
(4) Force field analysis v - |
(6) Open system (demands) model

EXPLICIT CRITERIA ARE ESTABLISHED AND USED BY TARTICIPANTS AS A BASIS
FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS FOR ACTION:

(1) Yes
ACTION STEPS ARE DOCUMENTED

(2) Yes, specify how

OBJECTIVES OF OE TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASED ON:
(1) Specific problem or deficiency identified in data collection

TRAINING METHOD PROVIDES PARTICIPANT OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN BY INCLUDING
FOLLOHING STEPS:

(1) Recognize the though:. skill, or behavior
(2) Understand the thought, skill, or behavior

(3) Self assess own abilities in relation to thought, skill, or
behavior

(4) Practice the skill or behaviur in psychologically safe
environment

(5) Perform the skill or behavior :n a job related task

H=~9

DN A R L i A A R I Y R Y A Y R AR S R R P I S



" OoCwW

NG. 6 = DIFFUSION (10 items)

'.;.38 INTENDED Rééié;gsig OF DATA FEEDBACK OR HANDBACK:
(1) Nonfmanagement i
(2) Lowef manzgement
(3) Middle management

(4) Top management

(5) Others, specify

VII.14 INTENDED OUTCOMES FOR FEEDBACK ACTIVITY DISSEMINATED TO PARTICIPANTS:
(1) Yes

VIII.30 OBJECTIVES FOR OE OPERATION DISSEMINATED TO TARGET GROUP:

| (6) Top management

VIII.32 DISSEMINATION OF PLAN FOR OPERATION IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES.
LEVEL:

(1) Top management
(2) Middle management
VIII.34 TARGET GROUP RESPONSE TO DISSEMINATION OF OBJECTIVES:

(1) Support by significant numbers of target group

H-10
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NO. 7 = PRACTICE THEORY (nine items)

VI.1 DECISIONS FOR DATA COLLECTION METHODS MADE BY:

”_;;' ‘ (2) OESO-user joint decision

VII.13 OESO/USER ESTABLISHED SUCCESS ABD FAILURE MEASURES FOR OUTCOHE.OF
FEEDBACK ACTIVITY:

(1) Yes

VII.18 FEEDBACK SESSION PARTICIPATION. RATIONALE FOR SELECTING PAR:ICIPANTS
IN FEEDBACK SESSIONS: | R

(4) User/OESO joint agreement

VII.34 OUTCOMES FROM FEEDBACK ACTIVITY (AS RELATED TO INTENTIONS OF USER:
{11) Refinement of OE operation objectives

VIII.1 DETERMINATION OF INTENDED SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES FOR OPERATIOR.
DECISION METHOD:

(3) OESU and user

VIII.3) USER/OESO ESTABLISHED MEASURES FOR SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF 1&?231£NTING“
ACTIVITIES:

(1) Yes
IX.4 DECISION ON QUTCOMES FOR ACTIVITY MADE BY:
(3) OESC/User joint agreement

IX.30 PLANNED OE OPERATION IMPLEMENTING PROCESSES CHANGED OR MODIFIED AS A
RESULT OF CLIENT REACTION:

(1) Yes

XI11.2 OPERATION INFORMALLY ASSESRSED BY:

(4) User and CUESO

H-11
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NO. 8 = EVALUATION (eight items)

XII.4 ASSESSMENT RELATED TO GOALS AND ACTION PLAAS THAT WERE OUTCOMES OF
OPERATION'S ACTIVITIES:

(2) Yes
(3) Mixed
XII1.4 OVERALL EVALUATION OF OE OPERATION BY USER:
(1) Success
(2) Failure
(3) Mixed
XI1II.5 OVERALL EVALUATION OF OE OPERATION BY dESO:
(1) Success
(2) Failure

(3) Mixed
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NO. 9 = OUTCOMES (13 items)

XI.7 EVIDENCE THAT OPERATION HAD AFFECT ON ORGANIZATION OTHER THAN TARGET
: GROUP, I.E., CONTINUED LOWER LEVEL INVOLVEMENT: CONTINUED: USE OF
. ACTIVITIES SUCH AS DATA COLLECTION, PROBLEM SOLVIXG—AND ACTIOK
PLANNING ‘SESSIONS: -

(D

(1)
(@)
(3)
NO)
(%)

(1)
(2)

(4)

-(3)

Yes

XV.l ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN REACTIONS:

Perceived effectiveness
Attitudes

Norms

Tension release

Organizational climate

XV.3 ASSESSMENT INDICATES CHANGE IN BEHAVIOR/PERFORHANCE:

Srills

Group process

Approach adoption

Job procedures

XV.4 ASSESSMENT INDICATES OPERATION WAS A SUCCESS. CRITERIA:

()

(2)
(3)

Positive reactions
Positive behavior

Significant hard outcomes

=13




APPENDIX 1
Ovarall Case Assessment Scales
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Table 14

T A, S

Overall Case Assessment Scales?

Scale No. of Item

‘ No, Scale Name Items Number (s)
, 1 External Need for Change 1 IV.1: External

2 Control over Intended Change 1 Iv.2

3 Superior Affect toward User 1 Iv.3
! 4 Internal Need fcr Change 1 IV.1: 1Internal
3 S Roles 3 1.1, 1.2, 1.3
; 6 Goal Orientation 3 IV.4: User, Key User

Subordinates, OEC

3 7 Structuring 1 11.1
; 8 D1ffusion 1 il.2
| Y Success s Items from Outcomes

Summary: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

4 perived from Cumulative Case Outcome Scale
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No. 1 = External Need for Change (1 item)

Dl S LLS

@ Need for Chaage

Yes Parxial No c
! 2 1

o

';: External

Internal
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No. 3 = Superior Affect toward User (1 item)

WaPard

4

i
RSP

~
IV.3 ' Affect of superiors or peers on User

~——
Positive Neutral Ondesirable c
1 v -1
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No. 4 = Internal Need for Change (1 item)

-,

g.

@ Need for Change

Yes Parzial No c
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No. 5 = Roles (3 items)
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Actively pursuss

situatiog in which

commi thent can be
generated.

Uses CE to accooplish
om objectives and to inte-
grate subordinate objectives

i

Uses OE Jointly

o¥e

with subordinates to iden.
tify and solve prciiams.

Joint decision
with subordinates.
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Subordipates make
decisions.
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OCA

No. 6 = Goal Orientation (3 items)
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< IV.4; Goal Orientation

Very low Moderate Very high _
Oxcomes vague Spécified but pot Weasurable
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No. 7 = Structuring (1l item)
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1.4 User is his/ber own target of change <:> (:)
User becomes target of change as operation progresses @ ®

11. STRUCTURING AND DIFFUSING

I1.1 Structuring
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No. 8 = Diffusion (1 item)
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OCA
No. 9 = Success (5 items)
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