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structured interview, the author interviewed 10 senior Air Force program managers
who managed some of the largest programs. Half of the managers had a self-per-
ceived basic management style oriented to High Task/High Relationship activity
and a back-up style oriented to Low Task/High Relationship activity. The other
half of the program managers had a basic Low Task/High Relationship style and a
back-up High Task/High Relationship style. The interview results demonstrated
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tiveness and Adaptability Description (LEAD)-Self instrument.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Through interviews with 10 senior Air Force program managers of
major weapon system acquisitions, the author identified several important
relationships between the program manager and the system program office
(SPO), between the program manager and 10 socio-political factors, and be-
tween the program manager and functions/organizations both internal and
external to the SPO. Most USAF program managers are highly influenced by
the following factors: technical risk of the program, and cost/budget aus-
terity. All of the program managers exhibit management styles classified
as "selling" (high task/high relationship) or "participating" (Low task/
high relationship) and, therefore, follow the trend of most managers in
the United States. The manner in which the program manager believes that
he interfaces with key program functions is generally not consistent with
the manager's perceived leadership style as measured with the LEAD-Self
instrument. The report concludes that most senior USAF program managers
are in tune with their environments and are keenly aware of the needs of

their SPO personnel.

i




TABLE OF CONTENTS

THE SYSTEM PROGRAM OFFICE . .
INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL FACTORS

CONCERISTONS . o s = o o s s o 4 o 6.8 & ¢ s

APPENDIX: STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONAIRE

HEFEMENEES o « o0 s 2% & o .8 & % %« 5.9




A B~

THE STYLES OF AIR FORCE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The procurement of Air Force weapon systems involves a specialized
form of leadership called management, which is the accomplishment of orga-
nizational goals by working with and through individuals and groups. Man-~
agers of these weapon systems programs work in environments peculiar to the
defense business because of Congressional attention and public visibility.
However, these managers have significant responsibilities and must depend
not only on personal drive and competence but also on other people. These
managers are greatly influenced by a number of factors both internal and
external to their program management organizations. This paper presents
several factors which influence the acquisition managers of major USAF weap-

on systems and summarizes the various styles used by these managers.

The senior military officers and civilians who manage the Air Force
acquisition programs are called program managers and their related organiza-
tions are known as system program offices (SPOs). These program managers
are responsible for the development and procurement of a wide variety of
systems and equipment, ranging from ammunition (including "smart bambs") to
major systems (such as the F-16 international fighter aircraft and the M-X
mobile intercontinental ballistic missile). The management of these SPOs has
beencmpaxedtothegeneralmnagenentofasmallcmpany.l However,
the term "small" is relative. For example, the F-16 program involves USAF
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expenditures of $8 billion (for acquisition only) over a 15-year period and
working relations with several European countries in a co-production ar-

2
rangement.

To effectively manage these major programs, the program managers must
rely on skill and personality, which are reflected in each individual's
management style. Management or leadership styles can be categorized as
authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire or as cambinations of concern
for tasks and concern for people. Cammon among the various assessments of
style is the belief that the manager should be flexible and adaptable,

adopting a particular style to fit the specific situation.3&4'

Based upon the current knowledge about the relationship between man-
agement style and effectiveness, several questions about managers of Air
Force weapons systems were asked. How do the program managers manage? What

factors influence the managers? How adaptive and flexible are the managers?

To answer these questions, data were gathered through structured in-
terviews with eight of the 62 USAF program managers who are responsible for
the more significant programs and with two former managers of major pro-
grams.5 Eight program managers were responsible for eight of the 17
Air Force programs considered to be of such importance as to require regular
review by the Secretary of the Air Force. Within the constraints of time
and the availability of the individuals, a representative cross-section of
programs was selected to provide a reasonable baseline for making inferences

about the prevalent styles of Air Force program managers. Table 1 presents
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the variety of program types and acquisition phases represented by the 10

program managers.

TABLE 1

RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM MANAGERS TO SYSTEM TYPE
AND ACQUISITION PHASE

The interview questions were grouped into three areas. The first area
determined each program manager's perception of the SPO and the manager's

role withinin it. The second area examined the influence of internal




and external factors on the manager's style. The third area extracted the
program manager's self-perceived leadership style and how each manager has
applied that style to the various functions which make up the program

management team.

THE SYSTEM PROGRAM OFFICE

Although the operation of the system program office (or SPO) is primar-
ily dependent on the people and secondarily dependent on the external orga-
nizations with which it interfaces, no single person influences the effec-
tiveness more than the program manager. Conversely, the program manager's
style is influenced by the character of the program office, the people in

the program, and the SPO's role in the acquisition of the system.

Because the program manager's self-perceived major task is a reflec-
tion of the total program, the program managers were asked to identify the
major task in each of the 10 programs. Five of the 10 managers stated that
the application of resources was the major task. These managers defined
the application of resources as the effective use of thé people and money

available to solve the many problems that can block successful acquisition

of the system. For one manager, this task was complicated by a diverse pro-

gram involving three models of the particular weapon, each in a different

acquisition phase-varying from validation to production/deployment. To

control such a broad program, this program manager appointed three deputies,

each one responsible for a model of the weapon.
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Another manager illustrated the problem with resources by identi-
fying several minor tasks, such as a problem contractor, one program with
budget problems and another program pushing technology with the normal atten-
dant difficulties. Additionally, this manager gave great importance to the
general task of developing people, many of wham were newly assigned and in-

experienced in program management.

Although no manager professed an abundance of either people or money,

two manavers indicated that scoping the programs took precedence as the

“
Ea
e

majcr task. One of the two managers stated that the program manager must

have the "vision" for the program. The program manager must know where the

R R

program is going and must communicate this "vision" to the subordinates as
well as to the commanders and staff assistants at all levels above the SPO.
This knowledge is necessary for the headquarters commanders to properly

sturcture the guidance and for the program personnel to properly structure

the program for effective implementation of that guidance.

Because the people in the SPO are the make-or-break resource, eight
of the 10 program managers personally recruited either most of the SPO per-
sonnel or the key staff managers (the deputy program manager, program con-
trol director, or chief engineer). Citing the current sensitivity of the
officer evaluation process, one program manager acknowledged, "It's not
fair to have all 'fast burners'--not fair to the indivudals or to other
organizations."6 Another manager stated that the military personnel office
selected the people to man that SPO based on program guidelines. According

to this the manager, the selected personnel have been satisfactory.
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Expanding on the concept of the SPO organization and the manager's

self-perceived function, each interviewee was asked to identify one main

4“«3‘»"“ £ By

P strength and one main weakness as a program manager (Table 2). The signi-
; ficant groupings indicate that seven of the ten managers have strengths in
?,“ areas directly involving people or working through people (the areas of

people interrelations and business strategy in Table 2) as opposed to areas

Eh: oriented to functional disciplines (the areas of engineering, financial
; management, contracts, and maintenance/logistics). Conversely, the major
:; 2‘ areas of weakness were perceived to be in specific functional disciplines

instead of broad, "people" areas.

- g WA 4

TABLE 2

RELATIONSHIP OF AREAS OF MAJOR STRENGTH AND WEAKNESS

NUMBER OF PM's INDICATING
AREA STRENGTH WEAKNESS
Engineering/technical 2 2
Test & Evaluation 1 3
Financial Management 0 2
Business Strategy 3 0
Contracts 0 2
Maintenance/Logistics 0 2
People Interrelations 4 i

To supplement the capabilities of each manager, all but one of the
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interviewees hired either an experienced deputy or qualified key staff
persons. Two managers hired management consultants. Several managers
stated that the programs were too large for the program manager to manage
everything; the manager must rely on key people in whom the manager has con-
fidence. Another manager valued potential over experience in the selection

of key people to complement the program manager's capabilities.

The author continued the examination of the program manager-SPO inter-
face by questioning the program managers about the manner in which the SPOs
worked everyday tasks and crisis situations, and about the configuration con-
trol board (CCB). (The OCB is the key internal management device for con-
trolling changes to a program once a baseline is established). Seven of
the 10 managers assigned and monitored everyday tasks through the supervisors,
either at frequent staff meetings or through internal operating procedures.
Five of those seven managers also chaired the CCB meetings and made the de-
cisions. On the other hand, the other three managers set guidelines for
everyday tasks and the SPO staffs worked the problems. The same three managers
also set guidelines for the operations of the (CBs, appointed a CCB chairman,
and had very little to do with the CCB operation. However, those three

managers retained veto power over the decisions.

Crisis situations were generally handled differently from the everyday
problems. Usually the crisis situation was defined as the "four o'clock
telephone call" from the Pentagon staffer during budget mark-up time, re-

questing program impact data for a 20 percent cut in the next year's funding,




or a key contractor calling to report a significant test failure which
would create a six-month schedule slip. Two of the program managers ap~
proached these situations in the same manner as for normal tasks: assign
and monitor through the supervisors. Five of the managers worked crisis 1
problems directly with the SPO staffs. Two managers took a very direct,
personal interest in crisis problems by assigning those problems directly
to the persons most capable of working the problem and then monitoring pro-
gress directly, thereby bypassing any intermediate managers. Only one pro-

gram manager personally worked "hot" problems with the key individual.

Although several behavioral scientists have indicated that style
adaptive managers are more effective, these scientists have indicated a
difference between successful versus effective leadership. 7 Management of
everyday tasks as opposed to crisis situations appears to be analogous to
working toward long-term versus short-term effects. Hersey and Blanchard
caution that if the manager's style is incompatible with the expectations of

the subordinates, the short-term result may be increased output or activity,

but the long-term result could be a deteriorating organizational climate.8
The inference is clear: the manager who continually bypasses the inter- T
mediate managers and works directly with subordinates risks loss of loyalty a

and reduction of morale, particularly in those intermediate managers.

Expanding on the management of tasks, two program managers embraced
! management by exception because these managers did not believe that a pro-

gram manager could or should manage the details of every problem in the
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program. Those managers further agreed on the need to establish a manage-

ment information system (MIS) within the SPO to sense the big problems and

to allow decentralized decision-making.

Another manager was a "firm believer in delegation of authority,"
desiring "to help my people grow, to mature, so that someday they can
replace me." This manager stated, "People must recognize that they have
a piece of the action carved out for them, that they are partly responsible,

that they are accountable. n9

Two interviewees had changed the way in which tasks and decisions
had been made under the previous managers. Both program managers indi-
cated that their predecessors had made all of the decisions in the program
and, consequently, the subordinates were immature in decision-making.
Those two interviewees decentralized the decision-making process, allowing

and encouraging decisions to be made at the lowest level where the neces-

sary expertise existed.

The final question involving the operation of the SPO concerned
sensitive or peculiar personnel situations. Each interviewee cited an
example of this type, such as a disgruntled project officer, or a person
with a martial problem, or a secretary who had difficulty working with
others. Nine out of the 10 interviewees encouraged SPO subordinates to
use the chain of command for personal problems, but kept the door open
for those who did not have confidence in L “ing able to resolve diffi-

culties with the immediate supervisors. Only one program manager adopted
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a policy which encouraged subordinates to bring problems to the front

office first.

Most of the program managers recognized the value of creating an
organization compatible with the program manager's style. The majority
attempted to attain congruence by selecting the key people and by estab-
lishing management systems (the CCB and the MIS) which provided the
desired flexibility and control to match the manager's style, the people,
and the program. The general tendency toward greater emphasis on manage-
ment capabilities and the recognition of the need to work through people
was indicated by the identification of people-related tasks and the major
areas of management strengths. However, the structure of the SPO and the
style of the program manager were greatly influenced by other factors, both
internal and external to the SPO.

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL FACTORS

Based on seven years of experience in two different SPOs (a 300-man
aircraft program office during full-scale development and a 30-man satel-
lite program office during concurrent development/production), the author
selected 10 factors which significantly influence the management of many
programs. Four of these factors (the first four factors in Table 3) are
primarily internal to the program office and six are external. Using a
scale from 1 to 10 (low influence to high influence), each manager indi-

cated the relative degree of influence of each factor. The individual

ratings were statistically averaged and confidence intervals constructed
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using a "student 't'" distribution to account for a small sample size

(10 managers) and an unknown population standard deviation.

The assumption of a relatively large population of program managers
is not unreasonable considering (a) that the Air Force has 62 active pro-
grams of significance and that each of these programs has a program man-
ager and a deputy program manager, (b) that many former program managers
now serve in various staff and command functions, and (c) that many offi-
cers and civilians who serve in key management positions in SPOs possess
the experience and training to be program managers. In Table 3, Factors
4, 7, 8, 9 and 10 have large confidence intervals relative to the value

of the means and exhibit a relatively wide variation in ratings by the
interviewees. However, Factors 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 demonstrate reasonable
agreement among the program managers, suggesting reasonable validity in
inferring that those five factors greatly influence the total population

of Air Force program managers.

: PERCEIVED STYLE

' The interaction of the program manager with the external and internal
factors (Table 3) influenced the program manager's perceived style of
managing or leading. To identify the various leadership styles, the Sit-

E uational Leadership Theory and the related Leader Effectiveness and

Adaptability Description (LEAD-Self) were used to assess how the program

managers interface with program functions, both internal and external to

b the SPO, and to measure the managers' self-perceived leadership st:yles.ll

11
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g TABLE 3
! §

1 , RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF FACTORS ON MANAGEMENT

STYLE (BASED ON ASSESSMENT OF LOW TO HIGH
INFLUENCE ON A SCALE FROM 1 TO 10)

90% CONF
FACTOR MEAN  STD DEV  INTERVAL
R of Subordinates 8.6 1.2 8.6 + .7
‘ 2 Psychosocial Needs of

N Subordinates 8.3 1.4 8.3 + .8

; 3. Technical Risk of
: Program 8.2 1.4 8.2 + .8

3 4. Task Maturity of
- Subordinates 6.3 2.8 6.3 +1.6
5. Cost/Budget Austerity 8.3 2.1 8.3 +1.2
'. 6. User Demands/Priorities 7.0 2.1 7.0 +1.2
7. Headquarters' Involvement 6.5 2.8 6.5 +1.6
8. Congressional Visibility 5.7 2.6 5.7 #1.5
9. USAF Personnel Policies 5.2 2.5 5.2 +1.5
10. Program Manager's Boss 3.8 2.6 3.8 +1.5

1 NOTE: Averages and confidence intervals were calculated in

accordance with standard statistical procedures. 10
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The Situational Leadership Theory, represented as a model in Figure
k 1, was adapted for the purpose of determining how the program managers
! viewed key elements of the program management team. The program manager
has direct control over some of the elements and indirect control, at best,
over others. Each program manager indicated the task maturity of each
function and the resulting management approach by using the model to
locate the particular style appropriate for each function. Table 4 lists

the results of the selections by nine of the 10 program managers with

identification of the appropriate quadrant for each function (one manager

W
¥
o«
‘
-
x>
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g

did not complete this part of the interview).
;.g The effectiveness of the leader depends on the leader's ability to
_‘.V‘. apply the particular style appropriate for the individuals involved and

12

for the complexity of each program. Each of the 10 program managers

i rated the management relationships with the engineering, program evalua-

v \0"

tion, and procurement functions effective by emphasizing either participa-
tive or delegative styles (refer to Figure 1). The ranges of responses -
for other functions indicate more variability in the relationships and
greater adaptability of the program managers' styles. A value range for
same manageent interfaces reflects either multiple elements of each
function or a time-sensitive relationship for which the program manager
was reluctant to specify only one style (e.g., in Table 4, manager #5 had
several contractors, ranging from low task maturity requiring very direc-
tive, task-oriented management, to high task maturity, allowing a very

13
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| FIGURE 1

: SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP THEORY
E . (From Management of Organizational

Behavior: uulu? Human Resources,

Copyright 1977 by Prentice-Hall,
Inc., and reproduced by permission.)
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TABLE 4

REIATTIONSHIP OF PROGRAM MANAGER STYLES TO
PROGRAM FUNCTION/ORGANIZATIONS USING

SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP THEORY QUADRANTS (1-4)

FUNCTIONS/ORGANIZATIONS QUADRANTS 1-4 TO PROGRAM MANAGERS
(Program managers by number)

s 3 B g 289 10

Plant Representative i 1-2 ) R

4

3 3
Camptroller as 4. 3=4 e BT

3 3

User 2-3 2
Contractor 1-4

Training Command : 2

Procurement 4

Logistics . 3-4

Test & Evaluation =3

Configuration Mgt 3-4

Program Evaluation 3 4

Financial Mgt 3-4

. Engineering 4

o
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low management profile).

After indicating the functional management interfaces, the program
managers revealed individual perceptions of personal leadership styles
using the LEAD-Self instrument. Briefly, this instrument presents the
individual with 12 situations and four alternative actions for each. The
situations relate to the four primary categories of task maturity and the
responses relate to the four quadrants of leadership styles in the Situa-
tional Leadership Theory. The instrument is designed to measure style,
style range, and style adaptability. The LEAD-Self instrument measures
only the self-perception of the leader and thus, reflects only perceived
leadership styles for the situations.

Although the instrument is designed to measure style effectiveness,
the authors of the instrument suggest that the most significant result is

an indication of the perceived basic leadership style.:-l3 Style range can

indicate, to some degree, the amount of flexibility in behavior. Likewise,

to a lesser extent, style adaptability can indicate the leader's ability
to apply the most effective style in a given situation. The instrument
authors caution that no data exist to correlate the effectiveness or ad-

aptability score and the effectiveness of the leader in a given position.

The results of the LEAD-Self instrument, as taken by eight of the 10
program managers, are illustrated in Figure 2. (Because of time limita-

tions, two managers did not complete the instrument:) The responses of

16
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FIGURE 2
LEAD~SELF INSTRUMENT RESULTS
" STYLE BY QUADRANT “STYLE
ADAPTABILITY
- PROGRAM 1 2 3 4
MANAGERS HT HT LT LT ( =24 TO+24)
BY NUMBER LR HR HR LR
1 4 X Y + 11
2 : X + 8
3 Y X X + 9
4 ¥ X + 18
5 Y X Y + 17
6
7 X X Y 0
8 Y X Y + 10
c)
10 X Y + 13
| - NOTE: "X" represents the basic or predominant style
: “Y" represents the back-up style(s)
"HT" is High Task
"g' "LT" is Low Task
"HR" is High Relationship
"LR" is Low Relationship
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the managers are expressed in terms of the Situational Leadership Theory.
The perceived leadership styles of the program managers who took the
instrument are in either Quadrants 2 or 3 (high task/high relationship and
low task/high relationship, respectively). The managers with basic styles
in Quadrant 2 had back-up styles in Quadrant 3 and vice versa. Most pro-
gram managers had additional back-up styles, predominately in Quadrant 1
(high task, low relationship). Therefore, the eight program managers had

a range of at least two styles and, in five cases, a range of three styles.

Hersey and Blanchard indicate that style range is not as relevant an
indicator of effectiveness as is style adaptability.!? The data in Figure
2 indicate that seven managers demonstrated perceived effectiveness greater
than +7 and all eight managers exhibited average effectiveness of +10.75.
Hersey and Blanchard report that out of more than 20,000 middle managers
from a variety of organizations from some 14 cultures, nmost (over 83 per-

cent) scored between -6 and +6.15

CONCLUSIONS

Program managers of major weapon system programs in the Air Force are
influenced by a number of factors which demand a variety of management
styles. Most program managers are well aware that the SPOs are manned by
highly educated, technically competent and dependable people. Most of the
program managers did not notice any appreciable difference in management
style caused by the particular program or the people in the SPO. One

manager stated, "I run the SPO like I ran my F-4 squadron. I haven't

18
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noticed much change in the way I .manage.":L6 However, two of the managers

did institute changes in the management of the SPOs compared to the pre-
vious managers. One of the two stated, "Before I came, the program
manager made all of the decisions. I decentralized decision-making to as
low a level as the expertise exists to make the decision."l’ The other
manager cited a task immaturity problem in the SPO and had to restructure
the program to make the SPO effective. This program manager also had to
get the functional people commmnicating with the contractor and with each

other to build an effective team.

The dissimilarities in the management approaches shown in Table 4 are
reflective of the individual styles of each program manager seeking to
adapt to the situation of the program and the people. The influence
factors demonstrate a relationship with the perceived styles because the
managers predominately ranked people and task factors which were closely
related to the day-to-day operation of the program as having relatively
high influence on management style. For example, "Technical Competence
of Subordinates” and "Psychosocial Needs of Subordinates" are very in-
fluencial on the perceived styles of the program managers (from Table 3).
Those two factors are also High Relationship factors when placed in the
framework of the Situational Leadershiy Theory. Also, "Technical Risk of
Program”" and "Cost/Budget Austerity" are Task Relevent factors and are
also highly influencial on the managers. These factors tend to support
the perceptions of the program managers that the management styles are

typically in the High Task/High Relationship and the Low Task/High

19
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Relationship quadrants.

The 2-3 Style, according to Hersey and Blanchard, is the "safe" style,
in that the managers with that style are never far away from the appro-

priate or most effective styles.18

This 2-3 Style "tends to be the most
frequently identified style in the United States and other countries with
a high level of education and extensive industrial experience." 19 Hersey
and Blanchard continue the analysis of the 2-3 Style by stating that these
people "tend to do well working with people of average levels of maturity
but find it difficult handling discipline problems and immature work groups
(M1) as well as 'delegating' with competent people to maximize their de-
velopment , "20 Program managers apparently are progressing in style from
the traditional view of the military leader in Quadrant 1 (High Task/Low
Relationship) to a more flexible approach which recognizes the increased

educational levels and desires of the professional engineers and managers.

Another significant feature of the interview information is the ap-
parent contradiction between the manager's perception of the interface
management of the organizations and functions which make up the management
team and the manager's perception of management style from the LEAD-Self
instrument. No manager indicated a Quadrant 4 (Low Task/Low Relationship)
basic style and only one manager indicated a Quadrant 4 back-up style.
Yet, as seen in Table 4, all of the managers indicated at least one
Quandrant 4 relationship with the functions and several program managers

indicated many Quadrant 4 relationships. The logical conclusions are that
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either (a) the LEAD-Self instrument could not adequately measure styles
because the situations presented were not readily identifiable to the

program managers or (b) the managers' perceptions of the management of
those functions were incorrect. Further study, most probably from the
point of view of the subordinates of the program managers, could prove

fruitful.

The data support the contentions that management of major weapon
system acquisitions is complex and depends on and is influenced by a
number of factors, mostly related to the peoble involved in the program.
Additionally, the data indicate that military program managers are similar
to most managers in the United States (the prevelant 2-3 Style) but
appear to be more adaptable (the average effectiveness score of +10.75).
The Situational Leadership Theory is useful in analyzing such management
and for indicating areas of improvement to increase the effectiveness of

Air Force program managers.
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APPENDIX

STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

What is your major task as the program manager?

a. Problem contractor f. Significant technical problems

b. Budget stability g. User satisfaction
c. New technology h. Program Advocacy
d. Decision-making i. People Development

e. Scoping the program j. Application of Resources

How much influence have you exerted in manning your organization?

a. Inherited the people d. Picked all my people
b. Picked my key people e. Personnel fills the slots

c. My deputy finds my
people

What do you view as your major strength and main weakness as a
program manager?

a. Engineering/technical f. Progran Control k. Advanced Planning

b. Test and Evaluation g. Contracts 1. People interrela-

c. Financial Mgt h. PPBS Process tions

d. Business Strategy i. Program Advocacy m. User Operations

e. Production Mgt j. Maintenance con- n. Contractor rela-
cepts tions

How have you complemented your capabilities?

a. Hired complementing d. Hired management consultant
deputy e. Trained key staffer (s)

b. Hired GSE/TD Contractor

Cc. Added liaison function

22




5. How do you manage tasks (Everyday, Crisis)?

Assign directly to worker/monitor directly

Assign directly/monitor through intermediate supervisors
Assign and monitor through supervisors

Set the guidelines and the staff works the problem

Work the problem with the staff

Work the problem with key man

Work the problem alone

Form a group of specialists (outside) to work problem

R il o
.
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‘ 6. How does you CCB function?
T a. I chair CCB and its meetings and I make decision
b. CCB chm makes decision and I have veto rights
c. Set guidelines for CCB but am not really involved

7. How do you handle sensitive or peculiar personnel situations?

Encourage "chain-of-command"

Have "open-door"-come directly to me first
Refer problems to exec or personnel shop

. Supervisors handle problems-I am not involved

aQow

8. If any event has caused you to change your management perspective
since you have been in program management, What was the event and how

did you change? ‘j
a. Major program redirection e. Increased detail emphasis .
b. Significant program problem f. More participative mgt !
c. Change in program phase g. More task direction

d. Personal emotional event

9. On a scale of 1 to 10 (representing low to high in influence), rate
the amount of influence that each of the ten listed factors has on the
way you manage.

a. Technical Competence of d 2 3 %% 67 B 9 1
Subordinates
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b. Technical Risk of Program b2 3.4 5.6 7 8 93
c. Cost/Budget Austerity 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
G&. Congressional Visibility 1 2 3 4 8% 67 8 9% 10
e. Task Maturity of Subordinates 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9% 19
f. User Demands/Priorities 1-2 34 5 & 7 8 9 13
g. Headquarters' Involvement 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 10
h. Psychosocial Needs of Subordinates 1 2 %2 4 5 68 7 8B 9% 18
i. USAF Personnel Policies 1 2 3 4 % && 7T 8 9 I
j. Program Manager's Boss 12 3 45 6 7 '8 9 15

10. Rate your method of management of the various elements of the System
Program Office:

Referring to the Situational Leadership Theory illustrated in the
figure, indicate the system of management that you believe you use

with each of the functions/organizations listed. Your style should be
one of four possible, as indicated by the guadrants S1-S4 on the figure.
Your style may be different for each function. Indicate your choice by
writing the quadrant number under the colum labeled "STYLE."

EFFECTIVE STYLES

STYLE| FUNCTIONS/ORGANIZATIONS

Plant Representative

Comptroller
af8 User
(E 8 Contractor
“% Training Command
Procurement ;
Logistics

Test & Evaluation
Configuration Management
| | J Program Evaluation
w)————+—TASK BEHAVIOR——= (High) Financial Management
Engineering

——RELATIONSHIP BEHAVIOR —»=(High)

)
o

|
HIGH MODERATE Low

Mature

M1

Immature
MATURITY
of Follower(s)

M4 ‘ M3 M2

SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP THEORY

(From Management of Organizational
Behavior: Utillizing Human Resources,
by P. Hersey and K. Blanchard, 1977.
Copyright 1977 by Prentice-Hall,
Inc., and reproduced by permission.)
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