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ADMINISTRATYIVE AND STRATEGIC ORI ENTATIONS
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Number of Iﬁtefviéws; Questionnaires and Expectation-Analysis

Forms Completed in Firms ALPHA, BETA & SIGMA

FIRM ALPHA
Respondents

Interviews

Questionnaires (NOCAM)

Expectation - Analysis

FIRM BETA
Respondents
Interviews
Questionnaires (NOCAM)

Expectation - Analysis

FIRM SIGMA
Respondents

Interviews

Questionnaires (NOCAM)

Expectation - Analysis

GRAND TOTAL

Respondents

Interviews
Questionnaires (NOCAM)
Expectation - Analysis

Forms

Forms

Forms

Forms

'CORPORATE

MANAGEMENT

29

16

AR S O

17
17
15
54

(a)

DIVISIONAL
MANAGEMENT

5

43

27

18

18
18
18

88

(a)

Including Group Executives.



STATISTICAL DESTGN AND METHOD

CHAPTER

3



- 31

TABLE 3-1

wast e e ————————
— e e St S et e —

I

Internal Conmsistency of Selected NOCAM Variables

VARTABLES ’ _ 1TEMS (N) w Significance

Competition (Expected) 17 0.5143 .001
Competition (Experienced) 17 . 0.3902 . .001
Competition (Importance) - 17 0.4821 ;001
Management Philosophy (Actual) , 5 0.3042 - .005
Management Philosophy (Desired) -5 1 0.6043 .001
Goal Set 21 0.4578 001
Management Systems (Origins) - 15 . 0.5472 ~.0o01

Statistics: The Kendall Coefficient of Concordance (W)
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TABLE 5-1

G

Comparative Profile of the»ievei of Competition

Experienced and Expected (@)
First Order o Second Order  Third Oréer Overall -
- Task : Task Task All External
Environment Environment Enviroﬁment,’ Environﬁents
Experienced | , |
Alpha 314 2,54 2.44 2,73
Beta 3.3 2095 2,93 3.01
Sigma 4,12 2.10 2,59 3.29
Expected
Alpha 3.98 : . 2.88 . 2.44 0 3.11
Beta 3,34 3.00 2,92 s
Signa  4.22 233 2.95 ' 3.48

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher is the 1eﬁel of competition
experienced or expected. Score ranges from 1 = Very Low to
5 = Very High.

N.B, Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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Changes in Level of Competition

(Division Sigma)

Past

to Future

First Order Task Environment
Second Order Task Environment -
Third Order Task Environment

Overall - All External Environments

.025%
+01%*
.0 3%

«005%

Statistics:

**The Sign Test (one-tailed test)

Figures given are the p values indicating that the

changes are significant as the significance level is

decided at o0 = ,05
Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM Questionaire,

*Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (one-tailed test)
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i TABLE 5-3

Changes ih Level of Competitibﬁ

(Division Alpha)

Past to Future

First Order Task Environment .005%*

Second Order Task Environment : .03

Third Order Task Environment N.S.

Overall - All External Environments , .01%
Statistics: *Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (dne—tailed test)

**The Sign Test (one~tailed test)
Figures‘given are thevp'values indicating that the‘changes
are sigsificant_as the significance level is decided at &
= ,05

N.B. Ana1y81s based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM Questlonalre.
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Changes in Level of bompetition

(Division Beta)

li

First Order Task Environment -
Second Order Task Environment
Third Order Task Environment

- Overall - All External Environments

'Past

to Future

The Sign Test (one tailed test)"

through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.

TABLE 5-5

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional res

Statistics: Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (one-tailed test)

ponses , as captured

Comparative Profile of the Importance of Competition

in each Environment to Divisional Profitability (a)

Third Order

Overall-

First Order Second Order

Environment =~ Environment
Alpha 3.54 3.26
Beta 4.18 3.77
Sigma . 3.99 2.67

Task ‘A1l External
Environment 'Environmenfs
' 4.00 3,61
3.14 3.70
3.27 3.23

(a) The higher the mean score, the greater is the importance of competition

upon divisional profitability. Score ranges from 1 = completely

Unimportant to 5 = Very Important.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses , as captured

through Q. 29 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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Comparative Pfofile of the Levéi of Environmental Pressure

Experienced and Expected

(a)

Experienced

Alpha
Beta

Sigma

Expected
Alpha
Beta

Sigma

First Order

Task

Environment

11.15 (2.23)
12.97 (2.59)

16.70 (3.34)

14,20 (2.84)

13.73 (2.75)

17.10 (3.42)

Secoﬁd'Order

IaSk’

- Third Order

6,27 (1.25)

9.41 (1.88)

10.55 (2.11)

7.04,(1.41)

‘Task
Environment Ehvifonment
8.30 (1.66) 9.94 (1.99)
11,07 (2.21). 9.86 (1.97)

9.65 (1.93)

9.94 (1.99)

-9.21 (1.84)

11.27 (2.25)

Overall-

All External

Environments

9.93 (1.99)
11.03 (2.21)

12.10 (2.42)

11.36 (2.27)

11.57 (2.31)

12.74 (2.55)

(a) The higher the

mean score, the larger is the magnitude of environmental

pressure, Score ranges from 1-5 = Very Low to 21-25=Very High;

Figures in parentheses represent the scores when converted on a range

from 1 = Very Low to 5 = Very High.

Raw scores are computed by multiplying the respondents' scores for the

level of competition experienced, and expected, with their scores for

the importance of competition for divisional profitability.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 5-7

Changes in Level of Environmental Pressure

(Division Sigma)

Past to Future

First Order Task Environment o «025%

Second Order Task Environment .01

Third Order Task Environment - +03%%

Overall - All External Environments +.005%
Statisticss -~ *Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks Test (one-tailed test)

**Thé Sign Tesi (one—tailed test)

Figures given are ﬁhe D values indicating that the changes
are significant és the significance level is decided at'0k
= .05 |
';N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM Questionaire.
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TABLE 5~8

Changes in Level of Environmgntal Pressure

(Division Alpha)

Past to Future

First Order Task Environment , : .005%
Second Order Task Environment « 03
- Third Order Task. Environment N.S.
Overall - All External Environments ‘ +0L1%
Statistics: *Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Sighed—Ranks Test (one—tailed test)

*%The Sign Test (one-tailed test)
Figures giQen are the p values indicéting that the
changes are significant as the significance level is
decided at K = ,05
N.B. Analysis based on corpofate and divisional‘responses, as

captured through Q.29 of the NOCAM Questionaire.
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TABLE 5-9 .

Changes in Level of Envirohtientdl Pressure

(Division Beﬁd)

Past to Future

First Order Task Environment | ' N n.s.
-Second Order Task Environment _ n.s.
Third Order Task Environment : ‘n.s,
Overall - All External Environments o n.s.
Statistics: Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (one-tailed test)

The Sign Test (one~-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
" through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.

TABLE 5-10

Mean Rating for the Level of Competition

Experienced andvExpected in Diviéion Sigma ()
First Order Secqnd Order Third Ordef -Overall-
Task . Task  Task All External

Environment | Environment Environment Environments
CORPORATE
Experienced 3.94 .58 2.75 2.93
Expected 4.13 , | I.67_ - 3,25 : 3.12
DIVISION
Experienced 4.19 2,34 2.50 3,47
Expected  4.26 2,67 2.79 3.65

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of competition

experienced or expected. Score ranges from 1 = Very Low to 5 ='véry High .



TABLE ‘5-11

Mean Rating for the Level of Competition

Experienced and Expected in Division Alpha

(a)

40

Environment

CORPORATE

Experienced

Expected

'DIVISION

Experienced

Expected

First Order

Task

4.04

Third Order

Second Order

Task

. Environment

2.13

-3.20

'Task‘b

Environment

2.67

2,67

2.30

2.30

Overall-
" All External

Enviromments

2.53

2.97

2.84

3,20

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of éompetitiOn:"

experienced or expected, Score ranges from 1 = Very Low to 5 = Very High.



TABLE 5-12.

——

Mean Rating for the Level of Competition

.ExperieﬁCea dand Expected in Division Beta (a)
Firét Order Second Order Ihird Order Overall-
| Task ~Task . ‘ Task. All External
- Enﬁironment . Envi;onment ' Environment‘ Environmenﬁs
CORPORATE
Experienced 3.22 2.40 2.38 2.74
Expected 3.30 2.76 . 2.63 3.00
- DIVISION |
Experiencéd 2,97 - 387 3.67 | 3.47

Expected | 3.40 3,60 3.50 © 3.57

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of competition -

experienced or expected. Score ranges from 1= Very Low to 5 = Very High

TABLE 5-13

Meah Rating for the Importance of Competition

in each Environment to Profitability of

Division Sigma (2)
First Order = Second Order ~ Third Order . ‘ Overail-
Task géég Task | All‘Externai
Environmeﬁt Environment Environment | Environments
CORPORATE 4.02 2.10 3.00 - | .3.34"

DIVISION 4.00 3,10 3.40 3.63

(a) The higher the mean score, the greater is the impoftance of competition
upon profitability. Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to

5 =-Véry Important.



42
TABLE 5-14

Mean Rating for the Importance of Competition

in each Environment to Profitability of

(@)
Division Alpha

First Order Second Order. Third Order Overall-
Task Task Task A1l External
Environment : Enﬁironment Environment Environments

CORPORATE - 4.06 , 3.40 ‘ 3.83 3.80
DIVISION 3.22 318 4.10 3,50 .

(a) ' The higher the mean score, the greater is the importance of

competition upon profitability. Sgore'ranges from 1 = Completely

Unimportant to 5 =;Vefy Important.

TABLE 5-15

-
——

Mean Rating for the Importance of_Competition

in each Environment to Profitability of

(a)

Division Beta

First Order Second Order  Third Order  Overall-

Task | Task ‘Task ‘Al Exﬁernal

‘ Environment Environment Environmen£ Enviroﬁﬁents
'CORPORATE 4.60 3.85 2.88 .78
DIVISION 3.63 3.67 3.50 .3.60
(a) The higher the mean-écore, the greater is the impoftance of

competition upon profitability. Score ranges from 1 = Completely '

Unimportant to 5 = Very Important
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TABLE 5-16

Mean Rating for the Level of Environmental Pressure

Exberienced and Expected in Diviéion Sigma (a)
f‘ifst” Order - Secbnd Order Third Order . ,Overabl..l-
Task ~ Task ‘ Task Ali External

Envi r_c)nment Enviromﬁent o Enviromﬁent . Environmenté
CORPORATE |
Experienced 16,23 . 3.78 3 10.75 10434
Expected . 16.94 387 1.2 10.98
DIVISION ,
Experienced 16.88 7.50 | 9;00' - 12,88
Expected 17.15 8.61 10;14 o 13.53

(a) -The mean ratings for the level and the importance of competition
were multiplied to determine the relative pressure which originates

from the different environments.

~The higher the mean score, the larger is- the magnitude of environmental

pressure, Score ranges from 1-5 = Very Low to 21-25 = Very High,



TABLE 5-17

Mean Rating for the Level of Environmental Pressure

Expefienééd and Expecﬁed iﬁ Division Alpﬁa (a)
First_Ordef Second Or’derE :fhird Order = Overall-
Task  Task Task All External
'Environmént Environmént Environment .Envirdnments
CORPORATE |
Experienced 11.40 ‘  7.30 - 10.67 ‘ 9.67
Expected 1593 8.03 10,67 1133
| DIVISION
Experienced 11.00 8.90 . . 9.50 10.08
Expected 13,16 10.24  9.50 11.38

(a) -The mean ratings for the level and the importance of competition
were multiplied to determine the relative pressure which originates

from the different environments.

-The higher the mean score, the larger is the magnitude of
environmental pressure. Score ranges from 1-5 = Very Low to

21-25 = Very High,
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TABLE - 5-18

Mean Rating for the Level of Environmental Pressure

(a)

Experienced and Expected in Division Beta

Overall-

First Ofder Second Order _Third Order
Task Task . Task ALL External

Environment Environmqgg Environment 'Environments
CORPORATE
Experienced 14.70 8.53 7.00 9.85
Expected 14.70 9.50 7.56 10.53
DIVISION
Experienced 10.67 14.47 13.67 12.60
Expected 12,43 12.65 12,50 12,97
(a) -The mean ratings.Afbr the level And the importance of competition

were multiplied to determine the relative pressure which originates

~ from the different environments.

-The higher the mean score, the larger is the magnitude of

environmental pressure. Score ranges from 1-5 = Very Low to

© 21-25 = Very High.
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TABLE 5-19

—

——

- Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception
of the Level and Importance of Competition, and the

Level of Environmental Pressure (Division Sigma)

Environmental
Competition Importance - Pressure

Experienced Expected of Competition Past  Future

First Order | | | , _
Task Enviromment . n.S. n.s. - n.s. n.s. n.s.

Second Order . : .
Task Environment n.s, .024% ' n.s, n.s. n.s,

Third Order _ , : ,
Task Environment n.s. ~ n.s. n.s. n.s. = n.s.

Overall - All » : : : :
External Environments n.s. n.s. n.s, , n.s, n.s,

Statistics:A Mann WhitneyvU Test

*one~tailed test



47
TABLE 5<20

— ]

|

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception
- of the Level and Importance of Competition, and the

Level of Environmental Pressure (Division Alpha)

Environmental
Competition Importance Pressure

Experienced Expected of Cdmpetition Past = Future
First Order
Task Environment n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Second Order ,
Task Environment n.s. .01* n.s. n.s. . n.s,
Third Order .
Task Environment . M.S. n.s. n.s, n.s, n.s.
Overall - All

External Environments n.s. n.s. - n.s, n.s. n.s.

Statistics: Mann Whitney U Test

*one~tailed test



| | - 48

TABLE 5-21

I

Difference in CdrpOrate and Diviéionai Managements' Perception
of the Level and Importance of Competition, and the

Level of Environmental Pressure (Division Beta)

Envirommental
Competition .- Importance Pressure

: . Experienced Expected . of Competition Past  Future

First Order L
Task Environment n.s. n.s. o .05% n.s. n.s.

Second Order : A
Task Environment .03% n.s. 0 ms, n.s. n.s.

Third Order L RN ‘
Task Environment n.s. n.S. - . ngs. n.s.,  n.s,

Overall - All
External Environments n.s. n.s,

Statistics: Mann Whitney U Test

*one~tailed test
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TABLE 6-1
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Difference in the Level of Desirability of

Three Primary Managemerit Approaches

(a)

Sum of Ranks (Rj) XEE
Administrative S. I. C. Operational
Approach - Approach Aggfoach
'ALPHA 18.5 31.5 16.0 12, 6%%
BETA 18.5 23.0 2.5 6.2%
SicMA 21.5 28.0 28.5 2.4 (n.s.)
Statistics: The Friedman Twé-Way Analysis of Variance (sz)

‘(a) The higher the sum of ranks, the higher the level 6f-

desirability

*p ¢ .05 (in favour of the S. I. C. Approach)

*%p ¢ ,01 (in favour of the S. I. C. Approach)

N.B. -Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.7 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-2

s

e e
Difference in the Level of Desirability-and Occurrence between the

Administrative and Operational Management Approaches

Differenée in the Level Difference in the Level

of Desirability

of Occurrence

ALPHA n.s n.s.
BETA n.s n.s.
SIGMA n.s. n.s.
Statistics:

The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ramks Test
The Sign Test

N.B. Analysis based on corporate'and divisional responses,

as captured
through Q.7 of the NOCAM questionaire. v
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TABLE 6-3

“”

o Differefice in the Level of Occurrence of

Threé Primary'ManagemenE Approaches 2)
Sum of Ranks (Rj) ggf
Administrative S.I. C. Operational
Approach Approach AEBroach
ALPHA | 16.5 29.0 20.5 7.4%
BETA 21.0 19.0 14,0 2.9 (n.s.)’
sTaMA 24,5 29,0 24,5 1.0 (n.s.)

Statistiés: The Friedman Twé-ﬁay Analysis of Variance_(sz)
(a) The higher the sum of ranks, ﬁhe higher is the level of
of occurrence,
*p<,.05‘(in favour of the S, I. C. Approach)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.7 of the NOCAM questionaire,



TABLE 6-4 B -

Correlation of Environmental - State Factors to the Desirability LéVeié-

of Three Primatry Management AppfdacﬁéSt(Division Alpha)

Séiéctive Involvement

Administrative  &Control (5.1.C.)  Operational
‘ Approach » ABErqach Approach
Cbmbetition Experiehced : , .
FOTE 482 - -.096 -.388
SOTE 531 . -.160 .025
TOTE 494 233 .790%
. Overall . 715% -.111 146
Competition Expected
FOTE . 705% -.035 - -.198
SOTE | 3% - -.028 S -.533
TOTE 494 233 . 790%
Overall .800% ~.000 -.025
Importance of Competition _ »
 FOTE .519 - 412 T L727%
SOTE | . -.18 786 524
TOTE - 807 | -.063 | .222
overall ' 2470 495 - .800%
Pressure Experienced | ’
FOTE .578 207 AL
SOTE E ~.037 .591 352
TOTE o L671% -~ 028 .609
Overall 568 | 234 L679%
Pressure Expected ‘
FOTE | .568 412 .727%
SOTE | -.037 ' 399 255
TOTE | 671  .028 609
Overall - .510 | .180 L671%

Key: FOTE - First Order Task Environment SOTE - Second Order Task Environment

_ TOTE - Third Order Task Environment Overall - All ExternéllEnvironments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient‘(rho)
* p (.05 (one-tailed test) | ‘

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through‘Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM. questionaire.
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TABLE 6-5

Correlation of Environmental - State Factors to the Occurrence Levels

. of Three Primdry Management Apﬁtoachés (Division Alpha)

Selective Involvement

Administrativé & Control (S.I.C.) Operational
Approach : Approach V Approach
Competition Experienced _ ' :
FOTE 391 ©-.593 -.396
SOTE 244 - 475 ' .078
TOTE ~.007 -.372 385
Overall .230 - 746% ~.032.
Competition Expected
FOTE . 206 -.604 -.065
SOTE | 352 -.198  -.268
© TOTE -.007 -.372 .385
Overall - 350 -.525 -.019
Importance of Competition _
FOTE o | -.593 .089.
SOTE | 230 | .118 -.090
TOTE -.120 L =J722% | 249
Overall | 053 C-29 0 .2:18
Pressuré Experienced
FOTE .8 o -.795% - -.039
SOTE 261 - .o74 N 115
TOTE o - 134 -.544 432
Overall 026 -.655% ' . 204
~ Pressure Expected
FOTE .117 o -.642% . .089
SOTE | .104 | 185 102
TOTE ; -.134 . =544 432

Overall | -.164 -.566 .385

Key: FOTE ~ First Order Task Environment SOTE -~ Second Order Task Environment
"TOTE - Third Order Task Environment_Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho) ‘

*p € .05 (one-~tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire. v
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TABLE 6-6

Correlation of Environmental - State Factors to the Desirability Levels

of Threef?rimary Management Appréachgé (Division Sigma)

_  selective Involvement v
Administrative & Control (S.I.C,) Operational -

Approach Approach Approach

Competition Experienced B

FOTE 230 1129 354

SOTE -.153 - .315 ' .035

TOTE -.057 -.126 | .722%

Overall .261 .232 . 307
Competition Expected _

FOTE .176 .239 ©.379

SOTE Co-a27 .389. .006

TOTE .081 | -.007 630

Overall .032: , 374 .314
Importance of Competition

FOTE | .119 .103 . 364

SOTE - .01l 446 171

TOTE 429 293 1276

Overall | 069 162 412
Pressure Experienced

FOTE | 228 053 | .396°

SOTE ‘ ' -.059 383 .227

TOTE | o .233 .123 .554

Overall RETTN 209 482
Pressure Expected .

 FOTE | .105 .103 .395
~ SOTE ‘ -.148 | .386 , 1,256
TOTE 292 | .232. , 468
Overall .060 . 348 | .392

Key: FOIE - First Order Task Environment SOTE - Second Order Task Environment
TOTE - Third Order Task Environment Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho) |
*p { .01 (one tailed test) |

N.B, Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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TABLE 6-7

P
—_—

Correlation of Environmental -~ State Factors to the Occurrence Levels

of Three Primary Manageme

‘ Selective Inveolvement _
Administrative & Control (S.I.C.) Operational

Approach * Approach Aggroach
Competition Experienced » : -
FOTE .170 .346 .488
SOTE .188 156 -.004
TOTE -.022 ' ~.040 . 654%
Overall 23 . .318 427
Competition Expected »
FOTE .297 L .246 ©-.594%
S0TE | 263 003 119
TOTE .085 o167 514
Overall 361 181 - .389
Importance of Competition | . .
FOTE 183 .092 o 508
SOTE 411 o .236 .512
TOTE - .378 .123 440
Overall 237 .075 .524%
Pressuré Experienced | | »
FOTE 116 192 Lsubx
SOTE 1353 | .158 225
TOTE - .227 .068 -.663%
~Overall | o .248 o .215 . .593%
Pressure Expected ‘ ‘ _
FOTE .183 : - .080 O L514%
SOTE 357 o9 304
TOTE : : .308 ~.029 - .532
Overall | .388 .238 . .485

Key: FOTE - First Order Task Environment SOTE - Second Order Task Environment
TOTE - Third Order Task Environment Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

*p { .05 (one-tailed test)

N.B., Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as céptured

through Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-8

Correlation of Envirotmental - State Fdctors to the Desirability Levels

of Three Primary Mahagement Appfoacheé (Division Beta)

Selective Involvement
.Administrativé & Control (S.I.C.) Operational

Approach Approach Approach
Competition Experienced 4 '
FOTE .158 .051 | .235
SOTE 194 o .056 | -.152
TOTE - 407 -.066 -.155
Overall | -.078 -, 242 273
Competitibn Expected
 FOIE -.117 . -.381 -.433
SOTE 048 -.076 | -.173
TOTE | -.810% 469 -.358
Overall | S -.232 . -.334 -.398
Importance of Competition |
FOTE -.030 -.189 109
SOTE .376 618 Lbb
 TOTE -.316. - -.149 o ..238
Overall S o-.233 063 .271
Preééure Exﬁerienced .
FOTE | ©-.030 .09 418
SOTE : ~ -.080 .337 o .126
TOTE | -.402 - -.066 -.155
Overall | -.339 -2 -.198
Pressufe Expected v .
FOTE : -.372 -.264 : -.109
SOTE | -.127 . .688 433
TOTE -.736 - 462 -.309

Overall -.458 . ' -.168 - =.270

Key: FOTE - First Order Task Environment SOTE - Second Order Task Environment
TOTE - Third Order Task Environment Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

*p { .05 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional résponses, as captured

through Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.



TABLE 6~9
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Correlation of Environmental - State Fdctors to the Occurrence Levels

of Three Primdry Management Appfoaches (Diviéion Beta)

Competition Experienced
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE

Overall

Competition Expected
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE

Overall

Importance of Competition
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE

Overall

Pressure Experienced
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE
Overall

Pressure Expected
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE
Overall

Selective Involvement

Administrative & Control (S.I.C.) Operational

Approach Approach Approach
.385 .076 .111
453 -.255 . -.073
-.019 -.229 -.218
.239 -.348 -.321
.190 -.463 -.512
.076 -.130 -.055
-, 750% -.369 - 448
-.025 -.371 -.410
-.312 .229 .027
.480 . 248 .538
.050 -.250 -.334
-.313 411 .091
-.217 .515 .227
.168 -.057 .216
-.019 -.229 -.218
.037 -.265 -.270
- 425 .076 -, 264
-.188 431 .582
-.678 -.303 -.441
: -.342

-.131

-0265

Key: FOTE - First

. !
Order Task Environment SOTE - Second Order Task Environment

TOTE ~ Third Order Task Enviromment Overall - All External Environments

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

*p( .10 (one-tailed test)

N.B.

through Q.7 and Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.

Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
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TABLE 6-10

' bifference in Corporate Management's Interest in
o L a
the First and Second Order Task Environments (a)

Significance Level

 FOTE SOTE of Difference
ALPHA , 2.22 1.48 ,025%
BETA - 2.10 . 1.60 ,025%

SIGMA 2,02 1.68 n.s.

Statistics: The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test
(a).The léwer.thé mean score, the higher the interest level.
Score ranges from 1 = Most Interest to 3 = Least Interest.
*Significant interest in the SOTE

N.B, Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as céptured

through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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TABLE 6-11

Intervening Considerations Culminating in the Formation of Secondary Links
between States of the Environment and Ch01ce of Management Approaches

for Specific Task Environments (Division Alpha)

ENVIRONMENTAL SURVIVAL |PRIMARY LINKS NATURAL ORDER OF CONTROL TENDENCY
FACTORS CURTAILMENT| - CHOICE High Divisional Equélised High Corporate
SRR ASSOCIATED| TENDENCY Control . Control Control
(FOTE) (SOTE) (TOTE)
INTENSITY OF } {
COMPETITION | : |
Experienced Low Risk [Administrative: | : S.L, with
Approach | | Operational
: | :Approach @)
Expected Low Risk Administrativek S.L., with : l's.L. with
Approach Administrative| Operational
R ‘Apprbach ) : | Approach @®
| , . RN I '
- IMPORTANCE OF - o | b
COMPETITION High Risk |Operational | S,L. with  |S.L. with lS.L. with _
ApprQach : Operationai {S. I. C. lAdminiStrative.
Approach @ :Approach() Approach (P
o :S.L. with
| Is. 1. C.
: :Approach O]
PRESSURE OF : :
COMPETTTION o |
Experienced | High Risk |Operational S.L. with | l's.L. with
Approach S. I, C.- | lAdmigistrétive
Approach Q) : |Approach @®
Expected High Risk |Operational S.L. with | :S.L. with
' Approach Operational | |Adminstrative
Approach @ : :Approachv (9]
S.L. with : |
5.1.C. , |
Approach : :
' ' | }




Key:

Legend:

S.L.
FOTE
SOTE
TOTE

TABLE 6-11

Secondary Links
First Order Task Environment
Second Order Task Environmert

Third Order Task Environment

Positive Association

Negative Association
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TABLE 6-12

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Scoring

of Corporate Interest when Evaluating New Ideas for Division

ALfRA BETA . SIGMA
c p | ¢ 1| ¢ »
Financial | 1.64 1.32 | 1.40 1.85| 1.60 1.71
Marketing 2.00 2.44 2.30 1.80* 1.80 2.11
Production 2.20  2.60° | 2.68 2.60| 2.10  2.07
R. & D. - Engineering 2.30  2.20 | 2.10 2.04| 2.60  2.31"
Others 2,70 2.40 | 2.40 2.40| 2.70 = 2.53

Statistics: The Mann-Whitney U Test
(a) The lower the mean score, the higher the corporate interest.
Score ranges from 1 = Highest Interest to 3 % Lowest Intérest |
*p ¢.05 (one-tailed test)
dede

“p < .008 (one-téiled-test)‘

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.32 of the NOCAM questionaire.



TABLE 6-13
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Corporate and Divisional Managements' Rankings

of Corporate Interest when Evaluating New Ideas for Division

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

c D Y b c D
Highest Interest F F F M F F
2nd Highest Interest M R/E| R/E F M P
3rd Highest Interest ’ P 0 M R/E P M
4th Highest Interest " R/E M 0 0 R/E R/E
5th Highest Interest 0 P P P 0 0
Key: Financial (F) Production (P)

Marketing (M) o R. & D, - Engineering (R/E)

" Others (0)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as- captured

through Q.32 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-14

=

o —— o

—
—— it —— ——

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements'

Time-Result Orientation a)
c D c D¢ D
Short Tern 1.80  1.86  1.94  1.93  2.33 1,93
Long Term 2.15  2.14  2.06  2.08  1.67  2.07
Operating Result 2.47 2,24 2,16  2.25  2.00  1.96

End Result 1.62  1.84 1.90 1.83 2.00 2.03

statistics: The Mann-Whitney U Test
(a) The lower the mean score, the higher the importance
Score ranges from 1 = Most Important to 3 = Least Important

p €.025 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.13 of the NOCAM questionaire.



_ 64
TABLE 6-15

Direction of Corporate and Divisional Managements'

Time - Result Orientatiomn

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

< D c D Y D

Higher Importance S.T. S.T.| S.T. S.T.| L.T. .1,

Lower Importance LT L.T.| L.T.  L.T.| S.T. L.T.

Higher Importance . E.R. E.R.| E.R. E.R.| (E.R. 0.R.

Lower Importance 0.R. 0.R.| O.R. O0.R.} (O.R, E.R.
Key: Short Term (S.T.) - End Resuit' - (E.R.)
| Long Term (L.T.) " Operating Result (0.R.)

Legend: Equally Importaﬁt

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured :

through Q.13 of the NOCAM questionaire.



| 65
TABLE 6-16

Difference in Corporaté and Divisional Managéments' Importance Scoring

of Strategic Choices for Diviéioﬁ Over Last 5 Years (a)
ALPHA BETA ' SIGMA
¢ D c D ¢ D
) % sk
Financial 2.47  2.54 198  3.50 2,50  1.46
Marketing 2.17  2.30 2,70 2,00 3.25 1.67

Seedede

Production~Technological 2.33 2.56 1.88 2.60 2.00 1.37

Managerial Development  2.33  2.30  2.30  2.88  3.50 - 2.67

Statistics: The Mann-Whitney U Test
(a) The 16wer the mean score, the higher the importance
Score ranges from 1 = Most Important to 5 = Least Important
*p ( .008 (one-tailed test) | |
*#p ¢ ,004 (one-tailed test)
*%%kp ¢.01 (one-tailed test)

*%%%p ¢.025 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.31 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-17

Corporate and Divisional Managements’ Rankings

of Strategic Choices for Division Over Last 5 years

c » ¢ » ¢ D
Mosﬁ Important M M P/T M P/T P/T
ond Most Important  (P/T éMD F P/T  F P
3rd Most Tmportant E MD ¥ MD MD. M M
4th Most Important | F P/T M F MD MD
Key: Financial (F) | o Production-Technological (P/T)
Marketing (M) Management Deveiopment (MD)

Legend: Equally Important

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, ag captured

through Q.31 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-18

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Importarnce Scoring

of étrategic Choices for DivisioH over Coming 5 Years

ALPHA ‘ BETA SIGMA
| ¢ » ¢ » & D
Financial 223 2.4 182 258 2.7 146
Marketing 175 1.40 210 167  2.25  l.4

production-Technological 1.08 1,14  1.48 1.83  1.17  1.07

Managerial Development 1.88 1.60 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.39

Statistics: Tﬁe.Mann-Whitney U Test
(a) The lower the mean score, the higher the importance'
Score ranges from 1 = Most Important to 5 = Lé#st Important
*p £.024 (6ne;£ailed.test) | |

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisiona1 responses, as captured.

through Q.31 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 6-19

Corporate and Divisional Mahiagements' Rankings

of Strategic Choices for Division Over Coming 5 Years

ALPHA v _lggi‘é  SIGMA

e D G b . ¢ D

Most Important P/T P/T P/T M P/T P/T

2nd Most Important M M F | P/T - F M

3rd Most Important MD MD MD MD M F

4th Most Important F F M F MD  MD
Key: Financial (F) Production-Technological (P/T)
Marketing (M), Management Deﬁelopment - (MD)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.31 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Importance Scoring

(a)
of Overall Goal Sets for Division
ALPHA BETA SIGMA

¢ n| ¢ T | ¢

Overall Financial Goals  2.20 2.26 2,22 2.48 2.88 2.55
Overall Product-Market

Goals 4.03 3.08% 2.83 3.25 1.75 2.69

Major Operating Goals 3.14 3.42 3.44 2.53 3.30 2,72

4.23 3.9 3.33 3.03 3.50 4,19

Other Goals

Statistics: The Mann~Whitney U Test

(a) The lower the mean score, the higher the importance.

Score ranges from 1 = Most Important to 5 = Least Important

*p (.05 (one~-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.8 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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Corporate and Divisional Managements' Rankings

of Overall Goal Sets for Division

Major Operating Goals

ALPHA SIGMA

¢ D ¢ 4 D

Most Important | F F F P-M F

2nd Most Important 0 P-M P-M F P-M

3rd Most Important P-M 0 Ot 0 0

4th Most Important ot ot 0 ot ot
Key: Overall Financial Goals (F) . Overall Product-Market Goals (P-M)
(0) Other Goals (ot)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.8 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-1

Percent of Object Gfoup where Actual and ?efceived Expectadtions

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group  PERMEATION FORMALISATION OPERATIONALISATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 56% 56% 56%
DIV Pe  CORP 60% 49% ' 40%
DIV  Ae CORP 81% 84% . 53%
CORP Pe DIV 947 100% 63%
BETA CORP Ae DIV 55% 227, 22%
DIV Pe CORP L4 37% 33%
DIV Ae  CORP 70% 67% 41%
CORP Pe DIV 56% ‘ 22% 11%
SIGMA ~ CORP  Ae DIV 67% 569 1%
: - DIV Pe  CORP 100% © 100% 86
i _
- - DIV Ae  CORP 100% 100% 71%
CORP Pe DIV 67% 44, 11%
Key: - CORP - Corporate Management
. DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe  ~ Perceived Expectation
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TABLE 8~2

Difference in Corborate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are held

with benefits intended for the Interactors ()
Respondent - Object ’ INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group  PERMEATION FORMALISATION OPERATIONALISATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2.33 2.67 ' 3.44
DIV Pe  CORP 3.23 (me8.) 53,8 (nes) 5 44 (nis)
DIV Ae  CORP 3.57 3.42 2,20
CORP ~ Pe DIV 2.33 (PCOL) gy (pC.O00L) 4 5 (n.s.)
BETA - CORP Ae DIV - 3.20 3.00 3.00
DIV  Pe CORP 2,67 (M8:) 5 g0 (mes) g 44 (n.s.)
DIV Ae CORP 2,42 2.50 2.18
GoRP e DIV 2.80 (:8+) g 50 (Re8:) 5 40 (mes.)
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 1.67 1.20 4.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.00 (PC04) 3 5 (PCOL) - g 45 (nus.)
DIV Ae  CORP 3.14 3,43 3,04
CORP  Pe = DIV 1.83 (P<OD) 4 55 (p<L003) 5 45 (n.s.)
Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management
v DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
Statistics: The Mann-Whitney U Test (one-tailed test)

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large

Proportion.
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- TABLE 8-3

Correlation of Envirommental - State Factors to the Extensity, Intensity and
Importance of Actual Expectations connected with the Permeation

Issue (Firm ALPHA)

Extensity Intensity Importance
of of - of
Interactions Interactions Interactions
Competition Experienced , 4
FOTE 0.52 0.25 0.26
SOTE 0.20 0.04 0.09
TOTE ' ' 0.86% - 0.46 ‘ 0.76%
Overall ~0.03 0.05 - 0.23
Competi.tion Expected |
FOTE : 0,07 0.57 0.68%
SOTE 0.29 ©0.35 ©0.13
TOTE o 0.86% 0.46 0.76%
Overall : , 0.23 0.85% . 0.85%
Importance of Competition | |
FOTE | 0.77% . 0.22 0.53
SOTE . S 0.73% 0.67% 0.80%
TOTE | 0.60 1 0.49 0.77%
Overall . _ 0.80% 0.38 -~ 0.66%

Key: FOTE -~ First Order Task Environment
SOTE -~ Second Order Task Environment
TOTE. - Third Order Task Environment

Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho) -
*p{,05 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.29 of the NOCAM questicnaire.
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TABLE 8-4

Correlation of Environmental - State Factors to the Extensity, Intensity and
Importance of Actual Expectations connected with the Permeation

Issue (Firm BETA)

Extenéitx- Intensity Importance

of of of
Interactions Intéractions Interactions
Competition Expefienced
FOTE ~0.23 ~0.66 ~0.24
SOTE . -0.02 =0.58 -0.12
TOTE ; ~0.69 -0.70 | -0.07
Overall -0.59 -0.67 - =0.17
Competition Expected » _
" FOIE -0.55 -0.43 -0.24
SOTE | -0.28 - -0.52 0.17
TOTE | -0.70 . -0.35 -0.32
Overall - =0.63 : -0.51 - - =0.17
Importance of Competition -
~ FOTE 0.05 | 0.68 0.21
SOTE . 0.16 ~0.62 : 0.14
TOTE » -0.65 -0.47 - 0.02
Overall . -0.35 -0.01 | 0.14
Key: FOTE - First Order Task Environment
SOTE - Second Order Task Environment
| TOTE - Third Order Task Environment
Overall - All External Environments
Statistics: ~ Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

"N,B., Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-5

e et e et e e o |

Correlation of Environmental - State Factors to the Extensity, Intensity and
Importance of Actual Expectations connected with the Permeation
Issue (Firm SIGMA)

Extensity Intensity Importance
Interactions Interactions Interactions
Competition Experienced
FOTE : 0.31 0.42 0.46
SOTE 0.31 0.55 0.34
TOTE -~ 0.09 -0.18 0.03
Overall ’ 0.39 0.49 : 0.42
Competition Expected
FOTE : 0.39 0.38 0.55
SOTE | 0.43 0.58 - 0.52
~TOTE e 0.21 S =0.29 =0.17
Overall - 0.39 S 0.35 0.36
Importance of Competition
FOTE 0.40 . 0.40 - 0.52
SOTE - 0.37 0.22 0.42
TOTE o 0.41 0.44 0.47
Overall ' 0.39 0.31 C0.45

Key: FOTE -~ First Order Task Environment
SOTE - Second Order Task Environment
TOTE - Third Order Task Environment
Overall =~ All External Environments
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional fesponses, as captured
through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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Correlation of the Potency of Competition to Erode Divisional

Profitability to the Satisfaction of Actual Expectations

"~ Connected with the Permeation Issue

ALPHA BETA SIGMA
Importance of Competition
FOTE -0.08 -0,55% -0,57%
SOTE - 0.30 -0.53%* 0.11
TOTE ~0.32" 0.40 0.37
- Overall 0.03 . =0.54% 0.41
Key: FOTE - First Order Task Environment
SOTE - Second Order Task Environmenf
TOTE - Third Order Task Environment
- All E#ternal Environments

Overall

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

*p (.10 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.29 of the NOCAM questionaire.



TABLE §-7

77

The Actual and Desired

Objective Setting Approach (a)
ALPHA BETA SIGMA
Actual Approach - 3.44 3.56 3.08
 Desired Approach ‘ 3.89 4,78 4,31
Difference B ‘ 0.45 1;22* 1.23%%

Statistics: The Mann Whitney U Test

*p { .025 (one-tailed test)

*¥%p ¢ .005 (one—tailed test)

(a)

Score ranges from 1 = Non~Participative to 5 = Fully Participative

The higher the mean score, the more participative is the approach.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses as captured

" through Q.19 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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Locus of Divisional Decision-Making

i

(Centralisation Index) (a)
ALPHA BETA SIGMA
1. Major Policies and
Long Range Planning 1.50 1.22 1.54
- 2. Sales, Product Mix,
- Quality Standards and _
Efficiency Standards L . 1.07 1.08 1.40
3, Manpower Needs, Selection
- of Executive Personnel and
~ Executive Performance ‘
Appraisal Systems ’ 1.73 1.26 1.69
Compésite Operational (b) : _
Decisions § - 1.40 1.17 1.55
4. Degree of Information .
Sharing ‘ 1.27 2,00 1.77
- Overall Centralisation (c) .
Index ' : - 1.37 1.27 1.55

(a)

“The higher the mean score, the more centralised is decision-making.

Score ranges from 1 = Low Centralisation to 3 = High Centralisation,

(b)

(e)

2, 3, and 4

Composite analysis based on the mean of items within sub-scores 1,

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as

captured through Q.16 of the NOCAM questionaire.

Composite analysis based on the mean of items within sub-scores 1 and 2.
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 TABLE 8-9

Distribution of Corporate and Divisional Influence

Over Broad Divisional Policy Decisions

ALPHA  BETA  SIGMA
} _

Corporate Influence (2)

Actual Level | 3.73 363 3.71

Desired Level ' _ 3.58 4.00 3.42
Divisional Influence )

Actual Level . 2.80 3.03  2.18

Desired Level » | 327 344 2.0
Totél‘CorpQrate‘and Divisional Influence (b)

Actual Level | 6.53 6.66  5.89

Degired Level _ 6.85 7.44 - 5.82

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of influence exerted
over broad divisional policy decisions. Score ranges from 1 = Little or
No Influence to 5 = A Very Great Deal of Influence,

(b)Compdsite score based on the sum of the corporate and divisional

influence scores.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.14 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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The Intensity of Formalisation Interaction between

Corporate dnd Divisional Managements

ALPHA BETA SIGMA
: (a)

CORP Ae DIV _ : : 2,67 3.00 1.20
DIV Ae CORP 3.42 2.50 3.43
Total Interaction (b) 6.09 5.50 4,63
Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of'expectations
which are held in connection with this issue. Score ranges from

1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large Proportion.

(b)

Composite score based on the sum of the proportion of corporate and

divisional managements' actual expectations.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through the Expectations Analysis Forms,



81

TABLE 8-11

Differen

ce in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

hel

(a)

d with benefits intended for the Interactors

Statistics: Th

(a)

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group  PERMEATION FORMALISATION OPERATIONALISATION
ALPHA  CORP  Ae DIV 3.70 4.11 4.78 ,
(n.s.) ~ (n.s.) - (pg.01)
DIV Pe  CORP 3.50 - 3.86 3.69 .
DIV ~ Ae CORP  3.74 3.71 3.35
(n.s.) - (n.s.) - (pg.001) -
CORP Pe DIV - 3.13 3.00 1.60 '
BETA CORP Ae DIV 3.80 © 4,00 4.50. '
- " (n.s.) (n.s.) - (p£.05)
DIV Pe . CORP 3.42 3.60 3.10
DIV Ae . CORP 3.47 2,94 3.70
(n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.)
CORP  Pe DIV 3.40. 3.50 - 3.00
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 3,17 2.80 3.00
: (n.s.) = (n.s.) (n.s.)
DIV Pe  CORP 3.71 . 3.86 4,50
DIV Ae  CORP 4,29 2,75 3.60
- (p4002) (n.s.) (n.s.)
CORP Pe DIV 2,50 4,00 2,00
Key: CORP - - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation

e Mann-Whitney U Test (one-tailed test)

The higher the mean'score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,
Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important
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R e
Nature of Corporate Involvement With Key
Divisional Functions (a)
ALPHA BETA SIGMA

1. - Financial / control. 1.38 1.11 1.50
2,  Long-range planning 1.50 1.25 1.33
3. Legél 1.64 1.63 1.91
4.  Industrial Relations 1.42 1.29 1.50
5. Operations Research 1.78. 1.00 2,00
6. Marketing 1.00 1.20 2.00
7. Manufacturing / industrial .

‘engineering -1.60 2,00 1.77
8. Planning and scheduling _

- of output 1.00 - 1.80
9{.' Purchasing 1.88 2,00 1.83
10. .Engineering (other than- .

industrial . - 1,75 2,00 1.88

11. Research and development 1.00 1.80 1.73

Overall Involvement Inde# 1.66 1.38 1.71

(a)The higher the mean score, the more involved is corporate management in
the key divisional functions. Score ranges from 1 = Policy Setting

Involvément only; i.e., setting pblicies, advising, providing basic

approaches to 2 = Active Operating Involvement; e.g., actually |

carrying out some purchasing activitieé for divisién.
(b)Composite‘score based on the mean of the previous eiéven sub-scores,

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses , as captured

through Q.17 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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TABLE 8-13"

[

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are -

(a)

~held with benefits intended for the Interactors (2)
Respondent Object . ~ INTERACTION ISSUES |
Group Group  PERMEATION = FORMALISATION OPERATIONALISATION
ALPHA CORP ~ Ae DIV 2.67 3.22 3.22
: : (n.s.) (n.s.) : (n.s.)
DIV Pe  CORP 3.12 ‘ . 3.15 : 3.50 o
DIV Ae . CORP 3.32. - 3,46 3.33
CORP Pe DIV 3.40 (R:8:) 3 g5 (Rus.) 3.30 (mese)
BETA CORE  Ae DIV 3.40 4,00 4,00
o ’ ' (n.s.) (n.s.) ~ (n.s.)
DIV Pe  CORP 3.00 3,44 3,25 :
’ DIV Ae  CORP 3.00 - 2,93 . 3.00
. (n.s.) (n.s.) - (n.s))
CORP - Pe DIV 3.40 v 3.50 4.00
SIGMA  CORP  Ae DIV 3,50 - 3.33 | n.a.
(n.s,)  (n.s.) --
DIV Pe  CORP 3.57 . 3.43 4,00
DIV  Ae CORP  3.71 3.57 3.60
B (n.s.): (n.s.) (n.s.)
CORP Pe DIV 3.67 3.25 2,00
Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
- n.a, - not available
Statistics: The Mann-Whitney U Test (one-tailed test)

The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely

Satisfied
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-TABLE 8-14

Cotrelation of the Actual Expectations connected with the
Formalisation Issue with the Actual Expectations

connected with the Operationalisation Issue

Operationalisation
Extensity Intensity ‘Satisfaction
ALPHA
Formalisation
|  Extensity 0.52 0.64 -0.35
f Intensity 0.20 0.94% 0.76
| Satisfaction -0.31 0.60 o 0.82%
BETA
Formalisation
7 Extensity 0.94%% 0.28 0.68 .
% Intensity : 0446 - 0.93%* S 0.94%%
| Satisfaction 0.47 0.40 0.78
i .
SIGMA
Formalisation
Extensity 1.00%% 1.00%% 1.00%*
Intensity -0.41 0.10 0.91%
Satisfaction -0.41 0.42 0.93%
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

*p{.05 (one~tailed test)
%%p(,01 (one-tailed test)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses , as captured

through the Expectations Analysis Forms.
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TABLE 8-15

The Rapidity and Importéﬁce of Change Due

to Technological Advancements

Division  Division Division
Alpha Beta ‘Sigma
Rapidity of Change (*) | .
1. Manufacturing processes 3.67 2.86 4,42
2. Products 3.11 3.25 4.58
Overall Rapidity Index (e) 3.39 3.13 4,46
Impbrtance‘of Change (b) » v
1. Manufacturing processes 4,67 v 3.29 4,69
2. Products 4,11 © 4,00 5.00
Overall Tmportance Index ©) 439 3.69 4.85

(a)

The higher the mean scbre, the more rapid the change. Score ranges

from 1 = Very Slow Change to 5 = Very Rapid Change.

(b)

The higher the mean score, the more important the change in affecting
divisional profitability. Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant

to 5 = Very Important

(e)

Composite score based on the mean of the previous two sub-scores.

N.B, Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.30 of the NOCAM questionaire.’
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held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Differeﬁce in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Aééual;and Perceived Expectations which are

(a)

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group  RATIONALISATION RECONSTITUTION  DEPLOYMENT
ALPHA CORP  Ae DIV 2,90  N.E.H. 1.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.50 3.93 4.00
| DIV Ae  CORP 3.87 3.00 3.50
| CORP Pe DIV 2.40 2.08 1.00
BETA -~ CORP  Ae DIV 4.33 5.00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP 3.79 . 3.25 3.75
DIV Ae  CORP 2.92 2,78 2,71
CORP Pe DIV .~ 3.00 N.E.H. N.E.H.
SIGMA  CORP Ae DIV 1.83 1.00 2,00
* - DIV Pe  CORP 3.38 2.67 1.50
DIV Ae  CORP 12,50 2.00 2.60
CORP Pe DIV 1.50 1.50 N.E.H.
Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H, -  No Expectation Held
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of expectations

which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large Proportion
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TABLE 8-17

Oveirstdtement of Divisional Needs (a)

Necessity - Tendency
to Overstate to Overétate
(Divisional Response) | (Copporate.Responsé)
ALPHA o 2.25 2.83
BETA | 2,00 3,00
SIGMA . - 2.67

3.00

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the ﬁecessity'/ tendency to
overstate divisional needs. Score ranges from 1 = Never Necessary to

Overstate / Never Tend to Overstate to 5 = Always Necessary to Overstate /

Always Tend to Overstate

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.15 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-18

Difference in Corﬁorate and Divisional Managements' Perception
of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

(a)

held with behefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object : . INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group RATIONALISATION RECONSTITUTION  DEPLOYMENT
ALPHA " CORP Ae DIV 4,40 N.E.H. 3.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.30 3.86 5.00
DIV Ae  CORP 3.50 - 3.50 3.67
CORP Pe DIV ) 3.53 3.08 1.50
BETA = CORP = Ae DIV 4,17 4.00 N.E.H.
| DIV Pe  CORP 3.15 ‘ 3,50 4.25
DIV Ae  CORP 3.77 3.47 3.00
_ CORP Pe DIV : 4,00 N.E.H. N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 2,33 2,00 - 5.00
DIV Pe  CORP 4,20 3.67 3,50
DIV  Ae CORP 417 3,25 3,20
~ CORP Pe DIV 3.00 3.50 . N.E.H.
'Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H., =~ No.Expectations Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of expectations
which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very Important
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Promptness of Corporate Response

(a)

to Divisional Requests

ALPHA

1. Requests for funds on new

capital projects 2.80
2. Approval for starting new

commercial or production

activities ' 2,60
3. Requests for non-routine

information 2.70
4, Approval for major revision

of current commercial or

production practices ' 2,60
5. Requests for centralisedv

services: : | - 2.90

(b)
Overall Request Index . 2.72

BETA

2,88

2.88

2.63

2,67

2,25

2,66

SIGMA

2.17

2,75

2.00

2.17

2,92

2.40

(a)

The higher the mean score, the more prompt is corporate management's

response to divisional requests. Score ranges from 1 = Seldom Prompt

to 5 = Always Very Prompt.

(b)

Composite score based on the mean of the previous five sub-scores.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.12 of the NOCAM questionairé.
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TABLE 8-20
]
Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations
are held with benefits intended for the Interactors
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES

Group Group RATIONALISATION RECONSTITUTION DEPLOYMENT
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 56% N.E.H. 25%

DIV Pe CORP 23% 16% 2%

DIV Ae  CORP 41% 7% 9%

CORP Pe DIV 947% 81% 38%
BETA CORP Ae DIV 44% 11% N.E.H,

DIV Pe CORP 44% 15% 15%

DIV Ae  CORP 47% 26% 26%

CORP Pe DIV 67% N.E.H. - N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 44% 22% 11%

DIV Pe CORP 86% 43% 29%

DIV Ae  CORP 100% 57% 71%

CORP Pe DIV 22% 11% N.E.H,
Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H., =~ ©No Expectation Held
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Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES

Group Group  EMPOWERMENT RESPONDING REPRESENTING
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 25% 50% 25%

DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 75% N.E.H.

DIV Ae  CORP 33% 100% 100%

CORP Pe DIV 38% 100% 75%
BETA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. N.E.H. 25%

DIV Pe CORP 15% 25% . 50%

DIV Ae  CORP 37% 50% 50%

CORP Pe DIV N.E.H, N.E.H. 25%
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 11% - 100% 75%

DIV Pe  CORP 29% 67% 50%

DIV Ae  CORP 86% 100% 80%

CORP Pe DIV 11% 33% - 33%
Key: CORP - Corporate Management

DIV ~ - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H. -

No Expectation Held
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TABLE 8-22

Diffefehce in Cotporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group . EMPOWERMENT RESPONDING " REPRESENTING
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 1.00 3.20 4.50
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 4.00 N.E.H.
DIV Ae  CORP 4.19 3.70 3.35
CORP Pe DIV 1.00 2.40 2.40
BETA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. N.E.H. .1.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.25 3.20 C1.84
DIV Ae  CORP - 2.89 2.00 : 1.60
CORP  Pe DIV N.E.H. N.E.H. 2.00
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 2.00 2,00 2.00
DIV Pe  CORP 1.50 3,00 2.00
DIV Ae  CORP 2.83 | 2.20 1.75
CORP Pe DIV 1.00 2.50 1.33

Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H, - No.Expectation Held

(a)The higher the mean score; the higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,
Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very

Large Proportion
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TABLE 8~23

Differerice in Corpotate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Percéived Expectations which are

heid with benéfits intended fo%Ithe Interactors (a)‘
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group EMPOWERMENT RESPONDING REPRESENTING
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2.00 1.40 1.00
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 3,50 N.E.H.
DIV Ae  CORP 4.12 2,90 2.40
CORP Pe DIV 1.67 2.05 3.07
BETA CORP . Ae DIV N.E.H. " N.E.H. 3.00
DIV Pe  CORP 4.00 2.60 3.00
DIy Ae  CORP 3,22 3.20 2.40
" CORP Pe DIV N.E.H. " N.E.H. 2.00
SIGMA " CORP Ae DIV 5.00 3,67 2,00
DIV Pe  CORP 4,50 2,25 ' 3.33
DIV  Ae CORP 3.50 2.60 2.00

CORP Pe = DIV . 2,00 3.00 3.00

Key: CORP - Cofporate Manégemenp
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H. - No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of
expectations which are held in connection with these issues,
Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important,
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Percent of Object Group where Actual and PerCeivéd Expectations

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES

Group Group  CONDITIONING FORMATION EFFORT-STIPULATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 50% 25% N.E.H.

D1V Pe  CORP - 75% N.E.H. N.E.H.

DIV Ae  CORP 100% 50% 100%

CORP Pe DIV 100% 75% 50%
BETA CORP Ae DIV 25% 25% N.E.H.

DIV Pe  CORP 50% 75% 50%

DIV Ae  CORP ' 75% 75% 75%

CORP  Pe DIV 25% N.E.H, 25%.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 100% 33% 33%

DIV Pe  CORP 83% 33% - 50%

DIV Ae  CORP 100% 83% 50%

CORP Pe DIV 33% 33% - 33%
Key: CORP - Corporate Managément

DIV - - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H. -  No Expectation Held
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TABLE 8-25

Difference in Corpcrate and Divisional Manégements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group ' Group CONDITIONING  FORMATION - EFFORT-STIPULAT ION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV . 3,20 1,00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe = CORP 4,00 N.E.H. N.E.H,
DIV Ae  CORP 3.60 3.25 3.32
CORP Pe DIV 2,23 1.00 1.50
BETA ~ CORP Ae DIV 1.00 4.00 N.E.H.
' DIV Pe  CORP - 1.92 3.33 4.17
DIV Ae  CORP 1.63 2,08 3.33
CORP Pe DIV - 2,00 N.E.H. 3.00
SIGMA  CORP  Ae DIV 1.5 1.00 1.00
DIV Pe CORP 2,00 2.50 2,67
DIV  Ae CORP 2,17 . 2,00 2,00
CORP ~ Pe DIV 2.75 3.00 2.00
‘Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.EH. - No Expectation Held
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of
expectations which are held in connection with these issues.
Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very

Large Proportion
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TABLE 8-26

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group CONDITIONING FORMATION EFFORT-STIPULATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 1.40 4,00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe = CORP 2.17 N.E.H. N.E.H.
DIV Ae  CORP 2.60 2.75 2,34
CORP Pe DIV 2,30 "3.00 3.00
BETA CORP  Ae DIV . 3.00 2,00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP - 1.63 1.89 1.67
DIV Ae  CORP 2,50 2.33 2.75
CORP Pe DIV 3,00 N.E.H. © 2,00
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 3.50 1.00 4.00
DIV ~ Pe CORP 2.40 2.50 2.33
DIV Ae  CORP : 2,25 3,00 3.00
CORP.  Pe DIV 2.00 " 2,00 3,00

Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H. - No Expectation Held

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues
Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Iﬁportant
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Multi-Items Measure of

Overall Leadership Index 3.64

Corporate Leadefshiﬁ Qualiéy (a)
ALPHA BETA SIGMA

1. Corporate executives encourage '

divisional managers to approach

them for advice and assistance 3.40 2.50 3.44
2, Corporate executives are useful

as a source for advice and

assistance ' 4,00 3.25 3,55
‘3. Corporate executives are

receptive to divisional managers'

ideas and suggestions 3.20 2.75 3.67
4. Corporate executives are

keen to know divisional managers' ,

problems and difficulties 3.60 2,75 3.67
5. Corporate executives are
'~ conscious of their responsibilities

toward their divisions : 3.80 3.50 3.67
6. Corporate executives discharge

their responsibilities toward their

divisions successfully o 3.50 3.75 3.33
7. Corporate executives are easily

accessible for advice and _

assistance 4.00 3.00 3,67

b
(b) 3.07 3.57

(a)

(b)

The higher the mean score, the higher the leadership quality. Score
ranges from 1 = A Very Small Extent to 5 = A Very Large Extent,

Composite Score based on the mean of the previous seven sub-scores.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured
through Q.25 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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TABLE 8-28

Extent of Role Conflict and Ambiguity (a)
Divisions Role Conflict Role Ambiguity
Alpha 3.43 3.88
. Beta 3.82 © 4,16

Sigma , | 3.18 3.03

(a)

The higher the mean score; the less evident is role conflict / role
ambiguity. Score ranges from 1 = Very High Role Conflict / Role
Ambiguity to 5 = Very Low Role Conflict / Role Ambiguity.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through
Q.33 of the NOCAM questionaire. |
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TABLE 8-29

Differeﬁc

e in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception
of the Satisfaction of Actual and Percéived Expectations which are
held with benefits intended for the Interactors (2)
Respondent Object - : INTERACTION ISSUES

Group Group EMPOWERMENT RESPONDING REPRESENTING

ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 4,00 2,60 2,50
' DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 2.50 N.E.H.

DIV Ae  CORP 4.33 2.43 2,75

CORP Pe DIV 4,00 2.15 2.20
BETA CORP Ae DIV - N.E.H. N.E.H.. 2.00

DIV Pe  CORP . 4.00 2,00 2.33

DIV Ae  CORP ~3.00 3.30 3.30

CORP Pe DIV - N.E.H. ~ N.E.H. 3.00
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV n.a. 3.00 - 3,00

DIV Pe CORP 3.00 2.50 2.67

DIV Ae  CORP . 4.67 2.33 2,20

CORP Pe DIV 4,00 3.00 - 2.00
Key: CORP - Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectétion

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H. - No.Expectation Held

n.a. - not available

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.
Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied.
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TABLE 8-30

Difference in Corporafe and Divisiond]l Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Pergeived Expectations which are "

held with benefits intended for the interactors (2)
Respondent Object g INTERACTION ISSUES

Groﬁp‘ ‘Group CONDITIONING FORMATION EFFORT-STIPULATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2,55 2.00 N.E.H.

DIV Pe CORP 2.50 N.E.H, N.E.H.

DIV Ae  CORP 2.55 - 2.50 : - 2.58

CORP Pe DIV - 2.15 2,05 1.50
BETA CORP Ae DIV 2,00 1.00 N.E.H.

DIV Pe CORP ' 2,08 3.00 2,00

DIV Ae CORP 3.30 3,00 3.50

CORP Pe DIV 3.00 N.E.H. 2,00
_SIGMA CORP Ae DIV ©3.00 ~n.a. 3.00

DIV Pe  CORP - 2.30 3.00. 3.33

DIV Ae  CORP 2.17 1.75 2.00

CORP Pe DIV 2.75 2.00 ' 3.00
Key: CORP - Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

. Ae ~ . Actual Expectation.

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H. - No Expectation Held

n.a. - not available

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5=Completely

Satisfied,
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TABLE 8-31

Correlatioh of the Extent of Role Conflict
to the Satisfaction of Ac;uai Expectations Connected

with the Conditioning, Responding and Representing Issues

Divisions Conditioning Responding- Representing
Alpha 0.96%% (N=4) 0.84%%% (N=4) 0.85%%* (N=4)
Beta N.C. . N.C. _ N.C.

Sigma , 0.99% (N=6) 0.99*  (N=6) 0.98%  (N=5)
a1 (& ? 0.95%  (N=12)- 0.,93%  (N=12) 0.84%  (N=11)

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

* p .01 (one-tailed test)
*% p .05 (one-tailed test)
- %%% p {,10 (one-tailed test)

(a)

Composite analysis based on responses obtained from

all focal divisions
N.C. - Not Computable as N { 3

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured

throﬁgh the Expectations Analysis Forms and Q. 33 of the

NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-12

Emphasis and Satisfactioh with Rules

Alpha - Beta Sigma

1. Amount of Rules ‘) | 2.75  2.75  3.65
2, Types of Rules ¢P) : 3.40 3,00  2.88
Emphasis on Rules 'C 1.65 1.87 2,10
3. Detailed Rules (¥ © 4.00  3.00 3,00
4. General Rules (& ' 4,00 3.33 2,80
Satisfaction with Rules (e) " 4,00 3.13 2,90

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the amount of rules that were
prescribed for the activities of divisional managers, Score ranges

from 1 = 0% to 20% of Activities to 5 = 80% to 100% of Activities

\ .
(b. The higher the mean score, the more specific are the prescribed rules,

Score ranges from 1 = Very General and Broad Rules to 5 = Very

Detailed and Comprehensive Rules,

(¢)

Composite analysis based on the procuct of sub-scores 1 and 2, and
scaled down by a divisor of 5. Score ranges from 1 = Very Low
Emphasis on Rules to 5 = Very High Emphasis on Rules,

(é) The higher the mean score, the higher is the satisfaction level.

Score ranges from 1 = Completeiy Dissatisfied to 5 = Completeiy Satisfied

(e)

Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 3 and 4, Score
ranges from 1 = Completely Dissatisfied with Rules to 5 = Completely
Satisfied with Rules

N.B, Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through
Q.26 and Q.28 of the NOCAM questionaire.



TABLE 8-33

103

Correlation Anélysis of

Factors Related to Job Avtonomy

Alpha Beta  Sigma A1l (%)
High emphasis on work rules -
High emphasis on work outcomes N.C. N.C. 0.58 0.46%%
(N=5) (N=10)
High emphasis on work rules - |
High satisfaction with rules -0.58 -0.17 0.71* 0.35
| (N=4)  (N=4) (N=9) (N=17)
High influence on rules formulation -
High satisfaction with rules 0.57  0.30 0,33  0,39%*
| | (N=5) (N=4) (N=9) (N=18)
High influence on rules formulation - v '
High emphasis on work rules o -0.46  -0.58  0.63* 0.30
N (N=4) © (N=4) (N=9) (N=17)

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

% p €,05 (one-tailed test)
** p¢ .10 (one-tailed test)

N.C. - Not Computable as N 3
(a)

all focal divisions.

Composite analysis based on responses obtained from

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through

the Expectations Analysis Forms and Q.26, Q.27 and Q.28 of the

NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-34

Correlation of the Extent of Role Ambiguity
to the Satisfaction of Actual Expectations Connected
with the Formation and Effort-Stipulation Issues

Divisions ' ' Formation Effort-Stipulation

Alpha N.C. 0.99% (N=4)
Beta | | N.C. N.C.

Sigma | 0.86%* (N=4) 0.82%* (N=4)
a1 @ » O 0.77F (M=) 0.82% (N=8)

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)

* p ¢,05 (one-tailled test)
*% p ¢,10 (one-tailed test)

(a)

Composite analysis based on responses obtained from
all focal divisionms.
N.C. - Not Computable as N < 3

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through

. the Expectations Analysis Forms and Q.33 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 8-33

Difference in Corporate and Divisionai Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES o
Group Group RATIONALISATION RECONSTITUTION DEPLOYMENT
ALP CORP Ae DIV 3.60 N.E.H. 3,00
DIV Pe  CORP 3,32 3.29 4,00
DIV Ae  CORP 3.66 2.75 3,50
CORP Pe DIV : 4 .07 3.54 4.00
BETA CORP Ae DIV : 3.83 5,00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP 3,33 4,00 4,00
DIV Ae . CORP | 3.50 3.06 3.20
GORP Pe DIV 4.00 N.E.H, N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 4.00 : 3,00 " n.a,
DIV Pe  CORP - 3.70 3,67 3.00
DIV Ae  CORP o 3.25 3.62 4.00

CORP - Pe DIV ' 3.50 3.00 N.E.H,

Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management
DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae -~ Actual Expectation
Pe -~ Perceived Expectation
N.E.H.- ©No Expectation Held

n.a. =~ mnot available

(a)

‘The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied.
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TABLE'9~i

Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group DEVELOPMENT DIRECTION MOTIVATION
ALPHA CORP -Ae DIV N.E.H, N.E.H. 25%
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H, '50% N.E.H.
DIV Ae  CORP 100% 100% 75%
. CORP Pe DIV 50% N.E.H. 75%
BETA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. 50% 25%
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H, 25% 50%
DIV Ae  CORP . 75% 75% 67%
CORP Pe DIV 75% N.E.H, N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV . N.E.H. - 339% 33%
DIV Pe  CORP 33% 33% 50%
DIV Ae  CORP 67% 67% 75%
CORP Pe DIV : 33% 50% 33%
Key: CORP -~  Corporate Management
DIV @ - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe -~  Perceived Expectation

N.E.H.~ No Expectation Held
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Difference in Corpodrate and Divisioﬂal Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expedtations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

(a)

Object

INTERACTION ISSUES.

Respondent
Group Group DEVELOPMENT DIRECTION MOTIVATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. N.E.H, - 4,80
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H, 5.00 N.E.H.
DIV Ae  CORP 3.38 3,25 3.20
CORP Pe DIV 1.00 N.E.H. 2.20
BETA CORP Ae DIV N,.E.H, 2.50 "1.00
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 4,00 3.70
DIV Ae CORP. -3.33 . 3.53 2,25
CORP Pe DIV 3.60 N.E.H. N.E.H,
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H, 2.00 5.00
DIV Pe  CORP 4.00 1,00 3.00
DIV . 3 Ae  CORP 2.00 2.50 3.44
CORP Pe DIV 1.00 2.00 2,00
. :‘?i}l
Key: CORP - , Corporate Management
DIV - - Divisional Management
Ae ~  Actual Expectation ‘
Pe -  Perceived Expectation
N.E.,H.- No Expectation Held
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of

expectatiohs which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large

Proportion,
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TABLE 9-1%
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Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are
held with benefits

intended for the Interactors

(a)

_Resgondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES _
" Group Group DEVELOPMENT DIRECTION MOTIVATION

ALPHA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. N.E.H, 4,00

DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 3.50 N.E.H.

DIV Ae  CORP 3.75 3.31 4,00

CORP Pe DIV 2,50 N.E.H, 3.53
BETA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H, -3.00 2.00

DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H. 4,25 4,20

DIV Ae - CORP 3.27 3.93 4,00

CORP Pe DIV 3.93 N.E.H, N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H, 3,50 4.80

DIV Pe  CORP 3,00 3.00 4,00

DIV Ae  CORP 3.50 3.50 4,53

CORP Pe DIV 3.00 2,50 3,00
Key: " CORP - Corporate Managément

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe -~  Perceived Expectation

N.E.,H.- No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimpqrtant to 5 = Very

Important,
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TABRLE 9-4

Difference in Corporate and Divisidnal Mdnagements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with Benefifs intended fof the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object . INTERACTION ISSUES
 Group Group DEVELOPMENT DIRECTION MOTIVATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. N.E.H. 3.80
DIV Pe  CORP N.E.H, 3.50 N.E,H.
DIV Ae CORP 3.07 3,52 4.55
CORP Pe DIV 3.90 N.E.H, . 3.80
BETA CORP . Ae DIV N.E.H, 3.00 5,00
DIV .~ Pe  CORP - 'N.E.H. : 3.75 4,20
DIV Ae  CORP 13.25 320 2.40
CORP Pe DIV . 2.90 "N.E.H., - N.E,H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV . N.E.H. n.a. . .3.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.50 ' 3,00 3.33
DIV Ae  CORP 2.88 3,50 . 3,75
CORP Pe DIV 3.00 ' 3.93 4.00
Key: CORP -~  Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe ~  Perceived Expectation
n.a, - Edt available
N.E.H.- No Expectation Held
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied
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TABLE 9-5

< — e e e~

Percent of Object Group where Actﬁgi and Perceived Expectations
are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

&

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group ADVISORY RESOURCING HARMONIZATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 50% 75% 257
DIV Pe  CORP 75% 100% 100%
DIV Ae  CORP 100% 100% 100%
CORP Pe DIV 100% 75% 25%
BETA CORP Ae DIV 50% ' 75% 25%
DIV Pe  CORP 50% 100% 50%
DIV Ae  CORP - 75% 100% 75%
CORP Pe DIV 75% 100% 25%
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 33% 100% N.E.H,
DIV Pe  CORP 67% 837% 67%
DIV Ae  CORP 837 100% 17%
CORP Pe DIV 33% 67% N.E.H.
Key CORP -~ Corporate Management
DIV - - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H.- No Expectation Held
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Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

vheld with benefits intended for the Interactors

(a)

ResEondent

INTERACTION ISSUES

Object

Group Group  ADVISORY RESOURCING HARMONIZATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2,50 1.93 4,00

DIV Pe  CORP 2.75 3.71 3.69

DIV Ae  CORP 3.92 3.71 4,00

CORP Pe DIV 2.10 2.60 1.00
BETA CORP Ae DIV 2.25 4,67 5.00

DIV Pe  CORP 3.90 3.38 3.88

DIV Ae  CORP 2.00 3.13 1.75

_ CORP Pe DIV 3.50 3.50 4.50

SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 1.50 1.33 . N.E,H.

DIV Pe  CORP 3,00 3,20 2.75

DIV Ae  CORP 3.00 2.33 2,00

CORP Pe DIV 1.50 1.50 N.E.H.
Key CORP - Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe ~ Perceived Expectation

N.E.H.- No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large

Proportion.
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TABLE 9-7

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception
of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are
held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Regpondent Object : INTERACTION ISSUES

Group ~ Group ADVISORY RESOURCING HARMONIZATTON
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 4,50 3,93 3.00

DIV Pe CORP 2,58 3.40 3.71

DIV Ae  CORP 3.53 3.33 3.75

CORP Pe DIV 3.75 . 3.67 1,00
BETA CORP Ae DIV 4,00 4,33 5.00

DIV Pe  CORP 4.50 | 3,37 4.16

DIV Ae  CORP 3.06 - 3.58 3.62

CORP Pe DIV 4.25 '3.00 . 4,50

.-SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 3.00 2.33 N.E.H.

DIV Pe CORP. 3.75 - 3.90 3.50

DIV Ae CORP 4.00 4.25 4,00

CORP "Pe DIV 2.50 2.50 N.E.H.
Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management

DIV ~ Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H.~ No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important.
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TABLE 958

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group  ADVISORY RESOURCING HARMONIZATION
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2.90 3,33 3.75
DIV Pe  CORP 3.17 3.57 3.92
DIV Ae  CORP 3.96 4.08 3.66
CORP  Pe DIV 4.95 4.13 3.80
BETA CORP  Ae DIV 4.00 3.00 3.00
DIV Pe  CORP 4.00 o 3.33 4,25
DIV Ae  CORP 3.11 , 3.03 3.50
CORP Pe DIV 4.33 ' 4.50 4,00
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 4.00 3.75 N.E.H.
' DIV ‘Pe  CORP 3.75 3.60 3.50
DIV Ae CORP 3.40 4.00 5.00
CORP Pe DIV 3.00 3,75 N.E.H.

Key: CORP -~  Corporate Management

p1Iv. = - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.,H.- No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied
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TABLE 9-9

(a)

Multivariate Outcomes of Corporate éupport and Cooperation

Alpha Beta Sipma

OQutcome 1

Extent which divisional informational

needs have been anticipated and

volunteered in an accurate and

complete form. 3.20 2.50 . 3.22

Qutcome 2 -

Extent which divisional needs have

been responded to in policy decisions

so that undue problems and complications

will not be created. ‘ , - 3.60 2,25 3.89

Outcome 3

Extént which corporate personnel work
together with divisional personnel as ' '
a team, 4,00 3.25 3.22

Extent which corporate staff does not

behave like a 'watch-dog' nor try to

get ahead at the expense of divisional :

personnel, _ _ 4,00 4.75 . 4.44

Extent which corporate personnel are
useful when it comes to sticking
together and helping divisional

personnel out _ 3.60 3.75 3.67
Overall Corporate Team Spirit (b) 3.87 3.92 3.78
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the probability of outcome,
Score ranges from 1 = A Very Small Extent to 5 = A Very Great Extent.

(b)

Composite score based on the mean of the previous three sub-scores.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through
Q.22, Q.23 and Q.24 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 9ui0

I

= — ———

~Correlation of the Three Outcomes of
Corporate Support and Cooperation to the Satisfaction

of Actual Expectations Connected with the Resourcing Issue

* Divisions Qutcome i Outcome 2 Outcome 3
Alpha : =0.74 (N=4)  0.86%%% (N=4) -0,61 (N=4)
Beta ~0,57 (N=4) 0.08 (N=4) 0.97%%% (N=4)

Sigma . 0.89%* (N=6) 0.89%% (N=6)  0,74%%% (N=6)
All (a)_ 0.46%* (N=14) 0.82%  (N=14)  0.36%%% (N=14)

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)
*p<. 01 (one-tailed test)
*%p¢.05 (one-tailed test)
*%%p ¢, 10 (one-tailed test)

(a)

Composite analysis based on responses obtained from all

focal divisions

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured
- through the Expectations Analysis Forms and Q 22, Q.23
‘and Q.24 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 9-11

I

Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group SYNERGY-EXTRACTION CONFLICT-CONTROL
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 50% 50%
DIV Pe CORP 100% 100%
DIV Ae CORP 100% 100%
CORP Pe DIV 100% 50%
BETA CORP Ae DIV - 25% 50%
' DIV Pe CORP 100% : 50%
DIV Ae CORP , 100% ; 75%
CORP Pe DIV 25% 50%
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 100% 100%
DIV - -Pe CORP 83% 83% .
DIV Ae  CORP 837 . 100%
CORP Pe DIV 33% N.E.H.
Key: CORP - Corporate Management ‘
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae ~ Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E,H, - No Expectation Held
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TABLE 9-12

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors o)
Respondent - Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group SYNERGY-EXTRACTION CONFLICT-CONTROL
ALPHA  CORP Ae DIV 2.40 2.50
DIV Pe  CORP 3.65 2,75
DIV Ae  CORP 3.41 3.54
CORP Pe DIV 1.80 2.25
BETA CORP Ae DIV 5.00 2.50
DIV Pe  CORP 3.58 4.20
DIV " Ae  CORP 3.23 1.97
CORP Pe DIV 4.00 3.50
SIGMA  CORP Ae DIV ' 1.50 - 1.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3.80 2.80
DIV . Ae  CORP 3,20 1.00
CORP Pe DIV | 1.00 N.E.H.

Key: ' CORP -~ Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae -~ Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H. - No Expectation Held
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from.1 = Very Small Proportion to § = Very Large

Proportion.
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Difference in CorpOrate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

(a)

Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES

Group Group SYNERGY~-EXTRACTION CONFLICT-CONTROL
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 2.90 3.50

DIV Pe  CORP 2.31 3.87

DIV Ae  CORP 3.00 3.17

CORP Pe DIV 3.50 2.12
BETA CORP Ae DIV 4,00 3.75

DIV Pe CORP 3.42 4,50

DIV Ae  CORP 3.23 3.58

CORP Pe DIV 4.00 - 3.00
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 2,50 2.33

DIV Pe  CORP 4,20 4,40

DIV Ae  CORP 3,25 4,37

CORP Pe DIV 2,00 N.E.H,
Key: CORP © ~ - Corporate Management

DIV -~ Divisional Management

Ae -~ Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E,H, - No Expectation Held

(a) The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important.
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TABLE 9-14

Di fference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactdrs (a)
ReSBondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group SYNERGY-EXTRACTION CONFLICT-CONTROL
" ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 3.60 2.37
' DIV Pe CORP 3.50 3.25
DIV ‘Ae CORP 3.49 4.67
CORP Pe DIV 3.40 3.37
BETA CORP Ae DIV 5,00 o 3.00
DIV Pe  CORP 3,00 ' 4.00
DIV Ae  CORP © 2,70 3.42
' CORP Pe DIV 5,00 3,50
SIGMA  CORP  Ae DIV 4.00 | ©3.50
DIV Pe  CORP 3.60 _ ‘ 3.60
DIV Ae CORP 3,40 : 3.70
CORP Pe DIV 3,00 ' ' N.E.H.

Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - .Divisional Management
Ae ~ Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E,H., - No Expectation Held

(a)

The highef the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied.
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TABLE 9-15

Distribution of Corporate and Divisional Influence

Over Broad Divisional Policy Decisions

'ALPHA BETA SIGMA

Corporate .Influence (2)
" Actual Level | 3.73 3.63 3.71
Desired Level 3.58 4.00 3.42

Divisional Influence (a)
Actual Level ' 2,80 3.03 2,18
Desired Level o 3.27 3.44 2.40

Difference beﬁWeeh

Corporate and Divisional Influence (b)
Actual Level 0.93 0.60  1.53

Desired Level | 0.31 0.56  1.02

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of influence exerted
over broad divisional policy decisions. Score ranges from 1 = Little or

No Influence to 5 = A Very Great Deal of Influence.

(h)

The higher a positive difference score, the higher is corporate emphasis

on policies and voluntary coordination,

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.14 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 9-16

|

Distribution of Corporate and Divisional Influence

Over the Formulation of Divisional Rules

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

Corporate Influence (2)

Actual Level 3.27 2.83 3.37

Desired Level 3.20 2.67 3.10
Divisional Influence

Actual Level '3.10 3.00  3.36

Desired Level 3,40 3.25 3.63
Difference between' -
Corporate and Div131ona1 Influence (b)

Actual Level 0.17 -0.17 0.01

Desired Level -0.20 -0.58  -0.53

(@) The higher the mean score, the higher is the level of influence exerted
- over the formulation of divisional rules, Score ranges from 1 = Little
or No Influence to 5 = A Very Great Deal of Influence.
(b)

The higher a positive difference score, the higher is corporate emphasis

on rules and directive coordination.

N.B, Analys1s based on divisional responses onl z, as captured through
Q.27 of the NOCAM questionaire,
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TABLE 9-17

Origins of Cdmmittees,‘Task Fo%cés énd Meetingsv(é?
ALPHA BETA SIGMA
1. Apnual meeting between
corporate and divisional
general managers : . 3.00 = 2,75 3.00
2.  Group management committees 2,78 3.00 2,50
-3, Technical evaluation _
committee for capital projects 2.60 2,67 2.92
4. Permanent cross-divisional .
commi ttees ‘ 3.00 3.00 2.33
5. Line Mhnagement . -
task forces ' 1.00 1.00 1.00
6. Ad-hoc cross-divisional A
"~ meetings for functional managers. 1.50 1.17 1.91
Overall Origination Score (b) ‘ 2,31 2,27 2.28

a ' : '

(2) The higher the mean score, the more involved is corporate officers in the
introduction of these integration mechanisms. Score ranges from 1 =
Introduced by Divisional Managers to 3 = Introduced by Corporate
Officers,

(b) Composite score based on the mean of the previous six sub-scores.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q..18 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 9-18

Conflict Management Approach (a)

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

Actual Approach : 3.91 3.44 3.46
Desired Approach =~ 4,55 4,44 4.31
(a)

The higher the mean score, the more is conflict brought into the open‘
and confronted. Score ranges from 1 = Disagreements are almost avoided,
denied or suppressed to 5 = Disagreements are almost always acknowledged
as part of the job and are discussed when they arise,

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.21 of the NOCAM questionaire.



CHAPTER 10
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TABLE 10-1

S B —— S — . -
e e

—— —

Correlation between the Satisfactory Management of Individual
Challenge Control and Sectional-Task Challenge Control and between

Sectional-~Task Challenge Control and Organisafion-Wide Challénge_Control

I.C.C./ s.T.C.C./
Divisions | - S.T.C.C. 0.W.C.C,
Alpha | | 0,96 (N=3) 0.8 (u=)
Beta N.C. N.C,
Sigma 087 (e3) 0.67 (N=4)
a1 @ | 10.72% (N=7) 0.66% (N=8)

- Key: I, C.C. =~ 1Individual Challenge Control
S,T.C.C. =~  Sectional-Task Challenge Control
o.w.c.c. - 0rgan1sat10n-W1de Challenge Control
N.C. - Not Computable as N<3

Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)
*p ¢ .05 (one~tailed test)
(3) Composite analysis based on respohses from all

focal divisions.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses onlz’ as captured
through the Expectations Analysis Forms.
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TABLE 10-2

Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations

dre held with Eenefits intended for the Interactors

INTERACTION ISSUES

Respondent Object  INDIVIDUAL SECTIONAL-TASK
Group Group  CHALLENGE CONTROL CHALLENGE CONTROL
ALPHA CORP  Ae DIV N.E.H. . 50%
DIV Pe  CORP 50% ' 100%
DIV Ae  CORP 75% 75%
CORP Pe DIV 50% ~ 50%
BETA CORP  Ae DIV 259% | . N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP 5% | 75%
DIV Ae  CORP © 50% 75%
CORP Pe DIV 25% N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV N.E.H, | . 67%
DIV Pe  CORP 33% 83%
DIV Ae  CORP 50% . 83%
CORP ~ Pe DIV 67% 33%
Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
. Pe ~ Perceived Expectation
N.E.H.-

No Expectation Held
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Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expeétations which are

held with benefits ihtended for the Interactqrs

 INTERACTION ISSUES

- Respondent Object INDIVIDUAL . SECTIONAL-TASK
Group Group CHALLENGE CONTROL CHALLENGE CONTROL
ALPHA CORP  Ae DIV N.E.H. 3.50
DIV Pe  CORP 4.00 3.65
DIV Ae  CORP 3.33 3.60
CORP Pe DIV 1.10 1.10
BETA CORP Ae DIV 4.00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP 3.75 4,28
DIV Ae  CORP 2.50. 3.24
CORP Pe DIV 4,00 N.E,.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. 1.58
DIV Pe CORP 3.00 - 3.67
DIV Ae  CORP 1.67 1.90
CORP Pe DIV 1.50 2,00
Key: CORP - - Corporate Managemeht
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
N.E.H,- No Expectation Held
(a) The higher the mean score, the‘higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large

Proportion,
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TABLE 10-4

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations

ﬁifferenc

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

e in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

which are

(a)

INTERACTION ISSUES

Respondent Object INDIVIDUAL SECTIONAL~TASK
Group Group  CHALLENGE CONTROL CHALLENGE CONTROL
 ALPHA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. 4,50
DIV 'Pe  CORP 4,00 3.97
DIV Ae  CORP 3.17 4,04
CORP Pe DIV 3.00 2.60.
BETA - CORP  Ae DIV 4.00 N.E.H.
DIV Pe  CORP 4,25 3.15
DIV Ae  CORP 3.50 3.80
CORP Pe DIV 4,00 N.E.H.
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. 3,50
' DIV "Pe  CORP 4,00 4,43
DIV Ae  CORP 3.33 3,44
CORP Pe DIV 3.00 3.00
Key: CORP -~ Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation

N.E.H.~ No Expectation Held

(a)

The higher the mean sdore, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important,
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TABLE 10-~5

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

(a)

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

INTERACTION ISSUES

Respondent Object INDIVIDUAL SECTIONAL-TASK

Group Group  CHALLENGE CONTROL CHALLENGE CONTROL
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV N.E.H. . - 3.83

DIV Pe  CORP 3.50 ' : ~ 3,62

DIV Ae  CORP 2.83 , 4.07

CORP ~ Pe DIV 3.9 ~3.55
BETA ' CORP Ae - DIV n.a. ' N.E.H.

DIV Pe  CORP 3.00 | 3.50

DIV Ae CORE - 2,00 3.07

CORP Pe DIV 4,00 N.E.H,
SIGMA . CORP  Ae DIV N.E.H. 3,17

DIV  Pe CORP 3.00 | 2.27

DIV Ae  CORP 3.70 ' - 3.77

'CORP Pe DIV 3.00 , 3.00
Key: " CORP - Corporate Management

DIV - Divisional Management

Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation.

n.a. - not available

N.E.H.- No Expectation Held
(a) The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of
expectations which are h2ld in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely

Satisfied.
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TABLE 10-6 .

Satisfactioh with ﬁanageﬁent §§stems (a)
_ ALPHA BETA SIGMA
1. Five-year planning system ' 3,40 3.50 3.08
2. Annual budgeting system S 4.40 3.78 3.92
3. Approval system for major B
capital and expense items v 3.70 4,33 3.50
4, Cash management system ' 4.40 4,22 3.33
Organisation-Wide Challenge
Fulfilment Control Systems (b) : 3.98 3.96 -3.46
5. Quarterly budget forecast 4,13 4,00 4,46
6. Monthly budget review - 4,25 4,00 4.17
7. Monthly operating reports ' 4,30 4,11 3.92
Sectional-Task Challenge
Fulfilment Control Systems (e) 4.23 4,04 4,18
8. Formal goal séttihg, performance
"~ evaluation and incentive '
- compensation system 3.60 3.00 3.08
9. Approval system for hiring,
replacement and salary changes _ }
of key divisional personnel - 3.80 3.50 3.70
Individual Challenge _ | |
Fulfilment Control Systems (& , ' ' 3.70 3.25 3.39
Overall Satisfactioﬁ with ,
Management Systems (e) : 4,00 3.83 3.65 -

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher is the satisfaction level.
Score ranges from 1 = Completely Dissatisfied to 5 = Completely Satisfied

(b)
~(e)
(a)
(e)

Composite analysis based on the mean of all nine sub-scores

Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 1,2,3, and 4.
Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 5,6, and 7.

Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 8 and 9.

N.B. Ahalysis based on corporate and divisional responses , ag captured
through Q.18 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 10-7

‘fl

Percent of Object Group where Actual and Perceived Expectations

are held with benefits intended for the Interactors

|

» INTERACTION ISSUES
ORGANISATION-WIDE INTEGRATION

Respondent Object

Group Group CHALLENGE CONTROL OF CHALLENGES
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV - 50% 50%
DIV Pe  CORP . 100% - 100%
DIV Ae CORP 100% ’ 100%
CORP Pe DIV - 50% 100%
BETA CORP Ae DIV 70% ' 50%
DIV Pe CORP 75% 67%
DIV Ae CORP 75% _ 100%
CORP Pe DIV 60% 100%
SIGMA CORP  Ae DIV 33% - } 67%
DIV Pe  CORP . 67% 100%
DIV Ae  CORP 83% . 67%
CORP  Pe DIV - 33% 67%
- Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe -~ Perceived Expectation
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Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Proportion of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

(a)

INTERACTION ISSUES

Respondent Object  OREANISATION-WIDE INTEGRATTON
- Group Group  CHALLENGE CONTROL OF CHALLENGES
ALPHA CORP  Ae DIV 3.75 2.40
DIV Pe  CORP 4,25 3.25
DIV Ae  CORP 4,04 3,77
CORP Pe DIV 1,40 1.95
BETA CORP Ae DIV 3.00 4.00
DIV Pe  CORP ’ 3.67 3.60
DIV Ae  CORP 3.58 3.14
CORP Pe DIV . 2.00 . 3.50
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 1.00 1.50
DIV Pe CORP 3,50 3.17
DIV Ae  CORP 3.00 1.38
CORP Pe DIV 2,00 2,25
Key: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV -~ Divisional Management
Ae - Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation
(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the proportion of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues.

Score ranges from 1 = Very Small Proportion to 5 = Very Large

Proportion,
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TABLE 10-9

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Importance of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

held with benefits intended for the Interactors (a)
Respondent Object INTERACTION ISSUES
Group Group ORGANISATION-WIDE INTEGRATION
 CHALLENGE CONTROL - OF CHALLENGES

ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 4,65 3.90

DIV Pe CORP 4. 47 3.87

DIV Ae  CORP 4,34 3.42

CORP Pe DIV 3.00 3,59
BETA CORP Ae DIV 3.00 , - 4,33

DIV Pe  CORP 4,00 3.80

DIV Ae  CORP 3.92 3,92

CORP  Pe DIV . 2.95 . 3.87
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 2,00 3.42

DIV Pe  CORP 4,00 3.83

DIV Ae  CORP 4,00 3.75

CORP Pe DIV 3.00 2,75
Key: CORP - Corporate Management

DIV -~ Divsional Management

‘Ae - Actual Expectation

Pe - Perceived Expectation

(a)

The higher the mean score, the higher the importance of

expectations which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Completely Unimportant to 5 = Very

Important.
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TABLE 10-10

Difference in Corporate and Divisional Managements' Perception

of the Satisfaction of Actual and Perceived Expectations which are

(a)

held with benefits intended for the Interactors

INTERACTION ISSUES

Respondent Object  ORGANISATION-WIDE INTEGRATION
Group Group CHALLENGE CONTROL OF CHALLENGES
ALPHA CORP Ae DIV 4.00 A 2.60
| DIV Pe  CORP 3.78 3.83
DIV Ae  CORP 4.36 3.67
CORP Pe DIV ~3.90 3.92
BETA CORP Ae DIV 3,20 3.50
DIV Pe CORP 3.41 3.20
DIV Ae  CORP 3,25 3.20
CORP Pe DIV 4.00 _ 3.87
SIGMA CORP Ae DIV 3.00 3.84
DIV Pe  CORP 3.00 3.83
DIV Ae  CORP 3.80 3.50
CORP Pe DIV 4,00 ' ‘ 3.75
" Rey: CORP - Corporate Management
DIV - Divisional Management
Ae -~ Actual Expectation
Pe - Perceived Expectation

() The higher the mean score, the higher the satisfaction of

expectations Which are held in connection with these issues,

Score ranges from 1 = Not Satisfied At All to 5 = Completely
Satisfied. '
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TABLE 10-11

(a)

Origin of Management Systems

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

1. Five-year planning system | ©2.82 3.00 3.00
2. Annual budgeting system 2.64 2,78 2.85
3. Approval system for major

capital and expense items 2,91 2.89 2.38
4, Cash management systems 1.80 2.11 3.00

Organisation-Wide Challenge

Fulfilment Control Systems > 2.54 2.70 2,81
5. Quarterly budget forecast 2,78 1.50 2.85
6. Monthly budget review 2,11 2.83 1.86
7. Monthly operating reports 2.00 2.56 1.83

Sectional-Task Challenge

Fulfilment Control Systems (e) 2.30 2.30 2.18
8. Formal gbal setting, performance

evaluation and incentive

compensation system 2.20 1.00 2,08
9. Approval system for hiring,

replacement and salary changes

of key divisional personnel 2.55 2.14 2.69

Individual Challenge »

Fulfilment Control Systems (d) 2.38 1.57 2.39

Overal Origin of

Management Systems (e) 2.42 2,31 2.50

(a) The higher the mean score, the more involved is corporate officers in the
~ introduction of these Management Systems, Score ranges from 1 = Introduced
by Divisional Managers to 3 = Introduced by Corporate Officers.

(b)
(c)
(®
(e)

ComPOsite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 1, 2, 3 and 4,
Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 5, 6 and 7.
Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 8 and 9

Composite analysis based on the mean of all nine sub-scores.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through Q.18 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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TABLE 10-12

— — — —

Corporate Contribution to Integration of Divisional Challenges

(Inter-Challenge Level Nexus) (a)
ALPHA BETA SIGMA
Externality to
Organisation-Wide Challenge Level
1. (Permeation Issue x Integration of
Challenges Issue) (b) 2.44 1.92 2.60
Organisation-Wide Challenge Level to
Sectional-Task Challenge Level
2. (Rationalisation Issue x Integration of
Challenges Issue) (b) 2,69 2,24 2,28
--Séctional-Task Challenge Level to
" Individual Challenge Level
3. (Conditioning Issue x Integration of
Challenges Issue) (b) 1.87 2,11 . 1.52
(e) 2,33 2.09 2,13

Overall Informational Contributions

(a)

The higher the mean score, the more satisfactory are the informational
contributions which corporate officers have made to integrate divisional
challenges. Score ranges from 1 = Completely Dissatisfactory to 5 =
Completely Satisfactory.
(b) Raw scores are derived from divisional managers' satisfaction ratings
of corporate fulfilment of their actual expectations connected with the
named issues. The product score has been scaled down by a divisor of 5.
(e Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 1, 2 and 3.
N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured through
the Expectations Analysis Forms. »



136

TABLE 10~13

Corporate Contribution to Integration of Divisional Challenges

(Intra-Challenge Level Nexus)<a)

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

Organisation~Wide Challenge Level

1. (Formalisation Issue x Integration of
Challenges Issue) (b) 2.54 1.88 2.50
2. (Operationalisation Issue x Integration
of Challenges Issue) ' (b) 2,44 1.92 2,52

A.  Sub-Contributionl® . 2.49 1.90  2.51

Sectional-Task Challenge Level

3, (Reconstitution Issue x Integration

of Challenges Issue) (b 2.02 1.96 2'53
|
| 4, (Deployment Issue x Integration of
| Challenges Issue) (b) 2.57 1.41 2.80
; 5. (Empowerment Issue x Integratlon(b) 3.18 1.92 3.97

of Challenges Issue)

(d)

B. Sub-Contribution 2,59 1.76  2.87

Individual Challenge Level

6. (Formation Issue x Integration

of Challenge Issue) (b) 1.84 1.92 1.23

7. (Effort~Stipulation Issue x
Integration of Challenge Issues)(b) 1.89 2.24 1.40
C. Sub—Contribution<e) , 1.87 2.08 1,32
€D 2.32 1.91 2,23

Overall Informational Contribution

(a)

The higher the mean score, the more satisfactory are the informational
contributions which corporate officers have made to integrate

divisional challenges. Score ranges from 1 = Completely Dissatisfactory
to 5 = Completely Satisfactory. : '
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TABLE 10-13

(b) Raw scores are derived from divisional managers' satisfaction
ratings of corporate fulfilment of their actual expectations
connected with the named issues. The product score has been
scaled down by a divisor of 5.

(e Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 1 and 2.

(@) Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 3,4 and 5.

(e) Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 6 and 7.

(£)

Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-contribution scores-
A, B and C.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only, as captured
through the Expectations Analysis Forms
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TABLE 10-14

Matching of Corporate Information Contributions

to Divisional Quality and Quantity Expectation (2)

ALPHA BETA SIGMA

" Rating of Corporate

Information Contributions 3.60 3.13 3.15

(a)

The higher the mean score, the closer is corporate information
contributions matched with divisional expectation. Score ranges
from 1 = 20% of Ideal Quality and Quantity Level to 5 = 100% of
Ideal Quality and Quantity Level.

N.B. Analysis based on divisional responses only , as captured
through Q.11 of the NOCAM questiohaire.



CONCLUSTION

Ab]

CHAPTER

11



139

TABLE 11-1

Corporate-Divisional Interactive Adjustments

ih Managing the Seven Aspects of Ofganisational Life(a>
Alpha Beta Sigma

1. Translation into Organisation-

Wide Challenges 3.44 (M-L) 3.64 (H) 3.44 (M-L)
2. Translation into Sectional-

Task Challenges 3.69 (H) 3,55 (L) 3.58 (M)
3. Translation into Individual

Challenges 3.63 (M) 3.67 (H) 3.09 (L)

Translation Function(b) 3.59 (M) 3.62 () 3.37 (L)
4, Facilitation of Individual

Challenge Fulfilment - 3.93 (H) 3.77 (M) - 3.64 (L)
5. Facilitation of Sectional-

Task Challenge Fulfilment 3.43 (M) 3.54 (H) 3.38 (L)

Facilitation Function(c) 3.68 (H) 3.65 (M) 3.51 (L)
6. Control of Challenge :

Fulfilment 3.81 (H) 3.45(M-L) 3.45 (M-L)

7. Integration of Challenges 3.80 (H) 3.71 (M) 3.54 (L)

(a)

The higher the mean score, the more satisfactory have the seven
aspects of organisational life been managed. Score ranges from

1 = Not Satisfactory/At All to 5 = Completely Satisfactory. Scores
are obtained by computing the mean of corporate rating of the
satisfaction level of their perceived expectations and divisional
rating of the satisfaction level of their actual expectations
caonnected with the seven aspects of organisational 1life,

(b)

‘Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores.l,2 and 3.

(c)

Composite analysis based on the mean of sub-scores 4 ‘and 5.

() Inter-divisional qualitative ranking of the management of the seven
aspects of organisational life. Ranking symbols are: H = Highly
Satisfactory, M = Moderately Satisfactory, L = Least Satisfactory.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through the Expectations Analysis Forms,
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Organisational States and

Overall Effectiveness of Divisions

Alpha Beta  Sigma

- State of Corporate-Divisional

Relationship S 5.55 5,44  5.15
(b)

Actual Divisional Performance

1. Financial (Return on investment,
Profit) 3.90 3.33 1.75

2. Product-Market (Sales, Market Share,
Product Quality, Customer Service) 3.55 3.23 3.27

3. Social-Behavioural (Management
development, Social Responsibility,
Ability to attract and retain
high level manpower, Satisfaction
and morale of employees) : - 3.18 3.06 .3.56

4, Comparative and Prospect Factor -
(Rating which competitors would be
expected to give division for its
overall performance, Relative
divisional contribution to firm's
overall profits, Relative growth
rate as compared to sister
divisions, Future commercial
prospect and viability) ' 3.71 3.11 3,00

(c)

Overall Effectiveness 3.59 3.18 2,90

(a)

(c)

The higher the mean score, the more satisfactory is the state of
relationship between corporate and divisional managements.,

Score ranges from 1 = Couldn't be worse - poor relations, serious
problems exist which are not solved to 7 = Excellent - full
cooperation and mutual understanding is achieved, each group
fulfills the expectations that the other has for 'it.

(b) The higher the mean score, the closer has a focal division reached

its ideal level of performance or desired state. Score ranges
from 1 = 20% of Tdeal Performance or Desired State to 5 = 100% of
Ideal Performance or Desired State. FEach of the four main indices
of performance are constructed from the mean of the respondents'
ratings given to each of the items named in the brackets.

Composite analysis based on the mean of the indices 1, 2, 3 and 4.

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured

through Q.9 and Q.10 of the NOCAM questionaire.
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to

Correlation of the Satisfactoriness

of Corporate-Divisional Interactive Adjustments

the Organisational States and Overall Effectiveness of Divisions

(a)

State of Corporate-

Overall

Divisional Relationship Effectiveness

Composite index based on the mean of sub-scores 4 and 5.

1. Translation into
Organisation-Wide
Challenges o 0.25 0.11
2. Translation into
Sectional-Task
Challenges 0.55 0.81
3. Translation info
Individual
Challenges 0.95 0.77
Translation Function(b) 0.93 0.74
4, Facilitation of
Individual Challenge
Fulfilment 0.95 1.00
5. Facilitation of
Sectional~-Task
Challenge Fulfilment : 0.54 0.20
Facilitation Function(c) 0,99 0.89
6. Control of Challenge :
7. Integration of
Challenges 1.00 0.96
Statistics: Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (rho)
(a) Correlation coefficient provided below indicates that positive
linearity has been computed for the different pairs of variables.
The highest possible coefficient of 1.00 signifies that positive
linearity is of a perfect nature.
(b) Composite index based on the mean of sub-scores 1, 2 and 3.
(c)

N.B. Analysis based on corporate and divisional responses, as captured
through the Expectations Analysis Forms and Q.9 and Q.10 of the

NOCAM Questionaire,
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APPENDIX Z2: INTRODUCTORY LETTER BY RESEARCH SUrbhviouUn L59

NS v

DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSlNESS SCODL

Mill Hifll Lane Durham DHI 3LB England
Telephone 4!9!9 ext

14th September, 1976

Sir John Reiss,

Managing Director,

Assoc. Portland Cement M{rs.,
Portland House,

Stag. Place,.

LONDON SW1E 5BJ.

Dear Sir John,

T am writing to you in connection with some research which is
being undertaken by one of my doctoral students. This research is
i intended to enable us to understand more clearly the relationships
i between corporate head office and divisional staff in multi~divisional
organisations. Specifically, we are seeking to look with care at
situations where divisions within the same group purchase from and
supply to each other.

The outcome of this research would contribute toward the thesis
of my Ph.D. student who, incidentally, won the prize awarded by Durham
University Business School for the outstanding postgraduate disserta-
tion of 1975. The dissertation was based on research undertaken with
the directors and senior management of Darlington Wire Mills, and many
of the suggestions and commnents made by the student within the disser-
tation have been stated by the managing director of that organisation
to have been helpful to the managers within it.

I am enclosing with this letter a report of the basic approach
which we would be using for this study. If you are sufficiently
interested in our research to look at the report, you will see that we
are concerned quite as much with the managerial applications ot our
work as with its theoretical basa.

We are currently seeking no more than four, multi-divisional,
organisations, who are prepared to consider a research relationship
with us over the next one year., During this time we shall seek limited,
and quite specific, information about the relationships between head
office and the senior management of two of the divisions. The two
divisions will have a supplier/purchaser relationship, and our research
interest is centred on that relationship and not on transfer-pricing.

A1l organisations taking part will receive a thorough synopsis
of our findings, but, unless there is agreement on the part of all four
organisations, there will be no identification of particular data with
the particular organisation concerned.

eosl2



Sir John Reiss ' 14ty September, 1976

Maybe I should make it clear at this point that the research
activity has already been completely funded in respect of grants to
the Ph.D. student concerned, and therefore involvement with this
research, and the benefits that may accrue from it, need not incur
your organisation in any expenditure whatsoever.

T am enclosing with this letter a very brief questionnaire,

and T hope you will be so kind as to arrange for it to be completed.

I do not think it should take your P.A, more than 20 minutes. After
careful checking, we believe your organisation meets the requirements
for our research. You may well wish not to be involved with our work,
and this we would understand, because demands on your time for such
purposes must be frequent. On the other hand we believe that the
results of our work will have scme useful relevance to improving mana-
gerial activity in organisations such as yours, and we would obviously
welcome such information as you can supply to us., In particular, we

would welcome the opportunity of carrying out research in your company.

If you indicate, in your response to the questionaire, that a
research relationship of the kind we seek is potentially acceptable to
your organisation, we would be delighted to discuss our work with vou
in more depth.

My Ph.D. student, Charles T2i, will ring your secretary on
28th September, 1976, when he will try to resolve any queries, and

answer any questions, which may have been raised in your mind as a
result of anwering our questionnaire.

Yours sincerely,

JOHN L, J. MACHIN, MA, F.C.C.A., AM,B.I.M,
Senior Lecturer in Management Control Systems

Enc.
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10.

11.
12,
13.
14,
15.

16.

17,
18.
19.
20.
21.

22'

23.

24,

25.

APPENDIX 3: FIRMS WHICH EXPRESSED TENTATIVE INTEREST

IN RESEARCH AFTER INITIAL POSTAL CONTACT

ALBRIGHT & WILSON LTD.
ALLIED BREWERIES

ALCAN ALUMINiUM (U.K.) LTD.
ASSOC. BRITISH FOOD

ASSOC., PORTLAND CEMENT MFRS.,
BURMAH OIL CO.

BEECHAM GROUP

BLACK & DECKER

BRITISH STEEL CORPORATION

BRITISH LEYLAND MOTOR
CORPORATION

BRIDON LTD.

BRITISH AIRCRAFT CORPORATION
BRITISH AMERICAN TOBACCO CO.
BOOTS PURE DRUG CO.

BRITISH OXYGEN

BRITISH INSULATED CALLENDERS
CABLES ‘

CADBURY SCHWEPPES
COURTALLDS

CARRINGTON VIYELLA
CUMMINS ENGINE CO. LID.

DUNLOP HOLDINGS

-DU PONT CO.

DOW CHEMICAL CO.
FORD MOTOR CO.

GULF 0IL (G.B.) LTD,

CONTACT PERSONS

D, W. LIVINGSTONE
K. S, SHOWERING
P.J. ELTON

G.H. WESTON

J. D, MILNE

A. S. DOWN

G. J. WILKINS

J. C, BROOMAN

R. W. ROSEVEARE

ALEX PARK

HARRY SMITH

Sir GEORGE EDWARDS
PETER MACADAM

G. T. HOBDAY

L. E. SMITH

C. H. BROUGHTON

B. E. S. COLLINS
Lord KEARTON

L. REGAN

T. A. LYON

J. C, FRASER

W. B. HIRONS

E. H. HIGGINS

Sir TERRENCE BECKETT

R. M. FOSTER

145

Chairman
M.D,
Chairman
M.D,
Chairman
Chairman
M.D.
M.D,

Chief
Executive

Chairman
M.D.

Chairman
Chairman
Chairman

Deputy
Chairman

M.D.
Chairman
Chairman
Chairman
M.D.

M.D.

M.D.

Chairman



26.
27.
28,
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37,
38.
39.
40.
41,
42,
43.

44,

45,

46.
47.
48.
49,
50,
51.
52.
53,
54,

55,

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
GUEST, KEEN, & NETTLEFOLDS

GLAX0C HOLDINGS

GOODYEAR TYRE & RUBBER (G.B.)

HAWKER SIDDELEY GROUP
IMPERIAL GROUP

1.B.M. (U.K.) HOLDINGS
IMPERTAL CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES
JOHN LAING & SON

JOSEPH LUCAS INDUSTRIES
MASSEY-FERGUSON HOLDINGS
MONSANTO LTD.

MAY & BAKER

METAL BOX

NCR

NATRN & WILLIAMSON HOLDINGS
PHILIPS INDUSTRIES
PTLKINGTON BROTHERS

PLESSEY €O,

PROCTER & GAMBLE

PIRELLI GENERAL CABLE WORKS
ROWNTREE MACKINTOSH
REYROLLE PARSONS
RANK-HOVIS-MCDOUGALL

SHELL TRANSPORT & TRADING
STANDARD TELEPHONES & CABLES

SMITHS INDUSTRIES

- SPERRY RAND LTD.

TOOTAL LTD.

THORN ELECTRICAL INDUSTRIES

Sir ARNOLD WEINSTOCK

Sir BARRY HEATH
A. E. BIDE

T. W. HARRINGTON
Sir ARNOLD HALL
J. D. PILE

E. R. NIXON

Sir JACK CALLARD
Sir KIRBY LAING
B. F. W. SCOTT
H. A, R. POWELL
E. SHARP

J. J. BORDUGE

A, W, PAGE

C. REYNOLDS

W. ROXBURGH

W. DEKKER

Sir ALASTAIR PILKINGTON

Sir JOHN CLARK

J. C. TAPPAN
Lord THORNEYCROFT
Sir DONALD BARRON
J. B. WOODESON

J. RANK

Sir DAVID BARRAN
K. G. CORFIELD

E. R. SISSON

G. E. D. WHITAKER
T. WEATHERBY

Sir RICHARD CAVE
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M.D.
Chairman

Chairman

M.D.

Chairman
Chairman
Chairman
M,D.,

Chairman
Chairman

Chairman

Chairman
Chairman
M.D.
Chairman
Chairman
Chairman
Chairman
M.D,
M.D.
Chairman
Chairman
M.D.

Chairman



56.
57,
58,
59,
60.
61.

62.

TUBE INVESTMENTS LTD.

TAYLOR WOODROW

TEXAS INSTRUMENTS

UNILEVER LTD.

VICKERS LTD.

UNIGATE LTD.

VAUXHALL MOTORS

B. S. KELLET

R. G. PUITICK

C. R. WOFFORD

Sir ERNEST WOODROOFE

Sir PETER MATTHEWS

Sir JAMES BARKER

W. R. PRICE

Chairman

Chairman

M.D.

Chairman

M.D.

Chairman

M.D.
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APPENDIX 4: LETTER REQUESTING WRITER TO FURTHER EXPLAIN HIS RESEARCH STUDY

THE GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY LIMITED
© 1 STANHOPE GATE - LONDON W1A 1EH

01-493 8484

29th July, 1976,

. . Dear Mr. Machin,

N Thank you for your letter dated
| 16th July, 1976, addressed to Sir Arnold
Weinstock,

Before either turning your request

/N down or comrnitting ourselves to the proposed

! \ exercise, I think it would be useful if you and/or

Mr, Tai came and had a chat with me.
| ‘ Neither Sir Arnold nor I will be here
. . on the 9th August, but if you would like to
- telephone my secretary she will make arrange=

i ments for us to meet in the latter part of August,

Yours sincerely,
M. Bett
(~ Personnel Director

J.L.J. Machin, Esq. MA., FCCA., AMBIM.,
Senior Lecturer in Management Control Systems,
Durham University Business School,

REG[‘STERED IN ENGLAND NO. 67307 * REGISTERED OFFICE! 1 STANHOPE GATE, LONDON

"t




APPENDIX 5: LETTER EXPRESSING EXTERNAL CAUSES FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN RESEARCH
Chairman & Managing Director Hawker Siddeley Group Limited STUDY
Sir Arnold Hall Frs. 18, St James's Square London SW1y 4L
‘ TELRGRAMS  Hawsidair London s

TELEPHONE 012030 0177
17th September, 1976

J.L.J. Machin ¥sgq., MA, F.C.C.A., A.M.B.I.M., .
Senior Lecturer in Management Control Systems,
Durham University Business School,

Palmers Garth,

Hallgarth Street,

Durham

DH1 3LBE

N
" )
/\_,./‘lcmﬂ o e /7 S Cééiw

Thank you for your letter regarding the research being
undertaken by one of your students.

I am afraid I am going to ask you to excuse the company
from taking part in the study you describe. The reason has nothing
to do with the particular subject being researched,but is due to
the fact that we have been overwhelmed in recent times by constant
requests to complete guestionnaires, give interviews etc. Ilow it
has reached the point where it is becoming a serious interference
with our work we have decided to draw the line, at any rate for the
time being, and having taken the decision I am afraid we cannot
make an exception in this particular case.

Yours sincerely,

Bt e

e -

A.A. HALL

Incorporated in Frgload; Registration No. 302903 Registered Office <18 St.Jomes's Square,London SWIY 4.7



APPENDIX 6: LETTER EXPRESSING INTERNAL DIFFICULTIES FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN
RESEARCH STUDY

Jehn B, Harvey Burmah House

.. _ Pipers Way, Swindon
Swindon (0793) 30151 ' ' . Wiltshire SN3 1RE

John L.J. Machin Esqg., MA, FCCA, AMBIM,
Durham University Business School,
Palmer's Garth, :

Hallgarth Street,

Durham DH1 3LB.

14th October, 1976

- - ] " o
N O s / /’;;k~ & /f_,_“,_,::‘_

The Chairman has asked me to acknowledge
your letter of the 7th October.

I have looked into the possibility of
assisting you in regard to the matters raised in your letler.
As you will know, the Burmah Group found itself faced with
very serious financial difficulties early in 1975 and we are
still heavily committed to the urgent necessities of recovery
planning.

Tn these circumstances, it is quite essential
that we should not ask hard-pressed senior executives to take
on any additional work-load that is not absolutely essential
to the necessary priorities of their present duties.

While I am sorry therefore that we cannot

assist in the interesting project you have suggested to us,
I am sure you will understand vhe situation.

\

150

Director, Public Affairs Mk\i)

N
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APPENDIX 7: LETTER EXPRESSING POSSIBILITY OF FUTURE PARTICI‘E&?VION IN o
RESEARCH STUDY

o

T G P ROGL RS Director of Personnel THI PLESSKY COMPANY LIMITED
MILLBANK TOWER - LONDON
SWIP 4QF

John I,., Machin Esq., MA, F,C.C.A., A.M.B.1I.M.,
Senior Lecturer in Management Control Systems,
Durham University Business School,

Palmer's Garth,

Hallgarth Street,

Durham

DHI 31L.B

22nd September, 1976

Dear Mr. Machin,

Sir John Clark has asked me to reply to your letter to him of the
14th September.

I am afraid we do get inundated with requests to co-operate in research
projects and it is a physical impossibility to accede to all of them, Iam
afraid, therefore, we feel it necessary to decline to participate in the
particular work you suggested.

Perhaps on another occasion we will find it possible to accept such an

invitation.

Yours sincerely,

Registered in England Number 203848

'BLEPHONE . PACSIMILE 01-828 58S . :
TELEFHONE 01-834 9641 - FACKIMIT 80889 | 10100 Vicarage Leme, Tiford, Tasex
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APPENDIX 8: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR MAJOR CORPORATE EXECUTIVES

DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL
DOCTORAL PROGRAMME

MAJOR CORPORATE EXECUTIVES

Interviewee's name : number

Position title

Company name :

Date of interview :

Time of interview :

Place of interview

Mention :all information provided would be treated with strict
confidence.

Request :supporting documents e.g., organisation charts, performance

data, written goal statements, planning and budgetary
documents, capital project requests and procedure manuals.



1.

a)

b)

2.
a)

153
Perhaps we can begin with some background on your firm's approach

to DIVERSIFICATION,
what were the goals of your diversification programme ?

what led you to diversify into the business of your division?
—- reasons for setting up/acquiring the division

-~ circumstances and date of such incorporation

- todate, has this division been able to satisfy your initial motives
for its incorporation/acquisition. Which areas have been satisfied

~

and which have not been satisfied

|
i

b

Is there a unifying concept which describes your approach to

diversification®?

CORPORATE ORGANTSATION
Could you please describe the corporate organisation for us i.e. your

structure and set-up ?



b)

3.
a)

e T RNy U

d)

-2~ : 154

Your role in this organisation

CORPORATE - DIVISIONAL COORDINATION

What organisational devices do you use for achieving coordination

between the corporate office and the divisions ?

Around what issues is coordination required ¢?

What sorts of contacts are required between.the corporate office
and the ___division ? '

Do you feel that there is any untapped potential areas for contact 2

We are interested in learning hOW'your working time is divided
among several of these activities. (SHOW PROMPT CARD) Remember the
sum of the individual percentages should equal 100%

- contacts with or work generated by contacts with

the board of directors.

—~ contacts with or work generated by contacts with
‘people at corporate headquarters (including
group directors)



f)

g)

4.

b)

-3 155

- contacts with or work generated'by contacts with
‘managers in the various divisions '

- contacts with or work generated by contacts with
people in your company's environment (e.g., stockholders,
governmental agencies, customers, suppliers, etc.)

- other (please speoify if they represent a significant
portion of your time. Examples: "time spent on
working on projects alone" or "alone time"

Total 100%

FoouSing on the proportion you spent during the past year with
divisional matters, how muoh dia you devote to the division?
Use 100% as a base.

How frequently do- you feel contact should ideally occur between
your corporate function and personnel in the division so that
necessary coordination eXlSt§ for planning and control? (SHOW PROMPT

CARD) Daily  Weekly_ Bi—weekly Monthly Bi-monthly
-Quarterly ' Half—yearly __ Yearly '

DIVISIONAL MANAGERS' PERFORMANCE :
How do you judge your diViSional managers' performance°

What information do- you use?

- nature:

- gources



e bl

a)

b)

6.

b)

a)

—l- | 156

PERFORMANCE COMPENSATION/REWARD
How are divisional managers rewarded for good performance?

- economic:
- status:
- others:

How does the reward system relate to‘their performance?

CORPORATION'S OVERALL GOALS

How would you express the corporation's overall goals?

What objectives is it seeking to accomplish?

- in the long run

- in the short run

CORPORATE/DIVISIONAL GOAL CONGRUENCE
How do you test the consistency between divisional managers'! actions

and corporate goals?

Are there instances where the two diverge or come into conflict?



e

e ekl L

b)

-5— ' ' A 157

CAPITAL ALLOCATION
What is your firm's criteria for allocating requested funds?

What is the procedure for screening fund requests?

- committees involved

- members and compositiqn of committees
- when commiﬁtees éitbfor review

- additional information

Percentage of requests for funds have been approved for the division?

- average over the past year past five years

. MAJOR CURRENT AREAS OF EXPANSION

What are the major areas of expansion that you are currently concerned
about for the division in terms of
- existing sales '

- product line extensions
~ new products

Which are the most promising areas?
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APPENDIX 9: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR CORPORATE STAFF

DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL
DOCTORAL PROGRAMME

CORPORATE STAFF

Interviewee's name : number :

Position title

Company name

Date of interview :

Time of interview :

Place of interview :

Mention :all information provided would be treated with strict

confidence.

Request :supporting documents e.g., organisation charts, performahce
' data, written goal statements, planning and budgetary
documents, capital project requests and procedure manuvals.
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1. DUTIES

a) I like to begin by getting'some idea of what is involved in your
job. | '
- overall duties and responsibilities:

~ role with particular reference to the division:

b) We are interested in learning how your working time is divided among
several of these activities. (SHOW PROMPT CARD) Remember the sum
of the individual percentages should equal 100%.

- contacts with or work generated by contacts with
the board of directors

- contacts with or work generated by contacts with
people at corporate headquarters (including
group directors and staff) '

—'contacts with or work generated by contacts with
managers in the various divisions |

- contacts with or work gemerated by contacts with
people in your company's environment (e.g., stockholders,
governmental agencies, customers, suppliers, etc.)

- Other (please specify if they represeht a significant
portion of your time. Examples: "time spent on
working on projects alone" or "alone time" '

Total  100%
c¢) Focusing on the proportion of your working time during the past

year which you spent in contacts with the divisions, how much did
you devote to the division? Use 100% as a base.

'd) What sorts of contacts do you maintain with the division?
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Beyond the contacts you have with the division, what other contacts

~does it has with corporate headquarters?

g)

a)

D)

%)

Do you feel that there is any untapped potential areas for contact?

How frequently do you feel contact should ideally occur between
your corporate function and‘personnel in the division so that
necessary coordination exists for planning and control? (SHOW PROMPET

CART) Daily_____ Weekly_____ Bi-weekly Monthly Bi-monthly

Quarterly Half-yearly Yearly

DIVISIONAL PLANS
In evaluating divisional plans and specific project proposals, what

elements of information do you consider most important?

What informational items do you have to "nail down" (or satisfied)
before YOu are confident of the ability of the division to make the

plan?

CORPORATE GOALS
From where you stand in the organisation, what are-the overall goals

of the organisation?
- 1ong run objectives:

~ short run objectives:



c)

4)
a)

5)

b)
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How do you test the consistency between division managers' actions
and corporate goals? . ‘

Are there instances where the two diverge or come into conflict?

CORPORATE — DIVISIONAL CCORDINATION
What sorts of organisational devices does the corporation use to

coordinate its divisions (e.g., committees, coordinators, policies,etc.)?

How effective are they?

CORPORATE INVOLVEMENT
What are the areas do you like to see more corporate involvement?

What are the areas do you like to see less corporate involvement?
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PERSONAL INFORMATION

Returning to your own job:
- how long have you been in this position?

- in the past have you held other positions in this organisation?
what are they?
- on what basis is your performance judged?

- which of these factors do you see as affecting the rewards you receive?

— which of these factors do you feel:
# influencable or controllable by you

# not influencable or controllable by'you
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APPENDIX 10: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR DI VISIONAL MANAGEMENT

" DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL
DOCTORATL PROGRAMME

DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT

Interviewee's name : number

Position title

Company name

Date of interview :

- Time of interview

Place of interview :

Mention :all information provided would be treated with strict
~ confidence.

Request :supporting documents e.g., organisation charts, performance
data, written goal statements, planning and budgetary
documents, capital project requests and procedure manuals.
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DIVISION CHARACTERISTICS

I would like to begln by gettlng a feei for for the nature of the
business your div181on is engaged in, '

~ what are your major products and markets?

~ what are their relative importance to divisional sales and

b)

c)

profitability?

What are the critical elements of success in your business?
What tasks, activities must be performed particularly well?
What activities receive the most attention?

What are the major issues/problems requiring attention at this time -
in the division?

- of these issues, which do you think that corporate office is
- ideally placed to lend a helping hand?

~ of those mentioned, which issues would you say they have been
helpful in’resolving?-not helpful in resolving?
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Now, I would like to get a feel of how much change is going on in
various segments of your firms environment. Using the past five
years as a point of reference,‘how muchvchahge do you think has

occur in the following? (SHOW PROMPT CARD)

- buying patterns and requirements of customers 1 2 3 4 5
~ distributors' attitudes 1T 2.3 4 5
- industry pricing patterns 12 3% 4 5
-~ competitors' strategies- 12 %3 4 5
- technical developments relevant to division 1T 2 3% 4 5
- changes in production proéesses 12 3 45

1. Very rapid chahges 2. Quite rapid changes 3. Moderate pace of
change 4. Quite slow change 5. Very slow changes '

COORDINATION » ‘ ‘
Within the division, what functional areas have to be most closely

coordinated in order to achieve overall division verformance?
Are certain functional interfaces more critical than others?

Which divisional functions should be closely linked or coordinated
with corporate'office in order to be clear of what are eXpected'Of B
each others? | | . N T
Are certain functional areas of Qorporate-divisional'interfacesgof
linkages more critical than others? ’
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HISTORY

How long has your diviéion been part of corporation?

Was your division originally set up by ___corporation as a hew

subsidiary or wds it acquired/merged?’

If it is vauired/merged; has this resulted in any changes in your
division, operating procedures, way of doing business?

NATURE OF FUNCTIONAL JOBS
How frequently do you review the results achieved in your functional
area? (SHOW PROMPT CARD) L
1. Less often than ménthly 2. Monthly 3. Weekly 4. Daily :

| | | 1 2 3 4
~ how often does the general manager review the results achieved in

your functional area? :

| 12 34

Could you describe the nature of this review?

- oral vs, written

- statistics ~ yes or no
general or detailed

Could you describe the process through which you review the job

-performance of the individuals reporting to you?

- formal evaluation?



JEDEN N W WS PRSI SRR SRR S R e R

ML e s e

-~ - 167

~-if yes, fixed criteria?

-if fixed critefia, what ére'they? less than 5 or more than 5%

d) Due to rates of»change in an industry, or the state of development
in the technology used in the industry, or vast differences in customer

requirements, etc., division executives often have varying degrees

of certainty concerning what their departmental job requirements
are and the kinds of activities their activities their departments
must engage in to achieve these reQuirements. Please indicate how .
~clear you are about your departmental job requirements. (SHOW PROMPT
CARD) 1. Job requirements are completely clear 2. Quite clear |
3. Moderately clear 4. Quite unclear 5. Job requirements are

completely unclear | ‘ |
' 1.2 3 4 5

e) Given the technical, human and economic resources which are available
~to you, how much difficulty do-you eXperience in accomplishing
~your assigned departmental Job requirements? (SHOW PROMPT CARD)
1. Very little difficulty 2. Little difficulty 3. Moderate
4. Quite difficult 5. Extremely difficult
1 2 3  4 .5

5. PLANS, BUDGETS & FUNDS_REQUESTS (F.M. ONLY)
a) Could you please describe the one year budgeting/planning process?

five year planning process?
~-steps:
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-presentation, contact with corporate management:

~feedback from corporate office:

~review procedures:

Detail of capital project development process?
-nature of projects - cost reduction, sales expansion, replacement,
new products. ' '

—-approval mechanisms
# corporate and divisional roles

# hurdle rate

# revision

# reviews, in relation to plans ané budgets
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a)

b)

o)
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PLANS, BUDGETS & FUNDS REQUESTS (G.M. ONLY) ‘
In puttlng together your annual and flve year plan (and spe01flc

project proposals), what elements of information do you consider

most important?

What informational items do you have to be satisfied before you are
confident of -the ability of the division to make the plan?

Similarly, what items do you feel you should emphasize in selling
corporate and/or group officers on the plan (or project)?

Now let us focus on the issues of gettlng magor ‘budget items and
capital expenditures approved
- whom do you have to 1nfluence?

- do you feel that the corporation is more favourably disposed
toward some types of projects than others? (new products, cost
savings, replacement, short-lived vs. long, high return-high risk
vs. lower return-low risk, large outlay vs. small‘outlay). What
‘kinds of projects do you feel stand the best chance of éccéptance?
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T

a)
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- do you have ahy projects on the drawing board that ydu feel are
in the division's 1nterest but stand little chance of approval?
Also, have you ever had a project or major budget item either
regected or shelved or greatly reduded in the corporate review
process? If so, pleasevelaborate.'

Do you feellthat some divisions have more favourable positions
than others on securing funds or corporate attention? If so, rank
them., Why do they?

CORPORATION GOALS

From where you stand in the organlsatlon, what are the overall goalg'

~ of the corporation?

8,

b)

- long run objectives:

- short run objectives:

NATURE OF INDIVIDUAL JOBS
How long have you been in your current position?

How do you see your overall role and responsibilities?
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¢) In your present p081tlon, what people do you have most contact with?
(face to-face, wrltten, telephone) How frequent do you come in
contacdt with these people9 (SHOW PROMPT CARD)
T Dally 2. Weekly 3., Bi—weekly 4, Monthly 5. Less than monthly

- within your divisiont

- at the group office:

—--at the corporate offices

- at other divisions:

9. INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE APPRAISAT,

a) On what basis is your performance judged? (criteria of performance)
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b) How do you get to know of these criteria? (SHOW PROMPT CARD)

1. Formal written ststements 2. Formal verbal communications
5. Informal, from experience 4. Informal, chat with colleagues
5. Other (specify)

1T 2 3 45

How is your performance appraised? Who is involved?
- openly, with you involved:

- behind close door by some corporate and or group officers:

How often is your performance evaluated? (SHOW PROMPT CARD)
1. Monthly 2. Quarterly 3, Half-yearly 4. Yearly

When do you get a feedback on the appraisal of your performancé?
(SHOW PROMPT CARD) 1. Immediately after an appraisal 2., After the

- reward has been awarded %. No feedback at all

g)

12 3
How is good performance generally awarded?
- economic:

- status:

Which factors have significant impact on the size of your rewards?
- total company perfdrmance: ‘

- total division performance:
-~ your department's performance:

~ which of these factors can be controlled or influenced by yoﬁ:
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— Which of these factors cannot be controlled or influenced byiyou:

10. APPRAISING MANAGERS' PERFOﬁMANCE (G.M, ONLY)
a) On what basis do you distribute rewards to the members of your

own management team?

b) What is the usual rewards +to members of your own management team
for good performance?
- economic (salary, bonus) :

- status (promotion):

others (specify):

11. OTHER AREAS OF CORPORATE INVOLVEMENT
a) Beyond the matters we have already discussed, what other involvement -

does corporate and group management have in divisional affairs?
- corporate:

- group:
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b) Are there any areas where you feel it would be useful to have

greater corporate or group concern or 1nvolvement?
~ more corporateu

- more group:

c) Are there any areas where you feel it would be useful to have
~ less corporate or group concern or involvement? '
- less corporate: '

— less group:

a) Are there any areas where you find yourself in competition with

other divisions?

e) Do you feel there are any areas where collaboration might prcve

useful?

174



APPENDIX 11: NOCAM QUESTIONAIRE FOR DI ViSIONAL MANAGEMENT

DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL

DOCTORAL PROGRAMME

Rl

 Research Topic

MULTT ~DI VI STONAL MANAGEMENT

Questionajre for completion by:
- Divisional Managing Director/General Manager

- Functional Managers 1 level below Divisional General Manager

N.B. Scales for Questions 6, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26; 28,
29 (111), 30, 33 have been reversed and adjusted in the direction

as stated in their respective tables.,

175



QUESTIONAIRE NO:

NAME OF DIVISION

(please print)

ADDRESS OF DIVISION

(please print)

TELEPHONE NO.

QUESTIONAIRE FILLED BY

POSITION TITLE
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Q.1

closely describes your division.

More than one of those listed below.:

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing.
Mining and Quarrying.

Food, Drink, Tobacco.

Coal and Petroleum Products.
Chemical and Allied Industries.
Metal Manufacture.

Mechanical Engineering.

Ihstrument Engineering.

Electrical Engineering. '

Shipbuilding and Marine Engineering. .

Vehicles.

Metal Goods not elsewhere specified,
Textiles.

Leather, Leather Goods and Furs.
Clothing and Footwear.

Bricks, Pottery, Glass, Cement.
Timber, Farniture, etc.

Paper, Printing and Publishing.
Other Manufacturing Industries.

Construction.

‘Please circle the number opposite the classification which most

01

02
0%
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
1%
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21
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Ges, Electricity and.Water,

Transport and Communication.

Distributive Trades.

Insurance, Banking

and Flnance

Professional and Scientific Services.

Miscellaneous Services,

Public Administration and Defence

Q.2

What is the total number of employees in your whole division ?

(Please circle the

Under 1,000
1,000 - 5,000
Over 5,000

Q.3

Does YOur division
(Please circle the

Yes
No -

If YES, please continue

Q A
What is the nature

(Please circle the

= =
[ O

appropriate number)

trade with other sister division(s) 2

appropriate number)

with Q.4, otherwise proceed to Q.7

of such inter-divisional trading ?
appropriate number)

sell to other division(s)
“buy from other division(s) ,
We, both, sell to and buy from other division(s) 3

22
23
24
25
26
27

23

177
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Q.5(1) ,

Please give the company name and address of the division which has

the most dmount of trading with your division, (If your division,

both, sells to and buys from other sister lelSlonS, please enter

their appropriate names and addresses)

Division sold to
(please print)

Address
(please print)

Division bought from :
(please print)

Address
(please print)

11
Refef%ﬁérto the division . mentioned above, please select two different
years within the last 10 years (1966 to 1975) where it had the highest
and lowest amount of trading with your division, List the years
concerned and circle the appropriate percentage for each of the two
years. Remember to base your indications on 100% as your overall
sales or purchases volume for the year, (If your division, both, sells
to and buys from other sister diVisibns, please indicate how much they
amount to as a percentage of your overall sales and purchases for the

year)

Division sold to
YEAR PERCENT OF TOTAL SALES FOR YEAR

HIGHEST ........ .o 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

LOWEST  veuueeen..  10% 20% 305 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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I
"Divigion
sold to
Excellent - full cooperation and mutual
~ understanding is achieved., Each'group fulfills
the expectations that the other has for it ceoscsss
Almost full cooperation and mutual understanding
“is achieved ' _ ciroacas
Somewhat better than average relations ersesene
Average - sound to get by, even though there
are some problems of achieving cooperation
and understanding crecases
Somewhat less than average relations cevresas
Only a limited amount of cooperation and
- mutual understanding seesescn

Division bought from

YEAR ' PERCENT OF TOIAﬁ PURCHASES FOR YEAR

179

HIGHEST vuvveennss 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%

LOWEST evevneewa.  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q:6

Listed below are seven statements describing the state of the

relationship between your division and the sister division(s) named

in Q.5(i). Please tick the one statement which you feel best

describes this relationship. Remember to tick the appropriate column(s).

11
Division
brought from

Could't be worse - poor relations, serious
problems exist which are not been solved " essessee

80 005 0 90

0 & ¢ & 0 0 6
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Q.7 | |
You are asked to indicate how desirable in your opinion each of
the following approaches are in managing divisions. (Circle the
apprdpriate number ) |
14 Very desirable 2. Desirable 3. Neither desirable nor undesirable
4, Undesirable 5. Completely undesirable

The major area of joint decision making between the corporate
office and its divisions should be restricted to financial
planning e.g. divisional profit contributions and approval of
capital and major expense projects.

. The corporate office should be more than just a rubber stamp agency

for proposals submitted by the operatlng divisions. It should take
a limited but active interest in divisional operations.and
management development.

. There is a real need for intimate understanding of divisional

operations. Corporate staff tend to be generalists, not specialists,
and it is difficult for them to work effectively with divisional
people. It is best, then, to rely on formal control systems as

eyes and ears of corporate management

1 2 5 4 5

There should be a short line of communication and rapid decision
making between corporate and divisional levels. Any corporate
staff must be confined mainly to providing specialized services in
industrial relations, legal matters, design of information systems
and interpreting divisions' financial reports.

1 2 3 4 5

The corporate office must commit to active leadership in employing
those resources placed at the disposal of its divisions rather

than simply following a holding company philosbphy. Corporate staff
must search out and develop solutions to probléms with divisional
people. '
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In answering this question, you are asked to shift from what is
desirable to what actually'happens in funning your division.

As you read through the approaches, piease indicate to what extent
are these approaches typical in your organisation. (Circle the

. appropriate number according to the following scale)

1. Describes very typicai approach which usually occurs
2. Describes typical approach which uéually occurs -

3, Describes approach which sometimes occurs

4. Describes untypical approach which seldom occurs

5

. Describes approach which never occurs

The major area of joint decision making between the corporate
office and its divisions should be restricted to financial

planning e.g. divisional profit contributions and.approval of

capital and major expense projects.
| 1 2 3 4 5

The corporate office should be more than just a rubber stamp agency
for proposals submitted by the operating divisions. It should take

2 limited but active interest in divisional operations and management
development. | ._
| 1 2 3 4 5

There is a real need for intimate understanding of divisional
operations. Corporate staff tend to be generalists, not specialisﬁs,
and it is difficult for them to work effectively with divisional
people. It is best, then, to rely on formal control systems as
eyes and ears of corporate management, ‘

1 2 3 4 5

There should be a short line of communication and rapid decision
making between corporate and devisional levels. Any corporate .
staff must be confined mainly to providing specialized sefvices in
industrial relations, legal matters, design of information systems

and interpreting divisions' financial reports.

1 2 3 4 5
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5. The corporate office must commit to active leadership in empldying

< Ul

those resources placed at the dlsposal of its divisions rather
than simply follow1ng a holdlng company phllosophy Corporate staff
must search out and develop solutions to problems with divisional
people.

Q.8

Listed below are goals which might be typical of any business unit.
In column I, (a) place "A" opposite those items which might currently

represent important goals for your division and which

either have been stated in measurable terms'and/or
fofmally committed to divisional personnel,

(b) place "B" opposite those items which, while they
have not been formally stated as divisional goals,
are generally viewed as implicit, broad objectives
which guide management actions.

(c) place "CG" opposite those items which are relatively
unimportant as broad guidelines for divisional
action.

In column IT, rank those goals -that you have rated as MAY orp "B"ﬁ
according to the relative importance assigned to each |
goal by the division as a whole at this time. Place a
"i" opposite the most important goal, a "2" opposite
the next most important goal, a "3" opposite the third
most important goal, etc until all the "A" and "B"
goals have been ranked. ,

| I II

Relevance to Relative
Division Importance

Return on invested funds sesevene cseasnne
Product diversification into
related areas - : : cesesens ceenseae
Profit mix desired among existing or
potential product lines ' Ceeecens ceevasae
Rate of new product introduction Cesoanae ceresees
Market share for various products Checsesea Ceeenene
Product improvement ' coeesane csoessse

Cost reduction ceesceese ssocosse
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8.

9,
10,
11,
12,
13,
14,

15,

16,

17.

18.

19b
20,
21,
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Inventory control - , Cieaeeie cesionas
Sales volumeA_A _ i R P  eeeeies
7 growth in sales = . U cieiiaee
Absolute 1eve1 of profL£S‘ |  devevens coresees
b orofit growth | ' | eeneaes Nesscane
Profit margin on sales : ‘ | tesesois cesevens

Product diversification into }
unrelated areas ' seocssss vessescn
Geographic Dxpansion of product S21ES - seveeees ceeeeane
Maintenance of partlcular customer

relationships eeveinee cecovone
Development and motivation of '

personnels | . sececees tesecsos

Image projected by division to customers

and general public , ceresean cesscene
Expan51on of plant coecnsas hesessese
Maintenance of unique divisional skKills  ceseosee cecsanne
Level Offixed ODStS teco0e a0 RN
Q.9

Listed below are seven statements describing the state of fthe
relationship.between corporate office and your division. Please
tick the one statement which you feel best describes this
relationship. | .

Excellent - full'COoperatiQn and mutual understanding
is achieved. Each group fulfills the expectations that
the other has for it ' chcaiaes

Almost full cooperatioh and mutual understanding is _
achieved - secss s

" Somewhat better than average relations _ ' ' seosasces

Average - sound enough to get by, even though there
are some problems of achieving cooperation and

understanding e esscense

Somewhat less than average relations tecossee
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6. Only a limited amount of cooperation and mutual

Te

10,

11.

) 12.

understanding

Gouldn't be worse - poor relations; serious problems

exlst which are not beeti solved

Q.10

406000000
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If you consider ideal performénce or desired state for your

.its actual performance over the last five years on each of

~division as 100%, what percentage value would you assign to

the following areas ? (Circle the appropriate percentage for

each area)

Return on investment
Sales

Profit

Market share
Management development
Social respoﬁsibility

Ability to attract and retain high
level manpower '

Satisfaction and morale of employees
Qualit& of firm*s produbfs

Service tpvcusﬁomefs

Rating ifs competitors would be |

expected to give the division for its
overall performance

ZQ%
20%
20%
20%
20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

Relative size of investment vis-a-~vis other

sister divisions (Take 100% as representing

. the division with the highest investment) 20%

40%
40%
40%

40%

40%

40%

109
40%

40%

40%

40%

40%

60%
60%
60%
60%
6Q%

60%

60%
60%
60%

60%

60%

60%

80%
80%
80%
80%
80%

80%

80%
80%
80%

80%

30%

80%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

100%
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Relative contribution to the

Qr@anisation‘s total profits

(Take 100% as representing the

total profits) | | 20% 40% 60% 30% 100%

Relative growth of division vis-a-vis

the growth of sister divisions (Take

100%. as representing the division A

with the fastest profit growth) 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Future commercial prospect and viability
(Take 100% as representing the desirved . ; : v
level of prospect and viability) - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

11 v
%§—HOO% represent the ideal quality and quantityvbf information
that your division's management would like td receive from
corporate headquarters, how would you rate headquarters in terms
of what it provides ? (Circle the appropriate percentage)

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q.12 _

fﬂ—general, how prompt is the corporate headquarters in reacting
to requésts from your division in the following areas 7

(Circle the appropriate number according to the following scale)
1. Always very prompt 2. Very prompt 3, Sometimes very prompt

4. Prompt 5., Seldom prompt

Requests for funds on new capital projeéts. :
a2 5 4 5

 Approval for starting new commercial or production activities.

1 2 5 4 5

Requests for non-routine information,

Approval for major revision of current commercial -or production .

practices.

1" 2 3 4 5
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10.

11.

12.

“] -
Requests for centralised servicéé 1

Q.13
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Please rate each of the twelve criteria listed below in terms

of the dﬂgtee which corporato office use% it in evaluatinv your

dare next most 1mportant.

Capacity to control cost during the current year

Market share achieved during the current year
Development of management talent
Profit improvement over a %-5 year period

Ability to control working capital during the

current year

" Raturn on investment over a %-5 year period

Sales improvement over a 3-5 year period

Longer run trend in market share

Sales improvement over the previous year
Profit iwmprovement over the previous year
Return on investment for the current year

Rate of development of new products over a 3-5

period

" division's p@rformance° Place a "1 opposite the four most
'important crltﬂrla and a "o oppoolfe the four criteria WﬂlCh

s 00000 00

¢ ¢ 0 0000

006 680 00

¢ 6690 00 8 ¢

o a0 00000
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We are interested in how much influence you feel is actually

exerted by each of the follow1ng levels on the broad policy
decisions made in your devision. (Circle the appropriate number
accordlng to the.follow1ng scale)

1. Little or no influence 2. Some 3, Quite a bit 4, A great deal
5. A very great deal of influence |

Corporate chief executive S 1 2 3 4 5

Corporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive T 2. 3 4 5

Your groﬁp executive directors and N
their staff 1 2 3 4 5

Divisional general manager | 12 3 4 5

Persons 1 level below divisional

general manager _ , 1 2 3 4 5

Persons 2 1evels below divisional
general manager ' 1 2 3 4 5

Persons 3 levels below divisional

general manager 1 2 % 4 5

We are also interested in how mﬁch influence you feel should be
exerted by each of the following levels on the broad policy
decisions made in your division. (Circle the appropriate number)

Corporate chief executive _‘ | 1 2 3 4 5

Corporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive _ ' 1 2 3 4 5

Your group executive dlrectors and
their staff 1 2 3 4 5

Divisional general manager 1 2 % 4 -5



5. Persons 1 level below divisional ‘
general mandger : , 1 2 3 4 5

6. Persons 2 levels below divisional
. geheral manager | 1 2 3 4 5

7. Persons 3 levels below divisional
‘general manager ' T2 3 4 5

Q.15 .
‘When divisional management ask corporate management to respond

to their needs e.g. funds and authority to embarkﬂon new ventures
or operational activities, how much do youibelieve‘it is'necessary
to overstate divisional ends or urgency of divisional needs in
order to secure prompt and satisfactory response. (Circle the
appropriate number according to the following scale)

1. Always need to overstate 2. Usually need to overstate

%3, Sometimes need to overstate 4. Seldom need to overstate

5. Never need to overstate | |

12 3 4 5

Q.16
We are interested in finding out who the decision-makers are of

various divisional policies, Please indicate who they are for
different policy areas. (Circle the appropriate number)

1. Locus of Decision Making (Major Policies)

(a)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager

(b)Top level corporate executive committee » 2

(c)Corporate chief executive only

2. Locus of Decision Making (Sales Policies)

(a)Divisibnal general manager with the help of the
sales manager . 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager | | ' 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive. committee 3
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3. Locus of D60131on Maklng (Product Mix)

(a)D1Vl81onal general manager w1th the help of the

- productlon/marketlng manager - 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the

' lelSJOnal general manager 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive commlttee 3

4, Locus of Decision Making (Quality:Standard Settlngfln Prpductlon)

(a)D1v151ona1 general manager with the help of the
productlon/quallty control manager 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager ' ’ 2
(¢)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee 3

5, Locus. of Decision Making (Maupower Policies)

(a)D1v181onal general manager with the help of the
personnel manager 1
(b)Corporate executive committee w1th the help of the
divisional general manager 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
’ corporate executive committee - : 3

6. Locus of Decision Making (Selection of Executive Personnel)

(a)Divisional general manager only ‘ 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of . the
divisional general manager 2
(c)CorpOrate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee ‘ 3

7. Locus of Decision Making (Long Range Planning)

(a)Divisional general manager with the help of
managers from all functional areas 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager . 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive committee 3
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Locus of Decision Maklng (Executlve Performance Appraisal Systems)
(a)D1V181onal general manager only ‘ 1

(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive oommlttee : 3

Locus of Decision Making (Efficiency Standard Setting in Production)

(a)Divisional general manager with the help of the
production/engineering manager _ . 1

(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
divisional general manager 2

(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

’ corporatevexecutive committee o : 3

The Degree of Information Sharing -

(a)Considerable - general memos on all major aspects

of company's operations i.e. pertaining to both

corporate and divisional affairs . | ]
(b)Fair - special reports on company affairs distributed

to divisional general manager and functional managers 2
(c)Little - all information on company affairs kept

secret from everybody except corporate exeoutlves

and lelSlonal general manager ' 3

Q.17

Listed below are various functions that may be performed by
corporate personnels for your division.
In column I, please tick those which have been performed for
your division.
In column II, please indicate the nature of involvement by
’ | corporate personnels against those functions
- which you have Just ticked.

(a) place a “P" opposite those items where corporate
involvement is of a'policy setting kind i.e.
setting policies, advising, proViding basic
approaches.

(b) place a "O" opposite those items where corporate
involvemént is of an active and operating kind
e.g. actually carrying out some purchaSJng

activities for the division.
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I I

Areas of Nature of

Involvement Involvement
1. Financial / control ceeneans Ceeeenne
2. Longe range planning csosanen csssceene
3. Legal csecosas ceesssns
4. Industrial relations csesenas cesssnsn
5. Operations research _ seesoees cresease
6. Marketing ccosaans cesensse

7. Manufacturing / industrial
engineering ceeerocs chesrane
8. Planning and scheduling of output ceanenas cesessas
9. Purchasing crosean ceescans
10. Engineering (other than industrial)

e.g. electronic data processing cesnneae cessesse
11. Research and development creseans cevesanse

Q.18

Listed below are various management systems that your division
may have or subscribe to.
In column I, please'tick those which your division may have, Add
any others which had not been listed.
In column II, please indicate the origin of the systems which you
‘have just ticked.
(a) place a "C" opposite those that were introduced
by the corporate office. |
(b) place a "D" opposite those that were introduced
by your own division.
(c) place a "O" opposite those that were introduced
by other sister division.

- In column III, please indicate how satisfied you are with those
systems that you have just ticked. (Enter the
appropriate number according to the following scale)
1. Completely satisfied 2. Quite satisfied

4. A 1little dissatisfied

5. Completely dissatisfied

3. Just about satisfied

I IT ITT
Type Origin Satisfaction
PAPER SYSTEMS
1. Five-year planning system cesroene scsesase ceesosae
2. Annual budgeting system Ceeretes sesesenes sesaesns

5

Quarterly budget forecast coessens ceescses
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4, Monthly budget rev1ew ‘ ' ebiosaie
5; Monthly operating reports cheeiohs
6. Approval system for ma Jor ' |
éapital and expense itens checienn
7. Cash management Systeﬁ - cisiiena
8. Formal goal settlng, performanoe
evaluation and 1ncent1ve
compensation system A cberanse
9. Approval system for hiring,
replaéement and salary changes
of key divisional personnel ceerecae
thers: | | Ceieeaie
| cessenes
| cessanne
! COMMITTEES, TASK FORCES, FORMAL MEETINGS
10. Annual meeting betweén corporate
1 and~diViSional general ManagersS seeeoses
1 11. Group management committees vessanes
12. Technical evaluation board for |
capital projects ceosvenen
13. Permanent cross—-divisional ’
committees cectasen
14. Linebmanagement task forces ceetienan
15. Ad-hoc cross-divisional meetings '
fof functional managers csestesen
thers: cesieces
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1. Corporate chief executive
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Q.19

Listed below are different approaches to setting divisional

objectives.,

193

In column I, please tick the approach that best describes the

manner which objectives are set for your division.

In column II, you are asked to shift from what actually happens to

what you believe to be a more desirable approach to

- setting objectives for your division. Please tick

the more degsirable approach.

I IT
Actual Desirable
Approach Approach
Objectives are announced with no opportunity
to raise questions or give comments cessee e seeesans
Objectives are announced and explained and
an opportunity is then given to ask questions ceasesse teesessse
Objectives are drawn up, but are discussed |
with the divisional general manager and
sometimes modified before being issued sesecces retecsas

Specific alternative objectives are drawn up

by corporate office and divisional management

are asked to discuss them and indicate the one

they think best secero e
Broad plans and problems of the company as a

whole are presented to the divisional

management involved and the objectives felt

to be best are then set jointly by the

corporaté and divisional management through

group participation and discussion ceevasse

Q.20

We are interested in looking at the relative status positions

of different persons in your organisation. Place a "1" opposite

the level of organisation members which you believe commands

the most status in your organisation, a "2" opposite the level

which commands the next most status in your organisation, a "3"

opposite the level which commands the third most status, etc
~until all the levels have been ranked.
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Corporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive ceresens
Your group executive directors and their staff cesserse
Divisional general manager ceeceass
Persons 1 level below divisional general manager ceeeeone
, Persons 2 levels below divisional general managér creevsss
Persons % levels below divisional general manager | coeessess
Q.21

- Listed below are different ways which disagreements and differences

between corporate and divisional offices can be handled.

In column I, please tick the particular way which best describes
the manner in which disagreements between your
division and corporate office are being handled.

In column II, you are asked to shift from what actually happens to
what you believe to be a more desirable way to handle
disgreements between your division and corporate
office, Please tick the more desirable way.

I II
Actual Desirable
Way Way
Disagreements are almos?t always avoided,
denied or suppressed ' sescsaee ceosseecs
Disagreements are often avoided, denied
OI‘ Suppressed ) ‘uuatoolo ® ¢ 0 9 0.06e¢0
Sometimes disagreements are avoided or suppressed,
sometimes they are acknowledged as part of the
job and. are discussed when they arise chesenas creessae
Disagreements are usually acknowledged as part
of the job and are discussed when they arise cesesenn cesessano

Disagreements are almost always acknowledged as part
of the job and are discussed when they arise sessosvss ceessncne
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Q.22
In the course of conducting your divisional activities, you may

feel that you need various items of information regularly from the
corporate office. To what extent do you find that your informational

needs have been anticipated by corporate executives and their staff,

who then volunteer them regularly and in an accurate and complete form¢?

(Circle the appropriate. number)

l. To a very great extent 2. To a large extent ‘3. To a moderate
extent 4. To a small extent 5. To a very small extent

Q.23
Corporate executives and their staff often make policy decisions

which may affect your division in areas such as choice of long

versus short term risks, product diversification, market expansion,

management develbpmént programmes, etc.

In making such decisions or taking actions in such areas, to what

extent do corporate managemént try to respond to your division's

needs and to avoid creating problems or complications. |

(Circle the appropriate number)

1, To a very great extent 2. To a large extent 3%. To a moderate
extent 4. To a small extent 5. To a very small extent

Ql24 . .
We are interested in having a better understanding of the team

spirit that exists between divisional and corporate personnels.

Please circle the appropriate number to describe such team spirit.

1. To a very great extent 2. To a large extent 3. To a moderate
extent 4. To a small extent 5. To a very small extent

To what extent .do you feel that corporate and divisional personnels
belong to a team that works together ¢
' 1 2 5 4 5

To What extent do you feel that corporate staff tends to be too
much of a watch-dog and is trying to get ahead at the expense of

" divisional personnels ?
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From what you know and heard, to what extent do you feel that
corporate executlves and their staff are useful when it comes
o sticking together and helplng divisional people out ?

Q.25 | ,
We are interested in looking at the success of your .corporate

office as a leader to your division, Please circle the appropriate

number to indicate how it fares in some important leadership areas.

1.'To a very great extent 2. To a large extent 3. To a moderate
extent 4. To a small extent 5. To a very small extent

To what extenf do corporate executlves encourage you to approach
them for adVJce and assistance ?

To what exient do you feel that corporate executives are useful

as a source for advice and assistance ?

To what extent do you feel that corpbrate executives‘are»féoéﬁtivé"
to your ideas and suggestions ? ' L

To what extent do you feel that corporaﬁe executives are keen to

‘know the problems and difficulties that your division encounters ?

To what extent do you feel that corporate executives are con801ous
of their respon31b111tles to your division ? '
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6. To what extent do you feel that corporate executlves have
successfully dlscharged thelr responsibllltles to your lelSlon 9

7. How accessible are corporate executives when you wish to contact
them for advice and assistance ?

1. I could get to see all corporate executlves and none requlres
- prior app01ntment ‘
2. I could get to see all corporate executlves but some require
prlor app01ntment ‘ ,
3. I could get to see all corporate executlves and all require-
”prlor ‘appointment. -
4. I could only get to see ~the less senlor corporate executlves
" and none requlres ‘prior appointment. . ‘
5. I could only get to see the less senior corporate executlves
- but some requlre prlor app01ntment

' Q'.ZG | :
»‘Most large organlsatlons have numerous standard operatlng procedures.

ranging- from written rules prescribing steps to be taken in
accompllshlng a task to standard methods for organising and
transmitting information. For example, a credit manager may follow
a Well defined sequence of "tests" in passing on a new. account

On’ the other hand, a man in basic research may be faced w1th a
number’ of unique problems for which there are no established R
procedures. Please circle the appropriate percentage on the scale
below which best indicates the,relative proportion of the work in
your job for which rules and procedures have been prescribed. |

No established rules | | ' Established rules

or procedures for any A ' j ‘and procedures for

activities - _ v : - all activities

0% 206  40%  60% . B0% 100%
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In addition, please circle the appropriate number to indicate

the relative Spe01flclty or generallty of such rules and

procedures as preocrlbed for you.

1. Very detailed and oomprehens1ve rales and procedures have
been prescribed.

2, Quite detailed and cbmprehensive]fules and procedures have
been prescribed.

3. A balanced mix of detailed (& comprehen51ve) and general
(& broad) rules and procedures have been prescribed.

4, Quite general and broad rules and procedurés have been
prescribéd.

5. Very general and broad rules and procedures have been
prescribed{

Q.27 _ _
Referring to those rules - which inélude productivity norms as

well as éxplicit rules that detail specific performances - that
have been prescribed for you, please indicate how muich influence
you feel is actually exerted by yourself and by each of the
following levels in its formulation. (Circle the appropriate number)
1. Tittle or no influence 2., Some 3. Quite a bit 4. A great deal

‘5. A very great deal of influence

" Corporate chief executive | | 1 2 3 4 5

Corporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive . 1 2 3 4‘ 5

Your group executive directors and _
their staff A . ' 1 2 3 4 5
Divisional general manager 1 2 3 4 5

Persons. ] level below divisional
general manager ' 1 2 3 4 5

Persons 2 levels below divisional

general manager 1 2 3 4 5

By yourself 1T 2 3 4 -5

¥
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We are also interested in how much influence you feel should be
exerted by youfsélf and by each of the following levels in the
formulation of those riiles that have been prescribed for you.
(Cirole the appropriate number)

Corporate chief executive : 12 3 4 5

Corporate executives 1 level below

corporate chief executive 12 3 4 5

Your group executive directors and
their staff _ 1 2 3 4 5

Divisional general manager . 1 2 3 4 5

Persons 1 level below divisional

general manager ' 1 2 3 4 5

Persons 2 levels below divisional

general manager 1 2 3 4 5
By yourself . v - 1 2 3 4 5
Q.28

From your experience of those rules and procedures that have been

"~ prescribed for you, please indicate how satisfied you are with them.
(Circle the appropriate number)

1. Completely satisfied 2. Quite satisfied 3; Just about satisfied
4, A little dissatisfied 5. Completely dissatisfied

Overall satisfaction with prescribed
rules and procedures 1 2 3 4 5

Satisfaction with detailed and comprehensive
rules and procedures (circle if applicable) 1 2 3 4 5 -

Satisfaction with general and broad rules
and procedures (circle if applicable) 1 2 3 4 .5
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Q.29 ,
Tisted below are some typical areas where business firms may experience
competition. However, the level of competition expefienced and the
relative importance of each area in affecting profitability would,
of course, vary with different firms. We are interested in studying
the competition that your division has experienced and the resultanf
effects on its profitability. ’ |

In column I, please indicate the relative level of competition,
within each area, that your division has experienced
over the past 3 years. (Enter the appropriate number
according to the following scale)

1. Very low level of competition eXpefienced.
2. Quite low " " " _ "
5. Moderate meoom " "
4, Quite high " " " ]
5. Very high " " n o | "

In column II, please indicate the relative level of competition,
within each area, that is expected by your division
over the next coming 3% years. (Enter the.appropriate
number according to the following scale)

. Very low level of competition expected.

. Qui-te low 1 " n n

Moderate " " n n

. Quite hlgh n f L1 "

. Very high n n oo "

Tl AN N -
.

In column III, please indicate, from your past experience of the
| competition that has been encountered by your
division; the relative importance of each competition-
area in affecting your division's profitability.
(Enter the appropriate number according to the
following scale) '

1. Very important in affecting profitability.

2. Quite important " ‘ "

3., Mildly important n n

4, Quite unimportant " n

5. Completely unimportant n n

0. Impossible to tell whether it had a direct effect.
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I I 111
Comgetitibn Competition Relative

Jompetition-areas

Expeérienced  Expected Importance

Price Competition

Marketing Competition

- in promotion of products

-~ for channels of distribution

- in providing service to customers

Product Competition

- in product quality

- in product range

- in timeliness of delivery

Resource competition

- in funds acquisition

- in raw material -acquisition

- in manpower acquisition

Image Competition (in projecting

a

superior image)

to
to
to
to

to
to
to

customers

suppliers
employees/trade unions
stockholders/potential
investors ' |
financial institutions
government _

the general public
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Q.30 | L e L ;
Over the past decade; much technological advancement has been made

ahd Has enabled many business firms td 1ntroduce new manufacturlng ‘
processes and/or products. We would like to study how such
techriological advancement has affected yout division.

in column I, please indicafe the rapidity Which your division's
manufacturlng processes and products have changed
over the past 10 years. (Fnter the appropriate number'
according to the following scale)
1. Very rapid changes 2. Quite rapid changes
%+ Moderate changes %, Quite slow changes
5. Very slow changes ’

In column II, from your past experience of the changes that has
been made in your division's manufacturing proceéses
and products, please indicate how important such
changes are in affecting your division's profitability.
(Enter the appropriate number according to the
following scale)

1. Very important in affecting profitability.

2. Quite important n "

3. Mildly important "o "

4, Quite unimportant " "

5. Completely unimportant " "

I II
Rapidity Importance
of Change .. of Change
1. Manufacturing processes cecenvsnn cestocate

2 Products _ ‘ tesecenna seesaaeas
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Listed below are some typical areas where business firms have to

make decisions on, However, the relative importance of each decision-

area in affecting profitability would,

of course, vary with different

firms. We are interested in studying how your division views

each decision-area and its relative importance in affecting your

division's profitability.

In column I, please indicate, from your experlence in the past 5 yearo,

the relative importance of each decision-area in

affecting your division's profitability.

(Enter the

appropriate number according to the following scale)

1.
2. Quite important
. Mildly important

Quite unimportant

Very important in affecting profitability.

n "
L "

" i

Completely unimportant n "

- In column 1T, please indicate your perception of the relative

importance of each decision-area in affecting your

division's profitability over the next coming 5 years.

(Enter the appropriate number according to the following

scale)

1. Very important in affecting profitability.

. Quite important
. Mildly important

2
5
4, Quite unimportant
5

" f

n 1"

f n

5. Completely unimportant " "

Relative Importance Relatlve Importance

I IT

Selection of new investments
Plannihg of long term investments

Raisiﬁg of long term capital to
finance new investments

The magnitude and direction of
R and D effort

(past 5 vears) (coming 5 years)

o 0 860 000 ¢ o e 0 00 8

© 24 06 0000 °

e o8 00 00

@ s 00 00 0 e % 00060 80
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Development of new proéucté’ ‘;ué;.;.i ceesdaba
The forecasting of techhoiogical

changes relevant to the division's

products and the processes by

which they dare manufactured C eesessos cesecnes
Choice of marketing sfretegies . Cerenens Ceveene
The forecasting of sales, market

share, size of the industry and

market —trend oo.ol‘oe. '..,‘..o..

The hiring and dismissal of

senior personnel Cerenean . ceaeeeee
Management or executive development ...eceo. ceseoses
Q.32

In evaluating and congidering the potentialities of a new idea for

your division (e.g. déVelOpment of a new product or expansion of
operations for existing products), there are many considerations
which corporate office should be concerned. We recognise, while

'all of these concerns are important, that certain concerns should

be most important to corporate office. In order to learn which are
most.importaht, we would like you to rank the 25 criteria listed
below as follows: ' .

Place a "1" Dby the seven criteria which you believe should be of
most concern to your corporate office.

Place a "2" by the next seven criteria which you believe should be
of second most concern %o your corporate office, ’

(1) The manufacturing costs asscciated with products resulting from
the proposed idea.

(2) Competition's response to products resulting from the proposed
idea, v '

(3) The return on investment which might result {rom the new idea.

(4) Thc'tcchnical processing problems which might result from the

proposed idea,



creeess (5)
ieenees (6)

ceveees (7)

ceeee. (8)
ceeeess (9)
ceeeass(10)
ceeesa(11)
|

5.....,.(12)

beveeea(13)

1
i

3.......(14)

%..,...(15)‘

‘.......(.16)

,...._..(17)

beeeess(18)
ceeee..(19)
_,......(20)
eoeeaa(21)

Levesea(22)
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The degree to which products resulting from the proposed idea
will require continuing research and engineering efforts.

The cost of obtaining the range of technical skills required
to develop products from the proposed idea.

The effect that committing funds to the proposed idea might
ultimately have on the market price of the company/division's
stock.

The capability of the sales organisation to sell the prOdudts
resulting from the proposed idea.

The %technical capability of the research staff to conduct
research on the proposed idea.

The amount of capltal required to develop and/or commercialise
the new.idea.and the difficulty in securing the required funds.
The effect of products resulting from the proposed idea on the
sales of existing division products.

The effect of products resulting from the proposed idea on the
sales of products of other sister divisions.

The nature of plant facilities/materials which would be required

~for implementing the proposed idea.

The problems of meeting delivery schedules on products resulting
from the proposed idea. ' |
The effect of the proposed idea on divisional sales growth .

and profitability.

Securing the approval and support of qenlor Corporate/d1V181onal
members to the proposed idea.

The eoologlcal and environmental con81deratlons associated w1th
the production and distribution of products resulting from the
proposed idea.

The price and volume at which a product coming from the proposed
idea could be sold. .

The difficulty associated with new manning arrangements for
producing the products resulting from the proposed idea.

The extent and nature which senior corporate members are to be
informed on how the new idea is developing and progressing. .
The>difficulty of maintaining gquality staﬁdards on products! -
stemming from the proposed idea.

The degree to which particular customer needs may be satisfied
or altered by products resulfing from the proposed idea.
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.(23) The difficulty of economically. seourlng materials requlred
to manufacture products resulting from the proposed 1dea.o‘

........(24) The amount of worklng capital requlred to support receivables

and 1nventor1es assoolated Wluh products resulting from the"
proposed idea. '

........(25) The amount of englneerlng time required by partlcular'

e b bl

applloatlons which might result from the proposed idea.

Q.33 _ _
In the course of discharging your work duties, you may have built .
up various opinions about the work Ltself about the kind of-

env1ronment or circumstances within which you are. required to

undertake your work, or even about the people with whomFJou haveftoj
‘work with. We are interested in such opinions;in order that we

may come to grips with the precise nature of your work. To obtainl_
information of such opinions, we have formulated various statements
about the nature of work in general. Please read through these
statements and indicate against each of them the extent which you
agree or disagree that they are representative of your opinions
about your work. : - | ‘

1. Strongly agree 2. Agree ,3? Neither egree'nor disagree

4, Disagree v5.~Strong1y disagree i

I have enough time to. complete my work | 12 3 4
I have to do things that should be done differehtly 12 3 4
I am able to act the same regardless of the group

I am with T 2 3 4
I work under incompatible policies and guidelines 1 2 3 4
I receive assignments without the manpower to '
complete them 1. 2 3 4
T have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry

out an assignment 1 2 3 4
I have just the right amount of work to do 1 2 3 4
I receive incompatible requests from two or more

people 1 2 3 4

I do thlngs that are apt to be accepted by one person

- and not accepted by another : _ ) 3 4

10,
11,
12,

13,

I receive assignments without adequate resources
and materials to execute them

I work on unnecessary things
I feel certain about how much authority I have

N NN N
\,\’.\N\N\N“
~ > B>

P N, T . S, %

I have clear, planned goals and objectives for my job

Uloul Ul Ul
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14,
15,
16,
17,
18.
19.

20,

21.
22,

-52=
I have a lack of guidelines to help me
I know that I have divided my time properly
T know what my responsibilities are
I have to "feel my way“ in performing my duties
I know exactly what is éexpected of me '
I am told how well I am doing my job
I receive a clear explanation of what has to be done
I have to work under vague directives or orders
I do not know if my work will be acceptable to

my superiors
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APPENDIX 12: NOCAM QUESTIONAIRE FOR CORﬁoRATE[GROUP'MANAGEMENT

DURHAM UNTVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL

DOCTORAL PROGRAMME

Research Topic

MULTT ~DI VISIONAL MANAGEMENT

Questionaire for completion bys
~ Corporate Chief Executive

- Corporate Executives 1 level below Corporate Chief Executive

N.B. Scales for Questions 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 23 (I11), 24 have beén

reversed and adjusted in the direction as stated in their

respective tables.
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QUESTIONAIRE NO.

COMPANY NAME

(please print)
' GOMPANY ADDRESS

(please print)

ITELEPHONE  NO.

QUESTIONAIRE FILLED BY

POSITION TITLE

209

Q.1

Please circle the number bpposite the classification which most

closely describes your organisation.

More than one of those listed below.
STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing.
Mining and Quarrying. |

Food, Drink, Tobacco. _

Coal and Petroleum Products.
Chemical and Allied Industries.
Metal Manufacture.

Mechanical Engineering.

Instrument Eﬂgineering.

Electrical Engineering.

Shipbuilding and Marine Engineering.
Vehicles, - o
Metal Goods not elséwhere specified.
Textiles. '

Leather, Leather Goods and Furs.

- Clothing and Footwear. ’

Bricks, Pottery, Glass, Cement,
Timber, Furniture, etc,

Paper, Printing and Publishing.
Other Manufacturing Industries.
Construction.,

01

02.
03 .
04

05

06

07
08
09
10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Gas, BElectricity and Water. ' 22
Transport and Cdmmunicatioﬁ; A 2%
Distributive Trades. : ' 24
Insurdnce, Banking and Findnce. ' 25
ProfeSblonal and Scientific Secv1ceo. 26
Miscellaneous Serv1ces. _ 27
Public Administration and Defence. | | 28
Q.2

'What is the total number of employees in your whole orgaﬂlsatlon9
(Please circle)

Undger 1,000

1,000 = 5,000 | 2
 Over 5,000
Q.3

Is there any inter~divisional trading‘within your organisation?
(Please circle) '

Yes

No ' 2

“If YES, please continue with Q.4, otherwise proceed to Q.7

Q.4
Please give the company names and addresses of two major divisions

within your organiéation which have the most amount of inter-unit

trading i.e. either buying or selling from each other,

Selling Division

(please print)

Address
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY BUSINESS SCHOOL

DOCTORAL PROGRAMME

Research Topic

MULTI -DI VISTONAL MANAGEMENT

Questionaire for completion bys

- Group Executive Directors



QUESTIONATRE NO. | ' 212

NAME OF GROUP
(please print)

ADDRESS OF GROUP _
(please print)

TELEPHONE NO.

QUESTIONAIRE FILLED BY

POSITION TITLE

T e

Q.1 _
Please circle the number opposite the classification which most closely

. describes your group of divisions.

More than one of those listed below. 01
STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION ‘

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing. 02
Mining and Quarrying. ' ' | . 03%
Food,'Drink, Tobacco. 04
Coal and Petroleum Products. ' 05
Chemical and Allied Industries. 06
Metal Manufacture. : . - 07
Mechanical Engineering. - | | 08
Instrument Engineering. . ' - 09
Electrical Engineering. » _ 10
Shipbuilding and Marine Engineering., 11
Vehicles. . 12
Metal'Goods'not elsewhere specified. ‘ 13
Textiles. _ _ 14
Leather, Leather Goods and Furs. ‘ | o 15
Clothing and Footwear. » 16
Bricks, Pottery, Glass, Cement, o 17
Timber, Furniture, etc, 18
Paper, Printing. and Publishing. 19
Other Manufacturing Industries. 20

Construction, : . 21
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Gas; Electricity and Waﬁef; | o .

Transport and Communloa+Jon, 2%
Dlstrlbutlve Trades. : | ' 24
Insurance, Banklng and Finance. : 25
Professional and Scientific Services. " ' 26
Miscellaneous Services. . , 27
Public Administration and Dsfence. 28

Q.2
What is the total number of employees in your whole group?

(Please circle)

Under 1,000

1,000 = 5,000 2
Over 5,000 '
Q.3

Is s there any inter-divisional trading within your group9

(Please circle)

Yes o , 1:
No ' ’ 2

If YES, please continue with Q.4, otherwise proceed to Q.7

. Qi . A

Please give the names and addresses of two divisions within your .
group which have the mos®t amount of inter-unit trading i.e. either

buying or selling from each other.

Selling Division
(please print)

AddreSS'.
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Buying Division

(please print)
Address

NOTE: The continuing question'of 5 and 6 should be answered with thése
two major divisions in mind. |

Q.5

Please select two different years within the last 10 years (1966

to 1975) where the Selling division had sold the highest and the
lowest amount of its products to the buying division. List the
years concerred and against an overall sales volume of 100%,

please indicate the percentage that was sold to the buying division.
(Circle the appropriate percentage for each of the two ysars)

YEAR - PERCENT OF TOTAL SALES FOR YEAR .
| HIGHEST eevesoseosss  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

TOWEST  veseeeeveeses 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%‘70% 80% 90% 100%

Q.6
Refering to the two years mentioned in Q.5, please indicate what
 percentage of‘the buying division's total purchases were bought
from the selling division. (Circle the appropriate percentage for

cach of the two years)

YEAR PERCENT OF TOTAL PURCHASES FOR YEAR

Meeesssesess 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

i eeieiueee. 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
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NOTES ON TERMS USED 215

Throughout the rest of the questlonalre, certain terms would be
used fegularly. The understandlng of tHese terms is essentlal for
you to be able £0 complete the questlonalre and they are therefore

explained below.

CORPORATE OFFICE
A collective term referring to all executives above the managlng

dlrector/general manager of the division under study. Specifically,

it refers to :- | | | |

- the Corporate Chief Executive (head of the whole organisation),

- the Corporate Executives 1 level below oorporate chief executive
(those who head different functions at head offlce and . who operate
in support of the corporate chief executive),

- and where applicable, the Group Executive Directors (those
responsible for administering the particular group of divisions,
amongst other groups, which the division under study belongs).

DIVISIONAL OFFICE

A collective term referring to all executives responsible for the

management of the division under study. Specifically, it refers to :-

- the Managing Director/General Manager (head of the division under
study),

— Persons 1 level below divisional general manager/Functlonal Managers
(those responsible for managing the different functional departments
within the division under study),

~ Persons 2 levels below divisional general manager/Middle Managers
(those who assist the functional managers in the management of their
respective functlonal departments), _

- and, Persons 3 levels below divisional general manager/Flrst Llne
Supervisors (those supervising smaller groups of employees over
the performance of particular tasks)

DIVISION
A loose term used in all gquestions to remind respondents that answers
given should pertain directly to the division under study.
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4, DIVISION UNDER STUDY
This refers to the

00‘6.‘0’&;....‘...l.l‘;..."‘..0.0...0'0.0..0.9
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Q.7 '
You are asked to 1ndlcate how desmrable in your opinion each of
the followrng approaches are in managlng divisions. (Clrcle the
appropriate number) , : :
1, Very deolrable 2 Desirable' 3. Neither de51rable nor unde51rable
4. Undesirable 5. Completely undesirable

The major:area of joint deCision making between the corporate-
office and its divisions should be restricted to financial
planning e.,g. divisional profit contributions and approval of
capital -and 1 naaor expense projects,

The corporate office should be more than just a rubber stamp agency
for proposals submitted by the operatlng divisions. It bhould take
a limited but active 1nterest in lelSlonal operations and
management development

| | cy
There is a real need for intimate understanding of divisional A - e
operations. Corporate staff tend. to :be ‘generalists, not specialists,

~and it is difficult for them to work effectively with divisional

people., It 1s best, then, to rely on formal control svstems as
eyes and ears of corporate management.

1T 2 3. 4 5

There should be a short_line of communication and rapid decision
making between corporate and- divisional levels, Any corporate :
staff must be confined mainly to providing specialized services in
industrial relations, legal matters, design of 1nformatlon systems

“and interpreting divisions!' financial reports,

1 2 3 4 5

The corporate office must commit to actlve leadership in employlng ﬁ- n.o

those resources placed at the dlsposal of its divisions rather S

’than Simply following a holding company philosophy. Corporate staff

must search out and develop solutions %o problems with lelSlonal

:people.
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The corporate office must commit to active 1eadersh1p in employing
those resources placed at the dlsposal of its divisions rather
than simply f0110w1ng a holdlng compatly philosophy. Corporate staff
must search out and develop solutions to problems with divisional -
people.

Q.8 '
Tisted below are goals Wthh might be typical of any business unit.

In column I, (a) place "A" opposite those items which currently
represent important goals for your division and
which either have been stated in measurable terms

- and/or fbrmally committed to divisional personnel.
(b) place "B" opposite those items which, while they
have not been formally stated as divisional goals,
are genefally viewed as implicit, broad objectives .
which guide management actions.
(c) place "C" opposite those items which are félatively.
unimportant as broad guldellnes for lelSlonal
action,

In column IT, rank those goals that you have rated as "AM or "B

| according to the relative importance assigned to each
goal by the division as a whole at this time. Place a
"1" opposite the most important:goal, a "2" opposite
the next most important goal, a "3" opposite the third
most important goal, etc until all the "A" ang "B"
goals have been ranked.

T - II
‘Relevance to Relative
Divigion . Importance

Return on invested funds csscence  secsescs
Product diversification into | '
related areas ' ceesoenne secesses
Profit mix desired among eXlstlng or ‘ '
potential product lines | csssocas Ceesinae
Rate of new product introduction cesvosas ceeseces
Market share for various products cesccses | soscscse
Product improvement seo0cosce coesscss

Cost reduction escaescs ecesosns
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8.
9,
10.
11
124
13,
14.

15,
16.

17
18.
19.

20,
21.
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Inventory control Ciseenes . imeevies
Sales volume : _ : Ceieceens C ereeres
%. growth in sales ' B cescsaae
Absolute 1eve1 of proflts | é....}aa secsesens
% profit growth o Sienenes Ciiesiane
Piofit margin on sales - cesececse eeeessocs
Product diversification into '
unrelated areas : » csossese tescssca
Geographic expansion of product sales ceeenans cessscns
Maintenance of particular customer A '

- relationships ’ » ceeeenen  seeseses
Developmeht and motivation of

. personnels ‘ cessosce ceeenenn
Imagé projected by division to customers ’
and general public | ..;..... : sseevens
Expansion of ﬁlant- ceovenes cesceson
Maintenance of unique divisional skills coossens cescesos
Level of fixed_costé C eveeeeee cocsceens
Q.9

Listed below are seven statements'deSCribing the state of the
relationship between corporate office and your division. Please
tick the one statement which you feel best descrlbes this

relatlonshlp.
Excellent - full cooperation and mutual understanding
is achieved. Each group fulfills the expectations
that the other has for it , ' cescsaos
Almost full cooperation and mutual understanding is
achieved | ceebeane
Somewhat better than average relations ceeseona
Average - sound enough to-get by, even though there
are some problems of achieving cooperation and

- understanding ‘ _ cssensss
Somewhat less than average relations ' cecocane



—-8— 221

6. Only a limited amount of cooperation and mutual
understahding | _ o cocseccn
7. Couldn't be worse - poor relations,'Serious problems o
exist which are not beend solved : -

g.lO
If you con81der ideal performance or desired state for your

division as 100%, what percentage value would you assign to
its actual performance over the last five years on each of
the following areas? (Circle the approprlate percentage for
each area)

1. Return on inveetment | v 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
2. Sales | ‘ v | 20%”40% 60% 80% 100%
| 3. Profit | : - - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
4. Market share o 29% 40% 60% 80% 100%'
5. Management develepment _ o ZQ% 40% 60% éO% 100%
6.QSocie1 responsibility o .20%‘40% 60% 80% 100%

7. Ability to attract and retaln high
level manpower 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8. Setisfaction and morale of employees 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
9. Quality of firm's products 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
10. Service to customers - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1. Rating its competitors would be

expected to give the firm for its | .
overall performance ' - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
12. Relative size of investment vis-a-vis other

sister divisions (Take 100% as representing

the division with the highesl investment) Bt : . o
- 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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12,

14.

15,

Relative contribution to the

organisation's total profits

(Take 100% as representing the »

the total profits) | 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Relative growth of division vis-a-vis the growth
of sister divisions (Take 100% as representing the
division with the fastest profit growth) 20%40% 60% 80%" 100%

Future commercial prospect and viability
(Take 100% as representing the desired ‘ o
level of prospect and viability) - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q11
Tf 100% represent the idea quality and quantity of information

that your division's management would like to receive from
corporate headquarters, how would you rate headquaters in terms of what
it provides? (Circle the appropriate percentage)

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

gplz

In general, how prompt is the corporate headquarters in reacting
to requests from your division in the following areas? (Clrcle
the appropriate number) ,

1. Always very prompt 2, Very prompt 3. Sometimes very prompt
4, Prompt - 5. Seldom prompt

Requests for funds on new capital projects.
1 2 -3 4 5

Approval for starting new commercial or production activities.,
| 1 2 3 4 5 -

Request for non-routine information.

Approval for major revision of current commercial or production
practices.

Request for centralised services,
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Q.13

Please rate each of the twelve crlterla 1lsted below in’ terms
of the degree which corporate headquarters uses it in |
evaluatlng your lelSlOn S performaﬁoea Place a . opp031te
the!four most 1mportant criteria and a "o opposite the four
criteria which are next most importaht.

1e Capéoity to oontrol costs:during'the current year EEEEEREE
2. Market share eohieved during'the current year soeeesne
3 Development of management talent __4 : » .;.;e...
4, tProfit improvement over a 3;5 year»period- » esoeevae

5. Ability to oontrol working capital during the

current year _ » _ o BETETERRE
6. Return oh investment over a'§—5 yeer period SEEEREERE
7. Sales improvement over a 3f5_year period ' - | cecsncse
8. Longer rﬁn trend in market share o ’ S cecesces
9, Sales iﬁprovement over the previous year ‘ S eeseeege
10,  Profit improvement over the previous year . _-  eeeesase
11, Return on investment for the current year cececens

12. Rate of development of new products over a 3-5

yeal" periOd ’ ’ ’ esceoveooe

Q.14 : _
‘We are interested in how much influence you feel is actually

exerted by each of the following levels on the broad pOlicy
decisions made in your division. (Circle the'appropriate number)

1. Little or no influence 2. Some 3, Quite a bit 4. A great deal
5. A very great deal of influence | ‘

1. Corporate chief executive 1 2 3 4 5
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Corporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive

. Your group executive directors andk_

their staff
Divisional general manager

Persons 1 level below divisional
general manager '

"Bersons 2 levels below divisional
- general manager ’

Persons % levels below divisional
general manager ' |

exerted by each of the following levels on the broad policy

224

We are also interested in how much influence you feel should be

decisions made in your division., (Circle the appropriate number)

Corporate chief executive

Cdrporate executives 1 level below
corporate chief executive

Your grbup executive directors and
their staff '

Divisional general manager

Persons 1 level below divisional

- general manager

Persons 2 levels below divisional
general manager

Persons % levels below divisional
general manager
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Q.15

~ When the lelsional management ask your corporate office to respond

to their needs i. e. funds and authotity to embark on new ventures
or operational act1v1ties, how much do you believe they tend to
overstate thelr ends ot urgency of thelr needs. (Circle the
appropriate number) | o _ . _ -
1, Always - overstates 2. Usually overstates 3. Sometimes overstates“
4, Seldom overstates 5. Never overstates | REEE ;

Q.16 |
We are interested in finding out the decision-makers of various
lelSlonal policies, Please indicate who. they are for different.
pollcy areas. (Circle the approprlate number)

1. Locus of Decision Making (Major Policies)

(a)Corporate executive committee with the help of

divisional general manager '
(b)Top level corporate executive committee‘ o : 2
(c)Corporate chief executive only | | E o 3

"2. Locus of Decision Making (Sales POllCleS)

(a)D1V131ona1 general manager with the help of the

sales manager : : ' 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the

divisional general managerr"‘ - _ 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive committee 3

3. Locus of Decision Making (Product Mix)

(a)Divisional general manager with the help of the
production/marketing manager o 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
‘divisional general manager : : 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee . 3

'Locus of Deolslon Making (Quality Standard Settlng in Productlon)

(a)Divisional general manager with the help of the

produotlon/quallty control manager 1

- (b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the
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lelSlonal general manager ‘ 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the

corporate executive committee ‘ : 3

5 Locus of Decision Maklng (Manpower Pollcles)

(a)D1v1s1onal general marager with tne nelp of the
. .personnel manager : 1
(b)Corporate executive commlttee w1th the help of the
divisional general manager 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee : - 3

6. Locus of Decision Making (Selection of Executive Personnel)

(a)Dlv181onal general manager only ’ 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the ‘
divisional manager - 2
':(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of  the '
corporate executive committee . 3

7. Locus of Decision Making (Long Range Planning)

- (a)Divisional general manager with the help of
managers from all functional areas : ' 1
(b)Corporate executive commlttee w1th the help of the
divisional general manager : ' 2
(c)Corporate chief executive w1th the help of -the
corporate executive commlttee. : 3

8. Locus of Decision Maklng (Executlve Performance Appralsal Systems)

(a)D1V131ona1 general manager only 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the '
‘divisional general manager : ’ ‘ 2
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee _ 3

9. Locus of De0131on Making (Efficiency Standard Setting in Productlon)

(a)D1V181ona1 genera1 manager w1th the help of the
production/engineering manager ' : - 1
(b)Corporate executive committee with the help of the |

divisional general manager N
(c)Corporate chief executive with the help of the
corporate executive committee 3
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10. The Degree of Informatlonal Sharlng
(a)Con31derab1e = general memos on all major aspects
of company's operatlons i.e. pertaining to both _
corporate and lelSlonal affairs ; 1
(b)Falr - spe01a1 reports on compady affairs distributed

- to divisional general manager and functional managers 2
(¢)Little - all information on company affairs kept

secret from everybody except corporate executives »

and divisional general manager p ' 3

Q.17

Listed below.are various functions that may be performed by

corporate personnels for the division. .

In column I, please tick those which have been performed for
your division. v

In column II, please indicate the nature of involvement- by

corporate personnels against those functions which

you have just ticked;

(a) place a "P" opposite those items where corporate
involvemeént is of a policy setting nature i €
setting pOllCleS, advising, providing basic
approaches.

(b) place'a nov opposite those items where corporate
involvement is of an active and operating kind

e.g.actually carrying out some purchasing
activities for the division.

I I
Areas of Nature of
Involvement Involvement"
1, Pinancial / control | ceseveis cevesocs
2. Longe range planning ‘ © eeescense C eeseenes
3. Legal _.......; cseseeee
4, Industrial relations  esssane v cereanns
5. Operations research sesecoss ceeccens
6. Marketing edeeeee cecasnea
7. Manufacturing / 1ndustrlal v , .
engineering cecosans Ceeesvens
8, Planning and scheduling of output - csosces e cessesso
9. Purchasing : ceseecns ceceeise
10. Engineering (other than industrial) '
e.g. electronic data processing cecssone esseseas

11. Research and development

e e o 06890 PO 6008 nan
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Q.18

Llsted below are. varlous managment Systehs that your lelSlon may
have or subscribe to. ;
tn tolumn I, please tlek those which you? division may have. Add
.any others which had not been listed.
In column II, please 1ndlcate the orlgln of the systems which you
have Just tlcked '
(a) place a "C" opposite those that were 1ntroduced
by the corporate office.,
(b) place a "D" opposite those that were’ introducéd
'by your division, '
(c) plece a "o# opposite those that were introduced
by other sister lelsion. |
In column III, please indicate how satlsfled you .are with those
systems that you have just ticked. (Enter the
appropriate number accordlng to the following code)
1, Completely satisfied 2. Quite satisfied
3., dJust about satisfied 4, A littlevdissatisfied’
5, Completely dissatisfied |

I II . IIT

Type Origin Satisfaction
PAPER SYSTEMS
Five-year planning system g
Annual budgeting system Ceeeanis seseesee . aubesesi
Quarterly budget forecast eesessss  sescecse  eeosssee
Monthly budget review O Ceeesnen
Monthly operating reports ceciestes  soscacss ceesssan.
Approval system for major capital _
and expense items sesseses sseceses " eevecses
Cash management system : secseses ssevecsas cssscens
Formal goal setting, performance
evaluation and incentive ‘
compensation system : : cesisses cesesess ceecsane
Approval system for hlrlng, _ |
'replacement and salary changes .of _
key division personnel G heranes .essensas “eceseses

thers:

ceeecee 00 ceoee o0 eo0 s enoae

® 006006009 e e s 00000 s e 0 00 0

© e 60 00 66 ® & ¢ 0 ¢ 0 a0 * 0 60808 00

e 0 80 08 00 06 e&00 80 0 © O 0000 60

® 5 860 000 060 o a0 00000 0 & % 0800
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12,

13

14.
15.
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COMMITTEES TASK FORCES 'FORMAL MEETINGS
Atinual meetlng between éorporate

and divisional general &anagers_ .§o...$;
Group managemeﬁt commitfees chareeds
Technical evaluation board for

capital projects ' | ccesscne
Permanent cross-divisional |
committees ’ coseesue
Line mahagement task forces _ .,...,;.
Ad-hoc cross-divisional meetlngs | '

for functlonal managers - coeesss s

°
8 9 00 260 0

o0 080 00 0

o 6 & 00 8060

Q.19

obgectlves.

€ &8 090000

e & 05 006 00

e 06 00000

®s00c08 0
e 00800068
ceo0esaae
©t0006c0oee
00008000

s 00600000

Listed below are dlfferent approaches to settlng lelSlonal

229

0.000000.

@ 00 060 0 0 0
9 00 000 e

6 000504006

@60 09 02

* 8 e 00 C o
® 6 00060690
0 & ¢ 000 0 0

¢ e 0 o0 68 0

-8 &6 606 00 0

In column I, please tick the approach that best describes the

manner which the objectives are set for your division.

In column II,'you are asked to shift from what actually happens to
' what you believe to be a more desirable approach to

setting objectives for your division. Please tick

the more desirable approach.

Objectives are announced with no opportunity
to raise questions or give comments
Objectives are announced and explained and

an opportunity is then given to ask questions

Obgectlves are drawn up, but are dlscussed
with the divisional general manager and
sometimes modified before being issued
Specific alternative objectives are drawn up
by corporate office and divisional management
are asked Lo discuss them and indicate the one

they think best

I
Actual

IT
Desirable

Approach

wApprbach

© 0 &5 & 000

@ 0 5690 0 6860

9 006000

o0 060068000

© 6006 0 06 0

® e 806008 @&
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Broad plans and problems of the'company as a

whole are presented to the divisionai v

fandgement involved and the objectives felt

to be best are then set jointly by +the

corporate and divisional management through

group participationland_discussion coessscas cecsvsese

Q.20

We are interested in looking at the relative status-positions

of different persons in your organisation. Place a "q" opposite
the level of organisation members which you believe commands

the most status in your organisation, a "2" opposite the level
which commands the next most status in your organisation, a "3"
opposite the level which commands the third most status, etc until
all the levels have been ranked.

. Corporate chief executive ’ | cescesoe

Corporate executives 1 level below

‘corporate chief executive nesences
Your group exeéuti#e directors and their staff eesessncs
Divisional general manager | cessesano
Persons 1 level belowvdivis;onal general manager , seessene
Personé 2 levels below divisional general manager ceececaes

Persons 3 levels below divisional general manager ~enosesae
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Lisﬁed below are different ways whicn disggreements and differenoes

between corporate and divisional offite cén be handled.

in column I, piease tick the particular way which best describes

the manner in which disegreementSmbetween.your:division
and cdrporate office are handled.

In column II, you are asked to shift from what actually happens'to
what you believe to be a more desirable way to handle
disagreements between your division and corporate
office. Please tick the more desipable'way. o

: T IT

Actual . Desirable
_ Way : Way
Disagreements are almost always avoided,
denied or suppressed. ' osessen ssssssas
Disagreements are often avoided, denied -
or suppressed. e ceossens
Sometimes disagreements are avoidedior3suppressed,
sometimes~they. arevatknowledged as part of the job -
and are discussed when-they arise, - _ cesnens - cissesse
Disagreements are usually acknowledged as part of
the jobrand are discussed when they arise. =~ seeeoese cescoans
- Disagreements are almost always acknowledged as part
of the job and are discussed when they arise. ceeeenn caeranea
Q.22

Most large organisations have numerous standard operating procedures
ranging from written rules prescribing steps to be taken in’
accomplishing a task to standard methods for organising and
transmitting information. In sddition, such precedures and rules

may be laid down in varying depths of specificity or generality, =
dependlng on the extent which the organisation belleves its members' _
behavior should be circumscribed to conform to certain ideal patternsaf;
For example, a credit manager may be provided with a well—deilned
sequence of "tests" in passing on a new account. Alternatlvely, he»”k
may be seen as a sélf-motivator who is immensely dedicated teﬂthe
firm and thus, is allowed to rely on his own initiative, experience
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and dlscretlon rather than on any spe01fic sequence of "tests"

In column I, please 1ndlcate how 1mportant you regard the role of
rules for controlling the behavior of dlfferent members
w1thln your division. (Enter the approprlate number
according to the follow1ng scale)

1., Very important . Quite 1mportant 3, Mildly 1mportant
4 Quite unimportant 5. Completely unimportant

| In column II, please indicate how specific or general rules are

actually being prescribed for different members w1th1n

your division. (Enter the approprlate number according

to the following scale) - a

1, .Very detailed and comprehens1ve rules and procedures

 are belng prescrlbed

2. Quite detailed and comprehens1ve rules and procedures
~are being prescribed. '

3. A balanced mix of detalled(& comprehens1ve) and
general(& broad) rules and‘procedures are being
prescribed. i

4, Quite general and broad rules and procedures are

' being prescrlbed ' : :

5. Very ' general and broad rules and procedures are
belng prescribed. : ,

{ In column III, please indicate how specific or general rules should

| be prescrlbed for different members within your

division. (Enter the approprlate number according to-

the following scale)

1. Very detailed and comprehen81ve rules and procedures

should be prescribed. ’

2. Quite detailed and comprehensive rules and

'procedures should be prescribed. |

7. A balanced mix of detalled(& comprehen31ve) and
general(& broad) rules and procedures should be
prescribed. |

4, Quite general and broad rules and procedures should "

bbe prescrlbed.

5. Very general and broad rules and procedures should g

be prescribed.
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1. Divisional general manager

2.

Persons

general

Persons
general

Persons
general

, Persons

general

1 level below divisional

manager

2 levels below divisional
manager N '

3 levels below divisional
manager ’

4 levels below divisional
manager
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Listed below:are some typical areas where buSineSS‘firms may |
experlence competltlon However, the level of competition experlenced
and the relatlve 1mportance of each area in affectlng profitability
would, of. course, vary wlth dlfferent firms., We are interested in
studying the competltlon that your d1v1s10n has experlenced and the
resultant effects oni its profltablllty.»' S L
In column I, please 1nd1cate the relatlve level of competltlon,
’ within each area, that your division hag eXperlenced over

the past 3 years,b(Enter the - approprlate number

accordlng to the follow1ng scale) 5

1._Very low level of competltlon experlenced°

2. Quife low " v " o
4~fQﬁiﬁé'high_ "il"ffﬁk7n;“' 7_7 JL_w\;,,

T column II, please lndlcate the relatlve level of competltlon,,f;"
,jw1th1n each,area, that is expected by your d1V1s1on
“over. the next comlng 3. years. (Enter the approprlate :
number accordlng £ the follow1ng scale)
,1; Very low level of competltlon expected

. Quite low LR " 7 "o
3. Moderate ib L Lo |
4. Qulte_hlgﬁb " ﬂi | ne 7f neoooo
5. Very~high§' " " ‘.: neooo "o

- In column III, please 1nd1cate, from your past eXperlence of the S

competition that has been encountered by your _
division, the relative 1mportance of each competltlon—
area in affecting your division's profitability.
(Enter the appropriate number according to the
'_follow1ng scale) |
1. Very 1mportant in affectlng profltablllty. ’
2. Quite 1mportant ’ " "
3, Mildly important | " ' "
4. Quite.unimportant' K _ o
5. Completely unimportant " "o Lo
0. Impossible to tell whether it had a direct effect.



“D0m

Competition-areas

Price Competition

Marketing Competition

- in promotion of products

- for channels of distribution

- in providing service to customers

Product Competition

- in product quality

- in product range |

- in timeliness of delivery

Resource competition

- in funds acquisition

- in raw'matefial acquisition
- in manpower acquisition

Image: Competition (in projecting

a superior image)

- to customers

- to suppliers

- to employees/trade unions

- to stockholders/potential
investors. N

- to financial institutions
- to government

= %o thefgeneral public
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Over the past decade, much technological advancement has been made
and has enabled many buSiness firms t0. introduce new manufacturing
processes and/or products. We would 1ike to study how such
technological advancement has affected your division.

TIn column I, please indicate the rapidity which your division's
manufacturing processes and products have changed
over the past 10 years. (Enter the apprOpriate‘number
according to the following scale)

1. Very rapid changes 2. Quite rapid changes
3. Moderate changee 4, Quite slow changes

5. Very slow changes |

In column II, from your past experience of the changes that has

been made in your division's manufacturing processes.
and products, please indicate how important such
changes are in affecting your division's profitability.
(Enter the appropriate number according to the
following scale) '

1. Very important in affecting profitability.

2. Quite important - " o

3, Mildly important . ". "

4. Quite unimportant "o "

5. Completely unimportant " "

I ' - II _
Rapidity Importance
of Change~ of Change
1. Manufacturing processes ‘ crereeeas ceesceans

2. Products | ..,0...0' OOOIOOQOOv
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Listed below are some typlcal areas where business firms have to

make dec1s1ons on. However, the relative 1mportance of each decision-
area in affecting profltablllty would, of course, vary with different
flrms. We are 1nterested 1n studying how you view each decision-area
and its relative 1mportance in affecting your lelSlon s profitability.

In column I, please 1ndlcate, from your experience in the past 5 years,

the relatlve importance of each decision-area in
affecting your division's profitability. (Enter the
appropriate number according to the following scale)
1. Very important in affeéting profitability.

2. Quite important f " "

3. Mildly important " "

4. Quite unimportant oo "

5. Completely unimportant " "

In column IT, please indicate your perception of the relative

importance of each decision-area in affecting your
division's profitability over the next coming 5 years.
(Enter the appropriate number according to the following
scale)
1. Very important in affectlng profitability.
2. Quite important " " '
3. Mildly important " ' "
4. Quite unimportant L L
5. Completely unimpbrtant " " ,

I CIT

Relative Importance Relative Importance
(past 5 years) (coming 5 years)

Selection of new investments " eeranens

Planning of long term investments = ...¢ce..

.Raising of long term capital to

finance new investments ' T eerecene

The magnitude and direction of
R and D effort certesens cesaneae
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5. Development of new products ssoes s e

6. The forecasting of technological
Changes relevant to the division's
products and the processes by
which they are manufactured Hieesbes ' cienrinas

7. Choice of marketing strategies e ee ' cecass e
8. The forecasting of sales, market
share, size of the industry and

mar‘ke‘t trend ) OOQOQ‘IQ' *® 60 0 0000

9. The hiring and dismissal of

senior personnel crecanee ceesaces
10. Management or executive development......;d ceasssne
Q.26

In evaluating.and oonéidéringkthe potentiélities of a heW‘idea for
your division (e.g. development of a new produot or expansion of
operations for existing products), there are many considerations
which corporate office must be concerned. We recognise, while all
of those concerns are important, that certaln concerns will be most
important to corporate office. In order to learn which are most
important, we would like you to rank the 25 criteria listed below
as follows: ' ' |

a. Place a "1" by the seven criteria which are of most concern to your
corporate office.

b. Place a "2" by the next seven criteria which are of second most
concern to your corporate office.

riteria:

weeeess (1) The manufacturing costs associated with products resulting from

the proposed idea. .
veeeoes (2) Competition's response to products resulting from the proposed
| “idea. ' ' v
veeeees (3) The return on investment whloh might result from the new idea..
eeceses (4) The teohnloal processing problems which might result from the
proposed idea. | | |
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weseess (5) The degree to which products resulting from the proposed idea
"~ will require continuing research and engineering efforts.
weseess (6) The cost of obtaining the range of technical skllls required
to develop products from the proposed idea.
eeeesse (7) The effect that committing funds to the proposed idea might
| ultimately have on the market price of the company/division's
stock. : : ) |
ceeeess (8) The capability of the sales organisation to sell the products
o resulting from the proposed idea.
ceseees (9) The technical capability of the research staff to conduct
v research on the proposed idea.
ceseeee(10) The amount of capital required %o develop'and/or commercialise
| the new idea and the difficulty in securing the required funds.
ceseese(11) The effect of products resulting from the proposed idea on the
~ sales of existing division produots.
cesesse(12) The effect of products resulting from the proposed idea on the
: sales of products of other sister divisions.
.......(13) The nature of plant facilities which would be required for
' implementing the proposed idea.
1.......(14) The problems of meeting delivery schedules on products resultlng
% from the proposed idea.
2,,..,..(15) The effect of the proposed idea on divisional sales growth
| and profitability. |
ceeeees(16) Securing the approval and support of other senior oorporate/
divisional members to the proposed idea.
eeeeess(17) The ecological and environmental considerations associated with
o the production and distribution of products resulting from the
the proposed idea. ‘ ’
ceeeees(18) The price and volume at which a product coming from the proposed
A idea could be sold. _
,......(19) The difficulty associated with new manning arrangements for
producing the products resulting from the proposed idea.
Q......(ZO) The extent and nature which senior corporate members are o be
informed on how the new idea is developing and progreséing.v
coesees(21) The difficulty of maintaining quality standards on products
' stemming from the proposed idea.
eeeeves(22) The degree to which particular customer needs may be satisfied -

or altered by products rcsulling from the proposed idea.
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(23) The difficulty of economlcally securlng materials requlred
to manufacture products resultlhg from the proposed idea.
(24) The amount of worklng capital requlred to support receivables
and inventories associated w1fh products resulting from the

e 0 000 0

, proposed 1dea.
..i.....(25) The amount of engineering time requlred by partlcular

applications which m;ght ‘result from the proposed idea.
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_ In the coutse of carrying out your work, you hold
certain expectations of your superiors, subordinates and/or peer
colleagues. We would like %o study in more detall the expectatlons
that you hold of others (ACTUAL EXPECTATIONS) and also those that
you perceive others to hold of you (PERCEIVED EXPECTATIONS).

Attached are sets of blue and pink forms, each
headed by the name of a colleague in your organisation who is in my
-research group. Fach set has listed key areas where expectations may
be held. |

BLUE FORMS (ACTUAL EXPECTATIONS)

Whilst thinking about the expectations whidh'youe
actually hold of your colleague named on ‘the blue form, please take
into consideration both:

(a) those expectations you hold which have a direct connection
with your own work | ' ' '
' and |
(b) those expectatlons you hold which, although they have no direct
connection with your own work, you expect the named colleague
to fulfill because they have a direct connection with the work
of others. o

In column A, please‘tick the appropriate part, (a) and/or (b), of each

key area where you hold actual expéctations of the named
celleague. Examples:

i, if you expect the named colleague to undertake, or assist
in, some planning activities for yourself, then this '
expectation which has a direct connection with your own
work should be ticked under "1(a) Planning -~ OWN"

ii, if you expect. the named colleague to undertake, or assist
in, some planning activities for himself or for others, then
this expectation which has a direct connection w1th the
work of others should be tlcked under "1(b) Plannlng -
OTHERSY" ' ,

(Please refer to the attached definition list for a more
detailed explanation of each key expectation area)
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In column B, please indicate the proportion of your total actual

expectations ‘of the named colleague which are concentrated,
within each part of the key areas that you have just
ticked., (Please circle the appropriate number according

to the following scale)

. Very small proportion 2. Quite small proportion

% Moderate proportion 4, Quite large proportion

5, Very large proportion

~In column C, please indicate the relative importance of your expectations,

within each part of the ke% anf%g &P%i Fo%hggyeoﬁhﬁg)tioked,
in affecting the performance of your worky (Please circle
the appropriate number according to the following scale)

1. Very important 2, Quite important

3. Mildly important . - 4. Quite unimportant

5. Completely unimportant

In'column D, please indicate the level’at which your expectations,

L within each part of +the key areas that you have just ticked
are currently being: satisfied (Please circle the
appropriate number according to the following scale)

1. Completely satisfied 2. Quite completely satisfied
3. Moderately satisfied 4. Not quite satisfied
5. Not satisfied at all | o

 PINK FORMS (PERCEIVED EXPECTATIONS)

Whilst thinking about the expectations which you

‘perceive your colleague named on the pink form to hold of you, please
. take into consideration: '

(a) those expectations which have a direct connection with the work
of the named colleague
and
(b) those expecbations which have no direct connection with the
work of your named colleague but, which, you perceive him to
expect you to fulfill because those expectations have a direct
connection with the work of others.



" In column E,

ii,

In column F,

In column G,

’In oolumn H,
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please tick the appropriate part, (a) and/or (b), of each
key area where you percelve the named colleague to hold
expectatlons of you. Examplesg:

if you peroelve the named colleague to expect you to
undertake, or assist in, some plannlng activities for

himself, then this expectatlon which has a direct connection

with his work should be ticked under "1(a) Planning - HIS"
if you'peroeiVe the named colleague to expect you'to
undertake , or assist in, some planning activities for
yourself or for others, then this expeotatlon which has

a direct connection with the work of others should be

ticked under "1(b) Planning - OTHERS"
(Please refer to the attached definition 1list for a more
detailed explanation of each key expectation area)

please indicate the proportion of the.named colleague's
total expectations of you which are concentrated within
each part of the key areas that you have just ticked.

* (Please circle the appropriate number accordlng to the

following scale)
1. Very small proportion 2. Quite small proportion

- 3. Moderate proportion 4, Quite large.proportion'

5. Very large proportion

please indicate the relative importance of thebnamed
colleague's expectations of you, within éach part of the
key‘ereaebthat go% g?%%rﬂ%%;og &%F?@H&ﬁS?ffeCting the
performance of his worky (Please circle the appropriate
number according to the following scale)

1. Very important 2. Quite important

3, Mildly important 4. Quite unimportant

5.  Completely unimportant '

please indicate the level which you think you are meeting
the named colleague's expectations of you within each part
of the key areas that you have just ticked. (Please circle
the appropriate number according to the following scale)
1. Completely met 2. Quite‘completely met

3. Moderately met 4, Not quite met

5. Not met at all
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DEFINITION OF KEY EXPECTATION AREAS

In an attempt $0 achieve consistency in the meanlng that is
attached to each key expectatlon area, broad definitions for
the different key expectatlon areas are provided below. The
definitions provided are appllcable in both Actual and
Perceived situations;

1. Planning - To undertake, or assist in, the systematic selection of

objectives and in the development of policies, programmes
and procedures for achieving them.

Forecasting and adaptation - To undertake, or aSSlSt in, a conscious
effort toward anticipating the technological, economic,
political and social climate in ‘order to make the future
organisational environment less uncertain and to provide
a framework for managerial decisions which will make the
best of situations as they arise.

Identlfylng and capitalising on new ventures - Alone or with others,
‘searching for, recognising, and taking advantage of, any
new and commer01a11y viable opportunities.

Directing - To determine and organise the behav1our and actlons of
organlsatlonal members.

Responding -~ To ‘be conscious of, and receptlve to, the behaviour,
opinions and needs of organlsatlonal members.

Representing - On behalf of organlsatlonal members, %o express and |
explain their behaviour, oplnlons -and needs when these _
are different from those held to be organlsatlonally normal.

Policy formulation - To undertake, or assist in, the design of
company-wide, division-wide, and/or'functional norms
and rules..

Policy implementation - To undertake, or assist in, the execution and
enforcement of established cdmpany—wide, division-wide,
and/or functional norms and rules.



Do
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Flnan01al and budgetary control - To undertake, or assist 1n, the design,
execution and enforcement of all appropriate financial plans.

Delegation = To ensure & proper and fair disbtribution of responsibilities
and tasks to appropriate members of the organisation.

Authority - To accord adequate institutionalized power and status for
executing delegated responsibilities and'tasks.

Accountabifity - To ensure that institutionalized'power and status have
- effectively been employed and delegated responsibilities
have efficiently been carried out,

Functlons and duties definition - To set down and explain the nature
and 11m1ts of individual respon51b111tles and tasks.

Coordination - To ensure and integrate the efficient and timely conduct
of different individual activities and programmes.

Support and cooperation - To provide all informational, material and
moral assistance and encouragement.,

Consultation -~ To obtain'managerial and technical opinions before
designing and embarking on any activities or programmes.

Confllct identification and resolution -~ To 1dent1fy, or assist in the
identification of, areas of and causes of conflict and to
develop mechanisms for eliminating any differences which
are organisationally dysfunctional.

Advice and guidanee - To provide managerial and technical opinions and
suggestions for improving job performance. |

Standard and target setting - To provide quality and efficiency bench-
marks for guiding job performande; ‘

Performance appralsal - To undertake, or assist in, the de31gn and
implementation of mechanlsms for an equitable assessment
" of individual job performance.
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Information requirements -~ To determine the areas and types of
1nformatlon reoulred and to ensure that it is belng
promptly prov1ded. ;

t

External relations - To maintain, or 3381st in the development of,
a harmonlous relatlonshlp witli relevant environmental
agents such as government agencies, suppliers, customers,
financial institutions, ete. '

Industrial relations - To maintain, or assist in the deveiopment of,
a harmonious relationship with all employees.

Motivation - To provide the appropriate organisational climate,
security and opportunity for growth and degelopment.

Development and training - To provide the appropriate programmes,
systems and facilities for development and training.

Identification and specification of technical/administrative job
content - To determine, or assist in the determination
and outlining of appropriate technical/administrative
f$ask requirements. : '

Design and establiehment of technical/edministrative processes'and

and procedures — To undertake, or assist in, the development

and implementation of processes and procedures for
conducting the required technical/administrative tasks.

Monitoring of technical/administrative task progress - To undertake;

or assist in, the supervision of the performance of required

technical/administrative tasks in order to ensure their
timely conduct and progress.

Inspection of technical/administrative task qualify - To ensure, or

assist in ensuring, that technieal/administrative'task
accomplishments have attained appropriate standards.

000000000000000000000
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APPENDIX 15 ¢ SOURCE PROGRAMME FOR IFAME ¢ ROUTINE I

REAL DATA(319)
REAL MEAN,SUM
INTEGER N,NA,IND(30)
NREC=0 - |
READ(5,4)N,MISS, (IND(I),I=1,N)
4 FORMAT(213,/,2014,[,2014)
100  READ(1,10,END=99)DATA
NREC=NREC#. |
10 FORMAT(15X,61F1.0,/,6X,73F1.0,/,6X,67F1.0,/,6X,65F1 .0,
*[ ,6X,53F1.0)
MEAN=0.,0
NA=Q '
SUM=0, 0
DO 11 I=1,N |
IF (DATACIND(I)).LT .1 .OR,DATAIND(I)).GT .MISS) GOTO 11
. SUM=SUM=DATA(IND(I))
NA=NA+1
11 CONTINUE
IF(NA.EQ.0) GOTO 12
MEAN=SUM/FLOAT (NA)
12 WRITE(3,31)(IND(I),I=1,N)
31  FORMAT(' COL *,30I4)
WRITE(3,32)(DATACIND(I)),I=1,N)
32  FORMAT(' DATA ',30F4.0)

WRITE(3,30)NA,SUM,MEAN

30  FORMAT(I3,2F10.3)
GOTO 100

99 WRITE(6,9)NREC

9 FORMAT (I8, *CASES PROCESSED')
STOP '

END
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APPENDIX 16 : SOURCE PROGRAMME FOR 1FAME i ROUTINE II

REAL DATA(348)
REAL MEAN,SUM
INTEGER N,NA,IND(30)
NREC=0 :
READ(5,4)N,MISS, (IND(I),I=1,N)
4 FORMAT (21.3,/,2014,(,2014)
100  READ(1,10,END=99)DATA
NREC=NREC+1 |
10  FORMAT (15X, 58FL.0,/,15%,58FL.0,/,15X,58FL.0,(,15X, 58F1.0,
%/ , 15X, 58F1.0,/ ,15X, 58F1.0)
MEAN=0,0 |
NA=0
SUM=0.0 -
DO 11 I=1,N | |
IF(DATACIND(I)).LT.1.OR,DATACIND(I)).GT .MISS) GOTO 11
SUM=SUM+DAT A (IND(T ))
NA=NA=1
11 CONTINUE
IF(NA.EQ.0) GOTO 12
12 WRITE(3,31)(IND(I),I=1,N)
31  FORMAT(' COL ',3014)
WRITE(3,32) (DATACIND(I)),I=1,N)
32  FORMAT(' DATA ',30F4.0)

WRITE(3,30)NA,SUM,MEAN

30  FORMAT(I3,2F10.3)
GOTO 100

99  WRITE(6,9)NREC

9  FORMAT(IS8,'CASES PROCESSED')
STOP

END



APPENDIX 17: POSITION TITLES OF RESEARCH RESPONDENTS

FROM FIRMS ALPHA, BETA AND SIGMA

CORPORATE

FIRM_ALPHA
1. Chairman 1.
2. Managing Director 2.
3. Financial Director 3.
4. Externél Affairs Director 4.
5. Group Managing Director 5.
6. Group Deputy Managing ‘
Director
7. Special Director, Production
- 8. Special Director, Market Research
FIRM BETA
1, Executive Assistant to 1.
Managing Difector
2. Head of International 24
Department
3. Group Chairman 3.
4, Group Sales and Marketing 4,
‘Director
5. Group Personnel and
Manpower Development
Director
FIRM STGMA
1. Technical Director 1.
2, Comme;ciallDirector 2,
3. Group Financial Controller 3,
4, Group Chief Engineer 4,
| 5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

DI VISIONAL

Managing Director
Chief Accountant
Sales Director
Production Director

Technical Manager

Managing Director

Special Projects Director

Director of Process Plant and

Engineering Products

Commercial--cum-Administration

Director

Managing Director
Commercial Director
Product Group Manager
Head of Consumer Planning
Plant Director

Productioﬁ Manager
Materials Manager
Engineering Manager

Management Services Manager
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