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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study defines speciflc parameters normally
associated with job enrichment. It is a profile of major
program managers and deputies which treat specific examples
of Herzkerg's "motivators" which, simply stated, are:
growth achievement, recognition, and responsibility. The
study is based on a questionnaire which was sent to 154
major DOD programns with greater than 65% response rate.

The study addresses the following research questions:

1. "What are the important work and education

experiences a P! should have in preparation for

s i uins.

managing military programs?"

2. "How do program managers and deputlies per-
ceive prograu management?"

3. "ihich common performance abilities are
percelved as most important by program man-

agers and deputies?"

4. "Jhat is the predominant preference for

directive or participative management?"

Essentially, the results indicate that definite pro-
files do develop in preferences for work experience and the
performance criteria which should be applied to work and
prevaration for assignments (education/training). Achieve-
ment, recognition and responsiblility are all needs which
appear to be satisfied in the program office. Growth as

measured by 1) speciflc career progression in progran
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management, and 2) promotion vis a vis contemporaries,
appears to be absent from the program office.

The major impact of the study should be that educators
and Jjob performance evaluators examine and weigh perform-
ance criteria in some meaningful fashion which relates to
the importance percelved by program managers.

The opinion
of the managers, where consistent and statistically mean-

Ingful, can assist in developing improved preparation for

that kind of management by current middle managers (e

o
&y

students at DSMS).




BedMeanlom el oy o s i o G e e
Ackrowledgements, « o « s W s @ 8w s v
BExecutEvel Summary o St e e e
G 8 A e o B ol ol e o e A e
Chapter I (Purpose and Organization). .

Chapter II (Review of Related Research)

Chapter III (Data Collection and Analysis

Procefires). o« v o % nmlininm i 5w e s
Chapter IV (Pirst Research Question). .
Chapter V (Second Research Question). .
Chapter VI (Third Research Question). .

Chapter VII (Fourth Research Question).

Chapter VIII (Summary of Other Findings)

Chapter IX (Study Summary and Suggestions)

BEBE g s ra DIy RS e R e

Aprendix 1 (Complete Annotated Juestionnalre)

Appendix 2 (Statistles). « o« o ¢ « & &

Appendix 3 {Frequency Distribution, Question 7
Appendix 4 (Frequency Distribution, RJuestion
Apvendix (Frequency Distribution, Juestions

L R e e

vi

!

28)
29)

44
113
iv

vi

i

i
16

n N
\O um

N
N

36

37
38

39

b




;ﬁﬁ

WA

THE DOD PROGRAM MANAGER PROFILE

STUDY REPORT

Presented to the Faculty
of the
Defense 3ystenms lfanagement School
in Partial Fulfillment of the
Program Management Course

Class T73-1

by

George H. Glaccppe
Major USA

May 1373

v

R

e —c— g

%

e



CHAPTER I
PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION

Purpose

The fundamental purpose of my study is to develop the
management profile of program managers. Hopefully this
profile can be described in usable terms so that we may
better understand key operant factors in the program office.
If we better understand the managers and these factors, per-
haps we can eventually see what needs to be done to improve
rreparation for program managers. Obviously, I have no
charter to change anything or even to recommend changes. I
will be able to point eut areas for further consideration,
study and possible interest, but the changes will be left
to others. This i1s at once the beauty and the problem of
student status. I hope to introduce the germ of an idea of
priorities in the study of program management., My study is
one of a large set of studles. I cannov hope to fully de-
scribe program management, but I can determine key profile
elements and those key abllities seen by program managers
themselves to most heavily impact the program office.

Fundamental Technigue/Hypothesis

My basic hypothesis will be that there is no signifi-

cant polarity or single group opinion among program managers

This study represents the views, conclusions and recommen-
dations of the author and does not necessarily reflect the
official opinion of the Defense Systems Management School

nor the Department of Defense.
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(including PM's and Deputy PM's). In order to accept or
reject this hypothesis, I will use an 0¢€€ ,01 criterion in
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov one sample test for most elements

of the questionnaire. This technique in itself should
eliminate doubts in the level of confidence (99%) but it
should also help detect those areas of high interest, energy,
and impact. It will help establish profile priorities by
virtue of manager involvement. In addition, much of the
analysis will be apparent and nearly automatiec. It 1s the
synthesis which should then absorb our interest. How do

we put this information together to contribute to better
program management? Can we in schools be influenced to
change by what appears to be important to program managers?
Is there some key education and experience which will assist
development of program management?

Research Questions

T T . T I R P T A g T T e g - Sy L ARy e rragee Ty e v

My major research guestions are listed below:

1. "What are the important work and education
experiences a PV should have in preparation
for managing military programs?"

2. "How do program managers and deputies per-
celve program management?"

3. "Which common performance abilities are
perceived as most important by program man-
agers and deputies?"

4, "What is the predominant preference for
directive or participative management?"

This study will describe the profile of program managers

and deputies. It will not presume what that profile "should"




be except to establish a null hypothesis. Similarly, I

will examine and order those personal abilities which pro-
gram managers perceive as necessary to perform successfully.
Obviously, these could be used to begin to examine other
areas such as the curriculum of the school devoted to pro-
gram management (DSMS). I will refrain from overextending
this study into the detaill that a curriculum study might
warrant, however I commend it to anyone interested, includ-
ing myself, for future consideration.

Limitations

The most critical limitation in scope for the study
is related to the collection and analysis constraints im-
posed by time in general and especlially by lack of key
punch time. Had the results of each questionneire been re-
corded on cards, correlation and cross correlation would
have been simpler and more complete. This situation can
be described as unfortunate but expected based on the many
demands for ADPY support. The data are available for fur-
ther study even in thelr present form.

Definition of Terms

The terms used within this study will be commonly used
and defined terms. If I feel that some doubt about a term
exists, I will define it in context. ©No glossary is requir-

ed and the technical and mathematical support are demon-

strated in the appropriate appendix. All the basic data




are availlable to the reader who desires to duplicate my
computations or challenge them.

Organization

In order to maintain a logicel flow based on my re-
search questions, the study will be organized by major
research question. This will result in some perambulations
through the questionnaire, but it groups thoughts and con-
cepts which naturally relate to each other. Salient and
repeated comments by respondents will be covered as appro-
priate when they impact directly on a2 research question,
as happened in the first portion of the first research ques-
tion. In addition, I will try to use the comments to cri-
tique my study and will include a brief summary of couments

after coverage of the research gquestions.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

review of specific literature and research was

Although the parallel research was interesting,

(=)

it was not significent in contributing to this study. Spec-

ific studies are cited and summarized below:

1.

"Analysis of Selected 3Biographical Data
from DSMS Classes," Donald E. Child
(PHC T2-2)

This study indicates that Hillers
Analogies Test scores are poor predi-
cators of student performance. A later
oEHd (in pro_ress) Robert Lipinski
(73-1) appears to verify that result,
but goes much further in suggesting
causal factors.

')

"4 llew Technique to Identifying Distin-
guished Graduates from DS
Robert Delcour (72-2
This study disagrees with a stu-
dent grade polnt average as a useful
predictor of job performance of grad-
uates. Delcour suggests using a pair-
ing comparison technigue to select
distinguished graduates.

"The DSMS Grading Systeu," Kenneth P.
Worsham

This study is a summary of inter-
views which tend to discredit the current
DSMS grading system. It appears to be
a report of student and faculty reaction
to the DSMS grading systen.

"A Study of the Personnel Selection Pro-
cess Used Within a Program Office,"
Alfred Banholzer.

This study 1s a series of the author's
cerebrations on the topic which might




provide the basls for specific study of

some portion of some process. It is a

difficult study from which to generalize.
| 5. "An Examination of the Curriculum Organ-
| ization and the Methods of Instruction
| at the DSMS," William Robert Bendit (72-2)

This study proposes a fifty-fifty
division between education and training
based on faculty and student responses.
My research will address prediction of student and on

the job performance only in the sense of pinpointing factors

Job experience and educatlion. In short, I will not provide
"answers" as some of the above studies, but instead will
concentrate on determining which are the correct gquestions

I

i

to be considered in manager development - both through
to ask.




CHAPTER III

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PROCZDURE

METHODS USED TO COLLECT DATA

I have used a simultaneously mailed questionnaire
individually addressed to eaqh program manager of 154 desig-
nated programs. In addition, each program manager was dis-
tributed sufficient forms for deputies to respond wherever
deputies existed. Separate return envelopes were provided
for deputies and, to date, each has been returned separately
and not with the Pl{'s questionnaire. The likelihood of
collusion or coercion appears even more remote when one con-
slders the nature of the respondents and the provision of
non-attribution. Personal data were removed from question-
naires once correlation data were recorded to insure the
security of responses and to support the non-attribution
poliey.

I used the modified Likert scales for most questions
to allow uniformity and to permit introduction of respond-
ent opinion. Each question using the Likert scale allowed
for comments. This allows some interpretation to reduce
my bilas and will permit, by exception, discovery of unex-
pected blas 1f the respondent through notes in the comuaents.
Due to the specific nature of the content of certain ques-
tions, e.g., 19, 20, 25, 26, 27, 28, the format of the

questionnalre was modified to sult the need.

e ) AT A TR L R S S A

Waatasin.




Based on common testing practice and the assistance
of Dr. George R. Allen the Likert scale was modified to an
even number of cholices to avold central tendency. Likewise,
the polarity of questlions was reversed from time to tinme
to insure that the respondent actually read the question
and understood the alternatives available., This technigue
avolds the "automatic mode" where the respondent reads the
first few questions - sees that he is selecting a glven box
(e.z., 2nd bvox from left), and proceedes to complete several
portions at the same level.

No questionnaires recelved after 30 April are included
in the tabulations although several have been received. I
established a "cutoff" in order to develop cumulative cal-
culations.

The questionnaire* was not pretested but was thoroughly
reviewed (question by question) by two D3!S committees which
challenged both content and format.

Methods Used to Analyse Data

Bach returned questionnalre was interpreted for accept-
ance or rejection on a question-by-question basis. Multiple
responses were uniformly interpreted as describing the mean
of the indicated values. Markings clearly made on the lines
instead of within the boxes were accepted desplte my inten-
tion to force responses and avold central tendency. In most

cases, the impact was slight in that I grouped the cunulative
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data to conduct the calculations for hypothesis testing.

There were three or four respondents who ulsinterpreted
question 28 and included more information than required or
repeated numbers in the selection process. I assumed a mean
value where appropriate., Similarly, I allowed half values
in questions 19 and 20 whenever two responses were selected
simultaneously.

The demographic data were simultaneously collected, ex-
tracted and summarized with the questionnaire itself. These
data are useful in completing the profile although they do
not directly impact the research questions.

As an additional collection device, I asked each re=-
spondent to list the "five most significant questions" in
describing the profile of a2 program manager. This is a con-
trol device which can be used to eliminate questions which
do not receive "adequate" response frequency, to weight
responses, and to reduce the size of future questionnaires
of similar design and research content.

Two persons were used to record frequencies to insure
that high accuracy was maintained and that consistency in
interpretation of responses was achieved. This provided a
"running audit" of responses as well as useful division of
labor.

The data were analyzed mainly through use of the Xol=-

mogorov-Smirnov test except for question 28 which required
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a rank coeffliclent test. The ranking was achieved by
using both the weighting factors (numbers 1 through 5)
and by the total frequency of response. In effect, I used
the mean of the weighted responses for each of the eleven
possibilities for one ranking and the frequencies of selec-
tlon for the other ranking in order to develop the measure.
Appendix I displays one questionnaire which contains
all the raw data from which the analysis was made. The
cunulative data were grouped for easy verification by the

reader.,

10




MAJOR RESEARCH QUESTION (1): "What are the important work

CHAPTER IV

and education experiences a
Pl or deputy should have in
preparation for managing mil-
itary programs?"

The first six questions of the questionnaire approach
this major question from several avenues. Questions one
and two are concerned with that relatively narrow band of
education/training available with direct application to

military programs. I intended simply to obtain a utility

index for directly applied schooling. The results, however,

suggest that a large number of respondents were not famil- .g
iar enough with the schools or thelr "products" to make valid
judgements. In fact, the highest frequency scored for any
part of those two questions was only 113 while most of the
rest of the study enjoyed response rates on the order of
140-150. The mean of the frequency rates for the set was
only 60.6. The questions appeared to evoke emotional and
ethical responses in the comments portions which dealt with
the manner 1n which the manager made assignments within the
program office. Glven a broader experience base l.e., more
graduates in the field, the respondent would have felt that
he were merely reporting events. As things were, many re-
spondents resented the questions which appeared to have them
compromise principle. Compromise was not intended, hence

questions should have been carefully worded to evoke responses

11




regarding expectations of performance, or the questions
should have been deferred until more graduates were in the
field.

In order tc simplify the analysis, I chose to group
the responses in subsets of two, orienting on the side of
strong or noderate agreement (or disagreement); positions
5 and € on the six part scale. The results of the Kolmo-
gorov-Smirov tests for questions one and two are listed in
Appendix 2 with all tests.

The results of la, lc, and 1d indicate with a high
assurance that the respondents felt that the schools men-
tioned were beneficial. Each of the parts of question 2
appears to be less conclusive, but based on the relatively
small number of DSMS graduates working in current progranms,
that fact 1s not surprising. What wmay be more interesting
i1s the difference in service reactions to question 2a where
Navy responses accounted for 11 of the 18 which were in the
"strongly disagree" column. Initially, I felt that this
might be explained by an unusually sirong affinity for ex-
perlence and some disdain for schools, but exactly 23 of 68

espondents (Mavy) strdngly ormdoilsr;;i'eéd with the need for combat
experlence. The answer appears to lie with those 11 Navy
respondents who feel that DSMS graduates do not stand out

in productivity. This fact should be noted by the school,

although the problem could be variously defined as selection

12

s e e e Sl T




methods, hostility toward D3MS, hostility with certain
graduates, etc., and speculation will not assist. Without
stampeding, I would suggest that this matter be explored on
one of the upcoming interview trips. Because of the non-
attribution promised, I cannot simplify the lanterview pro-
cess by decoding the gquestionnaires for the school. Instead,
I recommend that the subject be included in interviews in

a non~hurried manner. ZPerhaps a problem will be defined or
vwe may discover soon that sufficlent graduates are in the
field to eliminate the feeling which I uncovered,

Question 3 deals with several kinds of experience which
might be felt to influence program managership. Clearly,
each case exceeds the null hypothesis except the experience
in combat (combatant) operations. I feel that the respond-
ents expressed a declded preference for mission oriented
experience where the mission was program management. This

should not be surprising, but in view of myths such as "good
2 &y o (=)

chess practice makes good military strategists," it is re-
freshing to note that program wanagers and deputlies cite
program experlence and management experience (command) as
preferred preparation for management.

estlons 4 and 5 tend to address the educational back-
grounc. which might be found on a program. A clear prefer-

ence was shown for the technical/engineering background, but

the choices 1in question 4 were grouped so that a direct

13
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comparison is impossitle. Unfortunately, the wording of
question 4 also describes a "technically complex progranm"
while question 5 speaks more broadly of "effective func-
tioning as a program manager". The bias buillt into the

questions coupled to the non seguitur already discussed

reduce the power of the questions to support the first major
research question, but they do add useful perspective to it.
In short, it is useful to know that program managers prefer
technical/engineering educational backgrounds for the job

of program manager.

The last questicn of the set (6) deals with the con-
cept of providing structure to the experience building for
individuals within the.program office. No distinction was
made between military and civilian participants in such a
concept. The response was overwhelming. Of the 152 who
responded tc the question, 144 supported identification of
key positions in the career progression. I could detect no
bias in my wording or the comments from respondents, hence
this appears to be a strong expression of a collective de-
sire for structure and clarity in the career area. I sug-
gest that 1f a clearly defined progression were avallable
as a model for program managers, we would all better under-
stand the preparation or building phase, R i ¢z 1 -
study cannot hope to justify the actual identification

of those positions, but it does make a strong case for

14




addressing the concept as a problem area - by commenders,

personnel managers, and Dy the program managers themselves.




CHAPTER V

MAJOR RESEARCH QUESTIOXN (2): "How do program managers and
deputies percelve program
managenment?"

This question 1s further broken down into seven con-
ponents as listed below:

"Do these managers perceive program management

as:

a., Important and providing responsibility
(questions 6, 7, and 8),

b. Satisfying (questions Oc and 10),

c. Providing recognition (question 9),

d. Providing growth (questions 11 and 12),

e. Providing achievement (question 24d),

f. Challenging and providing responsibility
(questions 21, 22, 23 and 24)?

This set of seven questions with several subsets was
intended tc probe some vital elements of manager motivation.
Using the motlvation theory of Dr., Frederick Herzberg as a
springboard, I attempted to get additional information which
describes the job.

Question 6 demonstrates strong support for clear career
progression as outlined under first research question. This
also indicates that the managers also see that the job is
Important enough to be deélineated.

Question 7 deals directly with the question of a career
field for military program managers. In fact/84 of 148




respondents were in strong or moderately strong support.
Apain, we can be assured that this expresses the opinion
of the respondents within 99% confidence limits.

Question 8 is a similar probe except that it deals

with civilian program management careers, The responses
are statistically significant such as 7 above (100 of 153
strongly or moderately disagreed).

Question 9a indicates high initial recognition and,
not incidentally, a healthy self-esteem. OCf the 152 re-

spondents, 98 considered the selection of program managers

|

|

F
cess.

l Question 9b indicates that only 16 respondents fel
that the selection to become a program manager was activel
avoided during the process. This indicates that there was
some difference of opinion among the respondents but that

the degree of aversion was not especially high. In addi-

tion, we can surmise that over one third of the respondents
were relatively indifferent, i.e., that they nelther sought

nor avoided the assignment.

Hearly two thirds of the respondents in 9c felt that

the assignment was highly desirable or moderately highly de-

sirable, This, in addition to being statistically signifi- '

cant indicates a high degree of satisfaction with the job.
The source of that satisfaction is not defined by the ques-

tion, but other portions of the profile will assist us'in

17




measuring the growth, achievement, recognition and re-
sponsibility which might have contributed to that satis-
faction.

In question 9d, over half of the respondents felt
that this selection was very important or moderately very
important to their careers., I feel this gives a clear
mandate for indicating achievement satisfaction by program
managers and their deputies. Again, this was statistically
significant.

Question 1QC was another broad measure of job satis-
faction. A convineing 96 of 151 respondents would recommend
this assignment either moderately actively or most actively.

In question eleven however, the null hypothesis appears
to be supported. In effect, this is a measure of growth
felt by the managers and no group opinicn was generated.

It is interesting to note that the highest frequency hap-
pened to fall in the"very bad" -"moderately very bad' category
which may indicate a potential problem source. According

to Herzberg's theory of motivation, managers seekx growth.

If the field of prcgram management does not provide it or

if that is the perception of the managers, then an important
motivation 1s absent. Promotion is only one measure of
growth, however 1t i1s the most easily recognized - espe-
cially in the military.

Similarly in question 12, the respondents felt that

promotion (growth) was disadvantaged, in that 22 of 48

18




respondents chose "very bad" or "moderately very bad" to
describe it. This distribution, however, was not statis-
tically significant to the 99% confidence level which will
! remain my measure. Perhaps this result is consistent with
the desire for structure in career progression (question €).
Questions 21 and 22 deal with the challenge and re-
sponsibility of program management. In both cases, the
respondents overwhelmingly indicated that a program manager
should both challenge and be responsible. Surely this aspect
of Herzberg's motivation is present and positive., The data
are statistically significant.

Question 23 also deals with responsibility although

some blas can be detected in the careful qualifying language
of the "obligation". Nevertheless, the results are impres-
eive with 122 of 147 respondents indicating strong or mod-
erately strong agreement.

uestion 24 1s a measure of responsibility in the sense

that the respondent could indicate whether he was master of
his own fate. Obvliously the null hypothesis of an even dis-
tribution should be challenged here., Cne might expect a
close grouping around the center. It is difficult to in-
terpret responses on the outside of the distribution but
those clustered about the mean appear to indicate that the
managers felt fully responsible for their programs (success

or fallure). In effect, this tends to follow Herzberg's




theory and "qualifies" responsibility as a strong moti-

vator for most senior managers in major programs.

20
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CHAPTER VI

JJAJCR RESZARCH QUESTION (3): "Which common performance

abllities are perceived as

most important by program

managers and deputies?"

Question 28 addresses this research question in some

depth. There can be no way to coumpletely satisfy this
question because of the wide inputs which might be expected
and because of the interpretations of the word "ability."
Three of the respondents added the characteristic "integrity"
to the 1list. TFour added "decisiveness." Three added "tech-
nical ability." Undoubtedly these are factors which should
be considered although I tend to place =211 but "techniecal
abllity" in the category of personal traits. A greater
shortcoming of the question llies in its fallure to nmore fully
integrate "leadership" or "management of people,” into the
abilities 1list. Several of the abilities specified in 28

"management of people," but

do contribute to "leadership" or
the question, as worded, does not include a single choice

which integrates the concept. Eleven respondents suggested
adding "leadership" or "mnanagement of pecple" to the list.

Clearly, this should have been addressed despite the diffi-
culties which may have accrued due to the emotional impact
of the word "leadership." Given the problem of establish-
ing constraints, I chose to do so in a way which would per-

mit expression by the respondent to examine where constraints

may have been too restrictive. I feel that this technique
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qualifies the sphere of validity, but it does not restrict
it excessively.

In order to analyze the data, I used the techrnigue of
rank coefficient employing both the frequency of selection
and the weighting of the selection (one through five with
"1" assumed more iamportant than "5.")

The Spearman rank coefficient calculated was positive
(.863). The 99% confidence interval would place the co-

efficient within the limits of +.810 to +.916. All this

indicates high poslitive agreement among the respondents
as to thelr actual relative ranking. Some objection may
be offered based on the fact that I did not require re-
spondents to rank all 11 variables. I felt that with a

relatively large number of respondents (154), very little

ranking of 211 variables except that more respondents would
have become discouraged from completing the question.

Based on the ambilgulty associated with determining critical
abllities, I feel that the correlation achieved is both
adequate and significant. It appears to be consistant

with or better than most soclal studles correlations.

As a side note, i1f these criteria are critical in

successful performance as alluded, we should probably con-

slder evaluating managers by simllar criteria. Four of

five elements were ranked within the first five both q

N
N
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through frequency and through the weighted average of
the ordinal number applied by respondents. The follow-

ing table (in published order)* summarizes the question:

Ability to write well.., Yhrevsh

Legend: A
Ability to identify problems

v

N

tHu

RANK BY WEIGHTED RANK BY FREQUENCY
New

[VERAGE E ~OF RESPONSE
K 1 1
g 2 2
I 3 4
4 5
F 5 6
G 6 3
c T 9
B 8 10
A 9 8
D 10 7
J 11 11

#Raw data are avallable in Appendix 3
As the reader examines the findings, he should note

that the "ability to identify problems"” holds the highest

priority while "ability to apply regulations and procedures"

is clearly last in priority. I feel strongly that this
should be noted in job experience, education/training and
in evaluation. Similarly, we should order other abilities
in priority seguence and welght these factors when evaluat-

ing

2

managers. The question as to whether or not this is
done in practice would make an excellent study in itself.

There 1s information available from cofficer evaluation re-
ports, fitness reports, school grading/evaluation systeas,

curricula, even teaching techniques, performance counseling

checklists, etc.
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In brief, this question successfully demonstrates
a2 preference listing which can be refined by adding more
alternatives or changing and adjusting the alternatives
already present. Perhaps "leadership" should be added -
perhaps not. If we are considering evaluation of the per-
formance, however I would recommend that "leadership" per
se not be included because it 1s not directly measurable.
We can weasure the "ability to identify probleus," or bver-
all communication skills ability,®etc., 25 they appear in

the question., A dedicated manager or educator can develop

the subjective and objective measures to complete the feed-

-+

back circuit. The message is clear that we should look to
performance criteria rather than leadershlp iralts because
they are more meaningful, more easily measured, and less
ambiguous. They are more meaningful because they are ori-
ented on the mission achievement. They are more easily
measured because both subjective and cbjective goals can
be set by the evaluator and evaluated., They are less am-
blguous in the sense that most managers will define the
terms similarly. In the trailt approach, what one manager
percelves as "declsiveness," another may see as "lack of
cooperation," or "lack of loyalty." “ilestones can be
applied to performance (substantiated subjective opinion).
Cpinion with regard to traits is nearly impossible to sub-

stantiate.
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MAJOR RESTEARCH QUESTION (4): “What is the predominant

preference for directive

or participative manage-
Undoubtedly this will be the most controversial portion

of my study. Let me preface any description by stating

that I have tried carefully to avold a value Judgement on

the direction of the preference, Let me suggest that the
preferential style would be affected by such factors as

ime avallable (program phase, etc.). The style nmight in
turn affect other factors such as the imaginativeness demon-
strated by a staff. 1In this research question, I am nmerely
trying to find out what the state of nature is - not suggest

ways to change. As the individual questions are unfolded,

145]

~

the reader will see that no single proflle stends out. Per-

1. .

haps this should reduce any controversy which develops.

Question 13

=

s a questlon where I anticipated no zroup
opinion or perhaps a tendency toward central responses.
However, 89 of 153 respondents felt strongly or moderately
strongly in disagreement with the proposal of more civilian

program managers. This 1s statistically significant and

indicates a "directive" nature. The strength would increase
if the clivilian respondents were deleted from the sample.
Question 15 was a broad question which related to add-

ing civilians in general. The distribution here appears to

e i aisin
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be near predicted although there 1s some grouplag toward
the center, it 1s not within 997 conflidence limits. This
state of nature could easily reflect the differing progran
needs and appears to have no relationship to nanagement
style.

Question 16 indicates 2 preponderant perception that
progran/project staffs are imaginative. Of 149 rcspondents,
92 felt their staffs were imaginative or moderately imagina-
tive. The null hypothesis is strongly rejected and a par-
ticipative climate is indicated by a large number of man-
agers.

Similarly, question 17 is statistically significant in
that an extremely small number of respondents felt their
staffs needed "much direction" or "uoderately much direction.”
There was some central grouping and a rather large number
(46) felt that their staffs needed moderately little direc-
tion. Again, a participative climate is indicated by the
distributlon of responses, but it is mainly a rejection of
overdirection. This is an important differentiation in de-
scribing the collective management style. The acceptance of
"little direction" or "moderately little direction" 1s not
statistically significant although the distribution is slight-
ly higher than the expectation.

Question 18 indicates a strong directive approach with

135 of 151 respondents generally indlcating that the PM sets
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goals with the advice of his staff. This would appear to
indicate that staff participation in organizational goal
setting 1s restricted. One may proverly ask, "Is that in-
consistent with the other finding which po int to a partici-
vative climate?" The answer i1s "probably not." 1In other
words, 1t 1s entirely possible that many P!s feel comfort-
able 1an setting organizational goals - because of role dif-
ferentiation, time constraints or even superior knowledge.

Juestion 19 indicates a strong preference for perceiv-
ing potential conflict as distributive, This is characteris-
tic of a directive climate but also 1t is often a part of
the program environment where external forces (gég., budget
cuts) set up a distributive climate almost automatically.
The choice (a) 1s statistically sienificant.

0f 132 respondents, 72 describe a distributive charac-
teristic with respect to potential conflict. This approach
to conflicet (distributive) is characteristic of some direc-
tive climates. Other directive climates can be found where
even the possibility of conflict can precipltate an addition-
al directive. '"There will be no coanflict." The latter

approach appears to be less realistic since i1t may well lead

to passive aggression which is usually nmore difficult to
control than conflict.
Question 20 indicates a strong preponderance for "brush

fire" type operators. It is difficult to belleve that 62
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1 of 134 respondents reflected identical program phases. In
effect, I suggest that the perception of "short fuse" de-

‘ cislouns helps create a directive climate - regardless of

. the validity of the perception or the real cause of the
situation.

In suumary, there does not appear to be a predominant
preference for directive or participative management but the
tendency toward one style or the other is strongly influenced
by the environment., It would also appear that the type of
decision may influence the climate. The two factors may
well be complementary although this study is not cross corre-
lated to select "high directive profiles" and compare their
respouses to "high participative vrofiles." Considerable
data are avallable, but the scope of correlations is expo-

nential to a single cumulative study.
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CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY CF OTHER FIKDINGS

Summary of Comments

E Question 29 was intended to serve as an additional
priority listing of the important questions to ask and it

E further was viewed as a template to cut down the length of

t future lterations of any similar questionnaire.

F The five most crucial questions according to frequency

are as listed below:

Order F Questlon lo. Topic
1 (87) 3 Job experience factors
2 (86) 28 Ferformance abilities
3 (51) 22 Manager challenging valid-
ity of requirements
4 (49) Q Selectlon process
5 (41) 23 Cancellation recomnenda-

tion

The entire freguency list appears in Aoppendix 4 without
toplc description or ordering. It should be clear from the

table above that experiences and performance are stressed

and that from questions 22 and 23 that a "yes man" approach
is shunned. It should also be interesting to note that the

selectlon process drew much attention but that tenure on the

Job got no responses., I feel that question 29 provides in-

ternal corroboration and consistency to the other findings

of the study.




In questions 25 and 26 I attempted to get some measure
of what managers felt assisnment periods were - versus what
they should be. The data are grouped in sumnary in Appendix
5. I d1d not perform a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on these
data because I arbitrarily established year groups and may
have biased any test of that sort. The summary of desired

tenure versus expected tenure 1s described below:

0-18 mos 19 mos-3% yrsd3i€st 351
5] )

X
#25 (desired) 0 42 0

26 (expected) 7 63 59 26

This indicates that expected tenure is shorter than
deslred tenure in several cases, but the shift is not un-
reasonable in s-cove and the frequency for loang tenure (» 5%
years) is similar in both cases. 32y way of explanation,I
interpreted "duration of program" as greater than 5% years
for the purposes of this analysis.

In question 27 I tried to get qualifying information
which might hint at experience and education which has proven
helpful to managers. Although these results are difficult
to quantify, some trends did develop.

Unfortunately, because of the "free response€' aspect of
of the question, much of the interpretation may be challenged.
However I feel that the following few items would be agreed
to by nearly anyone else. The first three schools in order

of preference were: DSMS (f=38); 2) Graduate Business/
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llanagement School (f = 28); and 3) the Industrial College

of the Armed Forces (f

17). The first three assigaments
in order of preference were: 1) Progran/Froject 0ffice

(f = 28); 2) Operations/Command (f = 18); and 3) Procure-
ment (f = 16). R & D experience was a close fourth with

f = 14. lany respondents expressed satisfaction with their
preparation. Overall it seemed clear that the respondents
knew what they needed but that perhaps due to the varliety

of programs and asslignments within these programs that the

(o]
=

1iestion was superfluous. It tends to support other ques-
tions regarding education and experlience. I would rewrite
that question to make it more usable in format, however.

The response rate was so low on question 14 that no

valild concluslion c¢an be drawn from i%.
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CHAPTER IX

SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
ADDITIONAL RESEARCH

Summary and Conclusions

The study was a valuable exerclilse for me to view pro-
gram managers. I addressed the research gquestions through
a behavioral/educational outlook and the responses were, on
the whole, usable and easily understood. Perhaps no "great
truth" was unearthed and yet program managers and deputies
do hold some group perceptions which must be accounted for
in preparation for those higher assignments in weapons
acquisition. ‘

The study helped me to understand program managers but
it will also assist anyone who works in the education or
training of those entering program management. I commend it
to career and personnel planners so that perhaps the prob-
lem of career progression can be addressed. I commend it
to the staff and faculty at DSMS because it will help them
continue to keep an eye on relevence in the classroom. It
may also glve hints at the priority of performance factcrs
which should be used in establishing an educational system
and evaluating that system and the people in it (students
staff and faculty).

I would personally enjoy a curriculum study which
bullds upon the perceptlons highlighted in this study. I

would especially like to deepen my study in the area of

refining the priorities determined for abilities associated
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with performance and the techniques for evaluation in an
academic environment. Perhapns the pertinent question is
"How can we best create = relevent performance environment
in a school?"”

The goals of my study were met within an abridged
scope. I have sufficlient data for comparing perceptions of
subgroups Arny, Air Force, Navy both as Program Managers and
Deputies. If I expand the scope, these comparisons will
absorb my immedlate attention. I will then broaden the scope
as discussed above, but I feel compelled to use all the data
I now have before creating more.

As a final caution, the profile must be seen in context.
There is no stereotyped program manager - although these
managers may have some perceptions in common, I am confi-
dent that this study will generate more questions than it
answers, but perhaps we learn more from the search than the

discovery.
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Indicate your preference by a check of "x" in the appropriate block on
the scales indicated below. Write in any additional comments you wish
to make or examples you may care to cite in the space below each question.

1. a. I have attended the ten-week DWSMC course at Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio, and it benefited me in my program management assignments.

[S)yronglg MopeRaTE ScenT ST PO IS\trggg]y
Treguency | 9 3 [ y 1D gree, o
T amu LATIVE b s O /0 2 A 34y

e @ YENC Comments ;

b. I have attended the twenty-week Program Management Course at
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, and it benefited me on my program management

assignment.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
I e QUENC gI,A - ) 3 / . /
Luam uLanwve / / / o 3 &

AL L. Comments:

c. I attended the three-week Executive Refresher Course at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, and it benefited me in my program management

assignment.
Strongly | Strongly
Sk Disagree e Agree
TREGUENCY | i _ o 3 o) : /7
Co nukamve / = 3 _b_ 1Y =
Fre@ue NS Comments :
7

d. Courses of this nature are not a significant factor in preparation
for program management.

Strongly - 2 Strongly
fzougucxg 'D1sagrae 33 (7 -y b Agreeé
Ce.avLAn vE gy 777 QQ 70 1 /0 7 [13
TREQUENSY  Eomments: |

79 g
35-
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feeovency

How many personnel in your program office rave attended the twenty-week
Program Manager Course (PMC) at the Defense 5Systems Management School?

No. of Military
No. of Civilians

a. PMC graduates are more productive than hon-attendees:

Coumolanive
FREGUENTY

Strongly 3 Strongly
Agree\? I Qo —| // Q Disa }ge

= 18 40 | S¥ 63 5/
Comments:

4

o
43

b. Compared to non-attendees, I would put PMC graduates in more
important program office positions:

Strongly 3 Strongly

Agree —_— > Dis;?ree
CFEE@UEN(.V 1 /9 a7 /0 /53; /q‘/

O/M vLATIVE 2 £ v = 24
FRe@UENY  Comments :
_~z;§,_

c. I give the tougher tasks to my PMC graduates in my organization:

Almost 5 Almost
ReQUeN CZ puer ¥ ¥ 24 e /0 Always=
CuomvLtAaTIvE 5 b 36 56 o 6 ¢ 9
FREQUEES 1 Comments:

/

d. Compared to non-attendees, I accept the recommendations of my PMC

graduates:

Almost q Almost
e i £ B
FREQENCY Tomments : o

B
35- 2




3. For my present job, I feel that prior experience is required:

a. In combatant operations.

—

1 Strongly g Strongly
Fequeuc TR a2y 27 ) 2o 27, . HEgore
~UMULATIY =
il i AP R T B H o 73 S X" /5 1
FREY “ s Comments:
——
1S

b. In support of combat operations.

Strongly [ 2, S;rong]y
£ zguency proreen? T 36 3 T} 20 s ) TR,
Comubarw 'lt 27 Y /00 V=7 138 | /sY
FREPUENSY  “Comments :

2¥ 2D
c. In a command position.
Strongly / S@rong]y
B zguewcy yhIree 34 o /7 q Djsagr?ﬁ
Co.n VAATIVE ! 40 77 i /1S /73 I 4q
FREQVENSY  Tomments : '
/e
d. As a manager of a small program office.
| Strongly 3 Strongly
| Meguency  JR9"ee30 HO Hl 23 - B ki
C MULAMVE, 30 20 / /1 /37 /5D /5 A
FREQUENCY  rommente: g :
. -
4
e. In a program office.
Strongly / / Strongly
S (088 Di
eguency )9 57 51 25 /0 A i
Ce NUAATIVE 57 /09 /34 145 /8¢ Al
FREYVENCY  Comments: L
il —
b‘af 138~
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f. In a laboratory or functional area in support of a program office.

Strong -, Strong

FeOuE Advantgge 37 jc’j —— &&/ 5 D}Sai‘ﬁntége
Camuianvt (el 13X U /43 / S/ /6.
FREOUEN’CK/ Comments:
g

4. A manager with a college degree in fields such as liberal arts, law,
accounting, business, etc. could manage a technically complex program.

Strongly 2, Strongly
Disagree —_ Agree /0

FREQUEN ¢ 31 30 /9 3 28
ComUukATIY 31 Ll 50 I 4 239 /Jg
Fﬁg(pdENCy Comments : Y

ST

5. A technical/engineering degree is essential to effective functioning
as a program manager.

Strongly ks | Strongly
e OUENN Agree;z? 43 I /q 24 S D1sagree/o
Qumukamivé a7l 70 ql //fo /*ig /‘/_g
FReQUENCY Comments :
I e
7 q

6. Key executive (line) and key functional (staff) assignments in the
materiel acquisition process should be identified as career steps for those
who would opt to become a program manager:

Stroncly 1 Strongly

ﬁéﬂIDUEAiQ} | Squort[po 5"{ 38 5 | 3 0158urage
Cam ukATIVE | 20 10 ) IT 777 1 s 1 7

Fre guENC Comments :

b
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7. A program management career field for military officer is needed:
Strongly Strongly
Discourage . Suppor
vENC 1Y 2 3| 38 7
T gl w— s - et .
f E;UENCV Comments:
8. A career field in program management for civilians is not needed:
Strongly S'grong]y /
b puswcy )97 P . L6 4.9 g T
CunlykATVE [ 7 EXY 37 53 02 | 58
FREQUENSY Tomments: S
9. Would you describe the selection to become a program manager:
A Highly Not a
Selective Highly
Process Selective
IREQUENCY 427 gL 23 z /b Processfy
Chtiamve ' | 4 98 /2/ /24 5 Y
A .;w:/vci
Comments :
Actively Actively
h —— ——Avoided
£ quency | P98 | A/ 4y /b PP lies i
Clm VARTIVE D, 28 ©9 /3 /24 1Y /47
FREQUEN < 1 Comments: R
131 TK)
Highly 9 / Not Highly
Fucousn/cd Desiza%]e Yy o 3 & 2 ALY -—a—-ﬂeswagz]_s
Cymukm Ve, 53 97 EY /37 14b 149
A QUENC Tomments :
139
Very Important : 3 Very Unimportant
_E"FQUEA/CJ to yo%g(;ar?er 3y 335 /7 (ﬂ tc:ayour Career
Ci NUkATHS . 45 Sl /17 /37 /%6 149
FREQUENCY  Comments: i
35- gl 140
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10. Would you recommend assignment in the prodram management field to your
peers and juniors?

Recommend | Most

: Against2 S 5 t T /0 Hive]y
Cumursn Je 2 § H 75 15/ I
FREQUENCY  Comments :

0y ks
(/\

—

-3

11. Compared to command assignments held by your peers, how would you
rate your chances for promotion to the next higher grade?
(MILITARY ONLY)

/

FReguency  |'°™ 599 /L (o B, (9 " il
Cumd ramine 26 28 47 A £ 25
rﬁEQU5N‘Y Comments : /06
12. Compared to assignments outside the program office (e.g., in the
functional directorates of a major command such as research and
development, procurement, etc.), how would you rate your chances
for promotion to the next higher grade? (CIVILIAN ONLY)
/
Very B N Very Good
a%ﬁ“ifé L Y 574 § q 4 5 e |
mULATIv: 1y o2 3 / 3p S Y&
FREQUENCY Comments : 5
3L
13. More programs should be managed by civilian program managers.
Strongly ﬁﬁd S@rong]y /
HSEOUENC\Ir Agree/QJ e P 2/ 3 # D1s$q1r;§e ——
Clm UiAn# £k 27 39 oY 98 1 75 |
FRE QUENCY  “Tomments : 753
—
43
35-6
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N 19. Select the item which best describes gotgnt'al conflict situations.

a. Distributive (e.g., what engineering department gains, configura-
tion control department loses).

Rt

';31 10% b. Integrative (compromise where nobody loses).
%v c. We allow no conflict situations to develop.
QA 3 Comments :

_ Circle the item which best describes the majority of decisions in
your program.

a. Llong lead time - Short implementation period
b. Long lead time - Long implementation period
c. Short lead time - Short implementation period

d. Short lead time - Long implementation period

Comments:

21. A program manager should never recommend that his program be

cancelled.
Strongly Strongly
FReQuemicy 197 3 5 3 3 30 ne /2l B
Ce A TWE 3 .4 J) Jy 4y Sae
F. 500&'NC\/ Comments:
_._—-JL_—
53
22. A program manager should challenge the validity of requirements.
S;rong1y Strongly
EREQUENTY Disagree .J 2, 2 40 3¢ Agreia I
COMVLATIVE 7 b 5 /K L 4£ﬁ_j
74 Fpubwey Comments :

35-8
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14.

If you believe that more civilians should be assigned as program
managers, what types of programs should they be placed in charge

of?

15. If you could expand vour personnel base, would you add mostly
civilians?
Disagree
FREGUENCY atronglios |2 . e il M S S e
CumuiATive AU &o /09 /39
FREQUERCY  Ements : .
— .
Y /
16. How would you describe your program/project staff?
St 2 / TR
Imaginative —= = Unimaginative
wC TG s T 23 g ¢ 9
Com vinrive 30 g /25 138 1YY
) € Comments :
RRepeency  Comments e Ak
qy 134
17. How much direction does your staff require?
Much / 9
- ; -
F%@UL-—NU/NFEECW"KL‘J«?. NI T 3 ¥ & ]
Comutanve 5 A Zu Qy 137
FREQUENCY  Comments :
Beollarlin
—_—
27 of
18. Organization goa]s-within your program/project office are set:
Only by PM
with Advice .
of Staff 2 5 Supported
FREQUERIC Y L8 3 S ::_ﬁ___“__k___%; i
Comptanve 28 5/ /38 154 /5%
FREQUENCY  “Tomments :

-
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231

If a program manager is convinced that his program will not meet stated
requirements, he is obligated to state the costs (technical performance,
schedule & dollars) to complete as well as to recommend cancellation to
the decision maker.

Strongly [ Strongly
ree : —T Disagre
rEQuen<y poeeoq Jo 7 4 b i i
CUm CramME 92 (L2 | 139 J133 13 147
~ -EQUEN&, Comments : i -
"7&0
24. How do you perceive your responsibility for program success/failure?
Only Only
| Responsible _ﬁiﬁ Responsible
. for Success - for, Failure
| Keguencey | "5 X |28 28 / < ki
& YuLﬂﬁ;U}" 5 7 35 /32 /33 } 137
FeQUE NSY Comments: i) A
1 0%
25. How long you think a program marager should be in his job?  VYrs.
26. What do you expect your tenure as program manager to be? Yibs.
27. Had you an opportunt to groom yourself for your job, and knowing
what you now know, what _types of assignments and what military and

civilian courses of instwyction would have benefited you the most?

Assignments Schools

o
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| 28. Select five of the following abilities in order of their importance
| in successful performance as a program manager. Rank them using #1

| 1%
| g. |10
719
| 10|
o 15 2

5|0
3
15

34

(N

I I

for the most important criterion and #5 for the last of your
selections.

Ability to write well and present complex issues clearly.
High persuasion abilities.

Ability to brief frequently and well.

Ability to interface with high ranking officers/officials.
Overall high communication skills ability.

High ability in interpersonal relations.

Ability to think imaginatively.

Technical ability to analyze complex problems.

Ability to think in the broadest range possible.

Ability to apply regulations and standing procedures.

Ability to identify problems.

29. Additional Instructions: After completing the questionnaire, please
5 look over the questions asked and list below the five most significant
| questions (by number) for describing the overall profile of a program

: manager.
SC€E ArrenOIx 4

30. List any one aspect which you feel is more important than those we

have included in questions 1 thru 28.

S ar Communts /4 8opy OF STODY

35-10
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SZLECTION FrREQUENCY  AND  Sum OF SELECTIONS

28. Select five of the following abilities in order of their importance
in successful performance as a program manager. Rank them using #1
for the most important criterion and #5 for the last of your

selections.

ﬁ@g: 56 Ability to write well and present complex issues clearly.
IS 14| High persuasion abilities.

|
|
|
| %_ﬁb’ Ability to brief frequently and well.
éﬁﬁi_ff Ability to interface with high ranking officers/officials.
éﬁﬁijﬂf Overall high communication skills ability.
fi?_;l? High ability in interpersonal relations.
33340000 | ppitity to think imaginatively.

Technical ability to analyze complex problems.
2646-Qﬁ5 Ability to think in the broadest range possible.

Ability to apply regulations and standing procedures.

W i3] Ability to identify problems.

. 1ook over the questiv _askec and 11st be]ow the f1ve most s1gn1f1cant
questions (by number) for describing 5 3 ile of a program
managers




. If a program manager is convinced that his program will not meet stated
requirements, he is obligated to state the costs (technical performance,
chedule & dollars) to complete as well as to recommend cancellation to
tRe decision maker.

Strongly

P R R i el

24. How do you perc

Comments :

{ve your responsibility for program success/failure?

Only Only
Responsible Responsible
| for Successl I l lfor Failurel
Comments : ] i L
25. How long do you think a programYanager should be in his job? P Yrs.

26. What do you expect your tenure as Pcogram manager to be? Yrs.

27. Had you an opportunity to groom yours&]f for your job, and knowing
what you now know, what types of assignyents and what military and
civilian courses of instruction would hawe benefited you the most?

Assignments Schools

—

o

e
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